
1

Pre-Training and Personalized Fine-Tuning via

Over-the-Air Federated Meta-Learning:
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Abstract

For modern artificial intelligence (AI) applications such as large language models (LLMs), the

training paradigm has recently shifted to pre-training followed by fine-tuning. Furthermore, owing to

dwindling open repositories of data and thanks to efforts to democratize access to AI models, pre-training

is expected to increasingly migrate from the current centralized deployments to federated learning (FL)

implementations. Meta-learning provides a general framework in which pre-training and fine-tuning can

be formalized. Meta-learning-based personalized FL (meta-pFL) moves beyond basic personalization by

targeting generalization to new agents and tasks. This paper studies the generalization performance of

meta-pFL for a wireless setting in which the agents participating in the pre-training phase, i.e., meta-

learning, are connected via a shared wireless channel to the server. Adopting over-the-air computing, we

study the trade-off between generalization to new agents and tasks, on the one hand, and convergence, on

the other hand. The trade-off arises from the fact that channel impairments may enhance generalization,

while degrading convergence. Extensive numerical results validate the theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

For modern artificial intelligence (AI) applications such as large language models (LLMs), the

training paradigm has shifted to pre-training followed by fine-tuning [1]. Pre-training is currently

done centrally using large data repositories obtained, often at a high cost, by large corporations

[1]–[3]; while fine-tuning is typically much cheaper, and it can be used to personalize models

to individual requirements [4], [5]. For example, a foundation LLM can be fine-tuned to serve

as a personal assistant or as a surrogate CEO based on data tailored to the individual use cases

[5]. As large dataset repositories are becoming a scarce commodity, it has become imperative to

use distributed data in a privacy-minded way for pre-training and, possibly, fine-tuning [6], [7].
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Fig. 1. In the considered personalized federated learning (pFL) setting, each device i aims to find a fine-tuned model φi ∈ Rd

using a local data set Di ∼ µm
i by communicating with the central server. The central server maintains a hyperparameter

θ ∈ Rd, representing a pre-trained model, which is updated based on information sent by the devices.

Furthermore, efforts to democratize access to AI models are moving in the direction of federated

pre-training implementations, which leverage decentralized computing resources [8].

A general framework in which pre-training and fine-tuning can be formalized is meta-learning.

In meta-learning, data from different tasks are used to pre-train a model with the aim of ensuring

that the pre-trained model can be efficiently fine-tuned based on limited data for a new task

[9], [10]. When applied to a multi-agent, and federated setting, as illustrated in Fig. 1, agents

collaborate via communication to a central server for pre-training of a shared model defined by

hyperparameters θ, from which each agent i can extract a fine-tuned model φi that is tailored

to the individual data sets at each agent i. As in federated learning (FL), agents do not directly

exchange data but only model information, thus limiting the leakage of private information [8].

Conventional FL, which aims at finding a single shared model for all agents, is known to suffer

from the heterogeneity of the distributions across agents. Heterogeneity has been addressed via

methods such as decomposition [11], masking [12], and clustering [13]. Personalized FL (pFL)

alleviates the problem of data heterogeneity by optimizing personalized AI models that are

adjusted to the local tasks of interest for each user [14].

Meta-learning-based pFL (meta-pFL) moves beyond basic personalization by targeting gener-

alization to new agents and tasks [15]–[17]. In line with the goal of the pre-training/fine-tuning
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workflow, meta-pFL does not merely aim for enhancing the performance of existing agents and

tasks. Rather, it optimizes shared hyperparameters θ that can be efficiently personalized via

fine-tuning to new agents and tasks that are not observed during federated pre-training.

This paper studies the generalization performance of meta-pFL for a wireless setting in which

the agents participating to the pre-training phase, i.e., meta-learning, are connected via a shared

wireless channel to the server [18], [19]. A popular class of methods has explored the use

of over-the-air computing [20], an approach known as over-the-air FL (AirFL) [18]–[20], to

overcome communication bottlenecks on the shared radio channel for conventional FL.

Channel impairments may not necessarily be deleterious for generalization. In fact, the addition

of noise during pre-training can have a regularizing effect [21], and it may even implement

approximate forms of Bayesian learning [10] [22]. Accordingly, references such as [23]–[25] have

shown improved generalization performance as a result of transmissions of model information

over noisy channels in AirFL. The downside of a noisy training process is the convergence time,

which may be severely affected by noisy updates [26]–[28]. This paper studies the trade-off

between generalization to new agents and tasks, on the one hand, and convergence, on the other

hand, for an over-the-air implementation of meta-pFL.

A. Related Works

AirFL protocols for conventional FL have been widely studied. Among some notable algorith-

mic contributions, the authors in [19], [29] proposed and optimized truncated-channel-inversion

power control strategies, while reference [30] proposed to enhance spectral efficiency via spar-

sification and linear compression mechanisms. Convergence was studied in [26], [27] for phase

compensation-based or channel inversion-based AirFL schemes targeting convex loss functions,

showing a linear convergence rate as in the centralized gradient descent (GD). These studies

reveal the impact of channel fading, channel noise, and data heterogeneity on the convergence

performance of AirFL. Other related works on FL include [28], [31], which derived and optimized

transmission powers to minimize a convergence error upper bound of AirFL.

Several pFL protocols have been proposed that apply in the presence of ideal channels. For

instance, some methods leverage knowledge distillation (KD) to obtain personalized models by

transferring knowledge of a powerful model to local models [32]; while other divide the trainable

model parameters into personalized and shared parts [11]. The meta-pFL protocol studied in [15]

builds on the model agnostic meta-learning paradigm (MAML) [33], which applies a two-level
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gradient descent approach to learn how to quickly adapt to new tasks. Reference [15] analyzed

the convergence of meta-pFL in the presence of ideal communication.

Limited work has been done on the design of pFL protocols for wireless systems. Solutions

include [34], [35], cluster-based pFL [36], [37] and partial-model-based pFL [38], which are

based on digital transmission. The analysis in these papers provide insights about convergence.

AirFL-based schemes for pFL were considered in [39]–[41], focusing on convergence analysis

and optimal resource allocation.

For meta-pFL, the generalization error is a key performance metric, as it quantifies the

capacity of a shared model to be efficiently fine-tuned to new tasks. Generalization analyses

for conventional AirFL can be found in [25], which shows that heavy-tail noise deteriorates

the convergence rate while improving the generalization capacity. References [42], [43] have

studied the generalization error for MAML under the assumption of ideal channels. To the best

of our knowledge, no analysis of generalization exists for meta-pFL under the assumption of

ideal channels, let alone noisy channels.

B. Contributions

This paper investigates a wireless implementation of meta-pFL scheme that leverages over-

the-air computing, with the main goal of understanding the trade-off between convergence and

generalization entailed by the wireless transmission of model information. The main contributions

are as follows:

1) We introduce a MAML-based over-the-air meta-pFL protocol, which adapts the approach

in [15] for use of shared wireless channels. The proposed protocol, termed Air-meta-

pFL, leverages sparsification and linear compression [30] along with a long-term memory

mechanism to compensate for the error caused by the gradient sparsification [44].

2) Convergence bounds are derived for Air-meta-pFL under general smooth and non-convex

loss functions with constant and adaptive learning rates. Our results quantify the impact

of data heterogeneity, number of active devices, transmit power, number of channel uses,

channel fading, and channel noise.

3) An upper bound on the generalization error of Air-meta-pFL is obtained that depends on

the mutual information between the model parameters and the training data sets. The

derived bound captures the impact of the same factors affecting convergence, namely

data heterogeneity, number of active devices, transmit power, number of channel uses,



5

channel fading, and channel noise. As anticipated, the analysis reveals a trade-off between

convergence and generalization, with factors enhancing generalization, such as channel

noise, potentially impairing convergence.

4) Experimental results corroborate the insights gained from the convergence and generaliza-

tion bounds, demonstrating the convergence-generalization trade-offs in practical conditions.

The paper is organized as follows. The system model in Section II introduces the original pFL

protocol and the communication model. Section III presents the proposed Air-meta-pFL protocol.

Section IV and V describe the derived upper bounds on convergence and generalization error,

respectively. Numerical results are obtained in VI. Finally, we conclude the paper in VII.

II. BACKGROUND AND SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we first review pFL and meta-pFL [15], which operate under the assumption of

ideal and noiseless communications. Then, we describe the considered wireless channel model

that accounts for fading and noise. Throughout this work, we study the setting in Fig. 1, in

which a set [n] ≜ {1, . . . , n} of devices communicate with an edge server over a multiple access

(MAC) fading channel.

A. Personalized Federated Learning

As illustrated in Fig. 1, each device i ∈ [n] is assumed to possess a distinct local data set

Di = {Zi,j}j∈[m], where data point Zi,j with j ∈ [m] is independent and identically distributed

(i.i.d.) over a sample space Z . The unknown data-generation distribution for device i is denoted

as µi, so that each j-th data point in data set Di is distributed as Zi,j ∼ µi, and the overall

local data set Di is distributed as Di ∼ µm
i . The data distributions {µi}i∈[n] of all n devices are

drawn i.i.d. from a common distribution τ , i.e., µi ∼ τ for i ∈ [n]. Distribution τ captures the

similarity of the data distribution across devices.

