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Abstract

Heavy-tailed noise has been widely observed in modern machine learning, motivat-
ing the use of methods like gradient clipping and normalization. While these methods
are well understood in centralized settings, much less is known in decentralized ones,
where applying a nonlinearity to local gradients affects both optimization and consen-
sus. Recent works on decentralized non-convex optimization have studied both clipping
and normalization under heavy-tailed noise, with clipping yielding suboptimal rates and
normalization needing local momentum or mini-batches to converge. This raises the ques-
tion: can a baseline decentralized method using a nonlinearity achieve optimal convergence
rates under heavy-tailed noise? We answer affirmatively with clipped decentralized SGD
(DSGD). For smooth non-convex costs under bounded p-th moment noise, p € (1,2], we
show that clipped DSGD achieves order-optimal rates both with high probability and in
expectation. Moreover, we establish a linear speed-up in the number of agents, which,
to our knowledge, has not been shown for decentralized methods with clipping. The key
technical ingredient is a sharp analysis of the consensus gap that exploits the structure
of clipping, relegating network effects to higher-order terms. Our results highlight an
important distinction between clipping and normalization in decentralized settings: while
normalized DSGD can fail to converge, clipping retains magnitude information, enabling
DSGD to be convergent and order-optimal. Numerical experiments validate our theory.

1 Introduction

Modern learning systems, fueled by an abundance of data, often incur huge computation and
storage costs. This naturally gives rise to distributed training, a paradigm where n agents
jointly train a model, storing and processing their data locally, only exchanging model or
gradient parameters (Sayed, |2014; McMahan et al., 2017; Vlaski et al., 2023). Two well-
known instances are the client-server and the decentralized setup, differing mainly in the
communication is performed: in the client-server setup agents communicate with a central
server, while in the decentralized one agents communicate with each other. Noting that the
client-server setup is mathematically equivalent to the decentralized one over a fully connected
network, we focus on the more general decentralized setup.

Another issue hampering modern learning systems is the emergence of heavy-tailed noise.
First observed by [Zhang et al.| (2020) during training of the BERT model, the effects of
heavy-tailed noise have been extensively studied in centralized settings, e.g., (Simsekli et al.,
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Table 1: Comparison of decentralized methods using gradient nonlinearities. “Algorithm” refers to the underlying
algorithmic dynamics, e.g., “GT + mini-b.” indicates gradient tracking and mini-batch gradients. “Nonlinearity”
specifies the nonlinear map applied to the gradient estimator. “Noise Moment” gives the moment assumption, with
p = 2 implying bounded variance and p < 2 allowing heavier tails. “Guarantees” indicates high-probability (HP) or
in-expectation (IE) results. “Oracle Comp.” gives the per-agent number of SFO calls needed to reach an e-stationary
point.§ “Lin. Speed-up” indicates whether linear speed-up in the number of agents is achieved.
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Yaxa nraLl DSGD CLIPPING p € (1,2] HP O % X
(2025) ’ (6 ”’)
Liaspcal 975 e
L1 AND THI 1 COMPR. -+ SMOOTH p=2 1E 0(5_4) X
(2025)) EF CLIPPING
YuEeraL! @t + rocaL sp—2
(20268) MOMENTUM NORMALIZATION  p € (1,2] 1E O(e 1-p ) X
T 7 MINEE: sp-2
(2026)* ’ + AcC. NORMALIZATION  p € (1,2] 1E O(Ef’fp/n) v
GOSSIP
THIS WORK DSGD CLIPPING p € (1,2] HP & IE 5(5%/71) v

§ Because prior works use different stationarity metrics, we compare oracle complexities using target criteria
based on both network-averaged iterates and agent-averaged local iterates, i.e., min,c(r] [Vf(Z)[|?2 < €? and

miny (7] (5 iepn) IVF@)] < €%, g € {1,2}.
TILi and Chi| (2025)) use communication compression and error-feedback (EF) techniques, with mini-batch gradients of

size b o e 2. The smooth clipping operator is defined as ¢(z) = —= T for a user-specified 7 > 0.

14|z
I:“_ _p_
¥ To mitigate network effects and achieve linear speed-up, Wang et al.| (2026) use mini-batches of size b < €T-7 /n

and, for undirected graphs, perform C:)(l/\/l — )\) communication rounds per iteration, where 1 — X is the network
spectral gap (see Section for definition).

2019; \Gurbuzbalaban et al., 2021; Barsbey et al., 2021}; |Nair et al., 2022; Battash et al.,|[2024)),
with nonlinear methods like clipping, normalization and sign widely used to deal with heavy
tails. Recently, Gurbuzbalaban et al. (2025) showed that heavy-tailed noise arises naturally
in decentralized settings, with decentralized SGD (DSGD) in some cases exhibiting heavier
tails than its centralized counterpart. However, as we discuss next, convergence under heavy-
tailed noise and the role of nonlinear methods are yet to be fully understood in decentralized
settings.

1.1 Related Literature

We next review convergence results under heavy-tailed noise, focusing on non-convex costs.
For further literature, including convex results, see Supplement [A]

Centralized Settings. Moment assumptions on the stochastic first-order oracle (SFO)
including heavy-tailed regimes with only a finite p-th moment, p > 1, go back to
and Yudin (1983)). More recently, |Zhang et al.| (2020)) noticed that the gradient noise dur-
ing training of attention models resembles Levy a-stable noise and proposed the use of the

3p—2
bounded p-th moment condition. They establish an in-expectation (IE) lower bound 2 (elpj)

on the oracle complexityEl and show it is achieved by clipped SGD. |Cutkosky and Mehtal
(2021) complement this in the high-probability (HP) sense, for clipped + normalized mo-

!Meaning the number of SFO calls needed to reach an e-stationary point, see Table for details.



mentum SGD. Sadiev et al. (2023)); Nguyen et al| (2023) then establish HP guarantees for
clipped SGD, with [Nguyen et al.[ (2023) showing the optimal HP oracle complexity, while the
same is established for normalization in (Liu and Zhou, |2025; Hiibler et all [2025) and sign
SGD in (Kornilov et al., 2025). Liu et al. (2023b) show an accelerated rate and improved
complexity, using a STORM-like method (Cutkosky and Orabona, 2019) with clipping +
normalization, while |Armacki et al. (2026a) demonstrate order of magnitude faster tail decay
of clipped SGD. A related line of work studies symmetric heavy-tailed noise, dating back to
Polyak and Tsypkin| (1979)). Among them, Bernstein et al.[ (2019); Chen et al.| (2020)) analyze
IE guarantees of sign and clipped SGD, showing O(e~*) oracle complexity, while |Armacki
et al. (2025, 2026d,b) study a nonlinear SGD framework that includes sign, normalization
and clipping, among other results establishing O(¢~*) IE and HP oracle complexity. Finally,
a recent line of work shows that vanilla SGD can converge under heavy-tailed noise without
any nonlinear methods, e.g., (Fatkhullin et al., [2025; Liu, [2026)).

Decentralized Settings. Nonlinear methods have a long history of use in decentralized
settings, including applications such as estimation, adversarial learning and differential pri-
vacy, e.g., (Kar et al., 2012; |Chen et al., |2019; [Yu and Karl |2023; Zhu et al., 2025). However,
only a few works study convergence of nonlinear decentralized methods under heavy-tailed
noise. In particular, [Yang et al. (2025) study HP convergence of clipped DSGD in online
dynamic optimization under p-th moment noise, requiring bounded gradients and achiev-

~ 4
ing O<6ﬁ> per-agent oracle complexity Li and Chi (2025)) study communication-efficient
learning under bounded variance noise (p = 2), requiring a strong heterogeneity bound (see

Subsection and Footnote [5[ ahead) and using a complex method (see Table [1|) to achieve
(’)(6*4) IE oracle complexity. |[Yu et al.| (2026b)) study convergence of gradient tracking (GT)

3p—2
with normalization and local momentum under p-th moment noise, achieving (’)(e 1-p ) 1E

oracle complexity, while |Wang et al.| (2026)) similarly study GT with normalization, using
large mini-batches and accelerated gossip (i.e., multiple communication rounds per iteration)

3p—2
to achieve the optimal (’)(elpfp / n) per-agent IE oracle complexity All of the said works re-

quire either strong heterogeneity bounds, or algorithmic modifications like local-momentum,
mini-batches and accelerated gossip, with only (Wang et al., 2026|) achieving the optimal
complexity and linear speed-up in the number of agentsE] The need for algorithmic modifi-
cations when using nonlinear methods is further supported in (Yu et al., 2026b|, Proposition
1), where it is shown that normalized DSGD with noiseless gradients can fail to converge even
on a simple quadratic cost. These observations naturally led us to ask:

Can a standard decentralized method with a nonlinear map achieve optimal complexity under
heavy-tailed noise, without further algorithmic modification?

To answer this question, we revisit the guarantees of DSGD using gradient clipping. In
Figure [1| we show that clipping indeed fixes the non-convergence induced by normalization,

2Per-agent complexity is the number of SFO calls needed per agent to reach an e-stationary point, implying
a total complexity of n X the per-agent one.

30ptimal in the sense that the total complexity matches the optimal complexity achieved in centralized
settings.

