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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 [11, 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

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
2.

12
53

7v
2 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

5 
Fe

b 
20

24



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 [10] 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 3.3 and 3.12. In Remark 3.13, 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 5 1, we evaluate ADEPT-PCA and
ADEPT-AE on synthetic and real data showing the benefits of adaptive collaboration. For example, Table 2
shows effective amplification of as much as 20× 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 4.5, 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, 32], grouping clients based on latent representations [44], generating data to improve performance of
personalized supervised learning [3, 31]. 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 [11, 1, 17], regularization techniques [7, 24, 13], clustered FL [47, 24, 12, 25],
knowledge distillation strategies [22, 30], 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, 4, 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

1Our code is available at https://github.com/kazkara/adept.
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Figure 1: Hierarchical Bayesian model of data distribution

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 σ 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:

• 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.

• Given a composite function f(u,v), we denote ∇f(u,v) or ∇(u,v)f(u,v) as the gradient; ∇uf(u,v)
and ∇vf(u,v) as the partial gradients with respect to u and v.

• For a vector u, ∥u∥ denotes the ℓ2-norm ∥u∥2. For a matrix U , ∥U∥2 and ∥U∥op both denote the
ℓ2-norm (operator norm) of the matrix and ∥U∥, ∥U∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of the matrix.

• We use {U i}mi=1 or {U i} (when the context is clear) to denote the collection {U1, . . . , Um}. When there
are multiple indices, we use {U i,t}i := {U1,t, . . . ,Um,t} to denote the collection over index i.

2.1 Hierarchical Bayes for personalized learning

The statistical model based on hierarchical Bayes, suitable for federated unsupervised learning, is illustrated
in Figure 1. There are m clients. Each client i is associated with a parameter θi and has a local dataset Xi

consisting of n data points (xi1, . . . ,xin) i.i.d. from distribution p(x|θi). The parameters obey a population
distribution (a.k.a. prior distribution in the Bayesian model) p(θ|Γ) parameterized by Γ. We have a (carefully
designed) hyper prior distribution π over Γ, i.e., Γ ∼ π to prevent ill-posedness. This statistical model defines
the joint distribution

pΓ,{θi},{Xi}(Γ,θ1, . . . ,θm,X1, . . . ,Xm) = π(Γ)

m∏
i=1

p(θi|Γ)

m∏
i=1

n∏
j=1

p(xij |θi). (1)
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We learn the distribution parameters Γ, {θi} from data {Xi} by maximizing the joint distribution (a.k.a.
maximum a posteriori), by minimizing the ADEPT loss function:

f({θi},Γ; {Xi}) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

fi(θi;Xi) +R({θi},Γ),

where fi(θi;Xi) := −
∑n

j=1 log(p(xij |θi)) is the local loss function for client i reflecting the likelihood

of the local dataset, and R({θi},Γ) = − 1
m log π(Γ) − 1

m

∑m
i=1 log p(θi|Γ) 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 dθ-dimensional normed metric space

(Θ, ∥ · ∥)2. Specifically, Γ = (µ, σ), the parameters θ,µ ∈ Θ and p(θ|Γ) = 1
(2πσ2)dθ/2 exp(−∥θ−µ∥

2

2σ2 ), where d is

the dimensionality of θ and µ has the same dimension as θ. We assume an improper (non-informative) hyper
prior π over Γ = (µ, σ), as µ ∼ N (0,∞· Idθ

) and σ2 follows an inverse gamma distribution parameterized by
a hyper-parameter ξ, i.e., π(µ, σ) ∝ exp(mξ

σ2 ) 3. We thus have the regularization

R({θi},Γ) = − 1

m
log π(Γ)− 1

m

m∑
i=1

log p(θi|Γ) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

2ξ + ∥µ− θi∥2

2σ2
+ dθ log σ. (2)

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 σ. In this setting, the dataset from client i is Xi ∈ Rd×n containing n samples of d
dimensional vectors. Let us denote Si = 1

nXiX
⊤
i as the sample covariance matrix of client i. For notational

consistency with canonical PCA notation, we set the parameters θi = U i ∈ Rd×r. Similar to [29], we adopt
the probabilistic view of PCA [41],

xij = U izij + ϵij , (3)

where zi1, . . . ,zin
i.i.d.∼ N (0, Ir) and ϵi1, . . . , ϵin

i.i.d.∼ N (0, σ2
ϵId). This results in the likelihood function

p(Xi|θ = U i) = N (0,U iU
⊤
i + σ2

ϵI). Recall that the prior parameter is Γ = (µ, σ), here for notational
consistency we use V = µ. The underlying metric space (Θ, ∥ · ∥) containing the parameters U and V in
the Steifel manifold where St(d, r) := {U ∈ Rd×r|U⊤U = I}. The metric is d(V ,U) = ∥PTV (U)∥ where
PTV (U) = U − 1

2V (V ⊤U + U⊤V ) 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:

min
{Ui},V ,σ

fpca({U i},V , σ; {Xi}) :=
1

m

( m∑
i=1

n

2
(log(|W i|) + tr(W−1

i Si)) +
2ξ + d2(V ,U i)

2σ2

)
+ dθ log σ (4)

s.t. V ⊤V = I, U⊤i U i = I ∀i ∈ [m]; where W i = (U iU
⊤
i + σ2

ϵI).

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 (3) to model non-linearity as follows,

Xij = ψθd
i
(zij) + ϵij , (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.
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where θd
i parameterizes a non-linear decoding map from the latent space to the observed space. We can

parameterize the encoder structure such that zij = gθe
i
(Xij). Using Gaussian distribution we get the

ADEPT-AE criterion:

arg min
{θi},µ,σ

fae({θi},µ, σ) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

(
∥Xi − ψθd

i
(gθe

i
(Xi))∥2F +

2ξ + ∥µ− θi∥2

2σ2

)
+ dθ log σ (6)

where µ is the global model and {θi} are the autoencoders of the clients and viewed as the concatenation of
θe
i and θd

i .

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, 37]. The mathematical
model of a diffusion model is the following stochastic differential equation [39]

dxt = dwt (variance exploding process), (7)

where wt is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. For time t ∈ [0, T ], its time-reversed process is

dx←t = ∇ ln pxT−t
(x←t )dt+ dw←t , (8)

where pxt
is the probability density function of xt, w

←
t is a standard Wiener process. It can be verified that

X←t follows the same distribution as xT−t. More strongly, suppose X←0 has the same distribution as xT , and
then the two processes {xT−t}t∈[0,T ] and {x←t }t∈[0,T ] have the same distribution.