The goal of each device i is to minimize the local test loss

fi(φi) = EZ∼µi
[ℓ(φi;Z)] (1)

over a parameter vector φi ∈ Rd, where ℓ : Rd × Z → R is a loss function. To this end,

using a common vector θ, representing the pre-trained model, each device i ∈ [n] applies a

base learning algorithm Pφi|θ,Di
, which implements a, generally stochastic, mapping between
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the local data set Di and the pre-trained vector θ to a fine-tuned model parameter φi. We denote

by

Fi(θ) = EDi∼µm
i

[
Eφi∼Pφi|θ,Di

[fi(φi)]
]

(2)

the local meta-test loss as a function of the pre-trained vector θ. Note that the outer expectation

is with respect to (w.r.t.) the distribution µm
i of the local data set Di, and the inner expectation

is over the output of the base learning algorithm.

The pre-trained vector θ is ideally selected so as to address the problem of minimizing the

meta-test loss F (θ), which is the average across all devices of the local meta-test loss (2). The

corresponding optimization problem is given by

Minimize
θ∈Rd

{
F (θ) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

Fi(θ)

}
. (3)

In order to address problem (3), each device i ∈ [n] divides the local data set Di into two

disjoint subsets D(tr)
i and D(va)

i such that Di = D(tr)
i

⋃
D(va)

i with |D(tr)
i | = m(tr) and |D(va)

i | =

m(va). The training data set D(tr)
i is utilized to implement the base learner P

φi|θ,D
(tr)
i

, while

the validation data set D(va)
i is used to estimate the local test loss (1). In particular, the base

learning algorithm fine-tunes via one or more steps of (stochastic) gradient descent (GD) the

shared pre-trained vector θ ∈ Rd using the training data set D(tr)
i . Considering for simplicity of

illustration a single GD step, the base learner outputs the fine-tuned model

φi = θ − α

m(tr)

∑
Z∈D(tr)

i

∇ℓ(θ;Z), (4)

where α > 0 is the step size. Using the validation data set D(va)
i to estimate the local test loss

(1) yields the following empirical version of problem (3),

Minimize
θ∈Rd

{
F̂D1:n(θ) =

1

n

n∑
i=1

1

m(va)

∑
Z′∈D(va)

i

ℓ

(
θ − α

m(tr)

∑
Z∈D(tr)

i

∇ℓ(θ;Z);Z ′

)}
, (5)

where D1:n =
⋃n

i=1Di. The objective F̂D1:n(θ) in problem (5) is known as the meta-training

loss.

B. Meta-pFL

Meta-pFL addresses problem (5) using gradient descent on the shared hyperparameter θ.

Specifically, at each communication round t ∈ {0, ..., T − 1}, a fraction rn, with r ∈ (0, 1], of

devices are chosen uniformly at random to transmit to the server. We denote as I(t) ⊆ [n] the
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subset of devices active at round t, which has cardinality |I(t)| = rn. After receiving the current

vector θ(t) at round t from the server, each active device i ∈ I(t) initializes the hyperparameter

vector θ as θ
(t,0)
i = θ(t). Then, it performs Q local SGD steps as

θ
(t,q+1)
i = θ

(t,q)
i − η(t)∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i ), (6)

where q ∈ {0, . . . , Q − 1} is the local-SGD index; η(t) denotes the step size at round t; and

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i ) is an estimate of the true gradient ∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i ) of the local meta-test loss (2). This

estimate is obtained using mini-batches of device i’s local data set Di as

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i ) =

(
Id − α∇̂2fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)
∇̂fi

(
θ
(t,q)
i − α∇̂fi(θ(t,q)

i )
)
, (7)

where

∇̂fi(θ(t,q)
i ) =

1

|B(t)
i |

∑
Z∈B(t)

i

∇ℓ(θ(t,q)
i ;Z) (8)

is an estimate of the gradient of the local test loss (1) obtained from a mini-batch B(t)
i ⊆ D

(tr)
i

of data points; and the vector ∇̂fi(θ(t,q)
i − α∇̂fi(θ(t,q)

i )) and Hessian matrix ∇̂2fi(θ
(t,q)
i ) are

similarly obtained from distinct mini-batches of D(va)
i . Note that the estimate ∇̂Fi(θ) is not

unbiased, i.e., E[∇̂Fi(θ)] ̸= ∇Fi(θ) [15].

Each device i ∈ I(t) transmits the hyperparameter model difference

∆
(t)
i = θ

(t,0)
i − θ

(t,Q)
i (9)

to the server. The server aggregates the model differences to update the global hyperparameter

vector θ(t+1) as

θ(t+1) = θ(t) − 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

∆
(t)
i . (10)

The updated θ(t+1) is then broadcast to all n devices at the beginning of round t+1. The above

steps are iterated until a convergence criterion is met, as summarized in Algorithm 1.

C. Communication Model

The meta-pFL protocol in Algorithm 1 assumes ideal communication between devices and

the server. In this subsection, we present a standard over-the-air computing (AirComp) commu-

nication model that accounts for limitations imposed by wireless multiple access channels.
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Algorithm 1: Meta-pFL [15]

1 Input: Learning rate {η(t)}T−1
t=0 , adaptation learning rate α, number of local SGD steps

Q, and fraction r ∈ (0, 1] of active device;

2 Initialize θ
(0)
i = θ(0), and t = 0;

3 while t < T do

4 Server:

5 Choose a subset of rn devices I(t) uniformly at random;

6 end

7 Active devices i ∈ I(t) (in parallel):

8 Initialize θ
(t,0)
i ← θ(t) and perform Q local SGD steps via (6);

9 Calculate the hyperparameter model difference ∆
(t)
i = θ

(t,0)
i − θ

(t,Q)
i and transmit

it to the server;
10 end

11 Server:

12 Aggregate local updates by (10) and broadcast θ(t+1) to all the n devices;

13 end

14 t← t+ 1;

15 end

16 Output: θ(T )

At the t-th communication round, takes place over a block of M channel uses. Each active

device i ∈ I(t) transmits an M -dimensional vector x
(t)
i . The average transmit power E||x(t)

i ||2

must satisfy the constraint as
1

M
E∥x(t)

i ∥2 ≤ Pi, (11)

where the expectation is over the transmitted signal x(t)
i , and ∥·∥ is denoted as l2-norm in vector

space. We assume that complex channel h(t)
i = |h(t)

i |ejϕ
(t)
i between each device i ∈ [n] and the

server remains constant for the duration of a block, but may vary from block to block. All active

devices transmit simultaneously over the MAC, so that the edge server receives an M ×1 vector

given by

y(t) =
∑
i∈I(t)

h
(t)
i x

(t)
i + n(t), (12)
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where n(t) is the additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) vector with zero mean and variance

σ2
n.

As in [30], we assume ideal and noiseless communication in the downlink, given the less

constrained resources available for downlink communication at the edge server.

III. OVER-THE-AIR META-LEARNING BASED PERSONALIZED FEDERATED LEARNING

In this section, we describe the proposed implementation of meta-pFL in Algorithm 1 on

the wireless channel model described in the previous section. The analysis of convergence and

generalization of the approach will be provided in the next two sections.

A. Air-meta-pFL

As described in the previous section, in meta-pFL at each communication round t, each active

device i ∈ I(t) must communicate its local update ∆
(t)
i in (9) to the server. To this end, as in

[26], [28], [30], [45], we adopt an analog communication strategy based on sparsification, linear

compression, channel phase compensation, power scaling.

First, a k-contraction operator is applied to sparsify vector ∆
(t)
i . The k-contraction operator

Compk : Rd → Rd preserves only k entries of its input vector, while setting all other entries to

zeros, e.g., via a top-k selection or via a random selection strategy [46]. The resulting sparsified

update is given by

g
(t)
i = Compk(m

(t)
i +∆

(t)
i ), (13)

where a memory vector m(t)
i ∈ Rd is used to keep track of the accumulated errors as [44], [46]

m
(t+1)
i = m

(t)
i +

(
∆

(t)
i − g

(t)
i

)
. (14)

The sparsified hyperparameter model difference is scaled as

x̃
(t)
i =

√
ρ(t)e−jϕ

(t)
i

η(t)
g
(t)
i , (15)

where the factor e−jϕ
(t)
i is included to compensate for the phase of channel coefficient h(t)

i =

|h(t)
i |ejϕ

(t)
i , and the common scaling factor ρ(t) is chosen to meet the average power constraint

(11).

Finally, in order to reduce the dimensionality of the transmitted vector to fit the M channel

uses, each active device i ∈ I(t) projects the scaled vector x̃
(t)
i using the same M × d matrix

A(t) as

x
(t)
i = A(t)x̃

(t)
i . (16)
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Matrix A(t) is assumed to have the property that its spectral norm ∥A(t)∥2, i.e., the square root

of the maximum eigenvalue of matrix A(t)(A(t))T , satisfies the inequality ∥A(t)∥2 ≤ 1. This

condition guarantees the power constraint (11). Such a compression matrix can be generated by,

e.g., selecting M rows of any unitary matrix.

