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Abstract
Local SGD (i.e. Federated Averaging without client sampling) is widely used for solving federated
optimization problems in the presence of heterogeneous data. However, there is a gap between the
existing convergence rates for Local SGD and its observed performance on real-world problems. It
seems that current rates do not correctly capture the effectiveness Local SGD. We first show that
the existing rates for Local SGD in a heterogeneous setting cannot recover the correct rate when
the global function is quadratic. Then we first derive a new rate for the case that the global function
is a general strongly convex function depending on third-order smoothness and Hessian similarity.
These additional parameters allow us to capture the problem in a more refined way and to overcome
some of the limitations of the previous worst-case results derived under the standard assumptions.
We further extend our analysis to the case when all clients have non-convex quadratic functions
with identical Hessians.

1. Introduction

Machine learning (ML) models are getting bigger and bigger every day, along with the huge amount
of data needed to train such large models. Data confidentiality is also becoming more important for
security reasons, making the training process even more challenging. All this motivates us to use
Federated Learning (FL) for training our models in a distributed environment [7, 9]. Federated
Averaging (FedAvg) and Local SGD [11] allows a shared ML model to be trained across multiple
clients without having to share data with other clients. Although local SGD has been extensively
studied, the convergence results do often not correctly capture the effectiveness Local SGD in prac-
tice, as they are often a bit too pessimistic [12]. This work aims to bridge this gap by introducing
higher-order smoothness and Hessian similarity to allow for a more fine-grained analysis.

Related Work. The analysis of Local SGD have first been carried out under the assumption of
homogeneous (IID) data distribution [14]. State-of-the-art analyses also consider the heterogeneous
data case. Different measures are used to quantify the non-iid ness level of the data. One such mea-
sure is gradient dissimilarity, which comes in two flavors: Woodworth et al. [15] study Local SGD
under ζ̄ assumption (uniform bound on the gradient dissimilarity) and show a benefit of local steps
in the first term of their rate (optimization term). However, the works [4–6] proposed convergence
rates for Local SGD based on the ζ⋆ assumption (bounded gradient dissimilarity only locally at the
solution) which is a weaker assumption. These analyses do not show a benefit of local steps in the
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optimization term. It is still unclear under which conditions we can have the benefit of local steps
and ζ⋆ assumption at the same time. A recent work [10] provides a lower bound for heterogeneous
Local SGD in the convex setting, which shows that for this class of functions, it is not possible to
have the benefit of local steps and ζ⋆. There is also a line of research that argues that the gradient
similarity assumption is too pessimistic based on insights from experiments. Wang et al. [12] pro-
posed a new measure ρ termed average drift at optimum and showed that this measure is usually
close to zero in practice. They provided a rate for strongly convex objectives with access to full gra-
dients based on this parameter which can have a linear convergence rate if ρ is approximately zero.
Another paper [13] introduced a new parameter for measuring heterogeneity called heterogeneity-
driven Lipschitz condition on averaged gradients. They proposed a rate for non-convex functions
based on this new parameter which also has the benefit of local steps in the optimization term. An-
other less-discovered line of research is higher-order smoothness. Yuan and Ma [16] studied Local
SGD for convex and strongly convex objectives under third-order smoothness. However, this work
considers only the homogeneous setting. Glasgow et al. [1] used third-order smoothness for non-
convex functions in the homogeneous setting. In addition to higher-order smoothness, there is a
hope that we can make use of Hessian similarity. This measure has been used in some works like
[2–4] but it has not been utilized for Local SGD yet.

Our contribution. In this work, we derive a novel convergence rate for Local SGD that captures
the influence of higher order smoothness and Hessian similarity at the same time for the case that
the global function f is strongly convex. We show that Local SGD can benefit from local steps
when the client’s Hessians are similar (or identical, for the special case of quadratics). Although
some previous results for the quadratic case are known [1, 4, 15] we are not aware of any previous
results for quadratic functions that show this speedup even in the heterogeneous setting (i.e. with
positive gradient dissimilarity). We further show that this speedup does not require convexity and
does also hold on non-convex quadratics.

