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Abstract

Statistical heterogeneity of clients’ local data is an important characteristic in federated learning,
motivating personalized algorithms tailored to the local data statistics. Though there has been a plethora
of algorithms proposed for personalized supervised learning, discovering the structure of local data through
personalized unsupervised learning is less explored. We initiate a systematic study of such personalized
unsupervised learning by developing algorithms based on optimization criteria inspired by a hierarchical
Bayesian statistical framework. We develop adaptive algorithms that discover the balance between
using limited local data and collaborative information. We do this in the context of two unsupervised
learning tasks: personalized dimensionality reduction and personalized diffusion models. We develop
convergence analyses for our adaptive algorithms which illustrate the dependence on problem parameters
(e.g., heterogeneity, local sample size). We also develop a theoretical framework for personalized diffusion
models, which shows the benefits of collaboration even under heterogeneity. We finally evaluate our
proposed algorithms using synthetic and real data, demonstrating the effective sample amplification for
personalized tasks, induced through collaboration, despite data heterogeneity.

1 Introduction

One of the goals of unsupervised learning is to discover the underlying structure in data and use this for
tasks such as dimensionality reduction and generating new samples from the data distribution. We might
want to perform this task on local data of a client, e.g., data collected from personal sensors or other
devices; such data could have heterogeneous statistics across clients. The desired personalized task should
be tailored to the particular distribution of the local data, and hence to discover this structure one might
need a significant amount of local data. There might be insufficient local samples for the task, motivating
collaboration between clients. Moreover, as argued in the federated learning (FL) paradigm, we would like to
leverage data across clients without explicit data sharing [26] [16]. In this paper, we initiate a systematic
study of personalized federated unsupervised learning, where clients collaborate to discover personalized
structure in their (heterogeneous) local data.

There has been a plethora of personalized learning models proposed in the literature, mostly for supervised
federated learning [1T], 8] 24} 30} 28]. These methods were motivated by the statistical heterogeneity of local
data, causing a single “global” model to perform poorly on local data. The different personalized federated
supervised learning algorithms were unified in [28] using an empirical /hierarchical Bayes statistical model
[10], which also suggested new supervised learning algorithms. However, there has been much less work
on personalized federated unsupervised learning. We will build on the statistical approach studied in [28§]
for supervised learning, applying it to personalized unsupervised learning. This leads to new federated



algorithms for personalized dimensionality reduction and personalized diffusion-based generative models for
heterogeneous data.

A question is how to use local data and learn from others despite heterogeneity. The hierarchical Bayes
framework [I0] suggests using an estimated population distribution effectively as a prior. However, the
challenge is to efficiently estimate it, enabling each client to combine local data and collaborative information
for the unsupervised learning task. We do this by simultaneously learning a global model (a proxy for the
population model) and learning a local model by adaptively estimating its discrepancy to balance the global
and local information. In Section [2| we define this through a loss function, making it amenable to a standard
distributed gradient descent approach. Our main contributions are as follows.

Unsupervised collaboration learning criteria: Section [2| develops and uses the hierarchical Bayes
framework for personalized dimensionality reduction and personalized (generative) diffusion models. We
develop an Adaptive Distributed Emperical-Bayes based Personalized Training (ADEPT) criterion which embeds
the balance between local data and collaboration for these tasks (see below). As far as we are aware, these
are the first explicit criteria for such personalized federated unsupervised learning tasks.

Personalized dimensionality reduction: Section [3| develops adaptive personalized algorithms for linear
(PCA) (ADEPT-PCA) and non-linear (auto-encoders) (ADEPT-AE) for dimensionality reduction. We also
demonstrate its convergence in Theorems and In Remark we see that these allow us
to theoretically examine the impact of heterogeneity, number of local samples and number of clients,
on optimization performance. We believe that these are the first adaptive algorithms for personalized
dimensionality reduction and their convergence analyses. Finally in Section E|, we evaluate ADEPT-PCA and
ADEPT-AE on synthetic and real data showing the benefits of adaptive collaboration. For example, Table
shows effective amplification of as much as 20x in local sample complexity through collaboration.
Personalized diffusion models: Section [4] develops an adaptive personalized diffusion generative model
(ADEPT-DGM) to generate novel samples for local data statistics. We believe that ADEPT-DGM is the first
algorithm for federated personalized diffusion. We develop a theory for such personalized federated diffusion
models through our statistical framework, and use this to demonstrate, in Theorem conditions when
collaboration can improve performance, despite statistical heterogeneity. Finally in Section [5| we evaluate
ADEPT-DGM, demonstrating the value of adaptive collaboration despite heterogeneity, as well as significant
performance benefits for “worst” clients.

Related work: As mentioned earlier, there have been several recent works on personalized supervised learning
(see next paragraph). There has been much less attention given to personalized federated unsupervised
learning. The closest work to ours on personalized dimensionality reduction is [35] [29] which study personalized
PCA algorithms. [35] has a restrictive assumption that principal components for global and local models are
non-overlapping. [29] uses the hierarchical Bayes statistical model to develop a criterion for personalized PCA;
however, the authors assume heterogeneity of the setting is known; in contrast, ADEPT-PCA learns and adapts
the solution accordingly. There is some literature on specific tasks such as training recommender systems
[21] B2], grouping clients based on latent representations [44], generating data to improve performance of
personalized supervised learning [3], B1]. However, our approach to developing personalized dimensionality
reduction for heterogeneous data is distinct from them. We are not aware of any FL work for personalized
diffusion generative models. There is work using pre-trained diffusion models and then fine-tuning them
[34, [46], 27, 23]. However, these do not fit into the federated learning paradigm, and require data collection
from clients to obtain the pre-trained model. One way to view our approach is to simultaneously build such
“global” models (akin to pre-trained models) and individual (personalized) models, while not sharing data.
Beyond these above works, some more related works are as follows: Personalized Federated Learning (FL) has
seen recent advances with diverse approaches for learning personalized models. These approaches encompass
meta-learning-based methods [I1, [T, [I7], regularization techniques [7, 24, [13], clustered FL [47, 24} 12} 25],
knowledge distillation strategies [22), B0], multi-task learning [8] [36, [43], 45], and the utilization of common
representations [9 40, [6]. Additionally, recently there have been works on using a hierarchical Bayesian view to
derive novel personalized supervised FL algorithms [28] [, 20]. Adaptation is also considered in [28] [4]. In [4],
variance estimation is performed for supervised learning to estimate the heterogeneity within the local models
and the estimated variance is used to form an initialization for each local model to be trained on. However,
if we apply variance estimation to our criterion, we observe an early stopping issue during the training. In

LOur code is available at https://github.com/kazkara/adept!
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contrast, ours is based on a standard gradient descent. Moreover, they do not examine convergence which we
do in our unsupervised algorithms. In [28], the authors consider an adaptation for supervised learning based
on the KL-divergence criterion and do not have hyper prior. Moreover, a convergence analysis is not explored
in their algorithm. In that case, the ¢ is inclined to smaller values or even vanishes during the training,
and our ADEPT criterion resolves the issue by introducing the hyper prior. [42] investigated local features of
globally trained diffusion models through FedAvg, but they do not consider personalized generation.

2 Problem Formulation

We present a hierarchical Bayesian framework for the personalized unsupervised learning, using it to develop
optimization criteria for federated personalized dimensionality reduction and personalized diffusion models.
First we state some preliminaries for notation. For the notations used in this paper:

e We use bold lowercase letters (such as u, v) to denote vectors and we use bold uppercase letters (such
as U, V') to denote matrices.

e Given a composite function f(u,v), we denote V f(u,v) or V(4 ) f(u,v) as the gradient; V, f(u,v)
and V, f(u,v) as the partial gradients with respect to u and v.

e For a vector u, ||u|| denotes the ¢o-norm ||ul|2. For a matrix U, |U||; and ||U||,p both denote the
£y-norm (operator norm) of the matrix and |U]||, ||[U||r denotes the Frobenius norm of the matrix.

e We use {U;}™; or {U;} (when the context is clear) to denote the collection {Uy,...,U,,}. When there
are multiple indices, we use {U;;}; = {U1,...,Upm,} to denote the collection over index 1.

