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Abstract

Federated learning (FL) has emerged as a promising distributed learning paradigm for training deep neural networks
(DNNs) at the wireless edge, but its performance can be severely hindered by unreliable wireless transmission and inherent
data heterogeneity among clients. Existing solutions primarily address these challenges by incorporating wireless resource
optimization strategies, often focusing on uplink resource allocation across clients under the assumption of homogeneous
client-server network standards. However, these approaches overlooked the fact that mobile clients may connect to the
server via diverse network standards (e.g., 4G, 5G, Wi-Fi) with customized configurations, limiting the flexibility of server-side
modifications and restricting applicability in real-world commercial networks. This paper presents a novel theoretical analysis
about how transmission failures in unreliable networks distort the effective label distributions of local samples, causing
deviations from the global data distribution and introducing convergence bias in FL. Our analysis reveals that a carefully
designed client selection strategy can mitigate biases induced by network unreliability and data heterogeneity. Motivated
by this insight, we propose FedCote, a client selection approach that optimizes client selection probabilities without relying
on wireless resource scheduling. Experimental results demonstrate the robustness of FedCote in DNN-based classification
tasks under unreliable networks with frequent transmission failures.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

With rapid advancements in mobile communications and artificial intelligence (AI), edge AI, which leverages locally
generated data to train deep neural networks (DNNs) at the wireless edge, has gained significant attention from both
academia and industry [1], [2], [3], [4]. A prominent approach in this domain is federated learning (FL), where an edge
server coordinates mobile clients in collaboratively training a shared DNN model while ensuring client privacy [5], [6], [7].

However, FL faces a critical challenge due to ubiquitous data heterogeneity across clients, where training data are
distributed in a non-i.i.d. and unbalanced manner. If not addressed, data heterogeneity can severely degrade FL per-
formance [8], [9], [10], [11], [12]. Numerous FL algorithms have been proposed to mitigate this issue. For example,
FedProx [13] introduced a regularization term in the local objective function to control model divergence, while SCAFFOLD
[14] employed control variates to correct local model drift. HFMDS [15] learned essential class-relevant features of real
samples to generate an auxiliary synthetic dataset, which was shared among clients for local training, helping to alleviate
data heterogeneity. Additionally, Aorta [16] utilized the mixup data augmentation method in clients to balance class
distributions and assigned aggregation weights based on local model quality, ensuring better models had greater influence
during global aggregation. Despite these advancements, these studies primarily focused on improving local training and
global aggregation algorithms, often overlooking the influence of client selection on FL convergence.

In practice, client selection is a simple yet effective approach to mitigating the negative effects of data heterogeneity by
ensuring that chosen clients collectively offer a more balanced and representative sample of the global data distribution
[17], [18], [19]. However, current client selection approaches typically assumed reliable network conditions or relied on joint
optimization with centralized configurations of uplink wireless resources for all clients. The former neglected the inherent
unreliability of network conditions at the wireless edge, while the latter overlooked the diverse, customized configurations
and network standards (e.g., 4G, 5G, Wi-Fi) of mobile clients, thereby limiting their practical implementation in commercial
wireless networks [20], [21].

1.1 Related work
In recent years, various client selection strategies have been proposed to optimize the FL process. For example, Newt
[22] combined local dataset size with the discrepancy between global and local models to assess client utility, selecting
those with higher utility values. In contrast, POWER-OF-CHOICE [17] prioritized clients with higher local loss values.
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Fig. 1. FL in unreliable wireless networks with transmission failures.

Additionally, GS [23] utilized privacy-insensitive local label distribution to ensure that the aggregated label distribution
from selected clients aligned with the global label distribution. Furthermore, FedCor [24] leveraged client correlations
to mitigate the effects of non-i.i.d. and unbalanced data in FL. However, these approaches assumed ideal, lossless com-
munication conditions between the server and clients, limiting their practical implementation in commercial networks,
particularly in resource-constrained wireless edge environments [25], [26].

Recently, some studies have incorporated wireless communication conditions into client selection for FL. These works
typically assumed reliable downlink communication, with the server possessing sufficient power and bandwidth to
broadcast the global model to clients, and primarily focused on optimizing uplink resource allocation. For instance, CACS
[27] integrated channel capacity and local model updates into the client selection process, while [28] jointly optimized
client selection probabilities and allocated bandwidth to address data heterogeneity and minimize FL convergence time.
Additionally, [29] considered both transmission and energy consumption in a non-orthogonal multiple access (NOMA)
system, optimizing client selection and resource allocation to minimize the overall time and energy cost of FL. However,
these studies still assumed reliable wireless conditions with lossless transmissions, which do not reflect the realities of
practical implementations. As illustrated in Fig. 1, communication in real wireless networks between the server and clients
is often unreliable, with frequent transmission failures caused by unstable channels or device-related issues. These failures
can intermittently disrupt the transfer of model parameters, leading to biased FL convergence [30], [31].

To mitigate the negative impacts of transmission failures on FL, some studies have focused on optimizing wireless
resource allocation. For instance, [32] optimized uplink bandwidth and transmit power allocation for selected clients in
frequency division multiple access (FDMA) systems, while FedToe [33] adaptively adjusted uplink bandwidth, transmit
power, and quantization bit allocation among clients. Additionally, [34] proposed an energy-efficient FL scheme by jointly
optimizing uplink transmit power, bandwidth, and communication latency. Some studies have extended this by jointly
optimizing client selection and uplink resource allocation to alleviate the effects of unreliable networks. For example,
[20] optimized both client selection and uplink transmit power, while [35] jointly optimized client selection, bandwidth
allocation, and uplink transmit power. Although these approaches offer significant improvements, they require centralized
configuration of uplink communication resources across all mobile clients, which may pose deployment challenges in
current commercial networks. As shown in Fig. 1, different mobile clients may connect to the server through diverse
network standards, and devices may have user- or manufacturer-customized configurations, limiting the server’s ability
to modify them. Different from above, [30] optimized client selection and introduced a global aggregation scheme based
on transmission failure probabilities to address both data heterogeneity and transmission failures. However, this approach
suffers from instability in high transmission failure conditions, as the transmission failure probability is incorporated into
the denominator of the aggregation scheme.

1.2 Contributions
In this paper, we highlight the need for an innovative client selection strategy that effectively mitigates the negative
impacts of data heterogeneity and unreliable communication conditions, while being practical and easily implementable
in commercial networks without reconfiguring existing wireless resource allocation. We begin by presenting a novel
theoretical analysis of the impact of transmission failures on FL convergence. Based on this analysis, we propose a
new client selection approach, termed FedCote (Federated learning algorithm with client selection optimization under
transmission failure), which only optimizes client selection probabilities without reconfiguring existing network resource
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allocation, thereby enabling straightforward implementation in current commercial networks that support a diverse range
of mobile devices and network standards. Our main contributions are as follows:
1) Differentiating the causes of data heterogeneity: In contrast to previous studies on FL convergence, we theoretically

distinguish between two sources of data heterogeneity: data feature distribution and label distribution. This differen-
tiation facilitates a more comprehensive analysis of the impact of transmission failures on FL convergence. To the best
of our knowledge, this paper is the first to theoretically analyze FL convergence by separating data heterogeneity into
these two components and jointly examining their effects, alongside transmission failures.

2) FL convergence analysis under data heterogeneity and transmission failure: We analyze a non-convex FL problem by
considering both the common non-i.i.d. scenario with label distribution skew (where local label distributions vary across
clients) and unreliable wireless networks. The theoretical results show that transmission failures distort the effective
appearance probabilities of local samples for each class (i.e., the effective label distribution), leading to a deviation
from the true label distribution of the global dataset. This distortion amplifies the negative effects of data heterogeneity
and biases FL convergence. Importantly, these findings are not network-specific and are applicable to various wireless
networks affected by transmission failures.

3) FedCote: Based on the convergence analysis, we propose FedCote, a client selection approach designed to mitigate
convergence bias by aligning the effective and actual label distributions. Notably, FedCote optimizes only client selec-
tion probabilities and does not require reconfiguration of wireless resource allocation, making it simple to implement in
commercial networks.

4) Experiments: We implement FedCote across various deep learning-based tasks, including handwritten-digit recogni-
tion and color image classification. Experimental results demonstrate that FedCote outperforms benchmark schemes
in unreliable wireless edge networks, highlighting its effectiveness.
Synopsis: Section 2 presents the FL algorithm in wireless networks under transmission failures. Section 3 provides a

theoretical analysis of the impact of transmission failures on FL convergence. Building on the theoretical findings, Section 4
proposes the client selection approach, termed FedCote. The experimental evaluation of the proposed approach is detailed
in Section 5. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper with key findings and future research directions.

2 FL UNDER TRANSMISSION FAILURE

2.1 FL Algorithm
Considering a wireless FL network as shown in Fig. 1, a central server coordinates N mobile clients to solve the following
distributed learning problem:

min
w

F (w) =
N∑
i=1

piFi(w), (1)

where pi = |Di|/|D| is the weight of client i, with Di denoting the local dataset of client i and D =
⋃N

i=1 Di as the global
dataset. The (possibly) non-convex local loss function is defined as Fi(w) = Eξi∈Di [L(w; ξi)], where w denotes the model
parameters to be learned, ξi refers to each sample in client i’s dataset, and L is the loss function. The global cost function
is similarly expressed as F (w) = Eξ∈D[L(w; ξ)].

We generally refer to the well-known FedAvg algorithm [36] to outline the overall FL procedure, which consists of the
following four steps during each r-th iteration:
1) Client selection: Due to the limited communication bandwidth at the wireless edge, the server typically selects a subset

of K mobile clients, denoted as Kr , where |Kr| = K , to participate in updating the global model in each iteration. The
clients in Kr are selected with replacement, according to the selection probability distribution {s1, · · · , sN}, where si is
the probability for selecting client i.

2) Broadcasting: The server broadcasts the latest global model w̄r−1 to each selected client i ∈ Kr.
3) Local model updating: Each selected client i ∈ Kr updates its local gradient parameters over E successive steps of

gradient descent1. Specifically, the local model is initialized as in (2a) and subsequently updated according to (2b):

wr,0
i = w̄r−1, (2a)

wr,t
i = wr,t−1

i − γ∇Fi(w
r,t−1
i ), t = 1, . . . , E, (2b)

where γ > 0 is the learning rate and E is the number of local updating steps.
4) Aggregation: The server collects the local model wr,E

i from each selected client i ∈ Kr , and subsequently aggregates
them to generate a new global model by

w̄r =
1

K

∑
i∈Kr

wr,E
i . (3)

1. When mini-batch stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is employed, the model gradient ∇Fi(w
r,t−1
i ) in (2b) is modified to ∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i ; ξr,ti ),

where ξr,ti represents the mini-batch samples and the local loss function is Fi(w
r,t−1
i ; ξr,ti ) = E

ξi∈ξ
r,t
i

[L(w; ξi)]. For ease of illustration, we
consider full gradient descent for theoretical development, while mini-batch SGD is used in experiments.
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Algorithm 1 FedCote: FL under transmission failure

1: Initialize global model w̄0 by the server
2: for r = 1, 2, · · · , R do
3: Server selects K clients with replacement according

to the selection probabilities {s1, · · · , sN};
4: Server sends global model w̄r−1 to selected clients;
5: for client i ∈ Kr do (in parallel)
6: Update local model by (2);
7: Upload updated local model wr,E

i to the server;
8: end for
9: if

∑
i∈Kr

1r
i = 0 then

10: Repeat Step 7 for all selected clients in Kr;
11: else
12: Server updates global model by (5).
13: end if
14: end for

Under ideal and lossless wireless conditions, the FedAvg algorithm, by simply setting each client’s selection probability
si = pi and employing global aggregation as defined in (3), can yield an unbiased estimate of the aggregated model when
all N clients participate, resulting in

EKr
[w̄r] =

N∑
i=1

piw
r,E
i . (4)

This unbiased estimate ensures that FL converges to an appropriate solution, even in the presence of non-i.i.d. data and
with partial participation of K clients per iteration [37].

