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Abstract

The convergence time and communication rounds are critical performance metrics in distributed learning with a
parameter-server (PS) setting. Local stochastic gradient descent (SGD) is a widely used method for improving com-
munication efficiency in distributed learning. However, synchronous local SGD can experience substantial slowdowns,
forcing stragglers to perform multiple local updates and the other nodes to keep waiting. Asynchronous methods are
immune to these slowdowns but can suffer from gradient staleness, leading to suboptimal results or even divergence.
To address these challenges, we propose a novel asynchronous strategy named adaptive bounded staleness (ABS). ABS
leverages two key enablers. Firstly, the number of workers that the PS waits for per round for gradient aggregation
is adaptively selected to strike a balance between straggling and staleness. Secondly, workers with relatively high
staleness are prompted to initiate a new round of computation, alleviating the negative effects of staleness. Simulation
results demonstrate that ABS outperforms state-of-the-art schemes in terms of wall-clock time and communication
rounds.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the size of datasets and the complexity of machine learning tasks continue to grow exponentially, stochastic
gradient descent (SGD) methods have replaced traditional gradient descent (GD) methods and become the workhorse
for large-scale machine learning [1]. To further accelerate the learning process, parallelism is leveraged through
distributed implementation with multiple worker nodes, known as distributed learning [2].

One commonly used setting in distributed SGD is the parameter-server (PS) architecture [3], which consists
of a central parameter server and distributed worker nodes. In this setting, workers download the latest global
model from the PS, perform local computations, and upload the results to the PS to update the global model. This
process is repeated until a convergence criterion is met. The primary schemes employed in the PS framework can
be categorized into synchronous and asynchronous methods.

In synchronous SGD (SSGD) [4], [5], [6], the server waits for all workers to complete their computations before
updating the global model. Numerous studies have shown that SSGD can achieve high speedup and accuracy [3],
[4], [5], [6]. However, the wall-clock time performance of SSGD is severely impacted by slow workers, also known
as stragglers [2]. To address this issue, the K-sync SGD algorithm was proposed [7], where the PS only waits
for the K fastest workers. Asynchronous methods, discussed in the following paragraph, were developed to further
expedite the learning process.

Asynchronous SGD (ASGD) completely eliminates the influence of stragglers by allowing the PS to update the
global model immediately after any worker finishes its local computation and uploads it to the server [8]. It is
evident that the time elapsed per training round in ASGD is significantly reduced compared to SSGD. However, the
robustness to stragglers introduces the issue of staleness, where the gradient used to update the global parameter
may not be consistent with the one used to compute it. This results in instability during the training process and an
increased error floor compared to SSGD schemes [7], [9]. To mitigate these issues, Staleness-Aware (SA) methods
were proposed [10], which penalize the step size of stale gradients linearly based on their delay. This approach
has been adopted by subsequent works [11], [12] and has become a common method for handling stale gradients.
Gap-Aware (GA) methods were also proposed [13], which penalize stale gradients linearly based on the gap between
the worker model and server model. Additionally, the K-async SGD scheme was introduced [14] to reduce the
impact of gradient staleness. K-async SGD is the asynchronous version of the K-sync SGD method, where the PS
waits for the K fastest workers to update the global model while the remaining workers continue computing and
their stale gradients are used in subsequent rounds.

However, the issue of gradient staleness still poses a threat to algorithm convergence, as there is a risk of
aggregating excessively stale gradients that can negatively impact performance. To tackle this challenge, we propose a
novel asynchronous strategy called Adaptive Bounded Staleness (ABS). ABS aims to adaptively bound the staleness
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of gradients, hence its name. In ABS, similar to AdaSync, the number of workers that the server waits for during
different stages of training adjusts adaptively based on the learning process. This approach strikes a balance between
synchronous and asynchronous methods. Additionally, at the beginning of each training round, workers with a
staleness exceeding a threshold value are required to restart their computation, effectively bounding the staleness. The
threshold also adapts dynamically as the tolerance for staleness decreases throughout the training process. To further
reduce communication overhead between workers and the PS, we incorporate the local SGD method in training.
Unlike synchronizing models across all workers, local SGD allows each worker’s model to evolve independently,
with occasional model averaging. This approach has gained popularity in training deep neural networks [16], [17],
[18], [9] and federated learning [?] due to its significant improvement in communication efficiency.

