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Abstract—Adaptive moment estimation (Adam), as a Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD) variant, has gained widespread popu-
larity in federated learning (FL) due to its fast convergence.
However, federated Adam (FedAdam) algorithms suffer from a
threefold increase in uplink communication overhead compared
to federated SGD (FedSGD) algorithms, which arises from the
necessity to transmit both local model updates and first and
second moment estimates from distributed devices to the central-
ized server for aggregation. Driven by this issue, we propose a
novel sparse FedAdam algorithm called FedAdam-SSM, wherein
distributed devices sparsify the updates of local model parameters
and moment estimates and subsequently upload the sparse
representations to the centralized server. To further reduce the
communication overhead, the updates of local model parameters
and moment estimates incorporate a shared sparse mask (SSM)
into the sparsification process, eliminating the need for three
separate sparse masks. Theoretically, we develop an upper bound
on the divergence between the local model trained by FedAdam-
SSM and the desired model trained by centralized Adam, which is
related to sparsification error and imbalanced data distribution.
By minimizing the divergence bound between the model trained
by FedAdam-SSM and centralized Adam, we optimize the SSM
to mitigate the learning performance degradation caused by
sparsification error. Additionally, we provide convergence bounds
for FedAdam-SSM in both convex and non-convex objective
function settings, and investigate the impact of local epoch,
learning rate and sparsification ratio on the convergence rate of
FedAdam-SSM. Experimental results show that FedAdam-SSM
outperforms baselines in terms of convergence rate (over 1.1x
faster than the sparse FedAdam baselines) and test accuracy
(over 14.5% ahead of the quantized FedAdam baselines).

Index Terms—Federated Learning, Adam Optimizer, Sparsifi-
cation method.
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ECENT advances in Internet of Things (IoT) and Ar-

tificial Intelligence (AI) technologies have empowered
next-generation smart devices to bring us higher levels of
comfort, convenience, connectivity, and intelligence [1]-[3].
The explosion of IoT data, limited data transmission capacity,
as well as potential data privacy and security threats, make it
impractical to upload all the raw data to a remote cloud for
centralized machine learning (ML) [4], [S]. To avoid collecting
private data from distributed devices, federated learning (FL)
has emerged as a privacy-enhancing distributed ML paradigm
[6]-[8], where distributed devices perform local model training
on their private datasets, and a centralized server aggregates
the uploaded local models to build a global model.

In recent years, the size of ML models has dramatically
increased to achieve high accuracy and adapt to dynamic
environments in many application scenarios such as computer
vision, natural language processing and speech recognition
[9], [10]]. In practice, ML models, especially deep learning
models, are typically hundreds of megabytes or even gigabytes
in size. As the size of state-of-the-art ML models continues to
explode, the implementation of an efficient FL. paradigm faces
the following challenges. 1) Convergence speed. Stochastic
Gradient Descent (SGD) has been widely applied to FL
training. Despite its simplicity, the vanilla SGD suffers from
slow convergence, and is sensitive to variations in hyper-
parameters (e.g., learning rate). To reduce the computational
burden on distributed devices throughout the FL training pro-
cess, it is paramount to deploy advanced optimizers to improve
the convergence rate while maintaining model accuracy. 2)
Communication overhead. Since distributed devices in FL fre-
quently upload/download ML models to/from the centralized
server, large-scale ML models inevitably lead to unaffordable
communication overhead. Especially in wireless networks,
high traffic between distributed devices and the centralized
server can overwhelm the limited transmission bandwidth,
resulting in frequent interruptions, prolonged latencies and
prohibitive costs.

As a variant of SGD, adaptive moment estimation (Adam)
has gained widespread popularity in FL due to its fast conver-
gence and intuitive explanations behind the adaptive hyper-
parameters [[11], [12]. However, federated Adam (FedAdam
for short) algorithms suffer from a threefold increase in
uplink communication overhead compared to federated SGD
(FedSGD for short) algorithms, which arises from the neces-
sity to transmit both local model updates and first and second
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moment estimates (i.e., exponential moving averages of histor-
ical gradients and gradient squares) from distributed devices to
the centralized server for aggregation. Despite current efforts
to enhance the convergence rate of FedAdam algorithms, how
to reduce this communication overhead remains open in the
literature. Driven by this issue, we propose a novel sparsifica-
tion method for communication-efficient FedAdam. The main
contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

1) FedAdam-SSM. We propose a sparse FedAdam algo-
rithm called FedAdam-SSM, wherein distributed devices
sparsify the updates of local model parameters and mo-
ment estimates and subsequently upload the sparse rep-
resentations to the centralized server. To further reduce
the communication overhead, the updates of local model
parameters and moment estimates incorporate a shared
sparse mask (SSM) into the sparsification process,
eliminating the need for three separate sparse masks.
Compared with the standard FedAdam, FedAdam-SSM
effectively reduces the uplink communication overhead
from O(3dq) to O(3kq + d).

2) Shared sparse mask design. We optimize the SSM to
mitigate the learning performance degradation caused
by the sparsification error. Firstly, we provide an upper
bound on the divergence between the local model trained
by FedAdam-SSM and the desired model trained by
centralized Adam. To minimize the sparsification error
of FedAdam-SSM, we devise an optimal SSM by min-
imizing the divergence bound between FedAdam-SSM
and centralized Adam.

3) Convergence analysis. We provide convergence bounds
for FedAdam-SSM in both non-convex and convex ob-
jective function settings. We prove that the convergence
rate of FedAdam-SSM achieves a linear speedup of
ot «/LT) in the non-convex setting, and can be further in-

creased to O(%) in the convex setting. Additionally, we
investigate the impact of local epoch, learning rate and
sparsification ratio on the convergence rate of Fed Adam-
SSM, and provides guidance for selecting appropriate
values of local epoch and learning rate to improve the
learning performance of FedAdam-SSM.

4) Experimental results. We conduct extensive experi-
ments involving training of Convolutional Neural Net-
work (CNN), Visual Geometry Group-11 (VGG-11)
and Residual Network-18 (ResNet-18) over Fashion-
MNIST, CIFAR-10 and SVHN datasets to investigate the
training performance of the proposed FedAdam-SSM.
The experimental results verify our theoretical analysis
and show that FedAdam-SSM outperforms baselines in
terms of convergence rate (over 1.1x faster than the best
sparse FedAdam baseline) and test accuracy (over 14.5%
ahead of the best quantized FedAdam baseline).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
[ discusses related works. Section [l briefly provides some
background on FL, FedAdam and the sparsification methods.
In Section [Vl we propose the FedAdam-SSM algorithm. In
Section [V] we optimize the SSM to mitigate the sparsification
error. Section [VIl conducts the convergence analysis, and

Section represents the experimental results. Section
concludes this paper.

