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Distributed Stochastic Optimization under a
General Variance Condition

Kun Huang, Xiao Li, Member, IEEE, and Shi Pu, Senior Member, IEEE

Abstract— Distributed stochastic optimization has
drawn great attention recently due to its effectiveness
in solving large-scale machine learning problems.
Though numerous algorithms have been proposed and
successfully applied to general practical problems, their
theoretical guarantees mainly rely on certain boundedness
conditions on the stochastic gradients, varying from
uniform boundedness to the relaxed growth condition. In
addition, how to characterize the data heterogeneity among
the agents and its impacts on the algorithmic performance
remains challenging. In light of such motivations, we revisit
the classical Federated Averaging (FedAvg) algorithm [1]
as well as the more recent SCAFFOLD method [2] for
solving the distributed stochastic optimization problem
and establish the convergence results under only a
mild variance condition on the stochastic gradients for
smooth nonconvex objective functions. Almost sure
convergence to a stationary point is also established
under the condition. Moreover, we discuss a more
informative measurement for data heterogeneity as well as
its implications.

Index Terms— Distributed Optimization, Stochastic Opti-
mization, Nonconvex Optimization

[. INTRODUCTION

E consider solving the following optimization problem
by a group of agents [n] :={1,2,--- ,n}:

rERP

min f(z) := %Zfz(x), (1)
i=1

where each f; : RP — R is the local cost function known by
agent ¢ only. Solving problem (I) with or without a central
coordinator has attracted great interest recently due to its
wide applications in multi-agent target seeking [3], distributed
estimation [4], machine learning [5], [6], etc. In particular,
we consider the distributed learning problem, where each
fi is an expected risk function f;(xz) = E¢F;(x;&) with €
representing the data, or an empirical risk function f;(z) =
L E;":Ll fi,j(x). Under such formulations, querying noisy or
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stochastic gradients in the form of g¢;(z;¢&;) is often more
realistic compared to using full gradients, and thus distributed
stochastic gradient methods have become the workhorse for
solving problem ().

The study of distributed stochastic gradient methods typ-
ically relies on some boundedness conditions, i.e., the
bounds on Ee, [[lg,(z: &) — V fi(x) 2] and 2 S0 [[[V £i(a) -
V f(x)||?] respectively. The first term represents the variance
of the stochastic gradients for each agent, and the second
one measures the dissimilarity among the individual func-
tions. These bounds are the key factors in characterizing the
performance of an algorithm. Hence, it is necessary to relax
both conditions simultaneously to have fewer restrictions on
a distributed algorithm. In the literature, we often see the
following two types of conditions; see, e.g., [7]-[9]:

Ee, [loi(w;&) = Vi@)I?] < 0 +0* |V fi(a)

Vi € [n] and for some o,n > 0, (2a)
1 n
IS [1956@) - V@] < 4w 95,

i=1

for some (,1 > 0. (2b)

Condition is the so-called relaxed growth condition [10]
on the stochastic gradient g;(x;&;) of f;(x) and is usually
hard to verify in practice even with both o,77 > 0. In fact,
there is a simple finite-sum minimization problem that does
not satisfy such a condition; see Proposition 1 in [11]. The
second condition is the notorious (¢2,1)?)—bounded gradient
dissimilarity (BGD) assumption specific to the distributed
optimization problem. It is often used to measure the data
heterogeneity among the local datasets of the agents where
larger ¢? and 1?2 indicate larger degree of non-i.i.d.
However, when using condition @]} to measure the data
heterogeneity, the constants ¢? and 12 are less informative if
¢,% > 0 and the summation ({2 + %?) can be invariant to
different degrees of data heterogeneity, as elaborated in our
numerical example in Subsection Using (2b) directly as
an assumption to derive convergence properties for distributed
learning algorithms ignores how heterogeneous the data is as
the relevant quantities are hidden in ( and ¢, and hence it
is meaningful to establish this condition for certain problem
class and characterize the important constants ¢ and 1 more
specifically. It is worth noting that even though some previous
works, e.g., [2], [8], [12]-[15] do not assume condition (2b),
the restriction is still significant due to condition (2a). These
observations motivate our main contribution stated in the next
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subsection.

A. Main Contribution

The main contribution of this work is three-fold. Firstly,
we discuss a more informative and practical measurement
for data heterogeneity in distributed optimization for smooth
nonconvex objective functions. Such a measurement is inspired
by earlier works on distributed convex optimization or random-
reshuffling methods, e.g., [13], [16]-[18]. The measurement
only relies on the smoothness and lower boundedness of the
objective functions. We also construct an example showing
that such a measurement is not a trivial upper bound and
clearly characterize its implications for the algorithmic per-
formance.

Secondly, for smooth nonconvex objective functions, we
show both Federated Averaging (FedAvg) [1] and SCAFFOLD
[2] maintain the same iteration complexity under a more
general condition on the stochastic gradients and the new
measurement for solving the distributed optimization problem
(1. Specifically, we consider the ABC condition [11], [19],
[20] in place of (2a). This relaxes the previous restrictions
and in this work. Moreover, the impact of data
heterogeneity is clearly demonstrated by examining and com-
paring the complexity results of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD.
Interestingly, our analysis reveals that SCAFFOLD can also
be affected by the data heterogeneity caused by the general
variance condition on the stochastic gradients. We further
support the theoretical results with numerical experiments.

Thirdly, we derive the almost sure convergence result for
every single run of FedAvg under the decreasing stepsize
policy for minimizing smooth nonconvex objective functions
under the same general condition. Such a result complements
the complexity result and provides a partial justification for
the last iterate output by FedAvg.

B. Related Works

We restrict our discussions to the first-order distributed
optimization methods for solving problem (T)). In general, the
works for solving (1) in a distributed manner can be classified
into two categories based on whether a central server or coor-
dinator is available. The algorithms that do not rely on a central
coordinator are often referred to as decentralized methods,
initiated from [21]. Recently, many decentralized stochastic
gradient methods, e.g., [7], [8], [12], [22]-[30] have been
shown to achieve comparable performance to their central-
ized counterparts where centralized information aggregation
is possible. Among these schemes, gradient tracking based
algorithms [22], [27], [30] and primal-dual like methods [12],
[23], [25] can relieve from the data heterogeneity assumption
(2B}, but they still require condition (2a)).

When a central coordinator is available, Federated Aver-
aging (FedAvg) [1] is the most popular distributed learning
method due to its simplicity and efficiency. Nevertheless,
condition (2b) is commonly assumed even for the simplest
version of FedAvg, i.e., full user participation, equal local
steps, and equal weighted objective functions; see, e.g., [31],

[32]. For more involved settings, the options of partial par-
ticipation and different local steps in FedAvg can introduce
more degrees of data heterogeneity, and thus many variants
have been proposed to address the issue. For instance, the
FedProx method introduced in [33] enhances the practical
performance compared to FedAvg under data heterogeneous
settings but lacks satisfactory theoretical guarantee for smooth
nonconvex objectives with noisy gradients. The SCAFFOLD
method proposed in [2] enhances both practical and theoretical
performance of FedAvg when encountering data heterogeneity.
The work in [34] proposed a unified framework for both
methods under (strongly) convex setting. Such a framework
also inspires other variants for Federated Learning. For in-
depth discussions, we refer to recent surveys such as [35]
and [36]. Nevertheless, condition (2a) is still assumed in these
cases.

There are some recent works aiming at relaxing condition
(2B} for distributed stochastic gradient methods. For strongly
convex objective functions, the works in [8], [13]-[15] have
relaxed condition (2b) by considering other quantities related
to the optimal solution to problem (I) and the solution to
problem min, f;(x). However, assumption is still nec-
essary in [8], [14], [15], and a more restricted uniformly
bounded gradient is considered in [13]. To relax assumption
(24), the so-called ABC condition is currently the most general
alternative in distributed settings; see [11], [19], [20], and
more detailed discussions about this condition can be found in
[11], [20]. It is worth noting that there exists a more general
variance assumption for traditional stochastic gradient methods
[37], [38], but it remains unclear how to obtain complexity
results under the assumption. Another line of work avoids
condition by specifying a different sampling strategy, i.e.,
distributed random reshuffling-type methods [16], [17].

