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Abstract

This work introduces a novel decentralized framework to interpret federated learning (FL) and, conse-
quently, correct the biases introduced by arbitrary client participation and data heterogeneity, which are two
typical traits in practical FL. Specifically, we first reformulate the core processes of FedAvg – client partici-
pation, local updating, and model aggregation – as stochastic matrix multiplications. This reformulation
allows us to interpret FedAvg as a decentralized algorithm. Leveraging the decentralized optimization
framework, we are able to provide a concise analysis to quantify the impact of arbitrary client partici-
pation and data heterogeneity on FedAvg’s convergence point. This insight motivates the development
of Federated Optimization with Exact Convergence via Push-pull Strategy (FOCUS), a novel algorithm
inspired by decentralized algorithm that eliminates these biases and achieves exact convergence without
requiring the bounded heterogeneity assumption. Furthermore, we theoretically prove that FOCUS exhibits
linear convergence (exponential decay) for both strongly convex and non-convex functions satisfying the
Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition, regardless of the arbitrary nature of client participation.

1 Introduction

While federated learning (FL) has demonstrated considerable success in practical applications, it encounters
a fundamental challenge in its inability to achieve exact convergence under arbitrary client participation
using a constant learning rate [Karimireddy et al., 2020, Wang and Ji, 2022]. To interpret this, recall the goal
of the FL problem is to minimize the following loss function:

F (x) :=
1

N

N∑
n=1

fn(x), fn(x) := E ξ∼Dn
f̂n(x; ξ), (1)

where x ∈ Rd represents the d-dimensional model parameter, and the local objective function fn(x) is
defined as an expected loss function w.r.t. a client’s local private data distribution Dn. Almost all existing
FL works incorporate two techniques: partial client participation and multiple local updates, which is
known to lead to inexact convergence [McMahan et al., 2017, Stich, 2018, Kairouz et al., 2021]. 1) Unless the
impractical uniform participation assumption, arbitrary client participation, i.e., clients may participate with
any unknown probability, will result in the FL algorithm converging to a stationary point of a weighted loss
function that is different from the original loss function [Wang and Ji, 2022]. 2) Multiple local updates can
lead to client drift due to data heterogeneity across clients [Karimireddy et al., 2020]. It means that clients’
local models may significantly diverge from the global model at the server, which impedes the FL algorithm’s
convergence to the stationary point of (1) [Li et al., 2019a, 2020]. Hence, we raise a crucial question:

Question: Is it possible to achieve exact convergence under both arbitrary client participation and multiple local
updates without decaying the learning rate?

We will provide a positive answer to this question in this paper. To achieve that, we introduce a novel
FL algorithm called FOCUS that departs from the heuristic modifications commonly applied to existing
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algorithms. Instead, our FOCUS draws from the principles of decentralized optimization algorithms [Nedic
and Ozdaglar, 2009, Sayed et al., 2014, Lian et al., 2017, Lan et al., 2020], offering a fundamentally different
perspective.

As we will explain in detail in the next section, FL algorithms and decentralized algorithms are known to be
closely related, but not much work is dedicated to systematically describing them in a unified framework. To
bridge the gap between decentralized learning and FL, we frame the process using graph theory and stochastic
matrices. By modeling client participation, local updates, and model aggregation as a sequence of stochastic
matrix multiplications, we establish a formal connection between the two paradigms. This framework allows
us to leverage powerful established theorems from decentralized optimization to simultaneously tackle the
dual challenges of arbitrary client participation and local updates. Ultimately, our approach provides a
rigorous foundation for analyzing and enhancing FL algorithms. Lastly, this work focuses quite differently
from the decentralized FL work [Beltrán et al., 2023, Shi et al., 2023, Fang et al., 2024], which is more closely
related to decentralized algorithms instead of FL.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

• We provide a systematic approach to reformulate all core processes of FL – client participation, local
updating, and model aggregation.

• By reformulating FedAvg as a decentralized algorithm, we offer a concise analysis that quantifies the bias
of its limiting point under arbitrary client participation.

• We propose Federated Optimization with Exact Convergence via Push-pull Strategy (FOCUS), which
converges to the exact solution under arbitrary client participation without assuming the bounded
heterogeneity.

• Even under arbitrary client participation, FOCUS exhibits linear convergence (exponential decay) for both
convex and non-convex (with PL condition) scenarios.

• We also introduce a stochastic gradient variant, SG-FOCUS, which demonstrates faster convergence and
higher accuracy, both theoretically and empirically.

2 Related Work and Review: Federated Learning and Decentralized
Algorithms

It is known that federated learning (FL) and decentralized optimization algorithms are closely related [Lalitha
et al., 2018, Koloskova et al., 2020, Kairouz et al., 2021]. However, the two fields emphasize different aspects
and employ slightly different terminology. We begin with a brief overview of the two most representative
algorithms, FedAvg and DGD, along with the related works.

2.1 Federated Learning Algorithm Review

FedAvg [McMahan et al., 2017] is the most widely adopted algorithm in FL. It roughly consists of three steps:
1) the server activates a subset of clients, which then retrieves the server’s current model. 2) Each activated
client independently updates the model by training on its local dataset. 3) Finally, the server aggregates
the updated models received from the clients, computing their average. This process can be represented
mathematically as:

x1
r,i = xr, ∀i ∈ Sr (Pull Model)

For k = 0, 1, · · · , τ − 1 : (Local Update)

xk+1
r,i = xk

r,i − η∇fi(x
k
r,i) ∀i ∈ Sr in parallel

xr+1 =
1

|Sr|
∑
i∈Sr

xK+1
r,i (Aggregate Model)
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where the set Sr represents the indices of the sampled clients at the communication round r. The notation
xr ∈ Rd stands for the server’s model parameters at r-th round, while xk

r,i stands for the client i’s model at
the k-th local update step in the r-th round.

Because of the data heterogeneity and multiple local update steps, Li et al. [2019a] has shown that the fixed
point of FedAvg is not the same as the minimizer of (1) in the convex scenario. More specifically, they
quantified that

∥xo − x⋆∥2 = Ω
(
(τ − 1)η

)
∥x⋆∥2, (3)

where xo is the fixed point of the FedAvg algorithm and x⋆ is the optimal point. This phenomenon, commonly
referred to as client drift [Karimireddy et al., 2020], can be mitigated by introducing a control variate
during the local update step, an approach inspired by variance reduction techniques [Johnson and Zhang,
2013]. Prominent examples of this strategy, including SCAFFOLD [Karimireddy et al., 2020] and ProxSkip
[Mishchenko et al., 2022], can further circumvent the need for a bounded heterogeneity assumption. Yet, this
approach incurs increased communication costs, doubling it due to the transmission of a control variate with
the same dimensionality as the model parameters.

2.1.1 Arbitrary Client Participation Modeling

Modeling the sampled client indices, denoted as Sr, is another crucial research area in FL. Many analytical
studies on FL assume that Sr is drawn from a uniform distribution, an assumption shared by the literature
cited in the preceding paragraph, but this is almost impractical in reality [Kairouz et al., 2021, Xiang et al.,
2024]. Wang and Ji [2022] demonstrated that FedAvg might fail to converge to x⋆ under non-uniform sampling
distributions, even with a decreasing learning rate η. To address the challenges posed by non-uniformity,
a common approach involves either explicitly knowing or adaptively learning the client participation
probabilities during the iterative process and subsequently modifying the averaging weights accordingly
[Wang and Ji, 2023, Wang et al., 2024, Xiang et al., 2024]. However, this approach is not inherently compatible
with existing control variate methods. Instead, we will derive a natural solution for both data heterogeneity
and non-uniform challenges using a decentralized algorithmic approach.

Inspired by [Wang and Ji, 2022], in this paper, we model the arbitrary client participation by the following
assumption.

Assumption 1 (Arbitrary Client Participation) In each communication round, the participation of the i−th worker
is indicated by the event Ii, which occurs with a unknown probability pi ∈ (0, 1]. Ii = 1 indicates that the i-th
worker is activated while Ii = 0 indicates not. The corresponding averaging weights are denoted by qi, where
qi = E [Ii/(

∑N
j=1 Ij)].

Assumption 1 is a general one covering multiple cases:

• Case 1: Full Client Participation. Although there is no randomness, it still can be modeled as pi ≡ 1
and qi ≡ 1

N .

• Case 2: Active Arbitrary Participation.

• Each client i independently determines if they will participate in the communication round. The event
Ii follows the Bernoulli distribution pi, where pi ∈ (0, 1]. (Note

∑
i pi ̸= 1.) If {pi}Ni=1 are close to each

other, then qi ≈ pi/(
∑

j pj).

• Case 3: Passive Arbitrary Participation. The server randomly samples m clients in each round.
Each client is randomly selected without replacement according to the category distribution with the
normalized weights q1, q2, · · · , qN , where

∑
i qi = 1, qi > 0. pi does not have a simple closed form. But

if it is sampled with replacement, then pi = 1− (1− qi)
m.

• Case 3a: Uniform Sampling. This is a special case of case 3. In this case, pi = m/N and qi = 1/m for
all i.

Usually, the passive arbitrary participation also commonly refers to arbitrary client sampling. We also
interactively use sampling and client participation in this paper.
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2.2 Decentralized Algorithm Review

The most widely adopted decentralized algorithm is decentralized gradient descent (DGD) [Nedic and
Ozdaglar, 2009, Yuan et al., 2016], along with its adapt-then-combine version diffusion algorithm [Cattivelli
et al., 2008, Chen and Sayed, 2012]. It is also a distributed algorithm where multiple workers collaboratively
train a model without sharing local data. In contrast to FedAvg, DGD has three key distinctions. First, it
operates without a central server; instead, workers communicate directly with their neighbors according
to a predefined network topology [Nedic and Ozdaglar, 2009, Sayed et al., 2014, Lian et al., 2017]. Second,
rather than relying on a server for model aggregation, workers exchange and combine model parameters
with their neighbors through linear combinations dictated by the network structure. This process can be
formally expressed as

x+
k,i =xk,i − η∇fi(xk,i) (Local Update) (4)

xk+1,i =
∑
j∈Ni

wi,jx
+
k,j (Graph Combination) (5)

where xk,i stands for the i-th worker’s parameters at the k-th iteration, the set Ni represents the neighbor’s
indices of worker i, and the non-negative weights wi,j satisfy

∑
j∈Ni

wi,j = 1 for all i. Third, the algorithm is
typically written as a single for-loop style instead of two-level for-loop representations. It is straightforward
to incorporate the multi-local-update concept into decentralized algorithms. However, it is not popular in
the decentralized community.

1

2

3

4

xk+1,1 =
∑
j∈N1

wi,j

(
xk,j − η∇fj(xk,j)

)

N1 = {1, 3}

Figure 1: An illustration of Decentralized Gradient Descent.

It is well-known that the DGD with a fixed step size η only converges to an O(η)-sized neighborhood of
the solution of the original algorithm [Yuan et al., 2016]. This resembles the FedAvg algorithm exactly.
Subsequently, several extract decentralized optimization algorithms have been proposed, such as Extra [Shi
et al., 2015], exact-diffusion/NIDS [Yuan et al., 2018, Li et al., 2019b], DIGing/Gradient tracking [Nedic et al.,
2017], etc. The key advancement of these algorithms is their capability to achieve extra convergence under a
fixed step size. They formulate the original sum-of-cost problem into a constrained optimization problem
and then apply the primal-dual style approach to solve the constrained problem [Ryu and Yin, 2022].