However, the aforementioned FL scheme remains still far from practical implementation. In real wireless networks,
as depicted in Fig. 1, transmission failures intermittently disrupt the delivery of model parameters between the server
and clients. These failures primarily stem from two factors: a) transmission channel conditions, such as large-scale fading
[32], channel state information (CSI) errors [38], and finite blocklength transmission [39]; b) device-related issues, such as
equipment malfunctions and battery drain [40]. Such unreliable wireless environments with transmission failures severely
compromise the unbiased estimate in (4), thereby adversely affecting the convergence properties and overall performance
of FL [30], [31]. Thus, it is imperative to account for transmission failures in the design of wireless FL systems.

2.2 Transmission Failure
Previous research has extensively explored approaches for estimating transmission failure probability across various
network scenarios, including quasi-static fading channels [41], multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) channels with
imperfect CSI [42], finite blocklength transmission with non-orthogonal multiple access (NOMA) [39], and systems beyond
5G [40]. In this paper, we do not limit our analysis to specific network scenarios; instead, we utilize ϵi to represent the
transmission failure probability for each client i in our theoretical framework.

We assume that downlink communication from the server to selected clients is reliable, given the server’s sufficient
power and bandwidth to broadcast the global model. Our focus is uplink transmission failures, which may occur due to
resource-limited and unstable uplink channels, or device-related issues. Consequently, such failures may prevent the server
from correctly receiving the uploaded local models, leading to the global model being aggregated by

w̄r =

∑
i∈Kr

1r
iw

r,E
i∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

, (5)

where 1r
i = 1 indicates successful receipt of the local model from client i, and 1r

i = 0 otherwise. Given the transmission
failure probability ϵi for each client, we have

1r
i =

{
1, with probability 1− ϵi,

0, with probability ϵi.
(6)

Additionally, if no clients successfully transmit their local updates (i.e., 1r
i = 0 ∀i ∈ [N ]), retransmissions are initiated

until at least one client’s local model is correctly received by the server, thus avoiding the denominator
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i = 0. The

described FL algorithm under transmission failure is summarized in Algorithm 1.
Fig. 2 illustrates the impact of transmission failures on FL performance by comparing the testing accuracy across

various FL schemes under both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. data distributions. In this experiment, a DNN is trained on the MNIST
dataset [43], with clients experiencing varying levels of transmission failures and unbalanced local datasets. Further
details on the experimental setup are provided in Section 5.1. As shown in Fig. 2, FedAvg, which employs a random
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(a) i.i.d. data.
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(b) Non-i.i.d. data.

Fig. 2. FL performance on unbalanced MNIST datasets under transmission failures (N = 20, K = 10, unbalanced ratio = 0.9).

selection strategy with si = pi, exhibits significant performance degradation under non-i.i.d. data conditions, compared
to the ideal case without transmission failures. Additionally, advanced client selection schemes also perform poorly under
non-i.i.d. conditions. For example, as depicted in Fig. 2(b), Newt [22] and GS [23] converge to biased solutions, while
POWER-OF-CHOICE [17] experiences significant fluctuations and fails to reach a stable solution. Furthermore, the client
selection scheme proposed in [30] (referred to as TF-Aggregation in this paper for ease of reference), designed to
address transmission failures by incorporating failure probabilities into the global aggregation scheme and optimizing
client selection, also exhibits instability under both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. conditions. These results highlight the critical need
to understand the adverse impact of transmission failures on FL performance, particularly in non-i.i.d. scenarios, and to
develop effective strategies to mitigate these effects.

In light of this, this paper proposes a robust FL scheme termed FedCote, which exhibits strong adaptability in unreliable
wireless networks affected by transmission failures, as illustrated in Fig. 2. We first present a novel convergence analysis
of Algorithm 1 in Section 3. Following this, Section 4 introduces a new client selection scheme designed to enhance FL
performance under transmission failures, without necessitating modifications to existing wireless resource configurations.

3 HOW TRANSMISSION FAILURE AFFECTS FL?
3.1 Causes of Data Heterogeneity
In supervised learning, each sample consists of an input data and its corresponding label. Let αi,c denote the proportion
of class-c samples in client i’s local dataset, and αg,c (=

∑N
i=1 piαi,c) represent the corresponding proportion in the global

dataset. Similarly, ∇Fi,c and ∇Fg,c denote the gradients of the cost function for class-c samples in the local and global
datasets, respectively. For a set of samples with C classes, the local and global gradients can be expressed as

∇Fi(w) =
C∑

c=1

αi,c∇Fi,c(w), (7a)

∇F (w) =
C∑

c=1

αg,c∇Fg,c(w). (7b)

In most existing studies on the convergence analysis of FL for general non-convex optimization problems (e.g., [8], [14],
[33], [44], [45]), data heterogeneity is commonly quantified using a constant that measures the difference between local and
global gradients:

∥∇Fi(w)−∇F (w)∥2 ≤ V 2
i , (8)

where a larger Vi indicates greater data heterogeneity. However, this approach provides limited insight into the underlying
causes of data heterogeneity, hindering a deeper analysis of how transmission failure affects FL. To provide a more
comprehensive understanding, we analyze data heterogeneity in detail and present Proposition 1.

Proposition 1 The difference between local and global gradients can be bounded by two separate terms:

∥∇Fi(w)−∇F (w)∥2 ≤ 2

( C∑
c=1

αi,c∥∇Fi,c(w)−∇Fg,c(w)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(9a) related to data feature

+χ2
αi∥αg

C∑
c=1

αg,c∥∇Fg,c(w)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(9b) related to sample label

)
. (9)

Here, term (9a) captures data feature-related heterogeneity, where the deviation between local and global gradients within a
class, ∥∇Fi,c(w) − ∇Fg,c(w)∥2, is influenced by the sample data characteristics such as local data insufficiency and feature shift
across different data sources [46], [47]. Term (9b) reflects label-related heterogeneity, with the chi-square divergence χ2

αi∥αg
≜∑C

c=1
(αi,c−αg,c)

2

αg,c
quantifying the mismatch between local and global label distributions.
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Proof: See Appendix A. ■
Based on Proposition 1, data heterogeneity in FL arises from two sources: data feature distribution and label distribution.

To distinguish their respective effects on FL convergence, we introduce Assumptions 1 and 2, which provide bounds for
the data feature-related and label-related terms in the right-hand side (RHS) of (9). Notably, Assumption 1 refines the
previously bound (8) by applying it to specific class samples rather than the entire dataset.

Assumption 1 Bounded gradient deviation within a class: ∥∇Fi,c(w)−∇Fg,c(w)∥2 ≤ V 2
i,c, ∀i ∈ [N ].

Assumption 2 Bounded gradient norm: ∥∇F (w)∥2 ≤ G2 [17], [27], [30].

By combining (9) with the above two assumptions, we derive Lemma 1, which will be employed in the convergence
analysis of FL in Section 3.2 to quantify data heterogeneity.

Corollary 1 Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the difference between the local and global gradients is bounded by

∥∇Fi(w)−∇F (w)∥2 ≤2
C∑

c=1

αi,cV
2
i,c + 2χ2

αi∥αg
G2, (10)

where the two terms on the RHS of (10) quantify the effects of data feature-related and label-related heterogeneity, respectively.

3.2 Convergence Rate of FL with Transmission Failure
We also adopt the following standard assumptions on Fi [17], [27], [30], [32], [33]:

Assumption 3 Each local function Fi(w) is lower bounded: Fi(w) ≥ F .

Assumption 4 Each local functions Fi is differentiable, and its gradient ∇Fi is Lipschitz continuous with constant L: ∀w and w′,
Fi(w

′) ≤ Fi(w) + (w′ −w)T∇Fi(w) + L
2 ∥w

′ −w∥22.

To analyze the convergence of FL under transmission failures, we first present Lemma 1, which quantifies the average
value of the global model aggregated using (5), accounting for both partial participation and transmission failures.

Lemma 1 In the FL procedure described in Algorithm 1, the global aggregation in (5) satisfies

EKr,1r
i

[∑
i∈Kr

1r
iw

r,E
i∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∣∣∣∣ ∑
i∈Kr

1r
i ̸= 0

]
=

N∑
i=1

β̄iw
r,E
i , (11)

where β̄i ∈ [0, 1] and
∑N

i=1 β̄i = 1. Here, E[·] denotes the expectation taken over Kr and {1r
i }. If the transmission failure probability

ϵi = 0 ∀i ∈ [N ], then 1r
i = 1 and β̄i = si.

Proof: The result in Lemma 1 follows from discussions in [33, Lemma 2]. For ease of reference, the proof is presented in
Appendix B. ■

From (11), β̄i can be interpreted as the effective appearance probability of client i in the global aggregation. When
employing a random selection scheme with si = pi, as in the FedAvg algorithm, β̄i deviates from the weight pi defined
in (1) due to transmission failures, rendering the unbiased estimate in (4) invalid. Thus, instead of using (4), which holds
under ideal conditions, we employ (11) in our analysis to study FL convergence under transmission failures. The main
convergence result is as follows.

Theorem 1 Suppose Assumptions 1 to 4 hold. If one chooses γ = K
1
2 /(6LT

1
2 ) and E ≤ T

1
4 /K

3
4 where T = ME ≥

max{K3, 1/K} is the total number of gradient descent updates per client, we have

1

R

∑R

r=1
E[∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2]

≤ 2484L

55(TK)
1
2

(E[F (w̄0)]− F ) +

(
276

55(TK)
1
4

+
24

55(TK)
1
2

+
4

55(TK)
3
4

)∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(12a) caused by non-i.i.d. data

+
828

55
χ2
β̄∥p

∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
piαi,cV

2
i,c +

828

55
χ2
ᾱ∥αg

G2︸ ︷︷ ︸
(12b) caused by transmission failure and non-i.i.d. data

, (12)

where in term (12b), χ2
β̄∥p ≜

∑N
i=1

(β̄i−pi)
2

pi
represents the chi-square divergence [48] between the effective appearance probabilities

{β̄i} and the weights {pi}. Meanwhile, χ2
ᾱ∥αg

≜
∑C

c=1
(
∑N

i=1(pi−β̄i)αi,c)
2

αg,c
=

∑C
c=1

(αg,c−
∑N

i=1 β̄iαi,c)
2

αg,c
quantifies the divergence

between the actual global label distribution {αg,c} and the effective global label distribution {ᾱc}, where ᾱc ≜
∑N

i=1 β̄iαi,c.



7

Proof: Unlike existing studies on client selection for FL [17], [23], [27], [30], [32], we explore more practical FL scenarios
in wireless edge networks, where transmission failures, non-i.i.d. data, and non-convex learning problems coexist. Further-
more, in contrast to [33] and [48], which also address FL with non-i.i.d. data and non-convex learning problems, we refine
data heterogeneity into data feature-related and label-related components and employ non-fixed selection probabilities
(whereas [33] and [48] set si = pi). Our derivation builds on the analytical frameworks in [33] and [48], integrating these
considerations to enhance the comprehensiveness of convergence analysis. The detailed derivation process is presented in
Appendix C. ■

From the RHS of (12), it is evident that the convergence of Algorithm 1 is influenced by various parameters, including
the number of selected clients K , data heterogeneity factors, {V 2

i,c} and {χ2
αi∥αg

}, as well as factors introduced by
transmission failures, namely χ2

β̄∥p and χ2
ᾱ∥αg

. Terms (12a) and (12b) indicate that both non-i.i.d. data and transmission
failures negatively affect FL convergence. Moreover, we discover several important insights as follows.

