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Abstract—Diffusion models are powerful generative models
that can produce highly realistic samples for various tasks.
Typically, these models are constructed using centralized, in-
dependently and identically distributed (IID) training data.
However, in practical scenarios, data is often distributed across
multiple clients and frequently manifests non-IID characteristics.
Federated Learning (FL) can leverage this distributed data to
train diffusion models, but the performance of existing FL
methods is unsatisfactory in non-IID scenarios. To address
this, we propose FEDDDPM—Federated Learning with Denois-
ing Diffusion Probabilistic Models, which leverages the data
generative capability of diffusion models to facilitate model
training. In particular, the server uses well-trained local diffusion
models uploaded by each client before FL training to generate
auxiliary data that can approximately represent the global data
distribution. Following each round of model aggregation, the
server further optimizes the global model using the auxiliary
dataset to alleviate the impact of heterogeneous data on model
performance. We provide a rigorous convergence analysis of
FEDDDPM and propose an enhanced algorithm, FEDDDPM+,
to reduce training overheads. FEDDDPM+ detects instances of
slow model learning and performs a one-shot correction using the
auxiliary dataset. Experimental results validate that our proposed
algorithms outperform the state-of-the-art FL algorithms on the
MNIST, CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets.

Index Terms—Federated learning, diffusion models, data het-
erogeneity, convergence analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

D IFFUSION models [1] represent a powerful class of deep

generative models acclaimed for their remarkable perfor-

mance across diverse generative tasks, prominently in image

synthesis [2], sequence modeling [3], and audio processing [4].

However, their success heavily relies on access to extensive

centralized datasets [5], [6], a luxury often unattainable in

real-world scenarios. Particularly in sensitive domains like
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Fig. 1: Non-IID data distributions across clients.

healthcare [7], data tends to be fragmented across disparate

client systems, rendering centralized training impractical due

to privacy concerns and data access restrictions. Moreover, the

intrinsic non-IID nature of such decentralized data, stemming

from diverse local environments and usage patterns, exacer-

bates the difficulty of training diffusion models [8], [9], as

shown in Fig. 1.

Federated learning (FL) [10] provides a promising approach

to enabling collaborative model training across distributed

clients without the need for data sharing. This decentralized

method effectively addresses data access limitations. Nonethe-

less, FL encounters significant challenges when handling non-

IID data, as inconsistencies between global and local objec-

tives can lead to biased model updates and degraded perfor-

mance [11]. Although several enhanced FL techniques have

been proposed to mitigate data heterogeneity, these approaches

often do not fully utilize the unique capabilities of generative

models, such as their ability to synthesize auxiliary data to

enhance FL outcomes. Therefore, there remains substantial

potential to improve the quality of samples generated by

diffusion models within the conventional FL framework. It

is of great interest to develop targeted solutions for diffusion

models on non-IID data within the FL framework.

In this paper, we introduce FEDDDPM—Federated Learn-

ing with Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models—a novel

FL paradigm designed to address the challenges of training

diffusion models on non-IID data. The proposed method

harnesses the intrinsic data-generative capabilities of diffusion

models to facilitate model training. Initially, each client trains

a local diffusion model using its own data and then uploads

this model to the server before FL begins. The server employs

these models to generate auxiliary data through a proportional

sampling strategy, merging the results to create a dataset

that closely approximates the global data distribution. After

each round of model aggregation, the global model is further

refined using this auxiliary dataset to reduce update bias

and improve convergence to the global optimum. Given that

diffusion models are generally trained on deep neural networks

with non-convex loss functions, we provide a convergence

http://arxiv.org/abs/2503.06426v1
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analysis of FEDDDPM in the non-convex setting, theoreti-

cally demonstrating its eventual convergence. Additionally, we

recognize that this collaborative mode requires serial training

by the server after FL aggregation, potentially impacting the

overall learning efficiency. To address this issue, we propose

an enhanced algorithm, FEDDDPM+, which uses auxiliary

data for one-shot corrections when it detects slow learning

progress in the global model. Specifically, we periodically

evaluate the global model’s performance during training to

monitor its learning progress. If there are minimal differences

between the current and previous evaluations, it indicates

a slow learning pace. Experimental results demonstrate that

FEDDDPM+ achieves superior performance without compro-

mising FL efficiency.

We summarize the main contributions of this paper as

follows.

1) We propose FEDDDPM, a simple yet effective algo-

rithm for training diffusion models via FL. It corrects

biased learning through server refinement using the

synthetic auxiliary dataset that reflects the global distri-

bution. Additionally, we provide rigorous convergence

analysis in non-IID scenarios.

2) We introduce FEDDDPM+, an enhanced algorithm

that performs a one-shot correction using the auxiliary

dataset. This approach greatly reduces the training over-

head while maintaining comparable performance.

3) We validate FEDDDPM and the enhanced scheme

FEDDDPM+ on the MNIST, CIFAR10 and CIFAR100

datasets with varying degrees of non-IID distributions.

The simulation results show that our proposed algorithm

outperforms state-of-the-art schemes.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section

II provides an overview of related work. The main contribution

of this paper, the FEDDDPM algorithm, is presented in detail

in Section III and rigorously analyzed in Section IV. The

enhanced FEDDDPM+ algorithm is presented in Section V.

Numerical experiment results are reported in Section VI.

Finally, Section VII concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORK

Diffusion models have gained popularity in recent years,

and their combination with federated learning has become

a promising research area [12]. In this section, we review

the relevant literature and discuss the potential of federated

generative models as well as the challenges that need to be

addressed.

A. Diffusion Models

Diffusion models, a novel state-of-the-art family of gen-

erative models, have recently gained significant attention in

the deep learning community. Owing to the robust theoretical

foundation and highly concise loss function design [13], they

can produce high-quality data in various applications [14],

[15]. In particular, diffusion models utilize a Markov process to

transform the original data distribution into random noise, and

then inversely generate new samples that match the original

data distribution. Depending on the type of Markov process

used, diffusion models can be classified into three major

categories: denoising diffusion probabilistic models (DDPMs)

[1], score-based generative models (SGMs) [16], and stochas-

tic differential equations (SDEs) [17]. The iterative nature

of Markov processes enables diffusion models to capture

complex dependencies and correlations in the data, making

them highly flexible and able to learn well over a wide range

of data distributions.

B. Federated Learning

FL is a distributed machine learning paradigm that can

harness large amounts of cross-silo data while preserving data

privacy [18], [19]. Nonetheless, FL encounters a significant

obstacle arising from the heterogeneity of data across diverse

clients, thereby adversely affecting its performance [20]–[22].

The primary contributor to this performance decline lies in the

inconsistency between the local objectives of clients and the

global objective, resulting in a drift in the local updates [23]–

[25]. Subsequent to multiple local iterations, the aggregated

model may deviate considerably from the global optimum.

Several strategies have been proposed to tackle the challenge

of data heterogeneity in FL. In particular, researchers in [26],

[27] have employed proximal regularization in local training

to constrain local updates. Despite mitigating the update mag-

nitudes, these techniques fail to rectify the direction, thereby

impeding convergence. On the other hand, approaches pre-

sented in [24], [28], [29] undertake personalized local training

by introducing additional control variables to approximate

the drift gap. Nevertheless, these control variables heavily

rely on historical update information, which may occasionally

be inaccurate and fail to entirely eliminate the impact of

non-IID data. The authors of [30], [31] developed FEDSAM

based on the Sharpness-Aware Minimization (SAM) optimizer,

making the global model less likely to fall into sharp valleys

and enhancing generalization capabilities. However, it requires

computing gradients twice in a single update step. Addition-

ally, some studies aim to reduce bias from non-IID data in

FL by carefully choosing a subset of clients to participate in

training. The authors of [32] employ reinforcement learning

to optimize model validation accuracy while penalizing in-

creased communication rounds. Although this boosts accuracy,

it comes at the cost of higher computational overhead. In

contrast, CSFedAvg [33] prioritizes clients with lower non-IID

degrees for faster convergence but may lead to some clients

infrequently participating, affecting the model’s generalization.

Some recent methods have attempted to address non-IID

challenges rely on large external public datasets [34]–[37].

