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ABSTRACT

This paper focuses on the distributed optimization of stochastic saddle point problems. The first part
of the paper is devoted to lower bounds for the cenralized and decentralized distributed methods
for smooth (strongly) convex-(strongly) concave saddle-point problems as well as the near-optimal
algorithms by which these bounds are achieved. Next, we present a new federated algorithm for
cenralized distributed saddle point problems — Extra Step Local SGD. Theoretical analysis of the new
method is carried out for strongly convex-strongly concave and non-convex-non-concave problems. In
the experimental part of the paper, we show the effectiveness of our method in practice. In particular,
we train GANSs in a distributed manner.

1 Introduction

Distributed algorithms have already become an integral part of solving many applied tasks, including machine learning
problems [52,[33} 35]]. This paper also deals with distributed methods, we study the saddle point problem (SPP):

min max f(z, y) Zl fm(, ), (1)
where parts of the function f are distributed between M nodes, while the function f,,, is known only to the node with
the corresponding number m. SPPs or Min-Max problems, including distributed ones, have many applications. Here
we can note the already classical and long-established applications in equilibrium theory, games and economics [[12], as
well as new and young trends in image deconvolution [6} [11], reinforcement and statistical learning [1} 20], adversarial
training [32] and GANSs [[17]. In particular, a series of papers [} [15 136} (7} 28 48] showed the connection of the theory
for convex SPPs with the training of GANs and obtained insights and useful tips for the GANs community. From the
point of view of machine learning, it can be interesting when f;,, is an empirical loss function of the model on the local
data of the mth device. Therefore, we consider the statement of the problem (I) when we have access only to local
stochastic oracle of f,,(z,y) := E¢, ~p,, fm(x,y, &m), where the data &, follows unknown distributions D,,.

However, the main problem of the distributed learning tasks is not the stochasticity, but precisely the separation of
the data from the devices. All f,, have access only to their own data, while transferring data to other devices may be
inefficient and, moreover, impossible for privacy reasons. Therefore, to solve (I)), it becomes necessary to construct a
distributed algorithm that combine local computations on each of the devices and communication between them. Such
an Algorithm can be organized as follows: all devices communicate only with the main device (server). This approach
is called centralized. The main problem is the importance of the server — it can crash and interrupt the whole process.
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provided by the Analytical Center for the Government of the Russian Federation in accordance with the subsidy agreement (agreement
identifier 000000D730321P5Q0002) and the agreement with the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology dated November 1,
2021 No. 70-2021-00138.
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Therefore, along with the centralized approach, the decentralized [[14] one is also popular. In this case, all devices are
equal and connected to a network, communication occurs along the edges of this network.

Both centralised and decentralised methods are well developed for minimization problems. But meanwhile, the direction
of distributed algorithms for SPPs is much weaker. Our work makes the following contribution to this area:

1.1 Our contributions

o Lower bounds We present lower bounds for distributed stochastic smooth strongly-convex-strongly-concave and
convex-concave SPPs. Both centralized and decentralized cases are considered.

e Optimal algorithms Next, we obtain the near-optimal algorithms. They are near-optimal from a theoretical point
of view, because their upper bounds reach lower bounds (up to numerical constants and logarithmic factors). For the
centralized problem, we construct our method based on Extra Step method [26| 21]] (classical and optimal method for
non-distributed SPPs) with the right size of batches. In decentralized case, we also use Extra Step method as base, but
communication takes place with the help of accelerated (gossip) consensus procedure [[29].

To sum up and compare the lower and upper bounds see Table 1.

lower upper
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Table 1: Lower and upper bounds for distributed smooth stochastic strongly-convex—strongly-concave (sc) or convex-
concave (c) saddle point problems in centralized and decentralized cases. Notation: L — smoothness constant of f, u —
constant of strong convexity-strong concavity, Ry = ||zg — 2*||2, {2, — diameter of optimization set, A, x — diameter
and condition number of communication graph (condition number of gossip matrix), K — number of communication
rounds, T' — number of local calls of gradient oracle on each node. In the convex-concave case, the bounds are in terms
of the gap function, in the strongly convex-strongly concave case — in terms of the (squared) distance to the solution.

o Local method We also present an extra-step modification of Local SGD [34l|54]], one of the most popular methods in
Federated Learning [25} 22]. More recently, other versions of the Local SGD methods for SPPs have appeared [9} [18]].
All of the methods presented in these papers are based on gradient descent-ascent, but it is known that such methods,
even in the non-distributed case, diverge for the most common SPPs [[16} [8]]. Our method is based on the classic method
for smooth SPPs — Extra Step algorithm, which makes it stand out from the competitors.

e Non-convex-non-concave analysis We analyze our new algorithms: near-optimal and local, not only in convex-
concave case, but even in the non-convex-non-concave case under minty assumption [37,[10]]. Minty is the weakest
additional assumption for a non-convex-non-concave problem found in the literature. But even with the these minty
assumption, there are not many analyses of distributed methods [31[30]. In particular, our analysis covers the estimates
of the decentralized but deterministic method from [31]], and also generalizes and overlaps the estimates for the
stochastic method for homogeneous data (f,,, = f) from [30].

o Experiments The first part of our experiments on classical bilinear problem is devoted to the comparison of the
optimal centralized method and the method based on Local SGD, as well as comparison of our local method with
competitors [9,[18]. The second part is devoted to the use of Local SGD and Local Adam techniques for training GANs
in a homogeneous and heterogeneous cases.
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1.2 Related works

SPPs. First, we highlight two main non-distributed algorithms for SPPs. First algorithm — Mirror Descent [4], it is
customary to use in the non-smooth case. For smooth problems, Extra Step/Mirror Prox is applied [26} 42, 21]]. Also,
the following methods [44} 19, 56] can be noted as popular for smooth SPPs.

Lower bounds. In the non-distributed case, the lower bounds for smooth strongly convex-strongly concave case
SPPs are given in [58]], for convex-concave — in [46]. In smooth stochastic convex optimization, we highlight works
about lower bounds [43] [13]]. It is also important to note the works devoted to the lower bounds for centralized and
decentralized distributed convex optimization [S1} 2]].

Distributed SPPs. The following works are devoted to decentralized Min-Max: in the deterministic case [31} 40,501,
in the stochastic case [30]. Let us also highlight the local methods for SPPs [9, 18] already noted earlier in Section

2 Settings and assumptions

We consider problem (T)), where the sets X C R™= and ) C R™v are convex sets. For simplicity, we introduce the set
Z =X x),z=(x,y) and the operators F,,:

2

nwwfwaw:<Wﬁ””).

_vyfm(xv Y)

As mentioned above, we do not have access to the oracles for F},,(z), at each iteration our oracles gives only some
stochastic realization F,,(z, §). Next, we introduce the following assumptions:
Assumption 1(g) f(x,y) is L - smooth, i.e. forall z1,2z9 € Z

[F(21) — F(22)|| < Lllz1 — 22| 3)

Assumption 1(1) For all m, f,,(x,y) is Liax-smooth, i.e. forall z1,2z9 € Z
[Em(z1) = Fin(22) || < Liaxllz1 — 22]l- 4)
Assumption 2(sc) f(z,y) is strongly-convex-strongly-concave with constant p, if for all z1,2z9 € Z
(F(21) = F(22), 21 — 22) > pillz1 — 2o|*. 5)
Assumption 2(c) f(z,y) is convex-concave, if f(x,y) is strongly-convex-strongly-concave with i = 0.

Assumption 2(nc) f satisfies the minty assumption, if exists z* € Z such that for all z € Z

Assumption 3 F,,(z, &) is unbiased and has bounded variance, i.e. for all z € Z it holds that
ElFin(2,)] = Fu(2), E[|Fn(2,€) = Fu(2)|2] < 0% )

Assumption 4 Z is compact bounded, i.e. for all z,2' € Z
Iz — 2| < Q.. (8)

Hereinafter, we use the standard Euclidean norm ||-||. We also introduce the following notation proj z (z) = min,cz ||u—
z|| - the Euclidean projection onto Z.

We also assume that all devices are connected to each other in a network, which can be represented as an undirected
graph G(V, £) with diameter A. As mentioned earlier, we are interested in several cases of distributed optimization:
centralized, and decentralized. It is important to mention one of the most popular communication procedures in
decentralised setup — the gossip protocol 23,5, 141]]. This approach uses a certain matrix W. Local vectors during
communications are "weighted" by multiplication by W. The convergence of decentralized algorithms is determined by
the properties of this matrix. Therefore, we introduce its definition:

Definition 1 We call a M x M matrix W a gossip matrix if it satisfies the following conditions: 1) W is symmetric
positive semi-definite, 2) the kernel of W is the set of constant vectors: ker(W) = span(1), 3) W is defined on the
edges of the network: W;; # 0 only if i = j or (i, j) € €.
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A (W)
AMfl(W) °

To describe the convergence, we

Let \y(W) > ... > Ay (W) = 0 the spectrum of W, and condition number y = x(W) = Note that in
practical algorithms [} 51,29} 157] is used not the matrix W, but W=1I-

] = A1 (W) _
introduce Ay (W) =1 — % 1- (W) =1- X

w
A(W)*

The next definition is necessary to describe a certain class of distributed algorithms, for which we will obtain lower
bounds. We use a definition quite similar to [2} I51]].

Definition 2 Let introduce some procedure with two parameters T and K, which we call Black-Box
Procedure(T, K). Each agent m has its own local memories MZ%, and MY, for the x- and y-variables,
respectively-with initialization M, = MY, = {0}. MZ%, and MZ, are updated as follows.

e Local computation: At each local iteration device m can sample uniformly and independently random variable &,
and adds to its M, and MY, a finite number of points x,y, satisfying

YIS SPan{af/a Va;fnL('TNa y//7§m)}, Yy € span{y’, vyfm(xﬂa Z/lvfm)}, 9
for given o’ 2" € MZ, and y',y" € MY,.

o Communication: Based upon communication rounds among neighbouring nodes, M, and MY, are updated
according to

M, := span U My, MY = span U MY (10)

(i,m)e€ (i,m)e&

o Qutput: The final global output is calculated as:

M M
9E€span{ U Mﬁl}, QEspan{ U Mﬁl}
m=1 m=1

We assume that each node makes no more than 'T" local iterations (for simplicity, that exactly T') during the operation of
the algorithm. The number of communication rounds is also limited to a certain number of K < T.

3 Lower bounds

Following the classical results on obtaining lower bounds, it is sufficient to give an example of a «bad» function
[45], and the «bad» partitioning of this function between nodes [51]. First, let us divide the original problem
into two independent ones: deterministic and stochastic. Consider f,,(z,y) = fdeter(gdeter y) 4 fstoch(gstoch)
where the vectors %" and 151" together give the vector . At the same time we have access to F,(x,y, &) =
Fdeter (gdeter ) 4 7 fstoch(gstoch ¢) Tt means that for f2°*°" we have a deterministic oracle and stochastic — for
fetoch Such f,, helps to rewrite the original problem (T)) as follows:

)

max— Z fdeter deter )+ min fstoch(l,stoch). an

min
gdeter g xdeter yeY M A gstoch ¢ X stoch
m=

Therefore, we separately prove the estimates for each of the problems, and then combine.

3.1 Deterministic lower bounds
In this part, we provide lower bounds for the centralized (Theoremm) and decentralized (Theorem 2) cases.
Theorem 1 For any L > p > 0 and any connected graph with diameter A, there exists a distributed saddle point

problem (satisfying Assumptions[3|andP)) on X x Y = R™ x R™ (where n is sufficient large) with x*,y* # 0, such that
for any output &, § of any procedure (Definition[2), the following estimates hold:

4 K

A * (|12 ~ * (|2 * 12
_—Q * .
& — 2" 1" + 1§ — v~ (exp (—[ A ) lyo — v )

Theorem 2 Forany L > > 0and any x > 1, there exists a decentralized distributed saddle point problem (satisfying
Assumptions[3|and) on X x Y = R"™ x R"™ (where n is sufficient large) with x*, y* # 0 over a fixed network (Definition
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with a gossip matrix W and characteristic number X, such that for any output &,y of any procedure (Definition[2)),
the following estimates hold:

2 K
A * (12 ~ * (12 9 *(12
r—x +ly—-y = <exp(— > Yo — Y )

Regularization and convex-concave case. Note that in the convex-concave case the problem is usually considered on
a bounded set (Assumption @), moreover, the convergence criterion for algorithms is a gap function:

= ) — mi ' y). 12
gap(z, y) gglgf(x,y) min f(z',y) (12)

Therefore the lower bounds are also needed in terms of (12). Following the inequality 6 of [58]], we can rewrite the
estimates from Theorems [[]and 2] as follows

I * I *
gap(z,y) 2 Sllo — o)+ Sy =712

Next, to obtain bounds for the convex-concave case from bounds for the strongly convex-strongly concave case, we use
a regularization trick:

3

< _ 2

3
freg($7y) = f(l',y) + @H!E - l'0||2 -

where €2, is an Euclidean diameter of the set X' x ). It turns out that if f(z,y) is a convex-concave function, then
Jreg(2,y) is 75z is strongly convex-strongly concave. The new problem is solved with an accuracy of /2, then we find

a solution to the original problem with an accuracy of e.

