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Abstract—Distributed stochastic gradient methods are gaining
prominence in solving large-scale machine learning problems that
involve data distributed across multiple nodes. However, obtain-
ing unbiased stochastic gradients, which have been the focus
of most theoretical research, is challenging in many distributed
machine learning applications. The gradient estimations easily
become biased, for example, when gradients are compressed
or clipped, when data is shuffled, and in meta-learning and
reinforcement learning. In this work, we establish non-asymptotic
convergence bounds on distributed momentum methods under
biased gradient estimation on both general non-convex and µ-
PL non-convex problems. Our analysis covers general distributed
optimization problems, and we work out the implications for
special cases where gradient estimates are biased, i.e., in meta-
learning and when the gradients are compressed or clipped.
Our numerical experiments on training deep neural networks
with Top-K sparsification and clipping verify faster convergence
performance of momentum methods than traditional biased
gradient descent.

Index Terms—Stochastic Gradient Descent, Distributed Mo-
mentum Methods, Biased Gradient Estimation, Compressed
Gradients, Composite Gradients.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE increasing scale of machine learning models in data
samples and model parameters can significantly improve

classification accuracy [1], [2]. This motivates the development
of distributed machine learning algorithms, where comput-
ing nodes collaboratively optimize the parameters of specific
learning models. In particular, if we have n nodes, the goal is
to find the learning model parameters x ∈ Rd that minimize
the average of the loss functions of all n nodes:

minimize
x∈Rd

f(x) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(x), (1)

where fi(x) is the loss function based on the data locally
stored on node i.

To solve large-scale distributed optimization problems,
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is among the most popular
algorithms. A common distributed framework for implement-
ing SGD is a parameter server [3], which comprises a central
server and worker nodes. At each iteration of distributed SGD,
each worker node computes a stochastic gradient based on
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its private data. The central server then updates the model
parameters xk according to:

xk+1 = xk − γk

n

n∑
i=1

∇̃fi(x
k), (2)

where γk is a positive step-size and ∇̃fi(x) is the stochastic
gradient estimator for ∇fi(x) evaluated by worker node i.

Among many efforts to improve the convergence speed and
solution accuracy of SGD, momentum methods are known as
quite well-established techniques. Particularly, in momentum
methods, at each iteration, every worker node computes its
stochastic gradient ∇̃fi(x) while the central server maintains
the model parameters xk via:

xk+1 = xk − γkvk, and (3)

vk = vk−1 + βk

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

∇̃fi(x
k)− vk−1

)
. (4)

Here, the gradient estimate vk is the convex combination be-
tween its previous estimate vk−1 and the gradient aggregation
(1/n)

∑n
i=1 ∇̃fi(x

k), where βk ∈ (0, 1] is the momentum
weight. Note that momentum methods with βk = 1 recover
SGD (2). The superior performance of momentum methods
compared to SGD has been shown experimentally in neural
network training in [4], [5].

Multiple works have studied theoretical convergence guar-
antees of SGD and its variance, including momentum methods.
A prevalent assumption within these works has been that
the stochastic gradients are unbiased, i.e., that E[∇̃fi(x)] =
∇fi(x) for x ∈ Rd, [6]–[18]. However, gradient estima-
tors exhibit bias in various machine learning applications.
For instance, when performing random shuffling, without-
replacement sampling, or cyclic sampling of gradients, the re-
sulting estimators exhibit bias [19]–[21]. Furthermore, the use
of compression operators to enhance communication efficiency
can introduce bias in gradient estimation [22]–[25]. Similarly,
clipping operators employed to stabilize the training of deep
neural networks introduce bias [26]. Biased gradient estimators
are also commonly observed in adversarial learning with
byzantine SGD, as well as in meta-learning and reinforcement
learning applications [27]–[30].

Already in the early eighties, Ruszczyński and Syski il-
lustrated the superior behavior of momentum methods over
SGD under biased gradients [31]. Their work demonstrated
that momentum methods have the ability to converge towards
the optimal solution, whereas SGD cannot [31]. However, the
study of the non-asymptotic convergence of this case, along-
side its distributed setting, has yet remained underexplored.
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A. Contributions

In this paper, we provide non-asymptotic convergence for
distributed momentum methods with general biased gradi-
ent models for general non-convex and µ-PL non-convex
problems. We show that momentum methods with biased
gradients enjoy the convergence bound similar to SGD with
biased gradients in [32]. Unlike [33], our analysis applies to
distributed settings, does not require the unbiased property
of gradient estimators, and relies on a Lyapunov function
based on the deviation between the gradient estimate vk−1

and the true gradient ∇f(xk). Applying our unified theory, we
establish convergence for momentum methods with three pop-
ular biased gradient examples: gradient compression, gradient
clipping, and stochastic composite gradients, including meta-
learning. We finally demonstrate the superior performance of
momentum methods with biased gradients over SGD with
biased gradients on training neural networks in a distributed
setup.

B. Organization

We begin by reviewing related literature on stochastic momen-
tum methods and other variants in Section II. We next present
unified convergence results for distributed stochastic momen-
tum methods with biased gradients for general non-convex and
µ-PL non-convex problems in Section III. In Section IV, we
then show how to apply our unified framework to establish
the convergence of distributed stochastic momentum methods
using compressed gradients, clipped gradients, and stochastic
composite gradients. Finally, we present in Section V signif-
icant convergence improvement from distributed momentum
methods over traditional distributed SGD for training deep
neural network models and then conclude in Section VII.

II. RELATED WORKS

We review literature closely related to momentum methods
and other variants under both unbiased and biased gradient
estimation assumptions and contrast them with our work.

A. Unbiased Gradient Estimation

Studies on the convergence behaviors of SGD with unbi-
ased gradient estimation have been well-established [6]–[14].
Specifically, SGD with a constant step-size was shown to
converge towards the optimal solution with the residual er-
ror [34], [35]. To improve the solution accuracy of SGD,
popular approaches include mini-batching [15], [16], variance
reduction [17], [18], and momentum techniques [36]–[38]. In
this paper, we focus on the last approach, which leads to
SGD using momentum, known as the stochastic momentum
methods. The convergence of stochastic momentum methods
was originally analyzed by [38] and later has been refined
and shown to converge theoretically as fast as SGD under the
same setting [33], [39], [40]. For instance, in [33], stochastic
momentum methods achieve the convergence bound similar to
SGD at O(1/(kγ) + γσ2/(1− β)) and O((1− γµ)k + γσ2)
for non-convex and strongly convex problems under standard
assumptions, respectively. Additionally, methods using other

momentum variants, including Polyak’s Heavy-ball momen-
tum [36], Nesterov’s momentum [37], and other momentum
schemes such as Quasi-Hyperbolic momentum [41] and PID
control-based momentum [42], have been studied under vari-
ous and more general problem setups, e.g., in [14], [43]–[46].
For example, in [43], for solving strongly convex quadratic
problems, Heavy-ball momentum and Nesterov’s momentum
methods converge at the (

√
L/µ − 1)/(

√
L/µ + 1) and

(
√

L/µ − 1)/(
√
L/µ) rate, respectively. Unlike these exist-

ing works, our paper shows non-asymptotic convergence for
stochastic momentum methods under general biased gradient
models for distributed optimization, which is both a more
realistic and relaxed setup. Note that, in this paper, although
we restrict ourselves among momentum variants to stochastic
momentum methods, our result can be applied to the methods
with other momentum variants, given specific choices of
hyper-parameters shown by [47].