Suppose that the score function ∇ ln pxt
(x) can be represented by a neural network ϕ(x;θ, t) ∈ Rd for some

parameter θ. The data generation is then integration over the time-revised process (8) with the drift function
ϕ(x;θ, t) and the starting distribution x←0 ∼ N (0, σ2

0Id). The generated distribution p(x|θ) is then implicitly
defined without a closed form. [18, Eq (4)] shows that

ln p(x|θ) ≥ ELBOθ(x) = −1

2

∫ T

t=0

E∥ϕ(xt;θ, t)−∇xt ln pxt|x0
(xt|x)∥2dt+ C (9)

where xt ∼ N (x, Id) and C is some constant factor independent of θ. Accordingly, we use ELBO 4

as a surrogate function for the negative log-likelihood; thus, the personalized loss function is fi(θi;Xi) =
−ELBOθi(Xi) = −

∑n
j=1ELBOθi(xij). The personalized data generation is then minimizing the ADEPT-DGM

loss function

min
{θi},µ,σ2

fdf({θi},µ, σ; {Xi}) :=
1

m

m∑
i=1

(
−ELBOθi(Xi) +

2ξ + ∥µ− θi∥2

2σ2

)
+ dθ log σ. (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 σi,t, 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 i 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 σ.

4Unlike the discrete case, for the continuous case, there are several definitions used for ELBO e.g. in [38, 19]; [18] uses the
simplified definition in (9) to unify different ELBO definitions.
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Algorithm 1 ADEPT-PCA Algorithm

Input: Number of iterations T and learning rates (η1, η2, η3).

1: Initialize local PCs {U i,0}mi=1, global PC V 0, and σ0.
2: Broadcast V 0, σ0 to the clients
3: for t = 1 to T do
4: On the clients:
5: for i = 1 to m: do
6: Receive V t−1, σt−1
7: σi,t = σt−1 − η3 ∂

∂σt−1
fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, σt−1)

8: gU
i,t = PTUi,t−1

(∇Ui,t−1
fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, σt−1))

9: U i,t ← RUi,t−1
(−η1gU

i,t)

10: gV
i,t = PTV t−1

(∇V t−1f
pca
i (U i,t,V t−1, σt−1))

11: V i,t ← V t−1 − η2gV
i,t

12: Send V i,t, σi,t to the server
13: end for
14: At the server:
15: Receive {V i,t}mi=1 and {σi,t}mi=1

16: V t = RV t−1

(
1
m

∑m
i=1 V i,t − V t−1

)
17: σt = 1

m

∑m
i=1 σi,t

18: Broadcast V t, σt to the clients
19: end for

Output: Personalized PCs {U1,T , . . . ,Um,T }.

Assumption 3.1. For each client i, the operator and Frobenius norms of Si are bounded by

∥Si∥F ≤ Gi,F and ∥Si∥op ≤ Gi,op,

and Gmax,F := maxi∈[m]Gi,F ,Gmax,op := maxi∈[m]Gi,op. The assumption implies the Lipschitz smoothness
properties of the loss function w.r.t. personalized PCs {U i}.

Lemma 3.2 (A lower bound on σt). Given any ω ∈ (0, 1). Let the learning rate η3 ≤ (1 − ω) 2ξ
d2
θ
and the

initialization σ0 ≥ ω
√

2ξ
dθ
. Then, for all t ∈ [T ], we have σt ≥ ω

√
2ξ
dθ
.

See Appendix A.1.1 for the proof. We will fix some ω ∈ (0, 1) for the rest of the paper and initialize σ0
accordingly so that we can utilize the lower bound in Lemma 3.2. The bound is due to ξ to guarantee that the
loss does not explode due to vanishing σ. Let us now define gU

i,t = PTUi,t−1
(∇Ui,t−1f

pca
i (U i,t−1,V t−1, σt−1)),

gV
t = 1

m

∑m
i=1 PTV t−1

(∇V t−1
fpcai (U i,t,V t−1, σt−1)), and gσt = ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1). Then,

Algorithm 1 has the following convergence upper bound for finding a first-order stationary point.

Theorem 3.3 (Convergence of ADEPT-PCA Algorithm 1). Let Gt =
(

1
m

∑m
i=1

∥∥gU
i,t

∥∥2)+
∥∥gV

t

∥∥2 + (gσt )2. By

choosing η1 = min{ 1
3Cη1

, 1}, η2 = min{ 1
3Cη2

, 1}, and η3 = min
{

η1

3(L
(σ)
U )2

, η2

3(L
(σ)
V )2

, 1
Lσ

}
, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

Gt ≤
3∆pca

T

T min{η1, η2, η3}
,

where T is number of total iterations, ∆pca
T = fpca({U i,0}i,V 0, σ0)− fpca({U i,T }i,V T , σT ), and η1, η2, η3

are the learning rates for updating U i, V , and σ respectively. The constants are defined such that fpca(·)
isLσ-smooth w.r.t. σ and gU

i,t, g
V
t are L

(σ)
U , L

(σ)
V continuous w.r.t. σ respectively. Cη1

, Cη2
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 3.13.
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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 RU : TU → St(d, r) that
induces local coordinates on the Stiefel manifold. In this work, we use polar retraction that is defined as
RU (V ) = (U + V )(I + V ⊤V )−

1
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 [5]). Let V ∈ St(d, r), for any point U ∈ TV with
bounded norm, ∥U∥F ≤M , there exists C ∈ R such that

∥RV (U)− (V + U)∥F ≤ C∥U∥2F . (11)

Lemma 3.5 (Lipschitz type inequality [5]). Let U ,V ∈ St(d, r). If a function ψ is L-Lipschitz smooth in
Rd×r, the following inequality holds:

|ψ(V )− (ψ(U)+⟨PTU (∇ψ(U)),V −U⟩)| ≤ Lg

2
∥V −U∥2F

where Lg = L+G with G := maxU∈St(d,r) ∥∇ψ(U)∥2.

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 σ). For all i ∈ [m] and U i,V ∈
St(d, r), within the domain σ ∈ [ω

√
2ξ
d ,∞], the function fpcai (U i,V , σ) is Lσ-Lipschitz smooth with respect

to σ with constants

Lσ :=
d2

2ξω2
+

3d2

2ξω4
+

3d2

ξ2ω4
.

Lemma 3.7 (Lipschitz smoothness and bounded gradients with respect to U i). The function fpcai (U i,V , σ)
is LU -Lipschitz smooth with respect to U i and ∥∇fpcai (U i,V , σ)∥2 ≤ GU for all i ∈ [m] with constants

LU :=
n

2

(
1

σ2
ϵ

+
Gmax,op

σ4
ϵ

+

(
1 +

2Gmax,op

σ2
ϵ

)
2

σ4
ϵ

)
+

d

ξω2
,

GU :=
n

2

(
Gmax,op

σ4
ϵ

+
1

σ2
ϵ

)
+

d

ξω2
.

Lemma 3.8 (Lipschitz smoothness and bounded gradients with respect to V ). The function fpca({U i}i,V , σ)
is LV -Lipschitz smooth with respect to V and ∥∇fpca({U i}i,V , σ)∥2 ≤ GV with constants

LV :=
12d

ξω2
,

GV :=
3d

ξω2
.

