arXiv:2305.04152v2 [cs.IT] 9 May 2023

Bayesian Over-the-Air FedAvg via Channel Driven Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics

Boning Zhang^∗, Dongzhu Liu^∗, Osvaldo Simeone^†, and Guangxu Zhu^‡ ∗School of Computing Science, University of Glasgow † Department of Engineering, King’s College London ‡Shenzhen Research Institute of Big Data Email: b.zhang.6@research.gla.ac.uk, dongzhu.liu@glasgow.ac.uk, osvaldo.simeone@kcl.ac.uk, gxzhu@sribd.cn

Abstract—The recent development of scalable Bayesian inference methods has renewed interest in the adoption of Bayesian learning as an alternative to conventional frequentist learning that offers improved model calibration via uncertainty quantification. Recently, federated averaging Langevin dynamics (FALD) was introduced as a variant of federated averaging that can efficiently implement distributed Bayesian learning in the presence of noiseless communications. In this paper, we propose wireless FALD (WFALD), a novel protocol that realizes FALD in wireless systems by integrating over-the-air computation and channeldriven sampling for Monte Carlo updates. Unlike prior work on wireless Bayesian learning, WFALD enables (i) multiple local updates between communication rounds; and (ii) stochastic gradients computed by mini-batch. A convergence analysis is presented in terms of the 2-Wasserstein distance between the samples produced by WFALD and the targeted global posterior distribution. Analysis and experiments show that, when the signal-to-noise ratio is sufficiently large, channel noise can be fully repurposed for Monte Carlo sampling, thus entailing no loss in performance.

Index Terms—Bayesian federated learning, stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics, power control, over-the-air computation.

I. INTRODUCTION With the increasingly widespread use of machine learning tools in sensitive applications, the reliability of deep learning techniques has come under intense scrutiny, revitalizing research on uncertainty quantification and calibration (see, e.g., [1], [2]). The golden standard of well-calibrated machine learning techniques is set by Bayesian learning, which treats model parameters are random variables. Recent developments in scalable Bayesian inference have made Bayesian learning techniques practical contenders for applications that require uncertainty quantification [3]–[6]. This paper focuses on the efficient distributed implementation of Bayesian learning in wireless systems (see Fig. 1).

Federated learning (FL) refers to distributed learning protocols that enables multiple devices to collaboratively train a statistical model without directly sharing the local data sets [7], [8]. The training process involves communicating model parameters between the server and devices. To alleviate the communication cost, a popular approach, popularized by

The work of O. Simeone was supported by the European Research Council (ERC) through European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme under Grant 725731, by an Open Fellowship of the EPSRC with reference EP/W024101/1, and by the European Union’s Horizon Europe project CENTRIC (101096379).

Figure 1. The proposed Wireless federated averaging Langevin dynamics (WFALD) protocol implements distributed Bayesian learning via over-the-air channel-driven sampling and multiple local updates between global aggregation steps.

federated averaging (FedAvg) [7], is to reduce the communication frequency by allowing devices perform multiple local updates before sending the local model to the central server for global aggregation. Implementing FL over wireless channels provides another opportunity to enhance communication efficiency via over-the-air computing (AirComp) [9]–[11]. AirComp leverages uncoded transmission of the local updates over a non-orthogonal multiple access (NOMA) channel, using the superposition property of wireless channels to enable the efficient model aggregation on air.

Most existing FedAvg implements frequentist learning, where the target is to estimate an optimal model that minimizes the empirical loss by stochastic gradient descent (SGD) algorithms [12]. One of the simplest ways to implement Bayesian learning is through a variant of SGD known as stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) [13]. By injecting Gaussian noise into the SGD update, the model parameters produced by SGLD can approximate distribution of the Bayesian posterior density.

Federated protocols that implement Bayesian learning are less well studied, and are currently subject to intense research [14]. Distributed SGLD was first introduced in [15] based on gradient averaging, allowing for a single local iteration between global aggregation rounds. Multiple local updates and model parameter averaging were allowed in the implementations proposed in [16] and [17]. In particular, the state-of-the-art approach in [17], referred to as federated averaging Langevin dynamics (FALD), was proved to have desirable convergence properties. Another research direction aims at reducing the communication cost of federated SGLD by quantizing the update gradients [18].