4While the 0(674) per-agent complexity in |Li and Chil (2025) matches the optimal centralized complexity
under noise with bounded variance, it implies a sub-optimal O(ne™*) total complexity. Similarly, while the
per-agent complexity in (Yu et al.l |2026b) matches the optimal centralized complexity, the total complexity is
sub-optimal by a factor of n, due to not achieving linear speed-up.
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Figure 1: Convergence of vanilla, normalized and clipped DSGD on a quadratic cost. While
normalization gets stuck at the initial point and fails to converge, both vanilla and clipped
DSGD converge to the true minima. For more details, see Supplement @

while Table[I]provides a detailed comparison of nonlinear decentralized methods that converge
to stationarity, giving a positive answer to the question above, in the form of clipped DSGD.

1.2 Contributions

Our full contributions can be summarized as follows.

e We study convergence of decentralized methods using a nonlinearity under heavy-tailed
noise, showing that baseline DSGD with gradient clipping achieves optimal oracle complezity
and linear speed-up, under standard assumptions (see Subsection and without any
additional algorithmic modifications.

e Compared to results on clipping in decentralized settings, we relax the strong heterogene-
ity bounds and, to our knowledge, show the first linear speed-up result for clipped DSGD.
Compared to works using normalization, we show that a simple decentralized method can
achieve optimal complexity with an appropriately chosen nonlinearity, establishing impor-
tant insights on the effects of clipping and normalization in decentralized settings (see

Subsection .

e We extensively test our theory on several problems, including decentralized transformer
training on real data, showing that: (¢) clipping improves performance under heavy tails,
(7i) clipped DSGD achieves linear speed-up; (iii) clipped DSGD regularly performs on par
with or outperforms normalized DSGD.

Novelty. Our results are facilitated by several novelties and improvements. First, we
relax the strong heterogeneity bounds in prior works via a sharp analysis and careful choice
of clipping radius. Next, a novel consensus bound in Lemma [4] and a novel coupling of step-
size and clipping radius (see Subsection ensure that the network only affects higher-order
terms. Finally, we achieve linear speed-up by combining these results, an improved analysis,
improved choice of step-size and clipping radius, and Lemma [1} which shows that averaging
clipped vectors reduces the variance.

Paper Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] gives the
preliminaries, Section [3]states the main results, Section [4] presents experiments, while Section



concludes the paper. Supplement contains results omitted from the main body. The rest of
this section introduces some notation.

Notation. N, R and R? denote positive integers, real numbers and d-dimensional vectors.
For m € N, [m] denotes positive integers up to and including m. (-,-) is the Euclidean
inner product, while || - || is the induced vector/matrix norm. Subscripts denote agents and
superscripts denote the iteration, e.g., xf refers to agent i’s model in iteration ¢. The “big O”
notation O(-) hides global constants, while (5() additionally hides poly-logarithmic factors,
unless stated otherwise.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we outline the preliminaries. Subsection [2.1] introduces the problem, while
Subsection [2.2] presents the clipped DSGD method.

2.1 Problem Setup

Formally, the problem we aim to solve is given by

argnin { 1(0) =+ 37 £}, )

d
z€R ZE[’VL]

where 2 € R? represents model parameters, n > 2 is the number of agents, while f; : R — R is
the cost of agent 7. The communication network is modeled via a connected graph G = (V, E),
where V' = [n] is the set of agents, while £ C V x V is the set of communication links. The
graph G induces a weight matrix W € R™*", whose (i, j)-th entry [W];; = w;; is strictly
positive if {4, j} € E, otherwise w;; = 0.

As discussed in the introduction, the goal is to solve in the presence of heavy-tailed
gradient noise. To that end, we assume that agents have access to a Stochastic First-order
Oracle (SFO), which, when queried by agent i € [n] with input z € R?, returns g; € R?, an
unbiased estimator of V f;(z). The SFO model is widely used and subsumes both batch (i.e.,
offline) and streaming (i.e., online) learning settings.

2.2 Proposed Method

To solve under heavy-tailed noise, we use the clipped DSGD method, which consists of the
following steps. At the beginning agents choose a fixed step-size @ > 0 and clipping radius
v > 0, and initial models =} € R% i € [n]. In iteration ¢ > 1, each agent i € [n] queries
the SFO with their current model z! and receives g!. Agents then clip their local stochastic
gradient and update the local model via the rule

Zitt =) wi(af - ag), (2)
JEN;
where N; = {j € V : {i,j} € E}U{i} are the agents that can communicate with agent ¢ (itself
included), while g% = clip(¢}) = min {1, H;—t”} g is the clipped estimator. The procedure
J

is summarized in Algorithm The variant of clipped DSGD studied in our work uses the
adapt-then-combine (i.e., diffusion) approach, e.g., (Lopes and Sayed, [2008; Chen and Sayed,
2012) and differs from the version in |Yang et al.| (2025), which uses the combine-then-adapt
approach, e.g., (Nedi¢ and Ozdaglar, 2009; Kar and Moura, 2013]).



Algorithm 1 Clipped DSGD

Require: Model initialization le € R?, step-size a > 0 and clipping radius v > 0;
1: for t =1,2,..., each agent i € [n] in parallel do
2. Query the SFO with 2! to obtain g;
3:  Perform clipping: @’f = min {1, H;—t”} gf;
4: Update the model: /"' = S ien, wij(@h — agh);
5: end for

3 Main Results

In this section we provide the main results. Subsection [3.1] states the assumptions, while
Subsection presents the guarantees and discusses the results.

3.1 Assumptions

We start with the assumption on the weight matrix.

Assumption 1. The weight matrix W € R™"™ is primitive, doubly stochastic, and it holds
that [|[W — 11,17 < 1, where 1, € R™ is the vector of all ones.

Assumption [I] covers weight matrices induced by undirected graphs and a class of strongly-
connected digraphs with doubly stochastic weights, e.g., Xin et al. (2020). Denote by A :=
|W —J|| , where J = 11,1] € R™ " is the ideal communication matrix. Assumption
implies that A € [0, 1), e.g., [Horn and Johnson| (2012), and the quantity 1 — \ is known as the
network spectral gap. Next, we make a technical assumption.

Assumption 2. Agents’ initial models le eR? e [n], are deterministic quantities. More-

over, agents share the initialization, i.e., le = x]l, for alli,j € [n].

Assumption [2] allows agents to initialize their model at any deterministic and jointly
selected vector. The requirement for shared initialization is made to simplify the analysis and
can be realized, e.g., by running a consensus algorithm before the start of training. The next
assumption states the conditions on the cost functions.

Assumption 3. The global cost is bounded from below and agents’ costs have L-Lipschitz
gradients, i.e., f* = inf cpa f(x) > —occ and for all i € [n] and z,y € R?, we have ||V fi(z) —
Vil < Lllz - yl|-

Assumption |3 is standard for non-convex costs, e.g., Ghadimi and Lan| (2013)). Further, it
is known that DSGD requires a heterogeneity bound to ensure convergence under non-convex
costs, e.g., Lian et al. (2017)); Koloskova et al.| (2020); |Vlaski and Sayed (2021aib). To that
end, we introduce the following condition.

Assumption 4. There exist constants A, B > 0 (with at least one strictly positive), such that
for all x € R? and i € [n], we have ||V f;(z)]|? < A% 4+ B?||V f(z)]|?.

Assumption {] is a standard heterogeneity condition, e.g., (Vlaski and Sayed, 2021alb;
Armacki and Sayed, 2026)). It is strictly weaker than the heterogeneity bounds used in other



works on decentralized clipping methods, e.g., Yang et al.| (2025)); Li and Chi (2025)E however,
slightly stronger than the averaged heterogeneity condition used in, e.g., (Koloskova et al.,
2020). For a discussion on the necessity of this condition, see Supplement @ Prior to stating
the noise assumption, denote by 2! := gf — V f;(z!) the gradient noise of agent i at time ¢, and
let Fy = o ({{x}}icpn), - - -» {&l}icpn)}) be the o-algebra induced by agents’ models up to ¢.

Assumption 5. At any time t > 1, the stochastic quantities satisfy the following.

1. The random samples {§f}i€[n]7k€[t] are independent across agents and iterations.
2. The noise at each agent is conditionally zero-mean, i.e., E[z! | F;] = 0, for all i € [n].

3. The noise at each agent has bounded p-th moment, p € (1,2], i.e., E[||2H|[P | ] < oF, for
all i € [n].

The first two conditions in Assumption [5| are standard, while the third requires the noise
to have a bounded p-th moment for some p € (1, 2], and is widely used when studying heavy-
tailed noise, e.g., (Zhang et al., |2020; Sadiev et al., 2023; |Hiibler et al., 2025).

3.2 Theoretical Guarantees

We start by defining some useful notation. Let V f:= 1 >ic Vfi(al) and g =1 Y icln) gt
denote the averaged gradient and stochastic gradient, respectively, and let zt := gt — Vf? =
%Zie[n] 2! be the averaged noise. Next, denote by §' = %Zie[n} gl the averaged clipped
estimator, and define the averaged unbiased and biased components stemming from clipping
as g, = g' — E[g" | /] and g == E[¢' | Fi] — Vf'. Similarly, let g , = g; — E[g} | Fi] and
g, = E[gl | Fi] — V fi(x}) be the local unbiased and biased components. It can be seen that

g =V =7g,479 and gt — Vfi(z!) = @fu + @"f,b, i € [n]. We next state an important result.

