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Abstract—Gradient compression has surfaced as a key tech-
nique to address the challenge of communication efficiency in
distributed learning. In distributed deep learning, however, it
is observed that gradient distributions are heavy-tailed, with
outliers significantly influencing the design of compression strate-
gies. Existing parameter quantization methods experience per-
formance degradation when this heavy-tailed feature is ignored.
In this paper, we introduce a novel compression scheme specif-
ically engineered for heavy-tailed gradients, which effectively
combines gradient truncation with quantization. This scheme is
adeptly implemented within a communication-limited distributed
Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) framework. We consider a
general family of heavy-tail gradients that follow a power-law
distribution, we aim to minimize the error resulting from quan-
tization, thereby determining optimal values for two critical pa-
rameters: the truncation threshold and the quantization density.
We provide a theoretical analysis on the convergence error bound
under both uniform and non-uniform quantization scenarios.
Comparative experiments with other benchmarks demonstrate
the effectiveness of our proposed method in managing the heavy-
tailed gradients in a distributed learning environment.

Index Terms—Distributed Learning, Communication Effi-
ciency, Heavy-tail Gradient, Power-law Distribution

I. INTRODUCTION

Distributed learning systems, which enable collaborative
model training across multiple nodes or devices, have rev-
olutionized the machine learning landscape. However, one
of the most significant hurdles these systems face is the
communication overhead. In distributed Stochastic Gradient
Descent (DSGD) [1], [2], a widely adopted algorithm for
distributed training, each communication round requires local
clients to upload their model parameters to a central server
for integration. With the increasing complexity of models and
the growth in parameter size, this communication process
has become a substantial bottleneck, challenging the practical
limits of network bandwidth and efficiency.

To combat this issue, a variety of compression schemes have
been introduced. Techniques such as sparsification [3], sketch-
ing [4], and quantization [5] have been explored to reduce
the size of the transmitted data. Among these, quantization
has gained widespread popularity due to its direct impact on
reducing the number of bits required per parameter, making
it a strategic fit for environments with limited communication
resources. Employing low-bit representations [6], such as 2,

3, or 4 bits for the quantization of model gradients, presents
a promising avenue for mitigating the communication load.

The effectiveness of gradient quantization techniques often
hinges on the assumptions about the statistical distribution
of gradients. Previous research efforts [5], [6] have designed
quantization schemes based on assumptions that gradients fol-
low Laplace or Gaussian distributions. However, our empirical
analysis of gradients from real-world deep learning models
reveals a distinctly heavy-tailed distribution, a crucial detail
that has been largely overlooked. Fig. 1 clearly shows that
both Laplace and Gaussian distributions exhibit tails that are
too ‘thin’ to accurately estimate the true gradient distribution,
which is more accurately modeled with ‘heavier’ tails.
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Fig. 1. The probability density of gradient computed with LeNet on MNIST..
(The variance of the Laplace distribution is taken as the same value as the
gradient variance.)

Researchers have adopted the Weibull distribution [7] as a
more fitting representation of gradient distributions, leading
to the design of non-uniform quantization schemes. How-
ever, these schemes have not been integrated with truncation
techniques, which have been extensively used in communica-
tions [8]. Gradient truncation is essential for addressing the
extreme values within a heavy-tailed distribution, which can
significantly skew the quantization process. More importantly,
existing quantization works have largely focused on single-
client scenarios targeted at improving inference efficiency,
rather than on the unique communication requirements of
distributed learning environments.

In this paper, we introduce a novel quantization framework
specifically designed for distributed learning systems grappling
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with inherently heavy-tailed gradient distributions. Note that
a key difference between quantization in distributed learning
and quantization in signal processing for communications is
that the goal of quantization in distributed learning is to
mitigate the effects on learning convergence, another form of
‘distortion’. Our main contributions are as follows:

(1) We propose a two-stage quantizer that initially truncates
extreme gradient values before quantization, ensuring that
communication cost remains within a pre-determined budget.