Lemma 3.9 (Lipschitz continuity of ∂
∂σf

pca
i (U ,V , σ) with respect to U ,V ). The function ∂

∂σf
pca
i (U ,V , σ)

is L
(σ)
U -Lipschitz continuous with respect to U and L

(σ)
V -Lipschitz continuous with respect to V with

L
(σ)
U =

√
2d3

ω3
√
ξ3
,

L
(σ)
V =

2
√
d3

ω3
√

2ξ3
.
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Before showing the convergence results, we define the following terms. Let

Cη1
= C1G1 +

(LU +GU )(C2
1G

2
1 + 1)

2
,

Cη2 = C2G2 +
(LV +GV )(C2

2G
2
2 + 1)

2
,

G1 = 2GU

√
d,

G2 = 2GV

√
d. (12)

with some constants C1, C2 given by Lemma 3.4 and GU , GV given in Lemma 3.7, 3.8. Given the above
results, we can obtain overall sufficient decrease as follows,

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

fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)− fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

≤
(
−η1 + Cη1

η21 + η3(L
(σ)
U )2

) 1

m

m∑
i=1

∥PTUi,t−1

(
∇Ui,t−1

fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, , σt−1)
)
∥2F

+
(
−η2 + Cη2η

2
2 + η3(L

(σ)
V )2

)
∥PTV t−1

(
∇V t−1

fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)
)
∥2F

+

(
−η3 + η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
.

Proof outline of Theorem 3.3. We show that a lower bound on σt is obtained with a proper initialization of
σ0 and we can further derive the Lipschitz constants of the loss function (4). The sufficient decrease of the
loss function w.r.t. U i, V , and σ (Lemma 3.10) are derived individually using non-expansiveness of polar
retraction (Lemma 3.4) and Lipschitz type inequality (Lemma 3.5). After the sufficient decrease, we show

that by choosing η1 = min{ 1
3Cη1

, 1}, η2 = min{ 1
3Cη2

, 1}, and η3 = min
{

η1

3(L
(σ)
U )2

, η2

3(L
(σ)
V )2

, 1
bLσ

}
, 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 σ to avoid non-smoothness, and use the Lipschitz continuity of the
gradients to combine updates on PCs with the update on σ.

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 σ5 terms then do local updates
on θi (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 f
(ae)
i ({θi},µ, σ) is Lθ-smooth w.r.t. individual {θi}, Lµ-smooth w.r.t.

µ and Lσ-smooth w.r.t. σ. Note that only the first one is an assumption, second and third ones are derived
from the fact that σ is lower bounded when initialized properly (Appendix B).

Define gθ
i,t = ∇θi,t−1

faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1), gµ
t = ∇µt−1

fae({θi,t}i,µt−1, σt−1), gσt =
∂f({θi,t}i,µt−1,σt−1)

∂σt−1
. 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 2)). Let us define Gt =
(

1
m

∑m
i=1 ∥gθ

i,t∥2
)

+ ∥gµ
t ∥2 +

(gσt )2. Then, by choosing η1 = 1
Lθ

, η2 = 1

Lσ+L
(µ)
σ

2 , and η3 = min{1, 1
Lµ
}, we have

min
t∈[T ],τ |t

{Gt} ≤
max{Lθ, Lσ + L

(µ)
σ

2
, Lµ, 1}∆ae

T

R
,

where R = T/τ is the number of communication rounds, ∆ae
T = fae({θi,0}i,µ0, σ0)− fae({θi,T }i,µT , σT ), and

the constants can be found in lemma 3.15.
5In the experiments we use individual variance terms for each weight that is σ ∈ Θ which only has a constant effect on

convergence.
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Algorithm 2 ADEPT-AE Algorithm

Input: Number of iterations T , learning rates (η1, η2, η3), number of local iterations τ

1: Init local models {θi,0}mi=1, global model µ0, and σ0.
2: On server:
3: Broadcast µ0, σ0 to all clients
4: for t = 1 to T do
5: On Clients:
6: for i = 1 to m do
7: if τ divides t− 1 then
8: Receive µt−1, σt−1
9: end if

10: θi,t=θi,t−1−η1∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

11: if τ divides t then
12: µi,t = µt−1 − η2∇µt−1

faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)
13: σi,t = σt−1 − η3∇σt−1f

ae
i (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)

14: Send µi,t, σi,t to server
15: else
16: µt = µt−1, σt = σt−1
17: end if
18: end for
19: At the Server:
20: if τ divides t then
21: Receive {µi,t}mi=1 and {σi,t}mi=1

22: µt = 1
m

∑m
i=1 µi,t, σt = 1

m

∑m
i=1 σi,t

23: Broadcast µt, σt to all clients
24: end if
25: end for

Output: Personalized autoencoders {θ1,T , . . . ,θm,T }.

Remark 3.13. By examining the multiplicative constants within the bounds specified in Theorems 3.3 and 3.12,
we note a consistent observation: σ exhibits an inverse relationship with convergence speed. A higher σ,
whether resulting from a large value of ξ or inherent heterogeneity in the setting, can expedite the convergence
process. Essentially, a large σ diminishes collaboration, allowing the model to fit quickly due to a reduced
effective number of samples. Conversely, a smaller σ 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 σ0 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. σ, 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. σ, 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 ∥µ∥ ≤ B and ∥θi∥ ≤ B for all i ∈ [m].

Now we show the Lipschitzness properties of the loss function.
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Lemma 3.15. The loss function faei (θi,µ, σ) is Lµ-smooth w.r.t. µ and Lσ-smooth w.r.t. σ with

Lµ =
dθ

2ξω2

Lσ =
3ξd2θ

2ξ2ω4
+

3d2θB
2

ξ2ω4
+

d2θ
2ξω2

.

Also, we have

∥∇µf
ae
i (θ,µ, σ1)−∇µf

ae
i (θ,µ, σ2)∥ ≤ L(µ)

σ |σ1 − σ2|

with

L(µ)
σ =

B
√
d3θ

ω3
√

2ξ3
.

Sufficient decrease when τ divides t At communication round time steps we have the following decrease
property,

fae({θi,t},µt, σt)− fae({θi,t−1},µt−1, σt−1) ≤
(
−η1 + η21

Lθ

2

)(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θi,t−1f
ae
i (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2)

+

−η2 + η22
Lσ + L

(µ)
σ

2

2

 (gσt )2 +

(
−η3

2
+
Lµη

2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2.

