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Abstract—In 6G wireless networks, Artificial Intelligence (AI)-
driven applications demand the adoption of Federated Learning
(FL) to enable efficient and privacy-preserving model training
across distributed devices. Over-The-Air Federated Learning
(OTA-FL) exploits the superposition property of multiple access
channels, allowing edge users in 6G networks to efficiently
share spectral resources and perform low-latency global model
aggregation. However, these advantages come with challenges, as
traditional OTA-FL techniques suffer due to the joint effects of
Additive White Gaussian Noise (AWGN) at the server, fading,
and both data and system heterogeneity at the participating
edge devices. In this work, we propose the novel Noise Resilient
Over-the-Air Federated Learning (NoROTA-FL) framework to
jointly tackle these challenges in federated wireless networks.
In NoROTA-FL, the local optimization problems find controlled
inexact solutions, which manifests as an additional proximal
constraint at the clients. This approach provides robustness
against straggler-induced partial work, heterogeneity, noise, and
fading. From a theoretical perspective, we leverage the zeroth-
and first-order inexactness and establish convergence guarantees
for non-convex optimization problems in the presence of heteroge-
neous data and varying system capabilities. Experimentally, we
validate NoROTA-FL on real-world datasets, including FEM-
NIST, CIFAR10, and CIFAR100, demonstrating its robustness
in noisy and heterogeneous environments. Compared to state-
of-the-art baselines such as COTAF and FedProx, NoROTA-
FL achieves significantly more stable convergence and higher
accuracy, particularly in the presence of stragglers.

Index Terms—Distributed Optimization, Federated Learning,
Stragglers, AWGN, Fading, Wireless Networks, Convergence.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the current technology-driven era, the ubiquitous presence
of wireless devices underpins seamless connectivity and en-
hanced mobility. The broad range of applications envisioned as
the sixth-generation (6G) of mobile communication systems,
such as IoT, edge computing, big data analytics, and D2D
communications, have highlighted the data-driven demands
of the present era and those of the future. Hence, it is
crucial to find a synergy between wireless communications
and data-driven Machine Learning (ML) [1]. In discussions
of 6G, there is a focus on shifting ML tasks from central
cloud infrastructures to the network edge, capitalizing on the
computational potential of edge devices and the flexibility
of network connectivity [2]. The primary challenge here is
to obtain a collaborative integration where ML and wireless
communication complement each other [3].
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In contemporary wireless networks, training ML models ne-
cessitates transmitting private data of the edge users to a cen-
tral server. This poses significant challenges due to bandwidth
and privacy constraints [4]–[6]. Relying solely on training ML
models at an edge device limits the generalization perfor-
mance. Hence, the adoption of distributed learning approaches
that store the data locally at the edge devices and yet train
ML models globally is essential. Federated Learning (FL) has
emerged as a distributed, privacy-preserving ML paradigm that
enables multiple edge users to collaboratively train a global
ML model at the server while retaining the data at the edge
user [7]. In FL, a coordinating entity, also called a server,
broadcasts the global ML model to the edge devices, referred
to as clients. Using the previous global model as initialization,
the clients train local ML models on their private data. Sub-
sequently, the clients transmit their local models to the server,
which are aggregated to form an updated global model. This
global model is then broadcast to the clients, thus initializing
the next communication round [7]. This process continues for
several communication rounds until a convergence criterion is
satisfied, such as attaining an accuracy threshold. Since the
FL process relies heavily on the transmission and reception of
the model parameters over the wireless channels (uplink and
downlink) [8], a key challenge is the efficient allocation of
uplink channel bandwidth among the clients.
Over-The-Air Federated Learning (OTA-FL) strategy becomes
a preferred choice for efficient communication over a common
uplink Multiple Access Channel (MAC) [9]–[11]. OTA-FL
leverages the technique of Over-the-Air Computation (Air-
Comp) [12], [13], wherein the multiple access wireless channel
functions as a natural aggregator. This approach enables clients
to transmit updates simultaneously using analog signaling over
the uplink channel in a non-orthogonal manner, effectively op-
timizing available temporal and spectral resources. However,
OTA-FL is sensitive to the intrinsic Additive White Gaussian
Noise (AWGN) and channel fading, which pose a challenge
to the robustness of the global model. In particular, fading
results in dropped clients across communication rounds due
to channel outages, which can further impede the progress
of FL, potentially prolonging convergence [14]. Several FL
protocols in the literature operate under the assumption of
an error-free channel, overlooking the inherent unreliability
of wireless communications [15].
Concurrently, a critical challenge in FL is the data and system
heterogeneity [16], [17]. Data heterogeneity stems from non-
independent and identically distributed (non-IID) data distri-
butions available at the edge devices, which leads to variability
in data volume, label imbalance, and model performance,
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Fig. 1. Left: Practical OTA-FL with data and system heterogeneity in the presence of wireless channel impairments. Right: The bar plots demonstrate i) the
effect of varying system heterogeneity (stragglers) in COTAF [10] on the CIFAR10 dataset ii) the effect of noise in FedProx [16] on the CIFAR10 dataset. It
is evident that COTAF fails in the presence of stragglers, and FedProx fails in the low Signal to Noise Ratio (SNR) regime. This motivates us to propose a
new method that can jointly address the challenges posed by system heterogeneity and noisy wireless environments.

which further leads to system heterogeneity [8]. Furthermore,
system heterogeneity manifests in the variable computational
capabilities among participating devices, giving rise to the
notorious straggler effect [18]. This phenomenon occurs when
FL process slows down as dictated by the pace of the slowest
device due to underlying reasons such as local memory access,
limited computational capabilities, and background processes.
In wireless FL, a common solution to deal with the straggler
effect is to simply ignore the updates from the slower devices,
as done in [10]. However, ignoring updates from the slower
devices results in the client drift problem, wherein the global
model starts to favor the local solutions of faster devices.
Hence, despite the undeniable potential of FL in wireless
environments, there are robustness issues in practice that arise
due to the joint effect of heterogeneity, noise, and fading [19].
Approaches in FL that mitigate system heterogeneity include
FedProx [16] and FedNova [20]. FedProx explores first-
order inexact solutions that manifest as solving a proximal
constraint-based local optimization problem to alleviate data
and system heterogeneity. In [21], the authors explore the
zeroth-order inexactness conditions to provide a FedProx-
like algorithm that leads to stronger convergence guarantees.
Further, FedNova [20] overcomes the problem of stragglers by
allowing faster clients to perform more local updates within
each communication round. In order to address the issues
arising from data heterogeneity, SCAFFOLD [22] introduces
control variates. However, FedProx, FedNova, and SCAF-
FOLD are not specific to wireless environments and overlook
the presence of noise in wireless networks.
In [10], the authors propose COTAF which employs an
effective precoding scheme to abate the effects of noise
in wireless environments. In [23], authors propose LASER
(LineAr CompreSsion in WirEless DistRibuted Optimization)
which primarily addresses the issue of communication com-
pression of large ML models in distributed framework under
noisy communication channels. However, both COTAF and
LASER inherently neglect issues arising from data and system
heterogeneity. Among existing robust methods in wireless
communications, [19] introduces a new regularization term

into the loss function to mitigate the noise. However, this
technique fails to effectively address the joint robustness issues
that arise due to noise, fading, and heterogeneity. In summary,
the challenges of mitigating the effects of stragglers and
client drift in the presence of noise and fading remain largely
unaddressed in the field of wireless FL.
Contributions: We propose the Noise Resilient Over-the-Air
Federated Learning (NoROTA-FL) framework, which handles
stragglers and data heterogeneity in the presence of noise
and fading. For AWGN channels, NoROTA-FL accounts for
the joint effects of noise and heterogeneity in the uplink
channel by solving a robust constrained local optimization
problem, followed by averaging of model parameters at the
server. In particular, we introduce a novel precoding factor to
mitigate the impact of noise. In the presence of channel fading
alongside noise and heterogeneity, clients with poor channel
conditions are dropped using the well-known threshold-based
strategy. In this context, NoROTA-FL seeks a solution to the
robust, constrained local optimization problem, followed by
partial participation-based averaging of model parameters at
the server. Unlike existing works that provide convergence
analysis assuming convex or quasiconvex local optimization
problems [10], [23], we establish the convergence of NoROTA-
FL assuming non-convex local optimization problems. Addi-
tionally, the novel contributions in the proposed theoretical
analysis are as follows:

• We provide convergence guarantees for NoROTA-FL
under two forms of inexactness. Inexactness manifests as
a proximal constraint-based local optimization problem
which leads to the following implications:

– The local solution is sufficiently close to the true
solution, thus allowing the devices that complete
a partial amount of work (aka stragglers) to be
included in the learning process.

– For the class of SGD algorithms, we show that
incorporating a proximal constraint is a justified
approach when dealing with noise and fading.

• We propose a novel first-order inexactness condition.
We demonstrate that NoROTA-FL algorithm converges
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to the first-order inexact solution under the (B,H)-
Local Gradient Dissimilarity (LGD) [21] assumption in
the presence of noise and fading. Here, B captures the
deviation of the local gradients as compared to the global
gradient and H reflects the additional divergence. Under
this setting, we establish that the proposed algorithm
achieves a convergence rate of O(1/T ) under (B, 0)-
LGD and O(1/

√
T ) under (B,H)-LGD, where T is the

number of communication rounds.
• Employing the zeroth-order inexactness assumption, we

analyze NoROTA-FL under a setting that avoids any
LGD assumptions. Here, we establish that the NoROTA-
FL achieves a convergence rate of O(1/T 2/3) and
O(1/

√
K̂T ) for large and small number of clients par-

ticipating in FL, respectively.
It is worth noting that the convergence rate under severe het-
erogeneity, i.e., (B,H)-LGD is slower compared to the case
of mild heterogeneity, i.e., (B, 0)-LGD which is employed in
FedProx [16]. We validate the effectiveness of NoROTA-FL
through extensive experiments on FEMNIST, CIFAR10, and
CIFAR100 datasets, demonstrating its superior performance
in the presence of AWGN and fading channels, jointly with
varying levels of data and system heterogeneity. To the best of
the authors’ knowledge, this work is the first of its kind that
explores FL schemes that jointly address robustness to noise,
fading, and heterogeneity in wireless networks. In the sequel,
we present the system model and proposed algorithm in Sec. II
followed by convergence analysis in Sec. III and experimental
results in Sec. V. Finally, we present conclusions in Sec. VI.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND PROPOSED ALGORITHM

We consider a wireless multi-user FL framework with a
central server communicating with K wireless clients. The
parameter updates from the clients to the server occur over
the resource-constrained uplink channel, and the global syn-
chronization between the server and clients occurs over the
downlink channel [13]. Mobile applications, onboard sensors,
and interactions between hardware and software applications
lead to data collection at the wireless edge user. We denote
such a collected dataset as Dk at the k-th client where
|Dk| = Dk and

∑K
k=1Dk = D. In supervised learning,

Dk consists of data samples as a set of input-output pairs
{sk,j , yk,j} ∈ Dk where yk,j ∈ R is the label for the sample
sk,j for j ∈ [Dk] = {1, 2, ..., Dk}. The goal of the local ML
problem is to estimate the model parameters θk ∈ Rd, by
optimizing the empirical loss function given by

fk(θk) ≜
1

Dk

Dk∑
j=1

l(sk,j , yk,j ;θk), (1)

where l(.; .) is the user-specified loss function that quantifies
the discrepancy between the predicted output and the ground
truth for each sample in the local dataset. In FL, the goal is
to obtain a global model, θ, which minimizes a loss function
F (θ) given as

P0 : min
θ

{
F (θ) ≜

1

K

K∑
k=1

fk(θ)

}
. (2)

Evidently, P0 does not require any access to a dataset, and it
allows for local learning via fk(θ) and subsequently obtaining
the global parameter update via aggregation [24]. Conventional
techniques such as federated averaging (FedAvg) employ local
SGD at the clients, and averaging at the server. In a typical
local SGD implementation, the local model at each client θt

k

is initialized with the current global model θt obtained from
the server at the start of the t-th communication round. Sub-
sequently, the clients update the local parameters in multiple
steps using SGD and share their local model with the server via
a resource-constrained uplink channel. The server computes an
average of the local models to obtain a global model, which is
then shared with all the clients via the downlink channel for
the next communication round.
A promising approach to address the resource allocation chal-
lenges in multi-client systems is to leverage the capabilities of
OTA-FL communications [10], [25]. In OTA-FL, the clients
transmit their model updates over the shared wireless MAC
via analog signaling, enabling simultaneous access to both
time and spectral resources [26]. Although both the uplink
and downlink channels are noisy by nature, the effect of noise
is considered only in the uplink since the noise in downlink
broadcast channel can be compensated using sophisticated
error coding schemes.
Each client k ∈ [K] transmits xt

k ∈ Rd in the t-th communi-
cation round, where t ∈ [T ]. The channel output at the server
is given as:

yt =

K∑
k=1

xt
k + w̃t, where E[∥xt

k∥2] ≤ P. (3)

Here, w̃t ∼ N (0, σ2Id) is the AWGN in the uplink MAC
channel. Further, E[·] represents the expectation and P > 0
is the available transmission power. Hence, the nature of the
MAC channel allows direct access to the sum of the client
updates at the server and not the individual updates. In the
context of OTA-FL, the local model update at the k-th client
in the t-th round is precoded as xt

k [10], which acts as an
input to the MAC. The precoded vector xt

k is given as

xt
k =

√
pt(θt

k − θ̃t−1), (4)

where the precoding factor pt ≜ P∑K
k=1 qk{E[∥θt

k−θ̃t−1∥2]} with
the weights qk = Dk/D, θt

k is the local parameter update
at t-th round and θ̃t−1 denotes the noisy global update from
the previous round. The server recovers the global aggregated
model θ̃t from the received signal yt at the server using the
following decoding rule:

θ̃t =
yt

K
√
pt

+ θ̃t−1 =
1

K

K∑
k=1

θt
k +wt, (5)

where wt ≜ w̃t

K
√

pt
, i.e., wt ∼ N (0, σ2

K2pt Id). From (5),

it is evident that in OTA communications, the aggregated
ML model is susceptible to corruption due to AWGN, a
factor that has the potential to undermine the convergence
and performance of learning algorithms. Furthermore, the
above formulation assumes full participation of the devices,
and hence, the server performs global aggregation only after



4

the K clients complete E local SGD epochs [10]. Such an
aggregation rule is susceptible to large delays due to the
straggler effect, i.e., the system is sensitive to the latency of
the slowest device. A simple solution is to consider the partial
participation case, which expects that a subset of clients,
K̂ < K, participate in parameter aggregation at the server.
In such a scenario, the decoding rule is given as

θ̃t =
yt

K̂
√
pt

+ θ̃t−1 =
1

K̂

∑
k∈St

θt
k +

K

K̂
wt, (6)

where K̂ = |St| is the cardinality of the set of clients, St,
chosen in each round. Effectively, the noise in such a scenario
is given by ŵt ≜ K

K̂
wt, i.e., ŵt ∼ N (0, σ2

K̂2pt
Id).