Table [I| presents a detailed comparison between this work
with state-of-the-art results in the literature.

II. RELAXED CONDITIONS

In this section, we introduce the standing assumptions
considered in this paper.

The following assumption is the so-called ABC conditio
which is currently the most general bound on the variance of
the stochastic gradients for each agent. In particular, it covers
the counterexample given in Proposition 1 of [11].

Assumption 1: Assume the generated stochastic process
{mfwi € [n],£ € {1,2,---,Q — 1}}, where @ denotes the
number of local updates, is adapted to the filtration {F{}, and
each stochastic gradient g;(xf ;¢! ,) is Fi,, —measurable.
Each agent has access to an unbiased stochastic gradient
gi(z; €5) of Vfi(x), ie., E[gi(x;gﬁk)\}"ﬁ] = Vfi(x) almost
surely, and there exists C, D > 0 such that for any k € N,
i€n],and £ € {0,1,---,Q — 1},

E[llgi(z:€0) = V@)’ 7] < C i) - £21+ D,
almost surely, 3)

IThe original ABC condition includes the term B ||V f;(z)||?, which can
be absorbed by the term (f;(x)— f;) given smoothness. Hence, it is sufficient
to consider the case in (3).
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TABLE I: A comparison of the current results for FedAvg/Local SGD type methods. All the methods assume each f; is

[TPR1]

smooth and f is bounded from below. The column “g

corresponds to the bound on the variance of the stochastic gradients,

i.e., condition (Za). The “Non-IID” column states the measure for data heterogeneity among the agents. The last column
states whether there is a result showing lim;_, ||V f(z;)|| = 0 almost surely.

Additional

Paper g Assumption Non-IID Rate a.s.
[14] (62,0) / p@ i SCVX O (g + % +0?) N
*_ 1 5n 124 o2
[13] G20 / freLsn fr© 0 £ sovx o (f iy ST 4G o ) N
24l yn [VAEED? | G S IVAEGEDP+e)
[39] (0.270) / % 21:1 ||Vfi($*)||2(d> CVX O(U lnllr z ” + n 1” - z H i N
2 2
2 2 ). 2 ). o? (3403
[31] (02,0) (¢2,0)-BGD (¢2,0)-BGD cvx O(er .- ) N
2 2 2
[32] (2,0) (¢2,0)-BGD (¢2,0)-BGD NCVX o ( =+ (@ aat >”) N
2 2
[40] (62,0)  (¢%,0)-BGD (¢2,0)-BGD NCVX 0 (5 + 27 N
2 (SEv:)
[41] (62,0) (¢2,4%+1)-BGD  (¢%,42+1)-BGD  NCVX o (;ﬁ 4 oo ) N
2 2 2 2 2 a%4+¢?
[42] (62,0) (¢2,4%+1)-BGD  (¢2,42 +1)-BGD  NCVX o (W) N
2 2
[9] (02,7%)  (¢2,0)-BGD (¢2,0)-BGD NCVX o (T +¢2) N
FedAvg D+Co% (1+C)o* i
(This work)  ABC  fi lower bounded® o3 NCVX o ( oot T el t %)w y®
SCAFFOLD D+Co} Co} D+4Co}
(This work) ABC f: lower bounded 0'}‘ NCVX (@] ( JnoT + (nQ2)1/672/3 + T N

@ Average drift at the optimum; see @) for details.
(® The constant G is defined such that E[||g; (z; €)||] < G2.

© We define f* := f(z*) and f; := f;(x}), where * is the optimal solution to minz f(z) and x} is the optimal solution to ming f;(x).

@ We choose x* as a fixed minimizer of f.

(©) This is a mild assumption satisfied for many practical problems.
® We denote J;‘, = f* -
(® The constant D is defined in the ABC assumption

~ 4 ff/n. The quantities f* and f; are defined as f* := inf, f(z) and f} := inf, f; ().

(™ The result requires the stepsize sequence {c;} to satisfy Y592 o = 00, S92 a? < co.

where f := inf, f;(x). In addition, the stochastic gradients
are independent across different agents at each k& > 0.

The independence among agents at each k£ > 0 is natural
and commonly assumed in the distributed optimization litera-
ture; see, e.g., [8], [12], [22].

Remark 1: The filtration {F}} has the relation

RcFc cF'cRcFccFlc.--

We denote Fj, := Fp,Vk for simplicity to emphasize the
server’s iterates.

Our second assumption is the common smoothness and
lower boundedness condition for studying nonconvex objective
functions.

Assumption 2: Each f;(z) : R? — R is L-smooth, i.e.,

IVfi(z) = Vfi(a")| < Lz - 2’|, Va,2’” € RP.
In addition, each f;(x) is bounded from below, i.e., f;(z) >

fi> —o0, Vo € RP. a
Remark 2: Condition (Za) together with Assumption [2] im-

plies @) This is due to the descent lemma [43]:

fily) < Fi@) + (Vfilady — ) + 5 g — 2, Va,y € R,

“4)
Taking y = x — V f;(x)/L and noting that f;(y) > f; lead to
IV fi(@)|* < 2L (fil) = f7). (5)

Remark 3: Assumption [2] indicates that f has a lower
bound 1 3" | f*. In addition, we have f* := inf, f(z) >
LS fF and ||V f;(2)||* is upper bounded, i..,3). Such
a relationship naturally leads to an upper bound for
LS IVfi(z) = Vf(2)]?], and hence one can replace
the RHS in condition (Zb) with a more quantitative measure.
Specifically, we have the following result.

Lemma 1: Let Assumption [2 hold. We have

LN V)~ V@ < 2L () - 4200}, ©)
i=1

where o} = f* — L3, fi
Proof: See Appendix [
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Note that Assumptions 1| and [2| can be verified in practice
for many concrete problems. For example,the following lemma
introduces such a condition that was first considered in [20].

Lemma 2: Suppose each f;(x) has the finite sum struc-
ture, ie., fi(z) := E 1 fij(x). We define F;(x;§) :=
Y[ fi (= ) as in [11] [44]-[46], where £ € R™ is
a random vector corresponding to some sampling strategies.
Assume E[¢]; = 1 for any [¢];, and the gradient of Fj(x;¢)
is Lipschitz continuous, that is, for any z,z’ € R? and &,

|VE;(x;€) = VFi(2';€)|ly < L(E) [z — 2|5,

where VEi(x;§) = 72; 4[]V fij(2). Then, fi(z) =
Fi(z;&) is L-smooth, where L = E.L({). In addition,

Assumption is satisfied if:

1) the random variable [¢]; is obtained by independent
sampling with replacement, then C' = max; CLZ and
D = 20(f* — 23", f7), where C; > 0 is some
constant,

2) or [¢]; is obtained by independent sampling without
replacement, then C = max H;L and D = 2C(f* —
LS L fF), where H; > 0 is some constant.

Remark 4: It is worth noting that the constants C; and
H, are corresponding to the sampling strategies and are
independent of f and f*. The condition that the gradient
of Fi(x;§) = o Z;":’l[f} jfi.j(x) being Lipschitz continuous
is mild here. For example, assuming each f; ; is a quadratic
loss or logistic loss satisfies such a condition.

Proof: See Appendix [

I1l. MEASURING DATA HETEROGENEITY

In earlier works for studying distributed nonconvex opti-
mization, the common condition not only provides a
bound for the gradient dissimilarity, but also suggests a mea-
sure for the data heterogeneity among the agents. However,
the meanings of the parameters (2 and 2 in condition (2B)
are rather vague and often conservative. Recall from Lemma
[ that

1 n
E;\\Vfi(x)f

We consider the following quantity to measure data hetero-
geneity:

Vi(@)|? <2L(f(z) — f*)+2Lo}. (7)

1 n
oG=f--> 1 ®)
=1

Such a quantity was introduced earlier under smooth
strongly convex objective functions (see [13]) and for random
reshuffling methods (see [16]). This work generalizes the
notion to the nonconvex setting. We will show that quantity
(8) provides a more informative measurement for data hetero-
geneity among the agents.

