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Beyond Centralization: Provable Communication
Efficient Decentralized Multi-Task Learning
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Abstract— Representation learning is a widely adopted
framework for learning in data-scarce environments, aiming
to extract common features from related tasks. While cen-
tralized approaches have been extensively studied, decen-
tralized methods remain largely underexplored. We study
decentralized multi-task representation learning in which
the features share a low-rank structure. We consider T
tasks with n data samples per task, where the observations
follow the model y; = x/6f fort = 1,...,Tandi = 1,..,n.
In the decentralized setting, task data is distributed across
L nodes and information exchange between the nodes are
constrained via a communication network. The goal is to
recover the d x T feature matrix ©* := [07, 603, ..., 0] whose
rank(©*) = r < min(d, T). We propose a new alternating
projected gradient descent and minimization algorithm with
e-accurate guarantee. Comprehensive characterizations of
the time, communication, and sample complexities are pro-
vided. Importantly, the communication complexity is inde-
pendent of the target accuracy ¢, which significantly re-
duces communication cost compared to prior methods. Nu-
merical simulations validate our theoretical analysis across
different dimensions and network topologies, and we iden-
tify regimes where the decentralized algorithm can outper-
form centralized federated learning. Under large number of
nodes and low-bandwidth, decentralized algorithm can be
faster than centralized counterpart.

Index Terms— Multi-task representation learning, decen-
tralized learning, low-dimensional matrix learning, pro-
jected gradient descent, alternating optimization

[. INTRODUCTION

Multi-task representation learning (MTRL) is a machine
learning (ML) paradigm for simultaneously learning multiple
related models by integrating data from diverse sources. By
leveraging shared structure across related yet distinct tasks.
MTRL improves the performance of each individual task
through collaborative training, even when data for any single
task is limited. Multi-task learning has achieved remarkable
success in natural language processing, such as GPT-2 [1],
GPT-3 [2], BERT [3], and computer vision with models
such as CLIP [4]. Despite these advances, existing multi-
task approaches typically require hundreds or thousands of
examples to learn functions that generalize effectively [1],
posing a significant bottleneck in data-limited applications.
Most of the prior works assume unlimited data samples [5],
[6]. In many practical domains, such as medical imaging, drug
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discovery, fraud detection, and natural (low-resource) language
processing, data availability is inherently constrained, limiting
applicability of existing methods due to poor sample efficiency.

Further, most existing works on distributed learning focus
on a centralized setting, where data is either stored at a
single location or distributed but managed by a central server
(fusion center) for aggregation. This is true in the context
of multi-task representation learning [5]-[8]. However, many
applications require decentralization, either because data is
geographically dispersed or to avoid reliance on a single
point of failure. Compared to centralized approaches with
a fusion center, decentralized optimization has its unique
advantages in improving network robustness and improving
computation efficiency [9]-[13]. Nevertheless, decentralized
approaches have received far less attention [14], a key reason
being that decentralized algorithms have long been treated as
a compromise when the underlying network topology does
not allow centralized communication; one has to resort to
decentralized communication. So a natural question to ask is:
Can decentralized algorithms be faster than their centralized
counterparts? Are there instances where decentralized MTRL
is preferred even when centralized MTRL is feasible?

Our goal in this paper is to answer this question and propose
an efficient algorithm for decentralized multi-task represen-
tation learning. In this paper, we propose a decentralized
MTRL framework, where tasks are distributed across multiple
nodes that can only exchange information with their neighbors.
Unlike centralized approaches, our framework eliminates the
need for a fusion center, making it more robust and scalable
in settings with communication constraints. Additionally, we
consider a data-scarce regime. At the core of our approach
is a novel decentralized Diffusion Alternating Gradient De-
scent and Minimization (Dif-AltGDmin) algorithm, designed
to address the challenges of non-convex, under-sampled, and
constrained problems. We provide convergence guarantees and
sample and communication complexities of our approach.

The main contributions of this paper are threefold.

o We develop Dif-AltGDmin, a diffusion-based alternating
GD and minimization approach to solve the decentral-
ized MTRL problem. In our approach, we learn the
shared representation using gradient descent followed by
a projection step, and update the task-specific parameters
via a closed-form minimization. These local updates are
then aggregated across the network through a diffusion
mechanism, enabling fully decentralized learning. The
proposed algorithm is federated in nature: only subspace
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estimates are exchanged rather than raw data.

o We establish theoretical guarantees and prove con-
vergence and sample complexity bounds of Dif-
AltGDmin algorithm. Our algorithm requires O(ndrT -
log? (max(d, L, 1)) time in total, and per iteration
sample complexity of O(r2?) per task, and O(dr -
max, deg, -log Ldr) communications at each iteration,
where max, deg, is the maximum node degree in the
network. The communication complexity is independent
of the final accuracy e and the number of GD iterations
Tcp, a significant improvement compared to the existing
approach, Dec-AltGDmin [14]. (See Table I).

o« We validated the effectiveness of the proposed algo-
rithm through numerical simulations by varying network
(number of nodes, aggregation steps, and connectivity)
and problem (feature dimension, number of tasks, and
rank) parameters and compared against baseline methods.
Our proposed Dif-AltGDmin algorithm outperforms the
decentraized baselines consistently. Further, we demon-
strated that the proposed algorithm is effective even
with a few aggregation steps, and its execution time is
comparable to that of the centralized counterpart. We
discuss the regimes where this overtaking can happen.

A. Related Work

ti-task representation learning has been extensively explored,
with roots traced back to seminal works such as [16], [17].
Recent works have studied multi-task representation learning
under various assumptions. For instance, [5]-[8], [18]-[20] fo-
cus on learning a shared low-dimensional linear representation
across tasks, while other studies [21], [22] address empirical
approaches to multi-task representation learning. Despite the
significant success of multi-task representation learning, pro-
viding rigorous theoretical guarantees remains a key challenge.
Existing theoretical studies either adopt a trace-norm convex
relaxation of the original non-convex problem or rely on the
assumption that an optimal solution to the non-convex problem
is known in the analysis [5], [6], [18], [23]. The primary
focus of these works is to demonstrate the sample efficiency
by showcasing the benefit of dimensionality reduction via
representation learning. Low-rank matrix learning is another
related line of literature [15], [24]. In the centralized setting, a
convex relaxation via mixed-norm minimization was proposed
in [25], and fast gradient descentbased solutions were studied
in [7], [15], [24].

Our work extends and complements this existing literature
in two ways. (i) We present a novel decentralized algorithm
(tasks are allowed to share information only with their neigh-
boring tasks defined via a communication network and there
is no fusion center) with provable guarantees and sample
efficiency, unlike in existing works [5]-[8], [18]-[20] that
considered a centralized setting. A key challenge in decen-
tralized MTRL is that it is inherently a non-convex problem.
While decentralized optimization has been extensively studied
in both constrained and unconstrained settings, most existing
work focuses on convex formulations, where convergence to a
global minimizer can be guaranteed (see survey in [26]). In the
non-convex setting, such methods can only show convergence

to a stationary point. Non-convex decentralized optimization
has been studied, and algorithms, such as primal-dual methods
[27], [28], gradient tracking methods [29], [30], and non-
convex extensions of decentralized GD methods [31] are
proposed. Some of the works considered non-convex cost
functions that are smooth and satisfy the Polyak Lojasiewicz
(PL) condition, which is a generalization of strong convexity to
non-convex functions (if a function satisfies the PL condition,
then all its stationary points are global minimizers) [29]. A
key difference is that, most of the existing works consider the
optimization problem of the form ming f () = + 25:1 f4(8).
In contrast, the decentralized MTRL problem structure is
different with a global and a local variable (Eq. (1)), requiring
new proof techniques to prove estimation guarantees.

Recently, decentralized low-rank matrix recovery problem
has been explored in [32]-[35]. Initial works [32], [33]
proposed high-level algorithmic approaches, but these re-
quired substantial modifications to provide provable guaran-
tees. Subsequent works [34], [35] introduced updated algo-
rithms, though without theoretical proofs. A recent work of
ours [14] introduced the first provable decentralized MTRL
algorithm, which relied on an average-consensus procedure
for aggregation. However, its e-accuracy guarantees required
a number of consensus iterations that scales with log(1/e€). In
contrast, the approach presented in this paper replaces consen-
sus aggregation in [14] with a diffusion-based update, and the
new proof technique eliminates this dependence, resulting in a
significant improvement in both efficiency and scalability. The
preliminary conference version [36] introduced the diffusion-
based algorithm, but presented the algorithm and simulation
results without detailed theoretical analysis and proofs. (ii)) We
consider a data-scarce regime, where the number of samples is
smaller than the feature dimension. Our guarantees hold in this
setting, unlike prior works [5], [6], [18], which assume that
the number of task samples must exceed the feature dimension.
Our approach is thus viable for practical applications with
large problem sizes and fewer data samples.

[I. NOTATIONS AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

Notations. We use bold uppercase letters for matrices, bold
lowercase letters for vectors, and regular fonts for scalars. For
any positive integer n, [n] denotes the set {1,...,n}. For any
vector x, ||x|| denotes the ¢3-norm of x. For a matrix, | - || ¢
and || - || denote the Frobenius norm and induced ¢5 norm,
respectively. The transpose of a vector or matrix is denoted
by '. For a tall matrix M, M' := (M"M)"'M" is a
pseudo-inverse of M, and Pp; := M(MTM)‘lMT is
an orthogonal projection onto the column space of M. For
an orthonormal matrix U, the projection operator onto the
column space and its orthogonal complement are Py = uu’
and Py, =1 — UU". Given two orthonormal matrices
U,, U, € R, the subspace distance is SDo(Uy,Us) :=
[(I-U U, )Us||. The notation a > b means that a > Cb, for
some C' > 1. We establish our results to hold with probability
at least 1 — 1/d or 1 — C/d. Throughout the paper, we refer
to such events as occurring with high probability (w.h.p.).

Problem Setting. Consider 7" tasks, where each task ¢ € [T]
is associated with a distribution p; over the joint space X x ).



TABLE |: Complexity comparison of existing works versus ours. The parameters x and p are treated as numerical constants, and

max, deg, denotes the maximum node degree. All methods requires n > max(log 7', log d, r) and nT' 2 (d+T)r(r+log

1)_

€con

The reported communication complexity for AltGDmin refers to the per-iteration cost with the central server.