Nevertheless, the practical acquisition of such public datasets

presents considerable difficulties. To overcome this limitation,

a few works have proposed performing knowledge distillation

(KD) in a data-free manner by synthesizing data using gen-

erative models to improve the performance of classification

tasks [38], [39]. They propose a lightweight generator trained

with the help of the representation power of a global model

to generate class-related feature embedding data. In [39], the

synthesized data is employed to enhance local training for

clients, while in [38], the synthesized data is used to refine
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the global model on the server. Unfortunately, the quality of

generated data is closely tied to the performance of the global

model. In cases of high data heterogeneity, this approach

becomes questionable as it casts doubt on the quality of the

generated synthetic data. Overall, existing methods still have

some room for improvement in addressing the challenge of

data heterogeneity, making it an area that requires further

investigation.

C. Integrating FL with Generative Models

Integrating FL with generative models holds great potential

for overcoming data limitations and enhancing mutual benefits.

By leveraging FL, generative models have made significant

progress in areas such as Artificial Intelligence-Generated

Content (AIGC) [40] and medical research [41]. At the same

time, generative models contribute positively to the FL ecosys-

tem, particularly in semi-supervised FL scenarios [42], [43].

Despite these advancements, research on effectively training

generative models within the FL framework remains limited.

Furthermore, collaborative training of generative models in

real-world scenarios, such as inter-hospital collaborations,

encounters challenges due to the non-IID nature of real-world

data [44]. This non-IID nature can compromise the generative

capabilities, potentially affecting diagnostics and decision-

making processes.

While some FL solutions attempt to handle non-IID data,

they are generic approaches that often struggle to achieve

satisfactory performance. As a result, customized FL methods

have been developed specifically for Variational Autoencoders

(VAEs) and Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) to en-

hance their generative ability. For instance, FedVAE [45] uses

a learning rate adaptation strategy to improve learning perfor-

mance, and IFL-GAN [46] uses Maximum Mean Discrepancy

(MMD) to adjust the aggregation weights of generators to

promote global GAN learning. However, these methods lack

rigorous convergence guarantees. In contrast, FedGAN [47]

periodically averages the parameters of the generator and

discriminator and provides a rigorous convergence analysis.

However, it is a simple FL extension that does not fully

exploit the data-generative capability of the generative model

to deal with heterogeneous challenges. Other methods, such

as MD-GAN [48], UA-GAN [49] and Phoenix [50], use

synthetic auxiliary data transferred by the server to train local

discriminators to capture the overall distribution of data as

much as possible. Nevertheless, this approach may lead to

substantial transmission overhead and could pose risks of

privacy leakage, making it impractical in certain scenarios.

While the above-mentioned methods are valuable for joint

generation, the most advanced diffusion models cannot benefit

from them due to differences in their training processes.

Specifically, GANs and VAEs require training a pair of net-

works, which complicates the training process when combined

with FL. In contrast, diffusion models only need to be trained

on a single deep neural network, making them well-suited for

FL workflows. Recent studies have explored the integration

of diffusion models with FL. For example, FedDiffuse [51]

and FedDM [52] combine FedAvg with diffusion models for

application in privacy-sensitive vision domains. They reduce

communication overhead through the reuse of U-Net. FedTab-

Diff [53] extends this approach to the generation of tabular

data. Additionally, the authors of [54] addresses performance

degradation associated with differential privacy protection.

FedDDA [55] is proposed to solve the non-IID problem

of classification tasks. FedDiff [12] proposed a multimodal

cooperative diffusion model framework and applied it to

multimodal remote sensing data fusion. In this paper, we

focus on tackling the issue of low-quality samples caused

by distributed heterogeneous data and provide a rigorous

convergence analysis. To the best of the authors’ knowledge,

this is an open question that has not been studied before.

III. THE FEDDDPM ALGORITHM

In this section, we provide a detailed description of the pro-

posed FEDDDPM algorithm. Before delving into the specifics,

we provide an overview of preliminaries related to diffusion

models and FL.

A. Preliminaries

1) Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models (DDPMs):

DDPMs consist of two processes: a forward process that

gradually adds Gaussian noise to data until it becomes fully

Gaussian, and a reverse process where neural networks predict

and remove noise to recover the original data.

Forward process. Given a data distribution ξ0 ∼ q(ξ0), we

define a forward process q that generates latents ξ1 to ξT by

introducing Gaussian noise with variance βt ∈ (0, 1) at each

time step t:

q(ξ1, . . . , ξT |ξ0) :=
T∏

t=1

q(ξt|ξt−1), (1)

q(ξt|ξt−1) := N (ξt;
√

1− βtξt−1, βtI). (2)

With sufficient steps T and a well-defined βt schedule, ξT
approaches an isotropic Gaussian distribution. More precisely,

by defining αt := 1 − βt and αt :=
∏t

s=0 αs, we have

q(ξt|ξ0) = N (ξt;
√
αtξ0, (1 − αt)I). To obtain a sample

of ξt given ξ0, we can easily achieve this by sampling a

Gaussian vector ǫ ∼ N (0, I) and then applying the following

transformation:

ξt =
√
αtξ0 +

√
1− αtǫ. (3)

Reverse process. The reverse process begins with a sample

ξT ∼ N (0, I) and aims to recover ξ0. Since directly estimating

q(ξt−1|ξt) is challenging, we approximate it using a neural

network:

pw(ξt−1|ξt) := N (ξt−1;µw(ξt, t),Σw(ξt, t)), (4)

where w denotes the model parameters, and the mean and

variance are modeled by the network. Starting from ξT , we

iteratively sample from pw(ξt−1|ξt) until reaching ξ0. The

training objective minimizes the loss to accurately simulate

the reverse process:

l =− log pw(ξ0|ξ1) +KL(p(ξT |ξ0)‖p(ξT ))
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FedAvg's aggregation bias in Non-IID settings.

FedDDPM mitigates the bias by the auxiliary dataset.

Fig. 2: Illustration of model training differences between

FEDAVG and FEDDDPM.

+
∑

t>1

KL(p(ξt−1|ξt, ξ0)‖pw(ξt−1|ξt)), (5)

where KL refers to the Kullback-Leibler divergence.

Training DDPMs. The authors of [1] suggest adjusting the

weights of different terms in l to improve sample quality. The

loss function l is simplified as:

lsimple = Et,ξ0,ǫ[‖ǫ− ǫw(ξt, t)‖2], (6)

where ξt is computed from ξ0 and ǫ by Eq.(3), and ǫw refers

to the outputs of a deep neural network, usually with a U-Net-

based [56] structure, that predicts the noise vector ǫ based on

ξt and t.

2) Federated Learning: For the federated learning system,

we consider that client i possesses a local dataset Di consisting

of mi samples intended for participation in FL training.

The corresponding loss function for client i is defined as

fi(w) = 1
mi

∑

ξ∈Di
ℓ(w; ξ), where w ∈ R

d represents the

machine learning model to be optimized, and ℓ(w; ξ) is the loss

function evaluated at data sample ξ with model w. Assuming

there are a total of N clients, the overall training objective is

formulated as the weighted sum of individual client objectives:

f(w) =

N∑

i=1

pifi(w), (7)

where pi =
mi

m
denotes the ratio of the local dataset size mi

allocated to client i to the global dataset size m.

The goal is to find the optimal solution to the overall

objective function f(w), denoted as w∗, which is defined as:

w∗ = argmin
w

f(w). (8)

Algorithm 1: The FEDDDPM Algorithm.

Input: Training set D, Initial model w0

Output: The trained model wfinal

1 Server collects well-trained local models ← WARMUP;

Create an auxiliary dataset

A =
∑

i∈S Sampling(wi
warmup, |Ai|);

2 for each round t ∈ [T ] , {0, 1, · · · , T − 1} do

3 n← max(N × p, 1) ;

4 Zt ← (A random subset with n clients) ;

5 for i ∈ Zt in parallel do

6 wi
t+1 ← Client Update(wt,K);

7 ŵt+1 = wt +
∑

i∈Zt

1
n
(wi

t+1 − wt) ;

8 ŵt+1,0 = ŵt+1;

9 for e = 0 to E − 1 do

10 ŵt+1,e+1 = ŵt+1,e − ηt∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e); // Server

uses auxiliary dataset A to correct direction

11 wt+1 = ŵt+1,E ;

12 Client Update (wt,K)

13 wi
t,0 ← wt;

14 for each local epoch τ ∈ [K] , {0, 1, · · · ,K − 1}
do

15 wi
t,τ+1 = wi

t,τ − ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ );

16 Upload wi
t,K to Server;

FEDAVG [10] is proposed to solve the problem, and it works

as follows. The server randomly selects a subset of clients

and distributes the initial model to them. The clients then

perform stochastic gradient descent (SGD) locally for several

rounds before uploading their trained model to the server for

aggregation. This process continues for T training rounds,

after which the server obtains the final global model.

