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ABSTRACT

We study how to train personalized models for different tasks on decentralized devices with limited
local data. We propose “Structured Cooperative Learning (SCooL)”, in which a cooperation graph
across devices is generated by a graphical model prior to automatically coordinate mutual learning
between devices. By choosing graphical models enforcing different structures, we can derive a rich
class of existing and novel decentralized learning algorithms via variational inference. In particular,
we show three instantiations of SCooL that adopt Dirac distribution, stochastic block model (SBM),
and attention as the prior generating cooperation graphs. These EM-type algorithms alternate between
updating the cooperation graph and cooperative learning of local models. They can automatically
capture the cross-task correlations among devices by only monitoring their model updating in order
to optimize the cooperation graph. We evaluate SCooL and compare it with existing decentralized
learning methods on an extensive set of benchmarks, on which SCooL always achieves the highest
accuracy of personalized models and significantly outperforms other baselines on communication
efficiency. Our code is available at https://github.com/ShuangtongLi/SCooL.

Keywords decentralized learning - cooperative learning - personalized model - structured learning

1 Introduction

Decentralized learning of personalized models (DLPM) is an emerging problem in a broad range of applications, in
which multiple clients target different yet relevant tasks but no central server is available to coordinate or align their
learning. A practical challenge is that each single client may not have sufficient data to train a model for its own task
and thus has to cooperate with others by sharing knowledge, i.e., through cooperative learning. However, it is usually
difficult for a client in the decentralized learning setting to decide when to cooperate with which clients in order to
achieve the greatest improvement on its own task, especially when the personal tasks and local data cannot be shared
across clients. Moreover, frequently communicating with all other clients is usually inefficient or infeasible. Hence, it
is critical to find a sparse cooperation graph only relating clients whose cooperative learning is able to bring critical
improvement to their personalization performance. Since the local models are kept being updated, it is also necessary to
accordingly adjust the graph to be adaptive to such changes in the training process.

Structural learning of a cooperation graph on the fly with decentralized learning of local models is an open challenge
and can be prone to high variance caused by client heterogeneity and local data deficiency. Inspired Bayesian methods
and their priors, we propose “Structured Cooperative Learning (SCooL)”. SCooL applies a probabilistic graphical
model (PGM) as a structured prior enforcing certain structures such as clusters when generating the cooperation graph.
By combining such a graphical model prior with the expressive power of neural networks on learning local tasks,
we are able to develop a general framework for DLPM, from which we can derive a rich class of novel algorithms
associated with different structured priors. In particular, we propose a probabilistic model to generate the cooperation
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Figure 1: SCooL framework. Left: SCooL optimizes a K x K cooperation graph Y together with K personalized models 601.x
for K tasks, which transfer knowledge across the K clients via decentralized learning. Right: SCooL’s probabilistic model. Y
is generated from a graphical model prior while 6; or data D; per client is generated based on Y. We discuss configurations (cases
in Section of the probabilistic model and derive EM-type algorithms (Section that alternately updates Y and 6;.x.

graph and local models (Fig. [I|Right). Variational inference on this probabilistic model produces an approximate
Maximum-A-Posteriori (MAP) estimation, which leads to an EM-type algorithm that alternately updates the cooperation
graph and local models (Fig. [T| Left).

We discuss several designs or configurations of the key components in the generative model and a general variational
inference framework to derive EM algorithms for the model. For instance, we apply three different graphical model
priors to generate the cooperation graph in the model and follow SCooL framework to derive three decentralized
learning algorithms. While the Dirac Delta prior leads to an existing algorithm, i.e., D-PSGD |Lian et al.| [2017],
the other two priors, i.e., stochastic block model (SBM) and attention, lead to two novel algorithms (SCooL-SBM
and SCooL-Attention) that assume different structures and correlation among the local tasks. These two structural
priors accelerate the convergence to a sparse cooperation graph (Fig. @}{5), which can accurately identify the relevant
tasks/clients and significantly save the communication cost (Fig. 7).

In experiments on several decentralized learning benchmarks created from three datasets using two different schemes
to draw non-IID tasks, SCooL outperforms SOTA decentralized and federated learning approaches on personalization
performance (Table[2) and computational/communication efficiency (Fig.[3). We further investigate the capability of
SCooL on recovering the cooperation graph pre-defined to draw non-IID tasks. The results explain how SCooL captures
the task correlations to coordinate cooperation among relevant tasks and improve their own personalization performance.

2 Related work

Federated learning (FL) |[McMahan et al.|[2017] Both empirical Hsieh et al.|[2020] and theoretical Karimireddy et al.
[2020] studies find that the performance of FL degrades in non-IID settings when the data distributions (e.g., tasks) over
devices are heterogeneous. Several strategies have been studied to address the non-IID challenge: modifying the model
aggregation|Lin et al.|[2020], Fraboni et al.|[2021]], Chen and Chao|[2021]], Wang et al.|[2020], [Balakrishnan et al.|[2022]],
regularizing the local objectives with proximal terms|Acar et al.| [2021]], [Li et al.|[2018]]. or alleviating catastrophic
forgetting in local training Xu et al.| [2022]]. These methods focus on improving the global model training to be more
robust to non-IID distributions they can be sub-optimal for training personalized models for local tasks. Recent works
study to improve the personalization performance in non-I1ID FL via: (1) trading-off between the global model and local
personalization |Li et al.| [2021a], T. Dinh et al.| [2020]]; (2) clustering of local clients|Sattler et al.| [2020], |Ghosh et al.
[2020], Xie et al.| [2021]), Long et al. [2022]]; (3) personalizing some layers of local models|Li et al. [2021b], Liang et al.
[2020], |Collins et al.|[2021]], |(Oh et al.|[2022], Zhang et al.| [2023]]; (4) knowledge distillation Zhu et al.| [2021]], /Afonin
and Karimireddy|[2022]; (5) training the global model as an initialization [Fallah et al.| [2020] or a generator Shamsian
et al.[[2021] of local models; (6) using personalized prototypes Tan et al.|[2022a.b]}; (7) masking local updates |Dai et al.
[2022]; or (8) learning the collaboration graph |Chen et al.|[2022]]. Most of them focus on adjusting the interactions
between the global model and local personalized models. In contrast to DLPM (our problem), FL assumes a global
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server so direct communication among personalized models is not fully explored. Although clustering structures have
be studied for FL, structure priors of cross-client cooperation graphs has not been thoroughly discussed.

Decentralized learning (DL) Earlier works in this field combine the gossip-averaging Blot et al.|[2016] with SGD.
Under topology assumptions such as doubly stochastic mixing-weights Jiang et al.|[2017], all local models can be
proved to converge to a “consensus model” [Lian et al.| [2017] after iterating peer-to-peer communication. Although they
show promising performance in the IID setting, [Hsieh et al.|[2020] points out that they suffer from severe performance
degeneration in non-IID settings. To tackle this problem, recent works attemp to improve the model update schemes or
model structures, e.g., modifying the SGD momentum term |[Lin et al.| [2021], replacing batch normalization with layer
normalization [Hsieh et al.[[2020], updating on clustered local models [Khawatmi et al.|[2017]], or modifying model
update direction for personalized tasks |[Esfandiari et al.|[2021]]. Another line of works directly studies the effects of
communication topology on consensus rates Huang et al.|[2022]], [Yuan et al.|[2022], Song et al.| [2022], Vogels et al.
[2022]]. Comparing to DLPM, these methods still focus on achieving a global consensus model rather than optimizing
personalized models for local tasks. In addition, comparing to the cooperation graph in SCooL, their mixing weights are
usually pre-defined instead of automatically optimized for local tasks. SPDB |Lu et al.|[2022] learns a shared backbone
with personalized heads for local tasks. However, sharing the same backbone across all tasks might be sub-optimal and
they do not optimize the mixing weights for peer-to-peer cooperation.

3 Probabilistic Cooperative Learning

3.1 Probabilistic Modeling with Cooperation Graph

We study a probabilistic model whose posterior probability of local models 6;.5 given local data Dy. is defined by

P(0vx|Drox) o P(Orsc, Dirc) = / P(Dyxcl0r.xc, Y) P(0r.1c, Y)Y )

The cooperative learning of 61, aims to maximize the posterior. Different from conventional decentralized learning
methods like D-PSGD which fixes the cooperation graph or mixing weights, we explicitly optimize the cooperation graph
Y for more effective cooperation among decentralized models maximizing P(D;.x|01.x,Y ). The posterior in Eq.
is decomposed into two parts: the joint prior of #1.x and Y, and the joint likelihood of D;.x given 01.x and Y. By
assuming different structures of the two parts (case 1.1-1.2 and case 2.1-2.3) and applying different priors P(Y") for Y,
we achieve a general framework from which we can derive a rich class of decentralized cooperative learning algorithms.

3.2 Configurations of Joint Likelihood and Prior

In the following, we will discuss several possible configurations of the general probabilistic model in Eq. (I)).