A. Handling Data and System Heterogeneity

Different clients in federated networks have varying resource
constraints in terms of computing hardware and battery levels.
Moreover, the reliability of network connections is dictated
by underlying factors such as channel noise and fading.
Therefore, if we wait for each client to perform E local epochs
straggler effect is inevitable [10]. The key to allowing flexible
performance in heterogeneous scenarios is that each of the
local objectives can be solved inexactly. This notion can be
formally defined from two perspectives [16], [21] using the
following definitions:

Definition 1. (Inexact solution) Given λ > 0, for a differen-
tiable function hk(θ; θ̃t−1) = fk(θ) +

λ
2 ∥θ − θ̃t−1∥2,

1) θt
k is a γt-inexact solution of min

θ
hk(θ; θ̃

t−1) if

∥∇hk(θt
k; θ̃

t−1)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θ̃t−1)∥ + ∥ψt∥, where
γt ∈ [0, 1] and ψt depends on the channel parameters.

2) θt
k is a ζt-inexact solution of min

θ
hk(θ; θ̃

t−1) if

hk(θ
t
k; θ̃

t−1) ≤ min
θ
hk(θ, θ̃

t−1) + ζt, for ζt ≥ 0.

The first-order or the gradient-based γt-inexactness allows
early termination of local optimization at clients, adapting
to their computational capabilities. A lower γt enforces a
stricter optimization, ensuring local updates are closer to the
exact solution, whereas a higher γt permits more partial work,
making it suitable for resource-limited clients. Additionally,
the presence of ψt, which is primarily influenced by noise and
fading parameters, encodes the channel-induced inexactness.
This implies that regardless of the value of γt, the local
updates may still deviate from the exact solution due to the
presence of noise in the gradients. An alternative definition
of inexactness is the ζt-inexactness which is based directly
on the objective function value. We refer to this as function-
based or the zeroth-order inexactness. Unlike gradient-based
inexactness, this definition provides direct control over the
exactness of the solution by allowing small deviations in
the objective function values. This flexibility ensures that
clients can transmit updates within an acceptable error margin,
thereby enhancing robustness against additive perturbations.
Hence, according to Definition 1, instead of minimizing the
local function fk(·) at the k-th client, a proximal term-based

function hk(·, ·) is inexactly minimized, leading to a global
optimization problem given as:

P1: min
θ

{
F (θ) ≜

1

K

K∑
k=1

hk(θ; θ̃
t−1)

}
,where

hk(θ; θ̃
t−1) = fk(θ) +

λ

2
||θ − θ̃t−1||2. (7)

In the following section, we reformulate P1 in the presence of
fading.

B. Problem Formulation in the Presence of Fading

We consider the scenario where the k-th client experiences a
block-fading channel r̄tk = rtke

jΩt
k in the t-th communication

round, where rtk represents the magnitude and Ωt
k represents

the phase induced due to fading. In the presence of fading, the
MAC channel output is given by

yt =

K∑
k=1

rtke
jΩt

kxt
k + w̃t. (8)

The above expression highlights that the channel coefficient
has a predominant effect on the received signal. As observed
from (8), when rtk is small, the contribution of corresponding
xt
k diminishes, allowing noise to dominate and adversely

impact the learning process. To mitigate this, [10] proposes to
choose clients whose channel coefficient is above a threshold
r̂, i.e., if rtk > r̂, the update from the k-th client is chosen.
Consequently, the channel input in each communication round
is given by

xt
k =

 r̂
√

pt

rtk
e−jΩt

k(θt
k − θ̃t−1), rtk > r̂

0, rtk ≤ r̂.
(9)

The above formulation leads to the partial participation-based
FL, where partial participation is induced due to r̂. This
scheme assumes that the channel state information (CSI) is
available at the clients during data transmission. At time t,
let Kt ⊂ [K] represent the set of client indices for which
the channel condition rtk > r̂ holds. Following the partial
participation-based decoding in (6), the OTA-FL aggregation
of the local models in the presence of fading is obtained as
θ̃t = yt

r̂|Kt|
√

pt
+ θ̃t−1, which leads to

θ̃t =
1

|Kt|
∑
k∈Kt

θt
k + w̄t. (10)

Here, w̄t ≜ K
r̂|Kt|w

t and w̄t ∼ N (0, σ2

r̂2|Kt|2pt Id). Therefore,
setting up the proximal constraint-based global optimization
problem in the presence of fading leads to the following:

P2: min
θ

{
F (θ) ≜

1

|Kt|
∑
k∈Kt

hk(θ; θ̃
t−1)

}
,where

hk(θ; θ̃
t−1) = fk(θ) +

λ

2
||θ − θ̃t−1||2. (11)

Evidently, solving for P2 involves selecting the clients apriori
in Kt, and hence, it invokes partial participation among
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the clients. For theoretical analysis, we assume |Kt| = K̂.
Furthermore, since we solve for inexact solutions, devices
that perform variable amounts of work are included in the
FL process. In the following subsection, we show that an
optimization problem similar to hk(θ; θ̃

t−1) can be derived
as the appropriate framework for scenarios with noise in SGD
updates.

C. Relationship between Noisy SGD and Proximal Constraint

Conventional federated aggregation strategies are privacy-
preserving but are oblivious to the presence of noise and fading
inherent in wireless links, and hence, combining them with
the OTA-FL framework without accounting for these wireless
impediments is detrimental to the generalization performance.
In this subsection, we demonstrate that for the special case
of the SGD solver, the proximal constraint is justified in the
presence of noise.
In the OTA-FL framework, the presence of noise and fading
in the communication channel lead to a noisy global model
θ̃t−1 at the server, as given in (5). Subsequently, the corrupted
model parameters are broadcast to the clients. Mathematically,
we model the noisy model parameters captured at the client
for t− 1 ∈ [T ] as

θ̃t−1 = θt−1 +∆θt−1, (12)

where ∆θt−1 represents the additive noise effect on θt−1.
Using θ̃t−1 as the initialization of client models for the local
rounds and incorporating the effect of noise in local SGD
updates, the SGD update rule is rewritten as:

θt
k = θ̃t−1 − ηt∇fk(θ̃t−1)

= θt−1 +∆θt−1 − ηt∇fk(θ̃t−1), (13)

where θt
k represents the one-step SGD update at the k-th client

with ηt as the SGD learning rate. Denoting the local gradient
∇fk(·) = gk(·) and defining noiseless one-step SGD update
as θ̌t

k = θt−1 − ηtgk(θ
t−1), from (13) we obtain

θt
k = θt−1 +∆θt−1 − ηtgk(θ

t−1)− ηt∆gk(θ
t−1)

= θ̌t
k +∆θt−1 − ηt∆gk(θ

t−1) = θ̌t
k + Λ, (14)

where the noisy single step gradient is given as gk(θ̃t−1) =
gk(θ

t−1) + ∆gk(θ
t−1) and the effective noise term is Λ =

∆θt−1 − ηt∆gk(θ
t−1). In other words, the noisy parameter

update for the local iteration can be modeled as a sum of
the non-noisy parameter update and noise induced by the
global update. Evidently, noise affects the training process,
and there is a need to incorporate robust designs to address
its effects. Stochastic optimization theory [27] suggests that in
order to optimize the local loss function fk(θ) to obtain θt

in the presence of noise, the local loss function in P0 needs
to be replaced by a regularized loss function f̄k(θ) given by
f̄k(θ) = fk(θ) + λ̃||gk(θt−1)||2, where λ̃ = σ2

Λ(η
t)2 and σ2

Λ

is the variance of Λ. Although it is acceptable to approximate
the noise terms in (14), namely, ∆θt−1 and ∆gk(θ

t−1), using
the Gaussian distribution, estimating their noise variance is
a challenge [28]. Approximating the gradient gk(θt−1) as

the difference in parameter updates, the local optimization
problem is given as:

f̄k(θ) = fk(θ) + λ̃||θ − θt−1||2. (15)

Since estimating λ̃ is difficult, we consider it as a Lagrange
multiplier which can be set as a hyperparameter. Surprisingly,
the local optimization problem in (15) is the same as the local
optimization problem that is proposed to accommodate het-
erogeneity in P1 and P2. Since similar optimization problems
need to be solved to mitigate heterogeneity and noise, we
conclude that P1 and P2 are effective in handling noise and
heterogeneity in wireless FL.

D. Proposed Algorithm: NoROTA-FL

In this section, we propose NoROTA-FL, which is an FL
algorithm based on the robust OTA-FL optimization problems
given in P1 and P2. As specified in the previous section, the
federated averaging solution for P0, along with precoding, is as
specified in COTAF [10]. Since P1 considers the effect of noise
in each communication round, the solution to P1 is a robust
estimate of the parameters θt. In addition, we also observe
from Sec. II-A that this constraint mitigates the impact of data
and system heterogeneity. The proposed algorithm provides a
framework to solve constrained optimization problems locally,
and the global optimization problem F (θ) at the server. The
solution can be obtained with or without the SGD algorithm,
as our analysis is agnostic to the dynamics of SGD and
is applicable to any generic local solver. The steps of the
proposed technique are presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: NoROTA-FL (Proposed Algorithm)

Input: K, K̂, T , λ, γt, r̂
Initialize θ̃0 at all devices.
for t = 1, . . . , T do

Client Side:
for k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} in parallel do

Set θt−1
k = θ̃t−1 and compute pt.

Obtain θt
k by solving hk(θ, θ̃t−1) using a

generic solver.
if fading = True then

Transmit xt
k to the server via (9) .

else
Transmit xt

k to the server via (4) .
end

end
Server Side:
if fading=True then

Recover the global model θ̃t via (10).
else

Recover the global model θ̃t via (5).
end
Broadcast the noisy global model θ̃t to all clients.

end
Output: θT
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III. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS: γt-INEXACTNESS

We demonstrate the convergence of NoROTA-FL, which pro-
vides robust parameter estimates in the presence of wireless
channel noise, fading effects, and heterogeneity. Unlike other
works, we do not restrict our analysis to convex or strongly
convex functions and prove convergence for non-convex func-
tions. In the sequel, Ek[·] =

∑K
k=1 qk(·) where the weights

are given by qk = Dk/D such that
∑K

k=1 qk = 1. We use the
following assumptions at all the clients [16]:

Assumption 1. ((B,H)-LGD) The local functions fk(·) are
(B,H)-local gradient dissimilar (LGD) if the following holds
for all θ ∈ Rd:

Ek∥∇fk(θ)∥2 ≤ B2∥∇F (θ)∥2 +H2.

Assumption 2. (L0-Local Lipschitz continuity) The local
function fk(·) : A ⊂ Rd → R is locally Lipschitz at θ′ ∈ A
if there exist constants ξ > 0 and L0 ∈ R such that for each
θ ∈ A, ∥θ − θ′∥ < ξ ⇒ fk(θ)− fk(θ

′) ≤ L0∥θ − θ′∥.

Assumption 3. The local functions fk(·) : Rd → R are non-
convex and L-Lipschitz smooth.

Before proceeding with the convergence analysis, we first
establish an upper bound on the precoding factor pt under
first-order inexactness, as it directly affects xt

k and influences
the noise dynamics as given in (5). This bound is utilized in
intermediate steps of the subsequent lemmas, theorems, and
corollaries.

Lemma 1. The precoding factor pt in each communication
round can be upper bounded as 1

pt ≤ B2∥∇F (θ̃)∥2+H2

P under

first-order inexactness, for λ > γtL
K

√
τ

where τ = P
dσ2 denotes

the Signal to Noise Ratio (SNR).

