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Umeå University, Umeå, Sweden
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ABSTRACT

Multiple local steps are key to communication-efficient federated learning. How-
ever, theoretical guarantees for such algorithms, without data heterogeneity-
bounding assumptions, have been lacking in general non-smooth convex prob-
lems. Leveraging projection-efficient optimization methods, we propose FedMLS,
a federated learning algorithm with provable improvements from multiple local
steps. FedMLS attains an ϵ-suboptimal solution in O(1/ϵ) communication rounds,
requiring a total of O(1/ϵ2) stochastic subgradient oracle calls.

1 INTRODUCTION

A typical FL algorithm consists of two main phases: local training and aggregation. Clients update
their model parameters using their own data in the local training phase; and these models are collected,
combined, and distributed back to the clients in the aggregation phase. The communication cost is
often the primary bottleneck in real-world FL applications, particularly when the number of clients
is large, the model has many parameters, or network connections are poor (Konečnỳ, 2016). A
common strategy to address this issue is to allow clients to perform multiple local training steps
before aggregation; we refer to this approach as Multiple Local Steps (MLS).

MLS can substantially reduce communication costs by lowering the frequency of model transmissions,
and has been widely adopted in nearly all FL algorithms. However, despite its empirical success,
theoretically characterizing the improvements in communication cost from MLS remains challenging.
Most analyses rely on restrictive and often unverifiable assumptions, such as bounded gradient
dissimilarity among clients, which can even conflict with standard conditions like smoothness or
strong convexity (Khaled et al., 2020).

Scaffold (Karimireddy et al., 2020) and Scaffnew (Mishchenko et al., 2022) stand out as notable
exceptions in this context. Without relying on any data heterogeneity-bounding assumptions, Scaffold
achieves a provable reduction in the number of communication rounds for smooth convex minimiza-
tion in the stochastic setting, while Scaffnew extends these results to smooth and strongly convex
minimization in both deterministic and stochastic settings (see Section 2 for details).

We explore the following natural question in this work:

Can multiple local steps provably reduce communication rounds in the non-smooth convex setting?

We answer this question affirmatively by leveraging projection-efficient methods (Thekumparampil
et al., 2020) and adapting them to the FL context, leading to our proposed algorithm, FedMLS.

Specifically, for convex and Lipschitz continuous functions (but not necessarily Lipschitz smooth),
FedMLS achieves an ϵ-suboptimal solution in O(ϵ−1) communication rounds, with O(ϵ−1) local
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training steps per round, resulting in a total of O(ϵ−2) local training steps; see Section 3. The same
complexity also holds in expectation for the stochastic setting with unbiased stochastic subgradient
estimators of bounded variance.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: We provide a brief discussion of related work in
Section 2. In Section 3, we develop FedMLS and present its theoretical guarantees. In Section 4, we
report numerical experiments on a binary classification task with a Support Vector Machine (SVM),
validating the theoretical findings. Finally, we conclude with a discussion of limitations and future
directions.

2 RELATED WORKS

Due to space constraints, this section focuses specifically on methods that reduce the frequency
of client-server communication. Beyond this, researchers have explored various techniques to
minimize the communication footprint of FL algorithms, such as sparse or low-rank approximations,
quantization, and asynchronous updates. For a comprehensive review, we refer to (Shahid et al., 2021;
Zhao et al., 2023) and references therein.

MLS with data heterogeneity-bounding assumptions. MLS has been a key component of FL
applications (McMahan et al., 2017; Konečnỳ, 2016; Kairouz et al., 2021), however, its analysis
with heterogeneous data distributions presents new challenges and remains an active area of research.
As Zhao et al. (2018) identified, MLS with classical methods like Federated Averaging (FedAvg,
aka. Local SGD) may deviate from the true solution when the data are heterogeneous across clients, a
phenomenon known as client drift. Early works to mitigate this issue introduced various regularity
assumptions to bound data heterogeneity, such as bounded gradient or gradient dissimilarity (Stich,
2019; Wang et al., 2019; Gorbunov et al., 2021), bounded Hessian dissimilarity (Karimireddy et al.,
2020), bounds on the variation in the local gradients at the optimum (Khaled et al., 2019; Woodworth
et al., 2020), or the assumption that clients’ optima are close (Haddadpour & Mahdavi, 2019; Li et al.,
2020), just to name a few. These assumptions are often impractical to verify in FL, particularly since
the data are kept locally and are often confidential.