Initialization

Time Complexity

Communication Complexity

GD per iteration, per node

‘ AltGDmin (centralized) [15] ‘ nT'dr -logd

| Dec-AltGDmin [14] | nTdr-logd-log(max(L,d, 1))

nTdr - log % - log max(L, %) dr - (maxg deg,)

‘ Dif-AltGDmin (proposed) nTdr - logd - log(max(L, d))

nT'drlog % ‘ dr - L ‘
| |
| |

nTdr - log % -log(max(L,r)) dr - (maxg deg,)

Here, X C R? and )V C R denote the input and output space.
For each task t € [T], we have n number of i.i.d. samples
{@ti, y#: } 1, drawn from p,. Each task follows a linear model

Y = x;g; t=1,...7T, i=1,...,n,

where 07 € R? is the unknown feature vector. Stacking the n
data samples yields the compact form

y, = X607, t=1,..,T.

Multi-task representation learning (MTRL) aims to collectively
learn the common underlying representation of the tasks. In
this work, we focus on learning low-dimensional representa-
tions, where each feature vector 6} is assumed to lie in a
common r-dimensional subspace of R? with r < min{d, T},
i.e., the feature matrix ©@* = [07,05,---,0%] € R¥T has

rank . Let ©* °X° U*S*V*T be the reduced singular value
decomposition of ®*, where U* € R**", V* € R"™T have
orthonormal columns and 3* € R"*" is diagonal with positive
singular values on its diagonal. Define B* := X*V*T =
[b],...,by] so that 8 = U*b;, for t € [T]. We denote
the maximum and minimum singular values of X* by o
and o}, and the condition number as k = o}, /ox... We
consider the high-dimensional, data-scarce setting (n < d)
where the number of samples per task is significantly smaller
than the feature dimension. Within this regime, we seek to
reconstruct ©* using as few samples n as possible.
Decentralized Setting. The T tasks are distributed across
L nodes. Node g holds tasks indexed by S, C [T, with
Si, ..., Sy, partitions [T, ie., UX_ Sy = [T] and S, N S; =)
if g # 4, g,j € [L]. The network topology is modeled by
an undirected connected graph G = (V, &), where V = [L]
and £ C V x V denotes the set of edges. Each node can
only exchange information with its neighbors N, (G) := {j :
(g,7) € €}. Let ecc(g) be the eccentricity of node g € [L],
i.e., the maximum shortest-path length from that node to any
other node in the network, without traversing the same edge
more than once. There is no central coordinating node, thus
each node can recover a subset of feature vectors, only for
tasks those are contained in Sy, i.e., @} := [0}, t € Sg].
Learning Objective. The loss function for the ¢ task is

ft(U’ bt) = E(wtz,yti)NMt [(yti - x;Ubf)ﬂ .
The decentralized MTRL (Dec-MTRL) is formulated as

max

L
min f(U,B) =23 |y, — X:Ubf* (1)
ggl@xr g=1teS,

where the shared representation U € R?*" is an orthonor-
mal matrix whose columns span U™ and the task-specific
coefficients B = [by,...,by] € R"™7T. This factorization
exploits the low-rank structure of @*, reducing computational
complexity by learning only dr + T'r parameters instead of
dT, which is a substantial saving since r < min{d, T'}.

Assumptions. Since no y, is a function of the whole matrix
©®©*, recovering ®* from local task data requires an additional
condition to ensure each local dataset contains a sufficiently
rich representation of the common subspace. The following
assumption guarantees this property.

Assumption 1: For t € [T], ||b]? < u2%0;m2, where ;1 >
1. The same bound holds for each =} since ||z} ||* = ||b)||2.
Assumption 1 referred to as incoherence originated in [37] and
has been widely adopted in low-rank matrix learning [15], [25]
and multi-task representation learning [18], [38]. Additionally,
we employ the following two commonly used assumptions.

Assumption 2: Each entry of X, is independently and iden-
tically distributed (i.i.d.) standard Gaussian random variable.
Assumption 2 enables the use of probabilistic concentration
bounds and is crucial for reliable subspace recovery in a data-
scarce regime. It is commonly assumed in most works on
MTRL with theoretical guarantees [7], [18], [39], and potential
extensions beyond this assumption are part of our future work.

Assumption 3: The graph, denoted by G is undirected and
connected, meaning any two nodes are connected by a path.
Assumption 3 ensures that local information can propagate,
allowing all nodes to reach consensus. This is a standard
assumption in decentralized control, estimation, and learning
[40], [41]. We do not assume a fully connected network.

We highlight three main challenges in solving Dec-MTRL
and outline our approach to address them below.

1) A key challenge arises from the coupling of parameters
U and B. Further, the cost function has many global
minima, including all pairs of matrices (U*QT, QB"),
where Q € R"*" is orthonormal, eliminating the possi-
bility of learning the ground truth parameters (U*, B*).
Thus we aim to learn the shared representation, i.e.,
column space of U*, and the task-specific parameters, b;
for ¢t € [T, to minimize f(U, B). We adopt alternating
projected gradient descent and minimization (AltGDmin)
[15], where B is updated via least-squares minimization
with U fixed, and U is updated via projected (orthonor-
mal) gradient descent with B fixed. See Section III-B.

2) In the decentralized setting, the tasks are distributed
among the nodes, and each node g € [L] observes only




Algorithm 1 Agreement Algorithm (AGREE)

Algorithm 2 Modified Decentralized Spectral Initialization

Input: 22'1)7 Vg € [L], Teon, G
Initialize Z{) « Z."
for 7 =0 to Tion — 1, for each g € [L] do
(T+1) (7) . (T) _ rz(7)
Z5 25+ Y v o) W (Zj z. )
end for
. rz(out) (Teon)
Output: Z,"" + Z,

AN A e

a subset S; C [T of the tasks. Communication between
nodes is constrained within their neighboring nodes, de-
fined by the network. Hence, node g can only evaluate
its local cost function f,(U,, B,) = Ztesg ly, —
XU ,b;||?, from which it can compute local gradient
Vu fe(Uy, By). The update of U 4 requires collaboration
with neighboring nodes, and B, is subsequently updated
conditioned on U . Standard decentralized optimization
methods such as [11], [13] are not directly applicable to
Dec-MTRL, due to the non-convexity. Building on [14],
we propose diffusion-based aggregation, and our refined
analysis provides a tighter bound on the communication
complexity. See Sections III-A.1 and III-B.

3) Since the cost function in Eq. (1) is non-convex, a
good initial estimate of U close to U* is essential for
convergence within desired accuracy. This is further com-
plicated by the need for decentralized initialization, which
necessitates inter-node consistency among the nodes. To
address this challenge, we adapt the decentralized noisy
power method from [42] and employ the decentralized
truncated spectral initialization, proposed in our previous
work [14], with a slight modification. Building on [14],
we use broadcasting to ensure exact consensus, i.e.,
lUgs —Ug|lr = 0. Our new analysis provides a tighter
bound on communication complexity (Section III-A.2).

Additionally, we employ a sample-splitting technique to ensure
independence between the gradient updates and minimization
step in each iteration of the algorithm. In the next section, we
provide the details of the proposed algorithm.

I11. ANEW ALGORITHM FOR DECENTRALIZED MTRL

We begin with the preliminary background and then intro-
duce the proposed algorithm for solving Dec-MTRL.

A. Preliminaries

1) Agreement Protocol: To coordinate the estimation of the
shared representation U, nodes exchange information with
their neighbors and perform weighted averaging (Line 13 in
Algorithm 3). This operation functions as a general agreement
mechanism: all nodes asymptotically converge to the global
average of the initial values. Such updates encompass the
average consensus employed in our earlier works [14], [33]
and diffusion-type updates depending on the exchanged vari-
ables. We formalize this in Algorithm 3. Let W € RELXE
be a doubly stochastic weight matrix, and define the connec-
tivity (W) := max(|[Aa(W)|, |AL(W)]|). Under standard
connectivity assumptions, it holds that limy_, o, wh - %11T,

: Input: {Xt7 yt}tEng g, K, pu,n,T, TpII17 Tcon,init
: Lety, = yioo), X, = Xioo)

Loy’ IR Dtes, > i Vi

Qg AGREEg(aS?>, g €[L], G, Teon,init)

: Lety, = yio), X, = Xio)

: yt,trnc =Yg o ]l{yfigag}

7 0) = [1X Yy e LES,

~ (in)
8: Generate U 9

seed for all g)
9: U;m) Q:R
10: for 7 =1 to Ty, each g € [L] do

with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries (same

©0) RO © _ 77 po)y-1
U/R),soU,)=U, (R))

o 0) «elel Tyt

2. U ; - AGREEg(ﬁ;Y/l), G, Teon,init)

13 U ; - UJR), and get U}

4 UL, =U),, Uy=0forg#1

15: for 7con =1 to ecc(l), each g € [L] do
16: If U} #0: Send U} to j € Ny(G)
17: If received U;-” £0: U (gT) — U;-”
18: end for

19: end for

. o 77 Tom)
20: Output: U,

where (W) < 1 governs the speed of the convergence.
Repeating finite times of AGREE yields an approximation of
the global average. The following result quantifies the desired
error bound and the required number of agreement rounds.

Proposition 1: ( [40]) Consider the agreement algorithm in
Algorithm 1 with doubly stochastic weight matrix W. Let
Ztrue 1= % 25:1 zgm be the true average of the initial values
zg"’ across L nodes. For any €., < 1, if the graph is connected
and 1f TCO,.1 > W log(L/€con), then the outputs after
Teon iterations satisfy

maxg [25" — Zirue| < €con Max, |z2"> — Ztruel- O

Proposition 1 is stated for scalar consensus, but it naturally
extends to matrix valued variables (See Proposition 5). Rewrit-
ing Teon expression in terms of v(W) and fixing L and Teop
gives the connectivity requirement for desired accuracy

log(L/é€con)
TCOH ’

This inequality highlights the trade-off between accuracy
and communication: achieving higher accuracy necessitates
stronger network connectivity, i.e., smaller y(W).

2) Decentralized Spectral Initialization: Since the cost func-
tion in Eq. (1) is non-convex, a proper initialization is needed.
We adopt the decentralized truncated spectral initialization
first proposed in [14] with slight modification. The spectral
initialization aims at computing an initial estimate Ug]) close
enough to U™ while maintaining inter-node consistency, i.e.,
keeping ||Ug)) - U(go,) || 7 small. In particular, for inter-node con-
sistency, the algorithm uses agreement protocol after line 14
to propagate U(lm to all nodes. Our approach replaces this step
(lines 1518) with a direct broadcast of node 1s exact estimate.