The prior work discussed above on distributed SGLD algorithms assumes noiseless communications. References [19]– [21] introduced the idea of channel-driven sampling, whereby channel noise is repurposed as a resource for over-the-air Bayesian learning via Monte Carlo sampling. Specifically, reference [20] implemented a basic version of decentralized Langevin dynamics that allows for a single local update round between global aggregation rounds and for full-batch gradient updates. A fully decentralized version of the protocol was also studied in [22].

In this context, the main contributions of this work are as follows.

• Wireless federated averaging Langevin dynamics (WFALD): We introduce wireless federated averaging Langevin dynamic (WFALD), a novel Bayesian learning algorithm that integrates over-the-air computing with channel-driven sampling, while enabling (i) multiple local updates between communication rounds; and (ii) the use of stochastic gradients. WFLAD requires minor modifications to the standard over-the-air implementation of FedAvg.

• Convergence analysis: We analyze the convergence of WFALD in terms of 2-Wasserstein distance. The analytical bound reveals that increasing global aggregation frequency in the low-signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) regime may not always be helpful, since excessive channel noise cannot be fully repurposed for MC sampling.

• Experiments: We demonstrate the performance of WFLAD across different global aggregation frequencies and SNR settings to verify the analytical results.

II. SYSTEM MODEL As shown in Fig. 1, we consider a distributed learning system comprising a single-antenna edge server and K edge devices. Each device k has its own local dataset D_k encompassing N_k data samples D_k = {d_{k,n}}^{Nk}_{n=1}. Accordingly, we denote global dataset as D = ⋃_K k=1 D_k = {d_n}^N_{n=1} with N = ∑_K k=1 N_k. As we will detail in this section, the singleantenna devices communicate to the server via non-orthogonal multi-access (NOMA) channel with uncoded modulation, as in [20]. The goal of the system is to carry out gradientbased Monte Carlo (MC) sampling via a FedAvg paradigm that leverages channel-driven sampling [19], [20] and overthe-air computing [23]. As explained in Sec. I, unlike [20], which focused on single gradient descent (GD) update between global aggregation steps, we allow for multiple local stochastic gradient descent (SGD) updates.

A. Learning Problem

We consider the learning model defined by a likelihood function p(d|θ) and a prior distribution p(θ). Accordingly, the likelihood at device k is given as follows p(D_k|θ) = N_k∏

n=1 p(d_{n,k}|θ). (1)

The goal of the learning system is to estimate averages of quantities of interest, such as the ensemble predictive distribution (see, e.g., [4, Chapter 12]), with respect to the global posterior distribution p(θ|D) ∝ p(θ) K∏ k=1 p(D_k|θ). (2) The global posterior can be decomposed as a product of K local sub-posteriors as p(θ|D) ∝ ∏_K k=1 p̃(θ|D_k), with each sub-posterior given by p̃(θ|D_k) ∝ p(θ)^{1/K} p(D_k|θ). (3) The global posterior (2) is related to the conventional local regularized training loss

f_k(θ) = − log p(D_k|θ) − 1 K log p(θ) (4)

for all devices k. In fact, we have the proportionality relation p(θ|D) ∝ exp(−f(θ)), where the global cost function f(θ) = K∑ k=1 f_k(θ) (5)

corresponds to the standard global training loss addressed by frequentist federated learning.

B. Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics

Stochastic gradient Langevin dynamics (SGLD) is a stochastic gradient-based MCMC sampling scheme. Like all MCMC techniques, the goal is to produce a number of particles θ^{[s]} with s = 1, ..., S that are approximately distributed according to a posterior distribution of interest, here, the global posterior (2). Samples {θ^{[s]}}^S_{s=1} can then be used to obtain estimates of averages with respect to the posterior p(θ|D) of some function g(θ) as 1/S ∑_S s=1 g(θ^{[s]}). As a notable example, with g(θ) = p(d|θ), this average yields the ensemble Bayesian predictor regarding the test data d.