Lemma 1. Let Xy,..., X, € R? be independent random vectors and let )Z'Z = clip(X;), i €
[n], with X = %Zie[n} Xi. If for some p € (1,2] and all i € [n] we have E||X; — E[X;]||P < oF
and ||E[X;]|| < /2, then

~ ~ 1872*”
E|X ~E[X)P < —5— Y of.
1€[n]

Denoting by o? = 1 Zie[n] o?, Lemma (1| tells us that the variance of the averaged clipped

n
estimator scales as O (%p), and is crucial in establishing linear speed-up. A similar result
appeared in the client-server setup in (Gorbunov et al., 2024, Lemma B.3), provided for
illustrative purposes while using a different approach to show linear speed-up. On the other
hand, Lemma [l|is a key result for achieving linear speed-up in our work. In Supplement [B|we
provide an extended version of Lemma |1, Next, define the averaged model z¢ := % Zie[n] xf
We then have the following descent inequality.

9Yang et al. (2025) use uniformly bounded gradients, implying Assumption [4| with B = 0. |Li and Chi
(2025) use a condition that implies Assumption [4f with A = 0 and B = %, effectively requiring that every
stationary point of f also be a stationary point for each f;, i € [n].



Lemma 2. If Assumption@ holds and a < ﬁ, then for any t > 1
« —
f@h) < f(@) - ZIIVf(ft)II2 —a(Vf(@), gu)

+202L|[g,|* + 203 H2+7ZH$ —7'|%
i€[n]

Lemmal[2]is the starting point in our analysis. In addition to the standard terms appearing
in centralized clipping analysis, e.g., (Sadiev et al., 2023; [Nguyen et al.l 2023, the inequality
contains the consensus gap term, which we aim to bound next. We start with a simple but
useful bound on the consensus gap.

Lemma 3. If Assumptions[1] and[q hold, then for alli € [n] and any t > 1

ayi/n

Hx;@-i—l _ Et+1H < iY_\)\f
Lemma [3] provides an initial deterministic bound on the consensus gap and is useful since
it indicates that, for a sufficiently small step-size, the consensus gap can be controlled by the
clipping radius. However, only using Lemma [3] would propagate the network effect to the
leading term and result in the loss of linear speed-up in the final bound (see Remark (1| in
Supplement [Bf for details). To fix this issue, we next provide an additional refined bound on

the consensus gap.

Lemma 4. If Assumptions hold, then for all t > 1

¢ —k
Z ettt — % < 8a’\?A? Z 14 A2\!
(1-X%) 2

ze[n] k=1
8a2N\2B2 1\ /14 A2\ F )
I S Dl e D WA
k=1 i€[n]
8a2)2 <~ /14 A2\ )

Lemma 4] establishes a more fine-grained result on the average consensus gap, capturing
the effects of heterogeneity, network connectivity and local clipping. Lemmas together
are crucial in achieving our main results, stated next. We start with HP convergence.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions hold. If for any T > 1 and ¢ € (0,1), the clipping ra-
1
dius and the step-size are chosen as v = max {2A + 4B+ LA, + 2’\L‘/ﬁ , (nT) 3P—2} and o =

1/3 2 1 1—p 2(1— )
L1 1A 122 (1) (1-A2)2PA C1 Cop e ts Cs ) 3G—3) T'35-3) ;
mm{2L’8)\LB\/§’>\Lf’ 6NL ? 2(ALAR/ATLS U1 7 ZEnse- T3r—2 AL p—2) T'36r=2) ¢ with

SN 1/3
C, = min{l,i3 Al/QL)}, Cy = mln{ A A1/2k } and C3 = AN then

64log (6L 6407 199 10g (6L ) gr/2 1207/3X2/3L2/3”

with probability at least 1 — §

7 X T IV =0 ()5 ),

te[T] i€[n]

where O(-) hides terms of higher-order in T



The next result establishes the IE convergence bound.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions[1H3 hold. If for any T > 2 the clipping radius and the step-size

_ 2)\Ly/n e i d L 1222 12
are chosen as v = max {2A—|—4B\/ LA+ =525, (nT)3» and o = min § 57, SALBV3’ A\LV6’
3A1/3 2p—1  1— 1/3 2y2/3 2(1=p)

(1-X2)2 (1-X2)/3A, CL Ca,p 3% A 7127 3(3p—2) T 3(3p—2 =
6M2L 7 2(ALA)2/3TV/3 /127 v v =212, 120P/3~2/3\2/32/3 1" G- e T ( 7=2 ¢, where C; =

min {1 Sy 212k VAI/QL} and Cy = min{ A1 V2120 }, it then holds that

? 64 1log(6n¥T7) 6402P 7 19210g(6n4T5)oP/2

7 ¥ L EIVEHIE=O( )5 ),

te[T)i€[n]

where O(-) hides terms of higher-order in T.

We next discuss several aspects of our results.
Convergence Rates. Theorems[I|and [2| respectively establish HP and IE convergence of
clipped DSGD under heavy-tailed noise. In both cases, the leading term with respect to 7" is of

~ 2(1—p)
the order O ( (nT) 302 ) , which has three important implications. First, the rate in T" matches

the optimal rate achieved in centralized settings (Zhang et al., 2020; Nguyen et al. 2023).
Second, linear speed-up in the number of agents n is achieved, exhibiting the same exponent
with respect to p. Third, the leading term has no network dependence, with the spectral gap
only affecting higher-order terms. For full rates, which contain several higher-order terms,
the reader is referred to Supplement

1
Clipping Radius. The clipping radius in our work is of the form v = max {Cd, (nT)3—2 },
where C; > 0 is a problem-related constant. Compared to centralized works (Zhang et al.,

2020; Nguyen et al., 2023), where the clipping radius is also of the form v = max {CC, TSP#*2 },
we note a few things. First, both clipping radii have the same structure, i.e., a maximum of
a problem-related constant and a term growing with 7T'. Second, our clipping radius increases
with higher heterogeneity (via A, B) and worse network connectivity (via the spectral gap),
which is expected, as these quantities reflect the difficulty of the decentralized problem. Third,
our radius also increases with n, which is again expected in the multi-agent setting, and is
consistent with |Gorbunov et al.| (2024)), who similarly use a clipping radius that increases
with n.

1—p 2(1—p)

Step-size. The step-size is of the form o« = min {Sd, 6,;1, C2n3p 2T3p 2 7073 n3@0-2 T3Go-2 }

where Sz > 0 is a problem-related constant, corresponding to standard conditions on the step-
size for vanilla DSGD, e.g., (Armacki and Sayed, [2026)), while the remaining terms stem from
the use of clipping. The first two, scaling as oc ¥~ !, are consistent with the step-size choice
in [Zhang et al.| (2020); |[Nguyen et al.| (2023) (up to n factors), while the third term, scaling
as X 7_2/ 3 is novel and specific to our decentralized settings, used to optimize the network
dependence and transient time.

Transient Time. Using our rates, one can derive the transient time for clipped DSGD,
2(1—p)
i.e., the time needed to achieve a global, network-independent (’)((nT ) =2 ) rate. Focusing

on the effects of the number of agents and the spectral gap, our transient time is of the order
1 3p—4 8(p—1) 5p—4 2(p—1) 7p—6

~ 2p _ e
o 2Fp P 3(p—1) P 2p
(’)(max {n p=l (171>\)3p727 & 4(Bp—2) » & 2(3p—2) » (171_)\)3;)727 - 2(Bp—2) & 3p—2 }) FOI'p =
1-X"2FF (1-N) 7 (=N 7 (=N

2 (i.e., bounded variance), it evaluates to O(ufii)‘l), matching the transient time of vanilla

9
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Figure 2: Convergence of decentralized methods under heavy-tailed gradient noise. Left: Student’s t noise;
right: Lévy a-stable noise. Solid curves show the mean estimation error, while shaded regions indicate one
standard deviation.

DSGD under bounded variance/sub-Gaussian noise, e.g., (Koloskova et al., 2020; |Alghunaim
and Yuan, 2022; Armacki and Sayed, 2026). For further discussion, see Supplement

Comparison with Existing Works. Compared to |[Yang et al. (2025)), who study a
variant of clipped DSGD, we relax the bounded gradients condition and achieve improved oracle
complexity. Compared to [Li and Chil (2025), who study clipped GT with compression, EF
and mini-batches under bounded variance noise, we consider a much simpler algorithm under
more general noise and heterogeneity conditions, and achieve improved oracle complexity.
Compared to [Yu et al. (2026b)), who study normalized GT with local momentum, we use
the baseline clipped DSGD, achieving better oracle complexity. Finally, compared to |[Wang
et al.|(2026), who study normalized GT with large mini-batches and multiple communication
rounds per iteration, we achieve the same optimal oracle complexity while using a significantly
simpler algorithm, with only one stochastic gradient evaluation and one communication round
per iteration. We note that the GT mechanism allows Yu et al. (2026b)); Wang et al.| (2026])
to remove the heterogeneity bound, which is not the case in (Li and Chi, 2025) despite the
use of GT, or in our work and (Yang et al., 2025)), where DSGD necessitates a heterogeneity
bound to ensure convergence. Compared to all of the said works, which provide either HP or
IE results, we show both HP and IE results.