3.2 Stochastic lower bounds

Due to our choice of f,, from @) one can note that in order to obtain lower stochastic bounds, we need to consider
the minimization problem rather than the SPP, moreover, the non-distributed minimization problem. Therefore, these
bounds depend on the total number of local calls of the oracle, and this number is equal to MT'. Let us formulate two
theorems for the convex and strongly convex cases of f5°°h,

Theorem 3 Forany L > > 0 and any M, T € N, there exists a stochastic minimization problem with L-smooth and
u-strongly convex function such that for any output & of any BBP(T, K) ( Deﬁnition with M workers one can obtain

the following estimate:
2
A * (12 a
I =27l —Q(W)

Theorem 4 For any L > 0 and any M, T € N, there exists a stochastic minimization problem with L-smooth and
convex function such that for any output & of any BBP(T, K) ( Deﬁnition@) with M workers one can obtain the following
estimate:

Bl - fa] =0 ().

3.3 Connection of lower bounds

The connecting of deterministic and stochastic bounds follows from (TT)). The results for the centralized and decentral-
ized cases are shown in Table 1. See Appendix [B]for complete proof of this part. To verify the tightness of our lower
bounds, the next section designs algorithms that reach such bounds.

4 Optimal algorithms

This section focuses on theoretically near-optimal algorithms. It is easy to check that our algorithms satisfy the BBP
definition.

4.1 Centralized case

We design our algorithm based on MiniBatch SGD and Extra Step. For this algorithm we introduce r as a maximum
distance from nodes to server.
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Algorithm 1 Centralized Extra Step Method

Parameters: Stepsize v < 4 L, communication rounds K, number of local steps 7.

Initialization: Choose (2°,y°) = 2z° € Z, k = [ £ | and batch size b = | |.
fort =0,1,2,...,k—1 do
Generate batch ¢!, on each machine independently

b
Each machine m computes gf,, = ; Z F (2%, &5) and sends ¢!, to server

Server computes z¢+1/2 = proj (2t — Z g!.) and then sends z!*'/2 to machines
m=1

t+1/2

Generate batch £,, '~ on each machine independently

Each machine m computes gy, Lz =3 Z F (241172, &tﬁrl/w) and sends gh; /2 to server

Server computes z'*! = proj; (2! — Z £71/2) and then sends zt*! to machines

end for

Theorem 5 Let {z'}i>0 denote the iterates of Algorithm or solving problem (1)). Let Assumptions be satisfied.
Then, if v < we have the following estimates in

o p-strongly convex-strongly concave case (Assumption [2(sc)):

~ K 0,2
E ko *12] — 0 _ _*2 _'u'
e# = 21171 = 6 (1° - = Peww (~ 455 ) + 77 )

e convex—concave case (Assumptions and@):

4L’

Blsan(zh,,) = 0 (L2 + 22 ),

® 1ION-CONVeX-non-concave case (Assumptions )| and H):

202 2

K MTA

where zk, = Z 2172,

4.2 Decentralized case

The idea of Algorithm [2] combines three things: Extra Step, accelerated consensus - FastMix (see Algorithm [ in
Appendix [C|or [29,57]) and the right size of batches.

Theorem 6 Let {z! },>o denote the iterates of Algorithm 2|for solving problem (1). Let Assumptions E|be
satisfied. Then, if v < ﬁ and P =0 (\/)? log %), we have the following estimates in

o p-strongly convex-strongly concave case (Assumption [2(sc)):

~k *[12] _ A 0 (12 pK o’
Bl = =17) = O (10— = P exp (~ghe ) + 77z ).

e convex-concave case (Assumptions and@):

~ LQg\/X o,
Bleap(et,)] = 0“2 + ).

® 1ION-CONVex-non-concave case (Assumptions and @):

LQQZ 2
ZHF 2| = X oK
K MT,x
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Algorithm 2 Decentralized Extra Step Method

Parameters: Stepsize v < 4 L, communication rounds K, number of local calls 7', number of FastMix steps P.
Initialization: Choose (2°,¢°) = 2% € 2,20, = 2% k = | & | and batch size b = | Z; |.
fort=0,1,2,...,k—1 do

Generate batch !, on each machine independently

Each machine m compute 257 /% = =z, -7 3 Z Fo(zh,, €00

L2t SeHL2 ot
Communication: 7. 71/2 . 41/ .y 12 py

D2 :FastMlx(1 seeeaZpg 'y

P a2

on each machine 1ndependently

Each machine m compute zp,

Generate batch fﬁ 1/2

i 2 t+1 2 t+1/2,4
Each machine m compute 257 = 2t —~ - 7 Z Fop (25112 b1/
Communication: zi+1 . g}‘v‘[“l =FastMix(% t+1, o A?\;fHa P)
Each machine m compute sz[ U = proj 5 (z+1)
end for

L M - LRl M o,
St t skl _
where 2 = 51 > 25, and Zg ' = >

m=1 t=0 m=1

Discussions Let us make some comments on our Algorithms:

e [t is easy to see that our Algorithms are near-optimal — see Table 1 for details. However, there are several practical
drawbacks of these Algorithms. The first is related to the fact that in Algorithm [2] we need to take multi consensus
steps at each iteration. This approach does not always pay off in practice. On the other hand, the optimal decentralized
algorithms for minimization problems also use FastMix — see literature review in [53]]. Secondly, if T > K, at each
iteration we collect a very large batch, in practice such batches do not make sense. Therefore, an idea arises to use these
local computations of gradients more efficiently, for example, doing local steps. This brings us to Section[3]

e [t can be noted that in the non-convex-non-concave case, we do not guarantee the convergence, when 7' ~ K. But the
method converge sublinearly if o = 0. In this case, we cover the deterministic results from [31]]. In the stochastic case
(o > 0), convergence is also not guaranteed in [30, 3]]. Therefore, we cover and even overlap their analysis, since they
consider only the homogeneous case (f,,, = f).

5 New local algorithm

In this section, we work on sets X = R™* and ) = R™v. Additionally, we introduce the following assumption:

Assumption 5 The values of the local operator are considered sufficiently close to the value of the mean operator, i.e.
forall z € Z

[1Fm(2) = F(z)|| < D. (13)
This assumption is often called D - heterogeneity.

Our algorithm is a combination of Local SGD and Extra Step. One can note that such an algorithm is BBP(T', K).

Theorem 7 Let {z!,}1>0 denote the iterates of Algorithm Ifor solving problem (1)). Let Assumptions|I( u I 3| and |5 I be
satisfied. Also let H = max,, |l<:p+1 k| is a maximum distance between moments of communication (k, € I). Then
we have the following estimates in

o i-strongly convex-strongly concave case (Assumptlonm) Wllh v <

ST
5T €121 — A 0 |2 pT o’ L3 2 2
E[l|z* — 2" ]—(’)<||z —2*||7 - exp <_42HLmax>+M2MT+ 4aT2 (HD* +0%) ),

® 10N-convex—non-concave case (Assumptionand with assumption that for all t, ||Z'|| < Q) withy < 47

L5 ] <o g [t s o

hax o VH(HD? + 02)
2 T + T3 +M+LmaxQ H(HD +a)>,

max
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Algorithm 3 Extra Step Local SGD
Parameters: stepsize 7 < m, number of local steps 7', sets I of communications steps (|| = K).
0

Initialization: Choose (2°,4°) = 2Y € Z, for all m, 29, = 2% and 2 = 2°.
fort=0,1,2,..., T —1 do

Generate random variable £, on each machine independently

Each machine m computes 25 /2 = 2t — yF,, (24, €t )

Generate random variable §f,f 1/2 on each machine independently

. t+1/2 (t41/2
Each machine m computes z! ! = 2 — 'yFm(z,,ir / Naay / )
ift cIdo

Each machine sends 2.1 on server
M
Server computes 2 = ﬁ ST 2t sends 2 to machines
m=1
Each machine gets 2 and sets 2.1 = 2
end for
Output: Z.
TR
where z' = 37 Zype
m=1
Discussions

e Compared to Algorithm|[I] Algorithm [3|gives worse convergence guarantees. Why then Algorithm [3]is needed? For
practical purposes. Local SGD or FedAvg is a fairly well-known and popular federated learning concept. We extend
this concept to min-max problems, including non-convex-non-concave ones. In particular, the theory states that for
Algorithm step y ~ ﬁax and for Algorithm 1|y ~ ﬁnax but in practice one can use the same steps (learning rates)
for both Algorithms. It seems natural that Algorithm [3|can outperform Algorithm[I]in some regimes, simply because it
takes more steps (see Section [6).

e As noted in Section[I.1] there are two more methods of the Local SGD type for SPPs 9L [18]. But these methods use
Descent-Ascent instead of Extra Step as a base. Also, the stepsize of these methods is confusing, even in the strongly
convex-strongly concave case, it is proposed to take v = #, which in practice is a very small number and provide
a very slow convergence of the methods. -

6 Experiments

6.1 Bilinear problem

Let us start with an experiment on the bilinear problem:

M
1
minmax — Z (xTAmy +bl o+ cﬁy) , (14)
z,y€[-1;1]" el

where n = 100, M = 100, matrices A,,, > 0 are randomly generated with A, = 1000 (then L = 1000). Coordinates
b, Cm are generated uniformly on [—1000; 1000]. Moreover, we add noise with 2 = 10000 to the gradients. Starting
point is zero.

The purpose of the first experiment is to compare our local method (Algorithm [3) with the local approaches from papers
[9L[18]]. For all methods H = 3, and the step is chosen for best convergence. See Figure[I](a) for the results. Note that
our Algorithm [3outperforms the competitors. Moreover, methods from papers [9} [18]] do not converge at all with any
steps . As noted above (Section E]), this is due to the fact that these methods are based on Descent-Ascent.

The next experiment is aimed at comparing Algorithm [3] with different communication frequencies H. We take
v = 1§L' From the point of view of communications (Figure |1{ (b)), we get a standard result for local methods:
less often communications, the faster convergence (in communications), but worse solution accuracy. This is due to
fluctuations during local iterations, which lead away from the solution of the global solution.

In the third experiment, we want to vary the step and compare Algorithm [3| with a frequency of 3 and Algorithm [T| with
batch 6 (such parameters give that there are 6 local calls for one communication for both Algorithms). This problem
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Bilinear: local methods Bilinear: different frequencies Bilinear: MiniBatch VS Local
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Figure 1: (a) Comparison of Algorithm 3]and [9. [18]] with H = 3 and tuned steps; (b) Comparison of Algorithm [3| with
different communication frequencies H, as well as Algorithm |I| with batch size 1 (blue line — "Every") for ; (0)

Comparison of Algorithm[3](L) with communication frequencies H = 3 and Algorithm[I](MB) with batch size 6 for

statement is interesting because Algorithm|[T]is optimal, but Algorithm [3]is not, but it can be better in practice. We see
(Figure |I| (c)) that the local method wins in rate, but loses in extreme accuracy.

6.2 Federated GANs

Model, data, optimizer A very popular enhancement of GANSs is Conditional GAN, originally proposed in [38]]. It
allows to direct the generation process by introducing class labels. We use a more complex Deep Convolutional GAN
[49] with adjustments allowing to condition the output by class labels. We consider the CIFAR-10 [27] and split the
dataset into 4 parts. For each part, we select 2 majors class that forms 30% of the data, while the rest of the data split is
filled uniformly by the other classes. As optimizers we use Algorithm[3]and Local Adam [24] - a variation of Algorithm
[] but where the local gradient steps are replaced with Adam updates.

Setting Here we would like to consider the experiment of Federated Learning. Communication is a strong bottleneck
of federated setting, since data is the local data of users on their devices, and they may simply not be online for
transmitting information. Therefore, the reducing communications is our goal, this is what local methods are needed
for. Then we want to compare how our optimizers work with a different number of local steps. In particular, we try to
communicate once in an epoch, once in 5 epochs and once in 10 epochs. It is interesting to check how the frequency of
communication will affect the quality of training.

»
=)

w
w

w
=)

Inception Score
N N
o wn

=
w

1.0

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
Local epochs Local epochs

Figure 2: Comparison of three distance between communications in Local Adam in DCGAN distributed learning on
CIFAR-10. We compare the FID Score and the Inception Score in terms of the local epochs number. The experiment
was repeated 3 times on different data random splitting - the maximum and minimum deviations are on the plots.

Results Based on the results of experiments on bilinear problems (Section [6.1)), it was expected that methods which
connect to the server less frequently (but do the same number of local epochs) would outperform their competitors in
terms of communication budget. This trend is observed in Figures [2] and 3] - methods making fewer communications do
not lose in terms of FID and IS. Meanwhile the strongly increasing distance between the communications can affect
the quality of training considerably, especially in the last epochs. Therefore, we recommend using local methods with
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Figure 3: Pictures generated by DSGAN trained distributed on different distance between communications: (a) 1, (b) 5,
(c) 10 epochs.

long gap between communications only in the initial stages of training, then it is worth communicating more and more
frequently.

For more experiments with Algorithm 3]and Local Adam on MNIST see Appendix [E]
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Supplementary Material

A General facts and technical lemmas

Lemma 1 For arbitrary integer n > 1 and arbitrary set of positive numbers ay, . . . , a, we have

m 2 m
(23) <mya. (1s)
i=1 i=1

Lemma 2 Suppose given a convex closed set Z, then the operator of the Euclidean projection onto this set is non-
expansive, i.e. forall z,2' € Z,
Iprojz(z) — projz ()|l < llz — 2'||. (16)

B Proof of Theorems from Section

As mentioned in the main part of the paper we consider the following model of functions:
fm (LC, y) _ fgleter (xoieter7 y) + fstoch (xstoch). (17)

Note that the function f2¢*°" uses the vector z%¢**", and the function f*!°¢" uses another vector x¢°“". The variables
in the vectors 2%¢*¢" and x°¢°°" do not intersect, but together z%¢**" and x**°*" form a complete vector x, for example,
according to the following rule: zoy_1 = xi"t” and oy, = x5! for k = 1,2. ... At the same time, for fdt*", we
have access to V, f3°7 (z, y), V,, fdeter (zdeter y) and for f “”t"Ch, to stochastic realizations V, f5f¢h (zstoch ¢) that

satisfy Assumption Moreover, fffft” are different for each device, but f stoch iq the same.

