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Abstract—As Al models expand in size, it has become in-
creasingly challenging to deploy federated learning (FL) on
resource-constrained edge devices. To tackle this issue, split
federated learning (SFL) has emerged as an FL framework with
reduced workload on edge devices via model splitting; it has
received extensive attention from the research community in
recent years. Nevertheless, most prior works on SFL focus only
on a two-tier architecture without harnessing multi-tier cloud-
edge computing resources. In this paper, we intend to analyze
and optimize the learning performance of SFL under multi-tier
systems. Specifically, we propose the hierarchical SFL. (HSFL)
framework and derive its convergence bound. Based on the
theoretical results, we formulate a joint optimization problem for
model splitting (MS) and model aggregation (MA). To solve this
rather hard problem, we then decompose it into MS and MA sub-
problems that can be solved via an iterative descending algorithm.
Simulation results demonstrate that the tailored algorithm can
effectively optimize MS and MA for SFL within virtually any
multi-tier system.

Index Terms—Distributed learning, hierarchical split federated
learning, model aggregation, model splitting.

I. INTRODUCTION

The growing prevalence of mobile smart devices and the
rapid advancement in information and communications tech-
nology (ICT) result in the phenomenal growth of the data
generated at the network edge. International Data Corporation
(IDC) forecasts that 159.2 zettabytes (ZB) of data will be
generated globally in 2024, and this figure is expected to
double to 384.6 ZB by 2028 [1]. To unlock the potential
of big data, on-device learning begins to play a crucial role.
In this respect, federated learning (FL) [2] has emerged as a
predominant privacy-enhancing on-device learning framework,
where participating devices train their local models in parallel
on their private datasets and then send the updated models to
an FL server for model synchronization [3[]-[10].

By extracting intelligence from previously inaccessible pri-
vate data while remaining the data locally, FL has succeeded
in numerous commercial products and applications influential
on our daily lives [11]], [12]. However, while FL offers
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Fig. 1. The illustration of HSFL over multi-tier computing systems, where

a(m) and c(m) denote m-th tier sub-model FP and BP, b(m) and d(m) are
activations and activations’ gradients transmissions between m-th tier and
(m+1)-th tier, e(m), f(m) and g(m) represent m-th tier sub-model uplink
uploading, aggregation, and downlink transmissions, respectively.

advantages such as enhanced privacy, its deployment becomes
increasingly challenging as machine learning (ML) models
continue to grow in size [13]]-[15]. For instance, the Gemini
Nano-2 model [16], a recently popular on-device large lan-
guage model, consists of 3.25 billion parameters (equivalent to
3GB in 32-bit floats). The intensive on-device compute costs
urgently calls for an alternative/complementary approach to
FL. Inherited from split learning (SL) [[17], split federated
learning (SFL) [18] mitigates the aforementioned issue via
split training between a server and edge devices in parallel.
Specifically, SFL reduces the client-side computing burden
by offloading the primary computing workload to an edge
server via model partitioning while periodically aggregating
client-side and server-side sub-models following the principle
of FL [19]-[22]. By leveraging device-server collaboration,
SFL has garnered significant attention from academia and
industry. For instance, Huawei has advocated NET4AI [23]],
a 6G intelligent system architecture built on SFL, to support
future edge ML tasks.

Despite the surging research interest in SFL, prior works
mostly focus on two-tier SFL systems, consisting of only
one split training server. As the number of served edge
devices increases, two-tier SFL , however, can hardly support
model training for users at a large scale [25]. To address this
scalability issue, a natural idea is to extend SFL to its multi-
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Fig. 2. The comparison of two-tier and three-tier client-edge-cloud SFL
and the impact of sub-model MA and MS on training performance and
overhead. Fig. @ compares the performance of two- and three-tier SFL
for test accuracy versus training time. Fig. demonstrates the performance
for test accuracy versus communication overhead with the MA intervals for
the client-side sub-model (I;) and edge-side sub-model I, given cutting
layers L1 = 3 and Lo = 8. Fig. presents the per-round end-to-end
latency versus cut layers, revealing the complex and significant impact of the
cutting layer on communication-computing latency. Fig. 2(d)] illustrates the
performance for test accuracy versus epochs under different cut layers, given
MA intervals [1 = 140 and Iz = 20, showing that MS has a non-trivial
impact on model convergence. The experiment is conducted on the CIFAR-
10 dataset under the non-IID setting. The transmission rates between edge
devices and a cloud server is set to 15 Mbps [24]. The other experimental
parameters are consistent with Sec. [VIII]

tier counterpart, called hierarchical split federated learning
(HSFL) as illustrated in Fig. [I] Specifically, HSFL partitions
heavy computing workloads across computing entities across
different computing tiers, such as servers on the cloud, at the
cell aggregation site, and co-located with macro/small base
stations, to accelerate the training process. Taking three-tier
client-edge-cloud systems as an example, Fig. 2(a)] shows that
it exhibits faster convergence speed than that of client-edge
SFL and client-cloud SFL, by factors of 1.6 and 4.6, respec-
tively, demonstrating the benefits of implementing HSFL.

Given the limited communication-computing resources in
multi-tier cloud-edge systems, model splitting (MS) and model
aggregation (MA) significantly impact the performance of
HSFL. Several observations on MS and MA can be drawn
from our preliminary results in Fig. 2.

« Impact of MA on HSFL: Fig. 2(b)| reveals the tradeoff
between convergence accuracy and communication over-
head by varying the aggregation interval I, (i.e., m-th
tier sub-models are aggregated at the FL server every
I,,, training rounds). Smaller I,,, leads to higher conver-
gence accuracy but incurs more communication overhead.
Furthermore, it can be observed that the aggregation at
different tiers, i.e., I; and I5, has varied impacts on model

convergence, making MA optimization non-trivial.

« Impact of MS on HSFL: Fig. 2(d) illustrates that a
shallower cut layer achieves higher training accuracy.
This is because a larger portion of the model is syn-
chronized more frequently, with the sub-model on the
cloud server always synchronized. In general, a higher
tier intends to involve less communication costs for model
synchronization, allowing more frequent synchronization
or smaller 7,,. However, making the cut layer shallower
may also cause higher communication overhead for ex-
changing smashed data (i.e., activations and activations’
gradients), as shallower layers in some neural networks,
such as convolutional neural networks (CNNs), typically
have larger output dimensions.

Therefore, optimizing the HSFL system requires quantifying
the intertwined effects of MS and MA on training perfor-
mance.