While it is common in the analysis of decentralized algorithms to assume a static and strongly connected
underlying graph structure, a significant body of research also investigates time-varying graph topologies
[Assran et al., 2019, Lan et al., 2020, Saadatniaki et al., 2020, Ying et al., 2021]. These studies often adopt
one of two common assumptions regarding the dynamics of such graphs: either the union of graphs over
any consecutive τ− iterations or the expected graph is strongly connected [Nedić and Olshevsky, 2014,
Koloskova et al., 2020]. Whereas previous research on time-varying topologies often relies on specific graph
assumptions, this paper takes a different approach. We model client sampling and local updates using a
graph representation, thereby avoiding any presuppositions about the underlying graph structure.

3 Interpretation: Representing FL through Decentralized Algorithms

The power of decentralized algorithms is presented when they are expressed in matrix form. In this section,
we will first reformulate FedAvg into a decentralized matrix form, then provide a new analysis for the
arbitrary sampling case based on this form directly.
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Pull Model
0

1 2 3 4

Row Stochastic Matrix

Push Model
(row style)

0

1 2 3 4

Row Stochastic Matrix

Push Model
(column style)

0

1 2 3 4

Column Stochastic Matrix

Bi-directional
0

1 2 3 4

Doubly Stochastic Matrix

R =


1 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0

1 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1

 , V =


0 1

2 0 1
2 0

0 1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 1

 , C =


1 1 0 1 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1

 , W =


1
3

1
3 0 1

3 0
1
3

2
3 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0
1
3 0 0 2

3 0

0 0 0 0 1

 .

Figure 2: The graph representation of the communication pattern of 5 nodes and its possible corresponding stochastic
matrices. For clearness, the self-loop is not drawn. If the node 0 is treated as server and node 1 to 4 as clients, the left most
is a typical pull-model step, i.e. client 1 and 3 are participated; the second left graph depicts the model average step in the
FedAvg; the third graph is a same graph but using column-stochastic matrix, which is uncommon in the FL literature;
The last one is a typical (symmetric) doubly stochastic matrix case used in the decentralized optimization algorithm.

Pull Model
0

1 2 3 4

Iteration k = rτ + 1

Local Update
τ times

0

1 2 3 4

Iteration k = rτ + 2, · · · , rτ + τ − 1

Push Model
(row style)

0

1 2 3 4

Iteration k = (r + 1)τ

(Finish round r)

Figure 3: Represent the Federated Learning in a decentralized framework. The dashed line means no
communication.

3.1 Reformulating FedAvg

DGD (4)-(5) is commonly written in a compact matrix form that captures the behavior of all workers

xk+1 =W (xk − η∇f(xk)), (DGD matrix form)

where xk+1 = vstack[xk,1;xk,2; · · · ;xk,N ] ∈ RN×d is a vertically stacked vector of all workers’ xk,i and

∇f(xk) =

 −∇f1(xk,1)−
...

−∇fN (xk,N )−

 ∈ RN×d (6)

is the corresponding stacked local gradients;1 and W = [wi,j ]
N
i,j=1 ∈ RN×N is called the mixing matrix, which

typically plays a crucial role in decentralized algorithms.

Expressing FedAvg in this decentralized matrix form requires recognizing that the matrix-vector multiplica-
tion Wx represents a specific communication pattern, and varying W can result in a different interpretation
of communication. Taking two concrete toy cases as examples:

Wassignx =

1 0 0
1 0 0
0 0 1

x0

x1

x2

 =

x0

x0

x2


1it is common in decentralized literature to use x and ∇f(x) as row vectors instead of column vectors because the graph combination

can be concisely represented as Wx.
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Wavgx =

0 0.5 0.5
0 1 0
0 0 1

x0

x1

x2

 =

(x1 + x2)/2
x1

x2


The first Wassign can be viewed as worker 0 assigning its value x0 to worker 1, while the second Wavg can be
viewed as worker 0 collecting the value of worker 1 and worker 2 then averaging it. These two toy matrices
reflect the pull and aggregate model step in the FedAvg algorithm.

Inspired by previous toy examples, FedAvg can be formally represented as the following decentralized style
form:

yk=Rkxk (Pull model)

y+
k =yk − ηDk∇f(yk) (Local update)

xk+1=Vky
+
k (Agg. model)

(7a)

(7b)

(7c)

where xk,yk,y
+
k ∈ RN+1×d are the stacked parameters, Rk, Vk, Dk ∈ RN+1×N+1 are three key matrices

that will be explained soon. The dimension becomes N + 1 because we set the server as node index 0 and
f0(x) ≡ 0, i.e., the server’s function value does not alter the original loss cost.

Recall we need to capture both local update and client sampling features in terms of the time-varying matrix.
So Rk and Vk are defined as

Rk=

{
R(Sr) k=rτ + 1

I otherwise
, Vk=

{
V (Sr) k=(r + 1)τ

I otherwise

and each entry is

R(Sr)[i, j] =


1 if i ∈ Sr and j = 0

1 if i /∈ Sr and j = i

0 otherswise
(8)

V (Sr)[i, j] =


1 if i = j ̸= 0

1/|Sr| if i ∈ Sr and j = 0

0 otherswise
(9)

While the mathematical notation of the matrix may not be immediately apparent, its structure should
be clear to see the illustration provided in Figure 2. Suppose Sr = {1, 3}, then the matrices U(Sr) and
V (Sr) correspond to the leftmost and second leftmost matrices depicted in the figure, respectively. When
Rk = Vk = I , it is just a local update step where no communication happens between clients and the server.
When Rk = R(Sr) and Vk = V (Sr), they represent the pull model and aggregate model step, respectively.
See Figure 3 for the illustration.

A diagonal matrix Dk is used to activate and deactivate workers and the server during the local update.

Dk = diag[dk], dk(i) =

{
1 i ∈ Sr

0 i /∈ Sr or i = 0
(10)

where Sr is the set of activated clients’ indices at round r that correspond to the iteration k, i.e., rτ ≤ k <
(r + 1)τ .

3.2 Mixing Matrices in FedAvg

The analysis of decentralized algorithms often hinges on the properties of W . Here, we mainly focus on its
stochastic property. If W1 = 1, W is called row stochastic; if 1TW = 1T, it is column stochastic; if W satisfies
both row and column stochastic properties, W is a doubly stochastic matrix.

It is crucial to note that it is possible that the same graph leads to any one type of stochastic matrix,
as illustrated in Figure 2. In decentralized algorithms, it is common to assume W is doubly stochastic.
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Meanwhile, FedAvg can be viewed as a decentralized algorithm with two time-varying row-stochastic
matrices. In the next section, we will show that a new FOCUS algorithm utilizing one row-stochastic and one
column-stochastic matrix can achieve the exact convergence.

It is feasible to further condense the aforementioned FedAvg (7a)-(7c) into a single-line form

xk+1 =Wk(xk − η∇f(xk)) (11)

The specific selection of Wk is detailed in the Appendix. But Wk cannot be a doubly stochastic matrix unless
it is a full client participation case. Consequently, the theorem presented in [Koloskova et al., 2020] is not
directly applicable to FedAvg in this context.

3.3 Convergence Results

Our objective is not to establish a tighter or faster convergence rate for FedAvg. Rather, we aim to provide a
new proof based on a decentralized framework, leading to a more concise and insightful analysis. Further-
more, we focus on the strongly convex setting with a fixed learning rate and in the absence of stochastic
gradient noise, as this setting most effectively elucidates the impact of client drift arising from local updates
and the bias introduced by non-uniform sampling. The scenario we studied is described by the following
standard assumptions

Assumption 2 (L−Smoothness) All local cost functions fi are L−smooth, i.e., fi(x) ≤ fi(y) + ⟨x− y,∇fi(y)⟩+
L
2 ∥x− y∥2.

Assumption 3 (µ−Strong Convexity) All local cost functions fi are µ−strongly convex, that is, fi(x) ≥ fi(y) +
⟨x− y,∇fi(y)⟩+ µ

2 ∥x− y∥2.

Assumption 4 (Bounded Heterogeneity) For any x and the local cost function fi, ∥∇fi(x)−∇F (x)∥ ≤ σG.

Now we are ready to introduce a quantity, denoted as δ2q , to bound the discrepancy between the unbiased
gradient average and that resulting from arbitrary distribution.∥∥∥qT∇f(x)− uT∇f(x))

∥∥∥2 ≤ δ2q , ∀x. (12)

where uT is a uniform distribution vector: 1
N [0, 1, 1, · · · , 1] and qT = [0, q1, q2, · · · , qN ], the one introduced

in Assumption 1. This quantity δ2q must exist because δ2q ≤ σ2
G due to Jensen’s inequality

∥∥∥qT∇f(x) −

∇F (x))
∥∥∥2 ≤

∑N
i=1 qi∥∇fi(x̄k)−∇F (x̄k))∥2 = σ2

G. If q = u, i.e., the uniform sampling case, δ2q = 0.

Theorem 1 (Convergence of FedAvg Under Arbitrary Activation) Under the above three assumptions and as-
sumption 1, when the learning rate satisfies η ≤ min{ 1

3L ,
1

4(τ−1)L}, the limiting point of FedAvg satisfies:

lim sup
K→∞

E∥x̄K − x⋆∥2 ≤ 80η2κ2L2(τ − 1)2(δ2q + σ2
G)︸ ︷︷ ︸

client drift by local update

+ 10κδ2q︸ ︷︷ ︸
biased sampling

+16ητ2/µ(δ2q + σ2
G)︸ ︷︷ ︸

data heterogeneity

,

where x̄k = qTxk, x⋆ is the optimal point of (1) and κ = L/µ is the condition number. ■

Remark of theorem 1. Each of these three terms possesses a distinct interpretation. Notably, when τ = 1,
indicating a single local update step, the first term, representing client drift introduced by local updates,
vanishes. Both the first and third terms are scaled by the step size, η, implying that their magnitudes can
be controlled and reduced below an arbitrary threshold, ϵ, by employing a sufficiently small step size. The
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Pull Model x
0

1 2 3 4

Iteration k = rτ + 1

Local Update
(x, y) pair
τ times

0

1 2 3 4

Iteration k = rτ + 2, · · · , rτ + τ − 1

Push Gradients y
(column style)

0

1 2 3 4

Iteration k = (r + 1)τ

(Finish round r)

Figure 4: Illustration of our new FOCUS algorithm. There are two key differences from FedAvg style algorithm.
One is it pulls the model variable x but pushes the gradient variable y, and another is the push matrix is the
column stochastic matrix instead of the row stochastic.

second term, however, is a constant related to the non-uniform sampling distribution and is, therefore,
independent of the learning rate. This term underscores the significant impact of non-uniform sampling on
the convergence behavior. Even under the simplified conditions of τ = 1 and uniform sampling, FedAvg fails
to converge to the optimal solution unless the objective functions are homogeneous. This observation aligns
with previous findings that a diminishing learning rate is necessary for FedAvg to achieve exact convergence.

4 Correction: A New FL Algorithm Inspired by Decentralized Frame-
work – FOCUS

The preceding theorem motivates us to develop a new FL algorithm capable of addressing and eliminating
all aforementioned errors and biases. In this section, we comprehensively show our algorithm design,
convergence analysis, and numerical results.

4.1 Algorithm Derivation

Upon establishing how to represent FL within the framework of decentralized algorithms, we can also
reformulate the FL problem as a constrained optimization problem, similar to most decentralized algorithms:

min
{x0,x1,··· ,xN}

F (x) = 1
N

∑N
i=0 fi(xi)

s.t. R(Sr)x = x, ∀Sr

To see the equivalency between this and (1), notice R(Sr)x = x implies xi = x0 for all worker i in the set Sr.