MLS without data heterogeneity-bounding assumptions. Karimireddy et al. (2020) proposed
Scaffold, which introduces a control variate that acts as a variance reduction term to mitigate client
drift without relying on heterogeneity-bounding assumptions. Scaffold can achieve an ϵ-suboptimal
solution in Õ(ϵ−1) communication rounds for smooth and convex functions, and in Õ(κ) rounds
for smooth and strongly convex (where Õ hides logarithmic factors). Although this improves the
communication complexity in the stochastic setting, it does not outperform the complexity of full-
batch (i.e., deterministic) updates without MLS. Mishchenko et al. (2022) established the first
theoretical improvements in this context. They developed a randomized proximal gradient method
that skips the prox step with probability p in each iteration. When applied to FL, this approach yields
an algorithm (Scaffnew) that skips communication steps. For smooth and strongly convex functions,
they reduced the communication complexity from Õ(κ) to Õ(

√
κ) in the deterministic setting, where

κ denotes the condition number of the objective, and from O(ϵ−1) to Õ(ϵ−1/2) in the stochastic
setting. More recently, Hu & Huang (2023) provided a tighter analysis for Scaffnew, further improving
the communication complexity in the stochastic setting to Õ(

√
κ). Similarly, Maranjyan et al. (2022)

introduced GradSkip, which achieves comparable guarantees in the deterministic setting but in terms
of local condition numbers, yielding Õ(

√
κmax) where κmax is the largest condition number among

all clients. They obtain similar results for the stochastic setting using variance reduction techniques,
although a standard stochastic variant is not provided. Several subsequent works have combined
Scaffnew with additional techniques to further improve communication efficiency, such as partial
participation, compression, and quantization (Condat et al., 2023; 2024; Yi et al., 2024).

Table 1 summarizes FL algorithms that achieve provable improvements using MLS without data
heterogeneity-bounding assumptions. To our knowledge, no MLS method has been shown to achieve
a provable reduction in the number of communication rounds in the non-smooth convex setting.
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Algorithm Function Class Smoothness Oracle Iterations Communication

Scaffold (Karimireddy et al., 2020) convex smooth stochastic Õ(ϵ−2) Õ(ϵ−1)

Scaffold (Karimireddy et al., 2020) strongly convex smooth stochastic Õ(ϵ−1) Õ(κ)

GradSkip (Maranjyan et al., 2022) strongly convex smooth deterministic Õ(κmax) Õ(
√
κmax)

Scaffnew (Mishchenko et al., 2022) strongly convex smooth deterministic Õ(κ) Õ(
√
κ)

Scaffnew (Mishchenko et al., 2022) strongly convex smooth stochastic Õ(ϵ−1) Õ(ϵ−1/2)

Scaffnew (Hu & Huang, 2023) strongly convex smooth stochastic Õ(ϵ−1) Õ(
√
κ)

FedMLS (this work) convex non-smooth deterministic O(ϵ−2) O(ϵ−1)
FedMLS (this work) convex non-smooth stochastic O(ϵ−2) O(ϵ−1)

Õ hides logarithmic factors, κ denotes the condition number for the combined objective, κmax is the largest condition number among all clients.

Table 1: Comparison of algorithms with provable reduction in communication rounds using MLS.

3 THE FEDMLS ALGORITHM

At its core, FedMLS applies the Moreau Envelope Projection Efficient Subgradient Method (MOPES)
by (Thekumparampil et al., 2020) to a product-space reformulation of the FL problem. We begin
with a brief overview of projection-efficient methods.