To fill the void, in this paper, we aim to minimize the
training latency of HSFL to achieve the required learning
performance in multi-tier resource-constrained systems. To
this end, we first derive the convergence bound of HSFL to
quantify the impact of MS and MA on training convergence.
Different from FL, HSFL features different synchronization
frequencies of sub-models across various tiers, thus requiring
careful theoretical trade-off analysis and optimization. For
instance, the top sub-model on the cloud server should always
be synchronized as there is only one server on the top
tier, whereas the sub-models at the bottom tier involving
massive users should only be synchronized infrequently for
latency/resource savings. It is also noted that the convergence
analysis of HSFL can be considerably more challenging than
two-tier SFL as derived in our previous work [26], due to the
varied aggregation intervals and splitting points across diverse
tiers. Subsequently, we formulate a joint optimization problem
for MA and MS based on the derived convergence upper bound
and develop the corresponding solution approach. The key
contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

e Given any number of network tiers, we theoretically
derive the convergence bound of HSFL to quantify the
impact of MS and MA on training performance under
multi-tier systems. The theoretical analysis provides a
foundation for system optimization of HSFL.

o Based on the derived upper bound, we formulate a
joint optimization problem for MA and MS, aiming to
minimize training latency for achieving the target learning
performance.

o We decompose the joint optimization problem into two
tractable sub-problems for MS and MA and develop
efficient algorithms to solve them optimally, respectively.
Then, we devise a block coordinate descent (BCD) based
method to obtain efficient sub-optimal solutions to the
joint optimization problem.

o We conduct extensive simulations across various datasets
to validate the theoretical analysis and effectiveness of
the proposed solutions.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec. [[]]
introduces related work. Sec. [II elaborates on the HSFL



framework. Section [[V] provides the convergence analysis. We
formulate the joint optimization problem in Sec.[V]and develop
the corresponding solution approach in Sec. Sec.
introduces the system implementation, followed by perfor-
mance evaluation in Sec. Finally, concluding remarks
are presented in Sec.

II. RELATED WORK

MA has been extensively studied to enhance the learning
performance of federated learning [27]—[31]]. Luo et al. [27]]
propose a communication-efficient FL training framework that
enhances training performance while ensuring model conver-
gence through adaptive MA control. Wang et al. [28]] develop
an optimization algorithm that strikes an optimal balance
between local update and global parameter aggregation to
minimize the training loss under a resource budget. Wan et
al. [29] devise an optimal network scheduling design of
local training epochs, data heterogeneity, and partial client
participation to enhance the efficiency of FL. Shi er al. [30]
and Yu et al. [31] propose an adaptive batch size scheme
to minimize the total latency of FL in resource-constrained
mobile computing system. The core of the above design lies
in optimization based on a derived convergence upper bound.
However, these schemes do not apply to HSFL since the model
is split across diverse computing tiers and can be implemented
with varied MA intervals.

On the other hand, MS plays a vital role in SL, which
heavily affects the computing workload, communication over-
head, and convergence speed. Some research works have
investigated the optimal MS strategy in SL [25], [32], [33].
Wu et al. [32] develop a cluster-based parallel SL framework
and design a joint MS, device clustering, and subchannel
allocation optimization scheme to expedite the model training.
Kim et al. [33] devise a personalized SL framework that
optimizes MS to balance energy consumption, training time,
and data privacy, thereby enhancing the efficiency of model
training. Lin er al. [25] propose an efficient parallel SL
framework featuring last-layer gradient aggregation and devise
a joint MS and resource management strategy to minimize the
per-round training latency. Unfortunately, these studies focus
on communication-computing latency optimization without
taking into account the impact of MS on training convergence.

There are some recent works on the optimization of
HSFL [21]], [34]. However, these works have not established
the convergence analysis of HSFL and studied the optimization
of MA and MS to accelerate model convergence. To our
knowledge, our recent work [26]] is the only work investigating
the joint optimization of MA and MS to improve the training
performance of SFL based on theoretical convergence analysis.
However, neither the convergence analysis nor the system
optimization of SFL can be directly applied to HSFL due to
the considerably more intricate impact of MA intervals and
MS on the training performance in multi-tier systems.

III. HSFL FRAMEWORK

In this section, we begin by introducing the system model
and then present the proposed HSFL framework.

A. System Model

As illustrated in Fig. [, we consider a typical scenario
of HSFL in multi-tier computing systems. Without loss of
generality, we consider a hierarchical computing system with
M tiers, where different numbers of computing entities are
located in each tier. The fed server [18] is responsible for sub-
model synchronization, periodically aggregating sub-models
from the same tier. The set of participating edge devices is
denoted by ' = {1,2,..., N}, where N is the number of
edge devices. Each edge device n has its own local dataset
D, = {Xnk, y,hk}gi"ll, where x,, , and yy, j are the k-th input
data and its corresponding label. The set of computing entities
in the m-th tier is denoted by J,, = {1, 2, ..., J;» }, where J,,
represent the number of computing entities. In most cases, the
top tier M only has one cloud server, i.e., Jy = lﬂ The set
of tiers is denoted by M = {1,2,..., M'}. The sub-model of
client n at the m-th tier is denoted by wy, ,,. Therefore, the
global model is represented as W = [W1 ;W2 ...; Was -
The total number of layers for the global model is denoted

M
by L= > L,,, where L,, is the number of layers for m-th

m=1
tier sub-models. The goal of SL is to find the optimal model
parameters w* by minimizing the following finite-sum non-
convex global loss function across all participating devices:

N
min f (w) 2 min % Z fu(w), (L

n=1
where f, (w) is the local loss function of edge device n,
ie., fn(w) = Ee,~p, [Fn (W;&,)], Fy (W;§,) denotes the
stochastic loss function of edge device n for a mini-batch
data samples, and &, is the training randomness of local
dataset D,,, stemming from stochasticity of the data ordering
caused by mini-batch data sampling from D,,. Following
the standard stochastic optimization setting [35]-[37]], we

assume the existence of unbiased gradient estimators, i.e.,
E¢t op, [VE, (Wi 6|71 = Vf, (wh!) for any fixed

wi, !, where §[t_1] = [€nlne(1,2. . .N}.re{1,...t—1) Tepresents
all randomness up to training round ¢ — 1.

To solve problem (TIJ), the two-tier conventional SFL frame-
work adopts the co-training paradigm of edge devices and
an edge server. However, as ML models and the number of
clients scale up, the edge server struggles to handle the heavy
computing workload from multiple edge devices, leading to
intolerable training latency and costs. Motivated by this, we
propose the HSFL framework and design the MS and MA
scheme for accelerating the training process.

