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Abstract—Recent advances in federated learning have shown
that asynchronous variants can be faster and more scalable
than their synchronous counterparts. However, their design does
not include quantization, which is necessary in practice to deal
with the communication bottleneck. To bridge this gap, we
develop a novel algorithm, Quantized Asynchronous Federated
Learning (QAFeL), which introduces a hidden-state quantiza-
tion scheme to avoid the error propagation caused by direct
quantization. QAFeL also includes a buffer to aggregate client
updates, ensuring scalability and compatibility with techniques
such as secure aggregation. Furthermore, we prove that QAFeL
achieves an O

(
1/

√
T
)

ergodic convergence rate for stochastic
gradient descent on non-convex objectives, which is the optimal
order of complexity, without requiring bounded gradients or
uniform client arrivals. We also prove that the cross-term error
between staleness and quantization only affects the higher-order
error terms. We validate our theoretical findings on standard
benchmarks.

Index Terms—Federated learning, asynchronous training,
quantization, complexity, non-convex optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

IN a traditional machine learning (ML) pipeline, data is
collected from clients at a central server. Then, a model

is trained on the collected data and is deployed for use. This
has two major drawbacks: (i) it requires a large amount of
storage at a central server, and more importantly, (ii) it raises
privacy concerns when collecting sensitive data. Decentralized
learning techniques can deal with these concerns [2]–[4]. One
of the mechanisms to inherently address these drawbacks is
federated learning (FL) where clients train local models and
send them to the server for aggregation [5]. In FL, client data is
used exclusively to train local models, ensuring it never leaves
the client side. Instead, the clients send their local models’
updates to the server and the server aggregates the updates
to create a global model. Including new updates improves
the global model’s accuracy. FL is gaining momentum in
healthcare, finance, and natural language processing, to name
a few areas [6], [7].

FL characteristics are different from those of the traditional
distributed optimization. First, the data originates from the
clients and cannot be shared with the server. Second, clients
are heterogeneous, i.e., they have access to different amount
of data and operate with different speeds and communication
bandwidths [8]. Since the size of ML models is large, and
becoming larger with time (particularly with language mod-
els) [9], communicating model updates from edge devices with
bandwidth constraints is a costly operation.
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by the NSF Award ECCS-2207457. An early version of this work was
presented at the 2023 ICML workshop of Federated Learning and Analytics
in Practice [1].

A. Related work

Multiple FL algorithms have been proposed in the literature
such as FedSGD [5], FedAvg [10], and FedProx [11], to name
a few. In FedSGD, first, each client completes a stochastic
gradient descent (SGD) step with its local data and sends
the update to the server. Then, the updated local models are
averaged at the server to create a global model. Finally, the
global averaged model is sent back to clients and the process is
repeated. To reduce communication costs, FedAvg allows mul-
tiple SGD steps at each client before exchanging the model,
proving effective in real-world scenarios. FedProx builds upon
FedAvg, introducing a proximal term to account for disparities
in local data distributions and device characteristics.

1) Synchronous vs. Asynchronous Federated Learning: A
common assumption is that these methods operate in rounds,
leading to synchronous federated learning (FL), where the
server waits for a predetermined time to receive updates from
all clients. Should a client miss the time window, its update
is considered stale and is discarded. While FedProx allows
clients to perform different number of local steps, it still
requires them to communicate before the round ends. Since FL
is designed for massive-scale networks, it is natural for clients
to have different update times [12]. As a result, interest has
grown in asynchronous FL, which allows the server to update
the global model without waiting for all clients. There is no
idle time in asynchronous FL and the clients restart calculating
a new update after each transmission. A comparison between
synchronous and asynchronous FL is shown in Fig. 1.
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Fig. 1. Flowchart comparing synchronous and asynchronous FL.

Despite its challenges, like the need to handle stragglers
and stale gradients, asynchronous FL is attractive because it
eliminates the burden of fitting clients into time slots. This
enables slow clients to participate in the training process
and enables the use of larger training cohorts [13], [14]. A
naive approach to asynchronous FL is to have the server
update the global model every time it receives a client update.
However, this method is not scalable, as the communication
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cost of broadcasting the global model grows too much with
the number of clients. To address this issue, client updates are
buffered at the server before performing a global model update.
FedBuff [15], [16], an asynchronous and scalable version of
FedAvg, is an example of such an algorithm suitable for
heterogeneous clients. It allows multiple local steps at each
client and is compatible with privacy-preserving mechanisms.
It is also fairer and more efficient compared to synchronous
FL methods [14].

Other asynchronous FL works include algorithms that con-
sider time-weighted schemes for stale model aggregation [17],
[18]. In another approach, [19] proposes a client uploading
policy, which avoids sending updates where the previous
and current models are sufficiently similar. However, these
solutions do not consider quantization, which is indispensable
to reduce the communication bottleneck in many practical FL
systems.

2) Quantization in Federated Learning: Apart from al-
lowing multiple local steps, quantization can further reduce
the communication overhead. There is a vast literature on
synchronous FL with quantized communications [20]–[23].
Quantization can reduce the number of transmitted bits in
both directions: (i) the server can quantize the global model
prior to sending it to clients, and (ii) clients can quantize
the model updates before transmitting them to the server.
Moreover, quantizing client updates enhances the privacy
guarantees [24]. On the other hand, directly quantizing the
models results in error propagation over time. For example,
since clients only access the quantized global model, there
will be a drift between the global models at the server and
clients. This phenomenon is illustrated in Fig. 2. We observe
that a naive use of quantization results in suboptimal loss.
This is particularly egregious in the biased quantization case,
where FedBuff diverges when a server sends the top 50% of
coordinates in absolute value, setting the rest to zero. This is
a popular quantizer with a low compression ratio of 1/2 and
the fact that it diverges is devastating.

The use of quantization in asynchronous FL remains un-
explored. It is of particular interest to investigate the error
produced by the compounded effects of model staleness due to
asynchrony and quantization error, since the former is absent
in the synchronous FL setting.

