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Abstract—The development of the sixth generation (6G) of
wireless networks is bound to streamline the transition of
computation and learning towards the edge of the network.
Hierarchical federated learning (HFL) becomes, therefore, a key
paradigm to distribute learning across edge devices to reach
global intelligence. In HFL, each edge device trains a local
model using its respective data and transmits the updated model
parameters to an edge server for local aggregation. The edge
server, then, transmits the locally aggregated parameters to a
central server for global model aggregation. The unreliability
of communication channels at the edge and backhaul links,
however, remains a bottleneck in assessing the true benefit of
HFL-empowered systems. To this end, this paper proposes an
unbiased HFL algorithm for unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV)-
assisted wireless networks that counteracts the impact of unreli-
able channels by adjusting the update weights during local and
global aggregations at UAVs and terrestrial base stations (BS),
respectively. To best characterize the unreliability of the channels
involved in HFL, we adopt tools from stochastic geometry to
determine the success probabilities of the local and global model
parameter transmissions. Accounting for such metrics in the
proposed HFL algorithm aims at removing the bias towards
devices with better channel conditions in the context of the
considered UAV-assisted network.. The paper further examines
the theoretical convergence guarantee of the proposed unbiased
UAV-assisted HFL algorithm under adverse channel conditions.
One of the developed approach’s additional benefits is that it
allows for optimizing and designing the system parameters, e.g.,
the number of UAVs and their corresponding heights. The paper
results particularly highlight the effectiveness of the proposed
unbiased HFL scheme as compared to conventional FL and HFL
algorithms.

Index Terms—Federated learning, Hierarchical FL, HFL,
stochastic geometry, unbiased aggregation, UAVs.

I. INTRODUCTION

The emergence of the sixth generation (6G) of wireless
networks marks a significant leap in wireless communica-
tion technologies, introducing a new era of large-scale smart
connectivity [1]. Mobile edge computing (MEC) becomes a
pivotal enabling technology, capitalizing on enhanced compu-
tational capabilities of edge devices and their access to vast
data resources for the development of machine learning (ML)-
based applications, including content caching [2]. Among
the multiple ML paradigms, federated learning (FL) has
emerged as a key solution for enabling edge devices to learn
collaboratively while maintaining the local data privacy [3].
FL fundamental operation relies on the principle of training
models locally on devices such as smartphones, IoT devices,
or edge servers and then aggregating the local updates at the
central base station (BS) to train a global model [4]. The

main advantages of using FL in improving edge intelligence
include 1) increased data privacy thanks to sharing the model
weights/gradients instead of sensitive local data, 2) reduced
latency and bandwidth requirements as a result of transmitting
only the model weights that carry a substantially lower amount
of information than locally collected data, 3) computation
offloading by enabling devices to perform computational tasks
and ML algorithms locally. This paper addresses the benefit of
one particular FL variant, namely the hierarchical FL (HFL),
as a means to counteract the impact of channel unreliability,
often faced in the conventional FL operation.

More specifically, due to the nature of wireless communi-
cation, the communication quality between the edge devices
and the server in conventional FL is subject to environmental
impacts, losses, and fading [5]. Thus, it becomes challenging
for edge devices to share their local models with the server.
To address this issue, HFL emerge as an pertinent alternative
that allows the local devices to communicate with nearby edge
servers, which in turn deliver the locally aggregated updates
to the main server [6]. In HFL, local devices are divided
into multiple clusters. In each cluster, the device updates its
local models independently. The edge server then aggregates
the local models, and uploads them to the main server for
global model aggregation. Compared to conventional FL, HFL
provides enhanced accuracy and reduced latency by reducing
the communication overhead and allowing more devices to
participate in the learning [6].

Nevertheless, due to the multipath fading and shadowing
components immanent in the wireless channel, traditional
ground BSs, acting as relays in HFL, may not guarantee good
channel gains for all devices, thereby degrading communica-
tion performance [7]. A prevalent strategy for enhancing wire-
less network communication involves leveraging unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAVs) due to their adaptability, straightfor-
ward installation, minimal maintenance costs, versatility, and
relatively low operational expenses [8]. In the context of
HFL, UAVs can act as relays between edge devices and the
central server to provide Line-of-Sight (LoS) connections and
reduce the transmission distance to edge devices [9], [10].
Furthermore, UAVs are exploited to provide computational
offloading to BSs, given the sheer volume of edge devices
and their limited resources [11], [12].

Despite the advantages provided by UAV-assisted HFL, its
performance remains a strong function of several operational
challenges [13]. Specifically, the communication of the local
and global models at the edge and backhaul channels between
the devices, UAVs, and BS suffers from increased interference
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and path loss, which causes certain devices and UAVs to
fail in successfully delivering the model updates [14]. This
creates a bias towards the devices and UAVs with better
channel conditions during local and global aggregation, which
drives the model farther from the global optimum. Although
noticeable efforts have been devoted to developing efficient
resource scheduling and allocation schemes to enhance the
transmission of local and global models in UAV-assisted
HFL [15], the communication bottleneck persists, causing
a global bias problem that requires further investigation to
guarantee fair and reliable UAV-assisted HFL algorithms at
the network edge [16]. In this work, we aim to close such
a performance gap by proposing a UAV-assisted unbiased
HFL and studying its performance in terms of accuracy,
convergence, and latency.

A. Related Work

The successful combination of FL and UAV-assisted wire-
less networks within the context of HFL raised great interest
in the research community. In [17], an innovative two-tier
HFL approach harnessing a swarm of UAVs is introduced.
The authors in [17] design a comprehensive joint optimization
problem, encompassing device-UAV pairing, time constraints
in HFL, and the number of local training iterations for devices.
In [18], the authors study a federated edge learning (FEEL)
network with relaying UAVs, addressing constraints related
to latency and bandwidth. Despite providing convergence
analysis, the conducted study [18] does not account for the
hierarchical structure intrinsic to the two-tier FL framework.
The integration of UAVs within the multi-tier HFL (MT-
HFL) framework, as explored in [19], extends intelligent
data processing from ground-level edge devices to aerial
platforms, fostering decentralized decision-making and collab-
orative learning in Internet of things (IoT) networks. While
the resultsin [19] demonstrate the performance enhancement
of the proposed aerial HFL over terrestrial HFL, the challenges
associated with channel unreliability are earmarked for future
research directions.

A UAV swarm architecture for personalized HFL is pro-
posed in [20], and the UAVs act as network orchestrators
that manages other UAVs within the swarm, which in turn
perform local training, and coordinating relays. The authors
in [20] rely on reinforcement learning to optimize the swarm
trajectory and learning duration design. A similar study on
tuning the UAV trajectory and the global aggregation coef-
ficient through mean squared error minimization is proposed
in [21] for UAV-assisted over-the-air HFL. Furthermore, the
authors in [22] investigate the performance of high altitude
platform (HAP)-assisted multi-UAV networks supported with
HFL for content caching. Hence, the significant potential of
UAV-assisted wireless networks empowered by HFL becomes
evident in terms of system performance, scalability, and the
array of possible applications.

Most of the existing works in HFL, including studies
in [23]–[25], primarily focus on addressing challenges re-
lated to server resource scarcity and optimizing bandwidth
allocation. The investigation conducted in [26] delves into

the performance of HFL with UAVs serving as local learn-
ing devices, operating under non-independent and identically
distributed (non-IID) data conditions. However, the analysis
in [26] lacks the essential theoretical proof of HFL conver-
gence and does not reflect on the impact of the wireless
channel unreliability. In [27], the authors propose an HFL
framework for multi-hop wireless networks by considering
heterogeneous communication and computing resources. The
considered strategy is able to accelerate the training process
by designing a joint routing and spectrum allocation scheme.
Authors of [28] propose a novel algorithm for HFL to jointly
decide the device sampling, CPU-cycle frequencies for local
training, and bandwidths for intermediate result transmissions.
This system promises to achieve optimal training latency and
minimize energy consumption across diverse system settings.
In order to achieve similar goals, authors of [29] apply princi-
ples from game theory to improve the matching mechanisms
within HFL, resulting in improved collaboration efficiency and
more effective resource allocation. Another algorithm known
as FogL is proposed in [30], adopting a tree-based federated
network structure. FogL utilizes multi-level and multi-stage
tree aggregation techniques [31], [32] to alleviate the possibil-
ity of system overload and enhance the efficiency of resource
allocation. Such works, however, tend to overlook the issue
of model bias, mainly caused by unreliable communication,
at the edge and central servers.

On the other hand, in conventional FL, notable efforts are
spent on addressing the model bias during aggregation. The
model bias, which skews the model from the global optimum,
can be caused by the unreliability of the communication chan-
nels, data imbalance, and different computational capabilities
of devices. Authors of [33] introduce FairFL, which mitigates
bias due to data imbalances using reinforcement learning.
A study in [34] applies contract theory to fairly manage
the involvement of UAVs in FL. Similar to others, these
methods lack convergence guarantees. Some papers resolve
FL communication bias by following an approach that relies
on the use of stochastic geometry, firstly proposed in [35]
and later extended to UAV-assisted networks in [14]. The
work on mitigating the bias for collaborative FL is presented
in [36], where the central server fetches the updates from
edge devices through other devices, which in turn collaborate
among themselves to ensure that redundant updates are mit-
igated. In [37], the authors propose the FedBGVS algorithm
that aims to reduce the severity of class bias by integrating
a balanced global validation set. This approach refines the
model aggregation algorithm through the utilization of the
balanced global validation score. To sum up, although some
papers aim to address the global bias problem in conventional
FL schemes, there is no study that targets solving this issue
in UAV-assisted HFL. This paper, therefore, aims to close
this gap by proposing an unbiased UAV-assisted HFL and
demonstrating its convergence using stochastic geometry tools.

B. Contributions and Organization

Different from existing studies, this paper proposes an HFL
framework that is suited for UAV-assisted wireless networks.
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The network comprises global and local aggregators, with the
BS serving as the global aggregators and UAVs serving as
the local aggregators. Meanwhile, the edge devices undertake
local training within this network architecture. The core idea is
to use stochastic geometry tools to characterize the edge and
backhaul channels in order to derive upload and download
success probabilities of local and global model transmissions
for devices and UAVs. These probabilities are used to tune
the update weights during the HFL local and global model
aggregation. Furthermore, we study the performance of the
proposed system and derive its theoretical convergence bound.
The proposed unbiasing scheme for UAV-assisted HFL is inde-
pendent of the resource scheduling techniques. Notably, this
unbiasing method is adaptable and can seamlessly integrate
with various scheduling approaches, as initially demonstrated
in [35] for conventional FL. To the best of the authors’
knowledge, this is the first work that addresses the problem
of global biasing due to communication unreliability through
the use of stochastic geometry tools in UAV-assisted HFL.
In particular, the main contributions of the paper can be
summarized as follows:

• We develop a comprehensive analytical framework based
on tools from stochastic geometry to characterize the
edge and backhaul wireless channels of a UAV-assisted
wireless network and derive success probabilities of trans-
missions over these channels in the context of UAV-
assisted HFL. The derived expressions are used to tune
the update weights in the HFL algorithm, allowing for the
suppression of the bias during UAV aggregation, which
encourages equal contributions among edge devices. The
same unbiasing method is also used during the BS
aggregation, leading to balanced updates from all UAVs.