B. The HSFL Framework

This section elaborates on the workflow of the HSFL
framework. The heart of HSFL lies in the optimal control
of MS and MA, which enables efficient SFL co-training of
diverse computing entities across different tiers.

Before model training begins, the fed server initializes
the ML model, partitions it into M sub-models via MS

lalthough the “cloud” possesses a massive number of servers/GPUs, the
inter-cloud communication latency can be ignored compared with wire-
less/backbone networks, which hence can be regarded as one logical server.



(described in Sec. , and determines the optimal sub-model
MA intervals for each tier (discussed in Sec. [VI). As shown
in Fig. 1} the HSFL training process consists of two primary
stages: split training and sub-model aggregation. The split
training is executed each training round, while the sub-model
aggregation of m-th tier occurs every I, training round. For
any training round ¢t € R = {1,2, ..., R}, these two stages are
detailed as follows.

A. The split training stage: The split training stage involves
the sub-model update for each tier. During this stage, each
edge device/server conducts forward propagation (FP) on its
sub-models and sends the generated activations to a higher-
tier device/server for further sub-model FP. After sub-model
FP reaches the top tier (i.e., the M-th tier), each computing
entity in the M-th tier executes sub-model backward pass
(BP) and then transmits the activations’ gradients to the lower-
tier device/server for performing sub-model BP. This process
continues tier by tier until edge devices, at the lowest tier,
complete their sub-model BP. To better understand this stage,
we separate it into five steps and discuss each in detail below.

a) Sub-model forward propagation: This step involves FP of
all participating computing entities across diverse tiers. For the
lowest tier, each edge device n randomly draws a mini-batch
B, C D, containing b data samples from its local dataset
D,, to execute FP. For higher tiers, the m-th tier computing
entities utilize activations from connected entities in (m-1)-th
tier, instead of the raw data, for FP. After the sub-model FP
is completed, activations are generated at the cut layer. The
activations generated by sub-models of client n at the m-th
tier are represented as

t _ QD( ¢ Wﬁ 1)7 m_
o = { G ) 2 S TN @

where x! denotes a mini-batch input data of client n in ¢-
th training round, and ¢ (x; w) maps the relationship between
input 2 and its predicted value given model parameter w.

b) Activation uploading: After completion of the sub-model
FP, each computing entity sends its activations and correspond-
ing labels to the connected entities in the tier above (typically
over a wireless channel). These collected activations are then
utilized to empower the sub-model FP of higher-tier computing
entities.

c¢) Sub-model backward pass: After sub-model FP reaches
the top tier (i.e., the M-th tier), each computing entity in the
M-th tier executes sub-model BP based on the loss function
value. For lower tiers, the m-th tier computing entities leverage
activations’ gradients from connected entities in (m+1)-th tier
for sub-model BP. Since a higher-tier computing entity may
simultaneously handle sub-models of multiple clients, these
sub-models can always be synchronized every training round
without incurring any communication overhead. Consequently,
the model parameters of the j-th computing entity in the m-th

tier can be updated througl‘E]

wiht = NJ > Who Vi€ T Vm e M\{M}, (3)
™ neNg,
where NV, is the set of clients corresponding to the sub-models

in the j-th computing entity of the m-th layer, N7, denotes the
number of sub-models, Wi, , <= wi L =V, F,(wh L)
is the m-th tier sub-model of client n, VwF(w;€) represents
the gradient of loss function F'(w; &) with respect to the model
parameter w, and -y is the learning rate. After sub-model BP
is completed, activations’ gradients are generated at the cut
layer.

d) Downloading of activations’ gradients: After completion
of the sub-model BP, each computing entity sends its acti-
vations’ gradients and corresponding labels to the connected
entities in the tier below. The lower-tier entities then use the
received activations’ gradients to conduct the sub-model BP.

B. The sub-model aggregation stage: The sub-model ag-
gregation stage focuses on aggregating sub-models from each
tier on the fed server. The sub-model MA intervals vary across
diverse tiers (i.e., sub-models from m-th tier are aggregated
every I, training rounds). For every [,, training round,
computing entities in the m-th tier send their sub-models
to the fed server. In practice, the fed server for multi-tier
HSFL systems is an application server responsible for model
aggregation for a relatively large geographic region, which,
hence, is often a cloud server over the Internet. Note that [,
is not fixed throughout the training process and can be adjusted
after each sub-model MA based on current wireless/wired
network conditions and training states (shown in Sec. [VI). The
sub-model aggregation stage consists of the following three
steps.

e) Sub-model uploading: In this step, computing entities in
the same tier simultaneously send their respective sub-models
to the fed server over the wireless/wired links.

f) Sub-model aggregation: The fed server aggregates the
sub-models of different computing entities from the same
layer. For the m-th tier, the aggregated sub-model is denoted
by

Z whit. Yme M\ {M}. (4)
g) Sub-model downloading: After completing the sub-model
aggregation, the fed server sends the updated sub-model to the
corresponding edge devices/server.
The HSFL training procedure is outlined in Algorithm [1]

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF THE HSFL
FRAMEWORK

In this section, we conduct the convergence analysis of
HSFL to quantify the impact of MS and MA on training
convergence, which serves as the theoretical foundation for de-
veloping an efficient iterative optimization method in Sec.

2The computing entities can execute sub-model updates of multiple clients
in either a serial or parallel fashion, which does not affect training perfor-
mance. Here, we consider the parallel fashion.



Algorithm 1 HSFL Training Procedure
Input: b, v, E, N}, and D,,, M = {1,2,.... M

Y

Output: w*.

1: Initialization: w9, w0 < w0, IV «+~ 1, 7 + 0, p + 0,
and M’ + M.