II. SIGNIFICANCE AND RELATED WORK

In this section, we review two lines of work that are
most related to this paper, i.e., SGD variants in FL and
communication-efficient FL.

A. SGD variants in FL

The low convergence rate and the considerable effort re-
quired to find the optimal hyper-parameters of vanilla SGD
can place a significant burden on the computational capacity
of distributed devices, leading to long FL training sessions and
unsatisfactory quality of experience. To accelerate the model
convergence, recent works have developed a variety of SGD
variants in the FL setting. The authors in [13] and [14] propose
a Nesterov Accelerated Gradient Descent (NAG) based FL
framework named FedNAG to speed up FL convergence,
where distributed devices locally update the model parameters
and first momentum estimates, and upload the local model
parameters and momentum estimates to the centralized server
for aggregation. The convergence analysis presented in [13]]
reveals that FedNAG can converge faster than FedSGD. Using
the variance-reduced SGD (SVRG) optimizer, the works in
[15] and [16] improve the FL. convergence rate by gradually
eliminating the inherent variance of the gradients. Later on,
by adaptively tuning the learning rate with both the first
momentum estimate and the second momentum estimate, the
works in [17]-[19] develop different FedAdam algorithms to
accelerate the training process, and prove the convergence
of the proposed algorithms for both convex and non-convex
settings.

From the above, the integration of SGD variants into FL
has proven to improve the convergence rate in the training
process, especially for Adam. FedAdam algorithms not only
have well-documented empirical performance, but can also be
shown theoretically to escape saddle points and converge to
second-order stationary points faster than FedSGD. On the
one hand, FedAdam accelerates the FL convergence thanks
to the adaptive learning rate tuned by the first and second
momentum estimates. On the other hand, the first and second
momentum estimates have to be uploaded to the centralized
server for aggregation, which significantly increases the uplink
communication overhead. To this end, strategies to reduce the
communication overhead are of considerable importance in
improving the training efficiency of FedAdam.

B. Communication-efficient Federated Learning

In order to achieve communication-efficient FL, different
methods to reduce the communication overhead have been
proposed in the literature. Early works have considered de-
vice scheduling and communication resource allocation. The
authors in [20] and [21] optimize the device selection as well
as communication and computational resource allocation to
minimize the training latency while guaranteeing FL perfor-
mance. However, when dealing with large-scale ML models
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and limited communication resources, device scheduling and
communication resource allocation alone to reduce communi-
cation overhead may prove insufficient in achieving the desired
training efficiency.

More recently, compression techniques such as quantization
and sparsification methods have been introduced into FL to
reduce the size of local model updates transmitted to the
centralized server. The authors in [22]-[26] develop different
quantization or sparsifation strategies, which adaptively tune
the quantization level or sparsifation ratio to reduce the com-
munication overhead while guaranteeing a low compression
error. Going forward, the implementation of compression
methods in FedAdam algorithms remains challenging. The
authors in [27] and [28] propose two different communication-
efficient FedAdam algorithms, which quantize local model
updates or model parameters to reduce the communication
cost, and compensate for the quantization errors using an error-
feedback technique. To further improve the model accuracy,
[29] proposes a 2-phase FedAdam algorithm, which runs the
standard FedAdam in the warm-up phase, and computes the
second moment estimates as a fixed precondition for the
quantized FedAdam in the compression phase.

However, the works in [27]-[29] set the number of local
epochs to 1, which results in extremely frequent communi-
cation between distributed devices and the centralized server
and thereby increases both the compression error and the
communication overhead in FedAdam. Moreover, these works
fail to consider the aggregation of the first and second local
momentum estimates to obtain global momentum estimates in
each communication round, which results in the utilization
of out-of-date momentum estimates in the training process
and consequently causes a degradation in FL performance.
Subsequently, [30] adopts two different quantization methods
(i.e., uniform and exponential quantization methods) to quan-
tize the local model updates and the momentum estimates in
the proposed FedAdam algorithm. However, due to the fact
that Adam depends non-linearly on the gradient, the authors
do not provide a convergence analysis of quantized FedAdam.

In our work, we integrate the sparsification method with
the standard FedAdam. Different from the aforementioned
works on communication-efficient FedAdam [28]]-[30], we
take into account the up-to-date global momentum estimates
by sparsifying the updates of local model parameters and
momentum estimates before uploading them to the centralized
server in each communication round. To further alleviate the
communication overhead, we incorporate a shared sparse mask
into the sparsification of the updates of local model parameters
and moment estimates. To mitigate the learning performance
degradation caused by the sparsification error, we optimize
the shared sparse mask by minimizing the divergence bound
between the local model trained by FedAdam-SSM and the
desired model trained by centralized Adam. To the best of our
knowledge, our work represents the first attempt to design a
shared sparse mask for the sparsification of the updates of local
model parameters and moment estimates in sparse FedAdam
and to provide a theoretical analysis of this approach.

III. PRELIMINARIES AND BACKGROUND

In this section, we overview a few important concepts and
definitions with regard to FedAdam and sparsification method.

A. FedAdam

Consider an FL network of N devices collaborating to train
an ML model over their respective local datasets. Let N =
{1,2, ..., N} denote the index set of the devices. The goal of
FL is to find a set of model parameters w* € R that minimizes
the global loss function F(w) on all the local datasets, i.e.,

Sonet 1Dl f (W, Dy)
L 1Dl
where f(w, D,) denotes the loss function on the local dataset
D,.. In standard FedSGD, distributed devices utilize SGD to
minimize the local loss function F,,(w) on its local dataset by

updating the local model parameters over a total of L local
epochs. The update rule in the /-th local epoch is

F(w) = 1)

whtltt = wht — gV (W', Dy), )

where wi;’ denotes the local model parameters of the n-th
device in the [/-th local epoch and #-th communication round,
n > 0 is the learning rate, Vf(wi,”,DNn) is the mini-batch
stochastic gradient of the local loss function, and D, is a
batch of the local dataset D,,.