In the next section, we present the analysis for the case
where H = 0 in Assumption 1, which we refer to as the
mild heterogeneity case. This is the same as the B-local
dissimilarity assumption used in FedProx [16].1

A. Convergence under (B, 0)-LGD

We now analyze NoROTA-FL when all the K clients par-
ticipate in every round of FL, also known as the full device
participation scenario. This establishes the groundwork for the
convergence analysis of NoROTA-FL when K̂ < K clients
participate in FL.

Lemma 2. Let all K devices participate in the FL process
in the t-th communication round. Given the first-order inex-
actness from Definition 1, Assumptions 1-3 with H = 0 in
Assumption 1, µ̄ = λ − L̄ > 0 for L̄ > 0, λ > γtL

K
√
τ

and θ̄t+1 ≜ Ek[θ
t+1
k ], the expected decrease in the global

objective P1 (7) using NoROTA-FL as in Algorithm 1 is given
by

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− α∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2, (16)

1A preliminary version of this work under the (B, 0)-LGD assumption has
been accepted for presentation at IEEE ICASSP, 2025.

where α =
(
ρ1 − C1

K2τ − C2

K
√
τ

)
,C1 = LB2

2

(
γtL+λ

µ̄

)2

,

ρ1 =

(
1

λ
− γtB

λ
− (1 + γt)LB

µ̄λ
− LB2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2

)
,

C2 =

(
LB(γtL+ λ)

µ̄λ
+

B(γtL+ λ)

λ
− LB2(1 + γt)

µ̄

+
LB2(1 + γt)(µ̄+ γtL+ λ)

µ̄2

)
.

From the above, we see that the upper bound in (16) provides
an expected decrease in the loss function as the iterations
progress if the parameters are chosen such that α > 0. As
expected, SNR (τ ) has a notable impact on the tightness of
the upper bound. As σ decreases, α ≈ ρ and NoROTA-FL
behaves similarly to FedProx, i.e., in noiseless environments.
We also note that when a large number of clients participate
in FL, a diminishing noise effect is observed.
We now present the result which demonstrates the convergence
of the proposed approach when we assume partial device
participation. We assume that the k-th device is such that
k ∈ St ⊂ [K], |St| = K̂, where St is randomly chosen in each
communication round and ESt [·] represents the expectation
with respect of the set St.

Theorem 1. Let K̂ < K devices in the set St ⊂ [K]
participate in the FL process in the t-th communication round.
Given the first-order inexactness in Definition 1, Assumptions
1-3 with H = 0 in Assumption 1 and µ̄ = λ−L̄ > 0 for L̄ > 0,
λ > γtL

K̂
√
τ

, the expected decrease in the global objective P1
(7) using NoROTA-FL as in Algorithm 1 is given by

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− α̂∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2, (17)

where α̂ =
(
ρ̂1 − Ĉ1

K̂2τ
− Ĉ2

K̂
√
τ

)
,

ρ̂1 =

(
1

λ
− γtB

λ
− (1 + γt)LB

µ̄λ
− LB2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2

− B(1 + γt)
√
2

µ̄
√

K̂
− LB2(1 + γt)2

µ̄2K̂
(2
√

2K̂ + 2)

)
,

Ĉ1 =

(
LB2

2

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)2

+
2LB2(γtL+ λ)2(

√
2K̂ + 1)

K̂µ̄2

+
3
√
2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
√

K̂
+

2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
+ 4LB2

)
,

Ĉ2 =

(
B(γtL+ λ)

λ

(
L

µ̄
+ 1

)
+

LB2(1 + γt)(µ̄+ γtL+ λ)

µ̄2

+
4LB2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

K̂µ̄2
(
√

2K̂ + 1) +B +
(1 + γt)LB2

µ̄

+

√
2B(γtL+ λ+ 3LB + 3γtLB)√

K̂µ̄

)
.

The proofs of Lemma 2 and Theorem 1 are deferred to the
supplementary. From the theorem presented above, we see
that an expected decrease in the loss function occurs if the
coefficient of ∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 is positive, i.e. if α̂ > 0. In this
light, we analyze the impact of parameters such as λ (Lagrange
multiplier), K̂, and τ on the convergence bound as follows.
Choice of λ, K̂, and τ : We discuss the impact of the choice
of Lagrange multiplier on the convergence in the partial device
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participation case. For the sake of simplicity of analysis, we
assume µ̄ ≈ λ and γtB < 1.

• Large λ: In the context of partial participation, if λ is
chosen to be very large then we have ρ̂1 ≈ (1−γtB)

λ −√
2B(1+γt)

λ
√

K̂
, Ĉ1 ≈ 3

√
2(γtL+λ)LB2

λ
√

K̂
+ 3γtL2B2

λ +6LB2 and

Ĉ2 ≈ 3
√
2(1+γt)LB2

λ
√

K̂
+

√
2B√
K̂

+ LB2(1+γt)
λ +B. Effectively,

λ → ∞ leads to α̂ → 0, which implies that there is an
infinitesimal decrease in the loss function. This occurs
since the constraint always dominates, and consequently,
there is no learning, i.e., θt

k is chosen close to θ̃t−1

irrespective of the direction of the gradient as dictated by
local data. The choice of Lagrange multiplier that leads
to a decrease in the objective function, ensuring that α̂
remains positive, is the λ that satisfies ρ̂1 ≥ Ĉ1

K̂2τ
+ Ĉ2

K̂
√
τ

.

Evidently, as K̂ → K, we observe a larger decrease in the
objective function. Similarly, a higher τ further enhances
this decrease.

• Small λ: In the context of partial participation, if λ is
chosen to be small, then ρ̂1 ≈ − (1+γt)LB

λ2 − LB2(1+γt)2

2λ2 −
LB2(1+γt)2

K̂λ2
(2
√
2K̂+2), Ĉ1 ≈ 2

√
2K̂L3B2γt

K̂λ2
+ 3

√
2LB2√
K̂

+

2L3B2(γt)2

K̂λ2
+L3B2(γt)2

2λ2 and Ĉ2 ≈ 4L2B2γt(1+γt)

K̂λ2
(
√
2K̂+

1)+ (L2Bγt+LB2γt(1+γt))
λ2 . This leads to a negative value

of α̂. Hence, small values of Lagrange multipliers may
not result in a decrease in the objective function. How-
ever, the above analysis ensures α̂ > 0 if the lower bound
λ > γtL

K̂
√
τ

holds.
• Optimal λ∗: In order to ensure α̂ > 0 and a decrease in

the objective function, we need to find the optimal value
of λ by solving the quadratic equation b1λ2−b2λ+b3 <
0. The expressions for b1, b2, and b3 are given in the
supplementary material.

Convergence Rate: We now present the corollary that
provides the convergence rate of NoROTA-FL in the partial
device participation case.

Corollary 1. Given Theorem 1, for any ϵ > 0, if F (θ0) −
F (θT ) = ∆, then we have 1

T

∑T−1
t=0 E[∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2] ≤ ϵ after

T = O
(
∆
ϵα̂

)
communication rounds.

From the above corollary, we establish that NoROTA-FL
converges as O(1/T ) under the assumptions of Theorem 1.
Fading as a case of Partial Device Participation: Here, we
extend the convergence analysis of the NoROTA-FL algorithm
to fading channels as given in (8), and show that convergence
guarantees extend to such channels as well. As detailed in
Sec. II-B, we focus on scenarios in which the participating
clients have the CSI [10]. Each user utilizes its CSI to
cancel the fading effect by scaling the signal by its inverse
channel coefficient. Since weak channels might cause high
scaling, possibly violating the transmission power constraint,
a threshold r̂ is used. Clients that observe fading coefficients
of a lesser magnitude as compared to r̂ do not transmit in that
communication round. Here, we assume that k ∈ Kt ⊂ [K]
devices are sampled in the t-th communication round and
EKt [·] represents the expectation with respect of the set Kt.

Corollary 2. Given the assumptions in Theorem 2 and r̂ >
0, the expected decrease in global objective P2 (11) using
NoROTA-FL as in Algorithm 1 in the presence of fading is
given as:

EKt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− ᾱ∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2, (18)

where ᾱ =
(
ρ̄1 − C1

K̂2τ
− C2

K̂
√
τ
− C̄1

r̂2K̂2τ
− C̄2

r̂K̂
√
τ

)
,

C̄1 =

(
LB2(γtL+ λ)22

√
2K̂

K̂µ̄2
+

3
√
2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
√

K̂

+
2LB2(γtL+ λ)2

K̂µ̄2
+

2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
+ 4LB2

)
,

C̄2 =

(
4LB2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

K̂µ̄2
(
√

2K̂ + 1) +B

+
3
√
2(1 + γt)LB2

µ̄
√

K̂
+

√
2(γtL+ λ)B

µ̄
√

K̂
+

2(1 + γt)LB2

µ̄

)
,

and C1, C2 are same as in Lemma 2 and ρ̄1 = ρ̂1.

In the case of fading, the effects of λ and SNR are observed to
be the same as in the partial participation scenario since fading
is a special case of partial participation. The key difference lies
in the impact of r̂. If r̂ is set to a lower value, allowing more
clients to participate, including those with poorer channels,
the last two terms in ᾱ whose coefficients are C̄1 and C̄2

will dominate. Consequently, the value of ᾱ becomes negative,
which leads to poorer convergence. In such a scenario, an
increase in SNR may prevent ᾱ from becoming negative. On
the other hand, if r̂ is set to a higher value, fewer clients
participate in the federation, and convergence is adversely
affected. Hence, setting an optimal value of r̂ is crucial.

Remark. In the fading-induced partial participation sce-
narios, from (18) we see that for any ϵ > 0, we have
1
T

∑T−1
t=0 E[∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2] ≤ ϵ after T = O

(
∆
ϵᾱ

)
communi-

cation rounds, where ᾱ is scaled as O(1/r̂2) when r̂ < 0
and O(1/r̂) when r̂ > 0, highlighting the critical role of r̂ in
ensuring convergence guarantees.

Unlike traditional assumptions such as bounded variance,
the (B, 0)-LGD assumption addresses heterogeneity without
enforcing excessively restrictive constraints on gradient norms
or variance bounds [29]. This assumption requires the local ob-
jectives at the clients to share the same stationary point as the
global objective since ∥∇F (θ)∥ = 0 implies ∥∇fk(θ)∥ = 0
for all k ∈ [K]. If the optima of fk(θ) are exactly the same,
the notion of heterogeneity across clients is not fulfilled in
FL. However, if H > 0 in Assumption 1, ∥∇F (θ)∥ = 0
implies ∥∇fk(θ)∥ ≤ H2 allowing different optima based on
the value of H . Hence, we extend our analysis to a more
realistic (B,H)-LGD assumption, where H > 0 explicitly
captures the heterogeneity among clients, characterizing what
we refer to as the severe heterogeneity case.

B. Convergence under (B,H)-LGD

We now present the convergence analysis of NoROTA-FL
under Assumption 1. We begin by analyzing the full device
participation scenario, where all K clients participate in every
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round of FL. This serves as a foundation for extending the
analysis to the partial participation case.

Lemma 3. Let all K devices participate in the FL process in
the communication round t. Given the first-order inexactness
in Definition 1, Assumptions 1-3, µ̄ = λ − L̄ > 0 for L̄ > 0,
λ > γtL

K
√
τ

and setting γt = γ/t1/4 , the expected decrease in
global objective in P1 (7) using NoROTA-FL as in Algorithm 1
is given by

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√
T
), (19)

where θ̄t+1 ≜ Ek[θ
t+1
k ] and α is same as in Lemma 1.

From the above, we observe that the convergence under the
(B,H)-LGD assumption requires additional conditions such
as α > 1

2 and varying γt as compared to the (B, 0)-LGD
condition in Lemma 2. We also see that the convergence is
slower as compared to Lemma 2, and is given by O(1/

√
T )

due to the additional divergence (H).
We now present the result which demonstrates the convergence
of the proposed approach when we assume partial device
participation given the (B,H)-LGD assumption.

Theorem 2. Let K̂ < K devices in the set St ⊂ [K]
participate in the FL process in the t-th communication round.
Given the first-order inexactness in Definition 1, Assumptions
1-3, µ̄ = λ − L̄ > 0 for L̄ > 0, λ > γtL

K̂
√
τ

and setting

γt = γ/t1/4, the expected decrease in the global objective in
P1 (7) using NoROTA-FL as in Algorithm 1 is given by

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α̂− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√
T
), (20)

where α̂ is same as in Theorem 1.

Impact of λ: The analysis of the Lagrange multiplier λ
under the (B,H)-LGD assumption is similar to the (B, 0)
case. As λ → ∞, we observe that α̂ → 0, resulting in
an infinitesimal decrease in the error since the constraint
dominates the optimization process. Conversely, for small λ,
α̂ becomes negative, leading to divergence in the optimization
process.
Impact of H: The effect of H in the bound (20) is inherently
captured in the term O(H2

√
T
). Notably, as H → 0, the system

exhibits faster convergence, aligning with the (B, 0)-LGD case
in (17). Conversely, higher values of H impacts the upper
bound as O(H2), slowing down convergence. Nevertheless,
the proposed method continues to converge, albeit at a slower
rate. The analysis showcases the method’s robustness in bal-
ancing the trade-offs introduced by H , ensuring a reliable
convergence rate even under severe heterogeneity. Further, we
also observe that NoROTA-FL benefits from increasing K̂,
alleviating the effect of higher H . An important point to note
is that the impact of heterogeneity exacerbates with high noise
variance. However, this challenge can be effectively mitigated
using NoROTA-FL by increasing the number of clients or
signal power.
Convergence Rate: We now present the result that provides
the convergence rate of NoROTA-FL under severe heterogene-
ity in the partial device participation case.