Furthermore, we provide a theoretical analysis of the convergence rate of the ABS algorithm under a non-convex
condition. Simulation results demonstrate the advantages of ABS over state-of-the-art schemes in terms of both
wall-clock time and communication rounds.

Notation. R denotes the real number fields; ∇f denotes the gradient operation for function f ;
⋃

denotes the
union of sets. For sets A and B, A ⊆ B represents that set A is a subset of set B; |A| denotes the size of set A.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. System Model

We start by introducing the problem formulation under study. Our objective is to minimize the following empirical
risk function:

F (w) =
1

M

M∑
m=1

f(w; ξm), (1)

where w ∈ Rd is the d-dimensional model parameter to be optimized; and f(w; ξm) is a smooth loss function of
parameter w with sample ξm from dataset D = {ξi}Mi=1.

To implement the distributed local-SGD-based framework, we consider a PS-based architecture consisting of N
workers, denoted by the set N = {1, ..., N}. Each worker n ∈ N maintains a local dataset Dn drawn independently
from the global dataset D without replacement, i.e., we have D =

⋃
n∈N Dn.

In order to accelerate the training process, an asynchronous aggregation mechanism of local SGD is investigated.
More precisely, in the first round, each worker n ∈ N starts to perform U local updates by setting the local model
as w0,0

n = w0, where w0 is the initialized global model. Then, at each round t ≥ 0, to update the global model
wt+1, the PS aggregates the first Kt local updates from the workers in the set Kt. Note that we have |Kt| = Kt.
As a result, the local update rule of each worker n can be given as

wt,u+1
n = wt,u

n − ηt
1

B

B∑
b=1

∇f(wt,u
n ; ξt,un,b), (2)

for u = 0, ..., U − 1, where U is the number of local iterations; ηt is the stepsize; B denotes the batch size; ξt,un,b is
drawn independently across all workers, local iterations and training rounds; and wt,u

n is the local model of worker
n at local iteration u. Due to the fact that the gradients returned by each worker might be computed at a stale value
of the global parameter wt, we use the variable τ tn to denote the staleness information at round t, i.e., work n starts
the computation with the local model given as w

t−τt
n,0

n = wt−τt
n . Note that when τ tn = 0, it means that worker n

feeds back to update wt+1 at round t after computing with the received global model wt. Moreover, each work
n ∈ Kt sets the local model as wt+1,0

n = wt+1 to perform new local updates. As a result, the global model can be
updated as

wt+1 = wt − ηt
Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

1

B

B∑
b=1

∇f(w
t−τt

k,u
k ; ξ

t−τt
k,u

k,b ). (3)

B. Background

In this subsection, we extend the system model to incorporate state-of-the-art approaches as baseline algorithms.
These baseline algorithms will serve as a point of comparison against our proposed method, which will be discussed
in Section IV.
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Synchronous SGD. Synchronous SGD (SSGD) is one of the most commonly adopted methods in distributed SGD
[3]. In SSGD, the PS waits for all workers to finish their gradient computation before updating the global model,
i.e., we have Kt = N , U = 1, and τ tk = 0. Nevertheless, as stated before, though with stable performance and
high accuracy, straggling becomes the main bottleneck for synchronous methods, which induces the development
of asynchronous schemes.