• First, in an ideal wireless scenario without transmission failures, where β̄i = pi as stated in Lemma 1, the divergence
factors in term (12b), χ2

β̄∥p and χ2
ᾱ∥αg

, reduce to zero. Consequently, term (12b) is eliminated, but term (12a) still
impedes FL convergence due to non-i.i.d. data.

• Second, when local datasets are i.i.d., the local and global label distributions are identical (i.e., αi,c = αg,c), and the
within-class deviation between local and global gradients, V 2

i,c (as defined in Assumption 1), approaches zero. This
causes both terms (12a) and (12b) to vanish. As a result, i.i.d. data mitigates the negative impact of transmission
failures, enabling proper FL convergence despite their presence, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a).

• Third, term (12b), arising from transmission failures and non-i.i.d. data, does not decrease with increasing T . This
indicates that transmission failures exacerbate the adverse effects of non-i.i.d. data, leading FL to converge to a biased
solution, as observed in Fig. 2(b).

• Lastly, combining term (12b) with Corollary 1 reveals that χ2
β̄∥p and χ2

ᾱ∥αg
, arising from transmission failures,

amplify the negative effects of data feature-related and label-related heterogeneity, respectively, thereby biasing FL
convergence. Furthermore, the impacts of data feature-related and label-related heterogeneity depends on the values
of the average gradient deviation within a class,

∑C
c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c, and the squared norm of model gradient,

G2. To compare their relative impacts on FL convergence bias, a detailed comparison of the empirical value of∑C
c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c and G2 is provided in the subsequent Section 3.3.

3.3 Dominant Influence of Label-Related Heterogeneity
To quantify the specific influence of data feature-related (first) and label-related (second) components in term (12b) on
biasing FL convergence, we conduct experimental tests to estimate the empirical ratio between

∑C
c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c and

G2. Based on Proposition 1 and Corollary 1, we estimate the within-class deviation between local and global gradients,
V 2
i,c, using ∥∇Fi,c(w̄r−1)−∇Fg,c(w̄r−1)∥2, and the squared norm of model gradient, G2, using

∑C
c=1 αg,c∥∇Fg,c(w̄r−1)∥2,

where w̄r−1 represents the global model aggregated at the (r − 1)-th iteration.
Experiments are conducted on two distinct tasks: training a 3-layer fully connected DNN on the MNIST dataset [43]

and training a ResNet-20 model with Group Normalization (GN) [49] on the CIFAR-10 dataset [50]. To mitigate the impact
of transmission failures, we assume an ideal and lossless wireless environment. Additionally, we consider an extreme
non-i.i.d scenario with label distribution skew, where each client holds samples from only one class. We examine both the
balanced condition, where all clients have an equal number of samples, and the unbalanced condition, with half of the
clients holding 90% of the total training samples. For further details on local label and weight distributions for each client,
refer to Appendix D. All results are averaged over five independent experiments, with N = K = 20 and E = 1.

Fig. 3(a) and Fig. 3(b) depict the trends of
∑C

c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c and G2 over the initial 50 iterations for the balanced and

unbalanced MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets, respectively. The corresponding ratio of G2 to
∑C

c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c is shown

in Fig. 4.

Observation 1 As shown in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, the squared norm of model gradient, G2, is orders of magnitude greater (hundreds to
thousands of times larger) than the average gradient deviation within a class,

∑C
c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c. This indicates that in non-i.i.d

scenario with label distribution skew, the label-related heterogeneity component in (12b), χ2
ᾱ∥αg

G2, is the dominant factor in biasing
FL convergence.

To further analyze the cause why
∑C

c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c is small, we plot in Fig. 5 the median of each client’s V 2

i,c taken
over all iterations alongside with its corresponding piαi,c. As can be observed from Fig. 5, in balanced scenario, V 2

i,c,
is almost same for all clients at the value of low level. In unbalanced scenario, although V 2

i,c is higher for the clients
with insufficient training samples (i.e., with smaller piαi,c), the multiplication piαi,cV

2
i,c still has minor contribution to the

summation
∑C

c=1

∑N
i=1piαi,cV

2
i,c.

According to Theorem 1, when the divergence between the effective and actual label distributions χ2
ᾱ∥αg

= 0, the
label-related (second) component in term (12b) vanishes, indicating that the influence of label-related heterogeneity on
biasing FL convergence is eliminated. Consequently, based on Observation 1, term (12b) becomes negligible, enabling FL
to converge to an appropriate stationary solution. From this, we derive the following result:
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Fig. 3. Comparison of the values of G2 and
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to piαi,c (markers consistent with Fig. 4).

Corollary 2 Under the same conditions as Theorem 1 and incorporating Observation 1, if χ2
ᾱ∥αg

= 0, we approximately have

1

R

∑R

r=1
E[∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2]

≤ 2484L

55(TK)
1
2

(E[F (w̄0)]− F ) +

(
276

55(TK)
1
4

+
24

55(TK)
1
2

+
4

55(TK)
3
4

)
·
∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2

)
. (13)

From the RHS of (13), we observe that with χ2
ᾱ∥αg

= 0, the FL algorithm can achieve a linear speed-up with respect to
the number of selected clients K , even in the presence of transmission failures. This highlights the importance of balancing
the effective appearance probabilities of each class’s local samples. Aligning these probabilities with the label distribution
of global dataset enhances the robustness and convergence speed of FL in unreliable wireless networks.

Remark 1 To the best of our knowledge, the influence of label-related heterogeneity on FL convergence under transmission failures, as
presented in Theorem 1 and Corollary 2, has not been discovered in previous literature. Furthermore, these results are not limited to
any specific type of network and can be applied to FL deployments in various unreliable networks experiencing transmission failures.

4 CLIENT SELECTION OPTIMIZATION

Since transmission failures are inevitable occur at the wireless edge, we formulate an optimization problem in this section
to minimize their impact through client selection, thereby accelerating FL convergence.

4.1 Different Optimization Strategies
As discussed in previous Observation 1 and Corollary 2, minimizing the divergence χ2

ᾱ∥αg
can significantly enhance FL

convergence under transmission failure. According to Theorem 1, the divergence between the effective and actual global
label distributions, χ2

ᾱ∥αg
, is expressed as

χ2
ᾱ∥αg

=
C∑

c=1

(∑N
i=1(pi − β̄i)αi,c

)2

αg,c
(14a)

=
C∑

c=1

(
αg,c −

∑N
i=1 β̄iαi,c

)2

αg,c
, (14b)



9

where (14a) and (14b) provide two equivalent representations of χ2
ᾱ∥αg

, with the global label distribution αg,c =
∑N

i=1 piαi,c

as specified in (7).
From (14), the minimum value of χ2

ᾱ∥αg
is zero, and the effective appearance probability of each client, β̄i, plays a

crucial role in achieving this minimum. Accordingly, the detailed formulation of β̄i is derived in Proposition 2.

Proposition 2 Based on the selection scheme described in Section 2.1, the selection set Kr has CN+K−1
K (= (N+K−1)!

(N−1)!K! ) possible
combinations, denoted by Kz

r , z = 1, . . . , CN+K−1
K [51]. Thus, from (11), the effective appearance probability β̄i for each client

i ∈ [N ] is given by

β̄i =

CN+K−1
K∑
z=1

K!∏
i∈[N ] nz,i!

∏
i∈Kz

r

si︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜Pr(Kz

r)

· nz,i(1− ϵi)

1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj

K−1∑
k=0

(
1

KCK−1
k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜βz,i

, (15)

where Pr(Kz
r) represents the selection probability of each set Kz

r , and βz,i is the effective appearance probability of client i’s local model
when Kz

r is selected. Here, βz,i = 0 if i /∈ Kz
r and

∑N
i=1 βz,i = 1. The variable nz,i is the number of times client i appears in Kz

r ,
where nz,i = 0 if i /∈ Kz

r , and K!∏
i∈[N] nz,i!

gives the number of distinct permutations of selected clients in Kz
r . The notation Kz

r\i
refers to the set obtained by removing one occurrence of i from Kz

r .

Proof: See Appendix E. ■
According to (15), β̄i depends on both the selection probabilities {si} and the transmission failure probabilities {ϵi}.

Moreover, β̄i is influenced by the differences in clients’ transmission failure probabilities, as described in Proposition 3.

Proposition 3 The effective appearance probability β̄i for each client i ∈ [N ] can also be expressed as

β̄i =si

(
1 +

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)
N∑

j1, j2, ··· , jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk
1 +

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−2

k=1 ϵjk

)
, (16)

where (ϵi′ − ϵi) captures the difference in transmission failure probabilities between two distinct clients i and i′ ∈ [N ].

Proof: See Appendix F. ■
Based on Propositions 2 and 3, two strategies can be employed to minimize χ2

ᾱ∥αg
:

(i) Optimizing wireless resource allocation: This strategy aims to equalize transmission failure probabilities across
all clients, such that ϵi = ϵi′ , ∀i, i′ ∈ [N ] [33]. As a result, the effective appearance probability β̄i = si according to
Proposition 3. When the classical FedAvg algorithm is applied, using a simple random selection strategy with si = pi,
we have β̄i = pi, which leads to χ2

ᾱ∥αg
= 0 based on (14a). However, this strategy requires network reconfiguration

and may be infeasible if some clients have ϵi = 1, limiting its practicality.
(ii) Optimizing client selection: In this strategy, the selection probabilities {si} in (15) are optimized to adjust each

client’s effective appearance probability β̄i, ensuring that the effective appearance probability of each class’s samples,∑N
i=1 β̄iαi,c, matches its proportion in the global dataset, αg,c. This leads to χ2

ᾱ∥αg
= 0 based on (14b). This strategy

mitigates the impact of transmission failures without altering the existing network configuration. Predefined wireless
resource allocation schemes, such as resource blocks assigned to each selected client in FDMA systems or time
slots allocated in time division multiple access (TDMA) systems, can be directly applied, facilitating straightforward
implementation. Thus, this paper focuses on optimizing client selection.

4.2 Proposed FedCote
4.2.1 Optimization Problem Formulation
As discussed in previous Section 4.1, optimizing client selection probabilities to minimize χ2

ᾱ∥αg
= 0 is a straightforward

approach to mitigate the impact of transmission failure on FL convergence. Accordingly, we formulate the following
optimization problem regarding client selection probabilities:

min
si,i∈[N ]

C∑
c=1

(αg,c −
∑N

i=1 β̄iαi,c)
2

αg,c
, (17a)

s.t.
N∑
i=1

si = 1, (17b)

si = 0 if ϵi = 1; si ≥ 0 otherwise. (17c)

Here, the objective function (17a) arises from (14b). Constraint (17c) accounts for the fact that clients with ϵi = 1 cannot
successfully upload their local models, rendering their selection ineffective.
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Algorithm 2 FedCote: Client selection optimization

1: Initialize each client’s selection probability si using (18);
2: if αi,c = αg,c, ∀i ∈ [N ] (i.i.d. data case) then
3: break;
4: else (non-i.i.d. data case)
5: j = 0;
6: while j < maximum number of update steps do
7: Update {si} using gradient descent in (19a);
8: Update {si} using gradient projection in (19b);
9: j = j + 1;

10: end while
11: end if
Output: Selection probability si for each client.

Remark 2 In the optimization problem (17), clients are required to share only their local label distributions {αi,c}, which are min-
imally privacy-sensitive. If the label distributions are still considered privacy-sensitive, protection mechanisms like secure multiparty
computation can be employed [23]. However, since this paper primarily investigates the effects of transmission failure and label
distribution skew on FL convergence, privacy protection will not be discussed extensively.

4.2.2 Optimal Solution
1) The i.i.d. data case: In this scenario, the global and local datasets share identical label distributions (i.e., αi,c = αg,c),
resulting in a numerator of zero in (17a), and the objective function (17a) directly achieves its minimum value of zero.
Based on this, we have the following Proposition 4.