Insights. As discussed in the introduction and shown in Figure [1} normalized DSGD can
fail to converge even with full gradients on a simple quadratic cost. On the other hand, our
work demonstrates that clipped DSGD achieves optimal convergence rates with linear speed-
up under heavy-tailed noise, highlighting a clear gap between these two nonlinearities in
decentralized settings. Intuitively, the gap stems from the fact that, while normalization
always modifies the gradient direction, clipping keeps it unchanged when the gradient norm
is below a threshold, maintaining full magnitude information. As such, normalization always
biases the network-averaged gradient, while clipping can preserve the true network-averaged
gradient, allowing clipped DSGD to achieve order-optimal complexity with linear speed-up,
without needing mechanisms like GT, accelerated gossip and local momentum /mini-batches.

4 Numerical Results

In this section we present numerical experiments. We refer the reader to Supplement [C] for
full details on experimental setup and additional results.
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Figure 3: Convergence of DSGD-Clip under heavy-tailed noise for networks of size n € {10, 20, 30,40, 50}.
Left: Student’s t noise; right: Lévy a-stable noise. We can see that DSGD-Clip accelerates with network size,
achieving linear speed-up.

Linear Regression on Synthetic Data. We consider the problem of robust linear
regression to evaluate two main aspects of our results: convergence and linear speed-up under
heavy-tailed noise. We compare the performance of vanilla DSGD to nonlinear variants using:
clipping (DSGD-Clip), component-wise clipping (DSGD-CClip) and normalization (DSGD-N),
with hyperparameters selected through extensive grid search. To evaluate convergence under
heavy-tailed noise, we consider a network of n = 20 agents communicating over a ring graph.
Each agent is assigned a dataset of 50 feature-response pairs (4,b) € R? x R, where each
feature component of A is sampled independently from a Bernoulli(q) distribution, where
q = 0.9 for the first two, ¢ = 0.5 for the next two, and ¢ = 0.1 for the remaining components,
the ground truth model z* is drawn from N(0, Is), while the responses satisfy b = (A, z*).
Agents’ local costs correspond to Tukey’s biweight loss and local gradients are perturbed by
Student’s ¢ (degrees of freedom 1.5, scale 1.0) and Lévy a-stable noise (stability 1.5, skewness
0.5, scale 1.0), with local models initialized at the zero vector. We measure performance via
the average estimation error & = %2?21 wa — fw*‘ 5, evaluated over 30 independent runs.
The results are presented in Figure [2l We can observe that nonlinear methods stabilize and
accelerate the convergence of DSGD, highlighting the importance of nonlinear methods under
heavy-tailed noise, and that both DSGD-C1lip and DSGD-CClip perform on par with or better
than DSGD-N.

To evaluate the linear speed-up of DSGD-Clip under heavy tailed noise, we consider five
networks of n € {10,20,30,40,50} agents communicating over an undirected Erdés—Rényi
graph. To better isolate the linear speed-up effect, we set the edge probability of the graph
at 0.6 while ensuring that A = 0.8 across every network size, thus fixing the network spectral
gap. We generate a total of 1200 feature-response pairs using the same rules as in the previous
experiments and spread them evenly among agents. We again inject Student’s ¢ and Lévy
a-stable noise to agents’ local gradients, using the same Tukey loss, model initialization and
performance measure. The results are presented in Figure We can see that DSGD-Clip
consistently converges faster as the network size increases, confirming that linear speed-up is
achieved.

Transformer Training on Real Data. Finally, we test the performance of nonlinear
decentralized methods on the problem of decentralized training of a decoder-only transformer
with real data. The simulations are conducted using antup and additional some additional
results A100 NVIDIA GPU. We consider an undirected ring network of n = 8 agents, trained
on the “Multi30k” and “Tiny Shakespeare” datasets. “Multi30k” contains 29,000 training
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sentences, yielding approximately 378,000 word tokens after tokenization, while “Tiny Shake-
speare” contains about 1 million training characters. We use two-layer decoder-only trans-
formers with hidden dimension 128, four attention heads, feedforward dimension 512, and
dropout 0.1. The models are trained using a batch size of 64 sequences per agent, with
context length 64 and stride 32. The training data are partitioned into equally sized contigu-
ous shards, and all agents are initialized with the same random model. We again consider
DSGD, DSGD-N, DSGD-Clip, and DSGD-CClip methods and measure the performance via the
log-perplexity achieved on a validation set. Table [2| reports the final validation loss averaged
over five independent runs. We can see that DSGD-CClip achieves the lowest validation loss on
both datasets, while DSGD-Clip and DSGD-N perform on par with one another. Importantly,
all three methods improve over vanilla DSGD.

Table 2: Validation loss after 20 epochs on “Multi30k” and “Tiny Shakespeare” datasets. We
report the mean and standard deviation over five independent runs.

Algorithms “Multi30k” “Tiny Shakespeare”
DSGD 4.634+0.026 2.357+0.006
DSGD-N 4.386+0.016 1.966+0.035
DSGD-Clip 4.37540.021 1.980+0.050
DSGD-CClip | 3.962+0.008 1.7254+0.010

5 Conclusion

In this work, we studied whether a baseline decentralized algorithm with a local nonlinear gra-
dient transformation can attain order-optimal rates under heavy-tailed noise, without further
mechanisms like mini-batches or accelerated gossip. We answered affirmatively with clipped
DSGD, establishing order-optimal convergence rates and linear speed-up for smooth non-convex
costs. Our results also highlighted an important distinction between clipping and normaliza-
tion in decentralized settings, raising broader questions about the effects of nonlinearities in
decentralized optimization. Are some nonlinearities better suited to decentralized settings,
and if so, can we establish a hierarchy across different regimes? Another important direction
is whether baseline GT with clipping can simultaneously eliminate the bounded heterogeneity
condition and retain order-optimal convergence rates. This, in turn, raises a further design
question: should clipping be applied to local gradients or to the tracker variable, and what
are the consequences of each choice?
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Supplement

The supplement contains results omitted from the main body. Section[A]reviews some further
literature, Section [B] provides technical results and proofs, Section [C] details the experimental
setup and contains additional results, Section [D] discusses the heterogeneity condition, while
Section [El discusses the transient time.

A Additional Literature

In this section we provide some additional related literature.

Centralized Results. Nemirovskii et al.| (2009) establish optimal HP convergence rates
of SGD for convex costs under light-tailed stochastic gradients. |(Ghadimi and Lan| (2013)) es-
tablish, among other results, the optimal IE and HP convergence rate of SGD for non-convex
costs under light-tailed noise, while Li and Orabona, (2020) show the same for momentum
SGD. Harvey et al.|(2019)) and Bajovic¢ et al.| (2023) respectively provide optimal HP conver-
gence rates for the last iterate of SGD for non-smooth and smooth strongly convex costs, while
Liu and Zhou (2024) establish unified IE and HP convergence guarantees for smooth and non-
smooth convex and strongly convex costs. [Liu et al.|(2023a)) generalize the previous works on
non-convex and convex costs, providing unified HP guarantees for several algorithms, includ-
ing SGD and AdaGrad for smooth and non-smooth costs. [Madden et al.| (2024)) establish HP
convergence of SGD under sub-Weibull noise. (Gorbunov et al.| (2020) propose an accelerated
method with gradient clipping for smooth convex costs, while Parletta et al.| (2024) study HP
convergence of sub-gradient methods for non-smooth convex costs. Koloskova et al.| (2023)
show that clipped SGD fails to converge for any fixed constant value of the clipping threshold
v. [Jakoveti¢ et al. (2023) study convergence of a unified nonlinear SGD framework under
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symmetric heavy-tailed noise and strongly convex costs. Finally, Puchkin et al. (2024) show
that it is possible to achieve the optimal HP convergence rate for convex costs using the
median-of-means gradient estimator.

Decentralized Results. |Jakoveti¢ et al.|(2018)) show that DSGD converges at an optimal
IE rate for strongly convex costs, while |Pu and Nedid (2021 show that DSGD with a fixed
step-size and the gradient tracking (GT) mechanism, e.g., [Lorenzo and Scutari (2016)); Nedi¢
et al. (2017); Qu and Li (2018), converges IE to a neighborhood of the optimal solution.
Vlaski and Sayed (2021ayb|) study IE guarantees of DSGD for non-convex costs and show that
it escapes saddle points with high probability. |[Koloskova et al. (2020) provide unified IE
guarantees for DSGD with local updates and changing network topology, with optimal rates
and linear speed-up in the number of users for non-convex and (strongly) convex costs. Xin
et al.|(2021) establish optimal IE rates of DSGD with GT and linear speed-up in the number
of users for non-convex costs and costs satisfying the Polyak-Lojasiewicz (PL) condition.
Qin et al.| (2025)); Yang et al.|(2026) study HP convergence of decentralized algorithms with
clipping, for convex costs under heavy-tailed noise. |Yu et al.| (2026a) study convergence of
DSGD using smooth clipping under symmetric heavy-tailed noise and strongly convex costs.
Finally, a recent line of works show HP convergence with linear speed-up of vanilla DSGD and
GT (Armacki and Sayed, 2026; |Armacki et al., 2026¢).