This formulation motivated us to explore a primal-dual approach. Among the various primal-dual-based
decentralized algorithms, the push-pull algorithm [Xin and Khan, 2018, Pu et al., 2020] aligns particularly
well with the FL setting. It is characterized by the following formulation:

xk+1 =R(xk − ηkyk) (13)

yk+1 =C
(
yk +∇f(xk+1)−∇f(xk)

)
, (14)

where y0 = ∇f(x0), and R and C represent row-stochastic and column-stochastic matrices, respectively. The
algorithm name “push-pull” arises from the intuitive interpretation of these matrices. The row-stochastic
matrix R can be interpreted as governing the “pull” operation, where each node aggregates information
from its neighbors. Conversely, the column-stochastic matrix C governs the “push” operation, where each
node disseminates its local gradient information to its neighbors. Moreover, recall the definition of row
and column stochastic matrices R1 = 1 and 1TC = 1T, push-pull algorithm has the following interesting
properties:

8



Algorithm 1 FOCUS: Federated Optimization with Exact Convergence via Push-pull Strategy
1: Initialize: Choose learning rate η and local update τ . Server randomly chooses x0 and sets y0 = 0. All

clients initiate with ∇fi(x−1,i) = y0,i.
2: for r = 0, 1, ..., R− 1 do
3: Generate an arbitrary client index set Sr

4: for i in Sr parallel do
5: x0,i = xr, y0,i = 0 ▷ Pull xr (No need yr)
6: for k = 0, · · · , τ − 1 do
7: yk+1,i = yk,i +∇fi(xk,i)−∇fi(xk−1,i)
8: xk+1,i = xk,i − ηyk+1,i

9: end for
10: end for
11: yr+1 = yr +

∑
i∈Sr

yτ,i ▷ Push yτ,i (Not Avg.)
12: xr+1 = xr − ηyr+1

13: end for

x⋆ = Rx⋆, (consensus property)

1Tyk = 1T∇f(xk), ∀k (tracking property)

where x⋆ is the fixed point of the algorithm under some mild conditions on the static graph R and C. See
more details in [Pu et al., 2020, Xin and Khan, 2018].

Analogous to the approach taken in the FedAvg section, specific “pull" and “push" matrices can represent
client sampling and model aggregation, as illustrated in Figure 2. Here, we extend it to the time-varying
matrices Rk and Ck to model the client sampling and local update processes, respectively, as outlined
previously. A diagonal matrix Dk is also used to disable updates for unselected clients, similar to FedAvg.
These modifications lead to the following algorithmic formulation:

xk+1 =Rk(xk − ηDkyk) (15)

yk+1 =Ck

(
yk +∇f(xk+1)−∇f(xk)

)
, (16)

where the definition of Rk is the same as the one in FedAvg and Ck = RT
k while Dk is slightly different from

(10) about the server’s entry. Dk[0, 0] = 1 if k = rτ + 1 otherwise 0.

Now, substituting the definition of matrix into (15) and (16), we will get a concrete FL algorithm as listed in
Algorithm 1. The steps to establish this new FL algorithm effectively reverses the process outlined in the
previous section. While the preceding section transformed a two-level for-loop structure into a single-level
for-loop one, here we reintroduce a two-level structure to the single-level one and convert the particular
time-varying mixing matrices as sampling and aggregation.

Here we provide a few key steps. First, it is straightforward to verify that xk,i and yk,i are not moved if the
client i is not selected in the corresponding round, so we will ignore them in the next derivation. At the
beginning of the r-th round, i.e. k = rτ + 1, (15) becomes

xk+1,0 = xk,0 − ηyk,0 (server updates)
xk+1,i ⇐ xk+1,0, ∀i ∈ Sr (client pulls model)

While at the end of the r-th round, i.e. k = (r + 1)K, (16) becomes

y′k+1,i = yk,i +∇fi(xk+1,i)−∇fi(xk,i), ∀i ∈ Sr

yk+1,0 = yk,0 +
∑
i∈Sr

y′k+1,i (server collects info)

yk+1,i ⇐ 0, ∀i ∈ Sr (client resets yk)

Note that we introduce a temporary variable y′k+1,i because the matrix multiplication Ck is applied on the
updated value y′k instead of yk directly. During local updates, the server does not update the value while the
client executes the local update like the gradient tracking style:

xk+1,i =xk,i − ηyk,i (17)
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yk+1,i =yk,i +∇fi(xk+1,i)−∇fi(xk,i) (18)

Lastly, putting all the above equations together, switching the order of x and y order, and translating the
notation into FL language, we arrive at the FOCUS shown in Algorithm 1. Note x−1,i means xτ,i in the last
participation round.

Figure 5: Convergence performance comparison of various FL algorithms. Under full client participation, FedAvg and
FedAU exhibit identical performance, as do SCAFFOLD and ProxSkip, due to their theoretical equivalence in this setting.
FedAvg and FedAU fail to converge to the optimal solution across all scenarios because their inherent error and bias
cannot be eliminated using a fixed learning rate. ProxSkip diverges under uniform and arbitrary participation, as it is not
designed for these conditions. While SCAFFOLD converges in all cases, our proposed algorithm, FOCUS, demonstrates
faster convergence, especially under arbitrary participation.

Algorithm Exact
Converg.1

Strongly-Convex
Complexity2

Non-Convex
Complexity

Assumptions5

Participation Hetero. Grad. Extra Comment
FedAvg

[Li et al., 2019a] O( 1ϵ ) O( 1
ϵ2 ) Uniform Bounded Bounded gradient

assumption
LocalSGD

[Koloskova et al., 2020] O( 1√
ϵ
) O( 1

ϵ3/2
) Uniform Bounded Doubly stochastic matrix

FedAU
[Wang and Ji, 2023] – O

(
1
ϵ2

)
Arbitrary Bounded Bounded global gradient

FedAWE
[Xiang et al., 2024] – O( 1

ϵ2 ) Arbitrary Bounded Doubly stochastic matrix

SCAFFOLD
[Karimireddy et al., 2020]

3
O
(
log( 1ϵ )

)
O( 1ϵ ) Uniform None Comm. 2d vector per round

ProxSkip/ScaffNew
[Mishchenko et al., 2022] O

(
log( 1ϵ )

)
– Full None Comm. 2d vector per round

FOCUS
(This paper) O

(
log( 1ϵ )

)
O
(
log( 1ϵ )

)4 Arbitrary None No need to learn partici.
prob.

Table 1: Comparison of multiple algorithms. 1 exact convergence refers to the algorithm’s ability to converge to the exact
solution under arbitrary sampling, without requiring a decaying learning rate. 2 Complexity refers to the number of
iterations required for the algorithm to achieve an error within ϵ of the optimal solution. We have removed the impact
of the stochastic gradient variance in all rates. 3 There is no convergence proof of SCAFFOLD under arbitrary client
participation scenario. Empirically, we observed it may be possible. 4 This rate is established with PL condition. 5

Arbitrary participation and bounded heterogeneous gradient refer to Assumption 1 and 4.

4.2 Convergence Results

Before showing the convergence rates of our algorithm, we introduce the PL assumption for non-convex
cases.

Assumption 5 (PL Condition) The global loss function F satisfies the Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition:

∥∇F (x)∥2 ≥ 2β
(
F (x)− F ⋆

)
, ∀x, (19)

where β > 0 and F ⋆ is the optimal function value.

Now, the convergence rates of FOCUS are as follows:
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Theorem 2 Under arbitrary participation assumption 1 and denote qmin = min
i

qi, and L−Smoothness assumption 2,
we can prove that FOCUS converges at the following rates with various extra assumptions on fi:

• µ−Strongly Convex: Under assumption 3, if η ≤ min{ 3µ
27NL2 ,

1
3L(τ−1) ,

q
3/2
min

8L
√
N
},

E∥x̄Rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 ≤ ΨR ≤ (1− ηµN/2)RΨ0 (20)

• β−PL Condition: Under assumption 5, if η ≤ min{ 3qmin

32N , qmin

12βN , qmin

16L2 ,
q
3/2
min

8L
√
N
},

F (x̄Rτ+1)− F ⋆ ≤ ΦR ≤ (1− ηβN)RΦ0 (21)

• General Nonconvex: With Lipschitz condition only, if η ≤ min{ 1
2L(τ−1) ,

q
3/2
min

8L
√
N
, qmin

16L
√
2N

, 1
4LN },

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

∥∇f(xrτ+1)∥2 ≤ 8(f(x1)− f⋆)

ηNR
, (22)

where the Lyapunov functions Ψr := E∥x̄rτ+1−x⋆∥2+(1−8ηκLN)E∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1−xrτ∥2F and Φr = F (x̄rτ+1)−
F ⋆ +

(
1− 4ηL2

)
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2. ■

See the proof of the theorem in Appendix C and the comparison of our proposed algorithm with other
common FL algorithms in table 1. Note O(1/ϵ2) > O(1/ϵ) ≫ O(log(1/ϵ)) in terms of communication and
computation complexity. Table 1 highlights the superior performance of FOCUS, which achieves the fastest
convergence rate in all scenarios without particular sampling or heterogeneous gradients assumption.

4.3 Why FOCUS Can Converge Exactly for Arbitrary Participation Probabilities?

At first glance, the ability of FOCUS to achieve exact convergence under arbitrary client sampling probabilities
may appear counterintuitive. Unlike other approaches, FOCUS neither requires knowledge of the specific
participation probabilities nor necessitates adaptively learning these rates. The sole prerequisite for
convergence is that each client maintains a non-zero probability of participation. Plus, the push-pull
algorithm was never designed to solve the arbitrary sampling problem.

From an algorithmic perspective, FOCUS closely resembles the delayed/asynchronous gradient descent algo-
rithm even though it is derived from a decentralized algorithm to fit the federated learning scenario. To see
that, leveraging the tracking property of the variable yk, we have 1Tyk = 1T∇f(xk+1) =

∑N
i=1 ∇fi(xk+1,i).

Next, note at the gradient collection step, the column stochastic matrix Ck sets the sampled client’s yk,i = 0.
By employing mathematical induction, we can further deduce that yk,i is zero for all unsampled clients as
well. Hence, we conclude that the server’s yr+1 =

∑N
i=1 ∇fi(xk+1,i). Therefore, we arrive at an insightful

conclusion: FOCUS effectively transforms arbitrary participation probabilities into an arbitrary delay in
gradient updates. Consequently, any client participation scheme, as long as each client participates with a
non-zero probability, will still guarantee exact convergence.

