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Abstract

Federated optimization is a new form of distributed training on very large datasets that leverages many
devices each containing local data. While decentralized computation can lead to significant speed-ups due
to parallelization, some centralization is still required: devices must aggregate their parameter updates
through synchronization across the network. The potential for communication bottleneck is significant.
The two main methods to tackle this issue are (a) smarter optimization that decreases the frequency of
communication rounds and (b) using compression techniques such as quantization and sparsification
to reduce the number of bits machines need to transmit. In this paper, we provide a novel algorithm,
Federated optimization algorithm with Acceleration and Quantization (FedAQ), with improved theoretical
guarantees by combining an accelerated method of federated averaging, reducing the number of training
and synchronization steps, with an efficient quantization scheme that significantly reduces communication
complexity. We show that in a homogeneous strongly convex setting, FedAQ achieves a linear speedup in
the number of workers M with only @(M %) communication rounds, significantly smaller than what is
required by other quantization-based federated optimization algorithms. Moreover, we empirically verify
that our algorithm performs better than current methods.

1 Introduction

Federated learning (FL) has attracted much attention from both academia and industry due to the increasing
demand for large-scale distributed machine learning systems and preserving privacy-sensitive data on local
devices such as smartphones and 10T devices. In federated learning, a number of clients collaboratively learn the
global objective function by communicating with a central server without sharing any locally stored data in each
local device. The research in Federated learning has identified four major challenges: communication efficiency,
systems heterogeneity, statistical heterogeneity, and privacy [19]. In this paper, we focus on communication
efficiency that is of primary interest in cross-device settings when there is a heavy communication burden with
many edge computing devices and limited network bandwidth. Two of the most widely used methods to reduce
the communication cost are federated averaging optimization and randomized compression techniques.

In federated averaging (FedAvg) [26], also called local SGD, each client locally updates its model with
multiple stochastic gradient descent (SGD) steps, and a server aggregates model updates of clients. The server
updates its own model parameters by averaging client models and then broadcasts the server parameters to all
clients. This enables FL systems to achieve high communication efficiency with infrequent synchronization while
showing better performance than distributed large mini-batch SGD [25]. Due to the significant empirical success
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Table 14: Summary of Results on the Convergence Rate and Communication Required for Linear Speedup. M is
the number of devices, T is the number of total parallel iterations, and K is the number of communication rounds,
q is a quantization parameter (Assumption 1), dquan is the number of bits used to quantize, dgy is the number of
bits required when there is no quantization (dfyy >> dquan)- [43] and FedAQ send two iterates per communication
round as other algorithms to achieve acceleration (See line 11 in Algorithm 3), we multiply dfu; and dgyan by 2
for bits communicated for a linear speedup. The presented results of [9] are newly obtained (section 5.5).

Communication rounds for O( T)

Bits communicated for

Algorithm Convergence rate convergence with linear speedup linear speedup
FedPAQ [27] (’)(1% + %) Not possible Not possible
FedCOMGATE [9] O(FE + 7%) O(#L O(%) - duant
FedAC [43] O(5t7 + 713) O(M?3) (M3) - 2dsan
FedAQ (Corollary 23) O(ite 4 1ta) O(M3) O(M3) - 2dquan

of FedAvg, researchers have proposed an interesting theoretical question: To what extent can we minimize the
number of synchronizations in order to both guarantee convergence and achieve linear speedup in the number of
workers M !? For the strongly-convex and homogeneous settings, [15] was able to achieve a linear speedup in M
with @(M ) communication rounds, which is the state-of-the-art result for FedAvg convergence analysis. However,
even with this progress on theoretical guarantees of FedAvg, it remains unclear whether further improvements on
convergence time and communication efficiency can be achieved.

Applying acceleration methods to FL has led to improved convergence, with [43] providing a faster version
of FedAvg with provably stronger bounds. For the strongly-convex and homogeneous setting, their algorithm
achieves a linear speedup in M with only @(M %) communication rounds. Hence, the accelerated version
of federated averaging requires a much smaller number of communication rounds than FedAvg to achieve
the same accuracy. At present, this remains the best result for strongly-convex and homogeneous local data
distribution settings. In addition to reducing the required number of communication rounds, another powerful
way to build communication-efficient FL systems is to reduce the number of bits that need to be transmitted at
each synchronization. [27, 9] have shown that such compression techniques, which include quantization, reduce
communication costs and guarantee convergence (See Table 14).

In this work, we provide a novel algorithm, Federated optimization algorithm with Acceleration and
Quantization (FedAQ), to solve the severe communication bottleneck problem in FL systems. FedAQ is the first
federated optimization algorithm that successfully incorporates multiple local update schemes, acceleration, and
quantization for master-worker topology. Although these three key desiderata of Federal Learning systems have
individually been shown to build communication-efficient FL systems, it is not obvious if or how acceleration
techniques can lead to faster convergence even for quantization-based methods. We answer this question by
showing that FedAQ converges for strongly-convex and homogeneous local data distribution settings without any
additional strong assumptions.

Let 7" be the number of total parallel iterations, K be the number of total communication rounds. We compare
our results to previous methods in Table 14, and highlight the following contributions:

1. FedAQ has a convergence rate of (’j(]lwi:,? + %}%) which is better than the @(% + ﬁ) convergence of

[9], the state of the art in quantization based methods. Here ¢ is a parameter that measures the effectiveness
of the quantization scheme (see Assumption 1). This allows FedAQ to obtain linear speedup with only

PO | L - .
O(M3) communication rounds whereas [9] requires O(l—]\fq) rounds. The faster convergence in number of

"Linear speedup in the number of workers is a desirable property in parallel computing which implies that the task takes half as much
time if the number of workers are doubled.
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communication rounds also implies that FedAQ can achieve better convergence than [9] by using many
fewer communication rounds. Thus, although FedAQ sends two iterates in each communication round, that
is the bits communicated in each round are twice many compared to [9] for the same level of quantization,
FedAQ requires much smaller total communication costs due to the large reduction in synchronization
rounds.

2. When comparing FedAQ to Accelerated Federated learning, we observe that FedAQ has similar convergence
and requires the same number of communication rounds as [43]. In each communication round of [43], every
client sends the complete iterates to the server without any quantization. To effectively obtain a convergence
rate of O (777)- it needs to send each value with a precision of @(ﬁ), requiring drn = O(log (MT))
bits. In comparison, if we use the low precision quantizer (See section 3 Example 1) given by [1], FedAQ
needs to send only dguant = O(log %) bits 2 for each value. Since g is a constant, dquant < dgun. The extra
1 + ¢ term in the convergence for FedAQ can be offset by scaling the number of local updates by 1 + g,
which is cheaper than expensive data communication. Thus, FedAQ obtains the same convergence as [43]
using as many communication rounds but by sending many fewer bits per round.

Finally, we empirically verify that our algorithm exhibits better performance than baselines, FedPAQ [27],
FedCOMGATE [9], FedAC [43], and FedAvg [26] on classical vision datasets such as MNIST [18] and CIFAR-
10 [17].

2 Related Works

The first guarantee for FedAvg, showing that it converges at the same rate as mini-batch SGD in strongly
convex scenarios, was shown by [30] in the IID setting. The further convergence analysis of FedAvg for non-
convex functions was laid out in a number of published works [36, 8, 42]. Followup work has managed to
remove unnecessary assumptions, such as uniformly bounded gradients, to achieve better convergence rates
[36, 31, 7, 15, 40]. Moreover, [20, 10, 21, 15, 14] define scenarios that depart from the IID framework, analyzing
the convergence of FedAvg and its variants in settings with heterogeneous data distributions.

Reducing the transmitted bits between a server and clients through compression techniques is pivotal to saving
communication costs in federated learning. This motivates researchers to develop various compression techniques
such as sparsification and quantization without significantly sacrificing accuracy [16, 1,32, 39, 4, 34,33, 11, 3, 28].
[27] shows near-optimal theoretical guarantees of the first federated optimization algorithm that incorporates
federated averaging, partial node participation, and quantization in homogeneous local data distribution settings.
[9] further provide improved convergence rates for both homogeneous and heterogeneous settings.

We can achieve better communication efficiency by applying acceleration methods into client updates. [43] has
proposed the first provable acceleration of FedAvg that achieves a linear speedup with the fewest communication
rounds. Several other works aim to achieve communication efficiency by using momentum or adaptive optimizers
[41, 13, 37]. It is important to note that our work is not the first to combine acceleration and quantization. [23, 24],
for example, propose compressed and accelerated distributed optimization methods that are neither stochastic
nor FedAvg variants. [29] proposes communication efficient momentum SGD for decentralized optimization.
[22, 38] show that distributed and federated versions of adaptive optimizers along with gradient compression can
lead to similar convergence rates as their non-compressed counterparts. But these works do not achieve the core
result of the present paper, which is the reduced communication complexity via a faster convergence rate and a
linear speedup with the small number of communication rounds. To the best of our knowledge, FedAQ is the first
accelerated version of federated averaging for master-worker topology that successfully integrates a quantization
scheme and provides rigorous convergence guarantees.

2More details on this are discussed in section 5.5.3
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3 Problem Setup

In this paper, we build our algorithm based on federated learning with captain-worker topology where M
local devices contain their own local data, and a server aggregates local parameter updates without sharing any
data during synchronization rounds. Since we focus on homogeneous local data distribution settings for the
convergence analysis of our algorithm, we define the distributed stochastic optimization problem as below.

min F(w) := E,up[f(w; 2)]

weRd
In our convergence analysis, we assume F' is strongly-convex. Each client can access F" at w via oracle V f(w; z)
because all clients have the same loss function f. Also, every local device has the same local data distribution D.
Moreover, we use the full participation of nodes for local updates and synchronizations.

3.1 Assumptions

Let us clarify assumptions on the unbiased quantizer (), the global objective function F’, and the unbiased gradient
estimator V f.

Assumption 1: The variance of the unbiased quantizer () is bounded by the squared of /3-norm of its argument,
ie. E[Q(z)[z] = z, E[|Q(x) — z|?|2] < qf|z]*.

For example, a well-known randomized quantizer which satisfies Assumption 1 is low-precision quantizer in [1].
Example 1. (Low-precision quantizer) Given = € RY, the quantizer Q : R? — R? is defined by

Qi(x) = sign(z;) - ||z[| - &, 5), i € [d]

&; is defined as below.

|4

H,il . eqe .
iz, 5) = { =, with probability Bk l

o/w

R

s is the number of quantization levels. [ € [0, s) is an integer which satisfies % €[t HL).
Assumption 2: Fis pi-strongly convex, i.e., F(w1) > F(ws) 4+ (VF(ws), w1 — wa) + $pullwi — ws|? for any
w1, Wy € R4,

Assumption 3: Fis L-smooth, i.e., F(w1) < F(ws) + (VF(w2), w1 —wa) + 3 L|lwy — wol|? for any wy, ws €
R<,

Assumption 4: V f(w; &) is unbiased and variance bounded, i.e., E¢[V f(w; §)] = VF(w), E¢[||V f(w; &) —
VF(w)||?] < ¢ for any w € R,

3.2 Notation

We use 7, K to respectively denote the number of local updates and total communication rounds, which means

the total number of iterations 7" at each node satisfies 7' = K 7. Since we consider a strongly-convex case, we

can find the optimal point w* and denote the optimal function value as F™* := F'(w*). The local parameter w}",

indicates the parameter of the m-th local model after kth synchronization followed by ¢ local SGD updates. There
ag,m md7m . ag .

are other types of parameters such as w,~; " and w, ", and we obtain two types of parameters wy, and w;" in the

server side after kth synchronization. More details on these parameters will be discussed in the next section.
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4 FedAQ Algorithm

We propose a novel communication efficient algorithm that combines an accelerated variant of federated averaging
and an efficient quantization scheme. Our FedAQ algorithm has two main parts: (1) multiple accelerated local
updates and (2) communication with quantization. Both components contribute to achieving better communication
efficiency than other previous federated algorithms. The entire process is summarized in Algorithm 3.

4.1 Multiple Accelerated Local Updates

The FedAvg algorithm, proposed by [26], is widely used for federated learning to improve communication
efficiency by reducing communication rounds with multiple local SGD updates. [43] provide FedAC that replaces
the stochastic gradient updates of FedAvg by accelerated version of SGD by [6] resulting in a linear speedup in
M with fewer communication rounds than FedAvg.

Thus, we apply the FedAC scheme to multiple updates of each local model. Since previous quantization-based
federated optimization algorithms are FedAvg variants with no acceleration, the accelerated method enables our
algorithm to gain better communication efficiency than others.