To improve the accuracy of the ML model and accelerate
the training process, Adam was proposed as a variant of SGD
by taking into consideration momentum and root mean square
propagation [27]-[29]. To be specific, it takes advantage of
momentum by moving in the negative direction of the first mo-
ment estimate of the gradient, and maintains a per-parameter
learning rate adjusted to the second moment estimate of the
gradient. Using Adam, the local model update rule in FL
training can be written as

mb!

Sy R —
Jrh+e
1t

where m,;” and vi;’ are the first and second moment estimates
of the gradient, and € is a safety offset for division by the
second moment estimate. Specifically, the first and second

moment estimates m’’ and v’ are computed as

L _ -1t
wn - wn

3)

my;' = Bimy (1= BV S (wy D), “
L o\2
vt = B! 4 (1 - Ba) (Vf(wiz_l’t’pn)) S

where 81 € [0,1) and B, € [0,1) control the exponential
decay rates of the moving averages. Therefore, the procedure
of FedAdam in each communication round is as follows:

1) According to the update rule in (@), (@), and (@), each
device updates the local moment estimates and model
parameters (i.e., m5', vL', and wh') over a total of L
local epochs at the beginning of each round.

2) Each device uploads the updated local moment estimates
and model parameters (i.e., mﬁ”, vﬁ”, and wﬁ”) to the

centralized server.
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Algorithm 1: FedAdam

1 Initialize: W°, M° « 0, V0 «— 0;

2 for each communication round ¢ =0, 1, ..

do in parallel

for each device n=1,2,..., N do
Download M, V!, W' from the server;
Set wO' — W', m%" — M' O — V7,
Update m%', v', and wh according to (@),

@), and @) over L local epochs;

8 Upload m,Ll”, vﬁ”, and w,Ll” to the server;

,T—-1do

BN - 7, T

9 The server updates M'*!, V/*! W*! according to
FedAvg;

3) Upon receiving all the local moment estimates and
local model parameters, the centralized server updates
the global moment estimates and model parameters ac-
cording to the federated averaging (FedAvg) al%otrithm,

Lol M = ZacDalmat i X 1Dalva d
’ XL 1Dl S 1Dal
Wi+l = Zoo | Oalwi?
N |Z~)

= n‘ ’
“n=1
4) Each device downloads the updated global moment
estimates and model parameters from the centralized
server for the next communication round of FedAdam.

B. Sparsification Method

To reduce the communication overhead, sparsification meth-
ods have been extensively studied in FL to convert the local
model parameters or accumulated gradients into a sparse
representation before they are transmitted from distributed
devices to the centralized server. Specifically, each device in
FL induces a sparse mask on the d-dimensional vector to map
each element of the vector to either its original value or zero,
and transmit the values of the non-zero elements and the sparse
mask to the centralized server. The top-k sparsifier used in this
paper is defined as follows:

Definition 1: (Top-k sparsifier). For any positive integer
1 < k < d and any vector x € R, the top-k sparsifier Top,:
RY — R is defined as

Topy (x) = x © Lop, (%), (6)

where Ltop, (x) € {0, 1}¢ represents the sparse mask of Top,,
and © performs the element-wise product. The sparse mask of
Top,, is defined as

1, if j <k,
(LTop, (x))n(j) = {0 / @)

otherwise,

where 7 is a permutation of [d] such that |(x).)| =
[ (%) zjsny | for j € [1,d—1].

It is clear to see that the top-k sparsifier selects the top k
largest elements in terms of the absolute value. In addition,
the top-k sparsifier satisfies the k-contraction property [31],
[32] as follows:

Definition 2: (k-contraction property). For a positive integer
1 < k < d and any vector x € R?, a k-contraction operator
Comp: R¢ — R4 satisfies the contraction property:

k
B [llx = Comp(x)|*] < (1 - 3) el ®)

Notably, the sparsification ratio is defined as the ratio of
originally-valued elements over all elements, i.e.,

= )

IV. FEDADAM-SSM

In this section, we first present a straightforward sparse
FedAdam algorithm called FedAdam-Top, which separately
sparsifies the updates of local model parameters and moment
estimates with the top-k sparsifier. Building upon FedAdam-
Top, we propose FedAdam-SSM, which incorporates an SSM
into the sparsification of the updates of local model parameters
and moment estimates to further reduce the uplink communi-
cation overhead.

Using the top-k sparsifier, FedAdam-Top carries out in a
different fashion from the standard FedAdam as follows:

1) Let AM!, = mk' — M", AV!, = vE' — V' and AW!, =
wﬁ” — W' denote the updates of local moment estimates
and model parameters. Upon completing the local model
training, each device sparsifies the updates with the top-
k sparsifier, i.c.. AN, = AM!, © Ltop, (AM},), AV =
AV!, © Lyop, (AMY), and AW, = AW, © Lrop, (AMY,).
Then, each device uploads the top-k sparse masks (i.e.,
Ltop, (AM?), L1op, (AVY), and Lpop, (AWY)) and the
values of the non-zero elements of the sparse vectors
(i.e., AM;, AV;, and AW;) to the centralized server.

2) The centralized server reconstructs the sparse vectors
AM;, AV;, and AW; using the received sparse masks
and values of the non-zero elements, and computes the
updates of global moment estimates and model param-

~t YN D, AN At SN DAV
eters as AM = Zzp=l_ " n Ay — Zn=L 77 n and
,257:1 [Dnl 1Dl
At N 1D, |AW .
AW = %. Afterwards, the centralized server
?‘L:l n

transmits the updates of global moment estimates and
model parameters AMZ, AVt, and AWt to each device.
3) Upon receiving AM t, AVt, and AVAVZ, each device up-
dates the global moment estimates and model parameters
as follows: M™*' = M' + AM', V'*' = V' + AV', and

Wil = W+ AW
It can be seen that by separately sparsifying the updates of
local moment estimates and model parameters AM ﬁl, AV;,
and AW! with the top-k sparsifier, distributed devices in
FedAdam-Top transmit the values of the top k largest elements
of the vectors and the top-k sparse masks to the centralized
server instead of the raw vectors. Let g denote the floating-
point precision. The total number of bits for uplink data
transmission per communication round in FedAdam-Top is
3N(kq + d). Note that the total number of bits for uplink
data transmission per communication round in the standard
FedAdam is 3Ndg. Therefore, the uplink data transmis-
sion volume per communication round can be reduced from
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Algorithm 2: FedAdam-SSM

