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Abstract. This paper considers the decentralized optimization problem of minimizing a finite
sum of continuously differentiable functions over a fixed-connected undirected network. Summarizing
the lack of previously developed decentralized conjugate gradient methods, we propose new decen-
tralized conjugate gradient (NDCG) and memoryless BFGS (DMBFGS) methods for nonconvex and
strongly convex problems, respectively. Firstly, to the best of our knowledge, NDCG is the first de-
centralized conjugate gradient method to be shown to have global convergence with constant stepsizes
for general nonconvex optimization problems, which profits from our designed conjugate parameter
and relies only on the same mild conditions as the centralized conjugate gradient method. Secondly,
considering the conjugate gradient method as a special quasi-Newton method, we apply a scaled
memoryless BFGS technique and develop the DMBFGS method that requires only vector-vector
products to capture the curvature information of Hessian matrices. DMBFGS ensures quasi-Newton
matrices have bounded eigenvalues without introducing any regularization term or damping method.
Under proper choice of stepsizes, DMBFGS has global linear convergence for solving strongly convex
decentralized optimization problems. Our numerical results show both NDCG and DMBFGS are
very efficient respectively compared with other state-of-the-art methods for solving nonconvex and
strongly convex decentralized optimization.

Key words. Decentralized optimization, conjugate gradient method, constant stepsize, memo-
ryless BFGS, global convergence
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1. INTRODUCTION. In this paper, we consider the following decentralized
optimization problem over an undirected and connected network containing n nodes.

min
z∈Rp

n∑
i=1

fi(z), (1.1)

where the local objective function fi : R
p → R is continuously differentiable. Consider

the underlying network G = (V, E), where V = {1, . . . , n} is the set of nodes, and E
is the collection of unordered edges. We denote two nodes as neighbors if they are
connected by an edge. In decentralized setting, there does not exist one central server
to gather local information from other nodes, compute shared global information,
and broadcast it to all other nodes. Each local function fi is only known to node i
and all the nodes collaborate with their neighbors through information exchange (i.e.,
communication) to obtain the consensus minimizer. Decentralized optimization has
wide applications including decentralized resources control[1], wireless networks[2],
decentralized machine learning[3], power systems[4], federated learning[5].

As the above practical applications spring up, decentralized optimization methods
have been extensively studied, where first-order methods, especially gradient-based
methods, first gain attention due to their simple iterative schemes and low compu-
tational expense. Let us focus on the nonconvex problems first. Among numerous
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first-order methods, decentralized gradient descent(DGD)[6, 7, 8] is the most well-
known. However, DGD converges to an exact stationary point of the original problem
with only a diminishing stepsize. When taking a constant stepsize, the iterates gen-
erated by DGD converge to a stationary point of a Lyapunov function.[7]. There
are many works devoted to a constant stepsize without losing the exact convergence.
Gradient Tracking(GT) based methods[9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15] utilize a dynamical
average consensus [16] technique to designate local average gradient approximations
at any nodes to track the global average gradient, therefore realizing an exact conver-
gence. Actually, the convergence of the original GT method is first studied for convex
and strongly convex optimization problems [9, 10, 11], where they design different
proof frameworks. [17] considers a more general case that the Lipschitz continuity of
gradients just holds on some given compact set, not the universal set. They propose a
multi-stage GT method with global convergence. Note that nonconvex optimization
methods are more extensively studied in stochastic optimization, which can easily
turn to deterministic optimization. [18] proposes a GT-based nonconvex stochas-
tic decentralized method, which replaces the gradient in the original GT with the
stochastic gradient. [19] introduces the momentum to stochastic GT for acceleration
and presents a momentum tracking (MT) method, generating local approximations
to track the global average momentum. [20] proposes a theoretically faster method
that utilizes the momentum tracking technique as well as the Loopless Chebyshev
Acceleration [15] method. Considering GT-based and MT-based methods require two
rounds of communication per iteration, [21] proposes to apply the tracking mecha-
nism with respect to the variable updates instead of the gradients or momentums,
saving communication cost but causing a slow convergence due to sensitivity to the
dissimilarity between local and global gradients.

In centralized nonconvex optimization, the conjugate gradient (CG) methods have
been demonstrated to have better performance beyond the gradient descent method
without losing theoretical guarantee and easy implementation. However, few de-
centralized CG methods have been developed. [22] considers a distributed online
optimization problem whose objective function is iteration-varying, and presents a
distributed online CG algorithm. Their method uses diminishing stepsizes composed
of two components where the first is given by an exact line search and the second
is O(1/

√
t). Additionally, uniformly bounded conjugate parameters and an extra

projection step are needed. A decentralized Riemannian CG descent method [23] is
proposed to address the decentralized optimizations on Riemannian manifolds. It
needs the stepsize to be decreasing and to satisfy the local strong Wolfe condition
on each node. [24] gives a decentralized CG method with constant stepsizes through
a conjugate direction tracking technique which generates an estimate of the average
conjugate direction by the dynamic average consensus technique[25]. However, the
convergence proofs of the above three works are not quite right or complete, which
will be detailedly indicated in Section II.A.

If the problem under consideration is strongly convex, we have more flexibility in
designing algorithms. [12] presents a distributed heavy ball method, called ABm, that
combines GT with an alternative momentum. Note that the momentum in [12] is the
variable difference that covers the consensus gap of variables while that in MT[19] is
actually the integration of the history gradient. [13] introduces the Barzilai-Borwein
(BB) [26] technique to the original GT method, obtaining automatically computed
stepsizes for each node. Optimal GT(OGT) [15] is the first decentralized gradient-
based method, not relying on inner loops to reach the optimal complexities for mini-
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mizing strongly convex and smooth optimization problems. Actually, it is preferable
for strongly convex optimization problems to using the quasi-Newton methods since
the curvature information of the Hessian of the objective function can be captured
with a low computation cost. [27] focuses on penalized approaches for solving a
constrained problem, where a consensus constraint is introduced to reformulate the
problem (1.1). They propose a decentralized BFGS (DBFGS) method to the penal-
ized problem. However, DBFGS is an inexact penalty method in the sense that the
penalty parameter needs to go to infinity for ensuring global convergence. PD-QN[28]
improves DBFGS in the primal-dual framework. A decentralized ADMM [29] incor-
porates the BFGS quasi-Newton technique to improve computation efficiency. Note
quasi-Newton methods overcome the difficulty in computing Hessian matrices but can
not avoid high memory storage of the Hessian approximation matrices. [30] proposes
the damped limited-memory BFGS (D-LM-BFGS) and damped regularized limited-
memory DFP (DR-LM-DFP) methods which require modest storage. In addition,
D-LM-BFGS reduces computation cost by realizing the two-loop recursion. Exist-
ing decentralized quasi-Newton methods usually add a regularization term or take a
damping technique in order to ensure quasi-Newton matrices are positive definite and
have bounded eigenvalues. We think these ways are too conservative and might cause
underutilization for second-order information.

In this paper, new decentralized CG and memoryless quasi-Newton methods are
proposed, respectively aimed at nonconvex and strongly convex optimization prob-
lems. Our main contributions are as follows.

1. We propose a decentralized CGmethod using constant stepsizes, called NDCG.
To the best of our knowledge, NDCG is the first decentralized CG method
with global convergence for minimizing nonconvex problems, where the con-
vergence condition, Lipschitz continuity of gradients, is not stricter than that
of the centralized CG method. Numerical results are presented to indicate our
method is superior to other advanced nonconvex decentralized optimization
methods.

2. Consider the close connection between the CG method and the memoryless
quasi-Newton method. Our aim is to seek a decentralized updating direction
from the scaled memoryless BFGS method proposed by [31], thus giving a
decentralized memoryless BFGS method, named DMBFGS. Two advantages
of this method are capturing the second-order information with only vector-
vector products and generating secure quasi-Newton matrices whose eigenval-
ues are bounded without any regularizing or damping technique. DMBFGS
effectively utilizes second-order information and its computation and commu-
nication overheads are the same as well-developed first-order methods. This
method is shown to have a linear convergence rate under the strongly convex
assumption. Numerical results are provided to show our method performs
better than these advanced first-order methods for minimizing strongly con-
vex optimization problems.

The paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we review the previously developed
decentralized CG methods and then propose two new methods, as well as show their
global convergence. Numerical experiments are performed in Section 3 to compare
our methods with other well-established first-order methods for solving decentralized
optimization. Finally, we draw some conclusions in Section 4.

1.1. Notation. We let uppercase boldface denote matrice, and lowercase bold-
face denote vectors. We let xi denote the local copy of the global variable z at node
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i and define Ni as the set consisting of the neighbors of node i (In this paper, we
treat node i itself as one of its neighbors for convenience). For vectors vi (vi could
for instance be xi, gi and so on) defined for i = 1, . . . , n we denote by

v =


v1

v2

...
vn

 ∈ Rnp,

and v̄ = 1
n

∑n
i=1 vi. We define f(x) =

n∑
i=1

fi(xi) and further extend the definition to

the gradient of f(x) as

∇f(x) =


∇f1(x1)
∇f2(x2)

...
∇fn(xn)

 ∈ Rnp.