4.4 Numerical Validation

To validate our claims, we conducted a numerical experiment using synthetic data. The results, presented in
Figure 5, were obtained by applying the algorithms to a simple ridge regression problem with the parameters
d = 100, N = 16, K = 100, λ = 0.01, and τ = 5

F (x) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

K∑
k=1

∥aTi,kx− bi,k∥2 + λ∥x∥2

All algorithms employed the same learning rate, η = 2e−4. Three distinct sampling scenarios were examined:
full client participation, uniform participation, and arbitrary participation. Notably, our FOCUS exhibits linear
convergence and outperforms the other algorithms in all scenarios, particularly under arbitrary participation.
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4.5 Extension to Stochastic Gradients

In practical machine learning scenarios, computing full gradients is often computationally prohibitive. There-
fore, stochastic gradient methods are commonly employed. Our proposed algorithm can be readily extended
to incorporate stochastic gradients, resulting in the variant SG-FOCUS. However, due to space constraints, we
focus on the deterministic setting in the main body of this paper. A comprehensive description of SG-FOCUS,
along with its convergence analysis, is provided in Appendix D. The appendix also benchmarks SG-FOCUS’s
performance on the CIFAR-10 classification task, highlighting its faster convergence and improved accuracy
over other FL algorithms. This performance trend echoes that of its deterministic counterpart.
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A Conventions and Notations

Under the decentralized framework, it is common to use matrix notation. We adopt the convention that the
bold symbol, such as x, is the stacked vector and the normal symbol, such as x, is the vector. With slight
abuse of notation, we adopt the row vector convention and denote that

xk =


− xk,0−
− xk,1−

· · ·
− xk,N−

∈RN+1×d, ∇f(xk) =


∇f0(xk,0)
∇f1(xk,1)

· · ·
∇fN (xk,N )

∈RN+1×d, ∇f(1x̄k) =


∇f0(x̄k)
∇f1(x̄k)

· · ·
∇fN (x̄k)

∈RN+1×d. (23)

where 1 is an all-one vector. Note that in ∇f(xk), each entry uses different fi and xk,i. Similar usage for yk

as well. Except for x, y, and ∇f , other vectors are standard column vectors. Unlike most matrix conventions,
the index of the matrix element starts from 0 instead of 1 in this paper since we set the index 0 to represent
the server. Another common identity we used in the proof is

N∇F (x̄) = 1T∇f(1x̄), (24)

This can be easily verified when substituting the definition of F . The rest usage of symbols are summarized
in Table 2.

Table 2: Notations in this paper

Notation Meaning

i Index of clients
k Index of iterations
r Index of communication round and r = ⌊k/τ⌋τ
τ The number of local update steps
Sr Indices set of clients sampled at r−th round
d Model parameter dimension
u, q Uniform / Arbitrary weighted averaging vector
fi, F Local and global loss function
R, V Some row stochastic matrix
C Some column stochastic matrix

In this paper, ∥ · ∥ denotes ℓ2 norm for both vector and matrix usage while ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm.

B Proof of the Convergence of FedAvg

This section presents a convergence analysis of the FedAvg algorithm with an arbitrary sampling/participation
scheme. We focus on the strongly-convex case with a constant step size since this setting best illustrates the
impact of client drift induced by local updates and bias introduced by non-uniform sampling. The following
proof draws inspiration from and synthesizes several existing works [Wang and Ji, 2022, Koloskova et al.,
2020, Li et al., 2019a], adapting their insights to a decentralized framework. Leveraging this framework, we
are able to present a more concise proof and provide a clearer conclusion.

B.1 Reformation and Mixing Matrices

First, we rewrite the FedAvg algorithm using the decentralized matrix notation as introduced before:

yk+1 =Rkxk (25)
xk+1 =Vk(yk+1 − ηDk∇f(yk+1)), (26)
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where both Uk and Vk are row-stochastic matrices, and they are some realizations of random matrices
representing the arbitrary sampling and Dk are the 0-1 diagonal matrices to control the turning on and off of
clients. For τ local update, it satisfies

Rk =

{
R(Sr), if k = rτ + 1

I, otherwsie.
Vk =

{
V (Sr), if k = rτ

I, otherwsie.
(27)

See the definition of R(Sr) and V (Sr) in main context and example in Figure 6. A noteworthy observation
from [Li et al., 2019a] is that FedAvg can be equivalently reformulated without altering the trajectory of the
server’s model. This reformulation considers activating all devices, where each device pulls the model from
the server and performs a local update, while maintaining the same set of contributing clients for averaging.
See Figure 7 as an example. Swap the order of x and y update, we arrive at

yk+1 =xk − η∇f(xk) (28)
xk+1 =UallVkyk+1 := Wkyk+1, (29)

where Wk is a row-stochastic matrix:

Wk =

{
I, k ̸= rτ, ∀r = 1, 2, · · ·

W (Sr), k = rτ. ∀r = 1, 2, · · ·
(30)

To better understand the property of W (Sr), we provide a few concrete examples of W (Sr). Suppose there
are 4 clients. Under the arbitrary participation case, each round the number of participated clients is not
fixed. Maybe in one round, client 1 and 3 are sampled while in another round, clients 2, 3, and 4 are sampled.
The corresponding matrices are

W{1,3} =


0 1/2 0 1/2 0
0 1/2 0 1/2 0
0 1/2 0 1/2 0
0 1/2 0 1/2 0
0 1/2 0 1/2 0

 , W{2,3,4} =


0 0 1/3 1/3 1/3
0 0 1/3 1/3 1/3
0 0 1/3 1/3 1/3
0 0 1/3 1/3 1/3
0 0 1/3 1/3 1/3

 (31)

It is crucial to observe that WSr
has identical rows for any possible subset Sr. Thus, it suffices to compute the

expected value of the entries in any single row.

Now, we can state the property of W (Sr). As the consequence of arbitrary participation assumption 1 and
previous single row observation, we can show that

W̄ = ESr
W (Sr) =


− qT −
− qT −

· · ·
− qT −

 =


0 q1 q2 · · · qN
0 q1 q2 · · · qN
...

...
...

...
...

0 q1 q2 · · · qN

 (32)

where the values qi is value defined in the assumption. It follows directly that this row vector is also a left
eigenvector of EWSr

, i.e., qTEWSr
= qT, since

∑
i qi = 1.

B.2 Convergence proof

As previously discussed, we will analyze FedAvg in its decentralized form using the following simplified
representation:

yk+1 =xk − η∇f(xk) (33)
xk+1 =Wkyk+1 (34)

To start with, we define the virtual weighted iterates x̄k := qTxk, recalling that vector q is the averaging
weights introduced in Assumption 1. The crucial observation is that conditional expectation E |yk

x̄k =
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Pull Model:
0

1 2 3 4
U{1,3} =


1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1

 , V{1,3} =


1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1



Push Model:
0

1 2 3 4
U{1,3} =


1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1

 , V{1,3} =


0 1

2 0 1
2 0

0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1


Figure 6: Illustration of federated learning using a graph and mixing matrix. The top row depicts the pull
model step, while the bottom row shows the push model and subsequent averaging step.

Pull Model:
0

1 2 3 4
Uall =


1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0
1 0 0 0 0

 , V{1,3} =


1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1



Push Model:
0

1 2 3 4
Uall =


1 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1

 , V{1,3} =


0 1

2 0 1
2 0

0 1 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0 1


Figure 7: An equivalent FedAvg algorithm as Figure 6 in terms of the server model. The difference is that all
clients (virtually) pull the model and run the local update but server run the partially average.
qTEWkyk = qTyk holds for any k, including both local update step and model average step. When there
is no ambiguity, we will just use E for conditional expectation instead of E |yk

. Expanding the conditional
expectation of E∥x̄k+1 − x⋆∥2, we have

E∥x̄k+1 − x⋆∥2 =E∥x̄k+1 − E x̄k+1 + E x̄k+1 − x⋆∥2

=E∥x̄k+1 − E x̄k+1∥2 + ∥E x̄k+1 − x⋆∥2

=

{∥∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆
∥∥2 , k ̸= rτ

E
∥∥x̄k+1 − qTyk+1

∥∥2 + ∥∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆
∥∥2 , k = rτ

(35)

where the first equality is because the cross term is zero and the second equality holds because E∥x̄k+1 −
qTyk+1∥ = 0 during the local update iterations (k ̸= rτ ).

The subsequent proof follows a standard framework for analyzing decentralized algorithms. It initially
establishes a descent lemma, demonstrating that the virtual weighted iterates x̄k progressively approach
a neighborhood of the optimal solution in each iteration. Subsequently, a consensus lemma is established,
showing that the individual client iterates, xk,i, gradually converge towards this weighted iterate x̄k. Finally,
by combining these two lemmas, we will derive the overall convergence theorem.

B.2.1 Descent lemma

Lemma 1 (Descent Lemma of FedAvg) Under the assumption 1, 2, and 3, the following inequality holds when the
learning rate satisfies η ≤ 1

3L :

∥∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆
∥∥2 ≤(1− ηµ

2
)∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 5ηL2

µ

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 +
5η

µ
δ2q , (36)
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Proof of Lemma 1:

To bound the common descent term ∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆∥2, we have∥∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆
∥∥2

=∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + η2∥qT∇f(xk)∥2 − 2η⟨x̄k − x⋆, qT∇f(xk)⟩

≤∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 3η2
∥∥∥qT∇f(xk)− qT∇f(1x̄k))

∥∥∥2 + 3η2
∥∥∥qT∇f(1x̄k)− uT∇f(1x̄k))

∥∥∥2 + 3η2∥∇F (x̄k)∥2

− 2η⟨x̄k − x⋆, qT∇f(xk)⟩

≤∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 3η2L2
N∑
i=1

qi∥xk,i − x̄k∥2 + 3η2δ2q + 6η2L
(
F (x̄k)− F (x⋆)

)
− 2η⟨x̄k − x⋆, qT∇f(xk)⟩, (37)

where the first inequality results from Jensen’s inequality, and the second inequality utilizes (12) and
the consequence of L− Lipschitz smooth condition with a convex function, we have F (x) − F (x⋆) ≥
1
2L∥∇F (x)∥2,∀x.

Next, an upper bound for the cross term can be given by

− 2η⟨x̄k − x⋆, qT∇f(xk)⟩
=− 2η⟨x̄k − x⋆, uT∇f(x̄k)⟩+ 2η⟨x̄k − x⋆, uT∇f(x̄k)− qT∇f(xk)⟩

≤ − 2η(F (x̄k)− F (x⋆) +
µ

2
∥x̄k − x⋆∥2) + ηµ

2
∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 2η

µ
∥uT∇f(x̄k)− qT∇f(xk)∥2

≤− ηµ

2
∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 − 2η

(
F (x̄k)− F (x⋆)

)
+

4η

µ
∥qT∇f(x̄k)− qT∇f(xk)∥2

+
4η

µ
∥uT∇f(x̄k)− qT∇f(x̄k)∥2

≤− ηµ

2
∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 − 2η

(
F (x̄k)− F (x⋆)

)
+

4ηL2

µ

N∑
i=1

qi∥xk,i − x̄k∥2 +
4η

µ
δ2q , (38)

where the first inequality is obtained from Young’s inequality 2⟨a, b⟩ ≤ ϵ∥a∥2 + 1
ϵ ∥b∥

2 with ϵ = µ/2, the
second inequality is due to Jensen’s inequality, and the third inequality is obtained by (12).