2. fort=1,2,...,R do

33 form=1,2,...M—1do

4:

5: /** Runs on computing entities **/

6: for all sub-model w1 in parallel do

U

@(am 1n7wmn)’ ZSmSM
8: Send ( al, .y, ) to the (m+1)-th tier connected
entities
9: end for

10: end for

122 form=M,M-1 .,1d0

13: for all sub- model wilin parallel do
t

14: Wm n A Wm n ’YvaFn( m n7 n)
15: Send activations’ gradients to the (m-1)-th tier

connected entities
16: end for
17: for j =1,2,...,J,, do

it 1 ¢
18: wiht = NT Zwm,n
neNy,

19: end for
20:  end for
21:

22:  /** Runs on the fed server **/
23:  if M’ =0 then

24: Determine I = [I]*,I72,....1,;"'] and p based
on Algorithm
25: T=7+1(7=[m,72 ., TM-1]) M +— M

Tm—1
26:  elseif (t—>  I7)mod I =0 then
T=1

i JIm
2wl =5 Y Wi M= MO\ {m)
j=1
28: Determine I7=*! based on Theorem 2
29: Tm — Tm + 1
30:  end if
3 t+t+1
32: end for

In line with seminal works in distributed stochastic op-
timization [38]-[41]], we focus on the convergence analy-
sis of the aggregated version of individual solutions W =
[W1;Wo;...; Wy, where W,,, denotes the aggregated sub-
model of m-th tier. For notational simplicity, we denote
the gradient of the m-th tier of client n as g, , =
Vi, Frn(Wh 3 €L). To analyze the convergence rate of HSFL,
we consider the following two standard assumptions on the
loss functions:

Assumption 1 (Smoothness). Each local loss function f, (W)
is differentiable and [3-smooth., i.e., for any w and w', we

have

va.fn (W) - vwfn (Wl

Assumption 2 (Bounded variances and second moments). The
variance and second moments of stochastic gradients for each
layer have upper bounds, i.e.,

Ee,~p, [| Ve, Frn (W15 £n) —

< Bllw—=wI, neN. 5

szfTL(Wl)”ZSU?vvwlvn S Nv
(6)
EanDn ||vwan(Wl;§n)||2 < GZQa Vw,n € N7 )

where w is the I-th layer of model w and o? and G? denote
the bounded variance and second order moments of wy.

Lemma 1. Under Assumption [I, Algorithm [I) ensures

Ly—1+Lm

> GPvnvt,

I=Lpm_1+1

E[[W), — Wy 1] < 11, 51349% 12,

monll’]

where 1.y denotes the indicator function, I, represents model
aggregation interval of m-th tier and W', is defined in Eqn.
(4).

Proof. See Appendix A. [

Under the above assumptions, the following theorem holds
for the training process of HSFL:

Theorem 1. Supposing that learning rate v satisfies 0 < v <
5 then for all R > 1, we have

R
Z IV w f 1)

R
®
29 572012 M—1 Lyp—1+Lm
< Bt Y (e 3 6,
v m=1 l=L,,_1+1

where 9 = f(W") — f*, L and f* represent the total number
of global model layers and the optimal objective value of

problem ().
Proof. See Appendix B. [

Substituting Eqn. (8) into Eqn. (9) yields Corollary 1,
yielding a lower bound on the number of training rounds to
achieve target convergence accuracy.

Corollary 1. The number of training rounds R for achieving
target convergence accuracy &, i.e., satisfying

R
1 e
5 2 ElIVw /&I’ <e, ©
t=1
is given by
B> i 29
E Ly—1+Lm
’7(5— 8 —4527 Z (1{1m>1}[72n > G?))
=Ly —1+1

(10)

Insight 1: Eqn. (I0) shows that the number of training
rounds required to achieve a target convergence accuracy €
decreases with shortening sub-model aggregation interval I,,.



This indicates that more frequent sub-model aggregation leads
to faster model convergence. Similarly, for a fixed number of
training rounds R, decreasing sub-model aggregation interval
results in higher convergence accuracy (i.e., smaller ).

Insight 2: The cut layer selection L,, affects the impact of
aggregation interval [,,, on the model convergence, as it deter-
mines which layers to be aggregated. Moreover, considering a
tier with only one server at tier m, i.e., J,, = 1, the last term
for the m-th tier disappears, which implies faster convergence.
This is because that a single server makes the neural network
layers always co-located and synchronized.

The above observations are consistent with the experimental
results shown in Fig. 2} Since sub-model aggregation involves
exchanging models between the fed server and computing
entities, training performance improvement comes at the cost
of increased communication overhead, leading to longer la-
tency per training round. Therefore, optimizing MS and sub-
model MA under communication and computing constraints
is essential for expediting SFL.

V. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formulate a joint MA and MS opti-
mization problem based on the derived convergence bound in
Sec. The objective is to minimize the training latency of
HSFL to achieve target learning performance in a resource-
constrained multi-tier computing system. Subsequently, we
devise an efficient MS and MA strategy in Sec. For clarity,
the decision variables and definitions are listed below.

e I: I, € Nt is the sub-model MA decision variable, indi-
cating that sub-models at m-th tier are aggregated on the
fed server every I, training rounds. I = [I1, I5, ..., [p;—1]
represents the collection of sub-model MA decisions.

o [ fim, € {0, 1} denotes the MS decision variable, where
tm, = 1 indicates that the [-th neural network layer is
selected as the cut layer between m-th and (m+1)-th tier,
and 0 otherwise. g = [p1,1, f1,2, -, ba—1,1] Tepresents
the collection of MS decisions.

A. Training Latency Analysis

In this section, we analyze the training latency of HSFL.
Without loss of generality, we focus on one training round for
analysis. In each training round, edge device n randomly draws
a mini-batch B,, C D,, with b data samples from its local
dataset for model training. To begin, we provide a detailed
latency analysis of the split training stage.

a) Sub-model forward propagation latency: The computing
entities in each tier utilize the local dataset/received activa-
tions from the lower tier to conduct their sub-model FP. A
computing entity can execute FP and BP for multiple edge
devices in a serial or parallel fashion. Here, we consider the
parallel fashion. The computing workload (in FLOPs) of sub-
model FP in the m-th tier per mini-batch b is denoted by

L
®f (0, ) = X7 (ftm,1 — pm—1.1)p1(D), where pi(b) is the FP
l

=1
computing workload of propagating the first [ layer of neural
network for one mini-batch b. Thus, the FP latency for client

n’s sub-model located in the m-th tier is given by

F
TW};,L:(I)mf(b’u>7 Vn € N,Vm € M,
where f,,, denotes the computing capability allocated for
processing the sub-model of client n located in the m-th
tieIE-] (namely, the number of float-point operations per second
(FLOPS)).

b) Activation uploading latency: After the completion of
sub-model FP, computing entities send the activations gener-
ated at the cut layer to those at the higher tier to continue
model training. The data size (in bits) of activations of m-th

Z Wm,1%1, where 1, denotes

the data size of activations at the cut layer [. The activation
transmission latency for client n’s sub-model located in the
m-th tier can be calculated as

(an

tier is represented as I'ZL (u) =

oLy, (1)
T, = W’ Vn e N,Yme M\ {M}, (12
where r,ﬁ‘%n is the uplink transmission rate for transmitting

the activations corresponding to client n’s sub-model in the
m-th tier to the corresponding upstream computing entity at
(m + 1)-th tier.