Joint Likelihood P(D;.x01.x,Y) Maximizing this joint likelihood optimizes both models 6 and the cooperation
graph Y to fit the datasets D;.x. In a trivial case with Y fixed, it reduces to classical decentralized learning. In contrast,
the joint likelihood allows us to choose a cooperation graph Y determining the data distributions of clients:

case 1.1 P(D;.x|01.x) : whenY is pre-defined without affecting the data distribution, the joint likelihood can be
designed as a simple product of likelihoods over all clients.

K
P(Drxlov.x) = [ P(Dil6:) @

i=1

case 1.2 P(Dy.x|01.x,Y) enables us to optimize the cooperation graph to coordinate the training of multiple local
models. For example, the following joint likelihood model leads to a multi-task learning objective:

k

K
P(Dyxlbri,Y) = [[ P(Drkcl0:,Y) =[] (P(Diwi) 11 P(Dj|€,»)>.

i=1 i=1 G#1,Y =1

This objective leads to a personalized model 6; learned from multiple sources of data D1.x and Y provides the mixing
weights for different sources: Y;; = 1 encourage a cooperation between client-i and client-j so the learning of 6; can
benefit from learning an additional task on D;; while Y;; = 0 indicates that learning task-j’s data D; hardly bring
improvement to 6; on task-i.
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Joint Priors of Personalized Models and Cooperation Graph P(0;.x,Y) can be parameterized in three different
forms by presuming different dependencies of models and cooperation graphs:

case2.1: P(01.x|Y)P(Y), 01.x is derived from Y.
case 2.2: P(Y|01.x)P(01.x),01.x determines Y.
case 2.3: P(01.x)P(Y), 1.k is independent to Y.

By choosing a joint prior from case 2.1-2.3 and combining it with a joint likelihood chosen from case 1.1-1.2, we are
able to create a rich family of probabilistic models that relate local models through their cooperation graph. In particular,
the cooperation graph Y can guide the cross-client cooperation by relating either different clients’ data (case 1.2) or
their models (case 2.1-2.2). Practical designs of likelihood and prior need to consider the feasibility and efficiency of
inference.

The generation of cooperation graph Y in the probabilistic model plays an important role in determining knowledge
transfer across clients in cooperative learning. As shown in Section[d] if clients’ tasks have a clustering structure and
the clients belonging to the same cluster have a higher probability to cooperate, we can choose a stochastic block
model (SBM) P(Y) as the prior to generating Y'; if we encourage the cooperation between clients with similar tasks or
models, we can generate Y;; via P(Y;;]6;,0;) according to the similarity between 6; and 6, which can be captured by
an “attention prior” that will be introduced later.

3.3 Variational Inference of Cooperation Graph & Cooperative Learning of Personalized Models

Maximizing the posterior in Eq. (I)) requires an integral on latent variable Y, which may not have a closed form
or is expensive to compute by sampling methods. Hence, we choose to use variational inference with mean field
approximation Jordan et al.| [[1999] to derive an EM algorithm that alternately updates the cooperation graph and local
models using efficient closed-form updating rules. Despite possible differences in the concrete forms of likelihood
and prior, the derived EM algorithm for different probabilistic models shares the same general form below.

For observations X (e.g., X = Dj.x), the set of all latent variables Z (e.g., Z 2O Y'), and the set of all model parameters
D (e.g., P O #1.x), the posterior is lower bounded by

_ p(X, Z|®)
log p(X|®) —log/p(X,Z|<I))dZ > /q(Z)logW

EM algorithm aims to maximize L(q, ®) by iterating between the following E-step and M-step:

dZ = H(q, ®). (3)

E-step finds distribution ¢ to maximize the lower bound:

q + argmax H(q, ). 4)
q

However, directly optimizing ¢ is usually intractable. Hence, we resort to mean-field theory that approximates ¢(Z) by
a product distribution with variational parameter [3; for each latent variable Z;, i.e.,

qp(Z) = H%(ZiWi)- (5)

Then the E-step reduces to:
B < arg max H(qg, D). (6)
B

For SCooL, its E-step has a closed-form solution F'(+) to the variational parameters w of the cooperation graph Y so its
E-step has the form of

wij F(logP(DMﬁ@) Vi, j € [K].

(7
Update other variational parameters in {3}\{w;; }.
M-step optimizes parameters ¢ given the updated g, i.e.,
® + argmax H(q, ?). )
®

For SCooL, its M-step applies gradient descent to optimize the local models 6. .

O; <= 0; —m (ZwijVL(Dj§ 0:) + VL(D;; 6;) + G(B, ‘I’)>-
i
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Update other observable variables {®}\{6;}, )
where L(D; ) is the loss of model § computed on dataset D and G(3, @) is a term that only depends on 5 and ®.

Remarks: In E-step shown in Eq. (7), SCooL updates w;; based on the “cross-client loss” log P(D|6;) that evaluates
the personalized model 6, of client-i on the dataset D, of client-j. Intuitively, a higher log-likelihood log P(D;|6;)
implies that the tasks on client-i and client-; are similar so 6; can be improved by learning from 6; via a larger w;; (or
Y;;) in the cooperation graph. In M-Step shown in Eq. (9), SCooL trains each personalized model 6; by not only using
its own gradient VL(D;; 6;) but also aggregating the gradients VL(D;; 6;) computed on other clients with mixing
weights w;; from the cooperation graph. This encourages cooperative learning among clients with similar tasks. In
Appendix [C.1] we discuss a practical approximation to VL(Dj; 6;) that avoids data sharing between clients and saves
communication cost without degrading cooperative learning performance.

Therefore, by iterating between E-step and M-step for SCooL., we optimize the cooperation graph to be adaptive to
the local training progress on clients and their latest personalized models, which are then updated via cooperative
learning among relevant clients on the optimized graph.

4 Graphical Model Priors for Cooperation Graph & Three Instantiations of SCooL

Algorithm 1: Structured Cooperative Learning

Input {D;}5, S, T
Output 0.5
Initialize personalized models 6., latent variational parameters (3, observable variables ®

fort=0— T do
for client i = 1 — K in parallel do
E-step:
Wij < F(log P(Dj|9i)7 ﬁ, @)
Update {5}\{w;,}.
Examples:
SCooL-SBM: Eq. (16)-(18)
SCooL-attention: Eq. 1D
M-step:
for local SGD step m =0 : s do
92‘ — 91‘ — M (VL(DZ'; Ql)—f—
>4 Wi VL(Dy;0;) + G(B, ‘I’))
end
Update {®}\{6;}.
Examples:
SCooL-SBM: Eg. @)
SCooL-attention: Eq. 1@#
end
end

In this section, we derive three instantiations of SCooL algorithms associated with three graphical model priors P(Y)
used to generate the cooperation graph Y in the probabilistic model. We first show that D-PSGD |Lian et al.|[2017]]
can be derived as a special case of SCooL when applying a Dirac Delta prior to Y. We then derive SCooL.-SBM and
SCooL-attention that respectively use stochastic block model (SBM) and an “attention prior” to generate a structured Y.
The probabilistic models for these three SCooL examples are shown in Fig[2]

4.1 Dirac Delta Prior Leads to D-PSGD

We choose prior P(Y") as a simple Dirac Delta distribution and define P(6|Y") as a manifold prior Belkin et al.|[2006]
based on the pairwise distance between local models:

Y ~ §(w) (10)
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Figure 2: Probabilistic models used in SCooL examples.

P(01:x|Y) o< exp(— Z Yiy110: — 6,]%) (11
1<z,_]<K
K
P(Dy.kl01.x) o [ [ P(Dil6:). (12)
i=1

We then choose case 1.1 as the likelihood and case 2.1 as the prior Hence, maximizing posterior or MAP is:

argmax log P(61.x|D1.x) = argmin ZL D;;0;) ZwUHG 9j||2.

01:x 01:x i—1

The above MAP can be addressed by gradient descent:

K
A
0; « 0; a(ng D;; 0;) +5zlww+wﬂ lev)>
j:

K
D 0; — a(VeL(Di; 0;) + A > wij(6; — 9j)>

j=1
@
0; — aVyL(D;0) Z w;;0; (13)
where (D) holds because we enforce w;; = wj;, and ) holds due to the constraint Zszl w;; = 1.
Taking A = =, we finally obtain the update rule as:
0; < Z w;0; — aVeL(D;; 6;) (14)

Hence, it exactly reconstruct the D-PSGD [Lian et al.| [2017] algorithm (See Appendix [B]for details of D-PSGD).

4.2 SCooL-SBM with Stochastic Block Model Prior

In cooperative learning, we can assume a clustering structure of clients such that the clients belonging to the same com-
munity benefit more from their cooperation. This structure can be captured by stochastic block model (SBM) |Holland
et al.|[[1983]], which is used as the prior generating the cooperation graph in SCooL. In particular,
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* For each client 7 € [K]:

- Draw an M -dimensional membership probability distribution as a vector 7; ~ Dirichlet(&).
— Draw membership label Z; ~ Multinomial(7;).

* For each pair of clients (7, j) € [K] x [K]:
- Sample Y;; ~ Bernoulli(Z,” B Z;) that determines the cooperation between client pair (4, 7).