Asynchronous SGD. In the primitive asynchronous SGD (ASGD) method [8], the PS updates the global model
as soon as it receives the gradient from any worker, with Kt = 1 and U = 1. Although ASGD is robust to
stragglers and converges faster than SSGD, it often suffers from a higher error floor due to gradient staleness.
To enhance performance, one commonly used method is SA [10], which penalizes the step size of stale gradients
linearly based on their delay. Additionally, AdaSync [15] proposes an adaptive approach that dynamically adjusts
the number Kt of workers the PS waits for to update the global parameters. However, the unbounded gradient
staleness in asynchronous methods may lead to performance fluctuations. Hence, we introduce the ABS algorithm
in the following section, which adaptively bounds the gradient staleness to mitigate such fluctuations.

Local SGD. In both synchronous SGD and asynchronous SGD, if the workers are permitted to perform local
updates before uploading their parameters, they employ the well-established local SGD method [17] [18] [9], i.e.,
we have U > 1. In comparison to U = 1, local SGD allows the models to evolve locally on each worker node and
only performs occasional model averaging. This training approach has gained widespread adoption in recent years
for training deep neural networks [16], [17], [18], [9] and in federated learning [?], primarily due to its substantial
improvement in communication efficiency. Taking into account both training speed and communication overhead,
in ABS, we incorporate local training in each worker to demonstrate its performance.

III. ABS: ADAPTIVE BOUNDED STALENESS

In this section, we first introduce the asynchronous-based adaptive bounded staleness (ABS) method. The main
idea of ABS is to adaptively bound the gradient staleness and adjust the number of workers that the PS waits for.
By doing so, ABS achieves a delicate equilibrium between training speed and communication load. We then outline
the key principles of ABS and discuss the analysis of algorithm hyperparameters that influence its performance.

Algorithm description: To elaborate on the staleness of all the N workers at round t, we define a N -length vector
τ t
N = [τ t1, · · · , τ tN ]. This vector is maintained by the parameter server (PS) and initialized with zero values. Each

staleness element τ tn represents the number of consecutive rounds that worker n has not received the global model
from the PS. To identify the workers with high staleness, we define a threshold as τ tmax. At round t, if τ tn > τ tmax,
worker n is forced to receive the latest global model from the PS and initiate a new round of computation. As the
learning process advances, the system’s tolerance for staleness decreases. Therefore, we dynamically adjust τ tmax
given as

τ tmax = max
{
1,

N

Kt
+ a

}
, (4)

where a is some constant. In other words, as the number of workers to wait increases, the staleness threshold
decreases gradually during the training process to control the staleness of the gradients. Additionally, we set the
minimum value of τ tmax to be 1 to ensure a minimum level of freshness. Moreover, following a similar approach
as described in [15], we dynamically increase Kt based on the learning process, given as

Kt = K0

√
f(w0)

f(wt)
, (5)

where K0 is the number of workers we wait for in the initial round, f(w0) is the loss of the initial global model
w0 and f(wt) is the loss of global model at iteration t. In general, at iteration t, we calculate the average loss of
Kt workers who update the PS and consider it as the loss of the global model. Therefore, the update of τ tn at each
round t follows the formula

τ t+1
n =

{
0, if worker n ∈ Kt or τ tn > τ tmax,
τ tn + 1, otherwise.

(6)

As a start, the PS broadcasts the initial global model w0 to all the workers in the set N for computation. At each
round t, the PS leverages the uploading information of the fastest Kt workers to update the global model via (3),
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Algorithm 1 ABS Algorithm

1: Initializes K0, τ0 = N
K0 + a, w0, t = 0

2: for t = 0, 1, . . . , T do
3: Server executes:
4: Waits for the uploads from the Kt fastest workers
5: Updates the global model wt via (3)
6: Update the number Kt of workers to wait for via (5)
7: Updates the ages of all N workers via (6)
8: Sends wt to the Kt fastest workers and workers with τ tn > τ tmax, sets their ages τ tn to 0
9: Sets t = t+ 1

