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Federated Split Learning with Model Pruning and
Gradient Quantization in Wireless Networks

Junhe Zhang, Wanli Ni, Dongyu Wang

Abstract—As a paradigm of distributed machine learning,
federated learning typically requires all edge devices to train
a complete model locally. However, with the increasing scale
of artificial intelligence models, the limited resources on edge
devices often become a bottleneck for efficient fine-tuning. To ad-
dress this challenge, federated split learning (FedSL) implements
collaborative training across the edge devices and the server
through model splitting. In this paper, we propose a lightweight
FedSL scheme, that further alleviates the training burden on
resource-constrained edge devices by pruning the client-side
model dynamicly and using quantized gradient updates to reduce
computation overhead. Additionally, we apply random dropout
to the activation values at the split layer to reduce communication
overhead. We conduct theoretical analysis to quantify the conver-
gence performance of the proposed scheme. Finally, simulation
results verify the effectiveness and advantages of the proposed
lightweight FedSL in wireless network environments.

Index Terms—Federated split learning, model pruning, gradi-
ent quantization, dropout, convergence analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the Internet of Things (IoT) landscape rapidly expands,
wireless edge devices are now generating colossal volumes
of data, fostering the integration of artificial intelligence
(AI) within wireless networks. Federated learning (FL), a
groundbreaking distributed machine learning approach [1],
has emerged as a solution that challenges traditional cen-
tralized learning paradigms. Distinctively, FL enables each
edge device to retain its dataset locally, facilitating distributed
training through the exchange of solely local model parame-
ters, thereby safeguarding privacy. Nevertheless, the escalating
complexity and size of AI models pose significant chal-
lenges for edge devices, which often operate with constrained
computational and communication resources. Consequently,
these devices struggle to locally train full models, rendering
on-device training for Al-powered, computationally intensive
tasks impractical.

Split learning (SL) tackles FL’s challenges by partition-
ing deep neural networks (DNNs) between edge devices
and an edge server. This setup fosters collaborative training,
with intermediate data transmitted wirelessly [2]. By shifting
computational load to the server, SL effectively alleviates
the computation burden of edge devices [3]. However, early
SL implementations followed a sequential training paradigm,
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causing delays and inefficiencies due to the absence of parallel
computing.

Recently, federated split learning (FedSL) framework has
been proposed [4], which harnesses model splitting and par-
allel computing to enhance training efficiency across edge
devices. To further expedite model training, the authors in [5]
proposed a parallel SL framework that streamlined backprop-
agation by diminishing activation gradient dimensions through
last-layer gradient aggregation. In addition, the authors in
[6] introduced a methodology without additional client-to-
client communication by broadcasting a universally averaged
gradient at the split layer. The authors in [7] considered
devices with individual split points, and analyzed how split
point selection influences convergence and latency. Similarly,
the authors in [8] analyzed the impact of client-side model
splitting and aggregation, aiming to minimize convergence
time over edge networks.

However, most of existing FedSL schemes have overlooked
the storage and computational burdens imposed by deploy-
ing and fine-tuning large Al models on resource-constrained
devices. Additionally, the transmission of the smashed data
between devices and the base station (BS) introduces substan-
tial communication overhead, especially when the batch size
and the dimensionality of the intermediate features are large.
To reduce the computational and communication overhead of
existing FedSL on resource-constrained devices, we propose a
lightweight FedSL scheme, which allivates training burden by
pruning model parameters, quantizing gradients, and randomly
dropping intermediate activation values during wireless trans-
mission. The main contributions of this work are as follows:

e« We propose a lightweight FedSL scheme that allevi-
ates the storage and computational load on resource-
constrained devices when fine-tuning large models.
Meanwhile, a random dropout mechanism is applied on
the intermediate activation values to reduce the commu-
nication overhead.

o We undertake a theoretical analysis by deriving the con-
vergence upper bound of the lightweight FedSL scheme.
Our findings reveal that while a higher pruning rate can
potentially hinder convergence, strategies such as more
frequent aggregation and employing a shallower split
layer can counteract this effect, facilitating faster model
convergence.