(2) We provide an in-depth analysis of how both truncation
and quantization individually and jointly affect the quantiza-
tion error terms in the convergence error bounds.

(3) We assume that the tail of the gradient follows a power-
law distribution and determine the parameters of the design
quantizer, namely, the truncation threshold and quantization
density, by minimizing the quantization error.

(4) We validate the effectiveness of our method through
theoretical analysis of convergence performance and empirical
experiments on actual deep learning models.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a distributed learning problem, where N clients
collaboratively train a shared model via a central server.
The local dataset located at client i is denoted as D(i). The
objective is to minimize the empirical risk over the data held
by all clients, i.e., solve the optimization problem

minθ∈Rd F (θ) =
∑N

i=1 wiEξ(i)∼D(i) [ℓ(θ; ξ(i))], (1)

where wi = |D(i)|∑N
i=1 |D(i)| is the weight of client i, ξ(i) is

randomly sampled from D(i) and ℓ(θ; ξ(i)) is the local loss
function of the model θ towards data sample ξ(i). A standard
approach to solve this problem is DSGD [2], [9], where each
client i first downloads the global model θt from server at iter-
ation t, then randomly selects a batch of samples B

(i)
t ⊆ D(i)

with size B to compute local stochastic gradient with θt:
g
(i)
t = 1

B

∑
ξ(i)∈B

(i)
t

∇ℓ(θt; ξ
(i)). Then the server aggregates

these gradients and updates: θt+1 = θt−η
∑N

i=1 wig
(i)
t , where

η is the server learning rate. We make the following two
common assumptions on the raw gradient ∇ℓ(θt; ξ

(i)) and the
objective function F (θ) [10], [11]:

Assumption 1 (Bounded Variance). For parameter θt, the
stochastic gradient ∇ℓ(θt; ξ

(i)) sampled from any local
dataset have uniformly bounded variance for all clients:

Eξ(i)∼D(i)

[
∥∇ℓ(θt; ξ

(i))−∇F (θt)∥2
]
≤ σ2. (2)

Assumption 2 (Smoothness). The objective function F (θ) is
ν-smooth: ∀θ,θ′ ∈ Rd, ∥∇F (θ)−∇F (θ′)∥ ≤ ν∥θ − θ′∥.

To reduce the communication cost, we consider to compress
the local stochastic gradients g

(i)
t before sending them to the

server: θt+1 = θt − η
∑N

i=1 wiCb[g(i)
t ], where Cb[·] is the

operator to quantize each element of g
(i)
t into b bits. Next,

we will introduce how to design this quantizer and determine
its parameters.

III. TRUNCATED QUANTIZER FOR HEAVY-TAIL
GRADIENTS

In this section, we introduce a two-stage quantizer designed
to address the challenge of heavy-tailed gradients. We begin
by detailing the two operative steps, truncation and general
stochastic quantization, and analyze their impact on the con-
vergence error.

A. Two-Stage Quantizer

In this paper, we form the quantizer using a two-stage
operation.

Gradient Truncation The truncation operation cuts off the
gradient so that the value is within a range. For an element g
of gradient g, the α-truncated operator Tα[g] is defined as

Tα[g] =

{
g, for |g| ≤ α,
sgn(g) · α, for |g| > α

(3)

where α > 0 is a truncation threshold that determines the
range of gradients, and sgn(g) ∈ {+1,−1} is the sign of g.
A common intuition is that the thicker the tail of the gradient
distribution, the larger the value of α should be set to ensure
that the discarded gradient information is upper bounded.

Gradient Quantization For the post-truncation gradient,
we propose a general stochastic quantization scheme in an
element-wise way. To clarify, consider a truncated gradient
element g that falls within the interval [a1, a2]. To satisfy com-
munication constraints, we aim to encode it using b bits. This
encoding process results in 2b discrete quantization points,
which effectively divide the interval [a1, a2] into s = 2b − 1
disjoint intervals. The boundaries of these intervals are defined
by the points a1 = l0 < l1 . . . < ls = a2. Each k-th interval is
denoted by ∆k ≜ [lk−1, lk], and has a length (or a quantization
step size) of |∆k| = lk − lk−1. If g ∈ ∆k, we have

Q[g] =


lk−1, with probability 1− pr,

lk, with probability pr =
g − lk−1

|∆k|
.