B Missing Proofs

In this section we provide several technical results and proofs omitted from the main body.
Subsection provides general results, Subsection [B.2] provides proofs for HP results, while
Subsection provides proofs for IE results.

B.1 General Results

In this subsection we prove Lemmas We start by stating a useful lemma from [Sadiev
et al.| (2023).

Lemma 5 (Lemma 5.1 in Sadiev et al, (2023)). Let X € RY be a random vector and let
x = E[X] and X = clip(X) be its expectation and clipped version. If for some o > 0 and
p € (1,2] we have E|| X — z||P < oP and ||z|| < /2, then
~ 4oP
[E[X] — =] < g (3)
E|X —E[X]|* < 18y* 0. (4)
We next state and prove an extended version of Lemma
Lemma 1. Let Xy,..., X, € R? be independent random wectors and let x; = E[X;] and
X; = clip(X;), i € [n] be the expectation and clipped version, with T = %Zie[n] x; and
X = %Zie[n] X, being the averaged values. If for some o; > 0 and p € (1,2] we have
E||X; — z]|P < of and ||zi|| < /2, then
- AP
IEX] -zl < —=,
Y
1872~ PgP

BLX - BLX))? < ——,
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p_ 1 p
where o7 = 53 e 05 -

Proof. Using Jensen’s inequality and , we then get

1 o? 4ap
IE -7l < = IE | < — Z
ELR] -7 < - 3 ] < Z 5

16 [n]

proving the first claim. Next, using the fact that X;’s are independent, we have

1 ~ ~ .~ ~
E[X - BIX]|]” = ZEHX - E[X |!2+EZE<X¢ - E[Xi], X; - E[X}])
1€[n] Ve
18y2PgP
2 - 2-p P _
Z]EHX —E[X]|? < 218 ol —
i€n] i€[n]
where the inequality follows from , completing the proof. O

We continue by proving Lemma [2]
Proof of Lemma[3. Starting from the standard descent lemma for smooth costs, we get

Oé2
F@Y < F@) — a(ViE). 5 + SF

[l

2
= @) ~ V), V1) - a(VI @), 5+ ) + S5

< f@) = a(VF@E), V) = (V@) G+ Gp) + o L(I[ge + G l1* + IV 1),
< 1@ - ANV - S (1 - 20 L)V + SIVIE) - TP
—a(Vf(@), gu>+a(1+2aL)Hng2+2a2LH ull®
where in (i) we used ||g]|? < 2||gt, + g11* + 2||V £!||?, while in (ii) we applied the identities
{a,b)y = %(Ha”2 +116]|2 = |la — b]|?) and (a,b) < % +|6]|2, respectively to (V (@), V f!) and

(Vf(z"),q%, + g}). Choosing a < 5~ implies 1 — 2oL > 0, which, combined with smoothness
of f, gives

f@*) < f@) - %HVJ“"(?t)H2 — a(Vf(@),3) + 20° L] gL |I* + 20951 + Z |t — ||,
ze[n]
]

For ease of notation, define the vectorized, stacked notation x' := col(z},...,z!) € R™,
gl == col(gl,...,q) € R and X' == 1, ® 7 € R™ and let W = W ® I; € Rxnd
J=J®I; € R"" where @ denotes the Kronecker product. We next prove Lemma

Proof of Lemmal[3 Starting from the update rule , it then follows that

[ == = (W = 3)(x" — ag")| = (W = I)(x' = X' — ag')|
< Ax =% — ag'|| < Al =X + A" < Alx" =X + av AV,
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that ||g!|| < vy/n. Iterating the inequality
recursively, we get

t—1 , t—1
I < N - o YN L aqayi YD aE < VT

k=1 k=1
with (i) following from the shared initialization. Next, noting that ||z} — Z!||? < 2 ieln] |zt —

7t|? = ||x! — %!||?, it then follows that, for any i € [n] and ¢ > 1, we have

_ _ ay\/n
[t =2 < x| < T
completing the proof. O

Let Vf! = col(Vfi(x}),...,Vfu(x!)) be the column stacking of agents’ full gradients
evaluated at their local models at time ¢t. We are now ready to prove Lemma [

Proof of Lemmalj Starting from the update rule and defining X* = @, it follows
that for any ¢t > 1, we have

K < 1+/\2Xt+ 2a2)\? &I < 1+)\2Xt+ 4a?)\? &

— 57 - - _ ft 2 ft 2
2 PSS EL 3 o= (& = VE 4 [98)),

where (i) follows from Young’s inequality, i.e., (a+b)? < (14+6)a? 4 (14+6~1)b? with § = 1 )\)‘22,
while in (i7) we again used Young’s inequality with 6 = 1. Iterating the inequality recursively,

denoting by Y := ||gt — Vf?||? + || Vf!||? and noting that X! = 0, we get

40202 n 1+ A2\ R
Xt < § : Yk,
Ton(l-A%) L 1< 2 ) (5)

We next proceed to bound Y*. To that end, we have

Pt - VEIPHIVERP = ) (I9F - VAEDIP + IV Fih)]?)

1€[n]

—Z |’gzb+gzuH2+vaZ H <2Z ngb”2+”gzuH2+A2+32va(xf)”2)’

i€[n] i€[n]

where the last inequality follows from Assumption Plugging the above bound into ()
completes the proof. ]

Remark 1. Note that Lemma[3 implies the following bound on the average consensus gap
72 < a? ’Y )\2
ze[n

While nice and simple, the main issue in this bound stems from the coupling of the step-size
and clipping radius of the same order, namely o?~y?. From the choice of the step-size in
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2p—1 1—
TheOTemI specifically a < %nﬁT@% for a problem-related constant Co > 0, it follows

that ot 2w
a?y2\%n <n3§2T 2 )

(1- )2 (1- )2

While the above quantity on the right-hand side matches the decay of the leading term in
Theorem (1| with respect to T, it strictly grows in n. As such, naively using the bound from
Lemmal[3 in the rest of the analysis would result in a term which matches the leading one in
T but increases in n, destroying the linear speed-up, and propagating the network effect to the
leading term (via (1 —X)"2). On the other hand, ignoring some terms for simplicity, Lemma

[4 results in the following bound

ORI (G
When agents’ gradients are sufficiently small, i.e., when ||V f;i(z})|| < 3, we can use Lemma

ze (n] i€n)
[A to get
. Z o} — ||* = < 2’72_p+a2v2(1_p)) = (9( 2,2~ P)

ze [n]

The above bound again couples the step-size and the clipping radius, however, this time the
step-size decays at a strictly faster rate, ensuring that the consensus gap decays at a strictly
faster rate than the leading term. As such, Lemma [{] provides a more fine-grained control
of the consensus gap and is crucial to achieving improved rates. However, Lemma [ is still
useful, see, e.g., the proof of Lemma[9 ahead.

B.2 High-Probability Results

In this subsection we establish the HP convergence of clipped DSGD. In particular, a standard
approach in the centralized setting is to construct a desirable event which holds with high
probability and on which |V f(2?)| < 3, for all t € [T], e.g., (Sadiev et al., 2023; Nguyen
et al., [2023). However, in the decentrahzed setting we need a slightly stronger condition,
namely that ||V fi(az!)|| < 3, for all i € [n] and all ¢ € [T]. Constructing a desirable event,
using the heterogeneity bound and Lemma [3| we will show that such condition indeed holds
with high probability. We begin by first stating the celebrated Freedman’s inequality for
martingales.

Lemma 7. Let {X;}ien be a martingale difference sequence such that for some a > 0 and
all t € N we have | Xy| < a almost surely, and let 07 = E[X}? | X1,...,X¢_1]. Then for any
b,c>0and T > 1

IP’()ZXt‘>band Zafﬁc)ﬁQexp(—%_Fb;b/B)

te[T] te([T]

Next, define A; = f(x!) — f*. Prior to constructing the desirable event, we provide
another useful intermediary result, building on Lemmas [2] and [
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Lemma 8. Let Assumptions hold. If the step-size satisfies o < min {i, ﬁ}, then

for any T > 1, we have

T 3 S IVFAEDIP <AL= Ay —a Y (VAE), G +202L Y (L1

te[T] i€[n] te(T) te(T)
12a )\2L2A2T 12a3A2L
te[T] te[T) le[n]

Proof. Startlng from Lemma [2] rearranging and summing up to time 7', we get

1 Z IVFE)|? < A1 = Arsr —a Y (Vf(@),3,)

te[T te(T)
+20°L Y gall® +2a ) llgl? + Z " — x|,
te[T] te[T)
Next, using the fact that |V f(z!)||? > & > ieln] [V f(xh)]|? — %th — itHz, it follows that
*Z STIVIEDIP < A= Ary —a Y (VFE'),5L)
te[T)] ie[n] te[T)
3aL —
+20°L ) gall® +2a ) (gl + Z %" — ||
te(T) te([T] te(T)

Applying Lemma [4], we have

o Z YIVIE)I? < A=A —a Y (VFE),G) +20°L Y [|gul® +2a Y |Gl

te[T] i€[n] te[T} te(T) te[T)
6 3)\2L2 1+ A2
S Z( t ) S (It A%+ B2V L))
tE [T] k=1 ze[ ]
<A1 —Arp -« Z (V@) ) + 20°L Z G517 + 20 Z 9511
te[T) te[T] te([T]

12a3)\2 1.2
t = 2
i€[n] te[T }

iull® + A%+ B2V f(2)]?),

where in the second inequality we used the fact that for any non-negative sequence {a;}ien

and A € [0,1)
Syt =Y ey At S
te[T] kelt] te[T]  kelt] te[T]
Rearranging the terms and noting that o < 5 )}L_ BA 7 implies § — 1(21053 i; )1,2 > 1§, we then get
oo 2 D IVFEDIP S Ar = Ap —a Y (VF@), 5 +20°L Y [k
te [T] i€[n] te[T) te[T)
12a3)\2L2A2T 12a3/\2L2
+2a ) [ghl° + ) Z > (IgEl? + 119 ul),
te(T) i€[n] te[T)
which completes the proof. O
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Lemma [§| provides a descent inequality which combines the network-averaged clipped
quantities, as well as the strictly local ones. We are now ready to construct the desirable
event and show that it holds with high probability.

