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Abstract

Federated Learning (FL) is gaining widespread interest for its ability to share knowledge while
preserving privacy and reducing communication costs. Unlike Centralized FL, Decentralized
FL (DFL) employs a network architecture that eliminates the need for a central server,
allowing direct communication among clients and leading to significant communication
resource savings. However, due to data heterogeneity, not all neighboring nodes contribute
to enhancing the local client’s model performance. In this work, we introduce A FIND+,
a simple yet efficient algorithm for sampling and aggregating neighbors in DFL, with the
aim of leveraging collaboration to improve clients’ model performance. AFIND+ identifies
helpful neighbors, adaptively adjusts the number of selected neighbors, and strategically
aggregates the sampled neighbors’ models based on their contributions. Numerical results
on real-world datasets with diverse data partitions demonstrate that AFIND+ outperforms
other sampling algorithms in DFL and is compatible with most existing DFL optimization
algorithms.

1 Introduction

Federated Learning (FL), a collaborative machine learning paradigm, has garnered attention for its capacity
to train models on decentralized devices without sharing raw data [I]. This method addresses privacy and
communication concerns, proving valuable in fields like healthcare [2], energy [3], and manufacturing [4].
In Centralized FL (CFL), a central server selects clients for training, where effective client sampling is
key for accelerating convergence and reducing communication overhead [B [6l [7]. However, due to data
heterogeneity among clients, it’s challenging to attain satisfactory performance for all using a single average
central model [8] [9].

In contrast, decentralized federated learning (DFL), illustrated in Figure |1} utilizes a peer-to-peer structure
where clients exchange model parameters directly, bypassing a central server [10]. Each client develops a local,
personalized model, addressing the model shift caused by data heterogeneity in Centralized FL (CFL) [111 [12].
This shift to a decentralized architecture enhances privacy and reduces reliance on central infrastructure [I3].
In particular, this decentralization does not need a global model explicitly or implicitly through the central
server, thus significantly reducing the communication burden on the server side [14].

Despite its advantages, DFL encounters challenges due to network heterogeneity, affecting collaborative
efficiency among clients [I5]. Similar to CFL, selecting neighboring noded'| for collaboration is crucial in
DFL as different collaborations resulting different model performance [I6] [I7]. We break down the neighbor
node cooperation problem in DFL into three progressive challenges: identifying the right neighbors for
collaboration, adaptively setting the number of participating clients, and valuing the importance of each
selected client for aggregation.

Challenge 1: Identify the right neighbors for collaboration. Data heterogeneity across clients results
in varied node distributions. Inappropriate neighbor selection can lead to performance degradation compared
to solo training, while effective selection significantly boosts performance, as depicted in Fig[2] The underlying

'The terms client, node, and neighbor are used interchangeably in this paper.
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Figure 1: Illustration of Centralized FL and Decentralized FL. In centralized FL, communication takes place
between the server and the clients, whereas in decentralized FL, it occurs directly between clients without the need for
a central server.

principle is the similarity in data distribution between clients, such as between Client 1 and Client 2, as
opposed to the divergent distribution of Client 3. This highlights the importance of similarity in client
sampling. To understand how similarity aids in finding suitable collaborators theoretically, we explore the
concept of a coreset for DFL client sampling, discussed in more detail in Section [3.2

Challenge 2: Adaptive neighbor sampling. In addition to data heterogeneity, the number of sampled
clients is crucial. Fixed-number sampling methods may perform poorly on new tasks without fine-tuning,
which is resource-intensive and often ineffective [I8]. For example, in Figure [2| setting the neighbor sampling
number to 2 (involving Client 1, Client 2, and Client 3) worsens performance compared to collaboration
between Client 1 and Client 2 alone. To address the limitations of fixed-number sampling, we propose a
participation threshold to evaluate the overall similarity between a client and its neighbors. This threshold
adjusts based on neighbor distribution similarity. A higher threshold is set when neighbors have diverse
distributions, reducing the number of sampled clients to avoid those who negatively contribute. Conversely, a
lower threshold is applied when most neighbors have similar distributions to the client.

Challenge 3: Aggregate the sampled clients. Current DFL client sampling algorithms, after selecting a
subset of neighbors for collaboration, often overlook the aggregation step, typically averaging the models
received from neighbors [19]. However, effective aggregation is crucial in FL to maximize the efficiency of
sampling [0, 20]. The varying data distributions among sampled clients lead to differing contributions to
collaboration. As shown in the experimental results of Figure [4 contribution-aware aggregation, which
considers the individual impact of each client, is more effective than simple averaging, leading to faster
convergence.

To this end, we propose AFIND+, an Adaptive Frlendly Neighbor Discory algorithm, designed to enhance
collaboration and performance of DFL. Specifically, based on theoretical and empirical observations, AFIND+
uses the output of a featurizer as a proxy for clients’ model similarity to identify neighbors with similar data
distributions. To adaptively adjust the number of collaborators, AFIND+ sets a threshold to terminate
the greedy selection process using confidence levels in client and neighbor similarity. Among the selected
neighbors, AFIND-+ assesses their importance to the client and reweights them for aggregation based on
their contributions.

