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ABSTRACT

Federated learning (FL) is a prevailing distributed learning par-
adigm, where a large number of workers jointly learn a model
without sharing their training data. However, high communica-
tion costs could arise in FL due to large-scale (deep) learning mod-
els and bandwidth-constrained connections. In this paper, we in-
troduce a communication-efficient algorithmic framework called
CFedAvg for FL with non-iid. datasets, which works with gen-
eral (biased or unbiased) SNR-constrained compressors. We ana-
lyze the convergence rate of CFedAvg for non-convex functions
with constant and decaying learning rates. The CFedAvg algorithm
can achieve an O(1/VmKT + 1/T) convergence rate with a con-
stant learning rate, implying a linear speedup for convergence as
the number of workers increases, where K is the number of local
steps, T is the number of total communication rounds, and m is
the total worker number. This matches the convergence rate of
distributed/federated learning without compression, thus achiev-
ing high communication efficiency while not sacrificing learning
accuracy in FL. Furthermore, we extend CFedAvg to cases with
heterogeneous local steps, which allows different workers to per-
form a different number of local steps to better adapt to their own
circumstances. The interesting observation in general is that the
noise/variance introduced by compressors does not affect the over-
all convergence rate order for non-i.i.d. FL. We verify the effective-
ness of our CFedAvg algorithm on three datasets with two gradient
compression schemes of different compression ratios.
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« Computing methodologies — Distributed algorithms; « The-
ory of computation — Distributed algorithms.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In recent years, advances in machine learning (ML) have sparked
many new and emerging applications that transform our society,
which include a collection of widely used deep learning models
for computer vision, text prediction, and many others [15, 24]. Tra-
ditionally, the training of ML applications often relies on cloud-
based large data-centers to collect and process a vast amount of
data. However, with the rise of Internet of Things (IoT), data and
demands for ML are increasingly being generated from mobile de-
vices in wireless edge networks. Due to high latency, low band-
width, and privacy/security concerns, aggregating all data to the
cloud for ML training may no longer be desirable or may even
be infeasible. In these circumstances, Federated Learning (FL) has
emerged as a prevailing ML paradigm, thanks to the rapidly grow-
ing computation capability of modern mobile devices. Generally
speaking, FL is a network-based ML architecture, under which a
large number of local devices (often referred to as workers/nodes)
collaboratively train a model based on their local datasets and coor-
dinated by a central parameter server. In FL, the parameter server is
responsible for aggregating and updating model parameters with-
out requiring the knowledge of the data located at each worker.
Workers process their computational tasks independently with de-
centralized data, and communicate to the parameter server to up-
date the model. By doing so, not only can FL significantly allevi-
ate the risk of exposing data privacy, it also fully utilizes the idle
computation resources at the workers. This constitutes a win-win
situation that have led to a variety of successful real-world appli-
cations (see [10] for a comprehensive survey).

Despite the aforementioned advantages of FL, a number of tech-
nical challenges also arise due to the unique characteristics of FL.
One key challenge in FL is the high communication cost due to the
every-increasing sizes of learning models and datasets [10]. For ex-
ample, modern models in deep learning (e.g., ResNet [7], VGG [25],
etc.) typically contain millions of parameters, which implies a large
amount of data being injected into the network that supports FL.
The problem of a high communication load in FL is further exac-
erbated by the fact that, in many wireless edge networks, the com-
munication links are often bandwidth-constrained and their link
capacities are highly dynamic due to stochastic channel fading ef-
fects. As a result, information exchanges between the parameter
server and workers could be highly inefficient, rendering a major
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bottleneck in FL [10]. If this problem is not handled appropriately,
FL could perform far worse than its centralized counterparts in
scenarios where the communication-to-computation cost ratio is
high and/or communication resources are constrained. Given the
rapidly growing demands of FL and the restricted communication
environments in reality, there is a compelling need to significantly
reduce the communication cost in FL without substantially decay-
ing the learning performance.

Generally speaking, the total communication cost during the
training process is determined by two factors: the number of com-
munication rounds and the size (or amount) of the update param-
eters in each communication round. There are some algorithms in
FL (e.g., federated averaging (FedAvg) [20]) that take more local
gradient steps at each node and communicate infrequently with
the parameter server, thus decreasing the total number of com-
munication rounds and in turn reducing the total communication
cost. However, this does not completely solve the problem since
the communicated parameter/gradient vectors could still be high-
dimensional. On the other hand, in the literature, there exist a va-
riety of gradient compression techniques (e.g., signSGD [4], gra-
dient dropping [1], TernGrad [34], etc.) that were originally pro-
posed for centralized/distributed learning and shown to be effec-
tive in reducing the size of exchanged parameters in each commu-
nication round. For example, Lin et al. [19] numerically demon-
strated that 99.9% of the gradient exchange in distributed learning
are redundant and proposed Deep Gradient Compression (DGC) to
largely reduce the communication bandwidth requirement. Sim-
ilar compression ideas have also been extended to decentralized
learning over networks without dedicated parameter servers. In
[39, 40], Zhang et al. developed a series of decentralized learning
algorithms with differential-coded compressions. Koloskova et al.
[14] proposed an algorithm that could achieve a linear speedup
with respect to the number of workers for convergence in decen-
tralized learning with arbitrary gradient compression.

Given the above encouraging results of information compres-
sion in distributed/decentralized learning, an interesting question
naturally arises: Could we combine compression with infrequent com-
munication to further reduce the communication cost of FL? How-
ever, answering this question turns out to be highly non-trivial.
One key challenge stems from the heterogeneity of the local datasets
among different workers. In the traditional distributed learning lit-
erature, the dataset at each node is usually well-shuffled and hence
can be assumed to be independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.).
However, the dataset at each worker in FL could be generated based
on the local environment and cannot be shuffled with other work-
ers due to privacy protection. Thus, the i.i.d. assumption often fails
to hold. In some circumstances, the dataset distributions at differ-
ent workers could vary dramatically due to factors such as geo-
graphic location differences, time window gaps, among many oth-
ers. Upon integrating compression with FL, the already-complicated
non-i.i.d. dataset problem is further worsened by the significant
loss of information due to the use of compression operators. In ad-
dition, under infrequent communication, the multiple local steps in
each worker introduce further “model drift” to the non-i.i.d. datasets.
It has been shown that this “model drift” results in extra variances
that may lead to deterioration or even failures of training [16]. Due
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to these complex randomness couplings between compression, lo-
cal steps, and non-ii.d. datasets, results on non-i.i.d. compressed
FL remain limited. This motivates us to fill this gap and rigorously
investigate the algorithmic design that integrates compression in
non-i.i.d. FL.

Moreover, workers in FL system vary tremendously in terms of
computation capabilities and resources limits (e.g., memory, bat-
tery capacity). Hence, using a predefined constant number of lo-
cal steps for all workers (assumed in most existing work in FL)
may not be a good design strategy, which may result in the faster
workers idling and slower workers causing straggler problems. As
a result, another important question in FL emerges: Could we use
heterogeneous local steps for workers to further improve flexibility
and efficiency in FL?

In this paper, we answer the above open questions by proposing
a communication-efficient algorithm called CFedAvg (compressed
FedAvg) with error-feedback. Our CFedAvg algorithm reduces both
the communication rounds and link capacity requirement in each
communication round. It also allows the use of heterogeneous local
steps (i.e., different workers perform different local steps to better
adapt to their own computing environments). Our main contribu-
tions and results are summarized as follows:

e We show that, under general signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR) con-
strained compressors, the convergence rate of our CFedAvg al-
gorithm is O(1/VmKT +1/T) and O(1/VmKT)+0(1/VT) with
constant and decaying learning rates, respectively, for general
non-convex functions and non-i.i.d. datasets in FL, where K is
the number of local steps, T is the number of total communica-
tion rounds, and m is the total number of workers. For a suffi-
ciently large T, this implies that CFedAvg achieves an O(1/VmKT)
convergence rate with a constant learning rate and enjoys the
linear speedup effect as the number of workers increases.! Note
that this matches the convergence rate of uncompressed dis-
tributed/federated learning algorithm orderly [5, 11, 35], thus
achieving high communication efficiency while not sacrificing
learning accuracy in FL.

We extend CFedAvg to heterogeneous local steps among work-
ers, which allows each worker performs different local steps
based on its own computation capability and other conditions.
To our knowledge, our paper is the first to show that FL can
still offer theoretical performance guarantee without requiring
the same predefined constant number of local steps among all
workers.

We show that the use of SNR-constrained compressors in CFe-
dAvg only slightly increases the local variance constant and does
not affect the overall convergence rate order for non-i.i.d. FL
with infrequent communication. Moreover, we show that the
convergence results of CFedAvg hold for either unbiased or bi-
ased SNR-constrained compressors, which is far more flexible
than previous works that require unbiased compressors.

o We verify the effectiveness of CFedAvg on MNIST, FMNIST and
CIFAR-10 datasets with different SNR-constrained compressors.