2. Setting

The goal in FL is to learn a shared model among M clients that has a good performance on each
client’s data for certain ML tasks. Each client m ∈ [M ] has only access to its own dataset (modeled
by a local objective function fm : Rd → R) and samples one data point at each time step. At
each round, every client performs exactly K steps of SGD on its data and then communicates its
parameters to a central server for averaging. We have a total of R rounds which implies that each
client performs a total of T = KR steps of SGD. The problem can be formulated as below:

min
x∈Rd

[
f(x) :=

1

M

M∑
m=1

fm(x) =
1

M

M∑
m=1

Eξm∼Dm fm(x, ξm)

]
, (1)

where Dm denotes the data distribution on client m and ξm denotes a sample of data drawn from
Dm. The Local SGD [11] update formula can be written as:

xm
t+1 =

{
xm
t − ηgmt , if t+ 1 /∈ Isyn
1
M

∑
m∈[M ] (x

m
t − ηgmt ) , if t+ 1 ∈ Isyn

, (2)

where gmt = ∇fm(xm
t ; ξm) and Isyn is a set of synchronization indices (we will always use Isyn =

{Kn | n ∈ N} in this work). Now we introduce a set of assumptions that will be used in this work.
For each theorem, we will explicitly mention which assumptions are used.
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Assumption 1 (Smoothness) A function f is called to be L-smooth if for any x,y ∈ Rd we have

f(y) ≤ f(x) +∇f(x)⊤(y − x) +
L

2

∥∥x− y
∥∥2 . (3)

Assumption 2 (Strong Convexity) A function f is called to be µ-strongly convex if for any x,y ∈
Rd we have

µ

2

∥∥x− y
∥∥2 +∇f(x)⊤(y − x) + f(x) ≤ f(y) . (4)

For the case of µ = 0, the function f is just convex.

Smoothness, convexity and strong convexity are very common assumptions that are used in many
previous works [4, 5, 15]. Note that some works only need the global function to be convex while
some require every fm to be convex. The same argument holds for strong convexity as well.

Assumption 3 (Lipschitz Hessian) Function f has a H Lipschitz Hessian if for any x,y ∈ Rd

we have ∥∥∇2f(x)−∇2f(y)
∥∥2
F
≤ H2

∥∥x− y
∥∥2 . (5)

The third-order smoothness is less common in the literature and is used by a few works like [1, 16].
Note that it can be the case that H ≪ L.

Assumption 4 (Bounded Noise Variance) For every client m ∈ [M ] the variance of noise im-
posed by SGD is uniformly upper bounded

Eξm∼Dm

[∥∥∇fm(xm
t ; ξm)−∇fm(xm

t )
∥∥2] ≤ σ2 . (6)

Assumption 5 (Gradient Similarity) We assume that the difference between the local gradients
and global gradient is bounded by ζ̄ for any x ∈ Rd .

sup
m∈[M ]

∥∥∇fm(x)−∇f(x)
∥∥2 ≤ ζ̄2 . (7)

Assumption 6 (Gradient Similarity at Optimum) We assume that the difference between the lo-
cal gradients and global gradient is bounded by ζ⋆ for x = x⋆ ∈ argminx∈Rd f(x).

sup
m∈[M ]

∥∥∇fm(x⋆)−∇f(x⋆)
∥∥2 = sup

m∈[M ]

∥∥∇fm(x⋆)
∥∥2 ≤ ζ2⋆ . (8)

Both Assumptions 5 and 6 have been widely used in different works for measuring heterogeneity
[4–6, 15]. Assumption 6 is a special case of Assumption 5 and the latter is stronger assumption.
In addition, for using Assumption 5 we should be careful as for example it does not hold for the
class of quadratic functions unless we can show that all the parameters generated by SGD in the
optimization trajectory remain in a ball with a certain fixed radius.