We let gt, gti denote ∇f(xt), ∇fi(xti), respectively. We say that x is consensual or
gets consensus if x1 = x2 = . . . = xn. We use Ip to denote the p× p identity matrix
and let I denote Inp for simplicity. Null(N) denotes the null space of the matrix
N. We let span(v) denote the linear subspace spanned by the vector v. Kronecker
Product is denoted as ⊗. Given a symmetric matrix N, λmin(N), λmax(N), and ρ(N)
denote its smallest eigenvalue, largest eigenvalue, and spectral radius, respectively.
For any vector v and matrix N, ∥v∥2N denotes vTNv. NT denotes transpose of the
matrix N. For matrices N1 and N2, N1 ⪰ N2 means N1 − N2 is positive definite.
We let log(·) denote log10(·) and define M = 1

n1n1
T
n⊗Ip where 1n denotes the all-one

vector in Rn

2. ALGORITHM DEVELOPMENT AND MAIN RESULTS. This sec-
tion derives two algorithms for non convex and strongly convex optimization problems,
respectively. We start by discussing a simple decentralized CG (SDCG) method. We
notice that the methods from [22, 23, 24] were developed on the basis of SDCG. The
following are several necessary assumptions for the objective function.

Assumption 1. The local objective function fi is bounded below, namely, fi(z) >
−∞ for all z ∈ Rp.

Assumption 2. The local gradients {∇fi(z)}ni=1 are Lipschitz continuous with
constant L > 0, i.e.,

∥∇fi(z)−∇fi(z̃)∥ ≤ L ∥z− z̃∥ , (2.1)

∀z, z̃ ∈ Rp, i = 1, . . . , n.

In decentralized optimization it is convenient to parameterize communication by
a mixing matrix W̃ = [W̃ij ] ∈ Rn×n

Definition 1. (Mixing matrix)

1. W̃ is nonnegative and W̃ij characterizes the active link (i, j), i.e., W̃i,j > 0

if j ∈ Ni, W̃i,j = 0 otherwise.

2. W̃ is symmetric and doubly stochastic, i.e., W̃ = W̃T and W̃1n = 1n.
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There are a few common choices for the mixing matrix W̃, such as Laplacian-
based constant edge weight matrix [16] and Metropolis constant edge weight matrix
[32]. Let λi(W̃) denote the i-th largest eigenvalue of W̃. Then by Definition 1,

1 = λ1(W̃) > λ2(W̃) ≥ . . . ≥ λn(W̃) > −1.

Let σ be the second largest magnitude eigenvalue of W̃. Then,

0 < σ = max
{
|λ2(W̃)|, |λn(W̃)|

}
< 1,

Define W := W̃⊗Ip. Then we know ρ(W−M) = σ. The following lemma establishes
the contraction with matrix W.

Lemma 2.1.

∥Wx−Mx∥ = ∥(W −M)(x−Mx)∥ ≤ σ∥x−Mx∥

for any x ∈ Rnp.
This contraction property will be frequently used in the rest of the paper.

2.1. Previous Algorithms Review. The SDCG method can be given as

xt+1
i =

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ijx
t
j + αdti, (2.2)

dt+1
i = −gt+1

i + βt+1
i dti, (2.3)

with initialization d0
i = −g0

i . α > 0 is the stepsize. Since the line search is hard to
apply to decentralized optimization, here we just consider the method using constant
stepsizes. βti in (2.3) is called conjugate parameter. The following is a list of several
well-known formulas of βti for different CG methods such as Fletcher-Reeves(FR) [33],
Polak-Ribiere-Polak(PRP) [34], Hestenes-Stiefel(HS) [35], Dai-Yuan(DY) [36] and so
on [37, 38]:

βt,FRi =
∥gti∥2

∥gt−1
i ∥2

, βt,PRPi =
(gti)

Tyt−1
i

∥gt−1
i ∥2

,

βt,HSi =
(gti)

Tyt−1
i

(dt−1
i )Tyt−1

i

, βt,DYi =
∥gti∥2

(dt−1
i )Tyt−1

i

,

where yti = gt+1
i − gti .

Remark 2.1. Note that SDCG from (2.2) and (2.3) is equivalent to DGD when
βti = 0 for all i and t. SDCG is the direct extension of the centralized CG method
in decentralized optimization, where it turns to the centralized CG method when W̃
becomes the identity matrix.

Following our notations, we rewrite (2.2) and (2.3) for all the nodes together as

xt+1 = Wxt + αdt, (2.4)

dt+1 = −gt+1 + βt+1dt, (2.5)

where

βt+1 =

 βt+1
1 Ip

. . .

βt+1
n Ip

 ∈ Rnp×np.
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Fig. 2.1: Relative error and consensus error of SDCG versus iterations for stepsizes
0.1, 0.01, 0.001, and 0.0001. Relative error is given by (3.2) and consensus error is
defined as ∥xt −Mxt∥.

Through numerical experiments of using SDCG to minimize the linear regression
problem like (3.3), we find from figure 2.1 that when taking the PRP conjugate
parameter, SDCG has a similar performance to DGD where the convergence accuracy
is dependent on the stepsize. However, SDCG may not converge when using FR, DY,
and HS conjugate parameters (centralized FR, DY, and HS methods can not even
converge with constant stepsizes). We notice that one advantage of the PRP method
over FR, DY, and HS methods in practical computations is that if a small step is
generated to guarantee convergence, the direction in the PRP method will tend to
the negative gradient direction. Recall the PRP conjugate parameter with regard to
node i is that

(gti)
T(gti − gt−1

i )

∥gt−1
i ∥2

. (2.6)

When the step-lengths ∥xt+1
i − xti∥ tend to zero, by the Lipschitz continuity of gra-

dients, we have gradient variations ∥gt+1
i − gti∥ go zero too. However, considering

the optimality condition of the problem (1.1), we have the average gradient on any
stationary point z∗ ∈ Z∗ is zero, which implies that the local gradient may not be
zero. Thus, the PRP conjugate parameter will become very small and the direction
will tend to be the negative gradient direction, which is demonstrated from figure 2.2.

Since the local minimizers are usually not equivalent to the global minimizer for
the decentralized optimization problem (1.1), it is easy to explain why the DY method
can not work. The numerator of the DY conjuagte parameter is ∥gti∥2 which may not
go zero while the denominator, i.e, (dt−1

i )T(gti−gt−1
i ) will approach zero, causing the

DY conjuagte parameter goes infinity.
Summarizing the above analysis, we think the SDCG algorithm (2.4) and (2.5)

would not converge unless it applies the PRP conjugate parameter. Based on SDCG,
the previous works [22, 23] add additional algorithm steps and stricter conditions
to try to give a complete algorithm. However, we find they all fail to prove the
convergence. In [22], they did not correctly show the norm of the direction is bounded
by that of the gradient. [23] required the local strong Wolfe condition holds on each
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Fig. 2.2: 1
n

∑n
i |βti | versus iterations for βti being taken as (2.6).

node, which further yields that the local gradient goes zero. We think it is impossible
that a limit point can make all local gradients simultaneously equal to zero.

In addition, as figure 2.1 shows, SDCG just yields an inaccurate solution even
though it can converge. We further analyse the cause of inexact convergence of SDCG
with a fixed stepsize. Let x∞ be the limit of xt (assuming the stepsize is small enough
to ensure convergence), and d∞ and β∞ be generated by x∞. Assuming the consensus
of x∞ means that x∞

1 = . . . = x∞
n =: z∞, i.e, x∞ = Wx∞. Taking the limit over t

on both sides of iterations of SDCG gives us a limiting form

x∞ = Wx∞ + αd∞,

d∞ = −g∞ + β∞d∞.

When α is fixed and nonzero, d∞ = 0 implying that g∞ = 0 which is equivalent to
∇fi(z∞) = 0 for any i. This is impossible for the same point z∞ to simultaneously
minimize fi to achieve ∇fi(z∞) = 0 for any i.

There is only one previously developed work devoted to the exact decentralized
CG method with a fixed constant stepsize. In [24], they proposed to use an average
conjugate direction tracking method to allow non-diminishing stepsizes. However,
their convergence proof is not right since it does not hold that the local conjugate di-
rection converges to its mean over all nodes. Note that in the centralized optimization,
Dai [39] showed the PRP method with constant stepsizes has a global convergence.
Hence, the aforementioned issues suggest the following question:

Question(*): Is there such a decentralized CG algorithm using a fixed constant stepsize
with exact convergence guarantee under the same mild conditions as the traditional
centralized CG algorithm [39], such as the Lipschitz continuity of gradients?

2.2. New Decentralized CG Method. In this subsection, we will answer
Question(*). As GT improves DGD and achieves an exact convergence through the
average gradient tracking technique, we are inspired to utilize average gradient ap-
proximations rather than local gradients on each node. The motivation is stated as
follows. If we replace gt+1

i (gt+1) with ḡt+1(Mgt+1) in (2.5), a fixed constant stepsize
can be adopted without losing exact convergence. Therefore, we introduce a variable
vt+1
i to track the average of the gradients ḡt+1 by a dynamical average consensus [16]



8

technique. vt+1
i is updated as follows

vt+1
i =

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ij(v
t
j + gt+1

j − gtj), (2.7)

with initialization v0
i = g0

i . Next, the lemma below states that the average of vti over
i is the sum of local gradients.

Lemma 2.2. Mvt = Mgt (v̄t = ḡt).
Additionally, we propose a new PRP conjugate parameter presented with regard

to node i as

βt+1
i =

(ṽt+1
i )T(gt+1

i − gti)

∥ṽti∥2
, (2.8)

where ṽti = vti +
1
α (x

t
i −

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ijx
t
j). Note −ṽti serves as the updating direction

of GT since its iterative scheme xt+1
i =

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ijx
t
j − αvti gives xt+1

i = xti − αṽti .