As you can see in Algorithm 3, we need two more local parameters wz%gm and w;:‘ti’m for acceleration in

addition to the main local parameter wy",. w,ig;m aggregates the past iterates, and the gradients are queried at

the auxiliary parameter wgtg’m. While typical FL algorithms without acceleration only have a learning rate 7 as
their hyperparameter, the general acceleration scheme makes our algorithm flexible due to four hyperparameters
a, B,m,7. a, B are hyperparameters related to coupling coefficients, and 7, v stand for learning rates respectively
for w,‘ft’m, wy';. The flexibility of hyperparameters enables the fast convergence speed of FedAQ, but naively
chosen hyperparameters also cause unstable training of FedAQ. We discuss the exact choice of hyperparameters
in section 5. Unlike FedAC, that requires each client to communicate the exact iterates to the server with high
precision, we discuss in the following subsection how FedAQ incorporates quantization techniques to reduce

communication cost.

4.2 Communication with Quantization

In cross-device federated learning, a large amount of communicated messages from a number of devices
and the limited communication bandwidth can lead to severe communication bottlenecks. Therefore, in this
scenario, an efficient quantization scheme can significantly reduce the size of communicated messages and make
communication between local devices and a server faster. We apply the same unbiased quantizer used in [9] that
satisfies Assumption 1.

In contrast with other quantization-based federated optimization algorithms [27, 9], the algorithmic novelty
of FedAQ is based on applying quantization to two model parameter updates, which is required in order to
simultaneously reduce the frequency of communication and the volume of communicated bits. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first quantization-based method that achieves the accelerated rate with the dramatic
reduction in communication cost. To be specific on the communication process, after each client m obtains

wi_, w, =™ through 7 accelerated local iterations, each client quantizes the difference between w" , w;*™ and
the most recent server models wy, wzg . Then, a server aggregates Q(w}", — wy,), Q(wzg;m — wzg) from all clients.

After dequantizing those messages, the server obtains the following new models wy 1, ngJrl and broadcasts them
back to each client.
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Algorithm 3 Federated Accelerated SGD with Quantization (FedAQ)

1: Input: o, 3,7, , initial vector wy = wg‘?(’)m = wy for all devices m € [M]
2: fork=0,--- , K —1do

3 for each client m in parallel do

4 wk()(_wk?wlfo — wp®

5 fort=0,--- T—ldo

6: wglgm — ﬁ_lwﬁt +(1-p" )wigtm

7 gV F@m )

8 Wity g™ = ngp

9 Wil (1— a‘l)w}c”t + oz_lwzmg e VI

10: send Q(wy', — wy), Q(wkng —wp¥)

11: server finds wi41 + Wi + 77 21 Q(wy, — w), wif | — wif + 47 %1 Q(wi" — wy)
m= m=

S Convergence Analysis

The rigorous theoretical guarantees of reducing communication complexity under strongly-convex and ho-
mogeneous assumptions should come first to ensure the significance of FedAQ as one of the standards of
communication-efficient federated optimization algorithms. Proving convergence guarantees of FedAQ even
under these assumptions requires careful consideration of the approximation error induced by the quantization
scheme combined with the convergence analysis of acceleration based methods. To recall, in FedAQ the server
aggregates two quantized local updates Q(wy", — wg), Q(wig’ — w,*) from all clients (See line 11 in Algo-
rithm 3) in each round. If we simply try to generalize the convergence guarantee of FedAC to incorporate the
quantization variance costs, the proof techniques from earlier quantization-based methods cannot be directly
applied, as we now have two additional quantization error terms that contribute to the overall cost. A significant
amount of additional effort is required in order to account for this new quantization error.

In this section, we first define two condition sets of hyperparameters used for the convergence analysis
of FedAQ. Then, we provide the proof sketch of FedAQ under one such condition set that leads to the better
convergence rate (9( Hq + %}% ). The full proofs of lemmas, theorems, and corollaries under both condition sets
are elaborated in sectlon 5.3 and section 5.4. Finally, we discuss how we obtain the new convergence rate for [9]
and look into more theoretical details on contribution 2 in Introduction.

5.1 Two Parameter Condition Sets

We carefully determine two parameter condition sets that theoretically ensure the convergence guarantees. The

first one is
1 1
7777€<077:|77:max< ivn)aazivﬁza—i_l (34)
L \ ot Y

We add one more condition v € (0, %] to the FedAC-I condition [43] and create our parameter condition set (34).
The second one is

1 n 3 202 — 1 3
) 077]7 = < ™ )7 7 = T < - 35
7776( 7|7 =max ,/mn =T ﬂ o1 THS g (35)

We add two more conditions v € (0, %] and yu < % to the FedAC-II condition to build our parameter condition
set (35). Even though quantization adds complexity to the algorithm, these weak assumptions are the only
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additional requirements for showing the convergence of FedAQ. Moreover, although the better convergence rate
(9( Hq + Tl;r(%) is obtained from the condition set (35), we also analyze the convergence of FedAQ under the
condltlon set (34) because this set empirically leads to more stable training and better performance in experiments
than the condition set (35) (See Strongly convex case in section 6.2.1). The intuition of the less stable training
of FedAQ under the condition set (35) comes from larger «, 5 than those of the condition set (34). If a, 3
are too large, a~!, 37! in Algorithm 3 cannot be used as proper coupling coefficients for local parameters

ag;m  md,m . . . .. .
wy'ly, Wy + >wy, - This results in aggressive updates and less stable training behavior.

5.2 Proof Sketch of FedAQ Under Condition Set (35)

The decentralized potential @y, ; [43] is used for our convergence analysis. People commonly use this potential
for acceleration analysis [2].

Opy = F(0}) — F* + unkt—w 12

Wy,¢ and wk L is respectively the average of wy”, and wk ! ™ for all m. Here, we additionally define ®;, as below.
ag * 1 *112
®p 1= Do = F(wy) = F* + ppllwy — v

Since wy, and wzg are parameters obtained after kth synchronization in a server side, ®;, can be considered as the
potential of server models. @ is essential to show the convergence of FedAQ because there is the computation
of the quantizer between ®;_1  and @y, . Thus, we should not naively track ®;, ; but track ®;, for our analysis.
Obtaining &, < e would imply that F(w,*) — F* < € and since F* < F(w}?), it would also imply that
lwy, — w*||? = O(e), thus obtaining convergence in terms of both the objective value and the iterate.

Our goal is to show the convergence of FedAQ and derive the simplified convergence rate so that we can
get the number of communication rounds to achieve a linear speedup in M. As the first step to show this, we
prove Lemma 5 which represents the relationship between two consecutive server potential functions ¢, and
®1.+1. The quantization scheme amplifies the instability to the convergence of FedAQ in addition to the effect of
acceleration. Despite this challenge, we derive Lemma 5 with the help of subtle Propositions (See section 5.4.1).

Lemma 5: Let F be p-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4, then for a = S %, = 2“_71 ,Y €

2y
[, \/%]77777 € (0, £],yu < 3,7 > 2, FedAQ yields

M

Ji i md,m\ |2
+ T b yr - max BIIVF(@R) - 57 > V@™

m=1

Bfdyr) < DOy, E] + (L
+i(’Y2/~L

L
a5 Lo’ + g (G =Py (5 + )+ (G + DPL)

2M 3 4

additional terms due to quantization

Where D(+y, 7) is defined as

1 q (o ,8 27 M 2
D(v,7) = (1 — =yu)" —( 2+ 2L0) + 242 L(E L)
(v,7) = ( 3w) +97 vu(3u+ ) + 2y (3+ ) )T

additional terms due to quantization

We get the inequality between ®; and 1 by finding the upper bounds of error terms due to multiple(7)
local steps and the quantization step. The upper bound of the error caused by multiple local steps is obtained
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with the help of the analysis in [43] (See Proposition 19). Also, we get the tight upper bound of the error due
to quantization with our new proof techniques (See Proposition 20, 21, 22). The key challenge in bounding the
quantization error terms comes from representing the upper bound of variances of the quantizer () on two local
updates w,a = W, wkng wk in the form of a server potential $;. Some terms in Lemma 5 are similar to
those in Lemma C.2 of the FedAC paper [43], but our lemma contains additional terms that emerge from the
quantization scheme.

For the next step, by telescoping Lemma 5, we obtain the main theoretical result Theorem 6. Theorem 6
represents how ® i decreases from the initial potential ®y as a communication round K increases. Since we
aim to telescope Lemma 5, D(+y, 7) should be smaller than 1. Specifically, we show D(v,7) <1 — Jy/n with
condition (36) (See section 5.4.2). That’s why Theorem 6 requires the learning rate ~y to satisfy the certain
condition (36).

Theorem 6: Let F be p-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4, then for the parameter condition set
(35), 7 > 2, if the learning rate ~y satisfies

L 9 (J( 8 1

e~ oL)+2L(E + L ) < 36
<9,U« +M N(3M+ )+ (S-I— ))’yT 6” (36)

FedAQ yields
1
1 2(2 1)n2 8 295Vn2 L2702
E[® k] Sexp(—fmax(n,u, \/W)Iﬁ‘)(l)o—i- (2q + )7712 n (g +25)n*L*to
6 T ILLQMT§ ol
3 1
+3q<ﬂ2(g+i)+L(g+L)Q>m”02 3qL(% + L)?p’10”
ugM uM

We get the convergence rate of FedAQ with respect to 1 under the condition set (35). The final step is to tune
71 appropriately and obtain a more intuitive form of convergence rate that we can easily analyze a linear speedup
in M. The exact form of this can be found in Corollary 23. Here, we introduce the simplified form of Corollary
23.

Corollary 7: (Simplified form of Corollary 23) Note that 7' = K. For = min(7 (:)( z)), FedAQ yields

prT

. uT (1+qo®  (+qL*r’0?  qL’r?0”
_ _ _ =T
B[] < min ((exp(~G7),expl 6L373 )20+ 0 uMT 43T WAMT?)
———

I I I

The convergence rate of FedAQ under the condition set (34) is obtained in a similar way. The convergence
analysis under the condition set (34) is elaborated as Lemma 10, Theorem 16, and Corollary 17 in section 5.3.

Remark 8: The above convergence rate is worse than the convergence rate of FedAC-II according to Theorem
C.13 in [43] because there are additive terms related to the quantization noise ¢ in our case. Let’s figure out the
dominant terms with O notation from the above convergence rate. Here, we replace 7 with T . At first, we can
ignore the first term because it decreases exponentially. The second term I would be O( }VE‘!) Then, the third term

Il becomes O (14 (Hq) ) = O(+14%). Finally, the last term III turns into O( MT%) = O 17z )- Thus, the overall

TK3
convergence rate of FedAQ under the condition set (35) would be O( 1+q + %};% ). Similarly, we obtain the

simplified convergence rate of FedAQ under the condition set (34) from three terms (14), (15), (16) of Corollary

17. In this case, the convergence rate of FedAQ is O( Hq + ), and the required number of communication
rounds to achieve a linear speedup in M is O(( i +q)%).

fl’IKTQ
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1+q
TK?
rate of [9] O (Hq + 7 K) To our knowledge, [9] obtain the best convergence rate among previous quantization-
based federated optimization algorithms. Actually, in the strongly-convex and homogeneous case, [9] provide

i 1 (¢+1) _ K (+1)K . .
different convergence rate (’)(72—7 + W) = (’)(W + W) where ~y is a learning rate for the server

updates. They achieve this convergence rate by tuning n =

Remark 9: As we mention above, FedAQ converges at rate (9( 2+ -+ ), which is better than the convergence

1 . .
(T However, we cannot say this algorithm

achieves a linear speedup in this scenario. That’s why we provide a new convergence rate (9( Hq + 7 K) for [9]
by tuning 7 in a different way. This new 1 makes this algorithm achieve a linear speedup. Why the original n
cannot achieve a linear speedup and how we get new 7 can be found in section 5.5.

5.3 Proof Details for FedAQ under Condition Set (34)

Before diving into proof details, we define wy, -, TI)Z%T, \IIZ?t, Uyt Wi, AZ?t as below.

M
W i wi’
5T M k,T
m=1
_ag 1 ag,m
Wy r = M Z wk,’r
m=1
* 1 *
U = Fw™) — F* + SHllwiy —w [&
* 1 — *
Wy, = Z Fwi&™) = F* o+ gpllon, — |

* 1 *
Uy = V0 = F(w®) — F* + SHllwr —w s
g V% (p + L)
kt= 775 -2
(14 yp)?