3) Managing Error Propagation: To manage the error
propagation while quantizing the model, the server and clients
should operate on the same model. Therefore, we define a
common model state and keep it at all nodes. The difference
between the updated server model and the common model
state is quantized and communicated after every server up-
date. Similar ideas exist in other signal processing fields, for
example in handling the drifts caused by motion compensation
in video coding [27]–[29]. In quantization theory, the general
framework to manage error propagation is discussed under
predictive coding [30]. There has been some efforts in man-
aging error propagation in synchronous FL [4], [31]–[35], but,
to the best of our knowledge, this is the first effort in handling
the error propagation in asynchronous FL.
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Fig. 2. Numerical example of the effect of direct quantization (Naive) vs.
the unquantized counterpart. No client quantization is performed. We show
unbiased (QSGD [25]) and biased (top-k [22]) server quantizer examples.
We consider a logistic regression problem with ℓ2 regularization on the
mushrooms dataset from LIBSVM [26]. The simulation parameters are: 100
clients, delays following a half-normal distribution, server buffer size of 10,
client learning rate of 2, server learning rate of 0.1, and ℓ2 regularization
strength of 1/8124, where 8124 is the number of samples in the dataset. The
y-axis illustrates the difference f(x) − f⋆, where f(x) is the global model
cost at a given iteration, and f∗ is the optimal cost.

B. Contributions

Motivated by the need to reduce communication overhead
and the appeal of asynchronous FL, we propose a new
algorithm, called Quantized Asynchronous Federated Learning
(QAFeL), which includes a bidirectional quantization scheme
for asynchronous FL with buffered aggregation. To address
the error propagation, we introduce a common hidden-state by
aggregating all communicated messages as shown in Fig. 3.
The server quantizes and broadcasts the difference between

∑
−

+
Model Quantizer

Hidden State

Fig. 3. Block diagram for updating the hidden-state.

the hidden-state and its updated model. Similarly, clients
quantize the difference between their updated model and the
corresponding hidden-state version. Using the mechanism in
Fig. 3, QAFeL avoids error propagation and is scalable as
it only needs to track one hidden-state. Furthermore, it is
a privacy-aware system since it does not track client states.
We also investigate the QAFeL’s compound error produced
by staleness and quantization to gain insights not present in
separate analysis of the staleness and quantization effects.
Table I compares the characteristics of our work with respect
to others.

The main contributions of the manuscript are:
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TABLE I
RELATED WORK COMPARISON. THE NUMBER OF ALGORITHM ROUNDS IS DENOTED BY T .

Algorithm Work
Characteristics Analysis

Asynchronous Buffered Quantized Mitigates Unbounded Arbitrary Client Non-convex objective
Aggregation Communication Error Propagation Gradient Update Distribution O

(
1/

√
T
)

rate

FedAvg [5] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ - ✗
[36] ✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ - ✓

MCM [35] ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - ✗
FedAsync [37] ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

FedBuff [15] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓
[16] ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

QAFeL This work ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

1) We introduce QAFeL, an asynchronous FL algorithm
with multiple local steps and limited number of commu-
nication bits that avoids error propagation using hidden-
state updates.

2) We analytically prove that quantization using QAFeL
does not affect the complexity order. More pre-
cisely, QAFeL’s convergence rate achieves the optimal
O
(
1/
√
T
)

complexity order for non-convex objec-
tives [38] even without assuming uniform client arrival.

3) We present FedBuff as a special case of QAFeL and
fix an error from the original FedBuff manuscript. We
analytically show that asymptotically the convergence
rate of QAFeL is the same as that of FedBuff, without
assuming bounded gradients.

4) We show that the cross-term error caused by staleness
and quantization is of smaller order than the errors
introduced by each of these factors alone and does not
affect the complexity order.

Finally, we validate our theoretical results through experimen-
tal evaluation standard benchmarks for FL [39], [40].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II
presents the system model as well as a description of our
proposed algorithm. Section III presents the analysis of our
algorithm and discusses the derived convergence guarantees.
The auxiliary proofs are relegated to Appendix A. Section IV
includes experimental results and Section V concludes the
manuscript.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, first, we describe our general quantizer
model and then present QAFeL in detail.

A. General quantizer model

A quantizer is composed of an encoder, which receives
blocks of information and outputs blocks of bits, and a
decoder, which receives blocks of bits and reconstructs blocks
of information. If the encoder and decoder are designed
carefully, the mean square error between the original and the
reconstructed symbols is small, for example smaller than the
norm of the original symbols. Obviously, the mean square
error grows as the compression ratio increases. Let us denote
the combination of the encoder and decoder as a single
function Q which is in agreement with the following standard
definition of a quantizer in the FL literature [21], [22], [33].

Definition. A quantizer Q : Rd → Rd (which is a combination
of an encoder and a decoder) with a compression parameter
δ ∈ (0, 1] is a (possibly random) function that satisfies

EQ

[
∥x−Q(x)∥2

]
≤ (1− δ) ∥x∥2 , (1)

where EQ is the expectation with respect to the possible
internal randomness of the quantizer.

B. Proposed algorithm

QAFeL is comprised of three processes that run con-
currently: QAFeL-server, QAFeL-client and QAFeL-client-
background. The three processes are depicted in Fig. 4 as a
block diagram. The algorithm works as follows. First, clients

Initialize x0, x̂0

Wait for client update

Receive update and add to buffer

Is buffer full?

Perform global update

Reached T updates?

Output xt

Compute qt, the quantized
difference between global

model and hidden state

Server updates hidden state

Broadcast qt

Client background

Update hidden state

Client training

Send quantized yP − y0

Perform P local steps

Copy hidden
state y0 ← x̂t

No

Yes

Yes

No

Fig. 4. QAFeL block diagram. Shaded parts occur on the client side. Dashed
lines indicate communication between the clients and the server.

initialize the hidden-states with x̂0, which is the same as the
initial server model, x0. Then, the server waits for a client
update. To start training, the client copies the locally stored
hidden-state into a variable y0 ← x̂t, and performs P local
model update steps of the type

yp+1 = yp − ηℓ · g(yp), (2)
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where g(yp) is a noisy, unbiased estimator of the gradient at yp
based on the local dataset and ηℓ is a local step-size. Then, the
client sends the quantized update Qc(y0 − yP ) to the server,
where Qc is the client’s quantizer. The server adds the received
updates to its buffer. We denote the k-th update in the buffer
as ∆k. The server keeps receiving updates until its buffer is
full, i.e., the server has received K updates. Then, the server
updates the global model by averaging the received updates:

xt+1 = xt − ηg∆
t
, ∆

t
:=

1

K

K−1∑
k=0

∆k. (3)

When the pre-defined number of iterations T is reached, the
server outputs the model and the training stops. Otherwise, the
server computes the quantized difference between its updated
model and the hidden-state,

qt = Qs(x
t+1 − x̂t), (4)

where Qs is the server’s quantizer. The server broadcasts qt to
all clients. Finally, the clients and the server update their copies
of the hidden-state using the same equation, x̂t+1 = x̂t + qt.