10: Worker executes:
11: for worker n ∈ N do
12: Receive the latest global model wt from the PS and sets wt,0

n = wt

13: for u = 0, 1, . . . , U do
14: Updates its local model via (2)
15: if receives new wt then
16: Sets wt,0

n = wt, then restarts local computation
17: Sends the accumulative gradient wt,0

n −wt,U
n and average local loss to the PS

where Kt changes according to equation (5). After the PS updates the global model wt and the staleness vector
τ t
N , the Kt fastest workers and any worker with τ tn > τ tmax receive the latest model wt+1, and their corresponding

staleness factor τ tn are set to 0. The procedure repeats until some convergence criterion is satisfied. The whole
procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Example. Consider N = 8 workers training a CNN model with U = 10, B = 32, η = 0.1, and different values
of the threshold τmax of gradient staleness. As illustrated in Figure 1, utilizing limited bounded gradient staleness
leads to significantly improved performance, even with a small value of K, compared to the unbounded case
corresponding to τmax = ∞. Furthermore, we observe that when τmax = 1, the convergence rate is slightly slower.
This can be attributed to the fact that discarding too many computations can impede the progress of convergence.
To address this issue, ABS directly controls the gradient staleness. It leverages relatively larger gradient staleness to
accelerate the training process during the early stages, while selectively receiving gradients with smaller staleness to
ensure a lower error floor later on. By effectively managing the gradient staleness, ABS achieves a balance between
rapid initial progress and attaining a desirable error floor.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we establish the convergence of the proposed ABS algorithm with a general (not necessarily
convex) objective function. Our analysis is based on the following assumptions, which are widely adopted in
related works such as [15].

Assumption 1. F (w) is an L-smooth function, i.e.,

∥∇F (w1)−∇F (w2)∥2 ≤ L ∥w1 −w2∥2 ∀w1,w2. (7)

Assumption 2. The stochastic gradient is an unbiased estimate of the true gradient:

Eξ[∇f(w, ξ)] = ∇F (w). (8)

Assumption 3. Let g(wt,u
k , ξt,uk ) = 1

B

∑B
b=1 ∇f(wt,u

k , ξt,uk,b) be the batch gradient given wt,u
k at iteration t in local

step u. We also assume that the variance of the stochastic batch gradient is also bounded as follows:

Eξ[
∥∥g(wt,u

k , ξt,uk )−∇F (wt,u
k )

∥∥2
2
] ≤ σ2

m
+

MG

m

∥∥∇F (wt,u
k )

∥∥2
2
, (9)

where σ2, m > 0 and MG > 0 are some constants.
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Fig. 1: The performance of K-async (K=1) with N = 8 and different values of the threshold τmax of gradient
staleness.

Assumption 4. With local training, we assume that for some γ < 1, ∀k and ∀u,

E
[ ∥∥∥∇F (wt)−∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
≤ γE[

∥∥∇F (wt)
∥∥2
2
]. (10)

Based on our assumptions, we have the following lemmas.

Lemma 1. Let g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k ) = 1
B

∑B
b=1 ∇f(w

t−τt
k,u

k ; ξ
t−τt

k,u
k,b ) be the batch gradient given w

t−τt
k,u

k at

iteration t − τ tk in local step u, and use the symbol vt,u
k = g(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k ) to simply represent it. Then, we

have

E
[∥∥vt,u

k −∇F (wt)
∥∥2
2

]
= E

[∥∥vt,u
k

∥∥2
2

]
− E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
+ E

[∥∥∥∇F (wt)−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
. (11)

Proof. The proof is presented in Appendix A.

Lemma 2. Let g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k ) = 1
B

∑B
b=1 ∇f(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k,b ). If the variance of the stochastic batch

gradient is bounded as

Eξ[
∥∥∥g(wt−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2
] ≤ σ2

m
+

MG

m

∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2
,

Then the variance of the sum of the stochastic batch gradient is also bounded as follows:

Eξ[||
∑
k∈Kt

g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )||22] ≤
Ktσ2

m
+ (

MG

m
+ 1)

∑
k∈Kt

||∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )||22 (12)

Proof. The proof is presented in Appendix A.

Based on our assumptions and lemmas, we have the following theorem and corollary for convergence.