The above notations are essential to our convergence analysis. Intuitively, if the FedAQ algorithm converges to
the optimal point, wy, -, wng become w*, and V", Wy, ., Wy, AT, become 0. In order to denote the o-algebra

ag,m
generated by {wy’ /. W'y F (k' <) or (k' =k ¢ <t),me[M]» WE Use Fp ¢

2L
) 2 2
|wi’y — wligt | +7(M+L>1+’W ot

5.3.1 Proof of Lemma 10

Lemma 10: Let F be u-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4, then for o = 71#, B=a+1,v¢€
n, [] n,7 € (0, 1], 7 > 2, FedAQ yields

Y
M

E[Wji1] < C(y, 7)E[Wg] + ( L+ ——)7r0”

2 STk

T
( ke~ Wee) + 7 er( Wy — wiy )]

v - 77)272M2(M + L) N Y+ L)QL)T?’O—?
(L4 yp)? L+ yp

Additional terms due to quantization

+ yulLT - [max E[— Z ||w mdm

> g ((
+M(’y w+n*L)ro? +2M<
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Where C(v, 7) is defined as

AP u(p+L)  2Ly*(u+ L) >Tz
(1 +yp)? 1+ yp

Additional terms due to quantization

Cl3,7) = (L= )" + 1= (

In this section, we first introduce five crucial Propositions for proving Lemma 10. Then, we prove Lemma 10
by using Propositions in the last part of this section.

Proposition 11: Let Assumption 1 hold and consider any k synchronization round. Then, we can decompose
the expectation as follows:

El|[wy1 — w*|*] = Ellfwys1 — @7 |1°] + Ef|[ g, — w*||?]

Sk
M=
g

g
=
~i—\./3

|

E!

M
B[F(uff,) ~ F = BIF(,) — 7 > Fi™)] + B
m=1

Proof of Proposition 11 The second equality is trivial. Let’s focus on the first equality. By Assumption 1,
the quantizer () is unbiased and we get,

M M
1 _
EQ[wkH]—war* E 1EQQ wkT—wk M E lwl:;nT_ Wk,r
m=

Thus, we finally obtain

Ellwesr — wl*) = Ell[ w1 — wrr + @ — w|]

= Ef|[wi+1 — @r,r ] + Elljwr,r —w*|?]

Proposition 12: Let F be u-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 2, 3, 4, then for o = 71;1’ B=a+1,v¢€
[0,/ € (0. 11, FedAQ yields

E[Uyr] < (1 —yu) " E[¥g] + 2( 2L + W)TU +yulT
. maXE Z ||'LU mdm”H (wkt_w;cn)—i_i(_ agm)H]
o<t<r > ,t 1+")/ILL kt

Proof of Proposition 12 We refer to the proof of Lemma B.2 in [43]. There is no quantization between ¥y, -
and U. Thus, we can directly apply useful inequalities in the proof of Lemma B.2 in [43] to our proof. Then, we
obtain

1
B[l < (=70 Phs + 5 0PL + E )

M
1 M
_ d,
37 2 I — e
m=1

7” ( —ag wag,m) ”

wk,t —wiy) + T4 Wy k.t
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From the above relationship between Wy, ;1 and Wy, ;, we get

7—1
B[] < (1 - ) B + (30— m)') <2L+ Jo? + yuL Z{ yrt!
t=0
M
3 — S ) + e (a, — wi)]])
- 1+w BTRO T T R
m=1
1
< (1= ) [ + 5(°L + %)m +yuLr
- max B[ anmd why "l ( ke — W) + — (02, — W™
0<t<r k.t 7 k:,t 1_1_,%u kt
Proposition 13: Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, we have
E[[Jwy 1 — g+ ]| QZEHwkT—wku]
E[F(wif,) zF _QMzzEuwdgm wi¥|?

Proof of Proposition 13  First, let’s consider the first inequality. According to Assumption 1, we get

M M

1 m 1 m
N =Ellwx+ 57 > Qi —wi) = 37 3 wiii ]

m=1 m=1

1 M
=Elll4; > Quil —wy) — (wit, —wy)|?]
m=1

Elllwes —

M
1 m
=2 > EQuwily — wy) — (wily — wy)|] e ZEHw,” — wy||?
m=1

The third equality comes from the unbiasedness of (), and the last inequality stems from the variance assumption
of Q. Similarly, we obtain
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M M M
1 1 1
- @) = R+ 1 > Qi i) — 4 3 P
m=1 m=1 m=1
1 - ag 1 - ag,m ag ag,m
= E[M Z F(uw,” + M Z Qwy " —wy)) — Flw )]
m=1 m=1
1 - ag,m - ag,m ag ag,m
< E[M Z <VF( kT )7 M Z (Q(wk T w ) (wk,T
m=1 m=1
—uf))+ Sl Z Q" — wif) = (Wit — wi®)|?]
Ell 57 Z QUui" —wif) = (" — wif)I]
M
= 37 ElIQUE" —wff) = (" i)l

M
e 2 Bl — i)
m=

Proposition 14: Let F be pu-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 2, 3, 4, then for o = %, B=a+1,v€

1
[7]7 \/%]77777 € (07 T

E[

ftl <E[

|, we get

ol + (

(n+L)*L

v
12 )'(1_(1_W+ .

L+yu

(v=n)?(p+1L) N 2

)t) 0_2
L+yp

Proof of Proposition 14 From the notation mentioned in the beginning of section 5.3,

]E[Ak t+1|]:k t]

Thus, let’s sequentially compute E[[|w;", | —

wi&™

E[le::)?t—l—l W 111

(37

WE[HI‘);&—H th+1“ | Fk,t] + v (u+ L) 1 ’WIE[\If’,;’le]]-"k’t]
Zgiﬂu | Fr.t] and E[\I’?Hl’fk,t]-
121 Fe] = E[I(1 = o™ Dwply + o7 e ™ — gty — wpe™ + ngy || Fe]
_ d
= E[|(1 — a7 (wp, — wit™) = (v = )iy |2 Fr] (¢ > n)
_ md,m d,
= [[(1 = a ") (wpy, —wis™) — (v = ) VE(wpe™)|?
d,
+ (v = n) E[IVE(wis™) — g 12| Fid]
< (1= a Dy, — wpd ™2 + (v = n)2IVE (wis ™))
+(y =m0 = 2(y = ){(1 — o~ ) (wp — wpt™), VF (wjy™))
_ d,
< (1= a2 (1 + ) wy — wie™
1
(v )P+ %MIVF(wL“i'm)IIQ + (v —n)%0”
(1 —yp) : 21 +yp q
= e — il 12+ (v —n)? TR SN + (v = m)20”

90



Here, we need to bound ||VF(wg";l ™2

HVF(w;:jm)H? < 2L(F(wg“gm) F*) (.- Assumption 3)
< 2L (B (F(wfy) = Fw) + (1= B7H)(Fuif™) - 1))
< B2 lwpy — w*P +2(1 = BT L(F (™) = F¥)
:LIPH mo_ *||2+ 2L ag,m

w F(w,=") — F*
14 yu k.t 1+’Y,U( ( k.t ) )
NL m %12 2L ag,m * 2L m
wry —w||*+ Fws=")—F)=—WV 38

The last inequality comes from the fact € [0, %) Therefore, we finally get

ag, (1 —p)? 1+9n d,
Elllwis 1 — w121 Fe] < ankt w1+ (y = n)? o~ IVF (wiy™)I1P + (v = n)%0”
(1 —yp)? a L+yps 2L
< m g,m, (|2 N2 ( \I,m) oN2.2
S T MWk = 1T+ Oy =m == (5 Vi) + (v =)o
(39)
Now, let’s compute E[W}", . || F ;]. We need to compute E[|[w}?, | — w*|*|Fi] and E[F(w}5'")) — F*|F 4]
first.
* - d,m *
Efl|wily 1 — w*|*|Fre] = EI(1 = @™ wily + oo™ — gl — w'|[*[Fig)

<11 = a7 wply + a7t ™ — w*|? + ¥ VE (wie ™)) + 4%
—29((1 = a M, + o s — w, VE(wpg™)

< (1= a Y[l — w? + a7 wps™ — w2 + 22| VE (wpe™)|? + 420
—29((1— a1 (1= B7)wp, + a7 (1 = BT — w*, VE(ws™)

= (1 — yllwp, — w*|? + yullwpe™ — w*||* + V2|V (wpe ™| + 720”

1 T , d,
Raiyen wwkm’t L wwzgt —wh V(™)
E[F (wii)—F*| F.d]

d d, , d, L ) d
S E[F(wiy™) + (VE(wey™), wisy — wiy™) + 7sz%till wiy " |1 = F*| Ff]

2
2L
< F(uwfy™) — F* = ]| VF(wpe™)|2 + HVF( remI? + Lo

R
27 2

=(1—a YFEWE™ - F*) + o (Fwpd™) — F¥)

nL 2(. nL

< F(upy™) — F* - f||VF< T + >

2
- ,m ag,m ,m L
+(1 -« 1)(F(w;€nil )fF(w,ft ) — ||VF( md )||2+7 2
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-1
o
< (1= o Y(F(wiE™) = F7) = Fo—uly™ = o"[? + o” (VF (™), wiy™ - w)

2
L
(1= a YV, wly™ = wiF") = SIVE @™ + 1o

2
-1 ag,m * ,ua -1 md,m * (2 n md,my |2 772L 2
=1 —a)(F(wg) - F7) = [wiy™ = w[I” = SIVE(w I + 50
2 2
a’1<VF<w$§1’m)7a6’1wZ?t+(l—aﬁ D™ —w*)
—(1— F(w?&™ P mdm_ NvF mdm 2 ﬂ 2
= (=) (Flw ™) — F7) = H I - || (W "+ -0

2
1 TH ag,m md,
"}/ILL<71 + ’}/ngft + 71 i ’y'uwk’t — w*) VF(’lUk7t m)>

Then, we bound E[W}",_ |F} ;] by using the above results.

H * y *
E[‘I’melfk,t] = §E[||w27lt+1 —w Hﬂfk ¢+ E[F(wigm) F |]:k,t]

2 2
m - VMHVF( mdm)HZ 7u+77L02

1_
< (1 —yp) ¥y 5
+2L
< (1 —yp)uy +7WL277 o (oy </
1
2
m + L
< (1 =)W, + 7(/12)02 (40)

Plugging (39), (40) in (37) yields,
E[AR 111 Fk ]

2,2 2
u(p+ L 1—yu 14+~vyus 2L
0t D (S22 - i+ - P P (2w 4 (= o

(IT+yw)? \ 1+ Yo N +yp
2 m Y+ L)
2L (g, + TEHD )
+7 (ke + )1+w A=)V + ———0
1—yp)? Yu(p+L yu(y =n)*(p+ L) 2L
_ ) — e g (PO D) a1 - ) 2wy,
Lty (T+yp)? L4+ yp L+ yu

2,2 )2 L 4 L 2L
+(7u(7 ) (/;Jr ) v (ut L) )02 @1
(L+ ) 1+ yp
Since 1 < 7, we get (7 — n)? < 2. By using this fact, we obtain
ly=n?p+L) Pulp+L)
b2 D)1 — ) < TEET RN 2 Dy -
T+ Y (u+ L)1 —yp) < T+n Y (4 L) (1 = yp)
= (e + L)(1 =+ ) (42)
T+yp
It is easy to show that 1 — yu + 1+w < 1. Also, we get
(1—yp)? oIl
VT <1 =yt 43
o T Wt T 43)
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From (41), (42), and (43) we finally get

Ve gm (PP =02 L) A (et DPLN
)AL o
Lgyp” ™ (1 +yp)? L4+ yu

From this relationship between A}", | and A}, we obtain the result of Proposition 14.

E[AR 1 | Fk] < (1 —yp+

E[A}]
Vi am 1 (VRO =02+ D) AN+ L)Ly 5 1 (-t )
<(l—yp+ ) E[A}] + 5 o
1+~ ’ (1 +p) 14 yp 1— (1 —yp+57)
2 2 2
— + L + L)2L
O )tE[AZnOH((v ) (w+L) A~ (p 2) )02'(1—(1—w+ TH )t>
1L+yu ’ L+yp 1 1+yu
2 2 2
- + L + L)2L
<E| ?O]Jr((v n(p+L) v ! ) >'<1_(1 s )t>02
’ L+yp 7 1+yu

Proposition 15: Let F be p-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 2, 3, 4, then for @ = %, B=a+1,v¢€
/2117 € (0, 4], 7 > 2, FedAQ yields

AP p(p+L) 2Ly (p+ L)

i 7 ,
E[Hwk L wy||?] + IEC[||wdg — w,‘igHQ] < ( >T2E[\I/k] + (v?u + n*L)ro?