2.1 Hierarchical Bayes for personalized learning

The statistical model based on hierarchical Bayes, suitable for federated unsupervised learning, is illustrated
in Figure m There are m clients. Each client i is associated with a parameter ; and has a local dataset X;
consisting of n data points (x;1,. .., %, ) i.i.d. from distribution p(x|@;). The parameters obey a population
distribution (a.k.a. prior distribution in the Bayesian model) p(0|T") parameterized by I'. We have a (carefully
designed) hyper prior distribution 7 over T, i.e., I' ~ 7 to prevent ill-posedness. This statistical model defines
the joint distribution

m m n

pF,{@i},{Xi}(F7 017 R Bma X17 s aXm) = 7T(F) Hp(01|r) H Hp(wzj‘ez) (1)

i=1 i=1j=1



We learn the distribution parameters I', {0,} from data {X;} by maximizing the joint distribution (a.k.a.
maximum a posteriori), by minimizing the ADEPT loss function:

m

1
F{O:} DX} = — > fi(63 X3) + R({8:}.T),
i=1
where f;(0;;X;) = — Z;;l log(p(z;;]0;)) is the local loss function for client ¢ reflecting the likelihood

of the local dataset, and R({6;},T) = —Llogn(T') — L 3" logp(6;|) is a regularization allowing the
collaboration among clients. When the likelihood function is not easy to optimize, we leverage surrogates
such as evidence lower bound (ELBO) instead.

In this work, we focus on a Gaussian population distribution over an dyp-dimensional normed metric space

(6, || Specifically, T' = (u, o), the parameters 6, u € © and p(0|T") = m exp(— ”02;’;”2 ), where d is
the dimensionality of 8 and p has the same dimension as 8. We assume an improper (non-informative) hyper
prior 7 over I' = (u, o), as u ~ N(0,00 - I4,) and o2 follows an inverse gamma distribution parameterized by

a hyper-parameter ¢, i.e., m(u,0) x exp(%g) We thus have the regularization

1 1 1 o286+ |1 — 62
R({0:},T') = —Elogw(l“) T E logp(6;|') = m E % +dglogo. (2)
i=1 i=1

2.2 Personalized Dimensionality Reduction

Linear Dimensionality Reduction: The linear dimensionality reduction is equivalent to PCA. We
extend a personalized PCA formulation that was previously studied in [29] by introducing adaptivity i.e.
optimizing the loss over o. In this setting, the dataset from client i is X; € R%*™ containing n samples of d
dimensional vectors. Let us denote S; = %X X : as the sample covariance matrix of client ¢. For notational
consistency with canonical PCA notation, we set the parameters 8; = U; € R?*". Similar to [29], we adopt
the probabilistic view of PCA [41],

zij = U;zij + €, (3)
where z;1,...,Zin g N(0,I,) and €;1,...,€pn RSl N(0,0%1,). This results in the likelihood function
p(X|0 = U;) = N(0,U;U,; + ¢2I). Recall that the prior parameter is I' = (u, o), here for notational
consistency we use V' = p. The underlying metric space (0, || - ||) containing the parameters U and V in
the Steifel manifold where St(d,r) == {U € R>*"|U"U = I}. The metric is d(V,U) = || Pr, (U)|| where
Pr,(U)=U - %V(VTU + UTV) is the projection of U onto the tangent space at V. Because computing
the (geodesic) distance on St(d,r) is hard, the defined metric first projects a matrix to the tangent space
of another matrix and then computes the Frobenius norm. The personalized unsupervised learning is then
minimizing the ADEPT-PCA loss function:

: ca . ) L l = E . _ ‘
{UI;I?I"I/,U fp ({Ui}7Va0-, {Xl}) = m (1:21 5 (log(|WZD +tr(W7l 151)) +

5 ) tdglogo (4)

st. V!V =I UU;,=I Viéc [m]; where W; = (U;U; + 2I).
Non-linear dimensionality reduction: While PCA is a good starting point for dimensionality reduction,

it cannot capture non-linear relations between the latent variable and the observed space. Hence, one can
extend to model non-linearity as follows,

Xij = vga(2ij) + €ij, (5)

2Note that this general framework can be applied to any general (parametric) population distribution.
3Inverse-Gamma distribution is conjugate prior distribution for the variance term.



where 0? parameterizes a non-linear decoding map from the latent space to the observed space. We can
parameterize the encoder structure such that z;; = gee (Xi;). Using Gaussian distribution we get the
ADEPT-AE criterion:

26+ | — 6]

o ) +dgloga (6)

argmin f*°({6;}, u, 0) %Z <|Xi_w9?(g9?(Xi))H%+

{6:}.1.0

where p is the global model and {0;} are the autoencoders of the clients and viewed as the concatenation of
¢ and 6.

2.3 Personalized Generation through Diffusion Models

The denoising diffusion model has attracted attention recently due to its capability of generating high-quality
images and the theoretical foundation of the stochastic differential equations [33, B7]. The mathematical
model of a diffusion model is the following stochastic differential equation [39)]

dzy = dw; (variance exploding process), (7)
where w; is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. For time ¢ € [0, 7], its time-reversed process is
dey =Vinpg,_,(xf)dt + dw;, (8)

where pg, is the probability density function of x;, w;~ is a standard Wiener process. It can be verified that
X~ follows the same distribution as zp_;. More strongly, suppose X§~ has the same distribution as x,, and
then the two processes {1+ }+cjo,7] and {x{ }1e[0,r) have the same distribution.

Suppose that the score function VInpg, () can be represented by a neural network d)(w 0.t) € R? for some
parameter 6. The data generation is then 1ntegrat10n over the time-revised process (8) with the drift function
¢(x;0,t) and the starting distribution x§~ ~ N(0,031,). The generated distribution p(:l:\@) is then implicitly
defined without a closed form. [18, Eq (4)] shows that

1 T
Inp(al6) > ELBO(x) = 5 [ El¢(@r6,1) = Vo, Inpa o (wr]2) dt + C (9)
t=0

where x; ~ N(z,I;) and C is some constant factor independent of 6. Accordingly, we use ELBO E|
as a surrogate function for the negative log-likelihood; thus, the personalized loss function is f;(0;; X;) =
—FELBOg,(X;) = — Z?Zl ELBOg,(x;;). The personalized data generation is then minimizing the ADEPT-DGM
loss function

gt RS 26 + ||y — 64|
m 0:},p,0:{X:}) = — > (~ELBOs dg logo. 1
oin L T8, b {X) 2 ( (X)) + 952 +dologo (10)

3 Personalized Federated Dimensionality Reduction

In this section, we discuss our algorithms and convergence results on personalized adaptive dimensionality
reduction.

3.1 Personalized Adaptive PCA: ADEPT-PCA

We introduce ADEPT-PCA (Algorithm (1) to train adaptive personalized PCA. On line 7 we update the
adaptivity parameter o; ¢, on lines 8, 10 we compute the projected gradients for personalized and global
parameters. On lines 9, 16 we update the personalized and global parameters through projected gradient
descent and retraction. In Algorithm [1} we use the polar retraction to map the updated V' and U; back to
the Steifel manifold. We define the polar retraction in the next section in detail.

To show the convergence of the algorithm we need the following standard assumption and naturally occurring
lower bound on o.

4Unlike the discrete case, for the continuous case, there are several definitions used for ELBO e.g. in [38] [19]; [I8] uses the
simplified definition in @ to unify different ELBO definitions.



Algorithm 1 ADEPT-PCA Algorithm
Input: Number of iterations 7" and learning rates (11, 72,73)-
1: Initialize local PCs {U; o}/, global PC V, and oy.
2: Broadcast Vg, oq to the clients
3: fort=1to T do
4:  On the clients:
5 for i =1 to m: do
6 Receive V1,041
_ o pca
7 Oit = 0t—1 —"M33, fi (Ui,t—l, Vic1,00-1)
8
9

t—1

g7, = Pry. ., (Vu,,  JPUi—1,Vic1,00-1))
: Ui < Ru,,_,(—mgZ,)
10: gi‘; = Pr,,  (Vv,, LU, Vie1,00-1))
11: Vi,t — Vt,1 — anXt
12: Send V;, 0;; to the server

13:  end for

14: At the server:

15:  Receive {V;:}™, and {0y},

16: Vt = th_l (% Z:il Vi,t — thl)
17: o = %Zgl it

18:  Broadcast V4, 0; to the clients

19: end for

Output: Personalized PCs {U1 p,...,Up 1}

Assumption 3.1. For each client 4, the operator and Frobenius norms of S; are bounded by
ISillr < Girp and ||Sillop < Giop,

and Gae,F = MaXicm] Gi,F,Gmaz,op = MaXie[m]) Gi,op- The assumption implies the Lipschitz smoothness
properties of the loss function w.r.t. personalized PCs {U;}.