Hence, the marginal distribution of Y under SBM is:
P(Y|a,B) = /P(Y, 1k, 21k |@ B)d(R1ik, Z1:k¢)-

We assume Gaussian priors for personalized models:

A
P(01:xc) o exp(=5 > 10:]1%). (15)

SCooL-SBM: Since the generation of Y does not depend on 6, we can consider the joint prior in case 2.3. We further
choose case 1.2 as the likelihood. The EM algorithm for SCooL-SBM can be derived as the following (details are given

in Appendix D).

» E-step updates w, v, and €2, which are the variaiontal parameters of latent variables Y, m, and z, respectively.

wij Slgm01d(logP(D 10:) + Y QigQynlog B(g,h) — > Qig€;n log(1 — Blg h))> (16)
g:h g,h

Yig  Qig + d a7

Q. %SoftmaX(ZwUZQﬂllogB +ZwﬂZth10gB )+ ¥(v.) (Z%g)

7 h
(18)
> —wi) > Gnlog(l - (-,h))++2(1—wji)Zﬁjhlog(l—B(h,-))> (19)
J h j h
* Mb-step updates the model parameters 6;, &;, and B.
0; «— 0; — 1 <V91L(DZ, 92) + Z wiijiL(Dj; 91) + )\91> (20)

J#i

o@e@w(zj( (i) — ¥ Zm) K3 o, +K¢<Z&k>) e
g k

Zg,h wgthith

—— (22)
> gh giSdn;

B(i,j) «

4.3 SCooL-attention with Attention Prior

Instead of assuming a clustering structure, we can train an attention mechanism to determine whether every two clients
can benefit from their cooperation. In the probabilistic model of SCooL, we can develop an attention prior to generate
the cooperation graph. Specifically, we compute the attention between between 6; and 6; using a learnable metric

fGio)des,
Py = exp(f(6:,6;))
Y X exp(f(0:,00))

In dot-product attention, f(6;,6;) is the inner product between the representations of §; and 0; produced by a learnable
t+3 2 _ 90

(23)

encoder E(-; ¢), e.g., the representation of 6; is computed as F (Gt+ 2 — 6%; $). We compute the difference 6,
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in order to weaken the impact of initialization 2 and focus on the model update produced by gradient descent in the
past training rounds. Hence,
t+1 0 t+1 0
[(0:,05) = (E(0;"* —0;50), E(0; * —0;9)). 24)
Each row of Y is a one-hot vector drawn from a categorical distribution defined by the attention scores between
personalized models, i.e.,

Y; ~ Categorical (p;1, piz, ..., pix ), Vi € [K] (25)
In SCooL-attention’s probabilistic model, we also use Gaussian as the prior for personalized models:
A
P(01.1) o eXP(—E Z 116:1[%), (26)

7

SCoolL-attention Hence, the above defines a joint prior in the form of case 2.2. We further adopt the likelihood in
case 1.2. The EM algorithm for SCooL-attention can then be derived as the following (details given in Appendix [E)).

» E-step updates the variational parameters w of cooperation graph Y, i.e.,

w;. < Softmax ( log P(D.|0;) + logpi.) 27)
* Mb-step upates the model parameters ; and ¢, i.e.,
0; <=6 —m (VeiL(Di; 0:) + Y wi; Vo, L(Dj; 0:) + A0 — Y wi; Vo, 10gpij> (28)
J#i j
¢ ¢+n2v¢<2wij logpij) (29)

j

S Experiments

Table 1: The parameters of both non-IID McMahan et al.|[2017] and non-IID SBM experimental setup.

Dataset M K N model

CIFAR-10 10 100 2  two-layer CNN
CIFAR-100 100 100 10 two-layer CNN
MinilmageNet 100 100 10 four-layer CNN

5.1 Experimental Setup

To test the personalization performances of SCooL models, we draw classification tasks from two non-IID settings:

* Non-IID SBM: a simpler non-1ID setting. Given a dataset of M classes, the totally K clients can be divided
into several groups. Clients within the same group are allocated with the same subset of N classes, while
clients from different groups do not have any shared classes. This task assignment distribution among clients
can be described by a SBM model with an uniform membership prior a.

* Non-IID McMahan et al.|[2017]: A more challenging non-IID setting used in FedAvgMcMahan et al.|[2017],
where we randomly assign N classes of data to every client from totally M classes. Different from non-1ID
SBM setting, no pair of clients is ensured to share the same classes and data distribution.

We evaluate SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention and compare them with several FL/DL baselines on three datasets:
CIFAR-10 Krizhevsky et al.[[2009], CIFAR-100, and MinilmageNet Ravi and Larochelle [2017]], each having 50,000
training images and 10,000 test images. In Table 3] we list the parameters for the two non-1ID settings. Following
the evaluation setting for personalized models in previous non-IID DL works [Liang et al.|[2020]], Zhang et al.|[2021]],
we evaluate each local model on all available test samples belonging to the classes in its local task. We run every
experiment using five different random seeds and report their average test accuracy. We choose local models to be
the two-layer CNN adopted in FedAvg|[McMahan et al.|[2017] for CIFAR-10/100 and the four-layer CNN adopted in
MAML |Finn et al.|[2017] for MinilmageNet. Since Batch-Norm (BN) may have a detrimental effect on DL [Hsieh
et al.[[2020], we replace all the BN layers loffe and Szegedy|[2015]] with group-norm layers Wu and He| [2018]]. The
implementation details of SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention are given in Appendix
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Baselines We compare our methods with a diverse set of baselines from federated learning (FL) and decentralized
learning (DL) literature, as well as a local SGD only baseline without any model aggregation across clients. FL
baselines include FedAvg McMahan et al.| [2017] (the most widely studied FL. method), Ditto |Li et al. [2021a]
achieving fairness and robustness via a trade-off between the global model and local objectives, and FOMO Zhang
et al. [2021]] applying adaptive mixing weights to combine neighbors’ models for updating personalized models. DL
baselines include D-PSGD |Lian et al.|[2017]] with fixed mixing weights and topology, CGA |Esfandiari et al.|[2021]]
with a fixed topology but adaptive mixing weights for removing the conflict of cross-client gradients, SPDB |Lu et al.
[2022] with a shared backbone network but personalized heads for clients’ local tasks, meta-L2C |Li et al.| [2022]]
learning mixing weights to aggregate clients’ gradients, and Dada [Zantedeschi et al.| [2020] training local models
with weighted regularization to the pairwise distance between local models.

We run each baseline for 100 (communication) rounds or equally 500 local epochs if > 100 rounds are needed, the
same as our methods, except FedAvg which needs more (i.e., > 1000) epochs to converge. For fair comparisons, we
keep their communication cost per client and local epochs in each round to be no smaller than that of our methods. For
FL baselines, the communication happens between the global server and clients, so we randomly select 10% clients for
aggregation and apply 5 local epochs per client in each round. For DL baselines, we let every client communicate with
~10% clients in every round. we evaluate them in two settings, i.e., one local SGD step per round and 5 local epochs
per round. We evaluate each baseline DL method on multiple types of communication topology and report the best
performance. More details are provided in Appendix

Training hyperparameters In all methods’ local model training, we use SGD with learning rate of 0.01, weight
decay of 5 x 10~%, and batch size of 10. We follow the hyperparameter values proposed in the baselines’ papers except
the learning rate, which is a constant tuned/selected from [0.01, 0.05, 0.1] for the best validation accuracy.

Test .
Train
] ] = local SGD only
90 175 SCool-attention
SCoolL-SBM
/ 150 — Fowo
— Ditto
> 801 1.251 — CGA(s=1 step)
o a — D-PSGD(s=5 epochs)
e — ke) = D-PSGD(s=1 step)
é — local SGD only o 1.00 — SPDB(s=1 step)
< 70 SCool-attention = SPDB(s=5 epochs)
) SCool-SBM £ 0.75
b — FOMO ©
= — Ditto =
0.501
60 — CGA(s=1 step)
- D-PSGD(s=5 epochs)
— D-PSGD(s=1 step) 0.251
— SPDB(s=1 step)
50 SPDB(s=5 epochs) 0.00
0 100 200 300 400 500 0 100 200 300 400 500
Total local epochs Total local epochs

Figure 3: Test accuracy and training loss vs. total local epochs on CIFAR-10. SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention converge faster
to better test/training performance than FL/DL baselines. FedAvg requires > 1000 epochs to converge and is not included.

5.2 Experimental Results

Test accuracy and convergence Table[2]reports the test accuracy of all the 100 clients’ models on their assigned
non-IID tasks (mean=+std over all clients). SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention outperform FL/DL baselines by a large
margin on all the three datasets. Moreover, SCooL-attention’s prior can capture the pairwise similarity between clients
in the non-IID setting so it outperforms SCooL-SBM. On the other hand, in the non-IID SBM setting, SCooL.-SBM
outperforms SCooL-attention since SCooL-SBM’s prior is a better model of the SBM generated cooperation graph.
In Fig.[3] we compare the convergence of test accuracy and training loss for all methods in the non-IID setting, where
SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention converge faster than others.