o We substantiate our claims through numerical simu-
lations, demonstrating the superiority of our proposed
scheme. Notably, the integration of pruning and quanti-
zation in lightweight FedSL not only accelerates training
but also serves as an effective regularization technique,
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Fig. 1. An illustration of the proposed FedSL with client-side model pruning
and gradient quantization.

enhancing model performance, particularly in scenarios
where neural networks exhibit substantial redundancy.
Moreover, moderate dropout rate can reduce communi-
cation latency without sacrificing too much performance.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a wireless network consisting of a set of
K ={1,2,...,K} devices also known as clients and a BS
connected with an edge server. The full model w with L layers
is divided into the client-side model w ; and the server-side
model wg . The client-side model wc j retains neurons of
layers {1,2, ..., L.} while the server-side model wyg ;, retains
neurons of layers {L. + 1,L. + 2,...,L}, where L. is the
split layer.

The training objective is to minimize the global loss func-
tion, which is given by

K

1
—E F(Wer;Ws k3 Dr), (D)
k=1

min F(w) := min
w We kiWs k

where F'(We k; Ws k; Di) is the loss function of client &k over
local datasets Dy,. Due to the identical gradient updates applied
in each round for the server-side model, i.e., for every client,
their corresponding server-side model remains the same, we
use Wg to replace wgj to simplify the expression in most
cases.

A. Lightweight FedSL

As is shown in Fig. 1, we consider a lightweight FedSL sys-
tem where the server connects with clients via wireless chan-
nels. Due to the constrained communication and computing
resources, the full model is divided into two parts. Meanwhile,
in order to further reduce the computation and communication
burden of the clients, each client performs model pruning and
gradient quantization, applying dropout to activation values
before sending them to the server. Dropout randomly sets a
fraction of activation values to zero in each training round,
effectively reducing transmitted data and mitigating overfitting.
The client-side models are aggregated every [ rounds to attain

a global model. Each client initializes a binary mask m; for
pruning before the iterative training.

For the iterative split training stage, each client performs
forward propagation and sends the activation values along with
corresponding labels to the server after dropout. The server
then continues model training, updates the server-side model,
and performs server-side model aggregation. Then the clients
perform pruning and update their models with quantized
gradients. For the client-side model aggregation stage, which is
performed every I rounds, all clients upload their models for
aggregation to obtain a global model. Specifically, for each
training round ¢t € 7 = {1,2,....,T}, five main steps are
considered as follows.

1) Client-Side Forward Propagation and Activation Values
Dropout: Each client k € K performs forward propagation
(FP) by computing the activations A(c{)m of each layer I:

AL =0 (Wl Al +ol,). Ve (L Ly, @)
where 1) is the activation function, wi%t and bg%t are the
weights and biases of the [-th layer, respectively. To reduce
the communication overhead of transmitting intermediate ac-
tivation values, we apply dropout to the activation values.

The dropout process for the i-th feature vector ag i1 of the

activation value Ai’ k’)t from the split layer L. can be expressed

as
(Le) _ i
]_ —
where the dropout probability p; is a is a predefined hyper-
parameter, ¢; € {0,1} is a Bernoulli random variable with
P(6; =1) = (1 —p;), indicating whether aiVL,;)“ is dropped
or not. To preserve the expected output of the whole model,
the retained features vectors are multiplied by ﬁ

a,(L ¥ 3)

c,k,t,i’

Corollary 1. The expected value of the feature vector re-

mains invariant after the dropout operation, i.e., IE[EL‘(:L,;)t J=
E[ (Le) ]
ac,k,t,z .
Proof: The expectation of the feature vector a( “) , after
dropout can be expressed as
1
E (Le) 1 E[5; (Le)
[a’c,k,t,z] [ 1— Di c,k,t,z]
1 Le
=P0i=1)-;7——a al)  + P =0)-0
1 @) (L)
=(1—ps)- 1—p; Qe it = ekt u
The smashed data Sc¢j;: = (AEL,:)“H;C) including the

activation value AEL,:)t and their corresponding label H, are

transmitted to the server for subsequent training.