Lemma 9. Let Assumptions hold and let the step-size and clipping threshold be chosen

1
as y = max{2A + 4B LA, + 2’\L‘/ﬁ (nT)m} and o = min{2L, 8/\1L§\2f ;L\A/Qg, (6;\)2\?27

D RAC TR Y e o e A
2(ALA)2/3T1/§31 y T2, el n - 2)T33p 2,5, where Gy = ming g,
Vi } Cy < M and C3 = min{l —3yA1 VAl} for & € (0,1)
1921og (L )or/2v/2L J 2 = 120r/EN2BLE 3 "6alog (°F)v2r )’ T

For any N € [T + 1], let 'y be the event that, for allt € [N]

—a Y (V@G +2°L Y gl 2o Y gl

kelt—1] kelt—1] kelt—1]
12a3)\2 2 A2T 12a3)\2L2
+ S5 > ST IR+ 8E %) < A
(1—)\2) n(1 — \2)
ke[t 1] i€[n]

It then holds that P(Ty) > 1 — M Moreover, on the event T'n we have ||V fi(z!)|| < 3,
for alli € [n] and t € [N].

Proof. We prove the result by induction on N. For N = 1 we have Ay > 0, which holds
trivially. Next, assume that for some N € [T], we have P(T'y) > 1 — %. Using Lemma 5
and rearranging, it follows that under I'y, we have for any ¢ € [N]

Ar<Ar—a Yy (V@G0 +2°L Y gullP+2a Y (G517

ket—1] kelt—1] kelt—1]
12a3)\2L2A2T 12a3>\2L
T (1— A2)2 Z Z (IgEl1? + 11E.11%) < 24 (6)
ke[t 1] i€[n]

From the smoothness of f and @, it follows that for all t € [N] on I'y we have

IVf@E)] < V2LA, < 2V/LA,. (7)

Using the heterogeneity bound, it can then be seen that for any i € [n] and ¢ € [V]
IVFi(@))| < Llloi — 7| + IV £(@)]| < LHXt — x|+ A+ BV
(zu) ol

QAN o TA; @MY L ap IA, 2 (8)
1—A 1—A 2

where (i) follows from Lemma (3| (i7) follows from the choice of step-size, while (iii) follows

from the choice of clipping threshold. We will now show that I'y41 holds with probability at

least 1 — £2. In particular, we will show that I'y N A C I'yy1 for some event A, allowing us

to focus on the part of the probability space where I'y holds. Using the bound in Lemma

with T'= N and the fact that the left-hand side is non-negative, we get

Any <A1 —a ) (V@)g,) +20°L Y |[gi)? +2a ) [[g)
te[N] te[N] te[N]
12a3)\2L2A2T 12a3)\2L2 12a )\ L 5
(1 _ )\2)2 TL 2 Z Z ||gz u”
tE[N i€[n] te[N]ie[n
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Next, we construct martingale difference sequences by adding and subtracting E||g¢||* and
EtHﬁquQ For ease of notation, define 0 := ||gt ||> — E¢||g%||? and n! := ||§fu|]2 —EtHﬁquQ We
then have
Anp1 S Ar—a ) (V(@),g,) +20°L Yy 6 +20°L Y Eef|gil* +2a Y |97
te[N] te[N] te[N] te[N] ( )
120" L2AT | 12a3A2L 12a )\ L )
+ (1 _)\2)2 n 2 Z Z ||gzb||2 2 Z Z 771 +Et||gzu’| )
te[N] i€[n] te[N] i€[n]

Recalling that we are focused on the event where Iy holds and using (8)), we can then apply
Lemmas (1| and [5| to bound some of the terms in @, as follows

402P 402p

18727 PgP
I3 < gy 18I < gy Bl < 1892707 and B < =

Plugging back into (@ and recalling that N <T', we get
360292 PoPLT  8ao?T

Ay <A —a S (Vf@),g,) +2a°L Y 6+

2(p-1)
te[N] te[N] n v
12030202 AT 48a30?PN2L2T 216a372_p07’)\2L2T 12a3A2L2
nz T Neap—1) T 212 Z Z ;-
(1_)‘) (1_)‘)’7(17 ) (1_)\) te[N]i€[n]

We now focus on bounding the remaining three terms in , ie, B =« Zte[N} (V@) 30,
1203X2L2
By = 20a%L >_telN] 0" and Bs = W te[N] 2uicln] -

Vi@, if A <24
0, otherwise

of Zt it follows that || Z¢|| < 2\/LA1, while from the definition of g, it follows that ||g%|| < 27,
therefore (Z',g%) < 4y\/LAj, almost surely. Further, it can be seen that E;(Z', g) = 0,
making (Z%,g!) a bounded martingale difference sequence. Applying Lemma 7| we get

IP’(‘ Z 2Et A ,§Z>2] < c> < 2exp( b >,

ey ] 2¢ + 8ayby/LA1/3

Bounding B;. We define the variable Z! = . From the definition

for any b,c¢ > 0. Choosing ¢ = C'log (%) for some C' > 0 (to be specified later) and

T 4 1
b= log <66> (304’)/ LAl + \/96042")/2LA1 + 20), (11)
results in
2ex <— b’ > _ 0 (12)
P\ 7 2+ 8avbyIA/3) ~ 3T

Next, recalling (6], it follows that Z' = Vf(z') for all ¢ € [N] on I'y, therefore By =
adien{—2",g,) on I'y. Further, under I'y, it holds that

S QB [(-2507 < 3 @B 2GR < 40’LAy Y gL
te[N] tE[N] te[N]
(4) 2,2-pP5P 2,2-p 5P
é 205y PgP LA N < 2a4y* Po LA1T7 (13)
n n
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720242 PP LA T
n

where (i) follows from Lemma (1| Therefore, choosing C' = and defining the

event =1 = {w : Bi(w) < b}, where b is given in , it follows that

P(Iy NE;) = IP’(FN N { Y a(-24g.) < b})

te[N]

@ P(FNm{ S a=z4g) <bor 3 a*(=25.)° > Clog (6T> })
yJul —= yJu 5

te[N] te[N]
D1, - IF’( ST (=243 > b and Y a?(~2',5L)% < Clog <6T> })
= N s Ju y Ju = 5

te[N] te[N]
© _ N
Q-1 6, (N-2/3)
T 37 T

where (a) follows from and the choice of C, in (b) we used P(ANB) > 1 -P(A°) —P(B°),
while (c) follows from and the induction hypothesis.

Bounding B;. Recall that By = 2a%L > _teN] 0!, where 0' = ||gt ||>—E¢||g%||?. By definition,
we know that E;[0?] = 0 and |2a?L#!| < 16?42 L, hence we can apply Lemma (7, to get

d2
P(‘BQl > d and tgv] 40 L7 E, [(Ht)2] < e) < 2exp (— % - 3204272Ld/3)’

for any d, e > 0. Choosing e = Elog () for some E > 0 (to be specified later) and

67\ [ 16 256
d=log | — )| =a?y°L + \/ “—afyiL2 +2F |, (14)
) 3 9
results in 2 exp ( — m) = 3%. Further, under I'y, it holds that

0) @)
D E[(20°L0")%) < 166%°L Y Ei20°LO| < 320"9°L? ) Eel|gl |
te[N] te[N] te[N]
576a*~y*PoP L2 N - 576a4~y4PoP L2T

— )

n n

where (i) follows from [202L6'| < 16a2~%L, in (ii) we used E|X — EX| < 2EX for a
non-negative random variable, while (iii) follows from Lemma (I} Therefore, choosing E =
M, defining the event Zy = {w : Ba(w) < d} where d is given in and following

<

similar steps as in the previous case, it can be shown that P(I'y NE;1 NEg) > 1 — M.