Starting with an arbitrary particle θ^{[0]}, SGLD evaluates a stochastic estimate of the gradient using a mini-batch C^{[s]} ⊆ D of size p_bN from the global data set for some p_b ∈ (0, 1] as

^∇f(θ^{[s]})=− 1 p_b ∑ d_n∈C^{[s]}

∇ log p(d_n| θ^{[s]})− 1 K ∇ log p(θ^{[s]}). (6)

Then, it applies a noise-perturbed SGD update

(SGLD) θ^{[s+1]} = θ^{[s]} − η ^∇f(θ^{[s]}) + √ 2ηξ^{[s]}, (7)

where ξ^{[s]} for s = 1, 2, ... is an i.i.d. sequence of standard Gaussian variables N (0, I). The SGLD update (7) requires access to the entire data set D, and hence it cannot be directly implemented in a decentralized setting.

C. Federated Averaging Langevin Dynamics (FALD) Reference [16] recently introduced a federated version of SGLD – referred to as FALD – that incorporates multiple local updates between global FedAvg-type aggregation steps. Devices operate according to a common time step s = 1, 2, ..., and are assumed to have a source of common randomness, i.e., a common seed, to generate shared random variables.

At each iteration s, device k randomly draws p_bN_k data samples, for some p_b ∈ (0, 1], as a batch C^{[s]}_k ⊆ D_k from its local dataset, and computes stochastic gradient as in (6). Then, it applies the SGLD-like update

θ̃^{[s+1]}_k = θ^{[s]}_k − η ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k ) + √ 2ηξ^{[s]}_k , (8)

where the i.i.d. additive noise ξ^{[s]}_k with s = 1, 2, ... is generally correlated across devices k. Specifically, the correlation among additive noise terms {ξ^{[s]}_k }^K_{k=1} is controlled by a parameter τ^{[s]} ∈ [0, 1] as

ξ^{[s]}_k = √ τ^{[s]} K ξ̃^{[s]}_c + √ 1 − τ^{[s]}ξ̃^{[s]}_k , (9)

where noise term ξ̃^{[s]}_c ∼ N (0, I) is shared across all devices, while ξ̃^{[s]}_k ∼ N (0, I) is independent across different device k.

After each local update, at each iteration s, all devices collectively decide, using common randomness, whether to communicate or not with the server. Accordingly, a common Bernoulli random variable B^{[s]} with probability p_c is drawn at all devices. When B^{[s]} = 1, each device k communicates its current updated particle θ̃^{[s]}_k in (8) to the server; while when B^{[s]} = 0 no communication takes place, and all devices move on to the next iteration s + 1. After receiving particles from all devices, the server obtains a global sample by applying the standard FedAvg update

(Global Aggregation) θ^{[s+1]} = 1 K K∑ k=1 θ̃^{[s+1]}_k (10)

and broadcasts it to all devices to be used as the initialization for the next iteration.

Specifically, the local particle θ^{[s+1]}_k to be used as the initialization for the next iteration is set as

(Update) θ^{[s+1]}_k = (1 − B^{[s]})θ̃^{[s+1]}_k + B^{[s]} K K∑ k=1 θ̃^{[s+1]}_k . (11)

Note that by (9), after global aggregation (10), the system implements the SGLD update (7) with effective learning rate η/K. D. Communication Model

In the uplink, devices communicate to the edge server on the shared non-orthogonal multiple access (NOMA) channel. Each device implements uncoded analog transmission to realize efficient particle aggregation step (10) via over-the-air computing [9]–[11], as well as to exploit the channel noise as the correlated noise term in (9). As we detail in the next section, we emphasize that the latter idea is a key novel contribution to this work. As in prior art [10], [11], we assume perfect channel state information (CSI) at all nodes, which enables power control for over-the-air computing.

We assume a block flat-fading channel where the channel coefficients remain constant for d channel uses. This assumption enables the transmission of d-dimensional sample vectors {θ^{[s]}_k }^K_{k=1} within a block. Symbol-level synchronization among all devices can be achieved by using standard protocols such as the timing advance procedure in LTE and 5G NR [24].