(1 +yp)? L+ yp
N ((v /) L e ) O L)QL) 0’
(1 +yp)? L+ yu 2

Proof of Proposition 15 Let’s first bound E[[|w}’, — wy||?] and IE[Hwag " — w;#||?] individually.

Eflwity — wil?] = B[l (wily — wi_q) + -+ + (wily — wilp)|’]

T—1
2
- d,
:E[HZ((l—a 1)wkt+a w?tm—wkm,t—vg??t)ﬂ }
t=0

T—1 T—1 9
-1 d

=E[[o™ Y™ — i) -]
t=0 t=0

7—1 T—1
— d,
< 2a7%E[| Z wiy™ = W) 1P+ 29°El1 Y gkl1?)
t=0
T—1
< 2a~ QTZE [lwps™ = wilP] + 20°E[l| Y VF (wiy™)|?]
t=0 t=0
T—1
d,
+ 2Bl Y (o — VE iy ™))
t=0
T—1 71
<2071 = 571’7 Y Ellwfy — w1 + 2% Y ElIVE (i ™))
t=0 t=0
T—1
+29 Y Elllgiy — VE (™))
t=0

= (320720 = 5TE[uft, — w2 + 22 V(™)) + 27970
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Efwi™ — widll]

IIZw

kt+l — Wt

"%

ZE[IIZ (wiy™ = wE™ = ngg)|I°]
t=0
T—1 T—1
d,m ,m m
< 2E[HZ wiy™ = W™+ 20°E( Y g1
t=0
7—1
) mdm
= 287°E| HZ —w ™M+ 20| VF(wiy™)|1?]
t=0
T—1
m md,m
+2°E[| > (g7 — VF(wiy ™))
t=0
T—1 T—1
<287 S Efflwfl, — w" ] + 220 Y B[ VE (™))
t=0 t=0
T—1
m md,m
+27° Y E[|lgit, — VF(wiy™)|1?]

t=0

T—1
= 7( Y 267K, -
t=0

Thus, by using the above results, we get

1 m
S Elllwi, — well*] + E[deg

< TZ { (,uoz_z(l _ 4
+ <v§)+ n’L)ro”
< Tzl { (Ma‘2

+ <f27f+ n*Lyro® (. (38))

<rT

-1
72u2(u+L)E m
———E[|lwg’ -

— U (1+p)?

T—1
(Z]E ) (v /H—772L)702
t=0

— wp¥||?]

")+ v+ L)

W) + 20 B[V (s ™)) + 27no?

D2+ B2, -

)2+ LA Elflwp -
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w2 + (P P DEVE (we™) )}

2L
’ 2 2 2
Wi IP + P L) R |

— EMNT }+ 2+ 2 L)ro?
1+w[k,t] (v*u+n°L)



By Proposition 14 and the fact W} ‘o = Yk, we obtain

CE[|wf, — wil + Emw*‘& Wi

< 7‘{ ;E[ fol + ( 1 _1771(5; Ly VQ(MZQL)2L> : (1 — (L= rfm)t)(ﬂ}

+ (Yu+n*L)ro?

= 72 (T D — i)+ 20+ D))

—l-T((’Y _1771?(’5; L), “+ Ly? ) (72311 ~ (=t M)t)UQ + (2 + n*L) 70>

Before we get to the final result, let’s find the upper bound for [|wy — wi®||?, Y272, (1 1=+ 5352) )
lwy = wif||? = [lwg — w* = (wE —w")[?

< 2fjwp, = w*|* + 2wy — w||?

* 2 * * *
< 2w — w2 - (Fuf) = F* = (V). wff — w”))

4 .4
= 2||wg, — w*||2 + ;(F(wzg) —F) = ;\Ilk

T—1

3
|
—

TH ¢ IRy
1= (1 =yp+ ))ZT* (I=yp+ )
t:0< 14+ vu ; 1+vu
_7_1*( =+ )"
L= (1 —yp+50)
2 —1
- (1 - L7+ (22T
<7- V212
I+yu
B oY Gl it Y NG O
1+vyp 2 T l4apn 2

Therefore, we conclude as below

M )
E[Ilwm—wkl\ ]+ ]E[Ilwag

4V u(p+ L) 2Ly*(p+ L
_wzg”2] < ( Y M(M ) Y (:u ))T2E[\I’k]—|—(’y2ﬂ+7’}2L)TJZ

(1 +yp)? L+p
+ ((7 )P+ L) et L)QL) 70
(1 +yp)? 14 yp 2

Proof of Lemma 10 By the definition of Wy, Wy, ; and Proposition 11,

M
7 _ 1 :
E[Wki1] = E[Tkr] + SE[[lwes — W7 |2+ E[F(wj ) — i > FwiE™)]

m=1
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Applying Proposition 12 and Proposition 13, we have

E[Wgy1]

2
(r*L + 2F)ro?

NN

< (1= yp)"E[W:] +

M
1 nd d Y
+7NLT‘OY£§1<XTE[M;HW& —wpy " ( kit — Wht) + 1+’W( Wy — Wiz DI
+ i ZE gty —wil) + i ZE - i)
e« L e
2 M
1 T
_ d,
+yulLr - o@?iiE[Mn; |l — wy, P oo ( ke~ Wee) +W(W2gt —wi ")
A u(p+ L) | 2Ly*(p+ L)\ 2 2 2
(e D) g
A\TEeme v )T (W] + (v +n"L)To
(v =n)?V’u*(u+ L)  y'(u+ L)*Ly o0
+( )5
(L +yp)? 14 yp 2
APu(p+ L) | 2Ly’ (u+ L)\ ar L VB o
—f(1—p)" 7( ) }m L
{@—mr+ 4 (14712 A S 2( R TRA
q (=0 +L) A (p+ L)Ly 3
+ = +n?L)ro +7( )T o
M(7 ptnk) oM (1 +W) 1+
i oo LS o - s (ke = ) + T (i, — i)
0<ter Mm_ k.t s ,t 1_{_7# k.t

The second inequality comes from Proposition 15. Then, let’s define C'(vy, 7) as

(47 plut L) 2L72(M+L)>Tz
(L4 yn)? L+p

Cly,m)=Q1—yp)" +M

Finally, we obtain

1 2
E[Ui1] < C(v,7)E[Ty] + 5( L+ 7]\7”)7-02 + %('y% + 172L)7-02

N L((v —n)*?u?(n+ L) N 7 (p + L)2L>Ts
(1+yp)? L+yp

2M
1 M
_ d,
- lmax B[ > s — w P s
m=1

o +~yuLt

_OR
L+yu

wieg ]

("‘Dk,t —wg'y) + (i, — t

0<t<r

5.3.2 Proof of Theorem 16
Theorem 16: Let F be p-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 1, 2, 3, 4, then for o = #, b=a+1,v=
max (7, 4 / L),n,~v € (0, 7], 7 > 2, if the learning rate - satisfies

1
(u2 + %(N + L) (4p + 2L))77 < SH (44)
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FedAQ yields

1 77502 n 2 2
E[¥ k] < exp ( — — max(npy, )KT) Uo+ (29 + 1)(— -+ )+ 14n“Lto
2 (2 M3
(780 + %)T]%LT%OQ N (u+ L)(p? + pL + L2)qn%T§U N q®m*(u + L)?Lo?
T prM pM

Proof of Theorem 16 At first, due to the condition (44) in Theorem 16, we get

APu(p+ L) | 20y*(p+ L)
Olv.7) = (1= + 37 ( o T )7

<1 —pr + 2 pPr? + = M (4 L) (4p + 2L)72

%(u + L)(4p + 2L)>7272

1
<1- SVHT (" condition (44))

— 1=+ (12 +

The first inequality comes from the fact that (1 — yu)™ < e 7 < 1 — yut + v2u%72 when 0 < yu < 1. Also,
it is trivial that v = max(n, | /;L) € [, \/g] Thus, we can use Lemma 10. By using Lemma 10 and the above

result, we obtain

Y

1
E[Wg41] < (1 - §’YMT)E[‘I/1¢] 2( L+ = i yro?
4, 9 | or o, 4 ((h=0)*PrP(u+L)  ~(p+L)>PL\ 3,
+ L2t nPyre? + + )7 + L
2 ) 2M (1 +yp)? 1+yu H
d T ,
o Bl Z i =y ™ W e = wit) + (ol = wfI) @)

By the Lemma B.3 in [43], we know that the below quantity is bounded.

mdm TH ag ag,
e Bly §:”w =il i) <
(1 25e) it e (/3]
m?ro?, ify=n
Telescoping (45) yields
EWg] < (1- 1’Y,W')K‘l’ + (Kzzl(l - 17/”)”) : [1(772[/ + M)7'0 +yulLTB
H=Te PN T 2 M
2.2 2 4 2
2 (v=m) ' (p+L) Y(p+L)°L\ 3,
g Ot g )7
+M(’Yﬂ+77 )0’ +2M (1+’7/~L) + T e
"y,U,TK) n’Lo?  ~o? (fya 2L02>
< - v ~—— +2LB+2
feXp( 5 0+ + o TAB+2a( G+ g
L4 < (y=n)*wlp+L) e+ L)2L>T202
M (14 yp)? (1 +yp)p
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The last inequality comes from the fact that 25;3(1 — %fym-)k' < % Since we plug in v = max(7,

we can use Lemma B.4 in [43]. Therefore, we obtain

1 3 1
1 202 o2  780n2Lt20?
EVg] < exp ( — — max(ny, M)K7-> Uy + 717 — 4 o 7771 + 1492 L7o?
2 T prMrz M uz

<2qng 73 Lo% 2qnLo? )
Mlu,% ’ MM
(u+ L)L n%u-%LVL>

)

MgT% H

1
2qnzo® 2qno®
-+ max ( T )
Muztz2 M
qr’o” np(p+L) | n
+ max( 3
M uir

3
2

The first term stems directly from Lemma B.4 in [43]. Also, the last term comes from the fact that

3 2 )
(v =m*ylp+ L) | Pp+ L)L {ﬁMu+L%P”ﬁPL,ﬁv%n

(14712 (Lt = | ZUEEEE ipy =

Therefore, by simple inequalities such as max(a, b) < a + b and min(a,b) < a, we ultimately get

1
1 2 13z 2 Dno2
B x] < exp (— max(op, | 2 yrcr)wy ¢ GOV COE DN gy
2

3 M
w2Mr
3 1
N (780 + 2—]\?[)775117'502 N (u+ L)(p? + puL + LQ)qn%T%UQ n q37?(u+ L)% Lo?
ps piM pM

5.3.3 Proof of Corollary 17
Corollary 17: Let C,Cs, and 7g as below. Note that T' = K.

pr D@ +pl+ g o alpt L)L
pi ’ H
pMTOy  2T3%, BMT30,
(2¢ +1)0?" L2027 (1430 + 8Cy) 7202 )

0 =

_4T

pT?

) log? <e + min(

Then for n = min(%, o), FedAQ yields

E[Ux] < min (exp(—27 ). exp(—L2 7

7(2¢ + 1)0? MTV
+ (/qd\—;T) log? (e + (;Lq—kil)gﬁ
(6465 + ) L7%0”
1213
Q(M%Cﬁ + 8C9) 1202
(3 MT3

2T3%
log* (e + a 0)

L7202
WBMT3, )
(n2Cy + 8Cs) 7202

log® <e +

)

(46)

47
(48)

(49)

Proof of Corollary 17 Let’s decompose the final result (46) of the Theorem 16 into a decreasing term and an
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increasing term. We denote the decreasing term v; and the increasing term 1) as below.