1 Tnitialize: WO, M «— 0, V° — 0, AW’ < 0,
AR — 0, AV — 0,

2 for each communication round ¢t = 1, ...,7 do

3 do in parallel

4 for each device n=1,2,..., N do

5 Download AMZ_I, Af/t_l, AW'™!

server;

6 Update M' « M'~' + AN,

Vi vl Ayt

W Wl AW

7 Set w9 <— W, m — My — VI

8 Update m%', v’ and w according to (@),

@D, and @) over L epochs

9 Compute AM e mkt - M,

AV — vk —V’ AW <—w£’ -W

10 Sparsify AM,, AV, AW; as

AM,, — AM!, © Ty

AV, — AV!, © Lggr »

AW, — AW! © Igsmr,» and upload the

SSM 1ggyy, and the values of the

AV;, and

from the

Py 4
non-zero elements of AM,,
At
AW, to the server;

11 The server reconstructs AM;, AV;, and AW; with
the received values and Lggyy , and updates AM',
AVI, and AW’ according to FedAvg;

O(3dq) in the standard FedAdam to O(3kg+3d) in FedAdam-
Top.

To further reduce the communication overhead, we propose
to improve the FedAdam-Top algorithm by sparsifying the
updates of local moment estimates and model parameters with
an SSM. Denote the SSM by Lggyy . Notably, Iggye € {0, 1}
is a binary vector with exactly k ones and d — k zeros. As
shown in Algorithm[2] the proposed FedAdam-SSM algorithm
sparsifies the updates AM?,, AV!, and AW!, as follows:

AN, = AM}, © Ly, (10)
AV, = AV, © Lssmr,» (1)
AW, = AW, © Lggyy . (12)

As such, each device in FedAdam-SSM transmits a total of
4 vectors to the centralized server, which includes an SSM
Igsme , and 3 k-dimensional vectors containing the values of
the non-zero elements of the sparse updates of local moment
estimates and model parameters. The total number of bits
for uplink data transmission per communication round in
FedAdam-SSM is N (3kg + d). Therefore, the uplink data
transmission volume per communication round can be further
reduced from O(3kq +3d) in FedAdam-Top to O(3kq+d) in
FedAdam-SSM.

V. DESIGN OF A SHARED SPARSE MASK

In this section, we optimize the SSM to mitigate the learning
performance degradation caused by the sparsification error.
We firstly derive an upper bound on the divergence between
the local model trained by FedAdam-SSM and the desired
model trained by centralized Adam. The divergence bound is
related to the sparsification errors of the local model updates
and moment estimates and the imbalanced data distribution.
To mitigate the learning performance degradation caused by
sparsification error, the main idea of designing the SSM is to
minimize the divergence bound between FedAdam-SSM and
centralized Adam.

A. Learning Performance Bound with Sparsification Error and
Data Imbalance

Before the theoretical analysis, we make the following
assumptions on the objective loss function.

Assumption 1: (Lipschitz continuous gradient). The loss
function f(w,D,) is differentiable and Vf(w,D,) is p-
Lipschitz continuous, i.e., for any n € N, and x, y € R4,
IV (x, Dn) =V f(y. D)l < pllx =yl

Assumption 2: (Bounded gradient). The loss function
f(w,€) has G-bounded gradient, i.e., for any w € RY,
& euUD,, and j € [d], we have |[Vf(w,§)]j| <G.

Assumption 3: (Bounded local and global variances).

For any n € N, é € D, and w € RY, the
stochastic gradient Vf(w,¢) has bounded variance, i.e.,
E[IVf(w,&) = Vf(w, Dy)lI*] < o2 We also assume that the
variance of gradient Vf(w, D,) is bounded, i.e., |Vf(w, D,)
~Vf(w,UD,)|* < 0.
Note that Assumption [I] on bounded smoothness and As-
sumption 2| on bounded gradient are widely used in the FL
community for convergence analysis [19], [27]-[29], [33]. In
Assumption [3 the bounded variances of local and global
gradients quantify the sampling noise and data distribution
diversity among distributed devices in FL, respectively.

To facilitate our analysis, we first introduce several aux-
iliary notations. Let M’, V', and W' denote the non-sparse
global moment estimates and model parameters at the begln-

ning of the 7-th communication round, ie., M = M
ZnN:IJVD"‘%MﬁI , ‘;t - Vt—l + zn I‘DillAvu 1’ and Wt - Wt 1 +
I 1Dl N D]
L | Dalaw” it .
%. Let ", "', and w"' denote the auxiliary
n=1 n

moment estimates and model parameters that follow the update
rule of centralized Adam. To be specific, ', ¥, and W'’
start from the non-sparse global moment estimates and model
parameters M’, V', and W', and update with the full global

gradient descent V£ (W', UD,) as follows:

W = gt (1= B VG UD,),  (13)
2
P Z Bopht 4 (1= By) (Vf(wl”, uZ),,)) . (14
~ [+1,t
Wit — plit _ ™ . (15)
i;l+l,t +e€
For ease of exposition, we define D, = |D,|, D, = |D,|,

Fu(w)
fw,UDy,).

f(w,@n), Fn(w) f(w’Dn)’ and F(W) =
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Theorem 1: Suppose Assumptions [1 2] and [3] hold. For
any n € N, [ € L, and t € 7, the divergence between the
local model trained by FedAdam-SSM and the desired model
trained by centralized Adam can be bounded as follows:

(|
sF“W’—W’ +A|m a1 I+ @
< Y1t Jomt A 1 )
oAM;-1|| +0||(1 - 1o ) 0 V| ) +O, (16)
where
I R R AN P e et
i e | S
—p2) df\z/gp +( w2+;¢+w—¢+di2/gp,31(1—,32))
X(‘/’J’i V";*“‘?’)l , a7