By substituting equation (16) in (12), the vector received at the server can be written as

y(t) = A(t)
∑
i∈I(t)

h
(t)
i x̃

(t)
i + n(t). (17)

The received signal y(t) is used to produce an estimate x̂(t) = E(y(t)) of the weighted sum

of updates
∑

i∈I(t) h
(t)
i x̃

(t)
i , which serves by (13)-(15) as an estimate of the sum of updates∑

i∈I(t) ∆
(t)
i . With such an estimate, the global hyperparameter is finally updated as

θ(t+1) = θ(t) − η(t)√
ρ(t)rn

x̂(t), (18)

approximating the ideal meta-pFL update (10). The proposed Air-meta-pFL is summarized in

Algorithm 2.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the convergence of the proposed Air-meta-pFL method for general

smooth and non-convex loss functions. The main goal is to understand the impact of key

parameters such as the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), the number of devices, data heterogeneity,

and the size of the communication block on the number of communication rounds needed for

convergence. The next section will highlight the different role that some of these parameters can

play in terms of generalization.

A. Assumptions

Our analysis is based on the following assumptions.

Assumption 1 (k-Contraction [44]): For a parameter 0 < k ≤ d, the k-contraction operator

used in (13) satisfies the inequality

E∥x− Compk(x)∥2 ≤
(
1− k

d

)
∥x∥2. (19)

Assumption 2 (Bounded Gradient’s Norm, Variance and Hessian’s Variance): For all i ∈ [n],

the gradient and the Hessian of the loss function ℓ(φ;Z) have bounded variance, i.e.,

EZ∼µi
∥∇ℓ(φ;Z)−∇fi(φ)∥2 ≤ σ2

G, (20)
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Algorithm 2: Air-meta-pFL

1 Input: Learning rate {η(t)}T−1
t=0 adaptation learning rate α; sizes of minibatches mB for

computing ∇̂fi(θ(t,q)
i ), ∇̂fi(θ(t,q)

i − α∇̂fi(θ(t,q)
i )), and ∇̂2fi(θ

(t,q)
i ) in (7); maximum

transmit powers {Pi}i∈[n]; sparsification rate k/d; number of local SGD steps Q;

fraction r ∈ (0, 1] of active devices; and estimator E(·);

2 Initialize t = 0, θ(0,0)
i = θ(0), and m

(0)
i = 0, for all i ∈ [n];

3 while t < T do

4 Server:

5 Chooses a subset of rn devices I(t) uniformly at random;

6 end

7 Active devices i ∈ I(t) (in parallel):

8 Initialize θ
(t,0)
i ← θ(t);

9 Perform Q local SGD steps via (6) to obtain the local hyperparameter model

difference ∆
(t)
i = θ

(t,0)
i − θ

(t,Q)
i ;

10 Sparsify: g(t)
i = Compk(m

(t)
i +∆

(t)
i ) ;

11 Memory update: m(t+1)
i = m

(t)
i +∆

(t)
i − g

(t)
i ;

12 Scale: x̃(t)
i = (

√
ρ(t)e−jϕ

(t)
i /η(t))g

(t)
i ;

13 Transmit x(t)
i = A(t)x̃

(t)
i to the server;

14 end

15 Server:

16 Receive y(t) = A(t)∑
i∈I(t) h

(t)
i x̃

(t)
i + n(t);

17 Estimate: x̂(t) = E(y(t));

18 Global update: θ(t+1) ← θ(t) − (η(t)/(
√

ρ(t)rn))x̂(t);

19 Broadcast θ(t+1) to all the n devices;

20 end

21 t← t+ 1;

22 end

23 Output: θ(T )
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EZ∼µi

∥∥∇2ℓ(φ;Z)−∇2fi(φ)
∥∥2
2
≤ σ2

H , (21)

with the norm of the gradient having also a bounded second moment given by

EZ∼µi
∥∇ℓ(φ;Z)∥2 ≤ G2. (22)

Assumption 3 (Smoothness of the Local Test Loss): For all i ∈ [n], the local test loss function

fi(·) is continuously differentiable and L-smooth such that for any pair of vectors φ and φ′ ∈ Rd,

there exists a constant LG > 0 satisfying the inequality

∥∇fi(φ)−∇fi(φ′)∥ ≤ LG∥φ−φ′∥. (23)

Furthermore, the Hessian of local test loss function fi(·) is LH-Lipschitz continuous, i.e., for all

pairs φ and φ′ ∈ Rd, we have the inequality

∥∇2fi(φ)−∇2fi(φ
′)∥2 ≤ LH∥φ−φ′∥ (24)

for some LH > 0.

Assumption 4 (Bounded Data Heterogeneity [15]): For any φ ∈ Rd, the gradient ∇fi(φ) of

the local test loss and its Hessian ∇2fi(φ) satisfy inequalities

∥∇fi(φ)−∇f(φ)∥2 ≤ γ2
G, (25)

∥∇2fi(φ)−∇2f(φ)∥22 ≤ γ2
H , (26)

where f(φ) = 1/n
∑n

i=1 fi(φ).

Assumption 5 (Estimation Error): The estimate x̂(t) = E(y(t)) of the sum of the updates∑
i∈I(t) ∆

(t) can be expressed as x̂(t) =
∑

i∈I(t) h
(t)
i x̃

(t)
i + n

(t)
est , where the estimation error n

(t)
est

has zero mean and variance

E||n(t)
est ||2 = d · v(t) (27)

for some v(t) > 0, and is uncorrelated with the signal
∑

i∈I(t) h
(t)
i x̃

(t)
i .

Note that Assumption 5 is trivially satisfied for a scheme that does not implement sparsification

and linear compression by setting the variance of the estimation error v(t) to be equal to the

channel noise power, i.e., v(t) = σ2 for all t. In the more general case, this assumption is satisfied

by applying a linear minimum mean squared error (LMMSE) estimator. It is also approximately

met by Bayesian sparse recovery algorithms [47], for which one can evaluate the estimation

error v(t) by leveraging state evolution [47], [48].

Assumption 6 (Time-Varying Channels): The channel coefficients h
(t)
i are i.i.d., with absolute

value |h(t)
i | having finite mean E[|h(t)

i |] = µh and power E[|h(t)
i |2] = σ2

h.
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B. Convergence Analysis with Constant Learning Rates

Under the assumptions listed above, the following convergence result holds for Air-meta-pFL

with constant learning rates, i.e., with α(t) = α for the inner SGD update (4) and with η(t) = η

for the outer SGD update (6). As we will see, fixed learning rates yield a convergence rate of

the order O(1/
√
T ) in the number of communication rounds T , while exhibiting an error floor.

The next subsection will show that the error floor can be eliminated via adaptive learning rates,

but at the cost of a slower convergence rate.

Theorem 4.1 (Convergence with Constant Learning Rate): Under Assumptions 1-6, let {θ(t)}T−1
t=0

be the iterates generated by Air-meta-pFL (Algorithm 2) with constant learning rates α(t) = α ∈

(0, 1/LG] and η(t) = η that satisfies the inequalities

η ∈
{
η : 0 < η ≤ 1

10QLF

, 60η2Q2L2
F + 80η3

σ2
h

µh

Q3L3
F + 2η

σ2
h

µh

QLF ≤
1

8

}
. (28)

Then, on average over the randomness of SGD, sparsification, device selection, fading, and

channel noise, Air-meta-pFL satisfies the following inequality

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 ≤ C0

ηT
+ η(Cn + Cv) + η2(CF + CΛ) + Cα, (29)

where

C0 =
8(F (θ(0))− F ∗)

µhQ︸ ︷︷ ︸
Initialization error

, Cα =
48α2L2σ2

G

mB︸ ︷︷ ︸
Inner SGD error

,

Cv =
16dLFQG2(Λ + 1)

r2n2µhMPmin

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

v(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Estimation error

,

Cn =
16QLF

µh

(
σ2
hσ

2
F +

(
1

rn
σ2
h +

rn− 1

rn
µ2
h

)
γ2
F

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Outer-SGD error & data heterogeneity

,

CF = (480Q2L2
F +

σ2
h

µh

640Q3L2
F )(σ

2
F + γ2

F )︸ ︷︷ ︸
Outer-SGD error & data heterogeneity

,

CΛ = 32µ2
hQ

2L2
FΛ

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2︸ ︷︷ ︸

Sparsification error

,

where we have defined λ = k/d, LF = 4L+αLHG, γ2
F = 3G2α2γ2

H +192γ2
G, Λ = (1−λ)(1+1/c)

1−(1−λ)(1+c)

with 0 < c < λ
1−λ

, σ2
F = 12B2σ2

H
α2

4mB
+12σ2

G

(
1+(αLG)2

mB

)(
1 + σ2

H
α2

4mB

)
, and Pmin = mini∈[n] Pi.
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Proof: The proof is provided in Appendix B.

As anticipated, the bound in (29) indicates a convergence to a bounded error with a rate

O(1/
√
T ) by setting η with the order O(1/

√
T ). The error floor Cα depends on the adaptation

learning rate α used in the inner adaptation SGD update (4), as well as on the variance σ2
G of

the corresponding gradient. At convergence, the performance is thus limited by the noise in the

adaptation step, which can be reduced by increasing the corresponding mini-batch size mB.

The convergence speed, determined by the term scaling as 1/
√
T is dictated by: (i) The term

C0, which accounts for the initialization error; (ii) The term Cn, which depends on the SGD

error on the outer update (6) for the hyperparameter vector, increasing with the number Q of

outer update steps and with data heterogeneity via parameter γF ; and (iii) by the term Cv, which

depends on the variance of the estimation error v(t) due to channel noise, sparsification, and

linear compression. This latter term decreases with the number of active devices rn, with the

block size M , and with the SNR via the power Pmin, while increasing with the level of data

heterogeneity.