The contribution and novelty of AFIND+ can be summarized as follows:

e To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first to provide both theoretical insights and empirical
evidence that, in DFL, helpful collaborators are those possessing similar data distributions. Based on this
insight, we propose a greedy selection strategy to identify such collaborators.

e By proposing the use of the confidence level between clients and neighbors, it is the first to enable a
dynamic number of collaboration neighbors, which helps set a termination for the greedy selection.
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Figure 2: Toy examples show the importance of appropriate cooperation. Clients 1 and 2 have FashionMNIST
datasets with labels {4, 5, 6, 7}, while Client 3’s dataset has labels {0, 1, 2, 3}. Using Client 2 as a baseline, accuracy
comparisons indicate that collaboration between clients with similar data (Clients 1 and 2) is beneficial, whereas
cooperation between clients with diverse data (Clients 2 and 3) is detrimental.

o It strategically aggregates the sampled neighbors based on their contributions, instead of merely sampling
and leaving them alone, differing from existing methods.

e Theoretically, we provide convergence guarantees for our algorithm in a general nonconvex setting, achieving
a convergence rate of O (ﬁ + %) Empirically, we conduct extensive experiments on realistic data tasks

using diverse data partition methods, evaluating the efficacy of our algorithm compared with the SOTA
sampling baselines in DFL, achieving a maximum improvement of 5% on CIFAR-10 and 4% on CIFAR-100.

2 Related Works

DFL is a peer-to-peer communication learning paradigm, with clients connecting solely to their neighbors [2T],
22, 23]. Neighbor selection has been shown to be an important challenge for DFL [I8] 19 24]. In this work,
we address this challenge for DFL with a novel collaboration strategy AFIND+. A more comprehensive
discussion of the related work can be found in Appendix [A]

3 AFIND+: Adaptive Collaboration for DFL

In this section, we first define the problem setup and necessary notations for DFL. Then, we introduce
AFIND+ (Algorithm , which includes finding the right neighbors via coreset (Sec , setting an adaptive
participation threshold based on confidence levels (Sec|3.3)), and contribution-based reweight aggregation

(Sec 3-4).

3.1 Preliminary

Decentralized Federated Learning (DFL). In a standard DFL scenario with m clients, each client
1 € [m] possesses a local dataset D; containing N; data examples. The parameters of the model are denoted
by x € R?, and Fj(x;¢;) represents the local objective function for client i, corresponding to the training
samples &;. The loss function for client i is given as Fj;(x;¢;). The typical goal in DFL involves solving the
following finite-sum stochastic optimization problem:

m

min f(x) = — " Fix &), (1

i=1

In a decentralized network topology, client communication is represented by an undirected graph G =
(N, V,W). Here, N' = [1,--- ,m] denotes the set of clients, V € N’ x A signifies the set of communication
channels connecting two distinct clients, and the connection matrix W = [w; ;] € [0,1]™*™ indicates the
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Figure 3: Illustration of the AFIND+ method. The node represents the clients in the network, with different
sizes and colors indicating variations in data distribution. First, the client identifies helpful neighbors with similar
data distribution, represented by a similar feature proxy. Next, it filters neighbors using a threshold based on overall
distribution and helpfulness. Finally, it aggregates the selected clients based on their contributions.

presence of communication links between any two clients [25]. We define S; as the set of nodes that can
communicate with client ¢, where w; ; = 1 for all j € S;.

DFL with personalized model. When considering a personalized model approach for DFL, the objective
can be formulated as follows:

w3

min {f(waﬁ) = ;ZFl(w’ﬂz)} ) (2)

i=1
where w € R% represents the consensus model, averaged from all shared parameters w;, i.e., w = % S wi,
B = (B, - ,Bm) with B; € R%, Vi € [m] corresponds to the local parameters, and Fj(w,(;) =

E¢,~p,[Fi(w, £i;&)]. Stochastic gradients with respect to w; and §; are denoted as V. and Vg, respectively.

In DFL, the shared parameters w; of each client 7 are transmitted to their neighbors, denoted as .S;. Conversely,
the personal parameters ; only perform multiple local iterations in each client ¢ and are not shared externally.

3.2 Identify Right Neighbors

In DFL, the goal is to find neighbors that improve a client’s performance, unlike CFL which aims to select a
subset approximating full client participation [26]. Motivated by the effectiveness of selective collaboration
shown in Figure [2] our focus is on identifying beneficial neighbors for each client.

We have posited that selecting the correct neighbors entails choosing those with similar data distributions, as
depicted in Figure[2] A similar observation was made in [I8]. We begin by analyzing the rationale behind
this assertion from a theoretical standpoint, employing a coreset approach. Coresets are subsets of data
points that effectively approximate the original dataset and are commonly utilized in active learning [27].
The coreset definition is as follows:

Definition 3.1 (Coreset). Given a dataset D and a loss function L, a coreset C is a subset of D such that
for any model x, the following inequality holds:

||L(X,D)—L(ch)\| < e, (3)
where € is a small error tolerance.

In DFL, the coreset of a target client is a set of clients that have similar model update performance. To
formulate this problem, we start by following the logic in [28]. Let S be a subset of m clients. Furthermore,
assume that there is a mapping ¢x : V — S that for every possible value of optimization parameter



x € X assigns every possible neighbor i € V to one of the elements j in S, ie., (i) = j € S. Let
C; ={ie[m]|s(i) =7} CV be the set of neighbors that are assigned to j € S, and v; = |C;| be the number

of such neighbor nodes. Hence, {Cj};.n:l form a partition of V. Then, for any x we can write the following
gradient for client i:

VFi(x) = VFi(x) — Z VF; (x) + Ziev (VFi (x) — VE, (i) (x) + VF, () (x)) (4)
= VFi(x) — Z Z [VF(x x)] + Z vV Fj(x (5)

Subtracting, and then taking the norm of both sides, we get an upper bound on the error of estimating the
client i’s gradient:

IVEG) =) uVEEIP<2VEC) =Y VEEP+2) ] [[VEE) - Ve[, (©)

where the inequality follows from the triangle inequality and Jensen’s inequality. The upper bound in Eq. @

is minimized when ¢, assigns every ¢ € V' to an element in S with the most gradient similarity at parameter
x, or the minimum Euclidean distance between the gradient vectors at x. Therefore, based on the above
conclusion that helpful neighbors should be clients with the most gradient similarity, we can formally define
the coreset of DFL as follows:

Definition 3.2 (Coreset of DFL). Give a set of clients [m] and loss function L, a coreset of client ¢ in DFL
is a subset of [m] such that
Zjec;

where C; represents the coreset of client i, and €; represents the error tolerance of client i.