2) Server-Side Forward Propagation and Backward Prop-
agation: Upon receiving the smashed data S, from all
clients, the server continues the forward propagation through
the remaining layers of the model:
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where Aéch)t = AEL,;’)t. Then, the server calculates the loss
based on the difference between final response and the labels
uploaded by the client and performs backward propagation to
compute the gradients with respect to the server-side weights:

OF (w)

)
a\’Vs,k,t

8s,k,t = VF (Ws,k,t) = (5)
OF (w)

A(Lc)
Ac‘k t

th client. Then, the server aggregates the server-side models
at every round after updating each of them. Specifically, the

server-side model is updated as

are sent to the k-

The gradient for activation values

K

1
Ws,t+1 = 7= Z(Ws,k,t — N8s,k,t),
k=1

(6)

where 7 is the learning rate. Note that the server-side model
for each client is identical in every round, the expression of
server-side model updating can be simplified as

K
Ws t+1 = Ws it — % Z 8s,k,t- @)
k=1

3) Client-Side Model Pruning: Upon receiving gradients
gs,k,t from the server, each client performs backpropagation
to obtain gradients for cliet-side model:

oF(w) 0AL)

9AL)  Owe’

ekt = VF (Wc,k,t) = (8)

An importance estimation-based pruning strategy is em-
ployed for client-side model pruning [9]. The importance
matrix of weights is defined by estimating the change in loss
before and after pruning. The smaller change in loss function
when a weight is set to zero, the lower its importance. By
removing weights with lower importance, the neural network
can be effectively lightened without significant loss in accu-
racy. Specifically, the importance matrix of the k-th client-side
model is calculated as

€))

which approximate the absolute change of the loss given the
removal of wg ;. The definition of the importance matrix
ZLe.k,t 1s derived from the first-order Taylor expansion of the
loss function F'(-) with respect to we ;. Unlike pruning
schemes based on weight magnitude, pruning based on im-
portance estimation quantifies the impact of weights on the
output, which avoids pruning weights with small magnitudes
but significantly influence the results [10].

Furthermore, we adopt a dynamic pruning scheme based on
progressive sparsity during training, rather than a fixed thresh-
old [11]. The binary mask mj depends on the target sparsity
of the current iteration, named pruning rate p;. Specifically,
setting the initial sparsity pg = 0, the target sparsity in the
t-th iteration can be denoted as

Lot = Iw;r,k,tgc,k',t|’

t
pr=py+ (7 —1)°pp,VE €T, (10)

T

where py is the preset final sparsity. This dynamic pruning
scheme can rapidly remove redundant weights in the early

Algorithm 1: Lightweight FedSL Scheme

1 for each round t € {1,2,...,T} do
2 for each client k € {1,2,..., K} do

3 Forward propagation to obtain Ag)k P

4 Activation values dropout Ail)k ;= Ag)k .

5 Transmitting smashed data S, ; to server;

6 end

7 Server performs forward propagation to obtain
A(L)

8 Loss calculation with A;Lk))t and Hy;

9 Calculating gradient g j. ;, sending gradients of the
activation values to client;

10 Server-side model updating:

K .
Ws t+1 = Ws it — % Zkzl 8s.,k,t>

11 for each client k € {1,2,...,K} do
12 Calculating gradient g . ;;
13 if Sparsity(we ;1) < pi then
14 Calculating importance matrix:
Ic,k,t = |Wz7k)tgc,k,t 5
15 Calculating pruning mask my, ;
16 Model pruning: W¢ 3¢ = my; © We i, and
Sc kit = Myt O Gkt
17 end
18 Gradient quantization: g ; ; = Q(8c,k,t);
19 Model updating: We i 1+1 = We gt — ng;k,t;
20 end
21 if T'| I then
22 Each client uploads wg j ;41 to the server;
23 Server aggregates received model:
1 K .
Weit+l = & Zkzl We,k,t+15
24 Server transmits W ;11 to all clients;
25 end
26 end

stages of training and gradually reduce the pruning rate as
training stabilizes, thereby enabling the model to converge
more effectively.