Combining βt+1
i with ṽt+1

i , we obtain a conjugate direction as

d̃t+1
i = −ṽt+1

i + βt+1
i d̃ti. (2.9)

This conjugate parameter has a restart property that if the direction d̃t+1
i will tend

to that of GT, namely −ṽt+1
i if a small step is generated far away from the solution

point.
Using (2.7), (2.8), and (2.9), we develop a new decentralized CG (NDCG) method,

and the detailed algorithm is presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 NDCG with respect to node i

Input: x0
i , MaxIter, α > 0, W.

1: Set t = 0, T = MaxIter, d̃0
i = −ṽ0

i = −g0
i − 1

α (x
0
i −

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ijx
0
j ), v

0
i = g0

i .
2: If t ≥ T , stop.
3: xt+1

i = xti + αd̃ti.
4: vt+1

i =
∑
j∈Ni

W̃ij(v
t
j + gt+1

j − gtj).

5: ṽt+1
i = vt+1

i + 1
α (x

t+1
i −

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ijx
t+1
j ).

6: βt+1
i =

(ṽt+1
i )T(gt+1

i −gt
i)

∥ṽt
i∥2 .

7: d̃t+1
i = −ṽt+1

i + βt+1
i d̃ti.

8: Set t = t+ 1 and go to Step 2.
Output: xT .

Remark 2.2.
a. Connection with several existing decentralized methods:

If βti = 0 for all i and t, we can reformulate the update of xt as

xt+1 = Wxt − αvt

which is equivalent to the GT method [10]. We can also rewrite NDCG as

xt+1 = Wxt − αvt + βt(xt − xt−1),

which can be viewed as a decentralized heavy ball method with an adaptive
momentum parameter and is equivalent to the ABm method [12] when βt ≡ β
(β is some positive constant diagonal matrix).
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b. Connection with traditional single-machine CG method [39]:
Consider n = 1 in this case the W̃ = [1]. The updates of NDCG can be
further simplified to

xt+1
1 = xt1 + αd̃t1,

βt+1
1 =

(gt+1
1 )T(gt+1

1 − gt1)

∥gt1∥2
,

d̃t+1
1 = −gt+1

1 + βt+1
1 d̃t1,

which is exactly the PRP method given by Dai [39].

2.2.1. Convergence of NDCG. In this part, we will establish the global con-
vergence of NDCG for minimizing general nonconvex problems. We start by defining
some notations:

F (z) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(z), ∇f(xt) = 1

n

n∑
i=1

∇fi(xti).

Then, we obtain 1 ⊗ ∇f(xt) = Mgt. Note that the iterate xt achieves the exact
first-order stationarity if the following holds:

∥∇f(xt)∥2 + ∥xt −Mxt∥2 = 0. (2.10)

To obtain (2.10), it suffices to show ∥ṽt∥ = 0 and ∥xt − Mxt∥ = 0. Since ṽt =
vt + 1

α (I−W)xt and Mvt = Mgt by Lemma 2.2, which implies Mṽt = Mgt due
to M(I−W) = 0, we have

∥1⊗∇f(xt)∥ = ∥Mgt∥ = ∥Mṽt∥ ≤ ∥ṽt∥.

Then, we can define the following ϵ-stationary solution by (2.10) and taking into
consideration the iterations,

avg-gap(T ) :=
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

(
∥ṽt∥2 + ∥xt −Mxt∥2

)
≤ ϵ.

A way of showing the convergence of the nonconvex optimization algorithm is to
find a potential function that is bounded below and then show it is monotonically
decreasing. We define the following potential function P (·):

P (x̄t,xt,vt; t) = F (x̄t) +
1

2αn
∥xt∥2I−W + ∥xt −Mxt∥2 + ∥vt −Mvt∥2.

The terms F (x̄t) and ∥xt−Mxt∥2 respectively capture the objective funtion value on
the average of xti about i and the distance between xti with all node’s average, namely
consensus error. The term 1

2αn∥x
t∥2I−W describes the distance between xti with its

neighbor’s average. The term ∥vt−Mvt∥2 indicates the distance between the average
gradient approximation vt with the average gradient, called gradient tracking error.

Obviously, P is bounded below since each fi is bounded below. Our goal is to show
the sufficient descent of P (x̄t,xt,vt; t). At first, we deduce the bounds for ⟨−ṽti , d̃

t
i⟩

and ∥d̃ti∥, where ⟨−ṽti , d̃
t
i⟩ indicates the angle between our updating direction with

that of GT.
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Lemma 2.3. [39] Assume that α is some constant in (0, 1
4L ]. Define the sequence

{ξt} as follows:

ξ0 = 1; ξt+1 = 1 + Lα(ξt)2, t ≥ 0.

Then we have that

1 ≤ ξt < c, for all t ≥ 0,

where c is the constant

c = 2
(
1 +

√
1− 4Lα

)−1

,

that satisfies

1 < c ≤ 2.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Consider the NDCG
algorithm with α ∈ (0, 1

4L ]. Then we have for all t ≥ 0 and any i,(
2− ξt

) ∥∥ṽti∥∥2 ≤ −(ṽti)
Td̃ti ≤ ξt

∥∥ṽti∥∥2 , (2.11)(
2− ξt

) ∥∥ṽti∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥d̃ti∥∥∥ ≤ ξt

∥∥ṽti∥∥ , (2.12)

where ξt is the sequence defined in Lemma 2.3.
Proof. Since d̃0

i = −ṽ0
i and ξ0 = 1, (2.11) and (2.12) clearly hold for t =

0. Assume that (2.11) and (2.12) hold for some t. Then by the Cauchy-Schwartz
inequality and (2.1), we have

∥d̃t+1
i + ṽt+1

i ∥ =∥βt+1
i d̃ti∥ ≤ ∥gt+1

i − gti∥∥ṽ
t+1
i ∥

∥ṽti∥2
∥d̃ti∥ (2.13)

≤Lα∥d̃
t
i∥2

∥ṽti∥2
∥ṽt+1

i ∥ ≤ Lα(ξt)2∥ṽt+1
i ∥.

By the triangular inequality and the above relation, we obtain

∥d̃t+1
i ∥ ≤ ∥ṽt+1

i ∥+ ∥d̃t+1
i + ṽt+1

i ∥ ≤
(
1 + Lα(ξt)2

)
∥ṽt+1

i ∥

and

∥d̃t+1
i ∥ ≥ ∥ṽt+1

i ∥ − ∥d̃t+1
i + ṽt+1

i ∥ ≥
(
1− Lα(ξt)2

)
∥ṽt+1

i ∥.

By the recursion of ξt and the choice of α, we have (2.12) holds for t + 1. By (2.13)
and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we have that

|(ṽt+1
i )Td̃t+1

i + ∥ṽt+1
i ∥2| ≤ ∥ṽt+1

i ∥∥d̃t+1
i + ṽt+1

i ∥ ≤ Lα(ξt)2∥ṽt+1
i ∥2.

Similarly, by the recursion of ξt and the choice of α, we obtain (2.11) holds for t+ 1.

Then, we give the descent estimate of F (x̄t) + 1
2αn∥x

t∥2I−W.
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Lemma 2.5. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. If α ∈ (0, 1
4L ], then we

have for all t ≥ 0,

F (x̄t+1) +
1

2αn
∥xt+1∥2I−W ≤F (x̄t) + 1

2αn
∥xt∥2I−W −

(
1

4αn
− L

2n

)
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

(2.14)

+
2L2α

n2
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 2α

n
∥vt −Mvt∥2.

Proof. By Lipschitz continuity of gradients of F (·) and ∥ · ∥2I−W with moduli L
and ρ(I−W) < 2, we have

F (x̄t+1) ≤ F (x̄t) +
〈
∇F (x̄t), x̄t+1 − x̄t

〉
+
L

2
∥x̄t+1 − x̄t∥2, (2.15)

and

1

2αn
∥xt+1∥2I−W ≤ 1

2αn
∥xt∥2I−W +

1

n

〈 1

α
(I−W)xt,xt+1 − xt

〉
+

1

2αn
∥xt+1 − xt∥2.

(2.16)

Adding the above two inequalities yields

F (x̄t+1) +
1

2αn
∥xt+1∥2I−W ≤F (x̄t) + 1

2αn
∥xt∥2I−W +

(
L

2n
+

1

2αn

)
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

(2.17)

+
〈
∇F (x̄t), x̄t+1 − x̄t

〉
+

1

n

〈 1

α
(I−W)xt,xt+1 − xt

〉
.

For the last two terms of the right side hand of (2.17), we have〈
∇F (x̄t), x̄t+1 − x̄t

〉
+

1

n

〈 1

α
(I−W)xt,xt+1 − xt

〉
(2.18)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
∇F (x̄t),xt+1

i − xti

〉
+

1

n

n∑
i=1

〈 1

α
(xti −

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ijx
t
j),x

t+1
i − xti

〉
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
ṽti ,x

t+1
i − xti

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

term (A)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
∇F (x̄t)−∇f(xt),xt+1

i − xti

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

term (B)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
∇f(xt)− vti ,x

t+1
i − xti

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

term (C)

.

For term (A), we use Lemma 2.4 with xt+1
i = xti + αd̃ti and then obtain

1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
ṽti ,x

t+1
i − xti

〉
≤ − 1

αn
∥xt+1 − xt∥2. (2.19)
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For term (B), using Young’s inequality with c being some positive constant, the L-
Lipschitz continuity of gradients, and the relation 1⊗ x̄t = Mxt yields

1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
∇F (x̄t)−∇f(xt),xt+1

i − xti

〉
≤ c
2
∥∇F (x̄t)−∇f(xt)∥2 + 1

2nc
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

(2.20)

≤L
2c

2n2
∥1⊗ x̄t − xt∥2 + 1

2nc
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

=
L2c

2n2
∥Mxt − xt∥2 + 1

2nc
∥xt+1 − xt∥2.