To attain an € accuracy for an algorithm, it takes O(1/€?) steps with a conver-
gence rate O(1/VT). In contrast, it takes O (1/me?) steps if the convergence rate
is O(1/V/mT) (the hidden constant in Big-O is the same). In this sense, it is a linear
speedup with respect to the number of workers m.
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We find that CFedAvg can reduce up to 99% of information ex-
change with minimal impacts on learning accuracy, which con-
firms the communication-efficiency advantages of training large
learning models in non-i.i.d. FL with information compression.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we
review the literature to put our work in comparative perspectives.
In Section 3, we introduce the system model, problem formulation,
and preliminaries on general SNR-constrained compressors. In Sec-
tion 4, we present the details of our algorithm design and the con-
vergence analysis. Numerical results are provided in Section 5 and
Section 6 concludes this paper.

2 RELATED WORK

For distributed/federated learning in communication-constrained
environments, a variety of communication-efficient algorithms have
been proposed. We categorize the existing work into two classes:
one is to use infrequent communication to reduce the communica-
tion rounds and the other is to compress the information to reduce
the size of parameters transmitted from each worker to the param-
eter server in each communication round.

Infrequent-Communication Approaches: One notable algo-
rithm of FL is the federated averaging (FedAvg) algorithm, which
was first proposed by McMahan et al. [20] as a heuristic to im-
prove both communication efficiency and data privacy. In FedAvg,
every worker performs multiple SGD steps independently to up-
date the model locally before communicating with the parameter
server, which is different from traditional distributed learning with
only one local step. It has been shown that the number of local
steps can be up to 100 without significantly affecting the conver-
gence speed in i.i.d. datasets for various convolution and recurrent
neural network models. Since then, this work has sparked many
follow-ups that focus on FL with i.i.d. datasets (referred to as Lo-
calSGD) [13, 18, 26, 28, 31, 38, 42] and non-i.i.d. datasets [8, 9, 11,
16, 18, 23, 32, 35, 41]. These studies heuristically demonstrated the
effectiveness of FedAvg and its variants on reducing communica-
tion cost. Also, researchers have theoretically shown that FedAvg
and its variants can achieve the same convergence rate order as
the traditional distributed learning (see, e.g., [10, 11, 17, 35]).

Compression-Based Approaches: Although FedAvg and its
variants save communication costs by utilizing multiple local steps
to reduce the total number of communication rounds, it has to
transmit the full amount of model parameters in each communi-
cation round at every worker. Thus, it could still induce high la-
tency and communication overhead in networks with low con-
nection speeds or large channel variations. To address this chal-
lenge, a natural idea is to compress the parameters to reduce the
amount of transmitted data from each worker to the parameter
server. Compression-based approaches have attracted increasing
attention in recent years in distributed and decentralized learn-
ing [14, 19], which have enabled the training of large-size mod-
els over networks with low-speed connections. Broadly speaking,
compression-based approaches can be classified into the following
two main categories:

e Quantization: The basic idea of quantization is to project a
vector from a high-dimensional space to a low-dimensional sub-
space, so that the projected vector can be represented by a fewer
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number of bits. Notable examples of quantization-based algo-
rithms in the learning literature include, e.g., signSGD [4, 36],
QSGD [2]. Note that these commonly seen quantization schemes
could be either unbiased [2, 34] or biased [4].

e Sparsification: Given a high-dimensional vector, the basic idea
of sparsification is to select only a part of its components to
transmit. The component selection could be based on a prede-
fined threshold. For example, Strom [29] proposed to only send
components in the vector that are larger than a predefined con-
stant, while Aji et al. [1] chose to send a fixed proportion of
components. The component selection could also be random-
ized [1, 33]. Other variants include, e.g., adaptive threshold [6]
and unbiased random dropping [33].

In fact, these two approaches are closely related, and there are
works that combine them to achieve better compression results [2,
23, 34]. Qsparse-local-SGD proposed by Basu et al. [3] is the most
related work to this paper, which combines quantization, sparsifi-
cation and local steps to be more communication-efficient. How-
ever, our algorithm has a better convergence rate with more re-
laxed assumptions. We also propose an algorithm design that al-
lows more flexible heterogeneous local steps. Please see Section 4.2
for further details.

Error Feedback: With the information loss of model parame-
ters transmitted from the workers to server due to gradient com-
pression, training accuracy could be significantly affected. To ad-

dress this problem, the error feedback technique has been proposed [12,

19, 28, 30] for both distributed and decentralized learning. It has
been shown that error feedback improves the convergence perfor-
mance for cases with high compression ratios. It has also been the-
oretically shown that distributed and decentralized learning with
gradient compression and error feedback could achieve the same
convergence rate as that of the classical distributed SGD [12, 14,
28, 30] and enjoy the linear speedup effect.

So far, however, it remains unknown whether the same con-
vergence rate (with linear speedup) could be achieved in FL with
compression, particularly under the asynchrony due to non-i.i.d.
dataset and the use of heterogeneous local steps at each worker.
Answering this question constitutes the rest of this paper.

3 SYSTEM MODEL, PROBLEM
FORMULATION, AND PRELIMINARIES

3.1 System Model and Problem Formulation

Consider an FL system with m workers who collaboratively learn
a model with decentralized data and under the coordination of a
central parameter server. The goal of the FL system is to solve the
following optimization problem:

i £ (5) 1= 2 3 (), o)

where Fi(x) = Eg.p,[Fi(x,&)] denotes the local (non-convex)
loss function, which evaluates the average discrepancy between
the learning model’s output and the ground truth corresponding to
a random training sample &; that follows a local data distribution
D;. In (1), the parameter d represents the dimensionality of the
training model. For the i.i.d. setting, each local dataset is assumed
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to sample from some common latent distribution, i.e, D; = D, Vi €
[m]. In practice, however, the local dataset at each worker in FL
could be generated based on its local environment and thus being
non-iid, ie, D; # Dj if i # j. Note that the iid. setting can be
viewed as a special case of the non-ii.d. setting. Hence, our results
for the non-i.i.d. setting are directly applicable to the i.i.d. setting.

3.2 General SNR-Constrained Compressors

To facilitate the discussions of our CFedAvg algorithm, we will first
formally define the notion of general SNR (signal-to-noise ratio)-
constrained compressors, which has been used in the literature (e.g.,
[12, 27]):

DEFINITION 1. (General SNR-Constrained Compressor) An oper-
ator C(+) : R4 — R is said to be constrained by an SNR threshold
y > 1 ifit satisfies:

EcllC(x) - x| < (1/p)lx|%  vxeR?

It is clear from Definition 1 that, for a given compressor, y is
its lowest SNR guarantee yielded by its largest compression noise
power ||C(x) — x||%. The y-threshold can be viewed as a proxy of
compression rate of the compressor. For y = oo, we have C(x) = x,
which means no compression and zero information loss. On the
other hand, y — 1 implies that the compression rate is arbitrar-
ily high and the output contains no information of x. It is worth
pointing out that, in Definition 1, the SNR-constrained compressor
is not assumed to be unbiased, hence the term “general”. Defini-
tion 1 covers a large class of compression schemes, e.g., the Top-k
compressor [1, 19] that selects k coordinates with the largest abso-
lute values, and the random sparsifier [33] that randomly selects
components.

4 COMPRESSED FEDAVG (CFEDAVG) FOR
NON-IID FEDERATED LEARNING

In this section, we will first introduce our CFedAvg (compressed Fe-
dAvg) algorithm in Section 4.1. Then, we will present the main the-
oretical result and their key insights/interpretations in Section 4.2.
Due to space limitation, we provide proof sketches for the main
results in Section 4.3 and relegate the full proofs of all theoretical
results in the appendix.

4.1 The CFedAvg Algorithmic Framework

The general CFedAvg algorithmic framework is stated in Algo-
rithm 1. We aim to not only reduce total communication rounds,
but also compress the gradients transmitted in each communica-
tion round. The algorithm contains four key stages:

. Local Computation: Line 6 says that, in each communication round,
each worker runs K; local updates before communicating with the
server. As shown in Line 7, each local update step takes an unbi-
ased gradient estimator (e.g., vanilla SGD). A local learning rate
1Lt is adopted for each local step (Line 8).

. Gradient Compression: We compress the model changes gi instead

i

tK _

homogeneous local step (K; = K,Vi € [m]) in Line 10 or gj =

of the last model xi . in each worker, where gi =x! . —x; for

% (xi k. — Xt) for heterogeneous local step (different local steps
K;,Vi € [m]) in Line 11. Before compressing the parameters, we
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add the error term to compensate the parameter in each worker
in Line 12, i.e., pi = g; + ei,\?’i € [m]. Then, we compress the
parameter pi and send the result A; =C (p;) to the server, where
C(-) denotes a general SNR-constrained compressor.