Remark 5: Compared to the parameter ¢2 in condition (2D},
the quantity (f* — L 3" | f*) can be estimated more easily.
On one hand, f; equals 0 for problems such as overparameter-
ized neural networks [47]. On the other hand, we can estimate
f* using f(zr), where z is the last iterate after running an
optimization algorithm for 7 iterations.

A. Related Notions

We discuss some options other than for measuring data
heterogeneity [8], [13]-[17], [48] in this part for comparison
purpose. Generally speaking, the measurement (8) can be
applied to general smooth nonconvex objective functions,
while the related works only consider smooth strongly con-
vex objective functions [8], [13]-[15], nonconvex objective
functions satisfying the Polyak-Lojasiewic (PL) condition, or
a different sampling strategy, random reshuffling (RR) [16],
[17].

The works in [13], [16], [17], [48] consider the same
measurement for data heterogeneity as (8). However, the work
in [13] requires each f; to be smooth strongly convex; the
author in [48] assumes the interpolation regime where each
fi satisfies the PL condition with f = f*; and the results
in [16], [17] consider the RR-type sampling strategy. The
proposed (8) can be seen as a generalization of these previous
results. Moreover, as we only require Assumption |l| instead
of the uniformly bounded stochastic gradient assumption in
[13] and Assumption E] instead of the PL condition and
other restrictive assumptions in [48], such a generalization is
nontrivial. Our general settings coincide with a wide range of
practical problems.

The papers [8], [15], [39], [49] consider the term
1/n>" [V fi(z*)]|? to measure data heterogeneity when
each f; is smooth (strongly) convex. Lemma [3| shows that
such an option is equivalent to (7) when the PL condition is
satisfied; note that PL condition is implied by strong convexity
[50].

Lemma 3: Let Assumption lzhold and each f; satisfies the

|

PL condition, ie., 3 [|Vfi(z)|° > n(fi(z) — fi(z})) with
xf = argmin, f;(z). Then,
1 n
20 (f(x) = ) + 20} < =3 Vi)
i=1
<2L(f(z)— f*)+2Lo}.
Proof: We have f = fl( *), and hence
n(fil@) = 1) < IV L@ < 2L (fil) = f7).
Averaging among ¢ € [n] yields the desired result. ]

The paper [14] proposes a new notion p defined in (9)
to characterize the effect of data heterogeneity tailored for
FedAvg when each component function is smooth and strongly
convex,

n

; Z {77162 (- m(Q))]

where z* is the unique solution to problem (I}, and x(Q)
denotes the iterate of agent 7 performing () local updates w1th
stepsize 7 starting from x*. Such a measurement p can be seen
as a more accurate version of the term 1/n > | ||V f;(z*)||%,
which is a conservative upper bound of p?. Although it was
shown to be a good measurement of the data heterogeneity in
Section 4 of [14], the optimal solution z* becomes ambiguous
in the general nonconvex world.

p =907 = ., ©
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IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS FOR FEDAVG

In this section, we introduce the convergence result for
FedAvg (Algorithm [I)) under only Assumptions [T] and 2] We
consider the simplified setting with full user participation,
equal number of local updates, and equal weighted objective
functions.

Algorithm 1 FedAvg

1: Server input:

initial o and number of server updates 7.

2: Agent input:

policy {a;}.
3: fort=0,1,---

number of local updates ) and stepsize

, 7 —1do

4:  for Agent i € [n] in parallel do

5 Receive x; from server and set x?’t = T4.

6: for {=0,1,---,Q — 1 do

7 Query a stochastic gradient g;(xf ;& ).

8 Update :z:[Jrl = !, — agi(al ;i &Ly

9 end for

10:  end for

11:  Server aggregates xyy1 = %Z?:l xft and sends x4
to all the agents.

12: end for

13: Output zp.

Algorithm [I] yields the update:
n Q-1

Qi
$t+1=$t—;§ E gz

i=1 £=0

ta gz t (10)

The synchronization at the beginning of each iteration ¢
gives rise to x?yt = x¢,Vt > 0. Such a relation plays a major
role in the analysis, which indicates that

)
’ ¢ 0 el il
thrl =Tt — O‘tgi(xi,ﬁ gi,t) =Tt — O Zgi(xi,t; 55,0,
Jj=0
e {0,1,---,Q—1}, t >0.

(1)

A. Convergence Results: FedAvg

We introduce the main convergence results in this part.
Besides the usual complexity result stated in Theorem [T} when
the stepsize policy satisfies a certain diminishing condition, we
also present the asymptotic convergence result in Theorem 2]
in light of Theorem 2.1 in [19]. The latter result complements
the first one and provides partial guarantees that choosing the
last iterate as the output is reasonable in practice.

Theorem 1: Suppose Assumptions [I|and 2] hold, and let the
stepsize oy = « satisfy

n
o
O‘mm{ QCT+ LT
Lot 1y
C'22QCL [ "

1 3
’ (14Q3L2(20 + 3L)T)

(12)
Then,

o in, E[I95o ] < T
* % (D +2C0}) +4a’QL*D (13)
+ 8a2L2Q2(3L + QC)O—f
In addition, if we set
1
‘= 2 2 )
M +y 1
then
. 20 D+O( 27, L f /TL)
o min, B[S =0 ( -z
nD  (1+C)(f* =X, f/n)
Tt T2 .
(15)
Proof: See Appendix )

Remark 6: We highlight the technical challenge of ob-
taining Theorem [I] compared with the earlier works that
consider Assumption (T) and condition (2a). The main dif-
ference results from the distributed feature of FedAvg, that
is, each agent maintains its own iterate xf,t during the local
update phases. Such a feature introduces the additional term

@l E| fi(af,) — f7|F:] under Assumption 1| Hence,
additional analysis is needed to relate such a term to the
function value at the server side, i.e., (Ef(z;)— f*) compared
to those in [11], [19], [20]. The difference between the
server’s iterate and the agents’ local iterates also imposes
additional difficulties since it is coupled with the recursion of

Qs Rl (f,) — f7|F). This is different from those
considering FedAvg with condition @) e.g., [32], [40], [41].

Remark 7: The convergence results given in Theorem [I]
coincide with those in earlier works up to constant factors;
see, e.g., [32], [40], [41].

For comparison purpose, we introduce Corollary [I] which
states the convergence result of FedAvg when assuming uni-
formly bounded variance on the stochastic gradients, i.e., when
C=0.

Corollary 1: Suppose Assumption [T holds with C' = 0 and
Assumptions [2] holds. Let the stepsize a; = « satisfy

< mi i L ‘ Vit
a=mmWorer \werer) (07"

Then,
. 2] _ 12(f(z0) — f7)
< 7 77 v 7
t=0,{?~1-r%T—1E [va(xt)H } - aQT
2aL.D
T 1 40°QL2D + 240°L3Q%0
In addition, if we set o« = 1/[\/QL*T/n +

(427)Y/3QL], Vt, then

o min B[V f(x)?]
_ D nD  f*=3" ff/n
=0 (WQT T +T2/3>
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The result of Corollary [I] directly follows from the derivation
of Theorem [I] by taking C' = 0. We can see that the influence
of the term (f* — L Y™ | f#) measuring data heterogeneity
disappears from the dominating term O(1/v/nT). Such an
observation implies that assuming bounded variance on the
stochastic gradients corresponds to an analysis that largely
ignores data heterogeneity. By contrast, the more relaxed
conditions specify the impact of data heterogeneity on the al-
gorithmic performance and recovers the complexity of FedAvg
when C' = 0.

The complexity results above assume a constant stepsize
depending on T'. When the stepsize policy satisfies a certain
diminishing condition instead, Theorem [2]states the asymptotic
convergence result of |V f(z:)| and E[|V f(z:)]|], which
serves as a complement of the complexity result in Theorem
[T} It provides a guarantee for FedAvg to output the last iterate
for large T'.