VF;(x; Di) = VEj(x; Dj)||* < e, (7)

The definition of coreset in DFL implies that, within a defined tolerance error, the coreset of client ¢ should be
clients with similar model gradients. Motivated by the above theoretical findings and empirical observations (
Figure [2l and [I9] ) — where a smaller distance among clients’ data distribution (reflected in model distance)
improves performance—we propose a greedy sampling approach to identify the helpful clients.

Clients with greater similarity in model gradients have a higher probability of being sampled. To reduce
computation and communication costs, we use the output layer of the clients’ featurizer as a feature proxy
for the client’s data distribution instead of the gradient for similarity calculation. It is worth noting that
using the proxy does not cause additional information leakage compared to vanilla DFL approaches, as the
proxy only constitutes one layer of the entire model. Specifically, the sampling probability for client j to be
sampled by client 7 is calculated as:

o exp(sim(¢f, ¢%) /v)
W S e XD, ) /0)
where ¢! represents the feature proxy of client 4 at round ¢, and B! represents the available neighbors of client

i at round ¢. Temperature v controls the distribution shape. The ’sim’ refers to the cosine similarity between
two vectors.

(8)

In practice, only a subset of clients are available in each round; thus, we let
: t gt
= g (1% e le) o)
Y Y keer exp(sim (e}, ¢f) /v) ieBy/ct "

where C! is the selected coreset for client 7 at round ¢ and the multiplicative factor ensures that all probabilities
sum to 1.

By pﬁy ; we can identify helpful neighbors for client 4, i.e., clients with a higher probability for collaboration.
This is a greedy selection process. However, determining its termination conditions is challenging. To address
this, we propose an adaptive threshold to control the number of participating clients, as detailed in the next
section.

3.3 Adaptive Threshold for Flexible Neighbor Participation

We aim to select all helpful clients for collaboration in each round. However, as noted in Challenge 2, we
don’t know the number of helpful neighbors in each round. Simply fixing the number of collaborators can
lead to poor performance, and fine-tuning this number during training is impractical.



Algorithm 1 AFIND+
Input:Number of clients m, global threshold 7, learning rate 1w and 7, number of local epoch Ky, and Kg,
total training rounds 7.
Output: Final model parameter w’ and 57
Initialize: Shared model w and personalized model 7. p; ; = ;- where n; = |BY| is the connected neighbors
of client %, Vi € [m].

1: fort=0to7T —1do

2:  for client 7 in parallel do

3: if pﬁ,j > 0!, for j in B! then

4: Add neighbor j into the coreset C! for collaboration

5: end if

6: for client j in C! do

T Let W?O = w}, calculate ¢ + [vij(wgiﬂ;;gj)b and Fj(wi, 6% &5);
8: Local Update w; and (; and calculate F;(w}, 8%;¢;) based on Eq. (15);
9: Communicate ¢f, w§+1, and Fj(wt, %5 &5) to client

10: end for

1 o)« [VwFi(wi, 856

12: Local Update w; and (B;;

13: Aggregation: wi ™' =3 . w! ;wit!, where @/ ; follows from Eq. (16);
14: Update p} ; and 6] based on Eq. (9) and Eq.(13), respectively;

15:  end for

16: end for

/* Local Update w and 8 */
17: for k=0to Kz —1 do
18:  BPMY = BEF — gV Fi(wi, BF; &)
19: end for
20: Git1 « gLKw
21: for k=0to Kw — 1 do
220wt = wit - Vo Fi(wi, B )5
23: end for

To this end, we propose an adaptive threshold that assesses the overall distribution similarity between a
client and all its available neighbors, updating as training progresses. Intuitively, if a client’s neighbors tend
to be more similar, the similarity threshold should adaptively decrease, allowing for a larger sampling pool.
Conversely, if the neighbors are less similar to the client, the threshold should increase, potentially reducing
the number of selected clients.

Motivated by the principles from GNN-FD [29], the threshold setting should correlate with the model’s
confidence in the overall similarity level between the client and its neighbors, as well as the similarity to
individual neighbors, mirroring the model’s learning state. To determine the confidence C} of client i, we
first calculate the entropy using the following equation:

hi==2 0 chlonlers), (10)
where h! represents of node i’s uncertainty and e;j € (0,1) represents the refined consine similarity that
comes from e ; = % Normalize H = (h%,--- ,h%,) to obtain H' as follows:

H' = o(H'), (11)
where o(X) = 14—:% is the sigmoid function. H} € (0,1) represents the i-th element of H*.

A higher value of H; suggests that client ¢ is more challenging to distinguish, the neighbors with diverse
distribution are lower. The confidence C! of client 7 is then obtained by:

Ct=1-H!. (12)



With the confidence of the client given, we can now set the threshold 6; for client i as:
0! = rC}, (13)

where 7 represents the global threshold, a constant. By comparing this threshold with pz ;» we can determine the
termination condition for the proposed greedy selection process and enable a flexible number of participating
clients.