Assumption 7 (Hessian Similarity) We assume that the difference between the local Hessians and
global Hessian at any point x ∈ Rd is bounded by δh.

sup
m∈[M ]

∥∥∇2fm(x)−∇2f(x)
∥∥2
F
≤ δ2h . (9)

This similarity has been used in a few works such as [3, 4]. Note that if fm is L-smooth, then we
have that δh ≤ 2L. In general, δh can be much less than L and even can be zero while L is very
large.
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3. Convergence Rates

In this section, we provide our convergence rates for Local SGD: (1) for the case that f is a general
strongly convex function. This new rate is based on third-order smoothness and Hessian similarity
and (2) for the case that all clients are quadratic non-convex functions with identical Hessians.
We use intuition from simple quadratic functions to show that even for this simple case, existing
convergence rates cannot capture the effectiveness of Local SGD while our new rate can recover
this specific case. One of the main questions in FL is whether can we benefit from more local steps
and less communications. And under which conditions can we beat mini-batch SGD? We start by
showing two extreme cases where we assume that each client is a quadratic function. In these two
scenarios, we are able to see the benefit of local steps.

Convex quadratics with identical Hessians: In this case, we have that δh = 0 so the global op-
timum x⋆ is simply the average of clients’ optima so x⋆ = 1

M

∑M
m=1 x

m
⋆ where xm

⋆ is the optimum
of client m. It is clear that we only need K → ∞ and R = 1 to achieve the global optimum. This
is a case in which we should see the benefit of local steps. Having this benefit is important in many
real-world applications as local steps are usually cheap to compute while communication comes at
a high cost. So we would rather perform more local steps and less communication. However, none
of the rates proposed by [5, 6, 15] can capture this setting. The reason is that these papers lack
parameters for controlling the similarity between Hessians and measuring higher-order smoothness.
We will recover this result as a special case of our Theorem 1 by introducing new parameters δh and
H in our convergence rate.

Convex quadratics with identical optima: In this case, we have that ζ⋆ = 0. It implies that
∀m ∈ [M ],xm

⋆ = x⋆. So, it is clear that we need K → ∞ and R = 1 to reach the global optimum.
This case also cannot be recovered from the current rates [4–6] by just setting ζ⋆ = 0. We conjecture
that for the case that each fm is quadratic and ζ⋆ = 0, we should have a rate of O( 1

KR) which has the
benefit of local steps. However, working with the weaker assumption of local gradient dissimilarity
(ζ⋆) is much more challenging than assuming uniformly bounded gradient diversity (ζ̄). That is why
we focus on the ζ̄ assumption in this work and leave the extension to ζ⋆ for future works.

We now state our main result:

Theorem 1 Let Assumptions 3, 4, 5 and 7 hold. Also consider each fm to be L-smooth and let
the global function f to be µ-strongly convex. Also let

∥∥x0 − x⋆
∥∥2 ≤ B2. With a learning rate of

η ≤ 1
6L , we have the following convergence rate for Local SGD on heterogeneous data.

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
≤ c2

(
LB2

KR
+

σB√
MKR

+ ψ(δh) + φ(H)

)
, (10)

ψ(δh) :=
(B6δ2hσ

2)1/4

K2/4R3/4
+

(B6δ2hζ̄
2)1/4

K1/4R2/3
+

(B4δ2hσ
2)1/3

µ1/3K1/3R2/3
+

(B4δ2hζ̄
2)1/3

µ1/3R2/3
, (11)

φ(H) :=
(B10MH2σ4)1/6

K3/6R5/6
+

(B10MH2ζ̄4)1/6

K1/6R5/6
+

(B8MH2σ4)1/5

µ1/5K2/5R4/5
+

(B8MH2ζ̄4)1/5

µ1/5R4/5
, (12)

where c2 is an absolute constant.