• We derive the theoretical convergence bound of the pro-
posed UAV-assisted unbiased HFL algorithm, reflecting
the impact of the channel unreliability and highlighting
that a reliable wireless channel holds equal significance
to maintaining low upward and downward divergence
criteria. The derived bound reflects the impact of the
communication channels through the expressions of the
derived transmission success probabilities. Furthermore,
we study the latency of the proposed UAV-assisted unbi-
ased HFL accounting for the times elapsed during both
local and global aggregations.

• We compare the performance of the proposed algorithm
with conventional FL and HFL algorithms using numer-
ical simulations under different operational conditions
and highlight the superiority of the proposed unbiased
method. The developed framework allows for examining
the impact of changing system parameters, such as UAV
height and number, on the performance of the proposed
HFL algorithm in terms of accuracy and latency. The
obtained results provide several design insights on the
potential of the proposed algorithm in real-world 6G
applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II introduces the system model, where we discuss the
network and channel models and association policies. In Sec-

Fig. 1. System model representation with Nu = 4 and Nd = 12.

tion III, we present the details of the proposed algorithm. The
analytical model used to derive the success probabilities for
the proposed HFL is detailed in Section IV. In Section V, we
examine the performance of the proposed algorithm in terms
of theoretical convergence and latency. We present numeri-
cal simulations to evaluate the performance of the proposed
algorithm in Section VI. Finally, Section VII provides the
conclusion of the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Network model

A UAV-assisted HFL scenario is presented in Fig. 1, where
Nd devices train a global model assisted by one global server
deployed within a terrestrial BS, and by Nu UAVs that act
as relays (edge servers). Besides assisting the data communi-
cation, UAVs can also perform model aggregation to reduce
the computation at the BS. We consider that the locations
of Nd devices and Nu UAVs are uniformly distributed in a
finite area, forming separate instances of the Binomial Point
Process (BPP), denoted as Φd and Φu, respectively. The area
in which the devices are distributed is considered as a disk
b(o′, R) of radius R centered at o′ = (0, 0, 0), where the BS
with a global server is located. Although the devices can be
strategically positioned to enhance network efficiency, in cases
where precise traffic patterns are unknown, the assumption of
BPP is justified using arguments similar to [38]. The locations
of the devices are denoted by {xk}k=1:Nd

≡ Φd ⊂ R2,
whereas the UAVs are given by {yu}u=1:Nu

≡ Φu ⊂ R2.
The notations x0 and y0 are used to represent a reference
device and a reference UAV, respectively1. For simplicity, we
assume that all the UAVs are positioned at the same height h
and devices are located on the ground. We represent the 3-D
distance of the link between transmitting UAV u and the BS
with gu and the link between a device k and its serving UAV
with lk.

At the beginning of each global communication round of
HFL, the BS broadcasts the global model parameters to all
UAVs. In line with the existing literature, we assume that
the downlink BS to UAV communication is reliable. This

1We use the notation of x0 = ||x0|| to represent both the reference device
and its Euclidean distance in 3-D space. This also applies to the reference
UAV located at y0 = ||y0|| and other devices and UAVs.
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Fig. 2. System model realization with Nu = 10 and Nd = 50.

assumption is justified by the fact that the BS has sufficient
power capabilities to deliver a high-quality signal to UAVs,
rendering channel unreliability negligible in this scenario. In
the second step, the UAVs further send the parameters in a
downlink transmission with power Pu to their linked devices
through a UAV-to-device edge link denoted as ‘edge1’. Then,
the devices perform local training and transmit the resulting
updates with power Pd back to their UAVs using the device-to-
UAV edge link denoted as ‘edge2’. Unless specified otherwise,
the term edge links is used to collectively mean both links
edge1 and edge2. After performing local aggregations, each
UAV sends the aggregated model parameters in an uplink
transmission with power Pu to the BS using the backhaul
link denoted as ‘back’. This step completes a single global
communication round in HFL. The mentioned links are also
illustrated in Fig. 1.

B. Channel Model

One of the main advantages of introducing UAVs as relaying
servers in HFL is their ability to establish LoS links with
devices and the BS to increase signal strength due to their
mobility and flexibility. Thus, the backhaul link between a
UAV and the BS can be of LoS or non-LoS (NLoS) conditions
with respect to the location of the UAV. Similarly, the edge
links also experience LoS or NLoS conditions for model
parameter transmissions between UAVs and devices. Due to
the susceptibility of aerial links to environmental obstructions
and the ground-level positioning of devices, we employ the
LoS probability approximation proposed in [39]. Specifically,
the probability of establishing a LoS link with a 3-D distance
of r, is expressed as follows:

PL(r) =
1

1 + a exp
(
−b

[
180
π arctan

(
h√

r2−h2

)
− a

]) , (1)

where the constants a and b are environment-dependent and
can be found in [40, Table I], while h represents the UAV’s
elevation height. The probability of NLoS communication,
denoted as PN(r), is given by PN(r) = 1− PL(r).

We consider the effects of distance-dependent path loss
with different path loss exponent for the LoS and NLoS
edge and backhaul links denoted as αL and αN, respectively.
Furthermore, we assume that the communication channels
are exposed to small-scale fading, which is modeled using
the Nakagami-m distribution with mL and mN being the
corresponding parameters for the LoS and NLoS links. In
our setup, there are a total of Mb resource blocks (RBs)
available at the BS and an additional Mu RBs at each UAV.
The BS uniformly selects Mb devices out of Nu UAVs without
replacement, meaning that each UAV uses at most one resource
block. Similarly, each UAV samples Mu devices without
replacement. Universal frequency reuse is applied across all
these RBs. To initiate the HFL process, the BS uses all Mb

RBs to establish connections with the UAVs, and each UAV
makes use of Mu RBs to communicate with its devices. For
simplicity, we assume that RBs allocated to the BS and UAVs
are distinct, ensuring that there is no interference between
communication through backhaul and edge links.

C. Association Policy and SINR
During the downlink transmission of model parameters

from UAVs to devices through the edge links, we adopt the
maximum received average power selection policy [41]. This
association policy assumes that the serving UAV provides
the highest received energy out of all UAVs at the reference
receiver device. The association rule implies the creation of
exclusion regions on the locations of the interfering UAVs.
Specifically, when a device k associates with a LoS UAV with
a distance of lk, the exclusion region ELN(lk) is created. When
a device k associates to a NLoS UAV with a distance of lk,
the corresponding exclusion region is given by ENL(lk), where
the expressions for these exclusion regions are given by

ELN(lk) = l
αL
αN
k ,

ENL(lk) = l
αN
αL
k .

(2)

During the uplink transmissions of the updates from UAVs
to BS and devices to UAVs through backhaul and edge
links, respectively, we adopt the uniform transmitter selection
policy. This policy allows for the transmitting device/UAV to
be chosen uniformly at random amongst other transmitters.
Thanks to this policy, the proposed HFL algorithm is not
constrained by any resource selection schemes and allows for
all participants of HFL to upload their updates simultaneously.
As a result, there are no exclusion regions created for the
interfering UAVs or devices on the backhaul and uplink edge
links.

We employ the signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio
(SINR) as a metric to describe and assess the quality of the
backhaul and edge channels used for transmitting model pa-
rameters. Eventually, the SINR metric allows us to determine
the success probability of transmissions over the link, which is
used to implement the unbiasing idea. Hence, we can express
the SINR of the backhaul link, denoted by SINRback

z , used for
UAV to BS communication as

SINRback
z =

Pu|hgu |2zg−αz
u

n2
0 + Iback

, (3)
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where z ∈ {L,N} denotes the LoS and NLoS links, αz is the
path-loss coefficient, Pu is the transmission power of a UAV,
gu is the 3-D distance between BS and transmitting UAV u,
|hgu |2z is the power of the normalized small-scale Nakagami-
m fading for the main link gu, n2

0 is the noise power, and Iback
is the interference from all UAVs transmitting the aggregated
model updates to the BS and is given as

Iback =
∑

yu∈Φu\y0

Iy0,yu(o
′) =

N interf
u∑

u=1

Iy0,yu(o
′), (4)

where N interf
u is the number of interfering UAVs that use the

same RB as the main transmitting UAV, Iy0,yu
(o′) represents

the interference from UAV at yu, which can have either LoS
or NLoS links with the BS located at o′. Similarly, the SINR
of the UAV to device downlink communication denoted by
SINRedge1

z is expressed as

SINRedge1
z =

Pu|hlk |2zl
−αz

k

n2
0 + Iedge1

, z ∈ {L,N} (5)

where lk is the 3-D distance between the transmitting UAV and
the receiving device k, |hlk |2z is the power of the normalized
small-scale Nakagami-m fading for the main link lk, and Iedge1
is the interference from all UAVs transmitting to devices and
is given as

Iedge1 =
∑

yu∈Φu\y0

Iy0,yu(x0) =

N interf
u∑

u=1

Iy0,yu(x0), (6)

where Iy0,yu(x0) is the interference from UAV at yu, which
can have either LoS or NLoS links with the reference device
at location x0.

Finally, the SINR of the device-UAV uplink communication
denoted by SINRedge2

z is given by

SINRedge2
z =

Pd|hlk |2zl
−αz

k

n2
0 + Iedge2

, z ∈ {L,N} (7)

where Pd is the transmission power of a device, and Iedge2 is
the uplink interference from devices and is given as

Iedge2 =
∑

xk∈Φd\x0

Ix0,xk
(y0) =

N interf
d∑

k=1

Ix0,xk
(y0), (8)

where N interf
d is the number of interfering devices that use the

same RB as the main transmitting device, and Ix0,xk
(y0) is

the interference from the device at xk, which can have either
a LoS or a NLoS link with the UAV at location y0.