Remark 3.3. Since C! € (0,1), the threshold 0; will not exceed . Higher C; values indicate closer alignment

of neighbor distributions with the client, resulting in a smaller threshold and a greater chance of neighbor
participation, potentially increasing the number of participating neighbors.

3.4 Contribution-Awareness Aggregation

While we successfully identify and select friendly neighbors for collaboration, variations in data distributions
among sampled users lead to differing contributions to cooperation. To utilize the selected neighbors’
information more effectively, we introduce an aggregation strategy based on the Boltzmann distribution,
using the loss of sampled clients to quantify their contributions. This aggregation strategy evaluates the
impact of a client’s distribution on the model x, as expressed in the following formulation:
. e~ Fi(wi,B5:€;)/T

wf, = S (1)
where T is the temperature and Z = Y, e (wisB533)/T s the partition function. In this paper, we simply
use T' =1 to obtain satisfactory results.

To enhance performance by smoothing loss between clients, we propose a moving average of current and
previous round losses:

= K ot,K
Fy(wi, 35:€5) = (L= N F (w577 65) + 1 F (wi, 53 €5) (15)
where v is a constant. Correspondingly, the aggregation distribution should be:
—Fj(wi,B85:€;)/T
t _ e J R RAYV]

Remark 3.4. The Boltzmann distribution balances contributions from different neighbors probabilistically.
Better-performing neighbors have a higher influence on the client model, but it also allows for contributions
from less-performing devices.

4 Convergence Analysis

To ease the theoretical analysis of our work, we use the following widely used assumptions:

Assumption 1 (Smoothness). For each client i = {1,...,m}, the function F; is continuously differentiable.
There exist constants L, Lg, Lwg, Lagw such that for each client i = {1,...,m} : Vwfi (Wi, Bi) 95 Lw-
Lipschitz with respect to w and Ly g-Lipschitz with respect to B;; Vafi (Wi, 8;) is Lg-Lipschitz with respect to
Bi and Lgw-Lipschitz with respect to w;.

Assumption 2 (Bounded Variance). The stochastic gradients A (w, Bi; &), ngi (w, Bi; &) satisfy for all
i€ [m],weRD, B €RE:

E [vaﬁ (w, Bi; &) — Vo fi (w, Bi)

| < 419 s 4 2, (1)

E [HVgﬁ (w, Bi;§) — Vi fi (w, Bi)

2
| < 42 1908w 50l + 03 (15)

for all i € [m], where Ay, As, 0,03 are all positive constants.
Assumption 3 (Bounded Dissimilarity). There is a positive constant X > 0 such that for all w € R% and
B; € R% i € [4], we have
2
2
+ UG. (19)

fZHsz (w, B)]* < Zsz (w, ;)




Table 1: Performance improvement of AFIND+. We compare the performance of different sampling methods in
DFL on CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100 with both Dirichlet and Pathological distributions. The « represents the Dirichlet
parameter and c represents sampling classes of pathological partition. The data is divided into 100 clients, with 10
clients sampled in each round for baselines. Each experiment comprises 500 communication rounds, with the number
of local epochs set to 5. We measure the average test accuracy of all clients in each communication round and report
the best performance attained across all rounds. The results are then averaged over three seeds. We highlight the best
results by using bold font.

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
Algorithm .. . - :
Dirichlet Pathological Dirichlet Pathological
a=0.1 a=0.5 c=2 c=5 a=0.1 a=0.5 c=5 c=10
Local 48.44+0.44 62.36+0.51 86.5240.56 70.96+0.48 32.2140.52 29.5241.12 75.4340.89 53.064+0.90
FedAvg 55.29+0.04 78.24+0.21 59.81+0.41 56.87+0.58 45.42+0.26 46.48+1.29 27.20+0.81 35.29+0.62
Gossip 59.4740.09 80.74+0.11 85.314+0.30 73.46+0.36 56.7440.46 55.774+0.69 79.54+0.50 64.23+0.73
PENS 62.66+0.19 83.12+0.12 88.03+0.31 75.8340.34 57.914+0.53 57.8941.88 82.6540.84 67.03+1.21
FedeRiCo 66.31+0.07 84.50+0.10 88.2640.32 76.82+0.14 57.83+0.79 57.654+1.03 82.7941.45 68.2241.26
AFIND+ 71.89+0.06 88.82+0.16 91.13+0.27 80.36+0.32 62.11+1.82 61.02+1.29 84.87+0.81 71.07+£1.02

The above three assumptions are commonly used in both non-convex optimization and FL literature, see
e.g. [30, 311, 32 [33], [34] [35]. For Assumption to simplify the notation, we are making L as a consistent upper
bound for Ly, and Lg. For Assumption [3] if all local loss functions are identical (homogeneous distribution),
then we have o = 0.

Given the above assumptions, we can establish the following convergence rate of AFIND+ (Algorithm [1]) for
general nonconvex objectives.

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions 1 to 3, and let local learning rate n, = n, for all k > 0, where n is small
enough to satisfy nLA (A1 + Ay + 1) + AP’ L?(K — 1)K (A1 + 1) — 1 < 0. The convergence upper bound of

m

Algorithm [1] AFIND+ satisfies:

1= 1 & ‘| or
i — (1wt At -
th m;vjz(w,@) < Tt (20)

where
A 2
® =nL\ { <ml + Ay + 1) o+ %” + ag} +2L2%0%(K — 1) (A + 1) + p? L2002 (K —1)?,  (21)
where F =E [ L5 fi (w°,80) — f*] and w' := L 37" wl is a sequence of so-called virtual iterates.

