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Abstract

Traditional Federated Learning (FL) approaches assume collaborative clients with aligned
objectives working towards a shared global model. However, in many real-world scenarios,
clients act as rational players with individual objectives and strategic behaviors, a concept
that existing FL frameworks are not equipped to adequately address. To bridge this gap,
we introduce Multiplayer Federated Learning (MpFL), a novel framework that models the
clients in the FL environment as players in a game-theoretic context, aiming to reach an
equilibrium. In this scenario, each player tries to optimize their own utility function, which
may not align with the collective goal. Within MpFL, we propose Per-Player Local Stochas-
tic Gradient Descent (PEARL-SGD), an algorithm in which each player/client performs local
updates independently and periodically communicates with other players. We theoretically
analyze PEARL-SGD and prove that it reaches a neighborhood of equilibrium with less com-
munication in the stochastic setup compared to its non-local counterpart. Finally, we verify
our theoretical findings through numerical experiments.

1 Introduction

Federated Learning (FL) has emerged as a powerful collaborative learning paradigm where
multiple clients jointly train a machine learning model without sharing their local data. In
the classical FL setting, a central server coordinates multiple clients (e.g., mobile devices, edge
devices) to collaboratively learn a shared global model without exchanging their own training
data [48, 54, 79, 64]. In this scenario, each client performs local computations on its private data
and periodically communicates model updates to the server, which aggregates them to update
the global model. This collaborative approach has been successfully applied in various domains,
including natural language processing [69, 43], computer vision [70, 63], and healthcare [4, 116].

Despite their success, traditional FL frameworks rely on the key assumption that all partici-
pants are fully cooperative and share aligned objectives, collectively working towards optimizing
the performance of a shared global model (e.g., minimizing the average of individual loss func-
tions). This assumption overlooks situations where participants have individual objectives, or
competitive interests that may not align with the collective goal. Diverse examples of such
scenarios have been extensively considered in the game theory literature, including Cournot
competition in economics [2], optical networks [91], electricity markets [98], energy consump-
tion control in smart grid [120], or mobile robot control [49]. Despite their relevance, these
applications have yet to be associated with FL, presenting an unexplored opportunity to bridge
game theory and FL for more robust and realistic frameworks.

To address these limitations of classical FL approaches, we propose a novel framework called
Multiplayer Federated Learning (MpFL), which models the FL process as a game among rational
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players with individual utility functions. In MpFL, each participant is considered a player who
aims to optimize their own objective while interacting strategically with other players in the
network via a central server. This game-theoretic perspective acknowledges that participants
may act in their self-interest, have conflicting goals, or be unwilling to fully cooperate. By
incorporating these dynamics, MpFL provides a more realistic and flexible foundation for FL
in competitive and heterogeneous environments.

In the literature, there are multiple strategies that aim to incorporate a personalization
approach into classical FL, including multi-task learning [106, 82], transfer learning [52], and
mixing of the local and global models [40, 41], to name a few. However, to the best of our
knowledge, none of them is able to formulate the behaviour of the clients/players in a non-
cooperative environment. This gap is precisely what Multiplayer Federated Learning (MpFL)
aims to address.

1.1 Main contributions

In this work, we make the following main contributions:

• Introducing Multiplayer Federated Learning. We develop a novel framework of Multi-
player Federated Learning (MpFL), which models the FL process as a game among rational
players with individual utility functions. In MpFL, each client within the FL environment
is viewed as a player of the game, and their local models are viewed as their actions. Each
player constantly adjusts their model (action) to optimize their own objective function, and
the MpFL framework aims for each player to reach to a Nash equilibrium by collaboratively
training their model under the orchestration of a central server (e.g., service provider), while
keeping the training data decentralized. That is, MpFL extends the scope of FL to scenarios
where clients are allowed to have more general, diversified, possibly competing objectives.

• Design and analysis of Per-Player Local SGD. To handle the Multiplayer Federated
Learning framework, we introduce Per-Player Local SGD (PEARL-SGD), a new algorithm
inspired by the stochastic gradient descent ascent method in minimax optimization, that is
able to handle the competitive nature of the players/clients. In PEARL-SGD, each player per-
forms local SGD steps independently on their own actions/strategies (keeping the strategies
of the other players fixed), and the udpated actions/models are periodically communicated
with the other players of the network via a central server.

• Convergence guarantees for PEARL-SGD on heterogeneous data. We provide tight
convergence guarantees for PEARL-SGD, in both deterministic and stochastic regimes with
heterogeneous data (see Table 1 for a summary of our results).

– Deterministic setting: For the full-batch (deterministic) variant of PEARL-SGD, we
prove that under suitable assumptions, PEARL-SGD converges linearly to an equilibrium
for any communication period τ > 1, provided that the constant step-size γ is sufficiently
small (see Theorem 3.3).

– Stochastic setting: In its more general version, PEARL-SGD assumes that each player
uses an unbiased estimator of its gradient in the update rule. For this setting, we provide
two Theorems based on two different step-size choices:

∗ Constant step-size: We show that under the same assumptions as in the deterministic
case, PEARL-SGD converges linearly to a neighborhood of equilibrium (see Theorem 3.4).
In Corollary 3.5, we show that with appropriate step-size depending on the total number
of local SGD iterations T , PEARL-SGD achieves Õ(1/T ) convergence rate with improved
communication complexity when T is sufficiently large.
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∗ Decreasing step-size rule: We prove that PEARL-SGD converges to an exact equilibrium
(without neighborhood of convergence) with sublinear convergence (see Theorem 3.6).
In this scenario, the asymptotic rate and communication complexity are essentially the
same as in Corollary 3.5, but this result does not require the step-sizes to depend on T .

• Numerical Evaluation: We provide extensive numerical experiments verifying our the-
oretical results and show the benefits in terms of communications of PEARL-SGD over its
non-local counterpart in the MpFL settings.

Table 1: Summary of theoretical results for PEARL-SGD. Theorem 3.3 considers the full-batch
(deterministic) scenario. Theorem 3.4 and Theorem 3.6 both considers the general stochastic
case. These results differ in the step-size choice; the former uses a constant step-size, while the
latter uses decreasing step-sizes. In the Convergence column, “Linear” and “Sublinear” indicates
the convergence rate, “Exact” refers to convergence to an equilibrium, and “Neighborhood”
refers to convergence to a neighborhood of an equilibrium.

Theorem Setting Step-size Convergence

Theorem 3.3 Deterministic Constant Linear+Exact

Theorem 3.4 Stochastic Constant Linear+Neighborhood

Theorem 3.6 Stochastic Decreasing Sublinear+Exact

2 Multiplayer Federated Learning: Definition and RelatedWork

In this section, we introduce the Multiplayer Federated Learning (MpFL) framework and explain
its main differences compared to the classical FL [48], federated minimax optimization [19, 104,
124] and personalized FL [26, 111].

2.1 Definition of MpFL

Multiplayer Federated Learning (MpFL) is a machine learning setting that combines the benefits
of a game-theoretic formulation with classical federated learning. In this setting, the problem is
an n-player game in which multiple players/clients (e.g. mobile devices or whole organizations)
communicate with each other via a central server (e.g. service provider) to reach equilibrium.
That is, reach a set of strategies where no player can unilaterally deviate from their strategy to
achieve a better payoff, given the strategies chosen by all other players.

In classical n-player games, communication between players was assumed to be cheap, easy,
and straightforward, mainly because all players were in close proximity and had direct access
to one another. This assumption made communication an insignificant concern in typical game
theory analysis. However, with the advent of new large-scale machine learning applications,
this is no longer the case. Communication between players can be expensive and challeng-
ing, especially in distributed systems where the clients/players are geographically dispersed
or operate under communication constraints. Addressing communication costs and designing
communication-efficient algorithms for n-player games have become increasingly important, and
this is precisely the challenge that Multiplayer Federated Learning aims to address.
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Equilibrium in n-player game. Let xi ∈ Rdi denote the action of player i = 1, . . . , n and
let x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ RD = Rd1+···+dn be the joint action/strategy vector of all players. Let
fi(x

1, . . . , xn) : Rd1+···+dn → R be the function of the player i (which player i prefers to minimize
in xi) and let x−i = (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi+1, . . . , xn) ∈ RD−di be the vector containing all players’
actions except that of player i. With this notation in place, the goal in a n player game is to
find an equilibrium, a joint action x⋆ = (x1⋆, . . . , x

n
⋆ ) ∈ RD, formally expressed as:

find
x⋆=(x1

⋆,...,x
n
⋆ )∈RD

fi(x
i
⋆;x

−i
⋆ ) ≤ fi(x

i;x−i
⋆ ), ∀xi ∈ Rdi , ∀i ∈ [n], (1)

where fi(x
i;x−i) = fi(x

1, . . . , xn).

Figure 1: Illustration of MpFL for heterogeneous
functions fi. The goal is for each player to reach
the equilibrium x⋆ = (x1

⋆, . . . , x
n
⋆ ) (see (1)) with as

little communication as possible.

MpFL. As mentioned above, in the setting of
interest of this work, we focus on an n-player
game in which multiple players communicate
via a central server to reach an equilibrium. In
this setting, each player of the n-player game
represents a client to the system (see Figure 1).
Mathematically, the problem is formulated as
solving (1) with

fi(x
1, . . . , xn) = Eξi∼Di

[
fi,ξi(x

1, . . . , xn)
]
.

Here Di denotes the data distribution of the i-
th player, fi,ξi is the loss of the i-th player for
a data point ξi sampled from Di.

In our proposed FL environment, each
client/player uses the strategies of all players
to execute local updates. In particular, each
player keeps the other players’ strategies fixed and updates their own value, which is later
shared with the master server, which concatenates all new strategies and sends them back to
all players. Later, in Section 3 we introduce and analyze Algorithm 1, named Per-Player Local
SGD (PEARL-SGD), which formalizes the above setting.

Similarly to the classical FL regime, our setting focuses on heterogeneous data (non-i.i.d.) as
we do not make any restrictive assumption on the data distribution Di or the similarity between
the functions of the players.

Assumptions on multiplayer game. Let us present the main assumptions on the functions
of the multiplayer game, which we later use to provide the convergence analysis for the proposed
Per-Player Local SGD. In our work, we make two main assumptions on the functions fi of each
player i ∈ [n]. We assume that the function is convex and smooth.

Throughout this work, we denote the gradient of fi (function of player i ∈ [n]) with respect
to xi by:

∇xifi(x
1, . . . , xn) = ∇fi(xi;x−i).

This convention allows us to remove the cumbersome subscript xi from the ∇ notation; we only
differentiate fi with respect to xi but never with x−i.
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Assumption 2.1 (Convex (CVX)). For i ∈ [n], for any x−i ∈ RD−di , the local function
fi(·;x−i) : Rdi → R is convex. That is, for any xi, yi ∈ Rdi and x−i ∈ RD−di ,

fi(y
i;x−i) ≥ fi(x

i;x−i) +
〈
∇fi(xi;x−i), yi − xi

〉

Assumption 2.2 (Smoothness (SM)). For i ∈ [n], for any x−i ∈ RD−di , the local function
fi(·;x−i) : Rdi → R is Li-smooth. That is, for any xi, yi ∈ Rdi and x−i ∈ RD−di ,∥∥∇fi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(yi;x−i)

∥∥ ≤ Li

∥∥xi − yi
∥∥ .

As in (1), in the stochastic regime of MpFL we have fi(x
1, . . . , xn) = Eξi∼Di

[
fi,ξi(x

1, . . . , xn)
]
.

