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IMFL-AIGC: Incentive Mechanism Design for
Federated Learning Empowered by Artificial

Intelligence Generated Content
Guangjing Huang, Qiong Wu, Jingyi Li, Xu Chen

Abstract—Federated learning (FL) has emerged as a promising
paradigm that enables clients to collaboratively train a shared
global model without uploading their local data. To alleviate the
heterogeneous data quality among clients, artificial intelligence-
generated content (AIGC) can be leveraged as a novel data
synthesis technique for FL model performance enhancement.
Due to various costs incurred by AIGC-empowered FL (e.g.,
costs of local model computation and data synthesis), however,
clients are usually reluctant to participate in FL without adequate
economic incentives, which leads to an unexplored critical issue
for enabling AIGC-empowered FL. To fill this gap, we first
devise a data quality assessment method for data samples
generated by AIGC and rigorously analyze the convergence
performance of FL model trained using a blend of authentic
and AI-generated data samples. We then propose a data quality-
aware incentive mechanism to encourage clients’ participation.
In light of information asymmetry incurred by clients’ private
multi-dimensional attributes, we investigate clients’ behavior
patterns and derive the server’s optimal incentive strategies to
minimize server’s cost in terms of both model accuracy loss and
incentive payments for both complete and incomplete information
scenarios. Numerical results demonstrate that our proposed
mechanism exhibits highest training accuracy and reduces up to
53.34% of the server’s cost with real-world datasets, compared
with existing benchmark mechanisms.

Index Terms—Federated learning, incentive mechanism,
crowdsourcing, artificial intelligence-generated content

I. INTRODUCTION

THE fast proliferation of edge devices (e.g., mobile de-
vices and wearable devices) in modern society has led to

the rapid growth of data generated from massive distributed
sources, which further promotes the advancement of a wide
range of artificial intelligent applications (e.g., autonomous
driving and healthcare) [1], [2]. However, due to the in-
creasing privacy concerns [3] and limited network bandwidth,
the predominant mechanism that gathers extensive data from
dispersed devices to the cloud for centralized model training
becomes impractical. To reap the benefits of the scattered data
without privacy risk, federated learning (FL) [4] has emerged
as a promising paradigm that enables to collaboratively train a
shared global model by aggregating locally-computed updates
uploaded by clients (e.g., mobile devices). By decoupling
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Fig. 1. AIGC-empowered federated learning scenario.

model training from the need of direct access of the local data
on the devices, FL realizes distributed and privacy-preserving
model training.

Nevertheless, most existing FL frameworks usually make
an optimistic assumption that clients participate in FL model
training voluntarily and ignore the inevitable data-computing
cost (e.g., battery and CPU resource consumption for local
model updates) incurred by inevitable training [5], [6]. While
in reality, rational clients would be reluctant to participate
in model training without sufficient economic compensation
[7], [8]. By paying rewards to compensate the cost of clients
reasonably, incentive mechanism has garnered significant at-
tention from researchers and become the essential financial
catalyst for making FL a reality [9].

Despite the promising benefits of privacy preservation,
federated learning performance remains constrained in mo-
bile application scenarios due to challenges such as non-IID
(a.k.a. non independent and identically distributed) nature of
data from scattered mobile devices [10]. In certain mobile
applications, such as autonomous vehicle training [11], [12]
and health monitoring [13], the lack of specific labeled data
further exacerbates this issue, as the characteristics of users’
datasets vary according to their activities. To alleviate the issue
of non-IID data distribution and data scarcity inherent in FL,
the great explosion of artificial intelligence-generated content
(AIGC) service [14] has opened up a compelling avenue
for the clients to generate high-quality data (e.g., images
and videos) with generative AI techniques at a rapid pace.
For example, by leveraging generative adversarial networks,
clients are able to collectively train a generative model to
augment their local data towards yielding an IID dataset [15].
Empowered with generative AI services (e.g., Stable Diffusion
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[16]), the learning performance of FL can be significantly im-
proved by utilizing a pre-trained diffusion model to synthesize
customized local data [17]. Consequently, integrating AIGC as
a data synthesis tool at the client side can substantially improve
data quality and enhance FL model performance in real-world
applications.

However, the additional costs of data generation by AIGC
service would mitigate clients’ willingnesses to participate
in federated learning without sufficient economic compensa-
tion, thereby presenting new challenges to current incentive
mechanisms which does not consider the complex clients’
behaviors on whether to adopt AIGC service [10], [17], [18].
In light of potential benefits and challenges of using AIGC
technique in the context of FL, it is non-trivial to devise
efficient incentive mechanism for such a complicated AIGC-
empowered FL scenario to encourage clients to contribute their
data (e.g., local data or rectified data by AIGC service) and
resources for FL model training while minimizing server’s
own cost (e.g., payments for client recruiting, model accuracy
loss, etc.). First, an indispensable preliminary step for effective
incentive mechanism involves performance assessment of the
final converged model prior to commencing FL model training.
As the model performance is jointly influenced by many
factors, i.e., the number of global training iterations, clients’
attributes including the quantity and quality of the local data,
it is non-trivial to evaluate the final model performance [19],
[20]. Moreover, the data quality changes resulted from clients’
adoption of AIGC service for data synthesis presents key
challenges for model performance evaluation. Second, faced
the temptation of being rewarded, clients may choose to gen-
erate a high-quality dataset by leveraging AIGC service (e.g.,
reaching IID dataset by replenishing data samples in minority
classes) for local model updates, which may further affect
the server’s decision-making regarding client recruitment, and
hence make the design of optimal incentive strategy much
more involved. Third, clients’ individual attributes (e.g., data
quality and data-computing cost) also bring difficulty to the
incentive mechanism design due to information asymmetry
(i.e., such private client’s information may not be available
to the server for decision making prior to the FL training
process).

To overcome the aforementioned challenges, in this pa-
per, we propose a data quality-aware incentive mechanism
in AIGC-empowered FL scenario. As illustrated in Fig. 1,
the server publishes a training task and encourages clients’
participation through a crowdsourcing platform (e.g., Amazon
Mechanical Turk) with a data quality-aware reward allocation
mechanism. By analyzing the convergence performance bound
in AIGC-empowered FL scenario, we formulate the server’s
cost in terms of model accuracy loss and payment to clients.
Furthermore, we reveal server’s optimal incentive strategy to
minimize its cost by fully studying clients’ rational behaviors
under different information settings (i.e., complete and incom-
plete information scenarios).

In summary, this paper makes the following contributions:
• Incentive mechanism design for AIGC-empowered FL.

We first devise a data quality assessment method for
data samples generated by AIGC and then propose a

data quality-aware incentive mechanism to encourage
clients’ participation. By characterizing the clients’ com-
plex behavior patterns (e.g., whether to participate in
FL, whether to use generated data samples), we design
a data quality-aware reward allocation mechanism for
the participating clients and derive the server’s optimal
incentive strategy. To the best of our knowledge, this is
the first paper to study the incentive mechanism design
for AIGC-empowered FL.

• Analysis of model training performance for AIGC-
empowered FL. We derive a novel convergence upper
bound of the gap between FL model training loss and
the optimal loss value in AIGC-empowered FL scenar-
ios where clients may choose to adopt AIGC-enhanced
dataset for local model training instead of their original
local dataset.

• Investigation on the impact of information asymmetry and
the adoption of AIGC service. Compared with complete
information scenario, the server may suffer from high cost
to hedge the risk of no or very few clients participating
in FL model training in incomplete information scenario.
Hence, the server tends to boost the incentive reward
especially in the case with a small number of candidate
clients. Facing with small candidate client size of lower
data quality, the adoption of AIGC service for data
sysnthesis can bring a much more significant gain in
server’s cost reduction for both complete and incomplete
information scenarios.

• Performance evaluation. Extensive performance evalua-
tions based on real-world datasets validate our theoretical
analysis and show that our incentive mechanism ex-
hibits superior performance, e.g., achieving up-to 53.34%
server’s cost reduction and highest training accuracy,
compared with the benchmark mechanisms.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we first introduce AIGC-empowered FL
paradigm. We further characterize clients’ attributes, clients’
utility functions and server’s utility function. Finally, we pro-
pose data quality-aware incentive mechanism under complete
and incomplete information scenarios. For readability, we
summarize the key notations in Table I.

A. AIGC-empowered Federated Learning

As illustrated in Fig. 1, we consider a AIGC-empowered
FL scenario, which comprises of one server and a set K =
{1, ...,K} of candidate clients who can choose to leverage
AIGC service for high-quality data synthesis1. As a result,
each client can participate in FL with its original local dataset
Dk or AIGC-enhanced dataset DAk aided with data synthesis.

For a general classification task, each data sample (x, y)
in the local dataset Dk distributes over X × Y following

1As an initial thrust and for ease of exposition, in this paper we focus
on the scenarios that the client candidates who have their local datasets and
meanwhile the required capability for data synthesis (e.g., subscribers of some
AIGC services) will be considered for FL, due to the wide penetration of
AIGC adoptions worldwide. We will further study the more general cases
wherein some clients do not possess the capability for data synthesis.
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Fig. 2. Comparison between real-world data
samples and generated data samples.
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Fig. 3. Distribution among classes of the local datasets
for 10 randomly selected clients.