(4)

It is evident that the specific operation of the quantizer
depends on the quantization step size ∆k, which is essentially
the coded book L ≜ {l0, l1, ..., ls}. This also determines the
statistical characteristics of the quantizer, as demonstrated by
the following Lemma.

Lemma 1 (Unbiasness and Bounded Variance). For a trun-
cated gradient element g ∈ [a1, a2] with probability den-
sity function pg(·), given the quantization points L =
{l0, l1, ..., ls}, the nonuniform stochastic quantization satisfies:

E[Q[g]] = g (5)

and

E∥Q[g]− g∥2 ≤
s∑

k=1

Pk|∆k|2

4
(6)

where Pk =
∫ lk
lk−1

pg(x)dx and |∆k| = lk − lk−1.



The complete proof can be found in Appendix VII-A. We
further introduce the concept of the ‘density’ of quantization
points, defined as λs(g) ≜ 1

|∆(g)| . This definition ensures that∫ a2

a1
λs(g)dg = s. In the remainder of the paper, we denote

a non-uniform quantizer with quantization destiny function
λs(·) by Qλs

[·]. By doing this, Lemma 1 can be rewritten
as E[Qλs

[g]] = g and E∥Qλs
[g]− g∥2 ≤

∫ a2

a1

p(g)
4λs(g)2

dg.

l3-α=l0 α =l7l1 l2 l6l5l4

𝑝𝑝(𝑥𝑥) ∝ 𝑥𝑥−𝛾𝛾𝑝𝑝(𝑥𝑥) ∝ |𝑥𝑥|−𝛾𝛾

Fig. 2. Two-Stage Quantizer (With truncation threshold [−α, α] and quanti-
zation bit b = 3 and quantization level s = 7.)

To summarize, our proposed two-stage quantizer, denoted as
Qλs

[Tα(g)], begins with the truncation of gradients g using
Tα(g) to curtail values outside the [−α, α] range, thereby re-
ducing the significant gradient noise. These truncated gradients
are then quantized through Qλs

[·] into b-bit representations.
Please note that, as of now, we have not delineated a specific
form for λs. One specific case emerges when λs =

s
2α , Qλs

[·]
becomes a uniform quantizer (as seen in the QSGD [5]),
meaning that the truncated range of 2α, is evenly divided into
s intervals. Conversely, when the intervals are not of equal
size, Qλs

[·] becomes a non-uniform quantizer.
For instance, in Fig. 2, we demonstrate a quantizer that

integrates truncation with a non-uniform quantization density.
Here, the interval |l4 − l3| < |l1 − l0|. This is due to a
strategy that assigns more quantization points to the peak
of the distribution and fewer to the tails. The entire process
is encapsulated in the Truncated Quantization for Distributed
SGD (TQSGD) algorithm, as shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Truncated Quantizer for Distributed SGD
(TQSGD)

1: Input: Learning rate η, initial point θ0 ∈ Rd, com-
munication round T , parameters of two-stage quantizer
Qλs [Tα(·)] (truncated threshold α, quantization density
function λs);

2: for each communication rounds t = 0, 1, ..., T − 1: do
3: On each client i = 1, ..., N :
4: Download θt from server;
5: Compute the local gradient g(i)

t using SGD;
6: Quantize g

(i)
t to ĝ

(i)
t = Qλs

[Tα(g(i)
t )] using Eq. (3)

and (4);
7: Send ĝ

(i)
t to the server;

8: On the server:
9: Aggregate all quantized gradients ḡt =

∑N
i=1 wiĝ

(i)
t ;

10: Update global model parameter: θt+1 = θt − ηḡt;
11: end for

B. Performance Analysis

Assuming that each element follows a symmetrical probabil-
ity density around zero p(g) and is independently and identi-
cally distributed, we have the following Lemma to characterize
the convergence performance of TQSGD.

