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Abstract

The advent of large language models (LLMs)
has revolutionized the deep learning paradigm,
yielding impressive results across a wide ar-
ray of tasks. However, the pre-training or
fine-tuning of LLMs within a federated learn-
ing (FL) framework poses substantial chal-
lenges, including considerable computational
and memory resource demands, as well as com-
munication bottlenecks between servers and
clients. Existing solutions either make the un-
realistic assumption that the entire model is
exchanged for training, or apply parameter-
effective fine-tuning methods from centralized
learning to train LLMs in FL which tend to
underperform during training or fine-tuning
stages due to the limited search subspace of
parameter updating. In this paper, we intro-
duce a novel method for the efficient training
and fine-tuning of LLMs in FL, with minimal
resource consumption. Our approach, termed
FedCyBGD, utilizes Cycle Block Gradient De-
scent to periodically update the model. In par-
ticular, we design a compression scheme for
FedCyBGD, aiming to further decrease the
model download cost. It enables full param-
eter training in FL with only selected block
updates and uploads, thereby reducing commu-
nication, computation, and memory costs. Our
method achieves state-of-the-art performance
for FL LLM training, while significantly re-
ducing associated costs. Codes are provided
https://github.com/L3030/FedCyBGD.

1 Introduction

Large language models (LLMs) have demonstrated
exceptional performance across a multitude of do-
mains, including language understanding (Brown
et al., 2020; Devlin et al., 2018; Achiam et al.,
2023; Meta, 2024; Yang et al., 2024), computer
vision (Radford et al., 2021; Fang et al., 2023),
reasoning (Zhuang et al., 2023a), and speech recog-

*Equal Contribution.

Figure 1: Observation on Federated Learning. Bar
graphs represent the estimated memory usage for full
parameter tuning of an LLaMA-7B model on a single
device and the line graph represents the loss across dif-
ferent training paradigms. ’Centralized-Cy’ denotes cen-
tralized training with cyclical block updates, ’Fed-full’
refers to federated full parameter tuning with complete
model communication to clients, ’FedBAvg’ signifies
federated training with block updates where the server
selects clients for tuning and aggregates updates, and
’FedCyBGD’ represents our approach, where clients
cyclically participate in block tuning.

nition (Radford et al., 2023). By pre-training on ex-
tensive datasets, these models can learn general rep-
resentations that prove beneficial for a wide array
of downstream tasks (Xiao et al., 2023a; Zhuang
et al., 2023b).

Despite the significant impact of LLMs in ar-
tificial intelligence and other fields, their deploy-
ment on edge devices, such as smartphones and
IoT devices, is hindered by high storage and pro-
cessing resource requirements. Furthermore, the
growing concern over data privacy issues (Yang
et al., 2020; Li et al., 2021; Mothukuri et al., 2021)
has led to an increased interest in federated learn-
ing (FL) (McMahan et al., 2017; Kairouz et al.,
2019), indicating a rising demand for edge-based
training. FL is a distributed learning paradigm
that enables edge devices to collaboratively train
models without sharing raw data (McMahan et al.,
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2017). This approach addresses privacy and com-
munication concerns and has proven valuable in
sectors such as healthcare (Kaissis et al., 2020), en-
ergy (Saputra et al., 2019), and manufacturing (Qu
et al., 2020). Given its data silo nature, federated
learning has emerged as an effective solution for
privacy-preserving LLM training (Fan et al., 2023;
Kuang et al., 2023; Ye et al., 2024). Traditional FL
assumes that the client possesses sufficient compu-
tational power, typically in the form of GPUs, to
train computation-intensive models (Wang et al.,
2021). However, with the increasing size of model
parameters and datasets, this assumption becomes
increasingly impractical to fulfill in real-world sce-
narios (Tao et al., 2022; Che et al., 2023).

Notably, the pre-training or fine-tuning of LLMs
incurs substantial memory and computational costs
that are prohibitive for edge devices (Zhao et al.,
2024), and communication costs remain a primary
bottleneck when applied in FL (Wu et al., 2024).
Some works have employed parameter-effective-
fine-tuning (PEFT) for fine-tuning LLMs in FL,
such as Lora, which fine-tunes the LLM based on
local datasets. The principle of PEFT is to represent
parameter updates in a much lower-dimensional
subspace, which can potentially limit downstream
performance (Zhang et al., 2024). We will discuss
the advantages of our framework over PEFT meth-
ods in detail in the next section and show that most
existing PEFT methods are compatible with our
framework.

Consequently, the challenges of training LLMs
for FL and the objective of our paper can be sum-
marized as follows:

Reducing computation, memory, and
communication costs; Enabling effective federated

large language model training.