Theorem 2: Let Assumptions [I] and [2] hold, and let the
stepsize policy {at},5 satisfy

1 1
<
@ mm{c QQL\/g 2V2QCT }
Zat = 00, Zozt < 00.
t=0 t=0

Then, lim; o E[||V f(24)|]] =0, and lims—, o ||V f(24)|| =0
almost surely.

Proof: The detailed proof can be found in Appendix [-G]
The proof is to verify the conditions of Theorem 2.1 in [19]

by noting:

ol
Q SOS E[fil) - f]

E [llzes — zf?] < &

(=0 =1
Q-1 n (16)
atQ 2 212
ZZEMVﬂ i)l } +a;Q°D
=0 =1
| ]

The remaining parts of this section introduce the supporting
lemmas for proving Theorem |I| and Theorem @ In particular,
we start with Lemma [4] which provides the intuition on why
considering bounded variance may partially neglect the influ-
ence of data heterogeneity. Lemma]also guides us to consider
the recursions of the corresponding terms in Subsection [[V-C|

B. Descent Lemma and Data Heterogeneity

Lemma [ shows the one-step improvement of the function
value in light of the descent lemma and Assumption [I]

Lemma 4: Suppose Assumptions [I] and 2] hold. Let a; <
1/(QL). Then,

E[f(een) — 1] < Fw) — 1~ 22 9@ a7

OétL 2@l n ¢ 112
o ;EE[Hwt—wi,tll ft}
=0 i=
2 Q-1 n 2
+ S S m et - 111+ ER2D,

£=0 i=1

Proof: See Appendix [ |
It can be seen from the above descent lemma that the
performance of FedAvg is affected by the data heterogeneity
among the agents. Specifically, the data heterogeneity comes
into effect thanks to two factors: a) the inconsistency among
different agents due to local updates; b) the noisy gradients
of different agents. On one hand, note that when @) > 1, the
term E[||z; — «f ,||?|F] in is active. In light of Lemma
and (1), the upper bound on E||z; — xf)t||2|}'t] relates to
iy IV fizf )|, which is non-zero even if z, = 2*,Vi
because of data heterogeneity. This is the case even when full
gradients are available (see Lemma[6 for details). On the other
hand, when C' > 0 which implies noisy gradients, the term
S E[fl(:cft) — fF|Fi] is active which also relates to the
measure of data heterogeneity. Such a result also explains why
assuming C' = 0 in Assumption [I|or 7? = 0 in condition (2a)
is not preferred since partial influence of the data heterogeneity
would be ignored.

Remark 8: The last two terms in Lemma [ are related to
Assumption m By comparlson the more restrictive condi-

tion (Za) yields the term a;i? S IV it DIF+
afLQaz
2n .

C. Supporting Lemmas

In this section, we present the supporting lemmas that en-
able us to derive the complexity result for FedAvg in Theorem
[T and establish the almost sure convergence in Theorem [2]
In lighf of Lemma [ we derive Lemma [5] and Lemma [] to
estimate the corresponding terms in Lemma ] It is noteworthy
that the result of Lemma 5] comes from the ABC assumption I]
under the distributed setting and imposes additional technical
challenges to the analysis.

By combining Lemmas [}j6] we obtain Lemma [7] which
constructs the celebrated recursion appearing in the Super-
martingale Convergence Theorem [51]. Lemma [7] constitutes
the key ingredient for deriving the complexity result as stated
in Theorem [T} in light of Lemma [§] Furthermore, it serves as
the starting point in establishing the almost sure convergence
as stated in Theorem

We start from presenting Lemma |§|, which is derived from
the L-smoothness of f; and the relationship described in (TT).

Lemma 5: Let Assumptions [T] and [2 hold. We have

n Q-1
oD [filafy) = f7] < 20Q[f (@) - £7]
i=1 ¢=0
0 O-1 . (18)
—&—QnQa}—l—LZZ fo,t_th .
i=1 £=0
Proof: See Appendix [[-D] [ |

Then, Lemma [6] is derived by noting the relationship stated
in (TI).

Lemma 6: Let Assumptions [I] and [2] hold. Set the stepsize
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min{l/(QL\/ﬁ), 1/v/8QCL}, Vt. We have

Z [l =t || 7] < 6a2@n |V s @)

=0 i= (19)
+ 4a 2Q3n(2C + 3L) [f(x¢) — f*] + 202Q*nD
+402Q*n(3L + 2C)o%.

Proof: See Appendix @ |

By combining Lemmas [}j6] we are able to derive the
recursion of E[f(z411) — f*|F¢), as described in Lemma

Lemma 7: Let Assumptions [T] and 2] hold. Set the stepsize
oy to satisfy

oy < mln{
Then,
1
Bl (o) - £17) < (g + el ) 02Q2LD

2nQ
2
+ {1 +2a3Q3L2(2C + 3L) + X ?LCL

1 1 1
C’20Lv3 2v2QCL’ QL}

| e - 11

+ 2 LQ? {CQ + 20, QL(3L + 20)}

(20)
Proof: Let oy < 1/C. Substituting (I8) and (T9) into
leads to the desired result. ]

Lemma 8 (Lemma 6, [52]): Suppose that there exist con-
stants a, b, ¢ > 0 and nonnegative sequences {st}f:o, {Qt}tho
such that for any ¢ satisfying 0 < ¢ < T', we have the recursion
st41 < (14 a)sy — bg: + c. Then, the following holds:

T
V. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS FOR SCAFFOLD

In this section, we present the convergence result for
SCAFFOL]jﬂ (Algorithm [2)) under Assumptions |1|and |2 i.e.,
the same setting as in Section [[V] SCAFFOLD is known to
be able to mitigate the influence of data heterogeneity more
effectively than FedAvg. This is demonstrated by the absence
of the parameters (2 and 1? (in the BGD condition (2B)) in
the convergence result stated in [2].

The convergence results for SCAFFOLD given in this
section inherit such a characteristic, avoiding an additional
term involving (f* — 1", f#/n) when compared to the
convergence result of FedAvg in Theorem [I] However, the
term C(f* — >, f#/n) persists due to Assumption |1} I As
long as C' > 0, the impact of data heterogeneity remains.
Such a finding is consistent with the results of FedAvg and
aligns with the arguments in subsection [IV-B| emphasizing
that considering Assumption [I] allows for characterizing the
partial impact of data heterogeneity due to stochastic gradients.
By contrast, the conclusions given in [2] do not reflect the
influence of data heterogeneity on the algorithm.

Referring to Line|13|and the initialization ¢o = Y, ¢; 0/n
in Algorithm 2] we deduce the following update:

g <

mi
t=0,1,--- , T—1

n

1
Cty1 = H Zci,t-H-

=1

ey

2We assume the full participation of all the agents for simplification.

7 f ().

Algorithm 2 SCAFFOLD

1: Server input:
and stepsize 7s.

2: Agent input: initial ¢; o, number of local updates (), and
stepsize 1.

initial xy, number of server updates T,

3: Server initializes ¢co = Y., ¢;0/n.

4: for t =0,1,--- , T —1do

5. for Agent i € [n] in parallel do

6: Receive x; from server and set m?’t = .

7 for {=0,1,--- ,Q —1do

8 Query a stochastic gradient gz( SEl).

9 Update 271" = af, —na(gi(af 45 €54) — cie + 1)
10: end for

11: Update Cit+1 = Cit — C¢ + 'r]% (l‘t — .’ESt)

12:  end for

13:  Server updates zyy; = x; + L= Z?Zl(xgt
Ct+1 = Ct + % 22;1 (Cijt41 — Cit)-

14 Server sends (2441, ct+1) to all the agents.

15: end for

16: Output x7.

— x) and

As a consequence, the following update applies to {x;}
similar to (T0):
n Q—1

Ns,
Ti41 = Ty — % Z Z gi(xf,t;ff,t) =@ + Ay

i=1 (=0

Therefore, the proof for SCAFFOLD follows similar pro-
cedures as those in Section and is moved to Appendix
M for conciseness. Compared with the analysis for FedAvg,
the primary challenge lies in dealing with the additional
parameters c;; and c¢;. Such a challenge is addressed by
locating a Lyapunov function Ly:

.20 2 2
[,k:E[f(xt) =% ZZE{szt_xtH]
=1 ¢=0
$ L E[nAxtn?y

S

(22)
where 1 := n,7s@ denotes the effective stepsize.