Combining (37) and (38), we have∥∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆
∥∥2

≤(1− ηµ

2
)∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + η

(
4L2

µ
+ 3ηL2

) N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 +
(
4η

µ
+ 3η2

)
δ2q

+ (6η2L− 2η)
(
F (x̄k)− F (x⋆)

)
(39)

Letting η ≤ min( 1
3L ,

1
3µ ) =

1
3L , we further have

∥∥x̄k − ηqT∇f(xk)− x⋆
∥∥2 ≤(1− ηµ

2
)∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 5ηL2

µ

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 +
5η

µ
δ2q , (40)

where we discarded the (6η2L− 2η)
(
F (x̄k)− F (x⋆)

)
term since it is always negative. ■

B.2.2 Consensus lemma

Lemma 2 (Consensus Error of FedAvg) Under the assumption 1, 2, and 4, the following two (weighted) consensus
errors hold for any iteration k when the learning rate satisfies η ≤ 1

4(τ−1)L :

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 ≤8η2(τ − 1)2(δ2q + σ2
G), ∀k (41)
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N∑
i=1

qi∥ȳk − yk,i∥2 ≤8η2τ2(δ2q + σ2
G), ∀k (42)

Proof of Lemma 2:

To evaluate the consensus error, the key observation is at the model average iteration, i.e., k = rτ that all
clients’ model parameters xk,i are the same. Hence, we can express the consensus error by referring back to
that point:

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 =

N∑
i=1

qi

∥∥∥∥∥xk0 − η

k−1∑
k′=k0

qT∇f(xk′)− xk0 + η

k−1∑
k′=k0

∇fi(xk′,i)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤η2(τ − 1)

N∑
i=1

k−1∑
k′=k0

qi
∥∥qT∇f(xk′)−∇fi(xk′,i)

∥∥2 , (43)

where k0 is the iteration that model averaging is performed, which can be calculated via k0 = τ⌊k
τ ⌋. The

above inequality utilizes Jensen’s inequality and observation that k − k0 ≤ τ − 1. Then, we have∥∥qT∇f(xk′)−∇fi(xk′,i)
∥∥2 ≤ 4

∥∥qT∇f(xk′)− qT∇f(1x̄k′)
∥∥2 + 4

∥∥qT∇f(1x̄k′)− uT∇f(1x̄k′)
∥∥2

+ 4
∥∥uT∇f(1x̄k′)− uT∇f(1xk′,i)

∥∥2 + 4
∥∥uT∇f(1xk′,i)−∇fi(1xk′,i)

∥∥2
≤ 4

N∑
i′=1

qi′∥∇fi′(xk′,i′)−∇fi(x̄k′)∥2 + 4L2∥x̄k′ − xk′,i∥2 + 4δ2q + 4σ2
G

≤ 4L2
N∑

i′=1

qi′∥xk′,i′ − x̄k′∥2 + 4L2∥x̄k′ − xk′,i∥2 + 4δ2q + 4σ2
G (44)

where we plus and minus qT∇f(1x̄k′), uT∇f(1x̄k′) and uT∇f(1xk′,i) then apply Jensen’s inequality.

Plugging (44) back to (43), we have

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 ≤η2(τ − 1)

k−1∑
k′=k0

(
8L2

N∑
i=1

qi∥xk′,i − x̄k′∥2 + 4δ2q + 4σ2
G

)
(45)

Finally, we can establish a uniform bound for the consensus error using mathematical induction. Initially,
note that

∑N
i=1 qi∥x̄k0

− xk0,i∥2 = 0. Now, assume that
∑N

i=1 qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 ≤ ∆ for any k ≤ k0 + τ − 1, then

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k+τ − xk0+τ,i∥2 ≤ 4η2(τ − 1)2(2L2∆+ δ2q + σ2
G) = ∆ (46)

It holds when ∆ =
4η2(K−1)2(δ2q+σ2

G)

1−8η2(K−1)2L2 . If η ≤ 1
4(τ−1)L , then ∆ ≤ 8η2(τ − 1)2(δ2q + σ2

G). Hence, the uniform
upper bound of consensus error is

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄k − xk,i∥2 ≤ 8η2(τ − 1)2(δ2q + σ2
G) (47)

This upper bound holds for ȳk and yk,i similarly with only one difference that yk has one more inner iteration
before applying the Wk compared to xk.

N∑
i=1

qi∥ȳk − yk,i∥2 ≤ 8η2τ2(δ2q + σ2
G) (48)

■
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B.2.3 Proof of Convergence Theorem 1

Proof:

Combining the above two lemmas, we conclude that for k ̸= rτ

E∥x̄k+1 − x⋆∥2 ≤ (1− ηµ/2)∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 40η3L2(τ − 1)2

µ
(δ2q + σ2

G) +
5η

µ
δ2q (49)

To establish the case k = rτ , we need to consider the variance after the local update is done. Through
previous established the consensus lemma, it is easy to verify that

E
∥∥x̄k+1 − qTyk+1

∥∥2 =E
∥∥qTWsnyk+1 − qTyk+1

∥∥2
=E

∥∥Wsn [0, :]yk+1 − qTyk+1

∥∥2
≤

N∑
i=1

qi
∥∥yk+1,i − qTyk+1

∥∥2
≤8η2τ2(δ2q + σ2

G),

where the first equality holds because any row in the WSn is the same, the first inequality applies Jensen’s
inequality and the last inequality utilizes the consensus lemma. Substituting back to (35), we have for k ̸= rτ

E∥x̄k+1 − x⋆∥2 ≤ (1− ηµ/2)∥x̄k − x⋆∥2 + 40η3L2(τ − 1)2

µ
(δ2q + σ2

G) +
5η

µ
δ2q + 8η2K2(δ2q + σ2

G) (50)

We can simplify above two recursion as

Ak+1 ≤(1− α)Ak +B, k ̸= rτ (51)
Ak+1 ≤(1− α)Ak +B + C, k = rτ (52)

where Ak = E∥x̄k − x⋆∥2, B = 40η3L2(τ−1)2

µ (δ2q + σ2
G) +

5η
µ δ2q , and C = 8η2K2(δ2q + σ2

G). Making it a K-step
recursion together, we have

AK ≤ (1− α)KA0 +

K∑
k′=0

(1− α)k
′
B +

⌊K/τ⌋∑
k′=0

(1− α)k
′
C (53)

Letting K → ∞ and substituting back, we conclude

lim sup
K→∞

E∥x̄K − x⋆∥2 ≤ 80η2κ2L2(τ − 1)2(δ2q + σ2
G)︸ ︷︷ ︸

client drift by local update

+ 10κδ2q︸ ︷︷ ︸
biased sampling

+ 16ητ2/µ(δ2q + σ2
G)︸ ︷︷ ︸

data heterogeneity

, (54)

where we introduce the conditional number κ = L/µ. ■

As we discussed in the main context, these three terms have their own meanings. We can easily establish the
following corollaries. Noteδ2q = 0 under the uniform sampling case. We have

Corollary 1 (FedAvg Under the Uniform Sampling) Under the same conditions and assumptions as theorem 1,
the convergence of FedAvg with uniform sampling satisfies

lim sup
K→∞

E∥x̄K − x⋆∥2 ≤ 80η2κ2L2(τ − 1)2σ2
G + 16ητ2/µσ2

G (55)

Corollary 2 (FedAvg Under the Uniform Sampling and Single Local Update) Under the same conditions and
assumptions as theorem 1, the convergence of FedAvg with uniform sampling and τ = 1 satisfies

lim sup
K→∞

E∥x̄K − x⋆∥2 ≤ 16ητ2/µσ2
G (56)
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Lastly, if the function is homogeneous among fi, it implies σ2
G = 0. Further notice δ2q ≤ σ2

G = 0.

Corollary 3 (FedAvg with Homogeneous Functions) Under the same conditions of theorem 1, FedAvg can con-
verge exactly when fi is homogeneous

lim
K→∞

E∥x̄K − x⋆∥2 = 0 (57)

Notably, Corollary 3 holds without requiring the assumptions of τ = 1 or uniform sampling. This is intuitive
because arbitrary sampling becomes irrelevant in the case of homogeneous functions.

C Proof of the Convergence of FOCUS

C.1 Reformulate the Recursion

Similar to the proof of FedAvg under arbitrary client participation, we first rewrite the recursion of FOCUS so
that it is easier to show the proof. Recall that the original recursion is

xk+1 =Rk(xk − ηDkyk) (58)

yk+1 =Ck

(
yk +∇f(xk+1)−∇f(xk)

)
(59)

This form is not easy to analyze when noticing the following pattern on the mixing matrix choices:

Iteration k: 0 1 2 · · · τ τ + 1 · · · rτ − 1 rτ rτ + 1 · · ·
Rk Init. R(S1) I · · · I R(S2) · · · I R(Sr) I · · ·
Ck Init. I I · · · C(S1) I · · · C(Sr−1) I I · · ·

R(Sr) and C(Sr) are not applied at the same iteration. Even worse, R(Sr) and C(Sr) are random variables
and depend on each other. To avoid these difficulties, we switch the order of x− and y−update and get the
following equivalent form:

yk+1 =Ck

(
yk +∇f(xk)−∇f(xk−1)

)
(60)

xk+1 =Rk(xk − ηDkyk+1) (61)

Notice the subscript’s modification. The initial condition becomes y0 = ∇f(x−1)
2 and x−1 = x0, which can

be any values. Now, the matrices follow this new pattern

Iteration k: -1 0 1 2 · · · τ τ + 1 · · · rτ − 1 rτ rτ + 1 · · ·
Ck - Init. I I · · · C(S1) I · · · I C(Sr−1) I · · ·
Rk Init. R(S1) I I · · · R(S2) I · · · I R(Sr) I · · ·

With this shift, both the row stochastic matrix (R) and column stochastic matrix (C) operations are applied
within the same iteration. However, it is crucial to note that these operations do not correspond to the same
indices of sampled clients, i.e. Sr versus Sr−1. To further simplify the analysis, we can leverage a technique
similar to the one used in the FedAvg proof: considering the collecting full set of client y rather than just a
subset. This is valid because the yk,i of non-participated clients are effectively zero. Consequently, we no
longer need to take care about the correlation between R and C, significantly simplifying the analysis.

yk+1 =Ck,all

(
yk +∇f(xk)−∇f(xk−1)

)
(62)

xk+1 =Rk(xk − ηDkyk+1), (63)

2We do not really need to calculate the value of y0 since it will be canceled out in the first iteration.
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where the definition of Ck,all are

Ck,all =



I if k ̸= rτ
1 1 · · · 1

0 0 · · · 0

· · ·
0 0 · · · 0

 if k = rτ
(64)

The rest of proof will use this new form (62) - (63).

C.2 Useful Observations

Before we proceed with the proof, there are a few critical observations.

Introducing a server index selecting vector uR = [1, 0, 0, · · · , 0], it is straightforward to verify that it is the
left-eigenvector of Rk for all k:

uT
RRk = uT

R, ∀k. (65)

Now we denote the x̄k = uT
Rxk and ȳk = uT

Ryk, which can be interpreted as the server’s model parameters
and gradient tracker. Utilizing the eigenvector properties and definition of Rk and Dk, we obtain

x̄k+1 =

{
x̄k k ̸= rτ

x̄k − ηȳk+1 k = rτ
, ȳk+1 =

{
ȳk k ̸= rτ

1T∇f(xk) k = rτ
(66)

where ȳrτ+1 = 1T∇f(xrτ ) is due to the tracking property that

1Tyk+1 = 1TCk

(
yk +∇f(xk)−∇f(xk−1)

)
= · · · = 1T∇f(xk), (67)

and the client’s yrτ+1,i = 0 for any clients.

The main difficulty of the analysis lies in the iteration rτ to rτ + 1, i.e., the gradient collecting and model
pulling step. Given the information before step rτ , it can be easily verified that

E∥xrτ+1 − xrτ∥2F =

N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄rτ+1 − xrτ,i∥2 := ∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2Q (68)

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1∥2F =

N∑
i=1

(1− qi)∥x̄rτ+1 − xrτ,i∥2 := ∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2I−Q, (69)

where the first equation means the difference between the model before pulling and the server’s model, and
the second equation means the difference between the clients’ models after pulling and the server’s model.
The last observation is the difference between model update

x(r+1)τ,i − xrτ+1,i =


0 if i /∈ Sr

(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

yk,i if i ∈ Sr

, (70)

yrτ+k′+1,i =

{
0 if i /∈ Sr

∇fi(xrτ+k′,i)−∇fi(xrτ,i) if i ∈ Sr

, (71)

Using the client-only notation: x̂k := [xk,1;xk,2; · · · ;xk,N ] ∈ RN×d, we have the compact form

x̂(r+1)τ − x̂rτ+1 =Dr

(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

ŷk (72)

ŷrτ+k′+1 =Dr

(
∇f(x̂rτ+k′)−∇f(x̂rτ )

)
(73)
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C.3 Descent Lemma for FOCUS

Lemma 3 (Descent Lemma for FOCUS) Under assumptions 1 (arbitrary client participation), 2 (L-smooth) and 3
(µ-strongly convex), if the learning rate η ≤ 1

3L(τ−1) , the expectation of server’s error can be bounded as

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− 1

2
ηµN

)
E∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

8ηL2N

µ
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F , (74)

where x⋆ is the optimal point.