Lemma 3.2 (A lower bound on o). Given any w € (0,1). Let the learning rate n3 < (1 — w)% and the
initialization og > w/ %. Then, for allt € [T], we have oy > w %,

See Appendix for the proof. We will fix some w € (0,1) for the rest of the paper and initialize og
accordingly so that we can utilize the lower bound in Lemma[3.2} The bound is due to £ to guarantee that the

loss does not explode due to vanishing o. Let us now define gzl{t =Pr,, | (Vu, . fPNU4 -1, Vic1,00-1)),

g = X0 Pry, (Vv Ui, Vio1,001)), and gf = 52— fP*({U;4-1}i, Vio1,00-1). Then,

dot_1
Algorithm [T] has the following convergence upper bound for finding a first-order stationary point.

m

Theorem 3.3 (Convergence of ADEPT-PCA Algorithm. Let Gy = (L 2int HggthQ) + HQXHZ +(97)2. By

i — mind -1 — mind{ L _ — mi _m o m2_ 1
choosing n1 = min{ ETaE 1}, p2 = min{ ETame 1}, and n3 = min { S 5 Ie ) we have

T pca
L VAP L —
T =1 T mln{nlv 2, 7’3}

where T is number of total iterations, AN = fP@({U,; 0}i, Vo,00) — fP*({Uir}i, Vr,or), and n1,m2,m3
are the learning rates for updating U;, V', and o respectively. The constants are defined such that fPe®(-)

isLy,-smooth w.r.t. o and ggt,gy are Lg),Lgf) continuous w.r.t. o respectively. Cy ,C,, are defined in
detail in the next section and depend on smoothness w.r.t. U,V .

We provide a detailed comment on the factors impacting the convergence rate in Remark



3.1.1 Proof Outline for Theorem [3.3|

For any point U € St(d,r), a retraction at a point U € St(d,r) is a map Ry : Tu — St(d,r) that
induces local coordinates on the Stiefel manifold. In this work, we use polar retraction that is defined as
Ry(V) = (U + V)(I 4+ V'V)~ 2. The polar retraction is a second-order retraction that approximates the
exponential mapping up to second-order terms. Consequently, it possesses the following non-expansiveness
property and we state the Lemmas and properties that we use throughout the proof, detailed proof of Lemmas
can be found in Appendix [A]

Lemma 3.4 (Non-expansiveness of polar retraction [B]). Let V' € St(d,r), for any point U € Ty with
bounded norm, |U||rp < M, there exists C € R such that

IRv(U) = (V +U)lr < C|U|%. (11)
Lemma 3.5 (Lipschitz type inequality [B]). Let U,V € St(d,r). If a function ) is L-Lipschitz smooth in
RI*" " the following inequality holds:

[Y(V)= @ U)+(Pr, (V(U)), V-U))| < %IIV—UII%

where Ly = L4 G with G = maxyesi(a,r) [|VYU)|l2-
Using Assumption [3.1] and Lemma [3:2] we introduce the following Lemmas to be used in the proof.

Lemma 3.6 (Lipschitz smoothness and bounded gradients with respect to o). For alli € [m] and U;,V €

St(d,r), within the domain o € w1/ %, 00|, the function fP°*(U;, Vo) is L,-Lipschitz smooth with respect

to o with constants
I d? n 3d? . 3d?
726w 26wt 2w

Lemma 3.7 (Lipschitz smoothness and bounded gradients with respect to U;). The function fF“(U;,V , o)
is Ly -Lipschitz smooth with respect to U; and |V fF*(U;,V,0)|l2 < Gy for all i € [m] with constants

n(1 (& 2G 2 d
L= 2 2 4 Zmazop 1 4 Zomazop | 2 _a
v 2<az+ ol *(* 2 )o?)+£w2’

Gmazo 1 d

4 2
lop: lop w

Lemma 3.8 (Lipschitz smoothness and bounded gradients with respect to V'). The function fP*({U;};,V,0)
is Ly -Lipschitz smooth with respect to V' and |V fP*({U;};, V,0)|l2 < Gy with constants

12d

Ly = —

1% ng )
3d

Gy = —.
v €2

Lemma 3.9 (Lipschitz continuity of %fipca(U, V, o) with respect to U, V). The function %fipca(U, V,o)

18 ngg)—Lipschz'tz continuous with respect to U and Lg)—Lipschitz continuous with respect to V- with

1@ _ V2d3
U s /es
o) 2\/d73

A

T




Before showing the convergence results, we define the following terms. Let

(Lv 4+ Gu)(C3GT +1)

Cy, =CiGy + B )
22
Ci = CyGly + (LV + Gv)Q(CQGQ + 1)’
Gy = 2GyV4d,
Ga = 2Gy V. (12)

with some constants C7,C5y given by Lemma [3.4] and Gy, Gy given in Lemma Given the above
results, we can obtain overall sufficient decrease as follows,

Lemma 3.10 (Sufficient Decrease). At any iteration t, we have

fpca({Ui,t}i, Vt,Ut) - fpca({Ui,tfl}iy Vi1, Ut71)
ag 1 - ca
< (m+ Gt +mLE?) — Y IPr,,, (Vo S Wier, Viers 0r-0) 17
=1
+ (—772 + Cnoms + 773(L§f))2) 1Pry, , (Vv fP({Uis}i, Vier,000)) 7

— + ?LO— 0 ca 2
+( o )[aat_lfp ({U“l}”’v“"’“)} |

Proof outline of Theorem[3.3. We show that a lower bound on oy is obtained with a proper initialization of
oo and we can further derive the Lipschitz constants of the loss function . The sufficient decrease of the
loss function w.r.t. U;, V, and o (Lemma are derived individually using non-expansiveness of polar
retraction (Lemma and Lipschitz type inequality (Lemma . After the sufficient decrease, we show

that by choosing 7, = min{ﬁ, 1}, me = min{ﬁ, 1}, and 3 = min{?)(;{%, W, i}a we have. The
proofs of Lemmas can be found in Appendix [A] Technical challenges in this proof are to control the error due

to projections, utilize the lower bound on o to avoid non-smoothness, and use the Lipschitz continuity of the
gradients to combine updates on PCs with the update on o.

3.2 Personalized Adaptive AEs: ADEPT-AE

Algorithm [2| shows the alternating gradient descent training procedure for personalized adaptive AEs. At the
beginning of local iterations (line 8) the clients receive the global model and oﬂ terms then do local updates
on 0; (line 10). At the end of local iterations, the client updates the global model and variance term using
its personalized model lines 12,13 and sends them to the server where it is aggregated and broadcast again
(lines 21-23).

Assumption 3.11. The loss function fi(ae)({Oi}, p,0) is Lg-smooth w.r.t. individual {6;}, L,-smooth w.r.t.
p and L,-smooth w.r.t. o. Note that only the first one is an assumption, second and third ones are derived

from the fact that o is lower bounded when initialized properly (Appendix .
Of ({04t }iskby—1,0t—

Define g2, = Vo, , , f2°(0s 1,100 _1,0¢-1), gt =V, [*°{Ois}ispts 1,001),97 = I ’té(,,,‘ﬁ‘l 171 For

Algorithm [2] we obtain the following convergence upper bound for finding a first-order stationary point.

Theorem 3.12 (Convergence of ADEPT-AE (Algorithm ) Let us define Gy = (& >0 lg2,11%) + llgt'(|* +

(g¢)%. Then, by choosing m = L%, "= T and nz = min{1, ﬁ}, we have

)2

, max{Lg, Lo + L% L, 1}A%
G < 9 y T
ter[l%ﬂ\t{ = R ’

where R = T/ is the number of communication rounds, A% = f2°({0;.0}:, gy, 00) — f2°({0i,1}i, oy, o1), and
the constants can be found in lemmal3.19]

5In the experiments we use individual variance terms for each weight that is & € © which only has a constant effect on
convergence.



Algorithm 2 ADEPT-AE Algorithm
Input: Number of iterations T', learning rates (71,72, 73), number of local iterations 7

1: Init local models {0; 0}, global model g, and oy.
2: On server:

3: Broadcast pg, op to all clients

4: fort=1to T do

5. On Clients:

6: fori=1tom do

7 if 7 divides t — 1 then

8: Receive p,_ 1, 0¢—1

9: end if

10: Bi,tzai,tfl_nlvgi,t—l Ji(Ose—1, 144 _1,0¢0-1)
11: if 7 divides ¢ then

12: iy = M1 — 772th_1fiae(0i,ta Hi_1, o-1)
13: Oit =011 =13V, [2(Oits by _1,00-1)
14: Send p; 4,04 to server

15: else

16: By = Hy_1, Ot = Ot—1

17: end if

18: end for
19: At the Server:
20: if 7 divides t then

21: Receive {p; ,}i2, and {0 }72,

22: = % doiny K, O = % Yoty O

23: Broadcast u,, o to all clients

24:  end if

25: end for

Output: Personalized autoencoders {61,r,...,0m 1}

Remark 3.13. By examining the multiplicative constants within the bounds specified in Theorems and
we note a consistent observation: o exhibits an inverse relationship with convergence speed. A higher o,
whether resulting from a large value of ¢ or inherent heterogeneity in the setting, can expedite the convergence
process. Essentially, a large o diminishes collaboration, allowing the model to fit quickly due to a reduced
effective number of samples. Conversely, a smaller ¢ promotes collaboration and may augment the effective
sample count. Observe that faster convergence does not necessarily imply a superior generalization error.
Consequently, in our experiments, opting for a high value of oy facilitates fast convergence in the initial
stages, while still allowing flexibility for adjustments to yield a superior generalization error.