III. PROPOSED UAV-ASSISTED UNBIASED HFL
In this section, we provide the details of the proposed UAV-

assisted unbiased HFL algorithm. The considered devices are
partitioned into clusters of Nd devices, each corresponding
to a single UAV and denoted by S1, S2, ..., SNu

. Thus, the
objective of the central server at the terrestrial BS is to address
the subsequent optimization challenge:

min
w

f(w) =

Nu∑
u=1

p̄ufu(w). (9)

Here, w represents the learning model parameter, p̄u = n̄u/n̄
denotes the weight of UAV u with n̄u =

∑
k∈Su

nk data
samples, nk is the number of data samples at device k in
its local dataset Dk, and n̄ signifies the total number of data
samples. The term fu(·) represents the averaged loss function
of devices associated with UAV u and is defined as follows

min
w

fu(w) =
∑
k∈Su

pkFk(w), (10)

where Fk(·) denotes the local loss function at device k. During
each local iteration t, each device k updates its own model
using stochastic gradient descent (SGD):

wt+1
k = wt

k − η∇Fk(w
t
k), (11)

where η is the learning rate, and ∇Fk(w
t
k) is the gradient of

the local loss function.
Fig. 3 represents a visual representation of the proposed

UAV-assisted HFL framework, showcasing the backhaul and
edge communication links among different participants. The
update mechanisms in conventional HFL overlook the unreli-
ability of communication channels, which can lead to certain
updates not being successfully delivered. In such cases, the
global model becomes skewed toward a UAV model benefiting
from more favorable channel conditions. In turn, the UAV
models themselves may be influenced by a bias toward devices
with superior transmission capabilities. Hence, we propose
aggregation rules that consider channel unreliability at both
levels. In this approach, each update is assigned a weight
based on the success probability of transmission defined as
Definition 1, effectively mitigating the impact of channel
conditions.
Definition 1. Success probability of transmission over edge
link in HFL is defined as the probability that both the SINR
of a broadcast sent by a UAV at the reference device k and the
SINR of an update transmitted by the device at the same UAV
jointly exceed the predefined threshold θ required to establish
a successful connection. Mathematically, it can be considered
as the conditional coverage probability, given the distance lk
between the UAV-device pair.

Pedge
k = Ez∈{L,N}

[
I
[
SINRedge1

z > θ, SINRedge2
z > θ|lk

]]
, (12)

where θ is the minimum SINR required to establish a success-
ful connection.
Definition 2. Success probability of transmission over back-
haul link in HFL is defined as the probability that the SINR
of an update transmitted by a UAV u at the BS exceeds
the predefined threshold θ required to establish a successful
connection. Mathematically, it can be considered as the con-
ditional coverage probability, given the distance gu between
the transmitting UAV and receiving BS.

Pback
u = Ez∈{L,N}

[
I
[
SINRback

z > θ|gu
]]
. (13)

Note that a transmission of locally aggregated updates from
a UAV to the BS through a backhaul link is received success-
fully if the SINR of the signal exceeds the threshold. Whereas,
a UAV receives a local update from a device successfully if
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only both downlink and uplink transmissions from UAVs to
devices and devices to UAVs through edge1 and edge2 links,
respectively, jointly exceed a SINR threshold. This means that
if a device successfully receives model parameters from its
UAV, and yet the UAV fails to receive the update from its
device, the device update does not contribute to the global
model.

During a single communication round, local models are
initially aggregated within UAV u (where u ranges from 1
to Nu) after every E local iterations of stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) using the proposed local aggregation rule.
Particularly, at a local iteration t, we calculate v̄tu as the
aggregation of models wt

k for all k within the subset Su:

v̄t+1
u =v̄tu +

∑
k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

× I(SINRedge1
k > θ,SINRedge2

k > θ)

× (wt+1
k − v̄tu), t = E, 2E, 3E, ..

(14)
where v̄tu represents the aggregated model for UAV u at
the given local iteration t. This UAV-level aggregation is
performed at the corresponding UAV of the group of devices.
The indicator function in (14) indicates that updates are
successfully received only when the SINR values for both edge
communications jointly exceed a predefined threshold value
θ. To cancel the effects of the unreliable channel, we divide
the corresponding weights of the updates by edge success
probability P edge

k for device k. The exact expression for P edge
k

is derived later in section IV.
A global BS-level aggregation is performed every G local

iterations using the proposed global aggregation rule. At local
iteration t, we update the global model w̄t by aggregating the
local models of each UAV using the following rule

w̄t+1 =w̄t +

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
Pback
u

× I(SINRback
u > θ)

× (v̄t+1
u − w̄t), t = G, 2G, 3G, ..,

(15)

It is important to note that we assume synchronous updates
by all devices and that G is chosen as a common multiple of
E, i.e., G = γE, γ = 1, 2, .... The parameter γ is set by a
user. Consequently, distributed SGD operates both at the local
level within each UAV group and at the global level across
all UAVs. Similar to the UAV-level aggregation, the updates
from UAVs are included in the aggregation process in (15)
only when the SINR value for the backhaul link surpasses the
predefined threshold. The impact of the unreliable channel is
thus canceled by dividing the weights of the UAV updates by
the backhaul success probability P back

u for UAV u. The exact
expression for P back

u is derived in the following section.
The overall algorithm is depicted in Algorithm 1. Notably,

the notation G | t (or G ∤ t) in Algorithm 1 signifies that
t divides (or does not divide) G, meaning that G is (or is
not) an integer multiple of t. E represents the number of local
SGD steps at edge devices, which determines the period of
UAV aggregation, while G = γE, γ = 1, 2, ... is the period of
global aggregation.

local aggregation

global aggregation

BS - UAV UAV - BS UAV - device device - UAV

backhaul communication edge communication

Fig. 3. Representation of HFL with a focus on the communication links.

IV. SUCCESS PROBABILITIES DERIVATION

In this section, we derive the success probabilities of edge
and backhaul transmissions involved during the training of
HFL using stochastic geometry based on its prospects in
analyzing and modeling wireless communication networks
by means of realistically modeling network randomness and
scalability. Stochastic geometry, in fact, serves as a crucial tool
in the context of the proposed unbiased HFL algorithm, as it
allows for quantitative estimation of the unreliability of the
communication channels. The edge success probability in (14)
is given in Theorem 1, while the backhaul success probability
in (15) is given in Theorem 2.

Theorem 1 (Edge success probability). In a UAV-assisted
wireless network implementing HFL, the edge success prob-
ability for device k, k ∈ Su, u = 1, 2, ...Nu, describing the
reliability of local model parameters transmission between
the device and its serving UAV acting as edge server is
defined as the probability that the SINR values for both edge
transmissions exceed predefined threshold θ and is expressed
as

Pedge
k = PL(lk) PL,edge1

k PL,edge2
k + PN(lk) PN,edge1

k PN,edge2
k , (16)

where lk is the 3-D distance between a selected pair of device
k and a UAV. Pz,edge1

k and Pz,edge2
k , z ∈ {L,N} correspond to

the conditional probabilities of successful transmission from
the UAV to the device, and conversely, from the device to
the UAV when the serving link is a LoS or a NLoS link,
respectively and are given as

Pz,edge1
k =

mz∑
j=1

(
mz

j

)
(−1)j+1 exp

(
−jηzn

2
0θ

Pul
−αz
k

)
×

Lz
edge1

(
exp

(
−jηzθ

Pul
−αz
k

))
,

(17)

Pz,edge2
k =

mz∑
j=1

(
mz

j

)
(−1)j+1 exp

(
−jηzn

2
0θ

Pdl
−αz
k

)
×

Lz
edge2

(
exp

(
−jηzθ

Pdl
−αz
k

))
,

(18)
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Algorithm 1: Proposed UAV-assisted Unbiased Hierarchical FL (HFL)

Input: Input parameters: w̄0, η, θ, G, Su for u ∈ {1, 2, . . . , Nu}
Output: Global aggregated model wT

1 for t = 0 to T − 1 do
2 for Each UAV u ∈ {1, 2, . . . , Nu}, in parallel do
3 for Each device k ∈ Su, in parallel do
4 Compute ∇Fk(w

t
k);

5 wt+1
k = wt

k − η∇Fk(w
t
k);

6 if E | t+ 1 then
7 Local aggregation at UAV: v̄t+1

u ← v̄tu +
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

× I(SINRedge1
k > θ,SINRedge2

k > θ)× (wt+1
k − v̄tu) ;

8 if G ∤ t+ 1 then
9 Distribute to devices: wt+1

k ← v̄t+1
u for all k ∈ Su;

10 if G | t+ 1 then
11 Global aggregation at BS: w̄t+1 ← w̄t +

∑Nu

u=1
p̄u

Pback
u
× I(SINRback

u > θ)× (v̄t+1
u − w̄t);

12 Broadcast to UAVs: v̄t+1
u ← w̄t+1 for all u ∈ Nu;

13 UAVs distribute to devices: wt+1
k ← v̄t+1

u for all k ∈ Su;

14 return wT

where ηz = mz(mz!)
−1/mz , mz is the Nakagami fading

parameter, Lz
edge1

(·) and Lz
edge2

(·) are the Laplace transforms
of downlink edge interference Iedge1 from interfering UAVs
and uplink edge interference Iedge2 from interfering devices
given in Lemma 1 and Lemma 2, respectively.

Proof: See Appendix A.

Lemma 1. In a UAV-assisted wireless network modeled as
a BPP, the Laplace transform Lz

edge1
(·), z ∈ {L, N} of

the interference Iedge1 on the UAV-to-device communication
coming from other UAVs using the same RB take one of the
following two forms depending on whether the serving link is
LoS or NLoS and is given as

Lz
edge1(s) =

[
1∫ wp

lk
Pz(r)fR1(r|x0)dr +

∫ wp

Ezz′ (lk)
Pz′(r)fR1(r|x0)dr(∫ wp

lk

Pz(r)fR1(r|x0)dr

×
∫ wp

lk

(
1 +

sPuy
−αz
u

mz

)−mz

f1,Yz (yu|x0)dyu

+

∫ wp

Ezz′ (lk)
Pz′(r)fR1(r|x0)dr

×
∫ wp

Ezz′ (lk)

(
1 +

sPuy
−αz′
u

mz′

)−mz′

f1,Yz′ (yu|x0)dyu

)]N interf
u

,

(19)
where z ∈ {L, N} and z′ ∈ {N, L}, lk is the serving distance
from the UAV to device k, and N interf

u = Nu × P
edge1
active − 1

represents the average number of interfering UAVs with
P

edge1
active = Nu/Mb

Nu
is the probability of a UAV using the same

RB as the serving UAV. The exclusion region Ezz′(lk) due
to the maximum received average power policy is defined in
(2). Also, according to [38], the distribution of the distance
R1 from the receiving device to the set of interfering UAVs,

conditioned on the location of the device x0 is defined as

fR1(r|x0) =


2r
R2 , if h ≤ r ≤ wm

2r
πR2 arccos

(
r2+x2

0−d2

2x0

√
r2−h2

)
, if wm ≤ r ≤ wp,

,

(20)
where d =

√
R2 + h2, wm =

√
(R− x0)2 + h2, wm =√

(R+ x0)2 + h2, and R is the radius of the finite area. The
distributions of the distance from the interfering LoS UAV and
NLoS UAV to the reference receiving device [42], are given
by f1,Yz

(yu|x0) =
fR1

(yu|x0)Pz(yu)∫ wp
lk

fR1
(w|x0)Pz(w)dw

and f1,Yz′ (yu|x0) =

fR1
(yu|x0)Pz′ (yu)∫ wp

E
zz′ (lk)

fR1
(w|x0)Pz′ (w)dw

, respectively.