The bound (29) also includes a faster contribution that scales as O(1/T ) with η set as the

order O(1/
√
T ). In a manner similar to the part decreasing as O(1/

√
T ), this contribution is

determined by the SGD error on the hyperparameter update, on data heterogeneity, and on the

sparsification error. In particular, the term CF increases with the variance σ2
F of the outer-SGD

updates, with the level of data heterogeneity γ2
F , and with the number Q of updates; while

the term CΛ decreases with k, and with the number Q of updates, while decreasing with the

mini-batch size mB.

C. Convergence Analysis with Adaptive Learning Rates

The following Theorem provides an asymptotic analysis of the convergence based on adaptive

learning rates. A suitable choice of decreasing learning rates can remove the error floor in (29)

due to the noise in the adaptation step, but at the cost of a slower learning rate.

Theorem 4.2 (Convergence with Adaptive Learning Rate): Under Assumptions 1-6, let {θ(t)}T−1
t=0

be iterates generated according to Air-meta-pFL (Algorithm 2) with an inner learning rate

α(t) = ξ′/(a′ + t) ∈ (0, 1/LG] and an outer learning rate η(t) = ξ/(a + t) that satisfies

0 < η(0) ≤ 1
10QLF

and 60(η(0))2Q2L2
F + 80(η(0))3

σ2
h

µh
Q3L3

F + 2η(0)
σ2
h

µh
QLF ≤ 1

8
Then, on average
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over the randomness of SGD, sparsification, device selection, fading, and channel noise, Air-

meta-pFL satisfies the following inequality

min
t=0,1,...,T−1

E∥∇F (θt)∥2 ≤
Cada

ξ ln(T+a−1
a

)
, (30)

where

Cada =
8F (θ(0))− F ∗

µhQ︸ ︷︷ ︸
Initialization error

+
48LGσ

2
G

mB

(ξ′)2

a′ − 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Inner SGD error

+64µ2
hQ

2L2
FG

2 C

λ2

(
1 +

σ2
H

L2
GmB

)
ξ3

(a− 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Sparsification error

+
4dLFQG2(1 +

σ2
H

L2
GmB

)( C
λ2 + 2)

r2n2µhMPmin

ξ2

(a− 1)
max

t
v(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Estimation error

+

(
480Q2L2

F + 640Q3L2
F

σ2
h

µh

)
(σ2

F + γ2
F )

ξ3

(a− 1)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
Outer-SGD error & data heterogeneity

+
16QLF ξ

2

µh(a− 1)

(
σ2
hσ

2
F +

(
1

rn
σ2
h +

rn− 1

rn
µ2
h

)
γ2
F

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Outer-SGD error & data heterogeneity

, (31)

where LF , γ2
F , σ2

F , and Pmin are defined as in Theorem 4.1, and C is a constant satisfying the

inequality C ≥ 4aλ(1−λ2)
aλ−4Q

.

Proof: The sketch proof is provided in Appendix B.

This result indicates that Air-meta-pFL converges with rate O(1/ ln(T )) when choosing adap-

tive learning rates as decaying O(1/t) over the communication round index t. The constant Cada

in (30) depends on the same factors as the constants in (29). In particular, the term Cada decreases

with the effective SNR level Pmin/v
(t), the number of active devices rn, and the block size M ,

while increasing with the level of the data heterogeneity γ2
F .

V. GENERALIZATION ANALYSIS

Air-meta-pFL aims at finding a shared pre-trained vector θ that supports the design of ef-

fective fine-tuned models φ via an SGD base learner at the device. The previous section took

an optimization perspective, addressing the convergence of the protocol to stationary points

of the meta-training loss minimization problem (5). However, convergence does not provide

any guarantee in terms of test performance. In fact, improving the accuracy of a solution to

problem (5) may harm the test performance due to overfitting. To provide a more complete

assessment of the performance of Air-meta-pFL, in this section, we analyze the generalization

performance. As we will argue, communication-related variables, such as received SNR, number

of active devices, and number of channel uses, may play opposite roles when viewed through
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the lenses of convergence and of generalization. This analysis will highlight the emergence of a

possible trade-off between convergence and generalization, which will be further studied in Sec.

VI via numerical results.

A. Meta-Generalization Error

As in the generalization analysis of MAML [43], we study the generalization performance of

Air-meta-pFL in terms of the local test loss experienced by a new device that did not participate

in the federated learning process. Recalling that each device is characterized by a data distribution

µ ∼ τ , let us write the corresponding meta-test loss (2) for the new device directly as a function

of the data-generation distribution µ as the expectation

Fµ(θ) = ED∼µEφ∼Pφ|θ,DEZ∼µ[ℓ(φ;Z)]. (32)

Accordingly, the expected meta-test loss for the new device is defined as

F̄τ (θ) ≜ Eµ∼τ [Fµ(θ)], (33)

which is averaged over the possible local distributions µ.

Generalization is measured via the expected gap between meta-training loss F̂D1:n(θ) optimized

by meta-pFL as per problem (5) and the target meta-test loss F̄τ (θ). If this gap is small, then

convergence to a solution of problem (5) does indeed enforce a good generalization performance,

while this is not the case otherwise. The resulted meta-generalization error is defined as

∆τ ≜ ED1:n,θ[F̄τ (θ)− F̂D1:n(θ)], (34)

where the average is over the distribution of the global data set D1:n and of the pre-trained vector

θ produced by the federated learning process based on the global data set D1:n. We write the

conditioned distribution of the pre-trained vector given the global data set D1:n as Pθ|D1:n . The

conditioned distribution Pθ|D1:n describe the overall operation of the protocol.

An upper bound on the meta-generalization error ∆τ in (34) would provide a measure of

the discrepancy between the meta-training loss in (5), which is optimized by the protocol, and

the target meta-test loss. In light of this, in the following subsections, we aim to analyze the

generalization of the proposed Air-meta-pFL by deriving an upper bound of the error defined in

(34).
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B. Assumptions

The generalization analysis requires the following additional assumptions.

Assumption 7 (Sub-Gaussian Per-task Training Loss [42]): For all hyperparameters θ ∈ Rd,

the per-task training loss function

L(θ|D) ≜ 1

m(va)

∑
Z∈D(va)

ℓ

(
θ − α

m(tr)

∑
Z∈D(tr)

∇ℓ(θ;Z);Z
)

(35)

is σ2-sub-Gaussian, where randomness is due to the dependence on the local data set D ∼ µm.

Assumption 7 is automatically satisfied if the loss function ℓ(·; ·) satisfies the inequality a ≤

ℓ(·; ·) ≤ b with σ2 = (b− a)2/4.

Assumption 8 (Independent Mini-Batches): The mini-batch sampling strategy for calculating

the SGD in (6) is such that the selected mini-batch is independent of the hyperparameter θ(t,q)
i ,

and of mini-batches of previous rounds for all t ∈ {0, 1, ..., T − 1}, q ∈ {0, 1, ..., Q− 1} and all

devices i ∈ [n].

Assumption 9 (Bounded Sparsified Updates): For all i ∈ [n] and t ∈ {0, 1, ..., T − 1}, there

exists a constant ϵg > 0 such that the expected square norm of the sparsified update (13) satisfies

the inequality E∥g(t)
i ∥2 ≥ η2ϵg, where η is the learning rate in (6).

C. Generalization Analysis

To start, we review the following lemma derived in [42], which bounds the meta-generalization

error in (34) for any protocol described by a conditioned distribution Pθ|D1:n via the mutual

information I(θ;D1:n) between the pre-trained vector θ and the training data set D1:n.

Lemma 5.1 (Theorem 1, [42]): Under Assumption 7, for any protocol, characterized by a

conditional distribution Pθ|D1:n , the meta-generalization error ∆τ in (34) satisfies the inequality

|∆τ | ≤
√

2σ2

n
I(θ;D1:n). (36)

Lemma 5.1 suggests that a smaller correlation between pre-trained vector θ and training

data sets D1:n, and thus smaller mutual information I(θ;D1:n), improve the generalization

performance. This is because a smaller correlation entails a more limited sensitivity to the

specific realization of the training data. In the following theorem, we will explicitly evaluate

the bound (36) for Air-meta-pFL by considering constant learning rates α(t) = α and η(t) = η

and by setting for simplicity the number of local SGD steps Q = 1. The main aim is to obtain

insights into the impact of communication parameters on generalization.
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Theorem 5.1 (Generalization of Air-meta-pFL): Under Assumptions 2, 3, 5, 7, 8 and 9, the

meta-generalization error of Air-meta-pFL satisfies the following inequality

|∆τ | ≤

√√√√dσ2

n

T−1∑
t=0

log

(
1 +

MPmaxrnCg

∑
i∈I(t) |h(t)

i |2
dv(t)ϵg

)
, (37)

where Cg = 4Λ
(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2 + 6(σ2

F + γ2
F + (1 + αLG)

2G2), Pmax = maxi∈[n] Pi

and Λ = (1−λ)(1+1/c)
1−(1−λ)(1+c)

with λ = k/d and 0 < c < λ
1−λ

.

Proof: See Appendix C.

The bound in (37) provides insights into the impact of the number of active devices rn, of

the available communication resources, and of data heterogeneity on generalization. Like the

convergence bound (29), the generalization bound in (37) increases with the variance σ2
F of the

outer stochastic gradient, as well as with the level of data heterogeneity via the parameter γ2
F .