Learned cooperation graphs In Fig. we report how the cooperation graphs produced by SCooL.-SBM and
SCooL-attention over communication rounds for non-IID SBM setting. Both methods capture the true task relationships
after only a few training rounds. The faster convergence of SCooL-SBM indicates that SCooL-SBM’s prior is a better
model capturing the SBM cooperation graph structure. In Fig. we report the learned mixing weights in the
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Figure 4: Cooperation graph weights w by SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention applied to the non-IID SBM setting. Both
SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention capture the ground-truth task similarity even in earlier training states, while the cooperation
graphs of SCooL-SBM converge faster in non-1ID SBM setting.
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(b) SCooL-attention on non-IID|McMahan et al.| [2017] setting.

Figure 5: Cooperation graph weights w for 100 clients by SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention applied to non-IID setting
[2017]]. Both SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention generate sparse cooperation graphs after a few rounds. SCooL-attention’s
cooperation graph converge faster than SCooL-SBM.
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Table 2: Test accuracy (mean=£std) of 100 local models for non-IID tasks. SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention outperform
FL/DL baselines.

Methodology | Algorithm non-IID McMahan et al.|[2017] non-IID SBM
CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100  MinilmageNet CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100  MinilmageNet
Local only Local SGD only 87.5+7.02 55.4745.20 41.5947.71 87.41+4.21 55.37+£3.48 38.54+7.94
FedAvg 70.65+10.64  40.15+7.25 34.26+6.01 71.594+12.85 39.89+11.42 38.87+9.72
Federated FOMO 88.72+5.41 52.4445.09 44.56+4.31 90.30+2.67 67.31+£4.81 42.7242.23
Ditto 87.32+6.42 54.28+5.31 42.73+5.19 88.13+7.43 54.34+5.42 42.1645.46

D-PSGD(s=1 step) 83.01+7.34  40.56+6.94 30.26+5.75 85.20+4.05  48.15+4.77 37.43+3.59
D-PSGD(s=5 epochs) | 75.89+6.65  35.03+4.83 28.41+5.18 77.33+£5.79  32.17+5.07 37.69+3.02

Decentralized CGAC(s=1 step) 65.65+£12.66 30.81+10.79  27.65+11.78 | 69.93+£5.34  36.91+7.58 25.54+1.95
CGA(s=5 epochs) diverge diverge diverge diverge diverge diverge
SPDB(s=1 step) 82.36+7.14  54.29+6.15 39.17+£3.93 81.75£7.07  55.71£6.02 38.49+5.12
SPDB(s=5 epochs) 81.15£7.06  53.23+7.48 35.9345.05 81.25+6.07  53.08+4.01 35.86+4.03
Dada 85.65+£6.36  57.61+5.45 37.81+£7.15 88.89+3.47  64.62+4.77 41.68+3.91
meta-L2C 92.10+4.71  58.284+3.09 48.80+4.17 91.84+2.40  71.64+2.89 49.95+1.97

SCooL(Ours) SCooL—SBM‘ 91.37+£5.03  58.76+4.30 48.69+5.21 94.14+£2.28  72.27+2.59 51.86+1.64
SCooL-attention 92.21+£5.15  59.47+4.95 49.53+3.29 93.98+£3.85  72.03£2.71 51.69+2.80

non-IID setting. Both algorithms can quickly learn a sparse cooperation graph very early, which significantly reduces
the communication cost for later-stage training. In this setting, SCooL-attention is better and faster than SCooL-SBM
on capturing the peer-to-peer correlations.

L1 distance vs. rounds 0.020 L1 distance vs. rounds
0.0161 '
0.018
0.0141 SCoolL-SBM SCooL-SBM
0.0121 SCool-attention 0.016 SCool-attention
: —— SCoolL-Dirac(D-PSGD) —— SCool-Dirac(D-PSGD)
g | 3 o0.014
% 0.010 §
% 0.008 % 0.012
o o
1 0.006 = 0.010
0.004 1 0.008
0.002 1 0.006
0.000 1 0.004
0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21
Local rounds Local rounds
(a) Non-IID SBM setting. (b) Non-IID setting.

Figure 6: Mixing weights L1 distance to ground-truth Y in the first 20 training rounds out of totally 100 rounds, (a) for non-IID
SBM setting, (b) for non-1ID McMabhan et al.|[2017] setting. Both SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention finally converge to generate
more precise mixing weights. SCooL-SBM adapts mixing weights faster on non-IID SBM setting, while SCooL-attention adapts
faster and converges to lower L1 error in non-IID setting.

In addition, we conduct a quantitative evaluation to the learned cooperation graphs by comparing the mixing weights
w with the ground truth w* used to draw the non-IID tasks. In the ground truth w*, w;; = 1 for two clients ¢ and j
sharing the same data distribution and w;; = 0 otherwise. We normalize each row in w* so entries in each row sum up
to one. Fig. [6a] shows that the mixing weights in SCooL-SBM converge faster to the ground-truth than SCooL-attention
and achieve a similar L1 error because SCooL with SBM prior can better capture SBM-generated graph structures in
the non-IID SBM setting. In Fig. [6bl SCooL-attention is faster on finding a more accurate cooperation graph due to its
attention prior modeling peer-to-peer similarity in the non-IID setting.

Communication cost/budget The communication cost is often a bottleneck of DL so a sparse topology is usually
preferred in practice. In Fig.[7] we evaluate the personalization performance of SCooL-SBM, SCooL-attention, and
D-PSGD under different communication budgets. Both of our methods achieve almost the same accuracy under different
budgets while D-PSGD’s performs much poorer and its accuracy highly depends on an increased budget. In contrast,
SCooL only requires communication to 2% neighbours on average to achieve a much higher test accuracy.
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Figure 7: SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention are robust to communication cost/budget changes. We evaluate each method for
every client communicating with 2%, 5%, 8%, or 10% of other clients.

6 Conclusion

We propose a probabilistic modeling scheme*“Structured Cooperative Learning (SCooL)” for decentralized learning of
personalized models. SCooL improves the cooperative learning of personalized models across clients by alternately
optimizing a cooperation graph Y and the personalized models. We introduce three instantiations of SCooL that
adopt different graphical model priors to generate Y. They leverage the structural prior among clients to capture an
accurate cooperation graph that improves each local model by its neighbors’ models. We empirically demonstrate
the advantages of SCooL over SOTA Federated/Decentralized Learning methods on personalization performance and
communication efficiency in different non-IID settings. SCooL is a general framework for efficient knowledge sharing
between decentralized agents on a network. It combines the strengths of both the neural networks on local data fitting
and graphical models on capturing the cooperation graph structure, leading to interpretable and efficient decentralized
learning algorithms with learnable cooperation. In the future work, we are going to study SCooL for partial-model
personalization and other non-classification tasks.

Acknowledgement

Shuangtong and Prof. Xinmei Tian are partially supported by NSFC No. 62222117 and the Fundamental Research
Funds for the Central Universities under contract WK3490000005. Prof. Dacheng Tao is partially supported by
Australian Research Council Project FL-170100117.

References

Xiangru Lian, Ce Zhang, Huan Zhang, Cho-Jui Hsieh, Wei Zhang, and Ji Liu. Can decentralized algorithms outperform
centralized algorithms? a case study for decentralized parallel stochastic gradient descent. In I. Guyon, U. V. Luxburg,
S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/
paper/2017/file/f75526659f31040afeb6lcb7133ed4eb6d—Paper.pdfl

Brendan McMabhan, Eider Moore, Daniel Ramage, Seth Hampson, and Blaise Aguera y Arcas. Communication-efficient
learning of deep networks from decentralized data. In Artificial intelligence and statistics, pages 1273—1282. PMLR,
2017.

Kevin Hsieh, Amar Phanishayee, Onur Mutlu, and Phillip Gibbons. The non-iid data quagmire of decentralized machine
learning. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 4387-4398. PMLR, 2020.

Sai Praneeth Karimireddy, Satyen Kale, Mehryar Mohri, Sashank Reddi, Sebastian Stich, and Ananda Theertha Suresh.
Scaffold: Stochastic controlled averaging for federated learning. In International Conference on Machine Learning,
pages 5132-5143. PMLR, 2020.

12


https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/f75526659f31040afeb61cb7133e4e6d-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/f75526659f31040afeb61cb7133e4e6d-Paper.pdf

Structured Cooperative Learning A PREPRINT

Tao Lin, Lingjing Kong, Sebastian U Stich, and Martin Jaggi. Ensemble distillation for robust model fusion in federated
learning. In H. Larochelle, M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information
Processing Systems, volume 33, pages 2351-2363. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020. URL https://proceedings,
neurips.cc/paper/2020/£fi1e/18df51b97ccd68128e994804f3eccc87-Paper.pdfl

Yann Fraboni, Richard Vidal, Laetitia Kameni, and Marco Lorenzi. Clustered sampling: Low-variance and improved
representativity for clients selection in federated learning. In Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings
of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning
Research, pages 3407-3416. PMLR, 18-24 Jul 2021. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/
fraboniZla.html.

Hong-You Chen and Wei-Lun Chao. Fed{be}: Making bayesian model ensemble applicable to federated learning. In
International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=
dgtpE6gKJHn.

Hongyi Wang, Mikhail Yurochkin, Yuekai Sun, Dimitris Papailiopoulos, and Yasaman Khazaeni. Federated learning
with matched averaging. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2020. URL https://
openreview.net/forum?id=BkluglSFDS.