We define two extra functions to simplify the notations for the extra terms we have in our rate. The
functions ψ(δh) and φ(H) are defined to capture the terms that are affected by δh and H . To the
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best of our knowledge, this is the first work that analyses Local SGD with heterogeneous data, using
Hessian similarity and third-order smoothness simultaneously. The work [16] proposed a rate for
Local SGD for convex and strongly convex cases based onH but with homogeneous data. Note that
for our Theorem 1, we only need the global function f to be strongly convex in contrast to some
other papers that require each fm to be strongly convex [4, 6, 15] which is a stronger assumption.
One problem with the current analysis based on ζ̄ is that this parameter can get very large. How-
ever, in our rates, wherever we have ζ̄, it is multiplied by either δh or H , which can be very small
or even zero. In contrast, in other works like [15], the term Lζ̄ appears in their rates, which can be
significantly larger than δhζ̄ or Hζ̄ in our rates.

Corollary 2 (Convex Quadratics with identical Hessians) Assume that the global function f is
quadratic so H = 0 which yields φ(H) = 0. Also consider the clients to have identical Hessians
so δh = 0 and ψ(δh) = 0. Then we have the following convergence rate for Local SGD on
heterogeneous data (we do not make an assumption on ζ̄):

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
≤ LB2

KR
+

σB√
MKR

. (13)

It is clear that for converging to the global optimum x⋆, we need K → ∞ and R = 1. Now we can
see the benefit of local steps in this rate. Note that in our rate, only the global function f needs to be
a quadratic function while clients fm can be any arbitrary functions with identical Hessians. This is
much weaker than assuming every client fm to be a quadratic function.

Theorem 3 Let Assumption 4 hold and suppose all clients to be arbitrary (possibly non-convex)
quadratic functions with identical Hessians, which yields δh = 0. Also let f(x0)−f(x⋆) ≤ ∆. With
a learning rate of η ≤ 1

L , we have the following convergence rate for Local SGD on heterogeneous
data:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2] ≤ L∆

KR
+

σ
√
L∆√

MKR
. (14)

Previously, the work [1] proposed a rate for the non-convex case which is based on third-order
smoothness but with homogeneous data. For the special case that functions are quadratics which
implies H = 0 they get a rate of O( L∆KR + σ

√
L∆√

MKR
). However, from the above theorem we know

that we should be able to get the same rate even in the heterogeneous setting. We leave the rate for
general non-convex setting based on δh and H to future works.

4. Conclusion

In this work, we introduced Hessian similarity and third-order smoothness as new controllable pa-
rameters for analyzing Local SGD with heterogeneous data. Our rate only needs the global function
to be strongly convex and the clients to be just L-smooth. We also showed that non-convex quadrat-
ics with identical Hessians can benefit from local steps in the heterogeneous regime. Our new result
can bridge the gap between theory and practice as for example, the widely used MSE loss function
for linear regression tasks is third-order smooth.
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Appendix A. Proofs

Below, you can see the summary of the notations used in this paper.

Table 1: Summary of symbols used in this paper.

Symbol Usage

xm
t Parameters of client m at time step t.

gmt Stochastic gradient on client m at time step t.

x̄t Average of iterates at time step t. 1
M

∑M
m=1 x

m
t

xm
⋆ Optimum of client m.

x⋆ Global optimum.

ζ̄ Gradient similarity (Assumption 5).

ζ⋆ Gradient similarity at optimum (Assumption 6).

σ Uniform upper bound on the noise of stochastic gradient.

K Number of local steps.

R Number of rounds.

H Lipschitz hessian parameter (Assumption 3).

δh Hessian similarity (Assumption 7).

B
∥∥x0 − x⋆

∥∥ ≤ B.

∆ f(x0)− f(x⋆) ≤ ∆.

T Total number of iterations. T = KR

c1, c2 Absolute constants for dropping numbers in proofs.

Et Expectation conditioned on x1
t , ...,x

M
t .

E Unconditional expectation.

We first introduce some useful lemmas which will be used throughout the proofs.