¥(W) < exp (C 2



This modification guarantees §”-accurate initial estimate of
the shared representation matrix U™ and exact node-wise
consistency, as formalized in Proposition 2. In addition, it
quantifies the sample and iteration complexities. The decen-
tralized spectral initialization is summarized in Algorithm 2.
For full details, see Theorem 4.4 of [14] and its proof.

Proposition 2: (Modified Decentralized Spectral Initializa-
tion) Consider the decentralized truncated spectral initializa-
tion algorithm in Algorithm 2 and suppose that Assumptions
1-3 hold. Pick 0. If Teon,mic > max Czy/5mpy (log L +
logd + logm + 1og(1/6 ), Tym = Ck?log(d/s"?), and
nT 2 k*p?(d +T)-= 0)2, then w.p. at least 1 — 1/d,

1) mag g [[US — US|z =0

2) maxyy [Po- (U U |r

3) SDy(UY™, U*) < 6.

Proof: Broadcastlng in lines 15-18 ensures U = U({>
for all g € [L] and 7 € [Tpp). Thus, UL — U ||l =0 for
all 7 =1,...,T,y and parts 1) and 2) hold.

Part 3) follows similar steps in Section VI of [14] with

slight modifications. The main idea is to bound the subspace
distance in every PM round 7. For all 7 € [T},], we have

SD2(U,U*) < SD2(UY,UY) +SDo (U, U%)
<|UY —UP|r +SD(UY,U).

=0.

From 1), the first term is zero. Using triangular inequality, the
second term breaks into

SDo (U, U*) < SD3(Uye, U*) 4 SDo (U, U e).

For the bound of SDa(Ujyye, U™), refer to Lemma 6.2 of
[14], which guarantees SDo(Uine, U*) < 0.50© wh.p if
nT 2 n4u2(d + T)r/83 for some 02 < 0.1. To bound
SDQ(U1 , Ute ), we use noisy power method (Proposition 6.3
[14]), which requires

|GY|| < min (o.55<0> 0.80%; 2.

mm

1
»W>

where G| := 17(17) —(©0)(©)TUY V. We show that this
bound relies on €.,, and obtain the achievable bound for
HG(f)HF to derive required Toop init to satisfy this required
bound. By adding and subtracting >_ (©o), (@0) TU(T*”,
we decompose G(f) = ConsErrm + UconsErr1 ). where

T ~ (7) .
ConsErr(l) =U, — Z(@O)g(eo)g U(g 1)
g
UconsErr” := Z(G)O)g(@o)gT(Ug*” _ U(f’”),
g

Part 1) yields ||UconsErr\” || = 0. To bound ConsEHjl
follow Section VI. B of [14], which glves HConsErrl IlF <
1~1L\/>€cono':13x2 if Tcon init 2 CW IOg( ]) and
nT 2 k*u?(d+ T)r. Hence, the bound for noisy PM holds if
. (0)
€con — 0.8 min (QHQT\/;’ ﬁ) 3

meaning that we need to set

log L + log d + log k + log(1/§©)

Tcon,ini =C
' log(1/v(W))

Algorithm 3 Diffusion-based Alternating Gradient Descent
and Minimization (Dif-AltGDmin)

Input: X, y,, t€S,, gc[L], §
Output U(T(JD ,((]T&D) @EJTLD) — U.E]TGD)BE]TGD)
Parameters 7, Teon,aD, TaD
Sample-split: Partition X, vy, into 27¢p+2 disjoint sets
X0 4 0=00,0,1,...,2T¢p
Initialization: Run Algorithm 2 to get U g” — U(ng )
for r=1to TGD, for each g € [L] do

Let Y = yt" X, =X\

by« (X US )y, wes

9”<—U’ 1b;> vte S,
10: Lety, =y\ ), X, = X T

L1 Vi Dtes, X ¢ (X U(T b - yt)b(T

BN

R e AN

12: Local update U <—UT 2 ULVfg

13: Diffusion: Ug < AGREE ( g G Teon, GD)

14: Projection: U( v QR Ug Rg and Ug « Ug R;T)_l

15: end for

16: Output: U(gT‘;D), B(gT‘;D) = [bTG” te [T]] @(chD) —
U;TGD)B;TGD)

For T}y, expression see Section VI. C of [14], which gives
Tom = Ck? log( 7). This completes the proof. [ |

B. Proposed Algorithm: Diffusion-based Alternating
Projected GD and Minimization (Dif-AltGDmin)

We present the proposed Dif-AltGDmin algorithm in Algo-
rithm 3. Starting from the initialization, each round consists
of two main steps: (i) minimization step for B, (ii) diffusion-
based projected gradient descent for U .

Step 1. B update: Consider the g-th node at iteration 7.
Given the most recent estimate U Y. the node computes
B = argming f,(Uy ", B,). This minimization decou-
ples to a set of column-wise least square problems:

b = (X UT Ny, Vtes,,
and collecting the columns yields B(;) =B, teS,).

Step 2. U update: Once node g obtains BS), it performs a
projected gradient descent step to update U(gT). Specifically, the
local gradient is computed as Vfy = Vy fy(UT ", BYY)
and a local update step is carried out as
— LV fy7 3)

Recall that the global objective in Eq. (1) is the sum of local
costs. Accordingly, the centralized descent takes the form

1 L
=7 z (U(,,
g=1

L -
= % Zg:1 U(g)
= 25:1 v f;) is the aggregated gradient. Note that

=(7) (r-1)
U, «<U,

b nLVf;T)) N A ngradU™
where T
gradU™

~

(7). . . .
U ' is not available to local nodes. In the decentralized setting,

denotes the true average and

each node exchanges the local estimate U ;T) with neighbor-
ing nodes and applies the agreement protocol, producing an



~ (1) . . .
averaged update U(g . This asymptotically approximates the

centralized update ﬁ(T). Finally, each node performs a local
QR decomposition U(gT) & qu”)R(gT) and sets the projected

update as Uy = ﬁ;)(R(gT))_l. Note that only I}i;) is
exchanged among nodes, while task-specific parameter b([>
remain local (federation). Overall, the proposed decentralized
update rule approximates the centralized gradient descent
step U™V =U" — vy (f(UT,B")) which would be

obtained if all data were available at a fusion server.

IV. MAIN RESULT AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we present our main theoretical guarantee,
which establishes the accuracy of the proposed Dif-AltGDmin
algorithm. We begin by presenting our main result, and then
analyze the sample, time, and communication complexities.

A. Main Result

Theorem 1 states that, under standard incoherence, i.i.d.,
and network connectivity assumptions, our method recovers
the subspace of the common representation matrix U™ and
the ground-truth task parameters @; within a prescribed error
tolerance. It also presents the required sample size, iteration
complexity, and communication requirement to achieve the de-
sired accuracy. Proof of Theorem 1 is presented in Section VI.

Theorem 1: Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. Consider
the outputs U(g'l‘“’) and @glb”) for all g € [L] of Algorithm
3 initialized with Algorithm 2. Pick € < 1 and let n =
0.4/no?,. . Assume that

a) Tpm = Cr?(logd + log k) and

Teon,init = Cm(log L +logd+logr +logk);

b) Tap = Cr?log(1/e) and

Teon,GD = Cm(log L+ logr +logk);
c) nT > Ckbu?(d+ T)r(x*r + log(1/e)).
Then, with probability at least 1 — 1/d,
1) The task parameters for all ¢ € Sy and g € [L], are
recovered up to an e-error, i.e.,

16, — 67| < 1.4¢]|67|;

2) The subspace distance, for all g € [L], satisfies
SDy (U™, U") < e. O

B. Time, Communication and Sample Complexities
Time complexity. The time complexity of Dif-AltGDmin is

“

where @iy and wgq denote the per-step computational
costs for initialization and Dif-AltGDmin, respectively. For
Dif-AltGDmin, each iteration involves (i) task-wise least-
square updates with cost O(ndr - |S,| + nr? - |Sy|); b)) =
(XtUg’l))Tyt requires ndr - |Sy| for computing XtUg’”
and nr?-|S,| for least-square, (ii) the gradient evaluation with
cost O(ndr - |S,|); VI = Yyes, Xi (X,UY b)) —

-
y,)b” ., and QR factorization with cost O(dr2) per node.
Since 2521 |Sq| = T, the aggregated computational cost
over all L nodes for Dif-AltGDmin step is wgq = O(ndrT).

Ttime — (Tcon,init : Tpm)winit + (Tcon,GD : TGD)wgd

Similarly, each PM round in the initialization phase requires
wWinit = ndrT. Substituting the above and parts a) and b) of
Theorem 1 into Eq. (4), the total time complexity is roughly

Ttime — (Tcon,init . Tpm)winit + (Tcon,GD : TGD)wgd

Tinit Tgd
(log? d,log? k, log® L, log?(1/e€))
log(1/7(W))

To make the improvement more transparent, we separate the
time complexities for initialization and GD steps

- C[QQ max

ndrT.

Cr?logd - max(log d, log x,log L)

Tinit = ndrT
' log(1/~(W))
~ Cr?log(1) - max(log L,log 7, log k) T
e log(1/7(W) e

In contrast, the corresponding time complexities in [14] are

~ Crk*logd - max(log d,log k, log L, log (1))

Tinit ndrT
’ log(1/7(W))
. Cr*log(1) - max(log(),log L, log k) T
e log(1/7(W)) o

Hence, our algorithm achieves:

1) Improved scaling in : both complexities involve 2

rather than k%,

2) Less dependence on log(1/¢): we avoid log(1/€) in Tipit
and reduce log®(1/¢) to log(1/¢) in 74q. This is because
our Teon gp does not depend on log(1l/e€), which is a
significant improvement over the approach in [14].

3) Less dependence on d: 7,q does not involve logd com-
pared to [14].

We remark that, since all nodes operate in parallel, the actual
execution time scales with the node with the heaviest load, i.e.,
Ted ~ CK? log(l/e)'llggz(l(}?yg(a}l)o)g rlog ) .y maxg |Sgl.

Communication complexity. At each communication round,
each node exchanges a d x r matrix with its neighbors. Since
node g has degree deg,, the per-round communication cost
is O(dr - max, deg, -L). Over all rounds of initialization and

Dif-AltGDmin, the total communication complexity is roughly

Tcomm — (Tcon,initTpm + Tc0n7GDTGD) : (d”"L(mgaX degg))

Cr?max(log” d,log” k, log” L, log* (1))
log(1/4(W)) '

Sample complexity. Consider the lower bound of nT spec-
ified in Theorem 1. Suppose d ~ T for simplicity, then
our method requires roughly only O(r?) samples per task
(ignoring logarithmic factors and constants). In contrast, a
naive approach without the low-rank assumption would need
at least n > d samples per task, since each 6; should be
recovered via 8; = X tTyt. Therefore, our framework achieves
reliable recovery with significantly fewer samples, making it
particularly effective in data-scarce regime, where n < d.
Remark 1: The sample complexity per task remains of the
same order O(r?) as in our earlier work [14] for achiev-
ing a target accuracy e. In contrast, our communication re-
quirement is significantly lower: [14] requires Tcon init =

~ drL(maxdeg,)
g



C’W (log L + log Tgp + log(1/€) + log d + log ) and
Tcon,GD = Cm(log L+ IOg TGD + log(l/E) + log K)'
We rigorously prove this communication saving effect in
Section VI and corroborate the results through simulations
presented in Section VIII.

V. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we define the notations and present prelim-
inary results necessary for our analysis.
Definitions: Consider local estimates of shared representation
Ug) and local gradients Vf5”, for g € [L]. Define the true

average U and the aggregated gradient gradU™ as

—1n

. -~ (1)
Based on this, we define the true average U = that the
AGREE algorithm aims to approximate and the consensus error

L
and gradU") := Z Vf;).

g=1

~(7)
between the true average and the actual output UQT

1 L
=z Z(U(
g=1

~ (7) ’\(T)
ConsErr(gT) = U -U

-b_ nLVfg(,’)) N J AR ngradU"

The inter-node consensus error, i.e., U estimation error be-

tween nodes g and ¢’, is defined as

Frr™ . 7™ ()
Uconskrr , :=U, —U,, .
and define P+, := I—U*U*". We also define the deviation

of the aggregated gradient from its expected value

Err™ := E[gradU"] — gradU"

Similarly, we define Errg) =E[Vf] - VL
Proposition 3 gives guarantee for the minimization step [14].
Proposition 3: (Min step for B Theorem 5.2 [14]) Assume
that, for all g € [L], SDo(U; ", U*) < 6"V, where
87D > 0. If n > max(log T, log d, 7‘), then, with probability
at least 1 — exp(logT + r — ¢cn),

D by < L1]b7]
2) |6, — 7] < 1467 V||b7 |
3) 107 — ©[|p < 1.4v/7d" Vg,

If 671 < 0.02//re? and maxg, Uy~ = Uy~ |r <

p'" =V with p" =Y < ¢/,/rKk?, then the above implies that

a) Omin(B" ) > 0907,

b) Omax(B7) < 1107, O

Proposition 4 incorporates Lemmas 5.6 and 5.7 of [14],
which provides the expectation bounds of (partial) sum of local
gradients and its deviation around the expectation.

Proposition 4: (Gradient deviation, Lemmas 5.6 and 5.7
[14]) Assume that, for all g € [L], SDo(US Y, U*) <601
and [|[UconsErr V|| < p" =Y. Also, nT > Ck*p%dr and
n > max(log T, logd r). Then, the following hold:

1) E[gradU"] = n(@" @*)B(T a
2) ||E[gradU™]|| < 1.54n6 Vo, 2

X

3) If 60V < ¢/y/rs? and p" Y < ¢/\/rk?, then
with probability at least 1 — exp (C’ (d+r)— c:4Z2TT> —
exp(logT 4 r — cn),

|Err™|| < €07 Ynoty,”.
T T * T T
4 ]E[Zg'aég Vf;/)} = (6(\; B \g)B(\;

5) ||E[Zg’7ég Vf?]” L. 54n6(T Y max2

6) Under the same condition and with the same probability
of part 3),

||Errg)|| < 00 Unor, 2. O
For the consensus error analysis, we use the following result

from [14], which is a matrix version of Proposition 1.
Proposition 5: (Lemma 54 [14]) If Teonap >

C
oz /5wy 108(L/€con), then

I ConsErrg) |l F < €con ||IHPETTE;) [h2

where Ianrrg) = Ij;ﬂ -U " is the gap between the input
of node g to AGREE and the true average. ]
We perform QR decomposition to obtain Ug) from U ;T)
The following result is used to analyze the effect of this
projection step.
Proposition 6: (Perturbed QR decomposition [43], [44])
Let 21 Q:R Z1R1 and 22 Q:R Z2R2. Then,

Zy—Z
1Zy — Z1||p < ValZa= Zulle o (5)
Umin(Zl)
_ P, (Z,-Z
IR — Rillr _ ||le\| [Pz ( 1 Q)IIF’ ©
1R IRyl 1Z+|]
5 575 157
where Py = Z1(Z,Z1)" Z, . O

VI. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem 1. Recall
that Theorem 1 guarantees e-accurate recovery of task param-
eters stated in part 1) and subspace distance stated in part 2),
given that the iteration and sample requirements stated in parts
a)-c) hold. The proof proceeds following four main steps: in
the first two steps, we prove parts 1) and 2) of Theorem 1
specifying the required conditions, followed by next two steps
explaining how the conditions in parts a)-c) are satisfied.

Step 1. Task parameter recovery: Consider the subspace
distance bound at T = Tgp, i.e., SDo (U, U*) < 6%, If

5(TGD) < e and (7)

n 2 max (logd,logT,r),

then part 1) of Theorem 1 directly follows by part 2) of
Proposition 3 since ||07]|%> = ||b;||>.

Step 2. Subspace distance decay: We prove that the sub-
space distance decays up to €, by establishing the relation of
subspace distance at time 7 with respect to 7 — 1. In this and
the following steps, we assume that for all g € [L],

o SDL(UY Y, U")) <5H>
e mMaxy g ||UconsErr HF < p(T‘l)

o maxy g || P, UconsErr e <P,



Lemma 1 characterizes the error decay of the subspace dis-
tance. We give the proof outline of Lemma 1 below. The
complete proof is presented in Section VII-A.

Lemma 1: Let 1) = ¢, /noj,, . Consider the 7-th instance
of Algorithm 3. If

max

0.02
571 g .
K2 ®
p<771) < L = NUcon ©
rK2
w(r—l) < 0.1 (-1 — NUcon(ST 1) (]0)
1.21k2 proj
[|ConsErr{)’|| < 001 ’7 _. \Con an
HPU*J_COnsErrg | <o0. 01 n 5(7’ ) _ Ng‘;‘;é (1)
T > Ck*p2dr and n > max(logT,logd, r), (13)
then, w.h.p, for all g € [L],
SDQ(U(QT)7 U*) < (1 o 0.3677//{/2)5(771) —. 5(7) (14)

Proof outline of Lemma 1. For complete proof, see Sec-
tion VIIL. Recall the projection step of the algorithm (Line 14)

77 QR 2 (7))
Ug = Ug Rg .
)

Since UY = U, (RY)"" and since [(R)™!|
1/0min( Rg y=1/ gmin(ﬁ(gf)), we obtain the SD bound as
~(7)
. [Py~ U, |
SD, (U, U*) = || Py Uy|| < 7(7)- 15)
Omin Ug )

The numerator can be upper bounded by

~(7) T T T T — T — T
|Pu+ U, || < |[I—=mqnB7” B [|5" =V + 7= | B2
+ n||Err™|| + ||PU*J_C0nsErrs)||. (16)

Also, we derive the lower bound for the denominator as

omm(ﬁ(;)) >1-p

— n||E[gradU(T)]|| — ||ConsErrg>||F.

=B
(17)

We use Proposition 3 to obtain bounds of || I — 77nB<’)B(’)—r I
and ||B™||?, and Proposition 4 to obtain the bounds of
|[Err™|| and ||E[gradU"]||. Note that using these propositions
requires subspace estimates to satisfy Eqgs. (8) and (9) and
samples at least as many as stated in Eq. (13). The results are
probabilistic. Given that the conditions in Egs. (9)-(12) hold,
plugging the bounds in Eqgs. (16) and (17) for Eq. (15) yields

1Poe U < sl |
omin(U ")
< (1 —0.6¢, /x5~
S 1-0.15¢,/k2
< (1—0.6¢,/K%)8" V(1 +0.3¢,/K?)
< (1-0.3¢,/k%)87 D =: 6

where we use (1 — )71 < (1 +22) for |z| < 1/2. [ |
The proof outline of Lemma 1 explains how the subspace
distance decay is guaranteed with high probability and the

reason why the conditions in Egs. (8)-(13) are needed. In the
next step, we analyze how these requirements can be met.

Step 3. Iteration and sample complexities of GD step:
Step 3.1. Bounding consensus error, inter-node consensus
error and their projections: The following lemma establishes
the connection between the number of consensus iterations
Teon,cp and the consensus error ||ConsErr(g’> ||, and its projec-
tion || Py, ConsErr||. The proof is in Section VII-B.

Lemma 2: (Bounding consensus error) Suppose the condi-
tions given in Egs. (8)-(10) and Eq. (13) hold. If

Tcon,GD 2 C log(L/Econ)7

1
log(1/v(W))
then, w.h.p, we have the following bounds of consensus errors
and their projections onto complement of U™.

[|ConsErr)) || p< ceon D" and a8)
||PU*J_C0nsErr(gT)||F< €conD§ng‘6 -1 (19)

for all ¢ € [L], where DCon .— \/FW# ind
DS = \/r( 3= + 1.4e, L), d

Next, the following lemma analyzes the change that the
bounds of inter-node consensus error and its projection un-
dergo during update. The proof is presented in Section VII-C.

Lemma 3: (Bounding inter-node consensus error) Suppose
conditions Egs. (8)-(11) and Eq. (13) holds. If

Tcon,GD 2 C log(L/Econ)7

1
log(1/7(W))
then, w.h.p, we have the following bounds of inter-node
consensus errors and their projections onto complement of U™,

HUconsErrgzj, < €con DV =: p( and (20)
| Py»  UconsErr”) || p < €con DSRS0 = ) (21)
U* g, I F X Cconproj .
for all g,g' € [L], where DVe°n := \/;70.3167]t2.11671L and
Dyeor = \/r(1%t= + 0.4 +3.3¢,L) . O

Remark 2: (Bounding inter-node consensus error) Our anal-
ysis relies on node-wise consistency conditions in Egs. (9)
and (10), i.e., small node-wise consensus error. Lemma 3
shows that the inter-node consensus error scales proportion-
ally with €., and hence can be reduced by increasing the
number of consensus iterations Tion gp. This is because our
algorithm performs consensus directly on the local update

U (gT), producing close enough averaged update U (gT) at each
iteration. Consequently, even if the inter-node disagreement
grows during the Dif-AltGDmin steps, running enough agree-
ment rounds ensures that local estimates remain close. In
contrast, the earlier method in [14] applies agreement only to
gradients. Since gradients do not contain the nodes’ estimates,

the resulting inter-node consensus error follows the recursion
p'” =1.7(p" Y 4 2n||ConsErr)| ), (22)

= maxgy, ¢/ HUconsErrf}sz/ r and ||ConsErr(gT)||F <
econelno;if. Observe that only the second term is propor-
tional to €.on, While the factor 1.7 > 1 makes the recursion
inherently expansive. Hence, once the inter-node error grows,
additional agreement iterations cannot reverse its increase.

where p(



Step 3.2. Iteration complexities at Dif-AltGDmin step:
Suppose the conditions Eqgs. (8)-(13) are satisfied for all
7=1,...,Tgp. Given §’, Lemma 1 guarantees that repeating
Tep rounds of Dif-AltGDmin gives

Tep) — Cn\Tep
o) = (1—0.3ﬁ) 5.