3.1 PROJECTION-EFFICIENT METHODS

Consider the following constrained optimization problem:

min
X∈X

F (X), (1)

where F : Rd×n → R is a convex Lipschitz continuous function, and X ⊆ Rd×n is a convex set.
Here, we considered a matrix variable to facilitate later connections with FL; otherwise, the approach
is not restricted to matrices.

Under standard assumptions, the classical first-order methods like projected (stochastic) subgradient
method can find an ϵ-suboptimal solution to this problem in O(ϵ−2) iterations. These methods require
computing a (stochastic) subgradient and performing a projection at each iteration. However, in many
applications, projections can be computationally expensive. To address this issue, Thekumparampil
et al. (2020) proposed the MOPES algorithm, which leverages a Moreau envelope approximation:

min
X∈X ,X′∈X ′

Ψ(X,X ′) := F (X ′) +
1

2λ
∥X −X ′∥2F , (2)

where X ′ ⊆ Rd×n is a convex, compact set of choice that admits a simple projection and contains
a solution, X⋆, to the original problem (1), such as a Euclidean norm ball with a sufficiently large
radius, R. By choosing λ > 0 small, we can control the deviation of the solution of (2) from that
of (1). MOPES applies an accelerated proximal gradient method to solve (2), which performs gradient
steps with respect to the term ψ(X,X ′) := 1

2λ ∥X −X ′∥2F , and proximal steps with respect to the
term ϕ(X,X ′) := F (X ′) + IX ′(X ′) + IX (X), where IX and IX ′ represents indicator functions on
X and X ′, respectively.

Since ϕ(X,X ′) is separable in terms of X and X ′, the prox operator decomposes into two indepen-
dent sub-problems, one for each variable. The prox operator of IX (X) corresponds to a Euclidean
projection onto X , while the prox operator for F (X ′) + IX ′(X ′) requires solving the sub-problem:

proxF/β(X
′) = argmin

U∈X ′
F (U) +

β

2
∥U −X ′∥2F , (3)

with step-size parameter β > 0. This leads to the following update steps, for k = 1, . . . ,K:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

Yk = (1− γk)Xk−1 + γkZk−1 and Y ′
k = (1− γk)X

′
k−1 + γkZ

′
k−1

Zk = projX
(
Zk−1 − 1

βkλ
(Yk − Y ′

k)
)

(Z ′
k, Z̃

′
k) = approx-proxF/βk

(
Z ′
k−1 − 1

βkλ
(Y ′

k − Yk)
)

Xk = (1− γk)Xk−1 + γkZk and X ′
k = (1− γk)X

′
k−1 + γkZ̃

′
k

(4)
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where the parameters are βk = 4
λk and γk = 2

k+1 .

The procedure approx-prox produces two outputs, Z ′
k and Z̃ ′

k, representing the final iterate and
the weighted average of iterates, respectively, using the following stochastic subgradient method
to solve the sub-problem in (3): Starting from Uk,0 = Ũk,0 = Z ′

k−1, and denoting the input by
Vk := Z ′

k−1 − 1
βkλ

(Y ′
k − Yk), the updates proceed as follows for t = 1, . . . , Tk:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
Ûk,t = Uk,t−1 − 1

(1+t/2)

(
1
βk

∇̃f(Uk,t−1) + Uk,t−1 − Vk
)

Uk,t = projX ′(Ûk,t)

Ũk,t = (1− θt)Ũk,t−1 + θtUk,t where θt =
2(t+1)
t(t+3) .

(5)

Here ∇̃f(U) represents an unbiased stochastic subgradient estimator with bounded variance, σ2.

The following theorem establishes the convergence guarantees of MOPES.
Theorem 3.1 (Theorem 5 in Thekumparampil et al. (2020)). Let X ′ be a convex, compact set
enclosing a solution to problem (1), and suppose F is convex and G-Lipschitz continuous on X ′.
Then, after K iterations of the MOPES algorithm, using a Tk ≥ (4G2 + σ2)λ2Kk2/2D iterations
of the approx-prox sub-solver with an unbiased stochastic subgradient oracle of bounded variance
σ2, an estimate XK ∈ X is generated, satisfying

E
[
F (XK)

]
− F (X⋆) ≤ 10∥X0 −X⋆∥2F + 8D

λK(K + 1)
+G2λ

2

for any choice of λ > 0 and D > 0.