Y1(n) = exp ( - %maX(nm ﬁ)T) ¥y

1 2 3 1 4
29 + 1)n2 02 2q + 1)no? 780+ s )p2 L1200
() = ; )77; c M)n . ! vl + 14 Lro?
p2 Mtz jz
(4 + L) (U2 + uL + L*)qnir30° L @'+ L)*Lo®
,U%M pM

VI

+

Since 1, is the decreasing term, we have

91() < () + 1 (o) (50

where

1 T urT

wl(f) = min <exp(7g—L),exp(72L%T% ))\IJO

/LMT\I/() IU,2T3\I/0 IU,SMTB‘\I/O )_I\I/
(2q+ )02 L2062 " (Jic, +8Co)r2a? )
- (2¢+1)o? L7202 (M%C& +8C9)72%02
- uMT w213 u3MT3

= (e + min(

Since 19 is the increasing term, we have

Ya2(n)
< th2(no)
2(2q + 1)0? MTV 4(2q + 1)70? MTV
< (2¢ +1)o 1og<e+“ o) (2¢ + V7o 10g2(6+ﬂ o)
uMT (2¢+1)0? uMT? (2g +1)o?
8(780 + 2—]\?[)117'202 o (e N ,u2T3\I/0) 224 L7302 ot (e n ,u2T3\I/0>
w213 L1202 w2T L7202
8C1T%0% 4 p3MT3¥ 64Com50% p3MT3¥
——— lo (e+ 3 > 6 10 <e+ 3 )
uz MT3 (u2C1 4 8C9) 1202 p>MT (12C1 4 8C9) 1202
2¢ +1)0? MT¥ 6464 + 104) 17252 273y
§6(q+ )o 1og2<e+“ 0) ( +M)Talog4(e+u 0)
uMT (2g + 1)0? w213 L7202
S(M%Cl + 8Co) 1202
(BMT3

_l’_

SMT3VU
K 0 ) 1)

log® (e +
( (,u%Cl + 8C9) 1202
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The last inequality comes from 7 < 1. Therefore, by combining (50) and (51), we finally get

E[Wk] <1(n) +¢2(n)
< a(F) + () + 42(m)

1
. uT pzT 7(2¢+1) 2 pMT Vo
- 2 ) 1 ( )
_m1n<exp( 2L) exp(— 2L575)> o+ T e+ (2q + 1)0?
6465 + 10) 1,72 T
( 2M3) LA (e+557)
12T Lt4o
9(#301 + 8C5) 7202 logﬁ( . P MT3W, )
&
WBMTS (n2Cy + 8Cs) 7202

5.3.4 Why the Condition (44) is Satisfied
The synchronization rounds K required for linear speedup in M for FedAQ is @(( ) ) (See Remark 8). Since

we derive this result from Theorem 16, we should show that K = (’)(( )%) satisfies the condition (44) in
Theorem 16.

M\H

(n? + T+ D) +2L) )7 <

‘We rewrite the above condition as below.

K (52)

’}/T
202 + 29 (pu+ L) (40 + 2L)

We know v = max(, %) and n = min(%, no). Since 1y becomes smaller and smaller as T increases, we

assume 1 = 7 here. Therefore, we get

noT
~T = max(not, [ —)
\/ I

472 MTU 273¢ SMT3VU
= max (% log? (e + min( K oK 0 K 0 >
7

(2¢ +1)o?" L7202 7 (1,3 + 8Cy) 1202
uMTYy  2T38 pEMT3, ))
(2q + 1)0?’ Lt202%° (M%CI + 8C5) 7202

271 ( 4 mi (
— 10 e min
T "

1

Note that K = £ = O(( i +q) ) =C(5 +q) 2 log(T) because O contains hidden multiplicative polylog factors
with respect to 7. We can assume 7' is sufficiently large here. Then, we have

4(1 + Q) 2 . MMT\IJO /L2T3\IIO M?’MT3‘P0
T = max (—2 log (e + min( 55 s —3 )
uC2M log*(T') (2¢+1)0*" L720% " (4,204 + 8Cy) 7202
1

2(1 3 MTY 273Q 3AIT3Y
%IOgG—kmin(u 027M i 207 K 0 ))
puC M2 log(T) (2¢+1)02’ L7120 (12 Cy + 8C5) 1202
- < A(1+ q) ) ( ZMMT\IJO) 2(1+q)2 <2MMT\110 ))

max | ———5—— , J
B pC2M log?(T) (2¢ + 1)o7 oM 2 1og(T) (2q + 1)02

100



For an arbitrary constant k; > 0, it is easy to show that lim7_, % = 1. Thus, we obtain

e max( A(1 + q) ) ( 2,uMT\I!0> 2(1+q)2 <2uMT\IIO ))
- pC?Mlog*(T) (2¢ +1)0%/" O M2 log(T) (2q + 1)o?
o (A1+q) 2(1+g)
- X( uC?M ’ 3 )
uCM 2

< I
202 + 24 (1 + L) (4p + 2L)

Finally, we conclude that there exists a constant C' that meets the last inequality. Therefore, K = (7)((#)%)
satisfies the condition (44).

5.4 Proof Details for FedAQ under Condition Set (35)

We use notations defined in section 5.3 here as well. We newly define @7, @y ¢, Py, B,Q?t as below.
m ag,m * 1 m * 12
Qp = F(wkt ) — F7" + *N”wkt —w*|

Py = F(wkt) F*+ unkt —w H2

* 1 *
B 1 = Do = F(wj) = F™ + cpflwg — w’|”
a2 _ _ 202 — o
By = (55— (1= 872+ 1872 ity —wi™ 2+ (3+L)— 21O

The flow of proof is similar to section 5.3. We need one more condition yu < % to show the convergence of
FedAQ under the parameter condition set (35).
5.4.1 Proof of Lemma 5

In order to prove Lemma 5, we first introduce five crucial Propositions for proving Lemma 5. Then, we prove
Lemma 5 by using Propositions in the last part of this section.

Proposition 18: Let Assumption 1 hold and consider any k£ synchronization round. Then, we can decompose
the expectation as follows:

Eflwir1 — w*[*] = Efllwyi1 — %)+ E[l[wpr — w||?]

E[F(uff,,) - F*] = E[F(ul%,,) - F(o,)] + E[F(@%,) - F'

Proof of Proposition 18 The second equality is trivial. The first equality is the same as one in Proposition 11.

Proposition 19: Let F be u-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 2, 3, 4, then for « = 5=~ — %, 8 =

25 € Iny/Hn € (0. 1], FedAQ yields

B[] < (1 éwmm (kT



Proof of Proposition 19 We refer to the proof of Lemma C.2 in [43]. There is no quantization between @, -
and ®. Thus, we can directly apply useful inequalities in the proof of Lemma C.2 in [43] to our proof. Then, we
obtain

1 27, 2, o2
Bl e < (1~ bt + (5 + 78

From the above relationship between @, ;1 and @ ;, we get

— 2 6 "M
1 M
— d?
+ vz{ S EVE@E) - 52 S0 E@m P
m=1
1 "L yp, To?
< (1 - zyn) E[® -t )=
< (1= ) Bl + (57 + T T

M
1 d
+o7 - max E[|VE(w}] D= = > VE g™
Proposition 20: Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, we have

E{||wis1 — @ ]| QZEnwkT—wkn]

E[F(u,) — F(o) _QMQZEW& — ¥

Proof of Proposition 20 The first inequality is the same as one in Proposition 13. The proof of the second
inequality is similar to Proposition 13 as well.

M M
a. 1 ag,m a 1 ag,m
E[F(wk{i_ﬂ F(wkgf)] = E[F(wkg + M Z Q(w/fT - wkg)) - F(M Z w;fr )]
m=1 m=1
1 & 1 &
< = agmy L ag,m ag
E[WF(Mm:l = >,MmZ:1(Q<wkT ujf)

m=1
M
1
= TE[l 5 3 QUuiE" — i) — (wiE — uif)|)
m=1
M
= L OSTEQ@ET — w®) — (" — w2
2M?2 k,T k k,T k
m=1
M
< ST E[iEm - )
— M2 —
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Proposition 21: Let F be p-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 2, 3, 4, then for o = S 1 B =

2 € Iy Hlny € 0. < § we get

w,o2a—1 a—1 9 4,1 22a2—a
E[B}"] < E[B!" (f L ) . Ay L
520 < BB + (5 Ge ) + L) - (= 1P 4 + D=
1+ 1a7! 1, a7l N,
2% (- catgy 22 )
%a—z ( ( 2% + 1+ %a—l) g

Proof of Proposition 21 From the notation mentioned in the beginning of section 5.4,

-2
prox - - :
BBl = (B5— (1= 872+ LB Elllwflyy — w121 Fed

3
+y (3 +L)2 2_1 2LE[®}, | Fi] (53)
Thus, let’s sequentially compute E[[[w;”,, | — Zgéﬂ |?|F.¢] and E[®}", 4 1[F,t]-

Elllwfyp1 — wig TP Fed] = B[ (L — a7, + o wfe™ — ygit — wpe™ + ngiy ||| F.]
=E[(1 - o ) (wp, — wit™) — (v = g1 Fral (7 =)
= [I(1 = a7 (wp = wit™) = (v = ) VE (wpy™)||?

(v = ) EIVE(wiy™) = 657171 ]

(1= a2 fwf, — wpt™ 1 + (v = )2 [V F (wps™)||?

(v = n)?0% =20y = ){(1 — @) (wf, — wi'e™), VE (wie™)

(1—04_1)2(1+204_1)||wk;t wiy™

+ (=01 + IVE @™ + (v =)o
Here, we need to bound ||V F'(w mdm)||2.
HVF(wkm‘:m)||2<2L(F( mdm) F*) (.- Assumption 3)
<2L(B7 M F (i) = Fw") + (1= 87)(Fwi™) - F*))
< B2 w, — w*|? + 201 - BHL(F(w&™) — F¥)

a—1

202 —
- 1L2Hwat—w*HQ+2L- R

(F(wys™) = F7)

202 202 — 1
L2202 — a) 202 —
3 2 s *
< Sl — w20 S (™) - F)
202 — «
= —0 2L¢> 54
202 —1 (54)

It is easy to show (a — 1)L < £(2a% — «) by using the fact vL < 1. Therefore, we finally get

Ellwily gy — w7 Fied]

— ,m a ,m
<(I—a (14227 ||wf, - w?‘i 1>+ (v —n)*(1 §)||VF(W?? WP+ (v —n)?o?
_ _ md,m a. 20—« m
<(1—a (14227 ||wf, - wk? "2+(7_n>2(1+§)(m'2L(I)k,t)
+(y = )%’ (55)

103



Now, let’s compute E[®;", . ;[ F ¢|. We need to compute E|[w}", ,; — w* 12| Fx.¢] and E[F (wzgtill) F*| Fi4]

first.
B[l — [P
= E[I(1— o yufly + a7 0 — gl — || Fil
<1 = o + T — V@) — w2 440
< (4 50 Y= a7 ufl + ol — A V@IS — w4 %02

1 1
= (L4 5o D)1 —a Hupy + o uly™ — P + 21+ sa )| VE (™)

2 2
1
=291+ ga (A —a Dl + oy = w”, VE(wy ™) + %0
1 1
< (1+ 507 (1= a ™ Dfufy — w2+ a7 u" —w'?) + (1 + 507
1
AIVEE™IP = 2y(1 4+ 5o = o Dufy + ol - wt, VR ™) + %7

2
Itis easy to show (1+ 2o )(1—a ') <1—1a71, 14 3a7! < 2. Due to these facts, we obtain

Elllwiy 1 — wl|*| P

1 3
< (1 - ol — 'l + o ™ — | + S [V E @)

2 2
1
—2v(1+ 504_1)«1 — a_l)wkt + lw?(tim —w*, VF(wg“:’m)) + 4202
1 _ 3 _ d
< (1 Sar Dl — w2+ Sa - w4 2w
1
—2v(1+ 5()471)((1 —a M1 - 571))11),2'} +a t(1-p6" )wzgtm w*, VF(th(tl’m)) + %02

Next, we compute the upper bound of E[F' (wzgé Y1) = F¥| Fgl-

E[F(wiity) = F*| Frgl

d, d , d, L., d,
< E[ (w;ant m) <VF(wgtt’m)7ngtT1 - wglt m> + *sz;%tf1 - w?t m||2 - F*|fk7t]

2
d, . d d, n°L
< Flupy™) = F —7I||VF(wzntm)H2+7||VF( E m)||2 e

2
21, L 1 1
< Fuft™) = F* = JIVF ™| + 120 (1= 22> S e o, )
) 2 2 2 L
1 _ * — d, *
= (1= S YF@E™) - F) + So  (Flups™) - F*)
1 _ d, ag, 7 d, n?L
+ (1= S Y (Fps™) - F@i™) - Vs ™) + =02
<(1 1 —1 r ag,m * /110471 md,m %12 1 -1 VF md,m md,m *
< (1= Sa (™) - F7) = B ™ — w2 4+ Sa (VR @™, wit™ — w')
+(1_1a71)<VF(wmd,m) md,m_ ag,m > VF mdm 2+n2L 2
9 kt )Wkt W ¢ || (Wi Ol 7
1 _ , o BaTh g d, n?L
= (1= 5o ) (F™) - F7) = B s — | = J 9P P + Lo

a YV F(w m‘““) 208w, + (1 - 208 )w™ — w*)
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Itis easy to show Ja~! = 2(1 + La~!). Then, we bound E[®}", 1 |Fk,t] by using the above results.

