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ABSTRACT

Non-convex Machine Learning problems typically do not adhere to the standard smoothness as-
sumption. Based on empirical findings, Zhang et al.|(2020b)) proposed a more realistic generalized
(Lo, L1)-smoothness assumption, though it remains largely unexplored. Many existing algorithms
designed for standard smooth problems need to be revised. However, in the context of Federated
Learning, only a few works address this problem but rely on additional limiting assumptions. In this
paper, we address this gap in the literature: we propose and analyze new methods with local steps,
partial participation of clients, and Random Reshuffling without extra restrictive assumptions beyond
generalized smoothness. The proposed methods are based on the proper interplay between clients’
and server’s stepsizes and gradient clipping. Furthermore, we perform the first analysis of these
methods under the Polyak-tf.ojasiewicz condition. Our theory is consistent with the known results for
standard smooth problems, and our experimental results support the theoretical insights.

1 Introduction

Distributed optimization problems and distributed algorithms have gained a lot of attention in recent years in the
Machine Learning (ML) community. In particular, modern problems often lead to the training of deep neural networks
with billions of parameters on large datasets (Brown et al.| [2020; [Kolesnikov et al.l 2019). To make the training
time feasible (Li, [2020), it is natural to parallelize computations (e.g., stochastic gradients computations), i.e., apply
distributed training algorithms (Goyal et al.||2017; You et al.| 2019} Le Scao et al.|[2023). Another motivation for the
usage of distributed methods is dictated by the fact that data can be naturally distributed across multiple devices/clients
and be private, which is a typical scenario in Federated Learning (FL) (Konecny et al.,[2016; McMahan et al.| 2016
Kairouz et al., |[2019).

Typically, such problems are not L-smooth as indicated by Defazio & Bottou|(2019)) that motivated the optimization
researchers to study so-called generalized smoothness assumptions. In particular, Zhang et al. (2020b)) propose (Lo, L1)-
smoothness assumption, which allows the norm of the Hessian to grow linearly with the norm of the gradient, and
empirically validate it for several problems involving the training of neural networks. In addition,|Ahn et al.|(2023);
Crawshaw et al.| (2024); Wang et al.|(2024) demonstrate that linear transformers with few layers satisfy this assumption,
highlighting the practical importance of (Lg, L1)-smoothness. Moreover, the theoretical convergence of different
methods is studied under (Lg, L1 )-smoothness in the literature (Zhang et al., |2020b/a; [Koloskova et al., 2023a}; \Chen
et al.,[2023} [Li et al.| |2024alb; (Crawshaw et al.,|2024). Noticeably, most of these methods utilize gradient clipping
(Pascanu et al., [2013)).

However, in the context of Distributed/Federated Learning, the theoretical convergence of methods is weakly explored
under (Lg, L1 )-smoothness. In particular, only a couple of papers analyze methods with local steps and Random
Reshuffling — two highly important techniques in FL — under (Lg, L1 )-smoothness but only with additional restrictive
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assumptions such as data homogeneity (Liu et al.,|2022), bounded variance (Wang et al.,|2024) or cosine relatedness
(Q1an et al.|[2021)). Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, there are no results for the methods with partial participation
of clients under (Lg, L1 )-smoothness. Such a noticeable gap in the literature leads us to the question: is if possible to
design methods with local steps, Random Reshuffling, and partial participation of clients with provable convergence
guarantees under (Lo, L1 )-smoothness without additional restrictive assumptions? In this paper, we give a positive
answer to this question.

1.1 Our contributions

* New method with local steps. We propose a new method with local steps called Clip-LocalGDJ (Algorithm [T).
This method can be seen as a version of LocalGD (Mangasarian, |1995; McMahan et al., 2016) with different clients
and server stepsizes and (smoothed) gradient clipping (Pascanu et al., 2013) on a server side. We also prove the
convergence of Clip-LocalGDJ for distributed non-convex (Lg, L1 )-smooth problems without additional assumptions
such as data homogeneity used in the previous works (Liu et al.,[2022).

* New method with local steps and Random Reshuffling. The second method we propose — CLERR (Algorithm [2) —
utilizes local steps and Random Reshuffling and clipping once-in-a-epoch. For the new method, we derive rigorous
convergence bounds for distributed non-convex (Lg, L1 )-smooth problems without additional assumptions such as
bounded variance (Wang et al., 2024)) or cosine relatedness (Qian et al., 2021)).

* New method with local steps, Random Reshuffling, and partial participation. We extend RR-CLI (Malinovsky
et al., [2023a), utilizing Random Reshuffling of clients (as an alternative to clients’ sampling) and clients’ data at
each meta-epoch, and adjust it to the case of (Lg, L )-smooth objectives through the usage of (smoothed) gradient
clipping at the end of each meta-epoch. For the resulting method called Clipped RR-CLI (Algorithm 3), we derive a
convergence rate for distributed non-convex (L, L1 )-smooth problems without additional restrictive assumptions.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result for an FL. method with partial participation of clients under
(Lo, L1 )-smoothness assumption.

* Results for the PL-functions. For all three new methods, we derive new results under Polyak-Fojasiewicz condition
(Polyakl [1963} [Lojasiewicz, [1963) that, to the best of our knowledge, are the first results for FL. methods under
(Lo, L1)-smoothness and Polyak-t.ojasiewicz condition. The analysis is based on the careful consideration of two
possible cases (the gradient is either “small” or “big”) and induction proof of the boundedness of certain metrics.

* Tightness of the results. The derived results are tight: in the special case of L-smooth functions, our results recover
the known ones for the non-clipped version of the algorithms.

* Numerical experiments. Our numerical experiments illustrate the superiority of the proposed methods over the
existing baselines.

1.2 Preliminaries

In this paper, we consider a standard distributed optimization problem
1M
. def
= 37 m ) 1
min {f(fc) Mﬁ;f (x)} M
def

where [M] = {1,2,..., M} represents the set of all workers participating in the training, and each f,,, : R — R is
a non-convex function corresponding to the loss computed on the data available on client m for the current model
parameterized by = € R, Throughout the paper, we consider two setups: either workers can compute the full gradient
V fm () of their loss functions or they can compute only a stochastic gradient at each step. In the latter case, we will
assume that functions { f,,, }__, have the finite-sum form

1 N
fm(x) = szmj(x)v Vm € [M]7
j=1

where f,,;(x) corresponds to the local loss of the current model parameterized by x € R?, evaluated for the j-th data
point on the dataset belonging to the m-th client.

1.3 Related Work

Local training. Local Training (LT), where clients perform multiple optimization steps on their local data before
engaging in the resource-intensive process of parameter synchronization, stands out as one of the most effective and
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practical techniques for training FL. models. LT was proposed by Mangasarian| (1995); Povey et al.| (2014); [Moritz et al.
(2015) and later promoted by McMahan et al.|(2016). Early theoretical analyses of LT methods relied on restrictive
data homogeneity assumptions, which are often unrealistic in real-world federated learning (FL) settings (Stich}, 2018}
L1 et al., 2019; |Haddadpour & Mahdavi, [2019). Later, |Khaled et al.| (2019alb) removed limiting data homogeneity
assumptions for LocalGD (Gradient Descent (GD) with LT). Then, Woodworth et al.| (2020); |Glasgow et al.| (2022)
derived lower bounds for GD with LT and data sampling, showing that its communication complexity is no better than
minibatch Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) in settings with heterogeneous data. Another line of works focused on the
mitigating so-called client drift phenomenon, which naturally occurs in LocalGD applied to distributed problems with
heterogeneous local functions (Karimireddy et al., 2020; (Gorbunov et al.,|2021bj; [Mishchenko et al.,2022; Malinovsky;
et al.l [2023b).

Random reshuffling. Although standard Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) (Robbins & Monro, [1951) is well-
understood from a theoretical perspective (Rakhlin et al., 2012} Bottou et al., 2018 |[Nguyen et al., 2018 |Gower et al.,
2019; |Drori & Shamir, |2020; |Khaled & Richtarik} 20205 \Demidovich et al., [2024)), most widely-used ML frameworks
rely on sampling without replacement, as it works better in the training neural networks (Bottoul 2009; Recht & Ré,
2013} |[Bengio, [2012; |Sunl 2020). It leverages the finite-sum structure by ensuring each function is used once per
epoch. However, this introduces bias: individual steps may not reflect full gradient descent steps on average. Thus,
proving convergence requires more advanced techniques. Three popular variants of sampling without replacement are
commonly used. Random Reshuffling (RR), where the training data is randomly reshuffled before the start of every
epoch, is an extremely popular and well-studied approach. The aim of RR is to disrupt any potentially untoward
default data sequencing that could hinder training efficiency. RR works very well in practice. Shuffle Once (SO)
is analogous to RR, however, the training data is permuted randomly only once prior to the training process. The
empirical performance is similar to RR. Incremental Gradient (IG) is identical to SO with the difference that the initial
permutation is deterministic. This approach is the simplest, however, ineffective. IG has been extensively studied
over a long period (Luo, |1991}; Grippol [1994; Li et al., [2022; Ying et al.,|2019; |Giirbiizbalaban et al., 2019 |Nguyen
et al.,[2021)). A major challenge with IG lies in selecting a particular permutation for cycling through the iterations,
a task that Nedic & Bertsekas| (2001) highlight as being quite difficult. (Bertsekas| [2015) provides an example that
underscores the vulnerability of IG to poor orderings, especially when contrasted with RR. Meaningful theoretical
analyses of the SO method have only emerged recently (Safran & Shamir, 2020; Rajput et al., 2020). RR has been
shown to outperform both SGD and IG for objectives that are twice-smooth (Giirbiizbalaban et al., 2015; [Haochen &
Sra, [2019)). [Jain et al.| (2019) examine the convergence of RR for smooth objectives. |Safran & Shamir| (2020); |Rajput
et al.| (2020) provide lower bounds for RR. Mishchenko et al.[(2020) recently conducted a thorough analysis of IG, SO
and RR using innovative and simplified proof techniques, resulting in better convergence rates.

Generalized smoothness. Let us remind that the function f is said to be L-smooth if there exist L > 0 such
that |Vf(z) — V£(y)| < L|x—y] for all z,y € RZ For twice-differentiable functions, it is equivalent to
||V2 f (x)” < L, for all z € R?. This assumption is very standard in the optimization field. Recently, based on
extensive experiments, Zhang et al.| (2020b)) introduced a generalization of this condition called (Lg, L1 )-smoothness.
Namely, twice-differentiable function f is said to be (Lo, L1)-smooth if || V2f ()| < Lo + L1 |V f(z)|, for all

x € R?. Compared to the standard smoothness, this condition is its strict relaxation, and it is applied to a broader range
of functions. [Zhang et al.|(2020b)) demonstrated empirically that generalized smoothness provides a more accurate
representation of real-world task objectives, especially in the context of training deep neural networks. During LSTM
training, it was noted that the local Lipschitz constant Lj near the stationary point is thousands of times smaller
than the global Lipschitz constant L. Under this condition, Zhang et al.| (2020b) provided a theoretical justification
for the gradient clipping technique (Pascanu et al.l [2013)), which is considered effective in mitigating the issue of
exploding gradients. Their results were improved by (Zhang et al., [2020a}; [Koloskova et al.l |2023a). (Chen et al.| 2023)
establish various useful properties of generalized-smooth functions, propose generalizations of (Lg, L1 )-smoothness
and optimal first-order algorithms for solving generalized-smooth non-convex problems. |Li et al.[(2024alb) extend the
(Lo, Ly1)-smoothness condition, introduce a novel analysis technique that bounds gradients along the trajectory, analyze
GD, SGD, Nesterov’s accelerated gradient method and Adam. (Crawshaw et al., [2024)) consider a coordinate-wise
version of generalized smoothness. (Gorbunov et al.| [2024) consider (strongly) convex case for Clipped GD and provide
tighter rates as well as propose a new accelerated method, derive rates for several adaptive methods. (Ahn et al., 2023}
Crawshaw et al., 2024; Wang et al., [2024) demonstrate that linear transformers with few layers satisfy generalized
smoothness empirically. There are few papers on distributed algorithms that combine local steps or reshuffling with
generalized smoothness. |Qian et al.| (2021) examined clipped IG;|Wang et al.| (2024) investigated Adam with RR; (Liu
et al.,|2022)) studied LocalGD, however, all of the papers contain additional restrictive assumptions. This is a significant
gap in the literature and we close it in our paper.
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Algorithm 1 Clip-LocalGDJ: Clipped Local Gradient Descent with Jumping

1: Input: Synchronization/communication times 0 = g < t; < t2 < ... < tp_1, initial vector xg € Rd, number of
epochs P > 1, constants cy, c; > 0.

2: Tnitialize 20" = &g = @ forallm € [M] < {1,2,..., M}.

3: forp=0,1,...,P—1do

4:  Choose the server stepsize v, = m.
0 1 tip

5: Choose small inner stepsize o, > 0.
6: form=1,...,Mdo
7.
8

x;’; = i'tp
: fort e {t,,...t,+1 — 2} do
9: o =2 — apV i (2)
10: end for
11:  end for

. _ 1 ~ 1 M m
12’ gp - ap(tp+1—1—tp) (xtp M Zm:] xtp+1_1

13: .fftp+1 = jtp — ’}/pgp
14: end for

Algorithm 2 CLERR: Clipped once in an Epoch Random Reshuffling

1: Input: Starting point o € RY, number of epochs 7', constants cg, ¢; > 0.
2: fort=0,...,T—1do

. : _ 1
3: Choose global stepsize vt = 7G0T

4:  Choose small inner stepsize a; > 0.

5:  Sample a permutation 7 = {m¢(1),...,m(V)}.
6: form=1,...,M do

7: Ty = T4

8: forj =0,...,N —1do

9: % =20 — Vo, (T)-

10: end for

L g = (e - )

12:  end for "

1
13: gt = M 2771,:1 ggn
14: Ti4+1 = Tt — Vet
15: end for

2 New methods

In this section, we introduce the new methods — Clip-LocalGDJ (Algorithm[T)), CLERR (Algorithm 2)), and Clipped
RR-CLI (Algorithm [3).

Clip-LocalGDJ. As standard LocalGD, the first method (Clip-LocalGDJ, Algorithm|[I) alternates between local GD
steps on each worker and synchronization/averaging steps. However, there are two noticeable differences between
Clip-LocalGDJ and LocalGD. The first one is the usage of different clients’ and server’s stepsizes. In our method,
clients’ stepsizes are typically smaller than the server’s ones, which allows us to handle the client drift. Then, on the
server, the pseudogradient g,, is computed, and the server performs a Clip-GD-type step, which is a second important
difference compared to LocalGD. Since the server’s stepsize is typically larger than the clients’ stepsizes, the local steps
can be seen as steps determining the update direction, and the server step can be seen as a larger “jump” in the averaged
update direction.

CLERR. In CLERR (Algorithm [2)), each client does a full epoch of RR before between synchronization steps
(similarly to (Malinovsky et al.,|2023b)), and similarly to Clip-LocalGDJ, (smoothed) clipping is applied only to the
averaged pseudogradient g; once in an epoch. In contrast, a naive combination of clipping with RR uses clipping at
each step, which can amplify the bias of RR and lead to poor performance (as we illustrate in our experiments).

Clipped RR-CLI. Clipped RR-CLI (Algorithm 3] is the first FL algorithm that combines clipping, local steps, local
dataset reshuffling, server and client step sizes and regularized client partial participation (sampling of clients without
replacement). It is based on RR-CLI proposed by [Malinovsky et al.|(2023a) and leverages the core techniques proposed
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Algorithm 3 Clipped RR-CLI: Federated optimization with server and global steps, clipping, random shuffling and
partial participation with shuffling

1: Input: cohort size C' € {1,2,..., M}; number of rounds R = M/C}; initial iterate/model g € R?; number of
meta-epochs T' > 1, constants ¢y, c; > 0.

2: for meta-epocht =0,1,...,7 — 1do

3:  Choose global stepsize §; = m.

4:  Choose small server stepsize 1; > 0.

5:  Choose small client stepsize y; > 0.
6.
7
8
9

l’? = Tt
Client-Reshuffling: sample a permutation A = (Ag, A1, ..., Ag—1) of [R]
for communication rounds » =0,..., R — 1 do
Send model x} to participating clients m & Sg‘ " (server broadcasts x] to clients m € S;")
10: for all clients m € S, locally in parallel do
11: x:,’gt =z} (client m initializes local training using the latest global model x})
12: Data-Random-Reshuffling: sample a permutation 7,,, = (79, 7}, ..., 7 ~1) of [V]
13: for all local training data points j = 0,1,..., N — 1do
14: i BEA Y f::;" (7)) (client m passes once its local data in 7, order)
15: end for 7 7
16: Imit = ﬁ (] — x:,lﬁ) (client m computes local update direction gim,+)
17: end for
18: g; = % > gfn_’t (server aggregates local directions g, ¢+ of the clients cohort Sy)
mes;"
19: mf‘l =] — MG; (server updates the model in aggregated direction g; with server stepsize ;)
20:  end for
21 go= {0 o
220 Ty = x4 — Oy (global step after all communication rounds during meta-epoch)
23: end for

in FedAvg (McMahan et al.,|2016). The key idea is similar to CLERR, but in addition to the reshuffling of clients’ data,
Clipped RR-CLI performs a reshuffling of the groups of clients as an alternative to the standard i.i.d. sampling of clients
at each communication round. At the end of each meta-epoch, the server performs a smoothed Clip-GD-type step
similar to the one used in CLERR, which allows the method to make a larger step with an accumulated pseudogradient.