The MOPES procedure allows for a different number of projections onto X (a total of K times) and
first-order oracle calls ∇̃f (a total of

∑K
k=1 Tk times). By choosing D = Θ(1) and λ = Θ( 1

K ), we
obtain E

[
F (XK)

]
− F (X⋆) ≤ O( 1

K ). This choice also implies that we can select a Tk = Θ(k),
which gives us

∑K
k=1 Tk = Θ(K2).

3.2 FEDERATED LEARNING WITH MULTIPLE LOCAL STEPS

The standard FL problem is typically formulated as:

min
x∈Rd

f(x) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(x), (6)

where the functions fi : Rd → R, for i = 1, . . . , n, are the local loss functions making use of
each client’s own dataset and x ∈ Rd represents the model parameters to be found. We denote by
f : Rd → R the joint loss function that the clients aim to minimize collectively.

Let xi ∈ Rd denote the local weights for client i, for i = 1, . . . , n. To establish the connection
between the projection operator and the aggregation step, we first rewrite (6) in terms of these local
variables. For notational convenience, we introduce the matrix X = [x1, . . . , xn] = Rd×n, where the
ith column of X corresponds to the parameters of client i.

Then, we reformulate (6), similar to (Mishchenko et al., 2022), as

min
X∈Rd×n

F (X) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

fi(x
i) subject to x1 = · · · = xn. (7)

Problems (6) and (7) are equivalent, where the former offers a more compact presentation and the
latter explicitly considers the clients’ local weights. Importantly, problem (7) is an instance of (1)
where the constraint is the consensus set X =

{
X = [x1, . . . , xn] ∈ Rd×n | x1 = · · · = xn

}
.
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Algorithm 1 Federated Learning with Multiple Local
Steps (FedMLS)

1: Input: R,K, {λk}Kk=1, {Tk}Kk=1.
2: Parameters: βk = 4

λkk
, γk = 2

k+1 , θt =
2(t+1)
t(t+3)

3: Set y0 ∈ Rd, let z1 = xi0 = x0 = zi0 = yi0 = y0
4: for k = 1 to K do
5: Server sends yk to the clients

— Clients i = 1, . . . , n start local training —
6: vik = zik−1 − 1

βkλk
(yik − yk)

7: uik,0 = ũik,0 = zik−1

8: for t = 1 to Tk do
9: ûik,t = uik,t−1 − 1

(1+t/2)

(
1

nβk
∇̃fi(uik,t−1)

+uik,t−1−vik
)

10: uik,t = ûik,t ·min
(
1, R

∥ûi
k,t∥

)
11: ũik,t = (1− θt)ũ

i
k,t−1 + θtu

i
k,t

12: end for
13: zik = uik,Tk

and z̃ik = ũik,Tk

14: xik = (1− γk)x
i
k−1 + γkz̃

i
k

15: yik+1 = (1− γk+1)x
i
k + γk+1z

i
k

16: Clients send yik+1 to the server
— End of local training phase —

17: xk = (1− γk)xk−1 + γkzk
18: yk+1 = (1− γk+1)xk + γk+1zk
19: zk+1 = zk− 1

βk+1λk+1
(yk+1 − 1

n

∑n
i=1 y

i
k+1)

20: end for
21: return xK

Moreover, we select X ′ =
{
X =

[x1, . . . , xn] ∈ Rd×n | ∥xi∥ ≤ R, for i =
1, . . . , n

}
. This ensures X ′ is separable

across columns of X , which becomes im-
portant in the analysis later.