c) Sub-model backward pass latency: After sub-model FP
reaches the top tier (i.e., the M-th tier), computing entities
at diverse tiers execute sub-model BP based on loss function
value/received activations’ gradients from the higher tier. Let

L
(I)EL (b7 H) = lz:l (,Ufm,l
workload of sub-model BP of m-th tier per mini-batch b,
where c;(b) is the BP computing workload of propagating
the first [ layer of neural network for one mini-batch b. Thus,
the BP latency for client n’s sub-model located in the m-th
tier can be obtained from

o fm.n
d) Downloading latency of activations’ gradients: After the

sub-model BP is completed, computing entities transmit the
activations’ gradients to those at a lower tier for further model

— tm—1,)w;(b) denote the computing

. VneNVmeM. (13

L
training. Let TS (1) = > pm.x: represent the data size of

activations’ gradients of lt_hle m-th tier, where x; denotes the
data size of activations’ gradients at cut layer [. Therefore,
the transmission latency of activations’ gradients for client n’s
sub-model at the (m+1) tier is expressed as

br (1)
TS, = —e W eN,Yme M\ {M}, (14
where r,Gm,,L is the downlink transmission rate for transmitting

the activations’ gradients corresponding to client n’s sub-
model at the (m+1) tier to the corresponding downstream
computing entity in the m-th tier.

3We assume the association of clients and computing entities as well as
resource allocation in each tier are predetermined. Thus, we can obtain the
computing capabilities and data rate allocated for a client’s sub-model in each
tier and omit the index of the specific computing entity hosting the sub-model.
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Next, we analyze the latency of the sub-model aggregation.

e) Sub-model uploading latency: The computing entities at

the same tier send their aggregated sub-modelﬂ to the fed
L

server for MA. Let Ay, () = > (fm,1 — thm—1,1)0; denote

=1
the data size of sub-model of the m-thtier, where §; is the
data size of the sub-model with the first [ layers. Therefore,
the sub-model uploading latency of the j-th computing entity
located in the m-th tier is expressed as
A (p)

7, U
Ty 7]]'{Jm>1} U
T'm

Vi € Tm,¥m e M\ {M}, (15)

where 74,V is the uplink data rate for transferring sub-model
from the j-th computing entity located in the m-th tier to
the fed server, and 1, 1} implies sub-model uploading for
aggregation is needed only when there is more than one server
in the m-th tier.

f) Sub-model model aggregation: The fed server aggregates
the received sub-models from the same tier. For simplicity, the
sub-model aggregation latency for this part is ignored, as it is
negligible compared to other steps [42], [43]].

g) Sub-model downloading latency: After completing sub-
model MA, the fed server sends the updated sub-model to
the corresponding computing entities. Similarly, the sub-model
downlink transmission latency of the j-th computing entity
located in the m-th tier is calculated by

m D
m

- A
T3P = ]l{Jm>1}%, Vi € Tm,¥m € M\ {M}, (16)
where rJ:P is the downlink rate for transmitting sub-model
from the fed server to j-th computing entity located in the
m-th tier.

B. Joint Model Aggregation and Model Splitting Problem
Formulation

In this section, we formulate the joint MA and MS opti-
mization problem to minimize the training latency of HSFL
for model convergence in a resource-constrained multi-tier
system. As illustrated in Fig. [3] the per-round latency of split
training is calculated as

M M—1 M M—1
A G
sl = {3 T80 Y Tt Y T 0 Taf,
m=1 m=1 m=1 m=1

A7)

4For each computing entity, it aggregates the sub-models of its hosted
clients before uploading to the fed server. The aggregation latency is ignored.

and MA latency of the m-th tier sub-models is expressed as

Tonoa(p)= max {T3V} + max {T3.P}. (18)
Considering the split training is executed per training round
and the sub-model aggregation for m-tier occurs every I,
training round, the total training latency for R training rounds
is given by

M—1 R
T(Lp) = RTs(w) + 3 LJ Talw).  (19)

As alluded in Sec. [, MA balances the trade-off between
communication overhead and training convergence, while MS
significantly impacts communication-computing overhead and
model convergence. Therefore, jointly optimizing MA and
MS is critical for the performance of HSFL. To this end, we
formulate the following optimization problem to minimize the
training latency for model convergence:

P :minT(I,u) (20)
Lp

R
1 g
s.t. C1 E} E[|[Vwf (WP <e,
t=1

C2: pmy €40,1}, Yme M\ {M},1=1,2,..,L,

L
C3: Z,um}l =1, VmeM\{M},
=1

14 4
C4: Z,umJ < Zﬂm—l,l; {=1,2,...,L,
1=1 1=1

L
C5: N,]nz (g — pm—1,) (Ve + X0 + 00+ 61) < pl,,
=1
Vi€ Tm,¥m e M\ {M},
C6: Iy € N*, Vme M\ {M},

~ l l
where ¢, = > 1 and X; = > Xy represent the cumulative
1

sum of datakgize (in bits) (I)CF 1activations and_activations’
gradients for first [ layers of the neural network, ¥; is the data
size of the optimizer state for the first [ layers of the neural
network, depending on the choice of the optimizer (e.g. SGD,
Momentum, and Adam), pﬁn denotes the memory limitation
of the j-th computing entity in the m-th tier. Constrain C1
guarantees model convergence accuracy; C2 and C3 ensure
the uniqueness of the cut layer between sub-models of m-th
and (m+1)-th tier; C4 guarantees that the cut layer of the lower
tier is shallower than that of the higher tier; C5 represents the
memory limitation of computing entities [44]; C6 denotes that
the sub-model MA decision variable is a positive integer.
Problem is a combinatorial optimization problem with
a non-convex mixed-integer non-linear objective function. In
general, this problem is NP-hard, rendering it infeasible to
obtain the optimal solution using polynomial-time algorithms.

VI. SOLUTION APPROACH

In this section, we develop an efficient iterative algorithm by
decoupling the problem (20) into MA and MS sub-problems
and then find the optimal solution for each.



We first reveal the explicit expression R with Corollary 1.
Since R is proportional to the objective function, the objective
function is minimized if and only if inequality holds as

equality. In general, R can be significantly larger than I,,, and

R

therefore we can utilize [I—J ~ R to approximate (T9). By

substituting (T0) into (T9), problem @]) can be converted into

P’ :minO(1, u) (21)
Ly
s.t. C2 — C6,
where
M— 1 ( )
20(Ts (W) + 2. Tmpati)
o(I, p) T
Z) M—1 Lp—1+Lm
Ve-—F— —48*2 X (Luondh 3 GP)
I=Lyy_1+1
(22)
Lyy—1+Lm
The term Y>> G?%is intertwined with MS, but it does
=Ly _1+1

not disclose the relationship with MS decision variables. To
address this issue, we introduce a set of constants G =
é%,é%, ,ézL , where élg represents the cumulative sum
of the bounded second order moments for the first [ layers of

Lm—1+Lm
Z G%.Hence, Y. G?

