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AQUILA: Communication Efficient Federated
Learning with Adaptive Quantization in Device
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Abstract—The widespread adoption of Federated Learning
(FL), a privacy-preserving distributed learning methodology, has
been impeded by the challenge of high communication overheads,
typically arising from the transmission of large-scale models.
Existing adaptive quantization methods, designed to mitigate
these overheads, operate under the impractical assumption of
uniform device participation in every training round. Addition-
ally, these methods are limited in their adaptability due to
the necessity of manual quantization level selection and often
overlook biases inherent in local devices’ data, thereby affecting
the robustness of the global model. In response, this paper
introduces AQUILA (adaptive quantization in device selection
strategy), a novel adaptive framework devised to effectively
handle these issues, enhancing the efficiency and robustness of
FL. AQUILA integrates a sophisticated device selection method
that prioritizes the quality and usefulness of device updates.
Utilizing the exact global model stored by devices, it enables a
more precise device selection criterion, reduces model deviation,
and limits the need for hyperparameter adjustments. Further-
more, AQUILA presents an innovative quantization criterion,
optimized to improve communication efficiency while assuring
model convergence. Our experiments demonstrate that AQUILA
significantly decreases communication costs compared to existing
methods, while maintaining comparable model performance
across diverse non-homogeneous FL settings, such as Non-IID
data and heterogeneous model architectures.

Index Terms—Federated learning, communication efficiency,
optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

ITH proliferation of ubiquitous sensing and comput-
ing devices, the Internet of things (IoT), as well as
many other distributed systems, have gradually grown from
mere concepts to a reality, bringing dramatic convenience to
people’s daily lives [1]-[3]]. In order to fully exploit these

* These authors contribute equally.

T Corresponding author.

Z. Zhao, Y. Mao, Z. Shi, W. Ding and X.-P. Zhang are with
Tsinghua-Berkeley Shenzhen Institute, Tsinghua Shenzhen International Grad-
uate School, Tsinghua University, China. W. Ding is the correspond-
ing author. E-mail: ({zhao-zh21, myz20, shizp22} @mails.tsinghua.edu.cn,
ding.wenbo @sz.tsinghua.edu.cn. W. Ding is also with RISC-V International
Open Source Laboratory, Shenzhen, China, 518055.)

Y. Liu is with the Institute for AI Industry Research (AIR), Tsinghua
University, China. E-mail: (liuy03 @air.tsinghua.edu.cn). Y. Liu and W. Ding
are also with Shanghai AI Lab, Shanghai, China.

T. Lan is with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering,
George Washington University, DC, USA. Email: (tlan@gwu.edu)

X.-P. Zhang is also with the Department of Electrical, Computer and
Biomedical Engineering, Ryerson University, Toronto, ON M5B 2K3, Canada.
E-mail: (xzhang@ee.ryerson.ca)

distributed computing resources, distributed learning provides
a promising framework that parallels the performance of tra-
ditional centralized learning schemes. Nevertheless, concerns
about the privacy and security of sensitive data during the up-
dating and transmission processes persist. federated learning
(FL) [4]], a methodology developed to address these issues, has
been developed, allows distributed devices to collaboratively
learn a global model without privacy leakage by keeping
private data isolated and masking transmitted information with
secure approaches. On account of its potential for privacy-
preservation in privacy sensitive fields such as finance and
health, FL has garnered substantial from both academia and
industry in recent years.

Unfortunately, in many FL applications, such as image clas-
sification and objective recognition, the trained model tends to
be high-dimensional, resulting in considerable communication
costs. Consequently, communication efficiency has emerged
as an imperative challenge in FL. In response, [5] proposed
the lazily-aggregated quantization (LAQ) method to bypass
unnecessary parameter uploads by estimating the gradient
innovation: the difference between the current unquantized
gradient and the previously quantized gradient. Moreover,
[6]] devised an adaptive quantized gradient (AQG) strategy
based on LAQ to dynamically select the quantization level
within some artificially given numbers during the training
process. Nevertheless, AQG has proven insufficiently adaptive
due to the difficulty of manually selecting the appropriate
quantization levels in complex FL environments. Alternatively,
[7] introduced an adaptive quantization rule for FL named
AdaQuantFL, which searches in a given range for an optimal
quantization level and achieves a better error-communication
trade-off.

Existing research on adaptive quantization primarily pre-
sumes that all devices in the FL system participate in each
training round. However, this assumption is both unrealis-
tic and impracticable. Despite the enormous alleviation in
communication overhead via adaptive quantization methods,
bandwidth constraints may still be surpassed if all devices
transmit their model updates to the server, due to sheer
number of devices. Currently, [8] proposed a doubly-adaptive
quantization algorithm, DAdaQuant, that dynamically adjusts
the quantization level across time and devices, and randomly
selects K devices per round. Nonetheless, this random sam-
pling provides no theoretical guarantee and could neglect the
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biases inherent in local devices’ data, potentially yielding to
underrepresent or overfit to specific patterns and resulting in a
less robust global model [9]]. In response to these limitations,
this paper introduces a superior adaptive framework, AQUILA,
that resorts to a sophisticated device selection method to take
the quality and usefulness of the devices’ updates into account.
Specifically, instead of relying on the estimation of the global
gradient such as some existing selection criteria, AQUILA
adopts a more precise device selection criterion. This device
selection approach uses the exact global model stored by
devices and necessitates fewer hyperparameters adjustments.
Moreover, we intend to minimize the model deviation induced
by the device selection to garner a novel quantization criterion
that significantly improves communication efficiency and still
offers a convergence guarantee. The contributions of this paper
are trifold.