In the s-th communication round, the signal received at the server is y^{[s]} = K∑ k=1 h^{[s]}_k x^{[s]}_k + z^{[s]} (12)

where h^{[s]}_k is the channel gain for device k in round s, x^{[s]}_k ∈ R^d is the transmit signal containing the information of the local particles, and z^{[s]} is channel noise i.i.d. according to distribution N (0, N_0I). Each device has a transmit power constraint ‖x^{[s]}_k ‖^2 ≤ P, for all k (13)

accounting for each communication block. We define signalto-noise ratio as SNR = P/(dN_0). As in most other related papers, we assume noiseless downlink communication. This assumption is practically well justified when the edge server communicates through a base station with less stringent power and bandwidth constraints than the devices.

E. Assumptions on the Local Cost Function

Finally, we list several standard assumptions (see, e.g., [20]) we make on the local cost function f_k(θ) in (4) and on its gradient.

Assumption 1 (Smoothness). The local cost function f_k(θ), k = 1, ..., K, is smooth with constant L > 0, that is, it is continuously differentiable and the gradient ∇f_k(θ) is Lipschitz continuous with constant L, i.e., ‖∇f_k(θ) − ∇f_k(θ^′)‖ ≤ L‖θ − θ^′‖, ∀θ, θ^′ ∈ R^d . Assumption 2 (Strong Convexity). The following inequality holds for any local cost function f_k(θ), k = 1, · · · , K, with some constant μ > 0 [∇f_k(θ)−∇f_k(θ^′)]^T(θ−θ^′)≥μ‖θ−θ^′‖^2, ∀θ, θ^′ ∈ R^d . (14) Assumption 3 (Unbiased and Variance Bounded Stochastic Gradient). The stochastic gradient ^∇f_k(θ) is an unbiased estimate of the local gradient ∇f_k(θ), and the variance is bounded by σ^2_k as E [‖ ‖ ^∇f_k(θ)−∇f_k(θ) ‖ ‖^2 ] ≤σ^2_k, ∀θ ∈ R^d , k = 1,· · ·,K. (15) Assumption 4 (Bounded Local Gradient). The local gradient is bounded as ‖∇f_k(θ)‖ ≤ G, ∀θ ∈ R^d , k = 1, · · · , K. (16) III. WIRELESS FEDERATED AVERAGING LANGEVIN DYNAMICS In this section, we introduce the proposed WFALD protocol, which integrates FALD [16], reviewed in the previous section, with channel-driven sampling [19], [20] and over-the-air computing [23]. The goal is to define an efficient distributed Bayesian learning protocol that requires only minor changes to the conventional frequentist federated learning based on over-the-air computing. Accordingly, unlike [20], we allow for multiple local updates as dictated by the random scheduling mechanism described in Sec. II-C. The main idea of this work is to leverage channel noise during global aggregation steps as the common noise term in the FALD update (9).

A. Overview of WFALD

As proved in [17, Theorem 1], the addition of the common noise term in (9) is critical to reducing the discrepancy between the distribution of the aggregated particles in (10) and the target global posterior (2). In the implementation proposed in [16], this requires nodes to share enough common randomness to be able to generate i.i.d. Gaussian random variables at each iteration s as in (9). WFALD is based on the following observation.

At any iteration s with global aggregation, i.e., with B^{[s]} = 1, each device k communicates the updated local particle

x^{[s]}_k = α^{[s]}_k [ θ^{[s]}_k − η ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k ) ] (17)

using uncoded transmission on the NOMA channel (12) with some power control parameter α^{[s]}_k . The design of power control, as detailed in the following subsection, ensures that the received signal (12) can be scaled by a factor c^{[s]} to approximate the updated particle θ^{[s+1]} in (10) with τ^{[s]} = 1, i.e.,

y^{[s]} c^{[s]} ≈ 1 K K∑ k=1 θ^{[s]}_k − η K K∑ k=1 ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k ) + √ 2η K ξ̃_c. (18)

For iterations s when no global aggregation is done, i.e., B^{[s]} = 0, WFALD stipulates that each device k apply the SGLD update (8) with τ^{[s]} = 0, i.e., adding only the independent local noise terms ξ̃^{[s]}_k . This choice is made for simplicity of implementation, and it may be removed if the devices have sufficient common randomness to generate shared Gaussian noise.

