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Beyond Centralization: Provable Communication
Efficient Decentralized Multi-Task Learning

Donghwa Kang, and Shana Moothedath, Senior Member, IEEE

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 yti = x⊤ti θ

⋆
t for t = 1, ...,T and i = 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 × T feature matrix Θ⋆ := [θ⋆1 , θ

⋆
2 , ..., θ

⋆
T] whose

rank(Θ⋆) = r ≪ min(d,T). We propose a new alternating
projected gradient descent and minimization algorithm with
ϵ-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 ϵ, 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

I. 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.
• 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.
• We establish theoretical guarantees and prove con-

vergence and sample complexity bounds of Dif-
AltGDmin algorithm. Our algorithm requires O(ndrT ·
log2(max(d, L, 1ϵ )) time in total, and per iteration
sample complexity of O(r2) per task, and O(dr ·
maxg degg · logLdr) communications at each iteration,
where maxg degg is the maximum node degree in the
network. The communication complexity is independent
of the final accuracy ϵ and the number of GD iterations
TGD, a significant improvement compared to the existing
approach, Dec-AltGDmin [14]. (See Table I).

• 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 Łojasiewicz
(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 minθ f(θ) =

1
L

∑L
g=1 fg(θ).

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 ϵ-accuracy guarantees required
a number of consensus iterations that scales with log(1/ϵ). 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.

II. 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 ℓ2-norm of x. For a matrix, ∥ · ∥F
and ∥ · ∥ denote the Frobenius norm and induced ℓ2 norm,
respectively. The transpose of a vector or matrix is denoted
by ⊤. For a tall matrix M , M † := (M⊤M)−1M⊤ is a
pseudo-inverse of M , and PM := M(M⊤M)−1M⊤ 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 PU = UU⊤

and PU⊥ := I − UU⊤. Given two orthonormal matrices
U1, U2 ∈ Rd×r, the subspace distance is SD2(U1,U2) :=
∥(I−U1U

⊤
1 )U2∥. 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 T tasks, where each task t ∈ [T ]
is associated with a distribution µt over the joint space X ×Y .
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TABLE I: Complexity comparison of existing works versus ours. The parameters κ and µ are treated as numerical constants, and
maxg degg denotes the maximum node degree. All methods requires n ⩾ max(log T, log d, r) and nT ≳ (d+T )r(r+log 1

ϵcon
).

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

Time Complexity Communication Complexity
Initialization GD per iteration, per node

AltGDmin (centralized) [15] nTdr · log d nTdr log 1
ϵ

dr · L

Dec-AltGDmin [14] nTdr · log d · log(max(L, d, 1
ϵ
)) nTdr · log 1

ϵ
· logmax(L, 1

ϵ
) dr · (maxg degg)

Dif-AltGDmin (proposed) nTdr · log d · log(max(L, d)) nTdr · log 1
ϵ
· log(max(L, r)) dr · (maxg degg)

Here, X ⊆ Rd and Y ⊆ R denote the input and output space.
For each task t ∈ [T ], we have n number of i.i.d. samples
{xti, yti}ni=1 drawn from µt. Each task follows a linear model

yti = x⊤tiθ
⋆
t , t = 1, ..., T, i = 1, ..., n,

where θ⋆
t ∈ Rd is the unknown feature vector. Stacking the n

data samples yields the compact form

yt = Xtθ
⋆
t , 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 θ⋆

t is assumed to lie in a
common r-dimensional subspace of Rd with r ≪ min{d, T},
i.e., the feature matrix Θ⋆ = [θ⋆

1,θ
⋆
2, · · · ,θ

⋆
T ] ∈ Rd×T has

rank r. Let Θ⋆ SVD
= U⋆Σ⋆V ⋆⊤ be the reduced singular value

decomposition of Θ⋆, where U⋆ ∈ Rd×r, V ⋆ ∈ Rr×T have
orthonormal columns and Σ⋆ ∈ Rr×r is diagonal with positive
singular values on its diagonal. Define B⋆ := Σ⋆V ⋆⊤ =
[b⋆1, ..., b

⋆
T ] so that θ⋆

t = U⋆b⋆t , for t ∈ [T ]. We denote
the maximum and minimum singular values of Σ⋆ by σ⋆

max
and σ⋆

min, and the condition number as κ := σ⋆
max/σ

⋆
min. 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 Θ⋆ using as few samples n as possible.
Decentralized Setting. The T tasks are distributed across
L nodes. Node g holds tasks indexed by Sg ⊂ [T ], with
S1, ...,SL partitions [T ], i.e., ∪Lg=1Sg = [T ] and Sg ∩ Sj = ∅
if g ̸= j, g, j ∈ [L]. The network topology is modeled by
an undirected connected graph G = (V, E), where V = [L]
and E ⊆ V × V denotes the set of edges. Each node can
only exchange information with its neighbors Ng(G) := {j :
(g, j) ∈ E}. 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 Sg , i.e., Θ⋆

g := [θ⋆
t , t ∈ Sg].

Learning Objective. The loss function for the tth task is

ft(U , bt) := E(xti,yti)∼µt

[
(yti − x⊤tiUbt)

2
]
.

The decentralized MTRL (Dec-MTRL) is formulated as

min
U∈Rd×r

B∈Rr×T

f(U ,B) :=

L∑
g=1

∑
t∈Sg

∥yt −XtUbt∥2, (1)

where the shared representation U ∈ Rd×r is an orthonor-
mal matrix whose columns span U⋆ and the task-specific
coefficients B = [b1, . . . , bT ] ∈ Rr×T . This factorization
exploits the low-rank structure of Θ⋆, reducing computational
complexity by learning only dr + Tr parameters instead of
dT , which is a substantial saving since r ≪ min{d, T}.

Assumptions. Since no yt is a function of the whole matrix
Θ⋆, recovering Θ⋆ 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 ], ∥bt∥2 ⩽ µ2 r
T σ

⋆
max

2, where µ >
1. The same bound holds for each x⋆

t since ∥x⋆
t ∥2 = ∥b⋆t ∥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 Xt 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⋆Q⊤,QB⋆),
where Q ∈ Rr×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, bt
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
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Algorithm 1 Agreement Algorithm (AGREE)

1: Input: Z (in)
g , ∀g ∈ [L], Tcon, G

2: Initialize Z (0)
g ← Z (in)

g

3: for τ = 0 to Tcon − 1, for each g ∈ [L] do
4: Z (τ + 1)

g ← Z (τ)
g +

∑
j∈Ng(G) W gj

(
Z (τ)

j −Z (τ)
g

)
5: end for
6: Output: Z (out)

g ← Z (Tcon)
g

a subset Sg ⊆ [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 fg(Ug,Bg) =

∑
t∈Sg
∥yt −

XtUgbt∥2, from which it can compute local gradient
∇Ufg(Ug,Bg). The update of Ug requires collaboration
with neighboring nodes, and Bg is subsequently updated
conditioned on Ug . 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.,
∥Ug −Ug′∥F = 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.

III. A NEW 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 ∈ RL×L

be a doubly stochastic weight matrix, and define the connec-
tivity γ(W ) := max(|λ2(W )|, |λL(W )|). Under standard
connectivity assumptions, it holds that limk→∞ W k → 1

L11
⊤,

Algorithm 2 Modified Decentralized Spectral Initialization

1: Input: {Xt,yt}t∈Sg
, G, κ, µ, n, T, Tpm, Tcon,init

2: Let yt ≡ y(00)
t , Xt ≡X (00)

t

3: α(in)
g ← 9κ2µ2 L

nT

∑
t∈Sg

∑n
i=1 y

2
ti

4: αg ← AGREEg(α
(in)

g′ , g′ ∈ [L], G, Tcon,init)
5: Let yt ≡ y(0)

t , Xt ≡X (0)
t

6: yt,trnc := yt ◦ 1{y2
ti⩽αg}

7: Θ(0)
g =

[
1
nXt

⊤yt,trnc, t ∈ Sg
]

8: Generate Ũ
(in)

g with i.i.d. standard Gaussian entries (same
seed for all g)

9: Ũ
(in)

g
QR
= U (0)

g R(0)
g , so U (0)

g = Ũ
(in)

g (R(0)
g )−1

10: for τ = 1 to Tpm, each g ∈ [L] do
11: Ũ

(in)

g ← Θ(0)
g Θ(0)

g

⊤
U (τ − 1)

g

12: Ũ
(τ)

g ← AGREEg(Ũ
(in)

g′ , G, Tcon,init)
13: Ũ

(τ)

g
QR
= U (τ)

g R(τ)
g , and get U (τ)

g

14: U (τ)

g=1 = U (τ)

g=1, U (τ)
g = 0 for g ̸= 1

15: for τcon = 1 to ecc(1), each g ∈ [L] do
16: If U (τ)

g ̸= 0: Send U (τ)
g to j ∈ Ng(G)