To address these challenges and achieve this
goal, we propose a simple yet effective train-
ing paradigm called FedCyBGD, which trains
LLMs in a Federated Learning environment us-
ing a Cyclic Block Gradient Descent approach. In
terms of memory, computation, and communica-
tion costs, FedCyBGD aims to save it all. It em-
ploys an alternating minimization strategy, training
responsible blocks on edge devices and periodically
syncing their updates to the server. For unresponsi-
ble blocks, devices download a surrogate network,
a scaled-down model with similar functionality but
fewer parameters, negating the need for additional
updates or uploads. This method not only mini-
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Figure 2: Overview of FedCyBGD training. In FedCy-
BGD, the server sends responsible (Block 1) and com-
pressed unresponsible blocks (Others) to the client. The
client fine-tunes the responsible block with local data,
using the frozen compressed model. The refined block
is returned to the server for integration. The process,
involving only compressed parameters for download
and block for upload, minimizes communication param-
eters. By updating only responsible blocks per client,
computational and memory costs are reduced, enabling
full-parameter tuning for FL on resource-limited edge
devices.

mizes resource consumption during each server-
client communication round but also safeguards
client data privacy and ensures the preservation of
the server’s model privacy.

Extensive experiments on various public LLMs
and datasets, including GPT-2 (Radford et al.,
2019), RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019), ChatGLM-
3 (Du et al., 2022), BLOOM (Le Scao et al.,
2023), and LLaMA-2 (Touvron et al., 2023), un-
derscore the resource efficiency and competitive
performance of our FedCyBGD framework across
a variety of NLP tasks, including text generation,
classification, and question answering. Our thor-
ough evaluation assesses the framework’s resource
costs in terms of communication, memory, and
computation. In summary, FedCyBGD provides a
practical, resource-effective full parameter tuning
approach for FL.

The contributions of this study can be summa-
rized as follows:

• Cycle Block Update framework for full
parameter tuning in FL. Our framework,
FedCyBGD, introduces a novel FL train-
ing approach that allows LLM training in
the FL paradigm by cyclically updating the
LLM blocks by clients. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first FL framework
that enables LLM full parameter tuning on
resource-limited edge devices, reducing com-
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putation, memory, and communication costs
while maintaining comparable performance.

• Compression for model download and
block upload. FedCyBGD incorporates de-
signed compression schemes that enable the
client to download only a parameter scaled-
down proxy model, which reduces the client’s
download communication cost while keeping
the responsible block properly updated.

• Empirical Evaluation with resource Con-
sumption Reduction. Extensive experi-
ments on various public LLMs across diverse
datasets demonstrate FedCyBGD’s significant
performance in reducing resource usage (re-
duced to 13.8%) and improving training per-
formance (up to 58.3% higher), while preserv-
ing model and data privacy.

2 Related Works

Federated Learning for LLMs. The training
process of Large Language Models (LLMs) can
generally be divided into two stages: pre-training
and fine-tuning (Zhou et al., 2023; Touvron et al.,
2023; Yang et al., 2024; Min et al., 2023). Pre-
training typically involves adapting the LLM to
large datasets, which usually requires comprehen-
sive training of all parameters, a process also
known as full fine-tuning. However, this approach
can be prohibitively expensive, especially for fed-
erated learning where edge devices have limited
capabilities (Imteaj et al., 2021; Ro et al., 2022).

Parameter Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) meth-
ods such as Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) (Hu
et al., 2021; Raje, 2024), Adapter (Houlsby et al.,
2019), prompt- and prefix-tuning (Li and Liang,
2021; Lester et al., 2021), among others, are cru-
cial for fine-tuning LLMs under memory resource
constraints. The main idea of PEFT is to represent
parameter updates in a much lower-dimensional
subspace, significantly reducing memory consump-
tion.

Despite the success of PEFT methods, fine-
tuning within a substantially lower-dimensional
subspace could potentially limit downstream per-
formance (Zhang et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2024).
Moreover, it requires knowledge of the entire
model weights, which could compromise the pri-
vacy of data or model owners. Additionally, the
fine-tuning process remains resource-intensive, as
it necessitates at least one copy of the entire model

to be placed on the device (Xiao et al., 2023a).
Several studies have built upon PEFT meth-

ods in the context of FL for LLM, including Fed-
PETuning (Zhang et al., 2023), Federated Adapter
Tuning (Cai et al., 2022), Federated Prompt Tun-
ing (Zhao et al., 2023), and FedLora (Yi et al.,
2023). However, these methods often sacrifice per-
formance to reduce communication and computa-
tion overhead. While FL can benefit from PEFT
methods, it still lacks a way to achieve full parame-
ter tuning with an acceptable resource cost. In this
work, we propose the cycle block gradient descent
method, FedCyBGD, which makes it possible to
save on communication, computation, and memory
costs while adopting approximately full-parameter
tuning. In addition, our framework is orthogonal
to the PEFT methods, which can be utilized for
further accelerating the tuning with reduced cost,
as we showed in experiments of Section 4.