B. Biased Gradient Estimation - Specific Cases

Although many works analyzed SGD and stochastic mo-
mentum methods with unbiased estimators, there are limited
studies of these methods under biased gradients. Even among
them, the convergence analysis has been mainly restricted
to specific types of bias caused by gradient estimators, e.g.
random shuffling (which in theory covers without-replacement
sampling and cyclic sampling of gradients) [19]–[21], [48],
compression [24], [25], [49], and clipping [50]–[52]. Of these,
only [48] considers momentum methods; the rest are restricted
to SGD. In this paper, rather than analyzing stochastic mo-
mentum methods under specific types of biased gradients, we
unify the analysis framework by relying on the general biased
gradient model and considering the distributed setting.

C. Biased Gradient Estimation - General Cases

Despite works done on particular choices of biased gradients,
to the best of our knowledge, very few works unified the
analysis framework for SGD and momentum methods with
biased gradient estimations on a generic form, regardless of
their roots [31], [32], [53]. In particular, SGD with generic
biased gradients was first shown to diverge or converge to-
wards the optimal solution by [53] and was recently proved to
attain non-asymptotic convergence towards the solution with
the residual error due to the gradient bias by [32]. Stochastic
momentum methods with general biased gradients were only
studied by [31], showing that they would eventually converge
toward the optimal solution. This result, however, provides
only asymptotic and local convergence, and thus lacks an
explicit convergence rate and convergence is only ensured
when the initialization is sufficiently close to a stationary
point. In contrast to the aforementioned work, our paper
focuses on non-asymptotic convergence analysis for stochastic
momentum methods under biased gradient models under the
distributed setup, for both general non-convex problems and
µ-PL non-convex problems. It is worth mentioning that our
results cover SGD as well by setting βk = 1.
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III. CONVERGENCE OF DISTRIBUTED MOMENTUM
METHODS WITH BIASED GRADIENTS

We present unified convergence for the distributed momentum
methods with biased gradients in Eq. (3) and (4) on general
non-convex and µ-PL non-convex problems in Eq. (1). We
begin by introducing the following standard assumptions on
objective functions used throughout this paper.

Assumption 1 (Smoothness and lower boundedness). The
whole objective function f(x) is bounded from below by
f⋆ := infx∈Rd f(x) > −∞, and has L-Lipschitz continuous
gradient, i.e. ∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x−y∥ for all x, y ∈ Rd.

Assumption 1 implies the following inequality:

f(y) ≤ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩+ L

2
∥y − x∥2, ∀x, y ∈ Rd.

(5)

Next, we introduce the Polyak-Łojasiewicz (PL) condition on
the whole objective function f(x).

Assumption 2. The whole objective function f(x) satisfies
the Polyak-Łojasiewicz (PL) condition with µ > 0 if for all
x ∈ Rd

∥∇f(x)∥2 ≥ 2µ[f(x)− f⋆]. (6)

Assumptions 1 and 2 are commonly used to derive the
convergence of optimization methods [54]–[56], since they
cover many distributed learning problems of interest. Problems
satisfying Assumption 1 include classification with a non-
convex regularization (i.e.

∑d
j=1 x

2
j/(1 + x2

j )) and training
deep neural networks [57]. Problems satisfying Assumptions
1 and 2 include ℓ2-regularized empirical risk minimization in
distributed settings, i.e. Problem (1) with

fi(x) =
1

m

m∑
j=1

ϕ(⟨ai,j , x⟩, bi,j) +
λ

2
∥x∥2,

where ϕ : R × R → R is a differentiable function,
(ai,1, bi,1), . . . , (ai,m, bi,m) is the set of m data points locally
known by worker node i, ai,j ∈ Rd is the jth-data point at
worker node i with its associated label bi,j ∈ {−1, 1}, and
λ > 0 is an ℓ2-regularization parameter. This problem formula-
tion covers ℓ2-regularized linear least-squares problems when
ϕ(x, y) = (1/2)(x − y)2, ℓ2-regularized logistic regression
problems when ϕ(x, y) = log(1+exp(−x·y)), and ℓ2-support
vector machines problems when ϕ(x, y) = max(0, 1− x · y).

a) Key descent lemma for momentum methods.: To fa-
cilitate our analysis, we consider the equivalent update for
momentum methods in Eq. (3) and (4) below:

xk+1 = xk − γkvk and (7)

vk = vk−1 + βk(∇f(xk) + ηk − vk−1), (8)

where ηk = (1/n)
∑n

i=1 ∇̃fi(x
k)−∇f(xk).

To establish the convergence for the momentum method in
Eq. (7) and (8) under biased gradient estimation, we use the
following novel descent lemma that is a key to our analysis.

Lemma 1. Consider the momentum methods in Eq. (3) and (4)
with γk = γ and βk = β for Problem (1) where Assumption 1

holds. Let ϕk = f(xk)−f⋆+A∥∇f(xk)−vk−1∥2 for A > 0
and ηk = (1/n)

∑n
i=1 ∇̃fi(x

k)−∇f(xk). Then,

ϕk+1 ≤ f(xk)− f⋆ − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2 +B1∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2

−B2∥xk+1 − xk∥2 +B3∥ηk∥2, (9)

where B1 = γ 1−β
2 + A

(
1− β

2

)
, B2 = 1

2γ − L
2 − A (β+2)L2

β

and B3 = γβ
2 +Aβ

(
1 + β

2

)
.

Proof. See Section VI-A.

From Lemma 1, we have the descent inequality for deriving
convergence theorems for momentum methods. Finally, we
introduce the assumption on the upper bound for E∥ηk∥2.

Assumption 3 (Affine variance). For fixed constants B,C ≥
0, the variance of stochastic gradients at any iteration k
satisfies

E∥ηk∥2 ≤ BE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + C.