Note that this lemma can only be used for the strongly-convex case, which is the most complicated case.
Non-convex proof is simpler than the strongly convex one, and a similar idea can be applied there, so we
make this lemma outstanding here.

Proof of Lemma 3:

The server’s error recursion from the (r + 1)-th round to the r-th round is

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2
=E

∥∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆ − η1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

=∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηE
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
+ η2E

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

≤∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηE
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
+ 2η2E

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)
∥∥2

+ 2η2N2∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

≤∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηE
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
+ 2η2E

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)
∥∥2

+ 4η2N2L
(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
, (75)

where the first inequality is obtained by Jensen’s inequality and the second inequality utilizes the Lipschitz
condition with convexity 1

2L∥∇F (x)∥2 ≤ F (x)− F (x⋆). The cross term can be bounded as

− 2ηE
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
=− 2η

〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆, N∇F (x̄rτ+1)

〉
− 2ηE

〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

〉
≤− 2ηN(F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆) +

µ

2
∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2) + ηϵ∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 (76)

+
η

ϵ
E
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2
≤− 2ηN(F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆))− ηµN

2
∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 + 2η

µ
E
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2 , (77)

where the first inequality utilizes Young’s inequality with ϵ, and we set ϵ = µ/2 in the second inequality.

Plugging (77) into (75), we have

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+ 2η

(
1

µ
+ η

)
E
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2 (78)

Next, we focus on this gradient difference term:

E
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 (79)

≤L2NE∥1x̄rτ+1 − x(r+1)τ∥2F

=L2N

∥∥∥∥∥∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1 + η

(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

F
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≤2L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1∥2 + 2L2N

∥∥∥∥∥∥η
(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤2L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1∥2 + 2(τ − 1)η2L2N

(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥Dkyk∥
2
F , (80)

where the above two inequalities use Jensen’s inequality ∥
∑N

i=1 ai∥2 ≤ N
∑N

i=1 ∥ai∥2.

Lastly, we need to bound yk,i by using L−Lipschitz assumption and Jensen’s inequality. We just need to
focus on the index i that is the index among the sampled clients otherwise yk,i = 0, ∀i /∈ Sr.

∥yk,i∥2 =∥∇fi(xk−1,i)−∇fi(xrτ,i)∥2

≤2∥∇fi(xk−1,i)−∇fi(xrτ+1,i)∥2 + 2∥∇fi(xrτ+1,i)−∇fi(xrτ,i)∥2

≤2L2∥xk−1,i − xrτ+1,i∥2 + 2L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2

≤2η2L2(k − rτ − 2)

k∑
k′=rτ+2

∥yk′,i∥2 + 2L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2

≤2η2L2(τ − 1)

(r+1)τ∑
k′=rτ+2

∥yk′,i∥2 + 2L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2, (81)

where, in the last inequality, we just expand the non-negative term to the maximum difference cases. Hence,
taking another summation of k from rτ + 2 to (r + 1)τ , we obtain

(
1− 2η2L2(τ − 1)

) (r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥yk,i∥2 ≤ 2(τ − 1)L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 (82)

When η ≤ 1
2L

√
τ−1

, we conclude

(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥yk,i∥2 ≤ 4(τ − 1)L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 = 4(τ − 1)L2∥x̄rτ+1 − xrτ,i∥2 (83)

Plugging (83) back to (80), we obtain

E
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 ≤2L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2(I−Q)

+ 8η2(τ − 1)2L4N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2Q, (84)

where the first equation means the difference between the model before pulling and the server’s model, and
the second equation means the difference between the clients’ models after pulling and the server’s model.
The weighted Q and I −Q (ref. (68)-(69)) are strictly smaller than 1, which can make the convergence proof
tighter. But for simplicity, we just loosen it to 1 and got

E
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 ≤2L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 + 8η2(τ − 1)2L4N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2

≤3L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (85)

where the last inequality holds when η ≤ 1
3(τ−1)L . ■

C.4 Consensus Lemma for FOCUS

Lemma 4 (Consensus Lemma for FOCUS) For Algorithm 1, under assumptions 1 and 2, if the learning rate η ≤

min

{
q
3/2
min

8L
√
N
,

q
3/2
min

8L(τ−1)

}
, the difference between the server’s global model and the client’s local model can be bounded as

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

16η2N2

3qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (86)
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Note that this consensus lemma is not related to any convex or strongly convex properties, so it can also be applied in
nonconvex cases.

Proof of Lemma 4:

Here, we focus on how different the server’s model at the r-round and the client’s model just before pulling
the model from the server. Taking the conditional expectation, we have

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F =E

∥∥∥∥∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − η1ȳrτ+1 − x(r−1)τ+1 + η

rτ∑
k=(r−1)τ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤1

ρ
E
∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ+1

∥∥2
F
+

2η2

1− ρ
E∥1ȳrτ+1∥2 +

2η2

1− ρ
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
rτ∑

k=(r−1)τ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,

(87)

where the inequality above uses Jensen’s inequality ∥a+ b∥2 ≤ 1
ρ∥a∥

2 + 1
1−ρ∥b∥

2 and ρ here can be any value
between 0 and 1 (exclusively). For each term, we know

E
∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ+1

∥∥2
F
=

N∑
i=1

(1− qi)∥x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ,i∥2

≤(1− qmin)
∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F

(88)

and

∥1ȳrτ+1∥2 ≤2
∥∥1T∇f(xrτ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2 + 2 ∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

≤2NL2∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F + 2 ∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (89)

and

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
rτ∑

k=(r−1)τ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤(τ − 1)E
(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥Dkyk∥2

≤4(τ − 1)2L2
N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄rτ+1 − xrτ,i∥2

≤4(τ − 1)2L2∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (90)

Putting (88) (89), (90) back to (87) and selecting ρ = 1−qmin

1−qmin/2
= 1− qmin

2−qmin
, we obtain

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

2

)
∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ∥2F +

4η2NL2(2− qmin)

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F

+
4η2N2(2− qmin)

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

8η2(τ − 1)2L2(2− qmin)

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2

≤
(
1− qmin

2

)
∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ∥2F +

8η2NL2

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F

+
8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

16η2(τ − 1)2L2

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (91)

If η ≤ min

{
q
3/2
min

8L
√
N
,

q
3/2
min

8L(τ−1)

}
, we have(

1− q2min

4

)
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤

(
1− qmin

2

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (92)

Simplifying it further, we obtain

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

16η2N2

3qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (93)

■
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C.5 Proof of the Convergence of FOCUS (µ−Strong Convexity)

Proof of Theorem 2 (µ−Strongly Convex Case):

By Lemmas 3 and 4, we have two recursions

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
E∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

8ηL2N

µ
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (94)

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

16η2N2

3qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (95)

≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

32η2N2L

3qmin

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
(96)

To lighten the notation, we let Ar+1 = E∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆∥2 and Br = E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F . Therefore, we have

Ar+1 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
Ar − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

8ηL2N

µ
Br (97)

Br ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)
Br−1 +

32η2N2L

3qmin

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
(98)

After summing up them, the term about
(
F (x̄rτ+1) − F (x⋆)

)
is negative, so we directly remove it in the

upper bound. Then, we get

Ar+1 +

(
1− 8ηL2N

µ

)
Br ≤

(
1− ηµN

2

)
Ar +

(
1− qmin

3

)
Br−1

≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)(
Ar +

(
1− 8ηL2N

µ

)
Br−1

)
, (99)

where (99) holds when η ≤ 2qmin

3N
(

8L2

µ +µ
2

) . ■

Hence, we conclude that FOCUS achieves the linear convergence rate of (1−ηµN/2) under the strongly-convex
condition.

C.6 Proof of the Convergence of FOCUS (Non-Convexity with PL Assumption)

Proof of Theorem 2 (Nonconvex Case with PL Assumption):

Using the L−Lipschitz condition, we have

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)

≤F (x̄(r+1)τ )− η⟨∇F (x̄(r+1)τ ),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩+

η2L

2

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

=F (x̄rτ+1)− η⟨∇F (x̄rτ+1),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩+

η2L

2

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

≤F (x̄rτ+1)− η⟨∇F (x̄rτ+1),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩+ η2L

∥∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 (100)

+ η2N2L∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2, (101)

where the last inequality uses Jensen’s inequality.

Using the parallelogram identity to bound the cross term, we have

− η⟨∇F (x̄rτ+1),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩

=− η

N
⟨N∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩
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=
η

2N

∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 − ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 −

η

2N

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

≤ η

2N

∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 − ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (102)

where we discard the non-positive term in the last step. Substituting back, we have

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1) ≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
( η

2N
+ η2L

)∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

−
(
ηN

2
− η2N2L

)
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
η

N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 − ηN∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
η

N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 − ηβN (F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆)

− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2, (103)

where the second inequality follows η ≤ min{ 1
4LN , 1

2(τ−1)LN } and the last inequality we split −ηN∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2
into two parts and applying PL-condition for one part. Next, we minus F ⋆ on the both sides to obtain:

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)− F ⋆ ≤(1− ηβN)
(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆

)
+

η

N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (104)

Recalling the previous result (84):

E
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 ≤
(
2L2N + 8η2(τ − 1)2L4N

)
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (105)

Putting (105) back to (104), we have

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)− F ⋆ ≤(1− ηβN)
(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆

)
+ 4ηL2∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 −

ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (106)

Recalling the Lemma 4, we know

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

16η2N2

3qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (107)

With a condition η ≤ min{ 3qmin

32N , qmin

3βN(4−qmin)
, qmin

16L2 }, we denote Ar = F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆ and Br = E∥1x̄rτ+1 −
xrτ∥2, and then we have

Ar+1 +
(
1− 4ηL2

)
Br ≤(1− ηβN)Ar +

(
1− qmin

3

)
Br−1

=(1− ηβN)

(
Ar +

1− qmin

3

1− ηβN
Br−1

)
≤(1− ηβN)

(
Ar +

(
1− qmin

4

)
Br−1

)
≤(1− ηβN)

(
Ar +

(
1− 4ηL2

)
Br−1

)
(108)

Therefore, we conclude that FOCUS achieves the linear convergence rate of (1− ηβN) in the nonconvex case
with PL condition. ■

C.7 Proof of the Convergence of FOCUS (General Non-Convexity)

Proof of Theorem 2 (General Nonconvex Case):

We begin with L−Lipschitz condition:

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1) ≤F (x̄rτ+1)− η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
〉
+

η2L

2

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2
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≤F (x̄rτ+1)− η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
〉

+ η2L
∥∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 + η2N2L∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2, (109)

where the last inequality utilizes the Jensen’s inequality.

Then, we deal with the cross term:

− η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
〉

=− ηN∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 + η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1), N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
≤− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

η

2N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 (110)

Substituting (110) back to (109), we have

ηN

2
(1− 2ηNL)E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤F (x̄rτ+1)− EF (x̄(r+1)τ+1)

+
( η

2N
+ η2L

)
E
∥∥1T∇f(x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 (111)

To bound the term
∥∥1T∇f(x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2, we can directly use the result (84), so we will obtain:

ηN

2
(1− 2ηNL)E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤F (x̄rτ+1)− EF (x̄(r+1)τ+1)

+
( η

2N
+ η2L

) (
2L2N + 8η2(τ − 1)2L4N

)
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (112)

Then, when η ≤ min{ 1
4LN , 1

2L(τ−1)}, we can get 1/2 ≤ (1−2ηNL), η2L ≤ η/2N and 8η2(τ−1)2L4N ≤ 2L2N .
Thus, we can simplify the coefficients further as follows:

E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤ 4

ηN

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)

)
+

16L2

N
E ∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (113)

Recalling the Lemma 4, we know

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

16η2N2

3qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (114)

We denote that Ar = E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2, Br = F (x̄rτ+1) and Cr = E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2.