17: If received U (τ)

j ̸= 0: U (τ)
g ← U (τ)

j

18: end for
19: end for
20: Output: U (Tpm)

g

where γ(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
L

∑L
g=1 z

(in)
g be the true average of the initial values

z(in)
g across L nodes. For any ϵcon < 1, if the graph is connected

and if Tcon ⩾ 1
log(1/γ(W )) log(L/ϵcon), then the outputs after

Tcon iterations satisfy
maxg |z(out)

g − ztrue| ⩽ ϵcon maxg |z(in)
g − ztrue|. □

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

γ(W ) ⩽ exp

(
−C log(L/ϵcon)

Tcon

)
. (2)

This inequality highlights the trade-off between accuracy
and communication: achieving higher accuracy necessitates
stronger network connectivity, i.e., smaller γ(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 U (0)

g close
enough to U⋆ while maintaining inter-node consistency, i.e.,
keeping ∥U (0)

g −U
(0)

g′ ∥F small. In particular, for inter-node con-
sistency, the algorithm uses agreement protocol after line 14
to propagate U (0)

1 to all nodes. Our approach replaces this step
(lines 1518) with a direct broadcast of node 1s exact estimate.
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This modification guarantees δ(0)-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 δ(0). If Tcon,init ⩾ maxC 1

log 1/γ(W ) (logL +

log d + log κ + log(1/δ(0))), Tpm ⩾ Cκ2 log(d/δ(0)), and
nT ≳ κ4µ2(d+ T ) r

δ(0)
2 , then w.p. at least 1− 1/d,

1) maxg ̸=g′ ∥U (Tpm)
g −U

(Tpm)

g′ ∥F = 0

2) maxg ̸=g′ ∥PU⋆⊥(U (Tpm)
g −U

(Tpm)

g′ )∥F = 0.
3) SD2(U

(Tpm)
g ,U⋆) ⩽ δ(0).

Proof: Broadcasting in lines 15-18 ensures U (τ)
g = U (τ)

1

for all g ∈ [L] and τ ∈ [Tpm]. Thus, ∥U (τ)
g −U (τ)

1 ∥F = 0 for
all τ = 1, . . . , Tpm 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 τ . For all τ ∈ [Tpm], we have

SD2(U
(τ)
g ,U

⋆) ⩽ SD2(U
(τ)
g ,U

(τ)

1 ) + SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,U
⋆)

⩽ ∥U (τ)
g −U (τ)

1 ∥F + SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,U
⋆).

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

SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,U
⋆) ⩽ SD2(U true,U

⋆) + SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,U true).

For the bound of SD2(U true,U
⋆), refer to Lemma 6.2 of

[14], which guarantees SD2(U true,U
⋆) ⩽ 0.5δ(0) w.h.p if

nT ≳ κ4µ2(d + T )r/δ̃20 for some δ̃20 < 0.1. To bound
SD2(U

(τ)

1 ,U true), we use noisy power method (Proposition 6.3
[14]), which requires

∥G(τ)

1 ∥ < min
(
0.5δ(0), 1

d1/c1
√
r

)
0.8σ⋆

min
2.

where G(τ)

1 := Ũ
(τ)

1 − (Θ0)(Θ0)
⊤U (τ − 1)

1 . We show that this
bound relies on ϵcon and obtain the achievable bound for
∥G(τ)

1 ∥F to derive required Tcon,init to satisfy this required
bound. By adding and subtracting

∑
g(Θ0)g(Θ0)g

⊤
U (τ − 1)

g ,
we decompose G(τ)

1 = ConsErr(τ)1 +UconsErr(τ)1 , where

ConsErr(τ)1 := Ũ
(τ)

1 −
∑
g

(Θ0)g(Θ0)g
⊤
U (τ − 1)

g

UconsErr(τ)1 :=
∑
g

(Θ0)g(Θ0)g
⊤
(U (τ − 1)

g −U (τ − 1)

1 ).

Part 1) yields ∥UconsErr(τ)1 ∥F = 0. To bound ConsErr(τ)1 , we
follow Section VI. B of [14], which gives ∥ConsErr(τ)1 ∥F ⩽
1.1L
√
rϵconσ

⋆
max

2 if Tcon,init ⩾ C 1
log(1/γ(W )) log(

L
ϵcon

) and
nT ≳ κ2µ2(d+T )r. Hence, the bound for noisy PM holds if

ϵcon = 0.8min
(

δ(0)

2κ2L
√
r
, 1
κ2dL

)
,

meaning that we need to set

Tcon,init = C
logL+ log d+ log κ+ log(1/δ(0))

log(1/γ(W ))
.

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

1: Input: Xt, yt, t ∈ Sg, g ∈ [L], G
2: Output: U (TGD)

g , B(TGD)
g , Θ(TGD)

g = U (TGD)
g B(TGD)

g

3: Parameters: η, Tcon,GD, TGD

4: Sample-split: Partition Xt, yt into 2TGD+2 disjoint sets
X (ℓ)

τ , y(ℓ)
t , ℓ = 00, 0, 1, . . . , 2TGD

5: Initialization: Run Algorithm 2 to get U (0)
g ← U (Tpm)

g

6: for τ = 1 to TGD, for each g ∈ [L] do
7: Let yt ≡ y(τ)

t , Xt ≡X (τ)
τ

8: b(τ)
t ← (XtU

(τ − 1)
g )†yt ∀t ∈ Sg

9: θ(τ)
t ← U (τ − 1)

g b(τ)
t ∀t ∈ Sg

10: Let yt ≡ y(τ + TGD)
t , Xt ≡X (τ + TGD)

τ

11: ∇f (τ)
g ←

∑
t∈Sg

Xt
⊤(XtU

(τ − 1)
g b(τ)

t − yt)b
(τ)
t

⊤

12: Local update: Ŭ
(τ)

g ← U (τ − 1)
g − ηL∇f (τ)

g

13: Diffusion: Ũ
(τ)

g ← AGREEg(Ŭ
(τ)

g , G, Tcon,GD)

14: Projection: Ũ
(τ)

g
QR
= U (τ)

g R(τ)
g and U (τ)

g ← Ũ
(τ)

g R(τ)
g

−1

15: end for
16: Output: U (TGD)

g , B(TGD)
g =

[
b(TGD)
t , t ∈ [T ]

]
, Θ(TGD)

g =

U (TGD)
g B(TGD)

g

For Tpm expression, see Section VI. C of [14], which gives
Tpm ⩾ Cκ2 log( d

δ(0)
). 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 Bg , (ii) diffusion-
based projected gradient descent for Ug .

Step 1. B update: Consider the g-th node at iteration τ .
Given the most recent estimate U (τ − 1)

g , the node computes
B(τ)

g = argminBg
fg(U

(τ − 1)
g ,Bg). This minimization decou-

ples to a set of column-wise least square problems:

b(τ)
t = (XtU

(τ − 1)
g )†yt, ∀t ∈ Sg,

and collecting the columns yields B(τ)
g = [b(τ)

t , t ∈ Sg].
Step 2. U update: Once node g obtains B(τ)

g , it performs a
projected gradient descent step to update U (τ)

g . Specifically, the
local gradient is computed as ∇f (τ)

g := ∇Ufg(U
(τ − 1)
g ,B(τ)

g )
and a local update step is carried out as

Ŭ
(τ)

g ← U (τ − 1)
g − ηL∇f (τ)

g . (3)

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

Û
(τ)

:=
1

L

L∑
g=1

(
U (τ − 1)

g − ηL∇f (τ)
g

)
= Ū

(τ − 1) − ηgradU(τ),

where Ū
(τ)

:= 1
L

∑L
g=1 U

(τ)
g denotes the true average and

gradU(τ) :=
∑L

g=1∇f
(τ)
g is the aggregated gradient. Note that

Û
(τ)

is not available to local nodes. In the decentralized setting,
each node exchanges the local estimate Ŭ

(τ)

g with neighbor-
ing nodes and applies the agreement protocol, producing an
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averaged update Ũ
(τ)

g . This asymptotically approximates the

centralized update Û
(τ)