e We propose an innovative FL procedure with adaptive
quantization of lazily-aggregated gradients termed
AQUILA, which simultaneously adjusts the communi-
cation frequency and the quantization precision in a
synergistic fashion.

o We derive an adaptive quantization strategy from a new
perspective that minimizes the model deviation intro-
duced by the device selection. Subsequently, we present
a new device selection criterion that is more precise and
saves more device storage. Furthermore, we provide a
convergence analysis of AQUILA under the generally
non-convex case and the Polyak-Eojasiewicz condition.

o Except for normal FL settings, such as independent
and identically distributed (IID) data environment, we
experimentally evaluate the performance of AQUILA in
a number of non-homogeneous FL settings, such as
non-independent and non-identically distributed (Non-
IID) local dataset and various heterogeneous model ag-
gregations. The evaluation results reveal that AQUILA
considerably mitigates the communication overhead com-
pared to a variety of state-of-art algorithms.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORKS

Consider an FL system with one central parameter server
and a device set M with M = |M]| distributed devices
to collaboratively train a global model parameterized by
0 c R? Each device m € M has a private local dataset
D = {(@{™, ™)), (@™, y™)} of n, samples. The
federated training process is typically performed by solving

the following optimization problem

. | M
min £(6) = 7 mz:l fm(6) (1)
where f : R? — R denotes the empirical risk, and f,, : R —
R denotes the local objective based on the private data D,,
of the device m. The FL training process is conducted by
iteratively performing local updates and global aggregation as
proposed in [4]]. First, at communication round %, each device
m receives the global model 0" from the parameter server
and trains it with its local data D,,,. Subsequently, it sends the

local gradient V fm(Bk) to the central server, and the server
will update the global model with learning rate o by

«
Ot =0t — 2 > V(6. )
meM

Definition 1. For more efficiency, each device only uploads
the quantized deflection between the full gradient V f,,(6")
and the last quantization value q~~" utilizing a quantization
operator Q : R? 5 R je.,

AgF, = Q(Vfn(8%) — gih). 3)

For communication frequency reduction, the previous lazy
aggregation strategy allows the device m € M to upload its
newly-quantized gradient innovation at epoch k only when the
change in local gradient is sufficiently larger than a threshold.
Hence, the quantization of the local gradient g¥, of device m
at epoch k can be calculated by

NV in (") — a3
< Threshold - (4)

k—1
k . qm )
qm A

gkt + Agk,, otherwise

If the device m skips the upload of Ag¥,, the central server
will reuse the last gradient g®! for aggregation. Therefore,
the global aggregation rule can be changed from (@) to:

«
9/€+1 — ok _ M Z q’l::n (5)
meM
ko k—1 k o k—1
=0"— (o ' +Aqn) =57 D
meMk meMk

where MP¥ denotes the subset of devices that upload their
quantized gradient innovation, and M* = M\ M¥ denotes
the subset of devices that skip the gradient update and reuse
the old quantized gradient at epoch k.

For AdaQuantFL, it is proposed to achieve a better error-
communication trade-off by adaptively adjusting the quan-
tization levels during the FL training process. Specifically,
AdaQuantFL computes the optimal quantization level (b*)*

by (b%)* = [/ £(8°)/£(8") by |, where f(6°) and f(6"*) are
the global objective loss defined in (T).

However, AdaQuantFL transmits quantized gradients for
all local devices at every communication round. In order
to skip unnecessary communication rounds and adaptively
adjust the quantization level for each communication jointly,
a naive approach is to quantize lazily aggregated gradients
with AdaQuantFL. Nevertheless, it fails to achieve efficient
communication for several reasons. First, given the descending
trend of training loss, AdaQuantFL’s criterion may lead to
a high quantization bit number even exceeding 32 bits in
the training process (assuming a floating point is represented
by 32 bits in our case), which is too large for cases where
the global convergence is already approaching and makes the
quantization meaningless. Second, a higher quantization level
results in a smaller quantization error, leading to a lower
communication threshold in the lazy aggregation criterion (4))
and thus a higher transmission frequency.
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TABLE I
OVERVIEW OF PREVIOUS WORK ON ADAPTIVE QUANTIZATION STRATEGIES AND COMPARSION WITH AQUILA.

Adaptive Optimization Additional Convergence | Non-1ID | Heterogeneous | Both text and
method objective constrain guarantee devices model vision datasets
AdaQuantFL [7] | Convergence upper bound | Null \ v \ v \ X \ X
FedDQ [10] | Convergence upper bound | Total communication costs | v \ X \ X \ X
Lin et al. [11] SNR of the .Char.mel n(.){se Total communication costs v X X X
& the quantization noise.
AdaGQ [[12] Global lo.ss. & . Total communication costs X v X X
wall-clock training time
| Total wireless bandwidth &
AQeD [13] ‘ Global loss ‘ total KL-divergence ‘ v ‘ v ‘ v ‘ X
DAdaQuant [8] | Total communication costs | Quantization error \ X \ v \ X \ X
AQUILA (ours) | Model deviation \ Null \ \ v \ \

Consequently, it is desirable to develop a more efficient
adaptive quantization method in the device selection setting
to improve communication efficiency in FL systematically.

Related works on adaptive quantization algorithms.
Numerous studies have delved into adaptive quantization
within FL. For one thing, From a heuristic viewpoint, some
research acknowledges the varied communication bandwidths
among heterogeneous edge devices in FL. For instance, Qu et
al. [14] introduce an adaptive quantization strategy that sets
the quantization level in proportion to a device’s local commu-
nication bandwidth. Meanwhile, CDAG-FL [15]] differentiates
quantization levels for individual model layers, leveraging the
K-Means algorithm for selection. Sun et al. [16] establish the
adaptive quantization level considering the gradient’s total bit
length and a predefined maximum throughput, albeit with the
inclusion of extra parameters.