In this paper, we set the local loss function of the federated

diffusion models to be consistent with Eq. (6). We clarify that

this setting is one popular form of diffusion model families.

However, our proposed algorithm is not limited to this setting

and can be applied to other types of diffusion models, such as

SGMs and SDEs.

B. Algorithm Description

The procedure of the FEDDDPM algorithm is formally

presented in Algorithm 1. Before the beginning of FL training,

each client i ∈ S, where S is the set of all clients, conducts

local training to fit its local data distribution as closely as

possible, a process referred to as ”WARMUP”. Afterwards, the

client i uploads the well-trained model wi
WARMUP to a trusted

server, which utilizes it to generate samples based on the

model’s learned distribution.1 Once all clients’ models have

generated their respective data, the server aggregates these

samples to construct an auxiliary dataset A. To approximate

1In this paper, we utilize the sampling algorithm proposed in [1] to generate
data. Although accelerated sampling algorithms like Dpm-Solver [57] are
available, they may sacrifice the quality of the resulting image. Hence, we opt
for the original non-accelerated sampling algorithm to ensure the production
of high-quality images.
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Fig. 3: The Workflow of FEDDDPM.

the global data distribution, two key alignment steps are

undertaken for the auxiliary dataset. First, the generated data

is aligned with each client’s local data distribution, lever-

aging the diffusion model’s strong capability to accurately

capture underlying data patterns. Second, the distribution of

the generated data is matched to the global data distribution

by ensuring that the number of samples produced by each

client’s model is proportional to the size of its local dataset.

This proportionality guarantees that each client’s contribution

to the auxiliary dataset accurately reflects its representation

within the global dataset.

We assume that the distribution of the global dataset D

follows λ, i.e., each data sample ξ ∈ D is sampled from the

distribution λ. For the auxiliary dataset A, we also assume that

its distribution obeys λ, which leads to training on the auxiliary

dataset being consistent with solving the learning problem of

Eq. (7). Consequently, the updates from the auxiliary dataset

will converge towards the global optima. In FEDDDPM, we

use updates from the auxiliary dataset to compensate for the

updates of the global model, alleviating global model bias

caused by non-IID data. In contrast, the vanilla FEDAVG

algorithm only employs updates from local data to advance

the model. The main training difference between FEDDDPM

and FEDAVG is shown in Figure 2.

The detailed description of the algorithm is as follows: In

the FL training at round t ∈ [T ] , {0, 1, · · · , T − 1}, a

subset Zt of n clients is randomly selected from all N clients

according to the client ratio p. For each client i ∈ Zt, the

server sends the latest model wt to them to perform the client

update. Then each client updates its model by running SGD

locally K steps and obtaining wi
t+1. Specifically, in the τ -th

iteration of client i’s local SGD, a data sample ξit,τ is randomly

selected from the client’s local dataset, and calculates the

gradient ∇̃fi(wi
t,τ ) = ∇ℓ(wi

t,τ ; ξ
i
t,τ ). After the client performs

K step SGD with learning rate ζt, they upload the resulting

wi
t,K to the server, which receives the model and denotes as

wi
t+1. Once the server receives all local updates and aggregates

to get the new model ŵt+1, that is

ŵt+1 = wt +
∑

i∈Zt

1

n
(wi

t+1 − wt). (9)

The server then uses this model as a new starting point and

proceeds to advance the global model to wt+1 by running the

SGD E steps on the auxiliary dataset A. The core rationale

behind the FEDDDPM correction mechanism stems from its

reliance on a secondary dataset, a more balanced and globally

representative dataset. This mechanism plays a crucial role

in supporting federated diffusion models by facilitating the

alignment of global features through additional training on

the server, thus improving its overall generation performance.

Simultaneously, the server introduces its own server-side step

size ηt to govern the model updates. The entire workflow of

FEDDDPM is visually illustrated in Figure 3.

Notably, our proposed algorithm strategically leverages the

generative model’s characteristics to alleviate non-IID aggre-

gation bias. This is achieved by integrating gradient updates

from an auxiliary dataset directly on the trusted server. While

some existing works explore server-side collaborative training

architectures, they can’t generate IID data on the server to

compensate for the gradient bias, and instead rely on tech-

niques such as historical gradients or global momentum [58].

In addition, a key feature of our methodology is its emphasis
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on maintaining data privacy. Unlike conventional approaches

such as [48], [59], which distribute synthetic datasets to indi-

vidual clients for local training improvement, our strategy safe-

guards data privacy by refraining from granting clients access

to synthetic auxiliary datasets mimicking other clients’ data

sources. In Section IV, we thoroughly study the convergence

analysis of FEDDDPM. To alleviate the overhead associated

with additional training, Section V presents FEDDDPM+, a

framework that optimizes training efficiency through one-shot

correction.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF FEDDDPM

In this section, we discuss the primary theoretical findings

on the convergence behavior of FEDDDPM. Our analysis is

centered on the non-convex loss function since the training

of diffusion models typically involves the use of deep neural

networks based on the U-Net structure [60]. Without loss of

generality, we consider scenarios in which a subset of clients

is sampled without replacement.

For non-convex loss functions, the gradient descent algo-

rithm will converge to a local minimum or saddle point. In

such cases, it is common to use expected gradient norms

as a criterion for convergence. Specifically, an algorithm is

considered to have achieved an ǫ-suboptimal solution if:

1

T

T−1∑

t=0

E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 ≤ ǫ, (10)

which guarantees the convergence to a stationary point [61],

[62]. Moreover, f is bounded below, i.e., for any vector w,

f∗ := infw f(w) > −∞ [63]. Next, we make the following

commonly adopted assumptions about the loss function and

model parameters to facilitate analysis.

Assumption 1. (L-Lipschitz Continuous Gradient) The loss

function ℓ is L-smooth with respect to w, i.e., for any w, ŵ ∈
R

d and ξ ∈ D, we have

‖∇ℓ(w; ξ) −∇ℓ(ŵ; ξ)‖ ≤ L ‖w − ŵ‖ . (11)

Assumption 2. (Unbiased Local Stochastic Gradient) The

local gradient estimator ∇̃fi(w) is unbiased for ∀i ∈ [N ], i.e.,

E[∇̃fi(w)] = ∇fi(w). (12)

Assumption 3. (Bounded Local and Global Variance) The

variance of the local stochastic gradient is bounded, and the

variance of the local and global gradients is also bounded.

E

∥
∥
∥∇̃fi(w) −∇fi(w)

∥
∥
∥

2

≤ σ2
l ,E ‖∇fi(w) −∇f(w)‖2 ≤ σ2

g .

(13)

Assumption 4. (Global Unbiasedness of Auxiliary Dataset

Gradients) In an ideal scenario, we assume that the global

dataset and the auxiliary dataset share identical distributions.

Under this gentle assumption, it is presumed that the gradient

∇̃fA(w) computed from the auxiliary dataset maintains global

unbiasedness [64], [65].

E[∇̃fA(w)] = ∇f(w). (14)

Assumption 1 implies that the gradient ∇ℓ(w) satisfies

the Lipschitz continuity condition. Consequently, both the

local function fi and the global function f have Lipschitz

continuous gradients. Assumption 2 assumes that the client’s

stochastic gradient is unbiased. Assumption 3 indicates that

the variance of the client’s local gradient is bounded by σl,

and the variance of the gradient between the local and global

is bounded by σg . Assumption 4 suggests that the gradient

∇̃fA(w), calculated using the auxiliary dataset, is globally

unbiased. This means that its expected value is consistent with

the gradient of the overall loss function ∇f(w). The main

theorem we propose about the convergence of FEDDDPM is

as follows.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2 and 3 hold, the

stepsize ηt is set to 1
LE

√
T

, and ζt is set to 1
2LK

√
T

, subject

to the following lemma’s constraints. The convergence of

FEDDDPM with non-convex loss functions satisfies

1

T

T−1∑

t=0

E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 ≤
1

C

(
2L(f(w0)− f∗)√

T

+(
3

8KT
+

9(N − n)

16n(N − 1)KT
3

2

)(σ2
l + 6Kσ2

g) +
σ2
l

4Kn
√
T

+
(E − 1)(2E − 1)σ2

l

6E2T
+

σ2
l√
T

+
3(N − n)σ2

g

4n(N − 1)
√
T

)

. (15)

Proof: We initially introduce two lemmas. The proof of

Theorem 1 relies on the propositions established in these

lemmas.

