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A Historical Trajectory Assisted Optimization
Method for Zeroth-Order Federated Learning

Chenlin Wu, Xiaoyu He, Zike Li, Jing Gong and Zibin Zheng

Abstract—Federated learning heavily relies on distributed
gradient descent techniques. In the situation where gradient
information is not available, the gradients need to be estimated
from zeroth-order information, which typically involves com-
puting finite-differences along isotropic random directions. This
method suffers from high estimation errors, as the geometric
features of the objective landscape may be overlooked during
the isotropic sampling. In this work, we propose a non-isotropic
sampling method to improve the gradient estimation procedure.
Gradients in our method are estimated in a subspace spanned
by historical trajectories of solutions, aiming to encourage the
exploration of promising regions and hence improve the con-
vergence. The proposed method uses a covariance matrix for
sampling which is a convex combination of two parts. The first
part is a thin projection matrix containing the basis of the
subspace which is designed to improve the exploitation ability.
The second part is the historical trajectories. We implement this
method in zeroth-order federated settings, and show that the
convergence rate aligns with existing ones while introducing no
significant overheads in communication or local computation.
The effectiveness of our proposal is verified on several numerical
experiments in comparison to several commonly-used zeroth-
order federated optimization algorithms.

Index Terms—Federated Learning, Zeroth-Order Optimiza-
tion, Historical Trajectories.

I. INTRODUCTION

THIS work considers solving the unconstrained federated
optimization problem [1] defined as

min
w∈Rn

f(w) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Eξ∼Di [F (w; ξ)] (1)

where N is the number of clients, ξ is a data sample, Di is the
local data distribution associated with client i, and w ∈ Rn is
the decision vector. The task is to optimize the global objective
f with clients only having access to their local data samples.
The data distributions Di and Dj may differ for i ̸= j, which is
also known as the non independent and identically distributed
(non-IID) setting.

Efficiently solving problem (1) is the key to implementing
federated learning systems. One representative of federated
optimization methods is FedAvg [2]. The clients in FedAvg
fetch the global parameters from the server, update them using
the stochastic gradient descent (SGD) method with their local
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data, and upload the parameters back to the server for aggre-
gation. The server aggregates the obtained parameters without
accessing client data or performing local model updates, which
ensures both data privacy and communication efficiency. Var-
ious FedAvg variants have been proposed, improving FedAvg
in local update [3], client selection [4], and the aggregation
mechanism [5], [6]. One of the most common features shared
by these methods is that they rely on gradient information
for guiding the clients’ local updates, measuring the learning
progress, or encoding the model to be transferred between the
server and clients. The clients thus must support automatic
differentiation or have manually coded gradients.

We focus on solving the problem (1) in zeroth-order set-
tings. That is, the individual objective F is a black box, and
for a given vector x and a data sample ξ, one can obtain
no information other than the objective value F (x; ξ). This
simulates the real-world scenario where the structure of the
objective is unknown or evaluating the gradients is intractable,
typically due to security or commercial considerations. An
example that has emerged recently is the federated learning
system based on closed-source large language models where
the neural architectures are not released publicly. Client-side
users in this case cannot evaluate the gradients, making it
intractable to deploy downstream tasks such as prompt tun-
ing [7], [8], [9], [10]. Zeroth-order optimization also reduces
memory usage as no backward pass is required [11]; this is
particularly useful in certain federated systems where clients
involve low-performing devices.

Gaussian smoothing [12] is one of the most popular tech-
niques for zeroth-order optimization, which samples a random
vector from an isotropic Gaussian distribution, and outputs
the finite-difference along this vector as a gradient estimation.
It is easy to implement, enjoys strong theoretical guarantees,
and can be used in combination with established gradient-
based algorithms. However, the estimation output by Gaussian
smoothing is biased and noisy, and how accurate the estimation
is depends heavily on the objective landscape features [13].
This may prevent the convergence of Gaussian smoothing
based zeroth-order optimization, as the used isotropic Gaussian
cannot fully exploit the objective landscape.

In this paper, we improve Gaussian smoothing and extend it
to the federated setting. The key idea is to use a non-isotropic
Gaussian in gradient estimation, aiming to exploit promising
subspaces that are revealed from historical training trajectories.
Precisely, when sampling the vector along which the finite-
difference is performed, our algorithm utilizes a covariance
matrix that is the convex combination of two parts. The first
part is a thin projection matrix containing the basis of the
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subspace spanned by recent training trajectories, which is
designed to improve the exploitation ability. The second part
is an identity matrix; it acts as a safeguard for preventing
the Gaussian model from degradation, and therefore enhances
global exploration. By updating the covariance matrix at
certain periodic intervals, the communication overheads can be
made negligible compared to existing methods. The simulation
results suggest that the new method is robust and efficient.

In the remainder of this paper, we first provide preliminaries
on Gaussian smoothing in Section II. The new algorithm is
then detailed in Section III and verified with numerical sim-
ulations in Section IV. We discuss related work in Section V
and conclude the paper in section VI.

a) Notations: N (µ,C) represents a Gaussian distribu-
tion with expectation µ and covariance matrix C. In denotes
an n×n identity matrix. ∥x∥2 denotes the ℓ2 norm of a vector
x. E[x] is the expectation of a random variable x. Tr[M ] is
the trace of a matrix M .

II. NON-ISOTROPIC GAUSSIAN SMOOTHING

In this section, we assume the decision space Rn is equipped
with some generic vector norm ∥ · ∥. Its dual norm is denoted
by ∥ · ∥∗.

A. Preliminaries on Gaussian smoothing

We firstly define the Gaussian smoothing based gradient
estimation method that involves a non-isotropic covariance
matrix. The method relies on the smoothness property of a
function, which we detail as below:

Definition 1 (Smoothness). We say a function h is L-smooth
if it is differentiable and its gradient satisfies:

∥∇h(x)−∇h(y)∥∗ ≤ L∥x− y∥,∀x, y (2)

for some constant L ∈ R+.