In contrast, other research ventures into adaptive quantiza-
tion from a theoretical view. The primary distinction among
these studies is the methodology employed to formulate
the optimization problem with respect to the quantization
level. One notable group focuses on convergence analysis.
For example, AdaQuantFL [7|] establishes an error upper
bound for the expected loss function and minimizes this
bound in relation to the quantization level, pinpointing the
optimal level. This method, however, yields a rising trend
in quantization levels, consequently increasing communica-
tion overheads. To counteract this, FedDQ [10] optimizes
the convergence upper bound, incorporating communication
volume constraints. Beyond convergence-bound optimization,
Lin et al. [11] endeavor to optimize the signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR), considering channel noise, quantization noise, and an
overarching quantization level constraint. AdaGQ [|12] focuses
on shortening wall-clock training time, while AQeD [|13]] roots
its approach in clustering, categorizing devices into clusters
with similar local models and diverse quantization levels. Their
augmented loss function uniquely combines ensemble distilla-
tion loss, quantization levels, and wireless resource limitations.
Furthermore, a particularly pertinent work, DAdaQuant [{]],
introduces a doubly-adaptive quantization algorithm that ad-
justs quantization levels both temporally and across devices,

selecting K devices per iteration. Nevertheless, in comparison
to our method, their random sampling lacks a solid theoretical
underpinning, potentially resulting in biases and, subsequently,
the global model’s diminished robustness [9]]. Table [l provides
an overview of these theoretical works and highlights our
contributions: 1) We introduce a fresh perspective on deter-
mining optimal quantization by minimizing model deviation
due to devices skipping; 2) Our objective function is free from
additional constraints; 3) We establish a convergence assurance
for AQUILA and demonstrate its efficacy across diverse FL
scenarios.

III. ADAPTIVE QUANTIZATION IN DEVICE SELECTION
STRATEGY

Given the above limitations of the naive joint use of the
existing adaptive quantization criterion and device selection
strategy, this paper aims to design a unifying procedure for
communication efficiency optimization where the quantization
level and communication frequency are considered synergisti-
cally and interactively.

A. Precise device selection criterion
First, we introduce the definition of a deterministic rounding
quantizer and its corresponding quantization error.

Definition 2. (Deterministic mid-tread quantizer). Every el-
ement of the gradient innovation of device m at epoch k is
mapped to an integer [¢*); as Vi € {1,2,...,d}

[me(gk)L B
27k RE

m m

k—1 k
2] +% . ®

where V f(@lfn) denotes the current unquantized gradient,
RE = ||V fm(0%) — g5 1|« denotes the quantization range,
bk denotes the quantization level, and 7F = 1/ (Qbfn -1
denotes the quantization granularity.

For the intuitions of the quantization operator, we can
consider a simpler version of the above quantizer:

Qd (”Ul) = L’Ul/QJ x ().
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Fig. 1. An example of deterministic mid-tread quantizer. In this figure,
suppose the step-size 2 = 1 and the original value of v; is equal to 2.4.
According to the quantizer, Qg (v;) will be mapped to |v; | = 2.

where Qq4(-) denotes the quantization operator (a.k.a, the
quantizer) with the quantization level d, v denotes the vector
needed to be quantized, and €2 denotes the step-size of the
deterministic quantization. Figure [T]illustrates the quantization
process.

The choice of a deterministic quantizer is primarily driven
by its computational efficiency, especially for low-resource
devices in FL scenarios. In contrast, stochastic quantization
methods introduce overheads due to the generation of random
numbers for each weight update. Consequently, they have
not been widely adopted in practice, as highlighted in [17].
Moreover, in situations where precise weight updates are
imperative, such as in fine-tuning pre-trained models, the
inherent noise from stochastic quantization might result in
divergence or sub-optimal convergence.

Definition 3. (Quantization error). The global quantization
error €* is defined by the subtraction between the current
unquantized gradient V f (Hk) and its quantized value q"~' +
Aqk, ie.,

e’ =Vf(0") —q" ' - Ad, @

where the current global terms can be computed as

;f(ek) :k_gl:me/\/[ me(ek)a Aqk = ZmGM Aqﬁw qkil =
meM 9 -

In AQUILA, we propose a novel communication criterion
aimed at preventing the unintentional oversight of device group
expansions: for m € MPF, the device m will skip its model
transmission to the server at epoch k if the following inequality
is satisfied:

2
[aghl+ ety < 25 oo ®
where 5 > 0 is a tuning factor. Note that this skipping rule
is employed at epoch k, in which each device m calculates
its quantized gradient innovation Aq¥, and quantization error
ek , then utilizes this rule to decide whether uploads AgF,.
Instead of storing a large number of previous model pa-
rameters as LAQ, the strength of (B) is that AQUILA directly
utilizes the global model for two adjacent rounds as the skip
condition, which does not need to estimate the global gradient
(more precise), requires fewer hyperparameters to adjust, and
considerably reduces the storage pressure of local devices.
This is especially important for small-capacity devices (e.g.,
sensors) in practical IoT scenarios. Furthermore, with the
given threshold, AQUILA has a good theoretical property. The
theoretical analysis of AQUILA is easier to follow with no
Lyapunov function introduced as in LAQ. And the result in
also shows that AQUILA can achieve a better convergence
rate under the non-convex case and the PL condition.

B. Optimal quantization level

As mentioned before, AQUILA intends to minimize the
model deviation induced by the device selection to deduce how
each local device chooses the optimal quantization level. First,
we introduce the definition of the fully-aggregated model.