However, the impact of the communication parameters on generalization is significantly different

as compared to convergence.

First, linear compression via the choice of a small ratio M/d results in a better generalization

performance. Second, setting Pmin = Pmax = P for simplicity, the generalization bound in (37)

demonstrates that a large SNR P/v(t) increases the generalization bound, thus decreasing the

performance. In contrast, the convergence bound in (29) decreases with M/d and the SNR.

Intuitively, this result stems from the fact that an increased disturbance on the communica-

tion channel decreases the correlation between training data and pre-trained vector θ, possibly

reducing overfitting.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, numerical experiments are conducted to validate the performance of the

proposed Air-meta-pFL protocol, as well as the convergence and generalization analysis presented

in the previous sections.

A. Experimental Settings

We adopt the Omniglot data set, which contains 1643 characters, considered as classes, with

each class having p = 20 instances drawn by different persons, amounting to 32860 instances in

total [33], [43], [49]. We employ n = 9 devices for pFL training and ntest = 3 additional devices

for evaluation of the generalization performance. All devices are assigned non-i.i.d. local data

sets.
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TABLE I

EXPERIMENTAL PARAMETERS

Parameter Value Parameter Value

Mini-batch size mB = 32 N -way N = 5

Local SGD
Q = 5 for convergence analysis

Q = 1 for generalization analysis
K-shot K = 8

Number of devices for training n = 9 Compression rate M/d = 0.4

Number of devices for test ntest = 3 Sparsification rate k/d = 0.04

Fraction of active device
r = 0.3 for convergence analysis

r = 1 for generalization analysis
Received SNR 19 dB

Number of global rounds T = 200 Channel fading Rayleigh fading

Meta-learning rate η(t) = η = 0.4 Estimator E(·) OAMP with 20 iterations [47]

Inner learning rate α(t) = α = 0.4 Max. # Monte Carlo trials 100

Specifically, our experiment adopt the N -way K-shot classification protocol as follows [33].

The task of each training device i ∈ [n] is to distinguish among N different classes, selected

out of a set of 0 ≤ mc ≤ 1643 classes specific to each device, given K instances of each of the

N classes. Performance is then assessed by the test accuracy for classification of instances on

newly N selected classes within the device-specific mc classes. For each training device i ∈ [n],

mc different characters (classes) are drawn uniformly without replacement from Omniglot. The

data set Di includes p = 20 instances for each of the mc classes. The local data sets for the

ntest test devices are generated following the same procedure. Accordingly, the level of data

heterogeneity across devices decreases with mc. In our experiment, we set N = 5 and K = 8.

At each communication round t, each active device i ∈ I(t) randomly chooses a mini-batch

mB = 32 N -way K-shot tasks from data set Di for inner update and another mB = 32 tasks for

outer update. The tasks are obtained by selecting N classes uniformly at random from the mc

available classes. The meta-test loss F̄τ (θ) and test accuracy are averaged over 1000 different

N -way K-shot tasks of each test device, and over ntest test devices.

We employed a CNN network architecture comprising several modules. The initial three

modules share identical structures, each featuring a 3 × 3 2D convolution layer with 64 filters

and a stride of 2, followed by a Relu activation layer and batch normalization (BN). The fourth

module consists of a 2× 2 2D convolution layer with 64 filters and a stride of 1, along with a

Relu activation layer and BN. This feature map with shape 64 × 1 × 1 is then fed into a fully



20

0 200 400 600 800 1000
Global round index T

0.025

0.050

0.075

0.100

0.125

0.150

0.175

0.200

St
at

io
na

ry
 c

on
ve

rg
en

ce
 e

rr
or

Air-meta-pFL (mc = 136)
Air-meta-pFL (mc = 10)
Meta-pFL (mc = 136)
Meta-pFL (mc = 10)

Fig. 2. Stationary convergence error, i.e., square norm of the gradient of the meta-training loss, versus global round t for

meta-pFL, which assumes ideal communication, and for Air-meta-pFL. The shaded error bars correspond to intervals covering

95% of the realized values, obtained from the 10 Monte Carlo trials.

connected layer with 5 nodes. This CNN model results in d = 91781 parameters.

For the communication setup, we consider the block-flat Rayleigh fading channel, i.e., h(t)
i ∼

CN (0, 1) in (12), and control the received SNR to be approximately equal to 19 dB. The number

of available channel uses for each device is set as M = 0.4d. Unless otherwise noted, the

experimental parameters of the Air-meta-pFL are summarized in Table I.

B. Convergence Analysis

We first study the convergence to stationary solution of the meta-training loss by evaluating

the average square norm gradients of the meta-training loss, 1/T
∑T−1

t=0 E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2, versus

the communication round T with two different values of mc in Fig. 2. We refer to this quantity

as the stationary convergence error. It is observed that the stationary convergence error of Air-

meta-pFL decreases down to a value similar to PerFedAvg, which assumes ideal communications.

Moreover, as predicted by Theorem 4.1, a larger heterogeneity, i.e., smaller mc, leads to a slower

convergence.

We further evaluate the stationary convergence error as a function of the received SNR in

Fig. 3. In line with Theorem 4.1, the error decreases with the SNR, yielding the same performance

as the idealized meta-pFL scheme.

Finally, we compare the test accuracy on the test devices for Air-meta-pFL and meta-pFL

versus the communication round T in Fig. 4. Air-meta-pFL is observed to achieve performance
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Fig. 3. Stationary convergence error versus received SNR for Air-meta-pFL and meta-pFL.

comparable to meta-pFL despite the limitations imposed by wireless communication. As sug-

gested by the generalization bound and the convergence bound, Fig. 4 shows a large heterogeneity

level, i.e., a smaller mc, deteriorates the learning performance.
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Fig. 4. Test accuracy versus global round t for Air-meta-pFL and meta-pFL.

C. Generalization Analysis

Next, we conduct experiments to validate the insights obtained by the generalization analysis

in Theorem 5.1. To this end, the meta-generalization error ∆τ in (34) is calculated as the

difference between the expected meta-test loss Eθ[F̄τ (θ)] and the expected meta-training loss
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ED1:n,θ[F̂D1:n(θ)]. The meta-training loss F̂D1:n(θ) and the meta-test loss F̄τ (θ) are both averaged

over the shared parameter θ via Monte Carlo trials.
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Fig. 5. Meta-generalization error |∆τ | versus the received SNR for Air-meta-pFL and meta-pFL.
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Fig. 6. Meta-generalization error |∆τ | versus communication overhead M/d with compression rate equal to k/d = 0.04 for

Air-meta-pFL and meta-pFL.

We focus on the impact of communication impairments on the generalization error ∆τ for

different levels of heterogeneity. Fig. 5 shows the absolute value of meta-generalization error

|∆τ | versus the received SNR with the ratio between the number of preserved parameters via

top-k and the number of parameters given by k/d = 0.06 and the ratio between the number of

channel uses and the number of parameters given by M/d = 0.8. This result shows that, in line

with Theorem 5.1, increasing the received SNR entails a larger meta-generalization error ∆τ ,



23

which also increases with the level of heterogeneity. Thus, communication noise will potentially

mitigate overfitting. In fact, for a large mc, Air-meta-pFL may even outperform meta-pFL in

terms of generalization, owing to the beneficial effects of channel noise.

Fig. 6 shows the absolute value of meta-generalization error, |∆τ |, versus the communication

overhead rate M/d with k/d = 0.06. Confirming the prediction of Theorem 5.1, increasing M/d

leads to smaller estimation errors, allowing Air-meta-pFL to approach, and potentially surpass,

the performance of meta-pFL.
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Fig. 7. Generalization-convergence trade-off by varying: (a) the number of training devices n; and (b) the communication

overhead M/d with mc = 136.

D. Convergence-Generalization Trade-Off

In this subsection, we finally conduct experiments aiming to elucidate the convergence-generalization

trade-off. To this end, Fig. 7 shows the meta-generalization error, |∆τ |, versus the stationary con-

vergence error, 1/T
∑T−1

t=0 E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2, where we set mc = 136. In Fig. 7(a), the trade-off is

traced by varying the number of training devices n, while in Fig. 7(b), we vary the communication

overhead M/d. From Fig. 7(a), as indicated by Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 5.1, increasing the

number of training devices n benefits both generalization and convergence. In contrast, from

Fig. 7(b), as also reflected by the theorems, the meta-generalization error increases, while the

stationary convergence error decreases with M/d. This highlights the different roles played by

the communication parameters on convergence and generalization. In this regard, communication

impairments play a regularizing effect on generalization, while negatively affecting convergence.
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VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied a wireless implementation of meta-pFL, a formalized framework of

customizing pre-trained models to new agents and tasks using distributed data sets in a federated

way. Aiming for an efficient use of the shared wireless resources, we introduced a wireless

protocol that leverages over-the-air computing, model sparsification, and linear compression,

along with an error-compensation mechanism. The main result of this paper is the derivation of

bounds on convergence and generalization error, with generalization referring to the performance

upon fine-tuning on new users and tasks. The analysis offers insights into the trade-off between

convergence and generalization, as wireless impairments may compromise convergence, while

potentially enhancing generalization. Future work may investigate applications to LLMs, as well

as fully decentralized implementations.

APPENDIX

A. Important Lemmas

In this subsection we provide several important lemmas for the proofs.