The smoothness of a function h implies that it has a
quadratic bound:

|h(y)− h(x)− ⟨∇h(x), y − x⟩| ≤ L

2
∥y − x∥2,∀x, y. (3)

Gaussian smoothing is a method to generate a smooth
surrogate for a function h:

Definition 2 (Non-isotropic Gaussian Smoothing). Given a
function h : Rn → R, its Gaussian smoothing is defined as:

hµ,C(x) = Ev∼N (0,C)[h(x+ µv)] (4)

where µ ∈ R+ is called the smoothing radius, and C ∈ Rn×n

is a positive-definitive covariance matrix. When C = In, the
function hµ,C(x) reduces to the standard (isotropic) Gaussian
smoothing as in [14]. For generic settings of the covariance
matrix C, we call hµ,C(x) the non-isotropic Gaussian smooth-
ing.

The Gaussian smoothing hµ,C is differentiable, and its
gradient has a closed-form expression that only depends on
zeroth-order information [13]:

Lemma 1 (Differentiability). For a function h : Rn → R,
its Gaussian smoothing is differentiable and has the gradient
defined as:

∇hµ,C(x) =

Ev∼N (0,C)

[
h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)

2µ
C−1v

]
.

(5)

The above shows that we can compute an ascent direction
of hµ,C as

g =
h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)

2µ
v (6)

where v is drawn from N (0, C). It is easy to see

E[⟨g,∇hµ,C(x)⟩] = ∥
√
C∇hµ,C(x)∥22 ≥ 0.

Thus, g is indeed a stochastic ascent direction of hµ,C .
Hereinafter we will call g the stochastic gradient of ∇hµ,C(x).

The importance of Gaussian smoothing is that it acts as a
surrogate to the original function provided the latter is smooth:

Lemma 2 (Properties of non-isotropic Gaussian smoothing).
Assume a function h : Rn → R is L-smooth. Then, the
Gaussian smoothing hµ,C is also L-smooth. In addition, its
difference to the original function can be bounded as

∥∇hµ,C(x)−∇h(x)∥∗ ≤
Lµ

2
E[∥v∥2∥C−1v∥∗], (7)

and

|hµ,C(x)− h(x)| ≤
Lµ2

2
E[∥v∥2], (8)

where the expectation is taken over v ∼ N (0, C).

B. Covariance matrix specification

Lemmas 1 and 2 state that the Gaussian smoothing hµ,C
serves as a good surrogate to the original objective function h,
as it is smooth and has closed-form gradients. Optimizing hµ,C
instead of h would nevertheless introduce an approximation
error due to the difference between these two functions. On
the other hand, (8) shows that this error is bounded, and the
bound depends on the covariance matrix C. It implies that we
can control the covariance matrix to reduce the error, which is
exactly why we need the non-isotropic Gaussian smoothing.
A trivial choice to minimize the bound in (8) is letting C → 0.
This is however meaningless, as it would bring rounding errors
in practice.

In this work we suggest constraining the covariance matrix
as

C = (1− α)In + αQQ⊤, (9)

where α ∈ [0, 1] is a constant and Q ∈ Rn×m is a projection
matrix satisfying Q⊤Q = Im. The term m here is a user
specified hyperparameter that should be smaller than n. The
matrix Q is kept orthogonal, as its magnitude is not important:
the magnitude of C can be absorbed into the constant µ.
With α→ 1, the gradients output by Gaussian smoothing are
located in a subspace spanned by the columns of Q. If these
gradients are used for guiding the search, the algorithm will
keep staying in this subspace. On the contrary, taking α→ 0
leads to the standard Gaussian smoothing, which estimates
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the gradient in the whole space Rn and hence encourages the
algorithm to explore unexplored regions. In other words, the
covariance matrix C controls the balance between exploration
and exploitation.

We propose that an appropriate covariance matrix C should
capture insensitive directions over the objective landscape. A
direction is called sensitive if moving along this direction
causes a rapid change on the objective value and vice versa.
To see why the sensitiveness matters, consider an ideal setting
where the objective is a quadratic function f(x) = 1

2x
⊤Hx

with symmetric positive definitive Hessian H ∈ Rn×n. The
objective function is 1-smooth w.r.t. the Euclidean norm
∥x∥2 = x⊤Hx and its dual norm ∥x∥2∗ = x⊤H−1x. In this
setting, the matrix Q for minimizing the bound in (8) can be
found by solving the following problem:

min
Q∈Rn×m

Ev∼N (0,C)[∥v∥2]

s.t. C = (1− α)In + αQQ⊤

Q⊤Q = Im

. (10)

The problem is solved exactly when Q contains the principal
components of H−1; see Appendix C for details. That is, the
optimal Q corresponds to the m most insensitive directions.

When solving a problem whose Hessian information is not
accessible, we can approximate its insensitive directions by
tracking the solution trajectories. An intuitive reason is: the
algorithm has to repeatedly exploit the subspace spanned by
the insensitive directions, as the progress in this subspace is
harder to achieve than in that spanned by sensitive directions.
Here we use simulations on a 2-dimensional example to
support this statement. Let us define f(x) = 103x21 + x22.
So the most sensitive direction is e[1] = (1, 0)⊤ and the most
insensitive one is e[2] = (0, 1)⊤. We consider the stochastic
gradient descent iterations x[t+1] = x[t] − 10−4g[t], where
gradients are sampled from g[t] ∼ N (∇f(x[t]), ϵ2I2) with ϵ
measuring the noise. Defining

γ(ϵ) =
1

T

T−1∑
t=0

I{|g[t]2 | > |g
[t]
1 |}

as the metric for indicating whether the solution trajecto-
ries can capture the insensitive direction. Note here that
|g[t]2 | > |g

[t]
1 | means at iteration t the solution moves along a

direction that makes an acute angle with the most insensitive
direction e[2], so a high γ(ϵ) value would give a positive
evidence to support our statement. We simulate the above
iterations with ten independently runs and noise variance
ϵ ∈ {10−2, 10−1, . . . , 105}. The number of iterations T is
set to 104. The initial solution x[0] is set to (103, 103)⊤. The
results are presented in Table I. It is found that when the
noise level is low, the solution trajectories make an acute angle
with the insensitive direction e[2] with high probabilities. This
experiment states that trajectories of the solutions produced
in a search procedure do capture the insensitive directions.
Conversely, the matrix Q can be specified in (9) with principal
components of solution trajectories as they are expected to
coincide with the insensitive directions and therefore improve

the gradient estimation accuracy. We implement this idea in
federated settings in the next section.