We take «bad» functions with even n,stoch = nyaeter = n, = n. Moreover, n must be taken large enough, as stated in
the Theorems.

B.1 Deterministic lower bounds

We begin with deterministic lower bounds. Our example builds on a splitting of the «bad» function for the non-
distributed case from [58]]. Next, we give an example of functions fa¢ter (z4eter ) and their location on the nodes. For
simplicity of notation, in this subsection we use f,,, (, y) instead of fdeter(gpdeter ).

We introduce some auxiliary arrangement of functions on the nodes, prove some facts for it, and then present the final
"bad" examples and prove the lower bounds.

Let B C V — subset of nodes of G. For d € N we define B; = {v € V : d(B,v) > d}, where d(B,v) — distance
between set B and node v. Then we construct the following arrangement of bilinearly functions on nodes:

fi(z,y) = Q\Bd| L et Avy + H||zH2 ||yH2 + 2\]1\34“ §,L61 Yy, mé€ By
Im(.y) = § folw.y) = 57 Ko Ay + EllP — 1P meB . (18)
f3(z,y) = %Hl"”z “||y||2, otherwise

where e; = (1,0...,0) and

1 0 1 -2
1 -2 1 0
1 0 -2
A, = 1 -2 Ay = 1 0
1 -2 1 0

1 0 1 -2

1 1

In most cases, we want the simplest case with |B| = |By| = 1.

13
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Lemma 3 Let Problem (L8] be solved by any method that satisfies Definition[2] Then after K communication rounds,
only the first L%J coordinates of the global output can be non-zero while the rest of the n — L%J coordinates are
strictly equal to zero.

Proof: We begin introducing some notation for our proof. Let
Eo = {0}, EK = span{el,...,eK}.
Note that, the initialization from Definition @) gives MZ, = Ey, MY, = Ej.

Suppose that, for some m, M? = Ex and MY = Ef, at some given time. Let us analyze how M7 MY can
change by performing only local computations.

Firstly, we consider the case when K odd. After one local update, we have the following:
e For machines m which own f1, it holds

z € span{ey , 2’ , A1y} = Ek, (19)
y € span{e; , y', A]2'} = B,

for given 2/, 2" € MZ%, and y',y"” € MY,. Since A; has a block diagonal structure, after one local computation, we

have M? = Ex and MY, = Ex. The situation does not change, no matter how many local computations one does.

e For machines m which own f5, it holds
z € span{a’, Asy'} = Fii1,
yespunly . ATa'} = Eicpn,

for given 2/ € M*, and 3y’ € MY,. It means that, after local computations (at least one local computation), one has

m*

M? = Eky1 and MY, = Eg . Therefore, machines with function fy can progress by one new non-zero coordinate.

This means that we constantly have to transfer progress from the group of machines with f; to the group of machines
with fo and back. Initially, all devices have zero coordinates. Further, after at least one local computation, machines
with f; can receive the first nonzero coordinate (but only the first, the second is not), and the rest of the devices are left
with all zeros. Next, we pass the first non-zero coordinate to machines with f5. To do this, d communication rounds are
needed. By doing so, they can make the second coordinate non-zero, and then transfer this progress to the machines
with f1. Then the process continues in the same way. It remains to note that for this update in the number of non-zero
coordinates, we need at least one local calculation for each non-zero coordinate. Note that the local computation budget
is sufficient (I' > K — see Definition[2)). This completes the proof.

O
Consider the problem with the global objective function:
1 < 1
fla,y) =7 Y fmlwy) = a7 UBdl - fi(z,y) + Bl - f2(2,y) + (M — [Ba| = [B) - f3(2,))
m=1
_L r P2 Kypoe L op : _ 1
=57 Ay + §H$|| 5”3/” + @61 y, with A= 5(141 + As) (20)

With the fact that || A|| < 2, one can easy verify that (20) satisfies Assumptions and

The previous lemma gives an idea of what the solution obtained using procedures that satisfy Definition[2] The next
lemma is already to the approximate solution of the problem (20) and how it is closed to the real solution.

Lemma 4 (Lemma 3.3 from [58]) Let o = %? and ¢ = 1 (24 a —Va? +4a) € (0;1) - the smallest root of
q® — (2+ a)q+ 1 = 0, and let introduce approximation j*

9

- q
* — ) 21
Vi =1, 2D
Then error between approximation and real solution of can be bounded
B qn+1
vyl < -
7 =¥l < o=

14
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Proof: Let us write the dual function for (20):
1 L? L
yt (ATA + uI) y+ —ely.
4u 4p

where one can easy found

AAT =
-1 2 -1

The optimality of the dual problem Vg(y*) = 0 gives

or
(ATA + aI) Y =ey.

Let us write in the form of a set of equations:
(I+a)yi—yz =1
Y+ Q2+a)y; —y3 =0

~Yn_ot2+a)y, 1~y =0
—yn_1+(2+a)y, =0

Note that the approximation (1) satisfies the following set of equations:
(I+a)gr—y3 =1
i+ Q2+a)y -y =0

~Un_at+ 2+a)y,_ 1 — 7, =0
—Yn_1 +(2+a)y, =g

n+1
1_4

or in the short form:
(ATA+al) g =e + .

Then the difference between the approximation and the true solution is
1 qn+1

N T -
g =y (A A—l—aI) 1_qen7

With the fact that =17 > (ATA + ol ) -t > 0, it implies the statement of Lemma

Now we formulate a key lemma (similar to Lemma 3.4 from [58]]).

15
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Lemma 5 Consider a distributed saddle point problem in form (I8), 20) with B, # @. For any pairs T, K (T > K))
one can found size of the problem n > max {2 log, (40‘%) ,QK}, where o = 4LL22 and q = % (2 +a—vVa2+ 4a) €

(0;1). Then, any output &, produced by any BBP(T, K) satisfying Definition2|after K communications rounds and T
local computations, is such that

%12
= a2 4 g — g1 2 g3 10—V

Proof: Lemma [3states that after K (X < T) communications only k = L%J coordinates in the output ¢ can be
non-zero. Therefore, by definition of §* from @, by k< K < % and with ¢ < 1, we have

k
= (]_q\/q2+q4+...+q2("*’“)

Y

A~ w2
9 — 7] T

\/2 4 2n7£—*27£ _ a2
A+ ==y *ﬁHyo y*l=.

V2

Forn > 2log, ( 4%) we can guarantee that §* = y* (for more detailed see [58] ) and

2k

* |2 * (|12
A * ~ * ~ * q * K Yo — Y 2K Yo — Y
e e e e

16
]

Building on the above preliminary results, we are now ready to prove our complexity lower bound as stated in Theorems

MandPl

B.1.1 Centralized case

Theorem 8 (Theorem([T) Forany L > > 0, any A and any T, K € Nwith T > K, there exists a distributed saddle
point problem of A + 1 functions with centralized architecture. For which the following statements are true:

* the diameter of graph G is equal to A,

M
e f= ﬁ > fm : R®" x R™ — R is L-smooth, u — strongly convex-strongly concave,
m=1

> sizen > max{2logq (ﬁ) ,ZK}, where o = ZLLL; and g = % (2+a— Va2 +4a) € (0;1).

Then for any output &, of any BBP(T, K) (Definition , the following estimates hold:

R " . « m K .
o= o2+ 1= 91 = 2 (exp (=2 ) o =711

Proof: It suffices to consider a linear graph on A+ 1 vertices {v1, ..., va1} and apply Lemmal5|for problem (T8),([20)
with B = {v1} and d = A. Then
2K
A% lyo — y*1?
- Z N *||2 ~ *[|2) "
q 16([[& — 2|12 + 19 — v*|1?)
Taking the logarithm of the two parts of the inequality, we get

2K lyo — ™ |? 1
> In - 2 - 2 0
A 16([|2 — 2*[1> + |g — y*|I?) ) In(g™1)

16
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Next, we work with

1 1 g 12
In(g=!) {1+ -q)/q) ~1-g¢ 2 (2\2 o
2 ﬁ+(ﬁ) - Ir
2
i+ (8) - %
= 4“‘2

Finally, one can obtain

2K — || 1 /L
zm( i HyOQyIIA 2>.<_1),
A 1612 — 22+ lg—y*I?) ) 2 \n

o <4uK> - lyo — y* |1
Ay B T Py ey e iy

and

which completes the proof.

B.1.2 Decentralized case

Theorem 9 Forany L > p > 0, any A and any T, K € Nwith T > K, there exists a distributed saddle point problem
with decentralized architecture and a gossip matrix W. For which the following statements are true:

* a gossip matrix W have x(W) = x,

M
e f= ﬁ S fm : R™ x R™ = R is L-smooth, p — strongly convex-strongly concave,

m=1

e sizen > max{Qlogq (4\/) 2K} where o = 4u and q = % (2+a—\/a2+4a).

Then for any output &, 9 of any BBP(T, K) (Definition , the following estimates hold:

32 K
-~ * (12 ~ * (12 * (|2
=P+ g -vy ——Q(eXp(—[-> Yo —y )

Proof: The proof follow similar steps as in the proof of [51, Theorem 2]. Let vy, = 1—cos 3

1+c0>
of positive numbers. Since v, = 1 and lim,,, va; = 0, there exists M > 2 such that vy, 2 > YN 41

be a decreasing sequence

o If M > 3, let us consider linear graph of size M with vertexes vy, ... v, and Welghted with w; 2 = 1 — a and
w; i1 = 1 fori > 2. We apply Lemma [5] for problem (T8),(20) with B — {vi}andd = M — 1, then we have
By = {var}. Hence,
s yo = y*II”.

16
If W, is the Laplacian of the weighted graph G, one can note that with a = 0, X(W ) = vum, with a = 1, we have

m = 0. Hence, there exists a € (0; 1] such that m =X Then 2 X > YM41 2 (M+1)2 ,and M > \/2x—1 > \F.
Finally, since M > 3, wegetd =M — 1 > % > %. Hence,

& — 2|2 + |5 — y*||? > ¢"F

|2
i — 2 + g — |2 > o 10—
Similarly to the proof of the previous theorem

%2
<32M K>> ] ||932:U||A — (22)
L—pyx) —16(12 =22+ 15 — v*[?)
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o If M = 2, we construct a fully connected network with 3 nodes with weight w1 3 = a € [0;1]. Let W, is the
Laplacian. If @ = 0, then the network is a linear graph and p(W,) = v3 = % Hence, there exists a € [0; 1] such that

x(W,) = x. Finally, B = {v1}, By = {vs}andd > 1 > g Whence, it follows that in this case (22) is also valid.

]
B.2 Stochastic lower bounds
B.2.1 Strongly-convex case
We consider the following simple problem with function f : R — R:
. H 2
— P 2
min f(@) 5 (x —x0)*, (23)

where we do not know the constant zoy # 0. f(z) is a u-strongly-convex and p-smooth function. We minimize this
function by using stochastic first order oracle

o2
Vi(z, &) = ulx + & —x), where £ € N (O,Mz) )

One can note that E[V f(z,&)] = p(z — z9) = Vf(2), and E [|V f(z,£) — Vf(2)]?] = E [p?[¢*] = 0. We use
some BBP (7, K) (Definition , which calls the stochastic oracle N = MT times in some set of points {x; } ¥ ,, for
these points oracle returns y; = u(z; — xo + &), where all &; € N'(0,02/u?) and independent. Using z;, y;, one can
compute point z; = x; — y;/p = 9 — & € N (9,02 /u?) and independent. Hence, the original problem (23 and
the working of any BBP are easy to reformulate in the following way: after IV calls of the oracle we have set of pairs
{(z4, 2:)},, where z; € N'(x0,02/u?) and independent. By these pairs we need to estimate the unknown constant

2. One can do it by MLE:
1N o2
MLE __ MLE
INT TN ;:1 Zi, TN €N<$o, NMQ)'

Then

E [Hz%LE - ZE*H2} =K [|x%LE - 1:0\2] = Var [z%LE} =z

o
or )
* 1 1% (o
E [f(z\") — f(z)] = §]E [|zNYE — zo|?] = §Var [eNF] = Ny

‘We need to show that the estimate obtained with the MLE is the best in terms of N, for this we use the Cramer—Rao
bound:

Lemma 6 Suppose xq is an unknown parameter which is to be estimated from {z;}~_, independent observations of z,
each distributed according to some probability density function fy,(z). Consider an estimator &y = Zo(z21,...,2N)
with bias b(xo) = E[&g — x]. Thus, the estimator & satisfies

[1+b'(x0)]

E [\33"0 - xoﬂ > NT(zo)

+ bQ(xO)v

2
where I(x9) = E {(mnf‘o(z)) } — Fisher information.

Oxo

For normal distribution I (z¢) = 2‘—2 Then

o2

E [|20 — 550\2] > [1+ 0 (20)]* + b* (o)

Np?
Suppose that there is such estimate that it is better than the MLE in terms of /N. Hence,
1
[T+ (z0)]* ~ e where a > 0.
It means —b'(zg) ~ Y=L or XH . With enough big N we get that b () ~ —1 in terms of N. Then b? () ~ 3.