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9 C10
Clients

Truck
Ship

Horse
Frog
Dog
Deer

Cat
Bird
Car

Plane

Fig. 4. Distribution among classes of the AIGC-
enhanced dataset for 10 randomly selected clients.

TABLE I
LIST OF KEY NOTATIONS.

Symbol Description

K The set of candidate clients

Dk Local dataset of client k

DA
k AIGC-enhanced dataset of client k

Fk,L Loss function of client k over its local dataset

Fk,A Loss function for client k over its AIGC-enhanced dataset

pka(y = i) Client k ’s proportion of data samples for data synthesis

dk Data size of client k

λk Parameter for data quality of client k’s local dataset

λk,A Parameter for data quality of client k’s AIGC-enhanced dataset

sk Data-computing cost per unit data sample for client k

N The set of participating clients

NL The set of participating clients using local datasets

NA The set of participating clients using AIGC-enhanced datasets

r The uniform unit data reward benchmark r

T The number of global iterations

R(Nr) Total payment to participating clients given benchmark r

the distribution p [21], where X is a compact space of data
features x and Y = {1, ..., Y } represents the label space for
ground-truth y. The number of total data samples of client k
is denoted as dk. To conduct model training, a function (e.g.,
neural network) f(x) = (f1(x), ..., fY (x)) : X →M param-
eterized over the hypothesis class w is employed. Here, fi(x)
quantifies the probability of data sample (x, y) belonging to
the i-th class and M = {(m1, ...,mY )|

∑
i∈Y mi = 1,mi ≥

0,∀i ∈ Y}. The loss function for client k over its local dataset
Dk can be defined with the widely-used cross-entropy loss as:

Fk,L(w) = Ex,y∼p

[
Y∑
i=1

−pk(y = i) log fi(w;x)

]

=

Y∑
i=1

pk(y = i)Ex|y=iℓi(w;x), (1)

where ℓi(w;x) = − log fi(w;x). pk(y = i) denotes the
proportion of data samples belonging to the i-th class in Dk.
Accordingly, the goal of FL is to minimize a global loss func-
tion, a weighted average of loss functions of all clients, i.e.,
minw F (w) =

∑
k∈K

dk
d(K)Fk(w), where d(K) =

∑
k∈K dk

is the total number of data samples of all clients in K.
Moreover, each client k ∈ K can also conduct data synthesis

by adopting AIGC service (e.g., Dall-E or Stable Diffusion)
to obtain a higher-quality AIGC-enhanced dataset DAk , which

is a mixture of local real-world data samples and generated
data samples under IID data distribution. As an illustration,
we utilize diffusion model [22] to mimic the provisioning of
AIGC service for the clients due to its impressive capability in
generating photo-realistic images with rich texture as shown
in Fig. 2. For client k with non-IID data distribution, the data
synthesis process is performed as follows: for each class i,
given the proportion of data samples with class i in the global
data (denoted as p(y = i)) 2 and the proportion of data samples
with class i in Dk (denoted as pk(y = i)), the proportion of
data samples for data synthesis is calculated as pka(y = i) =
p(y = i) − pk(y = i). For simplicity, we adopt this data
synthesis process by keeping the datasize dk unchanged 3,
i.e., |DAk | = |Dk| = dk. Hence, pka(y = i) > 0 indicates that
client k generates pka(y = i)dk data samples with label i by
utilizing AIGC service. While client k removes the redundant
pka(y = i)dk data samples with label i from its local dataset
when pka(y = i) ≤ 0. As depicted in Fig. 3, we randomly
select 10 clients with non-IID data distributions, the area of a
circle represents the amount of data samples for a target class.
By conducting data synthesis discussed above, we replenish
data samples for the minority classes (circles without black
borders as depicted in Fig. 4) and obtain higher-quality (e.g.,
more IID) AIGC-enhanced datasets for each client.

We assume that each generated data sample distributes over
X ×Y following distribution pa. By obtaining the definitions
of fi,a(w;x) and ℓi,a(w;x) which are similar with fi(w;x)
and ℓi(w;x), respectively, we define the loss function for

2In this paper, we consider global data follows IID distribution, since the
server incentivizes numerous candidate clients in crowdsourcing platform,
reaching a large number of data samples from each class. Hence, we have
p(y = i) = 1

Y
for each class i in IID data distribution, which can be used

as the consensus of all clietns for data synthesis.
3Such data synthesis process not only improves data quality (mimic IID

distribution), but also saves large computing cost of local training at resource-
constrained client devices incurred by generated samples from AIGC service.
In reality, specifying a uniform data augmentation manner contributes to
controlling the data quality of each client and predicting clients’ behavior
especially in incomplete information scenarios. Compared with training di-
rectly over the datasets only involving generated samples, in this paper the
mixture of real-world and generated samples at clients’ sides incurs lower cost
for data synthesis and possesses higher data quality instead. We verify this
fact by evaluating the data quality of AIGC-enhanced datasets in theoretical
perspective and conducting experiments as elaborated in Section II-B and
Section V-B, respectively
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client k over its AIGC-enhanced dataset DAk as:

Fk,A(w) =
∑
i∈Ik

pka(y = i)Ex|y=iℓi,a(w;x)

+
∑
i/∈Ik

p(y = i)Ex|y=iℓi(w;x), (2)

where Ik = {i|i ∈ Y, pka(y = i) > 0} denotes the set of labels
injected by generated data samples for client k.

To reap the benefits from clients’ local (or AIGC-
enhanced) dataset, we adopt the widely-accepted synchronous
FL paradigm, which entails multiple iterations between the
server and clients for global model training until reaching a
predetermined global iteration numbers T . Specifically, each
iteration consists of both local model training process and
global model aggregation process as follows:

1) Local model training on Dk or DAk : The server incen-
tivizes a set of clients N ⊂ K to participate in FL. In each
global iteration t, each client k ∈ N receives current global
model wt−1 from the server and conducts h-step local updates
based on wt−1 through mini-batch stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) algorithm over its local or AIGC-enhanced dataset. For
ease of presentation, we denote wk(t, tl) as local model of
client k at (tl − (t − 1)h)-th step in global iteration t. Here,
tl ∈ ((t − 1)h, th] represents the tl-th local update starting
from the beginning of global model training. According to the
definition, the model parameters of client k evolve as:

wk(t, tl) =


wk(t, tl − 1)− η∇Fk(wk(t, tl − 1); ξt,tlk ),

if tlmod h ̸=0,

w(t, tl), if tl mod h = 0,

(3)

where

w(t, tl) =
∑
k∈N

dk
[
wk(t, tl−1)−η∇Fk(wk(t, tl−1); ξt,tlk )

]
d(N )

.

(4)

Here, ∇Fk(wk(t, tl − 1); ξt,tlk ) denotes the gradient of
client k and ξt,tlk represents the mini-batch data sam-
ples. For ease of presentation, we have ∇Fk(wk(t, tl −
1); ξt,tlk ) = ∇Fk,L(wk(t, tl − 1); ξt,tlk,L) for local dataset and
∇Fk(wk(t, tl − 1); ξt,tlk ) = ∇Fk,A(wk(t, tl − 1); ξt,tlk,A) for
AIGC-enhanced dataset. Accordingly, we have ξt,tlk = ξt,tlk,L for
local dataset and ξt,tlk = ξt,tlk,A for AIGC-enhanced dataset. In
this paper, we adopt a widely-used FL setting that the batchsize
Bk of each client k is in the same proportion to its data size
by setting dk = hBk [23]–[25]. After h-step local updates,
each client k uploads its local model to the server.

2) Global model aggregation: At global iteration t, the server
receives all local models from client set N , and conducts
model aggregation to obtain a new global model wt = w(t, tl)
where tl mod h = 0.

B. Client’s Attributes

Clients in FL scenarios greatly vary in device usage patterns
(due to diverse physical characteristics and behavioral habits

of users) and computation resource budgets (including com-
putation capacity, memory, etc.), which results in diverse data-
computing cost, data amounts and distributions among clients,
and further affects FL model training performance, Hence, we
identify each client k by a tuple of attributes ⟨dk, λk, sk⟩, each
of which is characterized as follows:

1) Data quality of local and AIGC-enhanced datasets: We
adopt ∥∇Fk,L(w)−∇F (w)∥ ≤ λk for any w to characterize
the data quality of client k ∈ K, where λk is defined as
the upper bound of the gradient difference between the local
loss function and the global loss function [26], with larger λk
being poorer data quality. Specifically, λk can be estimated
by the widely-adopted average earth mover’s distance (EMD),
which measures the data distribution heterogeneity (e.g., non-
IID degree) among clients [21], i.e.,

∥∇Fk,L(w)−∇F (w)∥

= ∥
Y∑
i=1

[pk(y = i)− p(y = i)]∇Ex|y=iℓi(x,w)∥

≤
Y∑
i=1

∥pk(y = i)− p(y = i)∥∥Ex|y=iℓi(x,w)∥

≤ EMDk · gdata = λk, (5)

where EMDk =
∑Y
i=1 ∥pk(y = i) − p(y = i)∥ and gdata =

maxi∈Y ∥Ex|y=iℓi(x,w)∥ for any w.
According to the definition in (2), the data quality of AIGC-

enhanced dataset DAk can be characterized by λk,A, which is
defined as the upper bound of the gradient difference between
the loss function calculated based on the AIGC-enhanced
dataset and the global loss function:

∥∇Fk,A(w)−∇F (w)∥
≤

∑
i∈Ik

pka(y = i)∥∇Ex|y=iℓi,a(w;x)−∇Ex|y=iℓi(w;x)∥

≤ EMDk

2
· gdiff = λk,A, (6)

where gdiff = maxi∈Y∥∇Ex|y=iℓi,a(w;x) −
∇Ex|y=iℓi(w;x)∥, for any w, which characterizes the
maximum gradient error between generated and real-world
data samples among all classes. Intuitively, a lower gdiff
indicates that distribution of the generated data is more
similar to real-world data, i.e., higher generated data quality.