Corollary 3. Given Theorem 2, for any ϵ > 0 and F (θ0) −
F (θT ) = ∆, then we have 1

T

∑T−1
t=0 E[∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2] ≤ ϵ after

T = O
(
∆
ϵ2

)
communication rounds.

From the above corollary, we establish that NoROTA-FL
converges as O(1/

√
T ) under the assumptions of Theorem 2.

Extension to the fading case: We now extend the convergence
analysis of NoROTA-FL under (B,H)-LGD assumption in the
presence of fading.

Corollary 4. Given the assumptions in Theorem 2 and r̂ > 0,
the expected decrease in global objective given in P2 (11)
using NoROTA-FL as in Algorithm 1 in the presence of fading
is given:

EKt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (ᾱ− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√

T
) (21)

where ᾱ is same as in Corollary 2.

From the above, we see that the convergence rate is the same
as the partial participation scenario presented in Theorem 2.
However, similar to Corollary 2, the key difference lies in the
impact of r̂ which is discussed under Corollary 2.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS: ζt-INEXACTNESS

In this section, we provide the convergence analysis of
NoROTA-FL under the notion of ζt-inexactness, as defined
in Definition 1. By adopting the zeroth-order inexactness, we
relax the exactness requirement of the solution, allowing an
error margin around the optimal objective function values,
unlike the first-order notion of inexactness which is based
on the gradients. This approach enables a robust and flexible
analysis, where we completely avoid using the (B,H)-LGD
assumption. We use the following assumptions for all clients:

Assumption 4. The local functions fk(·) : Rd → R are non-
convex, L-Lipschitz smooth.

Assumption 5. The local functions fk(·) : Rd → R are G-
Lipschitz continuous if |fk(θ)− fk(θ

′)| ≤ G∥θ − θ′∥ for all
θ,θ′ ∈ Rd.

In particular, for a function fk(θ) to be G-Lipschitz, it satisfies
∥∇fk(θ)∥ ≤ G,∀θ which is similar to the commonly used
bounded gradient assumption [24], [30]. It is well-understood
that the G-Lipschitz assumption shares similarities with the
(0, H)-LGD assumption in spirit and hence this assumption
caters to the severe to highly severe heterogeneity [21], [22].
In the following lemma, we derive an upper bound on the
precoding factor pt under zeroth-order inexactness, which is
used in the subsequent results.

Lemma 4. The precoding factor pt in each communication
round can be upper bounded as 1

pt ≤ G2

P under zeroth-order
inexactness for K2τ > 2.

We now present the result that establishes convergence of the
NoROTA-FL framework for the most general case of partial
device participation.
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Theorem 3. Given the zeroth-order ζt-inexactness in Defi-

nition 1, Assumptions 4-5, ν = 1
λ = 1

3L min

{
1

T 1/3 ,

√
K̂
T

}
,

K̂2τ > 2 and ζt ≤ min

{
G

2L
√

K̂
, G
2L ,

Gν
K̂

}
, we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t)

∥∥∥2] ≤ (L∆+G2)max

{
1

T 2/3
,

1√
TK̂

}

+
G2dσ2

P
max

{
1

T 1/3K̂2
,

1

K̂
√

TK̂

}
, (22)

where ∆ = F (θ0)− F (θT ).

In Theorem 3, we observe that for small G, the upper bound
remains low, leading to a faster convergence rate. As G
increases, the bound scales as O(G2) allowing local functions
to be more dissimilar while still ensuring convergence, albeit at
a slower rate of O(1/T 1/2). When T < K̂3, the bound in (22)
is dominated by O(1/T 2/3) leading to a communication com-
plexity of 1/ϵ3/2 to reach an ϵ-stationary solution. Conversely,
for T ≥ K̂3, the rate is dominated by O(1/

√
TK̂). While

this rate is slower, it holds without requiring the restrictive
(B, 0)-LGD condition. Moreover, the terms O(1/

√
TK̂),

O(1/T 1/3K̂2) and O(1/K̂
√
TK̂) highlights the benefits of

client sampling in improving convergence speed.
We now extend the convergence analysis of NoROTA-FL
under ζt-inexactness in the presence of fading.

Corollary 5. Under the conditions stated in Theorem 3 and
r̂ > 0, the convergence bound in the presence of fading is
given by

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t)

∥∥∥2] ≤ (L∆+G2)max

{
1

T 2/3
,

1√
TK̂

}

+
G2dσ2

r̂2P
max

{
1

T 1/3K̂2
,

1

K̂
√

TK̂

}
(23)

The additional dependence on r̂ in (23) highlights the impact
of channel fading. The effect scales as O(1/r̂2), indicating
that severe fading (small r̂) amplifies the noise effect, leading
to slower convergence. Conversely, higher r̂ reduces the num-
ber of participating devices per round, which also degrades
convergence. However, as observed in (23), our method can
mitigate the impact of severe fading by increasing the SNR,
while the effect of low participation can be counteracted by
longer training duration T , intuitively requiring more rounds
to achieve convergence. Consequently, for T ≥ K̂3, the
convergence rate is O(1/

√
T ) which is slower than O(1/T )

in the (B, 0)-LGD and same as in the (B,H)-LGD setting.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we present the experimental results to show-
case the performance of NoROTA-FL on three datasets, as
compared to OTA-FL techniques such as COTAF [10], Ro-
bustComm [19], FedProx [16] and their variants. We employ
different deep neural network architectures to classify the
images in the FEMNIST [31], CIFAR10, and CIFAR100
datasets [32]. This showcases a practical setting where the

optimization landscape is non-convex. In the sequel, we ana-
lyze the performance of the proposed approach in the presence
of key challenges: (a) data and system heterogeneity inherent
to FL and (b) wireless system impairments such as AWGN
and fading.
The FEMNIST dataset, a federated variant of the MNIST
dataset, consists of a large collection of handwritten digit
images, each of size 28×28 pixels, categorized into 47 classes.
The CIFAR10 dataset, a widely-used benchmark in computer
vision, contains images from 10 different categories, each of
size 32×32 pixels and consisting of three channels (RGB). The
CIFAR100 dataset is an extension of CIFAR10, comprising
100 object classes with 600 images per class, making it a
more complex and fine-grained classification task.
For our image classification task on the FEMNIST and CI-
FAR10 datasets, we employ a Convolutional Neural Network
(CNN) that comprises of two convolutional layers followed
by two fully connected layers for FEMNIST and three con-
volutional layers followed by two fully connected layers for
CIFAR10. For the CIFAR100 dataset, we employ a ResNet-18
classifier to leverage deeper feature extraction and to improve
performance on a more challenging dataset. All datasets are
partitioned among clients, in both, IID and non-IID fashion.
To demonstrate the reliability of our proposed method in
noisy scenarios, we compare its performance against several
baselines. In particular, the baselines we consider include
COTAF [10], which applies precoding at the clients to mit-
igate channel noise while implementing FedAvg, and Robust-
Comm [19], a robust FL technique designed for noisy wireless
environments. We also consider NoisyFedAvg and NoisyProx
as baselines, which are the implementations of FedAvg and
FedProx, respectively, without any means of mitigating the
noise effects. The relationships between these baselines are as
follows: (a) NoROTA-FL with σ = 0 and pt = 1 reduces to
FedProx [16], (b) NoROTA-FL with λ = 0 and 0% stragglers
is equivalent to COTAF [10], (c) NoROTA-FL with pt = 1
corresponds to NoisyProx, (d) COTAF with σ = 0 and pt = 1
is equivalent to FedAvg, (e) COTAF with pt = 1 is the same
as NoisyFedAvg and (f) NoROTA-FL with λ = σ2 aligns with
RobustComm [19]. Through these comparisons, we highlight
the robustness and efficiency of our proposed technique.
The default experimental settings are as follows: the number
of clients is set to K = 30, the mini-batch size is 64 for
all datasets, and the local epochs are fixed at E = 3 at all
clients in scenarios without system heterogeneity. The SNR
of the MAC channel is set to 0dB unless stated otherwise.
λ is a hyperparameter and is set to a value of 0.4 for
FEMNIST and CIFAR10 datasets and 0.01 for CIFAR100.
We explore distinct data heterogeneity scenarios to evaluate
the performance of our approach. In the IID scenario, training
data is distributed among users such that each user possesses
an equal distribution of images across all classes. In the
non-IID scenario, ((1 − π) ∗ 100%) of each user’s training
data is associated with a single label, leading to varied data
distributions among users. The value of π lies between 0 and
1, where the higher the π, the higher the similarity of data
among clients and the lower the data heterogeneity [10]. The
default similarity parameter π is set to 0.5 unless specified
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otherwise.
We assess the performance of the models on FEMNIST,
CIFAR10, and CIFAR100 datasets in terms of classifica-
tion accuracy and convergence behavior across different data
heterogeneity scenarios, as detailed above. Furthermore, we
analyze the influence of FL and wireless channel attributes
such as system heterogeneity, client participation, communi-
cation rounds, SNR, and fading on the models’ training and
performance.

A. Comparison with Baselines

Fig. 2. Comparison of NoROTA-FL with the baselines for FEMNIST and
CIFAR10 (π = 0.1, λ = 0.4) and CIFAR100 (π = 0.5, λ = 0.01) for
SNR(τ ) = 0 dB.

In this subsection, we compare the proposed NoROTA-FL
framework against the baselines described in the previous
section, considering the default parameter settings. We ob-
serve from Fig. 2 that the proposed method referred to as
NoROTA, performs on par with FedProx while exhibiting
robustness to both heterogeneity and wireless channel noise.
This indicates that the precoding strategy in NoROTA-FL is
successful in mitigating the effect of noise. To emphasize this
further, we have also included the convergence behavior of
NoisyFedAvg and NoisyProx, which do not incorporate any
precoding. We observe that both NoisyFedAvg and NoisyProx
fail to converge in most cases. Further, NoROTA-FL surpasses
COTAF in identical wireless settings, highlighting its superior
performance benefiting from the proposed proximal term.
Additionally, NoROTA-FL consistently outperforms Robust-
Comm, where RobustComm incorporates a constant noise-
variance-based Lagrange multiplier for the proximal term.
This signifies that our proposed strategy to search for the
optimal Lagrange multiplier (λ) for the proximal term is better
suited as compared to [19]. Another important observation is
that NoROTA-FL demonstrates superior stability, i.e., fewer
accuracy variations across communication rounds and faster
convergence on all the datasets as compared to other methods.

B. Ablation Study

We study the effect of varying data and system heterogeneity,
SNR and fading on the proposed algorithm as compared to the
baselines. We also substantiate some of the observations made
in the convergence analysis given in Sec. III and Sec. IV.
Varying Data Heterogeneity (π): We demonstrate the perfor-
mance of the proposed approach and the baselines by varying
π, which is the similarity parameter as described earlier. Data
heterogeneity is a fundamental attribute of FL, and addressing
heterogeneity is crucial to enhancing the robustness of any

method. As depicted in Fig. 3, we observe that NoROTA-
FL exhibits only a slight decrease in performance with an
increase in data heterogeneity (from π = 0.5 to π = 0.1)
on FEMNIST and CIFAR10 datasets, while still maintain-
ing high accuracy and stability, signifying its resilience to
varying data distributions across clients. For CIFAR100, the
degradation is more pronounced due to the high number of
classes compared to other datasets. The performance on the
CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 dataset highlights the effectiveness
of the proximal term in mitigating the effects of data het-
erogeneity, as compared to COTAF. We also observe that
NoisyProx barely converges for the above setting. Hence, the
robustness and stability demonstrated by NoROTA-FL make it
an excellent choice for FL scenarios characterized by diverse
data distributions in noisy environments.

Fig. 3. Performance of NoROTA-FL and baselines for varying data hetero-
geneity for SNR = 0dB.

Fig. 4. Performance of NoROTA-FL and COTAF under heterogeneous system
settings on FEMNIST and CIFAR10 datasets.

Fig. 5. Performance of NoROTA-FL and COTAF under heterogeneous system
settings on CIFAR100 dataset.

Varying System Heterogeneity: We conduct extensive ex-
periments to evaluate the effects of varying levels of system
heterogeneity by introducing stragglers into the FL system.
We introduce stragglers which are assumed to have varying
system capabilities. We examine the proposed framework and
the baselines by introducing different percentages of strag-
glers: 0%, 50%, and 75%. The plots in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5
depict the performance of NoROTA-FL and COTAF under
heterogeneous system settings on the FEMNIST, CIFAR10,
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Fig. 6. Performance of NoROTA-FL, NoisyProx and COTAF for varying SNR on FEMNIST, CIFAR10 (π = 0.1) and CIFAR100 (π = 0.5) datasets.
Rightmost: Contour plot for SNR Vs λ on CIFAR10 dataset (π = 0.5).