The outlined design of WFALD has the double advantage of reducing the requirement of shared global randomness, and, even more importantly, of mitigating the impact of channel noise, which is repurposed as a useful resource for learning [19], [20]. Any additional noise is treated as a nuisance, requiring a modification of the analysis of convergence presented in [17], as we discuss next.

B. Signal Design and Power Control

As anticipated in the previous subsection, for iterations with B^{[s]} = 1, all devices transmit their updated local particles per (17). As in [10], we implement channel inversion and select the power control parameter as α^{[s]}_k = α^{[s]}/h^{[s]}_k for signal alignment, where α^{[s]} > 0 is a common gain parameter to be designed. In order to estimate the global update (10), the received signal (12) is then scaled as in (18) with

c^{[s]} = Kα^{[s]} (19)

To explain the rationale behind the design (19), we plug (12), (17), and (19) into (18), yielding (Wireless Global Aggregation)

θ^{[s+1]} = 1 K K∑ k=1 θ^{[s]}_k − η K K∑ k=1 ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k ) + z^{[s]} α^{[s]}K (20)

= 1 K K∑ k=1 θ^{[s]}_k − η K K∑ k=1 ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k )+ √ 2η K ξ̃^{[s]}_c + √ β^{[s]}Δ^{[s]} (21) where Δ^{[s]} ∼ N (0, I_d) are i.i.d. over the iteration index s, and we have defined

β^{[s]} = max { 0, N_0 (α^{[s]}K)^2 − 2η K } . (22)

Comparing (21) with (18) reveals that the estimate (19) corresponds to the global update (18) apart from the addition of the noise term √ β^{[s]}Δ^{[s]}.

The additional noise term can be forced to be equal zero by setting α^{[s]} = √ N_0/(2ηK). However, this choice may not be always feasible due to the power constraint (13), which yields the condition α^{[s]} ≤ min_k √ P ‖h^{[s]}_k ‖/‖θ^{[s]}_k − η ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k )‖. Taking these considerations into account, WFALD selects the power control gain as

α^{[s]} = min {√ N_0 2ηK , min_k √ P ‖h^{[s]}_k ‖ ‖θ^{[s]}_k − η ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k )‖ } . (23)

C. Convergence Analysis

To analyze the quality of the samples {θ^{[s]}_k }^K_{k=1} produced by WFALD after s iterations, as in [17], we study the distribution p(θ̃^{[s]}) of the averaged local particles

θ̃^{[s]} = 1 K K∑ k=1 θ^{[s]}_k . (24)

Specifically, we analyze the standard 2-Wasserstein distance W_2(p(θ̃^{[s]}), p(θ|D)) between distribution p(θ̃^{[s]}) and the target global posterior p(θ|D) in (2), on which we provide an upper bound in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. For a learning rate 0 < η ≤ 2/L, under Assumptions 1-4, after s iterations, the 2-Wasserstein distance between the distribution of the averaged local samples produced by WFALD and the global posterior is upper bounded as

W^2(p(θ̃^{[s]}), p(θ|D)) ≤ ( 1 + γ 2 )_{2s} W^2(p(θ̃^{[0]}), p(θ|D))+ s−1∑ j=0 ( 1 + γ 2 )_{2(s−j)} p_cβ^{[s]}d +

8(1 + γ) 3(1 − γ)^2 [ η^4L^3d 3K + η^3L^2d+ (η2 K + 4η^4L^2 Kp_c )^K∑ k=1 σ^2_k +

6η^4L^2G^2 p^2_c + 4η^3L^2(K −1)d Kp_c ] , (25) where γ = 1 − ημ for 0 < η ≤ 2/(μ + L) and γ = ηL − 1 for 2/(μ + L) ≤ η ≤ 2/L; σ^2_k is the bounded variance of stochastic local gradients.

As detailed in the appendix, this result follows by modifying the proof of [20, Proposition 1] by accounting for the divergence incurred by multiple stochastic local updates, also known as the client drift [25].