(13)

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

fae({θi,t},µt, σt)− fae({θi,t−1},µt−1, σt−1) = fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt−1)− fae({θi,t−1},µt−1, σt−1)

=
1

m

m∑
i=1

(faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)− faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1))

≤
(
−η1 + η21

Lθ

2

)(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θi,t−1f
ae
i (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2) .
By choosing, η1 = 1

Lθ
, η2 = 1

Lσ+L
(µ)
σ

2 , η3 = min{1, 1
Lµ
}, and by averaging over time steps while combining

two type of decrease, we obtain 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 3.2) holds for ADEPT-AE as well. We utilize the lower bound
to derive the Lipschitz smoothness constants with respect to µ and σ (Lemma 3.15), and the Lipschitz
smoothness constant with respect to θ is stated in Assumption 3.11. Then, we derive the sufficient decrease
with respect to θ, µ, and σ 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.

Remark 3.16. In the experiments for ADEPT-AE, we treat sigma as a vector σ ∈ Rdθ so that each weight in
the models can learn its own σj instead of sharing one σ 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 Lσ, the dependence on the dimension in the numerators becomes dθ instead of d2θ. This
is because our lower bound in Lemma 3.2 will not depend on dθ in this case.
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Algorithm 3 Personalized Adaptive Diffusion Model: ADEPT-DGM

Input: Number of iterations T , learning rates (η2, η1, η3), number of local iterations τ , sample corruption
range γ ∈ Z+

1: Init local models {θi,0}mi=1, global model µ0, and σ0.
2: On server:
3: Broadcast µ0, σ0 to all clients
4: for t = 1 to T do
5: On Clients:
6: for i = 1 to m do
7: if τ divides t− 1 then
8: Receive µt−1, σt−1
9: end if

10: Sample noise amount αi ∈ Uniform[1, . . . , γ] independently for each sample and construct α =
[α1, . . . , αn]

11: θi,t = θi,t−1 − η1∇θi,t−1f
df
i,α(θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

12: if τ divides t then
13: µi,t = µt−1 − η2∇µt−1

fdfi,α(θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)

14: σi,t = σt−1 − η3 ∂
∂σt−1

fdfi,α(θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)

15: Send µi,t, σi,t to server
16: else
17: µt = µt−1, σt = σt−1
18: end if
19: end for
20: At the Server:
21: if τ divides t then
22: Receive {µi,t}mi=1 and {σi,t}mi=1

23: µt = 1
m

∑m
i=1 µi,t, σt = 1

m

∑m
i=1 σi,t

24: Broadcast µt, σt to all clients
25: end if
26: end for

Output: Personalized autoencoders {θ1,T , . . . ,θm,T }.

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, fdfi,α(θi,µ, σ) := ∥ϕ(X(1 − α) +

Zα;θi,α)−X∥2 + 2ξ+∥µ−θi∥2
2σ2 + d log σ, where α is the randomly sampled noise amount.

Remark 4.1. It is easy to see that one can prove a convergence result identical to Theorem 3.12 for ADEPT-DGM
Algorithm 3.

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|θi) = N (x;θi, σ

2
0Id). 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;θ, σ2
0Id),

the diffusion process (7) is a Gaussian process and the drift term for the reverse-time process (8) is a linear

function, i.e., ∇ ln pxT−t
(x←t ) = −x←t −θ

σ2
0+t

. The time-reversed process is

dx←t = ∇ ln pxT−t(x
←
t )dt+ dw←t ,x←0 ∼ N (θ, (σ2

0 + T )Id). (14)
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Without the knowledge of θ, we approximate the score function by a neural network of ϕ(x; θ̂, t) = − x−θ̂
σ2
0+t

and approximate the initial distribution of the time-reversed process N (θ, (σ2
0 + T )Id) by N (0, (σ2

0 + T )Id).
The learned/approximated time-reversed process is then

dx←t = − x− θ̂

σ2
0 + t

dt+ dw←t ,x←0 ∼ N (0, (σ2
0 + T )Id). (15)

The following lemma characterizes the difference between the generation distribution and the target
distribution.

Lemma 4.2. The output distribution px←T |θ̂
of the learned reversed-time process (15) satisfies,

DKL(px|θ||px←T |θ̂) =

∥∥∥∥θ − θ̂ +
σ2
0

σ2
0 + T

θ̂

∥∥∥∥2 , (16)

where DKL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence and px|θ = N (x;θi, σ
2
0Id) is the target distribution.

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

measured by the difference between θ and θ̂ a bias term
σ2
0

σ2
0+T

θ̂ due to the initial distribution mismatch of

the time-reversed process.

It is straightforward to verify that for ϕ(x; θ̂, t) = − x−θ̂
σ2
0+t

, training with dataset X = (x1, . . . ,xn) by

maximizing ELBO (9) has a closed-form sample-mean solution, i.e., θ̂ = arg maxθ ELBOθ(X) =
∑n

j=1 xj

n .

Since the data are i.i.d. sampled from N (θ, σ2
0Id), we have E[DKL(px|θ||px←T |θ̂)] =

σ2
0

n , when omitting the

initial distribution bias by T →∞. 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 Xi of client-i
sampled i.i.d. from a target Gaussian distribution P (x|θi) = N (x;θi, σ

2
0Id), and the population distribution

is also Gaussian with P (θ|Γ∗) = N (θ;µ∗, σ
2
∗Id). Note that we conduct analysis for a fixed unknown

population distribution parameterized by Γ∗ = (µ∗, σ∗), 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 ϕ(x;θ, t) = − x−θ
σ2
0+t

, the optimal

solution to (10) is

µ̂ =

∑m
i=1

∑n
j=1 xij

mn

θ̂i =
nασ̂2

nασ̂2 + 1

∑n
j=1 xij

n
+

µ̂

nασ̂2 + 1
,

where α = 1
σ2
0
− 1

σ2
0+T

and σ̂2 satisfies σ̂2 = 2ξ
d + s2( nασ̂2

nασ̂2+1 )2 with s2 =
∑m

i=1∥µ̂− 1
n

∑n
j=1 xij∥2

md .

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 σ skews the result towards the local estimate and low σ
skews it towards true global model). A large amount of local samples n decreases the reliance on µ 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 → ∞
and T → ∞. Compared to training without collaboration, the solution of ({θ̂i}, µ̂, σ̂2) in Lemma 4.3

improves the averaged KL-divergence 1
m

∑m
i=1DKL(px|θi

||px←T |θ̂i
) by a factor of

(
2σ̂2+σ2

0/n−σ
2
∗

σ̂2+σ2
0/n

)
σ2
0/n

σ̂2+σ2
0/n

σ2
0

n ,

when σ̂2 >
σ2
∗
2 −

σ2
0

2n .

Corollary 4.6. Under the same setting as in Theorem 4.5, choosing ξ ≥ 3dσ2
0

2n guarantees strict improvement
of collaboration for any population distribution N (µ∗, σ∗Id).
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Remark 4.7. Note that if our estimate σ̂2 of the population variance is accurate, i.e., σ̂2 = σ2
∗, 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.

However, by setting the hyperparameter ξ ≥ 3dσ2
0

2n , we can ensure that our estimate σ̂2 ≥ 1
2

(
σ2
∗ − σ2

0/n
)
,

ensuring that collaboration is useful.