Proposition 4 In the i.i.d. data case, any set of selection probabilities satisfying (17b) and (17c) constitutes an optimal solution to
(17). Thus, the random selection strategy is an optimal solution, with selection probabilities defined as follows:

si =

{ pi∑
j∈[N],ϵj<1 pj

, if ϵi < 1,

0, if ϵi = 1.
(18)

The optimal solution in (18) can also serve as an initial value for optimizing {si} under non-i.i.d. data.

2) The non-i.i.d. data case: We first initialize the selection probabilities {si} using (18). Given the smooth and continuous
gradient of (17a) due to the squared terms, we employ gradient descent as in (19a) to update the selection probabilities for
clients with ϵi < 1. This is followed by gradient projection [52] as in (19b) to enforce the equality constraint in (17b):

si =si − η
∂(17a)

∂si
, (19a)

si =si +
1−

∑
j∈[N ],ϵj<1 sj

N −
∑

j∈[N ],ϵj<1 1
, (19b)

where η > 0 denotes the step size, and the detailed expression for ∂(17a)/∂si is provided in Appendix G. By iterating
between (19a) and (19b), we obtain the optimal selection probabilities.

The details of our proposed client selection optimization approach are summarized in Algorithm 2. We refer to the FL
procedure in Algorithm 1 utilizing the optimal selection probabilities obtained from Algorithm 2 as FedCote.

4.3 Enhanced FedCote for Reducing Computation Complexity
According to Proposition 2, for a total of N clients, the number of distinct combinations of Kz

r (i.e., CN+K−1
K ) grows

rapidly as the number of selected clients, K, increases. This leads to higher computational complexity for calculating the
effective appearance probability β̄i in (15), thereby increasing the computational cost of client selection optimization in
(17). Fortunately, the optimization problem in (17) possesses an advantageous property, as stated in Proposition 5.

Proposition 5 Let [β̄i]K denote the effective appearance probability β̄i, as defined in (15), when selecting K clients from the total N
clients per iteration. As K increases, the difference between [β̄i]K and [β̄i]K+1 gradually decreases. Consequently, the gap between
the optimal solutions of (17) for selecting K and (K + 1) clients per iteration also diminishes as K grows.

Proof: See Appendix H. ■
Building on Proposition 5, the computational complexity of solving the client selection optimization problem in (17)

for larger values of K can be significantly reduced by approximating its optimal solution using a smaller value, Kapx

(Kapx < K). This computation-efficient variant of FedCote is referred to as FedCote-II.
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TABLE 1. Transmission failure probability for each client.

Client index 1 ∼ 12 13, 15 17, 19 14, 16, 18, 20
ϵi 0 0.5 0.8 1

5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

5.1 Parameter Settings
5.1.1 FL scenario
In the simulations, a server (i.e., base station) coordinates N = 20 mobile clients to collaboratively train DNN models.
Among these clients, four experience poor wireless transmission quality, with transmission failure probabilities ϵi = 0.5
and 0.8. Another four clients face device damage or battery issues, with ϵi = 1. The remaining clients operate under near-
ideal transmission conditions, with ϵi = 0. Table 1 provides a detailed overview of the transmission failure probabilities
for all clients. During local model updates, the number of local updating steps per iteration is set to E = 5.

5.1.2 Datasets and DNN models
We consider training DNN models using the following two widely adopted datasets.

• MNIST dataset [43]: This dataset comprises 60000 training samples and 10000 testing samples, categorized into ten
classes. A 3-layer fully connected network with dimensions 784× 30× 10 is trained for digit classification, where the
hidden layer contains 30 neurons. Based on empirical values, training is conducted with a batch size of 128, a fixed
learning rate of γ = 0.05, and R = 500 iterations.

• CIFAR-10 dataset [50]: This dataset includes 50000 training samples and 10000 testing samples, also categorized
into ten classes. For this dataset, the ResNet-20 model with Group Normalization (GN) [49] is employed for image
classification. Training is performed with a batch size of 128, an initial learning rate of γ = 0.1 that decays to 0.01 after
6000 iterations, and a total of R = 10000 iterations.

5.1.3 Data distributions
The simulations consider two types of dataset distributions: i.i.d. and non-i.i.d.

• i.i.d.: Training samples are shuffled and randomly distributed among the clients.
• Non-i.i.d.: Each client is assigned data samples from only two specific classes. Higher-indexed clients assigned samples

from classes with higher labels. For instance, clients 1∼4 hold samples from classes 1 and 2, clients 5∼8 from classes 3
and 4, and so forth.

Both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. types are evaluated two settings: balanced and unbalanced.
• Balanced: Each client is allocated an equal number of samples, i.e., pi = 1

N , ∀i ∈ [N ].
• Unbalanced: The number of samples allocated to clients varies, leading to differing values of pi among clients.

Specifically, the unbalanced ratio u represents the proportion of training samples assigned to clients with even indices,
while the remaining (1− u) proportion is allocated to clients with odd indices. A larger u indicates a higher degree of
imbalance, with u = 0.5 corresponding to the balanced case.

Despite the varying data distribution settings in the FL procedure, the performance of the aggregated global model is
assessed by evaluating the training loss and testing accuracy using the entire training and testing datasets, respectively, to
evaluate its convergence capability and generalizability.

5.1.4 Baselines
Five baselines and the ideal scheme are considered for comparison with the proposed FedCote.

• FedAvg [36]: This scheme employs Algorithm 1 with a random selection strategy, where si = pi.
• Power-of-Choice [17]: This scheme modifies the client selection in Step 3 of Algorithm 1 as follows: 1) It selects K̃

clients (K̃ ≥ K) without replacement, based on the selection probability si = pi, to form a candidate set K̃r; 2) From
this candidate set, it selects the K clients with the largest local training loss Fi(w

r−1,E
i ). In the experiments, when

K = 10, we set K̃ = 15; when K = N = 20, we use K̃ = K = 20.
• Newt [22]: At the r-th iteration, this scheme measures the difference between the local model of client i and the global

model as e−pi∥wr−1,E
i − w̄r−1∥, and selects K clients with the largest differences for local training. The global model

is then aggregated using a weighted average as w̄r =
∑

i∈Kr
piw

r,E
i∑

i∈Kr
pi

. For fair comparison, we modify the aggregation
scheme to account for transmission failures as

w̄r =

∑
i∈Kr

1r
i piw

r,E
i∑

i∈Kr
1r
i pi

. (20)

• GS [23]: This scheme partitions clients into groups, each containing at most K clients. The grouping is optimized
to ensure that the aggregated label distribution of the clients within a group G, {

∑
i∈G αi,c}Cc=1, closely matches the

global label distribution, {αg,c}Cc=1. At each iteration, one group is selected for local training, and the global model is
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TABLE 2. Performance of various FL schemes on the balanced MNIST dataset (K = 10).

FL scheme i.i.d. Non-i.i.d.
Training loss Testing accuracy (%) Training loss Testing accuracy (%)

FedAvg 0.1261 ± 0.0047 95.87 ± 0.0914 0.4776 ± 0.0523 84.06 ± 2.5813
Power-of-Choice 0.1364 ± 0.0048 95.59 ± 0.0997 0.3762 ± 0.0589 87.70 ± 2.6978

Newt 0.1396 ± 0.0036 95.45 ± 0.1455 0.8285 ± 0.6112 77.08 ± 10.8132
GS 0.1378 ± 0.0036 95.57 ± 0.0881 0.4805 ± 0.0948 84.48 ± 2.9839

TF-Aggregation 2.86×1030 ± 6.38×1030 92.94 ± 0.2709 7.95×1028 ± 1.60×1029 86.12 ± 8.3039
FedCote (Ours) 0.1228 ± 0.0047 95.92 ± 0.0868 0.2622 ± 0.0300 91.49 ± 1.1899

Ideal 0.12 ± 0.0028 96.03 ± 0.1337 0.2794 ± 0.0363 91.27 ± 1.3622

TABLE 3. Performance of various FL schemes on the balanced CIFAR-10 dataset (K = 10).

FL scheme i.i.d. Non-i.i.d.
Training loss Testing accuracy (%) Training loss Testing accuracy (%)

FedAvg 0.1677 ± 0.0045 84.52 ± 0.2383 0.7482 ± 0.2166 68.56 ± 5.4160
Power-of-Choice 0.1662 ± 0.0119 84.33 ± 0.8143 0.6418 ± 0.1101 71.60 ± 3.9184

Newt 0.4685 ± 0.0861 78.87 ± 1.6187 1.0106 ± 0.4029 66.69 ± 7.2421
GS 0.1855 ± 0.0220 83.95 ± 0.6025 0.6996 ± 0.1410 69.20 ± 3.6814

TF-Aggregation NaN 10.00 ± 0.00 NaN 10.00 ± 0.00
FedCote (Ours) 0.1685 ± 0.0066 84.60 ± 0.2491 0.5574 ± 0.1143 75.16 ± 3.1586

Ideal 0.0399 ± 0.0004 86.22 ± 0.2428 0.4212 ± 0.0630 77.04 ± 2.0662

aggregated via a weighted average. Similar to Newt, this scheme does not consider transmission failures. Therefore,
we adopt the modified aggregation scheme in (20).

• TF-Aggregation [30]: This baseline incorporates transmission failures by modifying the global aggregation (Step 12)
in Algorithm 1 as follows:

w̄r =
1

K

∑
i∈Kr

1r
i

pi
si (1− ϵi)

wr,E
i , (21)

where ϵi is the transmission failure probability of client i. Unlike the client selection optimization in (21) proposed in
this paper, [30] formulates a client selection problem as minsi,i∈[N ]

∑N
i=1

pi

si(1−ϵi)
, subject to (17b). Since this approach

does not account for cases where ϵi = 1, which causes an infinite objective function value, we modify the optimization
problem for fair comparison as follows:

min
si,i∈[N ]

N∑
i=1,ϵi<1

pi
si (1− ϵi)

, (22a)

s.t. (17b), (17c). (22b)

• Ideal: The ideal scheme performs FL using Algorithm 1 with si = pi, and does not suffer from transmission failures,
i.e., 1r

i = 1 in (5). This scheme serves as the performance upper bound in the simulations.
For fair comparison, the performance of each FL scheme are averaged over five independent experiments.

5.2 Robustness of FedCote under Different Data Distributions
In this subsection, we consider a partial participation case with K = 10 to evaluate the performance of the proposed
FedCote.

5.2.1 Balanced dataset
We first assess the robustness of FedCote in balanced scenarios. Tables 2 and 3 compare the training loss and testing
accuracy of various FL schemes on balanced MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets under both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. settings. The
reported results represent the mean and standard deviation across five independent experiments.

On the MNIST dataset, as shown in Table 2, FedCote achieves the lowest training loss and the highest testing accuracy
in both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. settings. Its performance approaches that of the ideal scheme without transmission failures and
surpasses the vanilla FedAvg with random client selection by 7.43% in testing accuracy under the non-i.i.d. setting. In
contrast, other FL baselines exhibit significant performance degradation under non-i.i.d. conditions. Specifically, FedAvg
performs poorly due to its reliance on the weight pi as the selection probability, which neglects the effects of transmission
failures. Power-of-Choice, while selecting clients with the largest local training losses, indirectly prioritizes clients
with higher transmission failure probabilities. This partially mitigates the impact of uneven client participation caused by
varying transmission conditions. However, its testing accuracy under non-i.i.d. conditions remains 3.79% lower than that of
FedCote, as it does not consider balancing the effective appearance probabilities of each class’s samples under transmission
failures. Newt exhibits poor and unstable performance, characterized by lower testing accuracy and higher variance,
due to its reliance on client selection based on local-global model discrepancies, which is ineffective under transmission
failures. GS, which matches the aggregated label distribution to the global distribution, also overlooks transmission failures,
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Fig. 6. Selection probabilities of FedCote for non-i.i.d. balanced datasets (K = 10).