Like the assumption on the biased gradient noise in [7],
[32], [58], Assumption 3 implies that ηk (the perturbation
of a noisy gradient from a true gradient) has the magnitude
depending on the size of the true gradient norm ∇f(xk) and
on the constant term C. This assumption holds for machine
learning applications with feature noise (including missing
features) [59], for robust linear regression [60], and for multi-
layer neural network training where the model parameters are
multiplicatively perturbed by noise [58]. Note that Assump-
tion 3 with B = 0 and B = C recovers, respectively, the
standard bounded variance assumption for analyzing unbiased
stochastic gradient methods [10], and the noise assumption
(4.3) in [53]. We are now ready to state our main result.

Theorem 1. Consider the momentum methods in Eq. (7) and
(4) with γk = γ and βk = β for Problem (1). Assume ηk =
(1/n)

∑n
i=1 ∇̃fi(x

k)−∇f(xk) satisfies Assumption 3.
1) (Non-convex problems) Let Assumption 1 hold. If (1 −

β2/2)B ≤ 1/4 and 0 < γ ≤ 1
L(

√
α+1)

with α =
2(1−β)(β+2)

β2 , then

min
0≤k≤K−1

E∥∇f(xk)∥2 ≤ Θ0

K
+ 4(1− β2/2)C,

where Θ0 = 4
γ (f(x

0)− f⋆)+ 4(1−β)
β ∥∇f(x0)− v−1∥2.

2) (µ-PL non-convex problems) Let Assumptions 1 and 2
hold. If (2 − β/2 − β2)B ≤ 1/4 and 0 < γ ≤
min

(
1

L(
√
α+1)

, β
2µ

)
with α = 4(1−β)(β+2)

β2 , then

E[ϕK ] ≤ (1− µγ/2)Kϕ0 +
2

µ
(2− β/2− β2)C,

where ϕk := f(xk)− f⋆ + 2γ(1−β)
β ∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2.

Proof. See Section VI-B.

Unlike [31], Theorem 1 establishes non-asymptotic con-
vergence of the momentum methods in distributed settings.
As the iteration count grows, i.e. k → ∞, the methods
converge towards the optimal solution with the residual error
4(1 − β2/2)C for general non-convex problems and 2

µ (2 −
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β/2 − β2)C for µ-PL non-convex problems. Furthermore, if
there is no bias, i.e. C = 0, then the methods converge toward
the exact optimal solution. To reach ϵ-solution accuracy, the
methods require at least

4

γ

f(x0)− f⋆

ϵ
, and

2

µγ
log

(
ϕ0

ϵ

)
iterations

for general non-convex and µ-PL non-convex problems, re-
spectively. The iteration complexities of these momentum
methods with C = 0 are hence similar to classical gradient
descent.

IV. APPLICATIONS

In this section, we illustrate how to use our analysis framework
to establish convergence results in three main examples of bi-
ased gradients: (1) compressed gradients, (2) clipped gradients,
and (3) composite gradients, including meta-learning.

A. Compressed Momentum Methods

Communication can become the performance bottleneck of
distributed optimization algorithms, especially when the net-
work has high latency and low communication bandwidth and
when the communicated information (e.g. gradients and/or
model parameters) has a huge dimension. This is apparent,
especially in training state-of-the-art deep neural networks,
such as AlexNet, VGG, ResNet, and LSTM, where gradi-
ent communication accounts for up to 80% of the running
time [22]. To reduce communications, several works have
proposed compression operators (e.g. sparsification and/or
quantization) that are applied to the information before it is
communicated.

To this end, we consider compressed momentum methods.
At each iteration k, each worker node computes and transmits
compressed stochastic gradients Q(gki ). The server then ag-
gregates the gradients from the worker nodes and updates the
iterate xk according to:

xk+1 = xk − γvk and vk = vk−1 + β
(
gkQ − vk−1

)
,
(10)

where gkQ = (1/n)
∑n

i=1 Q(gki ), γ > 0, and 0 ≤ β ≤ 1. Here,
we assume that gki satisfies the variance-bounded condition

E∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2 ≤ σ2, (11)

and the compression Q(·) is α-contractive with 0 < α ≤ 1,
i.e.

∥Q(x)− x∥2 ≤ (1− α)∥x∥2, ∀x ∈ Rd. (12)

Note that Eq. (11) and (12) do not require the unbiasedness
of stochastic gradients and compression, respectively. The α-
contractive property of Q(·) covers many popular deterministic
compressors, e.g. Top-K sparsification [24], [49], [61] and the
scaled sign compression [49]. Also notice that compressed mo-
mentum method (10) is equivalent to the momentum method
in Eq. (7) and (8) where ηk = (1/n)

∑n
i=1 Q(gki )−∇f(xk).

We also recover compressed (stochastic) gradient descent [22],
[23], [25], [62], when we let β = 1.

We can now use our framework to establish the convergence
of compressed momentum methods. We obtain the conver-
gence from Theorem 1 and the next proposition which bounds
E∥ηk∥2.

Proposition 1. Consider the compressed momentum meth-
ods (10). Let E∥gki −∇fi(x

k)∥2 ≤ σ2, ∥∇fi(x)−∇f(x)∥2 ≤
δ2 for x ∈ Rd, and ∥Q(x)−x∥2 ≤ (1−α)∥x∥2 for 0 < α ≤ 1
and x ∈ Rd. Then,

E∥ηk∥2 ≤ BE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + C,

where B = 1−α/8, C = (1−α/4)(1+8/α)δ2+[(1−α/2)(1+
4/α)+(1+2/α)]σ2, and ηk = (1/n)

∑n
i=1 Q(gki )−∇f(xk).

Proof. See Section VI-C.

From Proposition 1 and Theorem 1, we establish sublinear
and linear convergence with the residual error for compressed
momentum methods for general non-convex and µ-PL non-
convex problems, respectively. This residual error term results
from the variance σ2 of the stochastic gradients, the com-
pression accuracy α and the data similarity δ2 between the
local gradient and the global gradient. In the centralized case
(when n = 1), the compressed momentum methods attain
the O(1/ϵ) iteration complexity similarly to GD with Top-K
sparsification for general non-convex problems in [24], [62],
and also enjoy the (2/(µγ)) log

(
ϕ0/ϵ

)
iteration complexity

for strongly convex problems analogously to GD with Top-K
sparsification in section 5.1 of [32] and with the contractive
compression in theorem 14 of [25].

B. Clipped Momentum Methods

A clipping operator is commonly used to stabilize the conver-
gence of gradient-based algorithms for deep neural network
applications. For example, when training recurrent neural net-
work models in language processing, clipped gradient descent
can deal with their inherent gradient explosion problems [26],
and outperforms classical gradient descent [50], [63].