A. Convergence Results: SCAFFOLD

The complexity result for SCAFFOLD under Assumption
and Assumption [2] is outlined in Theorem [3] In addition, the
complexity result for the bounded variance case (C' = 0) is
presented in Corollary [2}

Theorem 3: Let Assumptions[I]and 2 hold. Set the effective
stepsize 7 to satisfy

2nQ
(L2 +CH)T

1
mll’l
{,WL L+C) 12(L+0)

( n2Q ) Y3
560LC(L + C)T '
(23)
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Then, and directly affects the algorithmic performance. By contrast,
. o1 _ 36 (f(z0) — /%) the constants ¢? and 9?2 in the BGD condition (2b) may not
o E {va ()l ] < ﬁ—T reflect the convergence properties of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD,
; 7152;72L2(A1 LA 2L Cot+ D) as also shown in this. example. All the experimental results are
4 5 4 0 (24) presented by averaging over 100 repeated runs.
s n
3L/T + 14(L + C))647*L(2Cc% + D
+ 6L/ ( 3) L ! ) , A. Performance of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD under the
@ General Variance Condition
n 2
wh:re Ay ::2 izt llcio —col”/n and Ay = We begin by verifying the effectiveness of FedAvg and
Dim1 ||Vf i (xo) = /n. SCAFFOLD under stochastic gradients that violate the relaxed
In addition, if we set growth condition (2a) but satisfy the ABC condition (3). To
_ 1 show this, we examine a heterogeneous data setting with
= (LQ;;L%Q)T 12040+ %’ n = 16 in .which fi(z) and f;(x),7=2,3,---,16 are defined
(25) as follows:
VBIL(L+C)  (560LC(L+C)T\'? 2
TeT * Q ’ fi(@) =142/ ol <1
s s |z| — %, otherwise ’ (27)
then, .
filx) =In(1+ @) =23 ... 16.
min  E [||Vf(xt)||2} . o . .
t=0,1,...,T—1 Note the function In(14¢?) is the softplus activation functions
D+ C(f* =30, f/n) [53]. The stochastic gradients g1 (z;€) and g;(x; &) for f1(x)
=0 VnQT + (1sQ)1/3T2/3 (26)  and fi(x),i = 2,3,---,16, respectively, are computed as
+nD 1+ nC (f* _ Z:‘L:l fz'*/n) follows:
n2T ' Viiz)++/|z], £€=0
Proof: See Appéndix ] g1(z;€) = {Vflgxi _ :x E=1"
Comparing the complexities of SCAFFOLD (26) and Fe- ! o
dAvg (T3) reveals that SCAFFOLD effectively mitigates the o) Vi) ++/filz), £€=0 . 5 1
influence of data heterogeneity. Furthermore, when 7, is set gi(x:€) = Viia) —/fi(x), €=1 4 =2,3---,16.
to O(y/n) in (26), SCAFFOLD improves the complexity of (28)

FedAvg with respect to the number of agents n. However, due
to the stochastic gradients, data heterogeneity still impacts the
algorithmic performance when C' > 0.

To further compare with the result in [2], we intro-
duce Corollary [2] which states the convergence result of
SCAFFOLD following Theorem [3] when assuming uniformly
bounded variance on the stochastic gradients (C' = 0).

Corollary 2: Suppose Assumption [T holds with C' = 0 and
Assumption [2] holds. Let the effective stepsize 7] satisfy

- 1 V84L2
n= T2T sy Vs = + \/%L,
2n0 _|_ ’YS 778
then
. 2| D nD
t:O,{I,I.l..r,lT—lE [||Vf(xt)|| } =0 (,/nQT * n2T

Corollary [2| recovers the complexity of SCAFFOLD
O(1/+/nQT + 1/T) by setting ns, = O(y/n) as in [2].

VI. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we present two numerical experiments to
demonstrate and complement the theoretical findings. Specif-
ically, the first example, as described in , shows the
effectiveness of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD for dealing with
stochastic gradients that satisfy the ABC assumption. The
second example in (|7_9|) illustrates that the measurement
(f*—L3" | f#) is not a trivial upper bound. Such a mea-
surement changes with varying degrees of data heterogeneity

The random variables £’s are independent among different g;’s
and follow a Bernoulli distribution with a probability of p =
1/2. As shown in Appendix all the stochastic gradients
defined in (28) violate the relaxed growth condition (2a) but
satisfy the ABC condition (3).

It can be seen from Fig. [T] that both FedAvg and SCAF-
FOLD converge to a neighborhood of the optimal value when
the effective stepsize is properly selected, which demonstrates
the effectiveness of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD. Moreover,
SCAFFOLD can achieve better performance compared to
FedAvg, which is consistent with the theoretical results.

B. Comparison with BGD Parameters

In this second example, we consider the problem that
satisfies the BGD condition (2B}, but the parameters ¢? and )2
are almost invariant to changes in data heterogeneity (different
values of the parameter |d|’s), while the measurement (f* —

n * . .
> iy f5/n) is sensitive to such changes.

Specifically, we consider the case where n = 2, and the
objective functions are defined as follows:

fi(z) = 1'2’

ule) = {” o —d| <1,

|lx —d| — %, otherwise.

(29)

For this problem, larger values of |d| correspond to greater
data heterogeneity and larger values of f* — 1(f7 + f3).
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FedAvg, a =7.441e-03
100 4 —A— FedAvg, a=1.488e-03
—¥— SCAFFOLD, nans=7.441e-03
—¥— SCAFFOLD, nsns = 1.488e-03
1071 4
%1072 4
|
X 10-
= 1073 4
10—4 4
10—5 4

T T T T
2000 3000 4000 5000

# lterations

T
0 1000

Fig. 1: The performance of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD on
example (27) with different stepsizes. The number of local
updates is set as the same constant 17.

d 9?2 - L(ff+f3)  FedAvg SCAFFOLD
—100 5.194 49.625 250.478 307.168
—50 5.194 24.625 166.569 144.949
—20 5.194 9.625 47.099 49.656

-2 5.200 0.625 4.232 3.364

TABLE Il: Comparison of ¢? + ¢ and f* — 2(f; + f3) for
minimizing (29) with varying d values and the corresponding
gaps f(z4000) — f* for FedAvg and SCAFFOLD. The stepsize
is set as 0.00046 for both methods.

According to Table [II, it is evident that ((? + ¢?) re-
mains nearly constant for different values of d, while (f* —
St | ff/n) varies considerably. E| Furthermore, as depicted
in Figure 2] the performance of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD
changes with different values of d. This shows that (f* —
>, fF/n) is not a trivial upper bound and directly affects
the performance of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD. Table [T corrob-
orates the above argument. These observations are consistent
with the argument that (f* — Y. | f#/n) provides a better
measure of data heterogeneity compared to the BGD condition.

Remark 9: We compare the potential approaches for mea-
suring the degrees of data heterogeneity using the BGD
condition in (2B) and the quantity (f*—2 3" | f7). In many
machine learning problems, f; = 0, and accordingly, f(zr)
can be utilized to estimate (f*—X 3" | f7) after the training
process. By contrast, obtaining meaningful values of ¢? and
12 in the BGD condition requires an additional subproblem
to be solved. One possible solution is to solve the following
subproblem, which is not trivial in general:

4{2}130(2 + 92,
1 2
s.t. max o Z [V fi(z) = Vf(@)|* = |V f()]* < ¢
=1
(30)

3We obtain the minimal value of (¢241/?) by solving the problem defined
in (30) approximately.