=Ly _1+1

neural network, defined as G2

L
can be reformulated as > (fim, — Mmel)GlQ- Moreover, the

=1
non-convexity and non-smoothness of the objective function of
problem (21I) make it extremely intractable. To linearize the
objective function, we introduce a set of auxiliary variables
T = [Tl,T1 27T22,-- TM 12,T137T23,~- TM 1,3), ie.,

max( T+ 5 Th,+ 3 TH,+ 5 T8} < T
m= m=

max {TJ’U} < Tm 2, and max {T7; D} < T,,.3. Therefore,
J J
problem can be transformed into

P min ©'(I, u, T) (23)
ILw,T
s.t. C2 — C6,
L L
M Y (Hmi—pm—1,)(p1(D) + @i(b))  ar— 1bZMmlwl
1: =1
L
M-1b Z Hm,1X1
<
+Z e Ty, VneN,
L
Z(;Ulm,lfﬂm—l,l)(sl
R2: I]'{Jrn>1} =1 T%%U STm,% V]E jman =
M\ {M},
L

D (pm = pem—1,1)1
R3:1s,>1) —

M {M]},

5D <Tm3, VjE Tm,¥m €

where

M—-1 Ty 2+Tm
20(Ty + o i)
9/(I7 }L,T): m=1
BWZZU
’Y(E_ ~N — 48242 Z(]l{lm>1)lmz(l"m 1~ Hm-—1, l)GQ))
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The difficulty in solving problem 23) stems from the tight
coupling between auxiliary variables and the original decision
variables. Therefore, we decompose the problem into
two tractable sub-problems based on decision variables and
develop efficient algorithms to obtain optimal solutions for
each.

We fix the variables @ and T to investigate the sub-problem
involving sub-model MA, which is expressed as

Py mm@( )
s.t. C6.

(25)

Then, we can derive the following proposition:

Proposition 1. By fixing the sub-model MA intervals of tiers
M C M\ {M} to 1, the optimal sub-model MA intervals
(assuming their sub-model MA intervals are larger than 1) for
remaining tiers M" = M\ ({M} U M') are given by

I* = Argminy ;o 1p LIAmJJIAmD}}@/(I) ) (26)
where I = {I,,, | m € M"} can be easily obtained by solving
a@TI(I) = 0 with Newton-Jacobi method [45)].

Proof. See Appendix C. O

Insights: Eqn. demonstrates that tiers with lower com-
munication overhead for sub-model aggregation (i.e., smaller
b,,) tend to aggregate sub-models more frequently (i.e.,
smaller I,,,), otherwise aggregate models less often. This is
because, as indicated by Eqn. @I), the slower model con-
vergence caused by infrequent aggregation in one tier can be
compensated by shortening the aggregation intervals in other
tiers. Therefore, to achieve the target accuracy within the short-
est training time, tiers with lower communication overhead
for sub-model aggregation should utilize shorter aggregation
intervals. In the HSFL system, the fed server typically acts
as an application server responsible for model aggregation
across a relatively large geographical area, often operating as
a cloud server over the Internet. Consequently, there often
exists by, > by, > ... > by | with with layer index
my > meo > ... > |M"|, yielding I,,,, > L, > ... > T ppir)-

To circumvent the difficulty caused by the ind1cat0r function
1.y, Proposition 1 provides the optimal solutions by assum-
ing I, > 1. Based on Proposition 1, the optimal solution
to problem can be found by exhaustively evaluating all
possible combinations by fixing some I,,, to 1. Specifically, the
sub-model MA interval for each tier has two potential solutions
(i.e., 1 or larger than 1), resulting in 2M combinations. The
objective function is calculated for each combination, and
the one with the minimum value is identified as the global
optimum. In practice, M is typically small (e.g., M = 3
in the classical client-edge-cloud architecture), ensuring the
computational complexity remains manageable.



Algorithm 2 BCD-based Algorithm.

Input: I(O), u(o), T and convergence threshold e.
Output: I" and p*
1: Initialization: 7 < 0.
2: repeat
3: T+ T17+1
4:  Update I by solving problem
5
6

: Update u” and T™) by solving problem (Z7)
:until [©/(17), () T — e’(I“*l%u“*ﬂ?(**nga

By fixing the decision variable I, we transform problem
into a standard mixed-integer linear fractional programming
(MILFP) with respect to p and T, which is given by

Py :min ©'(u, T) (27)
©, T

s.t. 02— C5, R1 — R3.

We leverage the Dinkelbach algorithm [46] to optimally
solve problem by introducing the fractional parame-
ter to reformulate it as mixed-integer linear programming
(MILP) [47], [48].

As aforementioned, we decompose the original prob-
lem into two tractable MA and MS sub-problems and
develop efficient algorithms to find optimal solutions for each.
Subsequently, we propose a block-coordinate descent (BCD)-
based algorithm [49] to solve the original problem (20), as
outlined in Algorithm [2| It is noted that estimation of the
key parameters for executing the algorithm (e.g., 8, G7 and
012) follows the approach in [28]. The algorithm can be re-
executed after a certain period of time, particularly when the
key parameters and network conditions change significantly.

VII. IMPLEMENTATION

In this section, we elaborate on the implementation of
HSFL in terms of simulation setup, dataset and model, and
benchmarks.

Experimental setup: In our experiment, we consider a
classical client-edge-cloud three-tier HSFL (M = 3) consist-
ing of a cloud server, 5 edge servers, and 20 edge devices
(J1 = N =20,Jy =5, and J3 = 1), with each edge server
connected to 4 edge devices. The computing capabilities of
the cloud server and edge server are set to 50 TFLOPS and
5 TFLOPS, and the computing capability of each edge device
is uniformly distributed within [0.4,0.6] TFLOPS. The uplink
transmission rates from edge devices to edge servers and the
fed server follow uniform distribution within [75,80] Mbps,
and the corresponding downlink rates are set to 370 Mbps. The
transmission rates between edge servers and the cloud server
and between edge servers and the fed server follow a uniform
distribution within [370,400] Mbps. We set mini-batch size
and learning rate to 16 and 5x 104, respectively. It is assumed
that each computing entity evenly allocates communication
and computing resources to each of its sub-models.