When the number of workers is large, partial participation is preferable. In this case, Clipped RR-CLI (Algorithm [3)) is
the best option as it utilizes partial participation. Otherwise, if we have access to full gradients on the workers, then
Clip-LocalGDJ(Algorithm [T]) is preferable. In case when the workers can compute only a stochastic gradient, then
CLERR (Algorithm 2} is recommended.

Notice that these methods include the computation of the norm of the full gradient in the global stepsize. More
practical versions of our methods use pseudogradients g; instead. We employ the stepsizes with pseudogradients in our
experiments (see Section 3. In Appendix [E] we show that our theory covers practical versions as well.

3 Assumptions

In this section, we list assumptions adopted in the paper.
Assumption 1. There exists f*, f,, fir.; € Rsuchthat f(x) > f*, fn(x) > fr,, fmj(x) > fr,;, m € [M], j € [N],
forall x € R,

The next assumption is a strict relaxation of the standard smoothness.
Assumption 2 (Asymmetric (Lo, L1)-smoothness (Zhang et al., [2020bj (Chen et al., [2023)). The functions f(x),

{fm(x)}?le and { frm; (‘r)}i\y/fi\lf7j=1 are asymmetrically (Lg, L )-smooth:

IV£(@) = VW)l < (Lo + LV f(@)Dlle = yll, Va,y € R,
IV (@) = VI < (Lo + LilV fm(@) DIz = yll,  ¥m € [M],z,y € R,
IV finj (@) = V fns )] < (Lo + LalIV fing (@) Dz = yll,  Vm € [M],j € [N],z,y € R".
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Empirical findings of Zhang et al.|(2020b) revealed that generalized smoothness characterizes real-world task objectives
in a more precise way, particularly when applied to the training of DNNs. Moreover, the above assumption is satisfied
in Distributionally Robust Optimization for some problems (Jin et al.| 2021)).

The assumption below generalizes the smoothness condition even further.
Assumption 3 (Symmetric (Lo, L1)-smoothness (Chen et al 2023)). The functions f(z), { fm(m)}%:1 and

{fm; (x)}n]\f’:l\lfyjzl are symmetrically (Lo, L1)-smooth:

IVf(z) = VW < (Lo+ L1 sup [[Vf(w))]z—yl, VzyeR?,

u€[z,y]
IV fm(@) = VIim @I < (Lo + L1 up IV fn () Dllz —yll,  Vm € [M], 2,y € RY,
ue|xr,y
IV fnj (@) = V fmj @) < (Lo + L sup [V fmj(w)|)llz = yll, Vm € [M],j € [N],z,y € R".

u€lz,y]

A common generalization of strong convexity in the literature is the Polyak—tojasiewicz condition.

Assumption 4 (Polyak—F.ojasiewicz condition (Polyak| 1963 [Lojasiewicz, [1963)). Suppose Assumption[I|holds for the
function f. There exists yu > 0, such that |V f (z)||* > 2u (f(z) — f*).

4 Theoretical convergence rates

. . . . . def
In this section, we describe our convergence results. Let us first introduce the notation. Put A* = f* — e %:1 I

A e e M + Z;V:_Ol ;- Define &g &' £ (20) — f*. Let ¢ be a constant such that 0 < ¢ < 5. Fix accuracy
€ > 0. Let P > 1 be the number of epochs. For all 0 < p < P — 1, denote

ap = Lo+ L[|V f(&0,)ll,  ap = Lo + Ly max ||V fon (&1, )|, 1 <tp41 —t, < H.

We start by formulating the convergence result for Clip-LocalGDJ (Algorithm|I)) in non-convex asymmetric generalized-
smooth case. More details can be found in Appendix

Theorem 1. Let Assumptionsandhold. Choose any P > 1. Choose small local stepsizes cp, server stepsizes v, SO
that é < < ﬁ. Then, the iterates {fctp };3:_01 nglgorithmsatisfy

—_Da2ai\
<1+3(H Lo} P)
0

ISR VG
0<p<P-1 |8 Lo ’ L - P 0
3(H —Al)af,agA*.
2ay,

z 2 z
Corollary 1. If P > 3??” and «, is small enough, then ming<,<p—_1 {min { ”vf(LO”p)H , vaélt”)l‘ }} <e.
The rates we obtain in Corollary [I] are consistent with the previously established rates of LocalGD and GD in the
standard smooth case, i.e., when L; = 0. Indeed, we recover the rate O (L"T‘s“) for LocalGD (Koloskova et al., [2020).
Notice, that if H = 1, the Algorithmreduces to vanilla GD, and we recover its rate O (LOT&’) (Khaled & Richtarikl,

2020). In the (Lo, L1)-smooth case, setting H = 1, we recover the rate O (Lofo) of clipped GD from (Zhang et al.,
2020D).

Below we state the convergence result for Clip-LocalGDJ (Algorithm|[I)) in non-convex asymmetric generalized-smooth
case under the PL.-condition. For more details, see Appendix

2
Theorem 2. Let Assumptions|l|and|2|hold. Let Assumptiond|hold. Choose any integer P > Miiofl. Choose small

~ ~ 2
local stepsizes ay,, server stepsizes 7y, so that i < < ﬁ. Let P be an integer such that 0 < P < 64270;17 A>0

be a constant, o < %. Put dp d:eff (Z¢p) — f*. Then, the iterates {fctp };D:O ofAlgorithmsatisfy

P—P
uC 4LyAc?
<(1-+t~ Bl il
or = ( 4L0) ot e
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Corollary 2. Choose a < min {1/ S0 Lyy/ LSD‘S;)‘EP} IfP> 645°L 4LCO In 2% then 6p < .

In the standard smooth case, when L; = 0, we guarantee the iteration complexity O (% In %) , which matches the
LocalGD (Koloskova et al.,[2020) and GD (Khaled & Richtarik, [2020) rates.

The above results can be generalized to the symmetric (Lg, L1 )-smooth case, see Theorem [5|in Appendix for
details.

Let T' > 1 be the number of epochs. Forall 0 <¢ < T — 1, denote
ay = Lo+ L[|V f(zo)ll,  ar = Lo + Ly max ||V fon ()|, @ = Lo+ Ln max IV frmj ()]l -
Further, we outline the convergence result for CLERR (Algorithm [2)) in non-convex asymmetric generalized-smooth

case. For more details, see Appendix

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions[Ijand2 hold. Choose any T > 1. Choose small client stepsizes o, global stepsizes 7y, so
that a% <y < 4—}“. Then, the iterates {xt}tT:_Ol of Algorithm@satisfy

El i {ml {uw ()|’ IVf(:ct)I}H
t=0,..T—1 | 8 Lg ’ Ly

8(1+3°“ “t((N—1)(2N—1)+2(N+1)))T 6023
7 5o + A t(N—i—l)A )

<

Corollary 3. If T > 2%60 and o is small enough, we have [mint:()}wT,l {min { ”Vféﬁt)"?’ HVfL(lwz)H }H <e.

In the standard smooth case, we recover the rate O (@) of RR (Mishchenko et al.,|2020).

We relegate the convergence result for CLERR (Algorithm[2) in non-convex asymmetric generalized-smooth case under
the PL-condition to Appendix In the standard smooth case we recover the rate O (% In %) of RR (Mishchenko
et al., [2020).

Further, we formulate the convergence result for Clipped RR-CLI (Algorithm [3) in non-convex asymmetric generalized-
smooth case. For more details, see Appendix [D.1]

Theorem 4. Let Assumptionsand hold for functions f, { fm}n]\f:1 and { fm; } . Choose any T > 1. Choose

small local stepsizes v, small server stepsizes 0, global stepsizes 0 so that a% <6, < ﬁ. Then, the iterates {xt}tT;Ol
of Algorithm 3| satisfy

E [oé@?l {gmin{”vféjt)”Q, IIVfL(lxt)H }H

T
(1 + M (nta +77tR2at +’YtNat +77tRat))
T

M,N
m=1,j=1

< do

4 =2 | 43
2a.a; + ay

102 (nfatA* +2Na A" + nfRatA*) .
¢

Corollary 4. If T > 7?% and ~y¢, n; are small enough, then E [mint:(),wT,l {min { ”vfé’;t)HQ’ HVfL(ft)H }H <e.

Finally, we provide the convergence result for Clipped RR-CLI (Algorithm 3)) in non-convex asymmetric generalized-
smooth case under the PE.-condition in Appendix [D.2]

S Experiments

We split our experimental results into 3 parts. In Section[5.1] we provide results for the Algorithm 2] with random
reshuffling and jumping in the end of each epoch. In Section[5.2] we consider Algorithm|[I]with local steps and jumping
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Figure 1: Function residual for @, ap =1077.

in the end of every communication round. In Section[5.3|we consider Algorithm 3] which has local steps, uses random
reshuffling of clients and client data and performs jumping in the end of every epoch. Moreover, in Section[F] we provide
additional technical details on the experiments. Finally, in Section (G| we provide additional experiments, that did not fit
in the main text. In Section[G.T| we investigate the influence of inner step size on the convergence of Algorithm[2} and
in Section|[G.2] we provide additional logistic regression experiments.

All the mentioned methods have a parameterized stepsize vy, = m. If we denote
1
ﬁ =5 A= 0707 (3)
260 C1
we can estimate y; as stepsize multiplied by clipping coefficient: g min {1, m} < < fmin {1, m} We use

this connection in the process of tuning constants cq and c;.

In our experiments, we consider the synthetic problem, a sum of shifted fourth-order functions:

L
flz) = N Z o — ai||*, x; € [~10,10]%. )
=1

The main reason to consider this problem is that it is (Lg, L1 )-smooth, but not L-smooth Zhang et al.| (2020b).
Additionally, in Section @] we consider the problem of image classification of ResNet-20 He et al.| (2016) on
CIFAR-10 dataset |Krizhevsky et al.|(2009). All the methods and baselines were tuned with grid-search over logarithmic
grid.

5.1 Methods with random reshuffling

We conduct this experiment on problem (@), where d = 1, N = 1000. We consider the Shuffle Once methods, which
shuffle data once at the beginning of training. As baselines, we consider the following methods: regular SO method,
which is just SGD with shuffling at the start of training, Nastya from Malinovsky et al.|(2022) with one worker, Clipped
SO (CSO), which clips stochastic gradients at every step of the method. The results are presented in Figure[I] As
one can see from Figure[I} methods with clipping significantly outperform the rest. This empirical result justifies the
theoretical fact of the importance of clipping for optimization of (Lg, L1 )-smooth objectives. Additionally, we see that
among methods with clipping, CLERR shows better results than CSO. From this, we can conclude that clipping the
final (pseudo)gradient approximation at the end of an epoch gives better results than clipping on every step.

5.1.1 ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10

In|Zhang et al.|(2020b) the authors obtained results on a positive correlation between gradient norm and local smoothness
for the problem of training neural networks in language modeling and image classification tasks. To check, whether our
findings in synthetic experiments also take place for neural networks, we decided to test Algorithm [2]in the same image
classification problem: train ResNet-18 He et al.|(2016)) on the CIFAR-10 dataset |[Krizhevsky et al.|(2009). Additionally,
we consider heuristical modification of Algorithm[2] which we call CLERR-h. The details of it we provide next. The
overall results of the experiment on test data are shown in Figure 2] Additionally, we provide results on train data along
with technical details in Appendix [F|
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Figure 2: Loss, gradient norm and accuracy on test dataset for ResNet-18 on Cifar-10, o, = 0.01
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Figure 3: Function residual for (@), starting from different x for different number of local steps on the client device 7.

From this Figure we can see, that both jumping (Nastya and CLERR) and clipping on outer step (CLERR) does not
have any impact on this problem. On the other hand, CSO shows the best results. Since in this problem regular clipping
already works very well, we decided to heuristically modify our Algorithm 2} take the best clipping level and inner
stepsize of CSO and use it on inner iterations, and tune cy with ¢; for outer stepsize. We call this method CLERR-h and
also provide its results in Figure[2] CLERR-h chooses a rather big outer stepsize, while the outer clipping level is very
tiny. For big clipping levels method diverges. These results show that jumping does not give performance gains when
the method clips on every inner step.

5.2 Methods with local steps

In this experiment, we aim to show the effect of the jumping technique on federated learning methods. We consider
problem () with d = 100, N = 1000. To make the distributions of data on each client more distinct between each
other, we sort the whole dataset at the beginning of the experiment by ||z;||. Here we consider a high-dimensional setup
so that the starting point has less impact on the algorithm performance. Indeed, in one-dimensional case, if we started
from 2o ¢ [—10, 10], the anti-gradient of every f;(z) = (z — x;)* would point towards minimum. Therefore, we
could find such stepsize, that method converges in one iteration. On the other hand, if we consider a high-dimensional
setup, then regardless of the starting point, the gradient of each f;(z) has a different direction. In this experiment we
compare Algorithm [I](C-LGDJ) with Communication Efficient Local Gradient Clipping (CELGC)
and Clipping-Enabled-FedAvg (CE-FedAvg) [Zhang et al.| (2022). The results are shown in Figure 3]

Overall, we arrive at two conclusions. Firstly, local steps do not have any positive effect on this problem. The plots with
the increased number of client steps 7 only strengthen this point. Secondly, since local steps are pointless, the method
works better if the server gets a better gradient approximation, which is true if the method clips gradients on the server,
not on the client. This is exactly the reason why C-LGDJ has better performance in Figure [3b
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5.3 Methods with local steps, random reshuffling and partial participation

In the final experiment, we consider methods with partial participation. The goal of this experiment is to investigate
how clipping, local steps, partial participation and random reshuffling of both clients and client data works together. We
compare Algorithm 3] with CE-FedAvg|Zhang et al.| (2022)) with partial participation (CE-FedAvg-PP) on problem ()
with d = 100, N = 1000. Again, to make the distributions of data on each client more distinct between each other, we
sort the whole dataset at the beginning of the experiment by ||z;||. The results are presented in Figure

Since CRR-CLI uses random reshuffling of the data instead of sampling with replacement, and clips only in the end
of meta-epoch, it has better gradient approximation on the global step, which results in better performance, than
CE-FedAvg-PP.

6 Discussion

In this paper, we consider a more general smoothness assumption and propose three new distributed methods for
Federated Learning with local steps under this setting. Specifically, we analyze local gradient descent (GD) steps,
local steps with Random Reshuffling, and a method that combines local steps with Random Reshuffling and Partial
Participation. We provide a tight analysis for general non-convex and Polyak-Lojasiewicz settings, recovering previous
results as special cases. Furthermore, we present numerical results to support our theoretical findings.

For future work, it would be valuable to explore local methods with communication compression under the generalized
smoothness assumption, as well as methods incorporating incomplete local epochs. Additionally, investigating local
methods with client drift reduction mechanisms to address the effects of heterogeneity, along with potentially parameter-
free approaches, represents a promising direction.
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A Implications of generalized smoothness

Lemma 1. Lert f satisfy Assumption Then, for any z,y € R% we have
Lo+ L1||Vf(x)

F) < @)+ (V) - a) + Iy
Moreover; if f* :=inf cpa f(x) > —00, then, for all z € R?, we obtain
2
V@I o

2(Lo + La[[Vf(2)])

Proof of Lemmal(l} The first statement of the lemma is proven in (Zhang et al.l 2020b| Appendix A.1). The second
statement is proven in (Gorbunov et al., [2024): it follows from the first statement, if one substitutes y for = —

Vfx *
%Vﬂx) and uses the fact that f* < f(y). O
Lemma 2. Let f satisfy Assumption Then, for any z,y € R% we have

Lo+ L[V ()]
2

fy) = (@) <(Vf(z),y —z) + exp(Lulz = yl)llz — ylI*.

Moreover, if f* := inf cga f(x) > —00, then, for n > 0, such that nexpn < 1, for all x € R%, we obtain

V£ ()]
2(Lo + L[V f()]])

< flw) =17

Proof of Lemmal[2] The first part of this lemma is one of the results of (Chen et all, 2023| Proposition 3.2). The
second statement is proven in (Gorbunov et al., [2024)). To deal with it, let us substitute y in the first statement with

IV (@)l .
T = v V(@) :

Lo + L1 ||V f(2)|

5 exp(Lal|z = yl|) [l — yI?