Ravikumar Balakrishnan, Tian Li, Tianyi Zhou, Nageen Himayat, Virginia Smith, and Jeff Bilmes. Diverse client selec-
tion for federated learning via submodular maximization. In International Conference on Learning Representations,
2022. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=nwKXyFvaUm.

Durmus Alp Emre Acar, Yue Zhao, Ramon Matas, Matthew Mattina, Paul Whatmough, and Venkatesh Saligrama.
Federated learning based on dynamic regularization. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021.
URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=B7v4QMR6Z9w.

Tian Li, Anit Kumar Sahu, Manzil Zaheer, Maziar Sanjabi, Ameet Talwalkar, and Virginia Smith. Federated optimization
in heterogeneous networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1812.06127, 2018.

Chencheng Xu, Zhiwei Hong, Minlie Huang, and Tao Jiang. Acceleration of federated learning with alleviated
forgetting in local training. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022. URL |https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=541Pxi1EKN3F.

Tian Li, Shengyuan Hu, Ahmad Beirami, and Virginia Smith. Ditto: Fair and robust federated learning through
personalization. In International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6357-6368. PMLR, 2021a.

Canh T. Dinh, Nguyen Tran, and Josh Nguyen. Personalized federated learning with moreau envelopes. In H. Larochelle,
M. Ranzato, R. Hadsell, M. F. Balcan, and H. Lin, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
volume 33, pages 21394-21405. Curran Associates, Inc., 2020. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/
paper/2020/file/f4f1f13c828%aclbleelffl176b56fc60-Paper.pdf.

Felix Sattler, Klaus-Robert Miiller, and Wojciech Samek. Clustered federated learning: Model-agnostic distributed
multitask optimization under privacy constraints. /EEE transactions on neural networks and learning systems, 2020.

Avishek Ghosh, Jichan Chung, Dong Yin, and Kannan Ramchandran. An efficient framework for clustered federated
learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.04088, 2020.

Ming Xie, Guodong Long, Tao Shen, Tianyi Zhou, Xianzhi Wang, Jing Jiang, and Chengqi Zhang. Multi-center
federated learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2108.08647, 2021.

Guodong Long, Ming Xie, Tao Shen, Tianyi Zhou, Xianzhi Wang, and Jing Jiang. Multi-center federated learning:
clients clustering for better personalization. World Wide Web Journal (Springer), 2022.

Xiaoxiao Li, Meirui JIANG, Xiaofei Zhang, Michael Kamp, and Qi Dou. FedBN: Federated learning on non-1ID
features via local batch normalization. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021b. URL
https://openreview.net/forum?id=6YEQUNOQICG.

Paul Pu Liang, Terrance Liu, Liu Ziyin, Nicholas B Allen, Randy P Auerbach, David Brent, Ruslan Salakhutdinov, and
Louis-Philippe Morency. Think locally, act globally: Federated learning with local and global representations. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2001.01523, 2020.

Liam Collins, Hamed Hassani, Aryan Mokhtari, and Sanjay Shakkottai. Exploiting shared representations for personal-
ized federated learning. In Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings of the 38th International Conference
on Machine Learning, volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2089-2099. PMLR, 18-24
Jul 2021. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/collins2la.html.

Jaehoon Oh, SangMook Kim, and Se-Young Yun. FedBABU: Toward enhanced representation for federated image
classification. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022. URL |https://openreview.
net/forum?id=HuaYQfggn5u.

13


https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/18df51b97ccd68128e994804f3eccc87-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/18df51b97ccd68128e994804f3eccc87-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/fraboni21a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/fraboni21a.html
https://openreview.net/forum?id=dgtpE6gKjHn
https://openreview.net/forum?id=dgtpE6gKjHn
https://openreview.net/forum?id=BkluqlSFDS
https://openreview.net/forum?id=BkluqlSFDS
https://openreview.net/forum?id=nwKXyFvaUm
https://openreview.net/forum?id=B7v4QMR6Z9w
https://openreview.net/forum?id=541PxiEKN3F
https://openreview.net/forum?id=541PxiEKN3F
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/f4f1f13c8289ac1b1ee0ff176b56fc60-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/f4f1f13c8289ac1b1ee0ff176b56fc60-Paper.pdf
https://openreview.net/forum?id=6YEQUn0QICG
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/collins21a.html
https://openreview.net/forum?id=HuaYQfggn5u
https://openreview.net/forum?id=HuaYQfggn5u

Structured Cooperative Learning A PREPRINT

Chunxu Zhang, Guodong Long, Tianyi Zhou, Peng Yan, Zijian Zhang, Chengqi Zhang, and Bo Yang. Dual per-
sonalization on federated recommendation. In International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI),
2023.

Zhuangdi Zhu, Junyuan Hong, and Jiayu Zhou. Data-free knowledge distillation for heterogeneous federated learning.
In Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning,
volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 12878—12889. PMLR, 18-24 Jul 2021. URL
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/zhu2lb.htmll

Andrei Afonin and Sai Praneeth Karimireddy. Towards model agnostic federated learning using knowledge distillation.
In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2022. URL |https://openreview.net/forum?
1d=1QI_mZjvBxijk

Alireza Fallah, Aryan Mokhtari, and Asuman Ozdaglar. Personalized federated learning with theoretical guarantees: A
model-agnostic meta-learning approach. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 33, 2020.

Aviv Shamsian, Aviv Navon, Ethan Fetaya, and Gal Chechik. Personalized federated learning using hypernetworks. In
Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning,
volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 9489-9502. PMLR, 18-24 Jul 2021. URL
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/shamsian2la.htmll

Yue Tan, Guodong Long, Lu Liu, Tianyi Zhou, Qinghua Lu, Jing Jiang, and Chengqi Zhang. Fedproto: Federated
prototype learning across heterogeneous clients. In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, volume 1, 2022a.

Yue Tan, Guodong Long, Jie Ma, Lu Liu, Tianyi Zhou, and Jing Jiang. Federated learning from pre-trained models: A
contrastive learning approach. In Alice H. Oh, Alekh Agarwal, Danielle Belgrave, and Kyunghyun Cho, editors,
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2022b. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=
mhQLcMjWw7/ 5.

Rong Dai, Li Shen, Fengxiang He, Xinmei Tian, and Dacheng Tao. Dispfl: Towards communication-efficient
personalized federated learning via decentralized sparse training. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song,
Csaba Szepesvari, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2022,
17-23 July 2022, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages
4587-4604. PMLR, 2022. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v162/dai22b.html.

Fengwen Chen, Guodong Long, Zonghan Wu, Tianyi Zhou, and Jing Jiang. Personalized federated learning with
structural information. In International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence (IJCAI), 2022.

Michael Blot, David Picard, Matthieu Cord, and Nicolas Thome. Gossip training for deep learning. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1611.09726, 2016.

Zhanhong Jiang, Aditya Balu, Chinmay Hegde, and Soumik Sarkar. Collaborative deep learning in
fixed topology networks. In I. Guyon, U. V. Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vish-
wanathan, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30.
Curran Associates, Inc., 2017. URL https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/
a74c3bae3el3616104clb25f9dalfllf-Paper.pdf.

Tao Lin, Sai Praneeth Karimireddy, Sebastian Stich, and Martin Jaggi. Quasi-global momentum: Accelerating
decentralized deep learning on heterogeneous data. In Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors, Proceedings of the 38th
International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages
6654-6665. PMLR, 18-24 Jul 2021. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/1in21lc.html.

Sahar Khawatmi, Ali H Sayed, and Abdelhak M Zoubir. Decentralized clustering and linking by networked agents.
IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 65(13):3526-3537, 2017.

Yasaman Esfandiari, Sin Yong Tan, Zhanhong Jiang, Aditya Balu, Ethan Herron, Chinmay Hegde, and Soumik Sarkar.
Cross-gradient aggregation for decentralized learning from non-iid data. In Marina Meila and Tong Zhang, editors,
Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 139 of Proceedings of Machine
Learning Research, pages 3036-3046. PMLR, 18-24 Jul 2021. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/
v139/esfandiari2la.htmll

Yan Huang, Ying Sun, Zehan Zhu, Changzhi Yan, and Jinming Xu. Tackling data heterogeneity: A new unified
framework for decentralized SGD with sample-induced topology. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song,
Csaba Szepesviri, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, International Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2022,
17-23 July 2022, Baltimore, Maryland, USA, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages
9310-9345. PMLR, 2022. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v162/huang22i.htmll

Kun Yuan, Xinmeng Huang, Yiming Chen, Xiaohan Zhang, Yingya Zhang, and Pan Pan. Revisiting optimal convergence
rate for smooth and non-convex stochastic decentralized optimization. In Alice H. Oh, Alekh Agarwal, Danielle

14


https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/zhu21b.html
https://openreview.net/forum?id=lQI_mZjvBxj
https://openreview.net/forum?id=lQI_mZjvBxj
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/shamsian21a.html
https://openreview.net/forum?id=mhQLcMjWw75
https://openreview.net/forum?id=mhQLcMjWw75
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v162/dai22b.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/a74c3bae3e13616104c1b25f9da1f11f-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/a74c3bae3e13616104c1b25f9da1f11f-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/lin21c.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/esfandiari21a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/esfandiari21a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v162/huang22i.html

Structured Cooperative Learning A PREPRINT

Belgrave, and Kyunghyun Cho, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2022. URL |https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=eHePKMLuNmy.