After clients preform backward propagation, each of them
calculates the sparsity of the current weight matrix we g ;.
If the weight matrix does not reach the target sparsity py,
the calculation of the binary mask my ; is triggered. The
importance matrix of all client-side weights Z 1 ; is computed
according to (9) and then sorted. Setting the weights with low
importance scores to zero to let the pruned weight matrix
We,k,t achieve the target sparsity. The pruning is performed
as We gy = My O We g and e pp = My ¢ O e k-

4) Client-Side Model Updating: After obtaining the pruned
weight matrix W¢ 3, and the gradient g j ¢, we utilize the
gradient quantization method proposed in [12], [13] to further
reduce the computational complexity of client-side model
updating.

For the gradient in ¢-th iteration g, € RM. We quantize the
gradients g; , to g; , with g bits, where m € {1,2,..., M }.
The lower and upper bounds of absolute values of g; are
respectively denoted as gy min = min{|ge.m|} and gt max =



max{|g; . |}. The quantized knob n,; can be expressed as

gt max gt,min )

11
), (11

(gt min +

where u; € {0,1,...,27 — 1}.

Thus, the interval [g; min, g¢,max] can be divided in to 27 —1
intervals. For |g; ,,,| within the interval N; = [n; ;_1, 1), it
can be quantized as

. MNt,i— \Qt m|

Qg = L HEm) - Muity WP
tm) — : |ge,ml—me,i—1
sign(ge,m) - iy WP SIS,

(12)
where w.p. represents for “with probability”. Thus, the gra-
dient for the k-th client is quantized as g ; , = Q(8c,kt),
according to (12). Then, its model is updated as

— N8 ot (13)

with pruned weight and quantized gradient.

5) Client-Side Model Aggregation: To attain a global
model, the client-side models are uploaded to the server for
aggregation every I rounds. The aggregated model is then
broadcasted to each client as the initial model for the next
round. The specific procedures are as follows:

e Model Uploading: Each client uploads its own client-side

model W i .1 to the server.

o Model Aggregation: The server aggregates all received

models to obtain a global model, denoted as

K

1

E E We,k,t+1-
k=1

e Model Downloading: After completing the client-side
model aggregation, the server transmits the aggregated
model w¢ ;4 to all clients.

Due to the varying structures of client-side models after
pruning, the sparsity of the aggregated model may not meet
the requirement p, for the current round. However, clients
do not perform pruning upon receiving the aggregated model
immediately. Instead, they start the next round of training and
re-evaluate the importance of the aggregated weights.

We k,t+1 = V~Vc,k,t

(14)

We,t+1 =

III. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we provide the convergence analysis of the
proposed lightweight FedSL by characterizing the effect of
aggregation frequency, pruning rate, quantization accuracy and
split layer selection. We make several assumptions on the loss
functions, model weights and gradients as follows.

Assumption 1. The loss function F'(w) is differentiable and

[B-smooth.
IVF(wy) — VF(wa)|| < B|lw1 — wal|, VWi, Vwsy.  (15)
Assumption 2. The stochastic gradients are unbiased.
Elg(w)] = VF(w),Vw (16)

Assumption 3. (Bounded variance). The variance of stochas-
tic gradients has an upper bound.
L
2
W) < Z

Elg(w) — a7

Assumption 4. (Bounded gradient and weight). The second
moments of the stochastic gradients and weights have upper
bound.

L
Ellg(w)]* < ZG Ellw[® <> W2, yw.  (18)
=1

Assumption 5. According to [14], the model error caused by
pruning operations is denoted as

L
Bllw — W[ < pB|wlP < p> W ¥w,  (19)
=1

where p denotes the pruning rate.

Assumption 6. Let A, = %(gmax — Gmin)?, the quantized

gradient satisfies [15]

A 2 L
- 1) =>_Ji
=1

BlQ(VF(w) - VFIF < (5
E[Q(VF(w))] =

where q denotes the quantized bits.