Fig. 7. Performance of NoROTA-FL and COTAF under the effect of fading and stragglers. For the leftmost plot, we choose r̂ such that the minimum number
of clients is 10 with an SNR of 0dB. For the rest of the plots, we choose the r̂ such that the minimum number of clients is 20.

and CIFAR100 datasets. Each column of plots corresponds
to a different percentage of stragglers: 0%, 50%, and 75%.
NoROTA-FL is designed to handle stragglers, whereas the
COTAF addresses stragglers in each round by dropping them.
It is important to note that in the case of 0% stragglers,
NoROTA-FL with λ = 0 is equivalent to COTAF as depicted
in Fig. 4. In the scenario with 50% stragglers, we observe that
COTAF’s performance deteriorates when the SNR is -5dB in
Fig. 4. This deterioration becomes more pronounced in the
case of 75% stragglers, where COTAF is unable to perform
well, even on the FEMNIST dataset. Conversely, NoROTA-
FL maintains robust performance even as the proportion of
stragglers increases. This trend is also observed in the case of
CIFAR100 in Fig. 5.
Varying SNR: We demonstrate the performance of the pro-
posed approach and the baselines by varying SNR, i.e., we
verify the robustness of the proposed approach in the presence
of detrimental effects of noise at the server. From Fig. 6, it is
evident that NoROTA-FL demonstrates robustness to varying
SNR. The performance is shown for SNR ranging from −10dB
to 5dB. The proposed method effectively mitigates the impact
of noise, with only a slight decrease in accuracy observed at
SNR of −10dB on FEMNIST, CIFAR10. The robustness to
varying SNR is highly evident in the CIFAR-100 dataset. Ad-
ditionally, the effectiveness of the proximal term is highlighted
on the CIFAR10 and CIFAR100 datasets, where we compare
NoROTA-FL with NoisyProx and COTAF across varying
SNR. These observations clearly indicate that NoROTA-FL
exhibits greater robustness as compared to COTAF. It is also
observed that when SNR increases, the proposed method
performs better, which indicates small levels of noise are fully
mitigated in NoROTA-FL. As discussed in the convergence
analysis in the theorems of Sec. III and IV, it is experimentally
illustrated in (FEMNIST and CIFAR10 datasets) Fig. 6 that
lower values of SNR slow down the convergence rate.
In Fig. 6 (rightmost), we present a contour plot depicting
the relationship between SNR and λ, and its effect on the

resulting accuracy of the proposed NoROTA-FL method on
the CIFAR10 dataset. The plot shows that accuracy generally
increases with higher SNR values, as expected. As SNR moves
from −8dB to 8dB, the accuracy improves, indicating that
NoROTA-FL is more effective in less noisy environments. It
is evident that the parameter λ significantly influences the
accuracy. For small values of λ (close to 0.01), accuracy is
generally lower on the CIFAR10 dataset. As λ increases, accu-
racy initially improves, peaking at around λ ≈ 0.4, where the
highest accuracy is observed. For higher values of λ, accuracy
does not improve significantly and may also lead to a slight
decline. This was also observed in the theoretical analysis in
Sec. III, where we concluded that large values of λ hindered
convergence. This indicates that tuning λ appropriately can
significantly enhance the robustness and accuracy of NoROTA-
FL, especially in noisy environments. We have observed that
values of λ > 1 results in poor accuracy performance.
Effect of Fading: We experimentally analyze the impact of
fading on the proposed setup. In Fig. 7, we illustrate the perfor-
mance of NoROTA-FL and COTAF in the presence of fading
on the FEMNIST, CIFAR10, and CIFAR100 datasets. Further,
we also investigate the effect of fading under varying SNR and
in the presence of stragglers. The first and second plot from
the left in Fig. 7 shows that NoROTA-FL achieves higher
accuracy as compared to COTAF under fading conditions,
especially in CIFAR100 and CIFAR10 datasets. The third,
fourth, and fifth plots from the left demonstrate the robust
performance of NoROTA-FL under the joint effect of fading
and stragglers on the FEMNIST, CIFAR10, and CIFAR100
datasets, respectively. In contrast, COTAF fails to converge in
scenarios with 75% stragglers on all the datasets.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we proposed the NoROTA-FL framework, which
is a robust OTA-FL algorithm that tackles fading, noise un-
certainty, and data and system heterogeneity that are inherent
to wireless federated networks. We derived novel constrained
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local optimization problems that incorporated the effects of
noise and fading at each client. The constraint, also called the
proximal term, played a dual role where it allowed for variable
amounts of work to be performed locally across devices and
proved to be effective at mitigating noise and fading in each
communication round. NoROTA-FL uses precoding for long-
term noise robustness. We provide convergence guarantees for
NoROTA-FL for locally non-convex optimization problems,
while solving for first-order inexact solutions in mild and
severe heterogeneity settings, as characterized by the local gra-
dient dissimilarity assumption. We also provide convergence
guarantees for NoROTA-FL that seek zeroth-order inexact
solutions in very severe heterogeneity settings as character-
ized by the Lipschitz continuity assumptions. Our empirical
evaluation across a suite of federated datasets has validated
our theoretical analysis and demonstrated that the NoROTA-
FL framework can significantly stabilize and improve the
convergence behavior of FL in realistic wireless heterogeneous
networks.

APPENDIX

Lemma 5. (Bounding the gradients) Let assumption 3 hold.
Then, for any θ, θ̃ ∈ Rd and wt = θ̃t − θt we have
the following bound on the norm of the gradient of f(·):
∥∇f(θt)∥ ≤ ∥∇f(θ̃t)∥+ L∥wt∥.

Proof. Proof is deferred to the supplementary.

Lemma 6. (Modified γt inexactness) Given the γt inex-
actness condition [16], expressed as ∥∇hk(θt+1

k ;θt)∥ ≤
γt∥∇fk(θt)∥ where θt are non-noisy parameter updates, the
corresponding γt inexactness for noisy parameter updates θ̃t

is given by

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥+ (γtL+ λ)∥wt∥. (24)

Proof. The local objective function as given in Definition 1 is
as follows,

hk(θ
t+1
k ; θ̃t) = fk(θ

t+1
k ) +

λ

2
∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥2. (25)

where θ̃t is the noisy aggregated global model from the t-
th communication round. Differentiating (25) with respect to
θt+1
k , considering ℓ2 norm on both the sides and applying

triangular inequality, we obtain

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ ≤ ∥∇fk(θt+1

k ) + λ(θt+1
k − θt)∥+ λ

∥∥wt
∥∥.

≤ ∥∇hk(θt+1
k ;θt)∥+ λ∥wt∥, (26)

where we have used the noisy fedavg decoding rule from (5)
given as θ̃t = 1

K

∑K
k=1θ

t
k +wt and introduced the noiseless

parameter update as θt = 1
K

∑K
k=1θ

t
k, which leads to θ̃t =

θt + wt. Using the notion of γt-inexactness with non-noisy
parameter updates as ∥∇hk(θt+1

k ;θt)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θt)∥, (26)
can be rewritten as

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θt)∥+ λ∥wt∥. (27)

Finally, using Lemma. 5, we have the result.

Proof of Lemma 1 and Lemma 4 : From the definition of
pt in (4), we have 1

pt ≤ 1
P

∑K
k=1 qk{E[∥θt

k − θ̃t−1∥2]}. First,

we consider the first-order inexactness condition. Using the
differentiation of hk(·), we have

1

pt
≤ Ek∥∇hk(θt

k; θ̃
t−1)−∇fk(θt

k)∥2

λ2P

≤ 8K2(B2∥∇F (θ̃)∥2 +H2)

λ2PK2 − (γtL+ λ)2dσ2
, (28)

where the last inequality is obtained after using Lemma 6,
Young’s inequality and the Assumption 1. For λ > γtL

K
√
τ

, we
have the result. Next, we consider the zeroth-order inexactness
condition.
From the definition of pt in (4) and using

∥∥∥θt
k − θ̃t−1

∥∥∥ ≤
ν(2Lζt +G) + ∥wt∥, we have

1

pt
≤ 2K2(2Lζt +G)2

λ2(PK2 − 2dσ2)
. (29)

For K2τ > 2, we have the result.
Result of Lemma 3 and related constants: The proof of
Lemma 3 is deferred to the supplementary. The final result is
obtained as,

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β2 + 2Γ

2
, (30)

where α is same as in Lemma 1 in (16) and

β = ρ2 +
C3

K
√
τ
, ρ2 =

Hγt

λ
+

LH(1 + γt)

µ̄
+

LBH(1 + γt)2

µ̄2
,

C3 =
H(γtL+ λ)

λ
(
L

µ̄
+ 1) +

2LBH(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
,

Γ = ρ3 − C4
K2τ

+ C5
K

√
τ
, ρ3 =

LH2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2
,

C4 =
LH2(γtL+ λ)

2µ̄
, C5 =

LH2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
.

From the above, we observe that the terms α, β,Γ are related
to γt as O((γt)2). Hence, by setting γt = γ/t1/4, the last
term in (30), i.e., β2+2Γ

α converges as O(1/
√
T ). Therefore,

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√
T
). (31)

Result of Theorem 2 and related constants: The proof of
Theorem 2 is deferred to the supplementary. The final result
is obtained as,

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α̂− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β̂2+2Γ̂
2

, (32)

where α̂ is same as in Theorem 1 and

β̂ = ρ̂2 +
Ĉ3

K̂2τ
+

Ĉ4

K̂
√
τ
, Γ̂ = ρ̂3 +

Ĉ5

K̂2τ
+

Ĉ6

K̂
√
τ
,

ρ̂2 =
Hγt

λ
+

LBH(1 + γt)2

µ̄2
+

9LBH(1 + γt)2√
K̂µ̄

,

Ĉ3 =
3LBH(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
+ 6LBH, Ĉ5 =

3LH2(γtL+ λ)

4µ̄
+ 4LH2,

Ĉ4 =
LBH(1 + γt)

µ̄
(3 +

2(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
) + 2H +

HγtL

λ
,

ρ̂3 =
LH2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2
, Ĉ6 =

LH2(1 + γt)

µ̄
(
γtL+ λ

µ̄
+ 2).

Analysing α̂, β̂, Γ̂ similarly as in (31), we have

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α̂− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√
T
). (33)
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Result of Corollary 4 and related constants: The proof of
Corollary 4 is deferred to the supplementary. The final result
is obtained as,

EKt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (ᾱ− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β̄2 + 2Γ̄

2
,

≤ F (θ̃t)− (ᾱ− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√
T
). (34)

where ᾱ is same as in Theorem 2, ρ̄3 = ρ̂3 and

β̄ = ρ̄2 +
C̄3

K̂
√
τ
+

C̄4

r̂2K̂2τ
+

C̄5

r̂K̂
√
τ
,

Γ̄ = ρ̄3 −
C̄6

K̂2τ
+

C̄7

K̂
√
τ
+

C̄8

r̂2K̂2τ
+

C̄9

r̂K̂
√
τ
,

ρ̄2 =
Hγt

λ
+

LBH(1 + γt)2

µ̄2
+

9LBH(1 + γt)2√
K̂µ̄

,

C̄3 = H +
HγtL

λ
+

2LBH(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
,

C̄4 =
3LBH(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
+ 6LBH, C̄5 =

3LBH(1 + γt)

µ̄
+H,

C̄6 =
LH2(γtL+ λ)

2µ̄
, C̄7 =

LH2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
,

C̄8 =
2LH2(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
+ 4LH2, C̄9 =

2LH2(1 + γt)

µ̄
.

Proof Sketch of Lemma 2 , Theorem 1 and Corollary 2: By
substituting (B, 0)-LGD in place of (B,H)-LGD in Lemma 3,
Theorem 2 and Corollary 4, we obtain Lemma 2, Theorem 2
and Corollary 2, respectively. The complete proofs of all
lemmas, theorems, and corollaries are provided in the sup-
plementary material.

REFERENCES

[1] D. C. Nguyen, M. Ding, P. N. Pathirana, A. Seneviratne, J. Li, D. Niyato,
O. Dobre, and H. V. Poor, “6g internet of things: A comprehensive
survey,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 9, no. 1, pp. 359–383,
2022.

[2] Z. Yang, M. Chen, K.-K. Wong, H. V. Poor, and S. Cui, “Federated
learning for 6g: Applications, challenges, and opportunities,” Engineer-
ing, vol. 8, pp. 33–41, 2022.

[3] T. Gafni, N. Shlezinger, K. Cohen, Y. C. Eldar, and H. V. Poor,
“Federated learning: A signal processing perspective,” IEEE Signal
Processing Magazine, vol. 39, no. 3, pp. 14–41, 2022.

[4] V. C. Gogineni, A. Moradi, N. K. D. Venkategowda, and S. Werner,
“Communication-efficient and privacy-aware distributed learning,” IEEE
Transactions on Signal and Information Processing over Networks,
vol. 9, pp. 705–720, 2023.

[5] K. Hsieh, A. Harlap, N. Vijaykumar, D. Konomis, G. R. Ganger,
P. B. Gibbons, and O. Mutlu, “Gaia: Geo-Distributed machine learning
approaching LAN speeds,” in NSDI 17. Boston, MA: USENIX
Association, 2017, pp. 629–647.

[6] T. Li, A. K. Sahu, A. Talwalkar, and V. Smith, “Federated learning:
Challenges, methods, and future directions,” IEEE Signal Processing
Magazine, vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 50–60, 2020.

[7] B. McMahan, E. Moore, D. Ramage, S. Hampson, and B. A. y Arcas,
“Communication-efficient learning of deep networks from decentralized
data,” in Artificial intelligence and statistics. PMLR, 2017, pp. 1273–
1282.

[8] P. Kairouz, H. B. McMahan, B. Avent, A. Bellet, M. Bennis, A. N.
Bhagoji, K. Bonawitz, Z. Charles, G. Cormode, R. Cummings et al.,
“Advances and open problems in federated learning,” Foundations and
Trends® in Machine Learning, vol. 14, no. 1–2, pp. 1–210, 2021.