Proof: See Appendix B.

Lemma 2. In a UAV-assisted wireless network modeled as a
BPP, the Laplace transform Lz

edge2
(·) of the interference Iedge2

on the device-to-UAV communication coming from other
devices using the same RB can be of two forms depending
on whether the desired link is with a LoS or NLoS UAV and
is given as

Lz
edge2(s) =

[
1∫ wp

h
Pz(r)fR1(r|y0)du+

∫ wp

h
Pz′(r)fR1(r|y0)dr(∫ wp

h

Pz(r)fR1(r|y0)dr

×
∫ wp

h

(
1 +

sPdx
−αz
k

mz

)−mL

f1,Xz (xk|y0)dxk

+

∫ wp

h

Pz′(r)fR1(r|y0)dr

×
∫ wp

h

(
1 +

sPdx
−αz′
k

mz′

)−mz′

f1,Xz′ (xk|y0)dxk

)]N interf
d

,

(21)
where z ∈ {L, N} and z′ ∈ {N, L}, N interf

d = Nd × P
edge2
active − 1 is

the average number of interfering devices with P
edge2
active = Nd/Mu

Nd

represents the probability of a device using the same RB as the
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main transmitting device, xk is the distance of the UAV to the
k-th interfering device. The distributions of the distances from
the interfering device to the reference LoS UAV and NLoS
UAV are given by f1,Xz (xk|y0) =

fR1
(xk|y0)Pz(xk)∫ wp

h fR1
(w|y0)Pz(w)dw

and

f1,Xz′ (xk|y0) =
fR1

(xk|y0)Pz′ (xk)∫ wp
h fR1

(w|y0)Pz′ (w)dw
, respectively.

Proof: The proof mirrors the steps used in the proof of
Lemma 1, and thus is omitted here.

Theorem 2 (Backhaul success probability). In a UAV-assisted
wireless network implementing HFL with a single BS in the
center of the region, the backhaul success probability describ-
ing the reliability of aggregated model parameters transmission
from the UAV acting as edge server to the central server at the
BS is defined as the probability that the SINR for transmissions
from UAV u, u = 1, 2, ...Nu to BS exceeds the predefined
threshold θ and can be expressed as

Pback
u = PL(gu) PL,back

u + PN(gu) PN,back
u , (22)

where gu is the 3-D serving distance between a selected UAV
and the BS, PL,back

u and PN,back
u are the conditional success

probabilities when the serving link is a LoS or a NLoS link
and can be expressed as

Pz,back
u =

=

mz∑
j=1

(
mz

j

)
(−1)j+1 exp

(
−jηzn

2
0θ

Pug
−αz
u

)
Lback

(
exp

(
−jηzθ

Pug
−αz
u

))
,

(23)
where Lz

back(·) is the Laplace transform of the interference
Iback from all UAVs transmitting to the BS using the same RB
and is given in Lemma 3.

Proof: The conditional backhaul success probability can
be derived as

Pz,back
u = E

[
I
[
SINRback

z > θ|gu
]]

= E
[
P
[
|h0|2 >

θ(n2
0 + Iback)

Pug
−αz
u

|gu
]]

(a)
= 1− EIback

[(
1− exp

(
−ηzθ(n

2
0 + Iback)

Pug
−αz
u

))mz
∣∣∣∣gu] ,

(24)

where (a) is derived from applying the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) of the normalized gamma fading coefficient,
while the final expression in (23) is obtained through the use
of the binomial expansion.

Lemma 3. In a UAV-assisted wireless network modeled as a
BPP, the expression for the Laplace transform of the interfer-
ence Iback at the BS coming from other UAVs, which are using
the same RB to transmit their own updates, can be derived as:

Lback(s) =

[
1∫ d

h
PL(r)fR2(r)dr +

∫ d

h
PN(r)fR2(r)dr(∫ d

h

PL(r)fR2(r)dr ×
∫ d

h

(
1 +

sPuy
−αL
u

mL

)−mL

f2,YL(yu)dyu

+

∫ d

h

PN(r)fR2(r)dr

×
∫ d

h

(
1 +

sPuy
−αN
u

mN

)−mN

f2,YL(yu)dyu

)]N interf
u

,

(25)

where N interf
u = Nu × P back

active − 1 is the average number of
interfering UAVs with P back

active = Nu/Mb
Nu

is the probability of
a UAV using the same RB as the main transmitting UAV.
The distance distribution of the interfering UAVs due to the
uniform transmitter policy is given in [41] by

fR2(r) =

{
2r
R2 if h ≤ r ≤ d

0 otherwise,
(26)

where d =
√
R2 + h2. The distribution of the distance from

the interfering UAVs that have z ∈ {L,N} links with the BS
is given by f2,Yz (yu) =

fR2
(yu)Pz(yu)∫ d

h
fR2

(w)Pz(w)dw
.

Proof: See Appendix C.

V. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

A. Proof of Convergence

In this section, we derive a theoretical convergence bound
for the proposed UAV-assisted unbiased HFL algorithm, of-
fering a fundamental guarantee that the model converges to a
steady state within a finite number of training iterations. The
derived convergence bound serves as a critical tool, shedding
light on the influential factors and system parameters that
significantly impact the efficacy of the training process. In
the pursuit of establishing the upper bound for the proposed
unbiased UAV-assisted HFL, we propose an analytical method-
ology that involves an investigation on how the states of
wireless channels would influence the algorithmic derivations.

The main challenge of the analysis is that devices only
perform local iterations before global aggregation in regular
FL, whereas in HFL, devices not only perform local iterations
but also do aggregations with other devices associated with
the same UAV. If we directly apply the analysis of regular FL,
the effect of local aggregations would be neglected, and the
resulting bound would not be tight. To address this, the key
idea is to consider the local parameter drift ||wk− v̄u||, k ∈ Su

in the analysis of global parameter drift ||v̄u − w̄|| so that the
analysis for the downward part can be incorporated in the
analysis for the upward part. Such an approach allows us to
reflect on the importance of the wireless channels during the
aggregations on both UAV and BS separately.

We next define a set of analytical assumptions used in the
convergence analysis:

Assumption 1. The loss functions at the devices and UAVs
have L-Lipschitz continuous gradient for some L>0

||∇Fk(w)−∇Fk(w
′)|| ≤ L||w − w′||,∀j, w,w′, and (27)

||∇fu(w)−∇fu(w′)|| ≤ L||w − w′||,∀j, w,w′. (28)

Assumption 2. The upward divergence between the gradients
of the UAVs’ and the BS’s loss functions are upper bounded
as

Nu∑
u

p̄u||∇fu(w)−∇f(w)||2 ≤ ϵ2,∀w. (29)
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Assumption 3. The downward divergence between the gradi-
ents of the devices’ and the corresponding UAV’s loss functions
are upper bounded as∑

k∈Su

pk
p̄u
||∇Fk(w)−∇fu(w)||2 ≤ ϵ̂2,∀w. (30)

Assumption 4. The expected squared norms of the stochastic
gradients of the devices’ and the corresponding UAV’s loss
functions are uniformly bounded as

E||∇Fk(w)||2 ≤ A2
2,∀k,w, (31)

and
E||∇fu(w)||2 ≤ A2

1,∀u,w. (32)

The presented assumptions are meant to bound the gradients
of the loss functions in a controlled manner, which allows
to establish the convergence pattern. As a result of applying
these assumptions, we formulate the convergence bound in the
following theorem.
Theorem 3. Considering the UAV-assisted unbiased HFL in
Algorithm 1 with non-IID data and non-convex objective
function, and that satisfies assumptions 1-4, the learning rate
of η < 1

4
√
3GL

and T ≥ 1, we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∇f(w̄t)

∥∥2 ≤ 2

ηT

[
Ef(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4B2

1A
2
1 + 4B2

1A
2
2

+ 2Cη2G2A2
2L

2(B3 +B2) + 5Cη2G2ϵ2L2

+ Cη2E2A2
2L

2B3 + Cη2L2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
2ϵ̂2,

(33)
where C = 112/5, B1 =

∑Nu
u=1 p̄u

(
1

Pback
u

− 1
)

,

B2 =
∑Nu

u=1

∑
k∈Su

pk

(
1

Pback
u Pedge

k

− 1

)
, and B3 =∑Nu

u=1

∑
k∈Su

pk

(
1

Pedge
k

− 1

)
.

Proof: See Appendix D.

The upper bound expression is dependent on various system
parameters. Specifically, it incorporates terms such as B1,
B2, and B3, which reflect the condition of wireless chan-
nels between Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) and devices
through Pedge

k , as well as between UAVs and Base Stations
(BS) through Pback

u . Typically, this bound is heavily influenced
by the divergence criteria, as determined by assumptions about
the behavior of loss functions. However, our analysis indicates
that the reliability of wireless channels also plays a crucial role
along with the divergence criteria ϵ2 and ϵ̂2 since all these
terms are scaled by the same terms G2 and E2. Consequently,
alterations in the periods of local and global aggregations
similarly impact the convergence of HFL. Comparing with
the upper bound derived in [43], where the effect of noise
due to training on mini-batches is taken into account, we
draw the conclusion that the importance of having a reliable
wireless channel surpasses the significance of reducing mini-
batch noise. This inference arises from the observation that
the term related to mini-batch noise is only scaled by G and
E. Additionally, we note that the combined influence of B2

and B3 outweighs their individual impacts, primarily due to
the relationship G > E. In practical terms, this suggests
that enhancing solely the edge channels may not yield the
anticipated improvements, unlike scenarios where both edge
and backhaul channels witness simultaneous enhancements.

Following a similar methodology, an upper bound on the
convergence of the UAV-assisted unbiased HFL algorithm
when a random number of devices are linked to each UAV
at specific intervals can be derived. In such a scenario, the
number of devices associated with a UAV is random at each
global communication round. To derive the upper bound, the
following assumption on the bound of the global divergence
must be introduced.

Assumption 5. The global divergence between the gradients
of devices’ and the BS’s loss functions are upper bounded as

Nd∑
k=1

pk||∇Fk(w)−∇f(w)||2 ≤ ϵ̃2,∀w. (34)

Following similar steps as in [43], we derive the following
convergence upper bound for the random grouping case.

Corollary 1. The convergence bound of the UAV-assisted HFL
algorithm presented in Algorithm 1 when using the uniform
random grouping strategy for devices association with UAVs
with η < 1

4
√
3GL

is given by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∇f(w̄t)

∥∥2 ≤ 2

ηT

[
Ef(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4B2

1A
2
1 + 4B2

1A
2
2

+ 5Cη2L2

[(
Nu − 1

n̄− 1

)
G2 +

(
1− Nu − 1

n̄− 1

)
E2

]
ϵ̃2

+ 2Cη2L2A2
2

[
(B3 +B2)G

2 +B3E
2] .