Definition 4. (Fully-aggregated model). The fully-aggregated
model 0 without device skipping at epoch k is computed by

~k+1

g —gt -2

— 37 2 (@ +Ad). ©)
meM

Lemma 1. The influence of device skipping at communication
round k can be bounded by

o
2

Z (( Hme(gk)—QﬁTIHQ

M2
meM

c

d
~|lrhRE A, ) AR )24+ S). (0)

Proof. To prove this Lemma, we will use the following
equality and inequalities. Suppose n € Nt and || - ||2 denotes
the ¢2—norm. For p in R*, z;, a,b € R?, there holds:

1) Inner product equality.

1
(a,b) = 5 (lalz +[1bl5 = la=b]3). (D
2) Norm-summation inequality.
n 2 n
Soai| <nd il (12)
i=1 2 i=1
3) Young’s inequality.
la+bll; < (1+p) llal + (1 +p7 ) bl (3)
4) Minkowski’s inequality.
la+bll, < llall, + (bl - (14)

With device selection, the aggregated model at epoch k is:

0k+1 — ek _

% > (qfn‘“rAqfn)—% > oait
meMk meMk
(15)

Suppose AF denotes the quantization loss of device m at
epoch k and 1/;7’31 denotes the quantization representation of
local gradient innovation as in Definition E], i.e.,

Y m (0’f) g+ R

m 27k RE

1
-3l e
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With (@), @ and (T6), and for mathematical simplicity we

denote " = 5—, the model deviation ||0 — 6|12 caused

by skipping gradients can be written as:

oo
2
2
:Hﬂmgk(wmz%mwmf}%fnl)H2
k pk ik k42
\Fmgk”%’"mem_le”z
Br 3 (Hme(e’“)_q,’;;L LpRE 147F RE 14278 RE AF — ’“1‘2)
m€/\/17C
2r <|(me (0")—q" 147k RY 1” +|2rh R, AL, H )

memk

E)QF Z

’NLEM

|V (05) = 47 R

m-tm

[oratrhrs) )

Ry, ) 4k R d)

(
g?m‘ ( Hme(oﬂgqﬁ;ﬂL+“T;
(

meM
=2t Hme(e )=, 1H =l mlH +2||7F mlH ) +
meM
A(rhRE))
<r 3 ((Hme<9k b~ R, ) e R
meM
27} L))

(b)

ar Z (((\m(o“)fq’:;l)];HTSLR;lH?)2+6<Ri;,>2d),

a7

where 1 € R denotes the vector filled with scalar value 1,

(a) [Ak]; € (—1,0], (b) R¥, > 7k Rk > 0. O

Corresponding to Lemma (1} since RF, is independent of

7k | we can formulate an optimization problem to minimize

the upper bound of this model deviation caused by update
skipping for each device m:

2
Ul = A REA,)

minimize (Hme(Gk) —qk-
o<k <1
. k 1
Sub_]eCt to Tm = m

(18)

Theorem 1. Solving the optimization problem (I8) gives
AQUILA an adaptive strategy:

REd
vam(gk) - Q%_lu

(b%)* = |log, +1]|, a9

which selects the optimal quantization level based on the
quantization range RE,, the dimension d of the local model, the
current gradient V f,,(0 k), and the last uploaded quantized
gradient k71

Proof. Since RF, is independent of 7%, we can formulate an
optimization problem about 7% for device m at communica-

tion round k as (T8). Therefore, the optimal solution of 7%

Gl

|V fm(6") —
Rk\f

Then, the optimal adaptive quantization level (b%))* is equal
to

(Tk )* —

m

(20)

@) = [loma s + 1)

- {k’ (Hme l::)ﬂqm .t 1)J

Remark. Unlike certain adaptive quantization algorithms,
such as DAdaQuant [8|], which necessitate a maximization
operation of the computed quantization level results (e.g.,
bk, = max(1,round(,/Z x w;’*))), AQUILA’s method of
determining the optimal quantization level is self-consistent,

because (bF)* > 1 is always true since (7F)* < 1.

2D

O

Algorithm 1 Communication Efficient FL with AQUILA
Input: the number of communication rounds K, the learning
rate a.
Initialize: the initial global model parameter 6°.
1: Server broadcasts 0° to all devices.
2: for each device m € M in parallel do
3: Calculates local gradient V f,,(6°).
4 Compute (bY,)* by setting g51 = 0 in (I9) and the
quantized gradient innovation Aq?,, and transmits it back
to the server side.

5: end for

6: for k=1,2,..., K do

7: Server broadcasts 8 to all devices.

8: for each device m € M in parallel do

9: Calculates local gradient V fm(Gk), the optimal
local quantization level (bfn by (19), and the quantized
gradient innovation Ag”,.

10: if (8) does not hold for device m then

11: device m transmits AgF, to the server.

12: end if

13: end for

14: Server updates AN by the saving previous global
quantized gradient ¢¥~! and the received quan-
tized gradient innovation AgF: "' o —
o (454 MY e Adh).

15: Server saves the average quantized gradient g* for the
next aggregation.

16: end for

The superiority of comes from the following three
aspects. First, since RF, > [V fm(Ok)] [q5~1; > —RE,
the optimal quantization level (b )* must be greater than
or equal to 1. Second, AQUILA can personalize an optimal
quantization level for each device corresponding to its own
gradient, whereas, in AdaQuantFL, each device merely utilizes
an identical quantization level according to the global loss.

Third, the gradient innovation and quantization range REF,
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tend to fluctuate along with the training process instead of
keeping descending, and thus prevent the quantization level
from increasing tremendously compared with AdaQuantFL.