3.2.1 Proof outline of Theorem [3.12]

Here we present a proof outline for Theorem [3.12] detailed proof of lemmas and intermediate steps is provided
in Appendix [B] We start with an assumption that is necessary to have smoothness w.r.t. o, and a lemma
indicating Lipschitz properties of the loss function. The assumption is equivalent to having an upper bound
over the gradient w.r.t. o, which is a standard assumption for model parameters.

Assumption 3.14. Assume that there exists some B > 0 such that for the weights of the autoencoders, we
have ||p|| < B and [|0;]] < B for all i € [m].

Now we show the Lipschitzness properties of the loss function.



Lemma 3.15. The loss function f2*(0;,p,0) is L,-smooth w.r.t. p and L,-smooth w.r.t. o with

B ogw?
362 3d2B? &2

L, = .
26204 204 26w?

Also, we have

||V/.Lf7ﬁae(07 122 01) - v”fi&e(a’ M, 0-2) || S Lt(ru) |U]- — 02
with
3
L BV
7 w34/2£3
Sufficient decrease when 7 divides ¢ At communication round time steps we have the following decrease
property,

F{Oi}, ey 00) = 2 ({0ir—1}, g1, 00-1) < ( 7}1+771 5 )( ZHVBM SR ztlvl‘tlaatl)‘ﬁ)

L + L(H)

o o o 13 L 77‘2
+ —772+77§f (g5 )2+(—2+ ‘;3>|9#||2~

(13)

Sufficient decrease when 7 does not divide ¢ At time steps that are not communication rounds we
simply have decreased due to the updates of {6}, that is,

J2 {0}, 00) — [ ({Oie—1}, p—1500-1) = [ ({Oie} 1, 00-1) — [*°({Oii—1} 41, 00-1)

m

= *Z (Oits pty—1,00-1) — f19(0it—1, Hy_1,0t-1))

( 771+771 B ) ( ZHVB'Lt 1f ztlal‘l'tho—tl)HQ) .

By choosing, n; = ng SNy = m, 73 = min{1, ﬁ}, and by averaging over time steps while combining

two type of decrease, we obtam the final bound.

Proof outline of Theorem[3.12 Since the form of the adaptation in the loss function is similar to the PCA
loss function, the lower bound on sigma (Lemma holds for ADEPT-AE as well. We utilize the lower bound
to derive the Lipschitz smoothness constants with respect to p and o (Lemma , and the Lipschitz
smoothness constant with respect to 0 is stated in Assumption Then, we derive the sufficient decrease
with respect to 6, u, and o with the Lipschitz constants. However, we have multiple local iterations for one
communication round in ADEPT-AE. Thus, we have to deal with the sufficient decrease separately depending
on whether the round is a communication round. With careful derivation under the two cases, we can combine
them in the end and get to our Theorem [3.12

IN

Remark 3.16. In the experiments for ADEPT-AE, we treat sigma as a vector o € R% so that each weight in
the models can learn its own o instead of sharing one o across all the weights. The convergence for the
modified algorithm is almost identical to the proof here. Moreover, it can be shown that for the Lipschitz
smoothness constant L,, the dependence on the dimension in the numerators becomes dy instead of d3. This
is because our lower bound in Lemma [3.2) will not depend on dy in this case.
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Algorithm 3 Personalized Adaptive Diffusion Model: ADEPT-DGM

Input: Number of iterations T', learning rates (12,71, 73), number of local iterations 7, sample corruption
range v € Z*

1: Init local models {0; 0}, global model p,, and oy.
2: On server:

3: Broadcast pg, op to all clients

4: fort =1to T do

5 On Clients:

6: fori=1tomdo

7 if 7 divides t — 1 then

8 Receive p, 1, 041

9: end if

10: Sample noise amount «; € Uniform[l,...,~] independently for each sample and construct o =
(a1, ..., 0]

11: 0it=06i11—mVe,,  [it(0ii1, 11,00 1)

12: if 7 divides t then

13: My = Hy_q — 772Vut,1f33(0i,t, My 1,01)

14: Oit = 0t—1 — 77330?71 g&(ez‘,t,ut_pdt—l)

15: Send p; ., 04, to server

16: else '

17 By =My, Ot = Ot—1

18: end if

19: end for
20: At the Server:
21: if 7 divides t then

22: Receive {p; ,}i%; and {0},

23: B = 5 iy Bty Ot = 15 D iy Ot

24: Broadcast u,, o; to all clients

25:  end if

26: end for

Output: Personalized autoencoders {61,7,...,0m, 1}

4 Personalized Generation through Adaptive Diffusion Models:
ADEPT-DGM

In Algorithm [3] the main change compared to ADEPT-AE is that we input a corrupted sample to the network
during the forward pass (line 11) to train it as a denoiser. Accordingly, fﬁfx 0, p,0) = ||o(X(1 — ) +

2
Zo;0;,a)— X|? + w + dlog o, where « is the randomly sampled noise amount.

Remark 4.1. It is easy to see that one can prove a convergence result identical to Theorem for ADEPT-DGM
Algorithm

As an illustration of the effectiveness of personalized diffusion model learning, we analyze a simple personalized
Gaussian distribution generation problem, i.e., client-i’s target distribution is a Gaussian distribution
p(x]0;) = N(x;0;,021,). In the following, we first introduce some details of the canonical denoising diffusion
model for Gaussian target distribution and analyze the improvement of collaboration in the proposed
personalized algorithm.

Diffusion model with Gaussian target distribution: When the desired distribution is N (x; 0, 021,),
the diffusion process is a Gaussian process and the drift term for the reverse-time process is a linear

function, i.e., VInpg,._,(xf) = _m;;:te The time-reversed process is
0
dey = VInpe, ,(xf)dt + dwi x5 ~ N (8, (05 +T)14). (14)

11



z—0
o2+t
and approximate the initial distribution of the time-reversed process N (0, (63 + T)I4) by N(0, (03 + T)1,).
The learned/approximated time-reversed process is then

Without the knowledge of 8, we approximate the score function by a neural network of ¢(x; 9, t)=—

x—0

o2+t

dey = dt + dw; 25 ~ N(0, (0g + T)1,). (15)
The following lemma characterizes the difference between the generation distribution and the target
distribution.

Lemma 4.2. The output distribution Pai 1o of the learned reversed-time process satisfies,
T

2

2
% , (16)

0
0(2)+T

DKL(pmepz;“@) = H0 —6+

where Dk, is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and pgjg = N (x;0;,031,) is the target distribution.

The lemma shows that the KL-divergence between target distribution and the learned distribution is
2
)

measured by the difference between 6 and 6 a bias term mé due to the initial distribution mismatch of
0
the time-reversed process.
It is straightforward to verify that for ¢(x;0,t) = —:%:;7 training with dataset X = (x1,...,x,) by
0

maximizing ELBO @D has a closed-form sample-mean solution, i.e., 8 = arg maxg ELBOy(X) = #
2

Since the data are i.i.d. sampled from N(0,021,), we have E[DKL(pm‘6||me‘é)] = 20, when omitting the

initial distribution bias by 7" — oco. It can be viewed as personalized training without collaboration and in

the following, we show that the proposed personalized training with collaboration can improve over this.

Personalized denoising diffusion model with Gaussian targets: The local dataset X; of client-i
sampled i.i.d. from a target Gaussian distribution P(x|@;) = N (x;8;,0314), and the population distribution
is also Gaussian with P(0|T'.) = N(0;u,,021,). Note that we conduct analysis for a fixed unknown
population distribution parameterized by T'x = (., 04), though the proposed loss function and algorithm
follows a Hierarchical Bayesian model as in Section [2:3]

Lemma 4.3 (Personalized estimation). For the parameterized score function ¢(x;0,t) =
solution to (10) is

the optimal

_z—6
o2+t’

Diny Z;’L:I Tij

lj, =
mn
A n ~

B naé? Yooy Tij I

- -
nad? +1 n nad? +1’
|y L 5o 2
11 A2 : o 2 | 2 nas® \2 o 2 ra||A—g S ®i
where o = 52 = ST and 6 satisfies 6 = 5 + s (na&QH) with s* = o

Remark 4.4. We note that the global optimum model is the average of average samples of each client. The
personalized optimum model is interpolation of local estimate and the true global model. The interpolation
coefficient depends on the heterogeneity (large o skews the result towards the local estimate and low o
skews it towards true global model). A large amount of local samples n decreases the reliance on g These
observations are in parallel with findings in [28] on mean estimation.