(35)

The outcome of corollary 1 highlights the important role
of favorable wireless channel conditions on both edge and
backhaul links. Note that a tighter convergence bound can
be obtained by increasing the value of global iterations G =

γE, γ = 1, 2, ... to G′ = lG, 1 < l <
√

1
m2

n̄−Nu
Nu

+ 1 while
decreasing the value of local iterations E to E′ = qE, q ≤√

1−m2(l2 − 1) Nu
n̄−Nu

when the channel conditions are robust.
Thus, the previous claim can only be achieved when B2 and
B3 satisfy the following condition

B3 ≤
− 5

2
Nu ϵ̃2

A2
2

[
1 + Nu−1

n̄−1
− Nu−1

Nu

]
+B2(n̄−Nu)

2Nu − n̄
. (36)

A visual representation of the constraint can be seen in
Fig. 4, which illustrates the achievable decrease in the bound
as a function of B2 and B3. The gray plane in Fig. 4
represents the zero value, which means that it points out
to the case where no improvement in the upper bound is
obtained. The blue plane, on the other hand, contains the
values of the improvement when we increase G and decrease
E. We observe that the positive values are attainable only
when B2 and B3 have lower values, meaning that the states
of the wireless channel should be favorable (high values of
Pback
u , u = 1, 2..., Nu and Pedge

k , k ∈ Su).
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Fig. 4. Illustration of the improvement of upper bound as a function of B2

and B3. The blue plane represents attainable bound improvement, while the
gray plane is for the reference and means no improvement.

B. Latency Analysis

In this section, we describe the components of the global
communication latency, which is the required time to complete
one round of global training. It consists of the computational
latency at devices and the communication latency between BS,
UAVs, and devices. The computation time at a device k is
characterized by ck, representing the number of CPU cycles
required for the device k to execute the training of one data
sample, and σk, representing the CPU-cycle frequency of the
device k. Consequently, the computation time for the device k
per a single local SGD iteration T k

cmp can be expressed as [23]

T k
cmp = ck

nk

σk
, (37)

where nk is the dataset size available at device k.
The communication latency is usually larger than the com-

putation delay due to the frequent and data-intensive nature
of communication between the BS and distributed nodes,
compounded by factors such as network constraints and syn-
chronization requirements. The round trip communication for
the model transfer between a UAV u and device k depends
on the rates of the edge link ru,k and rk,u, which depends
on the bandwidth bk allocated to the device k as well as the
SINRs SINRk,u and SINRu,k of the transmissions between
UAV u and device k. The expression of SINRk,u and SINRu,k

are the forms defined in (5) and (7), respectively. Whether
the links are LoS or NLoS depend on the which UAVs the
devices are connected to. Thus, the respective expressions of
communication latencies of the device-to-UAV communication
and the UAV-to-device communication are given by

Tu,k
com =

Z

ru,k
=

Z

bk log (1 + SINRu,k)
, (38)

and

T k,u
com =

Z

rk,u
=

Z

bk log (1 + SINRk,u)
, (39)

where Z is the size of the model parameters transmitted
between the participants of the HFL algorithm. Similarly, the

latency of the UAV-to-BS communication can be expressed as

Tu,BS
com =

Z

ru,BS =
Z

bu log (1 + SINRu,BS)
, (40)

where ru,BS is the rate of the backhaul link between UAV
u and BS, bu is the bandwidth allocated to the UAV u, and
SINRu,BS represents the SINR value of the received signal
at the BS. The expression for SINRu,BS follows the format
outlined in Equation (3). The selection of a particular UAV
determines whether the connection with BS is LoS or NLoS.
Thus, the total time elapsed for UAV u during one global
communication can be expressed as:
Tu = Tu

com + Tu
cmp

= max
k∈Su

(
G

E
Tu,k

com ) + max
k∈Su

(
G

E
T k,u

com ) + Tu,BS
com +Gmax

k∈Su

(T k
cmp),

(41)

where max(·) is due to the synchronous nature of the HFL
algorithm, meaning that a UAV has to wait for the update
from the slowest device to perform local aggregation. Thus,
the total latency for one global update is

T = max
u∈Nu

(Tu). (42)

Similar to (41), max(·) is used because of the synchronous
nature of the HFL algorithm, where the BS waits for the update
from the slowest UAV to perform global aggregation.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we present analytical results and Monte-
Carlo simulations to corroborate the accuracy of the success
probabilities outlined in Theorems 1 and 2. Furthermore,
we offer simulation findings that highlight the accuracy and
latency of the proposed unbiased HFL algorithm in UAV-
assisted networks. Unless mentioned otherwise, the simulation
parameters can be found in Table I. In Fig. 5, we consider
two pairs of UAVs and devices with the goal of examining
the success probabilities involved in HFL transmissions. The
benchmark scenario considers a conventional FL training,
where the devices directly communicate with the server at the
BS. In order to consider an unbiased FL algorithm, we derive
the success probability of transmissions from devices to the
BS in Lemma 4.
Lemma 4. In a wireless network modeled as a BPP, the
upload success probability of a device k, k = 1, .., Nd, to
participate in FL training can be expressed as

Pdirect
k =

m∑
j=1

(
m

j

)
(−1)j+1 exp

(
− jηdθn

2
0

Pdq
−α
k

)
× Ldirect

(
exp

(
jηdθ

Pdq
−α
k

))
,

(43)

where qk is the 3-D distance between a device k and the BS,
ηd = m(m)−1/m, m and α are the Nakagami fading parameter
and path-loss exponent for the device-to-BS link, and Ldirect(·)
represents the Laplace transform of interference sourcing from
other devices that upload their local models to the same BS,
and can be expressed as

Ldirect(s) =

(∫ R

0

(
1 +

sPdq
′−α

m

)−m
2q′

R2
dq′
)Nd×P direct

active −1

,

(44)
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TABLE I
SYSTEM PARAMETER VALUES

Parameters Values Descriptions
Nd, Nu 50, 10 Number of devices, Number of UAVs
R, h 500, 120 m Radius, UAV altitude

Pd, Pu 0.75, 1.5 W Device transmit power, UAV power
αL, αN 2.0, 3.5 Path loss exponents of LoS and NLoS links

n2
0 4.14× 10−6 W Noise power

a, b 9.61, 0.16 Environmental parameters
mL,mN 4, 1 Nakagami-m fading parameters

θ −5 dB SINR threshold
Mb,Mu 5, 15 RBs at BS, RBs at each UAV
bk = bu 1 MHz Bandwidth at a device and a UAV

σk 2 GHz CPU cycle frequency
ck 20 cycles/bit Number of CPU cycles per training
η 0.01 Learning rate
ξ 64 Local batch size

E,G 2, 1E Local and global aggregation periods

case 1

case 2

Device

UAV

BS

Fig. 5. Illustration of two pairs of devices and UAVs used to represent the
success probabilities of the edge and backhaul links. The placements are taken
from the system realization in Fig. 2.

where q′ represents the interfering distances from the BS to
other devices, and P direct

active = Nd/Md
Nd

is the probability of a device
using the same RB as the main transmitting device, where Md

denotes the total number of RBs available for device to BS
communication.

Thus, we denote these success probabilities in Fig. 5 as
Pdirect
1 and Pdirect

2 for the first and second cases, respectively.
The system parameter values considered for the device-to-
BS communication are assumed as m = 2, α = 2.5, and
Md = 20. We plot the edge, backhaul, and direct success
probabilities of the two considered device/UAV pairs as a
function of the SINR threshold in Fig. 6. In the first case, the
UAV is located in between the BS and the device, whereas
in the second case, it is almost at the same distance from the
BS as the device. Fig. 6 shows that, for the first case, both
backhaul and edge success probabilities significantly surpass
the success probability of device-to-BS transmissions. This is
the main advantage of integrating the UAVs as intermediate
aggregators, meaning that it increases the chance of successful
communication. This trend remains consistent in the second
case, primarily attributable to the UAV’s amplified transmis-
sion power and enhanced LoS communication.

Using the developed framework, we investigate the impact
of different system parameters, including the height of UAVs.
Fig. 7 illustrates how the edge and backhaul success probabili-
ties for the first pair of UAVs and devices in Fig. 5 varies with
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Fig. 6. Success probabilities as a function of the SINR threshold for the
devices and UAVs pairs illustrated in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 7. Edge and backhaul success probabilities of the first device/UAV pair
as a function of the UAV height.

increasing the UAVs height h. From Fig. 7, it is evident that
both backhaul and edge success probabilities initially increase
before gradually declining as UAV heights are raised. This
pattern arises due to the initial elevation contributing to an
enhanced LoS probability. However, at a certain height, the
LoS probability reaches saturation, achieving a value of 1.
Beyond this point, further height increments result in a steady
decrease due to the path-loss factor starting to dominate.

To assess the effectiveness of the proposed HFL algorithm,
we rely on the training and testing accuracies and the latency
of the global model as the main performance metrics. The
considered model is based on a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
consisting of a single hidden layer with 300 neurons followed
by the rectified linear unit (ReLU) activation function. The
simulations are based on the MNIST dataset [44], which has
become a baseline for evaluating FL models. The dataset is
distributed in a non-IID fashion. Thus, the input of the model is
a flattened 784-dimensional image. Although our convergence
analysis assumes full batch training, the simulations are done
with a local mini-batch of size ξ = 64. It should be noted that
training in batches can be easily integrated into the analysis,
as shown in [43].

Fig. 8 depicts the average backhaul and edge success
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Fig. 9. Training accuracy of the global model for different FL frameworks.

probabilities as function of the number of UAVs deployed as
edge servers for the proposed HFL algorithm. When only 5
UAVs are available, no interference from other UAVs occurs
since Mb = 5 RBs are available at the BS for backhaul
communication with UAVs. This corresponds to the highest
backhaul success probability as seen in Fig. 8 and yet the
lowest edge success probability due to the increased distances
between a UAV and its devices. On the other side, when
the number of available UAVs is 20, the backhaul success
probability is reduced due to increased interference levels
caused by the low number of backhaul RBs. However, the edge
success probability is maximized due to smaller device clusters
and shorter edge links between UAVs and their associated
devices.

Fig. 9 illustrates the training accuracy of the global model at
the BS for different learning paradigms. Namely, we plot the
training accuracy of the proposed HFL algorithm in addition
to the conventional HFL when no unbiasing is considered.
Furthermore, we plot the training accuracy of the conventional
FL algorithm, known as FedAvg, as well as its unbiased
counterpart studied in [14]. In this algorithm, the transmissions
occur between the BS and devices directly. As expected, the
unbiased FedAvg performs better than the conventional one by
integrating the success probabilities into the aggregation rule.
However, the use of UAVs in the conventional HFL improves
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Fig. 11. Number of iterations to reach 80% of testing accuracy across
different UAV heights.

the performance of the system. Yet, the proposed unbiased
HFL brings a significant leap in performance, reaching the
highest accuracy in fewer local iterations.