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
Unbalanced ratio

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

T
es

tin
g 

ac
cu

ra
cy

(a) MNIST, non-i.i.d.

0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
Unbalanced ratio

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

T
es

tin
g 

ac
cu

ra
cy

(b) CIFAR-10, non-i.i.d.

Fig. 7. Performance of various FL schemes on unbalanced datasets under transmission failures (K = 10).
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Fig. 8. Optimal selection probabilities of each client obtained from (17) under different K.

resulting in suboptimal performance. Although TF-Aggregation accounts for clients’ transmission failure probabilities
{ϵi}, it incorporates (1− ϵi) as the denominator in its global aggregation scheme. This design renders the method unstable
when certain clients exhibit high ϵi values, leading to difficulties in global model convergence and significantly increased
training loss in both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. settings.

A similar pattern emerges on the CIFAR-10 dataset, as shown in Table 3. In both i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. data cases, FedCote
consistently outperforms all evaluated FL schemes, achieving the highest testing accuracy. Notably, under non-i.i.d. settings,
FedCote improves testing accuracy by 6.6% compared to vanilla FedAvg and by 3.56% compared to the next-best baseline,
Power-of-Choice. Furthermore, the increased complexity of the CIFAR-10 dataset and the ResNet-20 model amplifies
the instability of TF-Aggregation, preventing it from converging due to gradient explosions in its global aggregation
scheme.

To analyze why FedCote performs robustly under non-i.i.d. data cases, Fig. 6 presents the selection probabilities
for each client, si, optimized by FedCote using Algorithm 2. Unlike the random selection strategy (orange line), where
si = pi =

1
N in the balanced case, FedCote (red line) optimizes selection probabilities by considering both transmission

failure probabilities, {ϵi}, and local label distributions. By comparing the red and blue lines (the latter derived from
Table 1), it is evident that FedCote adjusts the selection probabilities for each clients in response to varying transmission
failure probabilities, thereby balancing the effective appearance probabilities of each class’s samples. Furthermore, when
ϵi = 1 (i.e., the client always fails to transmit), FedCote sets si = 0 to avoid ineffective selections. Through this adaptive
optimization, FedCote determines optimal selection probabilities for each client under diverse transmission conditions,
effectively mitigating the negative impacts of transmission failures, particularly in challenging non-i.i.d. environments.

5.2.2 Unbalanced dataset
Fig. 7 further validates the effectiveness of FedCote on unbalanced datasets in challenging non-i.i.d. scenarios. As
described in Section 5.1.3, a higher imbalance ratio u indicates a greater degree of dataset imbalance, with u = 0.5
representing the balanced case. As shown in Fig. 7, under non-i.i.d. settings, the testing accuracy of FedAvg, Newt, and
GS significantly deteriorates on both MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets as the imbalance ratio increases. This performance
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TABLE 4. Ratio of CN+Kapx−1
Kapx

to CN+K−1
K under N=20 and K=10.

Kapx 2 4 6 8
Ratio (%) 0.0010 0.0442 0.8842 11.0837

TABLE 5. Performance of FedCote-II under different values of Kapx on the non-i.i.d. MNIST dataset (K = 10).

Kapx
Balanced Unbalanced (u = 0.1)

Training loss Testing accuracy (%) Training loss Testing accuracy (%)
2 0.2801 ± 0.0522 90.95 ± 1.8116 0.3142 ± 0.0529 90.36 ± 1.7390
4 0.2505 ± 0.0317 91.99 ± 1.2231 0.2863 ± 0.0310 91.23 ± 1.0335
6 0.2597 ± 0.0265 91.72 ± 1.1521 0.2979 ± 0.0304 90.79 ± 0.9678
8 0.2590 ± 0.0276 91.69 ± 1.1420 0.2962 ± 0.0374 90.92 ± 1.2820

FedCote 0.2622 ± 0.0300 91.49 ± 1.1899 0.2937 ± 0.0308 90.96 ± 0.9918

TABLE 6. Performance of FedCote-II under different values of Kapx on the non-i.i.d. CIFAR-10 dataset (K = 10).

Kapx
Balanced Unbalanced (u = 0.1)

Training loss Testing accuracy (%) Training loss Testing accuracy (%)
2 0.6558 ± 0.3032 73.59 ± 6.9851 1.0402 ± 0.3065 66.23 ± 6.2707
4 0.5260 ± 0.0883 75.42 ± 1.2442 0.9343 ± 0.1237 67.82 ± 2.1680
6 0.4975 ± 0.0625 76.45 ± 1.4074 0.9523 ± 0.0876 67.79 ± 2.9569
8 0.5534 ± 0.1024 75.53 ± 3.0602 1.0025 ± 0.2027 66.55 ± 4.4711

FedCote 0.5574 ± 0.1143 75.16 ± 3.1586 1.0392 ± 0.2338 65.61 ± 4.6970

decline is attributed to their inability to compensate for the loss of samples from clients with high transmission failure
probabilities. Consistent with the observations from balanced datasets discussed in Section 5.2.1, Power-of-Choice
demonstrates slightly better performance due to its client selection strategy based on local training losses. This strategy
partially mitigates the impact of varying transmission failure probabilities across clients. However, its performance remains
inferior to that of the proposed FedCote, because it does not account for the interference of transmission failures on the
effective appearance probabilities of each class’s samples during FL training. TF-Aggregation continues to perform
poorly in unbalanced scenarios, due to the instability introduced by its global aggregation scheme, which impedes the
convergence of the global model.

In contrast, the proposed FedCote demonstrates robust performance under imbalanced conditions. At extreme im-
balance ratios (u = 0.8 and 0.9), FedCote achieves testing accuracy comparable to the ideal scheme on the MNIST
dataset, with only a slight performance decline observed on CIFAR-10. This performance degradation on CIFAR-10 can be
attributed to its more complex image samples and the complete loss of samples from clients with ϵi = 1, which negatively
impacts the generalization ability of trained model. Nevertheless, FedCote consistently outperforms other FL baselines
across all imbalance ratios, owing to its ability to effectively optimize client selection probabilities, thereby mitigating the
adverse effects of both data imbalance and transmission failures.

As a brief summary, the proposed FedCote can effectively identify optimal client selection probabilities across diverse
data distribution scenarios. The experimental results underscore its robustness and adaptability, particularly in challenging
non-i.i.d. environments, establishing FedCote as a superior client selection approach in FL compared to existing baselines.

5.3 Performance of FedCote-II
5.3.1 Optimal client selection probabilities under different K
Fig. 8 compares the optimal selection probabilities, {si}, obtained from (17) for different values of K . As observed, with
increasing K , the value of si gradually converge to a stationary solution. Moreover, the gap between the optimal solutions
of si under K and K +1 diminishes as K grows. These findings align with the theoretical results presented in Proposition
5.

5.3.2 Performance under different Kapx

According to the discussion in Section 4.3, the number of distinct combinations of Kz
r , namely CN+K−1

K , used for calculating
the effective appearance probability β̄i in (15), increases with K , leading to a higher computational burden. This, in turn,
increases the complexity of solving the client selection optimization problem in (17). Following the experimental settings
in Section 5.2, we use a partial participation setting with K = 10 for FedCote. If we replace K with a smaller value Kapx,
the number of distinct combinations of Kz

r becomes C
N+Kapx−1
Kapx

. Table 4 compares the ratio of CN+Kapx−1
Kapx

to CN+K−1
K

under different values of Kapx. As shown in Table 4, the computational cost decreases exponentially as Kapx is reduced.
Tables 5 and 6 further compare the performance of FedCote-II under different values of Kapx with FedCote on

non-i.i.d. MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets. As observed, when Kapx is small (e.g., Kapx = 2), the variance in FedCote-II
performance is slightly higher. This is because, as shown in Fig. 8, the optimal solutions for si under Kapx = 2 still exhibit
a noticeable gap from the optimal solution for K = 10. Nevertheless, FedCote-II demonstrates robust performance
across different values of Kapx, achieving comparable training loss and testing accuracy to FedCote on both datasets.
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Fig. 9. Convergence of various FL schemes on balanced datasets with K = 20.

TABLE 7. Testing accuracy (%) of various FL schemes on balanced datasets with K = 20.

FL scheme MNIST CIFAR-10
i.i.d. Non-i.i.d. i.i.d. Non-i.i.d.

FedAvg 96.09 ± 0.0853 85.62 ± 4.7702 84.60 ± 0.2699 69.21 ± 4.4520
Power-of-Choice, Newt, GS 95.65 ± 0.0815 84.81 ± 1.5205 84.19 ± 0.4888 70.25 ± 3.1595

TF-Aggregation 93.19 ± 0.3096 89.40 ± 1.5152 10.00 ± 0.00 10.00 ± 0.00
FedCote (Ours) 96.23 ± 0.1163 91.80 ± 1.4494 84.66 ± 0.4325 78.53 ± 1.0137

Ideal 96.27 ± 0.0723 92.02 ± 1.1980 86.13 ± 0.3015 78.26 ± 2.4080

These results not only validate the effectiveness of the client selection optimization problem in (17), but also confirm the
feasibility of reducing computational complexity by replacing K with Kapx.

5.3.3 Performance under K = 20
In this section, the number of selected clients per iteration, K , is increased from 10 to 20. For Power-of-Choice, Newt,
and GS, client selection without replacement results in all N = 20 clients participating in training, aggregating the global
model using (20). This differs slightly from the settings of FedAvg described in Section 5.1.4, where clients are selected with
replacement, and the global model is aggregated using (5). For FedCote-II, we set Kapx = 10 and employ the optimal
selection probabilities si obtained from (17) with K = 10 (depicted in Figs. 6 and 7).

Based on the above settings, Fig. 9 illustrates the convergence trends of various FL schemes on the MNIST and CIFAR-
10 datasets. Additionally, Table 7 compares the testing accuracy of the global models across different FL schemes after
completing training. From Fig. 9 and Table 7, it is evident that FedCote-II achieves faster convergence and higher testing
accuracy consistently achieves faster convergence and higher testing accuracy compared to other benchmarks, for both
i.i.d. and non-i.i.d. data cases.

Furthermore, based on Tables 2, 3, and 7, by comparing the testing accuracy of FedCote under K = 10 with that of
FedCote-II under K = 20, we observe that increasing K accelerates FL convergence and enhances testing accuracy,
particularly for non-i.i.d. data cases. Notably, on the more complex CIFAR-10 dataset, FedCote-II achieves a testing
accuracy of 78.35% with K = 20, compared to 75.16% with K = 10, demonstrating the benefits of larger K . This
observation is consistent with the theoretical analysis in Corollary 2.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have investigated FL in wireless edge networks, particularly focusing on the joint impacts of unreliable
network conditions and data heterogeneity. Through a novel theoretical analysis, we have demonstrated that in non-
i.i.d. scenarios with label distribution skew, transmission failures distort the effective label distributions of local samples,
deviating from the global dataset’s actual label distribution, which negatively affects FL performance (Theorem 1 and
Observation 1). To address this issue, we have proposed FedCote, a client selection approach that mitigates this divergence
without relying on wireless resource scheduling. Experimental results have shown that FedCote significantly improves
robustness against transmission failures, particularly in non-i.i.d. data settings. However, the computational complexity of
solving the client selection optimization problem increases with the number of selected clients. To address this, we have
introduced FedCote-II, which reduces computational overhead while maintaining satisfactory learning performance.