Based on this, we obtain the expression for Tgp that ensures
dTen) < e (Bq. (7)). Taking logarithms and rearranging
expression for Tgp, we obtain

log 57¢) = Tp log (1 - 0.3%’) +1og6® < loge,
K

log(0") /e)

Tep = — .
7 fep log (1 — 0.3¢,/K?)

If 6© f >, wWe can obtain the bound
K2
Tep = C—log(1/e)
Cn
by using the inequality log(1—2x) fo 11 dt < <2z

for 0 < z < , and absorbing log 6 < log(ﬁnz) <
log(1/€) into a constant C. This establishes the required
number of Dif-AltGDmin steps Tgp to guarantee Eq. (7).
Next, we obtain the number of consensus iterations Teon,GD-
Previous steps state that our analysis remains valid if the
conditions Egs. (9)-(12) hold at each 7 = 1,...,Tgp. (Also,
Eq. (8) should hold.) From Step 3.1, we know that (inter-
node) consensus errors and their projections are bounded as
in Egs. (18)-(21), if the conditions in Egs. (9) (12) hold.
From Egs. (11) and (18), if we set €con < ch: in round
7, then Eq. (11) holds in round 7. Similarly, from Egs. (12)

%Eﬁ, in round 7, then Eq. (12)
holds in round 7. Further, from Egs. (9) and (20), if we
set €con < % in round 7, then Eq. (9) holds in round
T+ 1. Similarly, from Egs. (10), (21), and using (14), if we
set €con < D‘{ffj: (1-0. 3 1) in round 7, then Eq. (10) holds
in round T + 1 Since these must hold simultaneously, we
deduce that the consensus accuracy €, should satisfy

NCon Ncr?)n NUCon NUrfon 1—0. 3
€con < min( o prof”{ t) - (23)

C Con > T)Ucon ’
D Ol’l DprOOI; D con

Both Lemmas 2 and 3 state that such an accuracy €., can
be guaranteed by at least

and (19), if we set €con <

Ucon
Dpro]

1
Tog(1/3(w7) )

1
= Cloa(1/ (W)

consensus iterations. Rewriting Eq. (23) as

log ! > log max Deen Dcr(gll DYeer D glccf}n
€con = NCon’ NSP%BN N Ucon’ N}Erf)(jn( 03%)

Tcon,GD = c

(log L 4+ log(1/€con)) (24)

and by substituting the explicit expressions of these constants,
we require log(1/econ) to be greater than all of the following
. 1Og(£2::) > log(ﬁ(0l1cn/~2+0.034an/~2)>;

DSex VR(0.1/1.216% 41 4c, L
. 1Og(N:C{3’j’) P> log( ©.1/ 0.01cy; ! ))
2

K

Ucon o Ik oL ;
o log(Ruern) = > log(V(0:31en/ 351017,7,@[002/\[ )

Ucon c
o log [ —perel ) >log ity 21 Lgpr 045501
NIIJJr((‘fn(l 0. 3%) ~ 7 (1-0. 307}/“2) ’

1. 21h
Thus, we require

log(1/€con) 2 log L + logr + log k. (25)

Combining Egs. (24), (25), thecommunication complexity

Teon,ap = C (log L 4+ logr +log k).  (26)

1
log(1/7(W))
Note that setting T¢.on gp in round 7 guarantees Egs. (9), (10)
hold in 7 + 1. To ensure these conditions hold for all rounds,
especially at 7 = 1, we require proper initialization of 6, p(©
and ). This initialization is achieved by choosing T}, and
Ton,init as specified in Step 4.

Remark 3: How Dif-AltGDmin improve communication
complexity as compared to Dec-AltGDmin? While prior ap-
proach in [14] requires of tlle (?rder of C' m.(log[, +
Tep + log(1/€)) communication rounds per iteration, our
method only requires the communication rounds given in
Eq. (26), where logr, logx, log L are significantly smaller
than Tgp or log(1/€). This improvement is achieved by in-
corporating projected consensus errors || Py« | UconsErr
and || Py« ConsErr '||F into the analysis of Eq. (16) In
particular, observe that the required bounds for the guarantees
to hold and the bounds we achieve for these consensus error
parameters, both scale proportionally with 6~V (see Egs. (10)
and (21), and Egs. (12) and (19)). Hence, the dependency
of €con On 871 is eliminated, as shown in Eq. (23). In

contrast, [14] obtains bound for || Py« K U ~(gT)|| based on un-
projected (inter-node) consensus errors ||UconsErr(T V|| and
||ConsErr(T ||, both required to scale with 67~V (see Eq. (6)
of [14] and below). However, as noted in Remark 2 and
Eq. (22), p'”) only accumulates and ||ConsErr|’ ||z does not
scale with 57~ 1. Since achieving e-accurate recovery requires
these quantities to remain below e even after Tgp gradient
steps, this requires us to choose p© and €, far smaller than
€, resulting in a substantially higher communication cost.

Step 4: Iteration complexities of initialization step and
total sample complexity: From part 1) and 2) of Proposition 2,
we have ¢ = p(© =0, so it suffices to ensure 6 < %.

By Proposition 2, it determines the requirements for the
initialization iterations:

> Ck?log(d/6") = Ck*(logd +log k) and

Teon,init = C (log Ldrk + log (1/5") )

1
log1/7(W)

1
o1 /7(W)
Next, we bound the total number of samples required for
initialization and Dif-AltGDmin phases across all tasks. For
initialization, we need nT" 2> x8u?(d + T)r? =: ni; T, and
for each Dif-AltGDmin iteration, we need nT' > Cr*p?dr =:
ngpd'. Thus the total sample complexity is

(log L +logd + log k + logr). (27)

nT Z ninit? + Top - napT
= k312 (d + T)r* + Crk®pPdrlog(1/e)
= CrOp?(d + T)r(k%r + log(1/e)).



This completes the proof of Theorem 1. |

Remark 4: (Robustness to weak connectivity) Recall the
network connectivity expression in Eq. (2). Consider T,y :=
max (Tcon,GDchon,init> = lcon,init- While Dif-AltGDmin
requires communication rounds as in Eq. (27) to achieve
e-accurate estimate, Dec-AltGDmin requires a signiﬁcantlzy
tighter consensus accuracy log(1/econ) = log(Ldk (1/€)" )
(Theorem 4.1 in [14]). Since ¢ is typically very small, the con-
sensus accuracy term log(1/econ) for Dec-AltGDmin becomes
substantially larger. Substituting log(1/€econ) expressions into
Eq. (2), we conclude that that Dec-AltGDmin imposes a
much tighter upper bound on v(W'). Smaller (W) indicates
a denser network, meaning that Dec-AltGDmin requires a
stronger network connectivity to guarantee its convergence.
Dif-AltGDmin, on the other hand, is robust to larger v(W)s
and hence effective even under sparse networks.

VII.
A. Proof of Lemma 1
Recall the projected gradient descent step of the algorithm

PROOF OF LEMMAS

(1) - T
U, = AGREE;(U, " =LV .G, Teoncp)
77 QR ) pin)
U, =U/R;.
. , ~ (1), s P
Since U} = U, (R}))™ and |(R])7!|| = 7““(11{ -
(1 , the subspace distance can be bounded as follows:
1Py, T, |
T * T U~
SD,(UY,U*) = ||Py« . UY| < %(;‘; (28)
Umin(Ug )

We obtain the upper bound of the numerator and lower bound
of the denominator separately.
First, consider the numerator. By adding and subtracting

(1) ~(7) .
Py«, U to Py~ U, , we obtain

()

~ ()
J_Ug = Py~ U +(PU* U —Pu* U )

:PU*J_U +PU*J_

j

ConsErr!” 9 (29)

Adding and subtracting 7E[gradU"™] to Py« iﬁm gives

~

PU*LU(T) _ PU*LU(T—
=Py, U7

Y Py gradU”
— E[gradU™)).

We simplify Py« , E[gradU"” ] using part 1) of Propos1t10n
4, the fact that PU* U"=0and 3 . 2 ies, b'b"
> gelr] B<T>B<T = BB,

PU*J_E[gradU(T)] = TLPU*J_ (G')(T)

s nPy+  (Err” (30)

—enB"'

L
—nPy., S S (00 -6

g*l teS,

— nPy-, Z STl ey —urbpby

g=1teS,

L
=nPy., » U; "BJ'BY
g=1

By adding and subtracting U " to Uy,
Py, E[gradU(T)]
_nPU*J_Z (r- 1)+U(T_1))B(QT)B(QT)T
_ Tlpu*J_U(T 1) B(T)B(T)
L
(7 — T — T T T
~nPy., Y (O -UT-"BYBY 31)
g=1
Using Eqgs. (30) and (31), we rewrite Eq. (29) as
Py U, = Py, 0" (1 —=ynB"B"")
L
(7 — T — T T T
+mqnPye, Y (07 —~UT"BYBY
g=1
+ nPU*LErr(T) + PU*J_ConsErrg)

Applying norm, triangular and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities,

~ (1) —(r—1) - AT
1Py, U, || <[Py« O (I =nnB"B" )|
L
Fr(r—1) T = T ol
+on| Py, Y (O —Uy")BYBY |
g=1
+ 7|| Py~ , Err™ || 4 || Py« | ConsErr |
BT
<[P T "||[(1 = BB )|
L
Fr(m—1) T— T
+an| Py, Y (O - U Il max || B
g=1
+ 1| Py [[[|Exr”| + || Py~ , ConsErry||. (32)
Consider the first term. Since we have assumed
SD(US Y, U*) = [Py« UV < 69 for all
g € [L], it follows that
L
—(r—1)
[Pu- U || = [[Pus. Z
q:
(r—1) 1 T-1) (r—1)
ZHPU* Uy < fz(s =Y.
g=1
Also, Proposmon 3 says that if 67~Y < 0.02/,/rk?
P < 0.1¢, /K2,
Amin(I — BBy =1 — || BV > 1 — 1.21nnos, 2.