Lemma 1. Under the conditions 1
2 − 9K2ζ2t L

2 −
ζtL(N−n)
2n(N−1)

(
54K3ζ2t L

2+3K
)
> C ≥ 0, where C is a constant

and ζtKL ≤ n(N−1)
N(n−1) , the expected loss of the global model

wt and the aggregated model ŵt+1 satisfies:

Ef(ŵt+1) ≤ Ef(wt)−KζtCE ‖∇f(wt)‖2 +
Kζ2t Lσ

2
l

2n

+ (
3

2
K2ζ3t L

2 +
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
9K3L3ζ4t )(σ

2
l + 6Kσ2

g)

+
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
3K2Lζ2t σ

2
g . (16)

Lemma 2. The relationship between the expected loss

value of the global model wt+1 and the expected loss value

of ŵt+1 corrected by the server is as follows:

Ef(wt+1) ≤Ef(ŵt+1)−
ηtE

2
E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 +

Lη2tE
2σ2

l

2

+
L2η3tE(E − 1)(2E − 1)σ2

l

12
. (17)

Proof of Theorem 1: Now we have established the main

building modules to prove Theorem 1. Next, we combine the

results of Lemma 1, 2 to start the proof. That is,

Ef(wt+1) ≤ Ef(wt)− (KζtCE ‖∇f(wt)‖2

+
ηtE

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2) +

(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
3K2Lζ2t σ

2
g

+ (
3

2
K2ζ3t L

2 +
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
9K3L3ζ4t )(σ

2
l + 6Kσ2

g)
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+
Kζ2t Lσ

2
l

2n
+

Lη2tE
2σ2

l

2
+

L2η3tE(E − 1)(2E − 1)σ2
l

12
.

(18)

We sum both sides of Eq. (18) over t = 0, . . . , T − 1, and

rearrange the terms. Specifically, we replace Ef(wT ) with f∗,

which is the lower bound of the loss function f . This yields

T−1∑

t=0

(KζtCE ‖∇f(wt)‖2 +
ηtE

2
E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2)

≤f(w0)− f∗ + (
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
9K3L3

T−1∑

t=0

ζ4t

+
3

2
K2L2

T−1∑

t=0

ζ3t )× (σ2
l + 6Kσ2

g) +
KLσ2

l

2n

T−1∑

t=0

ζ2t

+
LE2σ2

l

2

T−1∑

t=0

η2t +
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
3K2Lσ2

g

T−1∑

t=0

ζ2t

+
L2E(E − 1)(2E − 1)σ2

l

12

T−1∑

t=0

η3t . (19)

We set ηt = 1
LE

√
T

, ζt = 1
2LK

√
T

which yields the desired

result.

Remark 1: Our analysis indicates that the FEDDDPM

algorithm exhibits a convergence rate of O( 1√
T
), which is

consistent with the convergence rate of local SGD [66].

Remark 2: Upon examination of Eq. (18), we observe that,

unlike conventional FL algorithms, additional terms emerge

with each round of gradient descent. These additional terms

consist of − ηtE
2 E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2, representing the enhanced

degree of gradient descent on the server, as well as
Lη2

tE
2σ2

l

2

and
L2η3

tE(E−1)(2E−1)σ2

l

12 , which originate from the stochastic

noise introduced by SGD. When employing a suitably small

learning rate ηt, these higher-order noise terms become negli-

gible compared to the dominant influence of the first term [67],

[68]. Consequently, the expected loss value of the global model

decreases more rapidly in the early learning phase compared

to algorithms without server-side correction.

Remark 3: It is noteworthy that comparing algorithm

performance based on the convergence analysis of non-convex

loss functions is complex. The primary challenge lies in the

lack of assurance that the objective function in Eq. (10)

will guide the model to a consistent optimum. As learning

progresses, algorithms may converge to different stationary

points, making a straightforward analytical comparison of their

convergence behaviors difficult. In Section VI, we elucidate

their performances through empirical experimentation.

V. THE FEDDDPM+ ALGORITHM

In order to tackle the challenge of data heterogeneity in FL,

the FEDDDPM algorithm is designed to optimize the global

model in each round by using the synthesized auxiliary dataset.

However, this approach can be computationally expensive for

servers with limited computing power, resulting in a delay

in broadcasting the next round of the global model to each

client for training. This delay can potentially impact the overall

Algorithm 2: The FEDDDPM+ Algorithm.

Input: Training set D, Initial model w0

Output: The trained model wfinal

1 Server collects well-trained local models ← WARMUP;

Create an auxiliary dataset

A =
∑

i∈S Sampling(wi
WARMUP , |Ai|);

2 for each round t ∈ [T ] , {0, 1, · · · , T − 1} do

3 n← max(N × p, 1) ;

4 Zt ← (A random subset with n clients) ;

5 for i ∈ Zt in parallel do

6 wi
t+1 ← Client Update(wt,K);

7 wt+1 = wt +
∑

i∈Zt

1
n
(wi

t+1 − wt) ;

8 if t mod 10 == 0 and QUICKTEST(wt+1) then

9 ŵt+1,0 = wt+1 ;

10 for e = 0 to E − 1 do

11 ŵt+1,e+1 = ŵt+1,e − ζt∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e); //

Server uses the auxiliary dataset A to

correct direction

12 wfinal = ŵt+1,E and Exit the algorithm ;

efficiency of the FL system. To address these issues, we pro-

pose an improved algorithm, FEDDDPM+, which optimizes

the global model only when slow learning progress is detected.

Specifically, the design of FEDDDPM+ draws inspiration

from two phenomena.

1) Training marginal gains. During the initial stages of

training, the model can achieve significant performance

improvements. However, as the training progresses, it is

common for the model to exhibit minimal performance

improvements [69], [70]. This issue can be further

exacerbated by the presence of heterogeneous data,

resulting in small performance gains at high training

costs in later stages. To address this issue, we propose

the QUICKTEST algorithm based on exponential moving

averages. This algorithm can identify slow learning

progress in the global model and halt FL training early.

By implementing this strategy, we can achieve adequate

performance improvements in the global model with less

training overhead.

2) FL training efficiency. Although calibrating the global

model at each round may be an effective technique

to deal with non-IID [28], the requirement for addi-

tional server training may affect the efficiency of FL.

To alleviate this issue, we develop the FEDDDPM+

algorithm, which detects a learning bottleneck caused

by non-IID data, and subsequently uses the auxiliary

dataset to optimize the global model for multiple rounds

to improve model performance. This approach obviates

the requirement for servers to engage in FL training

sequentially after model aggregation.

The workflow of FEDDDPM+ is similar to the FEDDDPM

discussed in Section III-B, but with a few key differences.

Firstly, FEDDDPM+ does not involve server-side training per

round. Secondly, the global model’s performance is evaluated

every ten rounds by sampling a batch of data and computing
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Algorithm 3: The QUICKTEST Algorithm.

Input: Model w; AvgScore; Threshold; γ;

TESTSIZE

Output: True; False

1 Score = EVALUATE(SAMPLING(w, TESTSIZE)) ;

2 if AvgScore 6= ∅ and

|AvgScore− Score| ≤ Threshold then

3 return True ;

4 if AvgScore = ∅ then

5 AvgScore = Score ;

6 else

7 AvgScore = Score · γ +AvgScore · (1− γ) ;

8 return False ;

their Fréchet Inception Distance (FID) score, which is a

measure of the distance between the generated images and

the real images. To ensure reliable performance measurements,

an exponential moving average-based QUICKTEST algorithm

is used to smooth out fluctuations in the FID score by

aggregating past scores with a weighting factor γ. If the

absolute difference between the current score and the previous

averaged score is below a preset threshold, indicating that the

model is learning slowly. In such a case, FEDDDPM+ stops

broadcasting the global model, optimizes it using an auxiliary

dataset, and terminates training.