For term (C), using Young’s inequality with d being some positive constant and the
relation 1⊗∇f(xt) = Mvt by Lemma 2.2 yields

1

n

n∑
i=1

〈
∇f(xt)− vti ,x

t+1
i − xti

〉
≤ d

2n
∥1⊗∇f(xt)− vt∥2 + 1

2nd
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

(2.21)

≤ d

2n
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 1

2nd
∥xt+1 − xt∥2.

Substituting (2.19), (2.20), and (2.21) into (2.18), we obtain〈
∇F (x̄t), x̄t+1 − x̄t

〉
+

1

n

〈 1

α
(I−W)xt,xt+1 − xt

〉
≤−

(
1

αn
− 1

2n

(
1

c
+

1

d

))
∥xt+1 − xt∥2 + L2c

2n2
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + d

2n
∥vt −Mvt∥2.

Substituting the above inequality into (2.17) and setting c = 4α, d = 4α, we obtain

F (x̄t+1) +
1

2αn
∥xt+1∥2I−W ≤F (x̄t) + 1

2αn
∥xt∥2I−W −

(
1

4αn
− L

2n

)
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

+
2L2α

n2
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 2α

n
∥vt −Mvt∥2.

Theorem 2.6. Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. If

α < min

{
(1− σ2)n2

4L2
,

1− σ2

8nσ2L2 + 16n+ 2L

}
, (2.22)

then we have the following convergence rate for NDCG

1

T

T∑
t=0

b1∥ṽt∥2 + b2∥vt −Mvt∥2 + b3∥xt −Mxt∥2 ≤ P (x̄0;x0;v0)− P (x̄T ;xT ;vT )

T
,

where b1, b2, b3 are some positive constant dependent on n, L, and σ.
Proof. At first, we estimate the descent of ∥vt −Mvt∥2.

∥vt+1 −Mvt+1∥2 =∥Wvt +Wgt+1 −Wgt −Mvt −Mgt+1 +Mgt∥2 (2.23)

≤(1 + η)∥Wvt −Mvt∥2 + (1 + 1/η)∥(W −M)(gt+1 − gt)∥2

≤(1 + η)σ2∥vt −Mvt∥2 + (1 + 1/η)σ2L2∥xt+1 − xt∥2,
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where we use Young’s inequality with η being some positive constant in the first
inequality; use Lemma 2.1 and the L-Lipschitz continuity of gradients in the second
inequality.

Next, we estimate the descent of ∥xt − Mxt∥2. By rewritting xt+1 = Wxt −
αvt + αβtd̃t−1, we have

∥xt+1 −Mxt+1∥2 =∥Wxt −Mxt − αvt + αMvt + αβtd̃t−1 − αMβtd̃t−1∥2 (2.24)

≤(1 + τ)∥Wxt −Mxt∥2 + 2(1 + 1/τ)α2∥vt −Mvt∥2

+ 2(1 + 1/τ)α2∥(I−M)βtd̃t−1∥2

≤(1 + τ)σ2∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 2(1 + 1/τ)α2∥vt −Mvt∥2

+ 2(1 + 1/τ)∥xt+1 − xt∥2,

where we first use Young’s inequality with τ being some positive constant and then
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality in the first inequality; use Lemma 2.1 and (2.13) in the
second inequality. Adding up (2.14), (2.23), and (2.24) yields

P (x̄t+1,xt+1,vt+1; t+ 1)

≤P (x̄t,xt,vt; t)−
(

1

4αn
− L

2n
−
(
1 +

1

η

)
σ2L2 − 2

(
1 +

1

τ

))
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

−
(
1− (1 + η)σ2 − 2

(
1 +

1

τ

)
α2 − 2α

n

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2

−
(
1− (1 + τ)σ2 − 2L2α

n2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2.

Setting η = τ = 1−σ2

2σ2 , we have

P (x̄t+1,xt+1,vt+1; t+ 1) (2.25)

≤P (x̄t,xt,vt; t)−
(

1

4αn
− L

2n
− (1 + σ2)σ2L2

1− σ2
− 2(1 + σ2)

1− σ2

)
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

−
(
1− σ2

2
− 2(1 + σ2)α2

1− σ2
− 2α

n

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2 −

(
1− σ2

2
− 2L2α

n2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2

≤P (x̄t,xt,vt; t)−
(

1

4αn
− 4n(σ2L2 + 2) + L

2n(1− σ2)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

term(D)

∥xt+1 − xt∥2

−
(
1− σ2

2
− 2(1 + σ2)α2

1− σ2
− 2α

n

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2 −

(
1− σ2

2
− 2L2α

n2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2,

where simplifying the factor of ∥xt+1 − xt∥2 by σ2 < 1 yields term (D). By Lemma
2.4, we have

∥xt+1 − xt∥2 ≥ α2∥ṽt∥2. (2.26)
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Since α < 1−σ2

8nσ2L2+16n+2L makes term(D) > 0, we have by (2.25) and (2.26) that

P (x̄t+1,xt+1,vt+1; t+ 1)

≤P (x̄t,xt,vt; t)−
(
α

4n
− 4n(σ2L2 + 2) + L

2n(1− σ2)
α2

)
∥ṽt∥2

−
(
1− σ2

2
− 2(1 + σ2)α2

1− σ2
− 2α

n

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2

−
(
1− σ2

2
− 2L2α

n2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2.

Then by the choice of α again, we have there exist some positive constants b1, b2 and
b3 dependent on n, L, σ, and σ such that

P (x̄t+1,xt+1,vt+1; t+ 1) ≤ P (x̄t,xt,vt; t)− b1∥ṽt∥2 − b2∥vt −Mvt∥2 − b3∥xt −Mxt∥2.

Summing the above relation over t = 1, . . . , T , we have

1

T

T∑
t=0

(
b1∥ṽt∥2 + b2∥vt −Mvt∥2 + b3∥xt −Mxt∥2

)
≤ P (x̄0,x0,v0; 0)− P (x̄T ,xT ,vT ;T )

T
.

Remark 2.3.
a. A direct corollary from Theorem 2.6 is that avg-gap(T ) ≤ ϵ when

T ≥ P (x̄0,x0,v0; 0)(ϵmin{b1, b2, b3})−1.

b. By our designed conjugate parameter βt, the convergence of our method is
guaranteed with only Lipschitz continuity of gradients. Such a result is the
same as that of the centralized PRP method with constant stepsizes [39]. How-
ever, the convergence of the ABm method is unknown even though it has a
similar updating scheme.

c. If 16n+2L
8nL2 < 1, for the network with σ ≥

√
16n+2L
8nL2 , we have by (2.22) that

the range of the stepsize α of NDCG is(
0, O

(
min

{
(1− σ2)n2

L2
,
1− σ2

nσ2L2

}))
while that of GT [17] is(

0, O

(
min

{
(1− σ2)n

L2
,
1− σ2

nL2

}))
; (2.27)

for networks with σ <
√

16n+2L
8nL2 , the range of the stepsize α of NDCG becomes(

0, O

(
min

{
(1− σ2)n2

L2
,
1− σ2

n+ L

}))
(2.28)

which is less sensitive to L, while that of GT is still given as (2.27). If
16n+2L
8nL2 ≥ 1, the range of the stepsize α of NDCG is always given as (2.28).
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2.3. Decentralized Memoryless BFGS Method. For decentralized quasi-
Newton methods, how to construct positive definite Hessian or Hessian inverse ap-
proximations with bounded eigenvalues is a critical issue. A conservative way could
hinder the utilization of second-order information, causing a slow convergence rate
in practice. We think the essence of the regularizing or damping techniques used by
[27, 28, 29, 30] is to add a significant perturbation to render quasi-Newton matrices
positive definite. [29] even requires the perturbation parameter to be bounded below
for convergence. Thus, an aggressive method should be considered. The aim of this
subsection is to derive a new quasi-newton direction from the self-scaling memoryless
BFGS method by Shanno [31] which is also regarded as some CG method. We need
another standard assumption about the objective function.