To obtain convergence guarantees for PEARL-SGD in this scenario, we need the following as-
sumption of bounded variance of the gradient oracle, commonly used in stochastic optimization.

Assumption 2.3 (Bounded Variance (BV)). Let σi ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ [n]. For each i = 1, . . . , n,

Eξi∼Di

[∥∥∇fi,ξi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(xi;x−i)
∥∥2] ≤ σ2

i , ∀xi ∈ Rdi , x−i ∈ RD−di .

2.2 Comparison with closely related FL frameworks

Having presented the MpFL setting, let us now provide a concise survey of related setups:
classical FL, federated minimax optimization and personalized FL. We compare each of them
with our proposed MpFL. An additional list of related work is provided in Appendix A.

Federated learning (FL). In its basic formulation, classical federated learning can be ex-
pressed as the minimization of the objective function [48],

minimize
x∈Rd

f(x) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 fi(x) where fi(x) = Eξi∼Di

[Fi(x, ξ
i)].

Here, x ∈ Rd represents the parameter for the global model, fi denotes the local objective
function at client i, and Di denotes the data distribution of client i. The local loss functions
Fi(x, ξ

i) are often the same across all clients, but the local data distribution Di will often
vary, capturing data heterogeneity. The foundational communication-efficient algorithm for
this setup is FedAvg (Local SGD), proposed and massively popularized by McMahan et al. [78].
Despite its simplicity, Local SGD has shown empirical success in terms of convergence speed
and communication frequency, and many works have provided theoretical explanation for this
performance [109, 23, 110, 51].

In these works, clients work in a fully cooperative manner to find x⋆ = argminx∈Rd f(x),
unlike our proposed MpFL where the clients who now serve as players of the game seek an
equilibrium among possibly competing (non-cooperative) objectives.

Federated minimax optimization. Federated minimax optimization is a more recent con-
cept proposed as a federated extension of minimax optimization problems appearing in many
machine learning applications. In that scenario, the main problem can be expressed as:

minimize
x∈Rdx

maximize
y∈Rdy

L(x) = 1
n

∑n
i=1 Li(x, y) where Li(x, y) = Eξi∼Di

[ϕi(x, y, ξ)].
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Here n is the number of clients, and Li(x, y) represents the local loss function at client i that
depends on both x and y, defined as Li(x, y) = Eξi∼Di

[ϕi(x, y, ξ)]. Note that in that scenario,
each client has access to the information of both players x and y. ϕi(x, y, ξ) denotes the loss
for the data point ξ, sampled from the local data distribution Di at client i. Based on the
properties of the model, the functions Li(x, y) can be smooth/non-smooth, convex/non-convex
with respect to player x, and concave/non-concave with respect to player y. The extension
of Local SGD for solving this problem are Local Stochastic Gradient Descent-Ascent (SGDA)
[19, 104] or Local Stochastic Extragradient (SEG) [6, 7] algorithms. More recently there was
also an approach based on primal-dual updates [14].

While this line of work also studied federated learning in the context of minimax optimization
and games, it is totally different from MpFL. As we explained above, the setup in this scenario
assumes that each FL client has access to both players of the minimax game, and they do
not take the multiplayer aspect into account. In contrast, in our setting, we assume that each
client is a player of a large-scale multiplayer game who only has access to their objective fi and
its gradient and only updates their action xi. In our work, we design the novel PEARL-SGD
algorithm, which is suitable for the MpFL setting, a task not possible using the existing Local
SGDA and Local SEG methods.

Personalized federated learning. In personalized FL [26, 111, 41, 40, 20, 112], clients aim
to learn models tailored to each local data distribution, while generalizing well over the data
from other clients [42]. One way of formulating personalized FL is [41, 42]:

minimize
x=(x1,...,xn)∈Rnd

1

n

n∑
i=1

hi(x
i) +

λ

2n

n∑
i=1

∥∥xi − x
∥∥2

where x1, . . . , xn ∈ Rd are local models of each player, h1, . . . , hn are the local losses following
the each player’s distributions, x = 1

n

∑n
i=1 x

i is the average model and λ > 0 is regularization
strength. Given that each hi is convex, the first-order optimality condition for the above is
xi⋆−x⋆+ 1

λ∇hi(x
i
⋆) = 0 [41]. This is equivalent to the equilibrium condition for the n-player game

(MpFL) where each player has the objective function fi(x
i;x−i) = hi(x

i) + λ
2

∑n
i=1

∥∥xi − x
∥∥2.

In this respect, personalized FL can be viewed as a particular instance of MpFL.

3 PEARL-SGD: Algorithm and Convergence Guarantees

In this section, we introduce and analyze Algorithm 1, named Per-Player Local SGD (PEARL-
SGD), which is suitable for the MpFL setting we described in Section 2.

3.1 Algorithm and assumptions

PEARL-SGD works by having the clients/players of the game run SGD independently in parallel
for updating their strategy (keeping the strategies x−i of the other players fixed) and concatenate
the strategies of all players only once in a while (via a central server). In more detail, in every
round of PEARL-SGD, each player i ∈ [n] runs τ iterations of stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
with respect to fi(·, x−i), having the x−i fixed to be the information of the other players’ actions
obtained from the previous synchronization step. Once each player completes τ iterations of
SGD (local updates), a synchronization occurs. In each synchronization, the central server
collects the actions of all players, and then the concatenation of all updated strategies/actions
is distributed to all clients/players.
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We emphasize that PEARL-SGD and its convergence guarantees hold without any assumption
on players’ data distributions Di. That is, functions fi can be very different between players,
and the setting is fully heterogeneous.

Algorithm 1 Per-Player Local SGD (PEARL-SGD)

Input: Step-sizes γk > 0, Synchronization interval τ ≥ 1, Number of synchronization/local
update rounds R ≥ 1

for p = 0, . . . , R− 1 do
Master server collects xiτp from players i = 1, . . . , n and forms xτp = (x1τp, . . . , x

n
τp)

Master server distributes xτp back to players i = 1, . . . , n
for each players i = 1, . . . , n in parallel do

for k = τp, . . . , τ(p+ 1)− 1 do
Draw ξik ∼ Di

gik ← ∇fi,ξik(x
i
k;x

−i
τp)

xik+1 ← xik − γkg
i
k

end for
end for

end for

Output: xτR ∈ RD

Let us note that the synchronization step in PEARL-SGD involves transferring a D =
(d1 + · · · + dn)-dimensional vector xτp from the master server to the players. This is an im-
portant difference compared to the classical FL (minimization problem), where the dimension
of the communication vectors is the same from client to master and from master to client,
and it does not scale with n. While PEARL-SGD aims to reduce this overhead compared to
its distributed variant (τ = 1) by communicating less frequently (with τ > 1), the high com-
plexity of the synchronization step makes MpFL (and distributed n-player games in general)
more suitable for cross-silo FL setups with relatively small number of organizations and more
reliable communication bandwidths. We expect that the potentially expensive communication
of high-dimensional vectors xτp could be addressed by incorporating additional techniques such
as gradient compression [3, 8]. This is an orthogonal approach to our proposed local methods,
and we leave it for future work.

Assumptions on the joint gradient operator. We require some definitions and additional
assumptions in order to carry out the theory. Define the joint gradient operator 𝔽 : RD → RD

as

𝔽(x) =
(
∇f1(x1;x−1), . . . ,∇fn(xn;x−n)

)
.

Assumption 3.1 (Quasi-strong monotonicity (QSM)). There exists a unique equilib-
rium x⋆ = (x1⋆, . . . , x

n
⋆ ) ∈ RD, for which 𝔽(x⋆) = 0, and µ > 0 such that for any x ∈ RD,

⟨𝔽(x),x− x⋆⟩ ≥ µ ∥x− x⋆∥2.

(QSM) is a concept extending quasi-strong convexity [37, 36] to the context of variational
inequality problems (VIPs). This condition has been referred to as different names in the
literature, such as strong coherent VIPs [108], VIPs with strong stability condition [80], or the
strong Minty variational inequality [22]. It generalizes strong monotonicity, capturing some
non-monotone problems. In [75], it was proposed and utilized as an assumption ensuring the
convergence of SGDA dynamics in minimax games without the well-known issues of cycling or
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diverging [81, 16]. Later, it was also used in the analysis of stochastic extragradient method [33]
and its single-call variants (optimistic and past stochastic etragradient) [13].

Assumption 3.2 (Star-cocoercivity (SCO)). 𝔽 is 1
ℓ -star-cocoercive, i.e., there is ℓ > 0

such that for any x ∈ RD, ⟨𝔽(x),x− x⋆⟩ ≥ 1
ℓ ∥𝔽(x)∥

2.

(SCO) generalizes the class of coercive operators and, interestingly, can hold for non-
Lipschitz operators [75]. This has also been taken as minimal assumption for SGDA analysis in
prior work [8]. Note that (QSM) and (SCO) together imply µ ∥x− x⋆∥ ≤ ∥𝔽(x)∥ ≤ ℓ ∥x− x⋆∥
for any x ∈ RD, which implies µ ≤ ℓ. We call κ = ℓ/µ ≥ 1 the condition number of the problem.
In Appendix D, we provide a detailed discussion on the set of our theoretical assumptions and
explain connections to other commonly assumed properties in the literature such as cocoercivity,
Lipschitzness and monotonicity.

3.2 Convergence of PEARL-SGD: Deterministic setup

First, we provide the convergence result for PEARL-SGD with constant step-size γk ≡ γ in the
full-batch (deterministic) scenario, where there is no noise in the gradient computation. While
this is recovered as a special case of Theorem 3.4, we state it separately because the deterministic
case provides several points of discussion that are worth emphasizing on their own.

Theorem 3.3. Assume (CVX), (SM), (QSM) and (SCO). Let Lmax = max{L1, . . . , Ln},
0 < γk ≡ γ ≤ 1

ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax
√
κ
, and let κ = ℓ/µ be the condition number. Then the Deter-

ministic PEARL-SGD (Algorithm 1 with full-batch) converges with the rate

∥xτR − x⋆∥2 ≤ (1− γτµζ)R ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

where ζ = 2− γℓτ − 2(τ − 1)γLmax

√
κ/3 > 0 (by the choice of γ).

Theorem 3.3 shows that deterministic PEARL-SGD converges linearly to an equilibrium. This
distinguishes our result from the analyses of local gradient descent for finite sum minimization
in heterogeneous data setups, where one has convergence to a neighborhood of optimum even
when there is no noise [51], unless further correction mechanism is used [84]. In addition, note
that when τ = 1, the step-size constraint and the convergence rate of Theorem 3.3 coincide with
those from the analysis of the gradient descent-ascent (GDA) under the (QSM) and (SCO)
assumptions from [75], showing the tightness of our analysis.

Player drift and step-size constraint. If γ does not appropriately scale down with τ , then
at each round, players’ actions (SGD iterates) converge to minimizers of local functions. We call
this phenomenon player drift, analogous to client drift in classical FL [50], enforcing the O(1/τ)
step-size. In our setting, note that the local minimizers xi⋆(x

−i
τp) := argminxi∈Rdi fi(x

i;x−i
τp)

depend on other players’ strategies x−i
τp . Due to this dependence, under extreme player drift,

PEARL-SGD may display undesirable dynamics such as diverging to infinity1. As these fea-
tures are not typically observed in client drift in classical FL, player drift represents a distinct
phenomenon despite some conceptual similarities. Therefore, we consider understanding and
mitigating player drift an intriguing direction for future work in MpFL, which may necessitate
novel insights that differ from existing approaches to client drift [50, 84].