Lemma 2. For a N -client distributed learning problem, by
applying the two-stage quantizer Qλs [Tα(·)] and wi =

1
N , the

convergence error of Alg. 1 for the smooth objective is upper
bounded by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤ 2[F (θ0)− F (θ∗)]

Tη
+

σ2

NB︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜EDSGD

+
d

4N

∫ α

−α

p(g)

λs(g)2
dg +

2d

N

∫ +∞

α

(g − α)2p(g)dg︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜ETQ

(7)

This lemma elucidates that the term EDSGD in Equation
7 delineates the upper limit of the convergence error for the
conventional distributed SGD when it is executed with non-
compressed model updates. Meanwhile, the second term, ETQ,
quantifies the error generated by introducing our two-stage
quantization method, reflecting how our algorithm trades off
between compression intensity and computational accuracy.
The error term ETQ can be decomposed into two distinct
elements: the variance due to quantization (first element)
and the bias resulting from truncation (second element). It’s
crucial to recognize that a minimal truncation threshold α
ensures a high density of quantization points as depicted by
λs(x), which effectively reduces the quantization variance
towards zero while increasing the truncation bias. In contrast,
an elevated threshold α lessens the truncation bias to near
zero, yet it escalates the quantization variance. Moreover, the
specific distribution of the quantization points λs(g) plays a
pivotal role in dictating the level of quantization variance,
thereby affecting the aggregate error term ETQ. For a detailed
proof, refer to the Appendix VII-B.

IV. OPTIMAL QUANTIZER PARAMETER DESIGN

In this section, we provide theoretical guidance for opti-
mizing the parameters of the proposed quantizer. From the
analysis of the process outlined in Alg. 1 and its performance,
it is evident that determining the parameters of the two-
stage quantizer, namely the truncation threshold α and the
quantization density function λs(g), is of critical importance.
Formally, we formulate the parameter optimization problem
as a convergence error minimization problem under the com-
munication constraints:

min
α,λs

ETQ(α, λs)

s.t.

∫ α

−α

λs(x)dx = s (8)



A. Truncated Uniform Quantization

We first consider a simple case in which Qλs
[·] operateds

as a uniform quantizer [5]. In this context, the quantization
density is constant, λs(x) = s

2α , leading to a coded book
composed of evenly spaced points defined as L = {a1 +
k 2α

s , k = 0, 1, ..., s}. Consequently, our focus shifts to the
optimization of α. To determine the optimal value of α, it is
essential to assume the form of p(g), the gradient distribution.
In our analysis, we elect to adopt a widely recognized model
- the power-law distribution [12].

Definition 1 (Power-law distribution [12]). A continuous
power-law distribution is one described by a probability den-
sity f(x|γ, xmin) such that

f(x|γ, xmin) =
γ − 1

x1−γ
min

x−γ (9)

where xmin is the lower bound of Power-law distribution, γ
is the tail index.

The density function of power-law distribution diverges as
x → 0, so Eq. (9) cannot hold for all x ≥ 0; there exists a
lower bound xmin to the power-law behavior. Hence, in this
work, we only use power-law distribution to model the tails
of gradients and ignore the intervals near 0, i.e., α > gmin.

p(g|γ, gmin, ρ) = ρ
γ − 1

g1−γ
min

|g|−γ , for |g| > gmin (10)

where ρ =
∫∞
gmin

p(g)dg, and 3 < γ ≤ 5. With the power-law
distribution, the truncated quantization error in Eq. (7) can be
rewritten as:

ETQ(α) =
dQU (α)α

2

Ns2
+

4dρgγ−1
min

N(γ − 2)(γ − 3)
α3−γ (11)

where QU (α) ≜
∫ α

−α
p(g)dg. It is difficult to directly solve the

above optimization problem. But through alternating iterations,
we can obtain approximate numerical results:

α = gmin ·
[ 2ρs2

(γ − 2)QU (α)

] 1
γ−1

(12)

The larger γ, the thinner the tail of gradients, and the samller
the truncation parameter α. This aligns with our intuition. We
use the following Theorem to characterize the convergence
performance of Alg. 1 with the Truncated Uniform Quantizer
(TQSGD).