Lemma 4 For a convex function f we have:

f
( 1

M

M∑
m=1

xm

)
≤ 1

M

M∑
m=1

f(xm) (15)
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Lemma 5 For a set of M vectors a1,a2, ...,aM ∈ Rd we have:∥∥∥ M∑
m=1

am

∥∥∥2 ≤M
M∑

m=1

∥∥am∥∥2 (16)

Lemma 6 For a set of M vectors a1,a2, ...,aM ∈ Rd we have:

1

M

M∑
m=1

a4m ≤M

(
1

M

M∑
m=1

a2m

)2

(17)

Lemma 7 For two arbitrary vectors a,b ∈ Rd and γ > 0 we have:

−a⊤b ≤ γ

2

∥∥a∥∥2 + 1

2γ

∥∥b∥∥2 (18)

Lemma 8 For two arbitrary vectors a,b ∈ Rd and γ > 0 we have:∥∥a+ b
∥∥2 ≤(1 + 1

γ

)∥∥a∥∥2 + 2γ
∥∥b∥∥2 (19)

Lemma 9 For any random variable X we have:

E
[∥∥X − E[X]

∥∥2] ≤ E
[∥∥X∥∥2] (20)

Lemma 10 Let Assumption 4 holds. Then we have:

Et

[∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

gmt − 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )
∥∥∥2] ≤ σ2

M
(21)

Lemma 11 Let f be a convex and L-smooth function. Then for any x,y ∈ Rd we have:

1

2L

∥∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)
∥∥2 ≤ f(y)− f(x) + ⟨∇f(x),x− y⟩ (22)

Lemma 12 ([3, Lemma 3]) Let Assumption 7 holds and f(x) = 1
M

∑M
m=1 fm(x). Then for any

x,y ∈ Rd we have the following inequality:∥∥∇fm(x)−∇f(x) +∇f(y)−∇fm(y)
∥∥2 ≤ δ2h

∥∥x− y
∥∥2 (23)

Lemma 13 ([8, Definition 2]) Let function f satisfies Assumption 3, then for any x,y ∈ Rd, we
have the following inequality:∥∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)−∇2f(y)(x− y)

∥∥ ≤ H

2

∥∥x− y
∥∥2 (24)

Lemma 14 Let Assumptions 4 and 5 hold and the global function f be convex. We can upper
bound the consensus error Ξt using the Lemma from [15]. For any fixed learning rate ηt = η we
have:

Ξt =
1

M

M∑
m=1

∥∥xm
t − x̄t

∥∥2 ≤ 3Kσ2η2 + 6K2η2ζ̄2 (25)

Where xm
t is the parameters of client m at time step t and x̄t =

1
M

∑M
m=1 x

m
t .
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A.1. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof We start with the distance from the optimal point and taking the conditional expectation on
the previous iterate xm

t , ∀m ∈ [M ] we have:

Et

∥∥x̄t+1 − x⋆
∥∥2

= Et

∥∥x̄t − x⋆ − η

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t ) +

η

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )− η

M

M∑
m=1

gmt
∥∥2

(Lemma 10)
≤

∥∥∥x̄t − x⋆ − η

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )
∥∥∥2 + η2σ2

M

=
∥∥x̄t − x⋆

∥∥2 + η2
∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )
∥∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

†

− 2η

M

M∑
m=1

〈
x̄t − x⋆,∇fm(xm

t )
〉

︸ ︷︷ ︸
††

+
η2σ2

M
(26)

For the term † we have:

† = η2
∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t) +∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
(Lemma 5)

≤ 2η2
∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2 + 2η2
∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 (27)

For the first term in (27) we have:

2η2
∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
= 2η2

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

(
∇fm(xm

t )−∇f(xm
t ) +∇f(x̄t)−∇fm(x̄t)

)
+

1

M

M∑
m=1

∇f(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
(Lemma 4,5)

≤ 4η2

M

M∑
m=1

∥∥∥∇fm(xm
t )−∇f(xm

t ) +∇f(x̄t)−∇fm(x̄t)
∥∥∥2 + 4η2

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇f(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
≤ 4η2δ2hΞt + 4η2

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇f(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2

10



ON THE CONVERGENCE OF LOCAL SGD UNDER THIRD-ORDER SMOOTHNESS AND HESSIAN SIMILARITY

For the second term in the above inequality we have:

4η2
∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇f(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
= 4η2

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

(
∇f(xm

t )−∇f(x̄t)−∇2f(x̄t)
⊤(xm

t − x̄t)
)
+

1

M

M∑
m=1

∇2f(x̄t)
⊤(xm

t − x̄t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

∥∥∥2

(Lemma 4)
≤ 4η2

M

M∑
m=1

∥∥∥∇f(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)−∇2f(x̄t)

⊤(xm
t − x̄t)

∥∥∥2
(Lemma 13)

≤ H2η2

M

M∑
m=1

∥∥xm
t − x̄t

∥∥4
(Lemma 6)

≤ MH2η2Ξ2
t

For the second term in (27) we also have:

2η2
∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 = 2η2
∥∥∇f(x̄t)−∇f(x⋆)

∥∥2
(Lemma 11)

≤ 4η2L
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
Now by putting everything together we can bound the term † as follows:

† ≤ 4η2δ2hΞt + 2MH2η2Ξ2
t + 4η2L

[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
(Lemma 14)

≤ 12η4δ2hσ
2K + 24η4δ2hζ̄

2K2 + 18η6MH2K2σ4 + 72η6MH2K4ζ̄4 + 4η2L
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
Now we bound the term ††.

† †

= −2η

M

M∑
m=1

〈
x̄t − x⋆,∇fm(xm

t )
〉

= −2η

M

M∑
m=1

〈
x̄t − x⋆,∇fm(xm

t )−∇f(x̄t) +∇f(x̄t)
〉

= −2η

M

M∑
m=1

〈
x̄t − x⋆,∇f(x̄t)

〉
− 2η

〈
x̄t − x⋆,

1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

〉
(4,Lemma 7)

≤ −2η
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
− ηµ

∥∥x̄t − x⋆
∥∥2 + ηµ

∥∥x̄t − x⋆
∥∥2 + η

µ

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
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= −2η
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
+
η

µ

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

(
∇fm(xm

t )−∇f(xm
t ) +∇f(x̄t)−∇fm(x̄t)

)
+

1

M

M∑
m=1

∇f(xm
t )−∇f(x̄t)

∥∥∥2
(Lemma 12)

≤ −2η
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
+

2ηδ2h
µ

Ξt +
η

µ

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

(
∇f(xm

t )−∇f(x̄t)−∇2f(x̄t)
⊤(xm

t − x̄t)
)
+

1

M

M∑
m=1

∇2f(x̄t)
⊤(xm

t − x̄t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

∥∥∥2
(Lemma 4,13)

≤ −2η
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
+

2ηδ2h
µ

Ξt +
ηMH2

4µ
Ξ2

t

(Lemma 14)
≤ −2η

[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
+

6

µ
η3δ2hKσ

2 +
12

µ
η3δ2hK

2ζ̄2 +
5

µ
η5MH2K2σ4 +

18

µ
η5MH2K4ζ̄4

Now we plug † and †† into (26) and setting η ≤ 1
4L and taking the unconditional expectation we

have:

η E
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
≤ E

[∥∥x̄t − x⋆
∥∥2 − ∥∥x̄t+1 − x⋆

∥∥2]+ η2σ2

M
+ 12η4δ2hσ

2K + 24η4δ2hK
2 + 18η6MH2K2σ4 + 72η6MH2K4ζ̄4+

6

µ
η3δ2hKσ

2 +
12

µ
η3δ2hK

2ζ̄2 +
5

µ
η5MH2K2σ4 +

18

µ
η5MH2K4ζ̄4

Now we divide by ηT and sum over t and we have:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
≤ B2