< F) < @) + (V) — )+
ol V@)
=@ L LIV @
+L0+L1nw<x>n,exp( Lin|V £ ()] ) IV @)

> Lo+ LV i@)]) (ot LV (@)])2
AVI@P_ Vi@

< flz) — * 1] exp
O L LV @I+ o + Luwsp "o
V(@)
< f(x) — .
IO ST L@
Rearranging the terms, we get the second statement of the lemma. O

Lemma 3. Assumptionholds for the function f if and only if. for any x,y € R?,
IVf(x) = Vil < (Lo + Ly [[Vf(W)l) exp (L1 lz — yl) = =yl -

Proof of Lemma[3} This lemma is one of the results of (Chen et al.},[2023| Proposition 3.2) O

B Local gradient descent

B.1 Asymmetric generalized-smooth non-convex functions

Theorem || (non-convex asymmetric generalized-smooth convergence analysis of Algorithm[I). Let Assumptions[Ijand
hold for functions f and {fm}ﬂ]\f:1 Choose any P > 1. Forall 0 < p < P — 1, denote

ap = Lo+ LillVf (i), @y = Lo+ Lymax [V (i, )ll, 1<ty —t, < H.
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Put A* = f* — ﬁ i\l/[:l fr,. Impose the following conditions on the local stepsizes o, and server stepsizes yy :

1 1 a ¢ 1
< i y £ ) Ai< <f7 0< <P—1a
“p mm{QHap cay ap} ap == 4a, =P=

where 0 < ¢ < i, ¢ >+/P. Let 5 d:eff (zo) — f*. Then, the iterates {itp }5:01 ofAlgorithmsatisfy

: . 3(H-1)a2a3\ P
min gmim IVf(@e)IP IV Gl < (1 + ?pp) 5
0<p<P-1 | 8 Lo ; I < e ;
3(H — ada
2y :

f
Put v, & tpt1 — L.

Lemma 4. Assume that f and each [, satisfy Assumptions[I|and[2] Then we have the following bound:

M
% 2 27 = 0, ||” < 8 (v, =)  apa? (F(an,) = f* + A%).

2

Jj=tp
t—1 2 t—1 2
<213 ap (VEm@]) = V(@) | +2[ apVim(in,)
J=tp J=tp

< 2(t - tp) (O[p)2 (LO + Ly ||me(§jtp)H)2 ||x1]ﬂ - ‘%tp

J=tp

J=tp
Averaging, we get
1 U At — 1) w4
LS P < 2 S S () (Lo L [V o)) [
m=1 m=1 j=t,
2
9 M t—1
+ 37 2 || 22 @ Vin(it,)
m=1 ||j=t,
2t — ¢t M t—1
< 2ot (1) 5 5 (o) o 30
m=1 j=t,
2
9 M t—1
+ =1 apVimldr,)
m=1 ||j=t,
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Recall that o), < . Then we have

1
= 2H(Lo+L1 max, ||V fm (&1,)]])

1 M M t—1 )
M;th ‘rt || = 2H mzz: Z: “T _‘%tpH

2

2 K<
Z Z apvf7rz xt (5)
m:l j=t
Let us bound the last term:
M || t—1 2 9 M
Z Zaprm T,) SMZHme H t—1tp)"
m= J=tp m=1
4 M
<57 2 Lot Lu[[Vim(an)|) (fm (32,) = £72)
m=1
x (t — p)2 ai
B 2 2 M
S4(t tp) apapz (fun (B0,) — 12)
m=1
- 4(t - tp)z a’pap f(a:tp) (.f — ar Z fm))
=4(t—t,)" apa? (f(ir,) — f*+A).
Further, summing (7) with respect to ¢, we obtain
1 M v 1 M v
LS S e Y S ot S -
m=1t=t,+1 m=1t=t,+ J=tp
+ Z 4(t_tp)2apa;2:(f(A ) = [F+AY)
t=t,
v *t M v
= HQMZ Z ZHx _I%H
m=1t=t,+1 j=t,
+4 Z (v—tp) apa (f(:ﬁtp)—f*—i—A*)
t=tp+1
v =1) S~ N= [ m 2
D e
m=1 j=t,
—I—4(v—tp)3apa12] (f(&e,) — fr+A%).
Using the fact that v — ¢, < H — 1 < H, we obtain that
—Z Z th — Iy, H <8(v apa (f(:%tp)—f*—i-A*).
m=1t=t,+1
]

Proof of Theorem(l] Applying Lemmal[I] we obtain that

F@ey) < flae)) =10V S (30,) 99) + (Lo + Ly |V f (& HD%-
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Additionally, from the fact that 2(a, b) = —||la — b||* + ||a||* + ||b]|?

F(@t,00) < Fae,) = (Y (2,),9p) + (Lo + Ly |V f (& )H)M

2
N 7. N
< f(&,) — f(—HVf(ﬂCtp) = 0ll> + IV F @) + llgpl1?)
2 2
o Yl
+ (Lo + L[|V £ (&, ) 1)
A Yp A 2 Tp X 2 ’Ypng||2
< £(o) ~ UV, )P+ LIV S GE) — gl + (Lo + LalVF ()
Consider 2|V f(Z,) — gp|*. We have
2
T oy a2 |l L N
21V f(3r,) — gy = 2 MmZ:l Vin(an) =
- M
_Ip 7
=9 Moty 221L0+L1||me ))? Z oy =, |
m= P
p 2
S M(LO +L1 maXHme ’mlzljzt ||x - xtp”
Yp 1 M v
P . m o 2
2(v—tp)2Mmz_:1J§ [
Notice that
2 2 2 M 2
Yo lonll™ 7 1 .
_r Vo (2T
il 3 3 5 s
2
~ 1 M v
< P — me ™ —me Tt
7 2 X (T ) - T i)
2 M 2
Yy 1 . )
— 3 ||5F Vfm (2,
(v 1) M7n2=1j—tp+l (@)
2 M v
Yp . 21 m . (12
S (v—tp)2 (LO—'_le,%Xvam(xtp)H) M Z — ij _xtPH

3
Il
-
-
Il
-
S

+ VS (f%)H2

- ””_p QZZHx 0, P+ 2|V S (@)

m=1 j=t,
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Therefore, we obtain

N X Tp A 2 - 2 &P’YzHgP”Q
1) < $G) = FIVI @) P+ 375 Z > Nl — e, 2 4+ L
m=1 j=t,
< Si,) = FIVIGEIP+ g0~ Z Sl =,
m=1 j=t,
M v
apa’ W 2
WMo 2o 2 I =l g 9 o)

=tp
= fie,) + (a2 - %) HVf (1, |1

N TpQ .
i (st + 252 ) s 2o e -l

m=1 j=t,

Recall that 7, < ﬁ. Then, using Lemma we have

f (’rtp+1) S f (jtp> - % va ('fi‘t )H2

X Ty
(ot + 252 ) s 2o e -l

m=1 j=t,

< (#) ~ 2 ||9F (20,

2
A T - * *
+ (apaiyg 4+ 2 p) 8(v — tp)apl (f(&e,) — f* + A%)

1.3
Sf(‘%tp) 7¥va (jtp)||2+ = 2

Let us rewrite the inequality in the following way:

ST . N
% ||Vf (‘Ttp)H <f (xtp) —f (xtp+1) + 2% (6)
P
Since v, > é7 we get that
L2 . 2
wlV7 @) 9 ()]
4 - 4a, ’
Therefore,
Vf(@e,)|? . N N
19 3 )2 > {” IVFG) < 2 _ ¢ { 194G, me,,)n}
- CIVf Tty ~ - ’ '
4 ’ = IVF@E)I > %(1]; 8 Lo Ly
Denote 8, & f (#;) — f*. Then we have
¢ . IVF@ I IVF(E,)l 3(H —1)agay (6, + A*)
2 £ £ <6p,—9 .
g Lo ' L =0 T Ot 2,
Let o, < ,/ap where ¢ > v/P. Applying the result of Mishchenko et al.|(2020, Lemma 6), we appear at
) ) s(H—1aza3\ "
e IV VG ()
o<p<P-1|8 Ly = L = P 0
N 3(H —Al)oz?,ag A*.
2a,
O
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Corollary 1. Fix ¢ > 0. Choose ¢ = +/3(H —1)P. Let o, < 2, /ﬁ. Then, if P > 3250, we have

~ 2 ~
ming<p<p—_1 {min { va(;;”)u ) ”foft“” }} <e.
Proof of Corollary[l} Since ¢ = \/3(H — )P and ay, < 11/ %2, ) < 2, /55200, due to the choice of
P> %, we obtain that
3(H-1)a2a? P
1 + = p P)
i fo < Y0 < B0 &
P P P 16
and that
2 3
3(H fAl)apapA* - g
2ay, — 16
. . V(e 2 IV f(ae
Therefore, ming<,<p—1 {mln { I f(Lop)” , I f£1 )l }} <e. OJ

B.2 Asymmetric generalized-smooth functions under PL.-condition

Theorem 2| (Asymmetric generalized-smooth convergence analysis of Algorithm([I]in PE-case). Let Assumptions[Ijand
hold for functions | and {fm}gzl . Let Assumptionhold. Choose 0 < ( < %. Let & & f (zo) — f*. Choose any
integer P > %. Forall0 < p < P —1, denote

ip = Lo+ LulIVFG@)ll, ap = Lo+ Lomax [V fm(ie ), 1< tyr —t, < H.

Put A* = f* — ﬁ %:1 fo,- Impose the following conditions on the local stepsizes o, and server stepsizes 7y :

o, < min ! i @ HG
p= 2Hay,’ cap \| ap’ \[ 48LY(H — 1)a3 (f(21,) — f* + A*)’

20ty
3P(H — 1)a3 (f(iy,) — f*+A%) [

ap ap
64350 L2
e

, A > 0be aconstant, o < Do Then, the iterates

where ¢ > V/P. Let P be an integer such that 0 < P 2P

{#:, }520 of Algorithmsatisfy

IN

P—-P 2
op < (1 — MC) do + 74[10140[ ,
I7e

where 6 p dzeff (ZTep) — f*.

Proof of Theorem 2] Let us follow the first steps of the proof of Theorem[I] Consider (6):

3(H — 1)adaZ (f(i,) — f* + A%)
24, ‘

s (@) < S (31,) — ] () +
Since vy, > é, and f satisfies Polyak-FL.ojasiewicz Assumptionﬂ we obtain that

g (f(e,) = f*)

24,

< (o) - f () + S Dy () = /74 A7)

24,
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1. Let P be the number of steps p, so that |V f (24, )| > 9. For such p, we have Lo + L1 |V f (&,)|| = a, <
2Ly ||V f (&¢,)|| - Therefore, we get

16 (£(&r,) — £*) 3(H — Vajaj (@) = [* +47)

< f (j:tp) - f (‘itp+1) +

ALY Gl 2%,
Notice that the relation a,, < 2L, ||V f (:i’tp) || and Lemmatogether imply
V7 @) _ Vs @) \
i, =, = (81,) = 1"
Hence, we have
28 A 3(H — Vagay (f(&r,) = f* +A%)
16L% S f (xtp) f (’rtp+1) + — de ]

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing d,, &f ¢ (&4,) — [*, we obtain

pC  B3(H — Dagoj (F(@,,) = f*+ A7)

0. <d, —
1S 0 T qera 2a,,
uéa . 3(H-Dajoy (F(@,)—I"+A") _  u¢
As o) < \/48L§(H—1)a3(f(pitp)—fer*) , it follows that %a, < 5207 Therefore, we get

J1s
5p+1 S 5? - ﬂ

2. Suppose now that ||V f (&, )|| < f—f For such p, we have Lo + L1 |V f (24,) || = @, < 2Lo. Hence,

p6 (f(e,) = f*) 3(H — Dayos (f(d,) — f* + A*)

S f (j:tp) - f (j:tl)+1) +

4Lg 24,
Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing 6, &ef f (itp) — f*, we obtain
3(H — 1)a2a? (f(2:,) — f*+ A* R
5p+1§5pp+ ( )pp(f( tp) f )’ Wh epd_fl ,U/C

2a, ALy

def . N 244
— < P .
Let o, = aéyp and & < \/S(Hl) RS for some constant A > 0. Then,

Sps1 < pO, + Aa?.

Unrolling the recursion, we derive

P—P 2 o
op < p oo+ Aa ;p1_32L2 ZP
- A 2 1— P
SpP—P(SO_i_ o p HCQ.
1-p 1—p 32L7

Notice that d,,41 < &, + A, which implies

bp <80+ (P = P) Aa? = PLos.
1

Since o < we conclude that

AP’

2
5 uCQ’ ~p< 6460L1.
3213 I8
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Therefore, for P > 64205? we can guarantee that P — P> 0and
p Ao®  © 5o
5p < pP=Fs Ppf
0T, T 3
. Aa?
< PfP(;O + -

O

Corollary Fix € > 0. Choose o < min { \/ Ava“/ 8505 } Then, if P > 6450L1 + 4L° In 250 , we have 0p < €.

~ 2
Proof of Corollary} Since 0 < P < %51 A > 0,0 < /4%, a < L1/ £%5, due to the choice of P >

64‘5°L1 + 4L° In 2% we obtain that
uc p-p 4 (p—P) €
11— 6o < e a\FP)g < =
( 4L0) 0= 7 0=
and that
4L0A (S() 3
uC AP 2
Therefore, ip < €. O

B.3 Symmetric generalized-smooth non-convex functions

Theorem 5. Let Assumptionsand@holdforfunctions f and {fm}i\le. Choose any P > 1. Forall 0 <p < P — 1,
denote

(Alp:LQ-FLlHVf(QA?tp)H, ap:L0+L1 mrgXHme((lA?tp)”, 1 Sthrl_tp SH

Put A* = f*— = f\n/[:l [, Impose the following conditions on the local stepsizes o, and server stepsizes yy :
1 1 a a,C 1
ap < min B T P R
2Hay,’ cap \| ap’ a, (Lo + L1 Ay,) ap 8a,

d 2LoM (6 A*) 2L1M(6:,+A*
WhereO<C§%,czx/P,C’§lnTl'5,Atp:efmax 0 (tp+ ) 1 (tPJ'_ )

v ’ v

} , v such that vexpv = 1.

Let &g d:eff (zo) — f*. Then, the iterates {iy, } 0 ofAlgorlthmIsatzsfy

7(H—1)a, a3 P
min {Cmin{va(“%tr')2 ”vf(f%tp)}} < <1+T) 5
8 LO ’ Ll =~

0
0<p<P-1 P

Let us remind that G, = Lo + L1 ||V f(Z4,)|, ap = Lo + L1y max,, ||V fi(Z¢,)[| and A* = f* — e Z%:

def
Up = tp+1 —1.

Put

m*

Lemma 5. Assume that f and each [, satisfy Assumptions[I|and[3| Then we have the following bound:

1 M v
M Z Z szn - itp||2 <16(v— tp)z ap%zg (f(ff?tp) -+ A*) .

m=1t=t,+1

24
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Proof of Lemma[3] We have

2

g =, |I* = Z%me

2 2
t—1 t—1
<2(> 0 ap (Vim(@]) = Vim(@))|| +2]|D apVim(dr,)
J=tp Jj=tp
t—1
<2t —1t,) Y (p)* (Lo + Ln ||V fm(Es,)|)°
Jj=tp

2

t—1
coxp (L o — [} o — 0 | + 2| 3 ap ¥t

J=tp
t—1 )
2 .
< 2(t—tp) Z (ap) (L0+L1 vam(xtp)u)
j:tp
2
Jj—1 ) t—1
X exp } L1 Z apV fm (x7") Ha:;” — i:tpH +2 Z apV fin(Z¢,)
t=t, j=t
i < L my < m </(< -
Let us show that if o, < (A Tremr—— e E then f,,(z7") < fm(wtp) fort, <0 <t, 1 —1

Notice that locally we perform the iterations of the gradient descent. It means, that

) < i) = a1V e+ 2 oy (11 g ) 1) 9

< (@) = 0|V frn ()| + %||me<x?>||2exp{ap (Lo + L || fm (=)D}

= fm(@") — ap (1 - f) IV fon ().

Then fp, (27") < fm (xl’;) = fm (:itp) fort, < ¢ <t,41 — 1 follows. Therefore, for such v, we have that

Mz

@) = f < fn() (Fmla) = 13,) = Mby, + MA*,

m=1
From Lemma 2] we have

V@) VI )] VY fon )
Lo L [T 2o+ LVl

< fml2l") = f,
< M (6, + A¥).