16

Future directions include extending the client selection approach to handle feature shifts and exploring its application in
semi-supervised and unsupervised learning contexts.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1
Based on (7), the discrepancy between local and global gradients is bounded by
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where inequality (a) follows from the relation ∥x1+x2∥2 ≤ 2∥x1∥2+2∥x2∥2, and inequality (b) is due to Jensen’s Inequality
and the Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality. ■

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 1
Based on the selection scheme described in Section 2.1, at each iteration, K clients are selected independently and with
replacement according to the selection probabilities {si}Ni=1, where

∑N
i=1 si = 1. This results in NK possible permutations

of the selection set Kr , denoted by Kg
r for g ∈ [NK ], with the appearance probability of each permutation given by

Pr(Kr = Kg
r) =
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r

si. (24)

Since transmission failures occur independently across clients, we have
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where in equality (a), Sr represents the subset of clients in Kr with successful transmission of local models to the server, and
S̄r denotes the clients with transmission failure due to failures. In equality (b),

∏
i1∈Sg

r
(1− ϵi1)

∏
i2∈S̄g

r
ϵi2 is the probability

that clients in Sg
r have successful transmissions, while those in S̄g

r experience transmission failures. Using the derivations
in (26), we obtain (11) for some non-negative β̄i, i ∈ [N ]. ■

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 1
Our analysis considers only the “successful” communication rounds, where the server correctly receives updated local
models from at least one client in Kr . Accordingly, all derivations are based on the condition that

∑
i∈Kr

1r
i ̸= 0, ∀r ∈ [R].

For simplicity, in the subsequent proof, we denote the conditional expectation E[ · |
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i ̸= 0] as E[·].

C.1 Proof of convergence rate
With Assumption 4, we have

E[F (w̄r)] ≤E[F (w̄r−1)] + E [⟨∇F (w̄r−1), w̄r − w̄r−1⟩] +
L

2
E
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]
. (27)

We need the following three key lemmas which are proved in subsequent subsections.
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Lemma 2 Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 4, it holds that
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where χ2
β̄∥p and χ2

ᾱ∥αg
are chi-square divergences defined in (12).

Lemma 3 With (2) and (5), the difference between the global models of two consecutive iterations is given by

w̄r − w̄r−1 = −γ

∑
i∈Kr

1r
i

∑E
t=1 ∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

, (29)

which results in

E
[
∥w̄r − w̄r−1∥2

]
≤4γ2E2 ∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 + 2γ2EL2

N∑
i=1

β̄i

E∑
t=2

∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1∥2 + 8γ2E2

∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2). (30)

Lemma 4 The difference between the local model at each round r and the global model from the previous round is bounded by∑E

t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 ≤ γ2E3

1− 3
2
γ2E2L2

∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 +
2γ2E3

1− 3
2
γ2E2L2

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2). (31)

By substituting (28) into the second term on the RHS of (27), (30) into the third term, along with the result from (31),
we have

E[F (w̄r)] ≤E[F (w̄r−1)]−
(γE

2
− 2γ2E2L− γ3E3L2 + γ4E4L3

1− 3
2
γ2E2L2

)
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2

+
(
4γ2E2L+

2γ3E3L2 + 2γ4E4L3

1− 3
2
γ2E2L2

)∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2)

+ 2γE
(
χ2
β̄∥p

∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
piαi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

ᾱ∥αg
G2
)
. (32)

Next, summing the above items from r = 1 to R and dividing both sides by the product of the learning rate and the
total number of local gradient descent steps, γT (= γRE), yields( 1

2
− 2γEL− γ2E2L2 + γ3E3L3

1− 3
2
γ2E2L2︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(33a)

)∑R
r=1 E[∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2]

R

≤ 1

γT︸︷︷︸
≜(33b)

(E[F (w̄0)]− E[F (w̄R)]) +
(
4γEL︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(33c)

+
2γ2E2L2 + 2γ3E3L3

1− 3
2
γ2E2L2︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(33d)

)∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2)

+ 2χ2
β̄∥p

∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
piαi,cV

2
i,c + 2χ2

ᾱ∥αg
G2. (33)

Let the learning rate γ = K
1
2 /(6LT

1
2 ) and the number of local updating steps E ≤ T

1
4 /K

3
4 , where T ≥ max{K3, 1/K}

to ensure E ≥ 1. Consequently, we have (33b) = 6L(TK)−
1
2 . Since γEL ≤ (TK̄)−

1
4 /6, we have (33c) ≤ 2

3 (TK)−
1
4 and

(33d) ≤
1
18
(TK)−

1
2 + 1

108
(TK)−

3
4

1− 1
24
(TK)−

1
2

(a)

≤
1
18
(TK)−

1
2 + 1

108
(TK)−

3
4

1− 1
24

=
4

69(TK)
1
2

+
2

207(TK)
3
4

, (34)

where inequality (a) is due to T ≥ 1/K. Then,

(33a) =
1

2
− (33c)

2
− (33d)

2
≥ 1

2

(
1− 2

3(TK̄)
1
4

− 4

69(TK̄)
1
2

− 2

207(TK̄)
3
4

)
≥ 1

2

(
1− 2

3
− 4

69
− 2

207

)
=

55

414
. (35)

Finally, by substituting above coefficients and E[F (w̄R)] ≥ F from Assumption 3 into (33), Theorem 1 is proved. ■

C.2 Proof of Lemma 2
Based on (29), we have

E [⟨∇F (w̄r−1), w̄r − w̄r−1⟩]

=E
[〈

∇F (w̄r−1),−γ

∑
i∈Kr

1r
i

∑E
t=1 ∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

〉]
(a)
= − γ

∑E

t=1

〈
∇F (w̄r−1),

∑N

i=1
β̄i∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )

〉
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(b)
= − γ

2

∑E

t=1
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 −

γ

2

∑E

t=1

∥∥∥∑N

i=1
β̄i∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )

∥∥∥2 + γ

2

∑E

t=1

∥∥∥∇F (w̄r−1)−
∑N

i=1
β̄i∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )

∥∥∥2
≤− γE

2
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 +

γ

2

∑E

t=1

∥∥∥∇F (w̄r−1)−
∑N

i=1
β̄i∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )

∥∥∥2
(c)

≤ − γE

2
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 + γE

∥∥∥∇F (w̄r−1)−
∑N

i=1
β̄i∇Fi(w̄r−1)

∥∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(36d)

+γ
∑E

t=1

∥∥∥∑N

i=1
β̄i(∇Fi(w̄r−1)−∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i ))

∥∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(36e)

, (36)

where equality (a) is obtained using Lemma 1, equality (b) follows from the identity ⟨x1,x2⟩ = 1
2 (∥x1∥2 + ∥x2∥2 − ∥x1 −

x2∥2), and inequality (c) arises from the property ∥x1 + x2∥2 ≤ 2∥x1∥2 + 2∥x2∥2.
In (36), the term (36d) can be further bounded as

(36d)
(a)
=
∥∥∥∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
(piαi,c − β̄iαi,c)∇Fi,c(w̄r−1)

∥∥∥2
=
∥∥∥∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
(piαi,c − β̄iαi,c)∇Fi,c(w̄r−1) −

∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
(piαi,c − β̄iαi,c)∇Fc(w̄r−1)

+
∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
(piαi,c − β̄iαi,c)∇Fc(w̄r−1)

∥∥∥2
(b)

≤2

∥∥∥∥ C∑
c=1

N∑
i=1

(piαi,c − β̄iαi,c) (∇Fi,c(w̄r−1)−∇Fc(w̄r−1))

∥∥∥∥2 + 2
∥∥∥∑C

c=1

(
αg,c −

∑N

i=1
β̄iαi,c

)
∇Fc(w̄r−1)

∥∥∥2
=2
∥∥∥∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1

piαi,c − β̄iαi,c√
piαi,c

√
piαi,c (∇Fi,c(w̄r−1)−∇Fc(w̄r−1))

∥∥∥2
+ 2
∥∥∥∑C

c=1

αg,c −
∑N

i=1 β̄iαi,c√
αg,c

√
αg,c∇Fc(w̄r−1)

∥∥∥2
(c)

≤2
∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1

(piαi,c − β̄iαi,c)
2

piαi,c︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(37e)

∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
piαi,c ∥∇Fi,c(w̄r−1)−∇Fc(w̄r−1)∥2

+ 2
∑C

c=1

(αg,c −
∑N

i=1 β̄iαi,c)
2

αg,c

∑C

c=1
αg,c ∥∇Fc(w̄r−1)∥2

(d)

≤2χ2
β̄∥p

∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1
piαi,cV

2
i,c + 2χ2

ᾱ∥αg
G2, (37)

where equality (a) follows from (7a), inequality (b) is a consequence of the global label distribution αg,c =
∑N

i=1piαi,c and
the relation ∥x1+x2∥2 ≤ 2∥x1∥2+2∥x2∥2, and equality (c) is established using the Cauchy-Schwarz Inequality. In equality
(c), the term (37e) is bounded by

(37e) =
∑C

c=1

∑N

i=1

(pi − β̄i)
2αi,c

pi
=
∑N

i=1

(pi − β̄i)
2

pi︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜χ2

β̄∥p

∑C

c=1
αi,c︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1

= χ2
β̄∥p. (38)

Combining this with Assumptions 1 and 2, along with the definition of the chi-square divergence χ2
ᾱ∥αg

in (12), leads to
inequality (d) in (37).

Meanwhile, the term (36e) is bounded by

(36e)
(a)

≤
∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑E

t=1

∥∥∇Fi(w̄r−1)−∇Fi(w
r,t−1
i )

∥∥2
(b)

≤L2
∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑E

t=1

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2
(c)
=L2

∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑E

t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2, (39)

where inequality (a) is derived from Jensen’s Inequality, inequality (b) is due to Assumption 4, and equality (c) follows
from (2a).

Finally, by substituting (37) and (39) into (36), we can directly obtain Lemma 2. ■

C.3 Proof of Lemma 3
According to (29), we have

E
[
∥w̄r − w̄r−1∥2

]
=γ2E

[∥∥∥∥
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∑E
t=1∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∥∥∥∥2]
(a)

≤2γ2 E
[∥∥∥∥
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∑E
t=1(∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )−∇Fi(w̄r−1))∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∥∥∥∥2]︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(40b)

+2γ2 E
[∥∥∥∥
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∑E
t=1∇Fi(w̄r−1)∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∥∥∥∥2]︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(40c)

, (40)
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where inequality (a) is derived from the relation ∥x1 + x2∥2 ≤ 2∥x1∥2 + 2∥x2∥2.
The term (40b) is bounded by

(40b) ≤E · E
[∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∑E
t=1∥∇Fi(w

r,t−1
i )−∇Fi(w̄r−1)∥2∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

]
(a)
=E

∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑E

t=1

∥∥∇Fi(w
r,t−1
i )−∇Fi(w̄r−1)

∥∥2
(b)

≤EL2
∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑E

t=2
∥wr,t−1

i − w̄r−1∥2, (41)

where equality (a) follows from Lemma 1, and inequality (b) is based on Assumption 4 and (2a). Meanwhile, term (40c) is
bounded by

(40c) =E2E

[∥∥∥∥∥
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i∇Fi(w̄r−1)∑
i∈Kr

1r
i

∥∥∥∥∥
2]

(a)

≤2E2E
[∥∥∥∥
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i (∇Fi(w̄r−1)−∇F (w̄r−1))∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

∥∥∥∥2]+ 2E2E
[
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2

]
(b)

≤2E2E
[∑

i∈Kr
1r
i ∥∇Fi(w̄r−1)−∇F (w̄r−1)∥2∑

i∈Kr
1r
i

]
+ 2E2E

[
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2

]
(c)
=2E2

∑N

i=1
β̄i ∥∇Fi(w̄r−1)−∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 + 2E2E

[
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2

]
(d)

≤4E2
∑N

i=1
β̄i

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2)+ 2E2E

[
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2

]
, (42)

where inequality (a) also relies on the relation ∥x1 + x2∥2 ≤ 2∥x1∥2 + 2∥x2∥2, inequality (b) is a consequence of Jensen’s
Inequality, equality (c) is derived from Lemma 1, and inequality (d) follows from (10).