. Finally, each node performs a local
QR decomposition Ũ

(τ)

g
QR
= U (τ)

g R(τ)
g and sets the projected

update as U (τ)
g = Ũ

(τ)

g (R(τ)
g )−1. Note that only Ũ

(τ)

g is
exchanged among nodes, while task-specific parameter b(τ)

t

remain local (federation). Overall, the proposed decentralized
update rule approximates the centralized gradient descent
step U (τ + 1) = U (τ) − η∇U (f(U

(τ),B(τ))) 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 θ⋆

t 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 (TGD)

g and Θ(TGD)
g for all g ∈ [L] of Algorithm

3 initialized with Algorithm 2. Pick ϵ < 1 and let η =
0.4/nσ⋆

max
2. Assume that

a) Tpm = Cκ2(log d+ log κ) and
Tcon,init = C 1

log(1/γ(W )) (logL+ log d+ log r + log κ);
b) TGD = Cκ2 log(1/ϵ) and

Tcon,GD = C 1
log(1/γ(W )) (logL+ log r + log κ);

c) nT ⩾ Cκ6µ2(d+ T )r(κ2r + log(1/ϵ)).
Then, with probability at least 1− 1/d,

1) The task parameters for all t ∈ Sg and g ∈ [L], are
recovered up to an ϵ-error, i.e.,

∥θ(TGD)
t − θ⋆

t ∥ ⩽ 1.4ϵ∥θ⋆
t ∥;

2) The subspace distance, for all g ∈ [L], satisfies
SD2(U

(TGD)
g ,U⋆) ⩽ ϵ. □

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

τtime = (Tcon,init · Tpm)ϖinit + (Tcon,GD · TGD)ϖgd (4)

where ϖinit and ϖgd 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 · |Sg| + nr2 · |Sg|); b(τ)

t =
(XtU

(τ − 1)
g )†yt requires ndr · |Sg| for computing XtU

(τ − 1)
g

and nr2 · |Sg| for least-square, (ii) the gradient evaluation with
cost O(ndr · |Sg|); ∇f (τ)

g =
∑

t∈Sg
Xt

⊤(XtU
(τ − 1)
g b(τ)

t −
yt)b

(τ)
t

⊤
, and QR factorization with cost O(dr2) per node.

Since
∑L

g=1 |Sg| = T , the aggregated computational cost
over all L nodes for Dif-AltGDmin step is ϖgd = O(ndrT ).

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

τtime = (Tcon,init · Tpm)ϖinit︸ ︷︷ ︸
τinit

+(Tcon,GD · TGD)ϖgd︸ ︷︷ ︸
τgd

≈ Cκ2max(log2 d, log2 κ, log2 L, log2(1/ϵ))

log(1/γ(W ))
· ndrT.

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

τinit ≈
Cκ2 log d ·max(log d, log κ, logL)

log(1/γ(W ))
ndrT

τgd ≈
Cκ2 log( 1ϵ ) ·max(logL, log r, log κ)

log(1/γ(W ))
ndrT.

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

τ∗init ≈
Cκ4 log d ·max(log d, log κ, logL, log( 1ϵ ))

log(1/γ(W ))
ndrT

τ∗gd ≈
Cκ4 log( 1ϵ ) ·max(log( 1ϵ ), logL, log κ)

log(1/γ(W ))
ndrT.

Hence, our algorithm achieves:
1) Improved scaling in κ: both complexities involve κ2

rather than κ4.
2) Less dependence on log(1/ϵ): we avoid log(1/ϵ) in τinit

and reduce log2(1/ϵ) to log(1/ϵ) in τgd. This is because
our Tcon,GD does not depend on log(1/ϵ), which is a
significant improvement over the approach in [14].

3) Less dependence on d: τgd does not involve log d 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.,
τgd ≈ Cκ2 log(1/ϵ)·max(logL,log r,log κ)

log(1/γ(W )) · ndrmaxg |Sg|.
Communication complexity. At each communication round,
each node exchanges a d× r matrix with its neighbors. Since
node g has degree degg , the per-round communication cost
is O(dr ·maxg degg ·L). Over all rounds of initialization and
Dif-AltGDmin, the total communication complexity is roughly

τcomm = (Tcon,initTpm + Tcon,GDTGD) ·
(
drL(max

g
degg)

)
≈ drL(max

g
degg)

Cκ2 max(log2 d, log2 κ, log2 L, log2( 1ϵ ))

log(1/γ(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(r2) 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 θt should be
recovered via θt = Xt

†yt. 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(r2) as in our earlier work [14] for achiev-
ing a target accuracy ϵ. In contrast, our communication re-
quirement is significantly lower: [14] requires Tcon,init =
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C 1
log 1/γ(W ) (logL+ log TGD + log(1/ϵ) + log d+ log κ) and

Tcon,GD = C 1
log 1/γ(W ) (logL+ log TGD + log(1/ϵ) + log κ).

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
U (τ)

g and local gradients ∇f (τ)
g , for g ∈ [L]. Define the true

average Ū
(τ) and the aggregated gradient gradU(τ) as

Ū
(τ)

:=
1

L

L∑
g=1

U (τ)
g and gradU(τ) :=

L∑
g=1

∇f (τ)
g .

Based on this, we define the true average Û
(τ)

that the
AGREE algorithm aims to approximate and the consensus error
between the true average and the actual output Ũ

(τ)

g

Û
(τ)

:=
1

L

L∑
g=1

(U (τ − 1)
g − ηL∇f (τ)

g ) = Ū
(τ − 1) − ηgradU(τ),

ConsErr(τ)g := Ũ
(τ)

g − Û
(τ)
.

The inter-node consensus error, i.e., U estimation error be-
tween nodes g and g′, is defined as

UconsErr(τ)g, g′ := U (τ)
g −U (τ)

g′ .

and define PU⋆⊥ := I−U⋆U⋆⊤. We also define the deviation
of the aggregated gradient from its expected value

Err(τ) := E[gradU(τ)]− gradU(τ).

Similarly, we define Err(τ)g := E[∇f (τ)
g ]−∇f (τ)

g .
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], SD2(U
(τ − 1)
g ,U⋆) ⩽ δ(τ − 1), where

δ(τ − 1) ⩾ 0. If n ⩾ max(log T, log d, r), then, with probability
at least 1− exp(log T + r − cn),

1) ∥b(τ)
t ∥ ⩽ 1.1∥b⋆t ∥

2) ∥θ(τ)
t − θ⋆

t ∥ ⩽ 1.4δ(τ − 1)∥b⋆t ∥
3) ∥Θ(τ) −Θ⋆∥F ⩽ 1.4

√
rδ(τ − 1)σ⋆

max.
If δ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.02/

√
rκ2 and maxg ̸=g′ ∥U (τ − 1)

g − U (τ − 1)

g′ ∥F ⩽
ρ(τ − 1) with ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ c/

√
rκ2, then the above implies that

a) σmin(B
(τ)) ⩾ 0.9σ⋆

min
b) σmax(B

(τ)) ⩽ 1.1σ⋆
max. □

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], SD2(U

(τ − 1)
g ,U⋆) ⩽ δ(τ − 1)

and ∥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥F ⩽ ρ(τ − 1). Also, nT ⩾ Cκ4µ2dr and
n ⩾ max(log T, log d, r). Then, the following hold:

1) E[gradU(τ)] = n(Θ(τ) −Θ⋆)B(τ)⊤

2) ∥E[gradU(τ)]∥ ⩽ 1.54nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆
max

2

3) If δ(τ − 1) < c/
√
rκ2 and ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ c/

√
rκ2, then

with probability at least 1− exp
(
C(d+ r)− c ϵ21nT

κ4µ2r

)
−

exp(log T + r − cn),

∥Err(τ)∥ ⩽ ϵ1δ
(τ − 1)nσ⋆

min
2.

4) E[
∑

g′ ̸=g∇f
(τ)

g′ ] = n(Θ(τ)

\g −Θ⋆
\g)B

(τ)

\g
⊤

5) ∥E[
∑

g′ ̸=g∇f
(τ)

g′ ]∥ ⩽ 1.54nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆
max

2

6) Under the same condition and with the same probability
of part 3),
∥Err(τ)g ∥ ⩽ ϵ1δ

(τ − 1)nσ⋆
min

2. □
For the consensus error analysis, we use the following result

from [14], which is a matrix version of Proposition 1.
Proposition 5: (Lemma 5.4 [14]) If Tcon,GD ⩾

C
log(1/γ(W )) log(L/ϵcon), then

∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ ϵcon∥InpErr(τ)g ∥F ,

where InpErr(τ)g := Ŭ
(τ)

g − Û
(τ)

is the gap between the input
of node g to AGREE and the true average. □

We perform QR decomposition to obtain U (τ)
g from Ũ

(τ)

g .
The following result is used to analyze the effect of this
projection step.