For every t, < ¢ < t,41 — 1, for every m, we establish

2LoM A*) 20, M AF
|V fon (27| < max \/ 0 (5tp+ ) 1 (5tp+ ) defAtp

)
14 14

¢ Inl.5 . .
Totlidr, 72 and show by induction that for such local processes

maxy, |V fm(2]")|| < Aq,, forall t, < ¢ <t,.1 —1.Indeed, for £ = t, it holds trivially. Suppose it holds for all £
such that ¢, < ¢ < ¢’ for some ¢'. Then, f,, (x?7+1) < fm (z}?) holds for any a, < m, including the

chosen step51ze Hence, f,, (z7,) < fm(a:t ). Therefore, max,, ||V fi (z7")|| < Ay, forallt, < £ <t,;; —1.
Then

Let us choose o, < for some C <

< .
> Lo ""L Aty = 2(Lo+Ly maxy, maxtp<l<t 1 IV @)

25
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It means that exp {Ll HZ;;L apV fm (xzn)H} <15 — 15,

Averaging, we get

< 3(t—1,) \n o=, 2  NE (s
7 Sl =, | = 2 ST S @) (Lo L [ e ))? [ |
m=1 m=1 j=t,
2
g M |
+ M Z Z Oépvfm(l'tp)
m=1 ||j=t,
3(t_tp) 2 Mo
< (ap) (o) [|25" =, |
g M |2 2
+ 37 2 |20 Vil
m=1 ||j=t,
Recall that oy, < ﬁ Then we have
| M > L) M i1 , g M
LI Sl [ g G2 o S /RPHY CRUEAS o
m=1 m=1 j=t, m=1

Let us bound the last term, using Lemma and the fact that 1/n < 2:

2

9 M || t-1 9 M 9 9
17 2 122 eV mEn)|| < 57 > IV (E = 1) 0
m=1 ||j=t, m=1
8 M
< 2 D7 (Lo + Lo [[Vimlan, []) (i (2,)
m=1
X (t—t,)° o
] _ 2 2 M
- (t ?\Z) apo? > (fm (E1,) = £)
m=1
=8(t—tp) apal | f(d,) — f*+ (f* - % > Fm

t—1
Z pV fm(Zt,)
J=tp

—f5)

2

N



A PREPRINT

Further, summing (7)) with respect to ¢, we obtain

1 &L 15 Mo .
m=1t=tp+1 m=1t=t,+ j=tp
+ > 8(t—ty)  apal (f(@r,) — f* + A*)
t=t,+1

_15(v—ty) .
Hsz Z OID DI ETE

m=1t=t,+1 j=t,

+8 Z (v—tp) apa 2(f(2e,) — f*+ A%

t=t,+1

S 2H2M Z Z H‘T :i'tp|{2

m=1 j=t,
+8(v—tp)° apa? (f(ir,) — f*+ A%).
Using the fact that v — ¢, < H — 1 < H, we obtain that

1 M v
7 Dl = d P <3200 - ) apal (Far,) - £+ A7),

m=1t=t,+1

Proof of Theorem 5] Applying Lemmal([T] we obtain that

F@t) < flan,) = 1(V S (2,) 90) + (Lo + L ||V S (2¢,)|]) exp { L1 llgpll} M

Additionally, from the fact that 2(a, b) = —||la — b||* + ||a||* + ||b]|?

2
F@e,) < @) = (Y F (24,) 90) + (Lo + Ly [V (i2,)[]) exp {Lap llgp 1} M

A 7
< flan,) = S (=1 F ) = goll* + 1V F@p)I” + llgwll*)
%,||gp||2
+ (Lo + LoV £ (@, )]) exp { L1y lgp I} ———
A Tp . 2, T . 2, ”YpngHQ
< flay,) = S IVF@)I™+ S IV F(e,) = gpl1” + (Lo + LalIV f (@2, 1) exp { L1y llgpll} ——5—
Consider 22V f(&,) — gp||*>. We have

2

M
7, . || 1
EpHVf(ﬂCtp) —gll* = ?p Z V(2 —

m:l J =tp

M v
< = 2o Lot Ll VamG)I)? 3 = 7 exp (2L a5 — 20, [}
m=1

Jj=tp

p 9 1 . 19
< L L m — mo_
< (b + Lo I i) 1075 30 3 e =3
9’\/1”0/127 1 z - m P 2
S P N

27
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Notice that

2
2 2 | M(v—tp) o/ m %y
2 2
M v 2 M v
g(v_t Z Z (Vm (&7) = Vi (1,)) s Z me .)
m=1 j=t, m=1 j=t
,y2 2 1 M v )
< s (bt Lamas V@) 5 32 3 e = e (204 e =24 )
+7,[[Vf (f%t )|’
9’Y MY m o~ N2 N 2
*4Mv_t ; ;]; 25" =0, ||+ (VS (20,)]]-
Further, recalling that V<5 and oy, < (LO&:Z ) < o +gl 1> we have
Livp llgpll = vl || 77— Z Z Vfm (2
m=1 j=t,+1
’Yle M v ’}/le
< Vlo—1) Z Z (Vi (") = Vi (&2,))] + o1 Z Z Vo (&
m=1 j=t, m=1j=t,+1
Ypa I M v
1
S M=ty mZ ; 7= | F WLy [V (@)
a L M v j—1
< S (o=t 2 > 0V )| + L [V ()|
=1j=tp+1 ||t=t,
< Inl.5 +1
- 8 8’
Therefore, since exp { L1, ||gp||} < 2, we obtain
. <y _ 2, . 2y p'VpngH
f(#t,0,) < flie,) 5 V(@)™ + S0 1,2 Z >l — a7+ exp {L17p [|gpll}
m=1 j=t,
< flie,) =PIV )P+ g7y Z Sl — i, 2
m=1 j=t,
9a ’Y v . A .
Z Er 2 Z Z ||SU xtp||2—|—2ap’y; ||vf (xtp)HQ

m=1 j=t,

:f@w( i) ||w< M
9apa’ys  9ypal Y
+( /+”8) LS el

m=1j=t,
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@ <

8ap

Since 7y, < 5 fap

f( p+1)<f( ) va it

P

Then, using Lemmal we have

n <9apap7p 97,, )

< J (@) = 7|1

o a2
N <9ap62zp’yp N 9’yp >

ﬂct

P

e o 3 e

m=1 j=t,

—tp)apag (f(@r,) — f* + AY)
. 2, TH = Dagas (f(d,) = [+ A
< @) = 297 ()P + vl 3
Ap
Let us rewrite the inequality in the following way:
A . A T(H — 1)a3a? (f(z L) — [ AT
% IV F @) |I° < F(@r,) = f (@0,00) + Lr (& - ). (8)
P
Since v, > é, we get that
N 2 . 2
WV @I IV (@)l
4 - 4ay, '
Therefore,
IV F @) 5 AN N
AU Sl A L < \V4 \V4
ZTpHVf(itp)Hz > {qv?&‘lp)n ’ HVf(Jf ‘ = gmin{ | f(thp)H ; | fL(xt”)H }
s V@) > 0 1
Denote §, & f (Z1,) — f*. Then we have
¢ . fIV@E)IZ IVE)I 7(H — 1)oza; (5, +47)
> < _
3 min T , I < 0p — Opt1 + &
Let o, < ,/ap where ¢ > v/P. Applying the result of Mishchenko et al.|(2020, Lemma 6), we appear at
ViGN _ (S e
. C . i'tp itp ap P P *
2 <
0<p<h-1 {8 UL T . P T
O

Corollary 5. Fix ¢ > 0. Choose ¢ = \/14(H — 1)P. Let o, <

IV @e) 2 VS (@)l }} <e.

minogpgp,1 {mln { To 5 7

Proof of Corollary[3] Since ¢ =

14(H —1)P and o,

32‘2" , we have

/ 2a,,0, .
7P(H—p1)(:172A* . Then, lfP >

24, do

TR(H-Da3a™ due to the choice of

1 e
S cap ap7ap

P> 322“ , we obtain that
(1 T 7(H71)a127a2)
ap do < \/650 < @ < g’
P P P 16
and that .
T(H —Al)ozpap AF < g
ap 16
~ 2 ~
Therefore, ming<,<p_1 {min { va(;otp)” , vafitp)u }} <e. O
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B.4 Symmetric generalized-smooth functions under PL.-condition

Theorem 6 (Symmetric generalized-smooth convergence analysis of Algorithm[I|in PL-case). Ler Assumptions[I|and[3]

hold for functions f and {fm}ﬂle . Let Assumptionhold. Choose 0 < ¢ < 1. Let & & f (zo) — f*. Choose any
2

integer P > M‘Z%Ll. Forall0 < p < P — 1, denote

ap = Lo+ La[[V f(&0,)ll,  ap = Lo + Lo max[|V fon (Z0,)[l, 1 <tpi1 —1, < H.

Put A* = f* — ﬁ %:1 f,- Impose the following conditions on the local stepsizes o, and server stepsizes 7y :

o, < min LI % 1y
p= 2Hay,’ cap \| ap’ \| 224L3(H — 1)a3 (f(21,) — f* + A*)’

Sotty
TP(H — 1)a} (f(iy,) — f*+ A%) [

—_

AC S’Vpg ~ OSPSP_]w
ap 8ay,
~ . s 6450[4? 50 .
where c > \/ P. Let P be an integer such that 0 < P < T A > 0 be a constant, o < 45 - Then, the iterates

{itp }11;0 ofAlgorithmsatisfy
P—P
4LoAc?
5P<(1_/14C) 50_’_070[7
Ize
where dp déff (Zep) — [
Proof of Theorem[6] Let us follow the first steps of the proof of Theorem 5] Consider (8):

7H— 32 7 _ fx A*
B9 ) < £ (61,) 1 (31y00) + DD ) 2 ST AT

ap

Since 7y, > di, and f satisfies Polyak—t.ojasiewicz Assumptionﬂ we obtain that
p

pe (f(&e,) = f*)

2,

VB2 (Fla ) .
< F (6) - 1 (31y,) + % V) 2 /4 A7)
P

1. Let P be the number of steps p, so that V£ (2,)] = %1) For such p, we have Lo + L1 |V f (&¢,)|| = ap <
2Ly ||V f (&,)|| - Therefore, we get

iC (@) = 17) T(H = Dadad (f(ir,) = f*+A)

< f (i‘tp) - f (j:thrl) +

Notice that the relation G, < 2L; ||Vf (i‘tp) H and Lemmatogether imply
Vi@ Vf(z)| A .
e < Tl < g -
Hence, we have
7 H — ]_ 342 7 _ fx + A*
MCQ < f (&) = f(&e,,,) + ( )4 (Ji(xtp) f )
1612 P

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing § &f f (itp) — f*, we obtain

pC | TH —Dajag (f(dr,) = f* + A7)
16L2 ap

5p+1 < 51) -
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uCa . T(H—1)a3a’(f(&1,)—f*+A%) uC
As ap < \/224Lf(H—1)ag(fZ)5cf,p)—f*+A*) , it follows that e < 3207 Therefore,
78
1) <, — —.
p+1 = Up 32L%

2. Suppose now that HVf (i"tp) H < f—? For such p, we have Lo + L4 ||Vf (Atp) H = ap < 2Lg. Hence,
u¢ (f(2,) — f*) T(H —V)ajar (f(&,) — f*+ AF)

S f (j:tp) - f (‘itp-%—l) +

4Ly ap
Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing § def f (itp) — f*, we obtain
T(H — 1)a3a? (f(2,) — f*+ A* :
Optr1 < 0pp + ( Japy (F(1,) = f ), wherepdgl—’u—C

ap 4Ly

Aa,
T(H=1)a3 (f(&e,)—f*+A*

def . A
Let a, = aéyp and Gy, < \/ ) for some constant A > 0. Then,

Spt1 < pop + A

Unrolling the recursion, we derive

N < e =
op <pPFdo+ A0y ot =0 D
i=0 1 =0

- Aa2 1— P
< pPPsy + - _ P #CZ.
—p 1—p 32L%

Notice that §,+1 < d, + Aa?, which implies

5 LS
5p <6 (P—P)AQ—P .
P00t BT
Since a < X—UP, we conclude that
~ ,U/C ~ 6460[11
0<dép<26—P , =>P<
T e o
Therefore, for P > 64ZOCL5 we can guarantee that P — P> 0and
: Aa® 2 5 g
5p < pP=Fs — PpPf
P>p o+ 1-p p 32L%
. 2
< pP P + 1Aa

we get

O

2
Corollary 6. Fixe > 0. Choose a < min {\/2‘}37&,/%} . Then, if P > 64iOCL1 4 % In %, we have dp < ¢.

Proof of Corollary[6] Since 0 < P < 642?3, A>0a< %, a < Iy ng‘sffp, due to the choice of P >
642[’;% + 4ML<° In %, we obtain that
pe ) (P-P)gy < €
1— = o < e o (PP)gy < =
( 4L0) 0=€ " 0=79
and that
ALod 0 _ £
u¢ AP T 2

Therefore, ip < €.
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C Random reshuffling

There are several approaches, that fall under the category of permutation methods, and one of the most popular is Ran-
dom Reshuffling (RR). In each epoch ¢ of the RR algorithm, we sample indices (1), . .., 7:(N') without replacement
from the set {1,2,..., N}. In other words, 7¢(1), ..., 7 (V) forms a random permutation of {1,2,..., N}. We then
perform N steps in the following manner:

ri = a1 — oV fmr oy (@ 1), (€

where f, - (;) is the m-th function after permutation 7; on epoch ¢, and « is a stepsize at t-th epoch. We can rewrite
this step as

n
o = afly = e YV o) ().

After each epoch we perform additional outer step with stepsize ~;:

N M
1
Ti+1 = Tt — VeGt, gt:mzz V fonm () Ty 1)- (10)

C.1 Asymmetric generalized-smooth non-convex functions

Theorem[3|(non-convex asymmetric generalized smooth convergence analysis of Algorithm[2). Let Assumptions[Ijand
hold for functions f and {fm} . Chooseany T > 1. Forall 0 <t <T — 1, denote

= Lo+ Lu[[Vf(@i)ll, e = Lo + Ly max ||V fin; (0|

Put A" = - Z Zm 1 [, Impose the following conditions on the client stepsizes a; and global stepsizes
Tt
2 A 1
oztgmin{ V2 \/CT’;} ACS’ytS —, 0<t<T -1
3N(N — Da: ci a day
where 0 < ( < 1, ¢> /((N—=1)2N —1)+2(N + 1)) T. Let & dzgff (x0) — f*. Then, the iterates {xt}z:ol of

Algorithm 2] satisfy

E[ i { i {nwm)nz IVf(rct)l}H
t=0,...,7—1 8 LO ’ L1

T
3 t
8(1+ aia ((N—1)(2N_1)+2(N+1))) 602 )
< do+ ——(N+1)A™.
T ag
Lemma 6. Recall that a; = Lo + Ly maxy, ; |V fm;(2¢)||. Then
29t ShS
t m
WL < b S 5 o =l + AR IV A )7 an
j=1m=1
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Proof.
2
2 g1 QX
Hg;” = 5 7]\7 Z Z vfm,m(j)(mzljfl)
j=1m=1
| NoMm ?
= W Z Z (vfm,ﬂ't(j)(‘rzlj—l) - me,ﬂ't(j) (‘rt)) + ||Vf(fﬂt)||2
j=1m=1
;| MM 9 )
< 2w 2 2 Lo+ LV @) o = ][+ 1V £ o)l
j=1m=1
1 NoHu 2
< @) 55 2 2 letys — e + 19 (@)
j=1m=1
1 N oM 2
= @0 51 3 Nty 19T I
j=1m=1

O

Lemma 7. Let Assumptionsand hold for functions f and { fm}ff:l . Then, if we choose o
get

R Vi B—
— \/3n(n—1)(a) we

N
e Jif; 2 = e* || < 208a (N = 1N = 1) +2(N + 1)(f(w) - 1))

—_

+4ala; (N +1)A (12)

Proof. From () we have

J
apy = af = NV o) (@) = 2 — Z 4V frnmy () (TEe—1)-
k=1

Thus,

2

2
m —
o = al|” =

J
Z Oétvfm,‘n't(k) (x?fk—l)
k=1

J
Z Qi (vfm,m(k) (x?fk—l) - me,m(}c) (xt))

k=1

<2

2

j
+ 2|V fon iy (0)

k=1

J
<25 Y (a)? (Lo + Ly |V ey () [|) |25y — ]|
k=1
2

J
Z AtV fon iz (k) (1)

k=1

+ 2

33



A PREPRINT

Using last inequality, we get

*Z g = el <

Let Qi < =

2 &
L3 @) (Lo + La ||V ey @) s =

M=

j=1 k=1
2 L[| ’
NZ Z 4tV fn o () (24)
j=1 |lk=1
a 2j 2 202 N ?
z )QZWZH:ETk—lixtH + =" Z Z fmm(k) xt
Jj=1 k=1 =1 |lk=1

, where f3 is constant. Then, we take a conditional expectation of the last inequality and get the following

N

B N | ELIES S o
N “4 tg — L] |Te| = N 2 j Py — | |
=t j=1 k=1
202 X J 2
+ Wt ZE Z vfm,ﬂf,(k) (xt Tt
Jj=1 k=1
Denote o7 = Z vam me() (@) — f(@0) ?_and consider
J 2
S Vo ()| |2
k=1

From [Malinovsky et al| (2022, Lemma 1) we get

Thus,

Further,

2 2

J
xtSjHVﬂmm+fE’t§jawmwmu»—ﬂm»

k=1

Tt

J
Z vfm,ﬂ't (k) (xt)
k=1

. J(N —7
<21V + 12

1 & m 2
E |5 2 [l =l
j=1

Ty
j=1 k=1
| 207 = J(N =)
t (J IV f(2) +N_10t2>
j=1
262 N(N—1) o~ .. 2
BRIy T ;th,j—xtn 7
202 ((N(N —1)(2N — 1
+ 2o (=B =) 9 s ?)
2at N(N+1) ,
N 73 Oy .
1 & 2 al 2
2
3B |y et ol oo | S9N 0B | S e ol o
N —1)(2N —
+ 207 (( ); D |9 sl + (v + 1)03) :
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Thus, if we choose < /W, we get

1 N 2 o
B |5 2 [l —al|o | < 3 -36°N Z”x%,
j=1 j=1

o (N —=1)(2N —1) 2 2
§2%< : |Vﬂmm+wN+n@)

<2ﬁQNf)@NfDU()*FX%+LﬂWﬂmm)

+(N+ D5 Zvamm(J =)

Lemmal[Tl

mﬁQNn@Nnuuoﬁwt

I

WE

LN+ 1) (@ %m@ﬂﬂﬂ)

1

< 202 (N = DN - (£ - 1)

<.
I

1
N ¢

M=

AN+ 1) (@) Mm@ﬂ—ﬁﬂ)

<.
Il
_

Now, adding and removing f* to the sum factor on the right-hand side, we get

1 N M
" | 2 2 Il
22

t] < 207a(N —1)(2N — 1)(f(z:) — [*)

;] oM
—|—4atat (N+1) WZ Z(fmj(xt) —f;u')

j=1m=1
= 207a; (N = 1)(2N = 1) + 2(N + 1)) (f (1) = f*)
+4a?a;(N +1)A".