In summary, the FEDDDPM+ algorithm has the benefit

of lower training costs compared to FEDDDPM. However,

its performance may be impacted as the global model is not

optimized throughout the entire FL training process. It is worth

mentioning that the convergence analysis of FEDDDPM+ is

a simplified version of FEDDDPM, so we do not go into

further detail in this regard. In the next section, we conduct

experiments to compare the performance of our two proposed

algorithms with the current state-of-the-art algorithms.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL

A. Experimental Setup

1) Model and Datasets: To evaluate the effectiveness of

the proposed FEDDDPM and FEDDDPM+ algorithms, we

perform image synthesis tasks on three datasets: MNIST [71],

CIFAR10, and CIFAR100 [72]. The MNIST dataset comprises

grayscale images of handwritten digits, each with a resolution

of 28 × 28 pixels and labeled with one of 10 possible digits.

The CIFAR10 dataset contains 60,000 color images with a

resolution of 32 × 32 pixels, divided into 10 distinct classes,

such as animals (e.g., cats, dogs) and vehicles (e.g., cars,

trucks). This dataset introduces more complexity due to the

variability in color and object shapes. Finally, the CIFAR100

dataset is significantly more challenging, featuring 100 classes,

each containing 600 images. These images are also 32 × 32

pixels in resolution but cover a broader range of categories,

including fine-grained distinctions within animal species, types

of vehicles, and other objects.

For MNIST, we implement the denoising U-Network-based

model ǫθ includes embedding layers with 500 timestamps.

The encoder and decoder each consist of three layers, each

containing a residual block. The channel size of each layer

is set to 128, 128, and 256, respectively, with the spatial

resolution of the feature map on each layer being 28 × 28, 14 ×

14, and 7 × 7, respectively. For CIFAR10 and CIFAR100, the

denoising model ǫθ for this dataset includes embedding layers

with 1000 timestamps. Each encoder and decoder component

of the model consists of four layers, each containing two

residual blocks and multi-head self-attention mechanisms. The

channel size of each layer is set to 128, 256, 256, and 256,

respectively, with the spatial resolution of the feature map

on each layer being 32 × 32, 16 × 16, 8 × 8, and 4 × 4,

respectively.

To comprehensively evaluate the generalization capabilities

of our proposed method, we focus on varying degrees of non-

IID partitioning to simulate real-world data distribution sce-

narios, including shard partitioning and Dirichlet distribution-

based partitioning. In the shard partitioning, data samples

are sorted by their labels and divided into 2n groups, with

each client randomly receiving two groups. In the Dirichlet

partitioning, we adjust the α values to manage different

levels of data heterogeneity, controlling the number and class

distribution of data among clients. In our experiments, α is

set to 0.1 and 0.3, with lower α values indicating higher

heterogeneity.

2) Metric and (Hyper)parameters: Fréchet Inception Dis-

tance [73] as a metric for evaluating the quality of generated

images by comparing the distribution of real and generated

images. Unlike traditional metrics such as Inception Score [74]

or pixel-wise metrics like PSNR, FID considers the diversity

of features in the generated image. Moreover, FID is a more

robust metric and correlates better with human judgment,

with smaller values consistently aligning with higher perceived

image quality. In our experiments, following the criteria in [1],

[5], we computed the FID score using the training set, as is

standard practice.

There are several important hyperparameters in the experi-

ment. The fraction of clients selected in each round is denoted

as p, taking a value in the range (0, 1]. T represents the number

of communication rounds, K refers to the number of local

epochs, and E represents the number of epochs performed by

the server. N and B denote the total number of clients and

batch size, respectively. For the MNIST dataset, we set T =

400, B = 128, K = 3, E = 1 in FEDDDPM, and E = 20 in

FEDDDPM+, with p = 0.15 and 0.3. For the CIFAR10 and

CIFAR100 datasets, we set T = 600, B = 64, K = 5, E = 5

in FEDDDPM, and E = 30 in FEDDDPM+, with p = 0.15

and 0.3. The following hyperparameters for test datasets are

identical: the number of clients N is set as 100, the learning

rate ηt is set as 5e−5, and ζt is set as 2e−4.

In view of the marginal gain of model performance from the

size of the auxiliary dataset [75], after extensive experimental

testing we strategically selected a |Ai| = 0.1 × mi in each

round to balance training efficiency and performance. In the

implementation of FEDDDPM+, the QUICKTEST algorithm

uses the hyperparameters γ = 0.4, THRESHOLD = 0.2, and

TESTSIZE = 500 [48]. Unless otherwise explicitly stated,

these parameter settings remained unchanged in all subsequent
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TABLE I: COMPARING FID SCORES OF MNIST DATASET.

Schemes
100 clients 15% participation 100 clients 30% participation

Data Distribution
Shard Dirichlet α = 0.1 Dirichlet α = 0.3 Shard Dirichlet α = 0.1 Dirichlet α = 0.3

FedAvg 5.822 4.448 2.786 4.868 2.842 2.377
FedProx 5.714 4.331 2.981 4.651 2.893 2.343

SCAFFOLD 4.889 3.876 2.584 4.237 2.421 2.150
MoFedSAM 4.840 2.797 2.358 4.324 2.983 1.903
FedDDPM 1.910 2.151 1.997 1.842 1.662 1.768

FedDDPM+ 2.188 2.037 1.876 1.865 1.791 1.762

(a) FedAvg (b) FedProx (c) SCAFFOLD (d) MoFedSAM (e) FedDDPM (f) FedDDPM+

Fig. 4: Synthetic Image Results: Diffusion Models Trained on MNIST with Shard Distribution Using Various FL Algorithms.

experiments.

3) Baselines: In addition to the implementation of FED-

DDPM and its enhanced version, FEDDDPM+, we incor-

porate four baseline methods for comparative analysis. The

first baseline, FEDAVG, a widely recognized approach, period-

ically averages updates from individual clients. Additionally,

we also include three state-of-the-art algorithms designed

to handle non-IID data: FEDPROX [76], SCAFFOLD [28],

and MOFEDSAM [30]. Specifically, FEDPROX employs local

regularization to restrict the magnitude of local model updates.

In contrast, SCAFFOLD utilizes personalized local training

objectives to correct the direction of local updates. Meanwhile,

MOFEDSAM combines the SAM optimizer technology with

global momentum to ensure the generalization of the global

model. These algorithms exhibit notable strengths in address-

ing non-IID challenges across diverse tasks.

B. Results on MNIST

In the WARMUP stage of MNIST, every client is instructed

to train the model for 200 epochs2 to accurately fit its local

data distribution. We conduct experiments under three levels of

non-IID distributions: Shard and Dirichlet with α = 0.1 and α

= 0.3, with client ratios of 0.15 and 0.3. For the FEDDDPM+

algorithm, it meets the QUICKTEST criterion and undergoes

fine-tuning after training halts at rounds 160, 150, 170, 130,

130, and 120 for each configuration, significantly reducing

training overhead.

Table I reports the FID scores of the MNIST dataset for

FEDAVG, FEDPROX, SCAFFOLD, FEDSAM, FEDDDPM

and FEDDDPM+. It can be seen that our proposed algorithm

2The number of epochs depends on the dataset’s complexity. For MNIST,
200 epochs suffice. For more complex datasets, clients may need more epochs
to achieve a good fit.

FEDDDPM and FEDDDPM+ outperform other baseline al-

gorithms significantly under different degrees of non-IID data.

Specifically, we observe that under the Shard data distribution

with the client ratio of 0.15, FEDDDPM achieves the best

FID value of 1.910, whereas the best-performing baseline

algorithm, SCAFFOLD, only achieves an FID value of 4.889.

These results demonstrate the superiority of using the auxiliary

dataset for model calibration. In addition, FEDDDPM+ also

achieves a good FID value of 2.188 with a much lower

training overhead, further validating the effectiveness of our

proposed algorithm. A similar phenomenon can be observed in

other configurations, and our proposed algorithm consistently

outperforms other baselines. Figure 4 depicts the images

generated under different FL schemes when the client ratio

is 0.15 under the shard distribution, and we can see that

our proposed method generates better quality images. The

experimental results demonstrate that our proposed algorithms

can significantly mitigate the impact of non-IID data on the

performance of FL.