To further improve the convergence of clipped gradient
descent, we consider clipped momentum methods that update
the iterate xk via:

xk+1 = xk − γvk and vk = vk−1 + β
(
gkc − vk−1

)
, (13)

where gkc = 1
n

∑n
i=1 clipτ (g

i
k), γ > 0, 0 ≤ β ≤ 1,

and clipτ (g) = min(1, τ/∥g∥)g is a clipping operator with
a clipping threshold τ > 0. Unlike momentum clipping
methods [52], our clipped momentum methods update vk

based on clipped gradients instead of clipping vk and can be
easily implemented in the distributed environment (where the
server computes (13) based on clipped gradients clipτ (g

i
k)

aggregated from all worker nodes). Further note that clipped
momentum methods (13) are momentum methods in Eq. (7)
and (8) with ηk = (1/n)

∑n
i=1 clipτ (g

i
k)−∇f(xk), and also

recover clipped (stochastic) gradient descent [50], [51], [63]
when we let β = 1.

The convergence for Algorithm (13) can be obtained by
Theorem 1 and the next proposition which bounds E∥ηk∥2.
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Proposition 2. Consider the clipped momentum methods (13).
Let fi(x) have L-Lipschitz continuous gradient, E∥gki −
∇fi(x

k)∥2 ≤ σ2, and f(x) − f(x⋆) ≤ δ for δ > 0 and
x ∈ Rd. Then,

E∥ηk∥2 ≤ BE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + C,

where B = 0, C = max(2σ2 + 4Lδ + τ2, 0) + 2σ2, and
ηk = 1

n

∑n
i=1 clipτ (g

i
k)−∇f(xk).

Proof. See Section VI-D.

Similarly to Section IV-A, we obtain the unified conver-
gence for clipped momentum methods by using Proposi-
tion 2 and Theorem 1. The residual error term from clipped
momentum methods comes from the bias introduced by
gradient clipping τ . If we choose v−1 = ∇f(x0) and
τ =

√
(1 + θ)M2 + (1 + 1/θ)σ2 for θ > 0, then we have

E∥ηk∥2 = 0. Clipped momentum methods thus reach the
4
γ

f(x0)−f⋆

ϵ and 2
µγ log

(
ϕ0

ϵ

)
iteration complexity for general

non-convex and µ-PL non-convex problems, respectively. In
particular, for general non-convex problems, clipped momen-
tum methods attain a lower iteration complexity than momen-
tum clipping methods [52] (with O(ϵ−4)) at the price of a
more restrictive condition on the gradient-bounded norm.

C. Stochastic Composite Momentum Methods

Finally, we turn our attention to the problem of minimizing
functions with composite finite sum structure, i.e. Problem
(1) with fi(x) = Fi (gi(x)), Fi(x) = 1

mF

∑mF

j=1 Fi,j(x),
and gi(x) = 1

mg

∑mg

j=1 gi,j(x). Such composite finite-sum
minimization problems arise in many applications such as re-
inforcement learning [64], multi-stage stochastic programming
[65], and risk-averse portfolio optimization [66].

Another instance of a problem with this structure is Model-
Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) [30], [67]. Unlike tradi-
tional learning, MAML focuses on finding a model that per-
forms well across multiple tasks. MAML considers a scenario
where the model is updated based on small data partitions from
every new task, typically by using just one or a few gradient
descent steps on each task. In distributed MAML, assuming
each worker node takes the initial model and performs a single
gradient descent step using its private loss function, we can
reformulate the problem described in Eq.(1) as a distributed
MAML problem

minimize
x∈Rd

1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(x− γ∇fi(x)), (14)

where γ > 0 is the positive step-size, fi(x) =
1
m

∑m
j=1 ℓi(x, a

j
i , b

j
i ) is the loss function privately known

by worker node i, and aji ∈ Rd is the jth data sample
belonging to worker node i with its associated class label
bji ∈ {−1, 1} for j = 1, 2, . . . ,m. Here, we assume that the
entire data set is distributed evenly among n worker nodes.
Also note that this MAML problem (14) is thus the composite
finite-sum minimization problem over 1

n

∑n
i=1 Fi(gi(x)) with

Fi(x) = fi(x), Fi,j(x) = ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i ), gi(x) = x− γ∇fi(x),

gi,j(x) = x− γ∇ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i ), and mF = mg = m.

To solve the composite finite-sum minimization problem,
we consider stochastic composite momentum methods which
update xk via:

xk+1 = xk − γvk, and vk = vk−1 + β
(
∇̃f(xk)− vk−1

)
,

(15)

where

∇̃f(xk) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∇̃fi(x
k) (16)

∇̃fi(x
k) =

〈
g′Sg

(xk),
1

|Sk
F |
∑
j∈Sk

F

F ′
i,j

(
gSF

(xk)
)〉

(17)

and also g′Sg
(xk) = 1

|Sk
g |
∑

j∈Sk
g
g′i,j(x

k) and gSF
(xk) =

1
|Sk

g |
∑

j∈Sk
g
gi,j(x

k). Here, Sk
g and Sk

F are the subsets sampled
from the set {gi,1, . . . , gi,mg

} and {Fi,1, . . . , Fi,mF
}, respec-

tively, uniformly at random. Note that ∇̃fi(x
k) is the biased

estimator of the full gradient:

∇fi(x
k) =

〈
g′i(x

k), F ′
i

(
gi(x

k)
)〉

. (18)

We can thus show that Algorithm (15) is the momentum
method in Eq. (7) and (8) with ηk = (1/n)

∑n
i=1[∇f̃i(x

k)−
∇fi(x

k)] and prove the upper bound for E∥ηk∥2 in the next
result.

Proposition 3. Consider the stochastic composite momen-
tum methods (15) for the problem of minimizing f(x) =
1
n

∑n
i=1 Fi (gi(x)), where Fi(x) = 1

mF

∑mF

j=1 Fi,j(x) and
gi(x) = 1

mg

∑mg

j=1 gi,j(x). Let each Fi,j(x) be ℓF -Lipschitz
continuous and have LF -Lipschitz continuous gradient, and
each gi,j(x) be ℓg-Lipschitz continuous and have Lg-Lipschitz
continuous gradient. Also suppose that E∥gi,j(x)−gi(x)∥2 ≤
σ2
g , E∥g′i,j(x) − g′i(x)∥2 ≤ σ2

g′ , E∥F ′
i,j(x) − F ′

i (x)∥2 ≤
σ2
F , |Sk

g | = Sg , and |Sk
F | = SF . Further denote ηk =

1
n

∑n
i=1[∇f̃i(x

k) − ∇fi(x
k)], where ∇̃fi(x

k) and ∇fi(x
k)

are defined in (16) and (18). Then,
1) f(x) has L-Lipschitz continuous gradient with L =

LgℓF + ℓ2gLF .
2) E∥ηk∥2 ≤ BE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + C with B = 0 and C =

3ℓ2g
σ2
F

SF
+ 3ℓ2F

σ2
g′

Sg
+ 3ℓ2gL

2
F

σ2
g

Sg
.