Proof of Theorem 3] From Lemma[I]and (I0) we get

[§

Fwer1) < f(ze) — v (VF(2e), 9¢) + (Lo + Ly ||V f( )||)%

Additionally, from the fact that 2 (a, b) = —||a — b||? + ||a||* + ||b]|* we can get

2
F@en) < flwe) =1 (VF(x2), 90 + @VHNVﬂ>m%@M

< f@) = 5 (= IVF @) = all® + [VF @I + 1))
+ (Lo + LV e 202

fzﬂm>—%WVﬂ%m2+gWVfug—gm2+um+Lmvf()mvwg

[§
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Consider L ||V f(z;) — g¢/|* and denote a; = (Lo + L1||V f(x¢)||) and a¢ = (Lo + Ly maxy, ||V f,(x:)]]), then:

¥ el 1 m
%HVf(xt) —gtH2 = gt MN Z Z V oo () (1) mem(j)(xt,j)

j=1lm=

1\3\4

] 1m=1

’7 N M
X ZZ e = 2751
j=1m=1

From the above inequality and Lemma 6] we get

o Yoy 1 on ellgel®
t t~ A t
f(@e1) < flae) — §||Vf($t)||2 + 5 27MN SO e — ) + a >
j=1m=1
@ y Yo 1Ny n
< flan) = FIVF@OIP + ad g D0 D e — 2|l
j=1m=1
+ atat% MN Z Z th] xtH +at7t ||Vf(l't)H

j=1m=1

1

< fla0 + (a2 = 2 IV AG@OIP + (aeate? + L) 1o 573"

j=1m=1

Let v < then

_4CL’

N M

Flaes) < fln) = LIV @I+ (adtod + 2ad) o33 oty — el

j=1m=1
Now, if we take conditional expectation of this and use Lemma[J] we get

E[f(zera)laed < flar) — %Ilvf(xt)ll2

1 N 2
+ (@it + Ja) B | e D00 it — o

< fla)) = LIV @)IP

’"L

N M
Z > (Lo + LillV fonm iy (@) )P llze — 27512

—{L'tH .

+ 2a2a, (atat'yt + % 2)
X (((N = DEN = 1)+ 2(N + 1) (fw) = ) +2(N + 1)A").
Since vy, < 4%, then
3ala;
||Vf( WP < fxe) = B [f (o)) + =2

Consider the left-hand side of (T6). Due to the bounds 71— -2 2 C on fyt, we have

4at

Zt ||Vf(l"t

Then, we get

va .y 2 CHVf zy)||? V()| < %’
Vf(ze
ARl |9 ()] > B
_¢
8

i {nvmm ||Vf<xt>||}

Ly Ly
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Denote §; = f(x) — f*, then from (I6) and we get

@)~ Feern) + 228 (7 1)@N ~ 1) + 2N + 1)), + 20V + DE)

253
3azay
8ayg

=0 — Orar + («N—U@N—U+2mu4»@+mN+an

- {Wf(a:t)n? IIVf(xt)II}
8 Ly ’ Ly

Let oy <

ali, - /%, where c is a constant such that /((N — 1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1))T < ¢. Now we take full
expectation and use from |Mishchenko et al.| (2020, Lemma 6):

El min {Cmm {IIVf(wt)Il2 IVf(:ct)l}H
t=0,...,7—1 8 LO ’ L1

T
(1 + 298 (N~ 1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1)))
= T ddy

Corollary Fixe > 0. Choose ¢ = /(N ~ DN — 1) + 2(N + )T Let a, < 8 [qoorc. Then, if

T> —2526650 , we have
2
- {mm {nwm)n ,IIVf(wt)}H .
t=0,...,T—1 Lo L4

Proof of Corollary[3} Since ¢ = /((N —1)(2N — 1) +2(N + 1))T and a; < o ,/ZI ap < 8 3a3T(N+1)A ,

due to the choice of T > 2%50, we obtain that

E

(1 3a at T
+ S (N = 1)@V — 1) +2(N +1))) )

3
ogﬁ%g——gg
T T T 16’
and that
3aZa} Ce
N+ 1)A" < =
4a, (N+1) 16"
Therefore, E [mintzo,...,T_1 {min { vaé?)uz, ”va(lxt)H }H <e. O

C.2 Asymmetric generalized-smooth functions under PL-condition

m=1,7=0
Choose 0 < ¢ < . Let & d:eff( 0) — f*. Choose any integer T > 646" L. Forall 0 <t <T —1,denote

Theorem 7. Let Assumptions ! and @ hold for functions f, { fm}n]\f L and { fmj}M;N_.i . Let Assumption 4| hold.

G0 = Lo+ Lil|Vf(@)ll, ac = Lo+ Ly max |V fn()]
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Put A" = = ﬁ 7J7v11:1 ;-Vzl Imj- Impose the following conditions on the client stepsizes cu and global stepsizes
Tt
. V2 Vag
oy < min — 3737
3M(M - ]-)at Cay /

atpiC
J 12026, <6t((N “1)2N — 1)+ 2(N +1)) +2(N + 1)Z*)

8400 }
37,3 ((5t((N “1)(2N — 1)+ 2(N + 1))+ 2(N + 1)E*) ’

1
AQS%S —, 0<t<T-1,
4&,5

where c > /(N —1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1)) T. Let & déff (z0)— f*. Let T be an integer such that 0 < T < 64?;’;?,
A > 0be a constant, o < 4/ g—&}. Then, the iterates {xt}?:_ol of Algorithmsatisfy

T—T
,LLC 4L0AO¢2
<|(1-——- /0
or = ( 4L0> ot =

9
-

where 61 d:eff (xr) — f*.
Proof of Theorem[7] Let us follow the first steps of the proof of Theorem[3] Consider (T6):

LNV f )| < ) = flaes)
3aid;®

o (((N—l)(?N—1)+2(N+1))5t+2(N+1)Z*).

Since 7y, > di, and f satisfies Polyak—t.ojasiewicz AssumptionEl we obtain that
D

16 (f(@,) = %)

2,

< f(@e) = f(@e41)
3ald;?

34

((M(N —1)(2N — 1)+ 2(N +1)) + 2(N + 1)Z*) .
1. Let T be the number of steps #, so that ||V f ()| > % For such t, we have Lo + L1 [|[Vf (z)] = @ <
2L1 ||V f (z)] . Therefore, we get

p (f (@) = f*)

V) = T = S

23
3o ay

= <5t((N —1)(2N — 1)+ 2(N +1)) + 2(N + 1)Z*) .

Notice that the relation @, < 2L; ||V f(2;)|| and Lemma|[T]together imply
2
Vi)l _ [V (o)l

AL, = %, < fla) — [
Hence, we have
lgif < flae) = f(wega)
2-3
+ 30;{% (5:((N = 1)@N = 1) +2(N + 1)) + 2N + )A").
at
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Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing J; &ef f (x¢) — f*, we obtain

_HS
16L2

2-~3
3oy ay

5t+1 é 5t -

(6t((N “1)@2N 1) +2(N + 1)) +2(N + 1)Z*) .

a

arpg :
Asap < \/12L%a}3(5t((N1)(2N1)+2(N+1))+2(N+1)A*)’ it follows that

3aid;” I8
N-1)2N —-1)+2(N +1 2(N + 1A .
sa (BN = DN = 1) 42N+ 1) 42N+ DE) <
Therefore, we get
78
5t+1§5t_@'

2. Suppose now that |V f (z;)]| < f—? For such ¢, we have Lo + L1 ||V f (x¢)|| = @, < 2Lo. Hence,

W < f1) = (i)
3a2d’
8aiy

+ <6t((N— 1)(2N — 1)+ 2(N + 1)) + 2(N + 1)Z*).

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing ¢, &ef f (z) — f*, we obtain

3024, _
b1 < Sep + ta c (6:(N —1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1)) + 2(N + 1)A™).
t
cact ccl 8a; A
where p 1 — £ Let oy & ady with éy < \/M G/ ((N-DEN—1) 2N+ 1)) T2 (VT DA for some constant A > 0.

Then,
Se1 < pdy + A

Unrolling the recursion, we derive

50 < p" T80 + Aa? Zpi - 32L2 Z P’
i=0

. 2 _
< pTT5y + Aa 1 P NCT
1—p 1—p 32L7

Notice that §; 1 < &; + Aa?, which implies

5T§5o+(T—T)Aa2 T

Since a0 < we conclude that

AT’
s - G40 L3
0 <dr <26 , T <
TR T LS
Therefore, for T' > % we can guarantee that 7" — T > 0and
Ao® o g
6 T T(S T T
T = Tz P 3212
. 2
<pt "5+ 1Aa .

39



A PREPRINT

Corollary 7. Fixe > 0. Choose a < min {1/ AT,L“ / LsffjfT} Then, if T > 645°L1 + 4L° In 2‘50 , we have é1 < €.

A >0, a < (/% o < Ly,/-3%= due to the choice of T >

Proof of Corollary[d} Since 0 < T < s ToAT*

6480 L2
ue

642(’CL1 + 4L° In 25" , we obtain that
uC T-T 4 (T—T) €
1- = o <e oI5 < =
( 4L0) 0=€ 0=73
and that
4LOA 50 g
u¢ AT — 2
Therefore, 61 < €. ]

C.3 Symmetric generalized-smooth non-convex functions

Theorem 8. Let Assumptlonsland Ihold for functions f and { fm} .Choose anyT > 1. Forall 0 <t <T —1,

denote
ar = Lo+ L1V f(ze)ll, G = Lo+ Ly max IV foms ()] -
Put A" = = f*— W Zm 1 [, Impose the following conditions on the client stepsizes o, and global stepsizes
Ve -
a<min{ V2 &t} a; < ma { 1 ! }
Y —_ X ) )
' IN(N —Da¢ ca'? ! 4GiL1(N — 1) 6 (Lo + L1Gy) (N — 1)
1
éﬁ%ﬁfv 0<t<T -1,
Q¢ 8CLt
where 0 < ¢ < %, ¢ > \/(N=1)2N = 1)+ 2(N +1))T and G; = maxm—1,...m {||V.fimj (z:)||} . Let & =4
j=1,...,N

f (xo) — f*. Then, the iterates {xt}t:_() ofAlgorithm@satisfy

E |\t—01?.1,%"—1 { 8 min { LO ’ L1 }}‘|

T
8 (1+ 225 (N~ 1)(2N — 1) +2(N + 1)) 2-3
< ( ) 50_’_60‘}@15 (N-l—].)A*
T ag
Lemma 8. Recall that a; = Lo + Ly maxy, ; |V fm;(z¢)||. Then
g ||g & Il ¢y
WU <t e S0 oy =l + 22V S @)
j=1m=1
Proof.
2
2
lod” szfmm o)
=1m=1
2
| NoM ,
= |75 X X (Fnrofetsoa) = V) | 194G
1 g 2 m 2 m 2
< S S L+ L [V @) o7 =l exp {28 oty ]} + V(o)
j=lm=
| NoM
< (@)” g7y 2 2 oo — el exo {2 [y — il |} + 1V A )
j=1m=1
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Let G; = maxm 1.0 {||V fmj (x¢)||} . By the induction with respect to j = 1,..., N, we prove that, for any

.....

.

me{l,.. M} we have Hme 7 (j) (xtj 1)” < 2@Gy. Indeed, notice that
1V fonmeiy (@25 < (V) @Ol + 1V Fimim ) (275 21) = Vi) (1)
< Gt (Lo + Lo ||V fon ) (@) exp { L (|27 -1 = |} (|20 — 2]
<Gt (Lot L ||V fonwoiy (@)|]) exp { L (|21 = [} |27 1 —
< G+ (Lo + L1Gy) exp {L1 Hx;'fjfl — xtH} ||x?3—71 — :rt” .

By the induction assumption, we obtain that

j—1 j—1
D Vimmy @5o1)|| < @ DV mmy (@) |
1=1 =1

<ou(j—1)-2G < (N —1) - 2Gy.

m
o1 = ]| < o

Hence, we have that

||me,7-rt(]) (l’ZlJ_l)H § Gt + (LO + Lth)GXp {OétLl (N — 1) . 2Gt}OZt(N — 1) . 2Gt

Let oy < maX{ALGtLll(N—l)’ 6(L0+L1é¥t)(N—1) } - Then, vamﬂrt(j) ('r?,ljfl) H <2G.

Therefore, we conclude that

llgel* H2 1 v 2
t ~ 2 m 2
2 t MN Z Z th,jfl - th + ||Vf($t)H .
j=1m=1
O
Lemma 9. Let Assumptlonsland Ihold Sor functions f and { fm} . Then, if we choose a; < 2y
3n(n—1)(a)
get Van(n=1)
[ Z oty =l ] < daifay (N = 1N = 1) + 2N + 1)(f () = 1))
+8a2a (N +1)A". (15)

Proof. From (9) we have

x??j = ‘r??jfl - atvfm,m(j)(x??jfl) =Tt — Z atvfm,m(k)(‘r??kfl)'
k=1

Thus,
2

J
Z atvfm,wt(k) (lek—l)

k=1

2
m —
o = a][” =

Z vfm e ( xt k— 1) vfm,ﬂ't(k:) (mt))

k=

2

2 Z CVtvfm,'rrf,(k) (xt)

k=1

J
<25 (@)? (Lo + Ly [V fonmea @) exp {2Ln [Jofhy = ]} by — ]|
k=1
2

J
2 Z atvfm,frt(k) (‘Tt)

k=1
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Using last inequality, we get

1 & m 2
5 Dl — el <)
j=1

6j <
L3 (@) (Lo + La |V e @) o7es =
1 k=1

N
593

~ \2 al 6j m 2 20[% S
< (on)? (@) ZNJZH%,k—lfxtH +TZ

j=1"" k=1 j=1

] =

<.
Il

j 2

Z AtV fon w6y (24)
k_

2

J
Z vfm e (k) xt

k=1

Let oy < =, where 3 is constant. Then, we take a conditional expectation of the last inequality and get the following

! m 662 o & )
B\ 2 ot —anl for| <B |5 303 laths o) fo
j=1 j=1 k=1
: 2
202 & /
+7]§::E kZ:lme,m(k)(xt) i

Denote 07 = NZ IV foma (g (2) — f0) 2

novsky et al.| (2022, Lemma 1) we get

2, and consider E [Hch_l V fonme () (2t)

xt] . From Mali

2 2

i L J

vam,ﬂ't(k)(xt) x| < VI (z)|| + 5°E HjZ(me,m(k)(fvt)—f(xt)) Ty

k=1 k=1

N
< 2Ivseol+ L0
Thus,
1 2 B2 A 2
LS ey — P lee| < |9 5255 ol — e
=1 j=1 k=1
2“? Al v JIN =J) »
N ; 72 IV ( xt)“—i_ﬁat
N(N —
<p |2 M Zuxw e
202 ((N(N —1)(2N —
+ 2 (X g< D 95wl
202 N(N +1) ,
N 3 v
Further,
1 & 2 al 2
3B | =5 a7y — P oo | <982 3 2ty =
J=1 J=1
+ 207 ((N_ 1);2N_ D Vf(m)”z-f—(N-i-l)a?).
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Thus, if we choose 5 < , /W, 7 such that nexpn = 1, we get 1/ < 2 and

[NZL@] ] (3= 98°N(N — 1)E

1 N
NZ zt] I’tH Tt

IVl + <N+1>o§>

< 203 (2AN = DEN = 1)(f(@e) = [*) (Lo + L1 [V f(@)])

2 <(N1)(2N )

1 N
N5 (Vm, mw(xt)HQ)

j=1

102 ((N C1)EN - () - [

LemmalZ

2

1 N
2N 1) @) 57 D )~ f,;p)

< 40 ((N S D@N - () — [

1
N

M=

AN 1) (@) = S o () — f;p)

Il
_

J

Now, adding and removing f* to the sum factor on the right-hand side, we get

MLZZ |l — | t] < 4a2a;(N —1)(2N — 1)(f(xs) — f*)
. 1 N M
+8aja (N + 1) WZI Zl(fmj(xt) — fri)
j=lm=

= 4afa, (N = 1)(2N = 1) +2(N + 1)) (f(z0) = f*)
+8aZay(N +1)A".