The main insights from the bound (25) concern the role of the global aggregation rate p_c. In particular, in the high-SNR regime, where β^{[s]} = 0, setting p_c = 1 is seen to reduce the convergence bound, indicating that communication is always useful. In contrast, when the SNR is below a threshold, larger values of p_c may increase the bound, suggesting that excessively frequent communication may be harmful to the convergence. This is due to the presence of the non-zero residual channel noise with power β^{[s]} in the update (21). Accordingly, in the low-SNR regime, there exists an optimal value of the communication frequency p_c that best trades off the client drift error and the residual channel noise.

We finally note that the result in [20, Proposition 1] pertains a simpler protocol that applies global aggregation at every step, i.e., p_c = 1, and with full-batch gradients, i.e., p_b = 1 which implies σ_k = 0. Therefore, the bound (25) does not reduce to that in [20, Proposition 1], since, as explained in Sec. III-A, the two schemes apply a different transmission strategy.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To bring some quantitative insights into the performance of WFALD, as in [20], we consider a standard Gaussian linear regression problem with the likelihood

p (v_n | θ, u_n) = 1 √ 2π e^{− 12} (^{vn−θ⊤un})^2 , (26)

and prior p(θ) assumed to follow Gaussian distribution N (0, I). Accordingly, the posterior p(θ|D) is Gaussian distribution N ( (UU^T + I)^{−1}Uv, (UU^T + I)^{−1} ) , where U = [u_1, · · · , u_N ] is the data matrix and v = [v_1, · · · , v_N ]^T is the vector of target variables. We use a synthetic dataset {d_n = (u_n, v_n)}^N_{n=1} with N = 1200 following the model (26) with covariates u_n ∈ R^d drawn i.i.d. from Gaussian N (0, I) where d = 5. The ground-truth model parameter generating the target variables v through the likelihood (26) is θ^⋆ = [−0.0615, −1.6057, 1.7629, 1.0240, −1.5902]^T. Unless stated otherwise, the dataset is evenly distributed to K = 30 devices; the channel h^{[s]}_k is set to 1 for all communication rounds and devices; the learning rate is η = 3 × 10^{−3}; and p_b is 0.4.

We run S = 200 iterations. In order to evaluate the averages of interest over the particles, we assume a burn-in period of S_b = 100, hence only retaining the remaining S_u = S − S_b = 100 samples for evaluation. As a test function, we consider two choices. First, we consider the identity g(θ) = θ, and thus we compare the average 1/S_u ∑_{Sb+Su} s=S_b+1 θ [s] k of the particles generated by WFALD at each device k after the burn-in period with the true average μ_p = (UU^T + I)^{−1}Uv of the global posterior (2). To this end, we measure mean squared error between empirical and true averages over all devices as

MSE = 1 K K∑ k=1 ‖ ‖ ‖ 1 S_u S_b +S_u∑

s=S_b+1 θ^{[s]}_k − μ_p ‖ ‖ ‖^2. (27)

Then, in order to enable a comparison with conventional frequentist wireless FedAvg (WFedAvg), we consider the test function g(θ) = p(v|θ, u) and we evaluate the performance in terms of average quadratic error on a test set of 500 examples per device when using the expectation produced by the ensemble average predictor^1_{Su} ∑_{Sb+Su} s=S_b+1 p(v|θ [s] k , u) for Bayesian learning, and by the predictor p(v|θ^{[S]}_k , u) obtained with the last iterate for WFedAvg. WFedAvg is implemented using the same mini-batch size and frequency of global aggregation rounds as in WFALD, and power control for model

Figure 2. MSE (27) as a function of the global aggregation rate p_c for different SNR levels.

Figure 3. MSE (27) as a function of the SNR levels for different global aggregation rate.

transmission is based on scaled channel inversion as in [9]. All the results are averaged over 100 experiments.

We first investigate the impact of the global aggregation rate p_c on the performance of WFALD by showing in Fig. 2 the MSE (27) as a function of p_c for different values of the signal-to-noise ratio defined as SNR = P/(dN_0). Confirming the analysis in Sec. III, when the SNR is large, it is observed that there is no downside in increasing the frequency p_c of the global aggregation steps, as is the case also in the noiseless setting studied in [17]. In contrast, as also anticipated by our analysis in the previous section, the additional noise introduced by the channel at low SNRs causes the optimal value of p_c to be generally smaller than 1.