Based on the above discussions, we construct the relation-
ship of the data quality between local dataset and AIGC-
enhanced dataset for client k based on the upper bounds, i.e.,

λk,A = θλk, (7)

where θ = gdiff

2gdata
, and it is a constant given a fixed FL task and

AIGC model. In reality, the data quality of AIGC-enhanced
dataset still depends on performance of AIGC model. We
utilize θ to characterize the difference of data distribution
between generated data samples (e.g., pa) and real-world data
samples (e.g., p). A lower θ indicates higher performance
of generated data samples by AIGC (approaching data dis-
tribution of real-world data). Intuitively, θ < 1 means that
introducing generated data can improve the data quality for
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each client 4. Compared with the data quality of an IID dataset
only involving generated samples gdiff , the AIGC-enhanced
dataset DAk possess higher data quality since λk,A < gdiff .
Remark 1: In practice, the server can publish a small-scale
public dataset (SPD) with IID data distribution on the crowd-
sourcing platform, and then the value of λk can be estimated
by a client k through recording the gradient differences on the
initial model between its local dataset and the SPD as a testing
process of model training. Besides, gdata can be estimated by
recording maximum gradient norm based on the initial model
for each class in SPD. The generated data quality gdiff can be
determined by recording the maximum gradient error for each
class between samples in SPD and generated data samples by
AIGC service. Then, parameter θ can be determined, which
can be regarded as the consensus of all clients and the server.

2) Data-computing cost: We denote the data-computing
cost per unit data sample by sk. As each client k conducts h-
step local updates with mini-batch size Bk = dk

h in one global
iteration in our settings, the data-computing cost for local
model training of client k can be calculated as dksk in one
global iteration. We assume that the stochastic gradient is un-
biased and has a bounded variance over local dataset Dk, i.e.,
for the mini-batch ξk ⊂ Dk, we have E{∇Fk,L(w; ξk)} =

∇Fk,L(w) and ∥∇Fk,L(w; ξk)−∇Fk,L(w)∥2 ≤ ψ2

Bk

5. Here,
ψ is the sample variance, which is set to be a constant for all
clients for simplicity. Intuitively, a larger Bk (i.e., larger dk)
decreases the error of local gradient.

C. Client’s Utility Function

To encourage clients’ participation, we adopt a data quality-
aware reward allocation mechanism. Given the uniform unit
data reward benchmark r published by the server, the final
reward received by client k is further discounted by its data
quality in one global iteration, i.e., rdk(1 − λk

λ ), where λ is
the largest non-IID degree tolerated by the server. Considering
both the reward and data-computing cost, the utility of client k
in one global iteration when participating in FL with its local
dataset Dk can be calculated as 6:

Uk = rdk(1−
λk
λ
)− dksk. (8)

When client k chooses to participate in FL with its AIGC-
enhanced dataset with higher quality, it should further bear the

4In this paper, we propose a gradient-based data quality evaluation method
for both real-world and generated data samples. This evaluation approach
(e.g., θ) is closely related to classes of dataset (e.g., the label space Y),
allowing us to establish the relationship between the quality of local dataset
and AIGC-enhanced dataset, which enables the derivation of a rational strategy
for the server. Consequently, our technique can be readily extended to NLP
tasks [27], such as sentiment analysis [28] and topic categorization [29]. For
more complex NLP tasks, a robust data quality evaluation is crucial for the
effective incorporation of generated data samples in model training, which
will be considered in future work.

5Different from some widely-used assumptions (e.g., E{∇Fk(w; ξk)} =

∇Fk(w) and E{∥∇Fk(w; ξk) − ∇Fk(w)∥2} ≤ ψ2

Bk
) [30], [31], we use

the upper bound of ∥∇Fk(w; ξk)−∇Fk(w)∥2 in this paper.
6Since the size of the uploaded model for each client is fixed, we neglect

communication cost for simplicity.

cost of utilizing AIGC service for data synthesis 7. Considering
the communication and computing overheads and information
hijacking risks (privacy-preserving overhead) when adopting
AIGC service, we embrace a charge-per-utilization framework,
wherein clients utilizing once-generated data are obligated to
remit payment to AIGC service provider. We use sAI to denote
the unit cost or payment of a client for one generated data
sample (which can also factorize the overheads mentioned
above). Hence, the payment for generated data samples in
one global iteration is calculated as dkp+k sAI , where dkp+k =
dk
∑
i∈Ik

pka(y = i), Ik = {i|i ∈ Y, pka(y = i) > 0}. The
utility of client k in one global iteration when participating in
FL with AIGC-enhanced dataset can be calculated as:

Uk = rdk(1−
λk,A
λ

)− dksk − dkp+k sAI . (9)

D. Server’s Cost

Aiming at obtaining a high-usaged model with low pay-
ments, the server strikes a trade-off between FL training
performance (e.g., model accuracy loss) and payments to the
participating clients, by minimizing the server’s cost:

Cserver = γ1Mloss + γ2Rtotal, (10)

where γ1 and γ2 balances the trade-off between model accu-
racy loss Mloss and total payment Rtotal to the clients.

However, the calculation of model accuracy loss in AIGC-
empowered FL faces great challenges, i.e., the heterogeneity
of data quality and datasizes among clients, the mixture of dif-
ferent kinds of datasets (e.g., local or AIGC-enhanced dataset)
used for local model updates due to clients’ different choices.
To address this issue, we derive the convergence bound of the
difference between the training loss in such AIGC-empowered
FL scenario and optimal loss value over the local datasets of all
clients. For ease of presentation, we define Fk(w) = Fk,L(w)
for local dataset and Fk(w) = Fk,A(w) for AIGC-enhanced
dataset. For the purpose of convergence analysis, we first
introduce the following widely-used assumptions on Fk [26].

Assumption 1: The training loss function satisfies the
following properties:

• 1) Fk(w) is β-Lipschitz, i.e., ∥Fk(w) − Fk(w
′)∥ ≤

β∥w −w′∥ for any w and w′;
• 2) Fk(w) is ρ-Lipschitz smooth, i.e., ∥∇Fk(w) −
∇Fk(w′)∥ ≤ ρ∥w −w′∥ for any w and w′;

• 3) Fk(w) satisfies µ-strong convex. Thus, Fk(w) also
satisfies Polyak-Lojasiewicz condition with parameter µ,
i.e., Fk(w)−Fk(w∗) ≤ 1

2µ∥∇Fk(w)∥ for any w. Here,
w∗ is the optimal solution.

Due to limited space, we summarize the convergence analysis
result as follows:

Theorem 1: Based on Assumption 1, given the number of
global iterations T , the set of participating clients is denoted
as N ⊆ K , i.e., N = NL ∪ NA. Here, NL and NA

denote the set of participating clients with local datasets and

7To generate AIGC-enhanced dataset, client k needs to submit a custom
order (data amount for different categories) to the AIGC service provider.
In this paper, we assume AIGC service provider is a trusted third-party
organization that charges for its services.
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AIGC-enhanced datasets, respectively. By setting η < 1
ρ , the

convergence upper bound is given as:

F (w(T, Th))− F (w∗) ≤ ϕhTΘ+ (1− ϕhT )κ1Λ(N ), (11)

where

Λ(N )=

 ∑
k∈NL

νk(N )

(
ψ√
Bk

+λk

)
+

∑
k∈NA

νk(N )

(
ψ√
Bk

+ λk,A

) .
(12)

Here, Θ = F (w(0, 0)) − F (w∗), ϕ = 1 − 2µη + 2µρη2,
κ1 = β[(ηρ+1)h−1]

ρ(1−ϕh)
, and νk(N ) = Bk∑

k∈N Bk
. Here, w(0, 0) is

the initial model parameters.
The proof is given in Subsection A in the separate supple-

mentary file.
Remark 2: Λ(N ) represents the error of training gradient
caused by clients N . The upper bound in (11) converges from
Θ (e.g., when T = 0) to κ1Λ(N ) (e.g., when T → ∞) with
the increase of the number of global iterations T . Hence, we
assume that Θ > κ1Λ(N ) in mathematics due to the fact that
FL model training with multiple iterations improves the model
performance and leads to a lower convergence upper bound.
Furthermore, the value of Λ(N ) decreases as the amount of
data from each participating client increases and as the value
of λk (or λk,A) from each participating client. This indicates
that the server can enhance the final model performance by
selecting clients with substantial data volumes and dataset
distributions closely approximating the global data distribution
(indicated by lower value of λk or λk,A).