VFE(w),Vw, (20)

Lemma 1. For the target sparsity (pruning rate) for each

round py = py+(+—1)2py, we have p; < py. Over T rounds,

the bound of the sum of pruning rate p; can be represented
T

as Y, pr < Tpy.
t=1
Lemma 2. Under the Assumption 4 and 5, we have

E[[We.t—Wertl*<8n*(1+1) 22@ +4ZWZ+2ptZWl
=1

Proof: See Appendix A. ]

Theorem 1 Under the Assumptions 1-6 and Lemma 1-2, if

0<n< 2[3’ then for all T > 1, we have

T
1
= S B VF(w)|

t=1
Bn 2 2 (452"‘1) 2
< — G 4+ —2W,
77T + 171( 7 )
effect of split layer selection
L
S B o B2+ DI +1)2+1)
+l_zl(?0'l + 7 Gl

effect of aggregation frequency
2
ps(4KB* + K + B)
K
effect of pruning rate

where 9 = F(wy) — F(wx), F(wx) represents the minimum
value of the loss function.

Proof: See Appendix B. ]

4
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Remark 1. Theorem 1 reveals the impact of the split layer
L., aggregation frequency I, preset pruning rate py, and
quantization precision Jl2 on the optimum gap after T' rounds.



Specifically, a shallower split layer L. reduces the model size
for compression and periodic aggregation, leading to faster
convergence rate. Additionally, more frequent aggregation
(i.e., smaller I) is more conducive to the convergence of the
global model.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

To evaluate the performance of our proposed lightweight
FedSL framework, we compare the lightweight FedSL with
the traditional FedSL, which does not involve any model
compression and performs model aggregation in each round.
We consider K clients and one server collaboratively training
the VGG-19 model on CIFAR-10 dataset. The distance d
between clients and the server varied between 100 to 300
meters, with transmission power set at 23 dBm for clients
and 37 dBm for the server, and the subchannel bandwidth is
B = 5 MHz. The power of Gaussian white noise is —174
dBm/Hz, while the path loss model is 128.1 4 37.6log;(d).

Fig. 2 is the ablation experiments for the preset pruning
rate py and quantized bits ¢ with the number of clients
and split layer are uniformly set to K = 5 and L, = 8§,
respectively. Neither periodic aggregation nor dropout pro-
cesses are included. Fig. 2(a) illustrates that moderate pruning
can lead to faster convergence rate and higher test accuracy.
Due to the significant parameter redundancy in the VGG-19
model relative to the CIFAR-10 dataset, pruning less important
weights simplifies the network structure, allowing the model
to focus on learning critical features. However, when the
pruning rate is excessively high (e.g., py = 0.7), substantial
divergence emerge among client-side models. The removal
of crucial features diminishes the consistency of the global
model’s learning process, resulting in notable fluctuations in
the accuracy curve, which indicates performance instability
after aggregation. Fig. 2(b) illustarates the effect of quanti-
zation on model performance. Low-bit quantization (e.g., 4
bits) results in a clear drop in accuracy, primarily because
the substantial loss of gradient information impedes precise
parameter updates. In contrast, using an 8-bit quantization
slightly enhances performance by introducing a controlled
level of noise, which helps mitigate overfitting as a form of
regularization.

Fig. 3 illustrates the impact of different aggregation frequen-
cies, split layer selection, the number of clients and the dropout
rate on model performance under the effects of pruning and
quantization. Fig. 3(a) shows that periodic aggregation comes
at the cost of reduced convergence accuracy for the global
model since the compression process affects the model struc-
ture of each client. When the aggregation interval is I = 1,
the regularization effect of pruning and quantization leads to
improved model accuracy. In contrast, when the aggregation
intervals [ are set to 5 and 10, less frequent aggregation
results in lower convergence accuracy. Fig. 3(b) illustrates that,
under the combined effects of model compression, periodic
aggregation and dropout, selecting shallower split layers (e.g.,
L. =4 or L. = 8) can accelerate convergence speed. Addi-
tionally, shallower split layers demonstrate stronger robustness
against dropout. Although the shallower split layers produce
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Fig. 2. Impact of pruning and quantization on performance without periodic
aggregation and dropout.