4.1 Proofs

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let βt = 1
T−t+σ2

0
. For stochastic differential equation

dx←t + βt(x
←
t − θ̂)dt = dwt, x←0 ∼ N (0, (σ2

0 + T )Id),

we have

d(e
∫ t
0
βsds(x←t − θ̂)) = e

∫ t
0
βsdsdx←t + e

∫ t
0
βsdsβt(x

←
t − θ̂)dt

= e
∫ t
0
βsds

(
dx←t + βt(x

←
t − θ̂)dt

)
= e

∫ t
0
βsdsdwt.

Note that

e
∫ t
0
βsds = e

∫ t
0

1

T−s+σ2
0
ds

= eln(T+σ2
0)−ln(T−t+σ2

0) =
T + σ2

0

T − t+ σ2
0

and ∫ T

0

e2
∫ t
0
βsdsdt =

∫ T

0

(T + σ2
0)2

(T + σ2
0 − t)2

dt = (T + σ2
0)2
(

1

σ2
0

− 1

T + σ2
0

)
=

(
1 +

T

σ2
0

)
T.

It then follows that

e
∫ T
0

βsds(x←T − θ̂)− (x←0 − θ̂) ∼ N

(
0,

∫ T

0

e2
∫ t
0
βsdsdt

)
= N

(
0,

(
1 +

T

σ2
0

)
T

)
,

and equivalently

x←T = θ̂ +
σ2
0

σ2
0 + T

(x←0 − θ̂) +

√
σ2
0T

σ2
0 + T

ϵ,

where ϵ ∼ N (0, Id).

Since x←0 ∼ N (0, (σ2
0 + T )Id), we have px←T |θ̂

= N
(
θ̂ − σ2

0

σ2
0+T

θ̂, σ2
0Id

)
. The KL-divergence between the

target distribution px|θ = N (θ, σ2
0Id) and px←T |θ̂

can then be calculated as
∥∥∥θ − θ̂ +

σ2
0

σ2
0+T

θ̂
∥∥∥2.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. The parameterized score function is ϕ(x;θ, t) = − x−θ
σ2
0+t

. Note that∇xt
ln pxt|x0

(xt|x0) =

−xt−x0

t since xt|x0 ∼ N (x0, tId). The training loss of (10) can then be written as

1

m

m∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∫ T

t=0

Eϵ∼N (0,Id)

[
1

2

∥∥∥ϕ(xij +
√
tϵ;θj , t) + ϵ/

√
t
∥∥∥2] dt+

m∑
j=1

2ξ + ∥θj − µ∥2

2σ2
+
d

2
lnσ2.

Note that∫ T

t=0

Eϵ∼N (0,Id)[∥ϕ(xij +
√
tϵ;θ, t) + ϵ/

√
t∥2]dt =

∫ T

t=0

Eϵ∼N (0,Id)

[∥∥∥∥−xij +
√
tϵ− θ

σ2
0 + t

+
ϵ√
t

∥∥∥∥2
]
dt

=

∫ T

0

Eϵ∼N (0,Id)

[∥∥∥∥θ − xij

σ2
0 + t

+
σ2
0√

t(σ2
0 + t)

ϵ

∥∥∥∥2
]
dt =

(∫ T

0

1

(σ2
0 + t)2

dt

)
∥θ − xij∥2 + const.
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Since
∫ T

0
1

(σ2
0+t)2

dt = 1
σ2
0
− 1

σ2
0+T

, the optimization of minimizing the training loss is equivalent to

min
θ1:m,θ,σ2

1

m

m∑
i=1

 n∑
j=1

α

2
∥θj − xij∥2 +

2ξ + ∥θj − µ∥2

2σ2

+
d

2
lnσ2,

where α = 1
σ2
0
− 1

σ2
0+T

. By the KKT condition that

n∑
j=1

α(θi − xij) +
θi − µ

σ2
= 0, ∀i = 1, 2, . . . ,m,

µ =
1

m

m∑
i=1

θi,

− 1

m

m∑
i=1

2ξ + ∥θj − µ∥2

2σ4
+

d

2σ2
= 0,

We thus have

µ̂ =

∑m
i=1

∑n
j=1 xij

mn

θ̂i =
nασ̂2

nασ̂2 + 1

∑n
j=1 xij

n
+

µ̂

nασ̂2 + 1
,

where σ̂2 satisfies σ̂2 = 2ξ
d + s2( nασ̂2

nασ̂2+1 )2 with s2 =
∑m

i=1∥µ̂− 1
n

∑n
j=1 xij∥2

md .

Proof of Theorem 4.5. When m→∞, s2 → σ2
0

n + σ2
∗ and µ̂→ µ∗, a.s.. σ̂2 satisfies

σ̂2 =
2ξ

d
+ (

σ2
0

n
+ σ2
∗)(

σ̂2

σ̂2 + 1/(nα)
)2.

Since θi are sampled i.i.d. from a population distribution N (µ∗, σ
2
∗Id). α = 1/σ2

0 since T → ∞. Let

x ∼ N (θ,
σ2
0

n Id), θ ∼ N (µ, σ2Id), by Lemma 4.2, we have

1

m

m∑
i=1

DKL(px|θi
||px←T |θ̂i

) =
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥θi − θ̂i +
σ2
0

σ2
0 + T

θ̂i

∥∥∥∥2

= E

[∥∥∥∥θ − x− 1

nασ̂2 + 1
(µ− x)

∥∥∥∥2
]

= (
σ2
0/n

σ̂2 + σ2
0/n

)2E
[
∥θ − µ∥2

]
+ (

σ̂2

σ̂2 + σ2
0/n

)2E
[
∥θ − x∥2

]
= (

σ2
0/n

σ̂2 + σ2
0/n

)2σ2
∗ + (

σ̂2

σ̂2 + σ2
0/n

)2σ2
0/n

=
σ2
0

n
+

(σ2
∗ + σ2

0/n)σ2
0/n

(σ̂2 + σ2
0/n)2

σ2
0

n
− 2

σ2
0/n

σ̂2 + σ2
0/n

σ2
0

n

=
σ2
0

n
−
(

2σ̂2 + σ2
0/n− σ2

∗
σ̂2 + σ2

0/n

)
σ2
0/n

σ̂2 + σ2
0/n

σ2
0

n

where the expectation is taken w.r.t. x,θ.

Since without collaboration, the training of maximizing ELBOi for client-i leads to parameter θ̂i =
∑n

j=1 xij

n

and the KL-divergence between the target distribution and the output distribution is
σ2
0

n , it follows that

collaboration improves the performance as long as σ̂2 >
σ2
∗
2 −

σ2
0

2n .