ϵ 10−2 10−1 100 101 102 103 104 105

γ(ϵ) 0.9993 0.9423 0.8268 0.7096 0.5931 0.4979 0.4924 0.4919

TABLE I: Ratio of correctly capturing insensitive directions
by tracking solution trajectories

III. THE PROPOSED METHOD

We apply the non-isotropic Gaussian smoothing described
above to the federated optimization problem (1) and propose
the zeroth-order federated optimization algorithm assisted by
historical trajectories (ZOFedHT).

A. Implementation

The ZOFedHT algorithm is given in Algorithm 1. Apart
from the initial solution x0, the algorithm receives several
additional hyperparameters: a sequence of step-sizes ηr, a
smoothing radius µ, a positive integer τ denoting the length
of historical trajectories, a constant K denoting the number of
local updates, and a combination coefficient α ∈ (0, 1) used
for constraining the covariance matrix.

The optimization loop of ZOFedHT follows that of Fe-
dAvg, but differs in 1) the use of non-isotropic Gaussian
smoothing to estimate gradients and 2) the additional commu-
nication/computation for building the non-isotropic Gaussian
covariance. Precisely, we divide the optimization loop into
several rounds, and in the r-th round, we specify a covariance
matrix Cr to estimate gradients on the client side. This matrix
is kept constant over local updates and across differ clients.
In order to improve convergence, we build the matrix Cr with
solution trajectories collected on the server side, using the non-
isotropic Gaussian smoothing method described in Section II.
We detail the implementations below.

At round r, the server samples randomly and uniformly a
set of clients, denoted by Wr, and broadcasts the solution xr
to these clients (lines 3-4). If r is a multiple of τ , we collect
the latest τ solution trajectories ∆r−1, . . . ,∆r−τ , where ∆j

denotes the change of the server-side solution computed at
the end of round j (line 21). We apply QR factorization on
a matrix holding these trajectories as columns (line 6) and
obtain a τ -dimensional subspace whose basis is encoded in an
n×τ projection matrix Qr. One note that, instead of the whole
covariance matrix Cr, only Qr is broadcast to the selected
clients (line 7); this is the key to reducing communication
overheads.

On the client side, if the round index r is a multiple of τ ,
the matrix Qr can be fetched. We then recover the covariance
matrix Cr via linearly combing QrQ

⊤
r with the identity matrix

In (line 10), following the constrained model (9) described in
Section II. Otherwise, i.e., r is not a multiple of τ , we keep
the covariance matrix unchanged. In the case of r < τ where
no enough solution trajectories are presented, we fix Cr to In.
It means the standard Gaussian smoothing is used in the first
τ rounds.
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After building the covariance matrix Cr, the clients perform
local updates using Gaussian smoothing based zeroth-order
optimization (lines 11-17). In client i, we denote the solution
at round r and before the k-th local update by wi

r,k. At the
k-th local update, we first draw a Gaussian vector vir,k from
the non-isotropic Gaussian N (0, Cr) (line 13) and a random
sample ξir,k from the local data distribution Di (line 14). By
applying the gradient estimation method (6) to the component
objective F (·; ·), we obtain a gradient estimation gir,k (line
15). The solution is then updated along the negative gradient
direction with a step-size ηr fixed during round r. After K
steps of the local updates, all clients in Wr update their local
solutions to the server, and the server obtains a new global
solution via aggregation (lines 18-20).

Algorithm 1 ZOFedHT

1: Input x0 ∈ Rn, ηr ∈ R+, µ ∈ R+, τ ∈ Z+

2: for r ← 0, 1, . . . , R− 1 do
3: Select a client set Wr randomly and uniformly with

replacement
4: Broadcast xr to clients in Wr

5: if r ∈ {τ, 2τ, . . . } then
6: Qr = QR([∆r−1, . . . ,∆r−τ ])
7: Broadcast Qr to clients in Wr

8: end if
9: for each client i ∈ Wr do

10: Cr ←


I, if r < τ

(1− α)I + αQrQ
⊤
r , if r ∈ {τ, 2τ, . . . }

Cr−1 otherwise
11: wi

r,0 ← xr
12: for k ← 0, 1, ...,K − 1 do
13: vir,k ∼ N (0, Cr)
14: ξir,k ∼ Di

15: gir,k =
F (wi

r,k+µvi
r,k;ξ

i
r,k)−F (wi

r,k−µvi
r,k;ξ

i
r,k)

2µ vir,k
16: wi

r,k+1 = wi
r,k − ηrgir,k

17: end for
18: Upload wi

r,K to the server
19: end for
20: xr+1 = 1

|Wr|
∑

i∈Wr
wi

r,K

21: ∆r = xr+1 − xr
22: end for

B. Complexity

Since the covariance matrix Cr is not built from scratch
but instead recovered from the projection matrix Qr ∈ Rn×τ ,
only nτ additional entries need to be broadcast to the clients
(line 7). In addition, the broadcast is performed at every τ
rounds, so the communication overhead is O(n) per-round,
which is insignificant compared to the standard FedAvg or its
zeroth-order implementations.

Computation overheads yield on both the client side and the
server side. On the server side, the thin QR factorization takes
O(nτ2) time for every τ rounds, so the averaged time com-
plexity is O(nτ). On the client side, additional computation
is caused by the Gaussian sampling (line 13). Recall that the

covariance matrix takes the form of Cr = (1−α)In+αQrQ
⊤
r ,

a sample drawn from N (0, Cr) can be decomposed into two
parts as:

v ∼ N (0, Cr)⇔ v =
√
1− αv1 +

√
αQrv2

where v1 ∈ Rn and v2 ∈ Rτ are independently sampled from
N (0, In) and N (0, Iτ ), respectively. This means that sampling
the non-isotropic Gaussian can be achieved via a matrix-vector
multiplication followed by a vector addition, taking O(nτ) per
local update. In practice, we recommend choosing a fixed and
small τ , e.g., τ = O(1). In this setting, ZOFedHT enjoys the
same computation and communication complexity as FedAvg.

C. Convergence properties

We make the following assumptions regarding problem (1).

Assumption 1. The objective function F (x; ξ) is L-smooth in
x ∈ Rn for all ξ.

Assumption 2. The client-side data sampling has bounded
variance, i.e., there exists some constant σl ∈ R+ such that

Eξ∼Di [∥∇F (x; ξ)− Eξ∼Di [∇F (x; ξ)]∥] ≤ σ2
l

holds for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and x ∈ Rn.