Finally, by substituting (41) and (42) into (40), we obtain Lemma 3.
■

C.4 Proof of Lemma 4
Based on (2), the local model for each client at the r-th iteration is updated by

wr,t−1
i = w̄r−1 − γ

∑t−1

e=1
∇Fi(w

r,e−1
i ). (43)

Consequently, the difference between the local and global models is bounded by∑E

t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 =
∑E

t=2

∥∥∥γ∑t−1

e=1
∇Fi(w

r,e−1
i )

∥∥∥2
≤γ2

∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=1

∥∥∇Fi(w
r,e−1
i )

∥∥2
≤3γ2

∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=1

(∥∥∇Fi(w
r,e−1
i )−∇Fi(w̄r−1)

∥∥2 + ∥∇Fi(w̄r−1)−∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 + ∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2
)

(a)

≤3γ2L2
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=1

∥∥wr,e−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 + 6γ2
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=1

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2)

+ 3γ2
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=1
∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2

=3γ2L2
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=1

∥∥wr,e−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(44b)

+6γ2
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)2︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(44c)

∑C

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2)

+ 3γ2
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)2︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(44c)

∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 , (44)

where inequality (a) follows from Assumption 4 and (10).
The term (44b) is bounded by

(44b)
(a)
=
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)

∑t−1

e=2

∥∥wr,e−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2
(b)
=
∑E−1

t=2

∑E

e=t+1
(e− 1)

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 =
∑E−1

t=2

(∑E−1

e=t
e ·
∥∥wr,t−1

i − w̄r−1

∥∥2)
(c)

≤ E2

2

∑E−1

t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2
≤E2

2

∑E

t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 . (45)
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where equality (a) is derived from (2a), equality (b) results from interchanging the indices of the two summations in
equality (a), and inequality (c) follows from the fact that

∑E−1
e=t e = (E−1+t)(E−1−t+1)

2 < (E+t)(E−t)
2 = E2−t2

2 < E2

2 .
Meanwhile, the term (44c) is bounded by

(44c) =
∑E

t=2
(t− 1)2 =

∑E−1

t=1
t2

(a)
=

(E − 1)E(2E − 1)

6
≤ E3

3
, (46)

where equality (a) is calculated using
∑m

x=1 x
2 = m(m+ 1)(2m+ 1)/6.

Substituting (45) and (46) into (44) yields
E∑

t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 ≤ 3

2
γ2E2L2

E∑
t=2

∥∥wr,t−1
i − w̄r−1

∥∥2 + 2γ2E3
C∑

c=1

(
αi,cV

2
i,c + χ2

αi∥αg
G2)+ γ2E3 ∥∇F (w̄r−1)∥2 . (47)

Finally, rearranging terms in (47) leads to Lemma 4. ■

APPENDIX D
LABEL AND WEIGHT DISTRIBUTIONS FOR EXPERIMENTS IN FIGURES 3, 4, AND 5
For the experiments presented in Figures 3, 4, and 5, each client is assigned samples from a single class out of the total 10
classes. The detailed class distribution for each client is provided in Table 8.

TABLE 8. Class and weight distributions.

Client (i) Class (c) Weight (pi) Client (i) Class (c) Weight (pi)
Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced

1 1

1
20

1
100

2 1

1
20

9
100

3 2 4 2
5 3 6 3
7 4 8 4
9 5 10 5
11 6 12 6
13 7 14 7
15 8 16 8
17 9 18 9
19 10 20 10

From Table 8, the label distribution {αi,c} for each client i ∈ [N ] is given by

αi,c =

{
1, if class-c samples is assigned to client i;
0, otherwise.

(48)

Additionally, as shown in Table 8, in the balanced scenario, where each client holds an equal number of samples, the
weight for each client is pi = 1

20 . In the unbalanced scenario, where half of the clients holding 90% of the total training
samples, half of the clients have pi =

1
100 , while the remaining clients have pi =

9
100 .

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2
E.1 Derivation of βz,i

To prove Proposition 2, the key is to derive the value of βz,i in (15). Given selection set Kz
r , the appearance probability of

each selected client i ∈ Kz
r in global aggregation is

βz,i =
1

1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj

∑K

k=1

1

k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k−1

(
(1− ϵi)

∏
i′∈K′

(1− ϵi′)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(49a)

∏
j′∈Kz

r\i\K′
ϵj′︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(49b)

)
, (49)

where k is the number of clients with successful transmissions, and Kz
r\i denotes the set obtained by removing one

occurrence of i from Kz
r (if i appears multiple times in Kz

r , only one occurrence is removed). The term (1 −
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj)

represents the probability of
∑

i∈Kr
1r
i ̸= 0. In the summation over K′, client i and the other (k− 1) clients in K′ constitute

the k successful transmissions, corresponding to the probability in (49a), while the remaining (K − k) clients experiences
transmission failures, corresponding to the probability in (49b).

After performing the mathematical derivation, we can simplify the formulation in (49) as follows:

βz,i =
1− ϵi

(1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj)K

(
1 +

∑K−1

k=1

(
1

CK−1
k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

))
. (50)

where the detailed derivation can be found in the subsequent Appendix E.2.
As described in Section 2.1, K clients are selected with replacement at each iteration. Consequently, clients in Kz

r may
appear multiple times. For each repeated client i ∈ Kz

r , the value of βz,i remains the same. Thus, with nz,i denoting the
number of times each client i ∈ [N ] appears in Kz

r , the value of βz,i in (15) is obtained.
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E.2 Proof of Formulation (50)
For simplifying the expression in (49), we introduce the following Lemma 5 and Lemma 6, which are provided in the
subsequent subsections.

Lemma 5 The product of the successful probability of all K selected clients in a selection set K satisfies∏
i∈K

(1− ϵi) = 1 +
∑K

k=1
(−1)k

∑
K′⊆K, |K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′ , (51)

where K′ represents all possible subsets of K.

Lemma 6 For k ∈ [K − 1], the following holds:∑k

k′=0

(−1)k−k′
Ck

k′

K − k′ =
1

KCK−1
k

. (52)

Using Lemma 5, we can combine it with (49), leading to

βz,i =
1− ϵi

1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj

K−1∑
k=0

1

K − k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

( ∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′
∏

j′∈Kz
r\i\K′

(1− ϵj′)

)

=
1− ϵi

1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj

K−1∑
k=0

1

K − k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

( ∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

(
1 +

K−k−1∑
k′=1

(−1)k
′ ∑

S̃′⊆Kz
r\i\K′,

|S̃′|=k′

∏
j′∈S̃′

ϵj′

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(53b)

))

(a)
=

1− ϵi
1−

∏
j∈Kz

r
ϵj

(
K−1∑
k=0

1

K − k

( ∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(53c)

+

K−2∑
k=0

1

K − k

( ∑
K′⊂Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′
K−k−1∑
k′=1

(−1)k
′ ∑

S̃′⊆Kz
r\i\K′,

|S̃′|=k′

∏
j′∈S̃′

ϵj′

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(53d)

))
,

(53)
where the term (53b) follows from Lemma 5, and equality (a) holds because (53b) equals 1 when k = K − 1.

For term (53c), we obtain

(53c) =
1

K
+
∑K−1

k=1

1

K − k

( ∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

)
(a)
=

1

K
+
∑K−1

k=1

(−1)k−kCk
k

K − k

( ∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

)
, (54)

where equality (a) follows from the fact that (−1)k−k = 1 and Ck
k = 1.

For term (53d), by setting ksum = k + k′, we obtain

(53d) =

K−1∑
ksum=1

ksum−1∑
k=0

(
(−1)ksum−k

K − k

∑
K′⊂Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∑
S̃′⊆Kz

r\i\K′,
|S̃′|=ksum−k

( ∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′
∏

j′∈S̃′

ϵj′
))

(a)
=

K−1∑
ksum=1

ksum−1∑
k=0

(
(−1)ksum−k

K − k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=ksum

(
Cksum

k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′
))

(b)
=

K−1∑
k=1

( k−1∑
k′=0

(−1)k−k′
Ck

k′

K − k′

)( ∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

)
, (55)

where equality (a) results from counting the number of different combinations, and equality (b) comes from substituting
ksum and k with k and k′, respectively.

Next, by combining (53) with (54) and (55), the effective appearance probability of each selected client i ∈ Kz
r is

βz,i =
1− ϵi

1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj

(
1

K
+

K−1∑
k=1

( k∑
k′=0

(−1)k−k′
Ck

k′

K − k′

)( ∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i,
|K′|=k

∏
i′∈K′

ϵi′

))
. (56)

Finally, substituting (52) into (56), the effective appearance probability for each selected client i ∈ Kz
r becomes (50).

■
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E.3 Proof of Lemma 5
We employ the mathematical induction method to prove Lemma 5.

(i) When K = 1, there is only one element i in K, both sides of (51) equals 1− ϵi, thereby satisfying (51).
(ii) Assume that (51) holds. Then, if K increases to K + 1 and a new element j is added to the original set K, making K

become K ∪ j, we have∏
i∈K∪j

(1− ϵi) =
(∏

i∈K

(1− ϵi)
)
(1− ϵj)

(a)
=

(
1 +

K∑
k=1

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K,

|K′|=k

∏
i∈K′

ϵi

)
(1− ϵj)

=1 + (−ϵj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(57a)

+

K∑
k=1

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K,

|K′|=k

∏
i∈K′

ϵi

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(57b)

+

(K−1∑
k=1

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K,

|K′|=k

∏
i∈K′

ϵi

)
(−ϵj)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≜(57c)

+(−1)K
(∏

i∈K

ϵi
)
(−ϵj)︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜(57d)

, (57)

where equality (a) comes from (51), and

(57d) = (−1)K+1
∏

i∈K∪j

ϵi. (58)

Besides, since

(57a) + (57c) =

(K−1∑
k=0

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K,

|K′|=k

∏
i∈K′

ϵi

)
(−ϵj) =

K∑
k=1

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K,

|K′|=k−1

( ∏
i∈K′

ϵi
)
ϵj , (59)

we have

(57a) + (57b) + (57c) =

K∑
k=1

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K∪j, |K′|=k

∏
i∈K′

ϵi. (60)

Finally, combining (57) with (58) and (60), we have

∏
i∈K∪j

(1− ϵi) = 1 +

K+1∑
k=1

(−1)k
∑

K′⊆K∪j,

|K′|=k

∏
i∈K′

ϵi. (61)

Based on the above induction process, we have proved Lemma 5. ■

E.4 Proof of Lemma 6
We adopt the mathematical induction method to prove Lemma 6.

(i) When k = 1, we have
1∑

k′=0

(−1)1−k′
C1

k′

K − k′ =
1

K − 1
− 1

K
=

1

K(K − 1)
=

1

KCK−1
1

, (62)

which satisfies (52).
(ii) Assume that (52) holds. Then, if k increases to k + 1, the left-hand side of (52) becomes

k+1∑
k′=0

(−1)k+1−k′
Ck+1

k′

K − k′
(a)
=

k∑
k′=0

(−1)k+1−k′
Ck

k′

K − k′ +

k+1∑
k′=1

(−1)k+1−k′
Ck

k′−1

K − k′

=−
k∑

k′=0

(−1)k−k′
Ck

k′

K − k′ +

k∑
k′=0

(−1)k−k′
Ck

k′

K − 1− k′

(b)
= − 1

KCK−1
k

+
1

(K − 1)CK−2
k

=
1

KCK−1
k+1

, (63)

where equality (a) is due to

Ck+1
k′ =

(k + 1)!

(k + 1− k′)!k′!
=

k + 1

k + 1− k′
k!

(k − k′)!k′!
=

(
1 +

k′

k + 1− k′

)
k!

(k − k′)!k′!

=
k!

(k − k′)!k′!
+

k!

(k − (k′ − 1))!(k′ − 1)!