Zhuoqging Song, Weijian Li, Kexin Jin, Lei Shi, Ming Yan, Wotao Yin, and Kun Yuan. Communication-efficient
topologies for decentralized learning with $0o(1)$ consensus rate. In Alice H. Oh, Alekh Agarwal, Danielle
Belgrave, and Kyunghyun Cho, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2022. URL https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=AyiiHcRzTd.

Thijs Vogels, Hadrien Hendrikx, and Martin Jaggi. Beyond spectral gap: the role of the topology in decentralized
learning. In Alice H. Oh, Alekh Agarwal, Danielle Belgrave, and Kyunghyun Cho, editors, Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 2022. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=AQgmyyEWg3.

Songtao Lu, Xiaodong Cui, Mark S Squillante, Brian Kingsbury, and Lior Horesh. Decentralized bilevel optimization
for personalized client learning. In ICASSP 2022-2022 IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech and
Signal Processing (ICASSP), pages 5543-5547. IEEE, 2022.

Michael I. Jordan, Zoubin Ghahramani, Tommi S. Jaakkola, and Lawrence K. Saul. An introduction to variational
methods for graphical models. Mach. Learn., 37(2):183-233, 1999. doi:10.1023/A:1007665907178. URL https:
//doi.orqg/10.1023/A:1007665907178.

Mikhail Belkin, Partha Niyogi, and Vikas Sindhwani. Manifold regularization: A geometric framework for learning
from labeled and unlabeled examples. Journal of machine learning research, 7(11), 2006.

Paul W Holland, Kathryn Blackmond Laskey, and Samuel Leinhardt. Stochastic blockmodels: First steps. Social
networks, 5(2):109-137, 1983.

Alex Krizhevsky, Geoffrey Hinton, et al. Learning multiple layers of features from tiny images. 2009.

Sachin Ravi and Hugo Larochelle. Optimization as a model for few-shot learning. In International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2017.

Michael Zhang, Karan Sapra, Sanja Fidler, Serena Yeung, and Jose M. Alvarez. Personalized federated learning with
first order model optimization. In International Conference on Learning Representations, 2021. URL https:
//openreview.net/forum?id=ehJqJQk9Icwl

Chelsea Finn, Pieter Abbeel, and Sergey Levine. Model-agnostic meta-learning for fast adaptation of deep networks. In
International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 1126—1135. PMLR, 2017.

Sergey loffe and Christian Szegedy. Batch normalization: Accelerating deep network training by reducing internal
covariate shift. In Francis Bach and David Blei, editors, Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on
Machine Learning, volume 37 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 448-456, Lille, France, 07-09
Jul 2015. PMLR. URL https://proceedings.mlr.press/v37/ioffel5.htmll

Yuxin Wu and Kaiming He. Group normalization. In Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision
(ECCV), September 2018.

Shuangtong Li, Tianyi Zhou, Xinmei Tian, and Dacheng Tao. Learning to collaborate in decentralized learning of
personalized models. In IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), 2022.

Valentina Zantedeschi, Aurélien Bellet, and Marc Tommasi. Fully decentralized joint learning of personalized models
and collaboration graphs. In International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics, pages 864—874. PMLR,
2020.

Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint arXiv:1412.6980,
2014.

15


https://openreview.net/forum?id=eHePKMLuNmy
https://openreview.net/forum?id=eHePKMLuNmy
https://openreview.net/forum?id=AyiiHcRzTd
https://openreview.net/forum?id=AyiiHcRzTd
https://openreview.net/forum?id=AQgmyyEWg8
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007665907178
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007665907178
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007665907178
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ehJqJQk9cw
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ehJqJQk9cw
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v37/ioffe15.html

Structured Cooperative Learning A PREPRINT

A Notations

Table 3: Notations used in this paper.

Notation Description

Personalized model on the i’th client
Dataset for the i’th client
cooperation graph
Observable variables set
Latent variables set
Variational parameters of latent variables Z
Variational parameter of cooperation graph Y
Prior membership distribution of client-¢ in SBM model
Parameter for Dirichlet distribution of 7;
Membership indicator for client-z in SBM model
Pairwise correlations of memberships in SBM model
Variational parameter of 7
Variational parameter of z
Learnable neural network parameters for attention prior

>
<

S0P R wNE TS

N

B D-PSGD algorithm

Algorithm 1 D-PSGD

Require: initial point xg ; = xo, step length v, weight matrix w, and number of iterations T’
fort=0to7T — 1do
Randomly sample (; ; from local data of the i-th client
Compute a local stochastic gradient based on (; ; and current optimization variable z; ; : VF;(x¢ i; (t.)
Compute the neighborhood weighted average by fetching optimization variables from neighbors: z, li =

K
D WijTe,
Update the local optimization variable 441 ; + x; 1= YV E (%445 Cei)

end for X
Output: + 3% z7;

C Experimental Details

C.1 Implementation Details of SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention

We apply a lightweight fully connected network of two layers with output dimensions (10, 5) as the encoder network ¢
in SCooL-attention. We use Adam Kingma and Ba|[2014] with learning rate of 0.1 and weight decay of 0.01 to train
both SCooL-SBM and SCooL-attention. We apply Algorithm T]and train all the local models for T=100 rounds with 5
epochs of local SGD per round. To achieve a sparse topology, we sort the learned w;, for each client, and remove 90%
neighbors with the smallest w;; for each client after 10 rounds.

The update rule of and requires local model 6; to calculate gradients on other clients’ dataset §;. When local
data is not allowed to share across clients, we can follow a “cross-gradient” fashion: sending model 6; to client-j, who
then computes gradient on its own data and then sends VL(Dj; 6;) back to client-i. However, this method requires
twice the communication cost of classical decentralized learning algorithms such as D-PSGD. To avoid such cross
gradient terms, we can approximate VL(D;; 6;) using VL(Dj; 6;) according to first-order Taylor expansion:

L(65; D;) = L(8;; D;) + VL(6;; D;)(0; — ;) + O([|6; — 6;]*) (30)

When 6; and 6; are close to each other, i.e., O(]|6; — 6;]|?) is small, we can ignore the second-order term and get an
approximation with small approximation error, i.e.,

Vo,L(0s; Dj) = Vo, L(0;; D;). (31
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In practice, if we initialize all personalized models from the same point, clients with similar or the same tasks tend
to have similar optimization paths and thus their models’ distance can be upper bounded. For clients with distinct
tasks, the learned w;; tends to be close to zero so the approximation error does not result in a notable difference in
the model updates in M-step. In experiments, we find that the mixing weights converge quickly and precisely capture
task relationships among clients. As shown in Table 2] this approximation already achieves promising personalization
performances.

In practice, the training loss of log P(D,|6;) in equation can vary in magnitude in different training stages,
causing the learned w "over-smooth" or "over-sharp" in certain epochs due to the nature of Sigmoid/ Sofrmax. To tackle
this issue, we use Sigmoid/ Softmax with temperature factor. The temperature factor is kept fixed during the whole
training phase and selected as a hyperparameter.

C.2 Details of Decentralized Learning Baselines

We train our SCooLL models with a communication period of 5 epochs. Since the DL baselines, i.e. D-PSGD, CGA,
SPDB, are originally proposed to only run one local SGD step per round on a single mini-batch, we evaluate them with
two settings, i.e., one local step per round and 5 local epochs per round, and we apply more rounds for the former to
match the total local epochs (i.e., 500 epochs) of other methods. To match the communication cost of our methods,
we extend the ring and bipartite topology used in previous DL works |[Esfandiari et al.| [2021]] to increase the number
of neighbors for each client. Specifically, we study (1) a “group-ring” topology that connects two clients ¢ and j if
li—j] < (K_TK“) or K—|i—j| < @; and (2) a generalized bipartite topology that randomly partitions all clients
into two groups and then connect each client in a group to 10 clients randomly drawn from the other group. In our
experiments, they both outperform their original versions with fewer neighbors and communications. Hence, in the
following, we always report the best result among all the four types of topology for each DL baseline.

D SCooL-SBM derivation
P(61.5|D1.xc) o P(61.5, Di.xc)
= / P(Dy.x|01.5,Y)P(61.|Y)P(Y)dY (32)
with P(b1.x,Y) = P(61.5)P(Y)
P(Y) = /P(Y,ﬁl:K,ZLK@,B)d(ﬁLK,Z}K)
P(Ovsc) o< exp(—5 3 10]) (33

%
K

P(Dy.x b1k, Y) = [ P(D1.x6:,Y) :H( (0i6:) 11 P(D,j|9i))

i=1 i=1 G#4,Y =1

E

D.0.1 Objective
Modelling P(Y') as SBM:

* For each client 7 € [K]:

— Draw a M dimensional membership vector 7; ~ Dirichlet(&).
— Draw membership indicator Z; ~ Multinomial(7;).