Compression for FL LLM communication.
Model compression techniques aim to reduce the
size of a machine learning model by altering its
weights or structure (Zhu et al., 2023). Various
compression methods have been developed to train
computation-intensive fundamental models, includ-
ing pruning (Han et al., 2015), quantization (Jacob
et al., 2018; Xiao et al., 2023b), layer-drop (Sajjad
et al., 2023), and knowledge distillation (Hinton
et al., 2015), all of which aim to reduce the number
of parameters transferred.

In the context of LLM training in FL, various
compression algorithms have proven to be effec-
tive solutions for reducing communication, such
as distilling knowledge between the server and
clients (Tao et al., 2022; He et al., 2020; Fan et al.,
2024). However, these methods often rely on
the server’s auxiliary dataset, which is typically
scenario-constrained. Similarly, (Wu et al., 2024)
compresses the communicated gradients by design-
ing an autoencoder, while (Fang et al., 2024) de-
signs an auto-low rank approximation method for
the adapter. In our framework, we have minimized
the main communication bottleneck, i.e., model
uploading in FL (Raje, 2024). We aim to further
reduce the downloading cost by avoiding the need
to download the entire pre-trained model from the
server. Instead, we propose using a smaller model
that includes the necessary block. By utilizing this
smaller model, we can update the corresponding
block in the large model. To scale down the large
model while maintaining its role in local updat-
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Algorithm 1 FedCyBGD
Input:Number of clients m, learning rate ηl and ηg , number
of local epoch K, total training rounds T , client-block
partition scheme π.
Output: Trained model parameter θT .
Initialize: Model parameter
θ0.
1: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
2: Assign each client i a responsible block based on par-

tition scheme π = {π1, . . . , πm};
3: for Client i in order do
4: Send the compressed global model

{θ̃t+1
π1

, . . . , θ̃t+1
πi−1

, θtπi
, θ̃tπi+1

, . . . , θ̃tπm
} to

client i, where θ̃ is compressed model;
5: for k = 0 to K − 1 do

6:
gt,kπi
← ∂

∂θπi

L(θ̃t+1
π1

, . . . , θ̃t+1
πi−1

, θt,k−1
πi

,

θ̃tπi+1
, . . . , θ̃tπm

)
7: end for
8: ∆i

t = θt,K−1
πi

− θt,0πi
= −ηL

∑K−1
k=0 gt,kπi

;
9: Upload updated block ∆i

t;
10: end for
11: Server Update Block by θt+1

πi
= θtπi

+ η∆i
t;

12: end for

ing, we apply model pruning (Ma et al., 2023) and
layer drop (Xiao et al., 2023a; Men et al., 2024;
Kim et al., 2024) to the frozen blocks, reducing the
downloading cost.

3 The Proposed Method

In this section, we introduce FedCyBGD, a novel,
simple, and effective training paradigm. It enables
full-parameter tuning with resource costs accept-
able for edge devices by allowing each client to
cyclically participate in training one or more re-
sponsible blocks. We begin by providing an in-
triguing observation: cyclical updates are more
beneficial for LLM tuning than the traditional FL
paradigm with model aggregation. We then define
the specific problem addressed in this study, fol-
lowed by a detailed introduction to our approach.

3.1 Observation
Figure 1 presents intriguing observations for FL.

The first one is that the cyclical block update
paradigm outperforms the traditional FL approach
involving multiple clients and aggregation. Even
with less computational resource cost, the cyclical
update approach easily surpasses the performance
of the aggregation paradigm. The first observation
suggests that cyclical updates are an effective train-
ing paradigm for FL, outperforming the traditional
aggregation strategy. This is because cyclical up-
dates can potentially mitigate data heterogeneity
and conflicting directions in aggregation. Aggre-

gation forces different clients to focus on the same
block update, amplifying the impact of heterogene-
ity. However, when clients update the entire model,
their different datasets may lead to different update
directions, reducing the likelihood of conflicts.