By ('ﬁ+\/'ﬁ2+4¢)l_(¢—

B 1/,}02+4¢)l (18)
Ve ra |\ 2 |

2

_ NdGnpy ((w+vuTvas (v-ireas) )
e =)
and
2L o
_ Vb, ¢ dG?n

—m(\/—( - B+ e

(wm
2

2

1
e —,32)) (—‘“‘/‘m)

sl
= =yt

2
(20)
Note that ¢, y and y are given as
Bi
=—, 21
¢ N (2D
B np(1-p)) (1-p2) dG?
U= 1+ﬁ+ Ve (1+ . ) (22)
and
_ oy (L= VB2) A-p)p2 . )
X—dGn( ~Nehs (G +e) E\/_
(1—131)77( +%)
+ ‘/_ (1+(1_52)dG2). (23)
Ve €

Proof: See the proof in Section I in the supplementary
material. ]
Remark 1: From Theorem [T} we can observe that the upper

bound on “wi,’ —wht

weighted sum of ”W’ —-w|,
follows:

“ is dominated by the term @ and the
|| M — M!

and

1) The term @ is determined by the variances of local and
global gradient (i.e., —7= and o). Decreases in local

and global gradient variances can contribute to a smaller
divergence between the model parameters trained by
FedAdam-SSM and centralized Adam, which indicates
an improved learning performance in FedAdam-SSM
training. This is consistent with the fact that FL. performs
better on IID datasets than non-IID datasets.

2) The weighted sum term reveals the impact of the
sparsification of the updates of local model parameters
and moment estimates on the learning performance
of FedAdam-SSM. Specifically, lower sparsification er-
rors of model parameters and moment estimates, i.e.,
[we = v, || - 2 vt
a reduced gap between w;’ and w’’, and thereby
improving the learning performance of FedAdam-SSM.

=0,

, can lead to

E}

Given zero sparsification errors (i.e., “W’ - W

ﬂM’ =0, and ||V = V| = 0), the divergence
etween FedAdam-SSM and centralized Adam is re-
duced to the divergence between standard FedAdam and
centralized Adam, i.e.,

[wht —w"|| < @, (24)

which is exclusively related to the data distribution
among the distributed devices.

Remark 2: Theorem [I] also shows that for the same sparsi-
fication ratio, FedAdam-Top can achieve the lowest weighted
sum of the sparsification errors by separately sparsifying the
local updates AW!, AM',, and AV!, with the top-k sparsifier.
This indicates that the divergence between FedAdam-Top and
centralized Adam serves as a lower bound on the divergence
between sparse FedAdam and centralized Adam.

B. Optimal Shared Sparse Mask

From Theorem [Il the main idea of minimizing the diver-
gence between the model parameters trained by FedAdam-
SSM and centralized Adam is to minimize the weighted sum
of the sparsification errors, i.e.,

F“AWﬁ, © (1 ~ Tss)

|+ A“AM; o (1 - ISSM;) H

+0 “sz, © (1 - 11SSM;I)

| . (25)

To this end, we next proceed to find an optimal SSM by
comparing the magnitude of I', A and © as follows.
Proposition 1: If the exponential decay rate 5, satisfies

1
e (26)
” 142GpVd
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then

I'>0>A. 27)

Proof: See the proof in Section II in the supplementary
material. ]
Remark 3: Notably, p > 0 is the Lipschitz constant, d > 0 is
the number of model parameters, 5, € [0, 1) is the exponential
decay rate of the second moment estimate, and G > 0 is the
upper bound on the stochastic gradient |[V fw, 61, | leen

that d is typically an extremely large value, 1 — 1+2Gp 2GoVa

approaches 1. Therefore, the inequality in (26) can be easily
implemented since B> € [0,1) is often set to 0.999 in the
Adam optimizer.

From the theoretical and experimental analysis of model
parameters and moment estimates produced by Adam [30],
[34]], [35], AW, is of a much larger order of magnitude than
AM’, and AV’,. Together with Propoesition[]] it can be inferred
that the term I “AW; 0] (1 — Lgsmr, )” is the major contributor
to the divergence between FedAdam-SSM and centralized
Adam. Therefore, the minimization of the weighted sum of the
sparsification errors in can be equivalently transformed
into the minimization of [|[AW!, ® (1 - ]lSSM;) r As such, an
optimal SSM can be determined by sparsifying the update of
local model parameters with the top-k sparsifier, i.e.,

Issmr, = Top, (AW;) : (28)

With this optimal SSM, the proposed FedAdam-SSM can ef-
fectively mitigate the learning performance degradation caused
by the sparsification error.

VI. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the convergence of the proposed
FedAdam-SSM in both convex and non-convex settings.

We first present the convergence of FedAdam-SSM for
general non-convex loss functions as follows.

Theorem 2: (Non-convexity). Suppose Assumptions [1] 2]
and 3 hold. Then, after running FedAdam-SSM for 7 commu-
nication rounds, we have

= a2 .
7;||VF(W)|| s—T(F (W )—F

(L B (1- (,BZ)L)) GYdL L*
1-p52 463 €

(W7))+2 (o+2)(1-)

2 2
nGTdL” | cGra

+np —1)

2
+ 0,
4n0- )
Bi ( (/312 ) ,0 ) 62 29
e(l-p1)
Proof: See the proof in Section III in the supplementary
material. ]

Remark 4: The convergence rate upper bound of FedAdam-
SSM given in Theorem [2] includes a vanishing part as the
sparsification ratio @ increases and a constant part involving
the local and global variances oy and o, caused by sampling
noise and heterogeneous distributed datasets. This coincides
with our intuitive understanding: 1) A lower sparsification ratio

can contribute to a reduced sparsification error, and thereby an
improved model performance. 2) Non-IID data distributions
can result in a global model that produces shifted gradients
on local datasets, leading to degraded model accuracy.

Proposition 2: Assume Assumptions and [3] hold, and
let the learning rate n = O LZI\/T)' Then, for FedAdam-SSM,
it holds that

T-1 0 T 2
! o < o FOF)F (W)L
7 L lvFovf <o i )
(1 -a)G*d (1 - a)pG*d
*0(7)”}(@—@)- o

Remark 5: From Proposition 2] we can see that when the
communication round 7 is sufficiently large, the dominant
term of the asymptotic convergence rate of FedAdam-SSM
achieves a linear speedup of O (i . This indicates that to
reach any error 6 > 0, the FedAdam-SSM algorithm needs
(&

Remark 6: From Proposition 2] it can be seen that when

2 4 2
L < (e(F(‘(;O)a—)??W%'))x/T) , the term O (%) dom-
inates the given bound on convergence of FedAdam-SSM,
which indicates that the convergence rate of FedAdam-SSM
can be improved by increasing local epoch L. This phe-
nomenon is consistent with our intuitive understanding that
using a large local epoch L can lead to a local minimizer and
thereby speed up the training process of FedAdam-SSM. How-
ever, there is a point where increasing local epoch L too much
can degrade the model accuracy and consequently slow down

communication rounds on non-convex loss functions.

h When L U-0)pG>d '

the convergence rate. en > POV -F(WT)IVT )
0)_ T 2

the dominant term becomes O ((F(W )-FWD))L ) In this

case, a large local epoch L can lead to a strong device
drift, which degrades the training performance of FedAdam-
SSM. The above discussion provides guidance for selecting
an appropriate value of L to speed up the convergence rate.