The improvement is
(

2σ̂2+σ2
0/n−σ

2
∗

σ̂2+σ2
0/n

)
σ2
0/n

σ̂2+σ2
0/n

σ2
0

n and achieves the maximum when σ̂2 = σ2
∗, i.e., the learned

σ̂2 = σ2
∗
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Proof of Corollary 4.6. Under the same setting as in Theorem 4.5, by Lemma 4.3, we have σ̂2 = 2ξ
d +

(
σ2
0

n + σ2
∗)(

σ̂2

σ̂2+σ2
0/n

)2. Taking ξ > 2ξ
d =

3dσ2
0

2n gives that σ̂2 ≥ 3σ2
0

n , and thus σ̂2 > (
σ2
0

n + σ2
∗)(

σ̂2

σ̂2+σ2
0/n

)2 ≥
9
16 (

σ2
0

n + σ2
∗) >

σ2
∗
2 −

σ2
0

2n , which guarantees strictly improvement by Theorem 4.5.

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 ξ = 1e−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 {Û
∗
i }mi=1 where the entries of each

Û
∗
i follows Gaussian distribution with mean being V ∗ and variance σ∗. Then, we let U∗i = RV ∗(PTV ∗ (Û

∗
i ))

so that it is in the Steifel manifold. Data on each client are then generated by x = U∗i z + ϵ.

Figure 2: Ratio of the reconstruction error of different methods to the true model w.r.t. different values of
σ∗. We have d = 100, r = 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 σµ = 0.1 standard deviation Gaussian, we sample weights for a one-layer decoder µd,∗ with 5 latent
dimensionality and 64 output dimensionality. Then by perturbing the weights with another zero-mean
Gaussian with σ∗ we obtain true personalized decoders, which is used as in (5) to generate 10 local samples
across 50 clients. Heterogeneity among clients will depend on σ∗ and can be quantified in terms of signal-to-
noise ratio as 20 log10

σµ

σ∗ 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

15



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 95.4± 0.8 98.6± 0.1
ADEPT-AE 87.3± 1.1 95.9± 0.1 98.7± 0.1
Global Training 81.3± 0.1 94.3± 0.2 98.4± 0.4
Local Training 83.2± 1.9 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 η2 = 0.01, η3 = 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 σ = 1 in
MNIST and Fashion MNIST experiments, and σ = 0.4 in synthetic experiments, and do not update σ for
the first two epochs. For CIFAR-10 we initialize σ = 0.2 and we do lazy updates that is we start updates
after 200 epochs. We observed lazy updates with relatively small initial σ 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 σ for each scalar weight, for
personalized and global models we clip the ℓ∞ norm of the gradients by 1, and for σ by 10. We update σ 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 78.9± 0.5 85.7± 0.4
ADEPT-AE 70.8± 0.5 77.7± 0.1
FedAvg 66.2± 0.9 75.9± 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 77.1± 0.5
CIFAR-10 Baseline 88.7± 0.5 93.3± 0.1

ADEPT-AE 88.4± 0.5 93.3± 0.2
FedAvg 87.4± 0.2 91.2± 0.1

Local Training 87.7± 0.2 92.2± 0.2

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.

16

https://github.com/huggingface/diffusion-models-class/blob/main/unit1/02_diffusion_models_from_scratch.ipynb


Figure 3: Randomly chosen samples (Left:ADEPT-DGM, noise σ = 0.024; Middle:FedAvg+fine-tuning,noise
σ = 0.028; Right:Local training, noise σ = 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 1e−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 lr for σ. We do 100 epochs/comm. rounds in total.
We initialize σ = 0.8 and do not update for the first 2 epochs. We multiply the learning rates η1, η2 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 4). 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± 0.004
Local Training 84.1± 0.8 0.075± 0.001
Low Number of Samples
ADEPT-DGM 84.2± 1.5 0.069± 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 1, 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 {U∗i }mi=1. When σ∗ 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 σ∗ 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 σ 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
x, equal to 100(1 − ∥x − x̂∥2/∥x∥2). The results are averaged over 3 runs and reported together with the
standard deviation.
Synthetic data. In Table 1, 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 ×20 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.

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 3). 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 [15]. 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 1.5×
increase in noise level in terms of noise standard deviation (σ = 0.032 for local training vs σ = 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

A Proofs for Adaptive PCA: ADEPT-PCA

Theorem A.1. By choosing η1 = min{ 1
3Cη1

, 1}, η2 = min{ 1
3Cη2

, 1}, and η3 = min
{
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3(L
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U )2
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where

gV
t = PTV t−1

(
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∆T = fpca({U i,0}i,V 0, σ0)− fpca({U i,T }i,V T , σT ).

A.1 Proofs

Fact A.2. The gradients of the local loss function with respect to the local and global PC’s and σ are given
as

∇Ui
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Fact A.3. For two matrices A ∈ Ra×b and B ∈ Rb×c, we have

∥AB∥F ≤ ∥A∥op∥B∥F and ∥AB∥F ≤ ∥A∥F ∥B∥op.

Fact A.4. For matrix to matrix functions, {gi}ki=1, with bounded output operator norms, maxX ∥gi(X)∥op ≤
Mi, we have
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)

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 σ0 ≥ ω
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Otherwise, if we have σt >
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d , we have
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Thus, by mathematical induction, we have
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A.1.2 Proof of Lemma 3.6

Proof. For the Lipschitz smoothness, we have∣∣∣∣ ∂2∂σ2
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A.1.3 Proof of Lemma 3.7

Proof. For the bound on the gradient,∥∥∥∥−n2 (W−1
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ξω2 . For the Lipschitz continuity of the gradient, we omit the client index i and

use U1 and U2 to denote two arbitrary points on St(d, r) for simplicity. For any client i, we focus on the
first term of the gradient,

∥W−1
1 SiW

−1
1 U1−W−1

1 U1−W−1
2 SiW

−1
2 U2+W−1

2 U2∥F
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≤
( 1

σ2
ϵ

+
Gmax,op

σ4
ϵ

+
(

1 +
2Gmax,op

σ2
ϵ

) 2

σ4
ϵ

)
∥U2 −U1∥F , (17)

For the second part of the gradient we have

1

σ2
∥PTV (U1)− PTV (U2)∥F

=
1

σ2
∥U1−U2−

1

2
V (V ⊤(U1−U2)+(U⊤1 −U

⊤
2 )V )∥F

≤ 2

σ2
∥U1 −U2∥F ,

≤ d

ξω2
∥U1 −U2∥F ,

where in the last inequality we use Fact A.3. As a result, we find that the gradient is Lipschitz continuous

with LU := n
2

(
1
σ2
ϵ

+
Gmax,op

σ4
ϵ

+
(

1 +
2Gmax,op

σ2
ϵ

)
2
σ4
ϵ

)
+ d

ξω2 .