Dataset and model: We adopt the widely-used image
classification datasets CIFAR-10 [50] and MNIST [51]. The
CIFAR-10 dataset is split into 50000 training and 10000 test
object images across 10 categories, such as airplanes and ships,
and MNIST dataset comprises 60000 training and 10000 test

grayscale images of handwritten digits 0 to 9. We conduct
experiments under IID and non-IID settings. The data samples
are shuffled and evenly distributed to all edge devices in the
IID setting. In the non-IID setting [52], [53]], we sort the data
samples by labels, divide them into 40 shards, and assign
2 shards to each of the 20 edge devices. We employ the
well-known VGG-16 neural network [54], consisting of 13
convolution layers and 3 fully connected layers, in HSFL.

Benchmarks: To comprehensively evaluate the perfor-
mance of LEO-Split, we compare LEO-Split against the fol-
lowing alternatives:

« RMA+MS: RMA+MS employs a random sub-model MA
strategy (i.e., randomly drawing sub-model MA I,,, from
1 to 25 during model training.), and adopts the tailored
MS scheme in Section [VI

e MA+RMS: MA+RMS utilizes the sub-model MA strat-
egy in Section [V and employs a random MS scheme
(i.e., model split points are randomly selected from 3 to
14 during model training).

¢ RMA+RMS: RMA+RMS adopts the random sub-model
MA and MS strategy.

« DAMA+RMS: The DAMA+RMS benchmark employs
the depth-aware adaptive client-side MA scheme [55]] and
utilizes random MS strategy.

¢ RMA+AMS: The RMA+HMS benchmark employs the
random client-side MA scheme and utilizes resource-
heterogeneity-aware MS strategy [56].

VIII. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we evaluate the performance of HSFL from
three aspects: i) comparisons with three benchmarks to demon-
strate the superiority of HSFL; ii) investigating the robustness
of HSFL to varying network computing and communication
resources; iii) ablation study to show the necessity of each
meticulously designed component in HSFL, including model
aggregation (MA) and model splitting (MS).

A. Superiority of HSFL

In this section, we conduct a comprehensive comparison of
HSFL against five benchmarks in terms of test accuracy and
convergence speed.

Fig. [ shows the training performance of HSFL and five
benchmarks on CIFAR-10 and MNIST datasets. It is seen
that HSFL outperforms the other five benchmarks in test
accuracy and convergence speed as the model converges.
Notably, HSFL, RMA+MS, and RMA+AMS converge signifi-
cantly faster than MA+RMS, DAMA+RMS, and RMA+RMS
owing to the adaptive MS scheme, which strikes a good bal-
ance between communication-computing overhead and train-
ing convergence speed to expedite model training. Moreover,
HSFL and MA+RMA not only converge faster than RMA+MS
and RMA+RMS but also achieve comparable accuracy, thus
demonstrating the effectiveness of tailored sub-model MA
strategy. Comparing Fig. [(a)] with Fig. [4(b)] and Fig.
with Fig. shows that the convergence speed of HSFL
and other five benchmarks are slower under non-IID setting
than under IID setting.
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Fig. 4. The training performance on CIFAR-10 and MNIST datasets under
IID and non-IID settings using VGG-16.

Fig. [3] presents converged accuracy and time (i.e., the
incremental increase in test accuracy is less than 0.02%)
of HSFL and five benchmarks on CIFAR-10 and MNIST
datasets. The performance gap between HSFL and RMA+MS
and MA+RMS benchmarks reveals the substantial impact of
MA and MS on training performance. Moreover, the impact of
MS on model training outweighs that of MA frequency. This
is because model split points directly determine the overall ag-
gregation interval of the global model, thereby affecting the ef-
fectiveness of model training. In the IID setting, HSFL exhibits
approximately 2.1% and 1% increase in accuracy and nearly
8.1 and 8.5 folds acceleration in model convergence over
its counterparts without MS optimization (MA+RMS) on the
CIFAR-10 and MNIST datasets, respectively. Moreover, this
performance improvement is more pronounced under the non-
IID setting, reaching about 8.8% and 4% in converged accu-
racy and 8 and 7 folds in convergence speed. RMA+AMS and
DAMA+RMS exhibit slower model convergence and lower
accuracy compared to RMA+MS and MA+RMS, primarily
because they are not designed based on model convergence.
The comparison between HSFL and RMA+RMS reveals that
HSFL converges at least 9 times faster than its unoptimized
counterparts with guaranteed training accuracy, underscoring
the superior performance of the HSFL framework.

B. The Impact of Varying Network Resources

In this section, we investigate the robustness of HSFL to
varying network computing and communication resources.

Fig. [6 illustrates the converged time versus network com-
puting and communication resources on the CIFAR-10 dataset
under the IID setting. HSFL exhibits a faster convergence
speed than the other five benchmarks across varying network
resources. It is clear that the convergence speed of RMA+RMS
notably slows down as network resources diminish. This
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Fig. 5. The converged test accuracy and time on CIFAR-10 and MNIST
datasets under I1ID and non-IID settings using VGG-16.

is because random MS and MA strategy fails to strike a
good balance between computing-communication overhead
and training convergence to expedite model training. The
convergence speed of RMA+MS and MA+RMS decreases
more slowly than RMA+RMS, indicating that optimizing
either MA or MS can partially mitigate the rise in converged
time caused by reduced network resources. In contrast, HSFL’s
converged time only experiences a slight increase with shrink-
ing network resources. The underlying reason is two-fold: one
is that the MS scheme is capable of selecting optimal model
split points based on network resource conditions to balance
computing-communication overhead and training convergence,
and the other is that the MA strategy can adjust sub-model
aggregation intervals to achieve the minimum communication
rounds required for model convergence. This demonstrates the
robustness of HSFL and highlights the adaptability of MA and
MS strategies to changes in network resources.

Fig. [7| shows the converged time of the HSFL framework
with varying tiers under diverse computing and communica-
tion resources. Fig [7(a)] presents that the increase in training
latency of the three-tier HSFL is negligible compared to client-
edge and client-cloud SFL as computing resources decline.
This is primarily because the three-tier HSFL incorporates
more powerful cloud servers into the model training process,
and MS strategy places a larger portion of the model on
a cloud server to combat the slowdown in model conver-
gence. Similarly, three-tier HSFL exhibits better robustness
to communication resources than client-edge and client-cloud
SFL. The reason for this is that more tiers in HSFL provide
greater flexibility in optimizing MA and thus improve the
effectiveness of model training.
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C. Ablation Study of HSFL Framework

In this section, we conduct ablation experiments to demon-
strate the effectiveness of each component in HSFL.