Through (114) and (113), we have the following two recursions:

Ar ≤ 4

ηN

(
Br −Br+1

)
+

16L2

N
Cr (115)

Cr ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)
Cr−1 +

16η2N2

3qmin
Ar (116)

Taking the summation from r = 0 to R− 1, we have

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

Cr =
1

R

R−1∑
r=1

Cr ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)R−1∑
r=1

Cr−1 +
16η2N2

3Rqmin

1

R

R−1∑
r=1

Ar

≤
(
1− qmin

3

) 1

R

R−1∑
r=0

Cr +
16η2N2

3Rqmin

R−1∑
r=0

Ar (117)

Note C0 = 0 and we shift the subscripts in the second inequation since adding a non-negative term always
holds. Therefore,

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

Cr ≤ 16η2N2

Rq2min

R−1∑
r=0

Ar (118)
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Lastly, noting

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

Ar ≤ 4

ηN
(B0 −BR) +

16L2

NR

R−1∑
r=0

Cr

=⇒
(
1− 256η2L2N

q2min

)
1

R

R−1∑
r=0

Ar ≤ 4

ηN
(B0 −BR)

=⇒ 1

R

R−1∑
r=0

E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤
8
(
F (x̄1)− F (x̄⋆)

)
ηNR

, (119)

where the last inequality follows η ≤ qmin

16L
√
2N

. ■

D Extensions to Stochastic Gradient Case (SG-FOCUS)

When applying the optimization algorithm to the machine learning problem, we need to use stochastic
gradients instead of gradient oracle. Only one line change of FOCUS is required to support the stochastic
gradient case, which is highlighted in Algorithm 2. Notably, the past stochastic gradient is ∇fi(xk−1,i; ξk−1)
instead of ∇fi(xk−1,i; ξk). This choice preserves the crucial tracking property. Furthermore, this approach
offers a computational advantage by allowing us to store and reuse the prior stochastic gradient, thus
avoiding redundant computations.

Algorithm 2 SG-FOCUS (Stochastic Gradient Version of FOCUS)
1: Initialize: Choose learning rate η and local update τ . At server, set a random x0, y0 = 0 and set

∇fi(xi,−1) = 0 at all clients.
2: for r = 0, 1, ..., R− 1 do
3: Arbitrarily sample client index set Sr

4: for i in Sr parallel do
5: x0,i = xr, y0,i = 0 ▷ Pull model xr from server while yr is NOT pulled
6: for k = 0, · · · , τ − 1 do
7: yk+1,i = yk,i +∇fi(xk,i; ξk)−∇fi(xk−1,i; ξk−1) ▷ x−1,i is xτ,i in last participation
8: xk+1,i = xk,i − ηyk+1,i

9: end for
10: end for
11: yr+1 = yr +

∑
i∈Sr

yτ,i ▷ Pushing yi,τ to server (Not averaging)
12: xr+1 = xr − ηyr+1 ▷ Client model xi,τ is NEVER pushed.
13: end for

Before showing the lemmas and proof of SG-FOCUS, we introduce an assumption of unbiased stochastic
gradients with bounded variance as follows.

Assumption 6 (Unbiased Stochastic Gradients with Bounded Variance) The stochastic gradient computed by
clients or the server is unbiased with bounded variance:

E [∇fi(x; ξ)] = ∇fi(x) and E ∥∇fi(x; ξ)−∇fi(x)∥2 ≤ σ2, (120)

where ξ is the data sample.

D.1 Descent Lemma for SG-FOCUS

Lemma 5 Under assumption 1, 2, 3 and 6, if η ≤ min{ µ
128(τ−1)2L2N , 1

2
√
2(τ−1)L

}, the expectation of server’s error
can be bounded as

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
E∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
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+
16ηL2N

µ
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 + 2η2σ2,

where x⋆ is the optimal point. Note that this lemma can only be used for strongly convex cases.

Proof of Lemma 5:

The server’s error recursion from the (r + 1)-th round to the r-th round is

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2
=E

∥∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆ − η1T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

=∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηE
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )

〉
+ η2E

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

≤∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2η
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
+ η2σ2

+ 2η2
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2 + 2η2N2∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

≤∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2η
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
+ η2σ2

+ 2η2
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2 + 4η2N2L
(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
, (121)

where the first inequality is obtained by Jensen’s inequality and the second inequality utilizes the Lipschitz
condition 1

2L∥∇F (x)∥2 ≤ F (x)− F (x⋆). The cross term can be bounded as

− 2η
〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
=− 2η

〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆, N∇F (x̄rτ+1)

〉
− 2η

〈
x̄rτ+1 − x⋆,1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

〉
≤− 2ηN(F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆) +

µ

2
∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2) + ηϵ∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2

+
η

ϵ

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)
∥∥2

≤− 2ηN(F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆))− ηµN

2
∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 + 2η

µ

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)
∥∥2 , (122)

where the first inequality utilizes Young’s inequality with ϵ, and we set ϵ = µ/2 in the second inequality.

Plugging (122) into (121), we have

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+ 2η

(
1

µ
+ η

)∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)
∥∥2 + η2σ2 (123)

Now, we focus on this gradient difference term:

E
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2
≤L2NE∥1x̄rτ+1 − x(r+1)τ∥2F

=L2NE

∥∥∥∥∥∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1 + η

(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤2L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1∥2 + 2L2NE

∥∥∥∥∥∥η
(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤2L2N∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ+1∥2 + 2(τ − 1)η2L2NE
(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥Dkyk∥
2
F , (124)

where the last two inequalities use the Jensen’s inequality ∥
∑N

i=1 ai∥2 ≤ N
∑N

i=1 ∥ai∥2.
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Next, we need to bound yk,i by using L−Lipshitz assumption and Jensen’s inequality. Assume i is the index
among the sampled clients:

E∥yk,i∥2 =E∥∇fi(xk−1,i; ξk−1,i)−∇fi(xrτ,i; ξrτ,i)∥2

≤4E∥∇fi(xk−1,i; ξk−1,i)−∇fi(xk−1,i)∥2 + 4E∥∇fi(xk−1,i)−∇fi(xrτ+1,i)∥2

+ 4E∥∇fi(xrτ+1,i)−∇fi(xrτ,i)∥2 + 4E∥∇fi(xrτ,i)−∇fi(xrτ,i; ξrτ,i)∥2

≤4L2∥xk−1,i − xrτ+1,i∥2 + 4L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 + 8σ2

≤4η2L2(k − rτ − 2)

k∑
k′=rτ+2

∥yk′,i∥2 + 4L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 + 8σ2

≤4η2L2(τ − 1)

(r+1)τ∑
k′=rτ+2

∥yk′,i∥2 + 4L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 + 8σ2,

where, in the last inequality, we just expand the non-negative term to the maximum difference cases. Hence,
taking another summation of k from rτ + 2 to (r + 1)τ , we obtain

(
1− 4η2L2(τ − 1)

) (r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

E∥yk,i∥2 ≤4(τ − 1)L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 + 8(τ − 1)σ2

When 1/2 ≤
(
1− 4η2L2(τ − 1)

)
i.e., η ≤ 1

2L
√

2(τ−1)
, we conclude

E
(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥yk,i∥2 ≤8(τ − 1)L2∥xrτ+1,i − xrτ,i∥2 + 16(τ − 1)σ2

=8(τ − 1)L2∥x̄rτ+1 − xrτ,i∥2 + 16(τ − 1)σ2 (125)

Plugging (125) back to (124), we obtain

E
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 ≤
(
2L2N + 16η2(τ − 1)2L4N

)
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2

+ 32η2(τ − 1)2L2Nσ2, (126)

Plugging (126) into (123), we obtain

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
E∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+ 2η

(
1

µ
+ η

)(
2L2N + 16η2(τ − 1)2L4N

)
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2

+ η2σ2 + 2η

(
1

µ
+ η

)
32η2(τ − 1)2L2Nσ2

≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
E∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

16ηL2N

µ
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 + 2η2σ2,

where the last inequality follows η ≤ min{ 1
µ ,

µ
128(τ−1)2L2N , 1

2
√
2(τ−1)L

} = min{ µ
128(τ−1)2L2N , 1

2
√
2(τ−1)L

}. ■

D.2 Consensus Lemma for SG-FOCUS

Lemma 6 (Consensus Lemma for SG-FOCUS) For Algorithm 2, under assumptions 1, 2 and 6, if the learning rate

η ≤ min

{
q
3/2
min

4L
√
6N

,
q
3/2
min

8
√
2L(τ−1)

}
, the difference between the server’s global model and the client’s local model can be

bounded as

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

8η2N

qmin
σ2
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Note that this consensus lemma is not related to any convex or strongly convex properties, so it can also be applied in
nonconvex cases.

Proof of Lemma 6:

Here, we focus on how different the server’s model at the r-round and the client’s model just before pulling
the model from the server. Taking the conditional expectation, we have

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F =E

∥∥∥∥∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − η1ȳrτ+1 − x(r−1)τ+1 + η

rτ∑
k=(r−1)τ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

F

≤1

ρ
E
∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ+1

∥∥2
F
+

2η2

1− ρ
E∥1ȳrτ+1∥2

+
2η2

1− ρ
E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
rτ∑

k=(r−1)τ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

, (127)

where the inequality above uses Jensen’s inequality ∥a+ b∥2 ≤ 1
ρ∥a∥

2 + 1
1−ρ∥b∥

2 and ρ here can be any value
between 0 and 1 (exclusive). For each term, we know

E
∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ+1

∥∥2
F
=

N∑
i=1

(1− qi)∥x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ,i∥2

≤(1− qmin)
∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F

(128)

and

∥ȳrτ+1∥2 ≤3
∥∥1T∇f(xrτ ; ξrτ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ )

∥∥2 + 3
∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ )− 1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)

∥∥2
+ 3 ∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

≤3Nσ2 + 3NL2∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F + 3 ∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 (129)

and

E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
rτ∑

k=(r−1)τ+2

Dkyk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤(τ − 1)E
(r+1)τ∑
k=rτ+2

∥Dkyk∥2

≤4(τ − 1)2L2
N∑
i=1

qi∥x̄rτ+1 − xrτ,i∥2

≤4(τ − 1)2L2∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 (130)

Putting (128), (129), (130) back to (127) and selecting ρ = 1−qmin

1−qmin/2
= 1− qmin

2−qmin
, we obtain

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

2

)
∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ∥2F +

6η2NL2(2− qmin)

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F

+
6η2N2(2− qmin)

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

6η2N(2− qmin)

qmin
σ2

+
8η2(τ − 1)2L2(2− qmin)

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2

≤
(
1− qmin

2

)
∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ∥2F +

12η2NL2

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F

+
12η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

12η2NL2

qmin
σ2 +

16η2(τ − 1)2L2

qmin
∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2
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If η ≤ min

{
q
3/2
min

4L
√
6N

,
q
3/2
min

8
√
2L(τ−1)

}
, we have(

1− q2min

4

)
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤

(
1− qmin

2

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F

+
12η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

12η2N

qmin
σ2

Simplifying it further, we obtain

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

8η2N

qmin
σ2

■

D.3 Proof of the Convergence of SG-FOCUS (µ−Strong Convexity)

Theorem 3 (Convergence of SG-FOCUS for Strongly Convex Functions) Under assumption 1, 2, 3 and 6, if the

learning rate η ≤ min

{
2qmin

3N
(

16L2

µ +µ
2

) , q
3/2
min

4L
√
6N

,
q
3/2
min

8
√
2L(τ−1)

, µ
128(τ−1)2L2N

}
,

ΓR ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)R

Γ0 +
4(qmin +N2)

µNqmin
ησ2,

where Γr := E∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆∥2 +
(
1− 8ηL2N/µ

)
E∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ∥2F .