Another noteworthy observation is that block
updates, in a cyclical manner, show superior per-
formance compared to full parameter tuning in FL.
The second observation indicates that the block up-
date paradigm could be more effective than full
model training. It offers more granular updates and
potentially alleviates the problem of catastrophic
forgetting caused by frequent updates. Similar find-
ings are reported in Li et al. (2023), which demon-
strates that personalizing each client’s attention
layer is more effective due to negative impacts of
data heterogeneity in FL.

The observations inspire us to consider applying
the cycle block model update as a more effective
parameter tuning paradigm for LLM tuning in FL.

3.2 Problem Definition
In our Federated Learning (FL) framework, a single
server manages a Large Language Model (LLM)
Mθ, with parameters θ = {θ1, θ2, . . . , θ|B|},
where B denotes the model’s blocks, such as the 12
transformer blocks in GPT-2-small, thus |B| = 12.
There are m clients, each possessing a unique local
dataset Di, with Di ̸= Dj for i ̸= j.

The goal of FL is to collaboratively pre-train or
fine-tune the LLM using the clients’ local datasets
without data exchange, aiming to update the model
from Mθ to Mθ+∆, where ∆ = argminδ L(θ +
δ, {Di}mi=1). The objective is formulated as fol-
lows:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

L(θ;D)

= argmin
θ

1

m|Di|
∑
i∈[m]

∑
ξi∈Di

L(θ; ξi) , (1)

where ξi ∈ Di is the local training data of client i.
However, from the above equation, we can con-

clude that it needs full parameter training, which
is uncomfortable for clients as it consumes vast
communication, computation, and memory. Fortu-
nately, training one block θπi for client i is more
than acceptable, thus the objective can be approxi-
mated by:

θ∗ = {θ∗1, . . . , θ∗|B|}

= arg min
θ1,...,θ|B|

L(θ1, . . . , θ|B|; {Di}mi=1) . (2)
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Ideally, we separately update each block of the
model, in order to finish the training or fine-tuning
of the model within the resource-limited edge de-
vices, and achieve similar performance compared
to directly optimizing the whole model Mθ on
overall data.

3.3 FedCyBGD

From above discussion, our primary objective is
to reduce the resource cost while enabling full
parameter LLM tuning for FL. We achieve this
by proposing FedCyBGD, the cycle block update-
based model tuning paradigm for FL, as illustrated
in Figure 2 and describe the associated training
algorithm in Algorithm 1.

Cycle Block Gradient Descent. A notable chal-
lenge that arises in objective 2 is to ensure that
each block converges to the optimal model θ∗. In-
spired by Adam Block Coordinate Descent (Luo
et al., 2024), we can approximate the update for
each block using the following problem:

θt+1
1 = argmin

θ1
L
(
θ1, θ

t
2, . . . , θ

t
|B|

)
θt+1
2 = argmin

θ2
L
(
θt+1
1 , θ2, . . . , θ

t
|B|

)
. . .

θt+1
|B| = argmin

θ|B|
L
(
θt+1
1 , θt+1

2 , . . . , θ|B|
)

Although the block update scheme allows for up-
dating the large model progressively by using small
blocks, it is a centralized learning paradigm that
requires all data to participate in each block update.
To address this challenge and leverage block coor-
dinate descent for FL, we adopt the cycle update
approach (Cho et al., 2023). This approach divides
clients into different groups, and these groups take
turns participating in FL training.

Based on our observation that aggregation is
not beneficial for training fundamental models in
FL, we treat each client as a block optimizer LLM
tuning. Specifically, we select one client at a time to
participate in training the responsible block, while
keeping the other blocks fixed at their up-to-date
values.

At the t-th block-epoch, updating the current ac-
tive block of client i requires solving the following
problem:

θt+1
πi
← argminθπi

Eξi∈Di{
L
(
θt+1
π1

, . . . , θt+1
πi−1

, θπi , θ
t
πi+1

, . . . , θtπm
; ξi

)}
, (3)

where πi is the block partition scheme for client i,
and θπi represents the responsible block for client
i. In this way, we utilize one client’s local data to
update a specific block of the LLM, alternating the
parameter updates.

Since each client only trains and uploads one
block, the memory, computation cost, and commu-
nication cost are significantly reduced. We will
discuss the cost improvement in more detail later.

Compress LLM Downloading. The cycle block
update method successfully reduces communica-
tion costs compared to traditional FL by having
only one client train and upload the responsible
blocks per cycle. However, it requires clients to
download the entire model to update the responsi-
ble blocks, even though other unresponsible blocks
remain frozen and aren’t uploaded, leading to full
model download requirements.