Proof. See Section VI-E.

From Proposition 3 and Theorem 1 we establish the con-
vergence for stochastic composite momentum methods for
general non-convex problems. To reach ϵ-solution accuracy,
stochastic composite momentum methods with SF = Sg = S
need O(1/ϵ) iterations when S = 8(1 − β2/2)(3ℓ2gσ

2
F +

3ℓ2Fσ
2
g′ +3ℓ2gL

2
Fσ

2
g)/ϵ. This iteration complexity is lower than

the O(ϵ−4) iteration complexity by SCGD from theorem 8 of
[68]. These results drawn from Proposition 3 and Theorem 1-1
can be indeed applied to the MAML problem (14) as shown
in the proposition below:

Proposition 4. Consider the MAML problem (14). Let
ℓi(x, a

j
i , b

j
i ) be ℓl-Lipschitz continuous and have Ll-Lipschitz

continuous gradient. Then, the MAML problem is the problem
of minimizing f(x) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 Fi (gi(x)), where Fi(x) =
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1
m

∑m
j=1 Fi,j(x), gi(x) = 1

m

∑m
j=1 gi,j(x), Fi,j(x) =

ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i ), and gi,j(x) = x − γ∇ℓi(x, a

j
i , b

j
i ). In addition,

each Fi,j(x) is ℓF -Lipschitz continuous with ℓF = ℓl and has
LF -Lipschitz continuous gradient with LF = Ll, and also
each gi,j(x) is ℓg-Lipschitz continuous with ℓg = 1+γLl and
has Lg-Lipschitz continuous gradient with Lg = 2γLl.

Proof. See Section VI-F.

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

To demonstrate the superior performance of momentum meth-
ods over SGD, we evaluated both methods using biased
gradient estimators on training deep neural network models
over the MNIST and FashionMNIST datasets. The source code
of our implementation and experiments are publicly available
in the following link: https://github.com/AliBeikmohammadi/
DistributedSGDM/

A. Fully connected neural networks over MNIST

The MNIST dataset consists of 60000 training images and
10000 test images. Each image is in a 28 × 28 gray-scale
and represents one of the digits from 0 to 9 [69]. For this
task, we use a fully connected neural network (FCNN) with
two hidden layers. Each hidden layer has 512 neurons and
the ReLU activation function. This FCNN architecture thus
has 669706 trainable parameters, and is trained to solve the
problem of minimizing the cross-entropy loss function.

B. ResNet-18 networks over FashionMNIST

We also examine the FashionMNIST dataset, which has the
same number of samples and of classes as MNIST. Since
training over FashionMNIST is more challenging than MNIST
[70], it is recommended to use convolution neural networks.
In particular, we employ the well-known 18-layer Residual
Network model (i.e., ResNet-18) [71]. By adapting the number
of model outputs to 10 classes, the number of trainable
parameters of this ResNet-18 model is 11181642.

The numerical experiments for both cases above are imple-
mented in Python 3.8.6 on a computing server with NVIDIA
Tesla T4 GPU with 16GB RAM. The weights of the neural
networks are initialized by the default random initialization
routines of the Pytorch framework. For SGD, we evaluate var-
ious fixed step-sizes; γ ∈ {0.01, 0.05, 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7}. In the
case of momentum methods (which we call SGDM to distin-
guish it from SGD), we consider β ∈ {0.01, 0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9}
under the same choice of step-size as SGD. We do the
experiments with 20 and 100 worker nodes.

To study the performance of SGD and SGDM under biased
gradient estimation, we investigate the clipping operator and
Top-K sparsification. For the clipping operator, we evaluate
three different τ ∈ {1, 2, 5} for both problems. However,
in the case of Top-K sparsification, since the number of
trainable parameters of FCNN and ResNet-18 is not in the
same order, different K have been used. Specifically, we
choose K ∈ {13400, 33500, 67000} for the FCNN model over
MNIST dataset, and K ∈ {11181, 111816, 1118164} for the
ResNet-18 network over FashionMNIST dataset. For brevity,

we present the ratio of K to the trainable parameters (in
percent) rather than the value of K for the rest of this section.

Due to the stochastic nature of neural networks, we repeated
our experiments with five different random seeds for network
initialization to ensure a fair comparison between the SGDM
and SGD. We monitor both training loss and test accuracy
and plot the average of these metrics alongside their standard
deviation across different trials. Learning curves of SGDM and
SGD on the MNIST and FashionMNIST datasets are shown
in Figure 1. A more thorough evaluation of the considered
hyperparameters on both tasks can be found in Appendix B.

C. Result discussions.

Regardless of the model and dataset, under any combination
of the mentioned hyperparameters, we consistently see a better
performance of SGDM than SGD under biased gradients
(either the Top-K sparsification or the clipping operator) in
terms of both training loss and test accuracy. Particularly,
we make the following observations: First, SGDM converges
faster than SGD, while sometimes SGD even diverges for large
step-sizes (See Appendix B). Second, SGDM is more stable
and has less extreme fluctuations. Third, SGDM is more robust
to different network initialization and has higher performance
reliability in different trials, as it consistently achieves high
convergence speed and low variance. Fourth, SGDM is less
sensitive to the degree of gradient bias (precisely by the value
of K and τ ) (See, e.g., Figure 2 in Appendix B). Fifth, in many
cases, SGDM leads to convergence to less loss and higher
accuracy. For example, in Figure 1c, the loss and accuracy of
SGDM are 0.17 and 0.87, respectively, while for SGD, they
are 0.34 and 0.83 at iteration 300.

VI. PROOFS

A. Proof of Lemma 1

Let γk = γ and βk = β. We prove the result in two steps.
Step 1) The upper bounds for ∥∇f(xk) − vk∥2 and

∥∇f(xk+1)−vk∥2: First, we bound ∥∇f(xk)−vk∥2. By the
convexity of the squared norm, for 0 ≤ β ≤ 1,

∥∇f(xk)− vk∥2 ≤ (1− β)∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2 + β∥ηk∥2,
(19)

where ηk = (1/n)
∑n

i=1 ∇̃fi(x
k) − ∇f(xk). Second, we

bound ∥∇f(xk+1)− vk∥2 as follows:

∥∇f(xk+1)− vk∥2
(23)+(19)

≤ (1 + θ)(1− β)∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2

+ (1 + θ)β∥ηk∥2 + (1 + 1/θ)∥∇f(xk+1)−∇f(xk)∥2.