We arrive at a contradiction in the existence of an estimate that asymptotically (in /V) better than the MLE. Then we
have the following theorem:

18
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Theorem 10 (Theorem[3) Forany L > p > 0 and any M, T € N, there exists a stochastic minimization problem
with L-smooth and u-strongly convex function such that for any output & of any BBP(T, K) (Definition 2)) with M
workers one can obtain the following estimate:

2
A * (12 a
B.2.2 Convex case

For convex case, we work with

&
min —x,
rel-5 5 o

(24)

where € can only take two values € or —e with some positive €. Of course, we do not know which of the two values ¢ takes.
For example, we can assume that at the very beginning ¢ is chosen randomly and equally probable. It is easy to verify that
([24) is convex and L-smooth for any L and . The first order stochastic oracle returns V f(z,£) = € € N(§/Qy, 0?).
One can note that E[V f(z,¢)] = /Q, = Vf(z), and E [|V f(z,£) — Vf(2)]?] = 0%. We use some procedure
BBP(T, K) (Definition , which calls oracle N = MT times in some set of points {x; } Y ;. For these points oracle

returns &;, where all §; € N(£,0?) and independent. Note that we can say in advance that z* = % if ¢ = —c and
z* = —% if & = . We have a rather simple task, from independent samples {&;}Y.; € N(2/Q,0?) , we need
to determine € from two equally probable hypothesis Hy : € = € or Hy : € = —¢. For these problem one can use
likelihood-ratio criterion:
Hl T(gl 5N)<C fH (617"'7£N>
0(&1,. .., = ’ B , T, .-, =2 e (25)
(51 gN) {HQa T(§1a7§N) ZC (61 §N) fH](Elv“wa)

where fp is a density function of a random vector &1, ..., &y with distribution from the hypothesis H. The Ney-
man—Pearson lemma gives

Lemma 7 There is a constant c for which the likelihood-ratio criterion 23)) is

* minmax criterion. The number c should be chosen so that the type I error and the type II error were the same;

* Bayesian criterion for given prior probabilities r and s. The number c is chosen equal to the ratio r/s.

Due to the symmetry of the hypotheses with respect to zero, as well as the prior probabilities can be considered equal to
1/2, we have that ¢ = 1 for minmax and Bayesian criterions. By simple transformations we can rewrite (25):

N N
§(&1,... En) = & ., En= ~ .
H27 Z§1SO %a Zfzgo

i=1 =1

This criterion is more than natural. Neyman—Pearson lemma says it is optimal. Next we analyse error of this criterion
(we will consider only case with € = ¢, the other case one can parse similarly):

9

N
E[f(iN)—f(x*)}:E{%ANjuﬂ =€'P{;$¢SO}=€'P{3NSU},

N
where Sy = > & € N(eN/Qy,,0%N), then SN;\/NN/QI € N(0,1). Finally, we get
i=1 7

E[f(@x) — £(") =sP{SN mLA/AL —“/ﬁ} zsp{sN > “'Qm} S (—2) . (1 - 7}) |

In last inequality we define t = i)‘/f and use lower bound for tail of standard normal distribution. With € = mﬁ” we

have ¢ = 2 and then
1 oy

Z Texp@ YN

E[f(in) — fa*)] 2 | oxp(-2)

Hence, we get the next theorem:
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Theorem 11 (Theorem[d) For any L > 0 and any M, T € N, there exists a stochastic minimization problem with
L-smooth and convex function such that for any output & of any BBP(T, K) (Definition IZI) with M workers one can
obtain the following estimate:

BU@) - )] =0 ().
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C Proof of Theorems from Section [

C.1 Centralized case

We start our proof with the following lemma:

Lemma 8 Let 2,y € R" and Z C R"™ is convex compact set. We set 2+ = projz(z — y), then for allu € Z:

I = ull® < 2 —ull® — 20y, 2™ — ) — [|]2F — 2|]*.

Proof: For all u € Z we have (27 — (2 —y), 2" —u) < 0. Then

Iz —ull® = lla* =z 42z —ull?
= llz—ul® +2(eF =2,z —w) + |27 - 2|?
= Je—ul® +2(F —2,2" —u) — oF — 2|2
= Je—ul® +2(" = (2 —y), 2" —u) = 2y, 2" —u) — =7 — 2|
< e —all? =2y, 2t —u) — |lF - 2|

Before proof the main theorems, we add the following notation:

M
L1 ) 1
=27 2 O 9= D gl
m=1

m=1

g

C.1.1 Strongly convex-strongly concave problems

Theorem 12 (Theorem[5) Let {z'}:> denote the iterates of Algorithm I for solving problem (T)). Let Assumptlons

- mgnd I be satisfied. Then, if v < ; L, we have the following estimate for the distance to the solution z*

K o2
ElIlz% — 2*12] = 0 _¥|2 e )
1 = =117 =0 (10 = Pexw (-2 5 ) + 7

t

Proof: Applying the previous Lemma with 2+ = 2!*1, 2z = 2!, u = zand y = yg'T1/2, we get

HZt+1 _ Z||2 < Hzt _ Z||2 _ 27<§t+1/2,zt+1 _ Z> _ ||Zt+1 _ zt||27

and with 2t = 2t41/2 2 = 2t oy = 2111, y=g"

||Zt+1/2 o Zt+1H2 < ||Zt . Zt+1||2 o t t+1/2 Zt+1> _ ||Zt+1/2 _ Zt||2.

2v(g", 2
Next, we sum up the two previous equalities

Hzt-i-l _ Z||2 + ||zt+1/2 _ Zt+1H2 S ||Zt+1/2 _ Zt||2

2" = 21 -
—2(9
A small rearrangement gives
||Zt+1 _ Z||2 + ||Zt+1/2 _ Zt+1||2 < Hzt o Z||2 _ ||Zt+1/2 o ZtH2
—2v(g /2 t1/2 2) +2v(g tH1/2 gt ,t+1/2 Py
i
<" —|)? —-Hzt+1/2-— 2|2

_ 27<gt+1/272t+1/2 > + Hgt+1/2 gtHQ + Hzt+1/2 _ Zt+1||2.

Then we substitute z = z* and take the total expectation of both sides of the equation

E [||Zt+1 _ Z*HQ] < E [Hzt _ z*||2] _E {Hzt+1/2 _ Zt”ﬂ

—29E [(g+1/2, 212 - )] 4 47 (g2 - gt

21

t+1/27zt+1 —2) - 27<gt,zt+1/2 _ Zt+1>.

(26)

27)
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Let work with E [||gt+1/2 — gt|12]:

[”gt+1/2 gt”ﬂ [Hgt+1/2 F(172) £ F(aY) — gt + F(H1/2) Zt)”Z]
o _
< 3E {ngtH/Q—F(zf“/?)nﬂ +3E [|F(2') - g'[]?] + 3E [IIF wH72) ()]
o Mob _
23 b Z Z(Fm(ZtJrl/Q, frJLrl/z,Z) - t+1/2
m=1 i=1
1 & t gty t) 2 t+1/2 _ ot
+3E |||l o2z D D (Bl €)= Funl(z1)|| | +3L°E [Hz 2]
m=1i=1
_ 3 izb: S+, t+1/2,i)_ t+1/2
- (0M)?
m=1i=1
5 Mo b
e || 22 (6 — )| | +317E (14172 = 21)2].
m=1i=1
Using that all {¢41}2 Lm=1 @ d{fﬁl/m}f%m ; are independent, we get
M
3 2
t+1/2  ~t)|2 t+1/2 t+1/2,0\ t+1/2
B[l -] < g 2o D R e - R[]

14=1

M
e 2o DO (188 — Bl
+3L°E [||2t+1/2 B zt||2]
2 szl -]+ B o8)

Next we estimate E [(g¢*1/2, 2171/2 — 2*)]. To begin with, we use the independence of all , as well as the unbiasedness

of g*+1/2 with respect to the conditional m.o. by random variables {ftH/ ZibM

i=1,m=1"
E[(g"1/2 242 = 2] = BB [(@F12 254172 - 24|
m i=1,m=1
_ . . —t+1/2:| t+1/2 o« }
E [GE{sm“”’ P e [g »# 2%)
- E [(F(zt“/?), A2 z*>] . (29)

By property of z*, we get
E[(g 122412 2] > B[(FGY2) - B, 2 = 2] 2 B [ -2
Let use a simple fact |2/ F1/2 — 2|2 > ||zt — 2*||2 — ||2!71/2 — 2!||2, then
E (g2, 2412 - 2)] 2 LB (|12 — 27 )] - uE [/ - 1)) (30)

Combining 3 inequalities with z = 2z*, (28), (30):

. . 602
E [l = 212) < (1= ) [I12* = =*1%] + (27 + 392L% = DE [|}"1/2 — o1|12] + 2.

In Algorithm Ithe stepy < then

4L’

Efllz =2"?] < (1 —wnE[ll2" - ="I1°] +

60'2")/2

bM -

22
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Let us run the recursion from 0 to & — 1:

* « 6
E[I*-=I") < (1-p)'E[]* -] }+%

1 . In(max{2; bM 2 || 2°
1L’ Lk

~ k o2
E(lIlz6 — *)12] = 0 %2 K -
[Hz 2| ] o (|z 2 eXp( AL + 12bMk

Substitute the batch size b and the number of iterations & from the description of the Algorithm [T}

2
k+1 %121 _ A 0 *(|2 M K o
E[IIZ Z”]O(HZ = 2" exp( AL 7“)+M2]\4T>'

Then we carefully choose ¥ = min { —="|°k/60"}) } and get (for more details one can see [55])

Finally, we remember that » < A and finish the proof.

C.1.2 Convex-concave problems

Theorem 13 (Theorem[5) Let {2'}:> denote the iterates of Algorithm I for solving problem (I). Let Assumptions
- - Iand Ibe satisfied. Then, if v < 4 7, we have the following estimate:

Blsan(ch,p) = 0 (L322 + 22 ).

Proof: We have already shown some of the necessary estimates, namely, we need to use (26) with some small
rearrangement

27<F(zt+1/2),zt+1/2 _ Z> < Hzt _ ZH2 o Hzt-H _ Z||2 _ ||Zt+1/2 o t||2

F2Y(F(H1/2) — g2 12 ) g 2 gt g,

Next, we sum over all ¢ from O to k — 1

_ k-1
1 t+1/2 SH1/2 129 = 2|2 = [l2* —2)* 1 t+1/2 _t4+1/2 t+1/2
g; —2) < o g DR — gt L g
—ka lg™t/% = g1 = [l = 2. 31
=0
Then, by 2%, = + f L 2t+1/2 and Yhy = %Zf;ol yt+1/2, Jensen’s inequality and convexity-concavity of f:
= k-1
< 1 tr12\ o\ t+1/2
gap(zg) < maxf| o (t_ox Y|~ min f (2 ;y
= =
< - t+1/2 71y - / t+1/2'
< maxo F@™ % y) —min o > f(a',y™7)
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Using convexity and concavity of the function f:

- Z ( astes y') — f($/7yt+1/2))

a < ma
gap(zs,,) W

I (P12, = a2,y 2) 4 (a2, ) — (a2
(@' y)ez k =
=
< a1 (( FEYR ) o <y ) (T, ), a2 )
(e y)ez k =0
=
<max - Y (F(211/2) 112 _ 2, (32)
2€Z k
=0
Together with (32)), (3T) gives (additionally, we take a full expectation)
120 — 2||* — [l2* — 2|I?
E < E
A
k-1
1
AR | max S (P(HH1/2) - g2 z>]
=0
1 k-1
g [ Pllgt = g|F — || ztnﬂ
v =0
2 k—1
@i@ Qz EE max <F(Zt+1/2) . §t+1/2’zt+1/2 _ Z>
29k k| zez —
k-1
1 620 1/2 2
+—F l 3’}/2L2||Zt+1/2 _ Zt||2 °rY Hzt+ /2 _ Zt” ]
2y —~ bM
With v = ﬁ we get
Elgap(ch,,)] < o S - g ) 4 B 3
Foa)] S oo R ’ bM
k-1
To finish the proof we need to estimate E |max > (F(zt+1/2) — gt+1/2 2t41/2 _ )| Let define sequence v: v° =
z€2 =0
2172 11 = proj (vt — vd;) with 8¢ = F(2+1/2) — gt*1/2, Then we have
k—1 k—1 k—1
(68, 21012 — 2) = N (8, 22 oty 13 (6 ot — 2). (34)
t=0 t=0 t=0
By the definition of v***, we have for all z € Z
(VT — ot 4 48t 2 vt“) > 0.
Rewriting this inequality, we get
(6,0t — 2) < (8t 0t — ot L) 4 (oD ot o — ot
1 1
<t =) ot = 2 - Lt Lt ot
2
Yopstpz o Lyt trig2 Ly 2 L. i1 2 t t+12
< il _ — _ _ - _ _ - —
< T 4+ Lot o Lt 2 e 2l Lt — o)
2
¥ 1 1
= T St ol - ),

24
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With (39) it gives
k—1 k—1 1k—1 1
DOz < Y (T ) ( 181112 + St = 2112 = Sl z||2>
t=0 t=0 ’yt—O
k—1 k—1
< =)+ T3 R o ol
t=0 t=0
k—1 k—1
QQ
< StotHL/2 _ l StI2 4 222
< L g S

The right side is independent of z, then

k—1 k—1 k—1
max (s, SH1/2 2) < (s, SH1/2 o) + % Z ||F(zt+1/2) _ gt+1/2||2 + % (35)
t=0 t=0 =0
Taking the full expectation and using independence vt — zt+1/2, {¢+!/ 2’1}?7:1{”1:1, we get
k—1 k-1
t o t+1/2 t o t+1/2 ot
E max (6%, 2 z)] < E lZ((S , 2 v >]
t=0 t=0
2
’}/ZE[HF t+1/2) 7t+1/2|| } &
t=0 2y
k—1
- [;< I L G B Al IR M
k—1 2
L7 [HF(th/Q) _ gt+1/2||2} 4+
2 2y
t=0
k—1 2
= I E[IEGE) g 4
2 2y
t=0
® 3t 0
- 2 bM @ 2y
Then we can finish (33) and get
02~ 502
E Nz 199
[gap( aug)] — ’yk 2 bM
Let v = min {41L; Q. 522% } then
LO? o) )
E[ga =0 R = ).
R e
Substitute the batch size b and the number of iterations k from the description of the Algorithm [T with r < A:
LO2A o0
E = = = ).
ap(ch) = 0“5 + )
O