104
SCAFFOLD, d=-100
—4§— FedAvg, d=-100
—&— SCAFFOLD, d=-50
102 FedAvg, d=-50
—¥— SCAFFOLD, d=-20
—¥— FedAvg, d=-20
—<&— SCAFFOLD, d=-2
—

FedAvg, d=-2

100 4

fix) - f*

10—2 4

10—4 4

1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000

# lterations

0 500 1000
Fig. 2: The performance of FedAvg and SCAFFOLD for
minimizing (29) with different d’s. The stepsize is set as
0.00046, and the number of local updates is set as 17 for
all d’s for fair comparison.

Inaccurate estimates of ¢2 and 2 cannot be used for measur-
ing the degrees of data heterogeneity, since (2 and v? have
no upper bounds.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper is concerned with the key assumptions in
distributed stochastic optimization, i.e., the assumption on
the variance of the stochastic gradients and the bounded
gradient dissimilarity (BGD) condition. By considering the
more general ABC condition on the stochastic gradients and
removing the BGD assumption, we show both FedAvg and
SCAFFOLD maintain the same theoretical guarantee as the
previous results. Moreover, the impact of data heterogeneity
is clearly demonstrated in the complexity results of FedAvg
and SCAFFOLD. The theoretical results are further supported
with numerical experiments. Under diminishing stepsize, we
establish almost sure convergence to a stationary point under
the general condition for FedAvg. In addition, we discuss a
nontrivial and informative measurement for data heterogeneity
under general smooth nonconvex objective functions inspired
by earlier works as well as its impacts on the algorithmic
performance. We anticipate that our analysis in this paper can
also be applied to the decentralized setting, which is of future
interest.

APPENDIX |
PROOFS FOR FEDAVG
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A. Proof of Lemmalil
We have

where the equality holds due to tower property and the
unbiased property of g7, in Assumption E We then consider

%Z IV 4w = V@)
- EZ IV ()

< %Z IV fi()|* < 2L (f(x) - ifo) ,
=1 i

n

- 2N V), V)

i=1

2)|* + IV f(@)]” -

— IV f (@)

- 31)
where the last inequality holds due to (3).
B. Proof of Lemmald
We have
IVfi(z) = Vfi(a")ly = [[EeVFi(x;€) — B¢ VE (25l
< E¢ [|VFi(x;€) — VE(2';)ll,
(32)

S BeL(§) oz — 2],

where (32) holds due to Jensen’s inequality [54] that [|[EX |2 <
E[X||2 for a random variable X (|| - ||2 is convex). The
remaining parts are obtained by invoking Proposition 3 in [11].

C. Proof of Lemmal4

Denote g; , := g;(% ,;&; ). Applying descent lemma (@) to
(I0) and invoking the tower property yield

2L 1 & !
E[f(l't+1)|]:t]§tTE EZ Ginll |Ft
i=1 £=0
1 =
+ f(@e) —aQ ( Vf(2e), — Z v fi(xr,)
’le 1=1 £=0
n -1 2
a;Q 1
<P+ =3B | |Vi@) = o530 3 Vi) |F
i=1 £=0
A R 2
+ atT]E - Z [gf,t Viilxi)]| |Fe
1=1 £=0
-2 Vs,
(33)

where we let oy < 1/(QL). We next consider the last term in

n Q-1
1
E EZZ [gf,t vfz(‘rzt)] Fi
i=1 £=0
1 n Q-1 2
= D E || b - VA R Ga
i=1 £=0

the term in (34).
2

Q-1
E Y (o = V@] |7
=0
—1
B [|lofs - VAt 7]
=
+2 Z E [(9] Vfi(xi,), 95 — vfi(xf,t»‘ft] :

(35)
Due to F; C F{ C F{, we have from the tower property
and E[g7 ,|F;] = Vfi(z},) in Assumption [I| that

]E [<glr,t - Vfi(x;t)agit - vfz(xfﬁt)ﬂft]
=E [E [(g], — Vfi(a,), 95 — VFila} )| F] | F) :(2,6)
Combing (34)-(36) yields
1 n Q-1 2
n Z Z [gf,t - VfZ(ffft)] Fi
i3 1o a7
n Q-1
C QD
<2 2Bl 5
i=1 £=0
According to Assumption |Z[, we obtain
n Q-1 2
E Vf xt Z Z Vfi(acﬁt) Fi
= (38)

2 n Q-

1
L
=P E[fla - o, || 7] -

i=1 (=0
We finish the proof by combing (33)-(38).

D. Proof of Lemma

We apply the descent lemma (stated in (@) to x;, and 2
to get

filas ) = < filwe) = 7+ (Vfilae), @5, — @)
L, . 2
et
< filae) = £ + 57 ||sz<xt | +Lfai, — i (39)
< 2[fi(ze) — f]] +LH$i7t (40)

where (39) holds from Young’s inequality that (a,b) <
llal|?/2/L + L]||b||?/2 and (@0) holds due to (). Note that the
inequality (@0) holds for all i € [n] and s € {0,1,...,Q —1}.
Then, taking the summation over i and s in @0) yields the
desired result (T8).

E. Proof of Lemmal@

Relation (1) yields = , —x; =
0,1,

at ZJ Ogl( '3 t;fg’t))g e
,Q — 1}. Recall that we denote g , := gz(asfﬂ:; &)
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Then,

-1

l _ J
Lig — Tt = —Qy E {{gi,t

Jj=0

— V)| + ViEl)}-

(41)
Similar to (33), we have

1 -1
E[[laf, — || 7] < 3" CE[fitad)
=0
Therefore,

ft].
Q-1 n

Z ZE [th - t|| ’]:t] < a?Q*nD

(=0 i=1

-1 ) (42)
+(D+¢Y E [Hsz'(xit)H
j=0

n Q-1

- 2a§QCZ Z E[f

L a2g? 3 1E[||Vfi<xf,t>||2\ft]~

i=1 (=0

] @

We next consider the last term in (#3)). Note that

Vfilag,) = Viai,) = Vfilz) + Vfi(ze) = V()
+ Vf(xe).
We have
Q-1 n

S SB[Vl
=0 i=1
Q-1 n

+312 3 S [of, -

=0 i=1
+6QnL [(f(x) = f*) + 07,

where we invoke Lemma [I] in the last inequality. Combing

@3), @), and (18) yields
Q-1 n

(1-302Q%L? = 203QCL) 3 Y E[lae -

xf,t H2 ’Ft]
=0 1=1

< 207Qn(2C + 3L) [f () — f*] + 307 Qn ||V f (z,)|”
+ 7 Q°nD + 207 Q°n(3L + 2C)o}

‘ 2

I°|7] < 3Qn V£

(44)

7]

(45)
Letting oy < min{1/(QL+v/12),1/(1/S8QCL)} leads to the
desired result (I9).

F. Proof of Theorem[d]
Let the stepsize « satisfy (I2). Then, we have

2 T
[1 +223Q3L2(20 + 3L) + & QCL]
n

< exp { [2a3Q3L2(2C +3L)+ QQCiCL} T} < exp(l).

(46)

(P.2) There exists a

Taking the full expectation on (20) and applying Lemma [§]
yield (T3). For « satisfying (T4), we have

1 C 2112 (1402(2C +3L))""°
aQT QT nQT T2/3 7
N 2v2CL .
QT

Substituting @7) into (T3) leads to (T3).

G. Proof of Theorem[3d

This is an application of Theorem 2.1 in [19].

Theorem 4 (Theorem 2.1 in [19]): Let the mapping ®
R™ — R™ and the sequences {z*};>0 C R™ and {14 }x>0 C
R, be given. Consider the following conditions:

(P.1) The function ® is Lg-Lipschitz continuous for some

Ls > 0, ie.,, we have ||[®(z) —
for all z,y € R™.

o)l < Lallz -y

constant a > 0 such that

Yo ke E[|@(2*)]] < oo
The following statements are valid:
(i) Let the conditions be satisfied and suppose
further that
(P.3) there exist constants A, B,b > 0 and p1, p2, ¢ > 0 such

that
E[[Ja*+ — 2|1 < Al + Buf? E[||®(«*)||"],
(P4) the sequence { i } x>0 and the parameters a, b, ¢, p1, p2
satisfy

is bounded, Y
{1 }e>0is bounded, Zk:o i = 00,
and a,q>1, a>b, p1,p2>q.