Assumption 3. The dissimilarity between each local gradient
and the global gradient is bounded, i.e., there exists some
constant σg ∈ R+ such that

∥Eξ∼Di
[∇F (x; ξ)]−∇f(x)∥ ≤ σg

holds for all i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and x ∈ Rn.

Assumption 4. The global objective is bounded from below
by some constant f∗, i.e., f(x) ≥ f∗ for all x ∈ Rn.

Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 are customary in analyzing zeroth-
order stochastic optimization algorithms. Assumption 3 mea-
sures the heterogeneity of the data distribution. For example,
when σg = 0, the data become IID and the problem degener-
ates to the classical distributed optimization problem.

Below we characterize the convergence property of
ZOFedHT w.r.t. the standard ℓ2 norm. The proof can be found
in Appendix D.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1 to 4 hold with ℓ2 norm ∥ ·∥ =
∥ · ∥∗ = ∥ · ∥2. Choose constant step-sizes

ηr = η =
1

6

√
(f(x0)− f∗)M

(n+ 4)(σ2
g + σ2

l )RKL
(11)

and constant client set-sizes |Wr| =M . Suppose the number
of rounds R is sufficiently large and the number of local
updates satisfies K ≤ n. Then, we have

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

E
[
∥∇f(xr)∥2

]
≤

96

1− α

√
(f(x0)− f∗)(n+ 4)(σ2

g + σ2
l )

RKM
+

8µ2L2(n+ 6)3

(1− α)2
.

The above states that ZOFedHT achieves a convergence rate
of O

(√
n

RKM

)
when µ is sufficiently small. The dependence
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on R,K, and M coincides with that of modern FedAvg
implementations [15]. ZOFedHT suffers an n-dependent slow-
down, which is the price paid for not knowing the gradient.
This aligns with the best known convergence rate achieved
by zeroth-order federated optimization given in [1]. On the
other hand, the impact of non-isotropic Gaussian smoothing
is unknown yet, as choosing a non-zero α does not tighten the
above bound. In the next section we verify the effectiveness of
using non-isotropic Gaussian smoothing via numerical studies.

IV. NUMERICAL STUDIES

We verify the performance of ZOFedHT via training three
machine learning models including logistic regression (LR),
support vector machine (SVM), and multilayer perceptron
(MLP). The LR model is convex and smooth; we choose it to
test the local exploitation ability of ZOFedHT. SVM is also
convex. But it employs a hinge loss and therefore deviates
from the smoothness assumption. We choose this model to test
the robustness of ZOFedHT against the landscape irregularity.
The MLP model has a fully connected hidden layer with
50 neurons and uses the sigmoid activation function at both
the hidden and output layers. The model is smooth but non-
convex, and we consider this model mainly for verifying the
algorithms’ global exploration ability.

We implement two competitors namely ZOFedAvg-SGD
and ZOFedAvg-GD by equipping FedAvg with zeroth-order
versions of SGD and GD respectively. ZOFedAvg-SGD can be
considered as a special instance of ZOFedHT with α = 0 and
all other settings are kept the same as ZOFedHT. ZOFedAvg-
GD differs from ZOFedAvg-SGD in that it uses the standard
Gaussian smoothing to estimate the full-batch gradients on the
client side. In all algorithms, the smoothing radius is µ = 10−4

and the number of local updates is K = 50. All algorithms
use step-sizes decreasing over rounds as ηr = η0/

√
r + 1,

where η0 is tuned with a grid-search in {0.1, 1, 10}. In
both ZOFedHT and ZOFedAvg-SGD, minibatching is used
in the client-side data sampling and the batch size is fixed
to 64. For ZOFedHT, the parameter α is tuned in the range
{0.1, 0.2, . . . , 0.9} and the parameter L is fixed to 5. On each
test instance, all algorithms run three times independently, and
we report the results from the run achieving the best final
training loss.

Three widely used benchmark datasets, including
mnist [16], fashion-mnist [17], and rcv1 [18], are chosen. Our
experiments simulate a binary classification problem using
these datasets. For mnist and fashion-mnist which containing
images of digits from 0 to 9, we re-classify the samples into
two categories: one with digits 0 to 4 and the other one with
5 to 9. We set the number of clients N to 100, and at each
round 10 clients are sampled uniformly. Both the IID setting
and the non-IID setting are considered.

We first consider the IID case. In this case, we partition the
dataset randomly and uniformly into N parts and assign each
part to a distinct client before the optimization. Figure 1 dis-
plays the convergence trajectories of the algorithms. ZOFedHT
is the best performer on all test instances, demonstrating the
effectiveness of use of non-isotropic Gaussian smoothing.

In the non-IID case, instead of partitioning the datasets
randomly, we first sort the samples according to their labels
and then partition the sorted dataset into N parts evenly.
Clients in this way may receive samples having only a subset
of all available labels. The results are shown in Figure 2. In
most cases on the mnist and fashion-mnist datasets, ZOFedHT
performs the best, achieving faster convergence speed and
lower training loss than the competitors. On the rcv1 dataset,
ZOFedHT converges fast in the early phase but is outper-
formed by ZOFedAvg-SGD in the long run. The performance
degradation might not come as a surprise, as the rcv1 dataset is
highly sparse while the isotropic Gaussian smoothing has been
demonstrated to be effective in handling sparsity [19]. This
finding implies that ZOFedHT is more suitable for solving
dense problems.

V. RELATED WORK

Gaussian smoothing is perhaps the most well-known tech-
nique for gradient estimation [14], [20]. Although using
an identity covariance matrix could be effective in certain
cases [19], it has been long recognized that incorporating
second-order information in Gaussian smoothing could en-
hance convergence. For example, [13] suggested that, for
convex quadratic problems, the optimal covariance matrix in
Gaussian smoothing should be proportional to the inverse of
the Hessian, coinciding with our statement in Section II-B.
Several approaches exist for exploiting Hessian information
when using Gaussian smoothing. [21] proposed a quasi-
Newton procedure for extracting the curvature information
from gradient estimators output by Gaussian smoothing. [22]
proposed a four-point rule for estimating the Hessian-vector
product, which mimics the two-point rule in Gaussian smooth-
ing. [23] suggested estimating the Hessian explicitly and using
the inverse of the estimated Hessian as the covariance matrix.