For further details on the algorithm design see Appendix B,
where we have included the pseudocode for all components
of QAFeL. The highlighted lines in the pseudocode represent
the novel hidden-state mechanism.

III. ALGORITHM ANALYSIS

In this section, we analyze the convergence of QAFeL.
First, we formulate the non-convex optimization problem that
QAFeL solves. Then, we present convergence upper bounds
for QAFeL.

A. Problem formulation

We consider the weighted FL problem setting to find a
model x ∈ Rd such that

min
x∈Rd

f(x) :=

N∑
n=1

wnFn(x), (5)

where Fn is Client n’s loss function, wn is the client’s
weight, and N is the total number of clients. Note that each
function Fn implicitly depends on the local data at Client n.
The weights wn can be any arbitrary set of numbers chosen
to weigh the importance of each client or to strategically
differentiate different clients. For example, one can assign a
larger weight to clients that have a larger dataset. Obviously,
this setting is more general than the equal-weight setting,
which is also covered in our setup by choosing wn = 1/N . Al-
ternatively, one can enforce a uniform request for updates from
the server, a technique employed in FedBuff. While enforcing
uniform client participation guarantees that all weights are
identical, it slows down the fastest clients’ update frequency.
Our analysis considers the case that f is non-convex, which
is prevalent in FL applications.

Let us make the following standard assumptions:

Assumption III.1. Unbiased Stochastic Gradients Assump-
tion: We have an unbiased stochastic estimator gn(x) of the

true gradient ∇Fn(x), i.e., E [gn(x)] = ∇Fn(x) for all x, at
every client.

Assumption III.2. Bounded Local Variance Assumption: At
every client,

E
[
∥gn(x)−∇Fn(x)∥2

]
≤ σ2

ℓ , ∀x ∈ Rd. (6)

Assumption III.3. L-smoothness Assumption: At every
client, Fn is L-smooth, i.e., Fn is differentiable and its gradient
is Lipschitz continuous. Thus, ∇Fn satisfies

∥∇Fn(x)−∇Fn(x
′)∥ ≤ L ∥x− x′∥ , ∀x, x′ ∈ Rd. (7)

Assumption III.4. Bounded Client Heterogeneity Assump-
tion: The gradients ∇Fn at every client satisfy

∥∇f(x)−∇Fn(x)∥2 ≤ B, ∀x ∈ Rd. (8)

In the proof, we only use bounded heterogeneity at each buffer
set St, i.e., each set of clients that fills the buffer. Therefore,
we can relax the assumption to

1

K

∑
k∈St

∥∇f(x)−∇Fk(x)∥2 ≤ B, ∀x ∈ Rd, (9)

and the results still hold. However, for the clearness of
exposition, we will use the first version in the proof.

Assumption III.5. Lower Bounded Objective Assumption:
There exists a lower bound f∗ ≤ f(x) for all x ∈ Rd.

In an asynchronous setting, different nodes may operate on
different versions of the model causing staleness [15]. The
definition of the staleness for QAFeL and a bounded staleness
assumption similar to that of FedBuff are presented below.

Definition. For Client n, at server step t, the difference be-
tween the current hidden-state x̂t and the hidden-state version
that was used to start the current local training is called
staleness, and is denoted τn(t).

Assumption III.6. Bounded Staleness Assumption: At every
server step t, and for each client n, the staleness τn(t) is less
than or equal to a maximum allowed staleness, τmax,K , where
K is the server buffer size.

Note that as the buffer size increases, the server updates less
frequently, which reduces the number of server steps between
when a client starts training and when its updates are applied
at the server. If Assumption III.6 is met for any K > 1, the
maximum delay, τmax,K , is at most ⌈τmax,1/K⌉; this is proven
in [15, Appendix A].

In most ML applications, the objective function is highly
non-convex [41]. With such functions, we cannot guarantee
the existence of a global minimum. Instead, as is standard in
non-convex optimization, our goal is to find a first-order ε-
stationary point, that is, x ∈ Rd such that ∥∇f(x)∥2 ≤ ε.
With such a goal in mind, we study the ergodic squared norm
of the gradient after T iterations:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2] . (10)
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We call this quantity the ergodic convergence rate of our
algorithm. Upper bounding the rate by ε ensures that our
algorithm finds a first-order ε-stationary point in expectation.

Throughout the paper, we use the notation from Table II.

TABLE II
SUMMARY OF NOTATION.

xt, x̂t server, shared hidden-state at time t
L L-smoothness constant of the loss function
P, p number, index of local steps at client
K, k number, index of clients at the buffer
N,n number, index of total clients
ηg , ηℓ server, client learning rates
Qs, Qc server, client quantizers
∆

t
,∆t

k server, client k’s update at time t
St set of client indices at the buffer at time t
ytk,p local state at client k, during local step p at time t

± plus and minus a quantity, i.e., a± b = a+ b− b = a

B. Convergence analysis for QAFeL
In this section, we present our main result, as well as a

corollary that analyzes the convergence rate in detail.

Theorem III.7. Consider the optimization problem in (5)
satisfying Assumptions III.1 to III.4 and III.6. Then, QAFeL’s
iterations satisfy

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2] ≤ 4
f(0)− f(xT )

TηgPηℓ

+ 8L2
η2gPη2ℓ (2− δc)(τ

2
max,K + 8

δ2s
)σ2

ℓ

K
+ 80L2P 2η2ℓ (σ

2
ℓ +B)

+ 2L
ηgηℓ(2− δc)σ

2
ℓ

K
, (11)

as long as

η2g(τ
2
max,K +

8

δ2s
) + (1 +

1− δs
K

)ηℓηgL ≤
1

P
(12)

and
η2ℓ ≤

1

80L2P 2τmax,K
, ηℓ ≤

1

4L(P + 1)
. (13)

Proof: QAFeL’s iterations are

xt+1 = xt − ηg∆
t
, (14)

x̂t+1 = x̂t +Qs(x
t − x̂t). (15)

A special case of QAFeL is when the server quantizer Qs is the
identity, for which the hidden-state is the same as the server’s
state. This special case covers FedBuff. In other words, our
results are applicable to FebBuff as a special case.