Proposition 6: (Perturbed QR decomposition [43], [44])
Let Z̃1

QR
= Z1R1 and Z̃2

QR
= Z2R2. Then,

∥Z2 −Z1∥F ⩽
√
2
∥Z̃2 − Z̃1∥F
σmin(Z̃1)

and (5)

∥R2 −R1∥F
∥R1∥

⩽
√
2
∥R1∥
∥R−1

1 ∥
∥P Z̃1

(Z̃1 − Z̃2)∥F
∥Z̃1∥

, (6)

where P Z̃1
= Z̃1(Z̃

⊤
1 Z̃1)

−1Z̃
⊤
1 . □

VI. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem 1. Recall
that Theorem 1 guarantees ϵ-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 τ = TGD, i.e., SD2(U

(TGD)
g ,U⋆) ⩽ δ(TGD). If

δ(TGD) ⩽ ϵ and (7)
n ≳ max (log d, log T, r) ,

then part 1) of Theorem 1 directly follows by part 2) of
Proposition 3 since ∥θ⋆

t ∥2 = ∥b⋆t ∥2.
Step 2. Subspace distance decay: We prove that the sub-

space distance decays up to ϵ, by establishing the relation of
subspace distance at time τ with respect to τ − 1. In this and
the following steps, we assume that for all g ∈ [L],

• SD2(U
(τ − 1)
g ,U⋆)) ⩽ δ(τ − 1)

• maxg,g′ ∥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥F ⩽ ρ(τ − 1)

• maxg,g′ ∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥F ⩽ ψ(τ − 1).
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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 η = cη/nσ
⋆
max

2. Consider the τ -th instance
of Algorithm 3. If

δ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.02√
rκ2

(8)

ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1√
rκ2

=: NUcon (9)

ψ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1

1.21κ2
δ(τ − 1) =: NUcon

proj δ
(τ − 1) (10)

∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥ ⩽ 0.01
cη
κ2

=: NCon (11)

∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥ ⩽ 0.01
cη
κ2
δ(τ − 1) =: NCon

projδ
(τ − 1), (12)

nT ⩾ Cκ4µ2dr and n ≳ max(log T, log d, r), (13)

then, w.h.p, for all g ∈ [L],

SD2(U
(τ)
g ,U

⋆) ⩽ (1− 0.3cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1) =: δ(τ). (14)

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

Ũ
(τ)

g
QR
= U (τ)

g R(τ)
g .

Since U (τ)
g = Ũ

(τ)

g (R(τ)
g )−1 and since ∥(R(τ)

g )−1∥ =

1/σmin(R
(τ)
g ) = 1/σmin(Ũ

(τ)

g ), we obtain the SD bound as

SD2(U
(τ)
g ,U

⋆) = ∥PU⋆⊥U (τ)
g ∥ ⩽

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )
. (15)

The numerator can be upper bounded by

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥ ⩽ ∥I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤∥δ(τ − 1) + ψ(τ − 1) · ∥B(τ)∥2

+ η∥Err(τ)∥+ ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥. (16)

Also, we derive the lower bound for the denominator as

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g ) ⩾ 1− ρ(τ − 1) − η∥Err(τ)∥
− η∥E[gradU(τ)]∥ − ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F . (17)

We use Proposition 3 to obtain bounds of ∥I− ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤∥
and ∥B(τ)∥2, and Proposition 4 to obtain the bounds of
∥Err(τ)∥ and ∥E[gradU(τ)]∥. Note that using these propositions
requires subspace estimates to satisfy Eqs. (8) and (9) and
samples at least as many as stated in Eq. (13). The results are
probabilistic. Given that the conditions in Eqs. (9)-(12) hold,
plugging the bounds in Eqs. (16) and (17) for Eq. (15) yields

∥PU⋆⊥U (τ)
g ∥ ⩽

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )

⩽ (1− 0.6cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1)

1− 0.15cη/κ2

⩽ (1− 0.6cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1)(1 + 0.3cη/κ

2)

⩽ (1− 0.3cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1) =: δ(τ)

where we use (1− x)−1 ⩽ (1 + 2x) for |x| ⩽ 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 Eqs. (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
Tcon,GD and the consensus error ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥, and its projec-
tion ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥. The proof is in Section VII-B.

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

Tcon,GD ⩾ C
1

log(1/γ(W ))
log(L/ϵcon),

then, w.h.p, we have the following bounds of consensus errors
and their projections onto complement of U⋆.

∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F⩽ ϵconD
Con and (18)

∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F⩽ ϵconD
Con
projδ

(τ − 1), (19)

for all g ∈ [L], where DCon :=
√
r
0.1cη+0.034cηL

κ2 and
DCon

proj :=
√
r( 0.1

1.21κ2 + 1.4cηL). □
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 Eqs. (8)-(11) and Eq. (13) holds. If

Tcon,GD ⩾ C
1

log(1/γ(W ))
log(L/ϵcon),

then, w.h.p, we have the following bounds of inter-node
consensus errors and their projections onto complement of U⋆.

∥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F⩽ ϵconD
Ucon =: ρ(τ) and (20)

∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F ⩽ ϵconD
Ucon
proj δ

(τ − 1) =: ψ(τ) (21)

for all g, g′ ∈ [L], where DUcon :=
√
r
0.31cη+0.11cηL

κ2 and
DUcon

proj =
√
r( 0.31

1.21κ2 + 0.4
cη
κ2 + 3.3cηL) . □

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

(τ)

g , producing close enough averaged update Ũ
(τ)

g 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

ρ(τ) = 1.7(ρ(τ − 1) + 2η∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ), (22)

where ρ(τ) := maxg,g′ ∥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F and ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽
ϵconϵ1nσ

⋆
min

2. Observe that only the second term is propor-
tional to ϵcon, 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.
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Step 3.2. Iteration complexities at Dif-AltGDmin step:
Suppose the conditions Eqs. (8)-(13) are satisfied for all
τ = 1, ..., TGD. Given δ(0), Lemma 1 guarantees that repeating
TGD rounds of Dif-AltGDmin gives

δ(TGD) =
(
1− 0.3

cη
κ2
)TGD

δ(0).

Based on this, we obtain the expression for TGD that ensures
δ(TGD) ⩽ ϵ (Eq. (7)). Taking logarithms and rearranging
expression for TGD, we obtain

log δ(TGD) = TGD log
(
1− 0.3

cη
κ2

)
+ log δ(0) ⩽ log ϵ,

=⇒ TGD ⩾ − log(δ(0)/ϵ)

log
(
1− 0.3cη/κ2

) .
If δ(0) ⩽ c√

rκ2 , we can obtain the bound

TGD ⩾ C
κ2

cη
log(1/ϵ)

by using the inequality − log(1−x) =
∫ x

0
1

1−tdt ⩽
x

1−x ⩽ 2x

for 0 ⩽ x ⩽ 1
2 , and absorbing log δ(0) ⩽ log( c√

rκ2 ) ≪
log(1/ϵ) into a constant C. This establishes the required
number of Dif-AltGDmin steps TGD to guarantee Eq. (7).

Next, we obtain the number of consensus iterations Tcon,GD.
Previous steps state that our analysis remains valid if the
conditions Eqs. (9)-(12) hold at each τ = 1, ..., TGD. (Also,
Eq. (8) should hold.) From Step 3.1, we know that (inter-
node) consensus errors and their projections are bounded as
in Eqs. (18)-(21), if the conditions in Eqs. (9)-(12) hold.
From Eqs. (11) and (18), if we set ϵcon ⩽ NCon

DCon in round
τ , then Eq. (11) holds in round τ . Similarly, from Eqs. (12)
and (19), if we set ϵcon ⩽ NCon

proj

DCon
proj

in round τ , then Eq. (12)
holds in round τ . Further, from Eqs. (9) and (20), if we
set ϵcon ⩽ NUcon

DUcon in round τ , then Eq. (9) holds in round
τ + 1. Similarly, from Eqs. (10), (21), and using (14), if we
set ϵcon ⩽ NUcon

proj

DUcon
proj

(1− 0.3
cη
κ2 ) in round τ , then Eq. (10) holds

in round τ + 1. Since these must hold simultaneously, we
deduce that the consensus accuracy ϵcon should satisfy

ϵcon ⩽ min

(
NCon

DCon
,
NCon

proj

DCon
proj

,
NUcon

DUcon
,
NUcon

proj (1− 0.3
cη
κ2 )

DUcon
proj

)
. (23)