Then, it holds that limy,_,, E[||®(z%)||] = 0.
(i) Let the properties [P.DH(P2)|hold and assume further that
(P.3’) there exist constants A,b > 0, p1,p2,q > 0 and
random vectors Ay, By : 0 — R” such that

" = 2P 4+ uPr Ay + 12 By,

and for all k, Ay, By are Fj,1-measurable, and we
have E[Aj, | Fix] = 0 almost surely, E[||A||?] < A
and lim sup,,_, o || Bk [|?/(1 + [|®(z*)]|®) < oo almost
surely,

(P4") the sequence { g }r>0 and the parameters a, b, ¢, p1, P2
satisfy pup — 0,

Z’io,uk:oo, Zk 0M2p1<oo’

1
and q22a qazba pl>§7 p221

Then, it holds that limy, . [|[®(2")|| = 0 almost surely.
We next verify the conditions in Theorem [ by setting
= V. Then [(PI) is satisfied for Ly = L. According

to Lemma [7] and the supermartlngale convergence theorem,
we have »_ .7 aE[||V f(24)]|>] < oo. Hence, condition
is satisfied with ¢ = 2 and pu; = «4. In addition, we have
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the sequence {E[f(x:) — f*]} converges to some finite value.

From (10), we have

n Q-1
xt+1*$t+at vaz 175
i=1 £=0
By
1 n Q-1 1 n Q-1
P> 9 SHERTPEE S S IRIERI}
i=1 £=0 i=1 ¢=0

A,
(48)

1) Verifying [(P.3)] and [[P4)] On one side, substituting (I9)
into (I8) leads to

Q-1 n

> D Elfifay)

=0 =1
3 some constant C1,Cy > 0.

fi] <Ci+GE[f(z) - f7],

(49)
On the other side, (T9) and @) imply that

Q-1 n

> Y E[|Vitat

(=0 i=1

] < s+ CE 195l

) - f*] )

(50)
for some positive constants Cs,Cy4, and Cs. Therefore, we
have from (@8) that

+ Cs]E [f(.%‘t

Q-1 n

B [Jocs o] < P20 S S B0 - 7]
(=0 i=1
atQQ L& 2
+a3Q D+ S NN R ||Vt )] -
¢=0 i=1

(5D
Combining @9)-(1) verifies [[P3)] and [(P4)] for p; =
pe=b=q=2.

2) Verifying and It can be verified from the
tower property that E[A;|F;] = 0 almost surely. In
addition, Assumption |I| and (@9) verifies that E[|| AZ||]
is bounded. We next verify limsup,_, .. ||Bkl|?/(1 +
H<I>( F)||*) < oo almost surely, which can be seen from

We conclude that limy o E[|Vf(ze)]]] =
limy_, ||V f(x¢)|| = 0 almost surely.

0 and

H. Verifying the General Variance Condition

As shown in [11, Section 9.1], the stochastic gradient
g1(z; &) of fi(x) violates the relaxed growth condition (2a)),
but satisfies Assumption [[] We next show that this argument
also applies to the stochastic gradient g;(z; &) of f;(x), where
1 =2,3,---,16. We have

1

T et

2
g > 4+ In(1 + e,

(52)
To show the relaxed growth condition (Za) does not hold, it
suffices to show that for any 0,1 > 0 but not equal to zero

Ee [l 1] = (

simultaneously, there exists x € R such that

Ee [l O] > 0* + 0P + D IVA@I . 63)
We define h;(x) for i =2,3,--- 16 as
1 2
. o r—i+1ly _ 2 2
hi(z) :=In(1+e )—n (1 n e(xz‘+1)) a. (54)

Noting that 1/(14+e7%) € (0,1),Vz € R, we have h;(x) >
In(1 + e*~1) — »n? — 52, Thus, we obtain h;(z) > 0 for
all z > [In(e™+°*) — 1) + ¢ — 1], implying that the relaxed
growth condition (2a) is not satisfied for these values of .
This is true for each ¢ = 2,3,--- , 16.

We next show that for any ¢ = 2,3, --- , 16, the stochastic
gradient g;(z; ) satisfies the ABC assumption (3)). Noting that
f& =0, we have

Ee [lgi(2:) = VA@)I?] = Ee [lgs(@: O] - IV £i()II

1 2 _
r—i+1
< (l—s—e—(ﬂc—“‘l)) +In(1+e )
§1+fl(m)7fz*77’:2)3?

Hence, the stochastic gradient g;(x;¢) satisfies the ABC
assumption (3). We also note that the above construction can
be applied to any function whose gradient is bounded and
whose function value can tend towards infinity.

,16.

APPENDIX Il
PROOFs FOR SCAFFOLD

A. Supporting Lemmas for SCAFFOLD

The analysis for SCAFFOLD generally aligns with the
procedures in [2, Lemma 16-Lemma 19], with some notable
adaptations. Specifically, we replace the bounded variance
assumption for stochastic gradients with Assumption[T]and as-
sume the full participation of all the agents for simplification.
Furthermore, we introduce a Lyapunov function to address the
challenge because of considering Assumption [T}

Referring to Algorithm 2] we can express the SCAFFOLD
[2] update as follows.

Recall that we denote g,

updates as in (33):

= gi(ff)t;fit). The agent

wiit =l —na (9h —cin ) (55a)
1
Cit+1 = Cip — Ct + 7@77 (mt — zZQt> . (55b)
The server updates as in (36):
- s\~ (L@
S ; (e8 —a). (562)
1 n
Ct41 =C + o Zl (Cig41 — Cit) - (56b)
Therefore, we have for ¢ = 0,1,...,Q — 1 that
¢
et =ad = na > gl —na(l+ 1) (e —cig).  (57)

s=0
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Letting £ = Q — 1 in (37) and noting ), = x;, we obtain

— T =T Z g —1aQ (et —ciy).  (58)
Substituting (38) into @ and (564) yields
Q-1
Cijt+1 = (9229”7 (59)
s=0
N~
Tip1 = T — @ Z Z gl t Ci,t)] =T+ A.’Ilt,
i=1 s=0

(60)

where 77 = 1,7sQ denotes the effective stepsize. Similar to
those in Appendix it is critical to estimate E[||Az||?].
Note that o} = f* — Y71, fi/n in the following. Similar to
those in [2, Appendix E.2], we define

1 - —
= @ZZ ot o] t=1.2....7,
i=1 s=0
1 n —1
=SS B[ -] t=0 T
Qz:ls:

(61)
Lemma 9: Let Assumptions [T] and [2] hold. Then,

E [l azi]?] < 7L + C)&, + 287 L°E [ || Ay |

+PL(C + 2D)E 1 + TiPE [V £ ()]

147720 217*(2Co% + D)
+ nQ E[f(ze) — f]+ 0
2
+ BLER [f(w0) - 7).
(62)
Proof: According to (21)), we can split Az; as follows.
- n Q-1
Az = — QZZ{QU Vi zt)]
i=1 s=0
+ [Vfilai,) = Viilzd)] + [Vfi(ze) = Vi(a5,_1)]
+ [vfi(m?,tfl) - Ci,t] + [Ct - Vf(wf,tq)]

+ [VF(@51) = V()] + V()]

It is worth noting that

(63)

Spa1 < 26 + 2 [HA%HQ} . (64)

Therefore, we next estimate
and Assumption [I]

Similar to those in (34)-(37), we have for the first difference
term in (63) that

E[||Az¢||?] by & in light of (&3)