Assumption III.3 implies

f(y) ≤ f(x) + ⟨∇f(x), y − x⟩+ L

2
∥y − x∥2 , (16)

for all x, y ∈ Rd. This follows immediately from [42, Lemma
1.2.3]. Plugging (14) into (16) yields

f(xt+1) ≤ f(xt) + ⟨∇f(xt), xt+1 − xt⟩+ L

2

∥∥xt+1 − xt
∥∥2

= f(xt)− ηg⟨∇f(xt),∆
t⟩+ η2g

L

2

∥∥∥∆t
∥∥∥2 . (17)

Using Lemma A.2 and Corollary A.4 from Appendix A, we
can add the terms for t = 0, . . . , T − 1 and obtain

f(xT ) ≤ f(0)− ηg
ηℓP

4

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2]
+ ηg

ηℓP

2
4L2

T−1∑
t=0

η2g(τ
2
max,K +

8

δ2s
)
Pη2ℓ
K

(2− δc)σ
2
ℓ

+ ηg
ηℓP

2
4L2

T−1∑
t=0

10P 2η2ℓ (σ
2
ℓ +B)

+

T−1∑
t=0

η2g
L

2

Pη2ℓ
K

(2− δc)σ
2
ℓ , (18)

as long as

Pη2g(τ
2
max,K +

8

δ2s
) + (1 +

1− δs
K

)PηℓηgL ≤ 1 (19)

and
40L2P 2η2ℓ τmax,K ≤

1

2
, ηℓ ≤

1

4L(P + 1)
. (20)

The theorem statement is obtained by re-arranging (18).

Corollary III.8 (QAFeL’s order of complexity). Consider the
optimization problem (5) satisfying Assumptions III.1 to III.6
and define F ∗ := f(x0)−f∗, where f∗ minimizes f . Choosing
ηℓ = O

(
K−1P−1/2T−1/3

)
, ηg = O

(
KT−1/6

)
, and a large

enough T , QAFeL’s iterations satisfy

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2] ≤ O( F ∗
√
PT

)
+O

(
L2σ2

ℓ (2− δc)

K
√
PT

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

main error terms

+O
(
L2P (σ2

ℓ +B)

K2T 2/3

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

heterogeneity term

(21)

+O

(
L(2− δc)(τ

2
max,K + 1

δ2s
)σ2

ℓ

KT

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

staleness term

.

Note that the terms with (2− δc) could have been absorbed
by the O (·) notation, but we have purposefully kept them to
highlight the minimal effect of the client quantization.

Corollary III.8 yields several insights:

• The main error term is O
(
1/
√
T
)

, which is the optimal
ergodic convergence rate of SGD for non-convex objec-
tives [38].

• The effect of the client quantizer, controlled by δc, is
relatively small compared to the main error term, since
it is divided by the buffer size. Intuitively, we average K
client updates at the buffer and it is reasonable that the
quantization error order is divided by K.

• Our theory corroborates the well-established observation
in the context of synchronous and unquantized scenarios:
increasing the number of local steps, P , leads to a
faster convergence when the model is far from a good
solution, but introduces more drift [43]. Such a drift is
also exacerbated by a higher heterogeneity (higher B).
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This is reflected in the heterogeneity error term, as a
larger P is beneficial as long as the main error terms
dominate. Experiments that showcase the effect of the
client drift are presented in Section IV-A.

• The effect of the server quantizer is a term of order
O (1/T ), which is negligible for even a moderate number
of server steps T .

• The error added by staleness, controlled by τmax,K , and
the cross-term error between staleness and quantization
are of order O (1/T ), which are also negligible compared
to the O

(
1/
√
T
)

terms.

As a special case, taking the limit δc, δs → 1 provides
the complexity order of FedBuff, i.e., QAFeL without any
quantization scheme, as follows:

1

T

T−1∑
t=0

E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2] ≤ O( F ∗
√
PT

)
+O

(
L2σ2

ℓ

K
√
PT

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

main error terms

+O
(
L2P (σ2

ℓ +B)

K2T 2/3

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

heterogeneity term

(22)

+O

(
L(τ2max,K + 1)σ2

ℓ

KT

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

staleness term

.

Note that our assumptions are weaker than those in FedBuff.
The above corrected convergence rate1 includes a higher-
order (T−2/3) heterogeneity term because of our weaker
assumptions.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We present results with two methods of compression. The
first method, QSGD, is an unbiased stochastic quantizer that
uses a fixed number of bits per dimension [25]. A higher bit-
rate results in a more precise quantizer. The second method,
top-k, is biased and only sends the k largest coordinates in
absolute value, and does not send the rest [32]. The receiver
sets the unsent missing coordinates to zero.

A. Logistic regression experiments

To illustrate the fact that QAFeL addresses the error prop-
agation caused by naive direct quantization, we present a set
of experiments on a standard logistic regression task and run
both algorithms for a comparison.

We consider a logistic regression problem with ℓ2 regu-
larization on the mushrooms dataset from LIBSVM [26]. The
simulation parameters are: 100 clients, delays following a half-
normal distribution, server buffer size of 10, client learning
rate of 2, server learning rate of 0.1, and ℓ2 regularization
strength of 1/8124, where 8124 is the number of samples in
the dataset.

Fig. 5 illustrates both the unbiased server quantizer case
(Fig. 5a, QSGD quantization) and the more drastic biased

1The rate that appears in the original AISTATS 2022 paper [15] has a minor
error resulted from inaccuracy in Eq. (20) of that paper.

server quantization case (Fig. 5b, top-k quantization). In
Fig. 5a, a quantizer with 3 bits is used for both direct
quantization and QAFeL. While QAFeL provides results very
close to that of the unquantized case, the direct quantization
approach does not converge. Similarly, in the case of top-k
quantization in Fig. 5b, QAFeL elegantly manages the error
propagation while a direct quantization suffers from error
propagation. More specifically, with direct quantization, the
algorithm diverges when the server sends the top 50% of
coordinates in absolute value. Meanwhile, with QAFeL, a
server that sends only the top 1% of coordinates in absolute
value converges.