While improving Gaussian smoothing in convex problems,
using Hessian information might cause divergence in non-
convex cases. A workaround is to exploit historical trajectories
instead of the Hessian information. One remark example is
the guided evolution strategy method for reinforcement learn-
ing [24]. It estimates gradients in the parameter space using
Gaussian smoothing, and explores the principal components
of latest gradients to bias the sampling procedure. [25] further
improves this method via self-adapting the importance of
subspace sampling. In this paper we extend these methods to
federated settings and provide theoretical guarantees for those
methods using historical trajectories.

Various works exist on combining zeroth-order optimization
and federated learning [1]. In [26], a zeroth-order federated
Newton method was proposed in the setting that the clients
use full-batch sampling. The method enjoys a super-linear
convergence rate, but the per-iteration complexity is costly
due to the Hessian estimation. Isotropic Gaussian smoothing
has also been extended to bi-level federated optimization [27],
demonstrating a good empirical performance on handling hard
problems. In [28], the authors also explored the historical
trajectory information in zeroth-order federated optimization.
Their method differs from ours in that the historical trajectories
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(a) LR, mnist (b) SVM, mnist (c) MLP, mnist

(d) LR, fashion-mnist (e) SVM, fashion-mnist (f) MLP, fashion-mnist

(g) LR, rcv1 (h) SVM, rcv1 (i) MLP, rcv1

Fig. 1: Training loss versus the number of function evaluations obtained in the IID setting.

are used for variance reduction rather than improving Gaussian
smoothing.

VI. CONCLUSION

We present in this article the ZOFedHT algorithm for
zeroth-order federated optimization. ZOFedHT senses promis-
ing subspaces from historical trajectories of the global solution
and improves convergence via using a non-isotropic Gaussian
smoothing procedure on the client side. ZOFedHT aligns with
existing methods in terms of the convergence rate, introducing
no significant computation or communication overheads. The
numerical studies suggest that ZOFedHT performs competitive
to or is better than the state-of-the-arts especially in dense
problems.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

By [13, lemma 1] we have

∇hµ,C(y) = Ev∼N (0,C)

[
h(x+ µv)− h(x)

µ
C−1v

]
.

Substituting v with −v and using the fact v ∼ N (0, C) ⇔
−v ∼ N (0, C), we have

∇hµ,C(y) = Ev∼N (0,C)

[
h(x)− h(x− µv)

µ
C−1v

]
.

Equation (5) can be obtained by summing the above two.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

For simplicity, we denote Ev∼N (0,C) by E. The first state-
ment can be proved by definition:

∥∇hµ,C(y)−∇hµ,C(x)∥∗
= ∥∇E[h(y + µv)]−∇E[h(x+ µv)]∥∗
= ∥E[∇h(y + µv)−∇h(x+ µv)]∥∗
≤ E[∥∇h(y + µv)−∇h(x+ µv)∥∗]
≤ L∥y − x∥,
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(a) LR, mnist (b) SVM, mnist (c) MLP, mnist

(d) LR, fashion-mnist (e) SVM, fashion-mnist (f) MLP, fashion-mnist

(g) LR, rcv1 (h) SVM, rcv1 (i) MLP, rcv1

Fig. 2: Training loss versus the number of function evaluations obtained in the non-IID setting.

where the first equation follows from Definition 2, the first
inequality uses Jensen’s inequality, and the last step is due to
the L-smoothness of h.

The second statement can be derived from the smoothness
assumption and the properties of Gaussian variables:

∥∇hµ,C(x)−∇h(x)∥∗
(5)
=

∥∥∥∥E [h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)
2µ

C−1v

]
−∇h(x)

∥∥∥∥
∗

(a)
=

∥∥∥∥E [h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)
2µ

C−1v

]
− C−1E[vv⊤]∇h(x)

∥∥∥∥
∗

=

∥∥∥∥E [h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)
2µ

− v⊤∇h(x)
]
C−1v

∥∥∥∥
∗

=E
[∣∣∣∣h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)

2µ
− v⊤∇h(x)

∣∣∣∣ ∥C−1v∥∗
]

(b)

≤ Lµ
2

E[∥v∥2∥C−1v∥∗],

where (a) uses the properties of the Gaussian distribution, and

(b) is due to

|h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)− 2⟨∇h(x), µv⟩| ≤ L∥µv∥2, (12)

which follows from (3).
The third statement, again, can be obtained using the

smoothness assumption.

|hµ,C(x)− h(x)| = |E[h(x+ µv)]− h(x)|
(a)
= |E[h(x+ µv)− h(x)− µv⊤∇h(x)]|
(b)

≤ E[|h(x+ µv)− h(x)− µv⊤∇h(x)|]
(3)

≤ µ2L

2
E
[
∥v∥2

]
,

where (a) is due to E[v] = 0, and (b) uses Jensen’s inequality.

APPENDIX C
SOLUTION TO PROBLEM (10)

Let u1 ∼ N (0, In), u2 ∼ N (0, Im) be two independent
vectors. Let v =

√
1− αu1 +

√
αQu2. It is then clear that
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v ∼ N (0, C). Therefore, we can write the objective function
as

E[∥v∥2] = E[v⊤Hv]
= E[(

√
1− αu1 +

√
αQu2)

⊤H(
√
1− αu1 +

√
αQu2)]

= (1− α)E[u⊤1 Hu1] + αE[u⊤2 Q⊤HQu2]

where the first equation follows from the quadratic function
assumption, and the last uses the fact E[u1] = 0 and E[u2] =
0. The first term on the rightmost side of the above does not
involve Q, so

argminE[∥v∥2] = argminE[u⊤2 Q⊤HQu2]

= argminE[Tr[Q⊤HQu2u
⊤
2 ]]

= argminTr[Q⊤HQE[u2u⊤2 ]]
= argminTr[Q⊤HQ]

where the last step uses the fact E[u2u⊤2 ] = Im. The solution
to the above minimization problem, under the constraint
Q⊤Q = Im, is well known, and is given by the eigenvectors
corresponding to the m smallest eigenvalues of H . That is, Q
corresponds to the m principal components of H−1.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We suppose that the number of rounds R is sufficiently large
such that the step-size η defined in (11) satisfies the following
conditions:

η ≤ 1

8LK
√
n+ 4

, (13)

η ≤ 1

LK1.5
√
10M

, (14)

η ≤ 1− α
LK

, (15)

η ≤ M(1− α)
128L(n+ 4)

, (16)

η ≤ 1

MLK2
, (17)

η ≤ 1

5LK
, (18)

η ≤ M

4L(1− α)
. (19)

For simplicity, denote f i as the local objective function of
client i and f̃ ir as its Gaussian smoothing at round r, i.e.,

f i(x) = Eξ∼Di [F (x; ξ)],

and
f̃ ir(x) = Ev∼N (0,Cr)[f

i(x+ µv)].