If θ = β/2, then by the fact that (1+β/2)(1−β) ≤ 1−β/2
and by Assumption 1

∥∇f(xk+1)− vk∥2 ≤ (1− β/2)∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2

+ (1 + β/2)β∥ηk∥2 + (1 + 2/β)L2∥xk+1 − xk∥2. (20)

https://github.com/AliBeikmohammadi/DistributedSGDM/
https://github.com/AliBeikmohammadi/DistributedSGDM/
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(a) Top-2% sparsification (b) Clipped with τ = 2

(c) Top-0.1% sparsification (d) Clipped with τ = 2

Fig. 1: Performance of distributed SGDM (i.e., momentum method) and SGD method under various biased gradient estimations
((a) and (c) compressed gradients; (b) and (d) clipped gradients) in terms of (left plots -) training loss and (right plots -) test
accuracy on (top plots -) MNIST and (bottom plots -) FashionMNIST datasets, considering n = 100 and γ = 0.5.

Step 2) The descent inequality: Define ϕk := f(xk)−
f⋆ +A∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2 with A > 0. If γ ≤ 1/L, then

ϕk+1
(5)
≤ f(xk)− f⋆ − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2 −D1∥xk+1 − xk∥2

+
γ

2
∥∇f(xk)− vk∥2 +A∥∇f(xk+1)− vk∥2.

where D1 = 1
2γ − L

2 . Next, plugging (19) and (20) into the
main inequality yields

ϕk+1 ≤ f(xk)− f⋆ − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2 +B1∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2

−B2∥xk+1 − xk∥2 +B3∥ηk∥2,

where B1 = γ(1 − β)/2 + A(1 − β/2), B2 = 1
2γ − L

2 −
A (β+2)L2

β , and B3 = γβ/2 +Aβ(1 + β/2).

B. Proof of Theorem 1
1) Proof of Theorem 1-1: If A = γ

β (1− β), then from (9)

ϕk+1 ≤ ϕk − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2 −Θ∥xk+1 − xk∥2

+ γ(1− β2/2)∥ηk∥2,

where Θ = 1
2γ − L

2 − γ · (1−β)(β+2)L2

β2 . From Lemma 3 with

a = 1/2, b = L/2 and c = (1−β)(β+2)L2

β2 , we can prove that
if 0 < γ ≤ 1

L · 1√
2(1−β)(β+2)

β2 +1
, then Θ ≥ 0 and thus

ϕk+1 ≤ ϕk − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2 + γ(1− β2/2)∥ηk∥2.

Next, by taking the expectation and using the fact that
E∥ηk∥2 ≤ BE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + C for B,C ≥ 0,

E[ϕk+1] ≤ E[ϕk]− γDE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + γ(1− β2/2)C,

where D = 1/2− (1− β2/2)B.
If (1− β2/2)B ≤ 1/4, then D ≥ 1/4 and

E[ϕk+1] ≤ E[ϕk]− γ

4
E∥∇f(xk)∥2 + γ(1− β2/2)C.

Therefore, by the fact that min0≤k≤K−1 E∥∇f(xk)∥2 ≤
1
K

∑K−1
k=0 E∥∇f(xk)∥2, by the main inequality above, and by

the consequence of telescopic series,

min
0≤k≤K−1

E∥∇f(xk)∥2 ≤ 4

γ

E[ϕ0]

K
+ 4(1− β2/2)C.

Finally, by the definition of ϕ0, we complete the proof.
2) Proof of Theorem 1-2: If A = 2γ

β (1−β), then from (9)

ϕk+1 ≤f(xk)− f⋆ − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2

+A(1− β/4)∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2 − Θ̂∥xk+1 − xk∥2

+ γ(2− β/2− β2)∥ηk∥2,

where Θ̂ = 1
2γ − L

2 − γ 2(1−β)(β+2)L2

β2 .
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From Lemma 3 with a = 1/2, b = L/2 and
c = 2(1−β)(β+2)L2

β2 , we can prove that if 0 < γ ≤
1√

4(1−β)(β+2)L2

β2 +L

, then Θ̂ ≥ 0 and thus

ϕk+1 ≤ f(xk)− f⋆ − γ

2
∥∇f(xk)∥2

+A(1− β/4)∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2 + γ(2− β/2− β2)∥ηk∥2.

Next, by taking the expectation and using the fact that
E∥ηk∥2 ≤ BE∥∇f(xk)∥2 + C for B,C ≥ 0,

E[ϕk+1] ≤ E[f(xk)− f⋆]− γΘ1E∥∇f(xk)∥2

+A(1− β/4)E∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2 + γ(2− β/2− β2)C,

where Θ1 = 1/2− (2− β/2− β2)B.
If (2− β/2− β2)B ≤ 1/4, then by Assumption 2

E[ϕk+1] ≤ (1− µγ/2)E[f(xk)− f⋆]

+A(1− β/4)E∥∇f(xk)− vk−1∥2 + γ(2− β/2− β2)C.

If γ ≤ β
2µ , then

E[ϕk+1] ≤ (1− µγ/2)E[ϕk] + γ(2− β/2− β2)C.

Finally, applying this inequality over k = 0, 1, . . . ,K − 1
yields

E[ϕK ] ≤ (1− µγ/2)Kϕ0 +
2

µ
(2− β/2− β2)C.

C. Proof of Proposition 1

The compressed momentum methods (10) are momentum
methods in Eq. (7) and (8) where ηk = 1

n

∑n
i=1 Q(gki ) −

∇f(xk). From Lemma 4 with G(gki ) = Q(gki ), and by (12)

∥ηk∥2 ≤ B1

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki ∥2 +
B2

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2,

where B1 = (1 + θ1)(1− α) and B2 = (1 + 1/θ1).
If θ1 = α/2, then (1 + θ1)(1− α) ≤ 1− α/2 and by (23)

with x = ∇fi(x
k) and y = gki −∇fi(x

k),

∥ηk∥2 ≤ B̂1

n

n∑
i=1

∥∇fi(x
k)∥2 + B̂2

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2,

where B̂1 = (1 + θ2)(1 − α/2) and B̂2 = (1 + 1/θ2)(1 −
α/2) + (1 + 2/α).

If θ2 = α/4, then (1+θ2)(1−α/2) ≤ 1−α/4 and by (23)
with x = ∇f(xk) and y = ∇fi(x

k)−∇f(xk)

∥ηk∥2 ≤B̄1∥∇f(xk)∥2 + B̄2

n

n∑
i=1

∥∇fi(x
k)−∇f(xk)∥2

+
B̄3

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2,

where B̄1 = (1+θ3)(1−α/4), B̄2 = (1+1/θ3)(1−α/4) and
B̄3 = (1 + 4/α)(1− α/2) + (1 + 2/α). Finally, If θ3 = α/8,
then (1 + θ3)(1 − α/4) ≤ 1 − α/8, and then by taking the
expectation and by using the fact that E∥gki −∇fi(x

k)∥2 ≤ σ2

and that ∥∇fi(x)−∇f(x)∥2 ≤ δ2 for x ∈ Rd, we complete
the proof.