To tackle this challenge, we must devise a
method to send only the responsible blocks to the
client for updates, without transferring the entire
model. This compels us to compress the model
during transmission while preserving the integrity
of responsible blocks. The other parts of the model,
referred to as the emulator in (Xiao et al., 2023a),
role in providing approximate gradient directions
for updating the responsible blocks and closely re-
semble the frozen original components. The com-
pression process with a randomized compression
operator can be formulated as follows:
Definition 3.1. A randomized map C : Rd 7→ Rd

is an ω-compression operator if

E[C(θ)] = θ, E
[
∥C(θ)− θ∥2

]
≤ ω∥θ∥2, ∀θ ∈ Rd (4)

In particular, no compression (C(θ) ≡ θ) implies
ω = 0.

There are various ways to compress the original
model {θ1, . . . , θi, . . . , θ|B|} into a low-parameter
model, i.e., C(θ)i = {θ̃π1 , . . . , θπi , θ̃πm}, where θ̃
represented the compressed model parameter. Mo-
tivated by the experimental results from OffSite
(Xiao et al., 2023a), we use a layer drop-based com-
pression method that provides the best balance be-
tween the aforementioned criteria. Specifically, this
method randomly drops out some layers from the
frozen component, the the communicated model of
client i can be formulated as:

C(θ)i = {I1θ1, . . . , Ii−1θi−1,

θi, Ii+1θi+1, . . . , Imθm} , (5)
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Algorithm 2 Hybrid Pruning

1: Input: Server model θ, Training round T .
2: Output: Compressed Model θ̃ to Client i.
3: Initialize: Round t, Updated Blocks Set B, Non-updated

Block Set B.
4: for block θj in θ = {θ1, . . . , θm} do
5: if block has been updated, i.e., θj = θt+1

j then
6: B← B ∪ θj
7: else if θj = θtj then
8: B← B ∪ θj
9: end if

10: end for
11: for j ∈ [1, . . . ,m] do

12: Compress: C(θ)j =

{
Pj(θj) if j ∈ B,

Ijθj if j ∈ B.

13: θ̃ ← C(θ)j
14: end for

where I represents the indicator function, I = 0
indicates that the layer should be dropped, which
is controlled by a drop ratio.

Considering the cyclical update approach, with
the current module as a reference point, the mod-
ules updated previously and those pending update
exist in two distinct states, necessitating different
compression strategies. For instance, if we uni-
formly treat all blocks, there’s a risk of discarding
all previously updated blocks in one round, render-
ing client i unable to benefit from prior model up-
dates, thus leading to ineffective tuning. To address
this, we devise a hybrid pruning method: we ap-
ply low-granularity pruning to the updated blocks
and layer dropping to the yet-to-be-updated blocks.
Consequently, the compression operator for client
i in round t is:

C(θ)ti = {P1(θ
t+1
1 ), . . . ,Pi−1(θ

t+1
i−1),

θti , Ii+1θ
t
i+1, . . . , Imθtm} , (6)

where P represents a generic pruning function that
can be dynamically chosen according to the task. In
our paper, we follow the method described by Ma
et al. (2023) for pruning the updated blocks. The
compression process is described in Algorithm 2.

Connection to PEFT. Our framework is orthogo-
nal to existing parameter-efficient fine-tuning meth-
ods for LLMs, such as LoRA (Hu et al., 2021)
and Adaptor (Houlsby et al., 2019), as shown in
Section 4. We focus on fully tuning the model
with a cycle block update approach to reduce feder-
ated learning resource costs. Unlike PEFT, which
uses low-rank parameter matrix approximation, our
framework focuses on full parameter updates and

can easily integrate PEFT by incorporating the pa-
rameter approximation into the updated blocks.

Computation, Memory, and Communication
Complexity. FedCyBGD offers significant com-
putational, memory, and communication efficiency
by reducing the number of parameters updated and
communicated during training. For example, when
using FedCyBGD to fine-tune all parameters in
LLaMA-2 7B compared to traditional full tuning in
FL, it reduces 25% computation cost for a client for
backward; each client requires about 17.3 GB, ap-
proximately 30% of the memory cost of traditional
FL full parameter tuning; and it needs only 3.5 GB
for parameter communication, reducing communi-
cation cost by roughly 75%. This results in faster
training times and lower memory and communica-
tion requirements, making full parameter tuning of
LLMs in an FL setting more feasible.

4 Numerical Results

In this section, we evaluate the proposed FedCy-
BGD on 5 datasets over 13 tasks in terms of mem-
ory consumption, running time, convergence, and
downstream performance.