Assumption 3. The local objective functions {fi(z)}ni=1 are strongly convex with
modulus µ > 0, i.e.,

fi(z̃) ≥ fi(z) +∇fi(z)T(z̃− z) +
µ

2
∥z̃− z∥2, (2.29)

∀z, z̃ ∈ Rp, i = 1, . . . , n. Combining Assumption 2 with Assumption 3, we have

µIp ⪯ ∇2fi(z) ⪯ LIp, ∀z ∈ Rp, i = 1, . . . , n. (2.30)

Since the Hessian ∇2f(x) is the block diagonal matrix whose i-th diagonal block is
∇2fi(xi), the above bounds also hold for ∇2f(x), i.e.,

µI ⪯ ∇2f(x) ⪯ LI,∀x ∈ Rnp. (2.31)

Moreover, the original problem (1.1) has the global optimal solution denoted by z∗.
We define the function Ht

i : R
p → Rp×p

Ht
i (y) = τ ti

(
Ip −

sti(y)
T + y(sti)

T

(sti)
Ty

)
+

(
1 +

τ ti ∥y∥2

(sti)
Ty

)
sti(s

t
i)

T

(sti)
Ty

, (2.32)

where sti = xt+1
i − xti. Then, a decentralized memoryless BFGS (DMBFGS) method

is proposed and the detailed algorithm is given in Algorithm 2.
dt+1
i inAlogrithm 2 can be also written as the following quasi-Newton direction:

dt+1
i = −Ht+1

i vt+1
i , (2.33)

where

Ht+1
i = τ ti

(
Ip −

sti(y
t
i)

T + yti(s
t
i)

T

(sti)
Tyti

)
+

(
1 +

τ ti ∥yti∥2

(sti)
Tyti

)
sti(s

t
i)

T

(sti)
Tyti

. (2.34)

The aim of Step 5 in Alogrithm 2 is to ensure the quasi-Newton matrix (2.34) has
bounded eigenvalues. Since vti captures some information of the average gradient, we
prefer using vti to generate the quasi-Newton matrix by Ht

i (y̌
t
i) where y̌ti = vt+1

i −
vti . However, Ht

i (y̌
t
i) is not necessarily positive definite. So, we check the smallest

eigenvalue of this matrix in Step 5 of Algorithm 2. If the smallest eigenvalue of
Ht
i (y̌

t
i) is smaller than the given threshold l, we use the alternative gti to update

the quasi-Newton matrix by Ht
i (ŷ

t
i) with ŷti = gt+1

i − gti which is obviously positive
definite by Assumptions 2, 3. On the other hand, we prevent the largest eigenvalue
of Ht

i (y̌
t
i) from being too large. If the largest eigenvalue of Ht

i (y̌
t
i) is larger than
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Algorithm 2 DMBFGS with respect node i

Input: x0
i , MaxIter, α > 0, {τ ti }t=0, W, 0 < l ≪ u.

1: Set t = 0, T = MaxIter, d0
i = −v0

i = −g0
i .

2: If t ≥ T , stop.
3: xt+1

i =
∑
j∈Ni

W̃ij(x
t
j + αdtj).

4: vt+1
i =

∑
j∈Ni

W̃ij(v
t
j + gt+1

j − gtj).
5:

yti =

{
y̌ti , if [λmin(H

t
i (y̌

t
i)), λmax(H

t
i (y̌

t
i))] ⊂ [l, u] and (sti)

Ty̌ti ̸= 0,
ŷti , otherwise.

where sti = xt+1
i − xti, ŷ

t
i = gt+1

i − gti , y̌
t
i = vt+1

i − vti .

6: βt+1
i =

τt
i (v

t+1
i )Tyt

i

(sti)
Tyt

i
−
(
1 +

τt
i ∥y

t
i∥

2

(sti)
Tyt

i

)
(vt+1

i )Tsti
(sti)

Tyt
i
.

7: θt+1
i =

τt
i (v

t+1
i )Tsti

(sti)
Tyt

i
.

8: dt+1
i = −τ ti v

t+1
i + βt+1

i sti + θt+1
i yt+1

i .
9: Set t = t+ 1 and go to Step 2.

Output: xT .

the given threshold u, we also switch to using Ht
i (ŷ

t
i) which has an upper bound by

Assumptions 2, 3.

Next, we explain that the cost of calculating the smallest and largest eigenvalues
of Ht

i (y̌
t
i) can be negligible. We note that Ht+1

i is regarded as being obtained from a
scalar matrix τ ti Ip from BFGS updating formula and has p− 2 eigenvalues of τ ti and
two positive eigenvalues λt+1

i < Λt+1
i satisfying λt+1

i Λt+1
i = τ ti

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Tyt

i
,

λt+1
i + Λt+1

i =
τt
i ∥s

t
i∥

2∥yt
i∥

2

((sti)
Tyt

i)
2 +

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Tyt

i
.

Specially, substituting τ ti =
(sti)

Tyt
i

∥yt
i∥2 into (2.34) yields

Ht+1
i =

(sti)
Tyti

∥yti∥2

(
Ip −

sti(y
t
i)

T + yti(s
t
i)

T

(sti)
Tyti

)
+ 2

sti(s
t
i)

T

(sti)
Tyti

, (2.35)

and  λt+1
i Λt+1

i =
∥sti∥

2

∥yt
i∥2 ,

λt+1
i + Λt+1

i =
2∥sti∥

2

(sti)
Tyt

i
.

(2.36)

The system (2.36) defines a quadratic function of λt+1
i , Λt+1

i , which after some ma-
nipulation can be solved yielding

λt+1
i =

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Tyt

i
(1− sin(ϕti)),

Λt+1
i =

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Tyt

i
(1 + sin(ϕti)),

cos2(ϕti) =
((sti)

Tyt
i)

2

∥sti∥2∥yt
i∥2 .

(2.37)
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So, we can easily obtain λmin(H
t
i (y̌

t
i)) and λmax(H

t
i (y̌

t
i)) used in Step 5 of Alogrithm

2 by
λmin(H

t
i (y̌

t
i)) = min

{
∥sti∥

2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1− sin(ϕ̌ti)),

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1 + sin(ϕ̌ti))

}
,

λmax(H
t
i (y̌

t
i)) = max

{
∥sti∥

2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1− sin(ϕ̌ti)),

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1 + sin(ϕ̌ti))

}
,

(2.38)

where (sti)
Ty̌ti ̸= 0, cos2(ϕ̌ti) =

((sti)
Ty̌t

i)
2

∥sti∥2∥y̌t
i∥2 .

Denote τ̌ ti =
(sti)

Ty̌t
i

∥y̌t
i∥2 , λ̌t+1

i =
∥sti∥

2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1 − sin(ϕ̌ti)), Λ̌

t+1
i =

∥sti∥
2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1 + sin(ϕ̌ti)).

If τ̌ ti ≥ 0, we have λ̌t+1
i ≤ τ̌ ti ≤ Λ̌t+1

i . The right hand inequality follows from
cos2(ϕ̌ti) ≤ 1, which yields

τ̌ ti =
(sti)

Ty̌ti
∥y̌ti∥2

≤ ∥sti∥2

(sti)
Ty̌ti

≤ ∥sti∥2

(sti)
Ty̌ti

(1 + sin(ϕ̌ti)).

The left hand inequality can be derived by

1− sin(ϕ̌ti) ≤ 1− sin2(ϕ̌ti) = cos2(ϕ̌ti).

Then,
∥sti∥

2

(sti)
Ty̌t

i
(1 − sin(ϕ̌ti)) ≤ τ̌ ti . If τ̌ ti < 0, it can be similarly obtained that λ̌t+1

i ≥
τ̌ ti ≥ Λ̌t+1

i . Hence, (2.38) is established.
Remark 2.4. Our DMBFGS method realizes efficient computation and modest

memory storage. DMBFG involves only vector-vector products whose both computa-
tion cost and memory requirement per iteration are at the order of O(p). D-LM-BFGS
also has low computation cost and memory requirement at the order of O(Mp) due
to the two-loop recursion while computation cost and memory requirement of DR-
LM-DFP are O(Mp2) and O(Mp), where M is the memory size. The other existing
decentralized quasi-Newton methods require matrix-vector products and store matrices
where overheads of computation and storage are at least O(p2).

2.3.1. Convergence of DMBFGS. In this part, we will establish the conver-
gence of a class of decentralized methods which also run Steps 3,4 of Algorithm 2
with dti = −Ht

iv
t
i . We write the iterative scheme of such methods across all nodes as

xt+1 = W
(
xt − αHtvt

)
, (2.39)

vt+1 = W
(
vt + gt+1 − gt

)
, (2.40)

where

Ht =

 Ht
1

. . .

Ht
n

 .
Then we give a necessary assumption about the matrix Ht.

Assumption 4. The approximate matrices {Ht} satisfy

ψI ⪯ Ht ⪯ ΨI,

for any t, where Ψ > ψ > 0.
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Ht in (2.33) is easily shown to be bounded. From Step 5 of Algorithm 2, we

have lIp ⪯ Ht+1
i ⪯ uIp when yti takes y̌

t
i . When yti takes ŷ

t
i , we have by

(sti)
Tŷt

i

∥ŷt
i∥2 > 0

that

∥sti∥2

(sti)
Tŷti

(1− sin(ϕ̂ti))Ip ⪯ Ht+1
i ⪯ ∥sti∥2

(sti)
Tŷti

(1 + sin(ϕ̂ti))Ip,

where cos2(ϕ̂ti) =
((sti)

Tŷt
i)

2

∥sti∥2∥ŷt
i∥2 . By the inequality

cos2(ϕ̂t
i)

2 ≤ 1− sin(ϕ̂ti), we obtain

(sti)
Tŷti

2∥ŷti∥2
Ip ⪯ Ht+1

i ⪯ 2∥sti∥2

(sti)
Tŷti

Ip.

By (sti)
Tŷti ≥ 1

L∥ŷ
t
i∥2 yielded by the L-Lipschitz continuity of gradients, the left hand

side of the above inequality can be bounded below by 1
2L . By (sti)

Tŷti ≥ µ∥sti∥2
following from the µ-strong convexity of the objective function, the right hand side
of the above inequality can be bounded above by 2

µ . Hence, we obtain

min

{
l,

1

2L

}
I ⪯ Ht+1 ⪯ max

{
u,

2

µ

}
I.

Some notations are given below. The condition number of the objective function is
defined as

κf =
L

µ
.

The condition number of the network can be defined as

κg =
1

1− σ2
,

which measures the network topology and is an important factor affecting the per-
formance of decentralized methods. In general, a smaller condition number means
greater connectivity of the network. We also define

κH =
Ψ

ψ
, H̄t =

1

n

n∑
i=1

Ht
i, F (z) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(z), ∇f(xt) = 1

n

n∑
i=1

∇fi(xti).