1This can be checked with simple examples such as the two-player quadratic minimax game
minu∈R maxv∈R

µ
2
u2 + uv − µ

2
v2 with µ < 1.
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3.3 Convergence of PEARL-SGD: Stochastic setup

We now discuss the convergence of PEARL-SGD with stochastic gradients. We first present the
convergence of PEARL-SGD to a neighborhood of an equilibrium x⋆ given constant step-sizes
γk ≡ γ, and then discuss the communication complexity gain we achieve. Then we present the
convergence result using a decreasing step-size selection, showing sublinear convergence to the
exact equilibrium x⋆ rather than its neighborhood. While we defer the details of the proofs to
Appendix B, we provide a proof outline for Theorem 3.4 in Section 3.4.

Theorem 3.4. Assume (CVX), (SM), (BV), (QSM) and (SCO) hold. Let 0 < γk ≡
γ ≤ 1

ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax
√
κ
and denote q = Lmax/

√
ℓµ. Then PEARL-SGD exhibits the rate:

E
[
∥xτR − x⋆∥2

]
≤ (1− γτµζ)R ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 +

(
1 + (τ − 1)

(
(4 +

√
3q)γτLmax +

q

2τ

)) γσ2

µζ
.

where σ2 =
∑n

i=1 σ
2
i and ζ = 2− γℓτ − 2(τ − 1)γLmax

√
κ/3 > 0 by the choice of γ.

When τ = 1, with γ ≤ 1/ℓ, the above rate becomes E
[
∥xR − x⋆∥2

]
≤ (1−γµ)R ∥x0 − x⋆∥2+

γσ2/µ, which is consistent with the classical analysis of the stochastic gradient descent-ascent
(SGDA). In the result, note that σ2 is the sum of σ2

i ’s, the (upper bounds on) playerwise

gradient variances (σ2
i ≥ Eξi∼Di

[∥∥∇fi,ξi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(xi;x−i)
∥∥2]). Hence, σ2 represents the

upper bound on the variance in estimating the joint gradient operator 𝔽(·).

Remark. If we use the largest possible step-size γ = 1
ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax

√
κ
allowed in Theorem 3.4,

then the right-hand side of the bound does not scale down indefinitely with τ . In fact, with this
choice of γ, one can expect the communication gain by a factor of approximately Lmax

ℓ (when
Lmax ≪ ℓ). More precisely, suppose q ≤ 1 (equivalently Lmax ≤

√
ℓµ—refer to Appendix D for

the explanation that this is a common parameter regime). Then we have γ = Θ
(

1
ℓτ

)
and

E
[
∥xτR − x⋆∥2

]
≤ (1− γτµ)R ∥x0 − x⋆∥2 +O

(
1

τ
+

Lmax

ℓ

)
σ2

ℓµ
.

The first linear convergence term is essentially unaffected by τ , as the effect of using smaller
γ = Θ

(
1
ℓτ

)
is canceled out by the factor τ within (1 − γτµ)R. In the second term (which is

usually dominant), we see that the size of the convergence neighborhood is reduced by the fac-

tor O
(
1
τ + Lmax

ℓ

)
= O

(
1
τ + 1√

κ

)
. Therefore, we see that with τ = Ω(

√
κ), PEARL-SGD reaches

about
√
κ times smaller neighborhood within the same number of communication rounds R

(compared to the case τ = 1).

In Corollary 3.5, we analyze the convergence and communication gain of PEARL-SGD in the
regime where the total number of iterations T = τR is large. In this setting, we use a step-size
that depends on the total number of iterations T .

Corollary 3.5. Suppose the assumptions of Theorem 3.4 hold, and let τ ≥ 1 be fixed. Let
q = Lmax/

√
ℓµ. Then PEARL-SGD with γk ≡ γ = 1

µη(1+2q) exhibits the rate

E
[
∥xT − x⋆∥2

]
= Õ

(
(1 + q)2 ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

T 2
+

(1 + q)σ2

µ2T
+

(1 + q) τ2Lmaxσ
2

µ3T 2

)

9



where η is selected so that T = 2 (1 + 2q) η log η, provided that T is large enough so that
η > κτ . Here the Õ-notation hides polylogarithmic terms in T and constant factors.

Reduction of communication complexity. Note that the Õ
(
(1+q)2∥x0−x⋆∥2

T 2

)
term decays

fast in Corollary 3.5 (as T grows) and the terms proportional to σ2 become dominant. The
order of convergence is not slower than the Õ (1/T) rate of the fully communicating case τ = 1,

provided that τ2Lmaxσ2/µ3T 2 = O (σ2/µ2T) ⇐⇒ τ = O
(√

µT/Lmax

)
. Therefore, as long as we

select τ = O
(√

µT/Lmax

)
, in PEARL-SGD the communication cost is reduced by the factor of τ

(because the total number of communications is T/τ). With the largest possible τ , the resulting

communication complexity is T/τ = Θ
(√

TLmax/µ
)
= Θ

(√
T
)
.

Convergence to equilibrium via decreasing step-sizes. We conclude the section with
convergence result for PEARL-SGD using a decreasing step-size selection. While showing a
similar convergence rate in terms of T as in Corollary 3.5, Theorem 3.6 has the advantage of
not requiring to fix T in advance to determine the step-sizes.

Theorem 3.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.4, let q = Lmax/
√
ℓµ, and choose the

step-sizes γk =

{
1

ℓτ(1+2q) if p < 2(1 + 2q)κ
1
τµ

2p+1
(p+1)2

if p ≥ 2(1 + 2q)κ
for τp ≤ k ≤ τ(p + 1) − 1, p = 0, . . . , R − 1.

Then PEARL-SGD converges with the rate

E
[
∥xT − x⋆∥2

]
≤ 4(1 + 2q)2κ2τ2 ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

eT 2
+

4(1 + q)σ2

µ2T

+
4(1 + 2q)2κτσ2

µ2T 2

(
1 +

2τ√
κ

)
+

32(1 + q)τ2Lmaxσ
2 log T

µ3T 2

where T = τR is the total number of iterations.

3.4 Proof outline

In this section, we provide a proof outline for Theorem 3.4. The key components of the proof are
as follows: (i) a round of local SGD in PEARL-SGD behaves like a large single descent step with
respect to the joint gradient operator 𝔽 except for local error terms caused by running multiple
SGD steps locally (Lemma 3.7), and (ii) we bound these local error terms (Lemma 3.8).

Lemma 3.7. Assume (SM), and let Lmax = max{L1, . . . , Ln}. Let 0 ≤ p ≤ R− 1 be a fixed
round index in PEARL-SGD and suppose γk ≡ γ > 0 for k = τp, . . . , τ(p + 1) − 1. Then for
arbitrary α > 0, we have

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤ (1 + (τ − 1)αγ) ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 − 2γτ ⟨𝔽(xτp),xτp − x⋆⟩

+
γL2

max

α

τp+τ−1∑
j=τp+1

E
[
∥xτp − xj∥2

∣∣∣xτp

]
+ E

[∥∥xτp − xτ(p+1)

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
.

10



Local error bound. The right hand side of the bound in Lemma 3.7 involves the quantities

E
[
∥xτp − xj∥2

∣∣∣xτp

]
=

n∑
i=1

E
[∥∥xiτp − xij

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
(2)

for j = τp+ 1, . . . , τ(p+ 1). We further bound (2) using the following result.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose Assumptions (CVX), (SM) and (BV) hold. For a fixed i ∈ [n] and
a fixed communication round p in PEARL-SGD, suppose γk ≡ γ for k = τp, . . . , τ(p+ 1)− 1,

where 0 < γ ≤ 1
Li

min
{
1, 1

τ−1

}
. Then for t = 0, . . . , τ ,

E
[∥∥xiτp − xiτp+t

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤ γ2t2

∥∥∇f(xiτp;x−i
τp)
∥∥2 + γ2t (1 + 2(t− 1)(t+ 1)γLi)σ

2
i .

Here we sketch the proof of Lemma 3.8 and clarify the role of Assumption (CVX). By
assuming that each fi(·;x−i

τp) is convex and Li-smooth, we can prove Lemma 3.9, showing that
the expectation of squared gradient norm is “almost” nonincreasing along the local SGD steps,
except for some additional term due to stochasticity. Then, we rewrite each summand in (2) as

E
[∥∥xiτp − xik

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
= E

γ2
∥∥∥∥∥∥

k−1∑
j=τp

gij

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2 ∣∣∣∣∣∣xτp

 = E

γ2
∥∥∥∥∥∥

k−1∑
j=τp

∇fi,ξij (x
i
j ;x

−i
τp)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2 ∣∣∣∣∣∣xτp

 (3)

and use Lemma 3.9 to bound (3).

Lemma 3.9. Under the assumptions of Lemma 3.8, for j = τp+ 1, . . . , τ(p+ 1),

E
[∥∥∇fi(xij ;x−i

τp)
∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤
∥∥∇fi(xiτp;x−i

τp)
∥∥2 + 2(j − τp)γLiσ

2
i .

Remark. Given (3), it is tempting to apply Jensen’s inequality to the rightmost quantity and
then apply Lemma 3.9. However, this results in a bound that is looser than our Lemma 3.8.
We need more careful arguments regarding the expectations, which we detail throughout Ap-
pendix B.

Proof outline for Theorem 3.4. We combine Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8, and then apply (SCO) to
eliminate the ∥𝔽(xτp)∥2 terms to obtain

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤ (1 + (τ − 1)αγ) ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 + (terms proportional to σ2)

−
(
2γτ − γ2τ2ℓ− γ3L2

maxτ
2(τ − 1)ℓ

3α

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=C

⟨𝔽(xτp),xτp − x⋆⟩ (4)

Provided that C ≥ 0, we can upper bound the second line of (4) by −Cµ ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 us-

ing (QSM). Then we choose α = γτLmax

√
ℓµ
3 which minimizes the resulting coefficient of

∥xτp − x⋆∥2, and rewrite it in the form 1− γτµζ. Finally, take expectation over xτp in (4) and
unroll the recursion.
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4 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we conduct experiments to assess the empirical performance of PEARL-SGD
and verify our theory. We focus on three different setups: a minimax game (where n = 2),
a multiplayer game with n = 5 players, and a distributed mobile robot control problem with
n = 5. Details of all experiments are provided in Appendix C.

4.1 Quadratic minimax game

Consider the minimax game minu∈Rd maxv∈Rd L (u, v) = 1
M

∑M
m=1 Lm (u, v) where Lm (u, v) is

as below (Am,Bm,Cm are matrices and am, cm are vectors). In this two-player zero-sum game,
we have n = 2 with f1(x

1;x2) = L(x1, x2) and f2(x
2;x1) = −L(x1, x2).

Lm (u, v) := 1
2 ⟨u,Amu⟩+ ⟨u,Bmv⟩ − 1

2 ⟨v,Cmv⟩+ ⟨am, u⟩ − ⟨cm, v⟩ . (5)

PEARL-SGD with theoretical step-size. Figures 2a and 2b demonstrates the performance
of PEARL-SGD using the theoretical step-size γ = 1/(ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax

√
κ) from Theorems 3.3 and

3.4 with τ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 20}. Figure 2a shows results from Deterministic PEARL-SGD, while
Figure 2b shows the stochastic case, where we repeat each experiment 5 times and plot the
mean relative error with standard deviation (shaded region). In the deterministic case, as γ
scales down with τ , we observe similar linear convergence pattern for all values of τ . On the
other hand, in the stochastic case, we observe a clear benefit of using larger τ ; it reaches smaller
relative error within the same number of communication rounds. This is consistent with our
theory, which predicts reduced communication cost in the stochastic case.