C.1.3 Non-convex-non-concave problems

Theorem 14 (Theorem[5) Let {z'}:> denote the iterates of Algorithm|l|for solving problem (1)). Let Assumptions
we have the following estimates:

1(g), 2(m), 3, 4 be satisfied. Then, if v <
k—

Z

=0

4L’

1

k

o’K
MTA

L202A

2
) -

-o(

25
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Proof: We start proof with combining (27), (28) and (29)

E [||Zt+1 _ Z*||2] S E [Hzt _ Z*HQ] o) {HZH_UZ _ Zt||2:|

2.2

v o] -]

Using minty assumption (&), we obtain

t41 * (2 ¢ |2 272 t+1/2 )2 6v%0°
B[ =22 < E[lsf - =7 - (1 - 392L2)E [|l2"/2 — &)12] + 27
_ 12 2 272 —t]]2 6720
= E[I" - ="1?] — 21 - 39*L2E [||§|*] + 55—
Withvgﬁ
t41 *(]2 t |2 272 t+1/2 )2 6v%0°
B[ =22 < E[lsf - =7 - (1 - 392L)E [||=/2 — 2)12] + 22
3?2 2] . 67202
* (12
= E[le =217 - 2B [|8)°] +
The fact: g2 < —2|[F (2|12 + 2/1g* — F(=)|1%, gives
t+1 2 t 2 o8 NIK 2=t N2 6v%0”
B[ -2 2 < E[lf -7 - TE[|FGEH)7] + 208" - FEHIP+ 2

The term || gt — F(2")||* was estimated, when we deduced (28). Then

8v2o?

bM

2

Summing over all ¢ from 0 to k& — 1:

1 2 2E [||2° — z*[?] 1602
E lk;HF(zt)H ] < o + A

Next we substitute v = ﬁ, k, b and finish the proof.
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C.2 Decentralized case

First of all, we present the missing Algorithm 4}

Algorithm 4 FastMix

Parameters: Vectors z1, ..., z)7, communic. rounds P.
Initialization: Construct matrix z with rows 27, ..., 21 |

_1—/1-23(W)

-1 _ 0 _
choosez™ =12,z —z,n_Hm.
forh=0,1,2,...,P—1 do
2"t = (14 )Wzl —nzh 1,
end for

Output: rows z1, ..., zp; of z¥

We introduce the following notation

1 M 1 M 1 M
1/2 1/2 1/2 _ 1/2
DI TS v D DE RN v D T th”
m=1 m=1 m=1
1 M 1 M 1 M
HegSa, wensl e xolSa seno St
m=1 m=1 m=1

Next, we introduce the convergence of FastMix [29} [57]]:

Lemma 9 Assume that {5 }M_, are output of AlgorithmH|with input {2571 }M_, . Then it holds that

1 M 1 2P 1 M
M Z ||2:;LF1 o 2t+1||2 < (1 o \/—> (M Z ||ZA,;§;LF1 o 2t+1||2) and 2:t — gt.
X
m=1

m=1

Let after [ iteration we get £y accuracy of consensus, i.e.

o=, oLl <en AP -S| < e,

(36)

Then let us estimate the number of iterations H to achieve such ¢y (how to choose this parameter we will talk later)

accuracy:

Corollary 1 To achieve accuracy eq in terms of (36) we need to take P:
e in convex-concave (Assumptions and[@)) and non-convex-non-concave (Assumptions andH)) cases
Q2 + Q +02 Q407 /b

f log 1 + n]ax ,
Eo

P=0

e in strongly convex-strongly concave case (Assumption

HZO _ Z*||2 + taaz/b

Lmax
Vxlog | 1+ 5 ,

€0

P=0

where Q? = M Z | Fon (2) |2

m=1

Proof: The proof is in a rough estimate of - Z || 2L — 2412
=1

27
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M M
Z 125t — 212 MZ |2, — vght /2 — 2t 4 gt 12| 2
m=1 1=1
M
2
< -~ Z qutn _ZtHQ 7 Z ||gt+1/2 t+1/2H2
m=1

IA
SIS
M=

Iproj = (2, *MZPTOJZ ? + M Z gt /22

3
Il

M

In last inequality we use property: 4 >_ ghit/2 — gt+1/2)12 < = Z lgb /22
et

M

1 ©
DL ]

m=1

M
Z Iproj  (27,) — projz (') |1 + 4||proj z (2*) — — ZPYOJZ )12

242 M
t+1/2))2
+37 2 s

i \

@@ 8 = t 12 2’72 = t+1
S st s e /2112
2 e S R
69, 4y? U 47202
< 82 + —— | (217Y/2))12 + —L—
M — b
M M
8y 82 4y%0®
2, o7 t+1/2y 2, 9 2,
< 8 S B - )+ S S B+
m=1 m=1
@ § M 4202
e R P W LAC T

The proof of the theorem follows from v < ; Ll and the fact that in the convex-concave and non-convex-non-concave

cases we can bounded ||2¢+1/2 — 2*|| < €., in strongly convex-strongly concave — ||2!F1/2 — 2*|| < [|20 — 2*.

O
We are now ready to prove the main theorems. Note we can rewrite one step of the algorithm as follows:
t+1/2 SF1/2 (31/2 4 L1/
z = MZ M;pmj + 6512
1 . .
= proia () LS prog (42 4 52) — o (2
. 1 t ¢ t . t t t
= POz | 4/ sz—’ng + A" =projz (2" —vg') +A
m=1
. 1 M, .~ t+1/2 .~ .
Here we add one more notation: -+ > projz (/2 + 6, /%) — projz (2411/2) = A*F1/2. Tt is easy to see
m=1

|At1/2|| < . We see that the step of the algorithm is very similar to step of Algorithm [1, but with imprecise
projection onto a set. Let us prove the following lemma:

Lemma 10 Let z,y, A € R" and Z C R™ is convex compact set. We set z+* = proj z(z — y) + A, then for allu € Z:

127 =l < Iz —ull* = 20y, 2" —u) — * - 2|?
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Proof: Let r = projz(z — y). For all u € Z we have (r — (z —y),7 — u) < 0. Then

Iz¥ —ul* = [z —z4+z—u?

= Hz—u||2+2<z+—z,z—u)+||z+—z\|2

= Jlz—ullP +2(z" — 2,27 —u) — |27 — 2|7

= [lz—ul®+ 20" — (z—y), 2" —u) —2(y, 2" —u) — [|lzF —2|?

= |\Z*U||2+2<7“ (z=y)r—u) +2(A,r —u) +2(z7 — (2 —y),A)
=20y, 2" —u) — |27 — 2|

< z= u||2 +2(A 2t —u) +2(Ar — (2 —y)) —2{y, 2zt —u) — |]zT - z||2

< lz—ul?+20A0 - [z = ull + 2|A[ - [projz (2 — y) — projz (2)]| + 2[|Al - [l
=20y, 2" —u) — |27 — 2|

< Mz —ul?+20A0 - 2T = ull + AL lyll = 2(y, 27 —w) — |27 — 2|

C.2.1 Convex-concave problems

Theorem 15 (Theorem|[6) Let {2}, }:>0 denote the iterates of Algorithm I for solving problem (). Let Assumptions
- - m Iand be satisfied. Then, if v < —L and P =0 (f log = ) we have the following estimates in

B ~ LQg\/)? o,
Bleap(et,)] = 0 (Z2 4 7o),

Proof: The same way as in Theorem [I2]one can get

Hzt+1 . Z||2 < Hzt . 2”2 - ||Zt+1/2 . Zt||2 . <gt+1/2,zt+1/2 - Z>

2y
+ 72 )lg 2 = g 12+ A AT 2 — 2| + 4B (AT IIWJ““QII]
+ A AH| - 2= 2 4 4 A - (vl
< 2t = 2 = (|27 = 212
. 27<gt+1/2,zt+1/2 —2) +,Y2Hgt+1/2 _ gt||2
+deol|2" — zl| + deoyllg™ 2| + deoll 22 — 2| + deoyllgtl- (37)

Here we use ||A?|], |A*+1/2|| < gy and the triangle inequality. Next we use estimate on gap (32) and taking full
expectation:

k—1
=k t+1/2 t+1/2
Q’Yk : E[gap(zavg)] < Q’VE |f§1€a§ ;_0 <F(Z / )7 z /2 — Z>]

k—1 k—1
<0% - g E [||zt+1/2 - thQ} +2+E lmeazx E (F(2H1/2) — gtt1/2 t41/2 z}]
z
t=0 t=0

k—1 k1 o1
S8 1] S ] s e
t=0 prd
k-l k-1
+ 4eg Z]E {||Zt+1/2 — zH—lH] + 450721[3 [Hgt”] . 38)

t=0 t=0
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Let work with E [||gt+1/2 — gt|12]:

M M
1 1
E[lg*2 -] = B[l - 2 3 Fal ) 4 12 3 Bl )
m=1 m=1
1 & 1 &
F(zt+1/2) =+ F(Zt) - M WZ::lFm(an) + M mzz:l Fm(zm) - gt

ING]

M b
1 )
5E ‘ DO (Fn(oh2 52 — B (2551%)

M
1
+5E > P22 = P(2)

1
[

1 M
+5E | |[F(2") = — > Fn(2h,)

1 M b .

+5E U F(z+1/2) — F(2Y)

Using that all {¢;1}2 and {ff{fl/m}f ]\fm , are independent, we get

11m1

@ 5 M b 2
{1 1] € s 35S i -

m=1 i=1
5ooM b
+ e 2 DB Il €h) = Gl ] + 578 [l — 1]
| M 2 M 2
+9E | |57 > (Fn(?) = Fn(z"2)| | +5E Z (L) = Fr(2))
m=1 m=1
2
@’@’@ 5L2F [Hzt+1/2 _ Zt||2:| + 1(2\04

M M
1
+5L2%, E MZ proj 5 (37H1/2 4 t+1/2) _ Z proi 5 t+1/2+5t+1/2)
projz (2 + )

M M
1
+5L2%, E i Z proj = (Z' + d%) Z r
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100
E [llg"/% = g'|1?] < 5L2E [|ls1/2 = )% + S

- i
102, |32 D [[projz (312 + 0171/%) — proj (1/%)| ]
L m=1
1 & 1/2 2
- ~ t . ~
+10L2,0E | 22 D ||(proiz (3172 + 6771/%) — proj;(2141/2) |
j=1
S
+ lOLfnax i mz::l ||pr0jz(2t + 68 ) — projz (2 || ]
i 1 & 2
+ 10L12nax]E M Z H(projz(’%t + 5;) - pro.]Z('gt))H
j=1
€3
< S |22 - 24)7] + - M w02, (39)

k=1
Next we estimate E [maxzeg ST{F(2tH1/2) — gtt1/2 pt41/2 z)] . To begin with, we use the same approach as in
=0
B4, @3) with sequence v: v° = 21/2, vt = proj ; (vt — y(F(2+1/2) — g*+1/2)) and get

k—1 k—1
meaéc <F(zt+1/2) _ gt+1/2’ L1/2 Z) < Z<F(zt+1/2) _ gt+1/2, SH1/2 vt)
#5210 o
k—1

W t+1/2 t4+1/22
s F _ 2tz
g D IFGHY2) —gh2)2  o2

~+
I
(=]

To begin with, we use the independence of all £, as well as the unbiasedness of g**1/2 with respect to the conditional
t+1/2, Z}b M

m.o. by random variables {&,, i1 m=1"

k—1
E lmax <F(Zt+1/2) — gttt/ /2 z)]

< Z [ T [<F(Zt+1/2) _ gtz /2 Ut>”
t=0

i=1,m=1

g 07
+ 2 E[IF() - g ] 4 =
2 2y
t=0
k—1
- e g, [P -] o
t=0
k—1 02
+3 2B [P - g 2] +
t=0

k—1 1 M
=2 E l<M S (Fn(o4Y2) = B (b 112)), 214172 - vt>]

0
2
Y t+1/2 t+1/2 2} Q2
z E{ rF _ b2
+ 3 B[P - g ]+ 52
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k—1
E [ Z t+1/2 t+1/2’zt+1/2 _ Z>1

t=
-1

E

R‘

MHE

~+
Il

[}

1

t+1/2) Fm(zt+l/2))H . H2t+1/2 _ Ut‘|
m:l

k—1

2 t+1/2 t+1/2 ]
= E[F

33 g

02
2y
1 I M
]Wax Z Hzﬁl/Q _ Zt+1/2 ) SHL/2 ,Ut”‘|
m=1
02
2y

E[IF(:1/2) - g+1/2)2] +

+

E

INE
M7

~
Il
o
>
|
-

+
o2
{ng

k—1 M M
Lm X . = ~ 1/2
SZE[ e 3 proj (54172 4 5411/2) - ZPrOJ (22| ) a2
t=0 m=1 j=1
k—1
Q2
+3 ZE [||F< U2 - gtz 4 22
=0

INA
=

E

&
i
=

t+1/2+5t+1/2) proj - (3 t+1/2)H> 'HZHI/Z vt]