In the following, we present the convergence of FedAdam-
SSM under the Polyak-tojasiewicz (PL) condition.

Assumption 4: (PL condition). The objective loss func-
tion F(w) satisfies a PE-u inequality, i.e., IVF(w)]|?
2u (F(w) = F(w¥)), VYw € R4,

Theorem 3: (PL condition). Suppose Assumptions
Bl and Ml hold. Then, after running FedAdam-SSM for T
communication rounds, we have

2772
F(WT) = Fow') < (1=np)" (FOWO) = FOw™)) + ”GﬂjL
3G%d (4;31 (1-(B1)F) +L2+p2L2
po\e-p)? € 3¢

((me+2)(1-a)+np-1)+

2
D, |-E=+0,
3¢ (va— "é)

G*dL 1-(B2)"
+1+ A2 (=08 e s e e €1
4é 1-p> p N Dy,
Proof: See the proof in Section IV in the supplementary
material. [ ]
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Remark 7: From Theorem [3| it can be inferred that, under
the PL condition, a small learning rate can slow down the
convergence speed, while a large learning rate can compromise
the model accuracy. Specifically, a small learning rate i can re-
sult in a slow decay of the term (1 —yu)” (F(W°) — F(w*)),
thereby yielding a deceleration of the training process. On the
other hand, using a large learning rate 7 can contribute to an
increased term {Z22*2)U- “)“7" DG hereby leading to
degraded model accuracy. Th1s is consistent with our intuitive
understanding that a small n can cause the optimizer to
converge slowly, while a large 1 can cause drastic updates
which can lead to divergent behaviour.

Proposition 3: Suppose Assumptions [Il 2l Bl and (] hold,

and let the learning rate n = O (%) After running the

FedAdam-SSM algorithm, it holds that that
F(W°) - F(w* ))

F(WT)—F( )<0(

T
pG?d ~ G%d
+O(((2 a)) uel? 2)+O(( —a)ﬁ . (32)
Proof: See the proof in Section V in the supplemental
material. ]

Remark 8: From Proposition 3] we can observe that under

the PL condition, the convergence rate of the FedAdam-SSM

algorithm can be improved to O (%) by setting n = O (% .

That is, under the PL condition, FedAdam-SSM only requires

o (%) communication rounds to reach an error § > 0.

VII. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A. Experimental Settings

To evaluate the FL performance of the proposed FedAdam-
SSM algorithm, we train a CNN on the Fashion-MNIST
dataset, VGG-11 on the CIFAR-10 dataset, and ResNet-18 on
the SVHN dataset with IID and non-IID settings to demon-
strate the training efficiency.

Datasets and models. 1) Fashion-MNIST consists of a
training set of 60000 28 x28 grayscale images belonging to 10
different classes, and a test set of 10000 images. 2) CIFAR-10
consists of 60000 32 x 32 RGB images in 10 classes (from
0 to 9), with 5000 training images and 1000 test images per
class. 3) SVHN contains over 60000 32 x 32 RGB images in
10 classes (from O to 9), which is cropped from real-world
pictures of house number plates. For the Fashion-MNIST
dataset, we adopt a CNN model with two 5 X 5 convolutional
layers (each followed by ReLU activation and a 2 X 2 max
pooling layer), two fully connected layers, and a final softmax
output layer. For the CIFAR-10 dataset, we adopt a VGG-
11 model that consists of eight 3 X 3 convolutional layers,
three fully connected layers, and a final softmax output layer.
For the SVHN dataset, we adopt a ResNet-18 model that
consists of a 2 X 2 convolutional layer, two pooling layers,
eight residual units (each with two 3 X3 convolutional layers),
a fully connected layer, and a final softmax output layer.

Data distribution. For non-IID settings, we follow the
previous works [36], [37] to split the local datasets using the
Dirichlet distribution with a concentration parameter § = 0.1.

Note that the lower the concentration parameter, the higher the
non-IID degree of the data distribution.

Implementation. In our experiments, we set the number
of distributed devices N = 20, local epoch L = 30, learning
rate 7 = 0.001, and sparsification ratio @ = 0.05. For the
Adam optimizer, we set 81 = 0.9, 8> = 0.999, and € = 107°.
As previously stated, FedAdam-SSM uploads the SSM to
the centralized server to represent the position of each non-
zero element in the sparse vectors. Alternatively, we could
upload the indices of these non-zero elements to represent
their positions instead of uploading the SSM. This method
necessitates log,(d) bits to inform the centralized server of
the index of each non-zero element within the d-dimensional
sparse vector [38], [39]. In our experiment, we employ both
methods and select the one with the lower communication
overhead. Therefore, the total number of bits for uplink data
transmission per communication round in FedAdam-SSM and
FedAdam-Top is min{N(3kq + d), Nk (3q +log,(d))} and
min{3N(kq + d),3Nk (g +log,(d))}, respectively.

Baselines. For comparison purpose, we consider the fol-
lowing baseline algorithms: 1) FedAdam (See Algorithm
@, 2) FedAdam-Top, 3) 1-bit Adam [29], 4) Efficient
Adam [28]], 5) Fairness-top [40], 6) FedAdam-SSM,,, and
6) FedAdam-SSMy. FedAdam is in fact a special case of
FedAdam-SSM and FedAdam-Top when we set the sparsi-
fication ratio @ to 1. 1-bit Adam follows a two-stage training
paradigm: a) first run vanilla Adam as a warm-up, where the
local moment estimates and model parameters are commu-
nicated with full precision; b) then fix the second moment
estimate as a precondition and communicate the first moment
estimates with error-compensated 1-bit quantization. Efficient
Adam utilizes a two-way quantization scheme to reduce
the communication overhead and a two-way error feedback
strategy to compensate for quantization errors. Fairness-top,
FedAdam-SSMj, and FedAdam-SSMy employ an SSM to
sparsify the local moment estimates and model parameters,
thereby reducing the uplink communication overhead. In
Fairness-top, the SSM is determined by sparsifying the union
of the local moment estimates and model parameters with
the top-k sparsifier. FedAdam-SSM), and FedAdam-SSMy
determine the SSM by sparsifying the local first moment
estimates and the second moment estimates with the top-k
sparsifier, respectively.