Theorem 1. For an N -client distributed learning problem
with quantization requirement s , the convergence error of
Alg. 1 using λs(g) = s

2α and α in Eq. (12) for the smooth
objective is upper bounded by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤ EDSGD

+ (γ − 1)QU (α)
γ−3
γ−1

dg2min(2ρ)
2

γ−1 s
6−2γ
γ−1

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
2

γ−1

(13)

Note that QU (α) ≈ 1. In practice, if we approximate

α using α′ ≈ gmin ·
[ 2ρs2

(γ − 2)

] 1
γ−1

, the convergence error

becomes:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤ EDSGD

+ [(γ − 3)QU (α
′) + 2]

dg2min(2ρ)
2

γ−1 s
6−2γ
γ−1

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
2

γ−1

(14)

The difference between Eq.(13) and Eq.(14) lies in the coeffi-
cients of the second term. Specifically, the difference in their
coefficients is ϵ = (γ − 3)QU (α

′) + 2− (γ − 1)QU (α)
γ−3
γ−1 ≤

2[1 −QU (α
′)]. Since QU (α

′) is close to 1, the value of ϵ is
very small. This implies that the difference between the two
equations is negligible.

B. Truncated Nonuniform Quantization

To be more general, we consider that the quantization
density can be any positive function. Then the truncated
quantization error in Eq. (7) can be rewritten as:

ETQ(λs(g), α) =
d

4N

∫ α

−α

p(g)

λs(g)2
dg +

4dρgγ−1
min

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
α3−γ

(15)

The key question is how to jointly determine λs(g) and α.
We use the classic variational principle [13] to construct a
Lagrange equation with only λs as a variable:

I(λs(g), ν) =

∫ α

−α

[ p(g)

λs(g)2
− µλs(g)

]
dg (16)

According to the Euler-Lagrange equation, we let

−
2p(g)

λs(g)3
− µ = 0 (17)

Hence, λs(g) = −( 2p(g)µ )
1
3 . Using the communication

budget constraints Eq. (8), we further derive:

λs(g) =
p(g)

1
3∫ α

−α
p(g)

1
3 dg

· s (18)

Given fixed values of s and α, a larger p(g) necessitates
more quantization points for effective compression. For a
given gradient distribution p(g) and communication constraint
s, a larger truncation threshold α means retaining a larger
quantization range. But unlike [14], [15], the above equation
is integral to our analysis yet not in λs(g)’s conclusive form
until we determine the truncation parameter α. We still use
the assumption of power-law gradient tail in Eq. (10).

Let QN (α) ≜
[ ∫ α

−α
p(g)

1
3 ( 1

2α )
2
3 dg

]3
, then we can get the

truncation threshold α through alternating iterations:

α = gmin ·
[ 2ρs2

(γ − 2)QN (α)

] 1
γ−1

(19)



We use another Theorem to characterize the convergence
performance of Alg. 1 with Truncated Non-Uniform Quantizer
(TNQSGD).

Theorem 2. For an N -client distributed learning problem
with quantization requirement s, the convergence error of
Alg. 1 using Eqs. (18) and (19) for the smooth objective is
upper bounded by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤ EDSGD

+ (γ − 1)QN (α)
γ−3
γ−1

dg2min(2ρ)
2

γ−1 s
6−2γ
γ−1

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
2

γ−1

(20)

Using the Holder’s inequality, we can get:

QN (α) ≜
[ ∫ α

−α

p(g)
1
3 (

1

2α
)

2
3 dg

]3
≤

[
(

∫ α

−α

p(g)dg)
1
3 ∗ (

∫ α

−α

1

2α
dg)

2
3

]3
= QU (α)

This suggests that TNQSGD uses larger truncation threshold
α, and achieve lower convergence error when compared to
TUQSGD.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we conduct experiments on MNIST to
empirically validate our proposed TQSGD and TNQSGD
methods. The MNIST consists of 70000 1×28×28 grayscale
images in 10 classes. We compare our proposed methods with
the following baselines: 1) QSGD [5], uniform quantization
without truncation ; 2) NQSGD, non-uniform quantization
without truncation ; 3) oracle DSGD, where clients send non-
compressed gradients to the server.