The variables, such as variance term o, 03, 0¢a, and Lipschitz constant L, all control the convergence bound.
Let n=0 ( ), the convergence rate of AFIND+ is:

ZE[ co(L+y). @)

Due to space limitations, further details and complete proof are deferred to Appendix A.

1
VTKL
2

1 -
= Vii(w'5)
i=1

5 Experiments

In this section, we conduct experiments to validate the effectiveness of AFIND+. Detailed implementation
and additional results are provided in Appendix due to space limitations.

5.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets and Data partition. We evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithm on three real
datasets: FEMNIST [36], CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100 [37]. We consider two different scenarios for simulating
non-identical distribution (non-IID) of data across federated learning, following [38]. (1) Dirichlet



Table 2: Ablation study for AFIND+. (i) Identification: Greedy sampling using a fixed number of participation.
(ii) Threshold: Enable a flexible number of participation by confidence level threshold. (iii) Aggregation: Contribution-
based aggregation.

. CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
Algorithm
a=0.1 c=25 a=0.1 c=10
FedAvg-FT 59.47-£0.09 73.46+0.36 32.21-£0.52 64.23+0.73
+ i 65.57-+0.12 76.96+0.53 57.25-+£0.99 68.10+£1.47
+ 7+ @ 68.89-£0.08 78.95+0.20 58.02-£0.83 69.60-+0.91
+ 7+ @ + it 71.89-£0.06 80.36+0.32 62.11-+1.82 71.07+£1.02
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Figure 4: Comparison of convergence performance of DFL using different collaboration strategies.
AFIND refers to our method AFIND+ with uniform aggregation.

Partition: we partition the training data according to a Dirichlet distribution Dir(«) for each client following
the same distribution. We use o = 0.1 and v = 0.5 for all datasets. The smaller the «, the more heterogeneous
the setting is. (2) Pathological Partition: we also evaluate with the pathological partition setup, as in
[39], where each client is assigned a limited number of classes at random. We sample 2 and 5 classes for
CIFAR-10, and 5 and 10 classes for CIFAR-100. The number of sampled classes is denoted as ¢ in this paper.

Baselines and Models. We compare our methods with a diverse set of baselines, both from decentralized
federated learning and personalized learning. A simple baseline called Local is implemented with each client
separately, only conducting local training on their own data. Additionally, we include the centralized method
FedAvg. For the sampling method of DFL, we list the existing and SOTA sampling methods, including the
random method gossip sampling [24], the performance-based method PENS [19], and FedeRiCo [18]. In
addition, we test the proposed method’s effectiveness in integrating with personalized FL algorithms, such as
[40], Fed-FT [41], FOMO [39], and Dis-PFL [38].All accuracy results are reported as the mean and standard
deviation across three different random seeds. Unless specified otherwise, AFIND refers to AFIND+ without
aggregation, with a global threshold 7 = 0.5 and momentum v = 0.9. We use a CNN model for FEMNIST
and CIFAR-10, and ResNet-18 for CIFAR-100. More training settings are detailed in Appendix

5.2 Performance Evaluation

AFIND+ achieves notable accuracy improvement over other sampling methods and local
training methods in DFL. As shown in Table [I AFIND+ outperforms other baselines with the best
accuracy across different datasets and data heterogeneity scenarios. Specifically, on CIFAR-10, AFIND+
achieves 71.89% and 88.82% accuracy for Dirichlet oo = 0.1 and « = 0.5, respectively, which is 5.32% and
4.32% higher than the best-competing method, FedeRiCo. Similarly, for Pathological datasets, AFIND-+
achieves 91.13% and 80.36% accuracy, outperforming the state-of-the-art FedeRiCo by 2.87% and 3.54% for
¢ =2 and ¢ = 5, respectively. On CIFAR-100, AFIND+ shows at least a 3.37% improvement for Dirichlet
and a 2.08% improvement for Pathological over state-of-the-art results. We attribute this improvement to
AFIND+’s ability to identify the right collaborators, assign aggregation weights based on their contributions,
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Figure 5: Improving the performance of Decentralized PFL methods compatible with AFIND+.

and adaptively adjust the search space to include appropriate collaborators while excluding inappropriate
ones, as demonstrated in the ablation study for AFIND+.

AFIND+ converges faster than other sampling methods. Figure [4] demonstrates the superior
convergence performance of our sampling method on FEMNIST. Additionally, we observe that a smaller global
threshold 7 leads to slightly better performance, but the performance remains robust to the hyperparameter
7. Moreover, when integrated with the importance-based aggregation method, AFIND+ shows much better
performance than others, indicating greater efficiency in training. This implies that there are differences in
contribution even among the correct collaborators being sampled, and our aggregation method has the ability
to capture the contribution among collaborators.

AFIND+ compatibility with PFL algorithms enhances performance in DFL. Figure [f illustrates
that AFIND+ is compatible with various PFL algorithms when applied in DFL. Despite variations, the
improvement remains significant, resulting in an approximately 3% increase in performance.

All the components of AFIND+ are necessary and benefical. We conduce the ablation study for
AFIND+ in Table 2] It demonstrates that the identification of the right neighbors for collaboration, the
adaptive threshold for client participation, and the contribution-aware aggregation method all contribute
to improving the performance of DFL. FedAvg-FT refers to the personalized DFL algorithm with random
sampling as the baseline, and our sampling method, aided by the threshold, significantly improves accuracy
on the Dirichlet distribution by approximately 10% for CIFAR-10 and 20% for CIFAR-100. Additionally, the
proposed aggregation method further enhances performance by approximately 2% for both CIFAR-10 and
CIFAR-100.