B[O 11| Fh] = gE[Ile?tH — w21 Fi ] + EIF(wp) — F*[Fi)

1 _ 2n — y*u mdsmy 2 | Ry TR
<(1—-=-a Homr —||VF L
< (1= ja ey, - T B VR @ + S (5 + v’ L)e?
1 _ 1fyu n
<(1- 2 hew, + 5(7 +n’L)o* (- y < \/;)
1 —1 m 72/'L
S(1—§a )kt+2(3+L) (56)

Plugging (55), (56) in (53) yields,
E[Blzlt-s-ﬂfk,t}

md,m

-2
< (B5—0 -8+ L872) (1L —a )2 + 207l — w]f ™2

2
+r =) A+ 5) - (G 2Lk + (v —n) a)
2 2

2, M 207 —« ( Lo avgm o VM 2)
Erpn= —"on(a-= LCyr

-2
=(1—a1)2(1+2a7Y) (%(1 B2+ L/J"2) lwpy — wiy™ |1
-2 1
+ ((“O; (1-p""1%+ L5_2> (v —n)?(1+ %) + (1 - 506_1)72(§ + L))
-2 22a2 -«

2 —
(2‘;270‘ QLY + ((“O;) (1—6‘1)2+L6‘2)(7—n)2+74(§+L) 2a2_1L>U2 67

We can show that both coefficients of ||wy’, — wg‘f "||? and 2"“ =1 + 2L @}, are upper bounded by 1 — ta 4

1—1
2

ﬁ
1 1ot
(1-aH?1+227H) <1~ 5ofl + ﬁ@ 1) (58)
2

1 1 1
e1- ZO‘_2 + 504_1 —(1-a)?14227H1 + 5ofl) >0

Letsdefine gi(a ) =1— a2+ 1ot — (1 —a1)2(1 +2a71)(1 + Ja ). Then, it is easy to check that
g1 (oz_l) > () for 0 < o~ < 1. Moreover, we would like to show the below inequality.

a2 «
(-2 4+ 2872) (- 20+ D) + (- 0B 4 1)

N+ (- za A5 + 1)

(G + D) 9

Since “as_z (1= B2+ LB7% = L(2%%)% + L(52745) < (5 + §)(£%)% itis enough to show

(,u L)(2a—1

2 2
~ - 1 —) <
st DG +3)=



yia
We also know that SHE =4-— 1> % (L ). Then, we only need to show
Eury 3Tua
20—1.,, a _16 3
1+-)< —
8 1
e 2202 - 12— (2a — 121+ IYa+ =) >0
7 2 2
Let’s define go () = 3%(2042 —1)? = (2o — 1)*(1 + )(a + 3). Then, it is easy to check ga() > 0 for a > 3.
As we assume yu < 4, We can say o = % — % > % This indicates that the inequality (59) is satisfied. Thus
from (57), (58), and (59) we finally get
1 %ofl
EB) 1| Fee) < (1 — za™ " + ————)B}"
Bl £ (1= 507+ 2 ) B
(B 4 187 (L DR L) o
3 3 202 — 1

From this relationship between B}, | and B}";, we obtain the result of Proposition 21.

. I L Ry — po? 1,2 —2 2
E[Byy] < (1 — a7 + —5——)'E[B}] + ( (1-87)"+Lp )(7—77)
’ 2 1 -+ ga 1 ’ 3
11
1—(1- %a‘l + ljga_l)t

202 — «
P A )

3 202 — 1

w,2a0—1 a—1 9 4,1 22a2—a
< E[B" (f L ) - Ay L
-1

1.1 1
Jtga (1_ (1— la—l +L)t)02

T2 2 1+ a7t

Proposition 22: Let F be p-strongly convex, and assume Assumption 2, 3, 4, then for o = 55 — %, 8 =

202 o1 e [n, \/g]m’fy € (0, 1],yu < 3,7 > 2, FedAQ yields

Iz : 8
BE g, — wel?) + SE[ wzg|r2]s( <3u+2L>+272L<3+L>)¢2E[¢k]

3.2

3
uw L I T
+ ((r=mtt G+ P+t E+0PL) S

Proof of Proposition 22 We use the same upper bounds for E[||wi._ — wy||?] and IE[Hwag " — wi¥||?] asin
Proposition 15.

T—1
_ _ d
Efllug, - wpl) < 7( 020721 = B[, - w2 + 297V F (™))
t=0
—1—277202

T—1
m : — ,m md,m
Efllwf™ — wif2] < (3 2672 Elluwf, — ™2 + 2Bl VF (wit ™)) + 2700
t=0
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Thus, by using the above results, we get

n L
¢ Bl — will] + SE[lwp™ - wif|?]

) 2
sr§j{(ﬁ%;41—6*52+LB*)Ekat w2+ (5 + LBV Py ™)% )
+ (% +n L)TU2

T—1 _9 e 9 2 N
< rt; {(B— =572 + 1872 )Elllug, — wi™2) + 2 + 1) 2LElop)}

2
+ (% F2L)ro? (- (54))

T—1

= T( IE[B,TA) (% +n?L)70?

Il
=)

By Proposition 21 and the fact ®;"; = @}, we obtain

/’1’ ,m a;
o Bl —wil”] + E[Ilwdg — w|’]

<T{ZE Bio] + <<3(22a2 11)2+L

2

2 AH 220" —
~+L)*———L

gt )2a2—1>

L)
TH
3

1+%O‘_1 L 1 300 ) 7 2 2
(5 Ll PPN VRS A B )
ia” ( ( 2% 1—1—%04‘1) 7 ( Lo
2 (ma”? —1\2 - 202 — o
=2 ( (B -2+ 18 )nm —uf P+ 4 D)2 aLEly)
11
W, 2a—1 2, ) 4,u 5202 —a \ 1+ 5a
5 —+L L
+T((3(2a2—1) 2042 (3+ ) 202 —1 %OFQ

<Zl_ 2 1+2 D)o+ +772L>

-1
Before we get to the final result, let’s find the upper bound for ||wy, — w{®||?, 327, (1 (1—ga '+ 20 )t>

lwr = wiEll? = lwg — w* = (wp# = w")|?

1 a .
< (14 Pl — w2 + (1 + up - |
4 . 2 o .
< glhwe = w P42 (Ff) = F* = (VF(), wjf - w))

4 8 8
= —||wp — w*|?> + =(F(w'®) — F*) = =&,
5| | . k) p
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sQ 1 la
(1—(1—7a_1 — )t>—7'— (1—-at4 2 T )
—0 1 =+ 50471 tZ:; 1 + 50&71
_ Lot
1—(1-3a7t+ 1j%a_1)T
=T 1
s
1—(1—3a" 1+ lj%a,l)
1a—2 la T(t—1
L= (1= gl + (=) )
S T — 1 __o
ZO[
I+ia-1
- ioz_Q T(t—1) %Oé_Q Lz
_1—1—%04_1 2 1+ a1 2

Therefore, we obtain

Iz L :
g Elllwer = wi ]+ S E[lw™ = wif|)?]

8 o 12, 8L 2 K 20% —a 2 Y 2 2
< (= — - Lk . R
_<3a (=B + =28 42 (5 + D gr 2L>TIE[<I>k]+( =+ n’L)To
po200—1 a—1 o\ 9 4l 5202 — .7'30'2
+<<3(2a2—1) +L(2a2—1)> =m G St ) (€0)

Moreover, we car21 simplify the above inequality by replacing «, 5 with ~y, u. It is easy to show %‘g;:‘f <
1 2c0—1 1 YL

’202-1 = « 3—vu

< 7. Then, we can further show

8 o “1y2, 8L, 2/ M 20° —«
— 1— — L) =——— 2L
a *(1-7 )+u’8 +v*( +)20[2_1

3 3
2
=)+ )+ D
g(g + 25)(2252__11? +72(5 + L)2L
<G+ oD A+ D2

8
< u(zu+2L) +2°L(E + 1) 61)

2L

We also get

5202 — «

— L
202 — 1

W, 2a—1 4 a—1
— L
(3(2a2—1) (2a2—1
(v —m?++4E + 1)L

v L, 2a—1
5+ )(2a2—1 3
1

3 4
< 2.2 2 L 4, M 2
_(’Y—??)’YM(§+Z)+7(§+L)L (62)

)2) S(y=n)’+ 74(§ +1L)

<
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Finally, from (60), (61), and (62), we conclude as below
I agm _ . ag 8 2 2
BE g, — wrl?] + SE[0E" — wif]) < (4 u(3u+2L)+27 L&+ 1)) B[

+ (73“ +n?L)ro

L %
(3 + G L)L)

Proof of Lemma 5 By the definition of ®, ®, ; and Proposition 18,

- ((7 — )%y’

H _
E[®g11] = E[®g -] + EE[Hwk—i—l — W] + E[F(wi ) — F(wy )]
Applying Proposition 19 and Proposition 20, we have

E[®g 1]

\ !
S

n?L

1 2u 1 md,mn (|2
<(1- 37/‘) B[] + (75 + T) +7 - wax E[[VF(af) — 57 > VEwry ™)

Mzi

Eflwi™ — wifll?]

1o i e N Ly mdm
<(1- gmu) E[Q)k]+(7+?)ﬁ+’}/7 max E[HVF( ) Vi Z F(wy, )II?]

1

3
I

[\

8
+ L] (vPuc u+2L)+272L(H+L))72E[<I>k]+(7 L2 L)ro
M 3 3 3
2 9 o L 2 )TSUQ]
Lt L)L
+ (=G + D+ G +1PL) S
2 2 2 M
n°L  y'p To 1 N
= D(v, )E[%H(T t5 )7M +97- OglggE[HVF(wkt) Mm§:1VF(wkm,t ]
V,U 2 ( 9 9 o L 4, M 2 3 2
2 (LB L 2 ((y— - = D)2L
+M(3+77 )TU+2M (v n)vu(3+4)+7(3+) 0

The second inequality comes from Proposition 22. D(~, 7) is defined as below.

8
p+2L) + 292L(E -+ L))

D) = (1= gl + - (Pu(

3

5.4.2 Proof of Theorem 6

Proof of Theorem 6 At first, due to the condition (36) in Theorem 6, we get

D(y.7) = (L~ jy)” + & (’W(iu +2L) + 29°L(% 3 T L))

3 M
<1- Ly/n + 172u272 + 72 (u(§,u +2L) + 2L(E + L)>T2
=3 9 M 3 3
1 1 q 8
—1-- ? 7( oL) +2L(E + 1)) )47
37MT+<9N +op\ga+2L) + (3+ )))

1
<1- g KT ("> condition (36))
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It is trivial that v = max(7, %) € [n, \/g] Thus, we can use Lemma 5. By using Lemma 5 and the above

result, we obtain

E[®p41]
1 L yPp, 1o mam)
< (1—Z= _
< (1 67uT)E[<I>k]+( 5 T )M +77 - max E[HVF E VF(w 1]
TR 2 2.9 o L 4 2 3.2
WNQNLY; 4 (- ~ k2L
+M(3+n)m%@M«7n%wM3+ﬁ+7%+) )7t (63)

By the Lemma C.14 in [43], we know that the below quantity is bounded.

E F F mdm < B/
ax B[|[VF (@) ZV 1] <

27’
272, 2 ol ; 1
B - dn°L*to <1—|— o > , ify e <?7,\/:}
an’L*1o?, ify=1n
Telescoping (63) yields

E[®g] < (1- é’ﬂ“’ K@y + <KZ:: 1- f'y,m- > . [(772211 + 72“)3\(5 + ]qw('ilu +772L)7'02
+ ﬁ ((7 - n)272u2(§ + %) +y 4(5 + L)2L) 302 4+ 478’
< exp ( - WGTK)Q + 33;?; + % LB, 26‘/(7]\32 + 3226\52)
+ 37\3 ((7 - 77)27#(% + %) + (g;L)L)T%Q
The last inequality comes from the fact that 25;5(1 - %fy,uT) < Wi Since we plug in v = max(n, %)

we can use Lemma C.15 in [43]. Therefore, we obtain
1
1 22¢ + 1)n3o?  4(2q + 1)2L70?
E[<I>K]§exp(—maX(W,\/W)Kﬁ@oJr @atUnio” | 420+ VyLiro
6 T u2Mrt2 Iz
7)

h

2422L2 2 3 2 2 2
N e’n T0'+q7'0'max(77,u( N

/,L M M27’

The first term stems directly from Lemma C.15 in [43]. Also, the last term comes from the fact that

leo u\:

N2 (L + LD P4+ L)? L)

3 5 3
2 272 %

=

3(B+L0)’L .
PG LPL b+ TR iy

(v = m)? <
H %, ify=n

) +

SO
+

L
4

Therefore, by simple inequalities such as max(a, b) < a + b and min(a,b) < a, we ultimately get

1

1 2(2 1)nz 8 25Vn2 L2702
E[@K]gexp(—fmax(n,u’ %)KT)CI)o—i- (Q-i' )1712 N (g +25)n°L°to

0 g pz M3 u

1
Moﬂ%+%+L(+”) 720" 3qL(4 + L)’pPr20”
i + (64)
;ﬁM uM
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5.4.3 Proof of Corollary 23
Corollary 23: Let Dy, D5, and g as below. Note that T' = K'7.