[9] K. Yang, T. Jiang, Y. Shi, and Z. Ding, “Federated learning via over-
the-air computation,” IEEE transactions on wireless communications,
vol. 19, no. 3, pp. 2022–2035, 2020.

[10] T. Sery, N. Shlezinger, K. Cohen, and Y. C. Eldar, “Over-the-air
federated learning from heterogeneous data,” IEEE Transactions on
Signal Processing, vol. 69, pp. 3796–3811, 2021.

[11] N. Agrawal, R. L. Cavalcante, M. Yukawa, and S. Sta´nczak, “Dis-
tributed convex optimization “over-the-air” in dynamic environments,”
IEEE Trans. on Signal and Information Processing over Networks, pp.
1–16, 2024.

[12] G. Zhu, Y. Wang, and K. Huang, “Broadband analog aggregation for
low-latency federated edge learning (extended version),” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1812.11494, 2018.
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Supplementary Material

This supplementary material provides the proof of various
results discussed in the manuscript titled “Noise Resilient
Over-The-Air Federated Learning In Heterogeneous Wireless
Networks”. For ease of reference, the enumeration of all
the theorems, lemmas and equations is consistent with the
manuscript.

A. Notations

Notation Description
x Boldface small letters denote vectors
X Boldface capital letters denote matrices
IM M ×M identity matrix
||x|| ℓ2-norm of vector x
P A set
|P| Size of the set P
E[·] Expectation with respect all randomnesses including noise
Ek[·] Expectation over all client indices k = 0, . . . ,K

EP [·] Expectation over the chosen set of clients in P
∇f(·) Gradient of function f(·)
[M ] Set {1, . . . ,M}

A ≽ B A−B is positive definite
TABLE I

LIST OF NOTATIONS USED IN THE PAPER

ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTS

A. Ablation Study

In this subsection, we study the effect of varying numbers
of clients and the pre-coding factor on the proposed approach.
Effect of varying clients:
In this section, we observe the behavior of NoROTA-FL
for varying clients on CIFAR10 and FEMNIST datasets. We
provide the convergence trend for 15, 30 and 45 clients for
π = 0.5, λ = 0.4 and SNR= 0 dB. As discussed in the conver-
gence analysis, from the accuracy plot on the CIFAR10 dataset
as in Fig. 8, we observe that increasing the number of clients
can mitigate the impact of noise in our proposed framework.
In contrast, the FEMNIST dataset is less affected by noise,
and thus, the accuracy performance on the FEMNIST dataset
clearly illustrates the increased communication overhead and
higher variance in updates that accompany an increase in the
number of clients, ultimately resulting in slower convergence.
Effect of precoding and proximal term:
In this section, we analyze the behavior of the precoding
factor pt and the proximal term in the proposed approach as
compared to the baselines. From Fig. 9, we observe that both
NoROTA-FL and COTAF consistently adapt to varying noise
levels by appropriately adjusting the precoding factor, thereby
effectively mitigating noise. However, COTAF exhibits larger
parameter variations, leading to poorer performance at 0dB
SNR, as shown in Fig. 6 (third from the left). Furthermore,
COTAF fails to adjust for lower SNRs, resulting in a near-zero
precoding value at an SNR of −10dB, which leads to severely

Fig. 8. Performance of NoROTA-FL under varying clients.

degraded convergence, as seen in Fig. 6 (third from the
left). In contrast, NoROTA-FL demonstrates more controlled
parameter adjustments, resulting in higher accuracies.

Similarly, we observe that the behavior of the proximal term
in Fig. 9 is similar in NoROTA-FL and FedProx. This indicates
that NoROTA-FL consistently adapts to varying noisy and
heterogeneous environments. In comparison, NoisyProx either
fails to adjust, maintaining an almost constant value for an
SNR of 5dB, or fails to learn and hence is stuck at a near-
zero value for an SNR of 0dB.

Fig. 9. Precoding and Proximal term behavior for CIFAR10

DETAILED PROOFS OF KEY LEMMAS AND THEOREMS
UNDER (B,H)-LGD ASSUMPTION

Lemma 7. Let there exist L̄ > 0 such that ∇2fk(θ) ≽ −L̄I,
and let µ̄ := λ− L̄ > 0. Then for any θ,θt ∈ Rd, hk(θ,θt),
as in Definition 1, is µ̄-strongly convex for all t.

Proof of Lemma 7: Adding λId on the LHS of ∇2fk(θ) ≥
−L̄Id, and using the definition of µ̄, we obtain

∇2fk(θ) + λId ≥ µ̄Id. (35)

Using the expression for hk(θ,θt) as given in Definition 1,
we have ∇2hk(θ,θ

t) = ∇2fk(θ) + λId. Substituting in
the above, we have ∇2hk(θ,θ

t) ≥ µ̄Id, which implies that
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hk(θ,θ
t) is µ̄-strongly convex for all t.

Proof of Lemma 5: Using the reverse triangular inequality for
two vectors θt and θ̃t, and Lipschitz smoothness, we have:

∥∇f(θt)∥ − ∥∇f(θ̃t)∥ ≤ ∥∇f(θt)−∇f(θ̃t)∥
≤ L∥θt − θ̃t∥. (36)

Since wt = θ̃t−θt, we have ∥∇f(θt)∥ ≤ ∥∇f(θ̃t)∥+L∥wt∥.
The same result is obtained (as an approximation) by using
Taylor series expansion as follows:

f(θt) = f(θ̃t −wt) ≈ f(θ̃t)−wt∇f(θ̃t). (37)

Differentiating both sides of the above equation and consider-
ing the norm, we have

∥∇f(θt)∥ ⪅ ∥∇f(θ̃t)∥+ ∥wt∥∥∇2f(θ̃t)∥
≤ ∥∇f(θ̃t)∥+ ∥wt∥L, (38)

where the last step holds by the spectral norm
property, i,e., ∥∇2f(θ̃t)∥ ≤ L if f satisfies
∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥.

Proof of Lemma 6: The local objective function, as given in
P2 is defined as follows,

hk(θ
t+1
k ; θ̃t) = fk(θ

t+1
k ) +

λ

2
∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥2. (39)

where θ̃t is the available aggregated global model from the t-th
aggregation epoch. From (5) in the main manuscript, we have
the noisy FedAvg decoding rule given as θ̃t = 1

K

∑K
k=1θ

t
k +

wt. Differentiating (39) with respect to θt+1
k , we obtain

∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t) = ∇fk(θt+1

k ) + λ
[
θt+1
k − θ̃t

]
. (40)

We introduce the noiseless parameter update as θt =
1
K

∑K
k=1θ

t
k, which leads to θ̃t = θt + wt. Considering ℓ2

norm of both the sides of the above expression, we have

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ = ∥∇fk(θt+1

k ) + λ
(
θt+1
k − θt

)
− λwt∥.

(41)

Applying triangle inequality to the above, we obtain

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ ≤ ∥∇fk(θt+1

k ) + λ
(
θt+1
k − θt

)
∥+ λ∥wt∥,

≤ ∥∇hk(θt+1
k ;θt)∥+ λ∥wt∥. (42)

Using the notion of inexactness as mentioned in Definition 1,
we have ∥∇hk(θt+1

k ;θt)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θt)∥, the expression in
(42) can be rewritten as

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θt)∥+ λ∥wt∥ (43)

Finally, using Lemma. 5, we have

∥∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)∥ ≤ γt∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥+ γtL∥wt∥+ λ∥wt∥

≤ γt∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥+ (γtL+ λ)∥wt∥ (44)

Proof of Lemma 1 and Lemma 4 This bound has been
established for SGD-based updates in Lemma A.2 in [10].
Here, we assume that this bound holds for local solvers that
may not use SGD.

1) First-order inexactness: From the definition of pt in (4),
we have 1

pt ≤ 1
P

∑K
k=1 qkE∥θt

k − θ̃t−1∥2. Using the
differentiation of hk(·, ·), we have

1

pt
≤ Ek∥∇hk(θ

t
k; θ̃

t−1)−∇fk(θ
t
k)∥2

λ2P

≤
(i)

2Ek[∥∇hk(θ
t
k; θ̃

t−1)∥2 + ∥∇fk(θ
t
k)∥2]

λ2P

≤
(ii)

2Ek[{γt∥∇fk(θ̃
t−1)∥+ (γtL+ λ)∥wt∥}2 + ∥∇fk(θ

t
k)∥2]

λ2P

≤
(iii)

8K2(B2∥∇F (θ̃)∥2 +H2)

λ2PK2 − (γtL+ λ)2dσ2

≤
(iv)

(B2∥∇F (θ̃)∥2 +H2)

P
, (45)

where the (ii) is obtained using the Lemma 6 and (iii)
using Young’s inequality and the Assumption 1. Finally,
we get (iv) for λ > γL

K
√
τ

, where τ = P
dσ2 .

2) Zeroth-order inexactness: From the definition of pt in
(4) and using

∥∥∥θt
k − θ̃t−1

∥∥∥ ≤ ν(2Lζt +G)+ ∥wt∥, we
have

1

pt
≤ 2K2(2Lζt +G)2

λ2(PK2 − 2dσ2)
. (46)

For K2τ > 2, we have the result.
Since in the case of full participation, wt ∼ N (0, σ2

K2pt Id),
therefore

E
[
∥wt∥2

]
=

dσ2

K2pt
. (47)

Then, using Lemma 1, we have

E
[
∥wt∥2

]
=

dσ2

K2pt
≤ dσ2

K2P
(B2∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +H2). (48)

Using Jensen’s inequality, we can rewrite the above as

E
[
∥wt∥

]
≤

√
E [∥wt∥2] ≤

√
dσ

K
√
P
(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H).

(49)

Furthermore, in partial participation case,
ŵt ∼ N (0, σ2

K̂2pt
Id), hence

E
[
∥ŵt∥2

]
=

dσ2

K̂2pt
. (50)

Then using Lemma 1 and Jensen’s inequality, we have

E
[
∥ŵt∥

]
≤

√
E [∥ŵt∥2] ≤

√
dσ

K̂
√
P
(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H).

(51)

Similarly, for fading case, w̄t ∼ N (0, σ2

r̂2|Kt|2pt Id), therefore

E
[
∥w̄t∥2

]
=

dσ2

r̂2|Kt|2pt
. (52)

Then using Lemma 1 and Jensen’s inequality, we have

E
[
∥w̄t∥

]
≤

√
E [∥w̄t∥2] ≤

√
dσ(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H)

r̂|Kt|
√
P

. (53)
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Proof of Lemma 3: Consider the local objective function in
(15) of the main manuscript as follows,

hk(θ
t+1
k ; θ̃t) = fk(θ

t+1
k ) +

λ

2
∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥2. (54)

Denoting θ̄t+1 = Ek[θ
t+1
k ] and differentiating the above

equation and taking the expectation Ek[·], we obtain the
following:

θ̄t+1 − θt =
−1

λ
Ek

[
∇fk(θt+1

k )
]
+

1

λ
Ek

[
∇hk(θt+1

k ; θ̃t)
]

+wt, (55)

where Ek[θ̃
t] = θt +wt.

From Lemma 7, we know hk(·, ·) is µ̄-strongly convex. Let
θ∗,t+1
k = argminθ ∇hk(θ;θt). Using µ̄-strong convexity of
hk(·, ·) and (43) we obtain

∥θ∗,t+1
k − θt+1

k ∥ ≤ γt

µ̄
∥∇fk(θt)∥+ λ

µ̄
∥wt∥. (56)

Directly from µ̄-strong convexity of hk(·) we have that

∥θ∗,t+1
k − θ̃t∥ ≤ 1

µ̄
∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥. (57)

Combining (56) and (57) and using triangle inequality we
obtain

∥θt+1
k − θ̃t∥ ≤ γt

µ̄
∥∇fk(θt)∥+ 1

µ̄
∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥+ λ

µ̄
∥wt∥.

(58)

Substituting for ∥∇fk(θt)∥ from Lemma 5, we obtain

∥θt+1
k − θ̃t∥ ≤ 1 + γt

µ̄
∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥+ γtL+ λ

µ̄
∥wt∥. (59)

Now we bound ∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥ from (55) as follows.

∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥ = ∥Ek[θ
t+1
k ]− Ek[θ̃

t] +wt∥
≤ Ek∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥+ ∥wt∥, (60)

where the last inequality is due to triangular inequality. After
substituting upper bound on ∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥ from (59) and using

(B,H)-LGD, i.e., Ek[∥∇fk(θ̃)∥] ≤
√

Ek∥∇fk(θ̃)∥2 ≤
∥∇F (θ̃)∥B +H ,we have

∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥

≤
(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
Ek[∥∇fk(θ̃t)∥] +

(
µ̄+ γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥wt∥

≤
(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H) +

(
µ̄+ γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥wt∥.

(61)

We simplify (55) as follows:

θ̄t+1 − θt =
−1

λ
Ek

[
∇fk(θt+1

k )
]
+

1

λ
Ek

[
∇hk(θt+1

k ; θ̃t)
]
+wt

=
−1

λ

{
Ek

[
∇fk(θ̃t)

]
+Ek

[
∇fk(θt+1

k )−∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)−∇fk(θ̃t)

]}
+wt.