4.1 Experimental Setup

Models And Datasets. We evaluate FedCy-
BGD on large language models, including GPT2-
small (Radford et al., 2019), BLOOM (Le Scao
et al., 2023), RoBERTa-base (Liu et al., 2019),
ChatGLM3-6B (Du et al., 2022) and LLaMA2-
7B (Touvron et al., 2023). We evaluate language
models on the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al.,
2018), which is a benchmark including 10 widely
used NLP datasets for evaluating the performance
on a variety of tasks, including sentiment analysis,
question answering, and textual entailment; and
four other tasks including instruction following task
on Alpaca-GPT4 (Peng et al., 2023), OpenAssis-
tant Conversations task on OASST1 (Köpf et al.,
2024), and QA task on SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al.,
2016). For FL environment, we consider resource-
limited 32 and 64 devices, and a parameter server.
In each cycle, randomly choose a cyclic order for
updating.

*To mitigate potential issues like Floating Point Excep-
tions or loss=NaN when using pure BF16 or FP16 for LoRA
fine-tuning, we opted for BF16 mixed-precision training. As
a result, FedLoRA still requires storing the model in Float32
format.
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Method Basic Model Memory Cost Download Cost Upload Cost

Fed-full 12.61 GB 62.8 GB 12.48 GB 12.48 GB
FedLora 25.24 GB 27.4 GB 24.96 GB 32.03 MB
FedAdaptor 12.68 GB 15.8 GB 12.55 GB 62.93MB
FedCyBGD-Power 12.61 GB 16.4 GB 6.24 GB 770.37 MB
FedCyBGD 12.61 GB 17.2 GB 6.24 GB 770.37 MB

Table 1: Actual memory and communication costs of applying mixed precision training to finetune LLaMA-2
7B with gradient checkpointing. Note that Fed-full only supports FP16 precision training *. The maximum input
sequence length is 4096 and the batch size is 2.

Methods Forward Backward Update Round Time

Fed-full 0.031 s 0.449 s 0.103 s 20030.8 s
FedLora 0.096 s 0.404 s 0.001 s 34386.3 s
FedAdaptor 0.069 s 0.404 s 0.002 s 25462.0 s
FedCyBGD-Power 0.037 s 0.302 s 0.003 s 18641.1 s
FedCyBGD 0.030 s 0.338 s 0.102 s 18359.1 s

Table 2: The time spent per epoch on forward, backward,
and update processes for fine-tuning the LLaMA 2-7B
model on Alpaca-GPT4 is detailed. The term ’round
time’ refers to the time taken per global round of fine-
tuning, which is completed when all clients finish their
participation. FedCyBGD-Power refers to using the
PowerSGD as an optimizer instead of using the ADAM
optimizer. The best results are highlighted in bold and
the second bests are marked with underline.

Baselines: We conduct a comparative analy-
sis of our FedCyBGD framework against sev-
eral baselines. These include LLM-ZS, which
represents the zero-shot capabilities of LLM;
Fed-full, a full parameter tuning method; two
parameter-effective fine-tuning methods, namely
Adaptor (Houlsby et al., 2019) and Lora (Hu et al.,
2021); BADAM (Luo et al., 2024), another cen-
tralized effective LLM training method; and two
optimization methods, ADAM (Kingma and Ba,
2014) and PowerSGD (Vogels et al., 2019). Unless
otherwise specified, we use the ADAM optimizer
as the backbone optimization method. For a fair
comparison, we adapt the centralized PEFT meth-
ods, specifically Adapter and Lora, to the federated
learning setting. More details about the experiment
setup are provided in Appendix 7.

4.2 Evaluation of FedCyBGD

Memory and Communication Consumption.
Table 1 demonstrates that FedCyBGD is effective
in reducing the communicated parameter and mem-
ory costs compared to existing full-parameter tun-
ing paradigms or the PEFT training method. Specif-
ically, it reduces memory consumption by approxi-
mately 72.7% compared to existing full-parameter

tuning methods. In terms of communication,
even when compared to the best-performing PEFT
method, our full-parameter tuning framework re-
duces communication costs by about 44.1%.

Wall-clock running time comparison. The time
consumption for each method is divided into for-
ward, backward, and update phases, as detailed in
Table 2. For the LLaMA2 model fine-tuning, the
forward times of Fed-full and FedCyBGD are sim-
ilar, as both process the entire model. FedLora and
FedAdaptor incur slightly more time due to extra
steps in activation registration and low-rank adapter
computations, respectively. Notably, FedCyBGD
cuts the backward time nearly in half compared to
Fed-full and FedLora.