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

Tcon,GD ⩾ C
1

log(1/γ(W ))
log(L/ϵcon)

= C
1

log(1/γ(W ))
(logL+ log(1/ϵcon)) (24)

consensus iterations. Rewriting Eq. (23) as

log

(
1

ϵcon

)
⩾ logmax

(
DCon

NCon
,
DCon

proj

NCon
proj

,
DUcon

NUcon
,

DUcon
proj

NUcon
proj (1− 0.3

cη
κ2 )

)
and by substituting the explicit expressions of these constants,
we require log(1/ϵcon) to be greater than all of the following

• log(D
Con

NCon ) ⩾ log(
√
r(0.1cη/κ

2+0.034cηL/κ2)
0.01cη

κ2

);

• log(
DCon

proj

NCon
proj

) ⩾ log(
√
r(0.1/1.21κ2+1.4cηL)

0.01cη

κ2

);

• log(D
Ucon

NUcon ) ⩾ log(
√
r(0.31cη/κ

2+5.1cηL
√
r·0.02/

√
rκ2

0.1cη/κ2 );

• log

(
DUcon

proj

NUcon
proj (1−0.3

cη

κ2 )

)
⩾ log

(√
r( 0.31

1.21κ2 +0.4
cη

κ2 +3.3cηL)
0.1

1.21κ2 (1−0.3cη/κ2)

)
.

Thus, we require

log(1/ϵcon) ≳ logL+ log r + log κ. (25)

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

Tcon,GD ⩾ C
1

log(1/γ(W ))
(logL+ log r + log κ). (26)

Note that setting Tcon,GD in round τ guarantees Eqs. (9), (10)
hold in τ + 1. To ensure these conditions hold for all rounds,
especially at τ = 1, we require proper initialization of δ(0), ρ(0)

and ψ(0). This initialization is achieved by choosing Tpm and
Tcon,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 the order of C 1

log(1/γ(W )) (logL+

TGD + log(1/ϵ)) communication rounds per iteration, our
method only requires the communication rounds given in
Eq. (26), where log r, log κ, logL are significantly smaller
than TGD or log(1/ϵ). This improvement is achieved by in-
corporating projected consensus errors ∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F
and ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥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 δ(τ − 1) (see Eqs. (10)
and (21), and Eqs. (12) and (19)). Hence, the dependency
of ϵcon on δ(τ − 1) is eliminated, as shown in Eq. (23). In
contrast, [14] obtains bound for ∥PU⋆⊥Ũ

(τ)

g ∥ based on un-
projected (inter-node) consensus errors ∥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥ and
∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥, both required to scale with δ(τ − 1) (see Eq. (6)
of [14] and below). However, as noted in Remark 2 and
Eq. (22), ρ(τ) only accumulates and ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F does not
scale with δ(τ − 1). Since achieving ϵ-accurate recovery requires
these quantities to remain below ϵ even after TGD gradient
steps, this requires us to choose ρ(0) and ϵcon far smaller than
ϵ, 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 ψ(0) = ρ(0) = 0, so it suffices to ensure δ(0) ⩽ 0.02√

rκ2 .
By Proposition 2, it determines the requirements for the

initialization iterations:

Tpm ⩾ Cκ2 log(d/δ(0)) = Cκ2(log d+ log κ) and

Tcon,init ⩾ C
1

log 1/γ(W )

(
logLdκ+ log

(
1/δ(0)

))
= C

1

log 1/γ(W )
(logL+ log d+ log κ+ log r). (27)

Next, we bound the total number of samples required for
initialization and Dif-AltGDmin phases across all tasks. For
initialization, we need nT ≳ κ8µ2(d + T )r2 =: ninitT , and
for each Dif-AltGDmin iteration, we need nT ≳ Cκ4µ2dr =:
nGDT . Thus the total sample complexity is

nT ≳ ninitT + TGD · nGDT

= κ8µ2(d+ T )r2 + Cκ6µ2dr log(1/ϵ)

= Cκ6µ2(d+ T )r(κ2r + log(1/ϵ)).
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This completes the proof of Theorem 1. ■
Remark 4: (Robustness to weak connectivity) Recall the

network connectivity expression in Eq. (2). Consider Tcon :=
max (Tcon,GD, Tcon,init) = Tcon,init. While Dif-AltGDmin
requires communication rounds as in Eq. (27) to achieve
ϵ-accurate estimate, Dec-AltGDmin requires a significantly
tighter consensus accuracy log(1/ϵcon) ≳ log(Ldκ (1/ϵ)

κ2

)
(Theorem 4.1 in [14]). Since ϵ is typically very small, the con-
sensus accuracy term log(1/ϵcon) for Dec-AltGDmin becomes
substantially larger. Substituting log(1/ϵcon) expressions into
Eq. (2), we conclude that that Dec-AltGDmin imposes a
much tighter upper bound on γ(W ). Smaller γ(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 γ(W )s
and hence effective even under sparse networks.

VII. PROOF OF LEMMAS

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

Ũ
(τ)

g = AGREEg(U
(τ − 1)
g − ηL∇f (τ)

g ,G, Tcon,GD)

Ũ
(τ)

g
QR
= U (τ)

g R(τ)
g .

Since U (τ)
g = Ũ

(τ)

g (R(τ)
g )−1 and ∥(R(τ)

g )−1∥ = 1

σmin(R
(τ)
g )

=

1

σmin(Ũ
(τ)
g )

, the subspace distance can be bounded as follows:

SD2(U
(τ)
g ,U

⋆) = ∥PU⋆⊥U (τ)
g ∥ ⩽

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )
. (28)

We obtain the upper bound of the numerator and lower bound
of the denominator separately.

First, consider the numerator. By adding and subtracting
PU⋆⊥Û

(τ)
to PU⋆⊥Ũ

(τ)

g , we obtain

PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g = PU⋆⊥Û
(τ)

+ (PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g − PU⋆⊥Û
(τ)
)

= PU⋆⊥Û
(τ)

+ PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g . (29)

Adding and subtracting ηE[gradU(τ)] to PU⋆⊥Û
(τ)

gives

PU⋆⊥Û
(τ)

= PU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1) − ηPU⋆⊥gradU(τ)

= PU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1)

+ ηPU⋆⊥(Err(τ) − E[gradU(τ)]). (30)

We simplify PU⋆⊥E[gradU(τ)] using part 1) of Proposition
4, the fact that PU⋆⊥U⋆ = 0 and

∑
g∈[L]

∑
t∈Sg

b(τ)
t b(τ)

t

⊤
=∑

g∈[L] B
(τ)
g B(τ)

g

⊤
= B(τ)B(τ)⊤,

PU⋆⊥E[gradU(τ)] = nPU⋆⊥(Θ(τ) −Θ⋆)B(τ)⊤

= nPU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

∑
t∈Sg

(θ(τ)
t − θ⋆

t )b
(τ)
t

⊤

= nPU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

∑
t∈Sg

(U (τ − 1)
g b(τ)

t −U⋆b⋆t )b
(τ)
t

⊤

= nPU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

U (τ − 1)
g B(τ)

g B(τ)
g

⊤
.

By adding and subtracting Ū
(τ − 1) to U (τ − 1)

g ,

PU⋆⊥E[gradU(τ)]

= nPU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

(U (τ − 1)
g − Ū

(τ − 1)
+ Ū

(τ − 1)
)B(τ)

g B(τ)
g

⊤

= nPU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1)

B(τ)B(τ)⊤

− nPU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

(Ū
(τ − 1) −U (τ − 1)

g )B(τ)
g B(τ)

g

⊤
. (31)

Using Eqs. (30) and (31), we rewrite Eq. (29) as

PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g = PU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1)

(I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤)

+ ηnPU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

(Ū
(τ − 1) −U (τ − 1)

g )B(τ)
g B(τ)

g

⊤

+ ηPU⋆⊥Err(τ) + PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g .

Applying norm, triangular and Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities,

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥ ⩽ ∥PU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1)

(I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤)∥

+ ηn∥PU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

(Ū
(τ − 1) −U (τ − 1)

g )B(τ)
g B(τ)

g

⊤∥

+ η∥PU⋆⊥Err(τ)∥+ ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥

⩽ ∥PU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1)∥∥(I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤)∥

+ ηn∥PU⋆⊥

L∑
g=1

(Ū
(τ − 1) −U (τ − 1)

g )∥ ·max
g
∥B(τ)

g ∥2

+ η∥PU⋆⊥∥∥Err
(τ)∥+ ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥. (32)

Consider the first term. Since we have assumed
SD2(U

(τ − 1)
g ,U⋆) = ∥PU⋆⊥U (τ − 1)

g ∥ ⩽ δ(τ − 1) for all
g ∈ [L], it follows that

∥PU⋆⊥Ū
(τ − 1)∥ = ∥PU⋆⊥

1

L

L∑
g=1

U (τ − 1)
g ∥

⩽ 1

L

L∑
g=1

∥PU⋆⊥U (τ − 1)
g ∥ ⩽ 1

L

L∑
g=1

δ(τ − 1) = δ(τ − 1).