A.1.4 Proof of Lemma 3.8

Proof. For the Lipschitz constant

2

σ2
∥PTV 1

(U i)sym(U⊤i V 1)−PTV2
(U i)sym(U⊤i V 2)∥F

=
2

σ2
∥U iU

⊤
i (V 1 − V 2) + U i(V 1 − V 2)U⊤i −

1

2
(V 1(V ⊤1 U i + U⊤i V 1)− V 2(V ⊤2 U i + U⊤i V 2))∥F

≤ 24

σ2
∥V 1 − V 2∥F

≤ 12d

ξω2
,

where sym(U⊤i V ) = U⊤i V +V ⊤U i and we used Fact A.4, hence LV = 12d
ξω2 . For the gradient bound, is it

straightforward to see that

∥∇V f
pca
i (U ,V , σ)∥2 ≤

4

σ2
≤ 2d

ξω2
.

A.1.5 Proof of Lemma 3.9

Proof. Using Fact A.2, we have

∥∇Ui

(
∂

∂σ
fpcai (U i,V , σ)

)
∥2 ≤

4

σ3
≤
√

2d3

ω3
√
ξ3

and

∥∇V

(
∂

∂σ
fpcai (U i,V , σ)

)
∥2 ≤

8

σ3
≤ 2
√

2d3

ω3
√
ξ3

A.1.6 Proof of Lemma 3.10

Proof. We have

fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)− fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)
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= [fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)− fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)]

+ [fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)]

+ [fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)− fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)]

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

fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)−fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

≤ (−η1+Cη1η
2
1)

m

m∑
i=1

∥PTUi,t−1
(∇Ui,t−1

fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, σi,t))∥2F ,

fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)−fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)

≤ (−η2 + Cη2η
2
2)∥PTV t−1

(∇V t−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1))∥2F

where

Cη1
= C1G1 +

Lgu(C2
1G

2
1 + 1)

2
,

Cη2 = C2G2 +
Lgv(C2

2G
2
2 + 1)

2
,

G1 = 2GU

√
d,

G2 = 2GV

√
d

with some constants C1, C2 given by Lemma 3.4 and GU , GV given in Lemma 3.7, 3.8. For the sufficient
decrease with respect to σ, we have

fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)− fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)

≤ ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)(σt − σt−1) +

Lσ

2
(σt − σt−1)2

=

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)

] [
−η3

∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]
+
η23Lσ

2

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
(by the update rule of σt)

= (−η3)

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1) +

∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]
·
[

∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]
+
η23Lσ

2

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
= (−η3)

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

] [
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]
−
(
η3 −

η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
≤η3

2

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
+
η3
2

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
−
(
η3 −

η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
(since 2ab ≤ a2 + b2 for any a, b ∈ R)

=
η3
2

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
−
(
η3
2
− η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
=
η3
2

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpcai (V t, {U i,t−1}i, σt−1)

+
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
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−
(
η3
2
− η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
=
η3
2

[(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∂

∂σt−1
fpcai (U i,t,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpcai (U i,t−1,V t, σt−1)

)

+
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t, σt−1)− ∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2

−
(
η3
2
− η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
≤ η3

2

[(
1

m

m∑
i=1

L
(σ)
U ∥U i,t −U i,t−1∥F

)
+ L

(σ)
V ∥V i,t − V i,t−1∥F

]2
−
(
η3 − η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
(from Lemma 3.9)

≤ η3
2

2

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

L
(σ)
U ∥U i,t −U i,t−1∥F

)2

+ 2
(
L
(σ)
V ∥V i,t − V i,t−1∥F

)2− (η3 − η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
(since (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2)

≤ η3

[
1

m

m∑
i=1

(
L
(σ)
U ∥U i,t −U i,t−1∥F

)2
+
(
L
(σ)
V ∥V i,t − V i,t−1∥F

)2]
−
(
η3 − η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
(Cauchy–Schwarz inequality)

= η3(L
(σ)
U )2

1

m

(
m∑
i=1

∥PTUi,t−1

(
∇Ui,t−1f

pca(U i,t−1,V t−1, σt−1)
)
∥2F

)
+ η3(L

(σ)
V )2∥PTV t−1

(
∇V t−1f

pca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)
)
∥2F

−
(
η3 − η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
.

Thus, we have

fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)− fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

= [fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)− fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)]

+ [fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)− fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)]

+ [fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)− fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt−1)]

≤
(
−η1 + Cη1

η21 + η3(L
(σ)
U )2

) 1

m

m∑
i=1

∥PTUi,t−1

(
∇Ui,t−1

fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, , σt−1)
)
∥2F

+
(
−η2 + Cη2η

2
2 + η3(L

(σ)
V )2

)
∥PTV t−1

(
∇V t−1

fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)
)
∥2F

+

(
−η3 + η23Lσ

2

)[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
.

By choosing η1 = min{ 1
3Cη1

, 1}, η2 = min{ 1
3Cη2

, 1}, and η3 = min
{

η1

3(L
(σ)
U )2

, η2

3(L
(σ)
V )2

, 1
6Lσ

}
, we have

−η1 + Cη1
η21 + η3(L

(σ)
U )2 ≤ η1

(
Cη1

η1 −
1

3

)
− 2η1

3
+
η1
3

= −η1
3
,

−η2 + Cη2η
2
2 + η3(L

(σ)
V )2 ≤ η2

(
Cη2η2 −

1

3

)
− 2η2

3
+
η2
3

= −η2
3
,

−η3 + η23Lσ

2
= η3

(
Lση3 −

1

6

)
− η3

3
≤ −η3

3
.
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Therefore, we obtain

fpca({U i,t}i,V t, σt)−fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1) ≤ −η1
3

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥PTUi,t−1

(
∇Ui,t−1

fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, , σt−1)
)
∥2F

)

− η2
3
∥PTV t−1

(
∇V t−1

fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)
)
∥2F −

η3
3

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2
.

A.1.7 Proof of Theorem 3.3

Proof. Following Lemma 3.10, by telescoping across the iterations, we have

1

T

T∑
t=1

[
∥PTV t−1

(
∇V t−1

fpca({U i,t}i,V t−1, σt−1)
)
∥2F

+

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥PTUi,t−1

(
∇Ui,t−1

fpcai (U i,t−1,V t−1, , σt−1)
)
∥2F

)
+

[
∂

∂σt−1
fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)

]2 ]

≤ 1

T min{η1

3 ,
η2

3 ,
η3

3 }

T∑
t=1

fpca({U i,t−1}i,V t−1, σt−1)− fpca({U i,t}i,V t, , σt)

=
3 (fpca({U i,0}i,V 0, σ0)− fpca({U i,T }i,V T , σT ))

T min{η1, η2, η3}
.

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 σt if we initialized it in the
same way.
The gradient w.r.t. µ is

∇µf
ae
i (θ,µ, σ) =

µ− θ

2σ2
.

Thus, we have ∥∥∥∥µ1 − θ

2σ2
− µ2 − θ

2σ2

∥∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥µ1 − µ2

2σ2

∥∥∥∥ ≤ dθ
2ξω2

∥µ1 − µ2∥ ≤ Lµ∥µ1 − µ2∥.