Based on Theorem 1, we use the right-hand side of (11) to
represent the model accuracy loss:

Mloss = ϕhTΘ+ (1− ϕhT )κ1

[∑
k∈N

ψ
√
dk√

hd(N )

+
∑
k∈NL

dk
d(N )

λk +
∑
k∈NA

dk
d(N )

λk,A

]
, (13)

where d(N ) =
∑
k∈N dk. The equation (13) originates from

dk = hBk. For simplicity, the number of steps for local
updates h is set as a constant in this paper.

Prior to commencing with FL model training, the server
incentivizes a subset of clients N = NL ∪ NA with a
uniform unit data reward benchmark r. Hence, the total
payment to clients after one global iteration is calculated as:
Rpay =

∑
k∈NL rdk(1− λk

λ ) +
∑
k∈NA rdk(1− λk,A

λ ). As a
result, the total payment after the overall FL training process
is Rtotal = TRpay .

E. Data Quality-Aware Incentive Mechanism

To minimize the server’s cost defined in (10), we introduce
a crowd-sourcing platform for AIGC-empowered FL scenario
and devise a data quality-aware incentive mechanism for client
recruitment. Specifically, the server first publishes its training
task including the relevant small-scale public dataset to the
crowd-sourcing platform. Based on acquired common infor-
mation, the server publishes the number of global iterations T
and the uniform unit data reward benchmark r to incentivize

clients’ participation. In response to server’s strategy (T, r),
each client k should determine its strategy 8, i.e., whether
to participate in FL and which dataset (e.g., local or AIGC-
enhanced dataset) to be utilized.

However, each client may be reluctant to disclose its private
attributes (e.g., data quality and data-computing cost) to the
server prior to joining in FL in practices, which poses great
challenge for the incentive strategy making of the server due to
information asymmetry. In light of this, we study the optimal
incentive strategy for the server under different information
settings as follows:

• Complete information scenario: The server knows the
multi-dimensional attributes (dk, λk, sk) of each client
k, which can also serve as the benchmark and provide
insights for more practical scenario of incomplete infor-
mation.

• Incomplete information scenario: The server does not
know clients’ actual data quality and unit data-computing
cost (λk, sk) for incentive mechanism decision making
beforehand, but it knows the value of dk and the proba-
bility distributions of λk and sk for each client k 9.

III. COMPLETE INFORMATION SCENARIO

In this section, we first study the clients’ behaviors, and
then derive the optimal strategy for the server to minimize the
server’s cost in complete information scenario.

A. Client’s Behavior

The strategy of client k can be defined by φk(φk,p, φk,a),
where φk,p and φk,a indicate whether to participate in
FL and whether to use generated data samples for local
model updates, respectively. Hence, we define (φk,p, φk,a) ∈
{(0, 0), (1, 0), (1, 1)}. As rational clients always adopt a strat-
egy to maximize their utilities, each client k may choose to
not participate in FL (i.e., φk(0, 0)) when its largest utility is
Uk(φk(0, 0)) = 0. For client k which chooses to participate
in FL, it conducts local model updates with local dataset
when Uk(φk(1, 0)) > Uk(φk(1, 1)), and uses AIGC-enhanced
dataset when Uk(φk(1, 1)) ≥ Uk(φk(1, 0)). Note that for
simplicity, in this study we consider the batch data generation
mode such that if a client decides to use its original local
dataset for FL, it will not generate new dataset; otherwise,
it will adopt the AIGC service to generate a higher-quality
dataset before joining FL. We will further consider the more

8In this paper, we focus on incentive mechanism design for AIGC-
empowered FL scenario. Consequently, we assume that each client is selfish,
but has no malicious intention (e.g., inject noise). As for model security issue,
the server can adopt a lightweight method to check the quality of models
uploaded by the clients through a validation dataset to identify potential
malicious behaviors [32].

9Following most existing studies [24], [33], we assume that the server
is aware of the contributed datasize of each participating clients for global
weighted aggregation, while is not able to reach any other information about
clients’ local datasets. Besides, for the decision making, the server can obtain
distribution information of data quality and data-computing cost through
market research [24]. Although the clients do not disclose its private attribute
of data quality before joining the FL in the incomplete information scenario,
the server can still determine the payments based on the uploaded model
gradient parameters (for computing clients’ data quality) during the first round
of FL training in practice.
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Type-1 client

Type-2 client

Not to participate in
FL training

Participate with
original local dataset

Participate with AIGC-
enhanced dataset

Fig. 5. The rational behavior of each client k.

complicated iterative data generation mode in future study,
such that a client can gradually and iteratively generate data
samples (which is time-consuming and would slow down the
FL operations) to improve its dataset during FL process.

Given the values of client’s attributes ⟨dk, λk, sk⟩ and
the unit data reward benchmark r, we derive the following
conclusion based on clients’ rational behaviors:

Theorem 2: All clients can be divided into two types: type-
1 and type-2 clients, whose behaviors can be revealed by three
indicators: ζ1(k) = λsk

λ−λk
, ζ2(k) = λsk+λδλk

λ−θλk
, and ζ3 = λδ

1−θ ,
where δ = sAI

2gdata
. Specifically, the set of type-1 clients can

be represented by T1 = {k ∈ K|ζ1(k) ≤ ζ3} and the set of
type-2 clients can be denoted as T2 = {k ∈ K|ζ3 < ζ1(k)}10.
Given the uniform unit data reward benchmark r, the strategy
of type-1 clients can be represented as:

φk =


φk(0, 0), if r < ζ1(k),

φk(1, 0), if ζ1(k) ≤ r < ζ3,

φk(1, 1), if ζ3 ≤ r.
(14)

Similarly, the strategy of type-2 clients can be represented as:

φk =

{
φk(0, 0), if r < ζ2(k),

φk(1, 1), if ζ2(k) ≤ r.
(15)

The proof is given in Subsection B in the separate supple-
mentary file.
Remark 3: Fig. 5 summarizes the rational behavior for each
type of clients. Intuitively, Type-1 clients possess local datasets
with higher data quality (e.g., lower λk) and lower data-
computing cost. While type-2 clients can not directly benefit
from FL process with their local datasets due to lower data
quality. Given a larger data reward benchmark r published by
the server, type-2 clients reap the benefits of participating in
FL by using AIGC-enhanced dataset for local model training.

B. Server’s Optimal Strategy in Complete Information Sce-
nario

Considering clients’ rational behaviors, the server aims to
minimize its cost in (10) by finding the optimal strategy:

Minimize
T,r

Ccost, (16)

s.t. T ∈ {1, 2, ...}, (16a)
r ∈ (0,+∞). (16b)

It is challenging to directly solve problem (16) due to the
mutual coupling of the number of global iterations T and the
unit data reward benchmark r. In what follows, we first derive

10Note that, we have ζ1(k) < ζ2(k) < ζ3 and ζ3 < ζ2(k) < ζ1(k)
for type-1 and type-2 clients, respectively. When ζ1(k) = ζ3, we must have
ζ1(k) = ζ2(k) = ζ3.

some useful insights for r under any fixed T , based on which,
we derive the optimal server’s strategy.

According to clients’ rational behaviors, a uniform unit
data reward benchmark r corresponds to a unique par-
ticipating client set Nr = NL

r ∪ NA
r . We denote the

training error during FL process caused by clients Nr as
Λ(Nr) =

∑
k∈NL

r
νk(Nr)χk +

∑
k∈NA

r
νk(Nr)χk,A, where

χk = ( ψ√
Bk

+ λk) and χk,A = ( ψ√
Bk

+ λk,A). Hence, given a
fixed number of global iterations T , the server’s cost can be
represented as:

Cserver(T, r) =γ1ϕhTΘ
+(1− ϕhT )γ1κ1Λ(Nr) + γ2TR(Nr),(17)

where R(Nr) =
∑
k∈NL

r
dk(1− λk

λ )+
∑
k∈NA

r
dk(1− λk,A

λ ),
which indicates the payment to clients corresponding to unit
data reward benchmark r in one global iteration. We next
reveal the property of the optimal unit data reward benchmark
ro:

Proposition 1: In complete information scenario, for any
fixed number of iterations T , the optimal unit data reward
benchmark ro to minimize the server’s cost in (17) must belong
to the set of all clients’ indicators ζ, i.e.,

ro ∈ ζ =
⋃
k∈K

{ζ1(k), ζ2(k), ζ3}. (18)

Proof: We set ζ ← ζ∪{∞} and sort indicators in ζ in ascend-
ing order. Assume that ro /∈ ζ, we can search two neighboring
indicators r1 ∈ ζ, r2 ∈ ζ such that r1 < ro < r2. Then, we
have Λ(Nr1) = Λ(Nro), since each client’s strategy under
reward r1 is the same as that under reward ro. Furthermore,
we have R(Nr1) < R(Nro) due to r1 < ro. As a result, we
have Cserver(T, r1) < Cserver(T, ro), which contracts with the
assumption. Thus, we finish the proof of Proposition 1. ■

Based on Proposition 1, we next reveal the property of the
optimal number of global iterations given a fixed unit data
reward benchmark r:

Proposition 2: Given a fixed unit data reward benchmark
r and the assumption Θ > κ1Λ(Nr), the server’s cost in (16)
is a convex function respect to T . By setting the first-order
derivative ∂Ccost

∂T to 0, the optimal number of global iterations
T ∗(r) can be calculated as:

T ∗(r) = logϕh

[
γ2R(Nr)

γ1(− lnϕh)(Θ− κ1Λ(Nr))

]
. (19)

Remark 4: The assumption that Θ > κ1Λ(Nr) is reasonable
since FL model training improves the model performance. We
can see that the optimal T ∗(r) is decreasing with the increases
of R(Nr) and Λ(Nr), since ϕh < 1.