To establish the convergence of DMBFGS, we show some necessary lemmas.
Lemma 2.7. Under Assumptions 2, 3, and 4, we have

∥xt+1 −Mxt+1∥2 ≤
(
1 + σ2

2
+

6σ2Ψ2α2L2

1− σ2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 6σ2Ψ2α2

1− σ2
∥vt −Mvt∥2

+
12σ2Ψ2α2Ln

1− σ2
(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)).

Proof. According to the update of xt+1, we have

∥xt+1 −Mxt+1∥2 (2.41)

=∥Wxt −Mxt + α(W −M)dt∥2

≤1 + σ2

2σ2
∥(W −M)(xt −Mxt)∥2 + (1 + σ2)α2

1− σ2
∥(W −M)dt∥2

≤1 + σ2

2
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 2α2σ2

1− σ2
∥dt∥2,
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where we use Young’s inequality (∥a+ b∥2 ≤ (1 + η)∥a∥2 + (1 + 1/η)∥b∥2 for any a,

b ∈ Rp) with parameter η = 1−σ2

2σ2 in the first inequality; use Lemma 2.1 in the last
inequality. Next, we bound the term ∥dt∥. By Assumption 4, we have

∥dt∥ = ∥Htvt∥ ≤ Ψ∥vt∥
=Ψ∥vt −Mvt + 1n ⊗∇f(xt)− 1n ⊗∇F (x̄t) + 1n ⊗∇F (x̄t)∥
≤Ψ∥vt −Mvt∥+Ψ

√
n∥∇f(xt)−∇F (x̄t)∥+Ψ

√
n∥∇F (x̄t)∥

≤Ψ∥vt −Mvt∥+ΨL∥xt −Mxt∥+Ψ
√
n∥∇F (x̄t)∥,

where the second equality is from the relation that 1n ⊗ ∇f(xt) = Mgt = Mvt

by Lemma 2.2; the second and last inequalities is respectively due to the triangle
inequality and the L-Lipschitz continuity of gradients. By taking square on both sides
of the above inequality and applying Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we get

∥dt∥2 ≤ 3Ψ2∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 3Ψ2L2∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 3Ψ2n∥∇F (x̄t)∥2. (2.42)

By the inequality ∥∇F (x̄t)∥2 ≤ 2L(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)) yielded by the L-Lipschitz conti-
nuity of gradients, we have

∥dt∥2 ≤ 3Ψ2∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 3Ψ2L2∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 6Ψ2Ln(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)). (2.43)

Substituting (2.43) into (2.41), we obtain

∥xt+1 −Mxt+1∥2 ≤
(
1 + σ2

2
+

6σ2Ψ2α2L2

1− σ2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 6σ2Ψ2α2

1− σ2
∥vt −Mvt∥2

+
12σ2Ψ2α2Ln

1− σ2
(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)).

Lemma 2.8. Under Assumption 2, 3, and 4, we have

∥d̄t + H̄t∇F (x̄t)∥2 ≤ 2Ψ2

n
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 2Ψ2L2

n
∥xt −Mxt∥2.

Proof. It is written by Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Assumption 4 that

∥d̄t + H̄t∇F (x̄t)∥2 =∥d̄t + H̄t∇f(xt) + H̄t(∇F (x̄t)−∇f(xt))∥2 (2.44)

≤2∥d̄t + H̄t∇f(xt)∥2 + 2Ψ2∥∇F (x̄t)−∇f(xt)∥2.

For the first term of the right hand side of the above inequality, since d̄t = − 1
n

∑n
i=1 H

t
i(v

t
i−

∇f(xt))− H̄t∇f(xt), we compute by Assumption 4 that

∥d̄t + H̄t∇f(xt)∥2 = ∥ 1
n

n∑
i=1

Ht
i(v

t
i −∇f(xt))∥2 ≤ Ψ2

n
∥vt −Mvt∥2.

Applying the above inequality and the L-Lipschitz continuity of gradients to (2.44),
we have

∥d̄t + H̄t∇F (x̄t)∥2 ≤ 2Ψ2

n
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 2Ψ2L2

n
∥xt −Mxt∥2.
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Lemma 2.9. Under Assumptions 2, 3, and 4, if α < 1
3LΨκH

, we have

n
(
F (x̄t+1)− F (z∗)

)
≤
[
1− (

ψα

2
− 3α2LΨ2

2
)µ

]
n(F (x̄t)− F (z∗))

+ (
αL2Ψ2

ψ
+

3L3Ψ2α2

2
)∥xt −Mxt∥2

+ (
αΨ2

ψ
+

3LΨ2α2

2
)∥vt −Mvt∥2.

Proof. Taking the average of the update of xt+1 over all the nodes, we have

x̄t+1 = x̄t + αd̄t.

By the L-Lipschitz continuity of gradients, we have

F (x̄t+1) ≤ F (x̄t) + α
〈
∇F (x̄t), d̄t

〉
+
Lα2

2
∥d̄t∥2. (2.45)

By the relation that
〈
∇F (x̄t), H̄t∇F (x̄t)

〉
≥ ψ∥∇F (x̄t)∥2 following from Assumption

4 and Young’s inequality (2aTb ≤ η∥a∥2 + 1
η∥b∥

2 for any a, b ∈ Rp) with η = ψ, we
get 〈

∇F (x̄t), d̄t
〉
≤− ψ∥∇F (x̄t)∥2 +

〈
∇F (x̄t), d̄t + H̄t∇F (x̄t)

〉
(2.46)

≤− ψ

2
∥∇F (x̄t)∥2 + 1

2ψ
∥d̄t + H̄t∇F (x̄t)∥2

≤− ψ

2
∥∇F (x̄t)∥2 + Ψ2

ψn
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + Ψ2L2

ψn
∥xt −Mxt∥2,

where the last inequality is from Lemma 2.8. Further, by (2.42), we have

Lα2

2
∥d̄t∥2 ≤ Lα2

2n
∥dt∥2 ≤3LΨ2α2

2n
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 3L3Ψ2α2

2n
∥xt −Mxt∥2 (2.47)

+
3

2
LΨ2α2∥∇F (x̄t)∥2.

Substituting (2.46) and (2.47) into (2.45), we obtain

nF (x̄t+1) ≤nF (x̄t)−
(
ψα

2
− 3α2LΨ2

2

)
n∥∇F (x̄t)∥2

+

(
αL2Ψ2

ψ
+

3L3Ψ2α2

2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 +

(
αΨ2

ψ
+

3LΨ2α2

2

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2.

By the relation ∥∇F (x̄t)∥2 ≥ 2µ(F (x̄t)−F (z∗)) following from the µ-strong convexity
of the objective function, we have

nF (x̄t+1) ≤nF (x̄t)−
(
ψα

2
− 3α2LΨ2

2

)
µn(F (x̄t)− F (z∗))

+

(
αL2Ψ2

ψ
+

3L3Ψ2α2

2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 +

(
αΨ2

ψ
+

3LΨ2α2

2

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2.
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Subtracting nF (z∗) on both sides of the above inequality completes the proof.
Lemma 2.10. Under Assumptions 2, 3, and 4, we have

∥xt+1 − xt∥2 ≤
(
8 + 6α2L2Ψ2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 6α2Ψ2∥vt −Mvt∥2

+ 12α2LΨ2n(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)).

Proof. From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the relation that ∥(W − I)xt∥ =
∥(W − I)(xt −Mxt)∥ ≤ 2∥xt −Mxt∥, we obtain

∥xt+1 − xt∥2 = ∥(W − I)xt + αWdt∥2 ≤ 8∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 2α2∥dt∥2

≤
(
8 + 6α2L2Ψ2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 + 6α2Ψ2∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 12α2LΨ2n(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)),

where the last inequality is due to (2.43).
Lemma 2.11. Under Assumptions 2, 3, and 4, we have

∥vt+1 −Mvt+1∥2 ≤
(
12α2L2Ψ2σ2

1− σ2
+

1 + σ2

2

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2

+
2L2σ2

1− σ2

(
8 + 6α2L2Ψ2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2

+
24α2L3Ψ2σ2

1− σ2
n(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)),

Proof. According to the update of vt+1, we have by using Young’s inequality

(∥a+b∥2 ≤ (1+ η)∥a∥2+(1+1/η)∥b∥2 for any a, b ∈ Rp) with parameter η = 1−σ2

2σ2

∥vt+1 −Mvt+1∥2 = ∥Wvt +Wgt+1 −Wgt −Mvt −Mgt+1 +Mgt∥2

≤1 + σ2

2σ2
∥Wvt −Mvt∥2 + 1 + σ2

1− σ2
∥(W −M)(gt+1 − gt)∥2

≤1 + σ2

2
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 2σ2

1− σ2
∥gt+1 − gt∥2

≤1 + σ2

2
∥vt −Mvt∥2 + 2L2σ2

1− σ2
∥xt+1 − xt∥2

≤ 2L2σ2

1− σ2

(
8 + 6α2L2Ψ2

)
∥xt −Mxt∥2 +

(
12α2L2Ψ2σ2

1− σ2
+

1 + σ2

2

)
∥vt −Mvt∥2

+
24α2L3Ψ2σ2

1− σ2
n(F (x̄t)− F (z∗)),

where we respectively use Lemma 2.1, the L-Lipschitz continuity of gradients, and
Lemma 2.10 in the second, third, and last inequalities.