(62)

We define,
mt+1 ≜ Ek

[
∇fk(θt+1

k )−∇fk(θ̃t)−∇hk(θt+1
k ; θ̃t)

]
,

which is the second term on the right hand side of the
expression above. Since Ek

[
∇fk(θ̃t)

]
= ∇F (θ̃t), we have

θ̄t+1 − θt = Ek[θ
t+1
k ]− θt =

−1

λ

(
∇F (θ̃t) +mt+1

)
+wt.

(63)

Now we derive upper bounds for the two terms on the right
hand side above. To obtain an upper bound on the norm
of mt+1, we use the L-Lipschitz smoothness assumption,
triangle inequality, upper bound on ∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥ from (59)
and Lemma 6 to obtain the following:

∥mt+1∥ ≤ Ek

[
L∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥
]
+ Ek∥∇hk(θ

t+1
k ; θ̃t)∥

≤ L

[(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+

(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
H +

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥wt∥

]
+ γtEk[∥∇fk(θ̃

t)∥] + (γtL+ λ)∥wt∥. (64)

Further, using Assumption 1 to simplify Ek[∥∇fk(θ̃
t)∥] in the above

expression, we have

∥mt+1∥ ≤
[
LB

(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
+ γtB

]
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥

+

[
L

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
+ (γtL+ λ)

]
∥wt∥+

[
L

(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
+ γt

]
H.

(65)

Using Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, we know that
−1
λ ⟨∇F (θ̃t),mt+1⟩ ≤ 1

λ∥∇F (θ̃
t)∥∥mt+1∥. Hence, it

can be shown that

−1

λ
⟨∇F (θ̃t),mt+1⟩ ≤ 1

λ

[
LB

(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
+ γtB

]
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2

+
1

λ

[
L

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
+ (γtL+ λ)

]
∥wt∥∥∇F (θ̃t)∥

+
1

λ

[
L

(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
+ γt

]
H∥∇F (θ̃t)∥. (66)

Using L-Lipschitz smoothness of F (·) and Cauchy Schwartz
inequality, we have

F (θ̄t+1)− F (θ̃t) ≤ ⟨∇F (θ̃t), θ̄t+1 − θt⟩ − ⟨∇F (θ̃t),wt⟩

+
L

2
∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥2 + L

2
∥wt∥2 − L⟨θ̄t+1 − θt,wt⟩ (67)

Substituting θ̄t+1 − θt from (63), we obtain

F (θ̄t+1)− F (θ̃t) ≤ ∇F (θ̃t)
T
[
−1

λ

(
∇F (θ̃t) +mt+1

)]
+
L

2
∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥2 + L

2
∥wt∥2 − L∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥∥wt∥ (68)
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Substituting the bound on ∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥ from (61), we obtain

F (θ̄t+1)− F (θ̃t) ≤ −1
λ
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + L

2

{(
1+γt

µ̄

)
B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥

+
(

µ̄+γtL+λ
µ̄

)
∥wt∥+

(
1+γt

µ̄

)
H
}2

+ 1
λ

[
LB

(
1+γt

µ̄

)
+ γtB

]
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2

+ 1
λ

[
L
(

1+γt

µ̄

)
+ γt

]
H∥∇F (θ̃t)∥

+ 1
λ

[
L
(

γtL+λ
µ̄

)
+ (γtL+ λ)

]
∥wt∥∥∇F (θ̃t)∥

+ L
2
∥wt∥2 − L

{(
1+γt

µ̄

)
B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ 1+γt

µ̄
H

+
(

µ̄+γtL+λ
µ̄

)
∥wt∥

}
∥wt∥ (69)

Taking expectation E[.] on both sides of the above expression,
rearranging the terms and subsequently using (49), we obtain
the following:

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− α∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ Γ, (70)

where

α =

(
ρ1 − C1

dσ2

K2P
− C2

√
dσ

K
√
P

)
,

ρ1 =

(
1

λ
− γtB

λ
− (1 + γt)LB

µ̄λ
− LB2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2

)
,

C1 =
LB2

2

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)2

,

C2 =

(
LB(γtL+ λ)

µ̄λ
+

B(γtL+ λ)

λ

+
LB2(1 + γt)(µ̄+ γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
− LB2(1 + γt)

µ̄

)
,

β = ρ2 + C3

√
dσ

K
√
P
,

ρ2 =
Hγt

λ
+

LH(1 + γt)

µ̄
+

LBH(1 + γt)2

µ̄2
,

C3 =
H(γtL+ λ)

λ
(
L

µ̄
+ 1) +

2LBH(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
,

Γ =

(
ρ3 − C4

dσ2

K2P
+ C5

√
dσ

K
√
P

)
,

ρ3 =
LH2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2
,

C4 =
LH2(γtL+ λ)

2µ̄
,

C5 =
LH2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
.

Now applying Young’s inequality, we obtain

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β2 + 2Γ

2
. (71)

As the terms in α, β,Γ are O((γt)2). Therefore,by setting
γt = γ/t1/4, the last term in (71) i.e., β2+2Γ

α change as
O(1/

√
T ). Therefore,

E[F (θ̄t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√
T
). (72)

Proof of Lemma 2: We prove the Lemma 2 by substituting
(B, 0) LGD instead of (B,H) LGD, i.e., making H = 0 in
(70). It is important to note that if σ = 0, we get the same
result as FedProx.

Corollary 6. Rate Analysis for full participation un-
der (B, 0)-LGD: Let the assumptions of Theorem 2
hold for all communication rounds, ϵ > 0 and let∑T−1

t=0

(
F (θ̃t)− E[F (θ̄t+1)]

)
≜ ∆̄. Then we have

1
T

∑T−1
t=0 E[∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2] ≤ ϵ after T = O

(
∆̄
ϵα

)
communi-

cation rounds.

Proof of Corollary 6: From Lemma 2, we have

α× ∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤ F (θ̃t)− E[F (θ̄t+1)]

Now, telescoping on both sides leads to the following

α

T−1∑
t=0

∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤
T−1∑
t=0

(
F (θ̃t)− E[F (θ̄t+1)]

)
(73)

Essentially, this above implies that α
T

∑T−1
t=0 E∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤

∆̄
T ≤ αϵ , where ∆̄ =

∑T−1
t=0

(
F (θ̃t)− E[F (θ̄t+1)]

)
. Hence,

we have T ≥ O
(

∆̄(
ρ−C1

dσ2

K2P
−C2

√
dσ

K
√

P

)
ϵ

)
, i.e., as the number

of communication rounds T is increased beyond this stipu-
lated lower bound, it is possible to obtain diminishing value
of

∑T−1
t=0 ∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2, which leads to diminishing difference

between F (θ̃t) and E[F (θ̄t+1)].
Proof of Theorem 2: We now present the proof of conver-
gence of the NoROTA-FL algorithm when only a subset of
the devices participating in the FL process, i.e., K̂ clients are
chosen randomly for federation. We use the local Lipschitz
continuity of F (·) which states that

F (θ̃t+1) ≤ E[F (θ̄t+1)] + L0∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥, (74)

where L0 is the local Lipschitz constant. Considering ESt [.]
on both sides of (74), we obtain

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ E[F (θ̄t+1)] + qt, (75)

where qt = ESt [L0∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥]. Evidently, we need to
obtain an upper bound on the expected norm of qt so that the
expected decrease and the rate of decrease in the loss function
can be quantified. Towards this, we use the bound L0 as given
in [16], i.e,

L0 ≤ ∥∇F (θt)∥+ L
(
∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥+ ∥θ̃t+1 − θt∥

)
(76)

Using the above result in qt = ESt

[
L0∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥

]
, the

upper bound on the qt is given as

qt ≤ ESt

[{
∥∇F (θt)∥+ L

(
∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥+ ∥θ̃t+1 − θt∥

)}
︸ ︷︷ ︸

≥L0

× ∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥
]
. (77)
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Using Lemma 5 in the context of F (θt), we obtain the
following

qt≤ESt

[{
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ L∥ŵt∥+ L

(
∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥+ ∥θ̃t+1 − θt∥

)}
∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥

]
≤
(
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ L∥ŵt∥+ L∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥

)
ESt∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥

+ LESt

[
∥θ̃t+1 − θt∥∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥

]
≤
(i)

(
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ L∥ŵt∥+ L∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥

)
ESt∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥

+ LESt

[(
∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥+ ∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥

)
∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥

]
,

(78)

where (i) holds by the triangular inequality (applied as ∥a−
b∥ ≤ ∥a− c∥+∥c− b∥). Rearranging the terms above, we see
that

qt ≤
(
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ L∥ŵt∥+ 2L∥θ̄t+1 − θt∥

)
ESt∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥+ LESt∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥2. (79)

We now consider upper bounds for individual terms in
the above expression (79). First, we consider ESt∥θ̃t+1 −
θ̄t+1∥ ≤

√
ESt∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥2 and subsequently upper

bound ESt

[
∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥2

]
as follows:

ESt

[
∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥2

]
= ESt


∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

K̂

K̂∑
k=1

θt+1
k + ŵt − θ̄t+1

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2


≤
(i)

1

(K̂)2

K̂∑
k=1

ESt [∥θt+1
k − θ̄t+1∥2] + ∥ŵt∥2

+ 2ESt⟨θt+1
k − θ̄t+1, ŵt⟩

≤
(ii)

1

K̂
Ek[∥θt+1

k − θ̄t+1∥2] + ∥ŵt∥2

≤
(iii)

1

K̂
Ek[∥(θt+1

k − θ̃t)− (θ̄t+1 − θ̃t)∥2] + ∥ŵt∥2

≤
(iv)

2

K̂
Ek[∥(θt+1

k − θ̃t)∥2] + ∥ŵt∥2 (80)

where (i) follows from Jensen’s inequality, (ii) is derived using
Lemma 4 in [33] and ESt⟨θt+1

k − θ̄t+1, ŵt⟩ = 0. We add
and subtract θ̃t in (iii) and finally we arrive at (iv) since
Ek

[
θt+1
k

]
= θ̄t+1.

ESt

[
∥θ̃t+1 − θ̄t+1∥2

]
≤ 2

K̂
Ek[∥θt+1

k − θ̃t∥2] + ∥ŵt∥2

≤
(v)

2

K̂
Ek

[(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
∥∇fk(θ̃

t)∥+
(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥ŵt∥

]2
+ ∥ŵt∥2

≤
(vi)

2

K̂

[(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+

(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
H

+

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥ŵt∥

]2
+ ∥ŵt∥2, (81)

where (59) and Assumption 1 yields inequalities (v) and
(vi) respectively. We complete the upper bound on qt by

substituting and thereafter adjusting the bounds from (61) and
(81) in (79) and we get

qt ≤[
∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ L∥ŵt∥+ 2L

{(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H)

+

(
µ̄+ γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥ŵt∥

}]
×[ √

2√
K̂

{(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H) +

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥ŵt∥

}
+ ∥ŵt∥

]
+

L

[
2

K̂

{(
1 + γt

µ̄

)
(B∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+H) +

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)
∥ŵt∥

}2

+ ∥ŵt∥2
]
.

(82)

Taking expectation with respect to ŵt and using (51), we
obtain the final expression for the upper bound on qt. We
prove the theorem by substituting the final expression for qt
and the bound from (70) into (75) and we get

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− α̂∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β̂∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ Γ̂, (83)

Using the Young’s inequality as ab ≤ a2

2 + b2

2 , we have

ESt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (α̂− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β̂2 + 2Γ̂

2
,

(84)

where

α̂ =

(
ρ̂1 −

Ĉ1

K̂2τ
− Ĉ2

K̂
√
τ

)
,

β̂ =

(
ρ̂2 + Ĉ3

dσ2

K̂2P
+ Ĉ4

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

)
,

Γ̂ =

(
ρ̂3 + Ĉ5

dσ2

K̂2P
+ Ĉ6

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

)
,

ρ̂1 =

(
1

λ
− γtB

λ
− (1 + γt)LB

µ̄λ
− LB2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2

− B(1 + γt)
√
2

µ̄
√

K̂
− LB2(1 + γt)2

µ̄2K̂
(2
√

2K̂ + 2)

)
,

Ĉ1 =

(
LB2

2

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)2

+
2LB2(γtL+ λ)2(

√
2K̂ + 1)

K̂µ̄2

+
3
√
2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
√

K̂
+

2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
+ 4LB2

)
,

Ĉ2 =

(
B(γtL+ λ)

λ
(
L

µ̄
+ 1) +

LB2(1 + γt)(µ̄+ γtL+ λ)

µ̄2

+
4LB2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

K̂µ̄2
(
√

2K̂ + 1) +B +
(1 + γt)LB2

µ̄

+

√
2B(γtL+ λ+ 3LB + 3γtLB)√

K̂µ̄

)
,

ρ̂2 =
Hγt

λ
+

LBH(1 + γt)2

µ̄2
+

9LBH(1 + γt)2√
K̂µ̄

,

Ĉ3 =
3LBH(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
+ 6LBH,

Ĉ4 =
LBH(1 + γt)

µ̄
(3 +

2(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
) + 2H +

HγtL

λ
,

ρ̂3 =
LH2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2
,
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Ĉ5 =
3LH2(γtL+ λ)

4µ̄
+ 4LH2,

Ĉ6 =
LH2(1 + γt)

µ̄
(
γtL+ λ

µ̄
+ 2).