Performance improvement by FedCyBGD. Ta-
ble 3 illustrates that our method achieves compet-
itive performance with traditional full parameter
tuning while significantly reducing memory and
communication costs (reduced to 13.8%). Further-
more, we demonstrate the consistent effectiveness
of FedCyBGD by evaluating it on various LLMs
and datasets. Specifically, in Table 4, FedCyBGD
consistently outperforms baselines in two different
datasets, Alpaca-GPT4 and OASST1, using large-
sized models LLaMA2-7B and ChatGLM-6B, and
achieves competitive performance with full tun-
ing in Bloom-1.3B. Additionally, in the question-
answering task, FedCyBGD exhibits a significant
improvement over FedAdaptor, with up to 58.3%
higher performance and minimal communication
cost.

Orthogonal to PEFT. Table 6 demonstrates that
FedCyBGD is compatible with existing PEFT al-
gorithms such as LoRA and Adaptor. By utilizing
PEFT, FedCyBGD successfully reduces communi-
cation and memory costs, albeit with a slight sacri-
fice in performance. Furthermore, the table high-
lights the effectiveness of our compression method,
which significantly reduces communication while
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Method Memory Communication CoLA MRPC MNLI MNLI-mm QNLI QQP RTE SST-2 stsb

Fed-full 15.87GB 915.52MB 0.57 0.87 0.88 0.88 0.93 0.91 0.73 0.94 0.90
FedLora 13.67GB 463.36MB 0.45 0.72 0.54 0.55 0.68 0.75 0.55 0.82 0.59

FedAdaptor 13.12GB 466.97MB 0.42 0.71 0.54 0.55 0.71 0.76 0.56 0.82 0.43

FedCyBGD 2.79GB 591.93MB 0.52 0.80 0.87 0.87 0.92 0.90 0.57 0.93 0.88

Table 3: Evaluating FedCyBGD for full parameter tuning on GLUE benchmark using pre-trained RoBERTa-base.
Higher scores on these tasks represent better performance.

Task Method ChatGLM-6B Bloom-1.3B LLaMA2-7B

Alpaca-GPT4 ↓

Fed-full 1.27 1.47 0.92
BADAM 1.22 1.57 0.90
FedLora - 1.64 0.90
FedAdaptor 1.26 1.57 0.90
FedCyBGD-Power 1.26 1.93 0.93
FedCyBGD 1.21 1.56 0.90

OASST1 ↓

Fed-full 1.85 1.85 1.14
BADAM 1.69 1.88 1.14
FedLora - 1.92 1.14
FedAdaptor 1.72 1.90 1.12
FedCyBGD-Power 2.13 2.09 1.13
FedCyBGD 1.62 1.86 1.12

Table 4: Performance Comparison of FedCyBGD and baseline approaches. We assessed FedCyBGD’s generalization
across three models and two tasks. Identical values with different ranks (bold for best, underline for second-best)
indicate unseen decimal differences.

FedFT BADAM FedAdapter FedCyBGD

Exact Match ↑ 68.14 47.32 9.07 67.36
F1 ↑ 79.03 60.29 16.28 77.82

Memory 16.80GB 15.21GB 13.65GB 15.21GB
Communication 974MB 514MB 493.8MB 514MB

Table 5: Comparison of FedCyBGD and baselines on
SQuAD QA task. All results are obtained using GPT-
2 small, batch size 24. Exact Match and F1 are two
evaluation metrics for QA task

Method Performance ↓ Memory Cost Communication Cost

FedCyBGD 0.9 17.20GB 13.23GB
+ i 0.91 17.20GB 6.99GB
+ ii 1.04 26.89GB 12.49GB
+ iii 1.11 14.20GB 6.30GB

Table 6: The performance of FedCyBGD, compatible
with compression and PEFT methods, on Alpaca-GPT4
dataset with LLaMa-2. Here, FedCyBGD refers to the
cyclic block update without compressed download. i)
represents the hybrid compression method; ii) represents
the LoRA method with rank 16; and iii) refers to the
Adaptor tuning method.

maintaining a relatively small impact on perfor-
mance.

Additional Ablation Studies. To thoroughly val-
idate the effectiveness of our method, we conducted
experiments under various settings, which included
different numbers of clients, diverse batch sizes,
and block allocation strategies for clients, as de-
tailed in Appendix 7. It is noteworthy that: 1) our
method demonstrates increasingly apparent mem-
ory efficiency advantages over the PEFT method
as the batch size grows; and 2) our method exhibits
robustness to variations in both the block allocation
strategy and the number of clients.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we introduce FedCyBGD, a novel,
simple, and effective full parameter tuning frame-
work for federated Large Language Models
(LLMs). This pioneering approach allows users
to cyclically update blocks, thereby facilitating the
tuning of federated LLMs. FedCyBGD signifi-
cantly reduces computation, memory, and com-
munication costs for resource-limited edge clients
in Federated Learning (FL), enabling full param-
eter training and tuning of LLaMA-2 7B using a
single RTX 3090-24GB GPU. To the best of our
knowledge, FedCyBGD is the first framework that
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enables full parameter LLM pre-training or fine-
tuning for federated learning settings on a single
consumer-level GPU. Extensive empirical results
on various LLMs and NLP tasks demonstrate the
framework’s effectiveness in terms of accuracy (up
to 58.3% higher) and efficiency (reduced to 13.8%).