PEARL-SGD with tuned step-size. This experiment simulates the scenario where we do not
know the precise theoretical parameters in advance. For each τ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 20}, we tune
γ by running PEARL-SGD with each γ ∈ {10−1, 10−2, . . . , 10−6}, and plot the best relative
error ∥xτp−x⋆∥2/∥x0−x⋆∥2 (y-axis) versus the communication round index p (x-axis). Figure 2c
presents results from Deterministic PEARL-SGD. We observe that performance improves as τ
is increased from 1 to 5, and then degrades. Figure 2d presents results under stochasticity,
imposed by mini-batching from the finite sum. Here we observe the lowest relative errors with
large values of τ , once again demonstrating the advantage of larger synchronization intervals in
PEARL-SGD given stochastic gradients.
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Figure 2: Performance of PEARL-SGD on quadratic minimax game (5) with different values of τ .
Figures 2a (deterministic) and 2b (stochastic) show the performance of PEARL-SGD with tight
theoretical step-sizes, and Figures 2c (deterministic) and 2d (stochastic) show its performance
with empirically tuned step-sizes.
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Figure 3: Heatmap of relative errors in
logarithmic scale.

Performance of PEARL-SGD for different (γ, τ)
pairs. Figure 3 displays the heatmap of relative er-
rors (log-scale) after 100 communication rounds of De-
terministic PEARL-SGD on a quadratic minimax game.
White and yellow regions indicate divergence/poor per-
formance; darker regions indicate lower relative errors.

Figure 3 reveals a trend: for a fixed γ, PEARL-
SGD’s performance improves as τ increases up to cer-
tain threshold, after which it declines and finally di-
verges. Another key observation is that the dark region
of the heatmap (signifying the best performance) takes
the shape of a hyperbola. This is consistent with our
Theorem 3.3, showing the relationship γτ ∝ 1/τ where
γτ is the optimal step-size choice given τ (providing
fastest convergence).

4.2 Quadratic n-player game

In our second experiment, we consider an n-player game where the local function of the i-th
player is given by

fi(x
i;x−i) := 1

M

∑M
m=1 fi,m(xi;x−i), (6)

for i = 1, . . . , n (with d1 = · · · = dn = d). In this setting, each fi,m takes the form:

fi,m(xi;x−i) = 1
2⟨x

i,Ai,mxi⟩+
∑

1≤j≤n,j ̸=i⟨xi,Bi,j,mxj⟩+ ⟨ai,m, xi⟩,

where Ai,m,Bi,j,m ∈ Rd×d and ai,m ∈ Rd for m = 1, . . . ,M . We set the number of players to
n = 5.

Connection to game & control theory literature. The above n-player game formulation
has been often considered in game theory and the closely related control theory literature. It
can been used to model applications including the Cournot competition in economics [2], optical
networks [91], electricity markets [98], energy consumption control in smart grid [120], mobile
robot control [49], etc., and has been utilized in recent works on distributed game optimization
(Nash equilibrium search) [99, 119, 67, 113]. In connection with this literature, in Section 4.3,
we demonstrate an experiment on a concrete robot control setup from [49].
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Figure 4: Performance of PEARL-SGD on the n-player game defined by (6), with different τ .
Figures 4a (deterministic) and 4b (stochastic) show the performance of PEARL-SGD with tight
theoretical step-sizes, and Figures 4c (deterministic) and 4d (stochastic) show its performance
with empirically tuned step-sizes.
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PEARL-SGD with theoretical step-size. Again, we run PEARL-SGD with the theoretical
step-size γ = 1/(ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax

√
κ) of Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 with τ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 20}. We set

the cocoercivity parameter to ℓ = L2/µ following [25], where L and µ are explicitly computed
Lipschitz constant and strong monotonicity parameter of 𝔽. Figure 4a displays the results from
Deterministic PEARL-SGD; similarly as in Section 4.1, we observe that all values of τ produce
indistinguishable performance plots. On the other hand, Figure 4b demonstrates that in the
stochastic setting, PEARL-SGD with larger synchronization interval τ provides a clear benefit
of achieving smaller relative error using the same number of communication rounds.

PEARL-SGD with tuned step-size. In this experiment we use tuned step-size for each choice
of synchronization interval τ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 20}. We use the same γ-grid

{
10−1, 10−2, · · · , 10−6

}
as in Section 4.1 and proceed similarly. Figure 4c shows results from the deterministic setting;
the choices τ = 2 and τ = 20 outperform the fully communicating case τ = 1 with step-size
tuning. Figure 4d shows results from the stochastic setting, indicating that using larger values
of τ could lead to higher accuracy levels.

4.3 Distributed mobile robot control

Here, we consider a distributed control problem of mobile robots from [49]. This is a multi-
agent system where each robot has its own objective, depending on the positions xi ∈ Rd

(corresponding to action/strategy in our formulation of multiplayer game) of each i-th robot.
Specifically, the objective function of the robot i is:

fi(x) =
ai
2
∥xi − xianc∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Ji1(xi)

+
bi
2

N∑
j=1

∥xi − xj − hij∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Ji2(xi;x−i)

(7)

where Ji1(x
i) represents the cost penalizing the distance of agent i from the anchor point

xianc ∈ Rd, and Ji2(x
i;x−i) is the cost associated with the relative displacement between the

robots’ positions. The control problem finds an equilibrium of the n-player game, which is the
concatenation of all robots’ position vectors, ensuring that each robot stays close to xianc while
maintaining designated displacement from other robots.
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Figure 5: Performance of PEARL-SGD on the distributed mobile robot control problem.
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We implement PEARL-SGD with synchronization intervals τ ∈ {1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 20} and the the-
oretical step-size γ = 1

ℓτ+Lmax(τ−1)
√
κ
. Figure 5a shows that with larger values of τ , PEARL-SGD

achieves better accuracy (in terms of distance to x⋆) within a given number of communication
rounds. This highlights the potential benefit of using local update steps in solving real-data
problems formulated as multiplayer games. Figure 5b displays how the local objective values fi
are reduced by PEARL-SGD, in the case τ = 5.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce Multiplayer Federated Learning (MpFL), a FL framework under
setups where clients, strategically acting in their own interests, collaborate through a central
server to train models (actions) with the goal of reaching an equilibrium. We propose the
PEARL-SGD algorithm handling MpFL, and provide its tight convergence guarantees under
heterogeneous setups where each player has distinct objectives and data distributions. We
show that PEARL-SGD provides improved communication complexity, reducing the primary
overhead in large-scale applications.

Our work offers a number of potential extensions by incorporating the ideas such as Extra-
gradient [56, 34], asynchronous updates [17, 109], gradient compression [3], gradient tracking
[90] and algorithmic correction for drifts [50, 84]. We anticipate that our initiation of the study
of MpFL will lead to interesting future work including but not limited to these topics.
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T. Graepel. A unified game-theoretic approach to multiagent reinforcement learning.
Neural Information Processing Systems, 2017.

[60] J. Lee, H. Cho, and C. Yun. Fundamental benefit of alternating updates in minimax
optimization. International Conference on Machine Learning, 2024.

[61] S. Lee and D. Kim. Fast extra gradient methods for smooth structured nonconvex-
nonconcave minimax problems. Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021.

[62] C. J. Li, Y. Yu, N. Loizou, G. Gidel, Y. Ma, N. Le Roux, and M. Jordan. On the conver-
gence of stochastic extragradient for bilinear games using restarted iteration averaging.
International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 2022.

[63] Q. Li, Z. Wen, Z. Wu, S. Hu, N. Wang, Y. Li, X. Liu, and B. He. A survey on feder-
ated learning systems: Vision, hype and reality for data privacy and protection. IEEE
Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering, 35(4):3347–3366, 2021.

19



[64] T. Li, A. K. Sahu, A. Talwalkar, and V. Smith. Federated learning: Challenges, methods,
and future directions. IEEE signal processing magazine, 37(3):50–60, 2020.

[65] T. Li, A. K. Sahu, M. Zaheer, M. Sanjabi, A. Talwalkar, and V. Smith. Federated
optimization in heterogeneous networks. Annual Conference on Machine Learning and
Systems, 2020.

[66] T. Li, K. Zhu, N. C. Luong, D. Niyato, Q. Wu, Y. Zhang, and B. Chen. Applications
of multi-agent reinforcement learning in future Internet: A comprehensive survey. IEEE
Communications Surveys & Tutorials, 24(2):1240–1279, 2022.

[67] Z. Li and Z. Ding. Distributed nash equilibrium searching via fixed-time consensus-based
algorithms. In 2019 American Control Conference (ACC), pages 2765–2770, 2019.

[68] T. Lin, C. Jin, and M. Jordan. On gradient descent ascent for nonconvex-concave minimax
problems. International Conference on Machine Learning, 2020.

[69] M. Liu, S. Ho, M. Wang, L. Gao, Y. Jin, and H. Zhang. Federated learning meets natural
language processing: A survey. arXiv:2107.12603, 2021.

[70] Y. Liu, A. Huang, Y. Luo, H. Huang, Y. Liu, Y. Chen, L. Feng, T. Chen, H. Yu, and
Q. Yang. FedVision: An online visual object detection platform powered by federated
learning. AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2020.

[71] Y. Liu, Y. Kang, C. Xing, T. Chen, and Q. Yang. A secure federated transfer learning
framework. IEEE Intelligent Systems, 35(4):70–82, 2020.

[72] Y. Liu, X. Zhang, Y. Kang, L. Li, T. Chen, M. Hong, and Q. Yang. FedBCD: A
communication-efficient collaborative learning framework for distributed features. IEEE
Transactions on Signal Processing, 70:4277–4290, 2022.

[73] Y. Liu, Y. Kang, T. Zou, Y. Pu, Y. He, X. Ye, Y. Ouyang, Y.-Q. Zhang, and Q. Yang.
Vertical federated learning: Concepts, advances, and challenges. IEEE Transactions on
Knowledge and Data Engineering, 36(7):3615–3634, 2024.

[74] N. Loizou. Distributionally robust games with risk-averse players. International Confer-
ence on Operations Research and Enterprise Systems, 2016.

[75] N. Loizou, H. Berard, G. Gidel, I. Mitliagkas, and S. Lacoste-Julien. Stochastic gradient
descent-ascent and consensus optimization for smooth games: Convergence analysis under
expected co-coercivity. Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021.

[76] R. D. Luce and H. Raiffa. Games and Decisions: Introduction and Critical Survey. Courier
Corporation, 1989.

[77] O. Marfoq, G. Neglia, A. Bellet, L. Kameni, and R. Vidal. Federated multi-task learning
under a mixture of distributions. Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021.

[78] B. McMahan, E. Moore, D. Ramage, S. Hampson, and B. A. y Arcas. Communication-
efficient learning of deep networks from decentralized data. International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 2017.

[79] B. McMahan, E. Moore, D. Ramage, S. Hampson, and B. A. y Arcas. Communication-
efficient learning of deep networks from decentralized data. International Conference on
Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, 2017.

20



[80] P. Mertikopoulos and Z. Zhou. Learning in games with continuous action sets and un-
known payoff functions. Mathematical Programming, 173:465–507, 2019.

[81] L. Mescheder, S. Nowozin, and A. Geiger. The numerics of GANs. Neural Information
Processing Systems, 2017.