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000

Global model iteration

10−3

10−2

10−1

f
(x

)
−
f
∗

QAFeL, server 3-bit QSGD

Naive, server 3-bit QSGD

Unquantized

(a)

0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000

Global model iteration

10−3

10−2

10−1

f
(x

)
−
f
∗

QAFeL, server 1% top-k

Naive, server 50% top-k

Unquantized

(b)

Fig. 5. Numerical example of the effect of naive quantization vs. our proposed
algorithm (QAFeL). No client quantization is performed. The y-axis illustrates
the difference f(x) − f⋆, where f(x) is the global model cost at a given
iteration, and f∗ is the optimal cost. Subfigure (a) illustrates the unbiased
server quantizer case. Subfigure (b) illustrates the biased server quantizer case.

Fig. 6 presents a numerical illustration of the effect of the
local step values, without quantization. For an analogous figure
in the synchronous and unquantized case, see [44, Figure 6].
Observe that a larger amount of local steps implies faster
convergence, but higher suboptimality. The noise around the
optimum is due to the randomness introduced by the delays.
Also, note that the noise does not increase for smaller local
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steps. Such an appearance is because of the y-axis logarithmic
scale.

0 20000 40000 60000

Global model iteration

10−5

10−4

10−3

10−2

10−1

100

f
(x

)
−
f
∗

2 local steps

4 local steps

8 local steps

16 local steps

Fig. 6. Numerical example of the effect of local steps. The y-axis illustrates
the difference f(x) − f⋆, where f(x) is the global model cost at a given
iteration, and f∗ is the optimal cost.
QAFeL is run without quantization and a varying quantity of

local steps. More local steps lead to larger client drift and
faster convergence, but to a less optimal solution.

B. Neural Network experiments

1) Experiment setup: We have implemented QAFeL using
FL Simulator (FLSim) [45], a library written in PyTorch
[46]. To verify our theoretical results, we consider two image
classification tasks using the CIFAR-10 [40] and CelebA [47]
datasets, as well as a next-word prediction task using the
Shakespeare dataset [5].

The CIFAR-10 dataset consists of labeled images pertaining
to one of 10 classes. As is standard in image classification, we
first normalize the images using the dataset mean and standard
deviation such that each color channel has mean 0 and standard
deviation 1. To simulate a FL scenario, we follow the approach
of [48] to synthesize non-identical clients. Specifically, we
split the dataset into 5,000 clients where each client has a num-
ber of samples that follows a symmetric Dirichlet distribution
with parameter 0.1. This parameter controls the correlation of
the data distribution, i.e., how close the distribution is to an
i.i.d. random process. When the parameter is 0, each client
holds data from only one class chosen at random. On the
other hand, when it tends to ∞, all clients have identical
distributions.

The CelebA dataset contains labeled images of celebrities.
We detect whether they are smiling or not. We resize and
crop the images to 32× 32 pixels before normalizing them to
have 0.5 mean and 0.5 standard deviation, as done in previous
work [15]. We also use the default data-heterogeneous client
partition from LEAF.

The Shakespeare dataset contains Shakespeare’s plays, sep-
arated by play and character. This was proposed as a good
FL scenario in [5] as different characters have different word
distributions. We use LEAF’s default client partition for this
task as well.

For both image datasets, we train the image classification
model used in LEAF, that is, a four-layer convolutional neu-
ral network (CNN) classifier, slightly modified by replacing
batch normalization layers with group normalization layers
[49] following the approach of [50]. We use a 0.1 dropout
regularization rate, stride of 1, and padding of 2. We compare
FedBuff and QAFeL with the hyperparameter selection from
[15], which we re-state in Table III for completeness. Note that
we have used server momentum β in two of our experiment
settings, which we have found to help convergence in practice.

In our image experiments, we simulate QAFeL training until
we reach a pre-specified target evaluation accuracy, which is
60% for CIFAR-10 and 90% for CelebA. These quantities
are the same as previous benchmarks [15], [39], i.e., the pre-
defined architectures from our LEAF benchmark converge to
these percentages on the centralized setting.

For the Shakespeare dataset, we use the 2-layer stacked
LSTM model proposed in [5], [39], as well as their proposed
target accuracy of 54%. We use Bayesian optimization [51] to
obtain the hyperparameters reported in Table III.

TABLE III
CHOSEN HYPERPARAMETERS

FedBuff and QAFeL FedAsync
ηℓ = 4.7 · 10−6 ηℓ = 5.7

CelebA ηg = 1.0 · 103 ηg = 2.8 · 10−3

β = 3.0 · 10−1 β = 0
ηℓ = 1.95 · 10−4 ηℓ = 1.0 · 102

CIFAR-10 ηg = 4.09 · 101 ηg = 6.4 · 10−5

β = 0 β = 0
ηℓ = 1.17 ηℓ = 1.7 · 101

Shakespeare ηg = 2.64 · 10−1 ηg = 2.03 · 10−1

β = 0 β = 5.0 · 10−1

We simulate client arrival times and training durations based
on Meta’s production FL system [15, Appendix C]. In this
model, clients arrive at a constant rate and their training
durations are sampled from a half-normal distribution denoted
as Y , where Y = |X| and X ∼ N (0, 1). To achieve varying
concurrencies (the maximum number of users training in
parallel) of 100, 500, and 1,000 users, we adjust the arrival
rates of clients to 125, 627, and 1,253 clients per unit of time,
respectively. These rates are determined based on the expected
value

√
2/π of the half-normal distribution Y . As done in

previous work [15], [37], we use weight scaling to penalize
staleness. More precisely, an update with staleness τ is scaled
down by a 1/

√
1 + τ factor. For all scenarios, we use a batch

size of 32 and a buffer size K = 10.
To justify our choice of 4-bit QSGD quantizer for server

and client in our concurrency experiments, we perform a set
of experiments displayed in Table IV, where we assume a
constant client arrival rate of 100 clients per unit of time,
without performing any weight scaling. These experiments
show that using a 4-bit QSGD at both client and server does
not significantly alter the number of client uploads to reach
a target accuracy, yet approximately provides an eight-fold
reduction in the number of communicated bits.