Lemma A.1 (Young’s inequality): For any a, b ∈ Rd and ϵ > 0, we have

| ⟨a, b⟩ | ≤ ϵ

2
∥a∥2 + 1

2ϵ
∥b∥2.

Lemma A.2 (Lemma 4.2 in [15]): Suppose that Assumption 2 and 3 are satisfied and α ∈

(0, 1/LG], the local loss Fi(θ) ≜ fi(θ−α∇fi(θ)) is smooth with parameter LF = 4L+αLHG.

Lemma A.3 (Lemma 4.3 in [15]): The estimate ∇̂Fi(θ) (c.f. (7)) is computed using indepen-

dent batches with the same size mB. Suppose that Assumption 2 and 3 satisfied, then for any

α ∈ (0, 1/LG], i ∈ [n] and w ∈ Rd, we have∥∥∥E [∇̂Fi(w)−∇Fi(w)
]∥∥∥2 ≤ 4α2L2

Gσ
2
G

mB

,

and

E
[∥∥∥∇̂Fi(w)−∇Fi(w)

∥∥∥2] ≤ σ2
F ≜ 12σ2

G

(
1

mB

+
(αLG)

2

mB

)(
1 + σ2

H

α2

4mB

)
+ 12G2σ2

H

α2

4mB

,

where the expectation is over the randomness of SGD.

Lemma A.4 (Lemma 4.4 in [15]): Suppose that Assumptions 2-4 are satisfied, for any α ∈

(0, 1/LG], we have

∥∇Fi(w)−∇F (w)∥2 ≤ γ2
F := 3G2α2γ2

H + 192γ2
G.
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Lemma A.5: For all i ∈ [n], t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T −1} and q ∈ {0, 1, . . . , Q−1}, with independent

mini-batches B(t,q)
i ,B′(t,q)

i , and B′′(t,q)
i ⊆ Di of the same size mB, the expected square norm of

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i ) is bounded by

E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2 ≤ 2

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2.

Proof: For any i ∈ [n] and θ ∈ Rd, we have

∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥ =

∥∥∥∥(Id − α∇2fi(θ
(t,q)
i ) + ei)∇̂fi

(
θ
(t,q)
i − α∇fi(θ(t,q)

i ,B(t,q)
i ),B′(t,q)

i

)∥∥∥∥
≤ ∥Id − α∇2fi(θ

(t,q)
i ) + ei∥2

∥∥∥∇̂fi (θ(t,q)
i − α∇fi(θ(t,q)

i ,B(t,q)
i ),B′(t,q)

i

)∥∥∥ , (38)

where ei = α(∇2fi(θ
(t,q)
i )−∇̂2fi(θ

(t,q)
i ,B′′(t,q)

i )). By Assumption 2, E∥ei∥22 ≤ α2σ2
H/mB. Then

we have,

E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2 (39)

(a)

≤ E
[(

2∥Id − α∇2fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥22 + 2∥ei∥22

)∥∥∥∇̂fi (θ(t,q)
i − α∇fi(θ(t,q)

i ,B(t,q)
i ),B′(t,q)

i

)∥∥∥2 ]
(b)
=
(
2∥Id − α∇2fi(θ

(t,q)
i )∥2 + 2E∥ei∥2

)
E
∥∥∥∇̂fi (θ(t,q)

i − α∇fi(θ(t,q)
i ,B(t,q)

i ),B′(t,q)
i

)∥∥∥2
(c)

≤ 2

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2, (40)

where (a) is followed by Jensen’s inequality, (b) is due to the independence between B(t,q)
i ,B′(t,q)

i ,

and B′′(t,q)
i , (c) is follwed by Assumption 2 and 3, and ∥Id − α∇2fi(θ

(t,q)
i )∥2 ≤ ∥Id∥2 +

∥α∇2fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2 ≤ 1 + αLG.

Lemma A.6: For η ≤ 1
10QLF

, we have

E∥θ(t,q)
i − θ(t)∥2 ≤ 40Q2η2(σ2

F + γ2
F ) + 40Q2η2E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2.

Proof:

E∥θ(t,q)
i − θ(t)∥2 (41)

= E∥θ(t,q−1)
i − θ(t) − η∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q−1)
i )∥2

(a)

≤
(
1 +

1

2Q− 1

)
E∥θ(t,q−1)

i − θ(t)∥2 + 2QE∥η∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q−1)
i )∥2

=

(
1 +

1

2Q− 1

)
E∥θ(t,q−1)

i − θ(t)∥2 + 2Qη2E
∥∥∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q−1)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q−1)
i ) +∇Fi(θ

(t,q−1)
i )

+∇Fi(θ
(t))−∇Fi(θ

(t)) +∇F (θ(t))−∇F (θ(t))
∥∥2
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(b)

≤
(
1 +

1

2Q− 1

)
E∥θ(t,q−1)

i − θ(t)∥2 + 8Qη2E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q−1)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q−1)
i )∥2

+ 8Qη2
(
E∥∇Fi(θ

(t,q−1)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t))∥2 + ∥∇Fi(θ
(t))−∇F (θ(t))∥2 + ∥∇F (θ(t))∥2

)
(c)

≤
(
1 +

1

2Q− 1
+ 8Qη2L2

F

)
E∥θ(t,q−1)

i − θ(t)∥2 + 8Qη2σ2
F + 8Qη2γ2

F + 8Qη2∥∇F (θ(t))∥2,

(42)

where (a) and (b) are followed by Lemma A.1, (c) is due to Lemma A.2, Lemma A.3 and

Lemma A.4. Let η ≤ 1
10QLF

, which implies 1
2Q−1

+ 8
100Q
≤ 1

Q−1
for any Q > 1. Then, we have

E∥θ(t,q)
i − θ(t)∥2

≤
(
1 +

1

Q− 1

)
E∥θ(t,q−1)

i − θ(t)∥2 + 8Qη2σ2
F + 8Qη2γ2

F + 8Qη2∥∇F (θ(t))∥2

≤
Q−1∑
q=0

(
1 +

1

Q− 1

)q (
8Qη2(σ2

F + γ2
F

)
+ 8Qη2∥∇F (θ(t))∥2)

≤ (Q− 1)

[(
1 +

1

Q− 1

)Q

− 1

](
8Qη2(σ2

F + γ2
F ) + 8Qη2∥∇F (θ(t))∥2

)
≤ 40Q2η2(σ2

F + γ2
F ) + 40Q2η2∥∇F (θ(t))∥2, (43)

where the last inequality is due to (1 + 1
Q−1

)Q ≤ 5 for all Q > 1. When Q = 1, the bound is

trivially satisfied since θ
(t,Q−1)
i = θ

(t,0)
i = θ(t).

Lemma A.7: For all i ∈ [n] and t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T − 1}, the expcted suare norm of the memory

vector m(t)
i is bounded by

E∥m(t)
i ∥2 ≤ 2η2ΛQ2

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2,

where Λ =
(1−λ)(1+ 1

c
)

1−(1−λ)(1+c)
and 0 < c < λ

1−λ
with λ = k

d
.

Proof:

E∥m(t+1)
i ∥2

= E∥m(t)
i +∆

(t)
i − g

(t)
i ∥2

≤ (1− λ)E∥m(t)
i +∆

(t)
i ∥2

(a)

≤ (1− λ)(1 + c)E∥m(t)
i ∥2 + (1− λ)(1 +

1

c
)E∥∆(t)

i ∥2

(b)

≤ (1− λ)(1 + c)E∥m(t)
i ∥2 + (1− λ)(1 +

1

c
)η2Q

Q−1∑
q=0

E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2,
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(c)

≤ (1− λ)(1 + c)E∥m(t)
i ∥2 + (1− λ)(1 +

1

c
) η2Q2

(
2(1 + αLG)

2 + 2
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜G̃2

≤ (1− λ)(1 +
1

c
)G̃2

∞∑
j=0

[(1− λ)(1 + c)]j. (44)

where (a) is followed by Lemma A.1 for any τ > 0, (b) is followed by Jensen’s inequality and

(c) is followed by Lemma A.5. Let 0 < c < λ
1−λ

such that (1− λ)(1 + c) < 1 and
∞∑
j=0

[(1− λ)(1 + c)]j =
1

1− (1− λ)(1 + c)
, (45)

which yields the result by defining Λ =
(1−λ)(1+ 1

c
)

1−(1−λ)(1+c)
.

Lemma A.8: Considering the the power constraint (1/M)E∥(
√
ρ(t)/η)g

(t)
i ∥2 ≤ Pi, we have,

for t ∈ {0, 1, . . . , T − 1},

1

ρ(t)
≤ 4Q2G2(Λ + 1)

MPmin

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
.