We study the impact of SNR on the performance of WFALD in Fig. 3. For the considered global aggregation rates, decreasing SNR causes no harm to the performance until around 25 dB, with further decreases entailing a performance degradation to the excess noise in the WFALD update. In addition, confirming the analysis in the previous section, we observe that in low-SNR regime, one should carefully choose the aggregation rate p_c to attain an optimal performance.

Finally, in Fig. 4 we plot the test squared error for the prediction of the variable v obtained with the ensemble predictor provided by WFALD and with the conventional predictor produced by WFedAvg [9]. WFLAD demonstrates superior performance as compared to WFedAvg in the considered SNR regime, attaining important gains in the low-SNR regime due to its capacity to leverage channel noise via channel-driven sampling.

Figure 4. Prediction test squared error, averaged over all users, for the ensemble predictor produced by WFALD and for conventional WFedAvg [9].

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a novel protocol for the efficient implementation of federated averaging Langevin dynamics (FALD) in wireless systems. As future work, it would be interesting to consider the impact of data heterogeneity as in [17] and to study larger-scale applications.

APPENDIX

To prove Theorem 1, the 2-Wasserstein distance is first upper bounded, following [26, Theorem 1], via the expectation of the 2-norm between the sample generated by Langevin diffusion process (LDP) and the sample obtained from WFALD. Then, following similar steps as in proof of [20, Proposition 1], we track separately the contributions of quantization error, stochastic gradient error, and client drift. The analysis of the latter requires a new result as compared to [20, Proposition 1], which is summarized by the following lemma and its proof is similar to [17, Lemma 10].

Lemma 1 (Upper Bound on the Client Drift). For any iteration s, the client drift, defined as V^{[s]}_c = ‖∇f(θ̃^{[s]}) − ∑_K k=1 ^∇f_k(θ^{[s]}_k )‖2, is upper bounded by

E[V^{[s]}_c ] ≤ K^2L^2E[V^{[s]}_θ ] + K K∑ k=1 σ^2_k, (28)

where we define the local model divergence as V^{[s]}_θ = 1 K ∑_K k=1 ‖θ^{[s]}_k − θ̃^{[s]}‖^2. The latter is upper bounded as

E[V^{[s]}_θ ] ≤

2(1 − p_c) p_c [ (2 + p_c)η2 p_c G^2 + η^2 K K∑ k=1 σ^2_k + 2(K − 1)ηd K ] . (29)

REFERENCES

[1] C. Guo, G. Pleiss, Y. Sun, and K. Q. Weinberger, “On calibration of modern neural networks,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Mach. Learning (ICML), (Sydney, Australia), pp. 1321–1330, Aug. 2017.

[2] M. Abdar, F. Pourpanah, S. Hussain, D. Rezazadegan, L. Liu, M. Ghavamzadeh, P. Fieguth, X. Cao, A. Khosravi, U. R. Acharya, et al., “A review of uncertainty quantification in deep learning: Techniques, applications and challenges,” Information Fusion, vol. 76, pp. 243–297, 2021.

[3] E. Angelino, M. J. Johnson, and R. P. Adams, “Patterns of scalable bayesian inference,” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/pdf/1602.05221.pdf, 2016.

[4] O. Simeone, Machine learning for engineers. Cambridge University Press, 2022.

[5] A. G. Wilson and P. Izmailov, “Bayesian deep learning and a probabilistic perspective of generalization,” in Proc. Adv. Neural Info. Process. Syst. (NeurIPS), vol. 33, (Virtual), pp. 4697–4708, Dec. 2020.

[6] M. E. Khan and H. Rue, “The bayesian learning rule,” [Online].

Available: https://arxiv.org/pdf/2107.04562.pdfs, 2021.

[7] B. McMahan, E. Moore, D. Ramage, S. Hampson, and B. A. y Arcas, “Communication-efficient learning of deep networks from decentralized data,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Artif. Intell. Stat. (AISTATS), (Ft. Lauderdale, USA), pp. 1273–1282, PMLR, April 2017.

[8] J. Konečnỳ, H. B. McMahan, F. X. Yu, P. Richtárik, A. T. Suresh, and D. Bacon, “Federated learning: Strategies for improving communication efficiency,” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/pdf/1610.05492.pdf, 2016.