. Error Feedback: We update error term after gradient compression

in each communication round in Line 15, representing the informa-
tion loss due to compression. This would be used later to compen-
sate the parameters in the next communication round to ensure
not too much parameter information is lost.

. Global Update: Upon the reception of all returned parameters, the

server updates the parameters using a global learning rate  and
broadcasts the new model parameters to all workers.

Algorithm 1 The General CFedAvg Algorithmic Framework.

1: Initialize xq.
2: fort=0,---,T—1do
3. Initialize e}, = 0,i € [m] if t = 0.

0
4. for each worker i € [m] in parallel do
i _
5: Xt,O =Xt
6: fork=0,---,K;i—1do
7 Compute an unbiased stochastic gradient estimate
8 = VEi (X;,k’_gi,k) of VE; (. 1)- .
ol _ ol _ i
Local update: Xy p1 = Xy~ Lty
9 end for
10: For Homogeneous Local Steps: gf-: XE,K — Xt
1 For Heterogeneous Local Steps: g} = K% (x;’Ki - Xt).
12: [3; =g+ e;
13: A} = Q(p;) (C(+) is an SNR-constrained compressor).
14: Send A} to server.
15: e, =p;— AL

16:  end for
At Parameter Server:

17: Receive A;l € [m].

s .
18: At =m Zie[m] Af. :
19: Server Update: x;41 = X + ;.
20: Broadcast x;4+1 to each worker.
21: end for

4.2 Main Theoretical Results

In this subsection, we will establish the convergence results of our
proposed CFedAvg algorithmic framework. Our convergence re-
sults are proved under the following mild assumptions:

AssuMPTION 1. (Lipschitz Smoothness) There exists a constant
L>0, st |[VFi(x)-VFi(y)|I<L||lx-y|,Vx,y € R4, Vi e [m].

AssuMPTION 2. (Unbiased Gradient Estimator) Let ﬂ be a ran-
dom local sample in the t-th round at worker i. The gradient estima-
tor is unbiased, i.e., B[VF;(x, &)] = VF;(x), Vi € [m].

ASSUMPTION 3. (Bounded Local/Global Variance) There exist two
constants o1, >0 and oG =0, such that the variance of each local gra-
dient estimator is bounded by E[||VF;(x, §l“) —-VFE)|?] < O’i, and
the global variability of the local gradient is bounded by ||VF;(x) —
Vix)|? < O'é, Vi e [m].
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The first two assumptions and the bounded local variance as-
sumption in Assumption 3 are standard assumptions in the con-
vergence analysis of stochastic gradient-type algorithms in non-
convex optimization (e.g., [10] ). We use a universal bound o to
quantify the heterogeneity of the non-i.i.d. datasets among differ-
ent workers. This assumption has also been used in other works
for FL with non-i.i.d. datasets [21] as well as in decentralized opti-
mization [10]. It is worth noting that we do not require a bounded
gradient assumption, which is often used in FL optimization anal-
ysis [10]. With the above assumptions, we are now in a position to
present our main theoretical results. First, we state a useful result
in Lemma 4.1:

LEMMA 4.1. (Bounded Error). For any local learning rate satisfy-
ing ’7L f<8L1K’ the error term can be upper bounded by Zth_Ol lles|1%<

S h(y, an) Al where e = £ S icim el Ar = £ e g

h(y,a:) = (1/y)(1 + 1/a)bas, ar = EHZHE and a and b are con-

stants such that ye — 1 > a and ﬁ < b fore € (0,1).

Lemma 4.1 implies that the error term cannot grow arbitrarily
large with a proper SNR threshold y (determined by compression
rate) for which h(y, a;) does not go to infinity. The error is upper
bounded by the accumulated parameters A;. This suggests that the
total information loss due to compression is only a fraction of the
total of the accumulated parameters.

1) CFedAvg with Constant Learning Rates (Homogeneous
Local Steps): As a first step, we consider a simpler case where CFe-
dAvg uses constant learning rates (i.e., i ; = 11, Vt) and homoge-
neous local steps (i.e., K; = K, Vi). In this case, by Lemma 4.1, we
can establish convergence result for CFedAvg as follows:

THEOREM 4.2. (Convergence Rate of CFedAvg). Choose constant
local and global learning rates np and n s.t. np < ﬁ, nnL < ﬁ
and rmLK(Lzh(y, ar)+1+L) < 1,Vt € [T]. Under Assumptions 1-3,
the sequence {x;} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies:

. Jo—f
E|V 2
trélll;lj IVf(x)ll; < enmLKT

+®, @
L(LL2h(y, @)+ b+ L)L g2 3K Ky L7 (0' +6Ka2)], ¢ is
a constant, h(y, «) is defined by h(y, oc) =% Z h(y, ar), h(y, ar)
is defined the same as that in Lemma 4.1, fy = f(xo) and f. is the
optimal.

where® =

REMARK 1 (DECOMPOSITION OF THE BOUND). The bound of the
convergence rate in (2) contains two terms: the first term is a van-

Jo-fs

ishing term KT T increases, and the second term is a con-

stant ® independent of T. Note that ® depends on three factors: lo-
cal variance oy, global variance o, and the number of local steps
K. We can further decompose the constant term ® into two parts.
The first part of ® is due to the local variance of the stochastic gra-
dient in each local SGD step for each worker. It shrinks at the rate
% with respect to the number of workers m, which favors large dis-
tributed systems. This makes intuitive sense since more workers
means more training samples in one communication round, thus
decreasing the local variance due to stochastic gradients. It can also
be viewed as having a larger batch size to decrease the variance in
SGD. The cumulative variance of K local steps contributes to the
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second term of ®. This term depends on the number of local steps
K, local learning rate ny, local variance Uf and global variance O'é

(non-i.i.d. data), but independent of m.

REMARK 2 (COMPARISON WITH FEDAVG WITHOUT COMPRESSION).
Compared to the results of generalized FedAvg without compres-

sion, ie, ® 2 2 [LZ'ITZL E+ SK”L (0' +6Ko? )] (cf. [35]), we have
two key observations. First, the compressor, Wthh significantly re-
duces the communication cost, only slightly increases the constant
@ by % [( h(y, a)+ 5 ) U 2] and does not change the conver-
gence rate O(l /T). This extra variance comes from increased local
variance due to more noisy stochastic gradients after compression,
and is independent of the number of local steps K. This insight
means that one can safely use more local steps K without worry-
ing about any accumulative effect due to compression, which is a
somewhat surprising and counter-intuitive insight. On the other
hand, this extra variance shrinks at rate %, which favors large FL
systems with more workers. This makes intuitive sense since the
server could obtain more information from the model updates with
more workers, although each worker’s information is noisy due to
compression. In other words, as the number of worker m increases,
the extra variance due to compression becomes negligible. Second,
the extra variance due to compression is irrelevant to the global
variance O'é from the non-i.i.d. datasets. The global variance mea-
sures the heterogeneity among the loss functions of the workers
with non-ii.d. local datasets. Intuitively speaking, the compressor
only introduces extra noise to the model’s information. Thus, the
compression operation only increases the local variance of the sto-
chastic gradient and is likely irrelevant to non-i.i.d. datasets and
local steps in FL.

REMARK 3 (CHOICE OF COMPRESSOR). Our analysis also shows
that many compression methods (e.g., [2, 4, 33]) that work well
in traditional distributed and decentralized learning can also be
used with the CFedAvg algorithm in FL. With error feedback, CFe-
dAvg enjoys the same benefits as traditional distributed learning
even with the use of local steps in FL and under non-i.i.d. datasets.
Moreover, we do not restrict the choice of compressors. Thus, CFe-
dAvg works with both biased and unbiased compressors, as long as
they satisfy Definition 1. However, care must still be taken when
one chooses a compressor in CFedAvg since it does not mean any
compression methods with arbitrary compression rate could work.
Consider a compressor with arbitrary compression rate such that
y—1 and then e—1, so h(y, «) — co. This compressed model is too
noisy to be trained since no useful information is available for the
server. This will also be empirically verified in Section 5, where
significant performance degradation due to an overly aggressive
compression rate can be observed.