Given the hierarchical structure of the proposed algorithm,
it becomes intriguing to investigate how the number of local
aggregations at UAVs before the global aggregation impacts
the system. Fig. 10 showcases the results of simulations, dis-
playing accuracy plots of the proposed HFL algorithm under
various values of the local and global aggregations E and G.
Notably, the key observation is that as we increase both the
local and global aggregation periods, the training accuracy of
the proposed algorithm demonstrates a decline. This outcome
is intuitive, suggesting that extended training periods without
aggregations lead to individual updates deviating from global
optimality. This aligns with the findings from Theorem 3,
wherein increased values of E and G result in looser upper
bounds, reinforcing the observed trend in the simulations.

The learning performance exhibits a strong dependence on
the UAVs’ altitude, as illustrated in Fig. 11. The presented bar
plot shows how many local iterations are needed to reach an
80% testing accuracy on the global model for different values
of the UAV height for the proposed and the conventional HFL
algorithms. We can notice that at around 180 meters, there is
an optimal UAV height requiring the fewest iterations to hit the
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desired accuracy. The lowest number of iterations corresponds
to the UAV height that optimizes the edge and backhaul
success probabilities, as shown in Fig. 7. Furthermore, the
conventional HFL presents a higher number of iterations
to achieve the required accuracy and a larger variation in
the number of iterations compared with the proposed HFL
algorithm. Such behavior is mainly due to the impact of the
edge and backhaul channels, which is mitigated thanks to the
unbiasing method applied in the proposed HFL algorithm.
Fig. 11 also shows that, at the highest and lowest ends of the
height range, conventional HFL exhibits a rapid increase in
required iterations, unlike the proposed HFL algorithm. This
discrepancy occurs because, at extreme UAV heights, the BS
receives fewer updates from devices, mainly those with robust
channel conditions. This unequal input of updates heavily bi-
ases the global model. However, the proposed method tackles
this bias by adjusting updates based on success probabilities,
effectively mitigating the bias typical in conventional methods.
Note that there is no bar for the conventional HFL at 30 meters,
indicating its inefficiency in achieving the expected accuracy
level even provided with an unlimited number of iterations.

A bar plot in Fig. 12 illustrates the number of iterations
needed to reach 80% of accuracy as a function of the number

of UAVs deployed as edge servers for the proposed and
the conventional HFL algorithms. As the number of UAVs
increases, more iterations are required for the conventional
HFL to reach target accuracy. This is mainly due to the
fact that, as more UAVs are added as edge servers, higher
interference levels are expected at the backhaul connection as
more UAVs will compete over a limited number of resource
blocks (Mb = 5). This can be clearly noticed in Fig 8
which shows the decrease of the backhaul probability with
the number of UAVs. On the other side, although the edge
success probability improves when more UAVs are added to
the network, the impact of the backhaul channel in more
prominent causing the increase in the number of iterations. The
reason for such behavior is that aggregated updates from UAVs
are more appreciated than local updates from single devices.
Furthermore, as the number of UAVs decreases, each UAV
will manage more devices and data samples, resulting in their
aggregated updates being less susceptible to a strong bias and
thus being closer to a global optimum. Conversely, when the
number of UAVs increases, each UAV update represents only
a small dataset fraction, which puts it further from the global
optimum. On the other side, a different behavior is noticed
for the proposed HFL algorithm as the impact of edge and
backhaul channels is mitigated through the applied unbiasing
technique. At the two extreme values of the UAVs number
(Nu = 5 and Nu = 20), a lower number of iterations is re-
quired due to the excellence of one of the success probabilities
compared to other cases. Yet, the fewest number of iterations is
achieved when Nu = 10 UAVs are added. Here, both backhaul
and edge success probabilities attain relatively average values,
enhancing the overall success of update transmissions from
devices to the BS via UAVs. The importance of UAV updates
has a slighter impact compared to conventional HFL since
the unbiasing technique mitigates biases at both UAV and BS
levels. Note that although we unbias the aggregation rules,
the lower values of the success probabilities still result in
fewer device participation, which leads to slower convergence.
Overall, the proposed HFL algorithm achieves the expected
accuracy faster than conventional HFL in all cases, showcasing
its efficacy.

The final simulation result displayed in Fig. 13 depicts the
total elapsed latency to reach 80% of accuracy for the global
model plotted against different data sizes of the model param-
eters. The main observation is that it takes less time for the
proposed HFL algorithm to complete the training compared to
the conventional HFL algorithm. Note that the conventional
and unbiased FL algorithms take way longer to reach the
same accuracy value, thus, not plotted in Fig 13. Additionally,
the figure illustrates latency plots for two different periods
of global aggregation. The dashed blue plot highlights that
extending the global period leads to a slower convergence,
aligning with the conclusions drawn from Fig. 10.

VII. CONCLUSION

HFL is expected to be a key enabler of large-scale dis-
tributed learning in future 6G networks. In the paper, we
propose a robust HFL algorithm designed for UAV-assisted
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wireless networks. The inherent unreliability of wireless chan-
nels often introduces biases favoring devices and UAVs with
stronger channel conditions. To this end, our paper proposes
an HFL algorithm that leverages stochastic geometry tools
to characterize the reliability of edge and backhaul links, so
as to effectively mitigate biases during local and global data
aggregations. The convergence of the proposed algorithm is
proven theoretically and via simulations. The derived theo-
retical convergence bound, which is a strong function of the
system parameters, accurately reflects the impact of channel
unreliability. Through extensive simulations, our algorithm
demonstrates superior performance compared to conventional
FL, conventional HFL, and unbiased FL algorithms. Notably,
our framework allows for the optimization of critical system
parameters such as the number and altitude of UAVs, high-
lighting its numerical prospects in the context of future HFL-
empowered networks.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Theorem 1

In the UAV-assisted wireless network where UAVs and
devices are modeled as independent BPPs, the expression of
the edge success probability Pedge

k of device k can be defined
as

Pedge
k = Ez∈{L,N}

[
I
[
SINRedge1

z > θ, SINRedge2
z > θ|lk

]]
(a)
= PL(lk)PL,edge1

k PL,edge2
k + PN(lk)PN,edge1

k PN,edge2
k ,

(45)

where (a) is obtained due to the independence of the downlink
and uplink transmissions when conditioned on the serving dis-
tance lk between the device and its serving UAV. Pz,edge1

k and
Pz,edge2
k , z ∈ {L,N} represent the UAV-to-device and device-

to-UAV success probabilities for device k when associated
with a UAV through a LoS or a NLoS link. The expressions
of these edge success probabilities can be obtained as
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where ηz = mz(mz!)

−1/mz , mz is the Nakagami fading pa-
rameter, (a) follows from applying the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) of the normalized gamma fading coefficient,
and (b) follows from the use of binomial expansion.

Following similar steps, we can obtain the expression of the
success probability of update transmissions from a device to
UAV Pz,edge1

k as follows

Pz,edge2
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B. Proof of Lemma 1

The total interference Iedge1 on the UAV-to-device communi-
cation has signals coming from both LoS and NLoS interfering
UAVs. The Laplace transform of the interference coming from
LoS UAVs LL

edge1
(s) is derived as

LL
edge1(s) = E
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where (a) results from the IID distribution of the fading gains
and from their independence of the BPP process, (b) follows
from the IID distribution of the interferers distance, N interf

u =

Nu × P
edge1
active − 1 represents the average number of interfering

UAVs with P
edge1
active = Nu/Mb

Nu
is the probability of a UAV using

the same RB as the serving UAV, and EIy0,yu
[exp (−sIy0,yu)]

can be calculated as
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where yu is the distance of the device to the u-th interfering
UAV. The lower limit of the integral in the numerator indicates
that for any of the N interf

u interfering UAVs, we have NLoS

UAVs located further than the distance ELN(lk) = l
αL
αN
k due to

maximum received average power association policy, where
lk is the distance to the serving UAV. The expectation term in
the numerator can further be expressed as

E|hyu |2L ,yu

[
exp

(
−sPu|hyu |

2
Ly

−αL
u

)]
= Eyu

[(
1 +

sPuy
−αL
u

mL

)−mL
]

=

∫ wp

lk

(
1 +

sPuy
−αL
u

mL

)−mL

f1,YL(yu|x0)dyu,

(50)

where fYL(yu|x0) is the distribution of the distance from the
interfering LoS UAV to the reference receiving device [42],
given by f1,YL(yu|x0) =

fR1
(yu|x0)PL(yu)∫ wp

lk
fR1

(w|x0)PL(w)dw
.
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Similarly,

E|hyu |2N,yu

[
exp

(
−sPu|hyu |

2
Ny

−αN
u

)]
=

∫ wp

ELN(lk)

(
1 +

sPuy
−αN
u

mN

)−mN

f1,YN(yu|x0)dyu,
(51)

where f1,YN(yu|x0) =
fR1

(yu|x0)PN(yu)∫ wp
ELN(lk)

fR1
(w|x0)PN(w)dw

.

Following similar steps, we can also obtain the expression of
the Laplace transform of interference on the UAV-device link
from existing NLoS UAVs. The final expression of LN

edge1
(s)

is given in (19) for z′ = N.

C. Proof of Lemma 3

The total interference Iback has signals coming from both
LoS and NLoS interfering UAVs. We can derive the expression
of the Laplace transform of the interference coming from
UAVs with LoS link as:

Lback(s) = E [exp (−sIback)]

= E

exp (−s

N interf
u∑

u=1

Iy0,yu)


(a)
=

N interf
u∏

u=1

EIy0,yu
[exp (−sIy0,yu)]

(b)
=
(
EIy0,yu

[exp (−sIy0,yu)]
)N interf

u

(52)

where (a) results from the IID distribution of the fading
gains and from their independence of the BPP process, (b)
follows from the IID distribution of the interferers distance,
and EIy0,yu

[exp (−sIy0,yu
)] can be calculated as

EIy0,yu
[exp (−sIy0,yu )]

=

∫ d
h PL(u)fU (u)du× E|hyu |2L ,yu

[
exp

(
−sPu|hyu |2Ly

−αL
u

)]
∫ d
h PL(u)fU (u)du+

∫ d
h PN(u)fU (u)du

+

∫ d
h PN(u)fU (u)du× E|hyu |2N,yu

[
exp

(
−sPu|hyu |2Ny

−αN
u

)]
∫ d
h PL(u)fU (u)du+

∫ d
h PN(u)fU (u)du

,

(53)

where the expression of E|hyu |2z,yu

[
exp

(
−sPu|hyu

|2zy−αz
u

)]
is given by

E|hyu |2z ,yu
[
exp

(
−sPu|hyu |

2
zy

−αz
u

)]
= Eyu

[(
1 +

sPuy
−αz
u

mz

)−mz
]

=

∫ d

h

(
1 +

sPuy
−αz
u

mz

)−mz

fYz (yu)dyu,

(54)

where fYz
(yu) =

fU (yu)Pz(yu)∫ d
h

fU (w)Pz(w)dw
.