Additional experiments demonstrate AFIND+’s superiority, including: (1) an ablation study for the threshold
parameter 7; (2) an ablation study for network topologies; and (3) a privacy evaluation, provided in

Appendix [C4]

6 Conclusions, Limitations and Future Works

In this paper, we introduce AFIND+, a novel DFL client collaboration optimization algorithm that identifies
the right collaborators, allows flexible participation, and uses contribution-based aggregation. We empirically
demonstrate its superiority over other DFL sampling algorithms and offer a convergence guarantee. However,
ensuring its effectiveness in dynamic networks remains a challenge due to the varying availability of neighbors,
which affects the search space of the sampling distribution. We leave this as a future research direction.
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A An extension of Related Works

Decentralized Federated Learning (DFL) aligns local models through peer-to-peer communication,
with clients connecting solely to their neighbors [211 [22] 23]. This structure minimizes single-point failure
risks compared to Centralized Federated Learning (CFL), yet privacy and security concerns persist [42] 43].
Extensive research addresses these challenges in DFL, focusing on privacy and diverse data distribution [44] 45].
Foundational work by [46] and [47] advances decentralized collaboration, emphasizing data privacy preservation
in collaborative learning. Recent studies highlight the effectiveness of personalized models in DFL, given
each client’s local model [48], 49, [50]. Despite these advancements, client sampling complexity in the DFL
framework remains a prominent research area.

Client Selection in DFL is a continuing challenge, with limited research focused on client sampling
in Decentralized Federated Learning. [24] employs gossip sampling, which randomly selects clients. [19]
suggests a heuristic, performance-based sampling method, where clients share model parameters with others to
evaluate loss values; a lower loss value indicates a more preferable client for sampling. [I8] utilizes expectation
maximization in a personalized DFL algorithm, selecting neighbors based on the exponent of negative loss.
While these studies agree that selecting neighbors with similar data distributions enhances DFL performance,
our approach is distinct. We propose using client features as proxies for distribution similarity. Moreover,
unlike these studies which focus on fixed-number sampling, we introduce an adaptive threshold for neighbor
selection, allowing for a variable number of participating neighbors.

DFL others. In addition to client sampling algorithms, FL faces other challenges such as privacy preservation
[44, 51 [52] and communication efficiency [53] 64, [55]. We show that AFIND+ is compatible with existing
privacy and communication enhancement methods, as shown in Section [5]

14



B Theoretical Analysis and Proof

In this section, we provide the analysis of Theorem 3.5, i.e., the convergence analysis.

B.1 Useful Lemmas

In this subsection, we will present some useful lemmas before giving the complete convergence proof.
We start by introducing additional notation, following form [35]. We set ¢, = p- K, where K € Ntis the
length of the averaging period. Let t, = pK + K —1 =t,,1 — 1 = v,. Denote the total number of iterations

as T and assume that 7' = kj for some p € N*. The final result is set to be that & = wT and Bm = pF
for all ¢ € [m]. We assume that the solution to (2) is w*, f7,..., 8 and that the optimal value is f*. Let
wt =21 Yo, w! for all t. Note that this quantity will not be actually computed in practice unless ¢ = t,,

~m
for some p € N, where we have w'r = w.” for all i € [m]. In addition, let & = {6, &, and

€ = (1.6, €L} Let
of = EVE, (uf, 55€)), (23)

where VF; (w!, Bt ¢t = Zle VEF; (wt, B €)

921157,
When the gradient is unbiased, we get
E[g{] = VF; (w}, 5;) - (24)

.
T T
Let gty = FVuFs (0, B5ED), gty = £V, B (wh, B €0)  so that gf = ((911) " (9) ")

Thus, the parameter is updated by :

(with, BitY) = (w!, BY) — gt (25)
Then we define
W= S gt V= S [l - (26)
t=1 =1

Then w!™t = w! — n;ht for all t.

We denote the Bregman divergence associated with F; for x; and z; as
Dp, (zi, %) = fi(xi) — (i) = (Vfi (%5) , 25 — T4) . (27)

Finally, we define the sum of residuals as
*]|2 1 - |2 1 - A |2
rt = fu’ = +5;Hﬂf*ﬂil} :;;Hw%%\! (28)

and let 0 = L3 [V f; (7).
Following the standard results in [56], we present the following proposition:
Proposition B.1. If the function f is differentiable and L-smooth, then

L
F@) = f@) = (V)2 —y) < Sle—yl* (29)
If f is also convex, then

IVf(z) =V Iyl <2LDs(x,y)Ve,y. (30)

For all vectors z,y, we have
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2(z,y) < &llzl* + €7 yl?, Ve >0,

1 1 1
~(z,9) = —5llell® = Syl + 5l — I

For vectors v1,va, ..., v,, by Jensen’s inequality and the convexity of the map: x — |z|?, we have

1 1
S P
i=1 =1

Then, we provide some useful lemmas:

Lemma B.2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Given {z! } we have:

i€[m]’

_%im@>
SRR
F; (27) Vg, Fi (7))

+ TLE [P + "LZE[H Ll

where the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness in &°.

&=

3=

.MS
s>
g
£

o
Il
i

IA
4
T
3=
Ms
S\H

@
Il
—

!