[82] J. Mills, J. Hu, and G. Min. Multi-task federated learning for personalised deep neural
networks in edge computing. IEEE Transactions on Parallel and Distributed Systems, 33
(3):630–641, 2021.

[83] K. Mishchenko, D. Kovalev, E. Shulgin, P. Richtárik, and Y. Malitsky. Revisiting stochas-
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Supplementary Material

We organize the Supplementary Material as follows: Section A provides an additional survey of
related work. Section B presents the proofs of theoretical results omitted from the main text.
Section C provides the details of the experiments omitted from the main paper. Section D
provides detailed explanation and interpretation on the theoretical assumptions made in the
paper.
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A Additional related work

Game Theory & Equilibrium Computation. Multiplayer games, where multiple players
each minimize their own cost function that is affected by the actions of the others, are a long-
studied fundamental topic in mathematics and economics [89, 88, 102, 100, 58, 44, 76, 57, 74,
114]. More recently, there has been an increasing interest in the ML community in game-
theoretic problems with motivating applications, including adversarial learning [31, 16], multi-
agent reinforcement learning (MARL) [59, 66, 107], and language models [29, 46]. This incoming
stream of applications has led to the development of novel analyses and insights regarding
classical equilibrium-searching algorithms including gradient descent-ascent [18, 68, 117, 28, 126,
75, 60], extragradient [56, 12, 24, 62, 86, 83, 33, 34], optimistic gradient [92, 93, 94, 15, 30, 35]
and consensus optimization/Hamiltonian gradient method [81, 5, 1, 75], and even the discovery
of new accelerated algorithms for games [21, 121, 61, 11, 9, 122].

Heterogeneity and client drift. One fundamental challenge for theory of Local SGD (Fe-
dAvg) is heterogeneity, i.e., varying fi’s due to differences in local data distributions [55, 65].
Under such setup, Local SGD is prone to client drift [125, 50] where local descent trajecto-
ries head toward distinct minima (of local objectives), and convergence theories require either
additional assumptions [115, 123, 39, 65] or technical analyses [51, 53] to control this drift.
Some papers, based on theoretical insights, introduced or analyzed correction mechanisms for
Local SGD to mitigate client drift [50, 32, 85, 84, 45, 38]. Extension of such ideas to federated
minimax optimization was explored in [124].

We note that the n-player game setup of MpFL is also fully heterogeneous as each player has
distinct (possibly even conflicting) objective functions, and consequently, we have the analogous
concept of player drift. We refer the readers interested in this topic to the discussion at the end
of Section 3.2.

FL frameworks with individual models. There are several distinct contexts for FL frame-
works (other than personalized FL) where each client learns an individual model. In Vertical
FL [118, 72, 73] scenarios, multiple organizations hold distinct features from the common set of
samples and they collaborate to train their each local model. In Federated Transfer Learning
[105, 71, 27], the participating organizations similarly keep and train local models, but their
datasets have heterogeneity over both sample and feature spaces with limited overlaps. Feder-
ated Multi-Task Learning [106, 77, 82] extends FL to cases where each client solves different,
but related tasks.

Fictitious play. The Fictitious Play (FP) is a classical algorithm, originally proposed by [10]
to solve minimax games where each player has a finite action space and plays mixed (random-
ized) strategies. In FP, each player selects an action that minimizes their expected loss (best
response), assuming that the other player plays the empirical (historical) strategy, which is a
uniform random mixture of their previously played actions. The convergence of FP to a Nash
equilibrium for minimax games was established in [95], but FP fails to converge for general
n-player (with n > 2) or non-zero-sum games [103, 47], except for particular cases such as all
players having identical objectives [87].

While it may appear that PEARL-SGD is conceptually similar to FP (as each player perform-
ing multiple local SGD steps can be interpreted as seeking a local approximate best response
to others’ strategies) the connection is opaque due to some fundamental differences. First, in
PEARL-SGD, players make their updates based on only the most recent strategies of other play-
ers (not the entire history as in FP). Second, in PEARL-SGD, local SGD steps are not run until
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players converge to local optima—this results in player drift as we discuss at the end of Sec-
tion 3.2, and is rather avoided by using step-sizes scaling down with the number of local steps.
Third, in the FP setting players are assumed to have finite action spaces and mixed strategies
(corresponding to points on a probability simplex), while the MpFL setting deals with contin-
uous action spaces with pure (non-random) strategies. However, despite distinctions, as FP
has been previously studied in the distributed n-player game setup [101], exploring the further
connection between MpFL and FP could be an interesting direction.
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B Omitted proofs for Per-Player Local SGD (PEARL-SGD)

B.1 Proof of Lemma 3.7

Note that for k = τp+1, . . . , τ(p+1) (iterations between p-th and (p+1)-th communications),
we have

∥xk − x⋆∥2 =
n∑

i=1

∥∥xik − xi⋆
∥∥2

=

n∑
i=1
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i
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i
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∥∥2 , (8)

where for the last equality, we use

gij = ∇fi,ξij (x
i
j ;x

−i
τp), j = τp, . . . , k − 1, i = 1, . . . , n

and

xij+1 = xij − γgij , j = τp, . . . , k − 1, i = 1, . . . , n

to rewrite xiτp − xik = γ
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i
j . Note that we have
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while for the other indices j = τp+ 1, . . . , k − 1, we have the upper bound
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where in the fourth line, we use Young’s inequality with an arbitrary α > 0 that we determine
later. Take expectations of the both sides in (8) (conditioned on xτp), and apply the above
bound with the tower rule to obtain

E
[
∥xk − x⋆∥2

∣∣∣xτp

]
≤ ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 − 2γ

n∑
i=1

k−1∑
j=τp

〈
xiτp − xi⋆,∇fi(xiτp;x−i

τp)
〉
+ 2γ

n∑
i=1

k−1∑
j=τp+1

α

2

∥∥xiτp − xi⋆
∥∥2

+ 2γ
n∑

i=1

k−1∑
j=τp+1

E

[
L2
i

2α

∥∥xiτp − xij
∥∥2 ∣∣∣∣xτp

]
+

n∑
i=1

E
[∥∥xiτp − xik

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
.

(9)
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Now we apply the identities

n∑
i=1

〈
xiτp − xi⋆,∇fi(xiτp;x−i

τp)
〉
= ⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩ ,

n∑
i=1

∥∥xiτp − xi⋆
∥∥2 = ∥xτp − x⋆∥2

n∑
i=1

E
[∥∥xiτp − xik

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
= E

[
∥xτp − xk∥2

∣∣∣xτp

]
and the inequality

n∑
i=1

k−1∑
j=τp+1

E

[
L2
i

2α

∥∥xiτp − xij
∥∥2 ∣∣∣∣xτp

]
≤ L2

max

2α

k−1∑
j=τp+1

n∑
i=1

E
[∥∥xiτp − xij

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]

=
L2
max

2α

k−1∑
j=τp+1

E
[
∥xτp − xj∥2

∣∣∣xτp

]
to (9) and plug in k = τ(p+ 1), which gives the desired result.

B.2 General properties and bounds for SGD

In this section, we present some general properties of stochastic gradient descent (SGD) for an
L-smooth, convex function f : Rm → R. Suppose that we have a stochastic oracle ∇fξ(·) for
the gradient operator ∇f(·), satisfying

Eξ[∇fξ(x)] = ∇f(x), Eξ

[
∥∇fξ(x)−∇f(x)∥2

]
≤ ρ2, ∀x ∈ Rm (10)

where Eξ denotes the expectation with respect to randomness in ξ. This setup and the sub-
sequent results are the abstractions of intermediate results that we need for the proofs of
Lemma 3.9 and Lemma 3.8. Specifically, we will later use the results of this section with

f(·) = fi(·;x−i
τp), ρ2 = σ2

i ,

for each i = 1, . . . , n. We make this abstraction to simplify notations and to more effectively
convey the key intuitions underlying the analyses.

Lemma B.1. Let f : Rm → R be convex and L-smooth. Suppose that a stochastic gradient
oracle ∇fξ(·) satisfies (10). Let y = x− γ∇fξ(x), where 0 < γ ≤ 2

L . Then we have

Eξ

[
∥∇f(y)∥2

]
≤ ∥∇f(x)∥2 + 2γLρ2.

Proof. It is well-known that if f is convex and L-smooth, then ∇f is 1
L -cocoercive, i.e., for any

x, y ∈ Rm,

⟨x− y,∇f(x)−∇f(y)⟩ ≥ 1

L
∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥2 .

By cocoercivity and the step-size condition γ ≤ 2
L , we have

γ

2
∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥2

≤ 1

L
∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥2

≤ ⟨x− y,∇f(x)−∇f(y)⟩
= ⟨γ∇fξ(x),∇f(x)−∇f(y)⟩
= γ (⟨∇fξ(x),∇f(x)⟩ − ⟨∇f(x),∇f(y)⟩+ ⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)⟩) .
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Taking expectation of the both sides, we obtain

Eξ

[γ
2
∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥2

]
≤ Eξ [γ ⟨∇fξ(x),∇f(x)⟩ − γ ⟨∇f(x),∇f(y)⟩+ γ ⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)⟩]
= γ ∥∇f(x)∥2 − γEξ [⟨∇f(x),∇f(y)⟩] + γEξ [⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)⟩] .

Cancelling out the terms and dividing both sides by γ
2 , we then have

Eξ

[
∥∇f(y)∥2

]
≤ ∥∇f(x)∥2 + 2Eξ [⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)⟩] . (11)

Now observe that

Eξ [⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)⟩] = Eξ [⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)−∇f(x− γ∇f(x))⟩]

because ∇f(x− γ∇f(x)) is a non-random quantity and Eξ[∇f(x)−∇fξ(x)] = 0. Then

Eξ [⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(y)−∇f(x− γ∇f(x))⟩]
= Eξ [⟨∇f(x)−∇fξ(x),∇f(x− γ∇fξ(x))−∇f(x− γ∇f(x))⟩]
≤ Eξ [∥∇f(x)−∇fξ(x)∥ ∥∇f(x− γ∇fξ(x))−∇f(x− γ∇f(x))∥]
≤ Eξ [∥∇f(x)−∇fξ(x)∥L ∥(x− γ∇fξ(x))− (x− γ∇f(x))∥]

= γLEξ

[
∥∇f(x)−∇fξ(x)∥2

]
= γLρ2,

and plugging this into (11) completes the proof.

Lemma B.2. Let f : Rm → R be convex and L-smooth and let the stochastic gradient oracle
∇fξ(·) satisfy (10). Let x0 ∈ Rm be any initial point, 0 < γ ≤ 2

L , and x1, . . . , xt be a sequence
generated by the stochastic gradient descent algorithm

xs+1 = xs − γ∇fξs(xs)

for s = 0, . . . , t− 1. Then we have

E
[
∥∇f(xs)∥2

]
≤ ∥∇f(x0)∥2 + 2sγLρ2

for s = 0, . . . , t− 1.

Proof. Apply Lemma B.1 recursively and use the tower rule (law of total expectation).

Lemma B.3. Let f : Rm → R be L-smooth and let x0, . . . , xt be a sequence generated by
stochastic gradient descent

xs+1 = xs − γ∇fξs(xs)

where the stochastic gradient oracle satisfies (10). Let x̂0, . . . , x̂t be generated via deterministic
gradient descent

x̂s+1 = x̂s − γ∇f(x̂s)
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where x̂0 = x0. Then, provided that 0 < γ ≤ 1
L(t−1) , we have

∥xt − x̂t∥ ≤ 3γ
t−1∑
s=0

∥∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)∥ .