Based on above analysis, we can obtain the server’s strat-
egy profile (T ∗(r), r) for each candidate r in ζ set. By
calculating the server’ s cost for each strategy profile, we
choose the optimal one which has the minimum server’s cost.
The above procedure to obtain server’s optimal strategy in
complete information scenario is summarized in Algorithm
1. For computational efficiency, Algorithm 1 can obtain the
optimal strategy for the server with complexity of O(2|K|).
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Type-1 clients

Type-2
clients

Parameter space of all
candidate clients

Clients participating in FL
with original local dataset
Clients participating in FL

with AIGC-enhanced dataset

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 6. Parameter space of (sk, λk) for clients.

Algorithm 1 Server’s optimal strategy in complete information
scenario
Input: The candidate client set K.
Output: Server’s optimal strategy profile (To, ro).

1: S ← ∅.
2: for each r ∈ ζ do
3: Calculate T ∗(r) based on (19) and obtain the strategy profile
S ← S ∪ {(T ∗(r), r)}.

4: end for
5: Search the optimal strategy profile in S such that it minimizes

server’s cost Cserver , which is denoted as (To, ro).
6: return strategy profile (To, ro)

IV. INCOMPLETE INFORMATION SCENARIO

In incomplete information scenario, the server is only aware
of the distributions of data quality λk and the unit data usage
cost sk, instead of knowing the exact values for client’s
attributes (λk, sk). Hence, we aim to derive the server’s
optimal strategy to minimize server’s expected cost.

A. Clients’ Behaviors in Incomplete Information Scenario

Without loss of generality, we assume that λk ∈ (0, λmax]
and sk ∈ (0, smax] hold for all clients, where λmax = λ 11

and smax < ζ3 = λδ
1−θ

12. In incomplete information scenario,
the server is aware of the probability density functions of λk
and sk, which are denoted as u(·) and v(·), respectively. Here,
λk and sk are independent with each other.

To intuitively show clients’ behaviors associated with their
personal attributes, a two-dimensional parameter space is
constructed for all clients based on sk and λk. As depicted
in Fig. 6(a), all clients fall in the parameter space Dspace =
{(sk, λk)|sk ∈ (0, smax], λk ∈ (0, λ]} following the joint
probability distribution of sk and λk. Obviously, type-1 and
type-2 clients are divided by the dotted line λk = − 1−θ

δ sk+λ.
Given the uniform unit data reward benchmark r, we can
derive the probability of each strategy adopted by a client by
considering the following three cases:

• Case (i) (r ∈ (0, smax)): According to clients’ rational
behaviors (See Theorem 2), each type-1 client k will
not participate in FL with AIGC-enhanced dataset (i.e.,
strategy φk(1, 1)) due to r < smax < ζ3 = λδ

1−θ .

11In this paper, we set the non-iid degree λ tolerated by the server equaling
to λmax, the maximum value of λk . Our analysis can be easily extended to
the case when λ < λmax.

12This assumption originates from the fact λ > 1 in real-world datasets
(e.g., MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets). The maximum unit data-computing
cost satisfy smax << 1 in our experimental settings. Our analysis can be
extended in cases where smax ≥ ζ3.

When r ≥ ζ1(k) ⇒ λk ≤ −λr sk + λ, each type-
1 client k will participate in FL with its local dataset.
As for each type-2 client k, it will not participate in
FL since r < ζ3 < ζ2(k). Accordingly, as illustrated
in Fig. 6(b), client whose attribute tuple (sk, λk) falls
within the blue region will participate in FL with its local
dataset. Thus, the probability that client k participates in
FL can be calculated as P1 =

∫∫
D1

u(sk)v(λk)dskdλk,

where D1 = {(sk, λk)|sk ∈ (0, r), λk ∈ (0,−λr sk + λ)}
represents the blue region in Fig. 6(b).

• Case (ii) (r ∈ [smax, ζ3)): Similar to the above case, only
type-1 clients (i.e., the clients located in the blue region
D2 = {(sk, λk)|sk ∈ (0, smax), λk ∈ (0,−λr sk + λ)}
in Fig. 6(c)) will participate in FL with its local dataset.
Accordingly, the probability that client k participates in
FL can be denoted as P2 =

∫∫
D2

u(sk)v(λk)dskdλk.

• Case (iii) (r ∈ [ζ3,
λδ+smax

1−θ ])13: Since r ≥ ζ3, all type-
1 clients will participate in FL with AIGC-enhanced
datasets (i.e., strategy φk(1, 1)). While each type-2 client
k participates in FL with the AIGC-enhanced dataset
when r ≥ ζ2(k)⇒ λk ≤ − λ

λδ+θr sk+
rλ

λδ+θr . Combining
two types of clients, we summarize that client whose at-
tribute tuple (sk, λk) is located in the green region of Fig.
6(d) will participate in FL with AIGC-enhanced datasets.
Consequently, the probability that client k participates
in FL can be written as P3 =

∫∫
D3

u(sk)v(λk)dskdλk

where D3 = D31 ∪D32, D31 = {(sk, λk)|sk ∈ (0, (1 −
θ)r − λδ), λk ∈ (0, λ)} and D32 = {(sk, λk)|sk ∈
[(1− θ)r − λδ, smax), λk ∈ (0,− λ

λδ+θr sk +
rλ

λδ+θr ]}.

B. The Server’s Expected Cost

Due to the inherent uncertainties in incomplete information
scenario, the server endeavors to minimize its expected cost
by finding the optimal strategy:

Minimize
T,r

E(Ccost), (20)

s.t. T ∈ {1, 2, ...}, (20a)
r ∈ (0,+∞). (20b)

It is challenging to solve problem (20) due to the following
two aspects. On the one hand, the calculation for E(Ccost) is

13The decision of each client under r > λδ+smax
1−θ is the same as that

under r = λδ+smax
1−θ . However, the server will incur more payments to

clients under r > λδ+smax
1−θ , compared with the case when r = λδ+smax

1−θ .
Hence, there is no need to discuss the case when the r ∈ (λδ+smax

1−θ ,∞).
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non-trivial under a given strategy (T, r) due to the complex
clients’ behaviors. On the other hand, the mutual coupling of T
and r exacerbates the difficulty to derive the optimal strategy
for the server in presence of information asymmetry.

To estimate E(Ccost) under a given strategy (T, r), we first
rewrite (20) as follows:

E(Ccost) = γ1E(Mloss) + γ2E(Rtotal), (21)

where

E(Mloss) = ϕhTΘ+ (1− ϕhT )κ1
ψ√
h
E

[ ∑
k∈Nr

√
dk

d(Nr)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

M1

+E

 ∑
k∈NL

r

dk
d(Nr)

λk +
∑
k∈NA

r

dk
d(Nr)

λk,A


︸ ︷︷ ︸

M2

, (22)

and

E(Rtotal) = γ2TrE(
∑
k∈Nr

dk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
M3

(1− E(λk)
λ

). (23)

To calculate (21), we next introduce how to estimate M1,
M2 and M3 for cases (i), (ii) and (iii):

1) Estimation of M1: The challenge for estimating M1

is twofold: First, when d(Nr) =
∑
k∈Nr

dk = 0 (e.g., no
client participates in FL), the term

∑
k∈Nr

√
dk

d(Nr)
is undefined.

Second, the value of d(Nr) =
∑
k∈Nr

dk is determined by the
set of the recruited client Nr.

In light of the first challenge, we utilize a large positive
constant Ω to characterize the cost of gradient error when there
is no client participating in FL (i.e., d(Nr) = 0) 14. Based on
this, we construct a random variable Q as follows:

Q =


∑
k∈Nr

√
dk

d(Nr)
, if d(Nr) ̸= 0,

Ω, if d(Nr) = 0.

(24)

By supplementing the definition of
∑
k∈Nr

√
dk

d(N ) , the value
of E(Q) can be regarded as the estimated value of M1.
Given unit data reward benchmark r, directly calculating E(Q)
necessitates an algorithm with complexity of O(2K), which
inevitably incurs a significant expense.

To calculate E(Q) with high computational efficiency, we
define a random variable zk ∈ {0, 1} for each client k ∈ K to
denote whether to participate in FL given the unit data reward
benchmark r. Here, we let zk = 1 with probability p and
zk = 0 with probability 1− p, where p equals to P1, P2 and
P3 for cases (i), (ii) and (iii), respectively. Then, an estimator
for random variable Q is constructed by:

Z =

∑
k∈K zk

√
dk + ϵ ·

∏
k∈K(1− zk)∑

k∈K zkdk +
√
ϵ ·
∏
k∈K(1− zk)

+ Ω ·
∏
k∈K

(1− zk),

(25)

14According to assumption ∥∇Fk(w; ξk)−∇Fk(w)∥2 ≤ ψ2

Bk
, the term∑

k∈Nr

√
dk

d(N )
characterizes the gradient error from stochastic sampling.