Also, Proposition 3 says that if δ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.02/
√
rκ2 and

ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1cη/κ
2,

λmin(I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤) = 1− ηn∥B(τ)∥2 ⩾ 1− 1.21ηnσ⋆
max

2.

Thus if η < 0.5/nσ⋆
max

2, the matrix I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤ is
positive semi-definite, so that

∥I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤∥ = λmax(I − ηnB(τ)B(τ)⊤)

⩽ 1− 0.81ηnσ⋆
min

2.

Next, consider the second term.

∥PU⋆⊥(Ū
(τ − 1) −U (τ − 1)

g )∥

= ∥ 1
L

L∑
g′=1

PU⋆⊥(U (τ − 1)

g′ −U (τ − 1)
g )∥F

⩽ max
g
∥PU⋆⊥(U (τ − 1)

g′ −U (τ − 1)
g )∥F

⩽ max
g
∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥F ⩽ ψ(τ − 1).
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It follows that ∥B(τ)
g ∥ ⩽ ∥B(τ)∥ ⩽ 1.1σ⋆

max by part b) of
Proposition 3.

For the third term, we use part 3) of Proposition 4 with
ϵ1 = 0.1 and the fact that ∥PU⋆⊥∥ = 1 to get

∥PU⋆⊥∥∥Err
(τ)∥ ⩽ 0.1nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆

min
2.

By setting η = cη/nσ
⋆
max

2 and assuming that

ψ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1

1.21κ2
δ(τ − 1) =: NUcon

proj δ
(τ − 1) (33)

∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥ ⩽ 0.01
cη
κ2
δ(τ − 1) =: NCon

projδ
(τ − 1), (34)

we can further simplify Eq. (32)

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥ ⩽ (1− 0.81ηnσ⋆
min

2)δ(τ − 1) + 0.1ηnδ(τ − 1)σ⋆
min

2

+ 1.21ηnσ⋆
max

2 · 0.1

1.21κ2
δ(τ − 1) + 0.01

cη
κ2
δ(τ − 1)

⩽ (1− 0.6
cη
κ2

)δ(τ − 1). (35)

This establishes the upper bound of the numerator of Eq. (28).
Next, we obtain the lower bound of the denominator

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g ) of Eq. (28). Adding and subtracting Û
(τ)

to Ũ
(τ)

g ,

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g ) = σmin(Û
(τ)

+ Ũ
(τ)

g − Û
(τ)
)

= σmin(Û
(τ)

+ ConsErr(τ)g )

⩾ σmin(Û
(τ)
)− ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

= σmin(Ū
(τ − 1) − ηgradU(τ))− ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

= σmin(Ū
(τ − 1) − η(Err(τ) − E[gradU(τ)]))− ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

⩾ σmin(Ū
(τ − 1)

)− η(∥Err(τ)∥+ ∥E[gradU(τ)]∥)− ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

where we use the definitions of ConsErr(τ)g and Û
(τ)

, and
add and subtract E[gradU(τ)] to get the last equality. Weyl’s
inequality is used for both inequalities.

The lower bound of the first term σmin(Ū
(τ − 1)

) is derived
as follows.

σmin(Ū
(τ − 1)

) = min
g
σmin(U

(τ − 1)
g + Ū

(τ − 1) −U (τ − 1)
g )

⩾ min
g
σmin(U

(τ − 1)
g )−max

g
∥( 1
L

L∑
g′=1

U (τ − 1)

g′ )−U (τ − 1)
g ∥

= min
g
σmin(U

(τ − 1)
g )−max

g
∥ 1
L

L∑
g′=1

(U (τ − 1)

g′ −U (τ − 1)
g )∥

⩾ min
g
σmin(U

(τ − 1)
g )− 1

L

L∑
g′=1

max
g ̸=g′
∥U (τ − 1)

g −U (τ − 1)

g′ ∥

= 1−max
g ̸=g′
∥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥F = 1− ρ(τ − 1).

Given that δ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.02√
rκ2 and ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1

cη
κ2 , the bounds of

the second and third terms directly follow by parts 2) and 3)
of Proposition 4. Assuming that

∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ 0.01
cη
κ2

=: NCon, (36)

we can simplify the lower bound of σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g ) as follows:

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g ) ⩾ 1− ρ(τ − 1) − 0.1ηδ(τ − 1)nσ⋆
min

2

− 1.54ηn
√
rδ(τ − 1)σ⋆

max
2 − ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

⩾ 1− 0.1cη
κ2
− ηn(0.1σ⋆

min
2 + 1.54

√
rσ⋆

max
2)δ(τ − 1) − 0.01cη

κ2

⩾ 1− 0.11cη
κ2

− ηn(0.1
√
rσ⋆

max
2 + 1.54

√
rσ⋆

max
2)δ(τ − 1)

⩾ 1− 0.11cη
κ2

− cη
nσ⋆

max
2 1.64n

√
rσ⋆

max
2 0.02√

rκ2

= 1− 0.11cη
κ2

− 0.0328cη
κ2

= 1− 0.15cη
κ2

, (37)

where we used the fact σ⋆
max ⩾ σ⋆

min and
√
r ⩾ 1 for the second

inequality. Substituting the results in Eqs. (35) and (37) into
Eq. (28) completes the proof.

∥PU⋆⊥U (τ)
g ∥ ⩽

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )
⩽ (1− 0.6cη/κ

2)δ(τ − 1)

1− 0.15cη/κ2

⩽ (1− 0.6cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1)(1 + 0.3cη/κ

2)

⩽ (1− 0.3cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1) =: δ(τ)

where we use (1− x)−1 ⩽ (1 + 2x) for |x| ⩽ 1/2. ■

B. Proof of Lemma 2
Lemma 2 bounds ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F and ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F .

In order to obtain them, we use Proposition 5, which requires
bounding ∥InpErr(τ)g ∥ and ∥PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g ∥. Throughout, we
assume that Tcon,GD satisfies Eq. (24).

1) Bounding ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F: Consider InpErr(τ)g given by

InpErr(τ)g = (U (τ − 1)
g − ηL∇f (τ)

g )− Û
(τ)

= U (τ − 1)
g − Ū

(τ − 1)
+ ηgradU(τ) − ηL∇f (τ)

g

=
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(U (τ − 1)

g′ −U (τ − 1)
g ) + η

∑
g′ ̸=g

∇f (τ)

g′ − η(L− 1)∇f (τ)
g .

By defining UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ := U (τ − 1)

g′ − U (τ − 1)
g , adding and

subtracting E[∇f (τ)

g′ ] =
∑

t∈Sg′
n(θ(τ)

t − θ⋆
t )b

(τ)
t

⊤
∀g′ ∈ [L],

and using the definition Err(τ)g′ := ∇f (τ)

g′ − E[∇f (τ)

g′ ],

InpErr(τ)g =
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )

+ η
∑
g′ ̸=g

(
∇f (τ)

g′ − E[∇f (τ)

g′ ] + E[∇f (τ)

g′ ]
)

− η(L− 1)
(
∇f (τ)

g − E[∇f (τ)
g ] + E[∇f (τ)

g ]
)

=
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ) + η

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ + E[
∑
g′ ̸=g

∇f (τ)

g′ ]


− η(L− 1)

(
Err(τ)g + E[∇f (τ)

g ]
)
. (38)

By taking norm and using triangular inequality, we obtain

∥InpErr(τ)g ∥ ⩽
1

L
· L ·max

g′
∥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥+ η∥

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ ∥

+ η∥E[
∑
g′ ̸=g

∇f (τ)

g′ ]∥+ η(L− 1)
(
∥Err(τ)g ∥+ ∥E[∇f (τ)

g ]∥
)
.
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For the bound of the first term, we assume
maxg′ ∥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥ ⩽ ρ(τ − 1), and use the result of
Proposition 4 with ϵ1 = 0.1 to bound the last four terms.