Remark. This result only assumes L-smoothness of f (which is L-Lipschitz continuity of ∇f)
and does not require convexity.

Proof. When t = 1, we have ∥xt − x̂t∥ = γ ∥∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0)∥ as x0 = x̂0.

Now assume t > 1. Observe that

xt − x̂t = (xt−1 − x̂t−1)− γ
(
∇fξt−1(xt−1)−∇f(x̂t−1)

)
= (xt−1 − x̂t−1)− γ

(
∇fξt−1(xt−1)−∇f(xt−1)

)
− γ (∇f(xt−1)−∇f(x̂t−1))

and therefore,

∥xt − x̂t∥ ≤ ∥xt−1 − x̂t−1∥+ γ
∥∥∇fξt−1(xt−1)−∇f(xt−1)

∥∥+ γ ∥∇f(xt−1)−∇f(x̂t−1)∥
≤ (1 + γL) ∥xt−1 − x̂t−1∥+ γ

∥∥∇fξt−1(xt−1)−∇f(xt−1)
∥∥

where the last inequality uses the L-smoothness assumption. Now unrolling the recursion and
using the fact ∥x0 − x̂0∥ = 0 we obtain

∥xt − x̂t∥ ≤
t−1∑
s=0

γ(1 + γL)t−s−1 ∥∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)∥

≤ γ

(
1 +

1

t− 1

)t−1 t−1∑
s=0

∥∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)∥

≤ 3γ

t−1∑
s=0

∥∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)∥ .

Lemma B.4. Under the assumptions of Lemma B.3, we have

E [⟨∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0),∇f(xt)⟩] ≤ 3tγLρ2.

Proof. Observe that because x̂t as defined in Lemma B.3 is a non-random quantity and

E [∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0)] = 0,

we have

E [⟨∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0),∇f(x̂t)⟩] = 0.
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Using this, we can proceed as in the following to obtain the desired bound:

E [⟨∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0),∇f(xt)⟩]
= E [⟨∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0),∇f(xt)−∇f(x̂t)⟩]
≤ E [∥∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0)∥ ∥∇f(xt)−∇f(x̂t)∥]
≤ E [∥∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0)∥L ∥xt − x̂t∥]

≤ 3γLE

[
∥∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0)∥

t−1∑
s=0

∥∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)∥

]

≤ 3γLE

[
t−1∑
s=0

(
∥∇fξ0(x0)−∇f(x0)∥

2

2
+
∥∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)∥

2

2

)]
≤ 3tγLρ2.

Lemma B.5. Under the assumptions of Lemma B.3, we have

E
[
∥x0 − xt∥2

]
≤ γ2E

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

∇f(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
+ γ2tρ2 + (t− 1)t(t+ 1)γ3Lρ2.

Proof. In the case t = 1, we have

E
[
∥x0 − x1∥2

]
= γ2Eξ0

[
∥∇fξ0(x0)∥

2
]
≤ γ2ρ2 + γ2 ∥∇f(x0)∥2 ,

which is the desired statement. Now we use induction on t. Suppose that the result holds for
any initial point and t steps of SGD. Consider a sequence x0, . . . , xt+1 generated via SGD with
initial point x0 and step-size γ > 0. Observe that

E
[
∥x0 − xt+1∥2

]
= γ2E

∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=0

∇fξs(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


= γ2E

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

∇fξs(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ Eξt

[
2

〈
∇fξt(xt),

t−1∑
s=0

∇fξs(xs)

〉
+ ∥∇fξt(xt)∥

2

∣∣∣∣∣xt
]

≤ E
[
∥x0 − xt∥2

]
+ γ2E

[
2

〈
∇f(xt),

t−1∑
s=0

∇fξs(xs)

〉
+ ∥∇f(xt)∥2 + ρ2

]
(12)

where the third line uses the tower rule. Now observe that for s = 0, . . . , t− 1,

E [⟨∇f(xt),∇fξs(xs)⟩] = E [⟨∇f(xt),∇f(xs)⟩] + E [⟨∇f(xt),∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs)⟩]
= E [⟨∇f(xt),∇f(xs)⟩] + E [E [⟨∇fξs(xs)−∇f(xs),∇f(xt)⟩ |xs]]
≤ E [⟨∇f(xt),∇f(xs)⟩] + 3(t− s)γLρ2
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where the last inequality uses Lemma B.4 (with xs regarded as initial point of the stochastic
gradient descent). Now we apply this inequality and the induction hypothesis to (12):

E
[
∥x0 − xt+1∥2

]
≤ γ2E

[∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

∇f(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ tρ2 + (t− 1)t(t+ 1)γLρ2

+
t−1∑
s=0

(
2 ⟨∇f(xt),∇f(xs)⟩+ 6(t− s)γLρ2

)
+ ∥∇f(xt)∥2 + ρ2

]
= γ2

(
tρ2 + (t− 1)t(t+ 1)γLρ2 + 3t(t+ 1)γLρ2 + ρ2

)
+ γ2E

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

∇f(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

+ 2

〈
t−1∑
s=0

∇f(xs),∇f(xt)

〉
+ ∥∇f(xt)∥2


= γ2(t+ 1)ρ2 + t(t+ 1)(t+ 2)γ3Lρ2 + γ2E

∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

s=0

∇f(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2


where for the first equality we use
∑t−1

s=0 6(t− s) = 3t(t+ 1). This completes the induction.

Lemma B.6. Let f : Rm → R be convex and L-smooth, and let x0 ∈ Rm be any initial point.
Let x1, . . . , xt be generated by stochastic gradient descent

xs+1 = xs − γ∇fξs(xs)

with 0 < γ ≤ 1
L min

{
1, 1

t−1

}
. Then

E
[
∥x0 − xt∥2

]
≤ γ2t2 ∥∇f(x0)∥2 + γ2t(1 + 2(t− 1)(t+ 1)γL)ρ2.

Proof. Lemma B.5 gives

E
[
∥x0 − xt∥2

]
≤ γ2E

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

∇f(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
+ γ2tρ2 + (t− 1)t(t+ 1)γ3Lρ2. (13)

Next, by Jensen’s inequality and Lemma B.2,

E

∥∥∥∥∥
t−1∑
s=0

∇f(xs)

∥∥∥∥∥
2
 ≤ t

t−1∑
s=0

E
[
∥∇f(xs)∥2

]

≤ t

t−1∑
s=0

(
∥∇f(x0)∥2 + 2sγLρ2

)
≤ t2 ∥∇f(x0)∥2 + (t− 1)t(t+ 1)γLρ2

where the last inequality uses
∑t−1

s=0 2s = t(t−1) ≤ (t−1)(t+1). Applying the above inequality
to (13) we obtain the desired result.
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B.3 Proofs of Lemmas 3.9 and 3.8

Proof of Lemma 3.9. Observe that given xτp, the sequence xiτp, . . . , x
i
τ(p+1) is a sequence gen-

erated via stochastic gradient descent

xij+1 = xij − γ∇fi,ξij (x
i
j ;x

−i
τp)

for the Li-smooth convex function fi(·;x−i
τp), with xiτp as initial point, using the stochastic

oracle ∇fi,ξi(·;x−i
τp) satisfying (BV) (unbiased estimator of ∇fi(·;x−i

τp) with variance at most
σ2
i ). Therefore, we can apply Lemma B.2 with

f(·) = fi(·;x−i
τp), ρ2 = σ2

i , x0 = xiτp, xs = xij , L = Li

and this immediately proves the desired statement. (Note that s is replaced with j−τp because
xij is obtained by j − τp steps of SGD from xiτp.)

Proof of Lemma 3.8. This is a direct consequence of Lemma B.6 with same choice of f, ρ2, x0
and L as in the proof of Lemma 3.9 and xs = xiτp+t.

B.4 Remaining details in proof of Theorem 3.4

Note that the step-size condition of Lemma 3.8 is satisfied by our step-size selection, as γ <
2

ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax
√
κ
≤ 1

Lmax(τ−1) (because κ ≥ 1). Now combine Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8 to obtain

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤ (1 + αγ(τ − 1)) ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 − 2γτ ⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩

+

τ(p+1)−1∑
j=τp+1

n∑
i=1

γL2
i

α

(
γ2(j − τp)2

∥∥∇f(xiτp;x−i
τp)
∥∥2 + γ2(j − τp) (1 + 2(j − τp− 1)(j − τp+ 1)γLi)σ

2
i

)
+

n∑
i=1

(
γ2τ2

∥∥∇f(xiτp;x−i
τp)
∥∥2 + γ2τ (1 + 2(τ − 1)(τ + 1)γLi)σ

2
i

)
≤ (1 + αγ(τ − 1)) ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 − 2γτ ⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩+

(
γ2τ2 +

γ3L2
maxτ

2(τ − 1)

3α

)
∥𝔽(xτp)∥2

+ γ2τ

(
1 + (τ − 1)γLmax

(
2(τ + 1) +

Lmax

2α
+

γL2
max

2α
(τ + 1)2

))
σ2

(14)

where for the last inequality, we replace all occurrences of Li’s by Lmax = max{L1, . . . , Ln} and
use the identities

σ2 =
n∑

i=1

σ2
i , ∥𝔽(xτp)∥2 =

n∑
i=1

∥∥∇fi(xiτp;x−i
τp)
∥∥2

to eliminate the summations
∑n

i=1 and use the following elementary summation results:

τ(p+1)−1∑
j=τp+1

(j − τp)2 =
(τ − 1)τ(2τ − 1)

6
≤ (τ − 1)τ2

3

τ(p+1)−1∑
j=τp+1

(j − τp) =
(τ − 1)τ

2
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and

τ(p+1)−1∑
j=τp+1

(j − τp− 1)(j − τp)(j − τp+ 1) =
(τ − 2)(τ − 1)τ(τ + 1)

2
≤ (τ − 1)τ(τ + 1)2

2
.

Now in (14), we use the assumption (SCO) to bound

− 2γτ ⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩+
(
γ2τ2 +

γ3L2
maxτ

2(τ − 1)

3α

)
∥𝔽(xτp)∥2

≤ −
(
2γτ − ℓ

(
γ2τ2 +

γ3L2
maxτ

2(τ − 1)

3α

))
⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩

= −γτ
(
2− γℓτ − γ2ℓL2

maxτ(τ − 1)

3α

)
⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩ . (15)

Provided that

2− γℓτ − γ2ℓL2
maxτ(τ − 1)

3α
≥ 0, (16)

we can again upper bound (15) using the assumption (QSM):

− γτ

(
2− γℓτ − γ2ℓL2

maxτ(τ − 1)

3α

)
⟨xτp − x⋆,𝔽(xτp)⟩

≤ −γτ
(
2− γℓτ − γ2ℓL2

maxτ(τ − 1)

3α

)
µ ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 .

We plug this into (14) and rearrange the terms to obtain

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤
(
1 + αγ(τ − 1)− γτ

(
2− γτℓ− γ2ℓL2

maxτ(τ − 1)

3α

)
µ

)
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

+ γ2τ

(
1 + (τ − 1)γLmax

(
2(τ + 1) +

Lmax

2α
+

γL2
max

2α
(τ + 1)2

))
σ2.

(17)

Now, we optimize the coefficient of the ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 term in (17) by taking

α = argmin
α>0

αγ(τ − 1) +
γ3ℓL2

maxτ
2(τ − 1)µ

3α
= γτLmax

√
ℓµ

3
.