We now apply MOPES, as described in (4),
to solve (7). The projection in the second
step can be computed by

projX (X) =

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

xi
)

1⊤
n , (8)

where 1n denotes a vector of ones. This
projection corresponds to the client-server
communication. The columns of Zk (in (4))
are identical by definition of this projection,
and it is easy to verify that the columns in
Yk and Xk are also identical. We represent
them using vectors, zk, yk, xk ∈ Rd, such
that Zk = zk1⊤

n , Yk = yk1⊤
n , and Xk =

xk1⊤
n . In contrast, in the clients, the columns

of X ′
k, Y

′
k, Z

′
k and Z̃ ′

k are distinct.

For brevity in what follows, we will omit the
prime notation (′) when referring to columns,
since the client index distinguishes between
variables corresponding to Xk and those to
X ′

k.

We now rewrite the algorithm using these
column expressions. The interpolation steps
on the first and last lines of MOPES in (4)
are straightforward:

yk = (1− γk)xk−1 + γkzk−1 and yik = (1− γk)x
i
k−1 + γkz

i
k−1, for i = 1, . . . , n;

xk = (1− γk)xk−1 + γkzk and xik = (1− γk)x
i
k−1 + γkz̃

i
k, for i = 1, . . . , n.

We also derive the projection step as

zk =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(
zk−1 −

1

βkλ
(yk − yik)

)
= zk−1 −

1

βkλ

(
yk − 1

n

n∑
i=1

yik

)
.

Since both the objective function F and the constraint X ′ are columnwise separable, the prox sub-
problem can be decomposed and solved independently for each column (i.e., each client) in parallel:

(zik, z̃
i
k) = approx-prox 1

n fi/βk

(
zik−1 − 1

βkλ
(yik − yk)

)
.

Denoting vik := zik−1 − 1
βkλ

(yik − yk), the subroutine in (5) becomes∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ûik,t = uik,t−1 − 1

(1+t/2)

(
1

nβk
∇̃fi(uik,t−1) + uik,t−1 − vik

)
uik,t = ûik,t ·min

(
1, R

∥ûi
k,t∥

)
ũik,t = (1− θt)ũ

i
k,t−1 + θtu

i
k,t where θt =

2(t+1)
t(t+3) .

(9)

Here, the second line projects ûik,t onto the Euclidean norm ball of radius R centered at the origin.
This parallelized implementation of approx-prox subroutine corresponds to the local training steps.

As a final adjustment, we can align the algorithm’s flow with the general convention in FL by starting
with the approx-prox step and ending with the projection step—that is, beginning with local updates
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and concluding with aggregation. This swap is possible since the first three steps at k = 1 are
redundant under the initialization z0 = z10 = · · · = zn0 and γ1 = 1, which gives:

y1 = (1− γ1)x0 + γ1z0 = z0

yi1 = (1− γ1)x
i
0 + γ1z

i
0 = zi0 = z0 for i = 1, . . . , n

z1 = z0 − 1
β1λ

(y1 − 1
n

∑n
i=1 y

i
1) = z0 for i = 1, . . . , n

Hence, starting from the initialization z1 = z0 = z10 = · · · = zn0 , the algorithm proceeds as follows:∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

(zik, z̃
i
k) = approx-prox 1

n fi/βk
(zik−1 − 1

βkλ
(yik − yk)) for i = 1, . . . , n

xk = (1− γk)xk−1 + γkzk and xik = (1− γk)x
i
k−1 + γkz̃

i
k for i = 1, . . . , n

yk+1 = (1− γk+1)xk + γk+1zk and yik+1 = (1− γk+1)x
i
k + γk+1z

i
k for i = 1, . . . , n

zk+1 = zk − 1
βk+1λ

(yk+1 − 1
n

∑n
i=1 y

i
k+1).

The final design of FedMLS is presented in Algorithm 1. The following result, derived from
Theorem 3.1, establishes its complexity guarantees.

Corollary 3.2. Let the client loss functions, fi, be G-Lipschitz continuous convex functions, equipped
with an unbiased stochastic subgradient oracle with bounded variance, σ2. Fix a target ϵ > 0
and choose λk = λ = ϵ/G2 and Tk = T = ⌈62

√
3n ∥x0 − x∗∥ (4G2 + σ2)/(Gϵ)⌉, both fixed.