Theorem 4.5 (Condition for performance improvement). Consider an asymptotic regime that m — 0o
and T — oco. Compared to training without collaboration, the solution of ({0;}, fv,5%) in Lemma

262402 /n—o? al/n o
62402 /n 62402/n n’

improves the averaged KL-divergence % POy DKL(pw|9i||pr|év) by a factor of (
T |Yi
~9 o’f al
when 6% > 5 — L.
2
Corollary 4.6. Under the same setting as in Theorem choosing & > 3day guarantees strict improvement

2n
of collaboration for any population distribution N (p,,0.1q).
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Remark 4.7. Note that if our estimate 62 of the population variance is accurate, i.e., 6% = o2, then

collaboration always improves over only using local data for personalized generation; and in fact the
collaboration gain is the largest. In this case, the gain is larger when the number of local samples is relatively
small. However, if the estimate is inaccurate, one could, in principle be better off without collaboration.

2
However, by setting the hyperparameter £ > 3;;:0, we can ensure that our estimate 62 > % (Uf — o /n),
ensuring that collaboration is useful.
4.1 Proofs

Proof of Lemmal[.2 Let 8; = For stochastic differential equation

1
T—t+o03"

dat + Bi(xf — 0)dt = dwy, x§ ~N(0, (02 +T)1,),

we have

d(elo P45z — 9)) = elo Pt dmi + elo 053 (i — B)dt

= elo Bods (dwf + By — é)dt) = elo e .
Note that
4 2
i Beds _ oo TRmg _ n(T o) -m(T-t4od) - _T 0
T—t+o?

and

T T 2\2
‘ T+ 07) 1 1 T
2fipudsgy - [ _THO0) g pygap (L L N (1 Ty
/Oe ’ /0 Troz-pt =T+l Z-775 T2

It then follows that

T
elo Peds (i — 9) —(x§ — 9) ~N <0,/ el ﬁsdsdt) =N (0, (1 + (Z;) T) ,
0 0

and equivalently

o? - 5 T
O’O+T

where € ~ N (0, I4).
Since x5~ ~ N(0, (03 + T)1,), we have p o0 = N (é - 2+T9 (TOId). The KL-divergence between the

2 ~ 2
0| . O

target distribution pge = N(8, 021,) and Pas|p CAD then be calculated as HB 0+

2+T

Proof of Lemma[{.3 The parameterized score function is ¢(z; 0, t) = 2+t

— 2220 since @y |wg ~ N (20, t14). The training loss of can then be written as

722/ Een(0,14) {2H¢w”+\feej,t +6/\/H}dt+zw QHU

Note that Vg, In pg, |, (T:|T0) =

1=1 j=1
Note that
T T 2
z;i +\te— 0 €
Ee~ xi; +Vte; 0,t) + € ﬂth:/ Ee. H]Jr dt
/t:O N1l (i ) +e€/Vi|[] B P i
T 2 2 T
0 — X g, 1

= Ec d 0 € dt = / ——dt | |0 — xi;||* + const.

/0 N(0,14) H 0,8 +t \/%(U% + t) ] < 0 (0_% + t)g H JH
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1

Since foT Wdt =3 T 2T +T, the optimization of minimizing the training loss is equivalent to

2646, —pl” ), d
o in Z Z 165 — ;)1 + 53 + 5 o,
— j=1

where o = L — 1. By the KKT condition that
[oh +T

90

n

0; — .
Za(@ifwij)+ u:(), Vi=1,2,...,m

, o?
Jj=1

1™

1 w2 0. — 2 d
B o S e Y
m

: 204 202
=1

We thus have
Ez 1 Z] 1 Lij

I_L =
mn
A n ~
; na6? Doy Tij a
YT onas?+1 n nac? +1’

m 0 1 n 2
A2 . ~2 26 2/ nag? \2 2 Il lp-E T =y
where 67 satisfies 6% = 5 + s°(ago57)° with s° = g

Proof of Theorem [{.5. When m — oo, s? — %3 + 02 and f1 — p,, a.s.. 62 satisfies
2& o &2
A2 A4S 0 2
o=t ) e )
Since 6; are sampled i.i.d. from a population distribution N (p,,02I4). a = 1/02 since T — oo. Let
2
x ~ N0, %’Id), 0 ~ N(u,0%1,), by Lemma we have

m 2

1 A o N
6, — 6, + -0,
2y 10.) = mi; T T
2
=k "’””mul(“m) ]

~ (2L [10 - "] + (LB 10 - o]

62 +at/n
2

LY L A

62 +og/n &2 +og/n
_ o5 (o+03/n)og/nog , oi/n  of
n (62+03/n)2 n 62+03/nn

a3 262 + ot /n—o? od/n o}
n 62+ 02 /n 62+02/nn
where the expectation is taken w.r.t. x, 6.

Since without collaboration, the training of maximizing ELBO; for client-i leads to parameter 0, = %

2
and the KL-divergence between the target distribution and the output distribution is %‘J, it follows that

‘70

2
collaboration improves the performance as 1ong as 62 > Zc — 5L

26

The improvement is ( <2 f;%é" oL 2‘70/ - % and achleves the maximum when 62 = 02, i.e., the learned
62405 /n +o5/n n

6'2 — 2

o O
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. . ~2 28
]::;oof of Corogl;zry [£.6 Un‘der the s:xme Ss;:;clng as in T}AIQOI'GIZIU by Lemfna ozwe have UA =5+
(22 + 02)(55%27)? Taking £ > 2 = =57° gives that 6% > 20, and thus 62 > (22 + 03)(z5227)? >

6’2+a§/n 2n n 6’2-1-03/71
2 2 2
1%(% +02) > % — ;—;}L, which guarantees strictly improvement by Theorem O

5 Experiments

5.1 Experimental Setting

In our experiments, our goal is to compare our adaptive personalized unsupervised algorithms with global
training (FedAvg, FedAvg+fine-tuning), local training (training individual models without collaboration),
and competitive baselines in terms of testing performance under different heterogeneous scenarios. For all
experiments, we use 50 clients (m = 50) and initialize £ = 1le—6.

ADEPT-PCA: We use synthetic datasets for the experiments of ADEPT-PCA:. In the dataset, we first sample a
global PC, V* € St(d,r), uniformly on the Steifel manifold. We sample {ﬁ:}{il where the entries of each
U: follows Gaussian distribution with mean being V* and variance o*. Then, we let U} = Ry« (Pr,. (U :))
so that it is in the Steifel manifold. Data on each client are then generated by € = Uz + €.

175

1.70 1

165

1.60 1

1554

1.50 4

ratio of the reconstruction error

—— Local training
Global training
—— Ours

1.45 1

140 T T T T T T T
0.06 0.08 0.10 0.12 0.14 0.16 0.18

true o- for data generation

Figure 2: Ratio of the reconstruction error of different methods to the true model w.r.t. different values of
o*. We have d = 100, » = 20, m = 10, and n = 20.

ADEPT-AE: For AEs we do synthetic and real data experiments. In the synthetic experiments from a 0
mean o, = 0.1 standard deviation Gaussian, we sample weights for a one-layer decoder pu®* with 5 latent
dimensionality and 64 output dimensionality. Then by perturbing the weights with another zero-mean
Gaussian with o* we obtain true personalized decoders, which is used as in to generate 10 local samples
across 50 clients. Heterogeneity among clients will depend on ¢* and can be quantified in terms of signal-to-
noise ratio as 20log;, % dB. For the real data experiments, we use MNIST, Fashion MNIST, and CIFAR-10.
To introduce heterogeneity, we distribute the samples such that each client has access to samples from a
single class which simulates distinct data distributions for each client (commonly referred as pathological
heterogeneity [26]). For MNIST and Fashion MNIST, each client has access to 120 training samples; and for
CIFAR-10, 250 samples.

Models. For the synthetic experiments we use a two layer fully connected AE, for MNIST and Fashion
MNIST we also use a two layer AE with 784 input dimension with 10 and 20 latent dimensions depending
on experiment. For CIFAR-10 we use a symmetric convolutional AE whose input and output layers are
convolutional layers with 16 channels, 3 kernel size, 2 stride and no padding; the intermediate layers are fully
connected layers that maps 3600 dimensions to latent dimensions. We use 10 and 50 latent dimensionality
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Table 1: Total energy captured % averaged over samples and clients in the synthetic experiments.