We first state some properties of Gaussian smoothing under
the ℓ2 norm assumption.

Lemma 3. Let h : Rn → R be an L-smooth function w.r.t. the
ℓ2 norm ∥ · ∥ = ∥ · ∥ = ∥ · ∥2. Let g be a gradient estimation
to its Gaussian smoothing hµ,C given in (6) and assume the
covariance matrix C is constrained in the form of (9). Then
we have

E[∥g∥2] ≤ µ2

2
L2(n+ 6)3 + 2(n+ 4)∥∇h(x)∥2

for all x ∈ Rn. In addition, the bounds in (7) and (8) can be
tightened as

∥∇hµ,C(x)−∇h(x)∥ ≤
Lµ

2
√
1− α

(n+ 3)1.5, (20)

and

|hµ,C(x)− h(x)| ≤
nLµ2

2
. (21)

In the following we show that the client drifts are bounded.

Lemma 4. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1, we
have

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥wi

r,k − xr∥2
]

≤ 2η2K3(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2), (22)

and
K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥gir,k∥2

]
≤ 2K(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2), (23)

where the expectation is taken over all randomness involved
in round r, and

ψ =
1

2
µ2L2(n+ 6)3 + 2(n+ 4)(4σ2

g + σ2
l ). (24)

The following bound shows that the global update of the
solution gives a sufficient descent direction.

Lemma 5. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1, we
have

E [⟨∇f(xr), xr+1 − xr⟩] ≤ −
ηK

4
(1− α) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

− ηK

2
(1− α)E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ 2L2η3K3ψ +
ηKL2µ2

4(1− α)
(n+ 3)3,

where ψ is a constant given in (24).

Lemma 6. With the same assumptions in Theorem 1, we have

E
[
∥xr+1 − xr∥2

]
≤ 32η2K

M
(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ η2K2 5L
2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+

4η2K

M
ψ + 5η2K2

σ2
g

M

+ η2E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


where ψ is a constant given in (24).

Proof of Theorem 1. Using the smoothness assumption, we
have

E[f(xr+1)] ≤ f(xr) + E [⟨∇f(xr), xr+1 − xr⟩]

+
L

2
E
[
∥xr+1 − xr∥2

]
.
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The right-hand side can be bounded using Lemmas 5 and 6,
which yields

E[f(xr+1)] ≤ f(xr)−
ηK

4
(1− α) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

− ηK

2
(1− α)E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ 2L2η3K3ψ +
ηKL2µ2

4(1− α)
(n+ 3)3

+
16Lη2K

M
(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

+
L

2

(
η2K2 5L

2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+

4η2K

M
ψ + 5η2K2

σ2
g

M

)

+
L

2
η2E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


= f(xr)− ηK
(
1− α
4
− 16Lη

M
(n+ 4)

)
∥∇f(xr)∥2

− η

2

(
1− α
K
− Lη

)
E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ 2L2η3K3ψ +
ηKL2µ2

4(1− α)
(n+ 3)3

+ η2K2 5L
3µ2(n+ 3)3

4(1− α)
+

2Lη2K

M
ψ + η2K2

5Lσ2
g

2M
(15,16)

≤ f(xr)− ηK
1− α
8
∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ ηK

(
2Lη

(
LηK2 +

1

M

)
ψ

+
L2µ2(n+ 3)3

4(1− α)
(1 + 5LηK) + ηK

5Lσ2
g

2M

)
(17,18)

≤ f(xr)− ηK
1− α
8
∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ ηK

(
4

M
Lηψ +

L2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+ ηK

5Lσ2
g

2M

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

E

. (25)

Now substituting ψ with (24) and using the condition K ≤
n, we bound the term E as

E =4Lη

(
1

2M
µ2L2(n+ 6)3 +

2

M
(n+ 4)(4σ2

g + σ2
l )

)
+
L2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+ ηK

5Lσ2
g

2M

≤ 2

M
ηµ2L3(n+ 6)3 +

8

M
Lη(n+ 4)(4σ2

g + σ2
l )

+
L2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+ ηn

5Lσ2
g

2M

≤ 2

M
ηµ2L3(n+ 6)3 +

L2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)

+
9

M
Lη(n+ 4)(4σ2

g + σ2
l )

≤µ2L2(n+ 6)3
(
2ηL

M
+

1

2(1− α)

)
+

9

M
Lη(n+ 4)(4σ2

g + σ2
l )

(19)
≤ µ2L2(n+ 6)3

1− α
+

36

M
Lη(n+ 4)(σ2

g + σ2
l ).

Plugging the above into (25), we have

E[f(xr+1)] ≤ f(xr)− ηK
1− α
8
∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ ηK

(
µ2L2(n+ 6)3

1− α
+

36

M
Lη(n+ 4)(σ2

g + σ2
l )

)
.

Summing over r = 0, . . . , R− 1, taking total expectation, and
using Assumption 4, we have

1

R

R−1∑
r=0

E
[
∥∇f(xr)∥2

]
≤ 8µ2L2(n+ 6)3

(1− α)2

+
8

1− α

(
f(x0)− f∗
RηK

+
36

M
Lη(n+ 4)(σ2

g + σ2
l )

)

≤ 96

1− α

√
(f(x0)− f∗)(n+ 4)(σ2

g + σ2
l )

RKM
+

8µ2L2(n+ 6)3

(1− α)2

where in the second inequality, we use the step-size setting
(11).

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF LEMMA 3

The proof follows [20, Theorem 4] with slight modifications
due to the non-isotropic covariance matrix:

∥g∥2 (6)
=

∥∥∥∥h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)
2µ

v

∥∥∥∥2
=

1

4µ2
∥h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)− 2⟨∇h(x), µv⟩v

+2⟨∇h(x), µv⟩v∥2

≤ 1

2µ2
∥h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)− 2⟨∇h(x), µv⟩v∥2

+
1

2µ2
∥⟨2∇h(x), µv⟩v∥2

=
1

2µ2
|h(x+ µv)− h(x− µv)− 2⟨∇h(x), µv⟩|2∥v∥2

+ 2⟨∇h(x), v⟩2∥v∥2
(12)
≤ 1

2µ2
(L∥µv∥2)2∥v∥2 + 2⟨∇h(x), v⟩2∥v∥2

=
µ2L2

2
∥v∥6 + 2⟨∇h(x), v⟩2∥v∥2

where the first inequality uses the fact∥∥∥∥∥
k∑

i=1

ai

∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ k
k∑

i=1

∥ai∥2. (26)

Now let v =
√
Cu where

√
C denotes the 0.5th power of C.