C. Result on CIFAR10

We perform the experiment on CIFAR10. Prior to FL

training, all clients undergo a pre-training phase of 400 epochs

in WARMUP to ensure that their models adequately capture

the local distribution. We explore three levels of non-IID

distributions, including Shard and Dirichlet distributions with

α values of 0.1 and 0.3, along with client ratios of 0.15 and

0.3. In each training configuration, the FEDDDPM+ algorithm

successfully meets the termination condition of the QUICK-

TEST and concludes training at rounds 280, 310, 320, 250,

270, and 280, respectively. Compared to other benchmarks,

FEDDDPM+ ensures competitive training costs.

Table II reports the FID scores of all configurations of

the CIFAR10 dataset. We observed that in all configurations,
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TABLE II: COMPARING FID SCORES OF CIFAR10 DATASET.

Schemes
100 clients 15% participation 100 clients 30% participation

Data Distribution
Shard Dirichlet α = 0.1 Dirichlet α = 0.3 Shard Dirichlet α = 0.1 Dirichlet α = 0.3

FedAvg 39.326 35.348 28.686 33.669 32.886 25.418
FedProx 36.019 34.230 29.167 35.131 33.118 25.351

SCAFFOLD 29.659 33.053 28.616 27.820 30.561 24.957
MoFedSAM 35.522 31.045 29.422 28.626 30.672 23.852
FedDDPM 22.296 21.730 18.089 19.731 18.817 16.354

FedDDPM+ 21.508 22.512 20.531 21.468 20.753 18.741

(a) FedAvg (b) FedProx (c) SCAFFOLD (d) MoFedSAM (e) FedDDPM (f) FedDDPM+

Fig. 5: Synthetic Image Results: Diffusion Models Trained on CIFAR10 with Dirichlet Distribution Using Various FL

Algorithms.

FEDDDPM and FEDDDPM+ significantly outperform the

other schemes. Furthermore, Our experiments indicate that

a decrease in the Dirichlet parameter α is accompanied by

a corresponding drop in the performance of all algorithms.

Nevertheless, our proposed FEDDDPM and FEDDDPM+

algorithms are still significantly better than others, confirming

that optimizing model learning via auxiliary datasets is indeed

an effective approach. We also observe that FEDDDPM+

achieves slightly lower performance than FEDDDPM but with

less training overhead. Figure 5 depicts the images generated

by various FL schemes with a client ratio of 0.15 under the

shard distribution. The results demonstrate that FEDDDPM

and FEDDDPM+ exhibit superior image quality compared to

other methods on CIFAR10.

D. Result on CIFAR100

We repeat the experiments on the CIFAR100 dataset, which

is a more challenging task. Preceding the training stage, every

client undergoes a 600-epoch pre-training process to construct

the auxiliary dataset. Under the same non-IID configuration

as mentioned earlier, FEDDDPM+ satisfies the conditions of

the QUICKTEST algorithm at rounds 310, 330, 280, 290, 300,

and 270, respectively.

The experimental results in Table III demonstrate that, even

on the more challenging CIFAR100 data, both FEDDDPM

and FEDDDPM+ consistently outperform other benchmark

algorithms under different data distributions and client par-

ticipation rates. This underscores the robust generalization

performance and practicality of our proposed method. Figure 6

shows images generated by various algorithms using the same

seed under a Dirichlet distribution with α = 0.3 and a client

ratio of 30%. Similarly, it is evident that FEDDDPM excels

in producing high-quality images.

E. Further Experiments and Analysis

1) Assessing the Necessity of FL Training: To evaluate the

necessity of FL aggregation, we conduct further analyses in a

scenario where only synthetic auxiliary datasets are utilized for

the centralized training of diffusion models. This investigation

aims to determine whether centralized training exclusively de-

pendent on auxiliary datasets can yield proficient models. For

privacy and comparability, we generate auxiliary datasets that

match the size of the original datasets, maintaining previous

configurations at different levels of non-IID across all three

datasets.

As shown in Table IV, the experimental results indicate that,

even with 15% client participation, both FEDAVG and FED-

DDPM outperform centralized synthetic dataset training in

the vast majority of cases, particularly in more complex tasks.

Furthermore, as illustrated in Figure 7, we track the trend

of FID changes every 10 rounds, revealing that FEDDDPM

exhibits a more rapid decline in FID. The inferior performance

of centralized training using auxiliary datasets arises from the

performance degradation observed during secondary training

on these datasets, similar to the degradation noted when

training on the original dataset. While auxiliary datasets are

invaluable for simulating real-world data conditions, they can-

not fully substitute real datasets in centralized model training.

2) Comparing Server-Side vs. Client-Side Auxiliary Data

Usage: In this experiment, we evaluate the effectiveness of

using auxiliary datasets to optimize FL training on the client

and server sides, respectively. We select 20 clients and provide

each of them with 500 CIFAR100 non-IID images gener-

ated from a Dirichlet distribution, where the concentration

parameter α is set to 0.1. Besides our proposed FEDDDPM

method, we evaluate another method named LOCALAUG,

which distributes the auxiliary dataset evenly to the local
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TABLE III: COMPARING FID SCORES OF CIFAR100 DATASET.

Schemes
100 clients 15% participation 100 clients 30% participation

Data Distribution
Shard Dirichlet α = 0.1 Dirichlet α = 0.3 Shard Dirichlet α = 0.1 Dirichlet α = 0.3

FedAvg 37.711 30.281 30.674 37.829 31.105 28.667
FedProx 40.075 32.732 32.878 38.426 34.414 32.580

SCAFFOLD 38.415 31.862 31.456 37.154 29.670 30.161
MoFedSAM 37.646 30.442 28.719 36.817 28.502 28.923
FedDDPM 21.818 23.416 17.139 19.096 24.026 20.196

FedDDPM+ 23.612 22.007 20.793 22.996 27.643 24.554

(a) FedAvg (b) FedProx (c) SCAFFOLD (d) MoFedSAM (e) FedDDPM (e) FedDDPM+

Fig. 6: Synthetic Image Results: Diffusion Models Trained on CIFAR100 with Dirichlet Distribution Using Various FL

Algorithms.

MNIST Shard CIFAR10 CIFAR100
Dir. α = 0.1 Dir. α = 0.3

FID of synthetic auxiliary dataset (for reference)

Synthetic Aux. Dataset 1.344 17.435 14.420

Training w/ Aux. Data 4.204 47.332 49.434
FedAvg 5.822 35.348 30.674
FedDDPM 1.910 21.730 17.139

TABLE IV: FID SCORES: CENTRALIZED TRAINING WITH

SYNTHETIC AUXILIARY DATASETS VS. FL TRAINING.
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Fig. 7: FID scores across epochs for the MNIST and

CIFAR10 datasets.

systems to correct biased local updates, as in [38], [48].

However, since the clients have access to simulated global data

distributions, this method poses substantial privacy concerns

as mentioned earlier. In contrast, our FEDDDPM algorithm

uses auxiliary data solely for model calibration on the trusted

server. To ensure a fair assessment, we employ the same

synthetic auxiliary dataset for both methods, comprising 2000

samples. Additionally, we include FEDAVG and the best-

performing MOFEDSAM as FL baselines. We monitor the

training loss versus the number of communication rounds, as

shown in Figure 8. The experimental results demonstrate that

FEDDDPM achieves faster initial loss reduction, consistent

with our theoretical analysis.

0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Communication Rounds

0.025

0.030

0.035

0.040

0.045

0.050

0.055

0.060

Tr
a
in

in
g
 L

o
s
s

Loss Value

Fig. 8: Model loss comparison: Using auxiliary data on the

client vs. on the server, FEDDDPM shows a faster loss

reduction trend.

3) Privacy and Computational Cost Analysis: Unlike

methods that distribute data to clients, which increase privacy

risks [59], FEDDDPM introduces a trusted central server to

safeguard data privacy. FEDDDPM uses synthetic datasets to

correct the model on the server side. However, this approach

adds computational overhead. To address this, FEDDDPM+

mitigates the impact through a dynamic evaluation mechanism

that fine-tunes the model when training slows down. For

example, for CIFAR100, FEDDDPM+ converges in around

300 global rounds, reducing the number of global rounds by

half compared to FEDAVG. Although it requires additional

local training during a warmup phase, this can be done in

parallel without aggregation delays. As a result, FEDDDPM+



12

maintains competitive efficiency compared to other algorithms.