Proof of Theorem[8] From Lemma [2and (I0) we get
2
F@an) € £(20) =2 (¥ £G@1).) + (Lo + Lal ) esp L ol 20010

Additionally, from the fact that 2 (a, b) = —||a — b||? + ||a||* + ||b]|* we can get

2 2
F(@a1) < £~ 2 (9 £, + (Lo + LIS esp (L el 2

< fla) =< ( IV £ (@) = gell* + IV f (@) lI” + llge|*)

i Hgtll2
+ (Lo + Li[VF(@o)]) exp { Ly lgell} =——

I?

o 2, N 2 7 llge
< S(@0) = ZIVS@I + LIS @) = gl + (Lo + LalI VT @l exp {Lare el } 218

43



A PREPRINT

Consider L ||V f(z;) — g¢/|? and denote a; = (Lo + L1||V f(x)||) and a; =

LIVF (@) — gl

(Lo + Ly maxy, ||V fm(x)|), then:

2

j=1m=1
~ 1 N M
t m
< Yin 2 2 (Lot Ll V@0l = | exp (2L e — 7}
j=1m=1
N M
3V .o 1 -
< Saiary 2 2 e — )
j=1m=1

Let us consider L1 ||g:|| now. Recall that oy < NG

1 N M
Live lgell = Ly MN Z Z fmm(j)(lejfl)
j=1m=1
1 N M
< Liy MN Z Z vam e (j (x;ng 1) —
j=1m=1
i N M
< L1yt MEV Z Z szlj,l — LEtH exp {Ll Hx;”j,l
j=1m=1
3L
< Wtatzzuxtj . l‘tH-f-*
j=1m=1
3L1a
< TaddIN - ZZ ez — ] + 5
3ay 1
S 4dt ~at(N — ].)Lth + Z
1
< —.
-2

From the above inequality and Lemma [f] we get

N M
7. 3. 1

f(zey1) < flze) — EtHVf(ﬂft)HQ'f'?tatQm;n;th— ||2

m Tt 2 3715 2 1 Al m (|2

2 Jw) = LITF @I+ L e SO e = afy

J

1m=1

2@t oSS oty — w200 19 P

j=1m=1

g, Yelloell” ||gt||

V@) + IV F (@)l

— ||} + IV ()|

exp { L1 [lgell}

Lo 9 3Vt 2 1 S E
< f(w) + (202 = ) IV 5 @)l? + (2”% )MZZ aiy — ]|

Sine v < g, we obtain

Tt 2
avsr) < fo) = FI 5@+ (2

44

37, 1 L 2
ariiy} + 5 2> T o 2 et — |
j=1m=1



A PREPRINT

Now, if we take conditional expectation of this and use Lemma[J] we get

B [f (@) lai] < F(e) = FIV @)

3y 1 oM
A~ t m
+ <2ata?’yt2 + 2@?) E m Z th,j —

j=1m=1

< f(@) = FIVI@)I?

(s~ 3t -
+2a2a, <2ataf'yt2 + ;taf)

X ((N = 1)@N = 1)+ 2(N + 1)) (f(w) = /) + 2N + 1)A").

Since v; < then

8'\ b
2~3
Qi ay

TIVF @I < fa) = Elf@e)lm] + T (V= DEN =1 +2(N +1)0, +2(N + D). (16)

Consider the left-hand side of (T6). Due to the bounds # >y > é on 7, we have

Mt C ||Vf(33t)H
AR e
Then, we get
V£l [V f ()| < Lo
8Lg ’ — Ly’
G {“Vf Gl |9 f(e,)| > £
C . SV IV (@)l
81{ LO’Ll} 17
Denote §; = f(x:) — f*, then from (T6)) and we get
2~3
Pl = Flae) + 5ot (V= 1EN = 1) +2(N + 1) 6.+ 2N +1)A")
042513 ——*
= by = b1 + St (((N— 12N — 1)+ 2(N + 1)) 6, + 2(N + )A )
t

>

§

{ IV f)l” V()] }
Lo = I

Let oy < C}“ . 1/%, where c is a constant such that /((N — 1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1))T < ¢. Now we take full
expectation and use from |Mishchenko et al.[ (2020, Lemma 6):

El i {ml {nwm)n? |Vf<xt>|}H
t=0,....,T—1 ) 8 Ly =~ Ly

(1 + S (N = 1)(2N — 1) +2(N + 1)))T o2a8 .
< T oo + étt(N—Fl)A.

O
Corollary 8. Fix ¢ > 0. Choose ¢ = \/((N —1)(2N — 1) +2(N + 1))T. Let o, < 4, /m Then, if

T> 2%60, we have
2
- {mm {nwm)n ,IIVf(xt)}H .
t=0,...,T—1 Lo L4
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Proof of Corollary[§} Since ¢ = \/((N — 1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1))T and o < i g—:, oy < 4, /W’ due

to the choice of T > Q%‘S", we obtain that

a2a3 T
(DN - 2N D) iy 2 ¢
T T T
and that 253
Qi ay P
N+1DA <.

Therefore, E [mint:()’..__,;p_l {min { ”Vfé‘zf)“z” ”VfL(lxt)” }H < e. Notice that the computation of G, 0 <t < T — 1,

requires additional T epochs. Therefore, the total number of epochs is at least 27" > 5%‘50. O

C.4 Symmetric generalized-smooth functions under PL-condition

Theorem 9. Let Assumptions and hold for functions f, { fm}%:1 and { fr; }7]\::]\{;;0 . Let Assumption 4| hold.
Choose 0 < ( < %. Let &g d:eff (zo) — f*. Choose any integer T > %. Forall0 <t <T — 1, denote

ar = Lo + L1||V f(z)|l, ar= Lo+ L1 max IV fon(@e)| -

Put A" = = ﬁ Zﬁle ]’JV:1 Imj- Impose the following conditions on the client stepsizes ou and global stepsizes

Yt -
. V2 Vay
(67 < min - ~3/2°
IN(N — Dd; ca,®/

atpi
mL%ﬁ(@«N—iﬂﬂV—1y+mN+1»+2mﬁ+nZﬁ

2&1550 }
T@S@Amh-n@N—1y+mN+1»+2mh+an ’

§§7t<];7

Q¢ - 8at
where c > /(N — 1)(2N — 1) + 2(N + 1)) T'. Let &, dzeff (z0)— f*. Let T be an integer such that 0 < T <
A > 0 be a constant, o« < 4/ %. Then, the iterates {xt}tj:ol of Algorithmsatisfy

T-T 2
uC 4Ly A

< (1=
5T—<1 4L0> SRR

0<t<T-1,

6460 L2
pug

where o dzeff (xr) — f*.

Proof of Theorem[9) Let us follow the first steps of the proof of Theorem 3] Consider (I6):

2~3
T IVIGIP < fl) = floen) + 52t

x(«N-quv—1y+%N+1»@+auv+an.

¢

Since v; > e and f satisfies Polyak-F.ojasiewicz Assumption@ we obtain that

ps (f () = f*)
2(Alt

< f(x) = f(we41)

2~3
Qi ay

+ 204

(@«N-quv_1y+ﬂN+1»+2mw+nZﬁ.
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1. Let T be the number of steps #, so that ||V f ()| > % For such ¢, we have Lo + L1 [|Vf (z)] = a <
2L1 ||V f (z)| . Therefore, we get

W) )
AL |V F @) < f(we) = f(wi41)
aja;

5 (5t(( 1)(2N—1)+2(N+1))+2(N+1)Z*).

Notice that the relation @, < 2L ||V f(z)|| and Lemma 1] together imply

VIl IV ()]
AL, 24

< flxe) — f-
Hence, we have

KO ) — o) + 2L (6:((V = 1)@N = 1)+ 2(N + 1)) + 2(N + )A")
163 = U e, '

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing J; &ef f (z) — f*, we obtain

2~ —%
Spi1 < 65 — 12‘22 n O;t:it (&:(( C1D)EN 1) +2(N+1) +2(N+1)A ) .

arpg :
Asap < \/lﬁLfa”t?’(ét((N1)(2Ntl)+2(N+1))+2(N+1)A*)’ it follows that

2~3
Qpay —— uc
_ <
" (5t(( —1)@2N —1) +2(N +1)) + 2(N + 1)A ) < 51z
Therefore, we get
8
< - —.
(St-‘rl >~ 6t 32L%

2. Suppose now that |V f ()| < i—? For such ¢, we have Lo + L1 ||V f (2¢)|| = ap < 2Lo. Hence,

%t)o_f*) < flwe) = f(weg1)

2~3
Qi ay

+ <6t((N—1)(2N— 1)+2(N+1))+2(N+1)Z*).

2a,

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing &; &f f(x¢) — f*, we obtain

a2ad o
i1 < 5tp—|— (5t(( —1)(2N — 1) +2(N + 1)) + 2(N + 1)A%).
def _ MG 20+ A
where p = . Let at = aat with &; < \/ (VD @N-D+2(NF ) T2V DY) for some constant A > 0.

Then,
141 < pb; + A’

Unrolling the recursion, we derive

or < p"Toy + Aa® D — 32L2 Z P
1=0

7 Aa? 11—
SPT7T50+1 _ P NCT
—p 1—p 32L7

Notice that §;,1 < §; + Aa?, which implies

I8
3202

5T§60+(T T)Aa _7
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Since a < X—UT, we conclude that
s - 646012
0<ér <20 —T-—=5, =TK< .
3203 i
Therefore, for T' > % we can guarantee that 7' — T > 0and
F Aa® oo
or < pt= T —TpT
TP o+ 1 _ P P 32L%
. 2
< pT7T50 + Aa .
1—p

O

2
Corollary 9. Fix e > 0. Choose o < min {wjf’T,L“ / LSO‘SfT} . Then, if T > 64iOCL1 + 4'MLCO In %, we have 67 < ¢.

2
7642%17 A>0,a < /2% o < Li/2%  due to the choice of T >

Proof of Corollary[d Since 0 < T < ars @ < L/ 7007,

642();% + % In %, we obtain that
ue \TT b (7_F) _ €
1- = 6o < e oI5y < =
( 4L0) 0=€ 0=73
and that
ALod 00 _ ¢
uC AT — 27
Therefore, 7 < e. Notice that the computation of G, 0 < t < T — 1, requires additional 7" epochs. Therefore, the
2
total number of epochs is at least 27" > 12832L1 + % In %. O

D Partial participation

D.1 Asymmetric generalized-smooth non-convex functions
Theorem (4| Let Assumptionsand @hold Jor functions f, { fm}fle and { fm]-}frvl[’:]\lf j=1- Choose any T = 1. For all
0<t<T —1,denote

G = Lo+ LollVf(@i)ll, ae = Lo + Lymax [V fin(2o)]|, e = Lo + Ly max [V f7 (z)]].

Put A* = f* — % n]\;[:l fr and A = - % n]\f:l % Zjvzl Iomj- Impose the following conditions on the local

stepsizes 7y, server stepsizes 1y, global stepsizes 0y :

1 2 24, 1
NR<nR< e P <
= —mm{mat’ c at(Qata§+a§)}’ "= RN\ & (aa? + a))’
1
Scg<t, 0<t<T-1,
a; 4a,

where ¢ > \/T,0 < ¢ < %. Let 4 dzgff (xo) — f*. Then, the iterates {xt}tT;Ol ofAlgorithmsatisfy

: ¢ . [V VS
E [o<?g¥1 {8 H { Ly 7 L }H

2a:d;+ad [ 2 9 152 A 9 e 9 T
(l-l-T(??tat—FntR at—|—’ytNat+ntRat))
T

< do

26,2 + 3 .,
e T 4td2 ¢ (n?atA* +vy2Na A +77752RatA*) )
t
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We need to use the following relations to establish convergence guarantees:

donen g Xy SV ()

mES)”

r—1 N—

Tty =y — WtZ% % Vfﬁj( ) ’Ytzvfﬂ(rl>

k=0~ mes) =0

=

=
<

0
$t+1:l’t—7t($t—$(}5>.

R

We assume that the whole sum is zero when the upper summation index is smaller than the lower index. We can derive
the following recursion from the above relations:

0:
Ty — Tg41 = R( —l‘f)

RRZ NZ:(:)WWJ( ’J>'

‘ >

Further, the first statement of Lemma [I] yields the following inequality:

Flaesr) < fla) = (Vf(20), 20 — xe1) + (Lo + Ly ||V f (22)]]) M

We deal with the last term, using the second statement of Lemmam

o — e | = 67 ;Z > ¥ Zwﬂ( )
meSy"
2

Vin (w5) = VH@)|| + 26219 f ol

R—-1 N—
1 1
< 267 BT

Ju

/N

L
N

=0

<.

r=0 mESt)""

267 S S S
< o Lo+ LUV @Y Y0 Y o —al,

r=0 mespr j=0

+4607 (Lo + Ly |V f (o)) (f (o) = ).

2

We use the following notation: a: = Lo + Li||Vf(xs)||, az = Lo + Limaxy, |Vin(z:)|l, a2 = Lo +
L1 max,, ; HVf[,f (x¢)| . Next, we have that

.'I,'t—.’L'

ul Z Z Z Vfﬂj ( lt) + % ]i Vf;; (x:nlt)

mt
meS’M J 1=0
r=1 4 1 N-1 v Jj—1 2
i k,j T
<Y m S v 2 Vi (a) +2%zw (=5ih)
k=0~ meSpk =0 1=0
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Using Young’s inequality, we obtain

Using |[Malinovsky et al.[ (2022, Lemma 1), we derive the following upper bound on th - xm ‘

where

Using this bound on th — xm :

E[V;

] 2
T = Tyl < 4n;

‘ 2 r—ll 1

v 5 Y S v @)
k=0 meSHk j=0
j—1 2
+ 4 |3 (Vo (wils) - £ (xt>)|
1=0
i1 2

+ 477 Vi (xt)

2

Jou etz < o 3D oI PEE |
TCN 0 mespk =0
Cr(M —Cr)
22 2 2 2
Y - (N c2v sl + L=t )
Jj—1
+ 4472 (a QZ’xt—x
=0
, JIN—J
w2 (PIV el + 272 )
1 M N-1
o; = VN SN IV @) = Vi (@)1,
m=1 j=0
1 N-—-1
O = 55 2 VIR (@) = Vi ()]
7=0
. 2
fothGlef o Dmesir Z;VZ_OI ) —xt‘ , we obtain
R-— N-1 )
- orw 2Bl - |
=0 jpeg)r J=0
< (ar)”
~— CRN
R—-1 N-1
DD 477?7“2,,01\,2: > Zth—xmt ot =]
r=0 ’mEStA’” 7=0 k= OmESAr 7=0
R—1 N-1 .
1 2 JIN—J) »
tan X X X (02 (P + S0,
r=0 MGS?T 7=0

o 1 22,2 2 Cr(M—Cr) ,
T > (w3 (WCIv sl + ot ) ).
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Recall that vy NR < m, R < 7 6a . Summing over indices, we arrive at

e < MYy @ em) + Y=Y 6 e W)
+ 20 iiw:nw (@)I2(N = 1)(2M — 1) + 222(N + 1)— ZU
3 i - m Tt 3’Yt m,t
2 2 M-C R+1
4 2RIV (R - 1R~ 1) + e 1)077? R
< 207 (ar)? (1 + R*)E[Vi] + ’Yt Z IV fm () [[P(N = 1)(2M — 1)

nL 1

2 2
+ 2RIV PR - DR~ 1)+ 2R+ ) Y o,

m=1
2 ,R+1 M—C
3TN r— 1)t
To derive the bound on E [V;] we need to require that v, N R < 17, R < {5z to have 1 — 27 (a:)” (14 R?) > 0. Using
Lemmal([l] we have

E[Vi] < 2%2N2 E IV fon (@) |2+ 207 R?||V £ (1) ||?
m=1
R M-C
2 2 2
+27fNM ZU P2 =)

1

M
<Ay N* 47 Z Lo+ Ly [V (@) []) (fm (20) = f7)

)_.

N—

M
FAR R, () — f)) 42N S S IV ()

m:l 3=0

H

1 M
Z IV i (2) |12

m=

—

<A S (Lo + Lo |V fm(a) ) (Fon) — £3)

M m=1
+ A R?ay (f (z0) — f(z4))
2 1 = 1 = T T T,k
N Y = Y Lo+ La VAR @)ll) (3 () = £37)
m=1"" j=0
2 M-C i Z ok
+4ThR(M 1)CM (Lo + L1 |V fon(@e)]]) (fom (2¢) fm)'
m=1

The bound for E [V}] is given by the following:

M
E[Vi] <4nja, | f ( -+ <f % > f&)) +dng Ray (f () — f*)

| Mo N
+ 497 Nay | f(x f*_MZN I

M
+477Rat(M 1? (f(xt)—f*+ f*—]\142ﬂ:1>>
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Recall that A* = f* — LS fr A= — LS00 LS f77. Therefore,
[Vi] < dnjag (f () = f*+ A%) + 47 R?aq (f () — f7)
+ 49 Nay (f(ae) = f*+ D7) + i 2Ras L = C () — 17+ A
¢ N (M - 1)C
Rewriting, we obtain
E[Vi] <4(f(x) — f*) [ n?ar + n? R%a; + 2 Nay +n?Ra M-C
t] = t t Wt t t t t t t (M — 1)0
* M-C *
+4nfa; A +4’ytNatA + 4n? RatWA

<A4(f(xe) — f*) (nfas + n; R?ay + v Nay + n; Ray)
+4na; A% + 4’yt2thZ* + 4n? Ra; A*.