Fig. [§] shows the impact of MA interval on training per-
formance for the CIFAR-10 dataset. PSL showcases the
slowest convergence rate and lowest convergence accuracy.
This performance degradation is primarily due to the lack of
sub-model MA for all tiers except the M-th tier. This absence
prevents the sub-models from capturing global information,
hindering effective generalization on the global dataset and
consequently leading to poor overall performance. In contrast,
our proposed sub-model MA strategy significantly accelerates
model convergence while achieving an accuracy comparable
to that of HSFL with I; = I, = 1 (equivalent to centralized
learning). In IID and non-IID settings, the proposed MA
strategy outperforms PSL by achieving 3.4% and 11.4% higher
convergence accuracy and expediting the model convergence
by approximately 23.3% and 10.1%, respectively. The key
to these improvements lies in the MA strategy’s ability to
dynamically adjust the MA interval to achieve the minimum
communication-computing latency required for model conver-
gence. This dynamic adjustment ensures that sub-model ag-
gregations occur often enough to maintain model performance
but not so frequently as to cause unnecessary communication
costs. Therefore, the effectiveness of the proposed MA scheme
is demonstrated.

Fig. 0] presents the impact of MS on training performance
for the CIFAR-10 dataset. It can be seen that the convergence
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accuracy and speed decline as layers of sub-models with
shorter aggregation intervals decrease (e.g., increasing Lj
and Lo leads to a reduction in the layers of sub-models
located in second and third tiers, respectively), consistent with
the derived convergence boundary derived in Eqn. (§). The
underlying reason for this performance degradation is that
reducing the layers of sub-models with shorter aggregation
intervals directly lowers the overall update frequency of the
entire model, thus leading to a deterioration in generalization
performance. Moreover, the impact of MS on convergence
accuracy and speed is more significant under non-IID than
IID settings. In the non-IID setting, there are significant
disparities in the local data distributions across edge devices.
These discrepancies render MA more sensitive because the
local dataset may not adequately represent the global data
distribution. The comparisons between MS and the other
five benchmarks demonstrate that the proposed MS strategy
can expedite model convergence while guaranteeing training
performance.

IX. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we propose a novel hierarchical SFL frame-
work, named HSFL, to minimize the training latency of
HSFL for achieving target learning performance in a resource-
constrained computing system. To guide the system optimiza-
tion, we first derive the convergence bound of HSFL to quan-
tify the impact of MS and MA on training convergence. Then,
Following this, we formulate a joint optimization problem
for MA and MS based on the derived convergence bound



and develop efficient algorithms to solve it. Extensive simula-
tion results demonstrate that our proposed HSFL framework
achieves the target accuracy with significantly less time budget
compared to benchmarks, showcasing the effectiveness of the
tailored MA and MS strategy.

APPENDIX
A. PROOF OF LEMMA 1

For training round ¢ > 1, we consider the largest ¢ty < t
that satisfies ¢ty mod I = 0 (Note that such ¢y must exist and
t —to < I). Recalling the Eqn. for updating the model
weights and Eqn. () for sub-model aggregation, we can derive
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where 17 represents the indicator function, equal to 1 if
the condition {-} holds, and O otherwise; (a) holds because
multiple sub-models in each computing entity are aggregated
every training round; (b)-(d) follows by using the inequality
>k, zi|* < nd> ", ||z]/* for any vectors z; and any
positive integer n (using n = 2 in (b), n = t — to in (c),
and n = N in (d)); and (e) follows from Assumption [2]

B. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We consider training round ¢ > 1. By the smoothness of
loss function f (-), we have
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where (a) follows from Eqn. (3) and Eqn. {@); (b) follows
) by observing that ]E[ toml = Vw fn( to%) and applying
the equality E[||z|%] = E[||z — E[z ]|| ] 4 ||E[z]||? that holds
for any random vector z; (c) follows because each g, ,, —
Ve, [n(W! W, 1) has zero mean and is independent across edge
devices; and (d) follows from Assumption 2.



Substituting Eqn. (30) into Eqn. (Z9) yields
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the second equahty follows because W' ! is determined by
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where (a) follows from 0 < v < % and (b) holds because of
the following inequality (34) and (33)
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where the first inequality follows by using || ZZ\; z;||? <
N Zf\;l ||z;||* for any vectors z;; the second inequality fol-
lows from the smoothness of each local loss function f,, by
Assumption [T} and the third inequality follows from Lemma
[@ Moreover, we have

E[[|Vaw, f(Wh ') — = vaan (Wirn)ll?]

N
1 . a
<8< D EIwL - winlf o, (35)

where (a) holds because sub-models of M-th tier are aggre-
gated in each training round (i.e., Ip; = 1). Therefore, at any
training round ¢, the M-th tier sub-model of each client is the
aggregated version of sub-models.

Dividing the both sides of Eqn. (33) by %
terms yields

and rearranging
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Summing over ¢ € {1,..., R} and dividing both sides by R

yields
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where (a) follows because f* is the minimum value of
problem (7).

C. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Assuming I,, > 1,Yym € M\ {M}, we perform the
functional analysis for the objective function of £r0blem 23).
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loss of generality, we take the first-order derivative for the
arbitrary m/-th tier (m’ € M") sub-model MA interval I,
yields
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0, Z(I) is a monotonically increasing function for any I,

Given that Z(I)|;  _o=—el by (c—458%7* 3 dn i) <0
meM"\{m'}
Ml oo 400 > 0, there must exist I,
satisfying Z(T)|, ,_; , = 0 for Ly € (0,400), indi-
cating that the objective function decreases and then in-
creases with respective to I, and thus reaches a mini-
mum at I = I,,. Considering |M”"| sub-model MA in-
tervals, we entend equation (]31]) to a system of |[M”|

and =

20'(M) _ [90/(D) 00'(1) 00/ (M) 1 _
equations, i.e., —5—~ = [8Im1 VDL Bl ) = 0
(m1,ma,...,mar € M"). Then, we utilize the classical

Newton:]acqbi itera}ive method [45] to obtain the solution
I = [Iml,lmw...,[mw,,‘]. According to constraint C6, it
is obvious that arbitrary optimal m’-th tier sub-model MA
interval I, only exists on both sides of I,,,/, namely,

]:"< = argminle{lnzllme{max( |_IA7nJ7|—IAm-|)}}6/(I) ’ (38)
where T = {I,, | m € M”}, || and [-] represent floor and
ceiling operations.
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