D. Proof of Proposition 2
We first introduce one useful lemma for proving the result.

Lemma 2. For any τ > 0 and g ∈ Rd, ∥clipτ (g) − g∥ ≤
max(∥g∥ − τ, 0).

Proof. From the definition of the clipping operator and the
Euclidean norm,

∥clipτ (g)− g∥ = (∥g∥ − τ) · 1(∥g∥ > τ) + 0 · 1(∥g∥ ≤ τ)

≤ max(∥g∥ − τ, 0).

Now, we prove the result. The compressed momentum
methods (10) are momentum methods in Eq. (7) and (8) where
ηk = 1

n

∑n
i=1 clipτ (g

i
k) − ∇f(xk). From Lemma 4 with

G(gki ) = clipτ (g
i
k) and θ = 2,

∥ηk∥2 ≤ 2

n

n∑
i=1

∥clipτ (g
i
k)− gki ∥2 +

2

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2.

By the fact that ∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2 ≤ σ2,

∥ηk∥2 ≤ 2

n

n∑
i=1

∥clipτ (g
i
k)− gki ∥2 + 2σ2.

To complete the proof, we bound ∥clipτ (g
i
k) − gki ∥2. By

Lemma 2, and the fact that τ > 0 and that ∥x∥ ≥ 0 for
x ∈ Rd,

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥clipτ (g
i
k)− gki ∥2 ≤ max

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

[∥gki ∥ − τ ]2, 0

)

≤ max

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki ∥2 + τ2, 0

)
.

Since, by (23) with θ = 2, and by the fact that fi(x) has
L-Lipschitz continuous gradient, that ∥gki −∇fi(x

k)∥2 ≤ σ2

and that f(xk)− f(x⋆) ≤ δ,

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki ∥2 ≤ 2

n

n∑
i=1

∥gki −∇fi(x
k)∥2 + 2

n

n∑
i=1

∥∇fi(x
k)∥2

≤ 2σ2 + 4L[f(xk)− f(x⋆)] ≤ 2σ2 + 4Lδ,

we have

1

n

n∑
i=1

∥clipτ (g
i
k)− gki ∥2 ≤ max(2σ2 + 4Lδ + τ2, 0).

Therefore,

∥ηk∥2 ≤ 2max(2σ2 + 4Lδ + τ2, 0) + 2σ2.

Finally taking the expectation, we complete the proof.

E. Proof of Proposition 3
If each gi,j(x) is ℓg-Lipschitz continuous and has Lg-Lipschitz
continuous gradient, then by Cauchy-Schwartz’s inequality
gi(x) = 1

mg

∑mg

j=1 gi,j(x) is also ℓg-Lipschitz continuous
and has Lg-Lipschitz continuous gradient. Similarly, if each
Fi,j(x) is ℓF -Lipschitz continuous and has LF -Lipschitz
continuous gradient, then by Cauchy-Schwartz’s inequality
Fi(x) = 1

mF

∑mF

j=1 Fi,j(x) is also ℓF -Lipschitz continuous
and has LF -Lipschitz continuous gradient.
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1) Proof of Proposition 3-1: We next prove the first
statement. By the triangle inequality and by the fact that
∇f(x) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ∇fi(x) and ∇fi(x) = ⟨g′i(x), F ′

i (gi(x))⟩,

∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

∥∇fi(x)−∇fi(y)∥

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥T1 + T2∥ ≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
T̄1 + T̄2

)
,

where T1 = ⟨g′i(x), F ′
i (gi(x))⟩ − ⟨g′i(y), F ′

i (gi(x))⟩, T2 =
⟨g′i(y), F ′

i (gi(x))⟩ − ⟨g′i(y), F ′
i (gi(y))⟩, T̄1 = ∥F ′

i (gi(x))∥ ·
∥g′i(x)− g′i(y)∥, and T̄2 = ∥g′i(y)∥ · ∥F ′

i (gi(x))−F ′
i (gi(y))∥.

Next, by the Lg-Lipschitz continuity of g′i(x) and the ℓF -
Lipschitz continuity of Fi(x), we have T1 ≤ LgℓF ∥x − y∥,
and

∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
LgℓF ∥x− y∥+ T̄2

)
,

Next, by the ℓg-Lipschitz continuity of gi(x) and the LF -
Lipschitz continuity of F ′

i (x), we have

T2 ≤ ℓgLF ∥gi(x)− gi(y)∥ ≤ ℓ2gLF ∥x− y∥.
Therefore,

∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ (LgℓF + ℓ2gLF )∥x− y∥.
2) Proof of Proposition 3-2: We finally prove the second

statement.
Let v̄k := 1

|Sk
g |
∑

j∈Sk
g
gi,j(x

k) and z̄k :=
1

|Sk
g |
∑

j∈Sk
g
g′i,j(x

k). From the definition of the Euclidean

norm, and by the fact that ηk = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∇̃fi(x

k)−∇fi(x
k),

∥ηk∥2
(24)
≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

∥∇̃fi(x
k)−∇fi(x

k)∥2,

where ∇̃fi(x
k) =

〈
z̄k, 1

|Sk
F |
∑

j∈Sk
F
F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)〉

and
∇fi(x

k) =
〈
g′i(x

k), F ′
i

(
gi(x

k)
)〉

. Next, by the fact
that ∥x + y + z∥2 ≤ 3∥x∥2 + 3∥y∥2 + 3∥z∥2 with
x =

〈
z̄k, 1

|Sk
F |
∑

j∈Sk
F
F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)〉

−
〈
z̄k, F ′

i (v̄
k)
〉
,

y =
〈
z̄k, F ′

i (v̄
k)
〉

−
〈
g′i(x

k), F ′
i (v̄

k)
〉
, and

z =
〈
g′i(x

k), F ′
i (v̄

k)
〉
−
〈
g′i(x

k), F ′
i

(
gi(x

k)
)〉

,

∥ηk∥2 ≤ 3∥z̄k∥2
∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

|Sk
F |
∑
j∈Sk

F

F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)
− F ′

i (v̄
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+3∥F ′
i (v̄

k)∥2
∥∥z̄k − g′i(x

k)
∥∥2

+3∥g′i(xk)∥2
∥∥F ′

i (v̄
k)− F ′

i

(
gi(x

k)
)∥∥2 .

Since each gi,j(x) is ℓg-Lipschitz continuous and each Fi,j(x)
is ℓF -Lipschitz continuous, by (24) we have

∥z̄k∥2 ≤ 1

|Sk
g |
∑
j∈Sk

g

∥g′i,j(xk)∥2 ≤ ℓ2g,

∥g′(xk)∥2 ≤ 1

mg

mg∑
j=1

∥g′i,j(xk)∥2 ≤ ℓ2g, and

∥F ′
i

(
vk
)
∥2 ≤ 1

mF

mF∑
j=1

∥F ′
i,j(v

k)∥2 ≤ ℓ2F .