VII. CONCLUSION

In summary, our paper introduces FEDDDPM, a novel

learning method tailored to enhance the generative capabilities

of diffusion models within distributed heterogeneous data

environments. By leveraging a synthetic auxiliary dataset,

our approach calibrates the model after each round of ag-

gregation, effectively counteracting the detrimental effects of

data heterogeneity on model performance. Additionally, we

present FEDDDPM+, an enhanced algorithm that identifies

slow learning progress and utilizes the auxiliary dataset for

one-shot model optimization, thus reducing additional training

overhead. Experimental results underscore the superior perfor-

mance of both FEDDDPM and FEDDDPM+ when compared

to state-of-the-art FL algorithms across varying degrees of

non-IID data distribution.

Currently, applications of FL combined with diffusion mod-

els show great promise, particularly in generating synthetic

medical data. As diffusion models in federated learning are

still developing, future work can explore integrating differen-

tial privacy mechanisms to further enhance their potential for

securely handling sensitive tasks.

APPENDIX A

PROOFS OF LEMMAS 1, 2

A. Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. Due to the L-smooth assumption in Assumption 1, we

have

Ef(ŵt+1) =Ef

(

wt −
1

n

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )

)

≤Ef(wt) + E 〈∇f(wt),−
1

n

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A1

+
L

2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

1

n

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

.

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A2

(20)

Next, we study the upper bounds of A1 and A2, respectively.

A1 = E〈∇f(wt),−
1

n

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )〉

=E〈∇f(wt),−
1

n

∑

i∈[N ]

1(i ∈ Zt)

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )〉

(a)
=E〈∇f(wt),−

1

N

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇fi(wi
t,τ )〉

=E〈∇f(wt),−
1

N

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇fi(wi
t,τ ) + ζtK∇f(wt)

− ζtK∇f(wt)〉

=E〈∇f(wt),−
ζt

N

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

(∇fi(wi
t,τ )−∇fi(wt))〉

− ζtKE ‖∇f(wt)‖2

=− ζtKE ‖∇f(wt)‖2 + E〈
√

ζtK∇f(wt),

−
√
ζt

N
√
K

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

(∇fi(wi
t,τ )−∇fi(wt))〉

(b)
= − ζtK

2
E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 −

ζt

2N2K
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+
ζt

2N2K
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

(∇fi(wi
t,τ )−∇fi(wt))

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

(c)

≤− ζtK

2
E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 −

ζt

2N2K
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+
ζt

2N

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

E
∥
∥∇fi(wi

t,τ )−∇fi(wt)
∥
∥
2

(d)

≤ − ζtK

2
E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 −

ζt

2N2K
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+
ζtL

2

2N

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

E
∥
∥wi

t,τ − wt

∥
∥
2
,

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A3

(21)

where the equality in (a) is established by Assumption 2 and

E[1(i ∈ Zt)] =
n
N

, while in (b) it arises from the rearrange-

ment of the inner product 〈a, b〉 = 1
2‖a‖2+ 1

2‖b‖2− 1
2‖a−b‖2

for any pair of vectors a and b. The validity of (c) is

rooted in the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and (d) holds as

a consequence of Assumption 1.

A3 = E
∥
∥wi

t,τ − wt

∥
∥
2

=E

∥
∥
∥wi

t,τ−1 − wt − ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ−1)

∥
∥
∥

2

=E

∥
∥
∥w

i
t,τ−1 − wt − ζt(∇̃fi(wi

t,τ−1)−∇fi(wi
t,τ−1))

+ζt(∇fi(wi
t,τ−1)−∇fi(wt) +∇fi(wt)

−∇f(wt) +∇f(wt))‖2
(a)
=E

∥
∥wi

t,τ−1 − wt − ζt(∇fi(wi
t,τ−1)−∇fi(wt) +∇fi(wt)

−∇f(wt) +∇f(wt))‖2

+ E

∥
∥
∥ζt(∇̃fi(wi

t,τ−1)−∇fi(wi
t,τ−1))

∥
∥
∥

2

(b)
=(1 +

1

2K − 1
)E
∥
∥wi

t,τ−1 − wt

∥
∥
2
+ 2Kζ2t E‖∇fi(wi

t,τ−1)

−∇fi(wt) +∇fi(wt)−∇f(wt) +∇f(wt)‖2

+ E‖ζt(∇̃fi(wi
t,τ−1)−∇fi(wi

t,τ−1))‖2
(c)
=(1 +

1

2K − 1
)E‖wi

t,τ−1 − wt‖2 + ζ2t σ
2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t ‖∇f(wt)‖2 + 6Kζ2t E‖∇fi(wi
t,τ−1)−∇fi(wt)‖2

(d)
=(1 +

1

2K − 1
+ 6Kζ2t L

2)E‖wi
t,τ−1 − wt‖2 + ζ2t σ

2
l +
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6Kζ2t σ
2
g + 6Kζ2t ‖∇f(wt)‖2

(e)

≤(1 + 1

K − 1
)E‖wi

t,τ−1 − wt‖2 + ζ2t σ
2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t ‖∇f(wt)‖2. (22)

where Assumption 2 ensures equality in (a). By applying the

inequality ‖a+b‖2 ≤ (1+ 1
k
)‖a‖2+(k+1)‖b‖2 to all vectors

a and b, we establish (b), where k = 2K−1. Equations (c) are

supported by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Assumption

3, while equation (d) holds as a result of Assumption 1.

Under the constraints specified in Theorem 1, it is evident

that inequality (e) is satisfied.

Let E‖wi
t,τ −wt‖2 = δτ , we obtain the following recursive

inequality

δτ ≤(1 +
1

K − 1
)δτ−1 + ζ2t σ

2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g + 6Kζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2

≤(1 + 1

K − 1
)
[
(1 +

1

K − 1
)δτ−2 + ζ2t σ

2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2
]
+ ζ2t σ

2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2

≤(1 + 1

K − 1
)τδ0 +

τ−1∑

j=0

(1 +
1

K − 1
)j [ζ2t σ

2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2]

=[(1 +
1

K − 1
)τ − 1](K − 1)[ζ2t σ

2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2]

≤[(1 + 1

K − 1
)K − 1](K − 1)[ζ2t σ

2
l + 6Kζ2t σ

2
g

+ 6Kζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2]
≤3Kζ2t (σ

2
l + 6Kσ2

g) + 18K2ζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 , (23)

where the last inequality uses the fact that (1 + 1
K−1 )

K ≤ 4
for K > 1. Substitute (23) into (21), we have

A1 ≤ −
ζtK

2
E ‖∇f(wt)‖2 −

ζt

2N2K
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+
ζtL

2

2N

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

(3Kζ2t (σ
2
l + 6Kσ2

g)

+ 18K2ζ2t E ‖∇f(wt)‖2)

≤−Kζt(
1

2
− 9K2ζ2t L

2)E ‖∇f(wt)‖2

− ζt

2N2K
E‖

∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )‖2 +

3

2
K2ζ3t L

2(σ2
l + 6Kσ2

g).

(24)

Now, we continue to bound A2,

A2 =
L

2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

1

n

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

ζt∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

=
ζ2t L

2n2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

(∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )−∇fi(wi

t,τ ) +∇fi(wi
t,τ ))

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

(a)
=

ζ2t L

2n2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

(∇̃fi(wi
t,τ )−∇fi(wi

t,τ ))

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+
ζ2t L

2n2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

(b)

≤Kζ2t Lσ
2
l

2n
+

ζ2t L

2n2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈Zt

K−1∑

τ=0

∇fi(wi
t,τ )

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

, (25)

where inequality (a) is guaranteed by Assumption 2, and (b)
is established through both Assumption 2 and the Cauchy-

Schwarz inequality. By defining xi :=
∑K−1

τ=0 ∇fi(wi
t,τ ), we

have E
∥
∥
∑

i∈Zt
xi

∥
∥
2
= E

∥
∥
∥
∑

i∈Zt

∑K−1
τ=0 ∇fi(wi

t,τ )
∥
∥
∥

2

, and

we derive the following expression based on the properties of

random sampling without replacement for Zt.