So far, we have established the bounds on the consensus error ∥xt+1 −Mxt+1∥2,
the network optimality gap F (x̄t+1)−F (z∗), and the gradient tracking error ∥vt+1−
Mvt+1∥2. We stack the four errors and develop a new vector ut+1:

ut+1 =

 ∥xt+1 −Mxt+1∥2
n
(
F (x̄t+1)− F (z∗)

)
∥vt+1 −Mvt+1∥2

 .
Thus, ut is a distance measure between xti and z∗ since ut = 0 implies that xti = x̄t =
z∗ for any i. Now we give the convergence theorem.
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Theorem 2.12. Under Assumptions 2, 3, and 4, we have

ut+1 ⪯ Jut, (2.48)

where J is defined as (2.49).

J =

[ 1+σ2

2 + 6σ2Ψ2α2L2

1−σ2
12σ2Ψ2α2L

1−σ2
6σ2Ψ2α2

1−σ2

αL2Ψ2

ψ + 3L3Ψ2α2

2 1− (ψα2 − 3α2LΨ2

2 )µ αΨ2

ψ + 3LΨ2α2

2
2L2σ2

1−σ2

(
8 + 6α2L2Ψ2

)
24α2L3Ψ2σ2

1−σ2
12α2L2Ψ2σ2

1−σ2 + 1+σ2

2

]
. (2.49)

If

α ≤ (1− σ2)2

2LΨκH

√
1

688

√
1

κf
.

then the spectral radius of J, namely ρ(J) = 1− 1
2752

(1−σ2)2

(κf )2(κH)2 and ∥xti−z∗∥ converges

to zero linearly at the rate of O(ρ(J)t) for any i.
Especially, consider the network is fully connected, i.e., σ = 0. If

α ≤ 1

32LΨκH
,

the spectral radius of J is improved as ρ(J) = 1− 1
1024(κH)2κf

.

Proof. Our goal is to find the range of α such that ρ(J) < 1. Consider an impor-
tant Lemma(*):

Lemma(*). [40] Let M ∈ Rp×p be nonnegative and m ∈ Rp be positive. If
Mm ≤ ωm, then ρ(M) ≤ ω.

Thus, it suffices to solve for the range of α such that Jv ≤ (1 − κΨ2α2)v holds
for some positive vector v = [v1; v2; v3], where κ > 0 is a constant. We now expand
this inequality as


12σ2Ψ2α2L

1−σ2 v2 +
6σ2Ψ2α2

1−σ2 v3 ≤
(
1− κΨ2α2 − 1+σ2

2 − 6σ2Ψ2α2

1−σ2

)
v1,(

αL2Ψ2

ψ + 3L3Ψ2α2

2

)
v1 +

(
αΨ2

ψ + 3LΨ2α2

2

)
v3 ≤

((
ψα
2 − 3α2LΨ2

2

)
µ− κΨ2α2

)
v2,

2L2σ2

1−σ2

(
8 + 6α2L2Ψ2

)
v1 +

24α2L3Ψ2σ2

1−σ2 v2 ≤
(
1− κΨ2α2 − 12α2L2Ψ2σ2

1−σ2 − 1+σ2

2

)
v3.

(2.50)

To ensure α is solvable on its domain (0,+∞), we require v1, v2, v3 and v4 satisfy the
following conditions {

µv2 − 2L2(κH)2v1 − 2(κH)2v3 > 0,
(1− σ2)2v3 − 16L2σ2v1 > 0.

Taking v2 = (κH)2

µ

(
(1−σ2)2

16σ2 + 3
)
v3, v1 = (1−σ2)2

32L2σ2 v3, we can obtain the range of α:

α ≤ min

{
64

361LΨκH + 196ΨκHκ
µ

,
(1− σ2)2

2LΨκHσ2

√
1

687 + κ (1−σ2)3µ
L3(κH)2σ4

√
µ

L

}
.
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In particular, we set κ = µL
(1−σ2)2 to obtain

α ≤ (1− σ2)2

2LΨκH

√
1

688

√
1

κf
.

Thus, we have

ρ(J) = 1− κΨ2α2 = 1− 1

2752

(1− σ2)2µ2

L2(κH)2
. (2.51)

The linear convergence of xt follows from

∥xti − z∗∥2 ≤ ∥xt − z̃∗∥2 ≤∥xt −Mxt∥2 + ∥Mxt − z̃∗∥2

=∥xt −Mxt∥2 + n∥x̄t − z∗∥2

≤∥xt −Mxt∥2 + n

µ2
∥∇F (x̄t)−∇F (z∗)∥2

≤∥xt −Mxt∥2 + L

µ2
n
(
F (x̄t)− F (z∗)

)
=O(ρ(J)t),

where z̃∗ = [z∗; . . . ; z∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
n

]; the second inequality is due to the µ-strong convexity of

the objective function and the third inequality is from the L-Lipschitz continuity of
gradients.

If the network is fully connected, i.e., σ = 0 , we simplify (2.50) as
κΨ2α2 ≤ 1

2 ,(
αL2Ψ2

ψ + 3L3Ψ2α2

2

)
v1 +

(
αΨ2

ψ + 3LΨ2α2

2

)
v3

≤
((

ψα
2 − 3α2LΨ2

2

)
µ− κΨ2α2

)
v2,

(2.52)

and then need the following inequality holds

µv2 − 2L2(κH)2v1 − 2(κH)2v3 > 0.

Setting v1 = 1
L2 , v2 = 5(κH)2

µ , and κ = µL, we can obtain the range of α:

α ≤ 1

32LΨκH
,

and the spectral radius of J:

ρ(J) = 1− 1

1024(κH)2κf
. (2.53)

Remark 2.5. To reach ϵ-accuracy, the number of iterations (iterative complex-

ity) needed by DMBFGS is at the order of O
(

κ2
fκ

2
H

(1−σ2)2 log
(
1
ϵ

))
and is improved as

O
(
κfκ

2
H log

(
1
ϵ

))
when the network is fully connected. We see that the iterative com-

plexity of D-LM-BFGS [30] is always O
(

κ2
fκ

2
H

(1−σ2)2 log
(
1
ϵ

))
.
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Considering the case that Ht = I, i.e., κH = 1, we find DMBFGS turns to GT.

The iterative complexity by GT [41] is O
(
κ1.5
f n0.5

(1−σ)2 log
(
1
ϵ

))
. Our given complexity

O
(

κ2
f

(1−σ2)2 log
(
1
ϵ

))
is independent of the number of nodes while is more sensitive to

the condition number. For the fully connected network, both [41] and this paper give a
better complexity O

(
κf log

(
1
ϵ

))
which matches that of the centralized steepest descent

method for minimizing strongly convex and smooth optimization problems.

3. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS. In this section, we would like to test
and compare our developed algorithms, NDCG and DMBFGS with some well-developed
first-order algorithms on solving nonconvex and strongly convex optimization prob-
lems respectively over a connected undirected network with edge density d ∈ (0, 1].
For the generated network, we choose the Metropolis constant edge weight matrix
[32] as the mixing matrix, that is

W̃ij =


1

max{deg(i),deg(j)}+1 , if (i, j) ∈ E ,
0, if (i, j) /∈ E and i ̸= j,

1−
∑
k∈Ni/{i} W̃ik, if i = j,

where (i, j) ∈ E indicates there is an edge between node i and node j, and deg(i)
means the degree of node i. In our experiments, we introduce the communication
volume which can be calculated as follows:

Communication volume

= number of iterations

× number of communication rounds per iteration

× number of edges, i.e., dn(n− 1)/2

× dimension of transmitted vectors on each edge.

In all experiments, we set the number of nodes n = 10 and the edge density d = 0.56
for the network, where κg = 8.2. For all comparison algorithms, we initialize x0 = 0.
All experiments are coded in MATLAB R2017b and run on a laptop with Intel Core
i5-9300H CPU, 16GB RAM, and Windows 10 operating system.

3.1. Experiments for NDCG. We consider the nonconvex decentralized bi-
nary classification problem. Using a logistic regression formulation with a nonconvex
regularization, the optimization is given by

min
z∈Rp

n∑
i=1

ni∑
j=1

log
(
1 + exp(−bijaTijz)

)
+ λ̂

p∑
k=1

z2[k]

1 + z2[k]
, (3.1)

where aij ∈ Rp are the feature vectors, bij ∈ {−1,+1} are the labels, z[k] denotes

the k-th component of the vector z, and λ̂ > 0 is the regularization parameter. The
experiments are conducted on four datasets from the LIBSVM library: mushroom,
ijcnn1, w8a and a9a. The regularization parameter λ̂ = 1. Comparison algorithms
are listed: GT [18], Global Update Tracking (GUT) [21], MT [19], DSMT [20], and
NDCG (Algorithm 1). Note that GT is commonly used as a benchmark in exper-
iments on decentralized algorithms; GUT, MT, and DSMT are stochastic methods
and therefore we use the full gradient over all samples for these methods. From the
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first-order stationarity given in (2.10), the success of each algorithm is measured by
the optimality error stated as∥∥∥∥∥ 1n

n∑
i=1

∇fi(xti)

∥∥∥∥∥+ ∥xt −Mxt∥.