Thus if n < 0.5/nok,°, the matrix I — npnB" BO"
positive semi-definite, so that

11 — BB || = Apax(I — nnB(T)B(”T)
<1-0. 8177ncrmm .
Next, consider the second term.
Fr(t—1) T—
[Py, (U7 —Uy )

L
1 _
= ”E Z Py. (U,
g'=1
YU )e

e <y

~U; e
< max ||PU*J_(U(T,7
g

< max || Py« UconsErr
g



It follows that HB;’)H < |B7|| < 1.10%,, by part b) of

Proposition 3.
For the third term, we use part 3) of Proposition 4 with
€1 = 0.1 and the fact that ||Py+, || =1 to get

o* 2
Omin -

||Pu*J_||HEIT || 0. 17?,57 1

By setting n = ¢, /not, 2 and assuming that

0.1
(r— 1) (r—1) Ucon g(r —
v = 12182 = Noroj ot %3)
c T— on (1 —
| Pys, ConsErr!)|| go.mﬁ%a V=i NGonstth, (34
we can further simplify Eq. (32)
| P+, U( | < (1—0.81nno,2)8" Y +0.1gns" Vot 2
2 0.1 (r—1) Cn s(r-1)
+ 1.21nnoy " - T 21&25 —&-0.01?(5
<(1-0. 6 )5(7 b, (35)

This establishes the upper bound of the numerator of Eq. (28).

Ne{t,( )we obtain the lower bound of the d(eglomigegtg)r
O'mm(UgT ) of Eq. (28). Adding and subtracting U " to UgT ,
O’mm(U;)) = Jmm(U + U ﬁ(T))
= n(U g ConsErr{)))
> oin(0 ) — ||ConsErry ||
= omin(T" Y = ngradu™) — |ConsErry || #
= H(U — n(Err™ — E[gradU"])) — ||ConsErr(gT)||F
P Umm(U<T 1)) -

where we use the definitions of ConsErrqu) and ﬁm, and
add and subtract E[gradU™] to get the last equality. Weyl’s
inequality is used for both inequalities.

The lower bound of the first term oy, (U (771)) is derived

as follows.
Umin(U'(Tfl)) = mginamin(U gty U”’l))
L
> mgin omin(U(gT_l) — max (= Z T_1>||
g =1

1 L
_ : . (r—1) (r—1)
_mgmamm(Ug ) —mgx”zg/Z:l(Ug/ ~uy V)
> mgmamm(UT Dy — = Z rnax||U U;ﬁl)H
o . (r—1)
=1- I;;?;]}l( ||UconsErrg.g, HF =1—-p""".

Given that 67— < 0;052

of Proposition 4. Assuming that

ConsErr?||p < 0.015% = yCon
H g 2 ’
K

n(|Er | + |EfgradU™]) - |[ConsErry || uj _gt-!

and p" Y < 0.1%%, the bounds of
the second and third terms directly follow by parts 2) and 3)

(36)

11

()

we can simplify the lower bound of amin(ﬁg ) as follows:

omin(ﬁ(T)) >1—p0 Y — 01967 Yok, >

9
— 1.54nn/r6" Vo, 2 — ||ConsErr)|| p

0.1 0.01
>1- 220 010y, + 1.54@;“2)6“*” - —
I‘i K
_oi
0.11c,, e 5 0.02
Z T T ngﬁlax2 1.6471\[ O max \/’KQ
0.1lc, 0.0328 0.15
et R e (37)
K K K

where we used the fact o)y, > o, and 1/r > 1 for the second
inequality. Substituting the results in Egs. (35) and (37) into
Eq. (28) completes the proof.

~ (1)

1Py U < 1Pu- . f{ﬂ I < (112.?)0%52)5(;—1)
Um‘“(Ug ) 15¢, /K
< (1= 0.6¢,/K%)8" (1 +0.3¢, /5"
< (1 —0.3¢,/k%)07 D = 6
where we use (1 —x)7! < (1 +2z) for |z < 1/2. |

B. Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2 bounds ||ConsErr|)’||p and || Py+, ConsErr()’|| p.
In order to obtain them, we use Proposition 5, which requires
bounding ||Ianrrg)|| and || Py« J_Inp]i)rrg)||. Throughout, we
assume that T, gp satisfies Eq. (24).

1) Bounding HConsEng)HF Consider InpErr!’

Ianrr(T) = (U;Tf b _ nLVfg(]ﬂ) _g”

' 4 ngradu® — nLv f{

given by

1 o rriem . ,
=z Z(qu, VUG 40 Y V) (L= 1)V
g'=1 9'#g
. (T T—1) (r—1) .
By defining UconsErr‘q“ = Ug, -Uy ,Taddlng and
subtracting E[V£,))] = ZteS/ n(0y) — 6)b Vg e [L],
and using the definition Errf;) =V — B[V,
1
Ianrr(T) =7 Z (UconsErr(/ y Yy
g'=1
> (Vf E[V/J]+EVi)
9'#g
—n(L—1) (VI —EVI]+ENVf])
1 T— T T
=7 Z (UconsErrf]_’g, e Z Erri},) + E[Z Vf_é,)]
g'=1 9'#9g 9'#g
—n(L—1) (Err)) + E[VF]). (38)

By taking norm and using triangular inequality, we obtain

i

||Ianrr N<~-L- max HUconsErr

9'#g
+lED Vf;7’} |+ n(L = 1) (x| + [E[V£I) -

9'#g



For the bound of the first term, we assume
max, ||UconsErr;Tg7 I < p Y, and use the result of
Proposition 4 with €; = 0.1 to bound the last four terms.

HIanrr <o Y+ (0.1 n ;nf+154n6“ Do)
)

P

(0 167 Yno*. 2 4 1.54n8" Vo,
T— T T 2
TV 4 nL(0.167  Ynot, 2 + 1.54n67 Vo ?)

<
< (1 6477’67 Y de2)

P
pT 1)_'_7
max

=p" Y 4 1.7¢, L6" V.

Applying +/r for the Frobenius norm bound,
||Ianrr(gT)HF <WVr (p(T_l) + 1.7an6(T"1)) .

Using Proposition 5, if p =Y < 0.1¢,/k? and 67~V <

0.02//rK2,

. (7) (T—1) (r—1)
con .
[ConsErry||p < € \/77( + 1.7¢,L6" V)

< €conV/7(0.1 ”+17 202 ><econDC°“, (39)

\/> 2

0.1c,+0.034c, L
where DCon .— ﬁ%

2) Bounding ||Pyx , ConsErry|[r: Note that the agreement
algorithm is a linear operation as it only does scalar multiplica-
tion and addition. Thus, if Z;" = AGREEy(Z)",G, Teon,aD)
then Py+, Z" = AGREE,(Py«, Z\",G, Toon,cp)- This
allows us to use the same result of Proposition 5 for

, ConsErr{)

||Pu*J_COIlSEI‘1“(gT)||F < ec0n||PU*¢Ianrrg)HF.

For the bound of Py« Ianrr
procedure with the bound of Ianrr

, we follow the similar
. Using Eq. (38),

L
1
Py+, InpErr}) = T E (Py», UconsErr!" ")
r—1

+77PU*J_

> Enl) +E[Y VY

9'#g 9'#g
—n(L —1)Py+, (Erry) +E[Vf]).

Using part 4) of Proposition 4 and using the fact that both

L®§g and Py+, ©} are zero matrices,

Py« Ianrr(T) =

h \

L
Z Py LUconsErr{(:gT Y)

-
+n | Pu-, Y Erry) +nPy. (6] - OB\,

9'#g
(L — )(PU* Err?) + nPy, (O — @*)BT)T)>
L
=7 Z (Py«, UconsErr )

+n | Py, Z Err)) + nPys, @\T;B\g
9'#g
) (Pys Err)) + nPy., ©7(B7)T)

n(L —
L
Z Py« UconsErrM Yy
T (PU*L S Enl) 4+ nPy., U§;>B<\’g>B<\T_;T
9'#g
n(L —

) (P, Ert)) + nPy., ©®7(BJ)T) .

g9

Taking norm, using triangular and Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ities, and using the fact that | Py« || =1,

L
[P~ Ianrr |l = ||* Z(PU*LUconsErrgg’,”)
g'=1
-
+nPy« Z Errg)nPUuQ\QB(\Tg>
9'#g
—n(L—1)Py«, (Err +mey) ) I
1 X
<II7 Y2 (Poe, UconsExs{[, )| 4l Po- || 3 Bxel)|
9=t 9'#g
T T -
+ nn|| Py, UT 1) B(\g BY |+ n(L — 1)||PU*J_HHEI‘I‘£])||

)T

|
-L- maX||PU* UconsErrT Y1+ ]| Z Err o

—|—77n( - ||Py-, UY ’”B(g)B(gT

g9'#g
+nn|| Py~ Uy~ 1||||BT)B\9 | +n(L —1)|[Erry)|
T T T
+nn(L —1) HPU* By By .
To bound the first term, we assume

maxy || Py+, UconsErr! V|| < ¢~ For the second
and fourth terms, we use parts 3) and 6) of Proposition 4, and



for the third and fifth terms, we use the definition of § Y.
|\PU*J_Ianrr<T)|| <
+ (L —1)(0.10%,” + Omax (BY))?)87 Y
<UL (0107”4 o (BT)?) 60

G gL (0 1ot + (11o%) ) 5=
R i Ry (1 3107, ) 5D
max

<P 4 1.de, L6,

N

1)+

where we used the claim that |M'|| < |M| if M is M
with some columns removed for the second inequality. For the
third inequality, we used ope(B™) < 1.10%, from part b)
of Proposition 3. Applying +/r for the Frobenius norm bound,

||PU*J_IanIT(gT) < \/7?(1/)(7*1) + 1'4CTIL5(T—1))’
and thus if $71 < 1. 211 671, then we have

| Pos ConsErr N < €conl|Pus, Ianrr e
< con V(P 1+1.4an5T )

lr <

econ\[(l 1 + 1.4¢,L)§" Y
= €cond” VDG, (40)
where DSt = \/r(19f= + 1.4¢,L). This completes the
proof. ]
C. Proof of Lemma 3
Lemma 3 provides bounds for ||UconsErrf;f], g~
U(gT,)HF and ||PU*LUconsErr;TZ]/ r = || Py« (U )—U;T,))HF

We continue to assume that Tt gp satisfies Eq. (24), and use
the perturbed QR factorization (Proposition 6)(. "
. . ~(1) =

1) Bounding |[UconsErt") [|g: Consider U, — U, . By

adding and subtracting ﬁ(T),

~(7)

~(7) ~) 0 ) =) ()
v, -U, =0, -U -U, +U

= ConsErr(gT) - ConsErrg).