Proof of Theorem 3:

By Lemmas 5 and 6, we have two recursions

E
∥∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆

∥∥2 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
E∥x̄rτ+1 − x⋆∥2 − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

16ηL2N

µ
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 + 2η2σ2

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

8η2N2

qmin
σ2

≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

16η2N2L

qmin

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

8η2N2

qmin
σ2

To lighten the notation, we let Ar+1 = E∥x̄(r+1)τ+1 − x⋆∥2 and Br = E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F . Therefore, we have

Ar+1 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
Ar − 2ηN(1− 2ηNL)

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

16ηL2N

µ
Br + 2η2σ2

Br ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)
Br−1 +

16η2N2L

qmin

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x⋆)

)
+

8η2N2

qmin
σ2

After summing up them, the term about
(
F (x̄rτ+1) − F (x⋆)

)
is negative, so we directly remove it in the

upper bound. Then, we get

Ar+1 +

(
1− 16ηL2N

µ

)
Br ≤

(
1− ηµN

2

)
Ar +

(
1− qmin

3

)
Br−1 +

(
2η2 +

8η2N2

qmin

)
σ2

≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)(
Ar +

(
1− 16ηL2N

µ

)
Br−1

)
+

(
2η2 +

8η2N2

qmin

)
σ2, (131)

where (131) holds when η ≤ 2qmin

3N
(

16L2

µ +µ
2

) . Denoting Γr := Ar +
(
1− 16ηL2N

µ

)
Br−1, (131) will be

Γr+1 ≤
(
1− ηµN

2

)
Γr +

(
2 +

8N2

qmin

)
η2σ2 ≤

(
1− ηµN

2

)R

Γ0 +
4(qmin +N2)

µNqmin
ησ2
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■

Hence, we conclude that FOCUS achieves the linear convergence rate of (1− ηµN/2) to O(η)-level neighbor-
hood of the optimal solution.

D.4 Proof of the Convergence of SG-FOCUS (Non-Convexity with PL Assumption)

Theorem 4 (Convergence of SG-FOCUS for Nonconvex Functions with the PL Condition) Under assumptions

1, 2, 5, 6, if the learning rate η ≤ min

{
qmin

3βN(4−qmin)
, qmin

16L2 ,
q
3/2
min

4L
√
6N

,
q
3/2
min

8
√
2L(τ−1)

}
,

ΩR ≤(1− ηβN)RΩ0 +

(
L

2
+ 32(τ − 1)2L2 +

8

qmin

)
η

β
σ2,

where Ωr := F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆ +
(
1− 4ηL2

)
E∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ∥2 and F ⋆ is the optimal value.

Proof of Theorem 4:

Using the L−Lipschitz condition, we have

E [F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)] ≤F (x̄(r+1)τ )− ηE ⟨∇F (x̄(r+1)τ ),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )⟩+

η2L

2
E
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )

∥∥2
≤F (x̄(r+1)τ )− η⟨∇F (x̄(r+1)τ ),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩+
η2L

2

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 + η2LN

2
σ2

=F (x̄rτ+1)− η⟨∇F (x̄rτ+1),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩+

η2L

2

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 + η2LN

2
σ2

≤F (x̄rτ+1)− η⟨∇F (x̄rτ+1),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩+ η2L

∥∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

+ η2N2L∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +
η2LN

2
σ2,

where the last inequality uses Jensen’s inequality. Using the parallelogram identity to address the cross term,
we have

−η⟨∇F (x̄rτ+1),1
T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩ =− η

N
⟨N∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )⟩

=
η

2N

∥∥1T∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 −

η

2N

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

Substituting back, we have

E [F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)]

≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
η

2N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 − ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 −

η

2N

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

+ η2L
∥∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2 + η2N2L∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +
η2LN

2
σ2

≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
( η

2N
+ η2L

)∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

−
(
ηN

2
− η2N2L

)
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

η2LN

2
σ2

≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
η

N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 − ηN∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

η2LN

2
σ2

≤F (x̄rτ+1) +
η

N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 + ηβN (F ⋆ − F (x̄rτ+1))

− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

η2LN

2
σ2,
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where the third inequality follows η ≤ min{ 1
4LN , 1

2(τ−1)LN }. Next, we minus F ⋆ on the both sides to obtain:

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)− F ⋆ ≤(1− ηβN)
(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆

)
+

η

N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

η2LN

2
σ2 (132)

Recalling the previous result (126) and putting it into (132), we have:

F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)− F ⋆ ≤(1− ηβN)
(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆

)
+ 4ηL2∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 −

ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2

+

(
L

2
+ 32(τ − 1)2L2N

)
η2σ2

Recalling the Lemma 6, we know

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

8η2N

qmin
σ2

With a condition η ≤ min{ 3qmin

32N , qmin

3βN(4−qmin)
, qmin

16L2 }, we denote Ar = F (x̄rτ+1)− F ⋆ and Br = E∥1x̄rτ+1 −
xrτ∥2, and then we have

Ar+1 +
(
1− 4ηL2

)
Br ≤(1− ηβN)Ar +

(
1− qmin

3

)
Br−1 +

(
LN

2
+ 32(τ − 1)2L2N +

8N

qmin

)
η2σ2

≤(1− ηβN)
(
Ar +

(
1− 4ηL2

)
Br−1

)
+

(
LN

2
+ 32(τ − 1)2L2N +

8N

qmin

)
η2σ2 (133)

Denoting Ωr := Ar +
(
1− 4ηL2

)
Br−1, (133) will be

Ωr+1 ≤(1− ηβN)Ωr +

(
LN

2
+ 32(τ − 1)2L2N +

8N

qmin

)
η2σ2

≤(1− ηβN)RΩ0 +

(
L

2
+ 32(τ − 1)2L2 +

8

qmin

)
η

β
σ2

■

Therefore, we conclude that SG-FOCUS achieves the linear convergence rate of (1 − ηβN) to O(η)-level
neighborhood of the optimal solution in the nonconvex case with PL condition.

D.5 Proof of the Convergence of SG-FOCUS (General Non-Convexity)

Theorem 5 (Convergence of SG-FOCUS for General Nonconvex Functions) Under assumptions 1, 2 and 6, if

the learning rate η ≤ min{ q
3/2
min

4L
√
6N

,
q
3/2
min

8
√
2L(τ−1)

, 1
4LN , 1

4L(τ−1)},

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤
8
(
F (x̄1)− F (x̄⋆)

)
ηNR

+

(
2LN +

8N2

(N − 8L2)qmin

)
η2σ2

Proof of Theorem 5:

We begin with L−Lipschitz condition:

E [F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)]

≤F (x̄rτ+1)− ηE
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )
〉
+

η2L

2
E
∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ ; ξ(r+1)τ )

∥∥2
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≤F (x̄rτ+1)− η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
〉
+

η2L

2

∥∥1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 + η2LN

2
σ2

≤F (x̄rτ+1)− η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
〉
+ η2L

∥∥N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2

+ η2N2L∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +
η2LN

2
σ2, (134)

where the last inequality utilizes the Jensen’s inequality. Then, we deal with the cross term:

− η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1),1

T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
〉

=− ηN∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 + η
〈
∇F (x̄rτ+1), N∇F (x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

〉
≤− ηN

2
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

η

2N

∥∥1∇f(1x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2 (135)

Substituting (135) back to (134), we have

ηN

2
(1− 2ηNL)E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤E [F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)] +

η2LN

2
σ2

+
( η

2N
+ η2L

)
E
∥∥1T∇f(x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )

∥∥2
To bound the term

∥∥1T∇f(x̄rτ+1)− 1T∇f(x(r+1)τ )
∥∥2, we can directly use the result (126), so we will obtain:

ηN

2
(1− 2ηNL)E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x̄(r+1)τ+1) + 2

(
LN

2
+

η

2N
+ η2L

)
η2σ2

+
( η

2N
+ η2L

) (
2L2N + 8η2(τ − 1)2L4N

)
E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2

When η ≤ min{ 1
4LN , 1

4L(τ−1)}, we can simplify it further as follows:

E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤ 4

ηN

(
F (x̄rτ+1)− F (x̄(r+1)τ+1)

)
+

8L2

N
E ∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2 + 2LNη2σ2

Recalling the Lemma 6, we know

E∥1x̄rτ+1 − xrτ∥2F ≤
(
1− qmin

3

)∥∥1x̄(r−1)τ+1 − x(r−1)τ

∥∥2
F
+

8η2N2

qmin
∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 +

8η2N

qmin
σ2

When η ≤ 3
4
√
2N

, we have

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

E∥∇F (x̄rτ+1)∥2 ≤
8
(
F (x̄1)− F (x̄⋆)

)
ηNR

+
16L2

NR

(
1− qmin

3

)R
∥1x̄1 − x0∥2F

+

(
2LN +

8N2

(N − 8L2)qmin

)
η2σ2

If the initial models of clients and the server are the same, then ∥1x̄1 − x0∥2F = 0. The final convergence rate
is simply
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+

(
2LN +
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E Supplementary Experiments for SG-FOCUS

E.1 Experiment Setup

To examine SG-FOCUS’s performance under arbitrary client participation and the highly non-iid conditions,
we compare SG-FOCUS with FedAU [Wang and Ji, 2023] and SCAFFOLD [Karimireddy et al., 2020] on the
image classification task by using the CIFAR10 [Krizhevsky et al., 2009] dataset. The model we used is a
three-layer convolutional neural network. As for our baselines, FedAU is a typical FL algorithm designed to
tackle unknown client participation, and SCAFFOLD is a classic FL algorithm designed to deal with data
heterogeneity. Therefore, it is reasonable to select these two FL algorithms as our baselines.

Our hyperparameter settings are: learning rate η = 2e−3, local update τ = 3, the number of clients N = 32,
total communication rounds r = 10000. To ensure totally arbitrary client participation, we do not restrict
the number of participating clients in each round. To simulate highly non-iid data distribution, we use
Dirichlet distribution as previous FL work [Wang and Ji, 2023, Li et al., 2024, Xiang et al., 2024] did and use
α = 0.05 to model that. Note that a smaller α represents higher data heterogeneity. We illustrate the highly
heterogeneous data distribution we used across 32 clients in our experiments in Figure 8. The size of bubble
reflects the number of data of the particular class used in that client. From Figure 8, we can roughly observe
that the data of each client mainly covers 1-2 classes, so the degree of non-iid data is quite high.

Figure 8: Dirichlet Data Distribution (α = 0.05)
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E.2 Experiment Results of SG-FOCUS

From Figure 9, we observe that under highly heterogeneous data distribution (α = 0.05) and arbitrary client
participation/sampling, our SG-FOCUS shows the best performance on convergence speed and test accuracy,
compared to FedAU and SCAFFOLD. These results echo the view in our main paper: SG-FOCUS can jointly
handle both data heterogeneity and arbitrary client participation.

Figure 9: Performance Comparison of SG-FOCUS and Baselines on CIFAR10 Dataset under Arbitrary Client
Participation and High Data Heterogeneity.
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