6 Limitations

While our method can significantly reduce the re-
source cost for federated learning to achieve full
parameter tuning LLMs, we still lack theoretical
guarantees regarding the convergence of the cycle
block update. Previous work on cycle updates anal-
ysis, such as (Cho et al., 2023), can be utilized in
the block update paradigm. Furthermore, our fo-
cus has primarily been on applying FedCyBGD to
NLP tasks, but extending its application to other
tasks, such as visual tasks, presents an opportunity
to showcase the capabilities of FedCyBGD. We
leave these directions for future improvements.
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7 Experiment Details

7.1 Experimental Environment
For all experiments, we use NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 and H20 GPUs.

7.2 Experimental Setup
General setup. In this paper, we present the evaluation of FedCyBGD on several large language models,
including GPT2-small (Radford et al., 2019), BLOOM (Le Scao et al., 2023), RoBERTa-base (Liu et al.,
2019), ChatGLM3-6B (Du et al., 2022), and LLaMA2-7B (Touvron et al., 2023). The evaluation is
conducted using the GLUE benchmark (Wang et al., 2018), which comprises 10 widely used NLP datasets
designed to assess performance across a variety of tasks such as sentiment analysis, question answering,
and textual entailment. Additionally, we include four other tasks: the instruction following task on
Alpaca-GPT4 (Peng et al., 2023), the OpenAssistant Conversations task on OASST1 (Köpf et al., 2024),
and the QA task on SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al., 2016).

For the federated learning (FL) environment, we consider scenarios involving resource-limited devices,
specifically configurations with 32 and 64 devices, along with a parameter server. In each training cycle, a
random cyclic order is chosen for updating the models. This setup aims to simulate realistic conditions
and evaluate the robustness and efficiency of FedCyBGD under varying resource constraints.

In this section, we conduct a comparative analysis of our FedCyBGD framework against several baseline
methods. The baselines include LLM-ZS, which represents the zero-shot capabilities of large language
models (LLMs); Fed-full, a full parameter tuning method; and two parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods,
namely Adaptor (Houlsby et al., 2019) and Lora (Hu et al., 2021). Additionally, we compare against
BADAM (Luo et al., 2024), a centralized effective LLM training method, and two optimization methods,
ADAM (Kingma and Ba, 2014) and PowerSGD (Vogels et al., 2019). Unless otherwise specified, the
ADAM optimizer is used as the backbone optimization method.

LLM-ZS ChatGLM BLOOM GPT-2 ReBERTa

batch size 2 2 2 24 32
accumulation step 8 8 8 1 1
learning rate 1.0e-6 1.0e-6 1.0e-6 3.0e-5 2.0e-5

Table 7: Training details of FedCyBGD and baselines in different models and tasks.

7.3 Additional results

Method ChatGLM BLOOM LLaMA-2

Fed-full 47341.2 s 29074.8 s 20030.8 s
FedLora - 22815.0 s 34386.3 s
FedAdaptor - 21261.2 s 25462.0 s
FedCyBGD-Power 41374.21 s 19845.7 s 18641.1 s
FedCyBGD 40241.45 s 18092.7s 18359.1 s

Table 8: Time spent per federated client participation round for fine-tuning LLaMA2-7B on Alpaca-GPT4 with
batch size 2.

13



Figure 3: The performance of FedCyBGD under different block allocation strategies.

Client Num 32 64

Fed-full 0.94 0.95
FedCyBGD 0.92 0.93

Table 9: The performance under client number. In particular, the model is LLaMA-2 7B, dataset is Alpaca-GPT4.
We report the result in one communication round.

(a) Client 1 (b) Client 32

Figure 4: Overall convergence performance in FedCyBGD, from beginning to ending.

batch size 32 64

Fed-full 915.52 MB 11513 MB
FedLora 463.36 MB 8271 MB
FedLora 466.97 MB 8071 MB
FedCyBGD 591.93 MB 4805 MB

Table 10: The memory consumption of FedCyBGD and PEFT methods with different batch sizes on MRPC dataset
with RoBERTa.
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