3=
<
®

™)
-
Il
—

Proof. By the L-smoothness assumption on F;(-) and (29 ., we have
F (#1) —Fi (87) = (VE (#) 25,7 — )

L
< Z

N 112
< Dt -2

L,

Thus, we have
Fy (2,7) = Fy (2;) < =0 (VwFi (7). ht>
AN n*L t 2
(B () ata) + T A + gt

which implies that

1 m m
—n<mszFl‘(At t> %Z V,& gz2>

i=1

n-L n*L 2
+ o I+ %;Hgf,zn

(40)

The result follows by taking the expectation with respect to the randomness in &?, while keeping the other

quantities fixed.

Lemma B.3. Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Given {z!} we have

i€[m]’
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E (0[] + ZE[H tal’] (41)

A
s(ml+,42+1) ZHF O+ 22 + 02 (42)

=l 1 ot
SA(m +A2+1 Hm;wl(x)

+ =+ A4+1 2+—“2”+ 3 (43)
g, g
m 2 ¢ m B

where the expectation is taken only with respect to the randomness in &°.

Proof. Note that

m

t
E i1
i=1

] (44)

e [|n|] - [ o
‘i(gf,l — VuF, (2}))

(i)E{ 1
m

i=1
1 « ’
) 1 & 2
= ;E [ll922 = VP ()]
1 « ’
+ . Z Vo F; (z}) (46)
i=1
CLS (R e +2)
= 7 2 1 w
1 & ’
— . t
+— ; VW F (}) (47)
) A & 2
QA SN om ) + 2
i=1
1
S A (1)
i=1
where (a) is attributed to the unbiased nature of g ;, (b) is a consequence of the independence of gr ek g,

(c) is based on Assumption 2, and (d) follows from (33).
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We also have

m m

o 2 [l = Zﬂzhm Yk (o) ]
+ 3 29

m

A “ 1
E; VE, ( +a§+ai§ Vs, Fy (af) |2
Lemma B.4. Under Assumption 1, we have
1 — 1 —
—n{— VuF; 555 , — VuF; acf
(3 3owuria). 3o veri (o)
_ %Z(vﬁiﬂ (%), Vs, Fi (1))
=1
1 m 2 1 m 2
n A U
<3 E;Wl( D -3 E;Wi(xf)
UL
+ > \%4

Proof. By , we have

i=1 i=1
1 m Ny 2 . 1 m ) 2
= EZV“JE( Dl 5 EZWFZ(%)
=1 =1
2
n| 1
+5 || D (VuFi (&) = VuFi (a1))

I AT

N~ R
+%Z||Vva (&) = VuF; (1),

i=1

where the last inequality follows from . In addition,

(VA F (). Vs, B (a) = -2 |95 @)
DS F )P+ DIV ) - Vo )]
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Therefore, we have
(V. F; (3%), Vs, F; (1))

Ui ot U
= o s F @I = 50 21 Vo ()

+;Zniy|vﬁip( 0=V (@)

%

g ZvﬂF - %Zvﬂiﬂ(axt
=1
+*Z’|Vﬁ — V. By ()|

Combining the above equations, we have

1 — U
_q <m > VuF (i) i ;vwm (x;?)>

*%Zm: (Vo Fi (), V. F (7))

2 m

- S VR ()

i=1

2

?-g ;ivmﬁ) B LI
12 g — P

:g %ZmJVFl(AE) 2;’ %ijwz(xf) 2
+”7L2Vt7

where (e) comes from Assumption 1.

Lemma B.5. Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Fort, +1 <t <v,, we have
E [V
2}

K~ 1) (A +1) i 2E [
. 2

|;ZVFi(x)

t—

-1
( 7]. A1+1 ZT]E‘F w )

tp T=tp

Note that Vtr = 0.
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Proof. Note that w' = w” for all i € [m]. Thus, for t, + 1 <t < v, we have
2

t—1 t—1
lwt = (" = ot = 3 negly —whe = 3 noh”
T=typ T=tp
2
t—1 t—1
> negli = Y nh (65)
T=tp T=tp
Since
1 m  t—1
— Negi1 = n-h. (66)
DML
Then we have
1 m
p. ; [Jwi —w'|| (67)
1 m t—1 t—1 2
oDl DL (68)
i=1 ||T=tp T=tp
1 m t—1 t—1 2
= D gl || || Do ek (69)
i=1 ||T=tp T=tp
2
1 m t—1 t—tp m t—1 ) )
<> Zw& <—2> > w el (70)
i=1 = i=1 1=t
K m t—1
Z 2 ||of. | - (71)
i=1 7=t

Given {z!} we have

i€[m]’
1 & : N2 1 & ‘12
E D Mgkl :%ZE[HQMH} (72)
i=1 i=1
1 m
= o 2 E [l = VR @]

+— Z IV (27) |2 (73)

< 3+ D IFR EF 4o

+ 235 R ey "

AL o8 o)+ o, w
i=1

where the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness in £. Thus, by the independence of
€W ¢@ [ ¢t and taking an unconditional expectation on both sides of (7I), we have
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P
2
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SME-1) (A1 +1) ) n’E
T=tp

1 w— .
E;VFi(zi)

t—1 t—1
+oH(K —1) (A +1) Y 2+ (K-1)o > n?, (78)
T=tp T=tp
where the last inequality follows Assumption 3. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 3.5
Under Assumptions 1-3, given {xﬁ}ie[m], it follows from Lemmas that

R VIR B I
E m;Fz(xi )1 m;Fz(xl)g
1 & ’ 1 & Lo

_nL ety T (ot eyt

2 m;Fl(%) 2 m;FZ(l) - 2 v

2

1 Ay 1 &
+2772L)\<m+A2+1) L F )

1 A1 0'2
+202LA{<m+A2+1)aé+£+a§}, (79)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the randomness in &'. Thus, taking the unconditional
expectation on both sides of the equation above, we have