Method Heterogeneity (std of noise and SNR)
0.05(6dB) 0.025(12dB) 0.01(20dB)

Baseline 88.3£0.5 954=£0.8 98.6 £0.1

ADEPT-AE 873+11 959+01 98.7=£0.1

Global Training 81.3+0.1 94.3+0.2 98.4+0.4
Local Training 83.2+19 83.2+1.9 83.2+1.9

depending on the experiment. We use ReLU activation function after the first layer and sigmoid after the
last layer.

Training and hyper-parameters. For the synthetic experiments we don’t do local iterations and just do
distributed training. For the other experiments, we do 20 local iterations per communication round, and
every communication round corresponds to an epoch, i.e. we use 300 global batch size for MNIST and 750 for
CIFAR-10. For all datasets and methods, we use SGD with a constant learning rate of 0.01 after individually
tuning in the set {0.5,0.1,0.05,0.01,0.005,0.001} and momentum coefficient of 0.9. For our method, we
choose 15 = 0.01,73 = 0.001 and use SGD without momentum. For synthetic, MNIST, and Fashion MNIST
datasets we train for 150 epochs/comm. rounds and for CIFAR-10 for 250 epochs. We initialize ¢ = 1 in
MNIST and Fashion MNIST experiments, and ¢ = 0.4 in synthetic experiments, and do not update o for
the first two epochs. For CIFAR-10 we initialize ¢ = 0.2 and we do lazy updates that is we start updates
after 200 epochs. We observed lazy updates with relatively small initial o works better for deeper models,
whereas simpler models do not require it. To improve the empirical performance and have a more stable
training we make a few changes to Algorithm [2] Namely, we keep individual o for each scalar weight, for
personalized and global models we clip the ¢,, norm of the gradients by 1, and for o by 10. We update o at
the first iteration instead of the last one. We include the global model in the local iterations.

Table 2: Total energy captured % averaged over samples and clients in the real dataset experiments.

Dataset Method Latent dimensionality
Low High
MNIST Baseline 789+0.5 85.7+04

ADEPT-AE 708+ 05 T77.7+0.1

FedAvg 66.2+09 759+0.7

Local Training 67.0+0.8 69.1+1.1

F. MNIST Baseline 88.5+£0.2 91.3+0.1
ADEPT-AE 83.9+0.2 85.6+0.2

FedAvg 81.2+0.2 84.9+0.2

Local Training 76.9+2.0 77.14+0.5

CIFAR-10 Baseline 88.7£0.5 93.3+0.1
ADEPT-AE 884+0.5 93.3+0.2

FedAvg 87.4+0.2 91.2+0.1

Local Training 87.7+0.2 92.240.2

ADEPT-DGM: For diffusion experiments we use a 6-layer U-Net from [Hugging Face. We let every client to
have access to 1200 or 600 samples from one class depending on the experiment. Instead of FedAvg, we
compare to FedAvg—+fine-tuning, as FedAvg cannot exclusively generate samples from the client’s target
distribution.
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https://github.com/huggingface/diffusion-models-class/blob/main/unit1/02_diffusion_models_from_scratch.ipynb
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Figure 3: Randomly chosen samples (Left:ADEPT-DGM, noise o = 0.024; Middle:Fed Avg+fine-tuning,noise
o = 0.028; Right:Local training, noise o = 0.032) (models are trained and samples are chosen with the same
seed across runs) from generated dataset for a client with data from ’0’ class.

Training and hyper-parameters. We train using 20 local iterations per communication round and epoch.
We use Adam optimizer with 1le—3 for all methods. For our method, we use Adam with 0.01 learning rate
for the updates of the global model and SGD with 0.001 Ir for 0. We do 100 epochs/comm. rounds in total.
We initialize 0 = 0.8 and do not update for the first 2 epochs. We multiply the learning rates 11,72 by 0.1 at
75th epoch. We employ the same changes in Algorithm [2]in Algorithm [3]as well. For a simpler demonstration,
we use a variance preserving SDE (as in Algorithm [3)) instead of variance exploding (as in Section . We do
the same to modify Algorithm [3] as we did for ADEPT-DGM.

5.2 Results

Table 3: Diffusion model generation quality for generating MNIST samples using U-Net model (lower is
better).

Method Metric
FID KID

Baseline 72.3+2.2 0.062 £ 0.003
High Number of Samples

ADEPT-DGM 80.0 +2.3 0.067 + 0.003
FedAvg+fine-tuning 88.5 +3.8 0.082 4+ 0.004
Local Training 84.1+0.8 0.075%0.001
Low Number of Samples

ADEPT-DGM 84.2+ 1.5 0.069 4+ 0.002
FedAvg+fine-tuning 95.9+7.6 0.090 & 0.009
Local Training 91.8+2.0 0.083 +0.003

ADEPT-PCA: We compare the reconstruction error between Algorithm [I] local training, and global training.
In the global training setting, we train a single global model with the average of local gradients in each
iteration. In Figure [2] the value in the y-axis is the ratio of the reconstruction error of each training method
to the true error, which is evaluated by {U7; },. When o* is small, the heterogeneity of the data among the
clients is low, and thus global training benefits from the sample size and performs better than pure local
training. Our algorithm also makes use of the sample size and achieves an even smaller reconstruction error
with the personalized models. When o* is large, the heterogeneity of the data among the clients is high and
thus training a single global model for each client does not work well. In this case, our algorithm learns a
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larger o and performs more like local training. In the scenario between the two cases, our algorithm also
outperforms both global and local training.

ADEPT-AE: The results are in terms of percentage of total energy captured per sample which is, for a sample
z, equal to 100(1 — ||z — 2||?/||z||*). The results are averaged over 3 runs and reported together with the
standard deviation.

Synthetic data. In Table [I} baseline denotes that each client trains a personalized AE whose decoder
part is the true data generating decoder. Our method outperforms local and global training and even the
competitive baseline when heterogeneity is smaller. The result is similar to Figure [2] showing our method
outperforms both local and global training in the regimes where they are strong alternatives.

Real data. The competitive baseline in (Table [2]) is when 10 clients maintain all the training data from
their corresponding class (n = 5000 per client). Remarkably, our method (n = 250 per client) matches the
baseline on CIFAR-10 (for high latent dimensions), indicating that adaptive personalized collaboration results
in x20 effective sample size. For other datasets, our method consistently outperforms FedAvg and local
training by an important margin regardless of latent dimensionality. Our method reduces reconstruction
error by as much as ~ 35% and ~ 25% compared to local training and FedAvg respectively.

Ours Local FedAvg+finetuning

Figure 4: Violin plot of KID values of clients.

ADEPT-DGM: For Diffusion models we use FID [14] and KID [2] metrics to quantitatively measure the
generated dataset quality (see Table . At the end of training, each client generates 200 samples (using
the model with the lowest validation loss) and compares it to the local test dataset to compute the metrics.
Our method consistently results in better quality generated samples and improves upon other methods by
5% — 22%. Moreover, in Figure |4 we depict the resulting KID values of clients. We see that our method
brings equity, that is, the worst-performing client is much better compared to the worst clients of other
methods; and the performance variance of clients is lower. We also illustrate randomly chosen sample images
in Figure [3| and estimate the amount of noise using [I5]. Compared to ADEPT-DGM, in images obtained using
FedAvg+fine-tuning we observe missing features and inconsistent hallucinations. On the other hand, local
training outputs images with significantly more background noise as apparent in images (e.g. 1st from the
last row and 2nd from the first row) and from the estimated noise standard deviation which indicates a 1.5x
increase in noise level in terms of noise standard deviation (¢ = 0.032 for local training vs o = 0.024 for
adaptive personalized method).

6 Conclusion

We developed, ADEPT, a hierarchical Bayes framework for personalized federated unsupervised learning; leading
to new criteria for linear (ADEPT-PCA), non-linear (ADEPT-AE) dimensionality reduction, and personalized
federated diffusion models (ADEPT-DGM). Each of our algorithms included adaptation for the heterogeneity
during training which resulted in novel theoretical interpretations and superior empirical performance. Open
questions include extensions with information constraints such as communication and privacy.
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Appendix
Proofs for Adaptive PCA: ADEPT-PCA

1 n2 1 }
(Lg’))Z” 3(L§/‘7))2’ bL, [’

we have

T m
1 o2 BAT
> ((m Znﬁﬁn%) +llg¥ 13+ (g9) ) <
=1

t=1 = min{’?h 12, 773}
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where

V="Pr, (Vv fP*(Uis}i, Vicr,001))

g% = PTUi,t—l (vUi,tflfipca(Ui,t717 thlu 7Jt71)) 9
0
97 = Do fpca({Uzt 1}i Vie1,00-1),

Ap = fpca({Uz',o}z', Vo,00) — fP*({Uir}i, Vr,07).