(PE+DHLEDD)0 e

Dl = 5 5 2 =
Q2 K
367 log? (¢ + min uMT®, pBTid, B MT3dg )
No = —5 1l0g (e min , , — )
uT? (2g + 1)o?’ (¢ + 25)L%7302 (Mgpl + 63Ds) 7202

Then for n = min(%, o), FedAQ yields

1
. wl wzT
E|® gmm(ex ——),exp(— )(I>
(K] (=g ) exp( GL%T%) 0
13(2¢ + 1)o? . uMTdy
=8 (e g 10e)
T T gt
10369 25) L2302 3T
+ (q—i; 4) 7 104<e+ . 203 2)
3T (¢ + 25)L2%7130
3 . -
649(p2 Dy 4 216 D) 7202 SMT3®
N (12 13+ ¢ 2)T 0 10g6(6+ _# 0
uw3MT (u2 Dy + 216D2) 1202

(65)

(66)

) 67)

Proof of Corollary 23 Let’s decompose the final result (64) of the Theorem 6 into a decreasing term and an

increasing term. We denote the decreasing term ¢; and the increasing term ¢3 as below.

¢1(n) = exp ( - % max (1, \/?)T ) D

3 1
2(2q + 1)n20?  8(q+25)n2L2r0? 34 <u2(% +4)+ L5+ L)Q)nww?
p2(n) = 1 1 + + 5
pMrt?2 K w2 M
N 3qL(% + L)*n’r20?
uM

Since ¢; is the decreasing term, we have

61(1) < d1(2) + b1(m0)

- (68)
where
1
1 . uT prT
61() = min ((exp(~ ), exp(~ i3 )
1
d1(m0) < exp ( 6\/@T>
o uMT®, AT, M T Py o
= <e+ min( 2,2 ) 0

(2q+1)o?" (g +25) L2780 (M%D1 + 63D9) 120
L Qa+1)o?®  (g+25)L2r%0 (43 Dy + 63Dy) 7202
T opMT w3T* p3MT3
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Since ¢9 is the increasing term, we have

¢2(n)
< ¢2(no)
12(2q + 1)02 MT® 8 - 362 25) L2352 3749
< (2¢+1)o Og(e+u 0) (q +25) 7010g4<€+ 1 0 )
uMT (2q + 1)0? wudT4 (q + 25) L7302
3-63Dy7t%0% . 4 pSMT3®
——log (e—i— 3 )
pzMT3 (u2 Dy + 63Dy)7%02
3-363Dy7502 SMT3®
peMT (u2 Dy + 63Dg) 71202
12(2q + 1)02 MT® 8 - 362 25) L2352 3749
< (q+)010g<6+u 0) (q +25) Tolog4<e—|— 1 0 )
uMT (2 + 1)0? 3Tt (¢ + 25)L%71302

N 63(u3 Dy + 63Dy) 7202
(BMT3

SMT3®
1% 0 ) (69)

(,u%Dl + 63D9)7202
The last inequality comes from 7 < 1. Therefore, by combining (68) and (69), we finally get
E[®x] < é1(n) + ¢2(n)

< 61(7) + 61(m) + Ga(m)

log6 (e +

1
) uT w2T > 13(2g +1)o? . ( uMTPq )
< _B - B4 AT )T _RA7- 0
< mm(exp( 6L),exp( ) )P0 + T og” e+ (2q+1)0?

10369 25) L2352 374
n (qJ;4) TU104<e+ 0 0 )
3T (g +25)L27302
N 649(1u2 Dy + 216D3) 7202
,u3MT3

SMT3®
log® (e + a 0 )

(13 Dy + 216D,) 202

5.5 More Theoretical Details about Remark 9 and Contribution 2 in Introduction
5.5.1 Why Haddadpour et al. (2021) Cannot Achieve a Linear Speedup

It is hard to say that [9] achieves a linear speedup in M in strongly-convex and homogeneous settings. Let’s first
recap Corollary D.8 in [9]. They let nyur < %, K = %, v > M and tune n as p = m Here, 7 is the
client learning rate, and ~y is the server learning rate. Other parameters are the same as \Jge defined. Then, they
obtain the below result.

BIF(ux) ~ F] < exp(omr K) (Fluw) ~ )+ & [3r2apo? + (149 20] 0
K . o? (g +1)o?
< O(expl(— g5, (Flw0) = F)+ -+ o)
B K . o’K (g+1)Ko?
= O((expl g~y (o) = 1)+ ot 2 )

Let’s focus on the second and third term. We assume M is large enough and represent them only with v, K, T', M
to easily check the linear speedup of this convergence rate. Then, we obtain

0(72[;+AZ) go(%+%) (o> M) (71)
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Thus, it seemingly achieves a linear speedup in M when K is just a constant. However, we are missing the
critical point in this analysis. To be specific, let’s consider the case when v = 1. Then, the convergence rate

(71) changes into (’)(% + %) that cannot achieve a linear speedup in M. This is implausible because the

convergence rate (70) becomes tighter when v = 1 than v > M (See the last term of (70)). Actually, we can
achieve a linear speedup in M when v = 1 if we tune n = m However, this is not an appropriate
M

tuning because there is M in the denominator. Similarly, [9] tunes 1 = where v > M. Even though

there is no M in the denominator, the condition v > M forcibly makes the convergence rate achieve a linear
speedup without any theoretical benefits of the algorithm. Therefore, we cannot say their  makes their algorithm
achieve a linear speedup in M. We should tune in a different way that does not contain M in a denominator. For
reference, our tuning parameter 1 for the FedAQ algorithm does not contain M in the denominator (See Corollary

17 and Corollary 23).

5.5.2 New Convergence Rate for Haddadpour et al. (2021)

We propose new 1 and convergence rate for [9]. This new 7 makes the algorithm achieve a linear speedup in M.
Let’s denote ®y = F'(wp) — F™*. We also know that 7" = K7. Then, we choose 7 as

VST o p2MT P >>
"

log <€ + min 7L%0% '’ (1+ q)Lo?

T
We plug in this 7 to (70). We bound the first term as below.

VT p*MTPo ))*1
70202 (1 + q)Lo? 0
- TL?0? (14 q)Lo?
= 2,372 2MT
VA 7

exp(—nyutK)(F(wy) — F*) = <e + min(

The another terms are bounded as below.

111
; [57L2n202 +(1+4+9q)

ynLo? TL%0?
2M 1 T 292u3T2
1+ q)Lo? MT®
( 2(1) o log( L 02>
2uPMT (1+q)Lo

72M3T2<I>o)

g (e +

_l’_

Thus, we obtain a new convergence rate by combining the above two bounds.

171 Lo?
EF (i) ~ F*] < exp(—apypr ) (F(wo) = F*) + = [5rLP0® + (140) T |
3rL2%0?

- 272N3T2

log? (e N ’72u3T2<I>o) 3(1+ q)Lo® log (e N (> MT )
TL%0? 22 MT (14 q)Lo?
Here, we replace T with % Then, we represent the above convergence rate with only 7', K, M, q.

~ 1 1+g¢
O(ﬁ MT)

This is the new convergence rate we propose in Remark 9. We also get K = @(%) communication rounds
make this algorithm achieve a linear speedup in M.
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5.5.3 More Details on Contribution 2 in Introduction

More Details on dquan¢ This paragraph explains why FedAQ needs to send only dguant = O(log é) bits for
each value. We use the result of Lemma 3.1 in [1]. They show the below result with a low-precision quantizer
(Example 1 in section 3)

NG

E[|Q(z, s) - @3] < min(Z5, *=) /3

2

where n is the dimension of z, and s is the number of quantization levels. Then, we regard ¢ as

g= Y2 _ Y1 (72)

S o 2dquam
Thus, we obtain the following conclusion.
1 1
5 logn + log = 1
2 q
dquant = liog B = O(log 6)

Comparing FedAQ to FedAC We compare computation and communication efficiency of FedAC-II and
FedAQ under the condition set (35) to achieve the same error. Let’s r~eca11 the convergence rate of FedAC and
FedAQ. The convergence rate of FedAC and FedAQ is respectively O (51 + ﬁ) and O(% + %}}% ). Let’s
say FedAC requires 7' iterations and K = M 5 communication rounds to achieve the error ﬁ Then, FedAQ
requires

T =(1+qT, K'=Ms

to achieve the same error ﬁ This means FedAQ needs 1 + g times more local steps and the same number of
communication rounds to achieve the same error of FedAC. These local steps do no require any communication
with the server hence can be performed without any additional communication overhead.

From discussion in the previous section, if we use the simple low-precision quantizer, we need only dgyant =
O(log é) bits for communicating values with enough precision that can lead to an error rate of O(ﬁ) In
comparison, FedAC would require O (log(MT)) bits to maintain enough precision to achieve the same error rate.
In a majority of tasks in the real world, 32 bits are usually enough for dgy to achieve enough precision as we
usually don’t need converge to a very small error rate. Nonetheless, even if we compare FedAQ(8bits) with to
FedAC(32bits), we argue that the overall benefit from less communication by quantization is more influential
than the slowdown effect from quantization.

For example, if we consider a l-regularized logistic regression model for MNIST (strongly convex experi-
ment) and quantize from 32 bits to dquane = 8 bits. Here, n = 784 x 10. We get the following results by using
(72).

Vn V7840

Ltg=1+4 g =1+~ ~ 1346,

On the other hand, the ratio of data communicated by FedAC and FedAQ is

32

=4
dquant

In contribution 2, we claim 1 + ¢ < % because dgyp is unbounded as T’ goes to infinity. In the real world

example, ﬁ = 4 is still much greater than 1 + ¢. Furthermore, since the local computation is much cheaper
than data communication, we conclude that the benefit from less communication by quantization (4 times less
bits) overwhelm the slowdown effect from quantization ((1 + ¢) times more local computation).
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6 Experiments

In this section, we provide experimental results of FedAQ in homogeneous local data distribution settings. We
compare FedAQ with other quantization-based federated optimization algorithms, FedPAQ [27] and FedCOM-
GATE [9]. FedAvg [26] and FedAC [43], federated optimization algorithms without quantization, are also our
baselines. We empirically validate the performance of 5 algorithms on classical classification tasks on MNIST[18]
and CIFAR-10[17] datasets in the distributed learning environment. We consider three objective functions i) A
strongly convex objective of [o-regularized logistic regression model on the MNIST dataset, ii) A non convex
objective of training a multilayer perceptron on the MNIST data, and iii) A non convex objective of training a
convolution neural network (CNN) on the CIFAR-10 dataset.

6.1 Experimental Setup

Implementation Environment. We follow the implementation setup in [9]. We use the Distributed library
of PyTorch to implement our algorithm because this library allows us to simulate real-world communication
and distributed training. The 18 cores of Intel Xeon E5-2676 CPU are used as computing sources. Each core is
considered as one local client. We use 16 cores for strongly convex MNIST, 18 cores for the non-convex MNIST,
and 8 cores for the CIFAR-10. For MNIST, the strongly convex experiment and the non-convex one respectively
run for 300 rounds of communication with 20 local updates and 50 rounds of communication with 100 local
updates. The CIFAR-10 experiment runs for 100 rounds of communication with 100 local updates.

Datasets. For image classification tasks, we choose two main classical image datasets: MNIST and CIFAR-10.
Since we assume homogeneous settings, data is distributed homogeneously among clients, which also means
each device has access to all 10 classes.

Hyperparameter Choice. The important hyperparmeters in our experiments are learning rates for each
algorithm. For the client learning rate 7, we respectively use 0.002, 0.1, and 0.01 for strongly convex MNIST,
non-convex MNIST, and CIFAR-10 for all algorithms. For FedAQ and FedAC, once we set the value of u, other
hyperparameters (v, «, 3) are automatically determined (See condition set (34) and (35)). Thus, we choose 0.1,
0.01, and 0.2 for w value for strongly convex MNIST, non-convex MNIST, and CIFAR-10. Since too large u leads
to slow convergence and too small  leads to unstable training, we get these  values by tuning p appropriately.
FedCOMGATE has a server learning rate, and we set this value as 1 for all experiments.