2) Experimental results: We conduct experiments three
times and provide the mean and standard deviation of the
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results. Alongside the conventional metric of comparing syn-
chronous and asynchronous FL methods, which is the number
of client trips, we also report the number of bytes sent per
message to emphasize QAFeL’s advantages.
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Fig. 7. Comparison of communication metrics for QAFeL and FedBuff across
varying concurrency levels (clients training in parallel) to reach 60% target
accuracy on the CIFAR-10 dataset. QAFeL employs 4-bit QSGD quantization
at both the server and client: (a) the number of client updates in thousands,
(b) the total GB uploaded by the clients, and (c) the GB broadcasted by the
server.

Figs. 7 and 8 illustrate the benefits of QAFeL for various
concurrency values over CIFAR-10 and CelebA datasets, re-
spectively. As shown in Figs. 7b and 8b, for all concurrencies,
QAFeL clients use less uploaded bytes compared to FedBuff.
For example, reduction factors of 5.2 to 8 for the CelebA
dataset and 6 to 7.7 for the CIFAR-10 dataset are observed.
Similar reductions for the number of broadcasted bytes by the
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Fig. 8. Comparison of communication metrics for QAFeL and FedBuff across
varying concurrency levels (clients training in parallel) to reach 90% target
accuracy on the CelebA dataset. QAFeL employs 4-bit QSGD quantization
at both the server and client: (a) the number of client updates in thousands,
(b) the total GB uploaded by the clients, and (c) the GB broadcasted by the
server.

server are seen in Figs. 7c and 8c. Note that the total number
of bytes includes the extra client updates that occur by adding
quantization. Notably, the number of client updates remains
similar for QAFeL and FedBuff for both datasets. For example,
the maximum increase is about 1.5 times in the CelebA case
in Fig. 8a. For both tasks, a 4-bit QSGD quantizer [25] was
used in both upload and download.

Fig. 9 illustrates similar results by comparing QAFeL with
FedBuff, FedAsync [37], and FedBuff with direct quantization
(4-bit QSGD for both client and server quantizers). The
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Fig. 9. Comparison of communication metrics for QAFeL, FedBuff,
FedAsync, FedBuff with Direct Quantization, and FedAsync with Direct
Quantization across varying concurrency levels (clients training in parallel)
to reach 54% target accuracy on the Shakespeare dataset. QAFeL employs 4-
bit QSGD quantization at both the server and client: (a) the number of client
updates in thousands, (b) the total GB uploaded by the clients, and (c) the
GB broadcasted by the server. FedBuff with Direct Quantization only has one
data-point because for concurrencies 500 and 1000 the algorithm diverged for
at least one of the three seeds.

latter is not plotted for concurrencies 500 and 1000 as it
diverged for at least one of the three experiments that we
average over. Fig. 10 shows the results for FedBuff with direct
quantization at concurrency 500. The figure clearly shows that
FedBuff with direct quantization does not converge for the
random seed 0. This is consistent with the theory and the
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Fig. 10. Evaluation curves for the Shakespeare experiments with concurrency
500 and FedBuff with direct 4-bit quantization for both client and server. We
observe that one of the three runs diverges.

results shown in the logistic regression experiments of Fig. 2,
which also showed a divergence for the direct quantization
case. Moreover, Fig. 9 also corroborates the results shown
in Figs. 7 and 8, as QAFeL performs markedly better than
existing algorithms in terms of both uploaded and broadcasted
bytes and maintains approximately the same amount of client
uploads. Note that FedAsync is not massively scalable as it
does not have a buffer to accumulate client updates, which
is reflected in the number of broadcasted bytes. With the
three random seeds that we picked, FedAsync with direct
quantization performs close to the unquantized FedAsync in
number of client uploads. However, note that using FedAsync,
the number of server broadcasts is ten times more than those of
FedBuff and QAFeL, due to the lack of buffer. Also, even with
quantization, FedAsync still broadcasts more bytes compared
to FedBuff without quantization and an order of magnitude
more than QAFeL. If one were to combine a hidden-state
scheme with FedAsync, this would require more computations
at the client side, as they would update their hidden states more
often due to the high frequency of server updates.

Results for a simple scenario with client arrival rate of
100 and different number of quantization bits are presented in
Table IV. Using fewer quantization bits at the server always
leads to fewer total downloaded bytes. However, using less
precision at the client-side, for example reducing the number
of quantization bits from 4 to 2 while keeping the server’s
quantizer at 2 bits per sample, may result in more total
uploaded bytes. Moreover, Table IV shows an increase in
the number of uploads by switching from 4 to 2 bits per
sample at the client-side resulting in similar total upload
bytes. This situation highlights a trade-off between the level
of quantization and how quickly the system converges.

In simpler terms, while reducing the compression ratio
means transmitting fewer bytes, it may require more messages
to achieve the desired accuracy. Therefore, it is important to
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TABLE IV
COMMUNICATION METRICS OF QAFEL TO REACH THE CELEBA TARGET

VALIDATION ACCURACY (90%) WITH DIFFERENT QSGD COMBINATIONS.

Algorithm Uploads
(thousands) kB/upload kB/download(client, server)

QSGD bits
(8,8) 27.6± 4.82 29.924 29.924
(8,4) 29.8± 2.76 29.924 15.380
(8,2) 35.7± 14.5 29.924 8.108

QAFeL (4,8) 39.7± 3.32 15.380 29.924
(4,4) 27.8± 10.4 15.380 15.380
(4,2) 37.7± 9.10 15.380 8.108
(2,8) 58.6± 7.16 8.108 29.924
(2,4) 74.6± 35.7 8.108 15.380
(2,2) 91.9± 34.4 8.108 8.108

FedBuff 26.1± 6.7 117.128 117.128

find the right trade-off between the two factors. Nevertheless,
QAFeL generally uses fewer total communication bits com-
pared to FedBuff. Also, our simulation results indicate that
the best compression ratio depends on the chosen quantization
method.