Table 3.1: Datasets

Dataset # of samples (
∑n
i=1 ni) # of features (p)

mushroom 8120 112
ijcnn1 49990 22
w8a 49740 300
a9a 32560 123

For datasets mushroom(ijcnn1;w8a;a9a), algorithm parameters are set as fol-
lows their better performance and parameter notations follow the source papers. We
set η = 0.06(0.09; 0.09; 0.08) in GT. We set ηt = 0.03

√
n
t and µ = 0.3(0.3; 0.3; 0.2)

in GUT. We set η = 0.05 and β = 0.31(0.41; 0.33; 0.35) in MT. We set ηw =
1/(1 +

√
1− σ2), β = 1 − (1 − √

ηw)/n
1/3, and α = 0.04(0.08; 0.04; 0.08) in DSMT,

where σ is given by Lemma 2.1. We set α = 0.08(0.11; 0.1; 0.1) in NDCG.

Note that all algorithms except GUT need two rounds of communication per
iteration; GUT needs only one communication per iteration but uses a decreasing
stepsize, which yields very slow convergence as shown in figure 3.1. So, it not necessary
to show the optimality error with respect to iteration number. From figure 3.1, we
know that our proposed NDCG is significantly better than GT and even outperforms
the momentum-based methods including MT and DSMT. Although DSMT has a
theoretically fast convergence by Loopless Chebyshev Acceleration (LCA), it does
not have a fairly good numerical performance. We think LCA actually accelerates
the algorithm in the worst case, which might not improve the numerical performance
in practice.

3.2. Experiments for DMBFGS. In this subsection, we choose the linear
regression problem and the logistic regression problem using a strongly convex regu-
larization. Comparison algorithms are given below:

• Gradient based methods including GT [10], ABm [12], and OGT [15];
• Quasi-Newton methods including DR-LM-DFP [30], D-LM-BFGS [30], and

DMBFGS (Algorithm 2) with τ ti =
(sti)

Tyt
i

∥yt
i∥2 .

Since random variables are involved in OGT, we will repeat OGT 5 times and record
the best performance as OGT(BEST) and the average performance as OGT(AVG).
The success of each algorithm is measured by

Relative error :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥xti − z∗∥
∥z∗∥+ 1

, (3.2)

where the true solution z∗ is explicitly obtained for the linear regression problem and
is pre-computed by a centralized algorithm for the logistic regression problem.
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Fig. 3.1: Optimality error of comparison algorithms for minimizing the nonconvex
logistic regression problem (3.1) on different datasets w.r.t. communication volume.

3.2.1. Linear regression problem. Here, we investigate the impacts of the
condition number of the objective function, denoted as κf . We focus on comparison
between our algorithm and gradient-based algorithms (GT [10], ABm [12], and OGT
[15]). We consider the following optimization problem

min
z∈Rp

n∑
i=1

1

2
zTAiz+ bT

i z, (3.3)

where Ai ∈ Rp×p and bi ∈ Rp are private data available to node i. To control the
condition number of problem (3.3), we construct Ai = QT diag{a1, ..., ap}Q, where Q
is a random orthogonal matrix. We set a1 = 1 and ap as an arbitrarily large number,
and generate aj ∼ U(1, 2) for j = 2, . . . , p − 1, where U(1, 2) represents the uniform
distribution from 1 to 2. So κf = ap/a1 = ap. We set p = 1000 and ap = 102, 103,
104, 105.

For κf = 102(103; 104; 105), algorithm parameters are set as follows their better
performance, and parameter notations follow the source papers. We set η = 5 ×
10−3(5.3×10−4; 5.3×10−5; 5.2×10−6) in GT. We set α = 1.2×10−2(1.1×10−3; 1.2×
10−4; 1.4 × 10−5) and β = 0.71(0.83; 0.83; 0.83) in ABm. We set α = 0.02, τ = 0.7,
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Fig. 3.2: Comparisons with gradient-based algorithms for minimizing the strongly
convex linear regression problem (3.3) with different condition numbers w.r.t. itera-
tion number.

γ = 4α
4−4τ−3α , η = 0.21(2×10−2; 2.1×10−3; 2.1×10−4), β = 8.4×10−2(2×10−2; 2.1×

10−3; 1.1×10−4), and p = q = 0.3 in OGT. We set α = 0.52(9.5×10−2; 2.2×10−2; 2.2×
10−3) in DMBFGS.

From figures 3.2 and 3.3, we see that DMBFGS is more robust to the condition
number compared to other algorithms. In figures 3.2a and 3.3a, ABm performs best
for the problem with a small condition number, i.e., κf = 102. However, the per-
formance of ABm degrades as the condition number increases. We find that OGT
with the optimal complexity does not present a dominant performance. We think the
lower complexity bounds are proved by considering the worst function belonging to
the class including strong convex and smooth functions. Thus, since we do not often
meet such the worst function in practice, OGT might not perform better than other
algorithms as shown in figures 3.2 and 3.3. Additionally, note three rounds of com-
munication per iteration are needed in OGT while other algorithms just require two
rounds. Hence, for the problem with κf = 104, OGT(BEST) is better than NDCG
in terms of iteration number but not as good as NDCG in terms of communication
volume.
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Fig. 3.3: Comparisons with gradient-based algorithms for minimizing the strongly
convex linear regression problem (3.3) with different condition numbers w.r.t. com-
munication volume.

3.2.2. Logistic regression problem. We consider the logistic regression with
l2-regularization.

min
z∈Rp

n∑
i=1

ni∑
j=1

log
(
1 + exp(−bijaTijz)

)
+
λ̂

2
∥z∥2. (3.4)

where aij ∈ Rp are the feature vectors, bij ∈ {−1,+1} are the labels, and λ̂ > 0 is the
regularization parameter. The experiments are conducted on four datasets from the
LIBSVM library: mushroom, ijcnn1, w8a and a9a. The regularization parameter
λ̂ = 1.

We first focus on comparison results with gradient-based algorithms (GT [10],
ABm [12], and OGT [15]). For datasets mushroom(ijcnn1;w8a;a9a), algorithm pa-
rameters are set as follows their better performance and parameter notations follow the
source papers. We set η = 0.09(0.12; 0.06; 0.12) in GT.We set α = 0.07(0.18; 0.07; 0.11)
and β = 0.59(0.6; 0.58; 0.58) in ABm. We set α = 0.2, τ = 0.7, γ = 4α

4−4τ−3α ,
η = 0.4(0.6; 0.4; 0.6), β = 0.2(0.3; 0.2; 0.3), and p = q = 0.3 in OGT. We set
α = 0.18(0.34; 0.3; 0.32) in DMBFGS.
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From figures 3.4 and 3.5, we see that DMBFGS is more efficient than comparison
algorithms in both the iteration number and communication volume. The logistic
regression is more complex than the linear regression, where the Hessian of the object
function of the logistic regression is not a fixed matrix. Thus, DMBFGS approximates
the curvature information of Hessian matrices, yielding a better performance.

We now compare our algorithms with several well-developed decentralized lim-
ited memoryless quasi-Newton algorithms: DR-LM-DFP [30], D-LM-BFGS [30]. For
datasets mushroom(ijcnn1;w8a;a9a), algorithm parameters are set as follows their
better performance and parameter notations follow the source papers. We set α =
0.5(0.51; 0.52; 0.46), ϵ = 10−3, β = 10−3, B = 104, L̃ = 20(20; 10; 10), M = 5(8; 4; 3)
in D-LM-BFGS. We set α = 0.04(0.05; 0.05; 0.05), ρ = 0.6(0.8; 0.8; 0.6), ϵ = 10−3,
β = 1, B = 104, L̃ = 10(1; 1; 1), M = 6(5; 5; 5) in DR-LM-DFP.

Note all comparsion algorithms require the same communication cost per iter-
ation. We see from figures 3.6 that DMBFGS has a faster convergence. We think
the reason is that our way of constructing quasi-Newton matrices seizes more curva-
ture information of Hessian matrices than previous ways used by D-LM-BFGS and
DR-LM-DFP. If the average gradient approximation vti is far away from the exact
average gradient ḡt, probably making traditional BFGS or DFP approximation ma-
trices indefinite, the regularizing or damping techniques actually render D-LM-BFGS
and DR-LM-DFP needing a big perturbation to keep quasi-Newton matrices positive
definite. This would destroy the curvature information. In contrast, our DMBFGS re-
alizes that the curvature information of local Hessian matrices can be caught although
the alternative ŷti = gt+1

i − gti is used to generate quasi-Newton matrices.

4. CONCLUSIONS. This paper considers a decentralized consensus optimiza-
tion problem and proposes two new methods, where the decentralized conjugate gra-
dient (NDCG) method and a decentralized memoryless BFGS method, DMBFGS.
For nonconvex problems, we propse a new decentralized conjugate gradient (NDCG)
method. Using the average gradient tracking technique and a newly developed conju-
gate parameter based on the PRP format, NDCG succeeded in using constant stepsizes
and converging to the stationary point of (1.1) under the assumption of the Lipschitz
continuity of gradients. When considered problems are strongly convex, we propse
a new decentralized memoryless BFGS (DMBFGS) method which incorporates the
memoryless BFGS technique from Shanno. This method effectively explores second-
order information, involving only vector-vector products. Under proper assumptions,
DMBFGS has globally linear convergence for strongly convex optimization problems.
The numerical results on nonconvex logistic regression problems show that NDCG
is superior in terms of communication volume to comparison methods for nonconvex
decentralized optimization, including GT, GUT, MT, and DSMT. Moreover, the nu-
merical results on strongly convex linear regression and logistic regression problems
indicate that DMBFGS performs significantly better in terms of iteration number
and communication volume than the comparison decentralized methods, including
GT, ABm, OGT, D-LM-BFGS, and DR-LM-DFP.
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