more activation values transmitted through wireless channel,
the dropout operation can eliminate redundant information,
saving communication resources without significant loss in
accuracy. Moreover, the robustness can also be attributed to
the greater capacity of the server-side model to compensate
for the missing activations during the forward pass. This com-
pensatory effect helps maintain a stable convergence process
despite the reduced data transmission. For deeper split layers
(e.g., L. = 12), the dimensions extracted by the convolutional
layers are of higher order, and randomly dropping 30% of the
activation values introduces greater instability, leading to larger
errors on certain batches and a sudden drop in testing accu-
racy. However, despite the performance fluctuations caused by
dropout, the model gradually learns to adapt to this instability
over sufficient iterations. Fig. 3(c) illustrates the impact of
the number of clients on the global model performance. As
the number of clients increases, the convergence of the global
model deteriorates. Although lightweighting techniques reduce
computational and communication overhead, they also intro-
duce approximation errors. The errors from multiple clients
accumulate during aggregation as the number of clients grows,
which compromises the convergence of the global model. This
result suggests the need for developing lightweighting methods
that are independent of the number of clients, enabling scalable
deployment of AI models in wireless networks. Fig. 3(d)
illustrates the impact of dropout rate on model performance
when the split layer is L. = 8. The result shows that when
the split layer is appropriately chosen, even a relatively high
dropout rate (e.g., p; = 0.7) only leads to a reduction in
convergence rate, without causing a sudden performance drop
on specific batches, which is observed in Fig. 3(b) when the
split layer is L. = 12 and the dropout rate is p; = 0.3.

Fig. 4 illustrates the impact of dropout rate on communi-
cation latency with varying split layers. Shallower split layers
generate a substantial amount of activation values, which can
be a major source of communication overhead, especially over
bandwidth-constrained wireless channels. Dropout plays a cru-
cial role in significantly reducing the number of activations that
need to be transmitted, thereby lowering the communication
latency. Deeper split layers generate fewer activation values,
naturally resulting in lower communication costs. However,
deeper split layers require careful tuning of the dropout rate,
as they are more susceptible to performance degradation due
to the higher order features and the reduced resilience to the
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loss of neural connections.

V. CONCLUSION

In this letter, we proposed a lightweight FedSL framework
based on model pruning and gradient quantization to alleviate
the computational and storage burdens on resource-constrained
devices. By dropouting the activations transmitted over the
channel, the framework conserved communication resources.
To evaluate the performance of the proposed framework,
we mathematically analyzed the impact of the above factors
on convergence performance. Simulation results demonstrated
that moderate pruning and quantization not only accelerated
training but also enhanced model performance. Shallower
split layers exhibited stronger robustness to dropout, which
conserved communication resources with only a slight loss in
convergence accuracy.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Lemma 2

Fix training round ¢ > 1. Considering the largest tq < t
that satisfies {g mod I = 0 (Note that such ¢y must exist
and t — tg < I.) Recalling wWe 141 = We kot — ng;yk,t and
We 41 = % Zszl We,k,t+1 for client-side model updating
and aggregation, using m; to represent the binary matrix
obtained by aggregating my, ; and performing element-wise
normalization, we have

t
— A
We kit =Mt O (Wegy — 0 E e kr)

T=tg

(22)

and
to XK
Wi =M O Wery =1 ), 72> Wit Ogepr  (23)
T=to k=1
where Eqn. (22) follows from
Wek,t =((We,k,to — ngé,k,to) O My, — ng/c,k,tl)
© Mty — NBety) @ e © Myt — NG g © My g

=We,k.to © my ¢, © mp ¢, ®...0 my ¢
/
— N8k to @ Mito ©Myp, O... O My
/
—N8e k,ty OMpy, OMy g, ©... O My

*Wg./:thmkt

(a)
=my; O (Wer, — nzgckr

T=t1o
where (a) follows from my ;, Omy 4, ©...OMmMy =My, ©
my ¢, ®...0 my ¢ = ... = My ¢.
Thus, we have
~ 2
— We k|