When there is no data for federated training, we consider that the value of
this term tends to ∞.

0.001 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1
Unit data reward benchmark r

0.000
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−
Z 2
|
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K=100

Fig. 7. The value of |Z1 − Z2| for different unit data reward benchmark r.

where ϵ→ 0+. When no client participates in FL (i.e., Nr =
∅), we have Z =

√
ϵ + Ω ≈ Ω. Otherwise, we have Z =∑

k∈Nr

√
dk

d(Nr)
. Then, we calculate E(Z) as follows:

E(Z)=E

(∑
k∈K zk

√
dk + ϵ ·

∏
k∈K(1− zk)∑

k∈K zkdk +
√
ϵ ·
∏
k∈K(1− zk)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Z1

+(1− p)KΩ

≈
E(
∑
k∈K zk

√
dk + ϵ ·

∏
k∈K(1− zk))

E(
∑
k∈K zkdk +

√
ϵ ·
∏
k∈K(1− zk))︸ ︷︷ ︸

Z2

+(1− p)KΩ

=

∑
k∈K p

√
dk + ϵ · (1− p)K∑

k∈K pdk +
√
ϵ · (1− p)K

+ (1− p)KΩ

≈
∑
k∈K
√
dk∑

k∈K dk
+ (1− p)KΩ. (26)

In the second equation of (26), we use term Z2 to approximate
term Z1 when Nr ̸= ∅. As illustrated in Fig. 7, we show the
difference between the real value of Z1 and Z2 under dif-
ferent values of unit data reward benchmark r. For parameter
settings, we set λk ∼ Uniform(0, 3), sk ∼ Uniform(0, 0.1)
and ϵ = 10−8. The other parameters’ settings are the same as
that in Section V-C. We can see that |Z1−Z2| is small enough
with different numbers of candidate clients K, indicating that
our approximation is reasonable.

By formulating a two-tier nested estimation framework, the
quantification of E(Q) is attained through the estimation of
E(Z), leading to the ultimate derivation of the value of M1.

2) Calculation of M2: As M2 indicates the expected
training gradient error caused by data quality, we have∑
k∈NL

dk
d(Nr)

λk +
∑
k∈NA

dk
d(Nr)

λk,A = 0 when d(Nr) =

0 (i.e., Nr = ∅). Recalling cases (i), (ii) and (iii) dis-
cussed in Section IV-A, we have NL

r = ∅ or NA
r = ∅

when Nr = (NL
r ∪ NA

r ) ̸= ∅. Hence, we have M2 =

E
[∑

k∈Nr

dk
d(Nr)

λk

]
for cases (i) and (ii). In case (iii), we

have M2 = E
[∑

k∈Nr

dk
d(N )λk,A

]
.

For case (i), we can obtain the value of M2 by calculating
the following equation:

E

[∑
k∈Nr

dk
d(Nr)

λk

]
=E(λk)=

∫∫
D1

u(sk)v(λk)λkdskdλk. (27)

Here, the first equation originates from
∑
k∈Nr

dk
d(N ) = 1

when Nr ̸= 0. Similarly, we replace the region D1 with D2
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in (27) and obtain the value of M2 for case (ii). As each
recruited clients use AIGC-enhanced datasets for FL model
training, the value of M2 for case (iii) can be calculated by:

E

[∑
k∈Nr

dk
d(N )

λk,A

]
=E(λk,A) =

∫∫
D3

u(sk)v(λk)θλkdskdλk.

(28)

Here, the second equation originates from λk,A = θλk.
3) Calculation of M3: We have M3 = E(

∑
k∈K zkdk) =

p(
∑
k∈K dk).

By substituting M1, M2 and M3 into (21), we can obtain
the server’s expected cost given fixed T and r.

C. Server’s Optimal Strategy in Incomplete Information Sce-
nario

In light of the mutual coupling of T and r in server’s
strategy, we first aim to obtain the optimal r by minimizing
(20) given a fixed T . Due to different clients’ behaviors over
different ranges of r, problem (20) is naturally decomposed
into three subproblems corresponding to cases (i), (ii) and (iii),
denoted as E[Ccost,(i)(r)], r ∈ (0, smax); E[Ccost,(ii)(r)], r ∈
[smax, ζ3) and E[Ccost,(iii)(r)], r ∈ [ζ3,

λδ+smax

1−θ ], respec-
tively. Taking case (i) as an example, the server’s cost under
a fixed T can be represented as:

E(Ccost,(i))(r) = γ1ϕ
hTΘ+ γ1(1− ϕhT )κ1

ψ√
h
E(Z)

+γ1(1− ϕhT )κ1E(λk) + γ2TrE(
∑
k∈Nr

dk)(1−
E(λk)
λ

).(29)

These three subproblems are all single-objective optimization
problems in terms of r, each involving double integrals with
respect to sk and λk, and can be easily solved by tradi-
tional optimizers. The solution corresponding to the minimum
server’s cost among these three subproblems signifies the
optimal unit data reward benchmark of r for a given fixed
T .
Remark 5: A low unit data reward benchmark r may lead
to a large E(Z) in (29), which indicates that the server may
suffer from high cost to hedge the risk of no or very few
clients participating in FL model training. With a large unit
data reward benchmark r < ζ3, there are more clients with
low data quality participating in FL, resulting in degraded
model performance and high payments. When r ≥ ζ3, the
server recruits clients to participate in FL with AIGC-enhanced
datasets, leading to satisfactory training performance but high
payment to clients. Hence, a proper decision of r is signif-
icantly important to realize a nice balance between model
performance and payment to the clients.

We have determined the optimal r for any fixed T , which
inspires us to globally select the optimal T , since T belongs
to a limited integer set [0, Tmax]. Next, we introduce how to
determine the value of Tmax. Proposition 2 reveals the optimal
T ∗(r) given a unit data reward benchmark r. Then, the optimal
number of global iterations To must satisfy To ≤ Tmax, where
Tmax = maxr T

∗(r),∀r ∈ (0, λδ+smax

1−θ ]. We summarize this
conclusion as follows:

Algorithm 2 Server’s optimal strategy in incomplete informa-
tion scenario
Input: The candidate client set K.
Output: Server’s optimal strategy profile (To, ro).

1: Obtain Tmax by solving the problem (30).
2: S ← ∅.
3: for T = 1 to T = Tmax do
4: Calculate the minimum server’s cost among the three sub-

problems E[Ccost,(i)(r)]; E[Ccost,(ii)(r)] and E[Ccost,(iii)(r)] and
obtain the corresponding reward as the optimal unit data reward
benchmark rT .

5: S ← S ∪ {(T, rT )}.
6: end for
7: Search the optimal strategy profile in S such that minimizes

server’s cost, which is denoted as (To, ro).
8: return strategy profile (To, ro).

Proposition 3: In incomplete information scenario, Tmax
can be determined by solving the following optimization
problem Tmax =Maximize

r
T ∗, i.e.,

Maximize
r

logϕh

[
γ2E(R(Nr))

γ1(− lnϕh)(Θ− κ1E(Λ(Nr)))

]
, (30)

s.t. r ∈ (0,
λδ + smax

1− θ
], (30a)

The optimization problem can be decomposed to three sub-
problems, since E(R(Nr)) and E(Λ(Nr)) are different in
cases (i), (ii) and (iii). Specifically, we have E(R(Nr)) =

rE(
∑
k∈Nr

dk)(1− E(λk)
λ ) and E(Λ(Nr)) = γ1κ1

ψ√
h
E(Z) +

γ1κ1E(λk) for cases (i) and (ii). For case (iii), we have
E(R(Nr)) = rE(

∑
k∈Nr

dk)(1 − E(λk,A)
λ ) and E(Λ(Nr)) =

γ1κ1
ψ√
h
E(Z) + γ1κ1E(λk,A).

The optimization problem (30) is a single-objective which
can be solved by traditional optimizer. Based on the above
dicussion, Algorithm 2 summarizes the procedure of obtaining
server’s optimal strategy in incomplete information scenario.

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we conduct experiments to study the impact
of different distributions of parameters sk and λk on server’s
strategy and cost. Further, we evaluate the performance of
our mechanism in incomplete information scenario, compared
with complete information scenario. Finally, we compare the
training performance of our mechanism with two benchmarks
mechanism on real datasets.

A. Parameter Settings

Experimental environment. We conduct experiments on
the device equipped with Ubuntu 18.04.05, CUDA v12.0, GPU
(Tesla P100-PCIE) and Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU (E5-2678 v3).

Datasets and models. To gauge the effectiveness of our
incentive mechanism, we consider image classification as
the FL training task and conduct extensive evaluations with
three widely-used real-world datasets for FL: MNIST [34],
CIFAR10 [35] and GTSRB [36]. We employ a multi-layer
perception network consisting of a single hidden layer with
256 hidden units as the learning model for MNIST dataset.
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While we use LeNet [34], which consists of two sets of con-
volution and pooling layers, then two fully-connected layers
with ReLU activation, as the model trained on clients for
the complex CIFAR10 dataset. The architecture of model for
GTSRB dataset comprises two convolutional layers followed
by max-pooling operations, culminating in two fully connected
layers.