From Theorem 4.2, we immediately have the following conver-
gence rate with a proper choice of learning rates:

COROLLARY 4.3. (Linear Speedup for Convergence). Ifn, = \/JKL
andn = VKm, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is: O(il/w
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REMARK 4. With a proper SNR-threshold y such that A(y, &) =
O(1), CFedAvg achieves a linear speedup for convergence for non-
.. X 1 > .
iid. datasets, ie., O( m) convergence rate for T > mK. This

matches the convergence rate in distributed learning and FL with-
out compression [10, 11, 35, 37], indicating CFedAvg achieves high
communication efficiency while not sacrificing learning accuracy
in FL. When degenerating to ii.d. case, CFedAvg still achieves the
linear speedup effect, matching the results of previous work in dis-
tributed and decentralize learning [14, 30]. The most related work
to this paper is Qsparse-local-SGD [3], which combines unbiased
quantization, sparsification and local steps together and is able

to recover or generalize other compression methods. It achieves
0] L MKy conver ence, implying a linear speedup for T >
(ot T g plying peedup =

m3K3. However, for large systems (m) and large local steps (K),
their T will be very large. Besides a better convergence rate in this
paper, we have a weak assumption (no bounded gradient assump-
tion). Challenges from this relaxed assumption are addressed in
Section 4.3.

2) CFedAvg with Decaying Learning Rates (Homogeneous
Local Steps): We can see from Corollary 4.3 that the choice of con-
stant learning rate requires knowledge of time horizon T before
running the algorithm, which may not be available in practice. In
other words, the constant-learning-rate version of CFedAvg is not
an “anytime”algorithm. To address this limitation, we propose CFe-
dAvg with decaying learning rate, which is an anytime algorithm.

THEOREM 4.4. (Convergence with Decaying Learning Rate). Choose
decaying local learning ratenr,; and constant global learning ratesn
sty < SLK’ nnLe < ﬁ andrmL,tK(Lzh(y, ap)+H+L) < 1,Vt € [T].
Under Assumptions 1-3, the sequence {x;} generated by Algorithm 1
satisfies:

h-f |

BIVFGIIE < |y + )

2 + L 5KL? [ 2
( L*h(y.a) + 3 )cmHT Y ’7L: serty (0 +

6KGG) Zt o '7L pHr = Zt —o MLt and z is sampled from {x;},Vt €
[T] with probability P[z = x;] = '7“
the same as Theorem 4.2.

where & =

. Other parameters are defined

COROLLARY 4.5. Let UL:W (constant a > 0) and = VKm,

the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is: (5( W) + O(#).

REMARK 5. When h(y, @) is a constant, our CFedAvg algorithm
. 1 1 L.
achieves O( Tkt In(T) + \/T) convergence rate, which is slower

than that with constant learning rates. However, it is still better
than O(1/In(T)) proved in Qsparse-local-SGD [3].

3) CFedAvg with Heterogeneous Local Steps (Constant Learn-

ing Rates): In practice, FL systems are often formed by heteroge-
neous devices with various computing capabilities and resource
limits (e.g., computation speed, memory size). Hence, fixing the
same number of local steps at all workers results in: i) fast work-
ers being idle after finishing computation in each round and thus
wasting resources and ii) slow workers being stragglers in the FL
system. Next, we show that it is possible to perform heterogeneous
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local steps among workers in CFedAvg while still offering theoret-
ical performance guarantees.

THEOREM 4.6. (Convergence of Heterogeneous Local Steps). Choose
: 1
constant local and global learning rates np and n s.t. np < LK
nnr < ﬁ,\?’i € [m] and nyp(L?h(y, ) +1+L) < 1,Vtin[T]. Un-
der Assumptions 1-3, the sequence {x;} generated by Algorithm 1
with heterogeneous local steps satisfies:

min ]T—:'«||Vf(xt)||§_f0 f* o, (4)
te[T] e T
52 L%
where® = %[( Lzh(y,a)+ +L)’7’7L :an L+ % % m Ki

((ff +6Ki0'G)]. Other parameters are defined the same as Theorem 4.2.

COROLLARY 4.7. (Linear Speedup with Heterogeneous Local Steps).

Let np = ﬁ and n = VKmninm. The convergence rate of Algo-

rithm 1 with heterogeneous local steps and constant learning rate

{K;i} and

is: O(\/—) + O( ’"“") where Kmin = min; j,(m)
Kmax = maX;e(m] {Kl}

REMARK 6. Allowing heterogeneous local steps at different work-
ers entails efficient FL implementations in practice. Specifically, in-
stead of waiting for all workers to finish the same number of local
steps, the server can broadcast a periodic “time-out” signal to all
workers to interrupt their local updates. All worker can simply sub-
mit their current computation results even if they are in different
stages in their local updates. We can see from Corollary 4.7 that
CFedAvg with heterogeneous local steps can still achieve the same

linear speedup for convergence O( \/K—) for T > mKminKh s

while having the flexibility of choosing different number of local
steps at each worker. Although this result is for CFedAvg, our the-
oretical analysis is general and can be applied to uncompressed FL
algorithms (e.g., FedAvg) to allow heterogeneous K lt ,Vie [m].

To our knowledge, our work is the first to show that performing
heterogeneous local steps among workers still achieves theoreti-
cal performance guarantees for FL. We note that, in asynchronous
Qsparse-local-SGD [3], the workers synchronize with the server at
different times based on the workers, but it is required that each
worker follows the same rate and performs the same local steps.
Rizk et al. [22] proposed dynamic federated learning (without com-
pression) to use heterogeneous local steps at each worker. But they
require the local steps to be known in advance in order to scale the
gradient in each local step. For our CFedAvg, K; can be set in an
ad-hoc fashion without being known in advance.

4.3 Proof of the Main Results

PROOF SKETCH FOR THEOREM 4.2. Due to space limitation, we
only provide a proof sketch here. For convenience, we define the
following notation: e; = % >n ei, X £ x¢ +ney and Ay =
% 2lie[m] A; = % 2ie[m] gi.Note that we do not assume bounded
gradients, which poses two challenges. One key difficulty is to
bound the error feedback term ei, Vi € [m] due to the compres-
sion. ei cannot be bounded in this fashion if the bounded gradi-
ent assumption is relaxed. In our analysis, we manage to bound
e; rather than ei individually. By using ||e;||? = ||% s 1e[”

% >m ||eH|2 = Hét”z and the recursion Hé;”z < (l/y)%”et_lu +
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(1/9) AP, where 1812 = & 57 AL ST llel? can
be bounded in Lemma 4.1. Second, the lack of bounded gradient
assumption also results in difficulty in bounding the model drift
stemming from the non-ii.d. datasets and the increase of the local
steps, i.e., ||x; — X||, Vi € [m], where x = ,11 ™, Xi. To address this
challenge, we derive the recursive relation based on communica-

tion round instead of local steps. Thanks to the virtual variable %,
we have the recursive relation of X;: Xy41 =X;+5A;, where ¢ is the
index of communication round.

After addressing these two challenges, Assumption 1 yields per-
communication-round descent as follows:

2
B f (Xev1)—f (Xe) < Be(Vf (%), nAr) +L% EcllAd®. (5)
N . ———
Ay Az

For Ay, the first step is to transform variable %; to x; since only
X; is involved in the update. Towards this end, we have:

1 1
Ay SE:[ELZUZHWHZ + 5772||At||2 - K|V f(xo)|1?
+n{Vf(xe), A+ KnVf(xe))]. (6)

Further bounding the last term of equation (6), we have:

1 1
Ay < Et[gﬁnznetnz + 5’72||At||2] — K|V f(x)]?

2,372

1 SnK=n L
+nLK (5 +1SKAELA) |V () P+ ——F—x
i SRS
(o +6Ko2) - E | Z Z VF,(xtk)” 7)
i=1 k=0

For Az, by using E[||x?] = E[||x—E[x]]|?] + ||E[x]||? to decom-
pose A; and assumption 3, we have:

KT] 2 m
)

i=1 k=0
.. — i 2.
Combining (7) and (8), Et” >n Zf_ol VFi(x;,k)” is canceled

with proper learning rates. Then, we simplify (5) as:

K-1

i 2
Ay = Ee[lIA?] < VEG I ®

2 2 L’? K”E 2
Ef (Re41) — V(%) <( Ln®h(y, o) + - '7 + )0
5pK*n; L?

— enmuK||VfGe)||* + (0 + 6Ko%).

Telescoping and rearranging yields the stated result. O

Theorems 4.4 and 4.6 can also be proved in a similar fashion.

5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

1) Experiment Settings: 1-a) Datasets and Models: We use three
datasets (non-i.i.d. version) in FL settings, including MNIST, Fashion-
MNIST and CIFAR-10 . Each of these three datasets contains 10
different classes of items. To induce non-i.i.d. datasets, we parti-
tion the data based on the classes of items (p) contained in these
datasets. By doing so, we can use the number of classes in worker’s
local dataset, denoted as p, to control the non-ii.d. level of the
datasets quantitatively. We set four levels of non-i.i.d. datasets for
comparison: p = 1,2,5, and 10. We distribute the dataset among
m = 100 workers randomly and evenly in a class-based manner,
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Figure 1: Test accuracy (left: MNIST, right: CIFAR-10). The
non-i.i.d. levels are p = 10,5,2, 1 from top to bottom.

such that the local dataset at each worker contains only a subset of
classes of items with the same number of training/test samples. We
experiment two learning models: i) convolution neural network
(CNN) (architecture is detailed in our online technical report) on
MNIST and Fashion-MNIST, and ii) ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10. 1-b)
Compressors: We consider two compression methods: i) Top-k spar-
sification and ii) random dropping (RD) [1, 27]. For a given vector x,
Top-k sparsification compresses x by retaining k elements of this
vector that have the largest absolute value and setting others to
zero, while RD randomly drops each component with a fixed prob-
ability. we use a constant compression parameter comp € (0,1]
to represent the compression rate. 1-c) Hyper-parameters: We set
the default hyper-parameters as follows: the number of workers
m=100, local learning rate ;=0.1, global learning rate n=1.0, batch
size B=64, local steps K=10 epochs, total rounds T=100 for MNIST
and Fashion-MNIST and T=200 for CIFAR-10.