Proof: Note that E∥
√

ρ(t)

η
g
(t)
i ∥2 =

ρ(t)

η2
E∥g(t)

i ∥2 ≤MPi. Define

ρ = min
t

min
i

η2MPi

E∥g(t)
i ∥2

such that ρt > ρ. Define Pmin = mini∈[n] Pi. Then, we have

1

ρ
= max

t
max

i

E∥g(t)
i ∥2

η2MPi

(a)

≤ max
t

max
i

E∥m(t)
i +∆

(t)
i ∥2

η2MPi

≤ 2

η2MPmin

max
t,i

(
E∥m(t)

i ∥2 + E∥∆(t)
i ∥2

)
≤ 2

η2MPmin

max
t,i

(
E∥m(t)

i ∥2 +Qη2
Q−1∑
q=0

E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2

)
(b)

≤ 4Q2G2(Λ + 1)

MPmin

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
, (46)

where (a) is due to the fact that ∥Compk(x)∥2 ≤ ∥x∥2, and (b) is followed by Lemma A.7 and

A.5. The above inequality yields the desired result.
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B. Proofs of Theorem 4.1 and Theorem 4.2

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is based on the perturbed iterate analysis as in [44]. To this end,

we define the maintained virtual sequence {θ̂
(t)
}t=0,...,T as follows:

θ̂
(t+1)

= θ̂
(t)
− 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(i)
t |∆

(t)
i −

η(t)√
ρ(t)

n
(t)
est

 , (47)

where θ̂
(0)

= θ(0). The relation between the true sequence {θ(t)}t=0,...,T and the virtual sequence

{θ̂
(t)
}t=0,...,T is given by the following Lemma A.9.

Lemma A.9: The true sequence {θ(t)}t=0,...,T and the virtual sequence {θ̃(t)}t=0,...,T satisfy

the following equality: E[θ(t) − θ̂
(t)
] = (µh/n)

∑n
i=1m

(t)
i , where the expectation is over the

randomness of channel gain and device selection.

Proof: Following the Assumption 5 and the global update (18), we have

E[θ(t+1) − θ̂
(t+1)

]

= E

[
θ(t) − 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(i)
t |g

(t)
i −

η(t)√
ρ(t)

n
(t)
est

− θ̂
(t)

+
1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(i)
t |∆

(t)
i −

η(t)√
ρ(t)

n
(t)
est

]

= θ(t) − θ̂
(t)

+ E

 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(i)
t |(∆

(t)
i − g

(t)
i )


(a)
= θ(t) − θ̂

(t)
+

µh

n

n∑
i=1

(∆
(t)
i − g

(t)
i )

=
µh

n

n∑
i=1

t∑
j=0

(∆
(j)
i − g

(j)
i )

(b)
=

µh

n

n∑
i=1

m
(t+1)
i , (48)

where (a) is followed by the tower rule and (b) is due to the memory update rule (c.f. (14)).

Recording the definition of global loss function F (θ) and the global update rule, we consider

the perturbed sequence and begin the derivation by Lemma A.2, i.e., for any t = 0, 1, . . . , T −1,

we have

F (θ̂
(t+1)

) ≤ F (θ̂
(t)
)−

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),

1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i +

η√
ρ(t)

n
(t)
est

〉

+
LF

2

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i +

η√
ρ(t)

n
(t)
est

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

. (49)
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Taking expectation on (49) over the estimate error n(t)
est and following Assumption 5 yield

En

[
F (θ̂

(t+1)
)
]
≤ F (θ̂

(t)
)−

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),

1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i

〉

+
LF

2

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
LFη

2

2ρ(t)
dv(t)

r2n2
. (50)

In the following, our target is to bound the inner-product term and the square norm term. First,

we consider the inner-product term and take expectation over SGD, device sampling, random

sparsification, and channel fading conditioned on time t, yielding

− E

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),

1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i

〉

(a)
= −

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),
ηµh

n

n∑
i=1

E

[
Q−1∑
q=0

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )

]〉

=−

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),
ηµh

n

n∑
i=1

E

[
Q−1∑
q=0

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )−Q∇Fi(θ̂

(t)
) +Q∇Fi(θ̂

(t)
)

]〉

(b)
= − ηµhQ∥∇F (θ̂

(t)
)∥2 − ηµh

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),
1

n

n∑
i=1

E

[
Q−1∑
q=0

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )−Q∇Fi(θ̂

(t)
)

]〉
(c)

≤ − ηµhQ

2
∥∇F (θ̂

(t)
)∥2 + ηµh

2Q

∥∥∥∥∥ 1n
n∑

i=1

E

[
Q−1∑
q=0

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )−Q∇F (θ̂

(t)
)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (51)

where (a) is followed tower rule, (b) is due to the definition of F (θ) ≜ 1/n
∑n

i=1 Fi(θ), and

(c) is followed by Young’s inequality (c.f. Lemma A.1). Then we bound the last term in (51) as

follows:∥∥∥∥∥ 1n
n∑

i=1

E

[
Q−1∑
q=0

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )−Q∇F (θ̂

(t)
)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
Q−1∑
q=0

∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )−Q∇F (θ̂

(t)
)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥E[Q−1∑
q=0

(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i ) +∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t)) +∇Fi(θ
(t))−∇F (θ̂

(t)
)
)]∥∥∥∥2

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
3

∥∥∥∥E[Q−1∑
q=0

(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)]∥∥∥∥2 + 3

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
Q−1∑
q=0

(
∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t))
)]∥∥∥∥∥

2
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+ 3

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
Q−1∑
q=0

(
∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ̂
(t)
)
)]∥∥∥∥∥

2)
(b)

≤ 1

n

n∑
i=1

(
12α2Q2L2σ2

G

mB

+ 3L2
FQ

Q−1∑
q=0

E∥θ(t) − θ
(t,q)
i ∥2 + 3L2

FQ
2E∥θ(t) − θ̂

(t)
∥2
)
, (52)

where (a) is followed by Jensen’s inequality and (b) is followed by Lemma A.2, Lemma A.3,

and Jensen’s inequality. The relation between ∥∇F (θ̂
(t)
)∥2 and ∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 is given by

∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 ≤ 2∥∇F (θ(t))−∇F (θ̂
(t)
)∥2 + 2∥∇F (θ̂

(t)
)∥2

≤ 2L2
F∥θ(t) − θ̂

(t)
∥2 + 2∥∇F (θ̂

(t)
)∥2. (53)

Combining (51) with (52) and (53) yields

− E

〈
∇F (θ̂

(t)
),

1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i

〉

≤− ηµhQ

4
∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 + 6ηµhα

2QL2σ2
G

mB

+
3

2
ηµhL

2
F

1

n

n∑
i=1

Q−1∑
q=0

E∥θ(t) − θ
(t,q)
i ∥2

+ 2ηµhQL2
FE∥θ(t) − θ̂

(t)
∥2

(a)
= − ηµhQ

4
∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 + 6ηµhα

2QL2σ2
G

mB

+
3

2
ηµhL

2
F

1

n

n∑
i=1

Q−1∑
q=0

E∥θ(t) − θ
(t,q)
i ∥2

+ 2ηµhQL2
FE

∥∥∥∥∥µh

n

n∑
i=1

m
(t)
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)

≤ − ηµhQ

4
∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 + 6ηµhα

2QL2σ2
G

mB

+ 4η3µ3
hQ

3L2
FΛ

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2

+
3

2
η3µhQ

3L2
F (40(σ

2
F + γ2

F ) + 40E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2), (54)

where (a) is followed by Lemma A.9 and (b) is followed by Lemma A.7 and Lemma A.6.

Then, we consider the square norm term in (50) by taking expectation over SGD, device

sampling, random sparsification, and channel fading conditioned on time t, i.e.,

LF

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
η2LF

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |

Q−1∑
q=0

(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
2
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(a)

≤ η2QLF

2

Q−1∑
q=0

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
η2QLF

2

Q−1∑
q=0

E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i ) +∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t))

+∇Fi(θ
(t))−∇F (θ(t)) +∇F (θ(t))

)∥∥∥∥2
≤η2QLF

2

Q−1∑
q=0

(
4E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)∥∥∥∥2 ++4E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∇F (θ(t))

∥∥∥∥2

+ 4E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t))
)∥∥∥∥2 + 4E

∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
)∥∥∥∥2)

(55)

where (a) is due to the sum is changeable and followed by Jensen’s inequality. We bound the

first three square l2-norm terms as follows.

E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)∥∥∥∥2
(a)

≤E

 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

∥∥∥∥|h(t)
i |
(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)∥∥∥∥2


(b)
=
1

n

n∑
i=1

E
∥∥∥∥|h(t)

i |
(
∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

)∥∥∥∥2
=
σ2
h

n

n∑
i=1

E
∥∥∥∥∇̂Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )

∥∥∥∥2
(c)

≤σ2
hσ

2
F , (56)

where (a), (b), and (c) are followed by Jensen’s inequality, tower rule and Lemma A.3. Similarly,

E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t))
)∥∥∥∥2

≤σ2
h

n

n∑
i=1

E
∥∥∥∥∇Fi(θ

(t,q)
i )−∇Fi(θ

(t))

∥∥∥∥2
(a)

≤ σ2
hL

2
F

n

n∑
i=1

E
∥∥∥∥θ(t,q)

i − θ(t)

∥∥∥∥2
(b)

≤σ2
hL

2
F (40Q

2η2(σ2
F + γ2

F ) + 40Q2η2E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2) (57)



32

where (a) and (b) are followed Lemma A.2 and A.6. For the third l2-norm term, we bound it as

follows:

E
∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
)∥∥∥∥2

=
1

r2n2
E
[ ∑

i∈I(t)

∥∥∥|h(t)
i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
)∥∥∥2

+
∑
i ̸=j

(
|h(t)

i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
))T (

|h(t)
j |
(
∇Fj(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
)) ]

(a)

≤ 1

r2n2
E
[ ∑

i∈I(t)