Then, after at mosth K = ⌈6
√
n ∥x0 − x∗∥G/ϵ⌉ communication rounds, FedMLS finds an estimate

satisfying E[f(xK)]− f(x∗) ≤ ϵ. In total, this results in KT = Θ(ϵ−2) local steps per client.

Remark 3.3. Fixing ϵ a priori is often impractical, and constants such as ∥x0 − x∗∥ are usually
unknown. Theoretical insights suggest choosing λ = Θ(1/K) and T = Θ(K). Instead of using
fixed values, we adopted a practical approach and set λk = λ0/k and Tk = T0k for some λ0, T0 > 0.

4 NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

The performance of the proposed algorithm was evaluated using the Wisconsin Breast Cancer dataset
(Wolberg & Mangasarian, 1990), consisting of 699 samples and 10 features. Missing values were
imputed using column-wise means. To simulate a heterogenous FL setting, we partitioned data among
n = 10 clients using k-means clustering. A Support Vector Machine (SVM) was trained by solving

min
x∈Rd, θ∈R

1

n

n∑
i=1

mi∑
j=1

max
(
0, 1− bij(x

⊤aij + θ)
)
, (10)

where {(aij , bij)}
mi
j=1 represents the dataset of the ith client, with aij ∈ Rd denoting the numerical

features and bij ∈ {−1, 1} binary labels that indicate the class of each sample. To obtain the ground
truth solution, we first solved the problem using CVX (CVX Research, Inc., 2014).

We applied FedMLS, Scaffold, Scaffnew, and FedAvg to solve (10), initializing all parameters to
zero. The clients used stochastic subgradients, in mini-batches with random 10% of their samples.
The algorithms were run with 20 different random seeds, and the results averaged. For FedMLS,
Scaffold, and FedAvg, we used an increasing number of local steps, with Tk = k at communication
round k. Scaffnew does not have a predefined number of local iterations; instead, it aggregated the
models at iteration t with probability pt = 1/

√
t. The standard parameters for FedAvg, Scaffold,

and Scaffnew are ineffective in the non-smooth convex setting. To address this, we adjusted their
parameters through trial and error, experimenting with both constant and decreasing learning rates,
given the problem is non-smooth. Whether these methods can be theoretically extended to the
non-smooth setting, and whether our parameter choices are optimal, remains an open question beyond
the scope of this paper. Specifically, for FedAvg, we let ηk = η0/

√
k, the standard choice for the

subgradient method to ensure convergence in convex optimization. FedAvg did not converge to a
solution, exhibiting a client drift, as seen in Figure 1. For Scaffold, we followed Karimireddy et al.
(2020) and used global ηg =

√
n and local ηt = η0/(ηgt), for t total local steps; see Figure 1. For

Scaffnew, we let ηt = η0/
√
t; see Figure 1. For FedMLS, we used λk = λ0/k, as motivated in

Remark 3.3. The hyper-parameters, η0 and λ0, were tuned in powers of 10.
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Figure 1: Comparing FedAvg, Scaffold, Scaffnew, and FedMLS on the SVM problem. FedMLS
avoids client drift and converges smoothly to the ground truth with theoretical guarantees.

5 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We presented FedMLS, which achieves a provable improvement in communication rounds without
requiring data heterogeneity bounding assumptions in the general convex non-smooth setting; analo-
gous to those of Scaffold (Karimireddy et al., 2020) and Scaffnew (Mishchenko et al., 2022) for the
smooth convex (stochastic) and strongly convex settings (stochastic and deterministic), respectively.
While the existing theory for FedMLS focuses on the non-smooth setting, our preliminary analysis
suggests that FedMLS achieves an O(1/

√
ϵ) communication complexity in the convex and smooth

deterministic setting, marking a novel improvement. Additionally, a natural extension is to analyze
partial client participation, which corresponds to a block-coordinate variant of the underlying opti-
mization technique. Finally, a key direction for future work is to conduct comprehensive experiments
to further validate the practical performance of FedMLS across diverse FL settings.
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