* For each pair of clients (i,j) € K x K:
— Sample the value of their interaction, Y;; ~ Bernoulli(Z,” B Z;).

Under the SBM, the marginal distribution of Y is:

P(Yld,B) = /P(Y,ﬁl:loZl:K|&>B)d(ﬁl:K7Zl:K)

—/(HP(K”Z,Z], HP 7T1|Olz Z1|7T1)> (leKazlzK)

ij

(34)
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Our final objective is:

P(GI:K|D1:K) X P(elszDl:K)
:/P(DLKWLK,Y)P(Ql;K)P(Y)dY

/H< (Difo:)  I] PDI9)exp(—Z|e|) (35)

G0,V =1

(HP(Y;AZZ,Z], HP 7Tz|az Zz|7rz)) (W11K721:K7Y)

ij

D.0.2 Optimization

ELBO Rewrite Ry = (R1.x, Z1.x,Y), Ro = (D1.x), Rs = (01.k, @, B).

10gP(R2,R3) = log/P(R1,R2,R3)dR1

P(R1,Rs, R
= log/q(Rl)i( ql(Rf) 3)de 36)

P(Ry, R2, R3)
> Ri)log ———————=dR
- /Q( 1)log q(Ry) '

= E,log P(R1, R, R3) — log q(R1) =: L(g, R3)

In E step this lower bound is maximized w.r.t q, and in M step, this lower bound is maximized w.r.t R3. Optimal g for E
step is posterior probability:

q(t) — P(Rl‘RQ,Rgil))

- (t-1) 37)
= P(Fric, Zur, Y |Dre, Oy a0, BUTY)
Mean-field approximation With mean field approximation,
QA(ﬁl-K, Zl‘Kv Y|71'K7 Q 'IU)
—qu 771'77,)(12(21|Qza]~ HQ3 }/Z]|wlj) (38)

ij

where ¢ is a Dirichlet, g is a multinomial, ¢3 is a Bernoulli, and A = (1., ﬁ, w) represent the set of free variational
parameters need to be estimated in the approximate distribution.

With mean-field approximation, the expectaion of the lower bound can be calculated:
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L :=Eylog P(Ry, Ry, Ry) — log q(Ry)
k
A
g [T (P0io) TT P10 ) exn=5 X 02
i=1 i

J#1,Yi;=1

<HP(}/;jgivzjv HP (7i|cti) P Zl|7TZ))

ij

:Eq

IOqul 71‘71)‘]2(22“2171 H(J3 K]|wzg)‘|

ij

zk:(logP(Diwi)—&—z 1ogPD|9) ZII9H2
i=1 j£i
Z logZzzq g,j’ézthrZ Y, logl—zh:zzq (9: 1))
-I-ZZZzglogTr,g )
+ZZ% 1)log i g — ZZIOgFalg +Zlogr Zalg
_ZZ%Q logmg—I—ZZlogF%g Zbgpzm

i g

_ Z Z Zi7g 10g Qi,g (39)
i g
=) Yijlogwi; — Y (1 —Yi;)log(1 - wij)]

2] %]

k A
-y (mg P(Di6) + 3w log P(Djwi)) -3 Sl

i=1 G

+Zw”ZngQJh10ng, +Z 1—w” ZQZnghlogl— ( h))

1,J g;h

DRILACH zm)

+§i:§g:(o7g—1)( (Yig) Z%k ) —gglogf(d’g)—&-;logf(;d’g)
SO (CHEH RIS 3 NEHERED DI et
- Ziﬁg log % 4 o Z g

- wa logwi; — » (1 —w;;)log(1 — w;j)

.9

:Eq

dlogT'(x)

, where ¢() is the digamma function defined as the logarithmic derivative of the gamma function: ¢ (z) = =5

E step Maximizing equation 1) w.r.t. variational parameters A = (w, 1.k, ﬁ_>, Q'(_)
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* w;;: Setting Vo, La = 0:
log P(D;|0:) + > €;,4G;. log B(g, h)
h
Lo (40)
- ZQZ\QQ%’L log(1 — B(g,h)) — 1 —logw;; + 1+ log(1l — w;;) =0
g,h
Denote R
w;; =log P(D;0;) + Z Q.45 log B(g, h)
o (41)
= Qi g @ log(1 - B(g, h))
g,h
, then
1
T — sigmoid(w;
wz] 1 + eXp(—w}j) $12mot (w J) (42)
* 7k Setting V., LA =0:
(Qi,g +dg — ’Yz',g)i/fl CHEDS (ﬁi,t +a — %‘,t) ¥ (> vik) =0 (43)
t k
Therefore, .
Vig = ig + g (44)
o (};: Adding Lagrange multipliers into L, and setting V. . (LA +> 00, ﬁi)h — 1)) =0:
> wipy Ginlog Bk, h) + > wji Yy G log B(h, k)
J h 7 h
> (1 —wy) Z Q;.nlog(1 — B(k,h)) + 2(1 —wji) Y G;nlog(l — B(h, k) 45)
J j h
+ (k) — Z%g —1—log@ix + X =0
g
Therefore,
QZ & X exp (Zw” ZQJ nlog B(k,h) + ZwﬂZQJ nlog B(h, k)
J h
D> (1 —wi) > Qnlog(l — Bk, b)) + Z (1 — wj, ZQJ nlog(1 — B(h, k)) 46)
j h
+ dj Vi, k Z"Yz g )
We normalize Q;‘yk to satisfy >, Q;k =1
M step We maximize the lower bound w.r.t. 61.x, @, B.
* 01.x: Using stochastic gradient ascent method,
i < 0; + mVe,La
_ . : (47)
= 91 — M V()lL(Dl, 07,) + Z wing)iL(Dj, 92) + )\9Z
J#i
* @: Using gradient ascent method,
079<—07g+772<z< (Yirg) Z%k) sz ) + K Z%)) (48)
k
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* B: Setting V(g nLa =0:

1 R 1
w;i €Y 1—wi) Qi p———< =0
Z 3ii,g Jh Blg, h) ZJ( i) JhlfB(g,h) (49)
Therefore, L
- wi i g
B,y = 2 Wi io i (50)
Zi,j Qi,gﬂa h
E SCooL-attention derivation
(Y; is a one-hot vector for client i, drawn from categorical distribution.)
pij (¢, 0) = softmax(f (6:;¢)" f (605 0))
}7 ~ Categorical(pi1(¢a ) pi2<¢7 9), 7pzk(¢?9))
P(Y|0) = Hp” ¢,0)
(51)
P(01.x) exp(—§ Z 116:11%)
K k
P(Dy1.x b1k, Y) = [[ P(Drkl0:,Y) =[] (P(Di|9i) 11 P(Dj|9i)>
i=1 i=1 J#i,Yi =1
E.1 Objective
Our final objective is:
P(61.x|D1.x) < P(01.x, D1.x)
= [ PDLKIO V)PP 1)y
(52)
/H( o) T P00 emi-5 S Tr(o.0ar
J#1, Yi;j=1
E.2 Optimization
ELBO By Jensen’s inequality,
log P(01.x, D1.x) = log/P(alzKaDlzKay)dY
P(01.x,D1.x,Y)
=1lo / Y dy
g [ aY) o07) 53)
P(HI:K7D1:K7Y)
> [ q(Y)lo ay
/ (¥)log q(Y)

=E,log P(01.x,D1.x,Y)) —logq(Y) =: La
In E step this lower bound is maximized w.r.t q, and in M step, this lower bound is maximized w.r.t R3. Optimal ¢ for E
step is posterior probability:
q¥ = P(v]6) (54
Mean-field approximation With mean field approximation,
(Y) = H QA(Y—;) = Categorical(pihpig, vy le) (55)

With mean-field approximation, the expectaion of the lower bound can be calculated:
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La = ]Eq log P(912K7 D1k, Y) - log Q(Y)

é A
£yl [T (P06 T P11 ) expl=5 11612

Jj#1,Yij=1

Hpm ¢a Yij _logHw LJ:|
k
:Eq[z<logP(D 10:) + Y Vi log P(D;6;) ) Z||9\|2 56)

i=1 Jj#i

+ ) Yijlogpi;(¢,0) — ZYLJ logww}

ij

—Z<logP(D 10:) + > _wi; log P(D;16; >—Z|¢9||2

i=1 j#i

+ Z w;j log pij (9, 0) Z wi; log w

ij

E step
* wyy: Setting Vi, La = 0:
log P(D;|0;) + log pij(¢,0) — 1 — logw;; = 0 (57)
Then,
wy; o exp(log P(Dj|0;) + log p;;(¢, 9)> (58)
We need to further normalize w;; to satisfy >, wi; = 1, i.e. wy; = Ew%
M step

* 01.x: We use stochastic gradient descent to optimize it:
0; < 0, + 111 Vo, La
=0; —m <V9i L(D;; 6;) + Z w;; Ve, L(Dj; 0;) + N\0; — Z w;j Ve, log pij(¢,0)
i g
_ . ) (59
= 0; — | Vo, L(Di;0;) + Y wi; Ve, L(Dj; 0:) + A6,
i
+ Z Vg, cross-entropy (w;, p; (¢, 9)))
ij
* ¢: We use stochastic gradient descent to optimize it:
¢ ¢+ mVela
=¢+m2V ( wj; log pi; )
¢+ n2Ve ; jlog pij(¢) 60)

=¢—n Z V pcross-entropy (w;, p; (4, 0))

F SCooL-MMSBM

We present an additional instantiation of SCooL framework, which we use mixed membership stochastic blockmodels
(MMSBM) as the prior, allowing each user to simultaneously cooperate with multiple groups of users with different
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probability, thereby capturing more complex cooperation between users’ tasks.