∥∥∥|h(t)
i |
(
∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
)∥∥∥2

+
∑
i ̸=j

(
|h(t)

i ||h
(t)
j |
∥∥∥∇Fi(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
∥∥∥∥∥∥∇Fj(θ

(t))−∇F (θ(t))
∥∥∥)]

(b)

≤ 1

rn
σ2
hγ

2
F +

rn− 1

rn
µ2
hγ

2
F . (58)

where (a) is due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (b) is followed by Lemma A.4. Therefore,

we have the following bound:

LF

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∆

(t)
i

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤2η2Q2LF

(
σ2
hσ

2
F + σ2

hL
2
F (40Q

2η2(σ2
F + γ2

F ) + 40Q2η2E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2)

+
1

rn
σ2
hγ

2
F +

rn− 1

rn
µ2
hγ

2
F + E

∥∥∥∥ 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∇F (θ(t))

∥∥∥∥2)

≤2η2Q2LF

(
σ2
hσ

2
F + σ2

hL
2
F (40Q

2η2(σ2
F + γ2

F ) +
1

rn
σ2
hγ

2
F + 40Q2η2E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2)

+
rn− 1

rn
µ2
hγ

2
F + σ2

h∥∇F (θ(t))∥2
)

(59)

Substituting (54) and (59) into (50) by taking expectation, we have the following per-round

convergence bound:

E
[
F (θ̂

(t+1)
)
]
≤ F (θ̂

(t)
)− ηµhQ

4
∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 + η2LF

2ρ(t)
dv(t)

r2n2
+

6ηµhα
2QL2σ2

G

mB

+ 4η3µ3
hQ

3L2
FΛ

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
G2 +

3

2
η3µhQ

3L2
F (40(σ

2
F + γ2

F ) + 40E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2)

+ 2η2Q2LF

(
σ2
hσ

2
F + σ2

hL
2
F (40Q

2η2(σ2
F + γ2

F ) + 40Q2η2E∥∇F (θ(t))∥2) + 1

rn
σ2
hγ

2
F
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+
rn− 1

rn
µ2
hγ

2
F + σ2

h∥∇F (θ(t))∥2
)

(60)

Let η satisfy the following inequality

60η2Q2L2
F + 80η3

σ2
h

µh

Q3L3
F + 2η

σ2
h

µh

QLF ≤
1

8
, (61)

which simplifies the inequality as follows

E
[
F (θ̂

(t+1)
)
]
≤ F (θ̂

(t)
)− ηµhQ

8
∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 + 4η3µ3

hQ
3L2
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H
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)
G2

+
6ηµhα

2QL2σ2
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mB

+ (60η3µhQ
3L2

F + 80η4σ2
hQ

4L3
F )(σ

2
F + γ2

F )

+ 2η2Q2LF

(
σ2
hσ

2
F +

1

rn
σ2
hγ

2
F +

rn− 1

rn
µ2
hγ

2
F

)
+

η2LF

2ρ(t)
dv(t)

r2n2
. (62)

By Lemma A.8, we have

E
[
F (θ̂

(t+1)
)
]
≤ F (θ̂

(t)
)− ηµhQ

8
∥∇F (θ(t))∥2 + 6ηµhα

2QL2σ2
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+4η3µ3
hQ
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(
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2 +
α2σ2

H

mB
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G2+

η2LF

2

dv(t)

r2n2

4Q2G2(Λ + 1)

MPmin

(
(1 + αLG)

2 +
α2σ2

H

mB

)
+ (60η3µhQ

3L2
F + 80η4σ2

hQ
4L3

F )(σ
2
F + γ2

F ) + 2η2Q2LF

(
σ2
hσ

2
F +

1

rn
σ2
hγ

2
F +

rn− 1

rn
µ2
hγ

2
F

)
.

(63)

Taking a telescopic sum from t = 0 to T − 1, taking expectation over all randomness, using

θ̂
(0)

= θ(0), F ∗ = minθ∈Rd F (θ), and η ≤ 1/LF , we obtain the desired result of Theorem 4.1.

The proof of Theorem 4.2 is analogous to that of Theorem 4.1 in principal. It is worth noting

that we should carefully design the parameters of α(t) and η(t) such that we can arrive at a first-

order regression inequality similar to (63). In addition, we modify the memory bound for adaptive

learning rate derived in [46, Lemma 4]. Next, we take a telescopic sum, and use the inequalities∑T−1
t=0 η(t) ≥ ξ ln ((T + a− 1)/a) ,

∑T−1
t=0 (η

(t))2 ≤ ξ2/(a− 1) and
∑T−1

t=0 (η
(t))3 ≤ ξ3/2(a− 1)2,

which completes the proof.

C. Proofs of Theorem 5.1

For the simplicity of presentation, we first prove the special case by setting k = M = d,

and then describe how it can be extended to Theorem 5.1, i.e., the more general case with

0 < k/d ≤ 1 and 0 < M/d ≤ 1.
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The effective global update of Air-meta-pFL with k = M = d is given by

θ(t+1)= θ(t) − 1

rn

η
∑
i∈I(t)

|h(t)
i |∇̂Fi(θ

(t)) +
η√
ρ(t)

n(t)

 , (64)

which is a noisy weighted-sum SGD update. We first define the Markov chain as follows

D1:n → DI[T ]
→ BI[T ]

→ θ[T ] → θ,

where θ is the output of Air-meta-pFL,DI[T ]
= {DI(0) ,DI(1) , . . . ,DI(T−1)

} withDI(t) = {Di}i∈I(t) ,

BI[T ]
is defined as a similar way, and θ[T ] = {θ(1),θ(2), . . . ,θ(T )}. Based on this Markov Chain,

we have the following inequalities by data processing inequality:

I(θ;D1:n) ≤ I(θ[T ];D1:n) ≤ I(θ[T ];DI[T ]
) ≤ I(θ[T ];BI[T ]

).

We calculate the term I(θ[T ];BI[T ]
) as follows:

I(θ[T ];BI[T ]
) =

T∑
t=1

I(θ(t);BI[T ]
| θ[t−1])

(a)
=

T∑
t=1

I(θ(t);BI(t) | θ(t−1))

=
T∑
t=1

(
h(θ(t) | θ(t−1))− h(θ(t) | θ(t−1),BI(t))

)
, (65)

where h(x|y) is the entropy of random variable x conditioned on y, the first equality is followed

by the chain rule of mutual information, (a) is followed by the update rule in (64) and the as-

sumption that the sampling strategy is independent of the parameters and the previous samplings.

In order to bound the entropy h(θ(t) | θ(t−1)), we first calculate the term E∥θ(t) − θ(t−1)∥2, i.e.,

E∥θ(t) − θ(t−1)∥2

=E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ η

rn

∑
i∈I(t−1)

|h(t−1)
i |∇̂Fi(θ
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2

+
dη2σ2

n

r2n2ρ(t−1)

(a)

≤ η2

rn
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i∈I(t−1)

|h(t−1)
i |2E
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(t−1))−∇Fi(θ

(t−1))

+∇Fi(θ
(t−1))−∇F (θ(t−1)) +∇F (θ(t−1))

∥∥2 + dη2σ2
n

r2n2ρ(t−1)

(b)

≤ 3η2(σ2
F + γ2

F )
1

rn

∑
i∈I(t−1)

|h(t−1)
i |2︸ ︷︷ ︸

C1

+3η2(1 + αLG)
2G2 1

rn

∑
i∈I(t−1)

|h(t−1)
i |2 + dη2σ2

n

r2n2ρ(t−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
C2

,
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where (a) is followed by Jensen’s inequality, (b) is followed by Jensen’s inequality, Lemma A.3,

A.4, and Assumption 2. Since 1/ρ(t) <∞ by Lemma A.8, E∥θ(t)− θ(t−1)∥2 is bounded, which

leads to h(θ(t) | θ(t−1)) upper-bounded by the entropy of the Gaussian distribution with zero

mean and variance
√

(C1 + C2)/dId, i.e., h(θ(t) | θ(t−1)) ≤ d
2
log
(

2πe(C1+C2)
d

)
. Combining with

h(θ(t) | θ(t−1),BI(t−1)) =h

(
η

rn
√

ρ(t−1)
n(t−1)

)

=
d

2
log

(
2πe

η2σ2
n

r2n2ρ(t−1)

)
,

we have

h(θ(t) | θ(t−1))− h(θ(t) | θ(t−1),BI(t))

(a)

≤ d

2
log

(
1 +

3Pmax(σ
2
F + γ2

F + (1 + αLG)
2G2)rn

∑
i∈I(t−1) |h(t−1)

i |2

σ2
nϵg

)
,

where (a) is followed by M = d, and the power constraint E∥
√

ρ(t)∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2 ≤ dPi such that

we have ρ(t) ≤ dPmax/ϵg with the assumption of E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t,q)
i )∥2 ≥ ϵg and Pmax = maxi∈[n] Pi.

We finish the proof of the special case by substituting the bound into I(θ[T ];BI[T ]
).

The proof of Theorem 5.1 is analogous to the procedure above. We use the fact that E∥g(t)
i ∥2 ≤

E∥m(t)
i +η∇̂Fi(θ

(t))∥2 (since ∥Compk(x)∥2 ≤ ∥x∥2) and then we bound E∥m(t)
i ∥2 (via Lemma A.7)

and E∥∇̂Fi(θ
(t))∥2 separately, yielding the desired result.
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