The detailed process of AQUILA is comprehensively sum-
marized in Section At epoch k£ = 0, each device calcu-
lates b0, by setting q¢ ' = 0 and uploads Agqk to the server
since the (8) is not satisfied. At epoch k € {1,2,..., K}, the
server first broadcasts the %lobal model 8* to all devices. Each
device m computes V f(0, ) with local training data and then
utilizes it to calculate an optimal quantization level by (T9).
Subsequently, each device computes its gradient innovation
after quantization and determines whether or not to upload
based on the communication criterion (8). Finally, the server
updates the new global model "' with up-to-date quantized
gradients g* ! + AgF¥, for those devices who transmit the
uploads at epoch k, while reusing the old quantized gradients
q"~1 for those who skip the uploads.

IV. THEORETICAL DERIVATION AND ANALYSIS OF
AQUILA

As aforementioned, we bound the model deviation caused
by skipping updates with respect to quantization bits. Specif-
ically, if the communication criterion (8) holds for the device
m at epoch k, it does not contribute to epoch k’s gradient.
Otherwise, the loss caused by device m will be minimized
with the optimal quantization level selection criterion (T9). In
this section, the theoretical convergence derivation of AQUILA
is based on the following standard assumptions.

Assumption 1. Each local objective function f,, is Ly,-
smooth, i.e., there exist a constant L,, > 0, such that
Va,y € RY,

IVIm(%) = Vim@)lly < L [[x =¥l

which implies that the global objective function f is L-smooth
with L < L = % S L.

(22)

Assumption 2. (Uniform lower bound). For all x € R?, there
exist f* € R such that f(x) > f*.

Lemma 2. Following the assumption that the function f is
L-smooth, we have

705109 < 2 |[vr0h|

> Agl,

meMk

L 1 k+1 kH2
+ (2 2a> H0 0 2’

Assumption 3. All devices’ quantization errors € will be

constrained by the total error of the omitted devices., i.e.,
VEk=0,1,--- K, if M¥ £ 3, 3 v > 1, such that

k
2 em

meMk

2
2
ot [Caale (23)

.
N\l

2

den| <
2

= 2
meM

2

;@24
2

gl

2 1
I1 = | 57

where K denotes the termination time, and €%, = V f,,,(0%) —
(g " + Adgy).

This assumption is easy to verify when M¥* # &, a bounded
variable (here is €) will always be bounded by a part of
itself (ﬁ Zme M sfn) multiplied by a real number (). Note
that there is another nontrivial scenario that M* # @ but
ek = 0 for all m € M¥, which implies that v = 0 or
not exists and conflicts with our assumption. However, this
situation only happens when all entries of f, = 0, ie,

[V [ (0%)]; = [g";1]; for all 0 < i < d.

Lemma 3. The summation of quantized gradient innovation
and quantization error is bounded by the global model differ-
ence:

R e (R P S
MmeM’g‘ P 27 a? 2’
Proof. )

1 2

— Aqﬁl + ||eF

|5 3 2ot 411
(i) 1 Z Adh 2+ ‘ 1 Z . 2
X || 3s q, Y7 €m

M meMEk 2 M meME 2
7 2 2
Qumtl 3 | -ads| a3 | et

meME 2 meME 2

ME .
AL S ([lags 2+ ik )

M meME
®) | ME| 2 2
B ST (VA + )

meME

(C)BW\MIE\Q k r—1]|?
S aZM? HG —0 Hz

By —1?
oo

(26)

where (a) follows Assumption |3} (b) follows + is larger than 1
by definition, and (c) uses our novel trigger condition (§). O

Lemma 4. From Definition |I| we can derive that the rela-
tionship between quantized gradient innovation Aq¥, and its
quantization representation 't/),’jT which applies b%, bits for each
dimension:

Aqy, = 27y, Ry, — Ry, 1

m =

(27
where 1 € R? denotes a vector filled with scalar value 1.

Proof. This Lemma can easily be derived by the definition of
the deterministic mid-tread quantizer [0 O

Remark. We can utilize @7) to calculate the quantized
gradient innovation in the experimental implementation.

A. Convergence analysis for the generally non-convex case.

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 be satisfied. If
ME £ @, the global objective function f satisfies

10— 110 < 5 [oren)| + (5 - 22)
ool 2o - e
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Proof. Suppose Assumptions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 are satisfied
and M* # @. For the simplicity of the convergence proof, we
assume ®F = LS . Agk . First, we prove LemmaEl

F(6FH—f(6%)

(V1646104 )+ 5|00
:<vf(0k)7_a(vf(ek)_ek_q)k)>+§H9k+1_0kH2
o[ v1(6")|| +o(vr(e) et )1 T o6t

O afestwn] 45 fosion |l
“lp-e )]

e (5 )l

<—*HW ) rolle Gl

L k
gFt+1i_ OkH
+(5-2)

Hence, by Lemma [3] it gives us Theorem [2}

<-glsronles

(29)
O

Corollary 1 Let all the assumptions of Theorem [2] hold and

% - % —|— 1 < 0, then the AQUILA requires
2
K = O( “;) (30)
Qe
communication rounds with w; = f (01 — f(67)

2 . .
’% H01700||2 1o achieve miny, ||V f(8%)|2 < €2

Proof. Sum @28) up for k =1,2,--- , K, we have

0055 3 w10 (5 ) o
[

0" tz <22a
31

Notice that inequality (BI) holds for both M¥ # & and
Mc’C = @&. Therefore, for (é — i + %’ < 0 and all hy-
perparameters are chosen properly, considering the minimum

of [|[V£(6")]3

>H0k+1 0’fH +270)|g1—g°

n s,

< Xfvron];
22 (r00-r09+ 2 0o,

aK
L_i_ﬁ_ﬂ’)’

5 < 0 and all hyperparameters are chosen
properly, we have that

50

k=12,

mi
k=12

(32)