2) Numerical Results: We now present two types of experi-
mental results. The first is to show the effectiveness of our CFe-
dAvg algorithm with significant communication reduction. The
second is to evaluate the importance of error feedback. We only
show a part of results due to space limitation.

2-a) Effectiveness of Compressors: As shown in Fig. 1, the figures
are for test accuracy versus communication rounds of MNIST in
the left column and CIFAR-10 in the right colomn. We can see that
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Figure 2: Comparison of test accuracy with same communi-
cation load for p = 5. The unit of the communication budget
is the model size.

our CFedAvg algorithm with two compressors converges for all
heterogeneity levels of non-i.i.d. datasets from top (p = 10) to bot-
tom (p = 1). For the random dropping (RD) method, it becomes
worse from comp = 0.9 to comp = 0.99. While for Top-k method,
both cases (comp = 0.9 and comp = 0.99) can achieve almost
the same convergence speed comparable to that without any com-
pression. This indicates that we can reduce the communication
cost in each communication round by about 99% with Top-k for
MNIST, i.e., we only need to transmit 1% of coordinates in the gra-
dient vector without significantly sacrificing the convergence rate.
This will greatly facilitates FL on such communication-constrained
devices. Another interesting observation is that the compression
methods (with error feedback) help stabilize the training process
for non-ii.d. case. Compared with i.i.d. datasets, the training curve
is zigzagging for non-i.i.d. case. As the heterogeneity level of non-
i.i.d. datasets increases, this zigzagging phenomena of the curves is
more pronounced as shown in the figures, which we believe is an
inherent feature of non-i.i.d. dataset in FL. Meanwhile, the learning
curves are smoother with compression and error feedback, partic-
ularly with highly non-i.i.d. datasets, see Fig. 1 (p = 1). The intu-
ition is that the compressor could filter some noises that lead to
the instability of the learning curve due to model heterogeneity
among workers originated from the non-ii.d. datasets and local
steps. However, this appears to require proper compression rate
comp based on the compression method. We do not rule out the
possibility of mutual interactions that lead to poor performance
between the compression and non-i.i.d. datasets.

In addition, we compare the test accuracy based on the same
uplink communication budgets (the model size as the unit) among
different compression methods under non-i.i.d. datasets p = 5 in
Fig. 2. The baseline is the FedAvg with a single local step and no
compression. Consistent with previous work [19, 20], both com-
pressors and local update steps are effective to reduce communica-
tion cost, confirming our theoretical analysis.

2-b) Importance of Error Feedback: Although it is a natural idea
to apply those compression methods that have been proved to be
useful in traditional distributed learning to FL, there could be a
significant information loss if one uses these compressors naively.
It has been shown that the learning performance is poor without
error feedback in compression under iid. datasets [12, 28]. This
conclusion is confirmed in our experiments as shown in right col-
umn of Fig. 1, where we observe the gap between cases with and
without error feedback (EF) under ii.d. case (p = 10). As the het-
erogeneity degree of non-ii.d. datasets increases from p = 10 to
p = 1, the gap becomes larger and is no longer negligible. It is
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Figure 3: Mean of the norms of % 2}2(1) ||A§||2 and the error
term % 2}2‘{ ||e§||2 for the ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10.

obvious that both compression methods, RD and Top-k, perform
better with error feedback in Fig. 1. This indicates the significant
impact of error feedback. If naively applying compression, a huge
amount of information could be lost, thus resulting in poor perfor-
mance.

With error feedback, the error term accumulates the informa-
tion that is not transmitted to the parameter server in the current
communication round and then compensates the gradients in the
next communication round. This is verified in Fig. 3, which shows
the mean of gradient norm changes % P ||Af||2 and the error
term % PR ||e§||2 for the total worker number m = 100. One key
observation is that the error term is bounded under appropriate
compression methods and compression rates, which is usually sev-
eral times of the gradient change term in general. Under the same
condition, the error term is much larger with aggressive compres-
sion rate. With an overly aggressive compression (e.g., Fig. 3 with
comp = 0.99), the error term continues to grow. Thus, in general,
error feedback guarantees not too much information is dropped
due to compression, verifying our theoretical analysis. It has been
shown that error feedback is effective in distributed/decentralized
learning [12, 14, 28]. In this paper, we show that its effectiveness
continues to hold in non-ii.d. compressed FL.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a communication-efficient algorithmic
framework called CFedAvg for FL on non-ii.d. datasets. CFedAvg
works with general (biased/unbiased) SNR-constrained compres-
sors to reduce the communication cost and other techniques to ac-
celerate the training. Theoretically, we analyzed the convergence
rates of CFedAvg for non-convex functions with constant learn-
ing and decaying learning rates. The convergence rates of CFe-
dAvg match that of distributed/federated learning without com-
pression, thus achieving high communication efficiency while not
significantly sacrificing learning accuracy in FL. Furthermore, we
extended CFedAvg to heterogeneous local steps with convergence



CFedAvg: Achieving Efficient Communication and Fast Convergence in Non-IID Federated Learning

guarantees, which allows different workers perform different num-
bers of local steps to better adapt to their own circumstances. Our
key observation is that the noise/variance introduced by compres-
sors does not affect the overall convergence rate order for non-
i.i.d. FL. We verified the effectiveness of our CFedAvg algorithm on
three datasets with two gradient compression schemes of different
compression ratios. Our results contribute to the first step toward

developing advanced compression methods for communication-efficient

FL.
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A APPENDIX I: PROOF
A.1 Proof of Lemma

LEMMA 4.1. (Bounded Error). For any local learning rate satisfy-
mg ’7L f<8LK’ the error term can be upper bounded by Z[T:_()l lles]I%<
T ise by an) A2, where e = & Ticim) w Sicim] &
h(y,a:) = (1/y)(1 + 1/a)bas, ar = EHZHE and a and b are con-
stants such that ye — 1 > a and ﬁ < b fore € (0,1).

iA
e, Ay =

PROOF OF LEMMA 4.1. Let ||&/]|?
Z:”l ||A || First we have:

||et||2—||—Z el <—Z||et|| = |le

That is, we have the bound of ||e;||? once we can bound ||&;]|%.

] 1<
N

i=1

1 & : < 2

i Z ”P;—l - A;—l”

i=1

)1 i 2
— > amlPi|

i=1

Lo |lef][* and 1A =

1< i i2
< p” ;(1/)/)”8':—1 +et—1||
m 105 12
(1/y)z ;||e§—1|| ]
i=1
11 - 1<y
=(1/y| e ;Z”gi—l”z]
i=1 =1
= /)= [ler-

where (al) is due to the definition of the compressor, (a2) follows
from [|x +y||? < %||x||2 + 1= e||y||2 where € € (0,1).
Recursively using this relationship that ”etH < (1/y) é ||ét_1 H2+
(1/y) ﬁ ||At_1||2 and note &y = 0, then we have:
< 1
5 t 1-p A 12
Jedl < 31 P 1)~ Al
P:
Summing from¢t =0tot =T —1:

2
Z lecl|? =

(1/y)— Z((l/y) )P 11AolI?]
= S ameiag -
p=0
1 < 1.,
[/ D (NP IArs]]
p=0

0
LM DN Nzl
p=0
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<M= Y Y miria

(a3) =
< Z((l/y)é)f)atnmnz

ar

< (1fy) Z(l +o 1A

t=0

—)

1-¢€

T-1

¢ (1/y)(1+1/a)b2atnAtn2

s
@ Z By, )l ©)
t=0

”ﬁ ”z For any glven y > 1, we can choose
t

€ € (0,1) such that ye — 1 > a and ﬁ < b for two constant a
and b, which yields (a4). (a5) follows from the fact that h(y, a;) =
(1/y)(1+1/a)bas

This completes the proof of Lemma 4.1. O

(a3) is due to a; =

LEmMMA 1 (ITERATIVE STEP). By letting X; = x; + ne;, we show
the iterative relationship of X; as follows.