∥InpErr(τ)g ∥ ⩽ ρ(τ − 1) + η(0.1δ(τ − 1)nσ⋆
min

2 + 1.54nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆
max

2)

+ η(L− 1)
(
0.1δ(τ − 1)nσ⋆

min
2 + 1.54nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆

max
2
)

⩽ ρ(τ − 1) + ηL(0.1δ(τ − 1)nσ⋆
max

2 + 1.54nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆
max

2)

⩽ ρ(τ − 1) +
cη

nσ⋆
max

2L(1.64nδ
(τ − 1)σ⋆

max
2)

= ρ(τ − 1) + 1.7cηLδ
(τ − 1).

Applying
√
r for the Frobenius norm bound,

∥InpErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽
√
r
(
ρ(τ − 1) + 1.7cηLδ

(τ − 1)
)
.

Using Proposition 5, if ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1cη/κ
2 and δ(τ − 1) ⩽

0.02/
√
rκ2,

∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ ϵcon
√
r
(
ρ(τ − 1) + 1.7cηLδ

(τ − 1)
)

⩽ ϵcon
√
r(0.1

cη
κ2

+ 1.7cηL
0.02√
rκ2

) ⩽ ϵconD
Con, (39)

where DCon :=
√
r
0.1cη+0.034cηL

κ2 .

2) Bounding ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F: Note that the agreement
algorithm is a linear operation as it only does scalar multiplica-
tion and addition. Thus, if Z (out)

g = AGREEg(Z
(in)
g ,G, Tcon,GD),

then PU⋆⊥Z (out)
g = AGREEg(PU⋆⊥Z (in)

g ,G, Tcon,GD). This
allows us to use the same result of Proposition 5 for
PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g :

∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ ϵcon∥PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g ∥F .

For the bound of PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g , we follow the similar
procedure with the bound of InpErr(τ)g . Using Eq. (38),

PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g =
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )

+ ηPU⋆⊥

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ + E[
∑
g′ ̸=g

∇f (τ)

g′ ]


− η(L− 1)PU⋆⊥

(
Err(τ)g + E[∇f (τ)

g ]
)
.

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

PU⋆⊥Θ⋆
\g and PU⋆⊥Θ⋆

g are zero matrices,

PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g =
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )

+ η

PU⋆⊥

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ + nPU⋆⊥(Θ(τ)

\g −Θ⋆
\g)B

(τ)

\g
⊤


− η(L− 1)

(
PU⋆⊥Err(τ)g + nPU⋆⊥(Θ(τ)

g −Θ⋆
g)B

(τ)
g

⊤
)
)

=
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )

+ η

PU⋆⊥

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ + nPU⋆⊥Θ(τ)

\gB
(τ)

\g
⊤


− η(L− 1)

(
PU⋆⊥Err(τ)g + nPU⋆⊥Θ(τ)

g (B(τ)
g )⊤

)
=

1

L

L∑
g′=1

(PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )

+ η

PU⋆⊥

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ + nPU⋆⊥U (τ)
g B(τ)

\gB
(τ)

\g
⊤


− η(L− 1)

(
PU⋆⊥Err(τ)g + nPU⋆⊥Θ(τ)

g (B(τ)
g )⊤

)
.

Taking norm, using triangular and Cauchy-Schwarz inequal-
ities, and using the fact that ∥PU⋆⊥∥ = 1,

∥PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g ∥ = ∥
1

L

L∑
g′=1

(PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )

+ ηPU⋆⊥

∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ nPU⋆⊥Θ(τ)

\gB
(τ)

\g
⊤

− η(L− 1)PU⋆⊥

(
Err(τ)g +mΘ(τ)

g B(τ)
g

⊤) ∥
⩽ ∥ 1

L

L∑
g′=1

(PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ )∥+ η∥PU⋆⊥∥∥
∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ ∥

+ ηn∥PU⋆⊥U (τ − 1)
g B(τ)

\gB
(τ)

\g
⊤
∥+ η(L− 1)∥PU⋆⊥∥∥Err

(τ)
g ∥

+ ηn(L− 1)∥PU⋆⊥U (τ − 1)
g B(τ)

g B(τ)
g

⊤∥

⩽ 1

L
· L ·max

g′
∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥+ η∥
∑
g′ ̸=g

Err(τ)g′ ∥

+ ηn∥PU⋆⊥U (τ − 1)
g ∥∥B(τ)

\gB
(τ)

\g
⊤
∥+ η(L− 1)∥Err(τ)g ∥

+ ηn(L− 1)∥PU⋆⊥U (τ − 1)
g ∥∥B(τ)

g B(τ)
g

⊤∥.

To bound the first term, we assume
maxg′ ∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ − 1)

g, g′ ∥ ⩽ ψ(τ − 1). For the second
and fourth terms, we use parts 3) and 6) of Proposition 4, and
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for the third and fifth terms, we use the definition of δ(τ − 1).

∥PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g ∥ ⩽ ψ(τ − 1) + ηn(0.1σ⋆
min

2 + σmax(B
(τ)

\g)
2)δ(τ − 1)

+ ηn(L− 1)(0.1σ⋆
min

2 + σmax(B
(τ)
g )2)δ(τ − 1)

⩽ ψ(τ − 1) + ηnL
(
0.1σ⋆

min
2 + σmax(B

(τ))2
)
δ(τ − 1)

⩽ ψ(τ − 1) + ηnL
(
0.1σ⋆

max
2 + (1.1σ⋆

max)
2
)
δ(τ − 1)

⩽ ψ(τ − 1) +
cη

nσ⋆
max

2nL
(
1.31σ⋆

max
2
)
δ(τ − 1)

⩽ ψ(τ − 1) + 1.4cηLδ
(τ − 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 σmax(B

(τ)) ⩽ 1.1σ⋆
max from part b)

of Proposition 3. Applying
√
r for the Frobenius norm bound,

∥PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽
√
r(ψ(τ − 1) + 1.4cηLδ

(τ − 1)),

and thus if ψ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1
1.21κ2 δ

(τ − 1), then we have

∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ ϵcon∥PU⋆⊥InpErr(τ)g ∥F
⩽ ϵcon

√
r(ψ(τ − 1) + 1.4cηLδ

(τ − 1))

⩽ ϵcon
√
r(

0.1

1.21κ2
+ 1.4cηL)δ

(τ − 1)

= ϵconδ
(τ − 1)DCon

proj, (40)

where DCon
proj :=

√
r( 0.1

1.21κ2 + 1.4cηL). This completes the
proof. ■

C. Proof of Lemma 3
Lemma 3 provides bounds for ∥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F = ∥U (τ)

g −
U (τ)

g′ ∥F and ∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F = ∥PU⋆⊥(U (τ)
g −U

(τ)

g′ )∥F .
We continue to assume that Tcon,GD satisfies Eq. (24), and use
the perturbed QR factorization (Proposition 6).

1) Bounding ∥UconsErr(τ)
g, g′

∥F: Consider Ũ
(τ)

g − Ũ
(τ)

g′ . By

adding and subtracting Û
(τ)

,

Ũ
(τ)

g − Ũ
(τ)

g′ = Ũ
(τ)

g − Û
(τ)
− Ũ

(τ)

g′ + Û
(τ)

= ConsErr(τ)g − ConsErr(τ)g′ .

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

∥Ũ
(τ)

g − Ũ
(τ)

g′ ∥F ⩽ ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F + ∥ConsErr(τ)g′ ∥F
⩽ 2ϵconD

Con. (41)

Apply Proposition 6 (Eq. (5)) with Z1 ≡ U (τ)
g , Z2 ≡

U (τ)

g′ , Z̃1 ≡ Ũ
(τ)

g , and Z̃2 ≡ Ũ
(τ)

g′ . Under the conditions
cη = 0.4, δ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.02/

√
rκ2, ρ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.1cη/κ

2, and
∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ NCon (needed to use Eq. (36) for lower

bounding σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )), we have

∥UconsErr(τ)g, g′∥F ⩽ 2
√
2
∥Ũ

(τ)

g − Ũ
(τ)

g′ ∥F
σmin(Ũ

(τ)

g′ )
⩽ 2
√
2

ϵconD
Con

1− 0.15cη/κ2

⩽ 2
√
2

ϵconD
Con

1− 0.15 · 0.4/κ2
⩽ 3.1ϵconD

Con = ϵconD
Ucon,

where DUcon := 3.1DCon =
√
r
0.31cη+0.11cηL

κ2 .

2) Bounding ∥PU⋆⊥UconsErr(τ)
g, g′

∥F: Using the QR relations

Ũ
(τ)

g
QR
= U (τ)

g R(τ)
g and Ũ

(τ)

g′
QR
= U (τ)

g′ R
(τ)

g′ , we have

PU⋆⊥(U (τ)
g −U (τ)

g′ ) = PU⋆⊥

(
Ũ

(τ)

g (R(τ)
g )

−1 − Ũ
(τ)

g′ (R
(τ)

g′ )
−1
)
.