For (

2

2

(33)
(76167 + 20" ) <

which demonstrates AQUILA requires K = O com-
munication round with w; = f(0') — f(8) + Ba—” ||6P1 - OOHE
to achieve ming—12... x HVf(Ok)H < €. O

2

Corollary 2. As a specific case for Corollary|l| we also proof
the feasibility of our algorithm in an extreme condition: all
devices skip for updating in round k, i.e., M* =

Proof. Since the skipping subset of devices are the empty set,
from (3)), we have

0k+179k:7% Z (qﬁ*1+AQﬁz)*% Z o’
mEMk 7rLEMI§
-2 N (a1 vadk)
mGM 34
@_% > (VIm(08)-¢k)
meM

:—Oz(Vf(Bk)—sk).
From (23)) we have:

F(8" )1 (6%)

e R I |
meMk
(5a) I et
<2 [wsie ﬂ2+<§—2a)H9kH 0*|| +oll<*|
2o e (5-55) (s

# ()3 vollet:
-2 ]w(e’“)H} (azL—a)(l—t—p)HVf(Ok)Hz
1
+§<a2L—a>(1+p*1)||sk||§+a||eku§
:%((aL—l)(l—i—p

+5 ((aL=1)(1+p")+2) ]|,

ylvse)],

(35)
If the factor of Hekui in (33) is less than or equal to 0,

(aL-1)(1+p ") +2<0, (36)
then the factor of ||V f(8")||2 will be less than —%, which
indicates that

o - e < -5 fvren| . e

Note that 1t is not difficult to demonstrate that (36) and

% + & L < 0 can actually be satisfied at the same time.
For instance, we can set p = 0.1, = 0.1,5 = 0.25,7 =
2, L = 2.5 that satisfies both of them. O

L _
2
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Remark (Compared to LAG). Corresponding to eq. (70) in
(18], LAG defines a Lyapunov function V* := f(6%)— f(6*)+
25:1 B4l|0" =4 — 6"~2 and claims that it satisfies

2

yhH1 _yk S*(%*é(a,ﬁﬁ (1+p)a2) HVf(Ok)‘ )

where ¢(a, 01) = L/2 —1/(2a) 4+ f1, B1 = DE/(2am), € <
1/D, and p > 0. The above result (38) indicates that LAG
requires

, (38)

Krac=0 < (39)

2(.01 )
(@ —2(a, B1) (1 1 p)a?) &
communication rounds to converge. Since the non-negativity
of the term ¢(a, B1) (1 + p)a?, we can readily derive that
a < a—2¢(a,B1) (1 + p)a?, which demonstrates AQUILA
achieves a better convergence rate than LAG with the appro-
priate selection of .

B. Convergence analysis under Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition.

Assumption 4. (u—PL condition). Function f satisfies the
PL condition with a constant . > 0, that is,

[vs@")|| > 2u(r6" - o).

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 be sat-

isfied and ./\/l’j % &, if the hyperparameters satisfy % <

(1—ap) (i - L), then the global objective function satisfies

2« 2
70"+ = 1(05)< — an(/(6") - 1(0%))
+ (5 - zla> o=
B oo
6%

and the AQUILA requires

(40)

9

2

K:(’)< (42)

1 1 w1
Clog(1—ap) e>
f(6Y) — f(e7) +
to achieve f(0K+1) - f(0") + (L

20

communication roun2d with wq
(&= %) o o)
Do -3 <e

Proof. Based on the intermediate result of Theorem [2] and
Assumption [] (u—PL condition), we have

F(O4)~£(6")
<glvse+(
.

e o

an7(0*)- 70"+ (551 ) o+ -0
o]
a 2’
(43)
which is equivalent to

F(05 ) £(0°) L (1) (£(6")— £(87)
(b L)l o oo

2
(44)

Bgi-ap) (-
e (2 oo

%
<ti-a) (169 - 10+ (5 - £ ) 0" -0 [).

Suppose L), we can show that

(45)
Therefore, after multiply £ = 1,2,--- , K, we have
1 L 2
oK+1\_ r(g* 1L H9K+1_9KH
10" =10+ 5 2

. 1 L 2
<<1—au>K(f<ol)—f<9 >+(2a—2)||91—0°!|2) <&

(46)
which demonstrates that our proposed AQUILA requires
K @) (—Mlog% communication round with
wi = f(0) ~ f(67) + (5 — 3) 116" = 6 10 achieve
PO = F(07) + (& - L) 07 — ¥ < O
Remark (Compared to LAG). According to eq. (50) in [[I8)],
we have that

K
VE < (1 —apu+ a,u\/Dig) VO, 47)
where & < 1/D. Thus, we have that LAG requires
1 w1

Heac =0 ( log(1 — o + auy/DE) 5 € ) @
communication rounds to converge. Compared to Theorem
we can derive that log(1 — au) < log(1 — ap + auy/DE),
which indicates that AQUILA has a faster convergence than
LAG under the PL condition.

Remark. We want to emphasize that LAQ introduces the Lya-
punov function into its proof, making it extremely complicated.
In addition, LAQ can only guarantee that the final objective
function converges to a range of the optimal solution rather
than an accurate optimum f(0). Nevertheless, as discussed
in Section we utilize the precise model difference in
AQUILA as a surrogate for the global gradient and thus
simplify the proof.

V. EXPERIMENTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Experiment setup

In this paper, we evaluate AQUILA on CIFAR-10,
CIFAR-100 [19]], and WikiText—-2 dataset [20], consid-
ering IID, Non-IID data scenario, and heterogeneous model
architecture (which is also a crucial challenge in FL) simulta-
neously.

The FL environment is simulated in Python 3.9 with
PyTorch 11.1 [21] implementation. For the diversity of
the neural network structures, we train ResNet-18 [22]
at CIFAR-10 (CF-10) dataset, MobileNet-v2 [23] at
CIFAR-100 (CF-100) dataset, and Transformer [24] at
WikiText-2 (WT-2) dataset.