( max ZH proj ; (3t+1/2 +5t+1/2) proj z (2 t+1/2))H Y2 — ot

| —|

e
—

02
+% E ||F t+1/2) t+1/2||} 2
t=
@) k—1 o ’)/k QQ
/2 .t 2 t+1/2 t+1/22 sy
< szameE[nz ) + 5 DB [IFET) - g R+ 52
t=0 t=0
’Yk_l QQ
< 2L axc0k, + ~ E[F H1/2) _ gt1)/2 2} e 40
< 2Lnacohfls + 5 3 B[ - g 55 (40)
Next we combine (38)), (39), @0)
k—1
29kE[gap(zh,,,)] < 202 + (517 - ZE[nz””?—thQ]
t=0
e 10ko?
+ 4y a0k + 77 [IIF(zt“/Q) — g ] 4=
t=0
k— k—1
+ 4072k L2, €2 + 4eo ZE [géag |2ttt — z||] + 45072]E {Hgt“/zﬂ}
t=0 t=0
k—1 k—1
+deo 3B [l = 2| + ooy Y Ellg] -
t=0 t=0



A PREPRINT - JULY 11, 2022

1 .
Then we use v < i and Assumptlon

k—1

29hElgap(zt,,)] < 202 +92 > E [|[F(2+1/2) — gt 1/2)12]
t=0
10ko?
+ VQIT\; + 4072k L2, €2 + 8(1 + 7 Lmax)e0k s
k—1 k—1
+ 40y DO [l 2| + 07 D E [llg']] (1)
t=0 t=0

It remains to estimate E [|[g"+/2| + [|g*||]:

M M
x x 1 1
Ellg'l] = E|IF(") - F(z )+F(Zt)—F(Zt)+MZFm(an)—MZFvn(Zer)+9t||
m=1 m=1
| M
< NFEIFE[[FE) = FEO +E | |57 D Fnlz) = F(1)
m=1
| XM
t et t
| 3 3 e - Pt |
M b 2 )
From @9 we have that E||/;3; ST (F(2t,, €b0) — F(2E)) < & and from (@0)
m=1i=1

?|

M
& 3 Fu(sh) — F(zY) ] < 2Lax€0, then
m=1

* * o g
E [“gt”] < ||F(Z )” + E [HF(zt) — F(Z )H] + 2L maxco + \/ﬁ < Q4+ LY, + 2L k80 + \/ﬁ’
M
where Q% = - > ||F,,(2%) . Hence, we can rewrite (@1):
m=1
E[ a (Zk )] < Qg + A ]fE |:||F(Zt+1/2) _ gt+1/2||2} + @
R ST TP bM

1 o
+20yL2 2 +4 (7 + Lmax> £08), + 4eg (Q + L, 4 2L axc0 + W) .

The same way as (39), one can estimate E [||F(2!71/2) — gt+1/2|2]:

02 602y
sk < z
Blean(h) < 5+

1
+247Lfnaxgg + 4 ("}/ + Lmax) 5002 + 4EO (Q + LQZ + 2Lmax50 + G) .

vVbM
2
Let vy = min {41L; Q. 13%2} andegg = O (m>, where ¢ = max (ng : \;b?\Tzk) .Then for the output of the

Algorithm[d]it is true

LO? o)
Elgap(z%,,)] = O 2 = ).
ap(h) = 0 (5 + )

Substitute the batch size b and the number of iterations & from the description of the Algorithm [2]and Corollary

E[gap(zfvg)] =0 (LQ}Z{\/Y t \;%) '
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C.2.2 Strongly convex-strongly concave problems

Theorem 16 (Theorem[6) Let {z%,}:>o denote the iterates of Algorithm . for solving problem (). Let Assumptions

F Wand be satzsﬁed Then, ify < j; and P = (’) \f log , we have the following estimate for the
distance to the solution z*

Sk *12] — A 0 )2 po K o’
E[z* - = }O(Hz -2 exp(&;-ﬂ>+m>.

Proof: We start with substituting z = z* in (37) and taking full expectation. Then we use (39) and get
2’7E |:<F(Zt+l/2),zt+l/2 o Z*>:| < E [Hzt _ Z*H2] i o) “|Zt+l _ Z*Hz} o) [||Zt+l/2 o ZtH2:|

10 2.2
| + =5
bM
+ 4eoE [[2 = 2] + 407E | g™+ /2] ] + 4eoE [nzt“/? — 2] + 4209E [|lg"]]

+ 5L [||11/2 -

max

2 [(F(HH1/2) — gHH12 514072 o)) 4409212
The same way as [0}, one can get

E[<F(zt+1/2) _ gt+1/27Zt+1/2 _ Z*>]
S E _E{gzﬂ/z,i}b,M |:<F(Zt+1/2) — gt+1/2, Zt+1/2 — Z*>}:|

i=1,m=1
[F(zt+1/2) . gt+1/2] 12 z*}]

i=1,m=1

=K _< {§1+1/2 7.}

M
1 *
=K <M Z(Fm(zt+1/2)_Fm(zfrj_l/z))7zt+l/2—z >]
L m=1
- , o
SE ||| 20 Bl - Fm<zt+l/2>>H I z*|]
L m=1
@ [ Lmax M
= £ < M Z Hzfrj_l/g - Zt+1/2H> . ||zt+1/2 _ Z*||‘|
L m=1
- . =
=E ]TZX Z Projz(gprl/2 5”1/2 Zproj t+1/2 Jr5;&1/2) . Hzt+1/2 —
m=1
- . o
<E ( Jr\njx Z HprOJ'z(étJrlm + 5&1/2) _ projz(§t+1/2)H> . Hzt+1/2 _ z*||]
L m=1
M
ax 1/2 L )
+E Z H proj z t+1/2 _|_5;+ / ) —pI'OJZ(Zt+1/2))H : Hzt+1/2 _ . H

Jj=1

@ 2Lmax50]E |:Hzt+1/2 - Z*H:| .
and then
2K [<F(Zt+1/2)7zt+1/2 -~ Z*ﬁ
<E[lsf - 2" 2] B2 = 272 — B [Jl2+1/2 - 2]
1002~
t)2
A7)+ S
+ 4eoE |2 — 2] + 4e01E [ugt“ﬂn} + deoE |21/ = 2] + 407E [|1g"]]

4 5L24°E {”ZtJrl/Q _

+ dyLoaxeoE {Hzt*l/? . z*H} 4407212

m'lX
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Next, we work with

1Y 1 X
t+1 _ - t+1 .+ . St+1/2 1
z = MmZ:lzm —M;prmz(z + 6t
1 M
= projz (") + i Z projz (1 + 65 — proj - (211h)
m=1
1 M
= projz (M Z zfn — ’ygqu‘l/2> + ALH1/2 proj z (zt _ ’ygt‘H/Q) + At+1/2,
m=1

and get

ME [<F(2t+1/2),zt+1/2 _ z*)}
SE[lst - 217 - E [ll2 = 2* 2] — B [J|4+1/2 - 21)2]
100242
bM
+ 820 [||211 = 2] + 4501 [|lg™ /2] + de0vE [|1g']

+5L%~%E [Hzt"’l/2 - thQ} +

+4eg(1 + Y Lmax)E {Hztﬂ/2 - th} +4eo(1 + VLmax)E [||2" — 2*||] + 404°L2 &5
SE[lsf - 2|7 - E [ll2 = 2* 7] — B [J|4+1/2 - 21)2]
10022

bM
+ 8eoE [[proj (2 — 79" *1/2) + A2 = 21| + 423K [|lg"+1 /2] + 4209E [lg']]

+5L%4°E [||zt+1/2 _ zt\ﬂ +

+4eo(1 + Y Lmax)E [||zt+1/2 — th} + 4eo(1 + v Lmax)E [||zt — z*||] + 4072Lfnaxa(2)
SE[lsf - 2|7 - E [ll2 = 2* 2] — B [J|4+1/2 - 212
100242

bM
+ 8eoE [[proj (= = 79"*1/2) = proj; (=) ] + 823

+ 4eo(1+ VLmax)E |2 = 2] + 407E | llg™/2]

+ 51297 [[]o1/2 - 7] +

+4e07E [0 ] + 4e0(1 + 1 Lan B [[1271/2 = 2] + 4072120

@
< E [l - 27— E[Jle = 27 — E [0 = 2]

10022
bM
+ 85(2) + 450(1 + ’YLmax)]E [Hzt _ Z*H] + 1260’7]E |:||gt+1/2||]

+ 5L2"}/2E |:||Zt+1/2 _ ZtH2:| +

+ 4507]E [”gt”] + 450(1 + 'YLmax)]E [l|zt+1/2 - Zt”} + 4072Lfnax‘€g'

35

(42)



A PREPRINT - JULY 11, 2022

It remains to estimate E [||g**1/2|| + ||¢*|]:

1 Y 1 Y
Eflg'l] = E|IFG) - F(")+F() = FGE) + 22 3 Fuleh) = 22 3 Fuleh) +¢'l
M
< IFE)IHE[IFE) ~ FE] 4 E || 3 Fuleh) ~ ()
m=1
1 M
12| 2 3ttt - et
m=1i=1

From @9) we have that E[
LM
B |4 & et - G

Efllg'll] < IFE)I+E[[FE) = FE)|] +2Lmaxco + ——

2
1 < % and from ({O)

] < 2Lmax€q, then

g
< Q+ LE [||z* — 2*|]] + 2Lmax0 + ——.

F VoM

Substituting in (@2):
9K [<F(Zt+1/2)7zt+1/2 _ Z*ﬂ
E [Hzt o Z*H2] —E [||Zt+1 o Z*HQ} -k [||Zt+1/2 o ZtH2:|

10022
t12
) + b

+ 12e07y (Q + LE [||zt+1/2 - z*||} + 2Lmax€o +

+ 5L2E ||]241/2 - + 83 + deo(1 + Y Lmax)E [[12 = 27]]

o
\/bM)
o
+4e + LE [||2" — 2*||] + 2Lmaxe +)
o (@+ LE[I - 1) o+~

+ deo(1+ Y Lmax)E [/ = 21| + 4077 L2, B, 43)
By simple fact 2ab < a® + b2, we get
2E {<F(zt+l/2)7zt+l/2 _ Z*>]
<E [”zt _ z*||2] _E [Hzt-H _ z*||2] _E [||2t+1/2 _ thﬂ
2,2
ZtH2} + 10{3\]
+2020(1 + YLmax)E [||2* — 27[[] + 1620(1 + ¥ Lumax ) E {||zt+1/2 - zt||]

4 5L24°E [||zt+1/2 B

+ 16507y (Q + 2L max€o + ) + 404212, €2 + 82

o
VoM
<(1410e9)E [||zt — Z*HQ] —E [||zt'H — z*||2]
10022
P+ oI

+ (5L%y + 80 — 1)E {||zt+1/2 -

g
+ 2020 (1 + Y Lmax)? + 16¢ < + 2Lmaxe0 + ) + 407212 2 + 82, 44
0( ’y ) OPY Q 0 \/m /7 0 0 ( )

By property of z*, we get
B [(F(s1/2),21/2 = )| > E [(F(z1/%) = F(z"), 2412 = 2)| > 4 [|]271/2 = 2*|2]
Let use a simple fact ||zt+1/2 2|2 > &|zt — 2*||2 — ||2tF1/2 = 2|2, then

E [<F(zt+1/2)’zt+1/2 . z*>} > %E “|Zt _ z*||2] —uE [||Zt+1/2 . ZtHQ} _
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Then [@4) gives

10 2.2
*||2] + oy
DM
+ (5L%92 + 2yu + 8¢g — 1)E [||Z'f+1/2 - zt\ﬂ

E [||2"" — 2*|1?] < (14 10e0 — py)E [||2" — 2

g
4 20£0(1 + YLmax)? + 1650y (Q + 2L max€o + W) + 4092 L2, €2 + 82

With ¢g < min (% “—0) and v < ﬁ we have

\ oy . 100°~*
B[+ - 22 < (1= BBl - =17 + =

g
+ 2080(1 + ryLmax)Z + 16507 (Q + 2Lmax50 + \/W) + 40721112“&}(80 + 863

Let’s run the recursion from 0 to k — 1:

k o2
E k7*2<(17ﬂ)E 0 _ oy
I = 17 < (1= ) B 10 - 1) + 2o
2e0 o
+ E (20(1 + ’YLmax) + 167 (Q + 2L max€o + \/W) + 40’}/2[1[211&,(50 + 850) .
Then we carefully choose v = min {ﬁ; 21n(max{2;bM’Li|J,:072*HQk/ZOJQ}) } and g = O (epy(1 + Q + vLmax)?)>

where € = max <||z0 — 2*||? exp (f’g—f) ; ;Hka) Then the output of the Algor1thmE|1t is true

~ k o?
E [I1zF — 2%|12] = 0 %2 _pR )
[||z 2" } O <||z 2" eXp( ST + T

Substitute the batch size b and the number of iterations & from the description of the Algorithm [T}

=k *1127 _ 7 0 * (12 H K 02
E[Hz -z ||]—O<|Z =2 eXp<_8L.P>+u2]\4T)'

Corollary [T|ends the proof.