Bounding Bj3. Finally, consider the term Bs = %Zte[m Zie[n] nt, where n} =
oy 32272 9632)\2[/2

||§fu||2 - IEltHEqu2 By definition, we know that E[n!] = 0 and 22(?_)32)2 ni < ﬁ,

hence we can apply Lemma [7| to get

12a3)\2 L2 2 g2
P(|B d B, — " L) <h)<2 -
O 1> tezu:w t<"(1 MG ]m> - ) - eXp( 2h +192a%2X2L2g/3n(1 — V)?)’
en
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for any g, h > 0. Moreover, from Assumptionwe can conclude that {nf}ie[n] are independent
conditioned on F;. Combined with E,[n!] = 0, it follows that on I'y

12a3)\2 L2 2 144a6)\4L4
> E oz D 2 > E0n)
n(l —\?) - n2(1—

te[N] i€[n] te[N i€[n]
() 1152a5+2 X4 L* 2304a P2 LA
< 37 o Z ZEt |771 > 2— Z ZEt”gzuH2
n?(1 — \2)4 n?(1 — \2)4
te[N]i€[n] te[N]ig[n]
(ig) 414720544 PoP N LAN - 414720544 PoP N LAT
- n(l—A2)4 - n(l— A\2)4 ’

where in (i) we used the fact that |n!| < 82, (ii) follows from E|X — EX| < 2EX for X > 0,
while in (7i7) we used Lemma [5. Following the same reasoning as in the previous two cases,

it can be seen that choosing h = H log (%), where H = 414720‘2(714__;)%?4]:% and
67 [ 32a342\? L2 10240844 )4 L4
9= log < 5 ) ( n( =02 T\ gy T (15)

. 2 . —_—
results in 2 exp (— 2h+192a372)\29L2g/3n(1_>\2)2) = 3%. Therefore, defining Z3 = {w : Bs(w) < g}

and following similar reasoning as before, it can be concluded that

N6

Completing the induction. Consider the event 'vNZEiNEsNE;s. From we know
that P(Cy NE1 NEaNE3) > 1 — 52, while from we know that on this event

36022 PoPLT  8ac?T
72(17_1)
12a3\2L2A%T N 48030?P N2 L2T N 216032 PoP N2 L2T
(1 _ )\2)2 (1 _ /\2)272(19—1) (1 _ )\2)2 ’

where b,d, g are given in , and . Note that if we can choose a and ~ such
that the right-hand side in is less than or equal to 2A1, it would then follow that on
'y NZE; NEyNEs we have Ayy1 < 2A1, hence 'y NE; NEyNE3 C I'yyq and P(FN-H) >
PICNyNEINEaNE3) > 1— NTé, completing the induction. Therefore, our aim is to show that

there exist «,~y such that

A1 <A1+b+d+g+

(17)

360272 PoPLT  S8ac®™T  12a3N\2L2A%T
n + ,Y2(p—1) + (1 _ )\2)2
48a30?P N2 LT 2160342 PoP N2 LT
+ (1 _ )\2>2,72(p—1) + (1 _ )\2>2

where b,d, g are given in , and . Let the clipping threshold and step-size satisfy
~ > max {2A +4BVIA; + B (nT)s,Tz} and

b+d+g+

< Ah (18)

2p—1 2(1—p)

a< mln{C’lndp 2T3P Q’y L Con3 3602 T30 Yy~

win

1 1—)\2}
"2L° SALBV3 )’
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for some C1,Cy > 0. It can then be verified that a?+?P < nC’%Tﬁl, oryz(l*p) < 771

1/3 2y2/3
3.2—p 3—1 : : VAL Ay A=A
and o’y < C5T77, hence choosing C7 < min { 29?2 /3L 6107 [ Oy < e RIE

o < min { 3 éé;\;&%%’ i;\/\/%}, it can be verified that becomes b+d+ g < %. We now
bound each of these terms. First, recall that

T\ (4 1

2.2— /
where C = W < 720120pLA1. Further, if @ < C3y~!, where C5 < #

and

g(¢L)v2L
VAL :
and Cp < 52 1og(%)ép/2\/ﬁ’ it follows that
6T 4 16 A

Next, recall that

67T 16 256
d = log (5> <3a272L + \/904474L2 + 2E>,

288C2 LA,

57644~ PoP L2T 2 ~2 2
22 7 T LKL D <
where E - 576CTC50PL 1927 10g2(°T)

can be verified that

. From the previous choice of Cs, it

67 [ 16 256 C2LA, Aq
d<log|— )| =C3L o4 3 < = 20
_og<5)<3 i [t 05 ) <4 (20)

Finally, recall that
67 [ 32a372\2 L2 1024a8~v4M4 LA
=1 R 2H
g Og(é)(n(l—A2)2+ 2 —ayi T
_ 414720844 PP ALLAT 4147202C3C2oP X4 LA 9A1a?2CEN L3 A1C2L
where H = ==y = (1221 S B0 g () = Galog?(°L) WO
2)\2

the last inequality follows from a < (16_/\’2\ L) . Using the same step-size condition, we then have

67 [ 16CZL 256 C2LA, Ay
<log | — 3 O 4 ) < =, 21
g_og<5>< 5t/ +3210g2(%) S (21)
Combining (19)), (20) and (21)), we finally get b+ d+ g < 381 completing the proof. O

8

We are now ready to prove Theorem [1} Prior to that, we state the full version, including
the higher-order terms omitted in the main body.

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions[1}{5 hold. If for any T >1 and § € (0,1), the clipping thresh-
1
old and the step-size are chosen as y = max {ZA + 4B+ LA, + Q)iL_‘){ﬁj (nT) 3P—2} and o =
122 1222 (1-A2)2  (1-A2)2/3Al3 o el 1o 2(1-p)

; 1 Ci s Ca 3(35—2) 36p—2) C3
m1n{2L, SALBV3' ALVG' ONL ’ a(A\LARATIA 12’ 7 T RN T )5 g where
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. A A1/3(1 )\2)2/3 3/A
C, = mln{ = =L } Cy = 557753 and C3 = minq 1, ——4—
640" 192105 (6L )ov/2v2L S 120P/3)2/3L2/3 5 "64log (F)vzL )’

then with probability at least 1 — §

2 ~ 2{(1—1)) n?)p%Q n%jﬂ%
2 S IV = O maxq (o) B s, TV

te[T] i€[n] T =2
2(p—1) _2p
n, 3(3p—2) n 3Br-2) T72/3 Tfl \/ﬁT*1
(]‘ _)‘)%TSZSPT_:;), (]. —)\2)3T3(3p 2) (1 —)\2)2/3’ ( _)\2)2’ 1—\ .

Proof. Starting from Lemma [8) we have

T 0 Y IVFA@DIP € Ar— Ay —a Y (VAE), G +202L Y (L1

te[T] i€[n] te(T) te(T)
12a SN2L2A2T  1203M2L7
+20 3 WGP+ =g a2 2 (9617 + 15.0°).
te[T] i€[n] te[T]

Using Lemma [9, we know that, with probability at least 1 —§

3 S IVHEDIE £ A - Arp - a 3 (VAE), G + 2021 Y 9L

te [T]i€[n] te(T) te(T)

12a3/\2L2A2 12a3>\2L2
+ 2a Z 15511° + EpvIE Z > (187 + 115E,017) < 24
i€[n] te[T)

Dividing both sides by & 16 , we get that, with probability at least 1 — d
32A1
— Z S IVEEDI® <
tG [T i€[n]

We now consider the different conditions on the step-size and clipping threshold. First, if
a = constant, the above bound evaluates to (in the worst-case with respect to n and 1 — \)

1
tGZ;] zGZ[T:L] IVl = <(1—A2)2T> (22)

(1- )\2)2/3A1/3
2(ALA)2/3T1/3 /12

1
T Z Z IVf(z ”2 <(1 _ )\2)2/3T2/3>‘ (23)

te[ 1i€[n]

Next, if a = , then

2p—1 1-p
Third, if o = Cin3—2T3%-24"! then

nT Z Z IV f (; ”2 ~<max{(1 Y ! 2p—1 3 12<p—1> }) (24)

tE[T}zE[n nﬁp 4T3p 2 (HT) 3p—2

31



. e 2d-p) .
Fourth, if o = Con3G»-2 T36p-2)4~2/3 then

201 =2
~ n3Bp— n3Bp—
4—723 S IVFEh)? = <nmx{(1 —, s }). (25)

te[T) ien] A)3T3C=3 (1 — A2)5T36Gr=2)

-1

Finally, the only remaining case is that of @ = C3y™", where we get

. n nEe
nT Z Z va H2 (max { (1 :/j\)T’ 3(p—1) }) ' (26)
tG[T] i€[n] T 302

The proof is completed by combining —. O

B.3 In-Expectation Results

To prove the Theorem [2] we build on the HP convergence result using the fact that clipped
methods generate sequences with bounded increments, an idea previously used in, e.g., (Ar-
macki et al) 2026d; Chezhegov et al. 2026). Let Vi := ||[Vf(z!)||?>. We then have the
following result.

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions[I{5 hold. If for any T > 2, the clipping threshold and the step-

size are chosen asy = max {2A—|—4B\/LA1+2>‘L‘f (nT)3r 2} and o = min { 21L’ S;ng\ff’ iLf}%’
(1_>\2) (1_>\2)2/3A}/3 2p—1 2(1—p)

& & C . A
6A2L 7 2(ALA)2/3T1/3 /12’ WlnBP 2T3p 2 /2n3(3p DT, 3}’ where C7 = mln{640127n

1/3
Ay c AL / (1— )\2)2/3
19210g(6n4T5)o?/2\2L 7 2 1207 32/3 23

1 —p 1—2p
~ 2(1-p) m3p—2 np6p—47T3p-2
O BV - (w{mwM,Ww(h»’

: 3vVAL
and C3 = mln{l, 64log(6n4T5)\/i}’ then

te[T] i€[n] T =3
2(p—1) 2p
n3Bp—2) n3Bp—2) T—2/3 71 \/ﬁT_l
(1—)\)%7‘%7(1_)\2)%71%’(1_)\2)2/3’(17}\2)27 1\ .