Adding and subtracting PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g′ (R(τ)
g )−1 and

PU⋆⊥Û
(τ)
(R(τ)

g )−1 and using the fact, for invertible matrices
A and B, A−1 − B−1 = A−1BB−1 − A−1AB−1 =
A−1(B −A)B−1,

PU⋆⊥(U (τ)
g −U (τ)

g′ ) = PU⋆⊥(Ũ
(τ)

g − Ũ
(τ)

g′ )(R(τ)
g )

−1

+ PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g′ ((R(τ)
g )

−1 − (R(τ)

g′ )
−1

)

= PU⋆⊥

(
Ũ

(τ)

g − Û
(τ)

+ Û
(τ)
− Ũ

(τ)

g′

)
(R(τ)

g )
−1

+ PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g′

(
(R(τ)

g )
−1 − (R(τ)

g′ )
−1
)

= PU⋆⊥(ConsErr(τ)g − ConsErr(τ)g′ )(R
(τ)
g )

−1

+ PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g′

(
(R(τ)

g )
−1

(R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g )(R(τ)

g′ )
−1
)
.

By taking Frobenius norm and using triangular inequality,

∥PU⋆⊥(U (τ)
g −U (τ)

g′ )∥F
⩽ ∥PU⋆⊥(ConsErr(τ)g − ConsErr(τ)g′ )(R

(τ)
g )

−1∥F

+ ∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g′ (R(τ)
g )

−1
(R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g )(R(τ)

g′ )
−1
∥F

⩽ 2
∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )

+ ∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g′ ∥∥(R(τ)
g )

−1∥∥R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g ∥F ∥(R

(τ)

g′ )
−1
∥

⩽ 2
∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )
+
∥PU⋆⊥Ũ

(τ)

g′ ∥∥R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g ∥F

σmin(R
(τ)
g )σmin(R

(τ)

g′ )

⩽ 2
∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )
+
∥PU⋆⊥Ũ

(τ)

g′ ∥∥R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g ∥F

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g′ )

where ∥(R(τ)
g )−1∥ = 1

σmin(Ũ
(τ)
g )

. Using known bounds for

∥PU⋆⊥Ũ
(τ)

g ∥ ⩽ (1− 0.6cη/κ
2)δ(τ − 1) ⩽ δ(τ − 1) from Eq. (35),

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g ) ⩾ 1 − 0.15cη/κ
2 ⩾ 0.94 with cη = 0.4 from

Eq. (37), and ∥PU⋆⊥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ ϵconD
Con
projδ

(τ − 1) from
Eq. (40), we obtain

∥PU⋆⊥(U (τ)
g −U (τ)

g′ )∥F

⩽ (
2ϵconD

Con
proj

0.94
+
∥R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g ∥F

0.942
)δ(τ − 1). (42)

For the bound of ∥R(τ)

g′ − R(τ)
g ∥F , we apply Proposition

6 (Eq. (6)) with R1 ≡ R(τ)
g , R2 ≡ R(τ)

g′ , Z̃1 ≡ Ũ
(τ)

g , and

Z̃2 ≡ Ũ
(τ)

g′ . Using ∥P
Ũ

(τ)
g

∥ = ∥P
U

(τ)
g
∥ = 1 since col(Ũ

(τ)

g ) =
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col(U (τ)
g ) and U (τ)

g is orthonormal,

∥R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g ∥F ⩽

√
2∥R(τ)

g ∥κ2(Ũ
(τ)

g )
∥P

Ũ
(τ)
g

(Ũ
(τ)

g′ − Ũ
(τ)

g )∥F

σmax(Ũ
(τ)

g )

⩽
√
2∥R(τ)

g ∥
σmax(Ũ

(τ)

g )

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )

∥P
Ũ

(τ)
g

∥∥Ũ
(τ)

g′ − Ũ
(τ)

g ∥F

σmax(Ũ
(τ)

g )

⩽
√
2∥R(τ)

g ∥
∥P

U
(τ)
g
∥∥Ũ

(τ)

g′ − Ũ
(τ)

g ∥F

σmin(Ũ
(τ)

g )

⩽ 2
√
2σmax(Ũ

(τ)

g )
∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F
σmin(Ũ

(τ)

g )
(by Eq. (41)).

The upper bound of σmax(Ũ
(τ)

g ) can be obtained by

σmax(Ũ
(τ)

g ) = ∥Ũ
(τ)

g − Û
(τ)

+ Û
(τ)
∥ = ∥Û

(τ)
+ ConsErr(τ)g ∥

⩽ ∥Û (τ)
∥+ ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F

⩽ ∥Ū (τ − 1) − ηgradU(τ)∥+ ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F
⩽ ∥Ū (τ − 1)∥+ η(∥Err(τ)∥+ ∥E[gradU(τ)]∥) + ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F .

Set cη = 0.4 and assume that ∥ConsErr(τ)g ∥F ⩽ NCon and
δ(τ − 1) ⩽ 0.02√

rκ2 . Using parts 2) and 3) of Proposition 4 for
∥Err(τ)∥ and ∥E[gradU(τ)]∥ with ϵ1 = 0.1,

σmax(Ũ
(τ)

g ) ⩽ 1 + η1.64nδ(τ − 1)σ⋆
max

2 +NCon

⩽ 1 + 1.64
cη

nσ⋆
max

2nσ
⋆
max

2 0.02√
rκ2

+
0.01cη
κ2

⩽ 1 + 0.0328cη/κ
2 +

0.01cη
κ2

⩽ 1 + 0.05cη/κ
2 ⩽ 1.1

where the first inequality used ∥U (τ − 1)
g ∥ = 1 and σ⋆

max ⩾ σ⋆
min,

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

∥R(τ)

g′ −R(τ)
g ∥F ⩽ 2

√
2(1.1)

ϵconD
Con

0.94
.

Substituting the above into Eq. (42) yields

∥PU⋆⊥(U (τ)
g −U (τ)

g′ )∥F

⩽ ϵconδ
(τ − 1)

(
2DCon

proj

0.94
+

2
√
2(1.1)DCon

0.943

)
= ϵconδ

(τ − 1)(2.2DCon
proj + 3.8DCon) ⩽ ϵconδ

(τ − 1)DUcon
proj

where 2.2DCon
proj+3.8DCon ⩽ √r(1+5.5cηL) =: DUcon

proj . 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 {Xt,yt}Tt=1 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
150Mbps and a latency of 20ms, the communication time
per agreement round is approximated as tcomm = 20×10−3+
8dr·maxg degg

150×106 seconds. We used same agreement rounds for
initialization and GD steps, i.e., Tcon := Tcon,init = Tcon,GD

The step size is set to η = 0.4
nσ̂⋆2

max

, where σ̂⋆2

max is the largest

diagonal entry of R(Tpm)
g . For the evaluation, we report the

empirical average of the subspace distances SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,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 Ũ

(τ)

g ← QR( 1
degg

∑
g′∈Ng(G) U

(τ − 1)

g′ −
η∇f (τ)

g ). 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 (Tcon, 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 – Tcon, 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. 1a-1c,
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 Tcon 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
degg , 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 TGD = 400, L = 20,
d = T = 600, r = 4 and n = 50. Recall that the
optimization variables are U ∈ Rd×r and bt ∈ Rr, 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
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(a) Tcon = 10 and 20 (b) p = 0.05 and 0.25 (c) L = 400 and 800

Fig. 1: Subspace distance vs. iteration count and execution time in seconds. In all plots, y-axis is SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,U
⋆). We compare

the performance of algorithms by under different communication settings – Tcon := Tcon,init = Tcon,GD, p, and L. The default
setting is Tcon = 5, TGD = 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.

(a) d = 400 and 800 (b) r = 2 and 4 (c) T = 400 and 800

Fig. 2: Subspace distance vs. iteration count and execution time. In all plots, y-axis is SD2(U
(τ)

1 ,U
⋆). We compare the impact of

problem parameter sizes– d, r, and T . The default setting is Tcon,GD = Tcon,init = 5, TGD = 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.

the number of tasks T 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 T increases the total available
data, thereby enabling more effective collaboration. As a result,
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 T . 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
AltGDmin.

IX. CONCLUSION

We proposed Dif-AltGDmin, a diffusion-based decentralized
multi-task representation learning algorithm that combines
local GD and minimization with efficient decentralized infor-
mation aggregation. We established convergence guarantees
and characterized the sample complexity of the proposed
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

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.
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