Therefore, plugging these results into the main inequality,

∥ηk∥2 ≤ 3ℓ2g

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

|Sk
F |
∑
j∈Sk

F

F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)
− F ′

i (v̄
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+3ℓ2F
∥∥z̄k − g′i(x

k)
∥∥2

+3ℓ2g
∥∥F ′

i (v̄
k)− F ′

i

(
gi(x

k)
)∥∥2 .

Since each Fi,j(x) has LF -Lipschitz continuous gradient,
Fi(x) has also LF -Lipschitz continuous gradient. Hence, using
this fact and taking the expectation,

E∥ηk∥2 ≤ 3ℓ2gE

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

|Sk
F |
∑
j∈Sk

F

F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)
− F ′

i (v̄
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+3ℓ2FE
∥∥z̄k − g′i(x

k)
∥∥2

+3ℓ2gL
2
FE

∥∥v̄k − gi(x
k)
∥∥2 .

Assuming that Sk
g and Sk

F are sampled uniformly

at random, we get E
[

1
|Sk

g |
∑

j∈Sk
g
gi,j(x

k)
]

=

gi(x
k), E

[
1

|Sk
g |
∑

j∈Sk
g
g′i,j(x

k)
]

= g′i(x
k) and

E
[

1
|Sk

F |
∑

j∈Sk
F
F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)]

= F ′
i (v̄

k). In addition,

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

|Sk
F |
∑
j∈Sk

F

F ′
i,j

(
v̄k
)
− F ′

i (v̄
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ σ2
F

|Sk
F |

,

E
∥∥z̄k − g′i(x

k)
∥∥2 ≤

σ2
g′

|Sk
g |
, and

E
∥∥v̄k − gi(x

k)
∥∥2 ≤

σ2
g

|Sk
g |
.

Therefore,

E∥ηk∥2 ≤ 3ℓ2g
σ2
F

|Sk
F |

+ 3ℓ2F
σ2
g′

|Sk
g |

+ 3ℓ2gL
2
F

σ2
g

|Sk
g |
.

Finally, setting |Sk
F | = SF and |Sk

g | = Sg yields the result.

F. Proof of Proposition 4
Let ℓi(x, a

j
i , b

j
i ) be ℓl-Lipschitz continuous and have Ll-

Lipschitz continuous gradient. By the fact that Fi,j(x) =
ℓi(x, a

j
i , b

j
i ),

∥Fi,j(x)− Fi,j(y)∥ = ∥ℓi(x, aji , b
j
i )− ℓi(y, a

j
i , b

j
i )∥

≤ ℓl∥x− y∥, and

∥F ′
i,j(x)− F ′

i,j(y)∥ = ∥∇ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i )−∇ℓi(y, a

j
i , b

j
i )∥

≤ Ll∥x− y∥.

Next, by the fact that gi,j(x) = x− γ∇ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i ),

∥gi,j(x)− gi,j(y)∥ ≤ ∥x− y∥+ γT1 ≤ (1 + γLl)∥x− y∥,

where T1 = ∥∇ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i )−∇ℓi(y, a

j
i , b

j
i )∥. In addition, we

can show that g′i,j(x) = I − γ∇2ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i ), and that

∥g′i,j(x)− g′i,j(y)∥ ≤ γ∥∇2ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i )−∇2ℓi(y, a

j
i , b

j
i )∥

≤ γ(B(x) +B(y)) ≤ 2γLl,

where B(x) = ∥∇2ℓi(x, a
j
i , b

j
i )∥.
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VII. CONCLUSION

We unify a convergence analysis framework for distributed
stochastic momentum methods with biased gradients. We
show that biased momentum methods attain the convergence
bound similar to biased SGD for general non-convex and
µ-PL non-convex problems. Based on our results, we also
establish convergence for distributed momentum methods with
compressed, clipped, and composite gradients, including dis-
tributed MAML. Numerical experiments validated stronger
convergence performance of biased momentum methods than
biased gradient descent in convergence speed and solution
accuracy. As future work, establishing convergence results
based on our analysis framework in other applications, includ-
ing reinforcement learning and risk-aware learning, would be
considered a worthwhile study.

APPENDIX A
BASIC FACTS

We use the following facts from linear algebra: for any x, y ∈
Rd and θ > 0,

2⟨x, y⟩ = ∥x∥2 + |y∥2 − ∥x− y∥2. (21)

2⟨x, y⟩ ≤ θ∥x∥2 + θ−1∥y∥2. (22)

∥x+ y∥2 ≤ (1 + θ)∥x∥2 + (1 + θ−1)∥y∥2. (23)

For vectors x1, x2, . . . , xN ∈ Rd, Jensen’s inequality and the
convexity of the squared norm yields∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

xi

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 1

N

N∑
i=1

∥xi∥2. (24)

The next lemma allows us to obtain the upper bound for the
step-size satisfying the specific inequality.

Lemma 3 (Lemma 5 of [61]). Let a, b, c > 0. If 0 < γ ≤
(
√

c/a + b/a)−1, then a
γ − b− cγ ≥ 0.

Furthermore, we introduce the next lemma, which is useful
for deriving the upper bound for ∥ηk∥2 in Section IV.

Lemma 4. Let f(x) = (1/n)
∑n

i=1 fi(x) and η =
(1/n)

∑n
i=1 G(gki )−∇f(xk) for any operator G : Rd → Rd.

Then, for θ > 0,

∥ηk∥2 ≤ (1 + θ)T k
1 + (1 + 1/θ)T k

2 , (25)

where T k
1 = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ∥G(gki )−gki ∥2 and T k

2 = 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∥gki −

∇fi(x
k)∥2.

Proof. By the fact that ∇f(x) = (1/n)
∑n

i=1 ∇fi(x), and
from the definition of the Euclidean norm and ηk, we have
∥ηk∥2 =

∥∥(1/n)∑n
i=1[G(gki )−∇fi(x

k)]
∥∥2 . Finally, by (24)

and then by (23), we complete the proof.

APPENDIX B
ADDITIONAL NUMERICAL EVALUATIONS ON DEEP

NEURAL NETWORKS

Additional learning curves are included in this section. To
be more specific, Figure 2 contains learning curves for the
MNIST dataset using FCNN. Also, more results for both the

MNIST dataset and the FashionMNIST dataset are included
in the following link: https://github.com/AliBeikmohammadi/
DistributedSGDM/ (See Figures 3-9), utilizing FCNN and
ResNet-18 model, respectively. Again, the shaded regions
correspond to the standard deviation of the average evaluation
over five trials.
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