V. CONCLUSION

We propose a practical, scalable, and communication-
efficient FL algorithm that allows client asynchrony and quan-
tized communications. Using a hidden-state scheme, we avoid
error propagation. We provide optimal ergodic convergence
rates for SGD on non-convex objectives, without assuming
bounded gradients or uniform client arrival. We also show
that the cross-term error between staleness and quantization
is negligible compared to each of the error terms. These are
achieved without assuming uniform client arrival or imposing
restrictions on step-size choices. The presented theoretical
analysis can guide the design of quantizers to achieve a specific
convergence rate and has been corroborated empirically. A
common application is the design of FL systems with band-
width constraints. Our simulation results show that the effects
of the client quantization are larger than those of the server
quantization.

APPENDIX A
ADDITIONAL DERIVATIONS

This appendix contains the derivations of the necessary
lemmas for the main result. First, we present some useful
remarks:

Remark A.1. Given an unbiased quantizer Q with parameter
δ, for any set of N ≥ 1 vectors {xn ∈ Rd, n = 1, . . . , N},
we have

EQ

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑

n=1

Q(xn)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
 ≤ ∥∥∥∥∥

N∑
n=1

xn

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ (1− δ)

N∑
n=1

∥xn∥2 .

The remark follows immediately from the unbiasedness of
Q and our definition of a quantizer, see Section II-A.

Lemma A.2. Consider the optimization problem in (5) sat-
isfying Assumptions III.1 to III.4 and III.6. Then, QAFeL’s
iterations satisfy

E
[
−⟨∇f(xt),∆

t⟩
]
≤ −Pηℓ

2
E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2]− ηℓ
2
rt

+ PηℓL
2E
[
2τmax,Kη2g

t−1∑
s=t−τmax,K

∥∥∥∆s
∥∥∥2

+
12

δs
η2g

t−1∑
s=1

(1− δs
2
)s
∥∥∥∆t−s−1

∥∥∥2
+ 20P 2η2ℓ (σ

2
ℓ +B +

τmax,K∑
s=1

∥∥∇f(xt−s)
∥∥2)], (23)

where rt =
∑P−1

p=0 E
[

1
K

∑
k∈St

∥∥∥∇Fk(y
t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥2].

Proof: Let us start by expanding the definition of the
server update, which is the average of client updates,

∆
t
=

1

K

∑
k∈St

∆t−τk
k . (24)

We have defined the set of clients that participate in the update
at time t as St and the update from Client k as ∆t−τk

k , where
t − τk represents the time index of the hidden-state used for
the update. Also, ∆t−τk

k = Qc(y
t−τk
k,0 −yt−τk

k,P ), where yt−τk
k,p is

the local model after p local updates. The initial model used
for updating ∆t−τk

k is yt−τk
k,0 = x̂t−τk . Now, since the client

quantizer Qc is unbiased, we have

E
[
∆t−τk

k

]
= E

[
yt−τk
k,0 − yt−τk

k,P

]
= E

[
P−1∑
p=0

ηℓgk(y
t−τk
k,p )

]

= E

[
P−1∑
p=0

ηℓ∇Fk(y
t−τk
k,p )

]
,

(25)

where the last equality is derived from Assumption III.1. Then,
applying the linearity of the expectation and using the last two
equations show that E

[
⟨∇f(xt),∆

t⟩
]

is

E

[〈
∇f(xt),

1

K

∑
k∈St

P−1∑
p=0

ηℓ∇Fk(y
t−τk
k,p )

〉]
. (26)

We re-arrange and obtain

P−1∑
p=0

ηℓE

[
1

K

∑
k∈St

〈
∇f(xt),∇Fk(y

t−τk
k,p )

〉]
. (27)

Using the well-known identity ⟨a, b⟩ = 1
2 (∥a∥

2
+ ∥b∥2 −

∥a− b∥2), and the definition of rt, we obtain

E
[
−⟨∇f(xt),∆

t⟩
]
= −Pηℓ

2
E
[∥∥∇f(xt)

∥∥2]− ηℓ
2
rt

+

P−1∑
p=0

ηℓ
2
E

[
1

K

∑
k∈St

∥∥∥∇f(xt)−∇Fk(y
t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥2] . (28)
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For the last term, we can add and subtract ∇f(yt−τk
k,p ), apply

Cauchy-Schwarz and use Assumption III.3 to obtain

E
∥∥∥∇f(xt)−∇Fk(y

t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥2 ≤ 2L2E
∥∥∥xt − yt−τk

k,p

∥∥∥2 . (29)

Applying Cauchy-Schwarz once again, we obtain a decompo-
sition in two error terms∥∥∥xt − yt−τk

k,p

∥∥∥2 ≤ 2
∥∥xt − xt−τk

∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
staleness

+2
∥∥∥xt−τk − yt−τk

k,p

∥∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
local drift

.

We bound the staleness term with Assumption III.6,

∥∥xt − xt−τk
∥∥2 ≤ τmax,K

t−1∑
s=t−τmax,K

∥∥xs+1 − xs
∥∥2

= τmax,Kη2g

t−1∑
s=t−τmax,K

∥∥∥∆s
∥∥∥2 . (30)

Using Lemma A.5 with z = xt−τk we bound the local drift
term with

E
[∥∥∥yt−τk

k,p − yt−τk
k,0

∥∥∥2] ≤ 10P 2η2ℓ (σ
2
ℓ +E

[∥∥∇f(xt−τk)
∥∥2]

+ E
[∥∥∇Fk(x

t−τk)−∇f(xt−τk)
∥∥2])

+ 3
∥∥x̂t−τk − xt−τk

∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
server quantization

. (31)

Then, using Assumptions III.4 and III.6, we obtain

E
[∥∥∥yt−τk

k,p − yt−τk
k,0

∥∥∥2] ≤ 10P 2η2ℓ (σ
2
ℓ +B)

+ 10P 2η2ℓ

τmax,K∑
s=1

E
[∥∥∇f(xt−s)

∥∥2]
+ 3

∥∥x̂t−τk − xt−τk
∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

server quantization

.

We can bound the server quantization term as

EQ

∥∥xt−τk − x̂t−τk
∥∥2 ≤ (1 + c−1)η2g

∥∥∥∆t−τk−1
∥∥∥2

+ (1 + c)(1− δs)
∥∥xt−τk−1 − x̂t−τk−1

∥∥2 . (32)

Selecting c = δs/2, we obtain

EQ

∥∥xt−τk − x̂t−τk
∥∥2 ≤ 2

δs
η2g

∥∥∥∆t−τk−1
∥∥∥2

+ (1− δs
2
)
∥∥xt−τk−1 − x̂t−τk−1

∥∥2 . (33)

Inductively, this yields

EQ

∥∥xt−τk − x̂t−τk
∥∥2 ≤ 2

δs
η2g

t−1∑
s=1

(1− δs
2
)s
∥∥∥∆t−s−1

∥∥∥2 .