— Wekt T Wekt —

IE||ch,t

:E”Wc,t

(a)
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(d) ) t t R )
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L L.
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=1 =1

where g, . =my+ ©g; . and (a) (c) (d) follows by using

n n
the inequality || _ z;||> < n Y |z;||? for any vectors z; and
i=1 i=1



any positive integer n (using n = 2 in (a) and (c), n = K in
(d)). (b) follows from Eqn. (22), Eqn. (23) and Assumption 4.
Note that

t
EHZ chkr

Tto

<2E{”Z Zgék‘THQ—’_HZng‘TH }

t
Z gc,k,r||2

T=tgo

T= t() T= to
)
<2(t—to+1) E{Z ||7chk7' + Z [
T= to T=to
) t
( + Z chk,THQ}
T= f() T=to
L.
201 +1)Y G%,
=1

where, (a)-(c) follows by using the inequality || 3 z;]|*> <
i=1

n Z |1zi||* and n = 2 for (a), n = (t — to + 1) for (b), and

n = K for (c); (d) follows from the Assumption 4.
Thus, we have
L.

L L.
B[ Wet—We kt[><8*(I+1)° > GF+4> Wi+2p, Y W,
=1

=1 =1

B. Proof of the Theorem 1

For training round ¢ < 1. By the smoothness of loss function
F, we have

E[F(wit1)] < E[F(we)] + E(VEF(We), Wep1 — we))
+ DBflwe — will? 4
Note that
El[wipr — wel®
:E||[Wc,t+1§ws,t+1] - [wc,t;ws,t} 2
=E||We,t+1 — We,t; Ws,t41 — Wst||?
:EHWc,tJrl - VVc,tH2 + E||Ws,t+1 - Ws,t||2~ (25)
where E|[wc +11 — We ¢||? can be bounded as
s
Efwe 41 — ?= EHE Z(Wc,k,t+1 = Wek,t)|?
k=1
| K
el Z [(We kt11 — Wet) + (We ot — We k) ||
2 k;l
< 2 Z(E”Wc,k’,t+l - P+ E|[We ke — Wenel?)
k=1

LC
(P soel® + pe Y WE)
1 1=1

INE
>
Mw

2

INS
= v

K
1 ]
(02 + pWE) + 27|22 Y V'F(Wend)lI,
k=1

M“ﬁ

Il
-

(26)

where (a) follows from we j, 141 = viqujt—ng’c_’k’t, (b) follows
from

DIEAE

DR\ i — VF(Wers) |2+ B[V F(We )2
“E|Q(Be s — VF(Werr))|? + B[V F(We )|
b - - -
O e s — VE(Wer )2+ E|VF(We )|

=E|lmy; © (8ckt — VF (Weit))|* + E[|VF(We )|

(¢) e }
<Y 07 +E|VF(We ),
=1

27)

where (a) follows by the unbiased stochastic gradient As-
sumption 2 and the definition of variance, i.e., E[||x||?] =
E[||lx—E[x]||?]+[E||x[]]%; (b) and (c) follow from Assumption
6 and Assumption 3, respectively.

Similarly, E||ws:+1 — Ws¢||* can be bounded as

K
1
Ellws,t41 — Ws,t||2 = 772]E||§ ng,k,tHQ

k=1
1 K
=n’Ell 5z > (8skt = VF(Wa 1)
k 1
+772EH ZVF Ws k,t)]
(2) n?

n 1
=K Z "fﬂzEHEZVF(ws,k,t)H?, (28)

I=L.+1 k=1

where (a) follows from Assumption 3.
Thus, substituting Eqn. (26) and Eqn. (28) into Eqn. (25),

E||w;y1 — w¢||* can be bounded as
9 L o5 Le Lo
n n 2p
Ellwiyr —wi|?* < 7 > o+ V7 o} + e w?
=1 =1 =1
+27721E|| ZVFWth ||2+n2EH ZVF We k)|
k 1
(29)

We further note that

]E<VF(Wt)7 Wip1 — Wt>
E(VF(Wst), W41 — Wst) + E(VF(We ), We t41

— wc,t>'
(30)

The first term can be written as

E<VF(WS t) Wg 41

_Wst>

ngkt
ZVF Wokt))
ZVFwskt

=—nE(VF(ws.)
= — T]E<VF We t

"
= — SEIVE(ws)[” - EH



K

Z

”E||VF (W) , (31)

Wskt

where (a) follows from Assumption 2; (b) follows from the
identity (a,b) = 3(||a||?+||b||*—|la—b||?) . For the second
term in Eqn. (30), we have