Theorem 1. For non-convex objective function F (·), where F ∗ = minw F (w), for a fixed learning rate η we have
the following ergodic convergence result for ABS:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[
∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2
] ≤ 2(F (w0)− F ∗)

TηU(1− γ)
+

Lησ2

K0m(1− γ)
. (13)

Proof. The proof is presented in Appendix B.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2: The performance of ABS compared to AdaSync, SA-AdaSync, and local SGD with N = 10. (a) Learning
accuracy vs. time. (b) Learning accuracy vs. communication rounds

Corollary 1. Following Theorem 1, with a learning rate η =
√

2(F (w0)−F∗)K0m
TULσ2 satisfying η ≤ 1

L(
MG
K0m

+ 1
Kt )

, the

output of ABS has the following ergodic convergence rate:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E[
∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2
] ≤ 2

1− γ

√
2(F (w0)− F ∗)Lσ2

TUK0m
. (14)

Proof. The proof is presented in Appendix C.

Corollary 1 states that the convergence rate achieves O(1/
√
TKU) under the given assumptions, which is

consistent with the works [9], [20].

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed ABS against state-of-the-art schemes including
AdaSync [15], classical Local SGD [17], and SA-AdaSync, i.e., AdaSync with SA[10] which penalizes gradients
linear to their staleness.

A. Experimental Setting

For our experiments, we utilize the CIFAR-10 dataset, which consists of 50,000 training images and 10,000
validation images. The neural network architecture includes two convolutional layers and three fully connected
layers. Each mini-batch size B is set to 32, the learning rate η is set to 0.1, and the number of local updates U is
set to 10. We conduct experiments in two scenarios, one with N = 10 and the other with N = 20. The execution
times of the workers follow a γ-distribution [21], which is a commonly used model for task execution times and
captures the presence of stragglers.

B. Performance Analysis

ABS Outperforms the State-of-Art Schemes. The performances of AdaSync, local SGD, SA-AdaSync, and
ABS are evaluated in terms of the time and total communication rounds. It is worth noting that for each worker
that communicates with the PS, the total communication rounds increase by 1. We consider two scenarios with
N = 10 and N = 20, respectively.

Considering the scenario with N = 10, we evaluate the performance of AdaSync, local SGD, SA-AdaSync, and
ABS in terms of both wall-clock time and communication rounds, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a) and (b), respectively.
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(a) (b)

Fig. 3: The performance of ABS compared to AdaSync, SA-AdaSync, and local SGD with N = 20. (a) Learning
accuracy vs. time. (b) Learning accuracy vs. communication rounds

Remarkably, ABS demonstrates the fastest convergence rate while incurring the least communication cost, surpassing
AdaSync even with different parameter values. This can be attributed to ABS’s adoption of the bounded staleness
approach, which allows for higher parallelism during the initial stages of training by starting with a smaller value
of K0. Additionally, by discarding some stale gradients, ABS effectively mitigates communication overload. This
is further supported by ABS outperforming SA-AdaSync, which focuses on penalizing stale gradients. Thus, while
there may be a loss of some gradients through discarding, the results indicate that excessively stale gradients are not
essential for achieving desirable outcomes. This observation holds true even as the number of workers increases, as
demonstrated in Fig. 3. This further supports the superiority of ABS in terms of convergence rate and communication
efficiency compared to other methods.

For the scenario with N = 10, the impact of different parameters a in ABS is illustrated in Figure 4. When a
is large, ABS gradually approaches the behavior of AdaSync, as seen with a = 0. In this case, τ tmax becomes large
enough that very few stale gradients are discarded. Consequently, due to the significant gradient staleness, ABS
performs similarly to AdaSync. On the other hand, when a is small, such as a = −3, τ tmax decreases to a value
that is considered relatively insignificant. In this scenario, ABS discards a large number of gradients, which results
in a slower convergence process. Taking both time and communication overhead into account, we conclude that
a = −2 is the optimal choice for this particular example.