D. Proof of Theorem 3

To establish the convergence bound for the proposed HFL
algorithm, we utilize the following inequalities consistently
throughout our derivations, serving as fundamental elements
in our analysis. ∥∥∥∥∥

Nd∑
k

pkx

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
Nd∑
k

pk ∥x∥2 , (55)

E

∥∥∥∥∥
Nd∑
k

x

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ NdE
Nd∑
k

∥x∥2 , (56)

and
Nd∑
k

pk ∥x− x̄∥2 =

Nd∑
k

pk ∥x∥2 − ∥x̄∥2 ≤
Nd∑
k

pk ∥x∥2 . (57)

We start the proof of convergence by showing that global
model update can be written in the form of local SGD update:

w̄t+1 − w̄t =

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
Pback

u
I1(·)(v̄t+1

u − w̄t) (58)

v̄t+1
u − v̄tu =

∑
k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)(wt+1
k − v̄tu) (59)

wt+1
k = wt

k − η∇Fk(w
t
k) (60)

Combining (58), (59), and (60), we can write:

w̄t+1 − w̄t

= −η

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I(SINRback
u > θ)

∑
k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

· I2(·)(∇Fk(w
t
k))

(61)

For convenience, I1(·) = I(SINRback
u > θ) and I2(·) =

I(SINRedge1
k > θ, SINRedge2

k > θ).

Ef(w̄t+1)

= Ef(w̄t − η

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

· I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k))

(a)
≤ Ef(w̄t)− ηE

〈
∇f(w̄t),

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uI1(·)
Pback
u

∑
k∈Su

pk/p̄uI2(·)
Pedge
k

∇Fk(w
t
k)

〉

+
η2L

2
E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

· I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

,

(62)
where (a) is due to the Lipschitz smoothness of the loss function.
The inner term can be expanded as follows

−ηE

〈
∇f(w̄t),

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

· I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

〉
=

−
η

2

E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣∇f(w̄t)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

· I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

−E
∣∣∣∣∇f(w̄t)

∣∣∣∣2
−E

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

· I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∣∣∣∣∣∣
2 .

(63)
Substituting the result to (62) and combining with the last term,

we have:

Ef(w̄t+1)

≤ Ef(w̄t)−
η

2
E
∣∣∣∣∇f(w̄t)

∣∣∣∣2
− (

η

2
−

η2L

2
)E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

η

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

.

(64)
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Suppose ( η
2
− η2L

2
) ≥ 0, then we have

Ef(w̄t+1) ≤ Ef(w̄t)−
η

2
E
∣∣∣∣∇f(w̄t)

∣∣∣∣2
+

η

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,
(65)

where the last term be upper bounded as

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= E

∥∥∥∥∥∥f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u) +

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)

−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 2E

∥∥∥∥∥∥∇f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ 2E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

(66)
where (a) is due to the inequality in (56). The first term is further
bounded using ∇f(w̄t) =

∑Nu
u=1

p̄u
Pback

u
∇fu(w̄

t) as

2E

∥∥∥∥∥∥∇f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 2E

∥∥∥∥∥∥∇f(w̄t)−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(w̄
t) +

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(w̄
t)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4E

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

∥∥∥∥ I1(·)− Pback
u

Pback
u

∇fu(w̄
t)

∥∥∥∥2 + 4E
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∥∥fu(w̄t)− fu(v̄

t
u)
∥∥2

(b)
≤ 4

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
E[I1(·)2]− Pback

u
2

Pback
u

2
E
∥∥∇fu(w̄

t)
∥∥2 + 4L2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
(c)
≤ 4

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u(
1

Pback
u

− 1)A2
1 + 4L2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
= 4B1A

2
1 + 4L2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2 ,
(67)

where (a) is derived by applying (56) and (55), (b) is due to
assumption 2, and (c) is the result of using assumption 4 and the fact
that E[I1(·)2] = Pback

u due to the random resource allocation without
replacement.

The second term in (66) can be rewritten as

2E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 2E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
∇Fk(w

t
k)

+

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
∇Fk(w

t
k)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uI1(·)
Pback
u

∑
k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
∇Fk(w

t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ 4E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
∇Fk(w

t
k)

−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

(68)
where (a) is derived by applying (56) and the first term is bounded
using assumption 1 as

4E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u∇fu(v̄
t
u)−

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
∇Fk(w

t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ 4L2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
E
∥∥v̄tu − wt

k

∥∥2 ,
(69)

and the second term can be further derived as

4E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
∇Fk(w

t
k)

−
Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

Pback
u

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su

pk/p̄u

Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 4E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑

u=1

∑
k∈Su

pk
Pedge
k Pback

u − I2(·)I1(·)
Pedge
k Pback

u

∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4E

Nu∑
u=1

∑
k∈Su

pk

∥∥∥∥∥P
edge
k Pback

u − I2(·)I1(·)
Pedge
k Pback

u

∇Fk(w
t
k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 4

Nu∑
u=1

∑
k∈Su

pk
E[I22(·)I21(·)]− Pedge

k

2
Pback
u

2

Pedge
k

2
Pback
u

2
E
∥∥∇Fk(w

t
k)
∥∥2

(b)
≤ 4

Nu∑
u=1

∑
k∈Su

pk

(
1

Pedge
k Pback

u

− 1

)
A2

2

= 4B2A
2
2,

(70)

where (a) is obtained due to (55), and (b) is the result of applying
the assumption 4 and the fact that E[I22(·)I21(·)] = Pedge

k Pback
u due to

the random resource allocation without replacement.
The results are substituted back into (65) to obtain the following

expression

η

2
E
∣∣∣∣∇f(w̄t)

∣∣∣∣2 ≤ Ef(w̄t)− Ef(w̄t+1)

+
η

2

4B1A
2
1 + 4L2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
+4B2A

2
2 + 4L2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k∈Su

pk

p̄u
E
∥∥v̄tu − wt

k

∥∥2 .

(71)

Dividing both sides of (65) by η
2

and taking average over time,



18

we get

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∣∣∣∣∇f(w̄t)

∣∣∣∣2
≤

2

ηT

[
f(w̄0)− Ef(w̄T )

]
+

4L2

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2 +
+

4L2

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

∑
k∈Su

pkE
∥∥v̄tu − wt

k

∥∥2 + 4B2
1A

2
1 + 4B2

2A
2
2

≤
2

ηT

[
f(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4L2

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2+
+

4L2

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

∑
k∈Su

pkE
∥∥v̄tu − wt

k

∥∥2 + 4B2
1A

2
1 + 4B2

2A
2
2.

(72)

Thus, the result depends on both upward and downward parameter
mean squared errors (MSE).

E. 1: Bounding upward parameter MSE

We continue with bounding the upward parameter MSE found
in the second term of (72). For that, we remember that when t =
aG, a = 0, 1, 2..., we have w̄t = v̄tu, u = 1, 2, ..., Nu. Suppose

t = aG+ c, c = 0, 1, 2..., so when 1 ≤ c ≤ G− 1, we have

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2 =

=

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
w̄t−1 − η

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′ I1(·)
Pback
u′

∑
k∈Su′

pkI2(·)
p̄u′Pedge

k

∇Fk(w
t−1
k )


−

v̄t−1
u − η

∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄uPedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wt−1
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
��w̄aG −

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

η

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′ I1(·)
Pback
u′

∑
k∈Su′

pkI2(·)
p̄u′Pedge

k

∇Fk(w
τ
k)


−


�
�v̄aGu −

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

η
∑

k′∈Su

pk′ I2(·)
p̄uPedge

k′

∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄uPedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′

Pback
u′

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
τ
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′ I2(·)
p̄uPedge

k′

∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )−∇fu(v̄

τ
u)

+∇fu(v̄
τ
u)−

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

+

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′ I1(·)
Pback
u′

∑
k∈Su′

pkI2(·)
p̄u′Pedge

k

∇Fk(w
τ
k))

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄uPedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ ) +
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (v̄τu)−

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′ I1(·)
Pback
u′

∑
k∈Su′

pkI2(·)
p̄u′Pedge

k

∇Fk(w
τ
k)

+

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(w

τ
k)−

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(w

τ
k)

+

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(v̄

τ
u′ ) +∇fu(v̄

τ
u)−

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤

1⃝︷ ︸︸ ︷
4η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄uPedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

2⃝︷ ︸︸ ︷
4η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (v̄τu)

−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(w

τ
k) +

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(v̄

τ
u′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+
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+

3⃝︷ ︸︸ ︷
4η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(w

τ
k)

−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′

Pback
u′

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
τ
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

4⃝︷ ︸︸ ︷
4η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

∇fu(v̄
τ
u)−

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

(73)

where (a) is the result of applying (56). Hence, the upward parameter
MSE can be bounded by the expressions of 1⃝ – 4⃝:

1⃝ :

4η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄uPedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4η2G

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
 ∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄uPedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)
≤ 4η2G

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

E
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u

∥∥∥∥∥ I2(·)− Pedge
k′

Pedge
k′

∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(c)
≤ 4η2G

Nu∑
u=1

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

∑
k′∈Su

pk′

(
1

Pedge
k′

− 1

)
A2

2

≤ 4η2G2A2
2

B3︷ ︸︸ ︷
Nu∑
u=1

∑
k′∈Su

pk′

(
1

Pedge
k′

− 1

)
= 4η2G2A2

2B3,
(74)

where (a) and (b) are due to the use of (56), and (c) is obtained by
applying assumption 4.

2⃝ :

4η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (v̄τu)

−

 Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(w

τ
k)

−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(v̄

τ
u)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 ∑
k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
∇Fk′ (v̄τu)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)
≤ 4η2GL2

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
E
∥∥wτ

k′ − v̄τu
∥∥2 ,

(75)

where (a) is due to the use of (57), and (b) results from the application
of (56) and assumption 1.

3⃝ :

4η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

 Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′
∇Fk(w

τ
k)

−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′

Pback
u′

I1(·)
∑

k∈Su′

pk

p̄u′Pedge
k

I2(·)∇Fk(w
τ
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4η2G

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

(
pk −

pkI1(·)I2(·)
Pback
u′ Pedge

k

)
∇Fk(w

τ
k)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)
≤ 4η2G

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

B2︷ ︸︸ ︷
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pk

(
1

Pback
u′ Pedge

k

− 1

)
A2

2

= 4η2G2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uB2A
2
2

= 4η2G2A2
2B2,

(76)
where (a) is the result of applying (56), and (b) is due to assumption
4.