)A(t+1 = )A(t + I]At

Proor oF LEMMA 1. We set a set of virtual variables for conve-

nience. Denote e; = % PN ef‘, Ay = % P gi,A; = % ) A; =
L XM C(PL), % = x; + ney.
X1 = Xp+1 €141
=Xz + I]At + her+1
1 1
=X+ — Al = el
i~ Z ./ Z t+1
1 1
- Ai - Pz l
m ; et ’7 Z(
1 i ;
=x:+—n ) P}
moia
l m
=Xt + EUZ(gHe;
i=1
1 v 1o
=X+ —qu;+ Eﬂzgi
i=1 i=1
=X+ ﬂAt
This completes the proof of Lemma 1. m]

LEmMMA 2 (ONE COMMUNICATION ROUND DESCENT). Choose lo-
cal and global learning rates ny andn as np < ﬁ, nnL < ﬁ and
nK (L2h(y, ar)+1+L) < 1. Under Assumptions 1-3, one communi-
cation round descent of the virtual sequence of outputs {X; = x;+ne;}
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generated by our Algorithm satisfies:
Ef (X¢+1) = Vf (%)
2
122 1, Lp* Knp
< (EL n h(y,O{[) +577 + T TO'L

5nK2U3L2
—enuK|[VS (o) |[* + ——E— (o} + 6Kop)

where X; = X; + nje;, ¢ is a constant, h(y,a;) is defined the same as
that in Lemma 4.1.

PrROOF OF LEMMA 2. Due to the Smoothness assumption 1, tak-
ing expectation of f(X;+1) over the randomness at time step ¢, we
have:

B¢ f(X¢+1)

N N N N L N N
< f(xe) + By < VF(Xe), [RKpr1 — %] > +§Et||xt+1 - %1

. . Ly’
= f(ke) +Er < Vf(ke)nAe >+=1 BellA?. (10)
SRRSO LY
A1 AZ

We bound A; and Aj respectively in the following.
Bounding A;:

=B (Vf (k). nAr)

=B (Vf(Re) = VF(x0) + VF(xe),1A¢)
=B [(Vf(Re) = VI (x),nAr) +n{Vf(x2), Ar)]
(b1)

< Et[é(an(fq) — V2 +n21Ad)

+n(Vf(xe), A + KV f(xs) = KnpVf(xr))]

(b2)

< B[220 -l + A

+(VF(x0)., Ar + KnpVF(x,)) — K|V F(x0)]1%]
= Et[éLzrzznetnz + %nznAtnz - KnnrlVf(xo)|1?
0 (Vo) A+ KnVE(xn) |, (11)

As

where (b1) follows from the fact that <x, y> = %[||x||2 + |yl -
Ix-yll?] < 3 L1012 + [lylI2], (b2) is due to the Assumption 1.
We can bound Aj as follows.

A3 = ]Et<Vf(X[), At + f]LKVf(X[)>
m K-1

= (Vf(xe). Be| - % Z Z ULg,k +nLKVf(x:)])
i=1 k=0
= (VB[ - = S5 v + K= VE(x)])
i=1 k=0 i=1

K-1 _
(VFi(X;,k) - VFi(x1)))

3

- (RS- VLR

mVK Tk
m K-1

Vil - 2 ZIIZZVMxi,k)IIZ]

i= =0

(c1) ’7LK |
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K-1 . 2
(VEi(x ) - VEi(x))[]

m
ZI(m2 ” Z

i=1 k=0

Vol = 25513

=1 k=0

K-1

(c2) n1 K
<12 VE(xt |

N

-1
”VFI(Xt k) VFl(Xt)”
0

() K ui
"L = |vFenlf - ”L EzIIZ

i=

'MS

T
KA
o~
i

+’7—L]E[
2m

K-1 ] ,
VE;(x; )|
=0

>

-1

S 2
Et 2 2 Ikt =l

i=1 0

o~
1l

2173L2

(c4 5K i )
+ —2L (6% + 6Ko?

)
< nK(3 L SK2 )|V f ()|

m K-1

- ”L et DYDIRLICH

i=1 k=0

(12)

where (c1) follows from the fact that <x y> 1 [||x||2+||y||2— [|x—

vl for x = LKV f(x) and y = TS (VR )~
VFi(x¢)), (¢2) is due to that ]E[||x1 + -+ xn|| ] < nE[||x1])? +
<+ |lxall?], (¢3) is due to Assumption 1 and (c4) follows from
Lemma 3.
Plugging the above results 12 into 11 yields:

a1 < B [SI el + SnP P

+n(Vf(x0), A+ K VF(x)) = K[V £ (o]
< B[ L erl 4 P = Knne |95 )|

+ quK(% + 15K2n2 L2)||V £ (o) |

5 KZ 3L2
+&(O’IZ‘+6KO%;)

m m K-1 ] )
SIS VR

i=1 k=0

(=

)
< B[ G LRG0 + 3i)adl] = Knma[9 p 0|

1
+ LK (5 + 15K L) [V (oo

5’7K2’7L ( IZ‘ GKO'é)
’7’7 m K-1 ) )
- L ]Et| ZZVF,-(X;,,C)” . (13)
=1 k=0

Note that Lemma 4.1 does not necessarily leads to ||e;||? < h(y, ar)x

||At |2 in general for (*) to hold rigorously. We abuse the notation
and inequality here in order to show the function descent in one
communication round more clearly. In the processes of proving
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2,372
convergence in the following different cases, the focus is the sum- o OnKmyL® 2
. & T—1 2 . & . - cm]LK”Vf(xt)” + —— (o7 +6Koyg,).
mation ¥, " ||e¢|| since a common approach is to sum the func-

; - T—l 2 .
tion descent from 0 to T—1. This gives 3, - el Z h(y, ar) | Ael?, >(e1)is dueto the inequality (13) and (14). (e2) holdsif (; L202h(y, ar)+
thus the convergence rate results proven in the followmg rigor-

L
ously hold. ;772 + g ) - 2;7('” < 0, that is, gy K(L?h(y,ar) + 1+ L) < 1.
Bounding Aj: (63) holds for a constant ¢ such that (— - lSKZUiLZ) >c¢ > 0if
A= 5[] <
This completes the proof of Lemma 2. m]
=E - A
| m ; t” A.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2
THEOREM 4.2. (Convergence Rate of CFedAvg). Choose constant
< —E IIZA II°] - 1 1
_ t local and global learning rates ny and n s.t. L < g7, ML < T
= andny K(L?h(y, a;) +1+L) < 1,Vt € [T]. Under Assumptions 1-3,
2 m K-1 . .
n the sequence {x;} generated by Algorithm 1 satisfies:
| DIDITA N
2
RS0 min EIVS (I} < 278 g 2)
2
(d1) n? LS te[T] cnniKT
il DIDICAERLICARN] N
i=1 k=0 where® = 1[(1L2h(y, @)+ 1+ L) Tk o L+ ”L ( o2 +6Ko%)], cis
i m K-l ;o2 a constant, h(y, @) is defined by h(y,a) = T Z h(y, ar), h(y, o)
_2 |Z VFi(x, k)” is defined the same as that in Lemma 4.1, fy = f(xo) and f; is the
i=1 k=0 optimal.
(dz) K’7L 2 f m K1 o
_2 |Z VFi(x;,k)” ’ (14) PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2. Summing from ¢t = 0,---,T — 1 of the
i=1 k=0

one communication round descent in Lemma 2 yields:
where (d1) follows from the fact that E[||x||?] = E[||x — E[x]||?] +

IE[x]]1?, (d2) is due to the bounded variance assumption in As- Ef(%r) = Vf(%0)
sumption 3 and the fact that E[||x; + - - - + x,|?] = B[||x1]|?+-- -+ T-1 Ln? Kn?
AT . . LZZh( C()+ +’7)—LO'2
lxn||] if x; are independent with mean 0. {( Y. ar 37 5 )T, °L
By combining the results in (13), (14) and (10), we have:
. N Kz 3L2
Ef (R41) = VS (%) — ek )P+ TR (2 4 ko))
. Lp? 2 T-1 2
<E Vf(Xt), T]At +—E At L 2 KT]
< > 2 || || — {( L2 2h(y,0{)+ T] + =L ’7 )TLUIZI
A A t=0
(e . 1 1 1 Zqu 2 SnKniL? 2
< [(ELZ'IZh(Y, ar) + 5772 + T)X — enniK||V £ (xe)||” + 2 (of +6Kag)},
K_UIZ‘ 2 ﬁ| iKZ:lVF( NI )] where h(y,a) = Z h(Ysat)
m oLt m?2 = Xtk By rearrangmg, we have.
i=
LK+ 15K 1) [V )| S :
2 L ‘ D enmiKIIVF(xo)|
517K21713‘L2 5 t=0
o ZEIE 2 4 6ot — K| 0| A o
m K1 < Vf(Xo0) —Ef (xr) + T(nnK) (UL + 6KUG)
nnL ” VEi( i 2
- i Xt,k)” 1 Lnp oyt
2Km? ;‘; +(= LGh(y,a)+ Sn+ ")'Zn a2l.
Ly? Kn}
< ( L2 n?h(y, az) + 17 + Z ) rz GIZ‘ By letting fo = f(%X0) and fi = f(x«) < f(X7), we have:
K (L — 15K 1) |V £ ()| in BIIV 2 o—f o
mnLK (G = 15K )|V e min BIVFoll; € 2o + 9
5’7K2’72L2 2 272
+ ———— (o +6Kag) where ® £ 1[(112h(y, )+ 1 + L)1 g2 + L (52 1 K02 )],
@) 1,, 1, Ly K’ﬁ‘ ) This completes the proofofTheorem42 m]
< (EL n h(y,l){t)+ 517 + T)TUL
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COROLLARY 4.3. (Linear Speedup for Convergence). Ifnp = \/—IKL
and n = VKm, the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is: O(f/(y_a) +