A.1 Proofs
Fact A.2. The gradients of the local loss function with respect to the local and global PC’s and ¢ are given
as
. U,
Vu, U, V,o) = —%(W;lsiW{lUi—Wi_lUi)—&-L(Q),
o
U) UV +V'U;
i 20-2
d 26+d*(V,U;
ﬂfipca(Uhvvo.) — Lﬁ’)’)’
do o o
0 pca _ ZPTV (UZ)
VUi (ao_fz (UZaVaO-) - o3 )
U)UV+V'U,
vV Ef‘pca(UiaVao—) = PTV( )( - + )
ol o3

Fact A.3. For two matrices A € R**? and B € R"*¢, we have

IAB||F < [[Allop| Bl » and [|AB||r < [|All¢||Bllop-
Fact A.4. For matrix to matrix functions, {g; }*_;, with bounded output operator norms, maxx ||gi(X)||op <
M;, we have

k

Ifllgi( H91 e < H (;Ilgz )IIp)

A.1.1 Proof of Lemma [3.2

Proof. We use mathematical induction to proof the lemma. For the base case, it is given that og > wy/ %.
Assume that for all 7 € {0,1,...,t},

2€

or 2w R

Then, we consider the following two cases. First, if oy € {w\ / %, A/ %f} , we have

B o ack L 4%
d o; ot O

; 9 p
. . pca Uz ,V , _ _ <0
Vi € [m] 0o £ Ui Visi) oy o} o o}
. 0 pca 2£
= Viem]: o1 =0 —ma—f Ui, Vi,00) 20 2wy =
aat d

1 & [2¢
= Jt+1:%;0i,t+1 > w R
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Otherwise, if we have o; > %, we have

0 d 2% +d3(V,U,
Oit41 = O — n3870tfip (Ui, Vi,00) =01 — 13 <0t _x ((73 tUi)
7

d 26 2 d 28
Zat_"]SJtZ\/;_(l_w)dz'm_w d

1 & [2¢
Oty1 = E;Uz’,t+l > w R

Thus, by mathematical induction, we have

2 2
VteN Vi€ [m]: Utzwﬂg and ai,tzwwgg.

A.1.2 Proof of Lemma [3.6

and thus

Proof. For the Lipschitz smoothness, we have

2 ) |
;sz'l:)ca(l;i7‘/7g)‘: ‘Gé-_'_gd(’ljl)_d
g

o4 o2
‘6§ L3V, UY| | d
< [BPEEEE S
o o
66 + 12 d

~ 482wt /d? + 28w?/d
3@ 3 &
2wt 20t 262

:LO'

for any V, U;, and o > w\/%.

A.1.3 Proof of Lemma
Proof. For the bound on the gradient,

U,
wiiswitu, - wwy) Ll

2 o2 op
< - Zwilswilu, - wilu, 2
< - B WSW - WU+
Mo B 2
<G (UIWISW Uil + W Uillop) + =5

<n GmaI’Op-i— 1 . d
-2 ot o2 Ew?’

)

where in the last inequality we use |[W; !||,, < 2. Therefore, we find that norm of the gradient is bounded

by Gy = %(M %) + E%' For the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient, we omit the client index ¢ and

1
(TE

use Uy and Us to denote two arbitrary points on St(d, r) for simplicity. For any client ¢, we focus on the

first term of the gradient,

(WtSW U, —W U W SW S U+ W5 U e
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< (3 + Srper 1 (14 Xmgme) s - v, (1)
For the second part of the gradient we have
1
—2 1P (U1) = Pry (U2)llr
= %HU1—U2—%V(VT(U1—U2)+(U1T—U2T)V)||F

2
< ;HUl = UsllF,
d
< 2 ||lU, — Usl|,
S U1 = Usllp
where in the last inequality we use Fact @5 As a result, we find that the gradient is Lipschitz continuous

with Ly i= 3 (g + Snzpen 4 (14 2mgeen ) 2) 4 o4 O

€

A.1.4 Proof of Lemma [3.§
Proof. For the Lipschitz constant

2
—1Pr, (U)sym(U] V1) =Pr,,, (Ui)sym(U; V)|

2 1

= SIUUI (V1= V) + Ui(Vi = Va)U] = S(Vi(VIU; + U Vi) = Va(Va Ui + U Vo))l
24

< ;I|V1 - Vallr
12d

— 5(}\]2)

where sym(UlTV) = UZTV—l—VTUZ- and we used Fact hence Ly = é%‘;. For the gradient bound, is it
straightforward to see that

4 2d
Vv f7(U, V,0)|2 < po) < %k
O
A.1.5 Proof of Lemma [3.9]
Proof. Using Fact [A22] we have
0 e 4 YR
N el ; < —=<
Vo (5@ V.0 )l 55 <
and
D en 8 V2P
ily) . < - <
HVV (aO’fZ (UuVaU) ||2 >~ 0_3 >~ w3\/§>3
O

A.1.6 Proof of Lemma [3.10]
Proof. We have

fpca({Ui,t}i7 Vi, Ut) - fpca({Ui,tq}u Vi1, Utfl)
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= [fP{Uis}i, Visou) = P {Uin}i, Vi, 011)]
+ [P QU Y Vi o) = FPQU b, Vier, 001)]
+[P{Uis}i, Vi, 00-1) = [P{Ui-1}i, Vier, 00-1)]

With a similar proof as Lemma 5 in [29], we have

fpca({Ui,t}i, Vi1, Utfl)_fpca({Ui,tfl}ia Vi1, Utfl)

— +C ?) ca
<(”1n;“m)§;|Pmuxvuu_Jf Wi Veeroia)l

fP{Uit}i, Vi, 001) = fP*({U ¢ }is Vi1, 06-1)
< (=2 + Cn2d) |Pry, (Vv [P ({Ui i}, Vier,000)) |17

where
L 2G2 +1
O = 016y + L R,
L 2G2 +1
Cno = C3Go + —QU(CQQG? + ),
Gi =2GyVd,
Go = 2GyVd

with some constants C1, Cs given by Lemma and Gy, Gy given in Lemma For the sufficient
decrease with respect to o, we have

fpca({Ui,t}ia Vt, Ut) - fpca({Ui,t}ia Vi, Ut—l)

0 L.
< 5Ut,1fpca({Ui7t}i, Vi,o1-1)(0r —0p—1) + - (01 — 01-1)2
N {3% 1prd({U”}“Vhat 1)] [_ngaat_lprd({Ui’t1}i’Vt1,0t1)} - 7732 |:80't—1fp0d({Ui,t1}i,thaJt1):|

(by the update rule of o)
0 0 0
= (—m3) {%prca({Ui,t}u Vi,o0-1) — thfpca({Ui,t—l}h Vioi,00-1) + Wfpca({Ui,t—l}ia Vi1, Ut—l)]

[ 0 fpca({U t— 1} V1,0 1)] T]%LJ [ fpca({U t— 1} V1,0 1)]2

6Ut 1 2, 19 ) 2 a t 1 2, 19 )

_ 8 pca 8 pca a pca

= (-ns) {aat_lf {Uis}i, Vi, 00-1) — 6at_1f ({Ui,t—l}i,Vt—l,Ut—l)] [(%t_lf ({Ui,t—l}iavt—l,at—l)]

2L, B) 2
- (773 7732 >[ag_fpca({Ui,t1}i7Vt170t1)]

0 2 2
<B —fP*{Uis}i, Vi, 00-1) — fpca({Ui,t—l}iaVt—ha't—l) + B —fP*{Uit-1}i, Vie1,00-1)
2 30,5 _ 2 a 01
77?2>L0' pca ? : 2 2
-\ 9 80, P {Uie-1}i, Ve, 00-1) (since 2ab < a® + b* for any a,b € R)
N 9 : ns  m3L
=5 [8@ 1fpca({Uzt}27Vt;Ut 1) — 8Gt_1fpca({Ui,t1}¢7Vt1,0t1)} - (2— 320> [8@ 1fpc'c‘({U” 1y, Viel, o0
- 0 ——fP{Uis}i, Vi, 0 1)—7fpca(Vt {Ui—1}isoi-1)
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77 77 pca
(2 : ) {6@ 1f ({Uzt 1}1;Vt 1,0t— 1)}
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—1 —

|3

8 0
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2
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2
m 2 2L 8 2
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(

IA
|

2 8Ut_1
(from Lemma

2

- o 2 —n2L, 0

E ||Uzt U,i—illr ] +2 (Li/)HVi,t — VLt—lHF) — (B P{U -1}, Vier, 06-1)
i—1 2 aO't,1

(since (a + b)? < 2a? + 2b?)