Experimental Setting. We conduct experiments for N = 8
clients and use AlexNet [16] for all clients. We select the
momentum SGD as an optimizer, where the learning rate is
set to 0.01, the momentum is set to 0.9, and weight decay is
set to 0.0005. Note that gradients from convolutional layers
and fully-connected layers have different distributions [17].
We thus quantize convolutional layers and fully-connected
layers independently. We estimate γ based on maximum

likelihood estimation: γ = 1 + n
[∑n

j=1 ln
gj

gmin

]−1

, where
gj , j = 1, ..., n, are the gradient values such that, gj > gmin.

Fig. 3 illustrates the test accuracy of algorithms on MNIST.
DSGD achieves a test accuracy of 0.9691 with 32-bit full
precision gradients. When b = 3 bits, TQSGD and TNQSGD
achieve test accuracies of 0.9515 and 0.9619, respectively. In
contrast, QSGD and NQSGD are almost unable to converge.
Results demonstrate that truncation operation can significantly
improve the test accuracy of the model under the same commu-
nication constraints. Additionally, non-uniform quantization
can further enhance the algorithm’s performance.

Fig. 4 illustrates the tradeoff between communication bud-
get and learning performance in terms of test accuracy of
various algorithms. We compare this tradeoff between our
proposed algorithms and two other baselines - QSGD and
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Fig. 3. Model performance of different algorithms.
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NQSGD. Additionally, we list the accuracy achieved by DSGD
without communication budget constraints as a benchmark. All
three algorithms exhibit a communication-learning tradeoff;
that is, the higher the communication budget, the higher the
test accuracy. However, our proposed TQSGD and TNQSGD
achieve higher test accuracies than the other two under the
same communication cost.

VI. CONCLUSION

We addressed the challenge of communication efficiency
in distributed learning through a novel gradient quantization
scheme designed for heavy-tailed distributions. Our approach
combines gradient truncation with quantization tailored for
the communication-constrained distributed SGD. By assuming
a power-law distribution for gradient tails, we refined the
quantization process to minimize error and optimally set key
parameters, truncation threshold, and quantization density.
Empirical results demonstrated that our method effectively
manages heavy-tailed gradients, outperforming existing bench-
marks in distributed settings.
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VII. APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

If x ∈ ∆k, we have

Q[x] =


lk−1, with probability 1− pr,

lk, with probability pr =
x− lk−1

|∆k|
.

Hence,

E∥Q[x]− x∥2

=

s∑
k=1

∫ lk

lk−1

[
(lk−1 − x)2

lk − x

|∆k|
+ (lk − x)2

x− lk−1

|∆k|

]
p(x)dx

=

s∑
k=1

∫ lk

lk−1

(x− lk−1)(lk − x)p(x)dx

(a)
≈

s∑
k=1

∫ lk

lk−1

(x− lk−1)(lk − x)
Pk

|∆k|
dx

=

s∑
k=1

Pk

|∆k|
(lk − lk−1)

3

6

=

s∑
k=1

Pk

|∆k|2

6

where (a) uses the high-rate regime assumption, and Pk =∫ lk
lk−1

p(x)dx.