Quantization Bits. We have three quantization-based federated algorithms: FedAQ, FedPAQ, FedCOMGATE.
We quantize the updates from 32 bits to 8 bits for all quantization-based algorithms in both MNIST and CIFAR-10.
Additionally, particularly for FedAQ in non-convex experiments, we consider 4 bits quantization as well. Since
FedAQ sends twice as many messages as FedPAQ or FedCOMGATE at every synchronization when we use 8
bits quantization for all cases, we apply 4 bits quantization to FedAQ to let FedAQ send the same amount of
information in each communication round as other quantization-based algorithms for a fair comparison.

New Time Metric. In our experiments, communication between CPU cores is very fast, so it is hard to say
that the environment of our experiments fully reflects the real-world federated learning when there is a heavy
communication burden. Thus, we use a linear model to estimate the execution time 7yound(.A) between two
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consecutive communication rounds for real federated learning scenarios [35].

) . Sdown(.A) + Sup(A)

Tround (A) = Teomm(A) + Teomp(A), Teomm(A) = B By
Teomp(A) = max Tjey (A) + Therver (A), Tien(A) = Reomp T (A) + Camp
J

Since Tyerver(\A) is relatively smaller than T’

Sient (A), we ignore Tierver(A) in our experiments. We get client

(A)is

download size Sqown(.4) and upload size Syp(4) from the number of neural network parameters. max; Ts]im
the computation time in our simulation.

Bgown ~ 0.75MB/secs, By, ~ 0.25B/secs, Rcomp ~ 7, Ceomp ~ 10secs

[35] estimate each value of the above parameters from a real world cross-device FL system. The upload bandwidth
By is generally smaller than download bandwidth Bgow,. We define human time as the parallel time estimated
by this new time metric.

6.1.1 Training Models

For MNIST, we use a lo-regularized logistic regression model for the strongly convex case and a multilayer
perceptron (MLP) with two hidden layers for the non-convex case. For CIFAR-10, we use a Convolutional Neural
Network (CNN). Here, we note that the number of parameters in a neural network model is directly related to the
number of communicated bits. We discuss more details as follows.

MLP Model for MNIST. We use a multilayer perceptron (MLP) with two hidden layers. Each hidden layer
consists of 200 neurons with ReL.U activations. Thus, we compute the total number of parameters in this MLP
model as below.

(# of MLP parameters) = (# of input features) x (# of neurons in the 1st layer)

(# of neurons in the 1st layer) x (# of neurons in the 2nd layer)
(# of neurons in the 2nd layer) x (# of MNIST classes)

(# of neurons in the 1st layer) + (# of neurons in the 2nd layer)
(# of MNIST classes)

= 28 x 28 x 200 + 200 x 200 4 200 x 10 4 200 + 200 + 10 = 199210

n
n
n
n

Finally, we derive Syp(.A)(= Sgown(A)), defined in section 6.1 (New time metric), by using the above fact. We
use 32 bits floating-point if there is no quantization.

Sup(A) = (# of device) x (# of MLP parameters) x (# of bits)
= 18 x 199210 x 32 = 114744960

The FedAvg algorithm follows the above calculation. If we use 8 bits quantization for FedPAQ, FedCOMGATE,
and FedAQ, (# of bits) in the above equation will respectively be 8, 8, and 16. Since FedAQ sends twice as many
messages as others at every communication round, (# of bits) for FedAQ is 16. Similarly, (# of bits) for FedAC,
which has no quantization, is 64.
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CNN Model for CIFAR-10. We use a CNN model, which consists of two 2-dimensional convolutional layers,
two max pooling layers, and two fully connected layers. The ReLU activations are used in this CNN model. Let’s
clarify (# of input channel, # of output channel, kernel size, stride) for convolutional layers. We respectively use
(3, 20, 5, 1), (20, 50, 5, 1) for the 1st and 2nd convolutional layer. Let’s denote each convolutional layer and fully
connected layer as CONV1, CONV2, FC3, FC4. At first, the activation shape of input layer for CIFAR-10 is (32,
32, 3). Then, we get the activation shape after CONV1 and the number of parameters for CONV1.

(width of previous activation shape) — kernel size + 1

idth of activation sh =
(width of activation shape) Stride

_32-5+1
N 1
(# of CONV1 parameters) = (kernel size x kernel size

= 28 = activation shape = (28, 28, 20)

X (# of filters in the previous layer) + 1)

x (# of filters in the current layer)
=(5x5x34+1)x20=1520

The activation shape becomes (14, 14, 20) after max pooling. There are no learnable parameters in pooling layers.
We do similar calculation for CONV2.

(width of previous activation shape) — kernel size + 1

idth of activation sh =
(width of activation shape) stride

14-5+1
= % = 10 = activation shape = (10, 10, 50)

(# of CONV2 parameters) = (kernel size x kernel size x (# of filters in the previous layer)

+ 1) X (# of filters in the current layer)
=(5x5x20+ 1) x 50 = 25050

The activation shape becomes (5, 5, 50) after second max pooling. Then, we calculate the number of parameters
in FC3 and FC4 similar to the MLP case.

(# of FC3 parameters ) = (5 x 5 x 50) x 512 4+ 512 = 640512
(# of FC4 parameters ) = 512 x 10 + 10 = 5130

Thus, the total number of parameters in this CNN model is

(# of CNN parameters) = (# of CONV1 parameters) + (# of CONV2 parameters)
+ (# of FC3 parameters) + (# of FC4 parameters)
= 1520 + 25050 + 640512 4 5130 = 672212

Finally, we derive Sup(A)(= Sdown(A)) in this case.

Sup(A) = (# of device) x (# of CNN parameters) X (# of bits)
=8 X 672212 x 32 = 172086272

We can do the similar discussion in the MLP case when it comes to applying this to quantization-based federated
optimization algorithms.
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6.2 Experimental Results

In our experiments on both MNIST and CIFAR-10, we verify how the global training loss and test accuracy of
five algorithms change with respect to communication rounds, the number of bits communicated between one
client and the server during the uplink, and human time. We provide both qualitative analysis and quantitative
results for plots.

6.2.1 Qualitative Analysis

Strongly Convex Case. In this experiment, we compare FedAQ under the condition set (34) and set (35)
with FedAvg, FedPAQ, FedCOMGATE, and FedAC-1. We denote each FedAQ as FedAQ-I and FedAQ-II. As
we observe the theoretical benefits of FedAQ over other methods in section 5, FedAQ-I outperforms all other
quantization-based federated optimization algorithms and FedAC-I in all plots (See each first row of Figure 1,
2). However, although Fed AQ-II shows the fast convergence speed, the training process is unstable. Thus, we
only use FedAQ-I for further non-convex experiments. FedAC and FedAQ in non-convex experiments indicate
FedAC-I and FedAQ-I.

Non-Convex Case. Each second row of Figure 1, 2, and Figure 3 clearly demonstrates that FedAQ with 4 bits
quantization outperforms other algorithms in all plots. In terms of communication rounds, accelerated algorithms,
FedAQ and FedAC, converge faster than other algorithms. We also observe that quantization does not lead to
slower convergence, which means we can apply an efficient quantization scheme to make communication efficient
FL systems without sacrificing convergence speed. The plots related to communicated bits are helpful to interpret
how algorithms work well in situations with heavy communication. FedAQ with 8 bits quantization shows
comparable performance relative to FedPAQ and FedCOMGATE with the help of acceleration, even though
FedAQ sends more updates during every synchronization. When we use 4 bits quantization for FedAQ to make
the number of communicated bits the same for all quantization-based algorithms during synchronization, FedAQ
shows a much faster convergence speed with regard to the number of communicated bits. However, plots of
communicated bits fail to reflect how algorithms converge in real estimated time for FL scenarios, which consists
of both communication and computation. Thus, we further analyze algorithms with human time. We observe that
FedAQ with 8 quantization bits performs slightly better than FedPAQ and FedCOMGATE for both MNIST and
CIFAR-10. This occurs because while all quantization-based algorithms send the same number of communicated
bits, the number of communication rounds for FedAQ is much smaller than others. Then, this also indicates that
FedAQ takes less computation time than other methods while reaching the same accuracy.

6.2.2 Quantitative Results

We provide quantitative results to help readers understand plots better. To be specific, for all plots, we observe the
number of communication rounds, the number of communicated bits, and the human time required to achieve a
particular test accuracy by each federated optimization algorithm.

For the strongly convex experiment on MNIST (See the first row of Figure 2), the number of communication
rounds required to achieve 90.28% test accuracy by FedAvg, FedPAQ(8bits), FedCOMGATE(8bits), FedAC-I,
FedAQ-I(8bits), FedAQ-II(8bits) are respectively 217, 216, 260, 28, 26, 99. The number of communicated
bits required to achieve the same accuracy are respectively 5.4e7, 1.4e7, 1.6e7, 1.4e7, 3.3e6, 1.2e7. Lastly, the
required human time are respectively 3220s, 2760s, 3336s, 484s, 344s, 1323s. In this experiment, Fed AQ-I(8bits)
requires the smallest number of communication rounds, the smallest number of communicated bits, and the
shortest human time to achieve the same test accuracy. These experimental results support the validity of our
theoretical analysis on strongly convex cases.

For the non-convex experiment on MNIST (See the second row of Figure 2), the number of communication
rounds required to achieve 97.6% test accuracy by FedAvg, FedPAQ(8bits), FedCOMGATE(8bits), FedAC,
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FedAQ(8bits), FedAQ(4bits) are respectively 23, 48, 38, 18, 18, 16. The number of communicated bits required
to achieve the same accuracy are respectively 1.5e8, 7.6e7, 6.1e7, 2.3e8, 5.7¢7, 2.5¢7. Finally, the required human
time are respectively 2424s, 2311s, 1834s, 3327s, 1248s, 805s. Thus, we conclude that FedAQ(4bits) outperforms
other algorithms, and even FedAQ(8bits) needs smaller number of communicated bits/less human time to achieve
the goal accuracy than FedPAQ(8bits)/FedCOMGATE(8bits).

For the non-convex experiment on CIFAR-10 (See Figure 3), the number of communication rounds required
to achieve 65.4% test accuracy by FedAvg, FedPAQ(8bits), FedCOMGATE(8bits), FedAC, FedAQ(8bits),
Fed AQ(4bits) are respectively 98, 89, 95, 49, 50, 48. The number of communicated bits required to achieve the
same accuracy are respectively 2.1e9, 4.8e8, 5.1e8, 2.1e9, 5.4e8, 2.6e8. Finally, the required human time are
respectively 31798s, 11526s, 12240s, 28720s, 9902s, 6464s. As with the non-convex experiment on MNIST,
Fed AQ(4bits) outperforms other algorithms, and even FedAQ(8bits) requires less human time to achieve the same
accuracy than FedPAQ(8bits)/FedCOMGATE(8bits).

Remark 24: Our current experimental setup only allows us to scale the number of clients up to the number of
CPU cores in our machine. Since FedAQ achieves linear speed up in the number of workers with much fewer
communication rounds than other quantization based methods, we expect FedAQ to outperform other methods by
an even larger margin as we scale the number of workers.
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Figure 1: Comparing FedAQ with FedAvg, FedPAQ, FedCOMGATE, and FedAC on MNIST with Strongly
Convex Settings (first row) and Non-Convex Settings (second row). We observe how the global training loss
changes across communication rounds (first column), communicated bits (second column), and human time (third
column). FedAQ-I(8bits) and FedAQ(4bits) respectively outperform other algorithms for strongly convex settings
and non-convex settings. FedAQ(4bits) sends the same number of communicated bits as FedPAQ(8bits) and
FedCOMGATE(8bits) in each communication round, which indicates a fair comparison (See Quantization bits in
section 6.1).
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Figure 2: Comparing FedAQ with FedAvg, FedPAQ, FedCOMGATE, and FedAC on MNIST with Strongly
Convex Settings (first row) and Non-Convex Settings (second row). We observe how the test accuracy changes
across communication rounds (first column), communicated bits (second column), and human time (third
column). FedAQ-I outperforms other algorithms in all plots for strongly convex settings. Moreover, Fed AQ(4bits)

outperforms other algorithms in all plots for non-convex settings.

7 Conclusion

To sum up, we propose a novel communication-efficient federated optimization algorithm, FedAQ, that suc-
cessfully incorporates accelerated multiple local updates and quantization with solid theoretical guarantees in
strongly-convex and homogeneous settings. In the future, further theoretical guarantees of FedAQ on convex
and non-convex functions should be discussed. Also, the convergence analysis of FedAQ on heterogeneous
settings can be an interesting topic. Even though Federated Learning systems provide some level of privacy to the
clients as their explicit data is not shared with the servers, careful examination of FL systems including FedAQ is
necessary to examine how much privacy do they actually provide as information is shared in form of the iterates.
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