For Lσ, we have ∣∣∣∣ ∂2∂σ2
faei (θ,µ, σ)

∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣6ξ + 3∥µ− θ∥2

σ4
− dθ
σ2

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣6ξ + 3∥µ− θ∥2

σ4

∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣ dθσ2

∣∣∣∣
≤ 6ξ + 3(2B)2

4ξ2ω4/d2θ
+

d2θ
2ξω2

=
3ξd2θ

2ξ2ω4
+

3d2θB
2

ξ2ω4
+

d2θ
2ξω2

= Lσ.
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For L
(µ)
σ , we have

∥∇µf
ae
i (θ,µ, σ1)−∇µf

ae
i (θ,µ, σ2)∥ =

∥∥∥∥µ− θ

2σ2
1

− µ− θ

2σ2
2

∥∥∥∥
=

∣∣∣∣ 1

σ2
1

− 1

σ2
2

∣∣∣∣ ∥µ− θ∥
2

= |σ1 − σ2|
∣∣∣∣ 1

σ2
1σ2

+
1

σ1σ2
2

∣∣∣∣ ∥µ− θ∥
2

≤ 2

(
ω

√
2ξ

dθ

)−3
B|σ1 − σ2|

=
B
√
d3θ

ω3
√

2ξ3
|σ1 − σ2|

= L(µ)
σ |σ1 − σ2|.

B.1.2 Proof of Theorem 3.12

Proof. Since µt and σt are updated only when τ divides t, we consider the two cases separately.

When τ divides t First, for the sufficient decrease of θt,i, we have

faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)− faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

≤
〈
∇θi,t−1f

ae
i (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1),θi,t − θi,t−1

〉
+
Lθ

2
∥θi,t − θi,t−1∥2

=
〈
∇θi,t−1

faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1),−η1∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

〉
+
Lθ

2

∥∥−η1∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µi,t−1, σt−1)

∥∥2
≤
(
−η1 + η21

Lθ

2

)∥∥∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2 .
Sum over the clients and we have

fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt−1)− fae({θi,t−1},µt−1, σt−1) ≤
(
−η1 + η21

Lθ

2

)(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θi,t−1f
ae
i (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2) .
(18)

Second, for the sufficient decrease of σt, define

gσt =
1

m

m∑
i=1

∂

∂σt−1
faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1).

Thus, σt = σt−1 − η2gσt and

faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt)− faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1) ≤
(

∂

∂σt−1
faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)

)
(σt − σt−1) +

Lσ

2
(σt − σt−1)

2

=

(
∂

∂σt−1
faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)

)
(−η2gσt ) +

Lσ

2
(−η2gσt )

2
.

Sum over the clients and we have

fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt)− fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt−1) ≤ −η2(gσt )2 + η22
Lσ

2
(gσt )2 =

(
−η2 + η22

Lσ

2

)
(gσt )2. (19)
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Then, for the sufficient decrease of µt, define

gµ
i,t = ∇µt−1

faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1), gµ
t =

1

m

m∑
i=1

gµ
i,t,

g̃µ
i,t = ∇µt−1

faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt), g̃µ
t =

1

m

m∑
i=1

g̃µ
i,t.

We have

fae({θi,t},µt, σt)− fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt) ≤
〈
g̃µ
t ,µt − µt−1

〉
+
Lµ

2
∥µt − µt−1∥2

= −η3 ⟨g̃µ
t − gµ

t + gµ
t , g

µ
t ⟩+

Lµη
2
3

2
∥gµ

t ∥2

=

(
−η3 +

Lµη
2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2 + η3 ⟨gµ
t − g̃µ

t , g
µ
t ⟩

≤
(
−η3 +

Lµη
2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2 +
η3
2
∥gµ

t − g̃µ
t ∥2 +

η3
2
∥gµ

t ∥2

≤
(
−η3

2
+
Lµη

2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2 +
η3L

(µ)
σ

2

2
(σt − σt−1)2

≤
(
−η3

2
+
Lµη

2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2 +
η3η

2
2L

(µ)
σ

2

2
(gσt )2

≤
(
−η3

2
+
Lµη

2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2 +
η22L

(µ)
σ

2

2
(gσt )2. (20)

Finally, we have the overall decrease when τ divides t by summing equation (19), (18), and (20),

fae({θi,t},µt, σt)− fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt−1) ≤
(
−η1 + η21

Lθ

2

)(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2)

+

−η2 + η22
Lσ + L

(µ)
σ

2

2

 (gσt )2 +

(
−η3

2
+
Lµη

2
3

2

)
∥gµ

t ∥2.

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

fae({θi,t},µt, σt)− fae({θi,t−1},µt−1, σt−1) = fae({θi,t},µt−1, σt−1)− fae({θi,t−1},µt−1, σt−1)

=
1

m

m∑
i=1

(faei (θi,t,µt−1, σt−1)− faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1))

≤
(
−η1 + η21

Lθ

2

)(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2) .
The final bound By choosing, η1 = 1

Lθ
, η2 = 1

Lσ+L
(µ)
σ

2 , η3 = min{1, 1
Lµ
}, and by averaging over time steps

while combining two type of decrease, we obtain

1

T

T∑
t=1

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∇θi,t−1
faei (θi,t−1,µt−1, σt−1)

∥∥2)+
1

T

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

∥gµ
t ∥2 +

1

T

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

(gσt )2 ≤ max{Lθ, Lσ + L
(µ)
σ

2
, Lµ, 1}∆T

T
,
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where ∆T = fae({θi,0},µ0, σ0)− fae({θi,T },µT , σT ). Given that τ is a finite constant let us denote R = T/τ
as the number of communication rounds. Then we have,

1

T

T∑
t=1

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥gθ
i,t

∥∥2)+
1

T

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

∥gµ
t ∥2 +

1

T

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

(gσt )2

=
R

T

 1

R

T∑
t=1

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥gθ
i,t

∥∥2)+
1

R

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

∥gµ
t ∥2 +

1

R

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

(gσt )2


≥ R

T

 1

R

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

(
1

m

m∑
i=1

∥∥gθ
i,t

∥∥2)+
1

R

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

∥gµ
t ∥2 +

1

R

T∑
t=1

t%τ=0

(gσt )2


≥ R

T
min

t∈[T ],τ |t

{∥∥gθ
i,t

∥∥2 + ∥gµ
t ∥2 + (gσt )2

}
.

Finally this yields,

min
t∈[T ],τ |t

{∥∥gθ
i,t

∥∥2 + ∥gµ
t ∥2 + (gσt )2

}
≤ max{Lθ, Lσ + L

(µ)
σ

2
, Lµ, 1}∆ae

T

R
,

where ∆ae
T = fae({θi,0}i,µ0, σ0)− fae({θi,T }i,µT , σT ).

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