77] n Q-1 2

722 glt vfl zt)] ]:75
i=1 s=0 (65)
N . i7*D
; - - fz "Ft] + W

In light of the L-smoothness of f; for any ¢ € [n] in
Assumption 2] we have

~ n Q-1 2
e TSNS [Viiag,) — Vile)]
i=1 s=0
L2 & Q-1 )
§ ||xzs, - xt” )
TLQ ; s=0 '
77 n Q-1 2
o [sz(xt) Vi@ 1)]
i=1 s=0 (66)
LSS fe= st
< Ty — a:f
nQ i=1 s=0 !
’f} n Q-1 2
nQ 2= 2 (Vf(x51) = V(a)]
P12 & Q-1 , )
S 9D DI I
1=1 s=0
Noting the relation for ¢;; in (59), we have
2
pe) Z Z (Vfi(xii-1) —cidl| [Fe—1
i=1 s=0
2
= QZZ sz%tl—*zgzt1 Fi—1
i=1 s=0
~2 n - ~2
7’”/252;; flmztl f1,|]:t 1] QD’
(67)

where the last inequality holds by similar derivation as in (63)).
Similarly, we have from ¢, = >_" ; ¢;+/n in €I)) that

2

-Ft—l

~nQ1

nQZZ Vifi(xi —Ct]

i=1 s=0
n Q-1

(68)
72 =2
< LS S E[fal ) =

n202
Q i=1 s=0 ’I’LQ
Combing (63)-(68) and noting that ;1 C F; lead to

1 A2r2 Q-1
7B [18a?| ] < T3 3 B [t - ool |7
1=1 s=0
7O 3 Z E [fi(ats) — £f|Fi] + 222
n2Q2 i=1 s=0 nQ
2~20 n Q-1 .
+ nZQZ Z Z [fi(zii1) = | Fe-1]
i=1 s=0

277 L? &

Q-1 )
5 2 2 E [la —atima]*| 7]
i=1 s=0
+iE [HVf (@)ll’[Fi1] -
(69)
It is worth noting that Lemma [3 relies solely on the
smoothness of f; for any ¢ € [n]. Consequently, we can employ
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Lemma [3] in the context of (69). After that, taking the full
expectation and invoking the definitions of =; and &; in (6I))

yield the intended result (62).
|

Lemma 10: Let Assumptions |1| and 2| hold. Set the stepsize
g to satisfy n, < 1/1/(TQ?L(L + 2C')). Then,

Ers1 < 280;QCE [f(we41) — ]+ 420;Q(2C0} + D)

where the positive constants B1, By are determined later.
Lemma 12: Let Assumptions[T]and [2hold. Set the effective
stepsize 7 to satisfy

F<mind 20 L :
CL 12(L+C)" \/84L(L + C)

2 * 2.2 Then,
+ 56, QCE [f (x:) — f*] + Tz Q@ °L(4C + 3L)&,
7?CL  2807°LC(L+ C
+ TRQE [V £ ()] + 14Q*R L7E [| A7) Con < {14 TOE 4 ZOTLELEON 1,
(70)
. ; 7 Co% + D)
Proof: 1In light of (57), we have _n (2 f 75
Te 19 se0l] + T2 75)
ﬂff,t+1 —Tt4+1 = ~Ta ng,tﬂ — a8 (Ct41 — Cit1) 224773L2(2CJ? +D)
r=0 QU? .
s—1 Proof: Substituting (73) into (70) leads to
= MNa Z { [gir,tﬂ - vfi(‘rzr,tJrl)} 5 . 9 9
r=0 gt+1 S IIQT]GQCE [f(l‘t) — f ] + 28T]aQ L(L + C)gt
(VAT 00) = o]}~ mes¥ ) + QUL [Jan7] + 1% [ 1]
(71 2 x
(o) = Vfile]) 56, Q(2C0} + D), 6

[sz'(;r ) = Cir1] }

3

Vf(x:,t)]

{ Ct+1 —
i=1 r=0

[ fiy) = Vf(fft)]}
Notably, relation is similar to (63). Following the
derivations in the proof of Lemma [9] we obtain

2
=—E+1 < 2QCE [f(z441) — 7]+ w

. 2L(4C + L
pp QUICHL)
9 Zft1-

(190l +
(72)

+3Q(D +2C0%) + —
Letting 77, < 1/1/7Q2L(L + 2C) and invoking (64) yield
the desired result. [ |
It is worth noting that Lemma [4] relies on relation (T0),
which also holds for SCAFFOLD due to @), except that we
use stepsize 77, here:

72

+4QCE [f(z,) —
QL _

n Q-1

nanazzgl ”’6

i=1 s=0

Ti41 = Tt —

Such an observation leads to the following lemma.
Lemma 11: Let Assumptions [T]and 2] hold. Set the effective
stepsize 7] to satisfy 77 < min{1/L,1/C}. Then,
~2

Bl e - 11 (14 TV B 11 - 1)

~ ~2 *
i PL(D + 2C0*)
=5 [IVFGolI*] +ar%8 + == ==
In light of Lemmas Q}[TT} we consider the Lyapunov function

ﬁki
Li=E[f(z:) — f]+01B1& + NBE [IIA%IIQ] )

(73)

where

(74)

where we let the effective

o-1 min{/nQ/(CL),Q/(4C)}

We also have
IV f(@eea)lI” < 227 | A * + 2|V £ (20)]* -
Substituting (73), (76), and into (62) yields

E {HAthH?] < 70i*L°E [||Axt\|2} + 562 L(L + O)&,
168772C

&1 4

. 287%(2Co’ + D)

stepsize 7 satisfy 77 <

(77)

E[f(:) = /'] + 207 [ IV £ (@)
N 3927 L(L + C)(2Co} + D)

Q

L1 < aB [f(zy

N (1
2 n?

Qn? ’

nQ
(78)

where we let 7, < \/1/(TQ2L(L + C)) and 7 < 1/C.

Substituting (73), (76), and into yields

?L(2Ca% + D)
2nQ
+ 567> L(L + C)BQ} &

)= 1+
[ 2873 L(L + C)By

2
Ns

3L
( B, 7o~3L232) E [HA%H?]

147]261

~ 42782 ) B [V )]
2875,(2C0}; + D)

5673B1(2Cc% + D
n ° B ( f )+

Qn? nQ
3927° L(L + C)B2(2Co’} + D)
Qn? ’
(79)
2CL  11273CB;  16873CB
a=1+"1 T
nQ Qng Q
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To derive the recursion for Ly, it suffices to have

)
L? + 567" L(L + C)Ba < <1 - w) Bi, (80a)
Uk
=92
MiLB (1= 70iL”) Bo. (80b)
n3
Letting 77 < 1/(140L2), we can choose By =

287> L2B; /n? according to (80B). Then, the relation
becomes
2

L’ < (1 —
UF

Thus, we can choose By = 2L? by letting 77 <

ns/\/84L(L + C). Then, substituting B; and Bs into (79)
leads to the desired result (73).

287*L(L + C)(1 + 56ﬁ2L2)> 3
1-

| |
B. Proof of Theorem[3
Proof:  Applying Lemma [§] to leads to

. o] _ 12Lo  27L(2Co} + D)
<
t:o,?,l.l.?Tfl]E {va(xt)” } - qT + nQ
89672 L(L + C)(QCO’? + D)

Qn? ’

where we invoke the condition of 7 in (23).
From (57), we have

1’570 — X9 = 77](1@ (CO — G0 + Vfl(l’o))

1
— Na Z { [gf,o - Vfi(mf,o)] + [Vfi(fﬂf,o) — Vfi(wo)]}-
s=0

81

Denote Ag == f(zo) — f*, Ay := 30, [l — cioll® /.
and Ay = Y7 |V fi(zo)|? /n. Similar to @I)-T2), we

have

1
4n2

From (21 and (63), we have

~ n Q-1

Axg = —% Z Z {[gf,o - Vfi(i’?f,o)}

i=1 s=0
Similar to those in the proof of Lemma O] we have
157°CAy  127*L(L 4 C)
+ 2
Q 103
157*(2Co’} + D)
+ ’
4Q
(83)

where we invoke 77 < n,/1/84L(L + C). Substituting (82)
and (83) into (BT) leads to the desired result (24).

If we set 7 as in (23)), then,
1 L2+ N V84L(L + C) N 12(L+C)
T\l 2nQT VisT T

Substituting (84) into (24) yields the desired result (26).
|

50 < 4QCAO + Q2A1 + Q2A2 + 2@(200’; + D)
(82)

Ay + 677 A

E [l Azol’] <

(84)
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