With this choice of α, the bound (17) becomes

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2 ∣∣∣xτp

]
≤

(
1− γτµ

(
2− γℓτ − 2(τ − 1)γLmax

√
ℓ

3µ

))
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

+ γ2τ

(
1 + (τ − 1)γLmax

(
2(τ + 1) +

1

2γτ
√

ℓµ/3
+

Lmax(τ + 1)2

2τ
√

ℓµ/3

))
σ2

≤ (1− γτµζ) ∥xτp − x⋆∥2 + γ2τσ2

(
1 + (τ − 1)

(
4γτLmax +

Lmax

2τ
√
ℓµ/3

+
γτL2

max√
ℓµ/3

))
(18)
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where for the last inequality, we use τ + 1 ≤ 2τ and make the substitution

ζ = 2− γℓτ − 2(τ − 1)γLmax

√
ℓ

3µ
= 2− γℓτ − 2(τ − 1)γLmax

√
κ/3.

Note that with our choice α = γτLmax

√
ℓµ
3 and 0 < γ < 2

ℓτ+2(τ−1)Lmax
√
κ
, the condition (16) is

satisfied because

2− γℓτ − γ2ℓL2
maxτ(τ − 1)

3α
≥ 2− γℓτ − γ2ℓL2

maxτ(τ − 1)

3α

= 2− γℓτ − (τ − 1)γLmax

√
ℓ

3µ

≥ 2− γ
(
ℓτ + (τ − 1)Lmax

√
κ
)
> 0.

Finally, unrolling the recursion (18) using the following simple lemma, with ap = E
[
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

]
,

A = τµζ and

B = τσ2

(
1 + (τ − 1)

(
4γτLmax +

Lmax

2τ
√
ℓµ/3

+
γτL2

max√
ℓµ/3

))

gives the desired rate. (Note that γA = γτµζ ≤ γτµ(2− γℓτ) ≤ γℓτ(2− γℓτ) ≤ 1.)

Lemma B.7. Let γ,A,B > 0 with γA ≤ 1. If a sequence a0, . . . , aR ∈ R satisfies

ap+1 ≤ (1− γA)ap + γ2B

for p = 0, . . . , R− 1, then aR ≤ (1− γA)Ra0 +
γB
A .

Proof of Lemma B.7. As there is nothing to prove if γA = 1, suppose γA < 1. Recursively
applying the given inequality we have

aR ≤ (1− γA)aR−1 + γ2B ≤ · · · ≤ (1− γA)Ra0 + γ2B
R−1∑
p=0

(1− γA)p.

Now apply the bound
∑R−1

p=0 (1 − γA)p ≤
∑∞

p=0(1 − γA)p = 1
1−(1−γA) = 1

γA to the above
inequality.

B.5 Proof of Corollary 3.5

First, because η > κτ , we have

γ <
1

µκτ
(
1 + 2Lmax√

ℓµ

) =
1

ℓτ
(
1 + 2Lmax√

ℓµ

) ≤ 1

ℓτ + 2(τ − 1)Lmax

√
ℓ
µ

=
1

ℓτ + 2(τ − 1)Lmax
√
κ
.

Hence we can apply Theorem 3.4. Now observe that ζ > 2− γ (ℓτ + 2(τ − 1)Lmax
√
κ) > 1, and

(1− u)R ≤ e−uR for u < 1, so

(1− γτµζ)R ≤ e−γµζτR ≤ e−γµT = e−2 log η =
1

η2
=

4(log η)2(1 + 2q)2

T 2
= Õ

(
(1 + q)2

T 2

)
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where we use T = 2(1 + 2q)η log η and remove the factor log η < log T within the Õ notation.
Next, for the terms proportional to σ2, we have(

1 + (τ − 1)

(
4γτLmax +

Lmax

2τ
√

ℓµ/3
+

γτL2
max√

ℓµ/3

))
γσ2

µζ

≤ γσ2

µ

(
1 + τ

(
4γτLmax +

√
3q

2τ
+
√
3γτLmaxq

))

≤ γσ2

µ

(
1 +

√
3q

2

)
+

γ2τ2Lmaxσ
2

µ
(4 +

√
3q)

=
σ2(1 +

√
3q/2)

µ2η(1 + 2q)
+

τ2Lmaxσ
2(4 +

√
3q)

µ3η2(1 + 2q)2

= Õ
(
(1 + q)σ2

µ2T
+

(1 + q)τ2Lmaxσ
2

µ3T 2

)
.

Combining these with Theorem 3.4 we arrive at the desired conclusion.

B.6 Proof of Theorem 3.6

Note that we use constant step-size γk ≡ γτp within each communication round p, i.e., for
τp ≤ k ≤ τ(p+1)− 1, so we can apply the bound (18) from the proof of Theorem 3.4, provided
that

γτp ≤
1

ℓτ + 2(τ − 1)Lmax
√
κ
.

This clearly holds true when p < 2(1 + 2q)κ− 1, and when p ≥ 2(1 + 2q)κ− 1 then

γτp =
1

τµ

2p+ 1

(p+ 1)2
<

1

τµ

2

p+ 1
≤ 1

τµ

1

(1 + 2q)κ
=

1

ℓτ + 2τLmax
√
κ

so we see that the step-size condition is satisfied. Furthermore we have

ζτp = 2− γτpℓτ − 2(τ − 1)γτpLmax

√
κ/3 > 1,

so (18), with q = Lmax√
ℓµ

and taking expectation with respect to xτp, gives

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2] ≤ (1− γτpτµζτp)E
[
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

]
+ γ2τpτσ

2

(
1 + (τ − 1)

(
γτpτLmax(4 +

√
3q) +

√
3

2τq

))
≤ (1− γτpτµ)E

[
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

]
+ (1 + q)γ2τpτσ

2 + 4(1 + q)γ3τpτ
2(τ − 1)Lmaxσ

2.

(19)

For p ≥ 2(1 + 2q)κ− 1, plugging in γτp =
1
τµ

2p+1
(p+1)2

we obtain

E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2] ≤ p2

(p+ 1)2
E
[
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

]
+

(2p+ 1)2σ2(1 + q)

τµ2(p+ 1)4

(
1 +

4(τ − 1)Lmax(2p+ 1)

µ(p+ 1)2

)
.

Multiplying τ2(p+ 1)2 to both sides and upper-bounding 2p+1
p+1 ≤ 2, we obtain

(τ(p+ 1))2E
[∥∥xτ(p+1) − x⋆

∥∥2] ≤ (τp)2E
[
∥xτp − x⋆∥2

]
+

4(1 + q)τσ2

µ2

(
1 +

8(τ − 1)Lmax

µ(p+ 1)

)
.
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Let p0 = ⌈2(1 + 2q)κ− 1⌉. Chaining the above inequality for p = p0, . . . , R− 1 gives

(τR)2E
[
∥xτR − x⋆∥2

]
≤ (τp0)

2E
[
∥xτp0 − x⋆∥2

]
+

4(1 + q)τ(R− p0)σ
2

µ2
+

32(1 + q)τ(τ − 1)Lmaxσ
2

µ3

R−1∑
p=p0

1

p+ 1

≤ (τp0)
2E
[
∥xτp0 − x⋆∥2

]
+

4(1 + q)τ(R− p0)σ
2

µ2
+

32(1 + q)τ2Lmaxσ
2 log(R/p0)

µ3

where we use
∑R−1

p=p0
1

p+1 ≤
∫ R
p0

dp
p = log R

p0
. Now substitute T = τR using the upper bounds

τ(R− p0) ≤ τR = T and log(R/p0) ≤ log T , we can write

T 2E
[
∥xT − x⋆∥2

]
≤ (τp0)

2E
[
∥xτp0 − x⋆∥2

]
+

4(1 + q)Tσ2

µ2
+

32(1 + q)τ2Lmaxσ
2 log T

µ3
. (20)

As γk is constantly γ0 =
1

ℓτ(1+2q) over rounds p = 0, . . . , p0−1, we can directly apply Theorem 3.4

with R = p0 and similar simplification of the σ2-terms as in (19) to bound

E
[
∥xτp0 − x⋆∥2

]
≤
(
1− µ

ℓ(1 + 2q)

)p0

∥x0 − x⋆∥2 +
(1 + q)γ0σ

2

µ
(1 + 4γ0τ(τ − 1)Lmax)

≤
(
1− 1

κ(1 + 2q)

)κ(1+2q)

∥x0 − x⋆∥2 +
σ2

ℓµτ

(
1 +

4(τ − 1)Lmax

ℓ(1 + 2q)

)
≤ ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

e
+

σ2

ℓµτ

(
1 +

2τ√
κ

)
,

where the second line uses p0 ≥ 2(1 + 2q)κ− 1 ≥ κ(1 + 2q), and the third line uses the bound(
1− 1

t

)t ≤ 1
e for t > 1 and 4(τ−1)Lmax

ℓ(1+2q) ≤ 4qτ
√
ℓµ

ℓ(1+2q) ≤ 2τ
√

µ
ℓ = 2τ√

κ
. Now plugging this into (20)

and dividing both sides by T 2 we obtain

E
[
∥xT − x⋆∥2

]
≤ p20τ

2 ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

eT 2
+

τp20σ
2

ℓµT 2

(
1 +

2τ√
κ

)
+

4(1 + q)σ2

µ2T
+

32(1 + q)τ2Lmaxσ
2 log T

µ3T 2

≤ 4(1 + 2q)2κ2τ2 ∥x0 − x⋆∥2

eT 2
+

4(1 + q)σ2

µ2T
+

4(1 + 2q)2κτσ2

µ2T 2

(
1 +

2τ√
κ

)
+

32(1 + q)τ2Lmaxσ
2 log T

µ3T 2
.

which is the desired result.
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C Details of Numerical Experiments

C.1 Quadratic minimax game

To ensure that the quadratic objective (5) is strongly-convex-strongly-concave and smooth, we
randomly generate the symmetric matricesAm, Bm,Cm ∈ Rd×d to respectively have eigenvalues
within the interval [µA, LA] , [0, LB] and [µC , LC ], respectively, following [75]. We generate the
vectors am, cm ∈ Rd to be uniformly random. In all our experiments, we set d = 10 and
M = 100, where M represents the size of dataset (number of functions in the finite sum
structure). We implement PEARL-SGD with two computational nodes, one corresponding to
the x1-variable and the other to the x2-variable.

C.2 Quadratic n-player game

As before, we set d = 10 and M = 100. The matrices Ai,m are generated randomly with their
eigenvalues in the range [µA, LA] (0 < µA < LA). Similarly, for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n, we generate the
matrices Bi,j,m randomly with their eigenvalues in [0, LB]. Notably, we set Bj,i,m = −B⊺

i,j,m

for 1 ≤ j < i ≤ n. With this condition, we can ensure that the n-player game (6) satisfies the
(QSM) assumption, regardless of the values of µA, LA and LB. We show below why this is
the case.

Recall that we have

fi(x
1, . . . , xn) =

1

2

〈
xi,Aix

i
〉
+
〈
ai, x

i
〉
+
∑
j ̸=i

〈
xi,Bi,jx

j
〉

for i = 1, . . . , n. Differentiating fi with respect to xi, we get

∇fi(xi;x−i) = Aix
i + ai +

∑
j ̸=i

Bi,jx
j

and thus

∇fi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(xi⋆;x−i
⋆ ) =

Aix
i + ai +

∑
j ̸=i

Bi,jx
j

−
Aix

i
⋆ + ai +

∑
j ̸=i

Bi,jx
j
⋆


= Ai(x

i − xi⋆) +
∑
j ̸=i

Bi,j(x
j − xj⋆)

and

⟨𝔽(x)− 𝔽(x⋆),x− x⋆⟩ =
n∑

i=1

〈
∇fi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(xi⋆;x−i

⋆ ), xi − xi⋆
〉

=

n∑
i=1

〈
xi − xi⋆,Ai(x

i − xi⋆)
〉
+

n∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=i

〈
xi − xi⋆,Bi,j(x

j − xj⋆)
〉
.