T) :O(m T)‘

ProOOF OF COROLLARY 4.3. Plugging the learning rate into the
convergence rate bound in Theorem 4.2 completes the proof. O

A.3 Proof of Theorem 4.4

THEOREM 4.4. (Convergence with Decaying Learning Rate). Choose
decaying local learning raten ; and constant global learning ratesn
sty < ﬁ, L < ﬁ andrmL,tK(Lzh(y, ap)+H+L) < 1,Vt € [T].
Under Assumptions 1-3, the sequence {x;} generated by Algorithm 1
satisfies:

h-f |
E|V — 4+, 3
IVf@IF < S+ 3
. 2
where ® = (1L2h()/,0t) + % + %)cmz-h- Zl’ 0 th gg(l-%r (UL

6K0'G) ZZ o '7L o Hr = Z{_Ol nL,: and z is sampled from {x;},Vt €

[T] with probability P|z = x;] = '7“ . Other parameters are defined

the same as Theorem 4.2.

ProOF OF THEOREM 4.4. Note that Lemma 4.1 and Lemma 1 still
hold with decaying local learning rate. Thus the one communica-
tion round descent is as following:

Ef (%e41) = Vf (%)

2
Lr] Ky,
< L2 2hiy, o) + —n% + —— 2
( (v, ar) ’7 2 m UL
577K2 3 LZ

= e K[V f e[ + ——7— (o} + 6K o),

where X; = x; + ne;, c is a constant, h(y, ;) is defined the same as
that in Lemma 4.1.
By telescoping the above result, we have:

Ef(x1) - Vf(%0)
T-1 2 Kn?
1.2 2 1 5 Ly~ 8 ,
< =L*n“h(y,a:) + =n°“ + —
_;{(2 n°h(ya) + 50"+ —-) o;
577quth2

— e K|V G| + (o? +6Ka%)}.

2

Rearranging the terms:

T-1 )
D nLellVio|
t=0

. . T-1
Ef(%X0) - Vf(Xr) 1, 1L Mg, o2
S AalR A A ~L2h(y, -
< e +;{<2 (ra) + 5 +5)—
SKqL[

( op + 6K0’G)}

Let HT = ZtT_Ol 1L, and z is sampled from {x;},Vt € [T ] with
probability P[z = x;] =

”L' whlchresultsmE”Vf(z)” = HT ZT nL, t”Vf(xt)”
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That is:
E||Vf(z)|’

< Bf(o) — Vf(&r)

cnKHT

T-1
2 2 2
(Lh(y,a)+ +2)CmHTaL;th
T-1

(O'L + 6K0'G) Z U
t=0

where h(y,a) = % Zth_Ol h(y, ar).

By letting fo = f(%Xo0) and fi = f(x«) < f(Xr), we complete the
proof of Theorem 4.4. O

(constant a > 0) and n = VK.
the convergence rate of Algorithm 1 is: o(

COROLLARY 4.5. Let np= \/_

Vo) * O (7

Proor oF COROLLARY 4.5.

= = — 1/2
Znu Z —Ham KL@(T ).

T-1 ) T-1 1 2

2, nL,t—Z;( =) KszO(ln(T))

T-1 s T-1 1 s

t:OnL’t 2 (MKL) —K3L30(1)

So we have:

E|[VF(2)|f _O(V—IH(T))+O(\/_—)

-1 1
=O0(——) +0(—).

(\/mKT)+ (\/T)

A.4 Proof of Theorem 4.6

THEOREM 4.6. (Convergence of Heterogeneous Local Steps). Choose
constant local and global learning rates np and n s.t. np < ﬁ’
nnL < ﬁ,\?’i € [m] and nyp(L?h(y, ) +1+L) < 1,Vtin[T]. Un-
der Assumptions 1-3, the sequence {x;} generated by Algorithm 1
with heterogeneous local steps satisfies:
h-f |

nnrT

. 2
min BIVFGxo)l < ¢ @)

. 5p2 L2
where® £ %[( L%h(y,a)+3 +L)'7'7L " K%Gf+ L= Lym K
(0 +6Kjo )] Other parameters are defined the same as Theorem 4.2.

Proor oF THEOREM 4.6. First, note that Lemma 4.1 still holds
for distinct local steps among different workers. With gradients
scaled by the local steps Kj, A; is:

1 & 1
Me=T M=)
i=1 i=1

i

i

Z 8k
k=0
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Due to the Smoothness assumption 1, taking expectation of f(X;+1)

over the randomness at time step ¢, we have:
Bt f(%141)

. . . . L N .
< f(&e) + By < VF(Xe), [RKpe1 — %] > +5Et||xt+1 — %I

A A Ly?
= f(ke) +E¢ < Vf(ke)nAr >+=1 Bella?. (1)
——— N——
A Az
Bounding Aj:
2
Az =Ee[[|Ad]

1 ULE 2
“eIL Sl
i=1
1 m .
—E| Y 847
i=1
’7% m 1 Ki—l . 2
= ﬁEt[”; K Z gl
(d1) n? i
L), ¢ Z(gtk VEi(x )]
i=1
”L 1 Bl Con2
—l ; X kZ:;) VEi(xp)
i m ) ’7% m lKi—l ) )
= Z oL+ W”Z X DL VEGLIE a6
i=1 i=1 k=0

where (d1) follows from the fact that E[||x||?] = E[||x — E[x]||?] +
IE[x]]12], (d2) is due to the bounded variance assumption in As-
sumption 3 and the fact that E[||x; +- - +xn|l?] = E[||lx1]]?+- - -+
lIxn|1?] if x; are independent with mean 0.

Bounding A;: We can have the same result as in 11.

A1 =E(Vf(%e). 1)
1 1
= JE:[ELGzlletll2 + 5772||At||2 = nnLlIVF(xe) |2
+n < VIxe), Ar +npVE(xe) > ], (17)

As

IA

(d2)
<

We can bound A3 as follows.

A3 =E(Vf(x¢), A + LV f(xe))

m Ki—l
= (VFO B = > o gl mVfG)])
i=1 " k=0

m K;-1 m
= (VfO Bl - > = ALCAE m 3 VEG)])
i=1 ! k= i=1

= (Vv e, - YL, > % L Z (VE(xd ) - VEi(xe)

D Lol - el waun
_11

Haibo Yang, Jia Liu, and Elizabeth S. Bentley

m -1
+LE[l) + Z(VFl(xtg VE(xe)|]
i=1
(02) m 1 K-1 ; ,
< g [y = D IVFGg 0 - VRG]
i=1 1k=0
Liveeol® - IIZ ZVE(WII
i=1

(c3)

m
2 ysrlf e D -
i=1
L &1 BN
Bl ; e 1<Z=<:> VEGxy)|

() 1 221 <A o 2
< (g +1snpLt—  KD|VF G|
i=1

5773L2 m
Z Kl(aL + 6K10'G)

‘ﬁ t”Z < Z VFi(x,,
i=1

where (c1) follows from the fact that <x, y> = %[||x||2 + |yl -
Ix = ylI?], (c2) is due to that E[||x1 + - - - + x5 ||?] < nE[||x1]|? +
-+ + [Ixn11?] , (c3) is due to Assumption 1 and (c4) follows from
Lemma 3 (Here for each worker i, E”Xf‘,k —-x? < 5Kmi(o£ +
6KiaZ,) +30KZn2 |V f (x0)[1%).
Following the same path for proof in Theorem 4.2, the following
holds with nyr (L2h(y,a;) + 1+ L) < 1:

(18)

T-1
D enmilI VG|
t=0
< Vf (%) — Ef (k)
2L2 m ) )
+T(’7’IL)[ p” ;Ki(UL +6K;og;)

+ (s Lzh(y,a)+ + )””LZK z

where c is a constant such that (4 3

L < ;.
V30K;L
By letting fy = f(%X0) and fi = f(x«) < f(X7), we have:

) Jo—f f*
trélll;IJEllVf(xt)llﬁ <o

- 15922 L ¥ K2) > ¢ > 0if

c r]LT e
5p?L?
where ® £ 1[(3L2h(y,a)+3+5) T4 ¥ roi+—— L " Ki(o+
6KioZ)].
This completes the proof of Theorem 4.6. m]

CoROLLARY 4.7. (Linear Speedup with Heterogeneous Local Steps).
Let np = ﬁ and n = VKminm. The convergence rate of Algo-
rithm 1 with heterogeneous local steps and constant learning rate
i 1 .
is: O(W) + O( {K;} and

Kmax = max;em{Ki}-

2
Kmax

), where Kmin = min; ;)
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Proor oF COROLLARY 4.7.