As for the FL system setting, considering the large-scale
feature of FL, we validate AQUILA on a large system with
M = 100/80 total devices for CIFAR / WikiText-2
dataset. The hyperparameters and additional details of our
experiments are revealed in Appendix.C (the supplementary
file).
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TABLE I
NUMERICAL NUMBERS OF TOTAL COMMUNICATION BITS IN THE HOMOGENEOUS ENVIRONMENT. Acc DENOTE THE TEXT ACCURACY (%), PP DENOTES
THE PERPLEXITY, AND Cost IS THE VALUE OF TOTAL COMMUNICATION BITS IN THE ENTIRE TRAINING PROCESS FOR ALL DEVICES.

Total Comm Bits (GB) QSGD AdaQ LAQ LAdaQ LENA MARINA AQUILA
Dataset  Data split | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost

1ID-100 69.26 156.07 | 69.67 22633 | 69.26 15326 | 709 22636 | 69.67 160.2 | 69.26 162.84| 7049 138.35
Cr-10 11D 93.38 15.61 | 94.85 34.19 | 92.65 1522 | 92.65 34.18 | 94.12 1595 | 94.12 16.28 | 96.32  4.59
Non-1ID 92.65 15.61 | 91.91 20.39 | 94.85 14.48 | 9485 19.86 | 93.38 17.64 | 94.12 1628 | 94.12 11.53

1ID-100 474 16555| 494 22402 | 51.6 164.11| 504 223.64| 50.8 166.87| 49.4 167.71 49. 142.55
CF-100 11D 67.65 1656 | 64.71 28.68 | 68.38 16.28 | 6397 1441 | 68.38 16.63 | 6838 16.77 | 75.74  3.98
Non-IID 83.09 828 83.82 1454 | 81.62 827 80.15 1425 | 8456  9.19 80.88 849 | 7941  6.12

5 1ID-80 385 47095 | 4.87 71149| 573 513.07| 4.87 710.17| 4.87 341.17| 5.68 33838 | 3.76 218.59
WT-

11D 1.68 13456 | 1.68 34097 | 172 10692 | 1.68 17040| 1.68 150.07 | 1.68 13631 | 175 7191

TABLE III
NUMERICAL NUMBERS OF TOTAL COMMUNICATION BITS IN THE HETEROGENEOUS ENVIRONMENT. Acc DENOTE THE TEXT ACCURACY (%), PP
DENOTES THE PERPLEXITY, AND Cost IS THE VALUE OF TOTAL COMMUNICATION BITS IN THE ENTIRE TRAINING PROCESS FOR ALL DEVICES.

Total Comm Bits (GB) QSGD Ada LAQ Ada+LAQ LENA MARINA AQUILA
Dataset ~ Data split | Acc/PP  Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost | Acc/PP Cost
11D 96.32  9.76 | 9485 2199 | 9485 9.55 | 94.12 1098 | 94.85 9.97 9485 10.18 | 95.59  2.65
CF-10
Non-IID 97.06 9.76 | 97.06 16.15 | 97.79 9.25 | 9559 14.67 | 97.06 11.19 | 97.06 10.18 | 97.79 17.16
11D 75. 10.56 | 72.79 19.42 75. 10.56 | 75.74 9.7 77.94 10.61 | 73.53 10.7 83.82 2.1
CF-100
Non-IID 81.62 528 | 84.56 10.07 | 8529 528 | 86.03 5.02 87.5 5.56 8529 542 86.03  3.66
WT-2 1ID 126 99.09| 126 24887 | 126 92.74| 126 12447| 126 11983 | 1.26 100.38 | 1.46 53.84
(a 100%@CIFAR-10@IID (02)50 100%@CIFAR-100@Non-IID (0 100% (80 devices)@WikiText-2@IID
QSGD ’ QSGD 101 QSGD
14 — LAQ 2.251 LAQ — LAQ
AdaQ AdaQ AdaQ
1.2 —— LAdaQ 200 —— LAdaQ 81 —— LAdaQ
a —— LENA 2 —— LENA 7 —— LENA
So —— MARINA 81759 —— MARINA S ol —— MARINA
= — AQUILA = — AQUILA 2 —— AQUILA
£Los £ 1504 c
£ £ £
2o 2 1254 2 4
1.001
- 0.75 ; %‘W 2 \\wa\(
0.2 ’ ) ’
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 o 2 4 6 & 10 12 14 0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700
Total Transmitted Bits (GB) Total Transmitted Bits (GB) Total Transmitted Bits (GB)
(d) 100%@CIFAR-10@IID (e) 100%@CIFAR-100@Non-11D (f) 100% (80 devices)@WikiText-2@IID
& 200 QsSGD AdaQ —— MARINA s —~ 351 QSGD AdaQ —— MARINA & 1750 QSGD AdaQ — MARINA
= — LAQ —— LENA — AQUILA g —— LAQ —— LENA —— AQUILA Mmsias S — LAQ —— LENA — AQUILA
z —— LAdaQ =301 — LadaQ = 1500 — LAdaQ
8 150 7 3 25 ,’ﬂ g 1250
il ool [T ] =1
" g 7 201 1000 [fPEEER——
£ 100 2 | o Hn oy o Afnehin 2
% V ﬂ %1& // % 750
S/ £ - e | e
é L A % 5| % 250
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0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 0 100 200 300 400 500 0 100 200 300 400 500
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Fig. 2. Comparison of AQUILA with other communication-efficient algorithms on IID and Non-IID settings with homogeneous model structure. (a)-(c):
training loss v.s. total transmitted bits, (d)-(f): transmitted bits per epoch v.s. global epoch.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of AQUILA with other communication-efficient algorithms on IID and Non-IID settings with heterogeneous model structure. (a)-(c):
training loss v.s. total transmitted bits, (d)-(f): transmitted bits per epoch v.s. global epoch.