ηT
+
ησ2

M
+ 12η3δ2hσ

2K + 24η3δ2hK
2ζ̄2 + 18η5MH2K2σ4 + 72η5MH2K4ζ̄4+

6

µ
η2δ2hKσ

2 +
12

µ
η2δ2hK

2ζ̄2 +
5

µ
η4MH2K2σ4 +

18

µ
η4MH2K4ζ̄4

With this choice of learning rate

η = c1.min

{
1

L
,
B
√
M

σ
√
T
,
( B2

δ2hσ
2KT

)1/4
,
( B2

δ2hζ̄
2K2T

)1/4
,
( B2

MH2σ4K2T

)1/6
,
( B2

MH2ζ̄4K4T

)1/6
,

( µB2

δ2hσ
2KT

)1/3
,
( µB2

δ2hζ̄
2K2T

)1/3
,
( µB2

MH2σ4K2T

)1/5
,
( µB2

MH2ζ̄4K4T

)1/5}

12
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We get a rate of:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[
f(x̄t)− f(x⋆)

]
(28)

≤ c2

(
LB2

KR
+

σB√
MKR

+
(B6δ2hσ

2)1/4

K2/4R3/4
+

(B6δ2hζ̄
2)1/4

K1/4R2/3
+

(B10MH2σ4)1/6

K3/6R5/6
+

(B10MH2ζ̄4)1/6

K1/6R5/6
+

(B4δ2hσ
2)1/3

µ1/3K1/3R2/3
+

(B4δ2hζ̄
2)1/3

µ1/3R2/3
+

(B8MH2σ4)1/5

µ1/5K2/5R4/5
+

(B8MH2ζ̄4)1/5

µ1/5R4/5

)

Where c1 and c2 are absolute constant numbers that are used for simplifying the rates and dropping
some constant numbers in the proof. They don’t have any effect on the convergence rate.

A.2. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof For the proof of this section, we assume that our quadratic functions are in the form of:

fm(x) =
1

2
x⊤Ax+ b⊤

mx+ dm

f(x) =
1

2
x⊤Ax+ b̄⊤x+ d̄

(29)

Where b̄ = 1
M

∑M
m=1 bm, d̄ = 1

M

∑M
m=1 dm and A ∈ Rd×d is an arbitrary symmetric matrix and

x,b,d ∈ Rd.

We start by the L-smoothness property of global function and by using the fact that x̄t+1 =
x̄t − η

M

∑M
m=1 g

m
t we have:

f(x̄t+1) ≤ f(x̄t) +∇f(x̄t)
⊤(x̄t+1 − x̄t) +

L

2

∥∥x̄t+1 − x̄t

∥∥2
= f(x̄t)−∇f(x̄t)

⊤ η

M

M∑
m=1

gmt +
η2L

2

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

gmt

∥∥∥2
By taking the conditional expectation on the previous iterate xm

t ,∀m ∈ [M ] we have:

Et[f(x̄t+1)] ≤ f(x̄t)−∇f(x̄t)
⊤ η

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t ) +

η2L

2
Et

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

gmt

∥∥∥2
(Lemma 10)

≤ f(x̄t)−∇f(x̄t)
⊤ η

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t ) +

η2L

2

∥∥∥ 1

M

M∑
m=1

∇fm(xm
t )
∥∥∥2 + η2σ2L

2M

= f(x̄t)− η∇f(x̄t)
⊤ (Ax̄t + b̄)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=∇f(x̄t)

+
η2L

2

∥∥Ax̄t + b̄︸ ︷︷ ︸
=∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 + η2σ2L

2M

= f(x̄t)− η
∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 + η2L

2

∥∥∇f(x̄t)
∥∥2 + η2σ2L

2M

13
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By choosing η ≤ 1
L , rearranging the terms and taking the unconditional expectation we have:

E
∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 ≤ 2

η
E
[
f(x̄t)− f(x̄t+1)

]
+
ηLσ2

M

Then we sum over t and divide by T and we have:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 ≤ 2∆

ηT
+
ηLσ2

M

By the choice of learning rate in the following way we get:

η = min

{
1

L
,

√
M∆

LTσ2

}

Which results the following convergence rate:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
∥∥∇f(x̄t)

∥∥2 ≤ L∆

KR
+

σ
√
L∆√

MKR
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