Substituting the staleness, server quantization, and local drift
terms provides

E
[∥∥∥xt − yt−τk

k,p

∥∥∥2] ≤ 2τmax,Kη2g

t−1∑
s=t−τmax,K

E
[∥∥∥∆s

∥∥∥2]

+
12

δs
η2g

t−1∑
s=1

(1− δs
2
)sE

[∥∥∥∆t−s−1
∥∥∥2]

+ 20P 2η2ℓ (σ
2
ℓ +B)

+ 20P 2η2ℓ

τmax,K∑
s=1

E
[∥∥∇f(xt−s)

∥∥2] .
Substituting in (29) and then (28) proves the lemma.

Lemma A.3. Consider the optimization problem in (5) sat-
isfying Assumptions III.1 and III.2. Then, QAFeL’s iterations
satisfy

E
[∥∥∥∆t

∥∥∥2] ≤ Pη2ℓ
K

(2− δc)σ
2
ℓ

+ (1 +
1− δc
K

)E

 1

K

∑
k∈St

∥∥∥∥∥
P−1∑
p=0

ηℓ∇Fk(y
t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥∥∥
2
 . (34)

Proof: First, using the unbiasedness of the client quan-
tizer, we apply Remark A.1 as follows

E
[∥∥∥∆t

∥∥∥2] = E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

K

∑
k∈St

Qc

(
P−1∑
p=0

ηℓgk(y
t−τk
k,p )

)∥∥∥∥∥
2


≤ E

∥∥∥∥∥ 1

K

∑
k∈St

P−1∑
p=0

ηℓgk(y
t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥∥∥
2


+ (1− δc)E

 1

K2

∑
k∈St

∥∥∥∥∥
P−1∑
p=0

ηℓgk(y
t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥∥∥
2
 .

Then, using the unbiasedness of the stochastic gradient on both
terms completes the proof.

Corollary A.4. Consider the optimization problem in (5) sat-
isfying Assumptions III.1 and III.2. Then, QAFeL’s iterations
satisfy

E
[∥∥∥∆t

∥∥∥2] ≤ Pη2ℓ
K

(2− δc)σ
2
ℓ + (1 +

1− δc
K

)Pη2ℓ rt, (35)

where rt =
∑P−1

p=0 E
[

1
K

∑
k∈St

∥∥∥∇Fk(y
t−τk
k,p )

∥∥∥2].

The following Lemma is a generalization of [16, Equations
(52) to (64)].

Lemma A.5. Given any z ∈ Rd, if Assumptions III.2 and III.3
are satisfied and ηℓ ≤ 1

4L(P+1) , QAFeL’s k-th local step
satisfies

E
[∥∥ysk,p − z

∥∥2] ≤ 3E
[∥∥ysk,0 − z

∥∥2] (36)

+ 10P 2η2ℓE
[
σ2
ℓ + ∥∇f(z)∥

2
+ ∥∇Fk(z)−∇f(z)∥2

]
.

Proof: We start by expanding the p-th local step:∥∥ysk,p − z
∥∥2 =

∥∥ysk,p−1 − ηℓgk(y
s
k,p−1)− z

∥∥2 . (37)
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Next, we add and subtract ηℓ∇Fk(y
s
k,p−1), ηℓ∇Fk(z), and

ηℓ∇f(z), and apply Cauchy-Schwarz:∥∥ysk,p − z
∥∥2 ≤ (1 + c)

∥∥ysk,p−1 − z
∥∥2

+ 4η2ℓ (1 + c−1)
∥∥gk(ysk,p−1)−∇Fk(y

s
k,p−1)

∥∥2
+ 4η2ℓ (1 + c−1)

∥∥∇Fk(y
s
k,p−1)−∇Fk(z)

∥∥2
+ 4η2ℓ (1 + c−1) ∥∇Fk(z)−∇f(z)∥2

+ 4η2ℓ (1 + c−1) ∥∇f(z)∥2 .

Selecting c = 1
2P , and applying Assumptions III.2 to III.4, we

obtain

E
[∥∥ysk,p − z

∥∥2] ≤ (1 + 1

2P

)
E
[∥∥ysk,p−1 − z

∥∥2]
+ 4η2ℓ (1 + 2P )σ2

ℓ

+ 4η2ℓ (1 + 2P )L2E
[∥∥ysk,p−1 − z

∥∥2]
+ 4η2ℓ (1 + 2P )E

[
∥∇Fk(z)−∇f(z)∥2

]
+ 4η2ℓ (1 + 2P ) ∥∇f(z)∥2 .

Now, using that ηℓ ≤ 1
4L(P+1) =⇒ 4η2ℓ (1 + 2P )L2 ≤ 1

2P ,
we define the Up series and R term for ease of notation in the
next steps as follows:

E
[∥∥ysk,p − z

∥∥2]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Up

≤
(
1 +

1

P

)
E
[∥∥ysk,p−1 − z

∥∥2]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Up−1

+4η2ℓ (1 + 2P )(σ2
ℓ + E

[
∥∇Fk(z)−∇f(z)∥2 + ∥∇f(z)∥2

]
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

R

.

Finally, we use this recursion p times and obtain

Up ≤ U0

(
1 +

1

P

)p

+R

p−1∑
i=0

(
1 +

1

P

)i

≤ U0e+R(e− 1)P,

(38)

where we have used the geometric series sum and basic prop-
erties of the exponential function to obtain the last inequality.
To finish the proof, we just apply the definitions of U0 and
R, and bound e < 3, as well as (e− 1)4(1 + 2P )P < 10P 2,
given that P is no less than 1.

APPENDIX B
ALGORITHM PSEUDOCODE

This appendix contains the pseudocode for all the compo-
nents of QAFeL, see Algorithms 1 to 3. The highlighted lines
are the key novelties of the algorithm, which constitute the
hidden-state mechanism.
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