Following this, we need to establish a bound for the scalar product

—(Vf(z) 21 — T441) —49t<Vf xt) Z Z ;IZ vfﬂJ ( 7. )>

mESA7
Using the identity 2(a, b) = |la + b]|* — ||al|* — ||b]|*, we obtain

2

) 0,1 %=1 1 =
t 2 t d T,
~(Vf @) e —aen) = = | IV @I+ 5| 52 5 S & >0 Vi (a3
r=0 meS]T j=0
R—1 N—1 2
0, 12 1S i (s
+ 5 Vf(x:) — = rol N N (xmt)
r=0 meSs}” j=0
R—1 N—-1 2
. 975 2 615 1 — 1 1 — i .
= | IV + S5 5 X & 2 v (o)
r=0 "~ mesi  j=0
R—1 N-—1 2
0,11 %=1 1 =

Using Lemma([T]and omitting one of the terms, we get

- V) — we) S —EIVF@IP + % @)

Taking the expectation with respect to the randomness of the algorithm, we have

E[f(zes)] < flze) - @nw (z)]?

N—
Qtat
— x4

mGS)" =0
a
+ é [EEETeY
Recalling the definition of E [V}] and taking the conditional expectation, we obtain
0 0,a? . R
E[f(zee)l @] < f(ze) - 5t||vf (w)|* + %E Vil + 67|V £ (1) ||* + 6760 E [Vi]

etd?EV 0263
B) [t]+ tatE[V;f]‘

= Jlw) — (1= 26,80 V7 (=) +
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Using the fact that 6; < 4a , We arrive at

~2 &3

0 a
Blf@e)led < f(e) = TNV @) + GBIV + 5B Vi
Recalling the bound on E [V}], we obtain

9t 2 EL% at
B[] < flao) = FIVS @)1 + EEE V) + 1gE5B [V

() = 2191 )P

f
&% &f * 2 2 P2~ 2 ~ 2
+ + (f(xe) = f*) (nfar + i R%ay + v} Nay + n} Ray)

2a;  4a?
&% &E 2 *
+ (5 (0" + NGB +9FRa,A") (18)
Qat 4at
Using the fact that ; > =, we get that

OV S @l? VS @l
4 = da,

Therefore,

b

VS (@)” _ [V i) < Lo, ¢ (VAP (VS ()]
— - > 0 17 = —min .
4 C”vst(ft)H IV f ()] > %7 8 Lo Ly

Denote 5; & f (z¢) — f*. Then we have

\Y% 2 v
LT P

2atat + at
4a?

20,02 + &} N
+ SO (At + NG R + nERaA”)
t

Recall that n, < 26‘11% \ /m, v < CQRL;V, /W, c>VT. Using |Mishchenko et al.[ (2020, Lemma 6),

we appear at

- IVf )l [V ()l
t:07r1r,1.1.r.lT—1 { 8 min { Ly Ly }}

T
(1 + 2‘”” +a‘ (nfay + nf Ry +vENay + n; Rat))
T

(nfar +n; R?ay + v Nay + n; Ray) 6

do

<
20,02 + a}
147

Corollary 4, Fix ¢ > 0. Choose ¢ = 2VT. Let N < 204 \/2at(2a,a§j-0at)A hmT S 2% m. Then, if

2
iy {min { ||Vf£9§t)|| | ||v1;<fct>u }H .

ProofofCorollary Since ¢ = 2T and Ny < 2‘“1/%(2&” a0y ¥ < CRN1/af(2afa2+a3 ,and ny <

N 50 24, 350 7260 12A* 6A”
2at\/2at(2at&$+a§)A*RT’ " < R 7 (ana + T A BT due to the choice of T > max{ G e Ge }, we

obtain that

(nfatA* +2Na A" + RatA*)

T> 7?‘;" , we have

E

T
<1+m (ntat+r]tR at—i-vtNat—FntRat)) e
T 6OSTS <

30 _ Ce
T 24’

53



A PREPRINT

24 ~2 ~3
i B4 (nfar A + 7 Ray,A*) < =

12 21’
and that
2&,&&? + CAL? 2 aT~ KK C&'
— Lt Na A < 2.
a2 e =9
Therefore, E {mint:()’.__?T_l {min { “Vfézf)‘|27 ”VJ;(;/IH)H }}] <e. O

D.2 Asymmetric generalized-smooth functions under P¥.-condition

Theorem 10. Let Assumptions|l|and @ hold for functions f, { fm}%:1 and { f; }M’N . Let Assumption 4| hold.

m=1,j=1
Choose 0 < ¢ < %. Let &g d:eff (zo) — f*. Choose any integer T > 646‘?% .Forall0 <t <T —1,denote

m

@ = Lo+ LoV f(@)ll,  ar = Lo+ Limax[[Vfm(@i)ll,  ar = Lo+ Ly max [V £/ ()]

Put A* = f*— L Z%Zl > and A= - & Zn]\le + Z;V:_ol [frj- Impose the following conditions on the local

stepsizes 7y, server stepsizes 1y, global stepsizes 0 :

_ 1 24 1 azpg
NR<mR< —, = s 6,2 + ad)
Tt = Thefv = { 16&75 C \/at (204/@% + a?) \/32[’% (6t + A*) ag (2&,5(1? + a§)

3 do
TL% ((St + A*) a¢ (2&15&% + d?) ’

2a 1 a3 6,
7 NR < min at\/~ 5 3y 7*% . ’
Qe (20007 +a7)"\| 12 (5t +A ) dr (20,2 + G3)

azpud
3212 (5t + Z*) y (20,2 + 63)

—_

<0; <

0<t<T-1
= a4, =t )

AP
Q>
BN

6460 L?

where ¢ > \/T. Let T be an integer such that 0 < T < e

{2:}1—y" of Algorithm 3| satisfy

, A > 0 be aconstant, o < j—&}. Then, the iterates

T-T
uC 4LoAc?
< _ I ikl
e (1 4L0> T

where O dzdf (x7) — f*.
Proof of Theorem Let us follow the first steps of the proof of Theorem[d] Consider (I8):

%
Zt||Vf (z)]|* < flxe) = fwe41)
2a.a7 + a;
13
2,37 + i3
1

(f(ze) = f*) (nfas + i R*ay + 77 Ny + 17 Ray)

(n?atA* +2Na A" + nfRatA*) :
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Since 0; > di, and f satisfies Polyak—t.ojasiewicz AssumptionEl, we obtain that
t

M < flze) — f(xe41)
2at
A ~9 ~3
%ij% (f(xe) = f9) (mat + ;R +’yt Nag +n; Rat)
t
2.3 +

102 (nt N + 2 Na, A + ) RatA*)
t

1. Let T be the number of steps #, so that ||V f (i) > f—fl) For such t, we have Lo + L1 [|[Vf (z)] = @ <
2L ||V f (z¢)]| - Therefore, we get

W) )
ALV G = /) =)

2a.a; + a}
= @) = 1) (s + i R + 57 N + 7 Ray)
t

20,42 + a3

(nt A"+ Na, A + n; RatA*)
4a?
Notice that the relation G; < 2L; ||V f(z)|| and Lemmall|together imply

V£l _ IIVF)]? .
AL, < 54, < flz) = [

Hence, we have

1/52% < fze) = f(ze41)

20,07 + a; . .

% (f(ze) = f*) (nfas + 0} R*ay + ~7 Nay + n} Ray)
t

2a.a7 + a3

(nt arA* + 3 NatA + n; RatA*>
4a?

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing J; &ef f (x¢) — f*, we obtain
LS
1612

24,42 + a3 . _
%& (nfas +niR*ay +vZ Nag + n; Ray)
t

Op1 < 0y —

5 =2 | 23
2aza; + ay

4&2 <’I7§CltA* + ’ththZ* + nfRatA*) .
t

4a3p¢ 4a3p .
< — t < L s
As 7y < \/128L§(5t+A*)atR2N2(2ataf+a3) and 7, < \/128L§(5t+A*)atR2(2ataf+aE’)7]t follows that

t

20,02 + a3
%& (m a; + 777§2R2at + 7 i Na, + Mt Rat)
t

20,02 + a3
4a?

* 2 * /JC
(ntatA +fyt NatA + ni RatA ) < 32L2'

Therefore, we get

I8
< — .
5t+1 = 615 32L%
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2. Suppose now that ||V f (z;)|| < % For such ¢, we have Lo + L1 ||V f (x¢)|| = a4, < 2L¢. Hence,

%ﬂofﬁ) < f(@e) = fzen)

2a.a7 + aj . .

Lt 47:&2 L (f(w) = f*) (nfay +ni R?ay + 7 Nay + 17 Ray)
t

2a:a7 + a3

102 (nt N + P Na, A + RatA*)
¢

Subtracting f* on both sides and introducing ¢, &ef f (z) — f*, we obtain

A =2 4 A3
2a.a; + ay

Oip1 < Oep+ 1a? Ot (77t ar + 17 R%a; + 77 Nay +n; Rat)
2
%m (nt atA* —|—’}/t NatA =+ T]t R(ItA ) .
t

def - ¢ def . def . oo 442 A .
where p = 1 i Let v = ay and 7, = an with 4 < \/4L§(6t+A*)atR2N2(2&t&$+af) and 7y <

4a2A
\/4Lf(6t+A*)atRz(Qd,,df—&-d?) , for some constant A > 0. Then,

6t+1 S p(;t -+ AO[2.
Unrolling the recursion, we derive

(oo}
57 < p" 6o + Aa? Zpi - 32L2 Z '
i=0

_p Ao®  1-pP g
<o’ P50+1—p_1—p32L%'

Notice that §; 1 < §; + Aa?, which implies

- LS
5 <6 (T - T) Aa? — TS
T =00+ 32L2
Since o < XT, we conclude that
s - 646,13
0< (ST < 260 , = T< .
"3z IS
Therefore, for T' > % we can guarantee that 7' — T > 0and
2 Ao® o5 g
or < p" s —Tp"
Pt T P 3212
. Aa?
<p" T+ T

O

645 L2
° 1 4L° In 250 ,we have 1 < ¢.

Corollary 10. Fixe > 0. Choose o < min {1/ AT7L1 8505 } Then, if T >

Proof of Corollary[T0} Since 0 < T < 64Z°L A>0 0 < /4% a < L/, due to the choice of T' >

6400L} + 4L0 In 250 , we obtain that

I7s
(1-49) s <t < 2
and that
4Ly A i <€
uC AT — 27
Therefore, i < . O
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E Extension to global stepsizes with pseudogradients

Letus con51der Algorithm|T] For the other two algorithms same results can be obtained in a similar manner. We replace
with 7y, = I after the computation of g, in the pseudocode. Recall that

Tp = co—i-(']”Vf(;Ltp)H Co‘*‘%”fh)
lgpll = Z > Vil
m=1 j=t,+1
By the triangle inequality, we obtain that
M v
loell < 5= Z (V@) =V fmlin,)) | + |V £, )|
»)

=1j=t,+1

v

M
oot 2 2 [V = V(e + [V (@)l

m=1j=t,+1

Since every f, is (Lo, L1)-smooth, we have that

looll < o —F537 Z Z [, — 23| + |V f (@,

m=1j=t,+1
By Jensen’s inequality we have that

RSB II I EErE S (SR i SN CEE

m=1j=t,+1 m=1j=t,+1
Lemma [4] 3 N
< \/8(vp—tp)apap (f(&,) — f*+ A%).
For any sufficiently small 6 > 0, let us choose «;, < 5 . Then, [|g,|| < [V f(Z¢,)]| + 0.

\/8 (vp—tp) mtp)ff*JrA*)

The lower bound on ||g,|| is obtained similarly: we just need to write the triangle inequality for the ||V f(#¢,)||. We
have

IV f(s,)]| < CEnIT Z Z [V fn(27) = ¥ fn () || + Il
m=1j=t,+1
<6+ lgpll-
Finally, we obtain that ||V f(Z;,)|| — 6 < [|gp|| < [V f(4,)]| + 6. Hence
1 1 1

< < .
(co+c10) + i V(e[| ~ b+ i llgpll = (ch —hd) + ¢, [|[VF ()|
It means that the practical choice of the stepsize only slightly differs in the constants in the denominator. So, all our
theory works for it as well.

F Additional experimental details for main part

In this section, we provide additional experimental details: parameters search grids and some technical details
that did not fit in the main text. For all the plots we provide in the legend all the best parameters found by the
grid search. The parameter grids are provided as table for every method. All the code can be seen at https:
//anonymous .4open.science/r/local_steps_rr-BASE/.

It can be seen from pseudocode of Algorithms|[T} [2] 3] that global stepsize depends on the full gradient. However, our
numerical tests showed that use of gradient approximations g,, for Algorithm and g; for Algorithms gives better
numerical results while being less computationally expensive. Thus, in our practical experiments we decided to use this
approximation in calculation of global stepsize. We want to point out, that the theoretical analysis for this “practical”
version of the algorithm can be done be considering very small inner stepsizes. Although, we decided not to include it
in the current version to keep the presentation more concise and avoid additional complexities.
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F.1 Methods with random reshuffling

1"

10
10°
10°
. — S0, Ir=1e-07
T 102 NASTYA, Ir=1e-06
= —— SO, ¢I=10000.0, Ir=0.0001
¥ | —— CLERR, ¢I=100000.0, Ir=0.0001
10 P L WA
107
107

0 20 40 60 80 100
Epochs

Figure 5: Function residual for (@), o, = 10~7. The best parameters are provided in the legend.
In these experiments we compare methods with random reshuffling, that shuffle data once at the start of training
process. The main idea is to show the positive impact of random reshuffling and clipping on algorithm performance.
We incorporate these two techniques inside our CLERR method (Algorithm [2)).

Firstly, consider @). For these experiments we take d = 1 and randomly sample 1000 shifts z; € [—10, 10]. We run all
the methods for 10 different seeds on a logarithmic hyperparameter grid. Then we choose the best hyperparameters
according to the best mean loss values on the second half of epochs. The parameter grid is provided in Table[T] To find
f*, we run the Newton method for couple iterations until convergence.

Since both Nastya and Algorithm [2]have jumping at the end of every epoch, if we tuned the inner stepsize along with
other parameters, the inner stepsize would go to zero and the outer stepsize would be selected such as these methods
solve the problem in 1 step. This would be unfair because other baselines do not use a jumping technique, so they would
not be able to achieve such performance. Thus, we decided to fix the inner stepsize for Algorithm[2]and Nastya equal to
the best stepsize, chosen for SO, and tune the clipping level and outer stepsize with the outer stepsize not exceeding the
values supported in theory. Here and later, for simplicity, we speak about Algorithm [2)in terms of stepsize and clipping
level, that we can obtain from ¢y and ¢; from @) The best stepsize for SO is 10~ ", so we choose inner stepsize for
Nastya and Algorithm [2|the same. Nastya chooses outer stepsize equal 10~7, while CSO and CLERR (Algorithm
choose it equal to 10~%. CSO clips gradients at the level 10%, while CLERR — at the level 10°.

Method Stepsize Clipping Level | Inner Stepsize
SO 1078,1072 - -
NASTYA 108,102 - 1077
CSO 108,107 109,10° -
Algorithm[2[ | [1078,1072 10°,10° 1077

Table 1: Parameter grid

s for experiments on methods with random reshuffling on (@).

58



A PREPRINT

F.1.1 ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10

Loss [[VA(xi)]] Accuracy
15 1.0 :
2.0
0.8
15 10
£ 0.6
= 1.0 5
0.4
0.5
0.2
0.0 0
0 100 200 0 100 200 0 100 200
2.0 20 0.8 /’#"::::;;;;;;:::
215 15 0.6 50, Ir=0.01
@ — (SO, c/=10.0, Ir=0.1
= 10 04
1.0 ' —— NASTYA, in_Ir=0.01, Ir=0.1
5 0o — CLERR,in_Ir=0.01,cl=10.0, Ir=0.1
0.5 o " —— CLERR-h, co=0.1, c;=10.0
0 100 200 0 100 200 0 100 200
Epochs

Figure 6: Loss, gradient norm and accuracy on train and test dataset for ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10. The best parameters
are provided in the legend.

In this experiment we consider image classification task. We train ResNet-18 on the CIFAR-
10 Krizhevsky et al.| (2009) dataset. The implementation of ResNet-18 was taken from https://github.com/
kuangliu/pytorch-cifar, All the methods are run on 3 different random seeds on logarithmic hyperparameter grid.
Then we choose the best hyperparameters according to the best mean test accuracy on the last 25% of epochs.

In this experiment, we do not fix the inner stepsize for Nastya and CLERR, since methods do not try to make it as
small as possible, as it was in the previous experiment. However, both SO, Nastya, and CLERR choose the same inner
stepsize 1072 as the best. Then, both Nastya and CLERR choose bigger outer step size 107!, and CLERR also chooses
clipping level on outer step size as 10. Despite the fact that both Nastya and CLERR choose bigger outer stepsizes
compared to inner stepsize, jumping does not have any impact on this problem. CLERR clips outer gradients at the
level of 10, so this also does not help method to converge to a better area.