C.3 Non-convex-non-concave problems

Theorem 17 (Theorem|[6) Let {2}, }:>0 denote the iterates of Algorithm I for solving problem (). Let Assumptions
- - m Iand be satisfied. Then, if v < 4 and P = O (f log g) we have the following estimate:

lkz ] = o(FPUVX, K
k K MTyx )"

=0

Proof: We start from (@3) with using diameter 2,
9E {<F(zt+1/2)7zt+1/2 _ Z*>]

<E 2t — 2*I12] — E (1128 — 2*112] — (1 — 5L2~2)E | [|2t+1/2 — 512 1052
SE[)2! - 2"2) — B [l - 2] — (1= 5L [241/2 — 2] + =2

+ 16507y (LQZ + 2Lmaxc0 + ) + 820(1 + YLmax) + 8(1 4+ 572L2 . )ed

o
vVbM
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With minty assumption it transforms to

N N 1002~2
0 <E[2" -2 I7] —E s = 2*2] = (1 = 5L22)E [||F/2 — 2*)12] +

bM
g
+ 16¢ + L, + 2L maxco + ——=— | +850(1 + YLmax) + 8(1 + 572L2 .
n (@ ot ) Beu(l A L) + 81+ 577 L)}
t *(|2 t+1 2 2 2 )12 100272
=E[llz" = 2*|I’] = E [l2"" = 2*[*] = +*(1 = 5L*y*)E [|lg"|I*] + i

+ 16507y <Q + L, + 2L maxc0 + ZM + 820(1 4+ YLmax)Qz + 8(1 + 5y2 L2 )ed

After the choice of v < L we get

2 2,2
t _x2] _ t+1 %21 _ )2 100°y
0 <E [l 7] — E [+ — =% = TR [Ig')] + =2

g
+ 1650y (Q + L, + 2L max0 + \/W) + 820(1 4+ YLmax)Qz + 8(1 + 592 L2 )e?

The fact: —[|g"||> < =3 F(z")[ + Ilg* — F(=")||?, gives

72 . ,72 . 100
TEIFEIP]+ SElg" = FEOIP] + =55

0<E[lle" —2"|?) —E[[l2""" - 2"|1°] -

+ 16597y (Q + L, + 2L maxEo + ) + 820(1 + YLmax) 2 + 8(1 4+ 572L2 . )&

o
VoM

The term || gt — F(2")||* was estimated, when we deduced (39). Then

2 2.2
Y 2 %12 1 * |12 11o°y
TEIFCOIP) <E[l* =27 =B [l = = IP] + =7
g
+ 16e07y (Q + L, + 2L maxc0 + \/W) 4 820(1 4 YLmax)Q + 8(1 + 672 L2, e

Summing over all ¢ from O to k — 1:

k—1
1 2 AE [|12° — 2*[|?] = 4402 = 64eq ( 1% )
E |- F(z < + + 1+ L, + 2L maxco + ———
lk ;H Sl ] = +2k or Ty (@ VY

32¢ep
4
72

32
(1 +'}/Lmax)Q + - 7 (1 +6 2L?nax)

Lety = ﬁ andeg = O (Q S—" ) , where € = max (LQICQz B M) .Then for the output of the Algor1thmE|1t holds

k—1 9 E L2 ZO—Z* 2 0.2
o prel] - o (L 2.

Substitute the batch size b and the number of iterations  from the description of the Algorithm 2]and Corollary [T}

L292f+ O_QK
K MT\/x)’

k—

%2: | =

=0
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D Proof of Theorems from Section 3

Here we present a theoretical analysis of the proposed method. To begin with, we introduce auxiliary sequences that we
need only in theoretical analysis (Algorithm [3]does not compute them):

1 M 1 M
S PIE N AR
2t+1/2 _ Zt _ ,_Ygt’ 2t+1 — Zt _ ,_ygt—‘rl/Q (45)

Such sequences are virtual, but at the communication moment 7' = ¢ or gt = y! .

D.1 Strongly convex-strongly concave problems

Theorem 18 (Theorem[7) Let {z!,}:>0 denote the iterates of Algorithm3|for solving problem (I)). Let Assumptions

and |5 be satisfied. Also let H = max,, |kp+1 — kp| is a maximum distance between moments of

communication (k, € I). Then, ify < m we have the following estimate for the distance to the solution z*:

~ K o? (D*H + 0?)HL?
E ST x||2] — _ H 0 _ _*2 max |
17 = 1P = 6 (exp (- g — ) 10 = =71+ o + L)

Proof of Theorem: We start our proof with the following lemma.

Lemma 11 Let z,y € R™. We set z+ = z — y, then for all u € R™:

I = ull® < flz —ull® = 20y, 2™ — ) — [|l2F — 2|

Proof: Simple manipulations give
Iz —ul® = ll2* —z 42—l
Iz = ul® +2(* — 2,2 —w) + [|2F — 2|
Iz = ull® +2(2* — 2, 2% —u) — || — 2|
Iz = ull® +2(* = (z =), 2" —u) =2y, 2" —u) — [l27 —2|?
(

= lz —ul® = 2(y, 2" —u) = [|]2F — 2|*.

Applying this Lemma with z = z'*1, 2z = 2!, u = 2* and y = yg'*+*/?

||§t+1 _ Z*HQ _ ||2t _ Z*HZ _ 2’7<§t+1/275t+1 _ Z*> _ ||§t+1 _ 2t||2’

, we get

and with z = z0T1/2 7 = 2t 4 = 211y = ~gt:

||2t+1/2 _ 2t+1H2 §t+1||2 —9 t’§t+1/2 _ §t+1> _ ||—t+1/2 _ 2t||2.

z

=z - V(g

Next, we sum up the two previous equalities
H2t+1 _ Z*||2 + ||2t+1/2 _ 2t+1H2 — ||2t _ z*||2 _ ||§t+1/2 _ ZtHZ

tH1/2 St 2*) -2 t4+1/2 ),

~2v(g 15" 2
A small rearrangement gives
||2t+1 _ Z*||2 + ||2t+1/2 _ §t+1H2 _ ||2t _ Z*HZ _ ||2t+1/2 _ Z1‘,”2
_27<gt+1/2 Ft+1/2 _ )+ 27<gt+1/2 _ gt Ft+1/2 _ g
t+1/2 ZtHQ

IN

I12° = 2*|1* — ||z
_2,Y<gt+1/272t+1/2 _ Z*> + 72H9t+1/2 _ gtH2
+H2t+1/2 _ 2t+1”2
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Then we take the total expectation of both sides of the equation

E [Hthrl _ Z*HZ] - F [Hzt o Z*”Q] ) {H2t+1/2 _ EtHZ}

—9E [<gt+1/272t+1/2 _ Z*ﬁ ) [”gt+1/2 — 712l

(46)

Further, we need to additionally estimate two terms —2+(gtT1/2 zt+1/2 — »*) and | g**'/2 — g*||. For this we prove
the following two lemmas, but before that we introduce the additional notation:

Lemma 12 The following estimate is valid:

Err(t) =

<

M
DolIE =2l
m=1

L2
_9yE [(gtt12, 212 Z*ﬂ < —yuE [||2t+1/2 ]+ %E [Err(t +1/2)] .

Proof: We take into account the independence of all random vectors ¢ = (&%, . ..
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For ¢ > 0 it is true that 2(a, b) < {|a||? + ¢||b]|?, then

R T P

2 1
_t+1/2 _ _x 2 L —t+1/2y t41/2
wus |2 -] + M;[me ) = Bl
o 2
— —yuE [||Zf+1/2 z*||2} Z f+1/2 Fm(zfy-ls-l/z)]
m=1
e} M
< —yuE [||2t+1/2 — 2" [Z ‘Fm t+1/2 — Fo(2,, t+1/2 H ‘|
m=1

@

2
Ft+1/2 _ Z;sr-l-l/zH ] .

M
wdE{Hz“’l/Q Z*H max [Z‘
m=1

Definition (@7) ends the proof.

O
Lemma 13 The following estimate is valid:
2
E [Ig2 - 7] < 5L3E I/ — 2'1P] + 10
+5L2 B [Er(t + 1/2)] + 5L2,, E [Ene(t)] 49)
Proof:
[Hgt+1/2 —tHQ]
1 M 2
= i t+1/2 f+1/2 p
=Bl ;Fm( »&m mZ: (2, €L
o
@ Ly t+1/2 ¢t+1/2 t+1/2
258 || & 3 i i) - Bt )
M 2 3 1 o )
+ 5K Z (20 ) = Fon (21| | + 5E Z (21F1/2) R, (5+1/2)]
=1
[ | M 2 M 2
+ 5E M Z[Fm(zfn) — Fp(2")] + 5E Z t+1/2 ONED)
m=1 me=1
1 U 2
< 5E ‘M Z[F ( t+1/27§t+1/2) Fonl( t+1/2)]
m=1
| M 2 .M )
m=1 m—1
5 M
t FH+1/2)
+37 2 E U\Fm(zm) — Fa (2| } +5E MF / H }
m=1
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.67 M
> oK | M Z frirl/z frJLrl/Z) - Fm(zfvjl/Q)]
_ ; )
+5E Z 2 E8) = Fa(2h)]

ASLZ BBt + 1/2)] + L2, [Bre()] + 5128 (121172 - 21)2]
M 2
1 t+1/2 ¢t+1/2 t+1/2
= 5K E§t+1/2 M [Fm('zm >§m )_Fm(zm )]
m=1
M 2
+5E | Ee, 72 mvgfn)_Fm(an)]
5L 0B [Brr(t + 1/2)] + L2, 0 B [Brr(t)] + 5L2,, B 241/ = 212

Using independence of each machine and (7)), we get:

1002
E[llg 2 =g'2] < 7 +5LAuE [En(t+1/2)
5L [Err(8)] + 512, [||2541/2 = 2]
|
We are now ready to combine (46)), @8), (@9) and get
“|Zt+1 *HQ} S E [Hzt o Z*”Q] {||Zt+1/2 —t||2]
ol [2177 = 27 7] + L (s + 1/2) (50)
10202
522 [ t+1/2 _ st 2}
F5P L E |2 2] + =L
+57° L2 . E [Err(t + 1/2)] + 5v° L2, . E [Err(t)] . (51)
Together with —||2641/2 — 2*||2 < ||2tH1/2 — 2|2 — 1/2||2* — 2*||? it transforms to
10 2 2
B[l =212 < (1= EL)E[I5 =21 + 7= + (07 + 592 L, — D 71/2 = 5
VL3
X [Brr(¢ + 1/2)] + 572 L2, E [Err(t + 1/2)] 4+ 572 L2, .E [Err(t)] .
7
Taking v < g7 — gives
t+1 * (]2 Ky —t ) 107202
E[l =17 < (1-F) Rl - =1+ =7~
TyLyax 272
R [Err(t + 1/2)] + 592L2,,.E [Err(t)] . (52)
It remains to estimate E [Err(t 4+ 1/2)] and E [Err(¢)].
Lemma 14 Fort € [t, + 1;t,1] the following estimate is valid:
E [Err(t +1/2)] < 216(D*H + o*)H~?. (53)
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Proof: First, let us look at the nearest past consensus point ¢, < ¢, then zan ztetl,

M
1
E[Err(t +1/2)] = i E||zt+1/2 — ptF1/2)2
m=1
M
= — SHL/2 sty oty L t41/2))2
= MZEIIZ Zo 4zt — 212
m=1
'YQ M 2
= — ty—gt k+1/2 k+1/2y _ -k+1/2
— MZE Fon(2L, € ) + Z Ry g ]

Only g* and F,,,(zF , ¢E)) depend on €%, as well as the unbiasedness of g* and F,,, (2% , £¥ ), we have

t—1 t—1
§k+1/2 + Fu(z,) + Fm(zﬁjl/?’ ffnJrl/Q)
k=t,+1 k=t,+1
2

o M
=2
E [Err(t 4 1/2)] 7MZE

m=1
72 -
tar 2

m=1

Fm(zfn) + Fm(zfn?gfn)

RL
R

We want to continue the same way, but note that z! depends on & k=14+1/2 then let us make the estimate rougher than in
previous case

9 M t—1 t—1
’Y _
E [Err(t 4+ 1/2)] < (14 Bo) 7 Z E|— Z g2 o Z Fy (214172 ght1/2)

m=1 k=tp+1 k=t,+1

’y M M 2
+ (145" j}§: E: 2h)
72 M M 2

t t t

+ 97 mZﬂJE g — Fou(zh,) + Fulh 8

Here [y is some positive constant, which we define later. Then

E [Err(t +1/2)]

9 M M ) t—2
o F t—1+1/2y —k+1/2
m=1 M= k=tp+1
t—2 2
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M 2
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and

E [Ere(t + 1/2)]

2 M t—2 t—2 2
< (1+50)(1+51)7M STE| - S e Y R (h2 ek
m=1 k=tp+1 k=t,+1

2

2 M M
+ (14 Bo)(1+ 81 )MZE MZ 2t 1+1/2)+F (2t~ 1+1/2)

m=1
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1 h Ell-—Y F F
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v L A= 1H1/2y  p—141/2 t—1+4+1/2 t—141/2 #t—14+1/2
,72 M 1 M 2
t —t t t t
TP M;Fi(zi)_g = Fon(z3n) + Fn(z7, 610)

One can continue this way for all terms, setting 3; = where « = 4H. Thenforalli =0,...,(t—t, — 1)

azl’

(07

(1+B0)(I+B1)(L+B2)...(1=8i) =

Note that t — ¢, < 2H, hence forall¢ =0,...,(t —t, — 1)

a—i—1

«
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2
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It remains to estimate