B. Results and Discussion

1) Comparison of Values of AW., AM!, and AV': To
demonstrate the magnitude of the update of model parameters
and moment estimates (i.e., AW!, AM!, and AV?), Fig. [l
compares the probability density of their logarithmic values
on different datasets and models. From Fig. [1, we can ob-
serve that the logarithms of AW!, AM! and AV! appear
to approximately follow normal distributions with different
means and variances, and the logarithmic values indicate that
AW! > AM! > AV!. Specifically, for CNN on Fashion-
MNIST, Fig. [l (a) shows that the logarithms of AW, AM,
and AV! exhibit approximate normal distributions centered
around -2, —3 and -6, respectively. For ResNet-18 on SVHN,
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Fig. 1: Probability density of the log value of AW!, AM! and
AV! on different models and datasets.

Fig. I (b) indicates that the logarithms of AW/, AM! and
AV fall within their respective ranges of —=7.5 to —4, —12.5
to —8, and —20 to —15, respectively. For VGG-11 on CIFAR-
10, Fig. [ (c) illustrates that the logarithms of AW, AMY
and AV; lie in the ranges of —10 to -5, —25 to —10, and
—35 to —20, respectively. Therefore, the experimental results
verify that the update of model parameters (i.e., AWY) is
significantly larger in magnitude compared to the updates
of moment estimates (i.e., AM!, and AV?), which is also
consistent with the theoretical and experimental analysis of
model parameters and moment estimates produced by Adam
(301, 1341, [35].

2) Performance Comparison with Baseline Algorithms:
Fig. compares the model accuracy versus communi-
cation overhead between FedAdam-SSM and baseline al-
gorithms. For CNN on Fashion-MNIST, the improvement
in test accuracy compared to FedAdam-Top, Fairness-Top,
FedAdam-SSM,,, FedAdam-SSMy, FedAdam, 1-bit Adam
and Efficient Adam is approximately 1.3%, 2.9%, 8.2%,
10.9%, 3.7%, 14.4%, 21.8% in the 1ID setting, and 1.8%,
2.5%, 9.7%, 10.7%, 11.7%, 17.3%, 39.3% in the Non-IID set-
ting. For ResNet on SVHN, the improvement in test accuracy
compared to FedAdam-Top, Fairness-Top, FedAdam-SSM,,,
FedAdam-SSMy, FedAdam, 1-bit Adam and Efficient Adam
is approximately 4.5%, 1.1%, 9.6%, 1.9%, 2.3%, 22%, 23.1%
in the IID setting, and 4.3%, 2.9%, 10.7%, 5.1%, 6.4%, 20.2%,

24.9% in the Non-IID setting. For VGG-11 on CIFAR-10,
the improvement in test accuracy compared to FedAdam-Top,
Fairness-Top, FedAdam-SSM,,, FedAdam-SSMy,, FedAdam,
1-bit Adam and Efficient Adam is approximately 4.1%, 1.5%,
3.8%, 10.7%, 4.8%, 15.2%, 14.4% in the IID setting, and
2.7%,5.9%, 6.1%, 18.4%, 5.9%, 36.5%, 39.6% in the Non-1ID
setting. Table [l compares the convergence rate of FedAdam-
SSM and baseline algorithms.

From Fig. Rland Table[l, we can observe that in the context
of both IID and Non-IID data distribution settings, FedAdam-
SSM outperforms baseline algorithms both on model accuracy
and convergence rate. The observations are listed as follows.
First, FedAdam-SSM outperforms its counterparts among the
sparse FedAdam algorithms both on test accuracy and con-
vergence rate, including FedAdam-SSMj,, FedAdam-SSMy,,
and Fairness-top. The improvement in test accuracy is ap-
proximately 3.8% ~ 10.9% compared to FedAdam-SSM,,,
1.9% ~ 18.4% compared to FedAdam-SSMy, and 1.3%
~ 4.5% compared to FedAdam-Top on different models
and datasets. Additionally, FedAdam-SSM achieves approx-
imately over 2.19x convergence rate improvements over
FedAdam-SSMj,, over 2.77x convergence rate improvements
over FedAdam-SSMy, and over 1.1X convergence rate im-
provements over FedAdam-SSM,,. Notably, FedAdam-SSM,
FedAdam-SSM),, FedAdam-SSMy, and Fairness-top employ
different SSMs to introduce sparsity in the updates of local
model parameters and moment estimates, and maintain an
identical communication overhead of O(3kq + d). This ob-
servation highlights that the proposed SSM outperforms the
alternative SSMs in terms of model accuracy and convergence
rate. This is because our proposed SSM minimizes the diver-
gence between centralized Adam and sparse FedAdam, which
is consistent with Theorem [l With the same sparsification
ratio as FedAdam-SSM,,, FedAdam-SSMy,, and Fairness-top,
the proposed SSM effectively reduces the sparsification error,
thereby improving both model accuracy and convergence rate.

Second, it can be observed that FedAdam-SSM prevails
slightly over FedAdam-Top and Fairness-Top in terms of
test accuracy and convergence rate. Furthermore, FedAdam-
SSM requires a significantly lower computational complexity
compared to FedAdam-Top and Fairness-Top. To be specific,
FedAdam-SSM improves test accuracy approximately 1.3% ~
4.5% compared to FedAdam-Top and 1.1% ~ 2.9% compared
to Fairness-Top on different models and datasets. The improve-
ment in convergence rate is approximately 1.37x ~ 5.59%
over FedAdam-Top, and 1.10x ~ 2.74x over Fairness-Top.
Note that FedAdam-SSM determines the SSM by applying
top-k sparsification to local model parameters. In contrast,
Fairness-top determines the SSM by sparsifying the union
of local model parameters and moment estimates with the
top-k sparsifier. FedAdam-Top separately sparsifies the local
model parameters and moment estimates using the top-k
sparsification method. Therefore, the computational complex-
ity of FedAdam-SSM, FedAdam-Top, and Fairness-Top can
be represented as O (dlog(k)), O (3dlog(k)), and O (9dk),
respectively. FedAdam-SSM reduces the computational com-
plexity by over 66.6% compared to both FedAdam-Top and
Fairness-Top.
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Fig. 2: The comparison of model accuracy versus communication overhead between FedAdam-SSM and baseline algorithms

on different models and datasets.