[9] G. Zhu, Y. Wang, and K. Huang, “Broadband analog aggregation for low-latency federated edge learning,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 19, pp. 491–506, Oct. 2019.

[10] D. Liu and O. Simeone, “Privacy for free: Wireless federated learning via uncoded transmission with adaptive power control,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 39, pp. 170–185, Nov. 2020.

[11] X. Cao, G. Zhu, J. Xu, and S. Cui, “Transmission power control for over-the-air federated averaging at network edge,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 40, no. 5, pp. 1571–1586, 2022.

[12] T. Sery, N. Shlezinger, K. Cohen, and Y. C. Eldar, “Over-the-air federated learning from heterogeneous data,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 69, pp. 3796–3811, June 2021.

[13] M. Welling and Y. W. Teh, “Bayesian learning via stochastic gradient langevin dynamics,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Mach. Learning (ICML), (Bellevue, Washington), pp. 681–688, June 2011.

[14] L. Cao, H. Chen, X. Fan, J. Gama, Y.-S. Ong, and V. Kumar, “Bayesian federated learning: A survey,” 2023.

[15] S. Ahn, B. Shahbaba, and M. Welling, “Distributed stochastic gradient mcmc,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Mach. Learning (ICML), (Beijing, China), pp. 1044–1052, June 2014.

[16] W. Deng, Q. Zhang, Y.-A. Ma, Z. Song, and G. Lin, “On convergence of federated averaging langevin dynamics,” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/pdf/2112.05120.pdf, 2021.

[17] V. Plassier, E. Moulines, and A. Durmus, “Federated averaging langevin dynamics: Toward a unified theory and new algorithms,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Artif. Intell. Stat. (AISTATS), (Valencia, Spain), pp. 5299–5356, PMLR, April 2023.

[18] M. Vono, V. Plassier, A. Durmus, A. Dieuleveut, and E. Moulines, “QLSD: Quantised Langevin stochastic dynamics for Bayesian federated learning,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Artif. Intell. Stat. (AISTATS), (Valencia, Spain), pp. 6459–6500, PMLR, March 2022.

[19] D. Liu and O. Simeone, “Channel-driven monte carlo sampling for bayesian distributed learning in wireless data centers,” IEEE J. Sel. Areas Commun., vol. 40, no. 2, pp. 562–577, 2021.

[20] D. Liu and O. Simeone, “Wireless federated langevin monte carlo:

Repurposing channel noise for bayesian sampling and privacy,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., pp. 1–1, 2022.

[21] Y. Zhang, D. Liu, and O. Simeone, “Leveraging channel noise for sampling and privacy via quantized federated langevin monte carlo,” in Proc. IEEE Intl. Workshop Signal Process. Advances Wireless Comm. (SPAWC), (Oulu, Finland), pp. 1–5, IEEE, July 2022.

[22] L. Barbieri, O. Simeone, and M. Nicoli, “Channel-driven decentralized bayesian federated learning for trustworthy decision making in d2d networks,” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/pdf/2210.10502.pdf, 2022.

[23] G. Zhu, J. Xu, and K. Huang, “Over-the-air computing for wireless data aggregation in massive IoT,” [Online]. Available: https://arxiv.org/pdf/2009.02181.pdf, 2020.

[24] A. Mahmood, M. I. Ashraf, M. Gidlund, J. Torsner, and J. Sachs, “Time synchronization in 5G wireless edge: Requirements and solutions for critical-MTC,” IEEE Commun. Mag., vol. 57, pp. 45–51, Dec. 2019.

[25] S. P. Karimireddy, S. Kale, M. Mohri, S. Reddi, S. Stich, and A. T.

Suresh, “Scaffold: Stochastic controlled averaging for federated learning,” in Proc. Intl. Conf. Mach. Learning (ICML), (Vienna, Austria), pp. 5132–5143, PMLR, July 2020.

[26] A. Dalalyan, “Further and stronger analogy between sampling and optimization: Langevin Monte Carlo and gradient descent,” in Proc. Conf. Learning Theory (COLT), (Amsterdam, Netherlands), July 2017.