]E<VF(WC t)7 We A1
K

E(VF(wg,.), 'K Z We kit — 77gc k, ) — Weyt)
k=1

K
1 -
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_Wct>

@g

E(VF(we.), (32)

K
where term E(VF (we,+), =17 > &, .,) in Eqn. (32) can be

written as
1 XK

E<VF(WC,t)7_77 Zg/c,k:,t>

= nE<VF(WC,t)7

= — JE||V'F(we,)|I* -

—_

+ JE||VF(We,) = 2= > V' F (W) (33)

K
and term E(VF(wcy), &+ > Wek
k=1

be bounded as

+—We,y) in Eqn. (32) can

Wct

K
<ow Z:(EIIVF(Wc,t)II2 +E[We ks — Weul?)

LL L L.
Gi+4Y WP +2py WP,
z:1 = =
(34)

b)1
Si((&] (I+1)?

where (a) follows by the inequality (a, b) < (|la||*+ [|b]|?);
(b) follows from Assumption 4 and Lemma 2.

]E<VF(Wc,t), We t+1

Substituting Eqn. (33) and Eqn. (34) into Eqn. (32),
— We,) can be bounded as

E<VF(WC,t)7WC,t+1 - Wc,t>

K
Ui ., 1 ~
~EIVEvedI” — 3Bl g 3 VeI

nEHVF Wct ZVF cht
k' 1
1 L. L L.
+ (BRI 1+ 1) DG+ 43 WP+ 20y W)
=1 =1 =1

(35)

Substituting Eqn. (31) and Eqn. (35) into Eqn. (30), we have
]E<VF(Wt), Wit
< —g{EHVF(Ws DIP +E[VE(we,)]*}

*Wt>

W{EH ZVF wskt>||2+E||—ZV’F Went)lI*}
k 1 k=1
K
+3 {EHVFwst Z (W )|
k

K
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+]E||VFWct *?kz /chkt”}
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1=1

(36)
Then substituting Eqn. (29) and Eqn. (36) into Eqn. (24), we
have
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1

1
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1
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1
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where (a) follows from 0 < n < % and (b) holds because of
the following inequality Eqn. (38) and Eqn. (39)

ZVFWSM
K

ﬂEH%ZVF(WSt - Z

k=1 k:

EHVF Wst
Wskt

K
1
<= ZEHVF(WS,t) — VF(We )|

9 ﬁ2

ZEuwst — w2 2 (38)

where (a) follows from Assumption 1; (b) holds because the
server-side model of each client is the aggregated version
of the whole server-side model. The term E|VF(we;) —

Z V'F(Wek.+)||? in Eqn. (37) can be bounded as

K

E||VF(We.) = 7 ; V' EF(We i)l
1 K

SE;EHVF(WM) V' F(We )|
1 K

SE;EWHWH) VF(Weyr,1)
+VF(Wenit) = V' F(Weri)l?

(@) 2 K
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®) 9 K
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(39)

L. L.
+200 Y WA +2) 7
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where (a) follows from the inequality || Z zi||><n Z ||z

and Assumption 6, (b) follows from Assumptlon [ and ()
follows from Lemma 2.

Rearranging Eqn. (37) and dividing both sides by 5% and
summing over ¢t € {1, ..., T}, the inequality can be written as

T
1
= S E[VF(w)|?

t=1
(a)2(F (wy) — F(wx))
<
nT
= B 2, AU +1)
+;(K 2 4 G + 2 T UwR)
L. 2 2 2
N (5770[2 (482 + H(8n*(I +1) 1)Gl2
=1 K n
(AKB? + K 4
L URE A K+ B) s 4 g
Kn n
®©2 By, 1 4482 +1)
< 4N (Bt e+
"7T ;(K l n 1 l)
L
C 452 +1 2I+1)2+1
N (ﬁnglg+(ﬁ +Dn°(I +1) )G%
=1 K n
pr(4KB° + K 4 B)

4
W2+ —J32), (40)
Kﬂ l n l)

where (a) follows from Lemma 1, (b) follows because F'(w)
is the minimum value of problem.
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