Apply Frobenius norm, then by triangular inequality and
Lemma 2 (Eq. (39)),

~(7) ~(7) - G
v, -U ,||F < ||ConsErr|| r + HConsErr(g,)HF
<

2€con D" (41)
Apply Proposition 6 (Eq. (5)) with Z; = U(gT), Zy =
Um Z1 = Ug , and 22 = ﬁg,). Under the conditions
e, = 04, 60D < 0.02/y/rK?, p" Y < 0.1¢, /K% and
HConsErr(gT)H r < NO" (needed to use Eq. (36) for lower
bounding omin(ﬁ;ﬂ)), we have
10, -, lIr €con D"
HUconsErr sllF < <2V2 </
i g/ 1—-0.15¢,/K?
6COnl)Con Con Ucon
< 2fm < 3.dleconD = €conD >

3.1D%" =

Ucon .__ 0.31¢,+40.11¢, L
where DV := V==

. . " B o
" (0107, + oma(B())?)67 VU, = Uy R

2) Bounding ||Pyx UconsErrT

and U , = U“)R o/, we have

|F- Using the QR relations

: . ~ ()
Py., (U -UY) = Py-, (Ug

(7
g (Ry)

()

Adding and  subtracting  Pys U o (R(g”)*1 and
Py« LI/J\'(T)(R(;))’1 and using the fact, for invertible matrices
Aand B, A”' - B' = AT'BB™' - AT'AB™" =
A Y (B-A)B™,
. . T N
Py, (UY-UY) =Py (U, -U, )(R))
(1) Ay —L L
+ Py, U, (RY) (R)) )
() a0 Al =) -1
~pPy., (0, -0"+0"-0,)) (R))

—(7) -
+ Py, U, ((RY)

-1

= Py« (ConsErr;T) — ConsErrg,))(R(gT))
(1) 1 T T 7y L
+ P U, ((R))(RY — RY)(RY) ™).

By taking Frobenius norm and using triangular inequality,

1Py, (UY —UY)||p
T L
< ||Py+ (ConsErr}y) — ConsErr(g,))(Ry) IF3
) =L T y L
+||Py-, U, (R<g>) (R)) — RY)RY)) |r
||PU* ConsErr e
~(7)
Umln(Ug )
() -l r - My~
+Pu+ Uy II(RY) IRy — Rl ll(Rg))
~(7) T T
||PU* ConsErr e Py, U, ||||R(g/) R(g)HF
Omin( ﬁ;) ) Omin (R(gT) )Omin (R(;/) )
~ (1) T T
||PU* ConsErr e N P+, U, ||||R(g’) - R(g>HF
~(7) ~(7) (1)
(D) 7 0} Yol Ty
where [[(Ry)7!| = % Using known bounds for
1Py« U || < (1= 0.66,/52)57 ) < 5= from Eq. (35),
owin(U)) > 1 — 0.15¢,/k2 > 0.94 with ¢, = 0.4 from

Eq. (37), and ||Py«, ConsErr}’||p < €conD5end” Y from
Eq. (40), we obtain

1Py, (U — U5
on ") _ p
< FenDi | NBG —RJle ooy
0.94 0.942

For the bound of ||R(gf,) - T)|| F, wWe apply Proposition
6 (Eq. (6)) with R, = R, Ry = R o> Z, = U and
5 ~ (1) . )
Z,=U, . Using ||P6(T)|| = ||P

|| = 1 since col(U )



col(U 7Y and U is orthonormal,

IR~ RO < VIR ma(@ ) — T
Umax(Ug )
~ (7) ~ ()
o 1P ||||U  =Ugyllr
Omax g g
<V2|R)| i <€>) )
Omin Ug ) Umax(Ug )
~ () ~ ()
||PU(T)||||Ug’ - Ug HF
<V2|RY | ———5
Umin(Ug )
) ||ConsErr e
2\[Umax( )—A,(T) (by Eq. (41))
Umin(Ug

The upper bound of O’max(ﬁ;)) can be obtained by

S0 s () .
Tmax (U ) = ||U ~U" " +U || =|U" + ConsErry|
< ||U H + ||C0nsErrg)||F
< ||U - ngradU" || + || ConsErry|| p
<07 + n(|Ex? || + || ElgradU™]|) + [|ConsErr|| .

Set ¢, = 0.4 and assume that |[ConsErrl ||z < N and
601 < 292 Using parts 2) and 3) of Proposition 4 for

| Exr || and ||E[gradU ™| with €; = 0.1,

Oman(U]) < 14 n1.64n6" Vo, 2 + NCon
, 002 0.0lc,
sirl 64n0 " N K2
0. 01c77

<1+40. 0328077/5 - < 1+40.05¢,/k% < 1.1

where the first inequality used HU CoD) =1 and 0%, = 07X

and the third inequality used /r > 1. Combined with Eq. (39),

. : € Ill)Con
IR, — RY||r < 2v2(1.1) =5 —

0.94

Substituting the above into Eq. (42) yields

1P+, (U ~U)r

Con on
< copmd [ 22or0i | 2V2(LDDE
0.94 0.943

= €cond” V(2.2D5% + 3.8D") < €cond” VDI
where 2.2D$% +3.8D9" < \/r(145.5¢, L) =: DJ". This
completes the proof. ]

VIII. SIMULATIONS

Data and network settings. All simulations are implemented
in MATLAB using synthetic data. The communication net-
work G and the dataset { X, y,}7_; are randomly generated.
Although our theoretical analysis relies on sample-splitting,
it is not enforced in the simulations. The network is mod-
eled as an Erds-Rényi graph with L nodes and connection
probability p. To emulate the communication overheads, we
adopt a standard latency-bandwidth model in which the com-
munication time scales linearly with the message size and

the local node degree. Assuming a network bandwidth of
150 Mbps and a latency of 20ms, the communication time
per agreement round is approximated as tcomm = 20 X 1073 +

8dr-maxg, de
Ti’oﬁgg seconds. We used same agreement rounds for

initialization and GD steps, i.e., Teon = Tcoé1 init = Lcon,GD
The step size is set to n = g;‘é , where 67, is the largest

max

diagonal entry of R( For the evaluation, we report the
empirical average of the subspace distances SDQ(UY), U")
over 100 independent trials, plotted against either iteration
count or execution time. We compared the performance of our
Dif-AltGDmin algorithm with three baselines: (i) AltGDmin
[15], a centralized algorithm that aggregates gradients from all
L nodes in one communication step and then broadcasts the up-
dated U, (ii) Dec-AltGDmin [14], and (iii) a DGD-variation of

AltGDmin, defined as U< D QR(ng Dy EN,(G) U Y-

% fg ) For centralized method, the communication cost
scales linearly with total number of agents L rather than
maxg degg. Based on this setting, we conduct two sets of
experiments. Experiment 1, investigates the network-related
parameters (T.on, p, L). Experiment 2 examines the impact
of data dimensions (d, r, T).

Experiment 1. In this experiment, we studied the impact of
network and communication parameters — Ty, p, and L — on
convergence and communication efficiency. Unless otherwise
specified, the parameters are set to L = 300, d = 300,
T = 800, n = 50, and r = 4. As illustrated in Figs. la-lc,
the proposed Dif-AltGDmin converges to the same accuracy
level as AltGDmin. The Dif-AltGDmin attains the final error
level even for smaller values of T,.,, or p, whereas Dec-
AltGDmin stagnates above bounds that strongly depend on
these parameters. Specifically, its performance improves with
larger number of agreement rounds or denser connectivity,
yet remains significantly less accurate than that of AltGDmin
and Dif-AltGDmin. This results highlight the robustness of
Dif-AltGDmin to limited communication and weak network
connectivity as discussed in Remarks 1 and 4. The DGD-
variant fails to converge effectively, consistent with the obser-
vation reported in [14]. Fig. 1c shows that, although AltGDmin
requires fewer iterations than Dif-AltGDmin to converge, its
execution time increases significantly with network size due
to its linear communication cost in L. In contrast, the per-
node execution time of Dif-AltGDmin scales with local degree
deg,, making it more favorable for large networks. This result
demonstrates that Dif-AltGDmin outperforms the centralized
approach as network size increases and communication scales,
since the centralized server increasingly becomes a bottleneck
when interacting with many nodes.

Experiment 2. In this experiment, we investigate the impact
of problem parameter sizes on the convergence of the proposed
algorithm. The default setting is Tgp = 400, L = 20,
d =T = 600, r = 4 and n = 50. Recall that the
optimization variables are U € R%*" and b, € R", t €
[T]. As the problem dimension increases, the estimation and
communication process become more challenging. As can be
seen in Figs. 2a and 2b, increasing either d or r results in
an increase in both the number of iterations and the execution
time for all algorithms. Next, we examine the effect of varying

Tom)
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Fig. 1: Subspace distance vs. iteration count and execution time in seconds. In all plots, y-axis is SDQ(U({), U™). We compare
the performance of algorithms by under different communication settings — Tcon = Tcon,init = Lcon,GDs» P» and L. The default
setting is Teon = 5, Tgp = 200, L = 300, d = 300, T' = 800, r =4, n = 50, and p = 0.03, and we vary one parameter at a
time while fixing all other parameters at their default values.
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the number of tasks 7" in Fig. 2c. Increasing the number of
tasks leads to faster convergence in terms of both iterations
and execution time. With the per task sample size n fixed,
increasing the number of tasks 7" increases the total available
data, thereby enabling more effective collaboration. As a result,
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Fig. 2: Subspace distance vs. iteration count and execution time. In all plots, y-axis is SDQ(U(f), U™). We compare the impact of
problem parameter sizes— d, 7, and T'. The default setting is Tcon,gD = Tcon,init = 9, Tgp = 400, L = 20,d =T = 600,r = 4,
and n = 50, and we vary one parameter at a time while fixing all other parameters at their default values.
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the algorithms achieve accuracy level with fewer iterations.
Moreover, as discussed in Section IV-B, the execution time
depends on the degree of the node rather on 7T'. Consequently,

increasing the number of tasks does not increase the per-
iteration communication cost. In all cases, Dif-AltGDmin
achieves performance comparable to that of the centralized 2]
AltGDmin.