B. Homogeneous environment

We first evaluate AQUILA with homogeneous settings
where all local models share the same model architecture as
the global model. To better demonstrate the effectiveness of
AQUILA, its performance is compared with several state-of-
the-art methods, including AdaQuantFL, LAQ with fixed lev-
els, LENA [25]], MARINA [26]], and the naive combination of
AdaQuantFL with LAQ. Note that based on this homogeneous
setting, we conduct both IID and Non-IID evaluations on
CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 dataset, and an IID evaluation
on WikiText—-2. To simulate the Non-IID FL setting as [27]],
each device is allocated two classes of data in CIFAR-10 and
10 classes of data in CIFAR-100 at most, and the amount of
data for each label is balanced.

The experimental results are presented in Figure [2| where
100% implies all local models share a similar structure with
the global model (i.e., homogeneity), 100% (80 devices) de-
notes the experiment is conducted in an 80 devices system, and
LAdaQ represents the naive combination of AdaQuantFL and
LAQ. For better illustration, the results have been smoothed by
their standard deviation. The solid lines represent values after
smoothing, and transparent shades of the same colors around
them represent the true values. For the simplicity of the figure,
we only display the quantization level change of AQUILA,
and the comprehensive experimental results are established in
Appendix.C (in a separated file). Additionally, Table [lI| shows
the total number of bits transmitted by all devices throughout
the FL training process.

C. Non-homogeneous scenario

In this section, we also evaluate AQUILA with heteroge-
neous model structures as HeteroFL [27]], where the structures
of local models trained on the device side are heterogeneous.
Suppose the global model at epoch k is 0" and its size is
d = wg * hy, then the local model of each device m can be
selected by Ofn =6F [: Wi, : hy], where wy, = r,w, and
hm = rmhg, respectively. In this paper, we choose model
complexity levels r,, = 0.5.

Most of the symbols in Figure 3|are identical to the Figure[2]
100%-50% is a newly introduced symbol that implies half of
the devices share the same structure with the global model
while another half only have 50% * 50% parameters as the
global model.

Performance Analysis. First of all, AQUILA achieves
a significant transmission reduction compared to the naive
combination of LAQ and AdaQuantFL in all datasets, which
demonstrates the superiority of AQUILA’s efficiency. Specifi-
cally, Table @ indicates that AQUILA saves 57.49% of trans-
mitted bits in the system of 80 devices at the WikiText-2
dataset and reduces 23.08% of transmitted bits in the system
of 100 devices at the CIFAR-100 dataset, compared to the
naive combination. And other results in Table [[1Il also show an
obvious reduction in terms of the total transmitted bits required
for convergence.

Second, in Figure 2] and Figure [3 the changing trend of
AQUILA’s communication bits per each round clearly verifies
the necessity and effectiveness of our well-designed adaptive
quantization level and skip criterion. In these two figures,
the number of bits transmitted in each round of AQUILA
fluctuates a bit, indicating the effectiveness of AQUILA’s se-
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Fig. 4. Loss comparison of AQUILA with various selections of the tuning factor S in three datasets.
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Fig. 5. Accuracy (Perplexity) comparison of AQUILA with various selections of the tuning factor 3 in three datasets.

lection rule. Meanwhile, the value of transmitted bits remains
at quite a low level, suggesting that the adaptive quantization
principle makes training more efficient. Moreover, the figures
also inform that the quantization level selected by AQUILA
will not continuously increase during training instead of being
as AdaQuantFL. In addition, based on these two figures, we
can also conclude that AQUILA converges faster under the
same communication costs.

Finally, AQUILA is capable of adapting to a wide range
of challenging FL circumstances. In the Non-IID scenario
and heterogeneous model structure, AQUILA still outperforms

other algorithms by significantly reducing overall transmit-
ted bits while maintaining the same convergence property
and objective function value. In particular, AQUILA reduces
60.4% overall communication costs compared to LENA and
57.2% compared to MARINA on average. These experimental
results in non-homogeneous FL settings prove that AQUILA
can be stably employed in more general and complicated FL
scenarios.
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D. Ablation study on the impact of tuning factor [3

One key contribution of AQUILA is presenting a new device
selection criterion to reduce communication frequency. In
this part, we evaluate the effects of the loss performance of
different tuning factor 3 value in Figure ] As § grows within
a certain range, the convergence speed of the model will
slow down (due to device skipping). Still, it will eventually
converge to the same model performance while considerably
reducing the communication overhead. Nevertheless, increas-
ing the value of 8 will lead to a decrease in the final model
performance since it skips so many essential uploads that make
the training deficient. The accuracy (perplexity) comparison
of AQUILA with various selections of the tuning factor f3 is
shown in Figure [5] which indicates the same trend.To sum up,
we should choose the value of factor 5 to maintain the model’s
performance and minimize the total transmitted amount of
bits. Specifically, we select the value of 5 = 0.1,0.25,1.25
for CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and WikiText-2 datasets for
our evaluation, respectively.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This paper proposes AQUILA, an innovative strategy for
adaptive quantization level selection and device selection in FL
scenarios. Leveraging a novel combination of these strategies,
AQUILA has been demonstrated to be capable of reducing the
transmitted costs while maintaining the convergence guarantee
and model performance compared to existing methods. The
evaluation with Non-IID data distribution and various het-
erogeneous model architectures demonstrates that AQUILA is
compatible in a non-homogeneous FL environment.
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