1 . 2 " 2 —n2L, P 2
<y [mz (LN = Uiaalle) + (LO1Vie = Vi) 1 - <’73 - ) [ G P (Ui} Vi o)

(Cauchy—Schwarz inequality)

13
2

IN
|3
/\
S\H

(e 1 & ca ca
:773(L§]))2E <Z”P7—Um_1 (Vu,, . /P (Ui,t—lvvt—ha't—l))H%) +773( ) |Pry, . (Vv fP{Uis}i Vier,00-1)) |7

N ’
_(773 2773 )[ fpca({Ui,tl}i7Vt170t1)] .

Ooi_1

Thus, we have

PP{Ui Viso) = P (Ui} Vier o)

= [fP({Uin}i, Vicr,001) = [P({Ui—1}i, Vie1,00-1)]
+ P Uithin Vs oien) = P ({Uisi, Vier, 001)]
+ P Uia}is Visor) = P Ui, Viooiea)]

< ( m+ Coun? +13(LE)) ) ZHPTU” (Vo P Ui1, Vi, o) 1 F
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- + 2L0’ 0 ca 2

. _ . 1 _ . 1 _ . 'r] 'r] 1
By choosing 1, = mln{ﬂ7 1}, me = mln{m, 1}, and 73 = mln{m, W, m}, we have
U \'4

(0)32 1 2m i
=1+ Cont +n3(Li7’)* <m <Cn17713) -3 t3 =3
, 1\ 2
—tp+ Cnan + s (L) <o (o — 5 ) = 22 4 2 = 12
3 3 3 3
—n3 +n3 L, 1\ s n3
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Therefore, we obtain

7]1

1 = ca
fP{U i}, Vi o) = fP({UG -1 }4is Vie1, 00-1) < —3 (m ZHPTUM?1 (Vu,, . f} (Ui,t—lavt—lmo't—l))”%>

i=1
2 pca 2 3 0 pca ?
— = Pr,, (Vv fP?(Ui}ti, Vicr,om))IF — = | 7= P*{Ui-1}i, Vie1,00-1) | -
3 t—1 3 |0os_1

O

A.1.7 Proof of Theorem [3.3]
Proof. Following Lemma by telescoping across the iterations, we have

|

1 a 0 pea ’
7Z||PTU‘ (Voo ffP (Ui,t—hvt—lnat—l))”QF) + {fp ({Ui7t—1}iavt—17a't—1):| ]
m ht-1 &It,l

=1

|P7_vt 1 Vvt 1fpca({Uzt}1th 1,0¢— 1))||F

+
A

T

} Z fP{U -1}, Ve, oe-1) — fP°({Ui }i, Vi, , o)
1

—_

- 1 n M2 N3
T min{ %, 2 %

3(fP*({Uio}i, Vo, 00) = fP*({Uir}i, Vo, o))
Tmln{nla 12, 773}

B Proofs for Adaptive AEs: ADEPT-AE

B.1 Proofs
B.1.1 Proof of Lemma [3.15|

Proof. Following the same proof in Lemma [3.2] we have the same lower bound on o if we initialized it in the
same way.
The gradient w.r.t. p is

n—0
V,.f2(0 = —.
Hfz ( vl'l'vo—) 20_2
Thus, we have
pm—0  p,—0 P11 Mo dg
H 202 942 H_H 252 ‘g% 2”#1 N2||§Lu||ﬂ1_N2H~

For L, we have

2 2
P )| < [P _ o
= ot %

66 +3(2B)2 2

482wt /d2 28w?
362 3d2B? 2
26204 T2t T 2¢,2

—IL,.
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For L((,” ), we have

ae ae u—0
IV L f2(6, ,01) — V0 f2(6, p, 02)|| = - ‘
93
R |
o? o2 2
= o1 — g | + — | 101
0?0y 0103 2

—3
2
S2<w f) Bloy — o)
6

_ BV
w34/2£3

= L((TIJ')|01 702|.

o1 — 09|

B.1.2 Proof of Theorem [3.12]

Proof. Since p, and o, are updated only when 7 divides ¢, we consider the two cases separately.

When 7 divides ¢t First, for the sufficient decrease of 8, ;, we have

f?e(ei,tvll't—hat—l) - fiae(ai,t—l;/'l't—lvo—t—l)
L
<V, [iOis—1,14-1,00-1),0i —0iy 1) + 76H91‘,t — 0]

= (Vo 1 [iBit—1,1—1,00-1), = Ve, [{(Oip—1, 11, 00-1)) + % H—mvei,t,lffe(é’i,tﬂ,ui)t,l,at,l)Hz
( m+ni— 5 ) ||V01t (0 zt717“t7170t71)||2'

Sum over the clients and we have

F{Bin}t e 001) — F({0is-1} 1, 00-1) < ( m+n%L;) ( ZHven i zt-l,m_l,ot—nHQ)-

(18)

Second, for the sufficient decrease of o4, define

0
S (0 4, et 011).
2 &;t_lfl @ity ty—1,00-1)

Thus, 0 = 0¢—1 — 1297 and

L,
(&It 1fae( i tv“t170t1)> (o —ov—1) + > (o¢ — 01:71)2

IN

fiae(ai,h K1, Ut) - fiae(ei,ta Nt—hgtfl)

0 ae o LU o\2
— (G o Ouse e 1v00-1) ) (o) 4 5 ().
Sum over the clients and we have

ae o LU o LU o
PO} e 00) = f(0ie} o1, 000) < —ma(97)* + 3= (7)) = (—nz + nSQ) (g7)?.  (19)
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Then, for the sufficient decrease of p,, define

1
gf,t = Vp,tilfiae(ehtvp’t—laJt—l)a gf = E 295&
1=
1 m
gﬁt = Vﬂt—lfiac(ei7taut—laat)v gfl = % Zgﬁt
=1

We have
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2 2 2
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Finally, we have the overall decrease when 7 divides ¢ by summing equation , , and ,

fae({ei,t}autvgt) ({01 t} ﬂ't 170t 1) ( T +771 9 ) ( ZHVBIt 1f zt17ﬂt170t1)|‘2>

L, +L®’ - ns  Lun?
+ —772-5-77%# (97)% + —54' 23 gt 1>

When 7 does not divide ¢ At time steps that are not communication rounds we simply have decrease
due to the updates of {6}, that is,

F {0ty 00) — U Oie—1} e _1,00-1) = [ ({Oi} by _1,00-1) — f{Oii—1}, 441, 00-1)

1 m
= D Ot tty—1011) = [7(Oii1, 1, 00-1))
=1

( m +771 B ) ( ZHVGQt 1f zt—17l~l‘t—1a0-t—l)H2> .

IN

The final bound By choosing, n; = L%v Ne = W, 73 = min{1, %}’ and by averaging over time steps
o o Lt

while combining two type of decrease, we obtain

1 T m T I Lo. L((TH)27L 71 A
TZ( 2107 ”““tl"’tl)||2> +7 Z gt [1? + § (g2 < exile: +T wl}or
t=1 i=1 pa
t%T 0 t%T=0
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where Ap = f2°({60,0}, g, 00) — f2°({0i1}, bp, or). Given that 7 is a finite constant let us denote R = T'/7
as the number of communication rounds. Then we have,

1 ) 1 & T
TZ<mZH9?,tH2> +f Z Hgé‘\|2+f > (@)
o et ko
R &l 1 & 1 T
T RZ(,%ZIIQ?A!Q) Z ot + > (9
= = t%T 0 t(;io
R T 1™ ) T
7 l7 2 <mZHgﬁt|| >+ Z g7+ & S (o
:i = t%‘r 0 (}fi
i i 0112 ©y2 o\2
> 7 min llg?]” + gt l” + (97) b

Finally this yields,

(n)? ae
max{Lg, L, + Ly~ , Ly, 1}A¥
R )

min {[laf] + 9217 + (67)*} <

where Af = J**({8:0}i: to: 00) = [**({u7}i: p o).

30



	Introduction
	Problem Formulation
	Hierarchical Bayes for personalized learning
	Personalized Dimensionality Reduction
	Personalized Generation through Diffusion Models

	Personalized Federated Dimensionality Reduction
	Personalized Adaptive PCA: ADEPT-PCA
	Proof Outline for Theorem 3.3

	Personalized Adaptive AEs: ADEPT-AE
	Proof outline of Theorem 3.12


	Personalized Generation through Adaptive Diffusion Models: ADEPT-DGM
	Proofs

	Experiments
	Experimental Setting
	Results

	Conclusion
	Proofs for Adaptive PCA: ADEPT-PCA
	Proofs
	Proof of Lemma 3.2
	Proof of Lemma 3.6
	Proof of Lemma 3.7
	Proof of Lemma 3.8
	Proof of Lemma 3.9
	Proof of Lemma 3.10
	Proof of Theorem 3.3


	Proofs for Adaptive AEs: ADEPT-AE
	Proofs
	Proof of Lemma 3.15
	Proof of Theorem 3.12