These findings emphasize the importance of appropriately selecting the parameter a in ABS, as it directly impacts
the staleness threshold τ tmax and ultimately affects the trade-off between convergence speed and communication
efficiency.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper has presented a novel approach, Adaptive Bounded Staleness (ABS), to enhance the training time and
communication efficiency of distributed SGD while maintaining high accuracy. By leveraging adaptive thresholding
and controlling gradient staleness, ABS achieves superior performance compared to the existing methods. The key
idea behind ABS is to utilize relatively large gradient staleness during the early training stages to accelerate the
process while receiving only gradients with small staleness later on to ensure higher accuracy. Through extensive
experiments, we have confirmed the effectiveness of ABS in improving convergence rates and communication
efficiency.

Furthermore, our study explores the possibility of discarding gradients with large staleness, revealing that their
impact on performance is minimal. This finding supports the effectiveness of ABS in managing gradient staleness
and optimizing the training process. Overall, ABS provides a promising solution for distributed SGD, offering
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(a) (b)

Fig. 4: The performance of ABS with different parameter a when K0 = 5 and N = 20. (a) Learning accuracy vs.
time. (b) Learning accuracy vs. communication rounds

improved training time, communication efficiency, and high accuracy. Further research can be conducted to explore
its application in other domains and to investigate additional parameter configurations for different scenarios.

REFERENCES

[1] L. Bottou, “Large-scale machine learning with stochastic gradient descent,” in Proc. COMPSTAT, 2010, pp. 177–186.
[2] J. Dean, G. S. Corrado, R. Monga, K. Chen, M. Devin, Q. V. Le, M. Z. Mao, M. Ranzato, A. W. Senior, P. A. Tucker, K. Yang, and

A. Ng, “Large scale distributed deep networks,” in NIPS, 2012.
[3] C. Ying, S. Kumar, D. Chen, T. Wang, and Y. Cheng, “Image classification at supercomputer scale,” ArXiv, vol. abs/1811.06992, 2018.
[4] M. Yamazaki, A. Kasagi, A. Tabuchi, T. Honda, M. Miwa, N. Fukumoto, T. Tabaru, A. Ike, and K. Nakashima, “Yet another accelerated

sgd: Resnet-50 training on imagenet in 74.7 seconds,” ArXiv, vol. abs/1903.12650, 2019.
[5] P. Goyal, P. Dollár, R. B. Girshick, P. Noordhuis, L. Wesolowski, A. Kyrola, A. Tulloch, Y. Jia, and K. He, “Accurate, large minibatch

sgd: Training imagenet in 1 hour,” ArXiv, vol. abs/1706.02677, 2017.
[6] H. Mikami, H. Suganuma, P. U.-Chupala, Y. Tanaka, and Y. Kageyama, “Imagenet/resnet-50 training in 224 seconds,” ArXiv, vol.

abs/1811.05233, 2018.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of lemmas

Proof of Lemma 1

Proof.

E
[∥∥vt,u

k −∇F (wt)
∥∥2
2

]
= E

[∥∥∥vt,u
k −∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ) +∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )−∇F (wt)

∥∥∥2
2

]
= E

[∥∥∥vt,u
k −∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
+ E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )−∇F (wt)

∥∥∥2
2

]
. (15)

The last line holds since the cross term is 0 as derived below.

E
[
(vt,u

k −∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ))T (∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (wt))
]

(a1)
= E

[
Eξ

[
(vt,u

k −∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ))T

]]
E
[
(∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (wt))
]

(b1)
= E

[
(Eξ[v

t,u
k ]−∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ))T
]
E
[
∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (wt)
]

(c1)
= 0

Here (a1) and (b1) indicate that we first calculate the expectation for ξ. Step (c1) follows from that Eξ[v
t,u
k ] =

∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ).