L TN B
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1 & ’ 1 & ?

n . n

L2
+”7E[vt] (80)

2

1 Ay 1 &
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1 A 2
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which implies that
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Combined with , we have
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T=tp

Since we have assumed that T = t; for some p € NT, we further have
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We can conclude that
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C Additional Experiment Results and Experiment Details

C.1 Toy examples

(92)

(93)

(94)

(95)

(97)

(98)

In this subsection, we present the comprehensive comparison results illustrated in Figure 2 of the main paper,
showcasing various levels of client cooperation, as depicted in Figure [§] The overall test accuracy performance
is further demonstrated in Figure [7}
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Figure 7: The test accuracy of different cooperation of clients on FashionMNIST.

C.2 Experimental Environment

For our experiments, we use NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs. Each simulation trail with 500 communication
rounds and three random seeds.

C.3 Experiment setup

Training Settings. We maintain the same experimental settings for all baselines, conducting 500
communication rounds with 100 clients. The client sampling ratio is set to 0.1 for the baselines, while in
DFL, when implementing sampling methods like gossip, each client communicates with 10 neighbors. The
batch size is 64 for FEMNIST and 128 for CIFAR. The local epochs per round are set to 5 for all baselines,
while the local fine-tune epoch is set to 1 by default. We employ SGD with momentum as the base optimizer
with a learning rate of n = 0.01 and a local momentum of 0.9.

Setup for FashionMNIST, CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100. To evaluate the performance of our algorithm
AFIND+, we train a two-layer CNN on the non-iid FashionMNIST and four-layer CNN on CIFAR-10 datasets,
and a ResNet-18 on the non-iid CIFAR-100 dataset, respectively.
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Figure 8: Ablation study for 7 on CIFAR-10.

Unless specifically mentioned otherwise, our studies use the following protocol: the default non-IID is from
Dirichlet with a parameter of o = 0.5, the server chooses 10% clients according to sampling strategy from the
total of m = 100 clients, and each is trained for 7'= 500 communication rounds with K = 5 local epochs.

All sampling algorithms use FedAvg-FT as the backbone. We compare our AFIND+ with Gossip sampling,
PENS, and FedeRiCo on different datasets and different settings.

Setup for LEAF. To test our algorithm’s efficiency on diverse real datasets, we use the non-1ID FEMNIST
dataset in LEAF, as given in [36]. All baselines use a 4-layer CNN with a learning rate of 0.1, batch size of
32, sample ratio of 10% and communication round of T'= 500. The reported results are averaged over three
runs with different random seeds.

C.4 Additional Experimental Results

Ablation study for 7 of AFINE+4+ on CIFAR-10. Figure [8 shows the convergence performance
of AFIND+ on the CIFAR-10 dataset with o« = 0.1, under different global thresholds, specifically 7 =
0.1,0.5,0.8,1.0, 1.5. Different thresholds lead to different client participation behaviors for DFL, demonstrating
the stability of our algorithm to the hyperparameter 7. Additionally, a smaller 7 = 0.2 tends to result in
better performance, but the requirement of training rounds for convergence is larger. In contrast, a larger 7
leads to faster convergence, but the accuracy is slightly poorer since the participation number of clients is
small when the threshold is large.

Ablation study for network topologies. Table [3|shows the performance of different sampling methods
when applied to a partially connected network topology, in which each client randomly connects to half of the
other clients. As the network typology becomes more challenging (from full connection to partial connection),
the advantage of AFIND+ becomes more significant than other baselines because AFINE+ can adaptively
adjust each client’s sampling numbers, enabling flexible neighbor connections.

Privacy evaluation. We also evaluate AFIND+ under privacy preservation. Following [57], we insert
Gaussian noise into the intermediate regularization variable § with noise standard deviation oy : 6; +
o; + %N (0,03CZI), where L is the batch size, oo is the noise parameter, Cy is the clipping constant. The
result is shown in Table With o5 < 5, AFIND+ shows only marginal reductions without significant
performance degradation. However, higher values of o5 risk compromising performance. This suggests that
our approach is compatible with a specific threshold of privacy preservation.
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Table 3: Performance of sampling algorithms on the partially connected network. In the partially connected
network, each client is randomly connected to others. In the full connection network typology (Table 1), each client is
connected to all others.

Algorithm CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
a=0.1 c=5 a=0.1 c=10
Gossip 51.35+1.76  68.124+2.47  49.61+1.74  58.64+1.38
PENS 53.78+1.32  70.46+1.57 51.24+1.53 61.01£1.94
FedeRiCo 55.85+1.15  71.58+1.93  53.21+1.64  63.41£1.57
AFIND+ 65.24+2.12  76.21+£2.12  58.87+2.18 66.85+2.15

Table 4: Performance of AFIND+ under differential privacy noise. Insert Gaussian noise into the intermediate
regularization variable § with noise standard deviation os.

. CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
noise oz
a=0.1 c=5 a=20.1 c=10
0 71.894+0.06  80.36+0.32  62.11+1.82  71.07+1.02
2 70.61+0.14  79.67+1.34  61.07+0.40 70.82+1.51
5 69.94+1.42  78.85+0.62  60.72+0.16  68.23+1.23
10 67.07+0.42  76.11+1.74  5841+1.52  66.05+0.87
50 64.24+1.56  73.92+1.08 55.86+1.12 63.20+1.18
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