4⃝ :

4η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

∇fu(v̄
τ
u)−

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 4η2
Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE

∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

(∇fu(v̄
τ
u)−∇f(v̄τu) +∇f(v̄τu)

−∇f(w̄τ ) +∇f(w̄τ )−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 12η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

E

∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

∇fu(v̄
τ
u)−∇f(v̄τu)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+E

∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

∇f(v̄τu)−∇f(w̄τ )

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

∇f(w̄τ )−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)
≤ 12η2

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u

(
G

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

E ∥∇fu(v̄
τ
u)−∇f(v̄τu)∥

2

+G

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

E ∥∇f(v̄τu)−∇f(w̄τ )∥2

+G

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥∇f(w̄τ )−
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(c)
≤ 12η2G2ϵ2 + 12η2GL2

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE ∥v̄τu − w̄τ∥2

+ 12η2GL2
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
∥∥w̄τ − v̄τu′

∥∥2
= 12η2G2ϵ2 + 24η2L2G

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
∥∥w̄τ − v̄τu′

∥∥2 ,

(77)

where (a) is due to (55), (b) is obtained by applying (56), and (c) is
the result of applying the assumption 1 and 2.
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Substituting the results of 1⃝ – 4⃝ back into back to the inequality
(73), we can obtain:

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2 =

≤ 4η2G2A2
2B3 + 4η2G2A2

2B2

+ 4η2GL2
aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
E
∥∥wτ

k′ − v̄τu
∥∥2

+ 12η2G2ϵ2 + 24η2L2G

aG+c−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
∥∥w̄τ − v̄τu′

∥∥2
(a)
≤ 4η2G2A2

2B3 + 4η2G2A2
2B2

+ 4η2GL2
aG+G−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
E
∥∥wτ

k′ − v̄τu
∥∥2

+ 12η2G2ϵ2 + 24η2L2G

aG+G−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
∥∥w̄τ − v̄τu′

∥∥2 ,

(78)

where (a) is because of 1 ≤ c ≤ G− 1.
Assuming T − 1 = dG, d = 0, 1, 2, ..., we take the average over

time on both sides to obtain:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
(a)
=

1

T

T−2∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

p̄uE
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
≤ 4η2G2A2

2B3 + 4η2G2A2
2B2 + 12η2G2ϵ2

+ 4η2GL2 1

T

d−1∑
a=0

G

aG+G−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
E
∥∥wτ

k′ − v̄τu
∥∥2

+ 24η2GL2 1

T

d−1∑
a=0

G

aG+G−1∑
τ=aG

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
∥∥w̄τ − v̄τu′

∥∥2
(b)
≤ 4η2G2A2

2B3 + 4η2G2A2
2B2 + 12η2G2ϵ2

+ 4η2G2L2 1

T

T−2∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
E
∥∥wτ

k′ − v̄τu
∥∥2

+ 24η2G2L2 1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
∥∥w̄τ − v̄τu′

∥∥2 ,
(79)

where (a) and (b) hold due to
∥∥w̄T−1 − v̄T−1

u

∥∥2 = 0 and∥∥wT−1
k′ − v̄T−1

u

∥∥2 = 0.
Moving the last term to the left side and dividing both sides by

(1− 24η2G2L2), we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

E
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
≤

4η2G2A2
2B3

(1− 24η2G2L2)
+

4η2G2A2
2B2

(1− 24η2G2L2)
+

12η2G2ϵ2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

+
4η2G2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

1

T

T−2∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

p̄u
∑

k′∈Su

pk′

p̄u
E
∥∥wτ

k′ − v̄τu
∥∥2 .

(80)

E. 2: Bounding downward parameter MSE
We begin with bounding the downward parameter

MSE, which corresponds to the last term in (72),
1
T

∑T−1
t=0

∑Nu
u=1

∑
k∈Su

pkE
∥∥v̄tu − wt

k

∥∥2. This aggregation
occurs at the UAV level. For that, we assume t = bE + c, where
b = 0, 1, 2...G

E
− 1 and c = 0, 1, 2, ..., E − 1. We have v̄tu′ = wt

k

∀k ∈ Su′ , u′ = 1, 2...Nu when c = 0. For cases when c ≥ 1, we

have

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE
∥∥v̄tu′ − wt

k

∥∥2
=

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
v̄t−1

u′ − η
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′/p̄u′

Pedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wt−1
k′ )


−
(
wt−1

k − η∇Fk(w
t−1
k )

)∥∥∥2
= η2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

∇Fk(w
τ
k)−

∑
k′∈Su′

pk′
p̄u′

I2(·)

Pedge
k′

∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

= η2
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

(
∇Fk(w

τ
k)− Fk(v̄

τ
u′ ) + Fk(v̄

τ
u′ )

−∇fu′ (v̄τu′ ) +∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )−
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

+
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )−
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′/p̄u′

Pedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

(
∇Fk(w

τ
k)− Fk(v̄

τ
u′ )
)∥∥∥∥∥

2

+ 4η2
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

(
∇Fk(v̄

τ
u′ )−∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )

)∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

1⃝︷ ︸︸ ︷
4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )−
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

+

2⃝︷ ︸︸ ︷
4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

 ∑
k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′/p̄u′

Pedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

(81)
where (a) is due to (56). We observe that downward parameter MSE
can be bounded by four terms. Two of the terms 1⃝ – 2⃝ are upped
bounded as follows

1⃝ :

4η2
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )−
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4η2E

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E
t−1∑

τ=bE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∇fu′ (v̄τu′ )−

∑
k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)
≤ 4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2,

(82)
where (a) is due to (56), and (b) is the result of applying the
assumption 3.
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2⃝ :

4η2
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

 ∑
k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

−
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′/p̄u′

Pedge
k′

I2(·)∇Fk′ (wτ
k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(a)
≤ 4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′EE
t−1∑

τ=bE

∑
k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′

∥∥∥∥∥
(
Pedge
k′ − I2(·)

Pedge
k′

)
∇Fk′ (wτ

k′ )

∥∥∥∥∥
2

(b)
≤ 4η2E2A2

2

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′
∑

k′∈Su′

pk′

p̄u′

(
1

Pedge
k′

− 1

)
= 4η2E2A2

2B3,
(83)

where (a) is due to (56), and (b) is obtained by applying the
assumption 4.

Combining the results back into (81), we have

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE
∥∥v̄tu′ − wt

k

∥∥2
≤ 8η2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑

τ=bE

(
∇Fk(w

τ
k)− Fk(v̄

τ
u′ )
)∥∥∥∥∥

2

+ 4η2
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2 + 4η2E2A2
2B3

(a)
≤ 8η2L2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pk

t−1∑
τ=bE

EE
∥∥wτ

k − v̄τu′
∥∥2 + 4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2

+ 4η2E2A2
2B3

(b)
≤ 8η2L2

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pk

bE+E−1∑
τ=bE

EE
∥∥wτ

k − v̄τu′
∥∥2

+ 4η2
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2 + 4η2E2A2
2B3,

(84)
where (a) is due to the use of assumption 1, and (b) holds
because of c ≤ E − 1. (84) is also true for t = bE with∑

k∈Su′
pkE

∥∥v̄bEu′ − wbE
k

∥∥2 = 0.
Since T − 1 = dG, d = 0, 1, ..., T − 1 is also an integer multiple

of E. That is , T −1 = fu′E. Taking the average over time, we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE
∥∥v̄tu′ − wt

k

∥∥2
≤ 4η2E2A2

2B3 + 4η2
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2

+ 8η2L2
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pk

fu′−1∑
b=0

bE+E−1∑
τ=bE

E2E
∥∥wτ

k − v̄τu′
∥∥2

≤ 4η2E2A2
2B3 + 4η2

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2

+
1

T

T−1∑
τ=0

8η2L2E2
Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE
∥∥wτ

k − v̄τu′
∥∥2 .

(85)

Similar to the last step in deriving the upward parameter MSE, we
move the last term to the left side divide both sides by the obtained

coefficient term. We also suppose 1− 8η2L2E2 > 0, which yields:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u′=1

∑
k∈Su′

pkE
∥∥v̄tu′ − wt

k

∥∥2
≤

4η2E2A2
2B3

1− 8η2L2E2
+

4η2
∑Nu

u′=1
p̄u′E2ϵ̂2

1− 8η2L2E2
.

(86)

Substituting the result of (86) into (80), we obtain the bound on
the upward parameter MSE, given by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Nu∑
u=1

E
∥∥w̄t − v̄tu

∥∥2
≤

4η2G2A2
2(B3 +B2)

(1− 24η2G2L2)
+

12η2G2ϵ2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

+
4η2G2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

(
4η2E2A2

2B3

1− 8η2L2E2
+

4η2
∑Nu

u′=1
p̄u′E2ϵ̂2

1− 8η2L2E2

)
.

(87)

We can obtain the final result on the convergence upper bound by
taking the average over time and substitute (86) and (87) to (72).

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∇f(w̄t)

∥∥2
≤

2

ηT

[
Ef(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4B2

1A
2
1 + 4B2

1A
2
2

+
16η2G2A2

2L
2(B3 +B2)

(1− 24η2G2L2)
+

48η2G2ϵ2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

+

(
1 +

4η2G2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

)(
16η2E2A2

2B3L2

1− 8η2L2E2
+

16η2
∑Nu

u′=1
p̄u′E2ϵ̂2L2

1− 8η2L2E2

)
(88)

For 0 < η < 1

4
√
3GL

, we have

0 <
4G2L2η2

1− 24G2L2η2
≤

1

6
(89)

and
0 <

1

1− 8η2L2E2
≤

1

1− 8η2L2G2
≤

6

5
. (90)

It allows us to define a variable C with a value determined as follows

C =

(
1 +

4η2G2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

)(
16η2

1− 8η2L2E2

)
= (1 +

1

6
)× 16×

6

5
=

112

5
.

(91)

Substituting the obtained values into (88):

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∇f(w̄t)

∥∥2
≤

2

ηT

[
Ef(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4B2

1A
2
1 + 4B2

1A
2
2

+
16η2G2A2

2L
2(B3 +B2)

(1− 24η2G2L2)
+

48η2G2ϵ2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

+

(
1 +

4η2G2L2

(1− 24η2G2L2)

)(
16η2E2A2

2B3L2

1− 8η2L2E2
+

16η2
∑Nu

u′=1
p̄u′E2ϵ̂2L2

1− 8η2L2E2

)

≤
2

ηT

[
Ef(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4B2

1A
2
1 + 4B2

1A
2
2

+ 32η2G2A2
2L

2(B3 +B2) + 96η2G2ϵ2L2 +
112

5
η2E2A2

2L
2B3

+
112

5
η2L2

Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2

≤
2

ηT

[
Ef(w̄0)− f∗]+ 4B2

1A
2
1 + 4B2

1A
2
2

+ 2Cη2G2A2
2L

2(B3 +B2) + 5Cη2G2ϵ2L2 + Cη2E2A2
2L

2B3

+ Cη2L2
Nu∑
u′=1

p̄u′E2ϵ̂2.

(92)
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