=


Ck

k′ , if k′ = 0;

Ck
k′ + Ck

k′−1, if k′ = 1, 2, · · · , k;
Ck

k′−1, if k′ = k + 1,

(64)

and equality (b) is due to (52).
Based on the above induction process, we have proved Lemma 6. ■
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APPENDIX F
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3
F.1 Derivation of (16)
Before presenting the detailed derivation procedure, we introduce the following Lemma 7, which is proved in the
subsequent Appendix F.2.

Lemma 7 The effective appearance probability β̄i in (15) is equivalent to

β̄i =si(1− ϵi)

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk
1 +

∑K−2
k=0

∏k
k′=0 ϵjk′

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk
. (65)

Next, (65) can be rewritten as

β̄i =si

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk
1− ϵi +

∑K−2
k=0

∏k
k′=0 ϵjk′ − ϵi

∑K−2
k=0

∏k
k′=0 ϵjk′

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk

=si

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk
1 + ϵj0 + ϵj0

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′ − ϵi − ϵi

∑K−3
k=0

∏k
k′=0 ϵjk′ − ϵi

∏K−2
k=0 ϵjk

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk

(a)
= si

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk
1 + ϵj0 + ϵj0

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′ − ϵi − ϵi

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′ − ϵi

∏K−2
k=0 ϵjk

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk

=si

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk
1− ϵi

∏K−2
k=0 ϵjk + (ϵj0 − ϵi)(1 +

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′ )

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk

=si

(
1 +

N∑
j0=1

sj0(ϵj0 − ϵi)

N∑
j1,j2,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk
1 +

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−2

k=1 ϵjk

)
, (66)

where equality (a) holds because, for all indices j0, j1, · · · , jK−2 ranging from 1 to N ,
N∑

j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk

∑K−3
k=0

∏k
k′=0 ϵjk′

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk
=

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk
. (67)

Finally, by replacing the index j0 in (66) with index i′ yields equation (16) as stated in Proposition 3. ■

F.2 Proof of Lemma 7
Based on (15), we have

β̄i =

CN+K−1
K∑
z=1

( ∏
i∈Kz

r

si

)
K!∏

i∈[N ] nz,i!

nz,i

K

1− ϵi
1−

∏
j∈Kz

r
ϵj

K−1∑
k=0

(
1

CK−1
k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i, |K′|=k

∏
j′∈K′

ϵj′

)

(a)
= si

CN+K−1
K∑

z=1, i∈Kz
r

( ∏
j∈Kz

r\i

sj

)
(K − 1)!

(nz,i − 1)!
∏

j∈[N ]\i nz,j !

(
1− ϵi

1−
∏

j∈Kz
r
ϵj

K−1∑
k=0

(
1

CK−1
k

∑
K′⊆Kz

r\i, |K′|=k

∏
j′∈K′

ϵj′

))
, (68)

where Kz
r\i denotes the set obtained by removing one occurrence of i from Kz

r , and K′ represents any subset of the set
Kz

r\i. Equality (a) follows from nz,i = 0 if i /∈ Kz
r .

If one of the K selected clients in the selection set Kr is fixed as client i, the remaining (K − 1) clients in Kr have
CN+K−2

K−1 possible combinations. Based on this, let K̃z
r denote the selection set formed by randomly selecting (K − 1)

clients with replacement from a total N clients, where |K̃z
r | = K − 1. Consequently, (69) can be reformulated as

β̄i =si(1− ϵi)

CN+K−2
K−1∑
z=1

( ∏
j∈K̃z

r

sj

)
(K − 1)!∏
j∈[N ] ñz,j !︸ ︷︷ ︸

≜Pr(K̃z
r)

(
1

1− ϵi
∏

j∈K̃z
r
ϵj

K−1∑
k=0

(
1

CK−1
k

∑
K′⊆K̃z

r , |K′|=k

∏
j′∈K′

ϵj′

))

=si(1− ϵi)

CN+K−2
K−1∑
z=1

( ∏
j∈K̃z

r

sj

)
1

1− ϵi
∏

j∈K̃z
r
ϵj

(
K−1∑
k=0

(K − 1)!∏
j∈[N ] ñz,j !

1

CK−1
k

∑
K′⊆K̃z

r , |K′|=k

∏
j′∈K′

ϵj′

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(69a)

)
. (69)

Here, Pr(K̃z
r) is the selection probability of each set K̃z

r , ñz,i represents the number of times each client j ∈ [N ] appears in
K̃z

r , and (K−1)!∏
j∈[N] ñz,j !

gives the number of distinct permutations of selected clients in K̃z
r .
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Define K̂z,k
r as the subset obtained by randomly selecting k clients without replacement from K̃z

r . Let n̂k
z,j represent the

number of times each client j ∈ [N ] appears in K̂z,k
r . The number of distinct permutations of selected clients in K̂z,k

r is
given by ∏

j∈[N ]

C
ñz,j

n̂k
z,j

=
∏

j∈[N ]

ñz,j !

(ñz,j − n̂k
z,j)!n̂

k
z,j !

. (70)

By combining (69) with (70), we derive

(69a) =

K−1∑
k=0

(K − 1)!∏
j∈[N ] ñz,j !

1

CK−1
k

∑
K̂z,k

r ⊆K̃z
r

( ∏
j∈[N ]

C
ñz,j

n̂k
z,j

∏
ĵ∈K̂z,k

r

ϵĵ

)

=

K−1∑
k=0

∑
K̂z,k

r ⊆K̃z
r

(
(K − 1)!∏
j∈[N ] ñz,j !

1

CK−1
k

∏
j∈[N ]

C
ñz,j

n̂k
z,j

) ∏
ĵ∈K̂z,k

r

ϵĵ

=

K−1∑
k=0

∑
K̂z,k

r ⊆K̃z
r

(
k!∏

j∈[N ] n̂
k
z,j !︸ ︷︷ ︸

(71a)

(K − 1− k)!∏
j∈[N ](ñz,j − n̂k

z,j)!︸ ︷︷ ︸
(71b)

) ∏
ĵ∈K̂z,k

r

ϵĵ

=
∑

ĵ0∈K̃z
r

∑
ĵ1∈K̃z

r\ĵ0

· · ·
∑

ĵK−2∈K̃z
r\{

⋃K−3
i=0 ĵ0}

(
1 + ϵĵ0 + ϵĵ0ϵĵ1 + · · ·+

K−2∏
k′=0

ϵĵk′

)
, (71)

where (71a) represents the number of different permutations for the selected clients in K̂z,k
r , while (71b) corresponds to the

permutations for the clients in K̃z
r\K̂z,k

r .
Substituting (71) into (68), we obtain

β̄i
(a)
= si(1− ϵi)

CN+K−2
K−1∑
z=1

( ∏
j∈K̃z

r

sj

)( ∑
ĵ0∈K̃z

r

∑
ĵ1∈K̃z

r\ĵ0

· · ·
∑

ĵK−2∈K̃z
r\{

⋃K−3
i=0 ĵ0}

1 + ϵĵ0 + ϵĵ0ϵĵ1 + · · ·+
∏K−2

k′=0 ϵĵk′

1− ϵi
∏

j∈K̃z
r
ϵj

)

=si(1− ϵi)

CN+K−2
K−1∑
z=1

( ∑
ĵ0∈K̃z

r

sĵ0

∑
ĵ1∈K̃z

r\ĵ0

sĵ1 · · ·
∑

ĵK−2∈K̃z
r\{

⋃K−3
i=0 ĵ0}

sĵK−2

1 + ϵĵ0 + ϵĵ0ϵĵ1 + · · ·+
∏K−2

k′=0 ϵĵk′

1− ϵi
∏

j∈K̃z
r
ϵj

)

(b)
=si(1− ϵi)

N∑
j0=1

sj0

N∑
j1=1

sj1 · · ·
N∑

jK−2=1

sjK−2

1 + ϵj0 + ϵj0ϵj1 + · · ·+
∏K−2

k′=0 ϵjk′

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk

=si(1− ϵi)

N∑
j0,j1,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=0

sjk
1 +

∑K−2
k=0

∏k
k′=0 ϵjk′

1− ϵi
∏K−2

k=0 ϵjk
, (72)

where in equality (a), the summation
∑

ĵ0∈K̃z
r

∑
ĵ1∈K̃z

r\ĵ0
· · ·

∑
ĵK−2∈K̃z

r\{
⋃K−3

i=0 ĵ0} enumerates all permutations of the clients

in K̃z
r . Summing over all possible combinations of K̃z

r yields all permutations of selecting K clients from the N clients, as
shown in equality (b). ■

APPENDIX G
GRADIENT OF OBJECTIVE FUNCTION IN (19A)
According to (14) and (17a), the gradient of objective function is given by

∂(17a)

∂si
= −2

∑C

c=1

(
αc −

∑N
j=1 β̄jαj,c

αc

∑N

j=1
αj,c

∂β̄j

∂si

)
, (73)

where based on (15), the gradient ∂β̄j/∂si is computed by

∂β̄j

∂si
=
∑CN+K−1

K

z=1, nz,j>0

K!∏
i′∈[N ] nz,i′ !

βz,j

∂
(∏

j′∈Kz
r
sj′
)

∂si
=
∑CN+K−1

K

z=1, nz,j>0, nz,i>0

K!∏
i′∈[N ]nz,i′ !

βz,jnz,is
nz,i−1

i

∏
j′∈Kz

r\{i}
sj′ . (74)

Here, nz,j and nz,i denote the number of times clients j and i appear in the selection set Kz
r , respectively. Additionally, the

term Kz
r\{i} refers to the set obtained by removing all occurrences of client i from the set Kz

r . ■
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APPENDIX H
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5
Since (15) and (16) are equivalent, the effective appearance probability β̄i when selecting K clients per iteration, denoted
as [β̄i]K , is computed by

[β̄i]K = si

(
1 +

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)

N∑
j1,j2,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk
1 +

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−2

k=1 ϵjk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(75a)

)
. (75)

Similarly, when selecting (K + 1) clients, we have

[β̄i]K+1 = si

(
1 +

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)

N∑
j1,j2,··· ,jK−1=1

K−1∏
k=1

sjk
1 +

∑K−1
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−1

k=1 ϵjk︸ ︷︷ ︸
(76a)

)
. (76)

Based on (75) and (76), the difference between [β̄i]K and [β̄i]K+1 is computed as

[β̄i]K − [β̄i]K+1

=si

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)
(

(75a)− (76a)
)

=si

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)

(
N∑

j1,j2,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk

N∑
jK−1=1

sjK−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

1 +
∑K−2

k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−2

k=1 ϵjk

−
N∑

j1,j2,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk

N∑
jK−1=1

sjK−1

1 +
∑K−2

k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′ +

∏K−1
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−1

k=1 ϵjk

)

=si

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)

N∑
j1,j2,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk

N∑
jK−1=1

sjK−1

(
1 +

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−2

k=1 ϵjk
−

1 +
∑K−2

k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′ +

∏K−1
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−1

k=1 ϵjk

)

=si

N∑
i′=1,i′ ̸=i

si′(ϵi′ − ϵi)

N∑
j1,j2,··· ,jK−2=1

K−2∏
k=1

sjk

N∑
jK−1=1

sjK−1

((
1 +

∑K−2
k=1

∏k
k′=1 ϵjk′

)(
1− ϵjK−1

)
ϵiϵi′

∏K−2
k=1 ϵjk(

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−2

k=1 ϵjk
)(
1− ϵiϵi′

∏K−1
k=1 ϵjk

)
−

∏K−1
k′=1 ϵjk′

1− ϵiϵi′
∏K−1

k=1 ϵjk

)
. (77)

According to (17c), si = 0 when ϵi = 1. Therefore, the value of (77) depends only on the clients with ϵi ∈ [0, 1). As K
increases, both ϵiϵi′

∏K−2
k=1 ϵjk and

∏K−1
k=1 ϵjk approach zero. Consequently, the value of (77) also approaches zero, leading

to the diminishing difference between
[
β̄i

]
K

and
[
β̄i

]
K+1

. ■
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