E∥Q[x]− x∥2

=

s∑
k=1

∫ lk

lk−1

[
(lk−1 − x)2

lk − x

|∆k|
+ (lk − x)2

x− lk−1

|∆k|

]
p(x)dx

=

s∑
k=1

|∆k|2
∫ lk

lk−1

[ lk − x

|∆k|
·
x− lk−1

|∆k|

]
p(x)dx

(b)

≤
s∑

k=1

|∆k|2
∫ lk

lk−1

p(x)

4
dx

=

s∑
k=1

Pk

|∆k|2

4

where (b) uses y(1− y) ≤
1

4
for all y ∈ [0, 1].

B. Proof of Lemma 2

Firstly, we can decompose the mean squared error of the
compressed gradient Qλs

[Tα(g)] into a variance term (due
to the nonuniform quantization) and a bias term (due to the
truncated operation):

E[∥Qλs
[Tα(g)]− g∥2] = d

∫ α

−α

p(g)

4λs(g)2
dg︸ ︷︷ ︸

Quantization Variance

+ 2d

∫ +∞

α

(g − α)2p(g)dg︸ ︷︷ ︸
Truncation Bias

, (21)

Using the Assumption 1 and Eq. (21), we have

E[∥ḡt −∇F (θt)∥2]

=
σ2

BN
+

d

N

∫ α

−α

p(g)

4λs(g)2
dg +

2d

N

∫ +∞

α

(g − α)2p(g)dg

(22)

Assumption 2 further implies that ∀θ,θ′ ∈ Rd, we have

F (θ′) ≤ F (θ) +∇F (θ)T(θ′ − θ) +
ν

2
∥θ′ − θ∥2. (23)

Hence, we can get

F (θt+1) ≤ F (θt) +∇F (θt)
T(θt+1 − θt) +

ν

2
∥θt+1 − θt∥2

= F (θt)− η∇F (θt)
⊤ḡt +

νη2

2
∥ḡt∥2

(a)

≤ F (θk)− η∇F (θt)
⊤ḡt +

η

2
∥ḡt∥2

= F (θt)−
η

2
∥∇F (θt)∥2 +

η

2
∥ḡt −∇F (θt)∥2

where (a) using η ≤
1

ν
. Then using Eq. (22), we have

EF (θt+1) ≤ F (θt)−
η

2
∥∇F (θt)∥2 +

η

2NB
σ2

+
dη

2N

∫ α

−α

p(g)

4λs(g)2
dg +

ηd

N

∫ +∞

α

(g − α)2p(g)dg

Applying it recursively, this yields:

E[F (θT )− F (θ0)] ≤ −
η

2

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 +
Tη

2NB
σ2

+
dTη

2N

∫ α

−α

p(g)

4λs(g)2
dg +

Tηd

N

∫ +∞

α

(g − α)2p(g)dg

Considering that F (θT ) ≥ F (θ∗), so:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤
2[F (θ0)− F (θ∗)]

Tη
+

σ2

NB

+
d

N

∫ α

−α

p(g)

4λs(g)2
dg +

2d

N

∫ +∞

α

(g − α)2p(g)dg (24)

C. Proof of Theorem 1

If we take λs(g) =
s

2α
and use the assumption of Power-law

Gradient Tail, then the truncated quantization error in Eq. 7



can be rewrite as:

ETQ(α) =
dQU (α)α

2

Ns2
+

4dρgγ−1
min

N(γ − 2)(γ − 3)
α3−γ

Then we can the truncation threshold α by minimizing
above equation:

α = gmin ·
[ 2ρs2

(γ − 2)QU (α)

] 1
γ−1

Hence, the truncated quantization error is

ETQ =
dg2min(γ − 1)(2ρ)

2
γ−1QU (α)

γ−3
γ−1

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
2

γ−1

s
6−2γ
γ−1

Replacing
d

N

∫ α

−α
p(g)

4λs(g)2
dg+

2d

N

∫ +∞
α

(g−α)2p(g)dg with
ETQ in Eq. (24), then we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤
2[F (θ0)− F (θ∗)]

Tη
+

σ2

N

dg2min(γ − 1)(2ρ)
2

γ−1QU (α)
γ−3
γ−1

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
2

γ−1

s
6−2γ
γ−1

D. Truncated BiScaled Quantization

0 ꞵ α-ꞵ-α

𝑠𝑠𝛼𝛼
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𝑠𝑠𝛼𝛼
2

𝑠𝑠𝛽𝛽 Truncating Truncating

Fig. 5. Truncated BiScaled Quantization.