Now, the double summation term vanishes because for any i ̸= j,〈
xi − xi⋆,Bi,j(x

j − xj⋆)
〉
+
〈
xj − xj⋆,Bj,i(x

i − xi⋆)
〉
= 0

due to the condition Bj,i = −B⊺
i,j . Therefore, provided that each Ai ⪰ µI we see that 𝔽 satisfies

(QSM) (in fact, the same argument with arbitrary y in place of x⋆ shows that 𝔽 is µ-strongly
monotone).
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C.3 Distributed mobile robot control

We follow the same choice of parameter values ai, bi, x
i
anc, hij within (7) from [49]: n = 5, d = 1,

ai = 10 + i/6, bi = i/6, (
x1anc, x

2
anc, x

3
anc, x

4
anc, x

5
anc

)
= (1,−4, 8,−9, 13)

and

(hij)1≤i≤5
1≤j≤5

=


0 5 −7 9 −8
−5 0 −6 2 −9
7 6 0 7 −4
−9 −2 −7 0 −2
8 9 4 2 0

 .

We add Gaussian noise with σ2 = 100 to the gradients to simulate stochasticity. In this setup,
all our theoretical assumptions are satisfied.
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D Discussion on Theoretical Assumptions

D.1 Possible simplification of assumptions: Assuming cocoercivity of 𝔽

In fact, the convergence of PEARL-SGD can still be proved even if the three assumptions (CVX),
(SM) and (SCO) are replaced with the single assumption that 𝔽 : RD → RD is 1

ℓ -cocoercive,
i.e.,

⟨𝔽(x)− 𝔽(y),x− y⟩ ≥ 1

ℓ
∥x− y∥2 , ∀x,y ∈ RD. (COCO)

In the subsequent paragraphs, we explain in detail why this is the case. However, we emphasize
here that if we derived all convergence theory using (COCO) in place of (CVX), (SM) and
(SCO) and did not distinguish the role of Li’s (the local Lipschitzness parameters from (SM))
from that of ℓ, then the resulting convergence rates would have become much more pessimistic
(worse) in many cases. Therefore, in our work, we choose to use the current set of assumptions.
It allows us to more clearly present the tight dependency of convergence rates to Li’s. Also note
that assuming (CVX), (SM) and (SCO) is strictly more general than assuming (COCO),
as we illustrate in Appendix D.2.

(COCO) implies (CVX), (SM) and (SCO). Trivially, (COCO) implies (SCO). Fur-
thermore, if 𝔽 is 1

ℓ -cocoercive, then 𝔽 is monotone:

⟨𝔽(x)− 𝔽(y),x− y⟩ ≥ 0, ∀x,y ∈ RD, (21)

and ℓ-Lipschitz continuous:

∥𝔽(x)− 𝔽(y)∥ ≤ ℓ ∥x− y∥ , ∀x,y ∈ RD. (22)

In particular, for each i = 1, . . . , n, we can take

x = (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi, xi+1, . . . , xn), y = (x1, . . . , xi−1, yi, xi+1, . . . , xn) (23)

in (21), which gives 〈
∇fi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(yi;x−i), xi − yi

〉
≥ 0

for any xi, yi ∈ Rdi and x−i ∈ RD−di . That is, the gradient of fi(·;x−i) : Rdi → R is a monotone
operator on Rdi , and this implies that fi(·;x−i) is convex, i.e., (CVX) holds. Similarly, plugging
the choice (23) into (22) we obtain∥∥∇fi(xi;x−i)−∇fi(yi;x−i)

∥∥ ≤ ℓ
∥∥xi − yi

∥∥ ,
showing that (SM) holds, with Li = ℓ. Therefore, all theorems from the main paper hold under
the assumptions (QSM), (COCO), and (BV), with ℓ in place of Lmax in step-size restrictions
and convergence rates.

What do we lose by replacing Lmax with ℓ? The previous discussion shows that we can
assume (COCO) and replace all occurrences of Lmax with ℓ within the theory. In this case,
however, the step-size conditions in Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 become

γ ≤ 1

ℓ(τ + 2(τ − 1)
√
κ)

= O
(

1

ℓτ
√
κ

)
, (24)
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and the
√
κ factor in the denominator is undesirable as it significantly restricts the range of

step-size one can use if κ is large. Furthermore, in Corollary 3.5 and Theorem 3.6, the factor

q becomes
√

ℓ
µ =

√
κ, causing the constant factors in the convergence bounds to potentially

become large.

However, there are many cases where Lmax ≪ ℓ, showing why it is beneficial to keep the
dependency on Lmax tight as we do. As an abstract example, when 𝔽 is a generic µ-strongly
monotone and M -Lipschitz continuous operator, the tight (smallest) cocoercivity parameter
one can guarantee on 𝔽 is ℓ = M2/µ [25] (tightness can be shown using, e.g., the scaled relative
graph theory in [97], [96, Chapter 13]). On the other hand, we have

Lmax ≤ max
i=1,...,n

sup
x=(xi,x−i),y=(yi,x−i)

xi ̸=yi

∥𝔽(x)− 𝔽(y)∥
∥x− y∥

≤ sup
x ̸=y

∥𝔽(x)− 𝔽(y)∥
∥x− y∥

= M,

i.e., M is an upper bound on Lmax (better than ℓ). Therefore, ℓ is at least ℓ
M = ℓ√

ℓµ
=
√
κ

times larger than Lmax, and the largest step-size allowed in Theorems 3.3 and 3.4 is

1

ℓτ + 2(τ − 1)Lmax
√
κ
= Ω

(
1

ℓτ

)
which is in contrast with (24) where we used ℓ in place of Lmax and obtained

√
κ times smaller

step-size range. Additionally, note that in this case q = Lmax√
ℓµ

= Lmax
M ≤ 1 in Corollary 3.5 and

Theorem 3.6, so we can avoid the κ-dependent factors appearing in the convergence results.

We demonstrate another problem class for which Lmax ≪ ℓ. Consider a two-player matrix
game, regularized by adding strongly convex (resp. strongly concave) quadratic terms in x (resp.
y):

minimize
u∈Rm

maximize
v∈Rm

L(u, v) = µ

2
∥u∥2 + g⊺u+ u⊺Bv − h⊺v − µ

2
∥v∥2 (25)

where B ∈ Rm×m, g, h ∈ Rm. In our n-player game notation, the first and second players
respectively use the objective function f1(x

1;x2) = L(x1, x2) and f2(x
2;x1) = −L(x1, x2). In

this case, the operator 𝔽 is µ-strongly monotone with µ and M -Lipschitz continuous with

parameter M ≥
√
∥B∥22 + µ2 ≥ ∥B∥2. Note that the cocoercivity parameter ℓ is at least M

(and at most M2/µ). On the other hand,

∇f1(x1;x2) = µx1 + g +Bx2, ∇f2(x2;x1) = µx2 + h−B⊺x1,

so the Lipschitz constant for ∇f1 with x2 fixed (resp. ∇f2 with x1 fixed) is µ, i.e., Lmax = µ.
Therefore, we have Lmax ≪ ℓ in this scenario, as strength of regularization µ is usually small
compared to the smoothness parameter M . The same principle applies to the n-player analogue
of this setup we use in Section 4.2, where each player has the objective function

fi(x
i;x−i) =

1

2

〈
xi,Aix

i
〉
+
〈
ai, x

i
〉
+
∑

1≤j≤n
j ̸=i

〈
xi,Bi,jx

j
〉

withBj,i = −B⊺
i,j . If the quadratic terms are the small regularization terms introduced to induce

convergence, so that Ai = µI with µ≪ ∥Bi,j∥2, then we have Lmax = µ≪ maxi ̸=j ∥Bi,j∥2 ≤ ℓ.
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D.2 Example of non-cocoercive 𝔽 satisfying (CVX), (SM), (QSM) and (SCO)

Consider the two-player game where two players have the objectives

f1(u; v) =
u2

2
φ(v)

f2(v;u) =
v2

2
φ(u)

where φ : R→ R is defined by

φ(t) =
(
µ+ (ℓ− µ) sin2 t

)
.

Here 0 < µ < ℓ, and we use the notation x = (u, v) ∈ R × R instead of x = (x1, x2) for better
readability. Note that because φ satisfies

0 < µ ≤ φ(t) ≤ ℓ, ∀t ∈ R,

f1(·, v) : R→ R is convex (quadratic) for any v ∈ R, and so is f2(u, ·) for any u ∈ R. Therefore,
this game satisfies (CVX). For any x = (u, v), we have

𝔽(x) = (∇uf1(u; v),∇vf2(v;u)) = (uφ(v), vφ(u)) .

Therefore, the unique equilibrium of the game is x⋆ = (u⋆, v⋆) = (0, 0). Additionally, observe
that

∇uuf1(u; v) = φ(v) ∈ [µ, ℓ], ∇vvf2(v;u) = φ(u) ∈ [µ, ℓ].

In particular, the both second derivatives are bounded, so (SM) is satisfied. Next, we have

⟨𝔽(x),x− x⋆⟩ = u2φ(v) + v2φ(u) ≥ µ(u2 + v2) = µ ∥x− x⋆∥2 ,

i.e., 𝔽 satisfies (QSM). Finally, we have

∥𝔽(x)∥2 = u2φ(v)2 + v2φ(u)2 ≤ max{φ(v), φ(u)}
(
u2φ(v) + v2φ(u)

)
≤ ℓ ⟨𝔽(x),x− x⋆⟩ ,

showing that 𝔽 satisfies (SCO).
On the other hand, 𝔽 is not cocoercive with respect to any parameter; in fact, it is not even

Lipschitz continuous nor monotone. Observe that the cross-derivatives

∇uvf1(u; v) = (ℓ− µ)u sin(2v), ∇vuf2(u; v) = (ℓ− µ)v sin(2u)

are unbounded over R × R, so 𝔽 is cannot be Lipschitz continuous with any fixed parameter.
Furthermore, we have

(D𝔽+D𝔽⊺) (u, v) =

[
2φ(v) (ℓ− µ)(u sin(2v) + v sin(2u))

(ℓ− µ)(u sin(2v) + v sin(2u)) 2φ(u)

]
so with u = v =

(
2N + 1

2

)
π, we have

det (D𝔽+D𝔽⊺) (u, v) = 4φ2

((
2N +

1

2

)
π

)
− 4(ℓ− µ)2

(
2N +

1

2

)2

π2

= 4ℓ2 − 4(ℓ− µ)2
(
2N +

1

2

)2

π2

< 0
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provided that N is sufficiently large. As a differentiable operator 𝔽 is monotone if and only if
D𝔽+D𝔽⊺ ⪰ 0 everywhere [96], this shows that 𝔽 is not monotone.

Note that while we provided a two-player example for simplicity, one can easily use the
essentially same ideas to construct a non-cocoercive n-player game satisfying our assumptions

with any n > 2. For example, we can choose fi(x
i;x−i) = (xi)2

2 φ(xi+1) where we identify
xn+1 = x1.
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