P(01.x|D1:x) < P(61.x, D1.xc)

61
:/P(Dl:K|91:K,Y)P(91:K|Y)P(Y)dY 1)

with
P(bv.r,Y) = P(01.x)P(Y)
P(Y) = /P(Yyﬁl:KyzA7Z<—|&7B)d(ﬁlzKaZ—nZe)

P(Ovsc) o< exp(—5 3 101) ©2)

[

K k
P(Diklx,Y) = [[ P(Drxl0:,Y) =[] (P(Di|9i) 1T P(Dj|9i)>
i=1 i=1 J#i,Yij=1
F.0.1 Objective

Modelling P(Y') as MMSBM:

 For each agenti € K:
— Draw a M dimensional mixed membership vector 7; ~ Dirichlet(&).
* For each pair of agents (¢,j) € K x K:

— Draw membership indicator for the initiator, Z;_,; ~ Multinomial(7;).
— Draw membership indicator for the receiver, Zj.; ~ Multinomial(7;).

— Sample the value of their interaction, Y;; ~ Bernoulli(z,%, . B Z;,;).

Z*}]

Under the MMSBM, the marginal distribution of Y is:
P(Y|O_Za B) = /P(Yﬂ 7?121(" Z—H Z<—|O_Za B)d(ﬁl:K7 Z—>7 Z<—)
— [ (TPt Fics BIP Gl PG s ) )
ij

i
Our final objective is:

P(QI:K|D1:K) X P(911K7D1:K)
:/P(Dl;K|91;K,Y)P(Hl;K)P(Y)dY

/H( (Dile:)  T1 PD|9)eXp(Z|9|) (64)

J#4,Yij=1

(H PV, B gy BYPGisy |7 PG T P(ﬁi@-)) A(Frics 7 2o Y )

ij
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F.0.2 Optimization

ELBO Rewrite Ry = (K 7?1:](, Z_, Z<_), Ry = (Dl:K), R3 = (91;]{,(52,3).

10g P(Rz, Rg) = lOg/P(Rl, RQ, R3)dR1

P(RLRQ,R?,)de
q(R1) (65)
P(R17R27R3)
> Ri)log ———————2dR
> [t tog S ar,

= E,log P(R1, R, R3) —log q(R1) =: L(q, R3)

= 10g/CI(R1)

In E step this lower bound is maximized w.r.t q, and in M step, this lower bound is maximized w.r.t R3. Optimal g for E
step is posterior probability:

q(t) _ P(R1|R2,Rét71))

(66)
= P(K ﬁl:K? Z—h Z(— ‘DlzKa oﬁt]_(l)a &(t71)7 B(til))
Mean-field approximation With mean field approximation,
qA(K 7?1:1(; Z—); Z(— ‘wa MK d_)’—n 5(—)
= H q1(mi|vi) H q2(Zi—j |¢?iﬁja 1)q2(Ziej W_’;ejv 1) H q3(Yijlwiz) 67
i i,j ij

where ¢; is a Dirichlet, g5 is a multinomial, g3 is a Bernoulli, and A = (w, 1., dg’_,, (5<_) represent the set of free
variational parameters need to be estimated in the approximate distribution.

With mean-field approximation, the expectaion of the lower bound can be calculated:

LA = Eq IOgP(Rl,R27R3) - Iqu(Rl)

: A
log_]_[<P(D¢0i) 1T P(Dj|9¢))exp(22||9i|2)

J#4,Yij=1

=E,

(HP(K:AZHJ-,mj,B>P<m|ﬁi>P<aH|ﬁ> HP(ﬁn&i))

ij
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1Oqu1 ’/Tzh/z Hq2 Zz—)j|¢z~>]7 )q2(zz<—j|¢l<—]a HqS 3/1,]|w1])‘|

1, ij

:Eq

zZ: (logP (D;16;) ; ;log P(D;16; ) - %ZH@»H?
Z 1ogZzH]g (9, h)Zijon +Z Y;;) log(1 —z};zz_)],gB(g,h)zl<_37h)
+ZZzZ_>]glog7ng—|—ZZZL<_]glogﬂ']g '
+ZZ g —1)log i, — ZZlogF ;g +Zlogf(2&i7g)
- ZZ Yig — 1) 10g 7 4 JrZZlogF Yirg) Zlogr(zg:%,g)
i g

—E E Zi%j,gl()g(bi%j,g_g E Ziej,gl()g(biej,g
nj g “wj g

— > Yijlogwi; — Y (1= Y;;)log(1 — wij)]

) 0,J
k
=y (logP(D 16:) + > _wi; log P(D;16; ) Z||9 |2
i=1 VE)
+Zwm Z¢z—>] g¢L<—]h10gB ga Z — Wiy Zﬁbz—m g¢z<—jh10g(1 - ( h))
2,7 g,h

+;§g:$m—,g( (Yirg) Z%k)JrZZ@Hg( ¥(7j.9) Z%k)
+§i:zg:(ag—1)< (Vig) Z%k> Zzg:logf(&g)+;logf(zg:&g)
_ ZZ(W -1) ( ¥ (%ig) Z% ) ) D2 loaT (i) = D 10aT (Y i)
- ZZ@%qlog iy — ZquM,g log qu | g

“j 9
- Zwu log w;; — Z(l — w;;) log(1 — w;;)
0.
, where 1 (x) is the digamma function defined as the logarithmic derivative of the gamma function: ¢ (z) = dl%};(x).
E step Maximizing equation w.r.t. variational parameters A = (w, 1., 5_>, d‘)‘(_)
o w;;: Setting Vo, La = 0:
log P(D;0;) + Z BisjgPicin log B(g, h)
L (68)
- Z@ag‘,g@ej_ﬁ log(1 — B(g,h)) — 1 —logw;; + 1+ log(l — w;;) =0
g,h
Denote . .
wi; =log P(D;0;) + Z Gi—sj,gPicj.nlog B(g, h)
L (69)
=Y bisjgbicinlog(l— B(g,h))

g,h
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, then
. 1

w); = T op(—ay) = sigmoid(wy;) (70)

* 7k Setting V., La =0:
Z‘;i—m’,g(w Yig) Z%k > +Z$j<—i,g( (Vi,g) Z%k >
J J
+<&g—1><w Vi) Z%k)_( ¥(Yig) Z%k)
— (Vig — 1)(¢ Yisg) Z% K ) + ¥ (vig) Z% k) =0 7D

(Zﬁgi—)j,g + Z(gjk—i,g + O_zg - ’Yi,g) ( 'Yz,g Z’Yz k ) =
J J

Therefore,

Vig = g + Z Dijg Z Djeing (72)
J J
. éf_"i—m': Adding Lagrange multipliers into L, and setting V(EHM <LA + 2005 N (O q;i_>j7h - 1)> =0:

Wi Z ngw—j,hlog B(g,h) + (1 —wi;) Zﬁgz«—jm log(1 — B(g, h))
h h

- (73)
+ ¥ (vik) Z%,q —1—logdimjk+Aij =0
Therefore,
(Efﬁj)k X exp <wij Z @ejﬁ log B(k, h)+
" (74)
(1 _wij)z¢i<—j,h10g(1 — B(k,h)) + ¥ (vik) Z%,q )
h
We normalize ¢>Z%J i to satisfy >, (Ejﬂj’k =1
. gf)ie j: Following similar derivations as (;_S’iﬂ 7, We get:
qg;ﬂ_j’h X exp (wij Z qiiy;;_mg log B(g, h)+
! (75)
(1= ) 30 08(1 = Bl ) + 602300 = (5 )
g
We normalize ¢“_J , to satisfy >~ q_S';_j,h = 1.
M step We maximize the lower bound w.r.t. 01.x, @, B.
* 01.x: Using stochastic gradient ascent method,
0; < 0; + 771V9iLA
=0 Vo, L(D;; : (76)
=0; —m( Vo, L(Di;0;) + > wi; Vo, L(Dj; 6;) + A0

i

26



Structured Cooperative Learning A PREPRINT

 @: Using gradient ascent method,
iy ey 3 (080~ (200 ) - K S 0(a) + Ku(E ) an
% k g k

* B: Setting V(g nLa =0:

- - 1 - - 1
Zwij(lsiaj,gébiej,hm - Z(l — wij)ﬁbiaj,g(biej,hﬁ(gh) =0 (78)
i,7 ’ i,4 ’
Therefore,
B(g, h)* _ Zm 7,_]¢Z—>],g¢L<—j,h (79)

Zi,j (biﬁj,gq/)iej,h
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