Moreover, we provide results of heuristically modified Algorithm 2] where we fix clipping level and inner stepsize of
Algorithm 2] equal to the best clipping level and the best stepsize from CSO correspondingly. The tunable parameters
are only cg and c; for outer stepsize. We call this method CLERR-h. CLERR-h chooses an outer stepsize equal to 5,
while the clipping level is very tiny and equal to 10~2. All the parameter grids are provided in Table

Method Stepsize Clipping Level | Inner Stepsize co c1
RR 103,101 - - - -
NASTYA | [1073,1071 - [107%,10Y] - -
CRR 10731071 109,103 - - -
CLERR 1073,107 1 109,103 [107%,10Y] - -
CLERR-h - 10* 1071 [1072,10%] | [107%,10]

Table 2: Parameter grids for experiments on methods with random reshuffling on ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10.
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F.2 Methods with local steps

5 —— C-LGDJ, t=1, cl_Ir=1e-10, ¢_0=10000.0, c_1=1e-10 —— C-LGDJ, t=1, cl_Ir=1e-10, ¢c_0=10000.0, c_1=0.01

7
10 —— CELGC, 1=1, ¢_0=10000.0, c_1=1e-10 10 —— CELGC, 1=1, ¢_0=100000.0, c_1=1e-10
103 —— CE-FedAvg, =1, se_Ir=1.0, cl_Ir=0.0001, cl_cl=10.0 —— CE-FedAvg, =1, se_Ir=1.0, cl_Ir=1e-05, cl_cl=10.0
4
AT C-LGDJ, t=10, cl_Ir=1e-10, ¢_0=10000.0, c_1=1e-10 10 ---- C-LGDJ, t=10, cl_Ir=1e-10, ¢_0=10000.0, c_1=0.01
10" ' ---- CELGC, =10, c_0=1000000.0, c_1=1e-15 ---- CELGC, t=10, ¢_0=1000000.0, c_1=1e-10
- 10,1 ---- CE-FedAvg, T=10, se_Ir=1000.0, cl_Ir=1e-08, cl_cl=1.0 1 % 10 ---- CE-FedAvg, 1=10, se_Ir=1.0, cl_Ir=1e-05, cl_cl=10.0
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Figure 7: Function résgdual for (E[) stamng from different z( for different numl()e)r of loc(zlllosteps %)n the client device 7.
The best parameters are provided in the legend.

In these experiments we compare methods with local steps: Algorithm [I] (C-LGDJ) with Communication Efficient
Local Gradient Clipping (CELGC) (Liu et al.,|2022) and Clipping-Enabled-FedAvg (CE-FedAvg)|Zhang et al.| (2022).
For comparison we take problem (@) for d = 100, where we randomly sample 1000 shifts z; € [—10, 10]*. To make
the distributions of data on each client more distinct between each other, we sort the whole dataset at the beginning of
the experiment by ||z;||. Each method has 10 clients, where each client has equal number of data. We provide results
for two starting points: zo = (1, ..., 1) and 2o = (10, ..., 10). All the methods are run for 10 different random seeds on
logarithmic hyperparameter grid. The best hyperparameters are chosen according to the best mean loss on the last 25%
of epochs.

Each client performs 7 = 1 or 7 = 10 local steps, and each local step is performed on the whole local data. For ease of
implementation and due to computational limitations we iterate over all the clients sequentially.

We reformulate constants ¢y and ¢; as server stepsize and clipping level from (3) to better interpret the experimental
results. We start by paying attention to results with a single local step. Firstly, consider C-LGDJ (Algorithm [T). It
chooses tiny client stepsizes 1071 and small server stepsizes 5 - 10~° for both starting points. For F1gure1t also
takes very big clipping level for server 10**, compared to Flgure where it clips on level 10%, which is obvious
because on the second picture methods start farther from the minimum and have bigger gradients. Secondly, consider
CELGC. In both cases, it takes very small client stepsizes: 5 - 1075 and 5 - 10~ respectively, and very big clipping
levels: 10'# and 105 respectively. Finally, CE-FedAvg also takes small client stepsizes: 10~% and 1075, rather big
server stepsizes, which are equal to 1, and average client clipping levels: 10 in both cases. For 7 = 10 we have the
same parameters for C-LGDJ, CELGC tries to make even smaller steps with high clipping levels, while CE-FedAvg
uses a much bigger server stepsize and much smaller client stepsize, for the case from Figure[7a]

The grids of hyperparameters for zo = (1, .., 1) are provided in Table[3} and for zo = (10, ..., 10) — in Table 4]

Method Cl. Stepsize | Se. Stepsize | Cl. Clip Level co c1
Clipped-L-SGD-J | [10719,107] - - [10~19,10°] | (10710 10%]
CELGC - - - [10~15,101°] | [10~1,10%7]
CE-FedAvg [10~19,10°] | [10~19,107] [10°,107] - -
Table 3: Parameter grids for experiments on methods with local steps on for xg = (1,...,1). Here "cl." means
"Client", and "se." — "server".
Method Cl. Stepsize | Se. Stepsize | Cl. Clip Level Co c1
Clipped-L-SGD-J | [10719,107] - - [10~19,10°] | [10~1°,10%]
CELGC - - - 107191017 | [1071°,10%7]
CE-FedAvg [10~19,10°] | [10~19,107] [10°, 107 - -
Table 4: Parameter grids for experiments on methods with local steps on @) for 2o = (10, ..., 10). Here "cl." means
"client", and "se." — "server".
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F.3 Methods with local steps, random reshuffling and partial participation

—— CRR-CLI, s_Ir=1e-10, ¢_Ir=1e-10, cp=100000.0, c1=1e-10
—— CE-FedAvg-PP, =10, s_Ir=10.0, c_Ir=1e-06, c_cl=1.0

0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200
Number of meta-epochs (communications)

Figure 8: Function residual for (), starting from z¢ = (1, ..., 1) with batch size 16. The best parameters are provided
in the legend.

In these experiments we compare methods with clipping, random reshuffling, local steps and partial participation:
Algorithm [3] (CRR-CLI) and with CE-FedAvg Zhang et al. (2022)) with partial participation (CE-FedAvg-PP). For
comparison we take problem (@) for d = 100, where we randomly sample 1000 shifts z; € [—10, 10]¢. Again, to make
the distributions of data on each client more distinct between each other, we sort the whole dataset at the beginning of
the experiment by ||z;||. All the methods are run for 10 different random seeds on logarithmic hyperparameter grid.
The best hyperparameters are chosen according to the best mean loss on the last 25% of epochs.

Each method has 10 clients, where each client has the same amount of data. The size of the cohort is chosen to be 2. The
method performs local steps on each client from the cohort, after which it performs communication and goes to the next
cohort. In the Algorithm [3]the clients to the cohort are chosen sequentially with sliding window after Client-Reshuffling.
In CE-FedAvg-PP clients to the cohort are always chosen randomly. The starting point is chosen 2o = (1, ..., 1). All
the methods are run for 10 different random seeds. The best hyperparameters are chosen according to the best mean
loss on the last 25% of epochs.

For local steps we chose batch size equal to 16. In Algorithm [3|every client goes sequentially over the whole shuffled
local dataset with batch size window. In CE-FedAvg-PP we fix number of local steps to 10, and each client samples
batch on every local step.

Just like in previous experiment in Section[5.2] all the methods try to reduce the influence of local steps by making
inner stepsizes very small. Algorithm [3|chooses both client and server stepsizes equal 1071%, and CE-FedAvg-PP
chooses client stepsize equal 10~° and client clipping level equals 1. Speaking of outer steps, Algorithmchooses
global stepsize equal to 5 - 10~7 with clipping level 10*®. And CE-FedAvg-PP has server stepsize equal to 10. The
grids of hyperparameters are provided in Table[3]

Method Cl. Stepsize | Se. Stepsize | Cl. Clip Level co c1
CRR-CLI 10~-10,10° 10~-10,10° - [10~10,10°] | [10~19,10°]
CE-FedAvg-PP | [10~19,103 10-1°,10° [10°, 107 - -
Table 5: Parameter grids for experiments on methods with clipping, random reshuffling, local steps and partial
participation. Here "cl." means "client", and "se." — "server".
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Figure 9: Algorithm with different step sizes on ResNet-18 on CIFAR-10.

G Additional experiments

In this section, we provide additional numerical experiments, that did not fit in the main paper: in Section we
investigate the influence of that inner step size on the behavior of Algorithm[2] and in Section[G.2] we provide additional
experiments on logistic regression, where we compare Algorithm [2] with clipped SGD.

G.1 How the inner step size affects convergence of the method

In this experiment, we investigate the influence of the inner step size on the behavior of Algorithm [2|on ResNet-18 on
CIFAR-10. To do this, we take the same hyperparameters for Algorithm [2]as in Sections[5.1.1] and only change
the inner step size. The results are provided in Figure 0]

On the one hand, if we take the inner step size too small (blue and orange lines), it converges very slowly. This is
obvious since Algorithm 2] becomes regular Clipped-GD, which can be seen from pseudocode. Because Clipped-GD
performs a single step per epoch, it has slow convergence. On the other hand, if we take the inner step size too big (red
line), the method diverges. It does not have clipping on the inner step, so such behavior is expected. To summarize, it is
important to take the inner step size small, but not too small, because it may slow down the convergence.

G.2 Logistic regression experiments

Since in the experiments on neural networks (Sections [5.1.1} [F.I.T)) regular CSO (SGD with clipping) showed very
good results, we decided to conduct additional experiments on logistic regression, where we compare CSO with our
Algorithm[2] We consider gisette and realsim datasets from libsvm library [Chang & Lin| (2011). All the methods are
run for 3 different random seeds on logarithmic hyperparameter grid. The best hyperparameters are chosen according to
the best mean loss on the last 25% of epochs. The results are presented in Figure 0]

Since the inner stepsize for CLERR has the same meaning as stepsize for CSO, we decided to take the same parameter
grids for these two parameters. The same goes for clipping levels in spite of the fact that CLERR clips the gradient
approximation only in the end of the epoch. This experiment shows that CLERR either has the same performance as
CSO or better. Since logistic regression is (Lg, L1 )-smooth, such result is expected, as Algorithm is designed for such
type of functions. Figure shows us that CLERR chooses very small outer stepsize 10~2, while inner step size is
bigger than the one in CSO: 10~! vs 1072, In the Figure CLERR chooses parameters in the opposite way: inner
step size is very small and equal to the one from CSO, while the outer stepsize is bigger. The parameter grids for gisette
dataset is presented in Table[f] and for realsim — in Table[7]
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Figure 10: Gradient norm for logistic regression problem on gisette and realsim datasets. The best parameters are
provided in the legend.
Stepsize Clipping Level | Inner Stepsize
CSO 1073,1071 100,107 -
CLERR | [1073,10° T 100,107 [10=3,1071]

Table 6: Parameter grids for logistic regression experiments on gisette dataset

Stepsize Clipping Level | Inner Stepsize
CSO 1075,107 1 109,102 -
CLERR | [1073,107 T 100,107 [107°,10~1]

Table 7: Parameter grids for logistic regression experiments on realsim dataset

H Extended Related Work

The usage of distributed methods is dictated by the fact that data can be naturally distributed across multiple de-
vices/clients and be private, which is a typical scenario in Federated Learning (FL) (Konecny et al., 2016, McMahan
et al.,[2016} |[Kairouz et al.,|2019). FL systems have practical considerations and are backed by extensive experiments
from recent years. These highlight important effective design rules and algorithmic features. Below is a quick overview
of some key points.

Partial Participation. Partial Participation (PP) is a FL technique in which a server selects a subset of clients to
engage in the training process during each communication round. Its application may be necessary in scenarios where
server capacity or client availability is limited (Kairouz et al.,|2021). The technique is useful when the number of clients
is large, as the benefits of convergence do not grow proportionally with the size of the cohort (Charles et al., [2021]).
Clients can be selectively chosen to form a cohort, prioritizing those that deliver the most impactful information (Chen

et al.l [2020).

Local training. Local Training (LT), where clients perform multiple optimization steps on their local data before
engaging in the resource-intensive process of parameter synchronization, stands out as one of the most effective and
practical techniques for training FL models. LT was proposed by [Mangasarian| (1995); [Povey et al.|(2014)); Moritz et al.
(2015)) and later promoted by McMabhan et al.|(2016)). While these works provided strong empirical evidence for the
efficiency and potential of LT-based methods, they lacked theoretical backing. Early theoretical analyses of LT methods
relied on restrictive data homogeneity assumptions, which are often unrealistic in real-world federated learning (FL)
settings (Stich, 2018 |Li et al., [2019; [Haddadpour & Mahdavi, |2019)). Later, Khaled et al.|(2019a}b) removed limiting
data homogeneity assumptions for LocalGD (Gradient Descent (GD) with LT). Then, [Woodworth et al.| (2020); Glasgow
et al.| (2022) derived lower bounds for GD with LT and data sampling, showing that its communication complexity is no
better than minibatch Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) in settings with heterogeneous data. Another line of works
focused on the mitigating so-called client drift phenomenon, which naturally occurs in LocalGD applied to distributed

63



A PREPRINT

problems with heterogeneous local functions (Karimireddy et al., 20205 Tran-Dinh et al.| 2021} |Gorbunov et al.,|2021b;
Thapa et al., 2022; Mishchenko et al., 2022 Malinovsky et al.}[2023bj | Y1 et al., [2024)).

Although removing the dependence on data homogeneity was a key advancement, the theoretical result suggests LT
worsens GD, which contradicts empirical evidence showing LT significantly improves it. [Karimireddy et al.| (2020)
identified the client drift phenomenon as the main cause of the gap and proposed a solution to mitigate it, which led to
the development of the Scaffold method, featuring the same communication complexity as GD. Later, another algorithm
S-Local-GD was proposed by |Gorbunov et al.|(2021b). Finally, Mishchenko et al.|(2022) demonstrated that a novel and
simplified form of LT exemplified by their ProxSkip method, results in provable communication acceleration compared
to GD. LocalGD is at the base of Federated Averaging (FedAvg) (McMahan et al.| 2016). Essentially, FedAvg is a
variant of LocalGD with participating devices and data sampled randomly. FedAvg has found applications in various
ML tasks, such as, e.g., mobile keyboard prediction (Hard et al.| [2018)). Wide applicability of FedAvg motivates
theoretical study of its backbone LocalGD algorithm.

Random reshuffling. Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) serves as the foundation for nearly all advanced methods
used to train supervised machine learning models. SGD is often refined with techniques like minibatching, momentum,
and adaptive stepsizes. However, beyond these enhancements, it is important to decide how to select the next data point
for training. Typically, variants of SGD apply a sampling with replacement approach where each new training data point
is selected from the full dataset independently of previous samples. Although standard Stochastic Gradient Descent
(SGD) (Robbins & Monro, [1951) is well-understood from a theoretical perspective (Rakhlin et al., 2012; |Bottou et al.,
2018}, INguyen et al., 2018}, (Gower et al., 2019} [Drori & Shamir}, 2020; Khaled & Richtarikl [2020; |Sokolov, 2022}
Demidovich et al.| 2024)), most widely-used ML frameworks rely on sampling without replacement, as it works better
in the training neural networks (Bottoul 2009; Recht & Ré&, 2013} Bengiol, |2012; Sun, [2020). It leverages the finite-sum
structure by ensuring each function is used once per epoch. However, this introduces bias: individual steps may not
reflect full gradient descent steps on average. Thus, proving convergence requires more advanced techniques. Three
popular variants of sampling without replacement are commonly used. Random Reshuffling (RR), where the training
data is randomly reshuffled before the start of every epoch, is an extremely popular and well-studied approach. The aim
of RR is to disrupt any potentially untoward default data sequencing that could hinder training efficiency. RR works very
well in practice. Shuffle Once (SO) is analogous to RR, however, the training data is permuted randomly only once prior
to the training process. The empirical performance is similar to RR. Incremental Gradient (IG) is identical to SO with
the difference that the initial permutation is deterministic. This approach is the simplest, however, ineffective. IG has
been extensively studied over a long period (Luol (1991} |Grippol [1994; |Li et al., [2022; [Ying et al., [2019; |Giirbiizbalaban
et al} [2019; Nguyen et al., [2021). A major challenge with IG lies in selecting a particular permutation for cycling
through the iterations, a task thatNedic & Bertsekas| (2001) highlight as being quite difficult. (Bertsekas|, [2015)) provides
an example that underscores the vulnerability of IG to poor orderings, especially when contrasted with RR. Meaningful
theoretical analyses of the SO method have only emerged recently (Safran & Shamir, 2020; Rajput et al.,|2020). RR has
been shown to outperform both SGD and IG for objectives that are twice-smooth (Giirbtizbalaban et al.l 2015; [Haochen
& Sra, [2019). Jain et al.|(2019) examine the convergence of RR for smooth objectives. |Safran & Shamir| (2020); |[Rajput;
et al.| (2020) provide lower bounds for RR. Mishchenko et al.[(2020) recently conducted a thorough analysis of IG, SO
and RR using innovative and simplified proof techniques, resulting in better convergence rates. Recent advances on RR
can be found in (Sadiev et al.,[2022; [Cha et al., [2023; |Cai et al.| 2023 Koloskova et al., [2023b)).

Other useful features. Further techniques in FL include compression during the communication rounds (Alistarh
et al.} 2018 |Gorbunov et al.l 2021a}; [Panferov et al.,[2024), clients’ drift reduction (Karimireddy et al., |2020; |Gorbunov;
et al.L | 2021b).
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