E‖
∑

i∈Zt

xi‖2 = E[
∑

i∈Zt

‖xi‖2 +
∑

( i6=j

i,j∈Zt
)

〈xi, xj〉]

= E[
∑

i∈Zt

‖xi‖2] + E[
∑

( i6=j

i,j∈Zt
)

〈xi, xj〉]

=
n

N

∑

i∈[N ]

E[‖xi‖2] +
n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
E[
∑

i6=j

〈xi, xj〉]

=
n

N

∑

i∈[N ]

E[‖xi‖2] +
n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
(E‖

∑

i∈[N ]

xi‖2 −
∑

i∈[N ]

E[‖xi‖2])

= [
n

N
− n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
]
∑

i∈[N ]

E[‖xi‖2] +
n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
E‖

∑

i∈[N ]

xi‖2.

(26)

Next, we analyze the upper bound of
∑

i∈[N ] E[‖xi‖2].
∑

i∈[N ]

E[‖xi‖2] (27)

=
∑

i∈[N ]

E[‖
K−1∑

τ=0

[∇fi(wi
t,τ )−∇fi(wt) +∇fi(wt)

−∇f(wt) +∇f(wt)]‖2]

≤3KL2
∑

i∈[N ]

K−1∑

τ=0

E‖wi
t,τ − wt‖2 + 3K2Nσ2

g + 3K2NE‖∇f(wt)‖2

≤9NK3L2ζ2t (σ
2
l + 6Kσ2

g) + (54NK4ζ2t L
2 + 3K2N)E‖∇f(wt)‖2

+ 3K2Nσ2
g .

Substitute (27), (26) into (25), we can obtain

A2 ≤
Kζ2t Lσ

2
l

2n
+

ζ2t L

2n2
([
n

N
− n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
][9NK3L2ζ2t×

(28)

(σ2
l + 6Kσ2

g) + (54NK4ζ2t L
2 + 3K2N)E‖∇f(wt)‖2

+ 3K2Nσ2
g ] +

n(n− 1)

N(N − 1)
E‖

∑

i∈[N ]

xi‖2)

Substitute (28), (24) into (20), we can obtain

Ef(ŵt+1) ≤ Ef(wt)−Kζt(
1

2
− 9K2ζ2t L

2
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− ζtL(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
(54K3ζ2t L

2 + 3K))E ‖∇f(wt)‖2

+ (
ζ2t L(n− 1)

2nN(N − 1)
− ζt

2N2K
)E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

∑

i∈[N ]

xi

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

+ (
3

2
K2ζ3t L

2 +
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
(9K3L3ζ4t ))(σ

2
l + 6Kσ2

g)

+
Kζ2t Lσ

2
l

2n
+

(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
3K2Lζ2t σ

2
g

≤Ef(wt)− CζtKE‖∇f(wt)‖2 +
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
3K2Lζ2t σ

2
g

+ (
3

2
K2ζ3t L

2 +
(N − n)

2n(N − 1)
(9K3L3ζ4t ))(σ

2
l + 6Kσ2

g)

+
Kζ2t Lσ

2
l

2n
. (29)

The last inequality follows from
ζ2

t L(n−1)
2nN(N−1) −

ζt
2N2K

≤ 0 if

ζtKL ≤ n(N−1)
N(n−1) , and from the existence of a constant C > 0

such that 1
2 − 9K2ζ2t L

2 − ζtL(N−n)
2n(N−1)

(
54K3ζ2t L

2 + 3K
)
≥

C.

B. Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. Next, we delve into another aspect of server-side

training. Due to the Assumption 1, we have

Ef(wt+1) =Ef

(

ŵt+1 −
E−1∑

e=0

ηt∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)

)

≤Ef(ŵt+1) + E〈∇f(ŵt+1),−
E−1∑

e=0

ηt∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A4

+
L

2
E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
ηt

E−1∑

e=0

∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

.

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A5

(30)

Now, we analyze the upper bound of A4.

A4 =E〈∇f(ŵt+1),−
E−1∑

e=0

ηt∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)〉

(a)
= −

E−1∑

e=0

ηtE〈∇f(ŵt+1),∇fA(ŵt+1,e)〉

(b)
= −

E−1∑

e=0

ηtE〈∇f(ŵt+1),∇f(ŵt+1,e)〉

(c)
= −

E−1∑

e=0

ηtE(
1

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 +

1

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1,e)‖2

− 1

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1)−∇f(ŵt+1,e)‖2)

(d)

≤ −
E−1∑

e=0

ηtE(
1

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 +

1

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1,e)‖2

− L2

2
‖ŵt+1 − ŵt+1,e‖2), (31)

where (a) holds due to Assumption 2, (b) is ensured by

Assumption 4, (c) is established through the equation 〈a, b〉 =
1
2‖a‖2 + 1

2‖b‖2− 1
2‖a− b‖2 for any vectors a and b, and (d)

is supported by Assumption 1.

E ‖ŵt+1 − ŵt+1,e‖2

=E

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥
ηt

e−1∑

p=0

∇̃fA(ŵt+1,p)

∥
∥
∥
∥
∥

2

(a)

≤η2t e

e−1∑

p=0

E

∥
∥
∥∇̃fA(ŵt+1,p)

∥
∥
∥

2

≤η2t e
e−1∑

p=0

E

∥
∥
∥∇̃fA(ŵt+1,p)−∇fA(ŵt+1,p) +∇fA(ŵt+1,p)

∥
∥
∥

2

(b)
=η2t e

e−1∑

p=0

E(‖∇fA(ŵt+1,p)‖2 +
∥
∥
∥∇̃fA(ŵt+1,p)−∇fA(ŵt+1,p)

∥
∥
∥

2

)

(c)
=η2t e

e−1∑

p=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,p)‖2 + η2t e
2σ2

l , (32)

where (a) holds due to the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and

(b), (c) holds due to the Assumption 2 and 3. We substitute

(32) into (31) to get

A4 ≤−
E−1∑

e=0

ηtE
(1

2
‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 +

1

2
‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

− L2

2
(η2t e

e−1∑

p=0

‖∇fA(ŵt+1,p)‖2 + η2t e
2σ2

l )
)

=− ηtE

2
E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 −

ηt

2

E−1∑

e=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

+
η3tL

2

2

E−1∑

e=0

e

e−1∑

p=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,p)‖2 +
L2η3t σ

2
l

2

E−1∑

e=0

e2

≤− ηtE

2
E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 −

ηt

2

E−1∑

e=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

+
η3tL

2E2

4

E−1∑

e=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

+
L2η3t σ

2
l E(E − 1)(2E − 1)

12
. (33)

Let’s bound A5 next

A5 =
L

2
E‖ηt

E−1∑

e=0

∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

(a)

≤ Lη2tE

2

E−1∑

e=0

E

∥
∥
∥∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)

∥
∥
∥

2

=
Lη2tE

2

E−1∑

e=0

E‖(∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)−∇fA(ŵt+1,e)

+∇fA(ŵt+1,e))‖2

(b)
=
Lη2tE

2

E−1∑

e=0

E

∥
∥
∥∇̃fA(ŵt+1,e)−∇fA(ŵt+1,e)

∥
∥
∥

2



15

+
Lη2tE

2

E−1∑

e=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

(c)

≤ Lη2tE
2σ2

l

2
+

Lη2tE

2

E−1∑

e=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2 , (34)

where (a) is established because of the Cauchy-Schwartz in-

equality, and (b), (c) is established because of the Assumption

2 and 3.

Substituting (33), (34) into (30), we can get

Ef(wt+1) ≤Ef(ŵt+1)−
ηtE

2
E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2

+
L2η3tE(E − 1)(2E − 1)σ2

l

12
+

Lη2tE
2σ2

l

2

−(ηt
2
− L2η3tE

2

4
− Lη2tE

2
)

E−1∑

e=0

E ‖∇fA(ŵt+1,e)‖2

≤Ef(ŵt+1)−
ηtE

2
E ‖∇f(ŵt+1)‖2 +

Lη2tE
2σ2

l

2

+
L2η3tE(E − 1)(2E − 1)σ2

l

12
, (35)

where the last inequality holds because ηt

2 −
L2η3

tE
2

4 − Lη2

tE

2 ≥
0, which follows from ηt = 1

LE
√
T

and holds due to T ≥
2+

√
3

2 .
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