Data synthesis by AIGC service. Vision models such as
diffusion model have demonstrated impressive capability in
high-quality image synthesis [16]. In this paper, we leverage a
pre-trained diffusion model in [22] to provision the AIGC ser-
vice for the data synthesis of MNIST, CIFAR10 and GTSRB
datasets.

Parameter settings. The values of ρ, µ, and λk are dic-
tated by the specific loss function and dataset, which can be
estimated within a concise FL training process empirically
[37]. For the parameter estimation of MNIST dataset, we set
K = 10 and ψ = 25. Each client is randomly allocated with
5, 000 data samples under a uniform data distribution over 10
classes. With a learning rate of η = 0.01 and global iteration
number of T = 50, we simulate the FL training process and
obtain the estimated value for each parameter: ρ = 37.36,
µ = 5.48, and β = 0.57. Similarly, we can obtain ρ = 16.94,
µ = 2.53, and β = 0.28 for CIFAR10 dataset by setting
K = 10 and ψ = 10. Also, we have ρ = 12.49, µ = 3.40,
and β = 0.78 for GTSRB dataset by setting K = 43 and
ψ = 10.

TABLE II
THE RANGE OF λk WITH l CLASSES FOR MNIST DATASET.

l λk l λk

1 (0.8, 3) 8 (0.14, 0.18)

2,3 (0.42, 0.8) 9 (0.08, 0.14)

4,5 (0.32, 0.42) 10 (0, 0.08)

6,7 (0.18, 0.32)

TABLE III
THE RANGE OF λk WITH l CLASSES FOR CIFAR10 DATASET.

l λk l λk

1,2 (0.76, 2) 6,7 (0.35, 0.46)

3 (0.65, 0.76) 8 (0.23, 0.35)

4 (0.55, 0.65) 9 (0.15, 0.23)

5 (0.46, 0.55) 10 (0, 0.15)

For gdata and gdiff on MNIST datasets, we conduct a
simple FL training process (e.g., training within 20 global
iterations) for both local dataset and generated dataset where
all data samples are generated by AIGC service. In or-
der to evaluate the maximum value of the gradient and
gradient difference, we simulate the highly non-IID sce-
nario for the two datasets and simultaneously record the
maximum gradient norm, and maximum gradient error be-
tween local and generated datasets. As a result, we obtain
gdata = maxt,k ∥∇Fk(wt;DMNIST )∥ = 2.45 and gdiff =
maxt,k ∥∇Fk(wt;DMNIST )−∇Fk(wt;DAIGC)∥ = 1.05 for
MNIST dataset. Similarly, gdata = 1.75 and gdiff = 0.54 can
be acquired for CIFAR10 dataset. In terms of GTSRB datasets,
we have gdata = 16.51 and gdiff = 12.07.

As for the non-IID degree λk which is dataset-specified, we
estimate the rough range of λk under different data partition
cases. Specifically, for the data partition case where client k
possesses data samples from l classes, we conduct a simple FL
training process with T = 20 global iterations and record the
maximum gradient error between the local gradient of client
k and the global gradient, i.e., λk(l) = maxt ∥∇Fk(wt) −
∇F (wt)∥. Following this way, we are able to obtain the series
values λk(l), k ∈ {1, 2, ..., 10} and calculate the rough range
of λk for each data partition cases of MNIST and CIFAR10
datasets, as summarized in Table II and Table III.

B. Discussion on AIGC-enhanced dataset

In this paper, we employ the AIGC-enhanced dataset, which
comprises a mixture of real-world and generated data samples
for each client, i.e., retaining some local data samples while
introducing generated ones. From a theoretical perspective,
we have demonstrated that the data quality of the AIGC-
enhanced dataset is superior to that of a dataset consisting of
only generated samples (referred to as the AIGC-only dataset)
in Section II-B. To further validate our conclusion, we have
added experiments to evaluate the training performance of the
AIGC-enhanced dataset on the MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets.

In our experiments, we set K = 10 clients and T = 100
global iterations for both MNIST and CIFAR10 dataset. Under
identical training conditions, we compare training accuracy
on original local datset, AIGC-enhanced datasets, and AIGC-
only dataset, respectively. For instance, as shown in Fig. 8,
we randomly assign 200 data samples from one class as local
dataset for each client. Based on this, we construct AIGC-
enhanced dataset (IID dataset) with 10 classes for each client,
comprising a mixture of real-world and generated data samples
(discussed in Section II-A in revised paper). For comparison,
we generate 200 data samples with 10 classes for each client
as AIGC-only dataset (IID dataset).

As illustrated in Fig. 8, Fig. 9, and Fig. 10, the AIGC-
enhanced dataset consistently achieves the highest accuracy
across various settings. The poor performance of adoption
AIGC-only dataset is attributed to the distribution differences
between generated data samples (e.g., pa) and real-world data
samples (e.g., p). On the MNIST dataset, when clients possess
a small number of classes, the proportion of generated data
samples is higher in the AIGC-enhanced dataset, resulting in
similar performance compared with the AIGC-only dataset.
Similarly, superior training accuracy of the AIGC-enhanced
dataset on CIFAR10 datasets is evident in Fig. 11, Fig. 12,
and Fig. 13. Notably, the AIGC-enhanced dataset not only
demonstrates excellent training accuracy but also significantly
reduces the costs associated with the data generation process
compared to the AIGC-only dataset. The results obtained from
the MNIST and CIFAR10 datasets corroborate our theoretical
findings and highlight the advantages of utilizing the AIGC-
enhanced dataset.

C. Impact of Distributions of sk and λk on Server’s Strategy

For the ease of investigating the impact of the distribution
of client’s attributes (e.g., sk and λk) on server’s strategy,
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Fig. 8. Accuracy of each generated datasets when
local dataset with dk = 200 and 1 class on MNIST
dataset.
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Fig. 9. Accuracy of each generated datasets when
local dataset with dk = 200 and 5 classes on
MNIST dataset.
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Fig. 10. Accuracy of each generated datasets when
local dataset with dk = 500 and 5 classes on
MNIST dataset.
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Fig. 11. Accuracy of each generated dataset when
local dataset with dk = 500 and 3 classes on
CIFAR10 dataset.
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Fig. 12. Accuracy of each generated dataset when
local dataset with dk = 500 and 5 classes on
CIFAR10 dataset.

0 20 40 60 80 100
Global iteration T

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

A
cc

ur
ac

y

AIGC-enhance dataset (Ours)
AIGC-only dataset
Local dataset (dk = 1000, 5 classes)

Fig. 13. Accuracy of each generated dataset when
local dataset with dk = 1000 and 5 classes on
CIFAR10 dataset.

(a) LID (b) UD (c) LDD

Fig. 14. An illustration of three different kinds of distributions for sk and
λk .

we consider the following three simple distributions for sk ∈
(0, smax] and λk ∈ (0, λ):

• Linear increasing distribution (LID): probability density
functions of sk and λk are set to u(sk) = 2

s2max
sk and

v(λk) =
2
λ2λk, respectively.

• Uniform distribution (UD): u(sk) = 1
smax

and v(λk) = 1
λ

are adopted for sk and λk, respectively.
• Linear decreasing distribution (LDD): probability density

functions of u(sk) = − 2
s2max

sk + 2
smax

and v(λk) =

− 2
λ2λk +

2
λ are utilized for sk and λk, respectively.

Fig. 14 gives an intuitive illustration of the three different
kinds of distributions. In the experiments, we set λ = 3 and
smax = 0.1 based on the parameter evaluation results on
MNIST dataset. For the parameter setting of the server, we set

γ1 = 105 and γ2 = 1. The payment of using one generated
data sample which is obtained by leveraging AIGC service is
set as sAI = 0.5. For ease of comparison, datasize for each
client k is set to be dk ∈ (100, 300) for all the three cases
with different distributions of sk and λk.

We conduct experiments under three kinds of distributions
of sk and λk with different numbers of K, and show the
changes of server’s cost and unit data reward benchmark r.
To reduce the error caused by randomness, we repeat the
calculation process under each distribution case 10 times and
compute the average of the results. As depicted in Fig. 15 and
Fig. 16, our incentive mechanism achieves the lowest server’s
expected cost in LDD, since the server in LDD scenario can
easily recruit high-quality clients with lower payment cost and
hence tends to publish a lower r than UD and LID scenarios.
In contrast, the server has to publish the highest uniform
unit data reward benchmark r in LID scenario for fear of
the case that there are no clients recruited in FL due to a
low unit data reward benchmark. With the increase of the
number of candidate clients K, the number of high-quality
clients in the candidate client set increase accordingly. Due
to the lower risk of not having enough high-quality clients
available for recruitment, the server tends to publish a lower
r. Besides, the difference of the server’s expected costs among
the three distributions decrease with the increase of the number
of candidate clients when K ≥ 10.