TABLE I: Convergence rate of FedAdam-SSM and baseline algorithms on different models and datasets. “Acc.” represents the
target test accuracy. “Comm.” represents the minimum communication overhead required to achieve the target test accuracy.
oo means it is impossible to achieve the target test accuracy during the training process.

CNN on Fashion-MNIST

ResNet on SVHN VGG-11 on CIFAR-10

Setting Algorithm Acc. (%) Comm. (Mbit)  Acc. (%) Comm. (Mbit)  Acc. (%) Comm. (Mbit)
FedAdam-SSM 8.15 591.0 2073.0
FedAdam-Top 11.3 (1.39%) 1959.1 (3.31x%) 11605.0 (5.59%)
Fairness-Top 17.1 (2.09%) 1623.0 (2.74%) 4327.0 (2.09%)
D FedAdam-SSM s 20.4 S 202 0 624 11651.0 (5.62%)
FedAdam-SSMy o0 1870.7 (3.16%) o
FedAdam 24.0 (2.94%) 2641.8 (4.47x) 18559.0 (8.95%)
1-bit Adam 00 00 )
Efficient Adam o o0 o
FedAdam-SSM 13.0 737.3 8161.0
FedAdam-Top 24.5 (1.88%) 1521.1 (2.06x) 11172.0 (1.37x%)
Fairness-Top 31.5 (2.42x) 1059.3 (1.44x%) 8966.0 (1.10x)
Non-IID FedAdam-SSM s 798 o0 74.4 o0 562 17951.0 (2.19%)
FedAdam-SSMy o0 2042.1 (2.77x) 0
FedAdam 70.0 (5.38%) 2556.0 (3.47x) 27400.0 (3.36x)
1-bit Adam o o0 0
Efficient Adam 0 00 )

Third, we can observe that FedAdam-SSM significantly
outperforms the quantized FedAdam algorithms, i.e., 1-bit
Adam and Efficient Adam, in terms of test accuracy and
convergence rate. Specifically, the improvement in test ac-
curacy is approximately 15.2% ~ 36.5% compared to 1-bit

Adam, and 14.5% ~ 39.6% compared to Efficient Adam on
different models and datasets. In addition, we can see that
compared to the Non-IID setting, FedAdam-SSM achieves
higher test accuracy and faster convergence rate in the IID
data distribution setting. This is due to the fact that non-IID
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Fig. 3: Model accuracy of FedAdam-SSM for different local
epoch L on different models and datasets.

data distributions can result in a global model that produces
shifted gradients on local datasets, and thereby a degraded
model accuracy. This observation is consistent with Theorem
that lower local and global variances o7 and o, can lead to
improved training performance.

3) Sensitivity to Hyperparameters: Local epoch measures
the progress of local gradient descent. Fig. [3 plots the test
accuracy of FedAdam-SSM for different values of local epoch
L. From Fig. Bl we can see that the convergence rate shows a
decreasing trend as L increases. Additionally, the test accuracy
shows an initial increasing trend followed by a subsequent
decrease as L increases. This is due to the fact that increasing
local epoch L can lead to a local minimizer and thereby
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Fig. 4: Model accuracy of FedAdam-SSM for different learn-
ing rate  on different models and datasets.

improve the convergence rate. On the other hand, increasing L
too much can lead to a strong device drift, which compromises
the model accuracy and slows down the convergence. This
observeation highlights a trade-off in selecting the appropriate
value of L to balance the convergence rate and model accuracy,
which is consistent with Proposition

Learning rate determines the step size in each gradient
descent iteration while moving towards the minimum of the
loss function. Fig. @ plots the test accuracy of FedAdam-
SSM for different learning rate n on different models and
datasets. We can observe that on the one hand, increasing the
learning rate 7 can improve the test accuracy and speed up the
convergence. On the other hand, a too large  compromises the
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model accuracy and consequently degrades the convergence
rate. This is due to the fact that a small n can cause the
optimizer to converge slowly or get stuck in plateaus or
undesirable local minima, while a large 1 can cause drastic
updates which can lead to divergent behaviour. The above
discussion highlights a guidance for selecting an appropriate
value of 1 to optimize the training performance, which is
consistent with Theorem [3

Sparsification ratio measures the sparsification error in the
training process. Fig. [3l plots the test accuracy of FedAdam-
SSM for different sparsification ratio @ on different models and
datasets. It can be observed that increasing the learning rate ,
can improve the test accuracy and speed up the convergence.
This aligns with the findings of Theorem[2] demonstrating that
a decreased sparsification ratio is associated with a diminished
sparsification error, consequently leading to enhanced training
performance.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a novel sparse FedAdam
algorithm called FedAdam-SSM, which incorporates an SSM
into the sparsification of the updates of local model parameters
and moment estimates to reduce the uplink communication
overhead. We have provided an upper bound on the divergence
between the local model trained by FedAdam-SSM and the
desired model trained by centralized Adam, which is related
to the sparsification error and imbalanced data distribution.
Based on this divergence bound, we have optimized the SSM
to mitigate the learning performance degradation caused by
the sparsification error. We have provided convergence bounds
for the proposed FedAdam-SSM with both non-convex and
convex objective function settings. We have investigated the
impact of local epoch, learning rate and sparsification ratio on
the convergence rate of FedAdam-SSM, and provided guid-
ances for selecting appropriate values of local epoch, learning
rate and sparsification ratio to improve the training perfor-
mance. Extensive experiments on Fashion-MNIST, SVHN and
CIFAR-10 datasets have verified the theoretical analysis and
showed that FedAdam-SSM outperforms baselines in terms of
both convergence rate and test accuracy. This work represents
the first attempt to design the SSM for the sparsification of
local model updates and moment estimates in sparse FedAdam
and to provide a corresponding theoretical analysis.
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