M
1 1 k+1/2 k412
“NE| - =S E((Z F,
m m; i ; (7%) + Fon(z %)
2
@ 3 & 1 < k41/2 1 & k+1
= _ . — (Fk+1/2
A T A L RET
3 — 1 I ’
o _ 4 (sk+1/2 Sh+1/2
+ 17 > E MZE(Z )+ Fn(z )
m=1 i=1
3 — ’
2 Ell - F k+1/2 F k+1/2
+ Mm; (ZY2) o+ Fo(2,51?)
2
D 6 &
<O E — Fp (Y2 4 B (2EFY2)| 4+ 3D?
m=1
@ 612, o~ . s
max /2 ke1/z)2 2
< Ma mZ::l |z |*+3D
= 6L} . E [Err(k + 1/2)] + 3D?
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M M 2
Z Z k+1/2 —k+1/2 ( k+1/2)+F ( k+1/2 €k+1/2>
2
@ M k+1/2 k+1
— ) gkt+1/2
< 2|E MZF(Z )—g
Z HF k+1/2)+F (= k+1/2 §k+1/2)H2]
%) 4072,
Finally, we get
t—1
E[Ere(t + 1/2)] < 48¢°L2, H Y E[Err(k + 1/2)] + 48y*L2,, HE [Err(t)]
k=t,+1
t—1
+32(D’H +0%) > +*+329° (0> + D?). (54)
k=t,+1
The estimate for E [Err(¢ + 1/3)] is done in a similar way:
t—1
E [Err(t)] < 48y°L2 , H Z [Ere(k+1/2)] + 32(D°H +0%) > 7% (55)
k=tp+1 k=tp+1
Substituting E [Err(t)] to E [Err(t + 1/2)] we get
E [Err(t + 1/2)] < 48+°L7,, H Z [Err(k + 1/2)]
k=t,+1
t—1 t—1
+48y° L2 H | 489°LE H > E[Er(k+1/2)] +32(D*H +0%) Y +°
k=tp+1 k=tp+1
t—1
+32(D’H+0%) Y 7432 (o> + D?).
k=tp+1
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With v < s7777— Hlex
1 t—1
E[Brr(t+1/2)] < o > E[Ere(k+1/2)] + 72(D*H + 0*)2(t — t, — 1).
k=t,+1

Let us run the recursion:

E [Err(t +1/2)] < 8;{(1+8;{> z_: E [Err(k + 1/2)]
k=t,+1

1
+ —— T2(D*H + 0*)y(t — t, — 2)7*(t — t, — 1)

SH
t—1 t—1—j
<T2AD’H+0%)y > <1+>
k=t,+1
Then one can note that (1 + BiH)tflfj <(1+ ﬁf < exp(1) < 3 and then
-1
E[Ere(t + 1/2)] < 216(D*H + 0%) > +* < 216(D*H + o) H”.
k=t,+1

]

Note that in the general case [E [Err(¢ + 1/3)] may be less than E [Err(¢)], but since recurrent (54) is stronger than (33)),
we assume for simplicity that E [Err(k + 1/3)] > E [Err(k)]. Than (52) can be rewritten as

. 1y PR 10720
B[l -7 < (1-5)E[le -7 + -
TyL2
+( Y max +5 QL?nax)
W
Wy * 107
(1= ) B =17 +

TyL?
+( YL max +5 2L12nax
H

E [Err(t + 1/2)]

IN

(216(D*H + 0*)H~?) .

Running the recursion, we obtain:

T p\T a2, 100 | (D*H +0*)HLE,,
B {17 - 1P) =0 (1= 51) 10 - 1P + 25 + m ,

_ T vo?  A%(D?*H + 0?)HL?
T *(12 wy 0 *12 max
E[l|z" - 2"|1%] —O<9XP <—2 l|z° — 2" +/~b + e

or

Finally, we need tuning of v <

I
—z o n(max 20—2* |2 o2
o If 21H1Lmax > 21ﬂ(max{2,MI|ZuT *|IPTM/0%}) then 7 = 21In(max{2,p|| T I°TM/0°}) gives
- 2 D2H HI?
@) (eXp (—ln (maX{Q,MHzO - z*||2TM/02})) 2% — 2*)* + ,uZ\lT ( +fT; max)
(P (DPHAAHL,
- ,uQMT ,u4T2
21In(max{2,ul|z°—z*||*TM/c?} .
o If yrp— < ( ! ZHTZ ) then 7 = 57— gives
2 .U“T 0 * (|2 702 V2(D2H+U )HL?nwx
O = _ A
(exp ( 42HLmax) IIz° — 2*||” + Y] + 2
A pT 0 |2 o (D*H + 0*)HL 0
<0 — - .
= <6Xp< 42HLmaX> 12" = 21" + oy + AT?
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D.2 Non-convex-non-concave problems

Theorem 19 (Theorem[7) Let {z!,}i>0 denote the iterates of Algorithm I for solving problem (). Let Assumptions
- m I 3| and EI be satisfied. Also let H = max, |kpt1 — p| is a maximum distance between moments of

communication (k,, € I) and ||z*|| < Q (for all t). Then, if v < < 41—, we have the following estimate:

L2 * (|2 i $2 D2H 2/3 2
ZIIF 2| = ( aX”ZT T o Tl/ja) ) + 2 + L (D2H+02)H>.

Proof: Most of the necessary estimates have already been made in the previous subsection. In particular, Lemmas
and [I4] are valid for us. But Lemma [12] needs modification:

Lemma 15 It holds:

29 [(1/2, 22 = 2%)| < 9y L[ [I151/2 — 2+ 2] B [Bun(t + 1/2)]

+ VLB [ 12712 = 22| + YLE [Bre(t + 1/2)] (56)

Proof: First of all, we use the independence of all random vectors ¢ = (&%,...,&¢) and select only the conditional
expectation E:11/2 on vector £4+1/2 and get the following chain of inequalities:

9K [< H1/2 5t1/2 Z*>] — _9E

(3 S menelmair g 2 )

M
— t+1/2 —t+1/2 Lk
M
- _ il t+1/2 —t+1/2 U
o KM? ‘)

Q@ 5k

_ M _
+ 29K < Z t+1/2 Fm(Zf,jl/Q)], St+1/2 _ z*>
L m=1 J

— _2E [ t+1/2) t+1/2 Z*H
" i
i < S IR (EHH112) — By (A1) 5417 >
m=1 .

1

® M ) )
< 2E < 7 D Fn(2T2) = F (2 F12)], 27402 — 2 >]
L m=1

r M
< 29K |||7H12 - o] Z (Z1/2) — F (251/?) ]
- M
< 29K ||Zt+1/2 | Z H t+1/2 Fm(zt+1/2)M
@ —t+1/2 2| t+1/2 _ Zt+1/2
< 2’)/LmaxE HZ - Z H H
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—Q’YE |:<gt+1/2’2t+1/2 o Z*>i|

M
1
< 29LimaxE [w — 2 D || - zt+1/2M
m=1

+ 27LmaxE

M
||2t+1/2 — 2 ﬁ Z Hzﬁl/z _ Zt+1/2M
m=1

2
t+1/2
an Zt+1/2H>

1 M
<ML VEMFZ 217 |E|[= ‘
< e B 2 | (2

M 2
] 1
L [[241 = ] 4 1 LB <M D fl2+2 ZWH)

m=1

By (T3) it is easy to see that

1 < ’
" <Mn;||zt“/2zﬁ“2n> <E

1 M
M Z ||5t+1/2 o ZfrJLrl/2||2‘| )
m=1

This completes the proof.

Then we have the same as (30):

E [HEH_I o Z*”Q] S E |:||Zt _ Z*||2] _E [”5t+1/2 o ZtHQ}
+ 2y L VETIZ — 2 P]/E [EBre(t + 1/2)]
+ maxE [|27/2 = 2']2] + Y LmaxE [Brr(t + 1/2)]

1002
7 <5L§mE (112172 = 22| + =7 + SL2 W E [Bre(t +1/2)] + 5L E [Err(t)]) .

1
4Lmax

Choosing v < gives

%]E [||2t+1/2 _ EtHZ} <E [Hgt _ Z*HQ] _E [Hzt-&-l _ Z*Hﬂ

+ 2L VEIZ — = PIVE Bt + 1/2)]

10202
+ (57" Liax + Y Lmax)E [Brr(t + 1/2)] + 59 L3, E [Brr(t)] + ——
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Next we work with
{||Zt+l/2 t||2}

8 (| L5 B €)= Fun(e) 4 Fn(eh) — Fn(2) 4 (29
m=1 i ,
> TEIFE ~ 7 || 17 2 Fnehr ) — Fanlzh) + Fun(zf) — Fun(2)

m_J\; 2 M 2
> TEIFE -2 || o D PGl &) = FaGh)| | 207 HM D Fulch) ~ Fn(2)
g 7;IE 1F ()| - 27;;2 - 2725““”‘ S E (B

m=1
— %QIE |F(z])7 - 27;02 — 2922, E[Err(t)].

Connecting with previous gives
2
Y = = * *
LR IPEIF) B[z - 27 — B2+ - 27|

+29Linax VE [ 2" — 2* 2] VE [Brr(t + 1/2)]

117202

M

+ (YLmax + 572 L2 . )E [Err(t + 1/2)] + 6+> L2, E [Err(t)] +
With result of Lemma|[T4] we get
2
Y — = * *
TEIFEIP] <E[II" -2 °] —E |z - ="|°]

+ 2y Lmax VE [|2t — 2%]|2]\/216(D2H + 02) H~?2
119202

+ 216(YLmax + 117212, ) (D*H + o) H~.

max

Summing over all ¢ from 0 to 7" — 1 and averaging gives:

Z HF ||2 4HZO*Z*”2 T 440'2
~2T M

+ 1000(7y Linax + 1172L2 )(DQH + 0% H

120 Linaxy/( D2H T o2
+ Z\/ [zt — 2*]|2] (57)

Under the additional assumption that [|2*|| < Qand ||z*|| < Q, from (37), we obtain

Z IFEI? | =

||ZO - Z*||2 272 2 2
,_)/2711 + (’YLIH&X + vy Lmax)(D H +o )H

2
+ 5+ L2/ (D?H + 02)H) .

, 1/3
. . 1 0_ 2
With v = min { Py (TLmllxz(D;H!rUQ)H) } we have

L2 120 = 2*2  (LpaxQUD2H + 02)H)?/? 52
ZIIF el = <max||T P LoD L @y o DT o )

O
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E Experiments

We implement all methods in Python 3.8 using PyTorch [47] and Ray [39] and run on a machine with 24 AMD EPYC
7552 @ 2.20GHz processors, 2 GPUs NVIDIA A100-PCIE with 40536 Mb of memory each (Cuda 11.3).

E.1 Federated GAN on MNIST

We continue with additional experiments on Generative Adversarial Networks. Before that, we make a small introduction.
A simple GANSs setup consists of two parts — the discriminator D aimed at distinguishing real samples x from adversarial
ones by giving probability that sample is real, and the generator G trying to fool the discriminator by generating realistic
samples from random noise z. Following [17], the value function V (G, D) used in such min-max game can be
expressed as

Irgn max V(D,G) = Egnppua(a)log D(x)] + E.np (2)[log(1 — D(G(2)))]. (58)

As mentioned in main part, we use Deep Convolutional GAN [49]]. As optimizers we use Algorithm [3]and a combination
of Adam with Algorithm 3]

We create up to 3 or 4 replicas and train them for 200 epochs. In these experiments, we try to vary the synchronisation
frequencies for the generator and discriminator separately. We split data in a following manner: the half of the dataset is
shared uniformly by replicas, from another half we take only those digits, which are equal to the order number of the
replica.

Usually, to get better performance, researchers vary the number of training steps done for the generator and the
discriminator, pretrain one of the parts or use specific optimizer. We are more interested in numerical convergence, that
is why we do not do such fine-tuning.

The results of the experiment for Algorithm [3|and Local Adam are reflected in Figures [6}[8]and O} Here H,,, Hq
— communication frequencies for generator and discriminator.
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Figure 4: Digits generated by global generator during training. 4 replicas, Local SGD (left) and 4 replicas, Local Adam
(right) H, = Hq = 20.

The experiment shows that we have good global images despite the fact that the data is heterogeneous. The global
(synced) discriminator converges to random guessing, what is shown by binary classification accuracy equal to 0.5, see
Figures[7] 9] Based on [[17]], this behaviour is expected.
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DCGAN on MNIST, fy =20, f; =10
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Figure 7: Accuracy on MNIST, Local SGD, 3 and 4 replicas, H, = Hy = 20.
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Figure 8: Generator and Discriminator Empirical Loss on MNIST during training, Local Adam, 4 replicas, H, =
20, Hy = 10.
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Figure 9: Accuracy on MNIST, Local Adam, 4 replicas, H, = 20, Hq = 10.

52



	1 Introduction
	1.1 Our contributions
	1.2 Related works

	2 Settings and assumptions
	3 Lower bounds
	3.1 Deterministic lower bounds
	3.2 Stochastic lower bounds
	3.3 Connection of lower bounds

	4 Optimal algorithms
	4.1 Centralized case
	4.2 Decentralized case

	5 New local algorithm
	6 Experiments
	6.1 Bilinear problem
	6.2 Federated GANs

	A General facts and technical lemmas
	B Proof of Theorems from Section 3
	B.1 Deterministic lower bounds
	B.1.1 Centralized case
	B.1.2 Decentralized case

	B.2 Stochastic lower bounds
	B.2.1 Strongly-convex case
	B.2.2 Convex case


	C Proof of Theorems from Section 4
	C.1 Centralized case
	C.1.1 Strongly convex-strongly concave problems
	C.1.2 Convex-concave problems
	C.1.3 Non-convex-non-concave problems

	C.2 Decentralized case
	C.2.1 Convex-concave problems
	C.2.2 Strongly convex-strongly concave problems

	C.3 Non-convex-non-concave problems

	D Proof of Theorems from Section 5
	D.1 Strongly convex-strongly concave problems
	D.2 Non-convex-non-concave problems

	E Experiments
	E.1 Federated GAN on MNIST