We have

∥g∥2 ≤ µ2L2

2
∥
√
Cu∥6 + 2⟨

√
C∇h(x), u⟩2∥

√
Cu∥2

=
µ2L2

2
(u⊤Cu)3 + 2⟨

√
C∇h(x), u⟩2(u⊤Cu).
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Recall that the covariance matrix in the form of (9) can be
bounded as (1 − α)In ⪯ C ⪯ In. We have u⊤Cu ≤ ∥u∥2
and therefore

∥g∥2 ≤ µ2L2

2
∥u∥6 + 2⟨

√
C∇h(x), u⟩2∥u∥2.

Taking expectation gives:

E[∥g∥2] = Eu∼N (0,In)[∥g∥
2]

≤ µ2L2

2
E[∥u∥6] + 2E[⟨

√
C∇h(x), u⟩2∥u∥2]

≤ µ2L2

2
(n+ 6)3 + 2(n+ 4)∥

√
C∇h(x)∥2

where the last inequality follows from [20, equations (17) and
(32)]. Using the fact ∥

√
C∇h(x)∥2 ≤ ∥h(x)∥2 derived from

C ⪯ In, we reach the first statement.
Under the ℓ2 norm assumption, we have ∥v∥2 = ∥

√
Cu∥2 ≤

∥u∥2 and ∥C−1v∥ = ∥C− 1
2u∥ ≤ 1√

1−α
∥u∥. Plugging these

bounds into (7) and (8) and using [20, Lemma 1], we can
obtain (20) and (21), respectively.

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF LEMMA 4

Applying Lemma 3 to gir,k (via replacing h(x) with
F (wi

r,k; ξ
i
r,k)), we have

E
[∥∥gir,k∥∥2] ≤µ2

2
L2(n+ 6)3

+ 2(n+ 4)E
[
∥∇F (wi

r,k; ξ
i
r,k)∥2

]
.

(27)

The stochastic gradient norm on the right-hand side can be
bounded as

E
[∥∥∇F (wi

r,k; ξ
i
r,k)
∥∥2] (a)

≤ E
[∥∥∇f i(wi

r,k)
∥∥2]+ σ2

l

= E
[∥∥∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f i(xr) +∇f i(xr)
∥∥2]+ σ2

l

(26)
≤ 2

∥∥∇f i(xr)∥∥2 + 2E
[∥∥∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f i(xr)
∥∥2]+ σ2

l

(b)

≤ 2
∥∥∇f i(xr)∥∥2 + 2L2E

[∥∥wi
r,k − xr

∥∥2]+ σ2
l

= 2
∥∥∇f i(xr)−∇f(xr) +∇f(xr)∥∥2
+ 2L2E

[∥∥wi
r,k − xr

∥∥2]+ σ2
l

(26)
≤ 4

∥∥∇f i(xr)−∇f(xr)∥∥2 + 4∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ 2L2E
[∥∥wi

r,k − xr
∥∥2]+ σ2

l

(c)

≤ 4σ2
g + 4∥∇f(xr)∥2 + 2L2E

[∥∥wi
r,k − xr

∥∥2]+ σ2
l

where (a) follows from Assumption 2, (b) is due to Assump-
tion 1, and (c) is due to Assumption 3. Plugging the above

into (27) and summing over k = 0, . . . ,K − 1, one obtains

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥gir,k∥∥2] ≤ 8K(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2

+K

(
µ2

2
L2(n+ 6)3 + 2(n+ 4)(4σ2

g + σ2
l )

)
+ 4L2(n+ 4)

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥wi

r,k − xr
∥∥2]

=K(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

+ 4L2(n+ 4)

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥wi

r,k − xr
∥∥2] . (28)

On the other hand, by construction and the fact wi
r,0 = xr,

we have
K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∥wi

r,k − xr∥2
]

=

K−1∑
k=0

E


∥∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∑
j=0

wi
r,j+1 − wi

r,j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2


=

K−1∑
k=0

E


∥∥∥∥∥∥
k−1∑
j=0

ηgir,j

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2


(26)
≤ η2

K−1∑
k=0

k

k−1∑
j=0

E
[∥∥gir,j∥∥2]

≤η2
K−1∑
k=0

K

K−1∑
j=0

E
[∥∥gir,j∥∥2]

=η2K2
K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥gir,k∥∥2]

(28)
≤ η2K3(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

+ 4η2K2L2(n+ 4)

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥wi

r,k − xr
∥∥2]

(13)
≤ η2K3(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

+
1

2

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥wi

r,k − xr
∥∥2] .

Rearranging the terms, one obtains (22). The bound in (23)
can be obtained by putting (22) back into (28).

APPENDIX G
PROOF OF LEMMA 5

By construction, we write the per-round descent step as

E[xr+1 − xr] = −E

[
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

ηgir,k

]

= −ηE

[
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

Cr∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

]
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= −ηCr
1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[
∇f̃ ir(wi

r,k)
]

where the second equation follows from Lemma 1 and the
third equation is due to the uniform sampling of the client set.
It follows that

E [⟨∇f(xr), xr+1 − xr⟩]

= −ηKE

[〈
∇f(xr), Cr

1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

〉]

= −ηKE

[〈√
Cr∇f(xr),

√
Cr

1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

〉]

= −ηK
2

∥∥∥√Cr∇f(xr)
∥∥∥2

− ηK

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥√Cr
1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+
ηK

2
E

[∥∥∥∥∥√Cr∇f(xr)−
√
Cr

1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
]

≤ −ηK
2

(1− α) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

− ηK

2
(1− α)E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+
ηK

2
E

[∥∥∥∥∥∇f(xr)− 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
A

,

where the third equation uses the identity ⟨a, b⟩ =
1
2

(
∥a∥2 + ∥b∥2 − ∥a− b∥2

)
and the inequality uses the bound

on the covariance matrix (1− α)In ⪯ Cr ⪯ In.
Using the fact f(x) = 1

N

∑N
i=1 f

i(x), we can bound A in
(29) as

A =E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f i(xr)−∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