Interestingly, as shown in Fig. 16, the sever adopts r ≥ ζ3
as the unit data reward benchmark when K = 5. The reason
is twofold: 1) with a small number of candidate clients, the
server faces the risk of not recruiting enough clients for FL
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Fig. 15. The server’s expected cost for each distri-
bution under different number of candidate clients
K.
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Fig. 16. The unit data reward benchmark for each
distribution under different number of candidate
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Fig. 17. The difference of server’s cost between
complete and incomplete information scenarios.

TABLE IV
THE AVERAGE UNIT DATA REWARD BENCHMARK r FOR DIFFERENT

INFORMATION SCENARIOS.
K = 10 K = 20 K = 50 K = 75 K = 100

Complete 0.3910 0.2705 0.0209 0.0154 0.0272

Incomplete 0.6238 0.0812 0.0395 0.0280 0.0218

model training if an adequately high reward is not offered;
2) since the number of candidate clients is small, the server
is inclined to incentivize clients to participate in FL with
their AIGC-enhanced datasets. This implies that introducing
generated data in FL possesses the capacity to significantly
reduce server expenses, especially in scenarios characterized
by limited candidate clients with lower data quality.

D. Difference of Server’s Cost between Complete and Incom-
plete Information Scenarios

To study the difference of server’s cost under complete and
incomplete information scenarios, the datasize of each client
is set to be dk = 30 to remove the impact of client’s datasize.
For each client k, we set sk ∼ Uniform(0, 0.1) and λk ∼
Uniform(0, 3) based on the parameter estimation results of
MNIST dataset. For the parameter setting of the server, we set
γ1 = 0.8 · 105 and γ2 = 1. The payment of using one data
sample generated by AIGC service is set as sAI = 0.8.

Fig. 17 and Table IV show the difference of server’s cost
between complete and incomplete information scenario and
the corresponding averaged unit data reward benchmark r for
the two cases. To reduce the error caused by randomness, we
conduct experiments 10 times and average the results for the
two cases. As depicted in Fig. 17, when K ≥ 20, the difference
of server’s costs between complete and incomplete information
scenarios decreases with the increase of the number of candi-
date clients K. When K = 10, the difference of server’s costs
between the two information scenarios is the lowest, since the
server recruits clients with AIGC-enhanced datasets by setting
r = ζ3 = 0.6238 in incomplete information scenario. In
essence, in instances where the amount of candidate clients is
limited, the introduction of AIGC-enhanced datasets serves to
alleviate server’s costs stemming from information asymmetry.
However, as the quantity of candidate clients escalates, there’s
a rise in the presence of high-quality clients (exhibiting lower
λk and lower sk). Consequently, the server’s reliance on
generated data diminishes. Conversely, offering a uniformly

increased r to a larger number of clients which use AIGC-
enhanced datasets will result in heightened payments to clients.

E. Training Performance Comparison

We compare the training performance of our proposed
mechanism with the following two benchmarks:

• No AIGC (NAIGC): The server considers data quality of
clients while neglecting that clients may choose to obtain
a high-quality dataset by using AIGC service.

• No data quality (NDQ): The server neglects the data
quality of the clients and assigns payment rdk to each
client k.

We consider FL scenarios with K = 30 clients on
MNIST, CIFAR10 and GTSRB datasets. For the experiments
on MNIST dataset, the server’s parameters are set as γ1 =
105 and γ2 = 0.01. We set λk ∼ uniform(0, 3) and
sk ∼ uniform(0, 10−3) for each client k. Based on the
value of λk, we can find the number of classes l for the
data samples of client k from Table II, and hence assign
dk ∈ [100, 300] data samples from l classes randomly for
each client k. As for CIFAR10 dataset, we set γ1 = 106 and
γ2 = 0.01 for the server, and set λk ∼ uniform(0, 2) and
sk ∼ uniform(0, 5 · 10−3) for each client k. According to
Table III, we can find the number of classes l for the data
samples of client k, and then assign dk ∈ [300, 500] data
samples from l classes randomly for each client k based on
the value of λk. As for GTSRB dataset, we set γ1 = 106

and γ2 = 0.01 for the server, and set λk ∼ uniform(0, 10)
and sk ∼ uniform(0, 5 · 10−3) for each client k. In light of
data samples with large number of classes (e.g., 43 classes)
on GTSRB dataset, to simulate the uniform distribution of
λk, we assign dk ∈ [1000, 2000] data samples with a random
number of classes l ∈ [4, 43] for each client k. The unit cost
or payment for one generated data sample is set to sAI = 0.01
for MNIST, CIFAR10 and GTSRB dataset.

To show the performance of our proposed mechanism, we
evaluate the server’s expected cost, training accuracy and
social welfare on MNIST, CIFAR10 and GTSRB dataset,
respectively. Here, the social welfare is defined as the sum
of server’s cost reduction and the total utilities of all clients.
As shown in Fig. 18 and Fig. 19, our mechanism achieves
the highest accuracy (i.e., 84.15%) and the lowest server’s
cost compared with NAIGC and NDQ methods on MNIST
dataset. This is because that NAIGC only considers the data
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Fig. 18. The accuracy of each mechanism on
MNIST dataset.
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Fig. 19. The server’s expected cost of each mecha-
nism on MNIST dataset.
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Fig. 20. The social welfare of each mechanism on
MNIST dataset.
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Fig. 21. The accuracy of each mechanism on CI-
FAR10 dataset.
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Fig. 22. The server’s expected cost of each mecha-
nism on CIFAR10 dataset.
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Fig. 23. The social welfare of each mechanism on
CIFAR10 dataset.
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Fig. 24. The accuracy of each mechanism on GT-
SRB dataset.
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Fig. 25. The server’s expected cost of each mecha-
nism on GTSRB dataset.
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Fig. 26. The social welfare of each mechanism on
GTSRB dataset.

quality of the local data for the clients, without introducing
the generated data for data quality improvement, thus resulting
in a degraded model accuracy. Also, as NDQ selects clients
based on data quantity while neglecting the heterogeneity of
data quality among clients, NDQ is inclined to select clients
with lower data quality and hence achieves the lowest train-
ing accuracy. By introducing data generation capability and
data quality awareness in our mechanism, clients can utilize
data generation technique to enhance data quality, enabling
FL model to converge to superior performance compared to
NAIGC and NDQ, while also achieving the highest social
welfare.

Similarly, our mechanism surpasses NDQ and NAIGC on
the CIFAR10 dataset, achieving the highest training accuracy
and social welfare while reducing server costs by 44.61% and
32.45%, respectively, as shown in Fig. 21, Fig. 22, and Fig.
23. In presence of dataset with more classes, such as GTSRB
dataset, our mechanism still exhibits superior performance in
terms of training accuracy and social welfare and expected

server’s cost, as illustrated in Fig. 24, Fig. 25 and Fig.26.
Notably, our proposed mechanism achieves cost reductions
of 53.34% and 33.29% compared to NDQ and NAIGC,
respectively. These results underscore the robustness of our
proposed mechanism across diverse datasets.

VI. RELATED WORK

A plethora of studies on federated learning concentrate on
improving training efficiency and final model performance
[38], [39]. For instance, Jeong et al. devise federated augmen-
tations approach to rectify non-IID dataset for performance
improvement [15]. By leveraging AIGC service, clients in
FL can conduct data synthesis to mitigate data heterogeneity
issue [17]. However, most of the results are derived under an
optimistic assumption that clients participate in FL voluntarily,
and adopt AIGC services to generate data unconditionally,
which may be unrealistic without proper incentives.

Considering the data-computing cost and data generation
cost (incurred by adopting AIGC service) of clients, incentive
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mechanism design is necessary for the server to compensate
the cost of clients reasonably. However, existing works on
incentive mechanism design for FL exhibit the following
limitations. First, most of them considers only one or two
dimensions of clients’ information (e.g., data-computing cost,
data amount, etc.) for contribution evaluation [32], [40], [41],
which may not be directly applicable in realistic FL scenarios
with data and resource heterogeneity. Second, few studies
consider to capture the relationship between the quality of
local model updates (which is related to local data distribution)
and the global learning performance [42]–[44]. Third, most ex-
isting incentive mechanisms assume that the server is aware of
all clients’ attributes, which is unrealistic in practice [45], [46].
Fourth, faced the temptation of being rewarded, rational clients
may optionally generate a high-quality data to participate
in FL with a higher reward [17], which further complicates
the incentive mechanism design due to the complex client
behaviors and is less understood in existing studies.

There exist some emerging works attempt to deal with
the aforementioned issues in different manners. For example,
the authors study incentive mechanism with multi-dimensional
clients’ private information under different levels of informa-
tion asymmetry by contract theory [24], [33], [44]. The author
propose a multi-dimensional procurement auction for incentive
mechanism in FL based on auction analysis framework. Along
a different line, in this paper we propose a lightweight data
quality-aware incentive mechanism for AIGC-empowered FL.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a data quality-aware incen-
tive mechanism to encourage clients’ participation in AIGC-
empowered FL scenario. With rigorous analysis of conver-
gence performance of FL model trained using a blend of
real-world and generated data samples, we derive the optimal
server’s incentive strategies both in complete and incomplete
information scenarios. Extensive experimental results demon-
strate that introducing AIGC service for FL scenarios enables
significant cost reduction for the server.
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