A.5 Auxiliary Lemma

LEmMMA 3. [Lemma 4 in [21]] For any step-size satisfying np <
ﬁ, we can have the following results:

Ellx; . = xe|I* < 5Kn} (o} +6Kog;) +30K°n7 ||V f (x0)I|?

Proof of Lemma.
For the completeness of the proof, we rewrite the proof of this
lemma in [21].

For any worker i € [m] and k € [K], we have:

Bllx} . = xell* = Bllx} _, =%t = nrgp oy I
< E”X;’k_l - Xt = nL(g;’k_l - VFi(X;’k_l)
+ VFi(Xi,k_l) = VEi(xt) + VFi(xt) = Vf(x¢) + V(xe)|I°

1 . .
< (U 7 )Blxg oy = xell + Bllw (9 gy = VEixp g ))I®
+ 6KE|InL(VFi(x} ) = VFi(xt))|I?

+ 6KE|InL(VFi(xt) = VF(xe))II? + 6KE[InLV £ (x0)) |12
1 .
< (1 + E)E”X;,k—l - Xt”2 + T]%IO'IZI

+6Kn; L°E|Ix; | = x¢|I* + 6Kn} 0% + 6KEIInL V£ (x0))]I?

2K1_ ot 6KniL)ElIx) _y — x|

+niot +6Kn?od + 6KE|nLVf(x,))||?
1

K-1

+6Kn? ol + 6KE|nLVf (x:)) ||

=(1+

<(1+

i 2 2 2
)E”X;’k_l—xt” +10L0L

Unrolling the recursion, we get:

i 2
Elixt , x|

k-1
1
< Q1+ =P Injof + 6Kogs + 6KniElnL Y f(xe))II]
p=0

1
K-1
< 5Knk(of + 6KaZ) +30K2n2 |V (x) |12

<(K-1) [(1+——) =1][n? o2 46K 26K  EllnL V f (x:)) %]

Technique Report, June, 2021

2.5 1.0
—— Baseline: No compression
— RD, comp=0.9 o=
" 2.0 — RD, comp=0.99 >0.8 ‘7—
H —— topK, comp=0.9 H
- 1.5 == topK, comp=0.99 5
2 So.6
£ < — Baseline: No compression
[ H —— RD, comp=0.9
= Fo.4 — RD, comp=0.99

—— topK, comp=0.9
—- topK, comp=0.99

20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100
Communication Round

Communication Round

Training Loss
Test Accuracy

20 40 60 80 100 ) 20 40 60 80 100
Communication Round Communication Round

2.5 1.0
2.
'] 0 >0.8 =
@ 9
o &
415 5
£1.0 =
£ §
F Fo.
0.5 0.4
0.0 0.2
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100
Communication Round Communication Round
1.0
n >0.8
a 9
3 g v A
H 4y
) 2o al
E < . I
s i kWYL
= o
= F o4
|
0.0 0.2 1
20 40 60 80 100 20 40 60 80 100

Communication Round Communication Round

Figure 4: Training loss (left) and test accuracy (right) for the
CNN model for Fashion-MNIST. The non-i.i.d. levels are p =
10,5,2, 1 from top to bottom.

B APPENDIX II: EXPERIMENTS

We provide the full detail of the experiments. We use three datasets
in FL (non-i.i.d. version) settings, including MNIST, Fashion-MNIST
and CIFAR-10. In the appendix, we show the results of Fashion-
MNIST and CIFAR-10 while these of MNIST are shown in the pa-
per.

We split the data based on the classes of items (p) they con-
tain in their datasets. The system is containing 1 central server
and m = 100 workers, whose local dataset is distributed randomly
and evenly in a class-based manner. The local dataset for every
worker contains only certain classes of items with the same num-
ber of training/test samples. Each of these three datasets contains
10 different classes of items. So parameter p can be used to repre-
sent the non-ii.d. degree of the datasets qualitatively. For example,
for p = 1, each worker only has training/testing samples labeled
with one class, which causes heterogeneity among different work-
ers. For p = 10, each worker has samples with 10 classes, which is
essentially i.i.d. case since the total classes for these three datasets
are 10. We set four levels of non-i.i.d. version for comparison, i.e.,
p=1,2,5,10.

We run two models: convolutional neural network (CNN) on
MNIST and Fashion-MNIST and Resnet-18 on CIFAR-10.
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Figure 5: Training loss (top) and test accuracy (bottom) for

the Resnet-18 model for CIFAR-10. The non-i.i.d. levels are
p =10,5,2,1 from top to bottom.

Table 1: CNN Architecture for MNIST and Fashion-MNIST.

Layer Type Size
Convolution + ReLu 5X5X%32
Max Pooling 2X2
Convolution + ReLu 5% 5X64
Max Pooling 2%X2
Fully Connected + ReLU 1024 X 512
Fully Connected 512 % 10

B.1 Effectiveness of Gradient Compression:

As shown in Figure 4 and 5 for CNN model and ResNet-18 on differ-
ent non-i.i.d. Fashion-MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets respectively,
the top-row figures are for training loss versus communication
round and the bottom-row are for test accuracy versus commu-
nication round. Key observations are as follows:

e We can see that our algorithm with two gradient compression
methods converges at different levels of non-i.i.d.-ness from left
(p = 10) to right (p = 1). In general, these cases preserving more
information in each communication round usually have better
results. It is shown that top-k precedes random dropping with
same compression rate comp and that with low compression rate

F
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igure 6: Training loss (top) and test accuracy (bottom) for

the CNN model for MNIST as comparison with respect to er-
ror feedback (EF). The non-i.i.d. levels are p = 10,5, 2,1 from
top to bottom.

comp for the same compression method have faster convergence
speed.

The training curve is twisted for highly non-i.i.d. case (e.g., p =
1) compared to ii.d. case. As the non-ii.d.-ness increases, this
zigzagging curve is more obvious as shown in the figure, which
we believe is a instinct feature of non-ii.d. dataset in FL. How-
ever, the learning curves are more smoothing with gradient com-
pression and error feedback. For example, for RD with comp =
0.9 and top-K with comp = 0.99, a better convergence curve
than that of the original one without any compression is shown
in Figure 4(d) and 5 (d) (p = 1). The intuition is that gradient
compression method might filter some noises that leads to the in-
stability of the learning curve due to model asynchrony among
workers originated from the non-i.i.d. datasets and local steps.
We believe it is worthing exploring further.

As discussed in the paper, our algorithm is compatible with any
gradient compression method in theory. However, it does not
mean that any gradient compression method with any degree
of compression is feasible in practice. Intuitively, when losing
too much information, it is impossible to train a valid model.
There seems a unsuccessful training for random dropping with
comp = 0.99 in p = 1 case. So in practice, the trade-off between
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Figure 7: Training loss (top) and test accuracy (bottom) for
the CNN model for Fashion-MNIST as comparison with re-
spect to error feedback (EF). The non-i.i.d. levels are p =
10,5, 2,1 from top to bottom.

communication cost and convergence of the model always ex-
ists.

B.2 Importance of Error Feedback:

As shown in Figure 6 and 7, error feedback helps the training in
general. If naively applying gradient compression, huge amount
of information will be lost, thus leading to relatively poor perfor-
mance. With error feedback, the error term accumulates the infor-
mation that is not transmitted to the server in the current com-
munication round and then compensates the gradients in the next
communication round. This is verified in Figure 8 and 9, which
shows the mean of the norm of gradients changes % = ||A£||
and the error term % xm ||ef‘|| for the total workers m = 100. One
key observation is that the error term is usually several times of the
gradients changes term in general. Under the same condition, the
error term is much larger in high non-i.i.d. case. Another observa-
tion is that the error term is bounded under proper gradient com-
pression methods and compression rate, which confirms our theo-
retical analysis. However, with too ambitious compression, the er-
ror term continues growing as shown in Figure 8(b) and 9(d). This
is in accordance with the analysis in Figure 4 that learning curve is
unstable. So in general, the error feedback could guarantee that not
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too much information is dropped due to the compression operator
albeit with some delay.
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