Proof. For any T > 2 and § € (0,1), denote by GI = %Zte[ﬂ > icn] |V £(z(6))* and

~ 21-p) s 6024 §_2§ 32(<3p712>) 3(§_p2) 2/3
T — p— p—4 7T 3p D P T
let M(; = O(max{(nT) 3p—2 | n3(p_1) , n §EY o= s Tp=6 1 (1—\2)2/3°
T332 (1 /\)3T3(3P 2 (- )\2)3T3(3P 2)

%, @;1}), noting that, for any ¢ € (0, 1), we have

(4)
E[GY] =E[G] (Iigr<mry + Larsury)] < E[M{ Lgroym] + \/E[(GaT)2] [H%G%MT}]

= M{P(GT < M) + \/]E[(GJT)Q]IP(G(;T > MY) (? MT +\/6E[(GT)?], (27)

where (i) follows from Holder’s inequality, while (i) follows from Theorem|[I] We now proceed
to bound the term G?. To that end, first note that for any ¢ > 1, it holds that

Ix — x| = [WE"" = x' —ag")| < [W(' —x")[| + o[ WE'|
<t = x| Fayvn < ... < ay(t - 1)vn < aytvn, (28)
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where the second inequality follows from |[W/| < 1 and ||g!|| < v4/n. From the definition of
GT, we then get

\V 2, t 12 < 9y 2042’72L2 2 <9 202~2I2T?
2 S IvsEhIP + Zux—xn_ 1+ S <2V 42032 LT,
= [n] te[T] te[T)

where the second inequality follows from and the fact that agents have an identical
initialization. Plugging this into , we get

[GT] < M5 +2(Vi+ a2'y?L2T2)51/2 < MT +2 <V1 +C? LQ(nT) >51/2 (29)

where the second inequality follows from the choice of a and . Choosing § = (nT)~* € (0,1),
it follows that

2V1 C?[2 ~

T T 1 T

E[Gé} < Ms + n2T2 + ( T)zépfé) = O(Mé )
n P

C Experiment Details

In this section we provide details of the experimental setup and some additional results,
following similar setups as the ones considered in (Yu et al., 2026b). Subsectiondetails the
quadratic example, Subsection [C.2] details the robust regression experiments, while Subsection
details the experiment on distributed training of transformers.

C.1 Convergence on a Quadratic Cost

As mentioned in the main body, [Yu et al. (2026b) provide a simple quadratic example for
which DSGD with normalization fails to converge, even with noiseless gradients. We verify
numerically that the non-convergence is fixed when using gradient clipping with an appro-
priately chosen clipping radius. In particular, we consider a network with n = 20 agents
communicating over a fully connected graph. Each agent has access to a local quadratic cost
fi(z) = 3(z — a;)%, where a; = 0 for agents i € [10], while a; = 10 for the rest. As such, it
can be readlly verified that Assumption 4| is satisfied, e.g., with A = 5v/2 and B = \/ﬂﬂ All
agents are initialized at a;zl = 0.5, while the global cost is minimized at * = 5. We compare
vanilla DSGD with normalized (DSGD-N) and clipped DSGD (DSGD-Clip), with all three meth-
ods having access to noiseless gradients and using the constant step-size a = 0.5, and clipped
DSGD using the clipping radius v = 6. Convergence of all three methods is presented in Figure
in the main body, while in Figure [4] we additionally show the magnitude of the effective
gradient, i.e., | S, Y|, where g¢ denotes the vanilla, normalized or clipped gradient used
in the update. DSGD-N cancels out the effective gradient (Figure 4} right) and remains stuck
at initialization, while DSGD-Clip preserves an effective direction, even when clipping is active
in the first few iterations, gradually converging to the optimum.

5Tt can be shown that Assumption [4]is satisfied for any A, B such that B > 1 and A? > 12352?21
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Figure 4: Convergence of vanilla, normalized and clipped DSGD on a quadratic example.

C.2 Decentralized Linear Regression

Agents have access to a local dataset {(A;, blk)}]kvél and the local cost is given by f;(x) =
N%_ ZQL é(bi,k — (A g, ac>), where / is the Tukey biweight loss, defined as

[1 - (1 B Zz)g] IRESG (30)

’ ”I"‘ > C.

lr) =

% > %

We choose the constant ¢ = 4.6851. We tune every method (i.e., vanilla, normalized, clipped
and component-wise clipped DSGD) separately for each noise distribution. All methods choose
their step-size « over the grid

a € {1075, 5x107°, 1074, 5x107%, 1073, 5x1073, 1072, 5x1072, 107!, 5x107%, 1, 5, 10}.
For DSGD-Clip and DSGD-CClip, we further chose the clipping radius v over the grid
v e {1073, 5x1073, 1072, 5x1072, 1074, 5x107L, 1, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100, 500}.

For linear speed-up experiments, we use the best step-size and clipping radius selected in the
preceding experiment, and repeat the experiment over 30 runs with independently sampled
graphs and gradient noise in each run.

C.3 Decentralized Training of Transformers
For each method and dataset, we chose the step-size from the grid
ae {1075 x107%,1073,5 x 1073,1072,5 x 1072,0.1,0.5,0.8, 1, 2, 5, 10, 20, 50, 100},

while for DSGD-Clip and DSGD-CClip, we additionally chose the clipping radius via a grid

search over
v € {107*,1073,1072,0.05,0.1,0.5, 1, 5, 10, 100, 500} .

The best hyperparameter combination is selected based on the final validation loss, measured
as log-perplexity. We then run each method independently five times and report the average
validation performance.
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Figure 5: Validation loss versus training epoch for decentralized transformer training. Left:
“Multi30k”; right: “Tiny Shakespeare” dataset.

Figure [5| shows the full learning curves corresponding to the results in Table [2] in the
main body. We can see that DSGD-CClip consistently achieves the lowest validation loss on
both datasets, while DSGD-N and DSGD-Clip perform similarly and substantially improve over
vanilla DSGD.

D On the Heterogeneity Condition

As discussed in the main body, even the vanilla DSGD method requires a heterogeneity con-
dition to ensure convergence under non-convex costs. Assumption [] was previously used
for vanilla DSGD in works including (Vlaski and Sayed, 2021ayb; |Armacki and Sayed, 2026)).
However, convergence of vanilla DSGD has been shown under a slightly weaker notion of het-
erogeneity, namely the average heterogeneity, i.e.,

- Z IVfi2)|? < A% + B[V f(2)|I?, (31)

see, e.g., (Lian et al., 2017; |[Koloskova et al., |2020)). In our work, control of gradients of
each agent is needed to show that gradients of agents fall below the clipping threshold with
high probability. This is achieved by using the heterogeneity condition in Assumption [4] and
controlling the global gradient and the consensus gap, i.e., through the bound

IV i)l < Lllzi =7 + IV i@ < Lll=i =7 + A+ BV (@)

While it is possible to incorporate the averaged heterogeneity condition in our work through
the bound

)
max [Vi@)I* < 3 IVA@IP S nd? 0BV f (@)

i€[n]

we note that it incurs a factor of \/n in both A and B compared to Assumption 4} due to
the loose bound in the first inequality. Seeing that both A and B in our results appear as
conditions on the step-size, this loose bound would not result in the loss of linear speed-up

and would only affect the transient time needed to achieve the global network independent
2(1—

~ 2(1—p)
rate O((n ) o= ), resulting in slightly larger transient time.

35



E On the Transient Time

In this section we provide details on the transient time resulting from our bounds. Noting
that the bounds in Theorems [1| and |2 are already worst-case with respect to n and 1 — A, we
can directly inspect the bound, which is given by

1 —p T172p 2((:0*1)>
~ 2(1—p) n3p—2 n 6p—4 3p—2 n3Bp—2
O max (nT) %2, ——, =SV T
T 3p—2 (1 - )\)§T3(3p—2)

R (Gl Sy
(1 a)iTstrs (=222 (=X 1-x [ )

(32)

~ 2(1—p)
Since our goal is to find the smallest 7" such that the bound in becomes O((nT) = ),
it can be readily verified that this is the case for

3p—4 8(2p+—1)
~ 2p—1 n 2 n 2+
T =0 max{nr1, , —
(o e
n5p1:4 n3@=1) nQ(pP_l) n7p2;6 }) (33)
— ’ _9 — Y 3p—2 °
(1= n) 52 =720 T )

2p—1
We note two things. First, asp — 1, the term n »—1 dominates and the transient time becomes
independent of network connectivity, only depending on the number of agents. Second, in

the special case when p = 2, the transient time in evaluates to 6(%), matching

the transient time of vanilla DSGD under bounded variance/sub-Gaussian noise in (Koloskova
et al., |2020; Alghunaim and Yuan, [2022; |Armacki and Sayed, 2026]).
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