Returning to (15), the first term can be written as,

E
[∥∥∥vt,u

k −∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
(a2)
= E

[∥∥vt,u
k

∥∥2
2

]
− 2E

[
(vt,u

k )T∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

]
+ E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
(b2)
= E

[∥∥vt,u
k

∥∥2
2

]
− 2E

[
Eξ[(v

t,u
k )T∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )]
]
+ E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
(c2)
= E

[∥∥vt,u
k

∥∥2
2

]
− 2E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
+ E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
= E

[∥∥vt,u
k

∥∥2
2

]
− E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
. (16)

Here (a2) follows from the equation ||a − b||22 = ||a||22 − 2aT b + ||b||22 and (b2) means that we first calculate the
expectation for ξ. Step (c2) is due to Eξ[v

t,u
k ] = ∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ). Bring (16) to (15), we get Lemma 1.

Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. First let us consider the expectation of any cross term such that k ̸= k′, we can get that

Eξ

[
(g(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k )−∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ))T (g(w
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ , ξ
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ )−∇F (w
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ ))
]

(a3)
= E

ξ
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ |ξ
t−τt

k
,u

k

[
E
ξ
t−τt

k
,u

k

[
(g(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k )−∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ))T (g(w
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ , ξ
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ )−∇F (w
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ ))
]]

(b3)
= E

ξ
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′

[
(∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ))T (g(w

t−τt
k′ ,u

k′ , ξ
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ )−∇F (w
t−τt

k′ ,u

k′ ))
]

= 0. (17)
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Here step (a3) means we first calculate the expectation for ξ
t−τt

k,u
k , then the expectation for ξ

t−τt
k′ ,u

k′ , and (b3) is
due to E

ξ
t−τt

k
,u

k

[
g(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k )

]
= ∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ). Thus the cross terms are all 0. So we can get that

Eξ

[
||
∑
k∈Kt

(g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ))||22

]
=

∑
k∈Kt

Eξ

[
||(g(wt−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ))||22

]
(a4)

≤
∑
k∈Kt

(
σ2

m
+

MG

m
||∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )||22), (18)

where (a4) is from assumption 3. Thus, we have

Eξ

[
||
∑
k∈Kt

g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )||22

]
= Eξ

[
||
∑
k∈Kt

(g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ) +∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k ))||22

]
(a5)
= Eξ

[
||
∑
k∈Kt

(g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )||22

]
+ E

[
||
∑
k∈Kt

∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )||22

]
(b5)

≤
∑
k∈Kt

(
σ2

m
+

MG

m
||∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )||22) +
∑
k∈Kt

||∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )||22

=
Ktσ2

m
+ (

MG

m
+ 1)

∑
k∈Kt

||∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )||22 (19)

Here step (a5) follows from that Eξ[(g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k ) − ∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k ))T∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )] = 0, (b5) is from eq.
(18). So we complete the proof.

B. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Let g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k ) = 1
B

∑B
b=1 ∇f(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k,b ), vt,u = 1

Kt

∑
k∈Kt g(w

t−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k ). From

Lipschitz continuity, we have the following.

F (wt+1) ≤ F (wt) + (wt+1 −wt)T∇F (wt) +
L

2

∥∥wt+1 −wt
∥∥2
2

= F (wt)− η

Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

g(w
t−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )T∇F (wt) +
L

2

∥∥∥∥∥η
U−1∑
u=0

vt,u

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

(a6)
= F (wt)− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

∥∥∇F (wt)
∥∥2
2
− η

2Kt

Kt∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

∥∥∥g(wt−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

+
η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

∥∥∥g(wt−τt
k,u

k , ξ
t−τt

k,u
k )−∇F (wt)

∥∥∥2
2
+

Lη2

2

∥∥∥∥∥
U−1∑
u=0

vt,u

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

. (20)

Here (a6) follows from 2aT b = ||a||22 + ||b||22 − ||a− b||22. We remove the restriction τ tk ≤ τ tmax, for we prove that
for all cases of τ tk, it should also be satisfied under the restriction. Taking expectation,

E
[
F (wt+1)

]
≤ E

[
F (wt)