1) Rate of convergence:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤ ∆

α̂T
+
β̂2 + 2Γ̂

α̂
(85)

As the dominant terms in α̂, β̂, Γ̂ change as O((γt)2) respec-
tively. Therefore

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤ ∆

(γt)2T
+

(γt)4 + (γt)2

(γt)2
(86)

Now, setting γt = γ
te for 0 < e ≤ 0.25,we have

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤ ∆γ2

T 1−2e
+

γ2

T 2e
(87)

The optimal value for e is 0.25 to get a decrease in the error
as T → ∞. Therefore

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 ≤ ∆γ2√
T

+
γ2√
T

(88)

The combination of these terms ensures that the overall bound
decreases as O(1/

√
T ), which is slower than linear conver-

gence but still sufficient for achieving convergence under the
proposed conditions.
Proof of Theorem 1 We prove the Theorem 1 by substituting
(B, 0) LGD instead of (B,H) LGD, i.e., making H = 0 in
the (83).

A. Fading
Proof of Corollary 4 Following the proof steps similar to

Theorem 2, we have

EKt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− ᾱ∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β̄∥∇F (θ̃t)∥+ Γ̄. (89)

Using Young’s inequality as ab ≤ a2

2 + b2

2 , we have

EKt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (ᾱ− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 + β̄2 + 2Γ̄

2
,

(90)

where

ᾱ =

(
ρ̄1 − C1

dσ2

K̂2P
− C2

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

− C̄1
dσ2

r̂2K̂2P
− C̄2

√
dσ

r̂K̂
√
P

)
,

β̄ =

(
ρ̄2 + C̄3

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

+ C̄4
dσ2

r̂2K̂2P
+ C̄5

√
dσ

r̂K̂
√
P

)
,

Γ̄ =

(
ρ̄3 − C̄6

dσ2

K̂2P
+ C̄7

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

+ C̄8
dσ2

r̂2K̂2P
+ C̄9

√
dσ

r̂K̂
√
P

)
,

ρ̄1 =

(
1

λ
− γtB

λ
− (1 + γt)LB

µ̄λ
− LB2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2

− B(1 + γt)
√
2

µ̄
√

K̂
− LB2(1 + γt)2

µ̄2K̂
(2
√

2K̂ + 2)

)
,

C1 =
LB2

2

(
γtL+ λ

µ̄

)2

,

C2 =

(
LB(γtL+ λ)

µ̄λ
+

B(γtL+ λ)

λ
− LB2(1 + γt)

µ̄

+
LB2(1 + γt)(µ̄+ γtL+ λ)

µ̄2

)
,

C̄1 =

(
LB2(γtL+ λ)22

√
2K̂

K̂µ̄2
+

3
√
2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
√

K̂

+
2LB2(γtL+ λ)2

K̂µ̄2
+

2(γtL+ λ)LB2

µ̄
+ 4LB2

)
,

C̄2 =

(
4LB2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

K̂µ̄2
(
√

2K̂ + 1) +B

+
3
√
2(1 + γt)LB2

µ̄
√

K̂
+

√
2(γtL+ λ)B

µ̄
√

K̂
+

2(1 + γt)LB2

µ̄

)
,

ρ̄2 =
Hγt

λ
+

LBH(1 + γt)2

µ̄2
+

9LBH(1 + γt)2√
K̂µ̄

,

C̄3 = H +
HγtL

λ
+

2LBH(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
,

C̄4 =
3LBH(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
+ 6LBH,

C̄5 =
3LBH(1 + γt)

µ̄
+H,

ρ̄3 =
LH2(1 + γt)2

2µ̄2
,

C̄6 =
LH2(γtL+ λ)

2µ̄
,

C̄7 =
LH2(1 + γt)(γtL+ λ)

µ̄2
,

C̄8 =
2LH2(γtL+ λ)

µ̄
+ 4LH2,

C̄9 =
2LH2(1 + γt)

µ̄
.

Analysing ᾱ, β̄, Γ̄ similarly as in (72), we have

EKt [F (θ̃t+1)] ≤ F (θ̃t)− (ᾱ− 0.5)∥∇F (θ̃t)∥2 +O(H2
√

T
) (91)

Proof of Corollary 2:We prove the Corollary 2 by
substituting (B, 0)-LGD instead of (B,H)-LGD, i.e., making
H = 0 in (89).

B. Computations to Compute Optimal λ:
In discussions after Lemma 2 and Theorem 1, we alluded to

the constants a1, a2 and a3 and and b1, b2 and b3, respectively,
for optimal λ computation. The expressions to compute these
constants are given below:

a1 =
LB2

2K2τ
,

a2 = (LB2γt + LB2 +B + LB + (γt)2L2B2)
1

K
√
τ

+
L2B2γt

K2τ
+ γtB − 1,

a3 = (γtL2B2 + γtLB + γtL2B)
1

K
√
τ
+

(γt)2L3B2

2K2τ

+
LB2(1 + γt)2

2
+ (1 + γt)B,

b1 =

(
13K̂ + 4

2K̂
+

5
√
2√
K̂

)
LB2

K2τ
+

√
2B

K̂
√

K̂
√
τ
+B,
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b2 = 1− γtB − (3K̂ + 7
√

2K̂ + 4)
L2B2γt

K̂3τ
− B(1 + γt)

√
2√

K̂

− (LB +B + 3LB2 + 3LB2γt)
1

K̂
√
τ

− (8LB2
√

K̂ + 4LB2)(1 + γt)

K̂

1

K̂
√
τ

−
√
2LB(3B + 3γtB + γt)√

K̂

1

K̂
√
τ
,

b3 = (1 + γt)LB +
LB2(1 + γt)2

2
+

LB2(1 + γt)2(2
√

2K̂ + 2)

K̂

+

(
1 +

2

K̂
+

2
√
2√
K̂

)
L3B2(γt)2

K2τ

+

(
1 + L+ LB + γtLB +

4LB(1 + 2γt
√

K̂ + γt

K̂

)
LBγt

K̂
√
τ
.

DETAILED PROOFS OF KEY LEMMAS AND THEOREMS
UNDER G-LIPSCHITZ ASSUMPTION

The proximal-constraint-based optimization problem can be
written as:

θt
k = argmin{hk(θ; θ̃t−1) = fk(θ) +

1

2ν

∥∥∥θ − θ̃t−1
∥∥∥2},

(92)
where λ = 1

ν .
From Definition 1, for a differentiable function hk(θ; θ̃t−1) =
fk(θ) + λ

2 ∥θ − θ̃t−1∥2, θt
k is a ζt-inexact solution of

min
θ
hk(θ; θ̃

t−1) if hk(θt
k; θ̃

t−1) ≤ min
θ
hk(θ, θ̃

t−1) + ζt, for

ζt ≥ 0.
Let us define ϕtk = ∇fk(θt

k), then ϕt = 1
K̂

∑
k∈Kt ϕtk and

ϕ̄t = 1
K

∑K
k=1 ϕ

t
k.

Lemma 8. Assuming the loss function is G-Lipschitz for each
k ∈ [K], it holds that

E[ϕt] = ϕ̄t, E[
∥∥ϕt − ϕ̄t

∥∥2] ≤ G2

K̂
(93)

Proof.

E[
∥∥ϕt − ϕ̄t

∥∥2] = E

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

K̂

∑
k∈K̂

ϕtk − ϕ̄t

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=
1

K̂2

∑
k∈K̂

E
∥∥ϕtk − ϕ̄t

∥∥2
≤ 1

K̂
E
∥∥ϕtk∥∥2 ≤ G2

K̂
(94)

Lemma 9. Given ζt-inexactness, setting ν ≤ 1
L and assuming

the loss function is L-smooth with respect to its first argument
for each k ∈ [K], it holds that∥∥∥θt

k − θ̃t−1 + νϕtk

∥∥∥ =
∥∥θt

k − θt−1 − ŵt−1 + νϕtk
∥∥

≤
∥∥θt

k − θt−1 + νϕtk
∥∥+

∥∥ŵt−1
∥∥

≤ 2Lζtν +
∥∥ŵt−1

∥∥ (95)

From above Lemma∥∥∥θt
k − θ̃t−1

∥∥∥ ≤ ν(2Lζt +G) +
∥∥ŵt

∥∥, (96)

where we assume
∥∥ŵt−1

∥∥ = ∥ŵt∥ for simplicity.

Lemma 10. Given ζt-inexactness, setting ν ≤ 1
L and assum-

ing the loss function is G-Lipschitz and L-smooth with respect
to its first argument for each k ∈ [K], it holds that∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)− ϕ̄t

∥∥∥2 ≤ L2{(2Lζt +G)ν +
∥∥ŵt

∥∥}2 (97)

Proof.∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)− ϕ̄t
∥∥∥2 ≤

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

K

K∑
k=1

(
∇fk(θ̃t−1)−∇fk(θt

k)
)∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤ 1

K

K∑
k=1

∥∥∥(∇fk(θ̃t−1)−∇fk(θt
k)
)∥∥∥2

≤ L2

K

K∑
k=1

∥∥∥θ̃t−1 − θt
k

∥∥∥2
≤ L2{(2Lζt +G)ν +

∥∥ŵt
∥∥}2. (98)

Using Lemma 4, we have

E
[
∥ŵt∥2

]
=

dσ2

K̂2pt
≤ dσ2G2

K̂2P
(99)

Proof of Theorem 3: Let us define

δtk =
1

ν
(θt

k − θ̃t−1) + ϕtk,

δt =
1

K̂

∑
k∈Kt

δtk,

δ̄t =
1

K

K∑
k=1

δtk. (100)

Then we have E[δt] = δ̄t and θ̃t = θ̃t−1 − ν(ϕt − δt) + ŵt.
Also, it follows from Lemma and triangular inequality that

max{
∥∥δ̄t∥∥,∥∥δt∥∥} ≤ 2Lζt +

∥∥ŵt
∥∥. (101)

Now, since the loss is L-Smooth, we have

E[F (θ̃t)]

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

2

∥∥∥θ̃t − θ̃t−1
∥∥∥2]

≤ E
[
F (θ̃t−1)− ν⟨∇F (θ̃t−1), ϕt − δt⟩+ L

2
ν2
∥∥ϕt − δt

∥∥2]
≤ F (θ̃t−1)− ν⟨∇F (θ̃t−1), ϕ̄t − δ̄t⟩+ E

[
L

2
ν2
∥∥ϕt − δt

∥∥2]
≤
(i)
F (θ̃t−1)− ν

2

∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)
∥∥∥2 − ν

2

∥∥ϕ̄t
∥∥2 − ν

2

∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)− ϕ̄t
∥∥∥2

+ νG(2Lζt +
∥∥ŵt

∥∥) +
∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)

∥∥∥2
2

+

∥∥ŵt
∥∥2

2
+

3Lν2

2

∥∥ϕ̄t
∥∥2

+
3Lν2G2

2K̄
+

3Lν2

2

∥∥δt∥∥2 + L

2

∥∥ŵt
∥∥2 − LνG

∥∥ŵt
∥∥

+ Lν
∥∥ŵt

∥∥(2Lζt + ∥∥ŵt
∥∥)

≤
(ii)

F (θ̃t−1)− ν − 1

2

∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)
∥∥∥2 + 5LG2ν2

K̂
+ 2L2G2ν3

+
3Lν2

2

∥∥ŵt
∥∥2 + L2Gν2

∥∥ŵt
∥∥. (102)
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where (i) is obtained using G-Lipschitz of loss function,
triangular inequality, Lemma 8, (101), ν ≤ 1

3L , Lemma 10

and in (ii), we use ζt ≤ min

{
G

2L
√

K̂
, Gν

K̂
, G
2L

}
.

Now taking expectation with respect noise and using (99), we
get

F (θ̃t) ≤ F (θ̃t−1)− ν − 1

2

∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)
∥∥∥2 + 5LG2ν2

K̂

+ 2L2G2ν3 +
3LG2ν2

2

dσ2

K̂2P
+ L2G2ν2

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

(103)

Rearranging the terms and taking expectation over random
iterates, we get

E[
∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t−1)

∥∥∥2]
≤ 2

ν − 1
E[F (θ̃t−1)− F (θt)] +

10LG2ν2

K̂(ν − 1)
+

4L2G2ν3

ν − 1

+
3LG2ν2

ν − 1

dσ2

K̂2P
+

2L2G2ν2

ν − 1

√
dσ

K̂
√
P

(104)

Now averaging over t = 1...T yields

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[
∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t)

∥∥∥2] ≤ 2∆

T (ν − 1)
+

10LG2ν2

K̂(ν − 1)
+

4L2G2ν3

ν − 1

+
3LG2ν2

ν − 1

dσ2

K̂2P
+

2L2G2ν2

ν − 1

√
dσ

K̂
√
P
.

(105)

If T < K̂3, setting ν = 1
3LT 1/3 , we get

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[
∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t)

∥∥∥2]
≤ L∆+G2

T 2/3
+

G2

K̂T 1/3
+

G2dσ2

T 1/3K̂2P
+

LG2
√
dσ

T 1/3K̂
√
P

≤ L∆+G2

T 2/3
+

G2dσ2

T 1/3K̂2P
(106)

If T ≥ K̂3, setting ν = 1
3L

√
K̂
T , we get

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[
∥∥∥∇F (θ̃t)

∥∥∥2]
≤ L∆+G2

√
TK

+
G2K̂

T
+

G2dσ2

K̂
√
TK̂P

+
LG2

√
dσ√

TK̂P

≤ L∆+G2√
TK̂

+
G2dσ2

K̂P
√
TK̂

(107)
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