≤ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥∥∇f i(xr)−∇f̃ ir(wi

r,k)
∥∥∥2]

=
1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥∇f i(xr)−∇f i(wi

r,k)

+∇f i(wi
r,k)−∇f̃ ir(wi

r,k)
∥∥∥2]

(26)
≤ 2

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥∇f i(xr)−∇f i(wi

r,k)
∥∥2]

+
2

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥∥∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)
∥∥∥2]

(a)

≤ 2L2

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥xr − wi

r,k

∥∥2]
+

2

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥∥∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)
∥∥∥2]

(20)
≤ 2L2

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥xr − wi

r,k

∥∥2]+ L2µ2

2(1− α)
(n+ 3)3

(22)
≤ 4L2η2K2(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

+
L2µ2

2(1− α)
(n+ 3)3,

where (a) uses the smoothness assumption. Plugging the above
into (29), we have

E [⟨∇f(xr), xr+1 − xr⟩] ≤ −
ηK

2
(1− α) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

− ηK

2
(1− α)E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ 2L2η3K3(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

+
ηKL2µ2

4(1− α)
(n+ 3)3

=− ηK

2
(1− α− 32(n+ 4)η2K2L2) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

− ηK

2
(1− α)E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ 2L2η3K3ψ +
ηKL2µ2

4(1− α)
(n+ 3)3

(13)
≤ − ηK

4
(1− α) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

− ηK

2
(1− α)E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

NK

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ 2L2η3K3ψ +
ηKL2µ2

4(1− α)
(n+ 3)3.

The proof then completes.

APPENDIX H
PROOF OF LEMMA 6

By construction, we have

xr+1 − xr = η
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

gir,k

= η
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

(
gir,k −∇f̃ ir(wi

r,k)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
B

+ η

(
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)−

1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

C

+ η
1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k).

By the property of the Gaussian smoothing, we have E[B] =
0. In addition, since the clients are uniformly sampled, we
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have E[C] = 0, and therefore obtain

E
[
∥xr+1 − xr∥2

]
= η2E

[
∥B∥2

]
+ η2E

[
∥C∥2

]
+ η2E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
 . (29)

The term B can be bounded as

E
[
∥B∥2

] (a)
=

1

M2
E

[∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

∥∥∥gir,k −∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)
∥∥∥2]

(b)

≤ 1

M2
E

[∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

∥∥gir,k∥∥2
]

(c)
=

1

MN
E

[
N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∥∥gir,k∥∥2
]

(23)
≤ 2K

M

(
ψ + 8(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

)
, (30)

where (a) uses the fact E[gir,k] = ∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k), (b) uses the

fact E[∥a− E[a]∥2] ≤ E[∥a∥2], and (c) is due to the uniform
sampling of the clients.

The term C can be written as

C =
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

(
∇f̃ ir(wi

r,k)−∇f i(wi
r,k)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
D1

+
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

(
∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f i(xr)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
D2

+
1

M

∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

∇f i(xr)−
1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f i(xr)︸ ︷︷ ︸
D3

+
1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

(
∇f i(xr)−∇f i(wi

r,k)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
D4

+
1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

(
∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
D5

,

and hence, we have

E
[
∥C∥2

] (26)
≤ 5E

[
∥D1∥2

]
+ 5E

[
∥D2∥2

]
+ 5E

[
∥D3∥2

]
+ 5E

[
∥D4∥2

]
+ 5E

[
∥D5∥2

]
. (31)

Using (26) and Jensen’s inequality, we have

E
[
∥D1∥2

]
≤K
M

E

[∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

∥∥∥∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)−∇f i(wi

r,k)
∥∥∥2]

(20)
≤ K2L2µ2(n+ 3)3

4(1− α)
.

In addition, we obtain

E
[
∥D2∥2

] (26)
≤ K

M
E

[∑
i∈Wr

K−1∑
k=0

∥∥∇f i(wi
r,k)−∇f i(xr)

∥∥2]
(a)
=

K

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥∇f i(wi

r,k)−∇f i(xr)
∥∥2]

(b)

≤ KL2

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

E
[∥∥wi

r,k − xr
∥∥2]

(22)
≤ 2η2K4L2(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

where (a) is due to the uniform sampling of clients and (b)
uses the smoothness assumption.

We can derive in the same way the bounds for D4 and D5:

E
[
∥D4∥2

]
≤ 2η2K4L2(ψ + 8(n+ 4)∥∇f(xr)∥2)

and

E
[
∥D5∥2

]
≤ K2L2µ2(n+ 3)3

4(1− α)
.

The term D3 can be bounded as

E
[
∥D3∥2

] (26)
≤

K−1∑
k=0

KE

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

M

∑
i∈Wr

∇f i(xr)−∇f(xr)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


= K2E

[
1

M2

∑
i∈Wr

∥∥∇f i(xr)− f(xr)∥∥2]

≤
K2σ2

g

M

where the equation follows from the fact E[∇f i(xr)] = f(xr)
(due to the uniform sampling of clients), and the second
inequality uses Assumption 3.

Putting the above bounds on D1 to D5 into (31) gives

E
[
∥C∥2

]
≤K2 5L

2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+ 20L2η2K4ψ

+ 160L2η2K4(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2 + 5K2
σ2
g

M
.

Plugging the above and (30) into (29), we obtain

E
[
∥xr+1 − xr∥2

]
≤ 2Kη2

M

(
ψ + 8(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

)
+ η2K2 5L

2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+ 20L2η4K4ψ

+ 160L2η4K4(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ 5η2K2
σ2
g

M
+ η2E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


=16η2K

(
1

M
+ 10L2η2K3

)
(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2

+ η2K2 5L
2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)
+ 2η2K

(
1

M
+ 10L2η2K3

)
ψ

+ 5η2K2
σ2
g

M
+ η2E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
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≤32η2K

M
(n+ 4) ∥∇f(xr)∥2 + η2K2 5L

2µ2(n+ 3)3

2(1− α)

+
4η2K

M
ψ + 5η2K2

σ2
g

M

+ η2E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

N

N∑
i=1

K−1∑
k=0

∇f̃ ir(wi
r,k)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


where the last step uses the condition (14). The proof com-
pletes.
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