In this subsection, we consider:

λs(g) =


sβ

2β
, for g ∈ [−β, β],

sα

2(α− β)
, for g ∈ [−α,−β] ∪ [β, α],

(25)

where sα+ sβ = s = 2b− 1. And we still use the assumption

of power-law gradient tail in Eq. (10). Let p1 ≜
∫ β
0

p(g)dg

β and

p2 ≜
∫ α
β

p(g)dg

α−β denote the average probability density of g in
[0, β] and [β, α], respectively. Then

E[∥Qλs [Tα(g)]− g∥2] =
2dp1β

3

s2β
+

2dp2(α− β)3

s2α

+
4dρgγ−1

min

(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
α3−γ , (26)

Then the truncated quantization error in Eq. 7 can be rewrite
as:

ETQ(sα, sβ , α, β) =
2dp̄1β

3

Ns2β
+

2dp̄2(α− β)3

Ns2α

+
4dρgγ−1

min

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
α3−γ (27)

The key question is how to determine sα, sβ , α and β. To
solve that, we formulate it as a convergence error minimization
problem under the communication budget constraints:

min
sα,sβ ,α,β

ETQ(sα, sβ , α, β)

s.t. sα + sβ = s, (28)

where s = 2b−1. By solving the above optimization problem,
we firstly can determine sα, sβ as:

sα =
p̄

1
3
2 (1− k)

p̄
1
3
2 (1− k) + p̄

1
3
1 k

· s (29)

sβ =
p̄

1
3
1 k

p̄
1
3
2 (1− k) + p̄

1
3
1 k

· s (30)

where k ≜ β
α . And let QB(α, k) ≜

[(
2
∫ α

kα
p(g)dg

) 1
3 (1 −

k)
2
3 +

(
2
∫ kα

0
p(g)dg

) 1
3 k

2
3

]3
, then

ETQ(α, k) =
dQB(α, k)α

2

Ns2
+

4dρgγ−1
min

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
α3−γ (31)

Hence, the optimum k and α can be found for TBQ as follows:

(k, α) = argmin
k

ETQ(α, k) (32)

Typically, there does not exist a closed solution for above
minimization problem. A simple yet effective approximation
is to use one step of alternating minimization between k and
α: k∗ = argmink QB(α, k), and

α = gmin ·
[ 2ρs2

(γ − 2)QB(α, k∗)

] 1
γ−1

(33)

Using Eqs. (29) and (30), we can get the quantization point
density function is

λs(g) =


p̄

1
3
1 · s

2p̄
1
3
2 (1− k∗)α+ 2p̄

1
3
1 k

∗α
, for |g| ∈ [0, k∗α],

p̄
1
3
2 · s

2p̄
1
3
2 (1− k∗)α+ 2p̄

1
3
1 k

∗α
, for |g| ∈ [k∗α, α],

(34)

If we use Eqs. (34) and (33) to form our truncated quantiza-
tion in Alg. 1, we can get Truncated BiScaled Quantization for
Distributed SGD (TBQSGD). We characterize the convergence
performance of TBQSGD in the following Theorem.

Theorem 3 (Convergence Performance of TBQSGD). For an
N -client distributed learning problem, the quantization bit is
b, then the convergence error of TBQSGD for the smooth



objective is upper bounded by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤ EDSGD

+ (γ − 1)QB(α
∗, k∗)

γ−3
γ−1

dg2min(2ρ)
2

γ−1 s
6−2γ
γ−1

N(γ − 3)(γ − 2)
2

γ−1

(35)

Using the Holder’s inequality, we can get QB(α
∗, k∗) ≤ 1.

This suggests that TBQSGD uses larger truncation threshold
α, and achieve lower convergence error when compared to
TUQSGD.
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