]
− ηU

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥g(wt−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]

+
η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥g(wt−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )−∇F (wt)
∥∥∥2
2

]
+

Lη2

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥
U−1∑
u=0

vt,u

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


(a7)
= E

[
F (wt)

]
− ηU

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥g(wt−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
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+
η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥g(wt−τt

k,u
k , ξ

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]

+
η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (wt)−∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
+

Lη2

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥
U−1∑
u=0

vt,u

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


(b7)

≤ E
[
F (wt)

]
− ηU(1− γ)

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]

+
Lη2

2
E

∥∥∥∥∥
U−1∑
u=0

vt,u

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2


(c7)

≤ E
[
F (wt)

]
− ηU(1− γ)

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]

+
Lη2

2

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥vt,u

∥∥2
2

]
(d7)

≤ E
[
F (wt)

]
− ηU(1− γ)

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
− η

2Kt

∑
k∈Kt

U−1∑
u=0

E
[∥∥∥∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]

+
Lη2

2(Kt)2

U−1∑
u=0

(
Ktσ2

m
+ (

MG

m
+ 1)

∑
k∈Kt

E
[∥∥∥∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
)

≤ E
[
F (wt)

]
− ηU(1− γ)

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
+

Lη2Uσ2

2Ktm

− η

2Kt

U−1∑
u=0

∑
k∈Kt

(1− Lη(
MG

Ktm
+

1

Kt
))E

[∥∥∥∇F (w
t−τt

k,u
k )

∥∥∥2
2

]
(e7)

≤ E
[
F (wt)

]
− ηU(1− γ)

2
E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
+

Lη2Uσ2

2Ktm
(21)

Here step (a7) follows from Lemma 1 and step (b7) follows from assumption 4 that

E
[∥∥∥∇F (wt)−∇F (w

t−τt
k,u

k )
∥∥∥2
2

]
≤ γE

[∥∥∇F (wt)
∥∥2
2

]
for some constant γ < 1. Step (c7) follows from the equation E

[
||
∑

i xi||22
]
≤

∑
i E

[
||xi||22

]
. Step (d7) follows

from Lemma 2 and step (e7) follows from choosing η < 1

L(
MG
mKt +

1
Kt )

.

Then after re-arrangement, we obtain the following:

E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
≤

2(E [F (wt)]− E
[
F (wt+1)

]
)

ηU(1− γ)
+

Lησ2

Ktm(1− γ)
(22)

Taking summation from t = 0 to t = T − 1, we get,

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
≤ 1

T

T−1∑
t=0

2(E [F (wt)]− E
[
F (wt+1)

]
)

ηU(1− γ)
+

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Lησ2

Ktm(1− γ)

(a8)

≤
2(E

[
F (w0)

]
− E [F (wt)])

TηU(1− γ)
+

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

Lησ2

K0m(1− γ)

(b8)

≤ 2(F (w0)− F ∗)

TηU(1− γ)
+

Lησ2

K0m(1− γ)
. (23)

Here (a8) follows from K0 ≤ Kt as Kt is increasing, and step (b8) follows since we assume w0 to be known
and also from E [F (wt)] ≥ F ∗. Now we complete the proof.
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C. Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. We assume η < 1

L(
MG
mKt +

1
Kt )

, and let f(η) = 2(F (w0)−F∗)
TηU(1−γ) + Lησ2

K0m(1−γ) . Then

df(η)

dη
= −2(F (w0)− F ∗)

Tη2U(1− γ)
+

Lσ2

K0m(1− γ)
. (24)

Make df(η)
dη = 0, we get that

η′ =

√
2(F (w0)− F ∗)K0m

TULσ2
. (25)

Note that when T → ∞, η′ → 0 can always satisfy η′ < 1

L(
MG
mKt +

1
Kt )

. Bring η′ to (23), we get that

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇F (wt)

∥∥2
2

]
≤ 2

1− γ

√
2(F (w0)− F ∗)Lσ2

TUK0m
.
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