We proposed Dif-AltGDmin, a diffusion-based decentralized
multi-task representation learning algorithm that combines 4
local GD and minimization with efficient decentralized infor-
mation aggregation. We established convergence guarantees
and characterized the sample complexity of the proposed (5
method. Furthermore, we analyzed the time and communica-
tion cost and identified regimes in which the decentralized
approach outperforms centralized AltGDmin approach. We
conducted simulations by varying the problem dimensions

IX. CONCLUSION

§ % AltGDmin
Dif-AltGDmin
Dec-AltGDmin

O DGD-AltGDmin

100 200 300 400

Dif-AltGDmin
Dec-AltGDmin
[0 DGD-AltGDmin

500

40 60 80 100
Execution Time [s]

(c) T' = 400 and 800

REFERENCES

2 % AltGDmin
2 Dif-AltGDmin
m]

Dec-AltGDmin
DGD-AltGDmin

Dif-AlGDmin =
Dec-AGDmin

kg = A “"'0 8
100 200 300 400
Iteration Count
AltGDmin

and network parameters, and evaluated the performance of
the proposed approach against decentralized baselines and a
centralized method. Future work will focus on further reducing
communication overhead by integrating techniques such as
quantization, compression, and sporadic communication.

[1] A. Radford, J. Wu, R. Child, D. Luan, D. Amodei, I. Sutskever et al.,
“Language models are unsupervised multitask learners,” OpenAl blog,
vol. 1, no. 8, p. 9, 2019.
T. Brown, B. Mann, N. Ryder, M. Subbiah, J. D. Kaplan, P. Dhariwal,

A. Neelakantan, P. Shyam, G. Sastry, A. Askell et al., “Language models
are few-shot learners,” Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, vol. 33, pp. 1877-1901, 2020.

3

=

=

[6

=

J. Devlin, M.-W. Chang, K. Lee, and K. Toutanova, “Bert: Pre-
training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding,”
arXiv:1810.04805, 2018.
A. Radford, J. W. Kim, C. Hallacy, A. Ramesh, G. Goh, S. Agarwal,
G. Sastry, A. Askell, P. Mishkin, J. Clark et al., “Learning transferable
visual models from natural language supervision,” in International
Conference on Machine Learning, 2021, pp. 8748-8763.
S. S. Du, W. Hu, S. M. Kakade, J. D. Lee, and Q. Lei, “Few-shot learning
via learning the representation, provably,” in International Conference
on Learning Representations, 2021.

Y. Chen, K. Jamieson, and S. Du, “Active multi-task representation
learning,” in International Conference on Machine Learning, 2022, pp.
3271-3298.



[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

(11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

[30]

L. Collins, H. Hassani, A. Mokhtari, and S. Shakkottai, “Exploiting
shared representations for personalized federated learning,” in Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning, 2021, pp. 2089-2099.

K. K. Thekumparampil, P. Jain, P. Netrapalli, and S. Oh, “Statistically
and computationally efficient linear meta-representation learning,” Ad-
vances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 34, pp. 18487—
18500, 2021.

H. Sun, S. Lu, and M. Hong, “Improving the sample and communication
complexity for decentralized non-convex optimization: Joint gradient
estimation and tracking,” in International Conference on Machine Learn-
ing. PMLR, 2020, pp. 9217-9228.

H. Tang, X. Lian, M. Yan, C. Zhang, and J. Liu, “d?: Decentralized
training over decentralized data,” in International Conference on Ma-
chine Learning. PMLR, 2018, pp. 4848-4856.

K. Yuan, Q. Ling, and W. Yin, “On the convergence of decentralized
gradient descent,” SIAM Journal on Optimization, vol. 26, no. 3, pp.
1835-1854, 2016.

J. Chen and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion adaptation strategies for distributed
optimization and learning over networks,” IEEE Transactions on Signal
Processing, vol. 60, no. 8, pp. 4289-4305, 2012.

A. Nedic and A. Ozdaglar, “Distributed subgradient methods for multi-
agent optimization,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 54,
no. 1, pp. 48-61, 2009.

S. Moothedath and N. Vaswani, “Fast, decentralized communication-
efficient multi-task representation learning,” To appear in IEEE Trans-
actions on Control of Networked Systems, 2026.

S. Nayer and N. Vaswani, “Fast and sample-efficient federated low rank
matrix recovery from column-wise linear and quadratic projections,”
IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 69, no. 2, pp. 1177-
1202, 2022.

R. Caruana, “Multitask learning,” Machine learning, vol. 28, pp. 41-75,
1997.

J. Baxter, “A model of inductive bias learning,” Journal of Artificial
Intelligence Research, vol. 12, pp. 149-198, 2000.

N. Tripuraneni, C. Jin, and M. Jordan, “Provable meta-learning of linear
representations,” in International Conference on Machine Learning.
PMLR, 2021, pp. 10434-10443.

Z. Xu and A. Tewari, “Representation learning beyond linear prediction
functions,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 34,
pp. 4792-4804, 2021.

Y. Wang, Y. Chen, K. Jamieson, and S. S. Du, “Improved active multi-
task representation learning via lasso,” in International Conference on
Machine Learning, 2023, pp. 35548-35578.

X. Yao, Y. Zheng, X. Yang, and Z. Yang, “Nlp from scratch without
large-scale pretraining: A simple and efficient framework,” in Interna-
tional Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2022, pp. 25438
25451.

A. R. Zamir, A. Sax, W. Shen, L. J. Guibas, J. Malik, and S. Savarese,
“Taskonomy: Disentangling task transfer learning,” in Proceedings of the
IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2018,
pp. 3712-3722.

P. Knight and R. Duan, “Multi-task learning with summary statistics,
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 36, 2024.

N. Vaswani, “Efficient federated low rank matrix recovery via alternating
gd and minimization: A simple proof,” IEEE Transactions on Infomation
Theory, 2024.

R. S. Srinivasa, K. Lee, M. Junge, and J. Romberg, “Decentralized
sketching of low rank matrices,” in Conference on Neural Information
Processing Systems, 2019, pp. 10101-10110.

A. Nedi¢, A. Olshevsky, and M. G. Rabbat, “Network topology and
communication-computation tradeoffs in decentralized optimization,”
Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 106, no. 5, pp. 953-976, 2018.

M. Hong, D. Hajinezhad, and M.-M. Zhao, “Prox-PDA: The proximal
primal-dual algorithm for fast distributed nonconvex optimization and
learning over networks,” in International Conference on Machine Learn-
ing. PMLR, 2017, pp. 1529-1538.

G. Mancino-Ball, Y. Xu, and J. Chen, “A decentralized primal-dual
framework for non-convex smooth consensus optimization,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Signal Processing, vol. 71, pp. 525-538, 2023.

R. Xin, U. A. Khan, and S. Kar, “An improved convergence analysis
for decentralized online stochastic non-convex optimization,” [EEE
Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 69, pp. 1842-1858, 2021.

P. Di Lorenzo and G. Scutari, “Next: In-network nonconvex optimiza-
tion,” IEEE Transactions on Signal and Information Processing over
Networks, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 120-136, 2016.

>

[31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

(35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

”»

J. Zeng and W. Yin, “On nonconvex decentralized gradient descent,
IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 66, no. 11, pp. 2834-2848,
2018.

S. Moothedath and N. Vaswani, “Fully decentralized and federated low
rank compressive sensing,” in 2022 American Control Conference (ACC).
IEEE, 2022, pp. 1491-1496.

S. Moothedath and N. Vaswani, “Dec-AltprojGD: Fully-decentralized
alternating projected gradient descent for low rank column-wise com-
pressive sensing,” in Conference on Decision and Control, 2022.

S. Moothedath and N. Vaswani, “Comparing decentralized gradient
descent approaches and guarantees,” in IEEE International Conference
on Acoustics, Speech and Signal Processing (ICASSP), 2023, pp. 1-5.

S. Moothedath and N. Vaswani, “Decentralized low rank matrix recovery
from column-wise projections by alternating gd and minimization,”
in IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and Signal
Processing (ICASSP). 1EEE, 2024, pp. 12936-12940.

D. Kang and S. Moothedath, “Diffusion-based decentralized federated
multi-task representation learning,” Submitted to American Control Con-
ference (ACC), 2025.

E. J. Candes and B. Recht, “Exact low-rank matrix completion via con-
vex optimization,” in Allerton Conference on Communication, Control,
and Computing. 1EEE, 2008, pp. 806-812.

J. Lin and S. Moothedath, “Fast and sample-efficient relevance-based
multi-task representation learning,” IEEE Control Systems Letters, 2024.
J. Lin, S. Moothedath, and N. Vaswani, “Fast and sample efficient
multi-task representation learning in stochastic contextual bandits,” in
International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

A. Olshevsky and J. N. Tsitsiklis, “Convergence speed in distributed
consensus and averaging,” SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization,
vol. 48, no. 1, pp. 33-55, 2009.

R. Olfati-Saber and R. Murray, “Consensus problems in networks of
agents with switching topology and time-delays,” IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control, vol. 49, no. 9, pp. 1520-1533, 2004.

M. Hardt and E. Price, “The noisy power method: A meta algorithm
with applications,” Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
vol. 27, 2014.

G. Stewart, “On the perturbation of lu, cholesky, and qr factorizations,”
SIAM Journal on Matrix Analysis and Applications, vol. 14, no. 4, pp.
1141-1145, 1993.

J.-g. Sun, “On perturbation bounds for the QR factorization,” Linear
algebra and its applications, vol. 215, pp. 95-111, 1995.

Donghwa Kang received the B.S. de-
gree in Mechanical and Control Engineer-
ing from Handong Global University, Po-
hang, South Korea, in 2021, and the M.S.
degree in Mechanical Engineering from
Ulsan National Institute of Science and
Technology, Ulsan, South Korea, in 2023.
He is currently a Ph.D student in the
Department of Electrical and Computer

Engineering at Iowa State University, Ames, IA, USA. His
research interests include decentralized multi-task learning,
sparse signal processing, and reinforcement learning.

Shana Moothedath (Senior Member,
IEEE) received her Ph.D. degree in Elec-
trical Engineering from the Indian Insti-
tute of Technology Bombay (IITB) in
2018, and she was a postdoctoral scholar
in Electrical and Computer Engineering at
the University of Washington, Seattle till
2021. Currently, she is Harpole-Pentair

Assistant Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering
at Iowa State University. Her research focuses on distributed
decision-making, control and security of dynamical systems,
and signal processing. She received the NSF CAREER Award
in 2025, the Best Research Thesis Award at IITB in 2019, and
selected as a MIT-EECS Rising Star in 2019.



