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Abstract

Resting-state functional magnetic resonance imaging (rs-fMRI) offers a non-invasive approach to examining abnormal brain con-
nectivity associated with brain disorders. Graph neural network (GNN) gains popularity in fMRI representation learning and brain
disorder analysis with powerful graph representation capabilities. Training a general GNN often necessitates a large-scale dataset
from multiple imaging centers/sites, but centralizing multi-site data generally faces inherent challenges related to data privacy, se-
curity, and storage burden. Federated Learning (FL) enables collaborative model training without centralized multi-site fMRI data.
Unfortunately, previous FL approaches for fMRI analysis often ignore site-specificity, including demographic factors such as age,
gender, and education level. To this end, we propose a specificity-aware federated graph learning (SFGL) framework for rs-fMRI
analysis and automated brain disorder identification, with a server and multiple clients/sites for federated model aggregation and
prediction. At each client, our model consists of a shared and a personalized branch, where parameters of the shared branch are
sent to the server while those of the personalized branch remain local. This can facilitate knowledge sharing among sites and also
helps preserve site specificity. In the shared branch, we employ a spatio-temporal attention graph isomorphism network to learn
dynamic fMRI representations. In the personalized branch, we integrate vectorized demographic information (i.e., age, gender, and
education years) and functional connectivity networks to preserve site-specific characteristics. Representations generated by the
two branches are then fused for classification. Experimental results on two fMRI datasets with a total of 1,218 subjects suggest that
SFGL outperforms several state-of-the-art approaches.
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1. Introduction

Resting-state functional magnetic resonance imaging (rs-
fMRI) serves as a non-invasive tool that can track relevant
changes in blood flow, thereby aiding in the identification of ab-
normal or impaired brain functional connectivity Khosla et al.
(2019). Many deep learning techniques have been proposed for
rs-fMRI analysis and automatic brain disease diagnosis, such
as convolutional neural networks (CNNs) Qureshi et al. (2019);
Parmar et al. (2020); Lin et al. (2022); Xu et al. (2023) and
graph neural networks (GNNs) Gadgil et al. (2020); Gürler et al.
(2023); Kan et al. (2022); Qin et al. (2022); Chaari et al. (2022);
Tong et al. (2023); Jiang et al. (2023). Functional connectivity
networks (FCNs) constructed from rs-fMRI data can be natu-
rally represented as graphs, where each node represents a brain
region-of-interest (ROI) and each edge between nodes denotes
the connection between two ROIs Saeidi et al. (2022); ElGazzar
et al. (2022); Jiang et al. (2020). Given the inherent graph struc-
ture of brain FCNs, GNN has shown great potential in fMRI
representation learning and brain disorder analysis. For exam-
ple, Tong et al. Tong et al. (2023) designed a GNN with a low

∗Corresponding authors: M. Liu (email: mingxia liu@med.unc.edu) and
L. Qiao (email: qiaolishan@lcu.edu.cn).

number of parameters for diagnosing Alzheimer’s disease and
autism. But training a GNN model with good generalization
ability usually requires a large-scale dataset collected from mul-
tiple imaging centers/sites Zhao et al. (2023); Neyshabur et al.
(2017); Lian et al. (2020). In addition, conventional GNN meth-
ods generally integrate multi-site fMRI data into a central loca-
tion/server, inevitably bringing challenges related to data pri-
vacy, security, and storage burden Goddard (2017); Act (1996).

Recently, federated learning (FL) has been used as an effec-
tive decentralized solution to help maintain data privacy and
alleviate data storage burdens McMahan et al. (2017). It al-
lows multiple sites to collaboratively train a shared model with-
out centrally sharing multi-site fMRI data Pillutla et al. (2022);
Li et al. (2020a). For instance, Peng et al. Peng et al. (2022)
proposed an adversarial-based method to predict missing nodes
and edges in partial graphs through federated training and con-
structed a cross-platform GCN node classifier. Unfortunately,
existing FL approaches for fMRI analysis often ignore the
specificity of each imaging site, including demographic factors
such as age, gender, and education level of subjects involved in
a specific site Li et al. (2020b).

To this end, we propose a specificity-aware federated graph
learning (SFGL) framework for fMRI-based neurological dis-
order identification. As illustrated in Fig. 1 (a), the proposed
SFGL is composed of multiple local clients/sites, a center
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Figure 1: Overview of specificity-aware federated graph learning (SFGL) framework, where the top panel is the overall pipeline of our method, involving multiple
local clients/sites, a center server, and federated model aggregation, and the bottom panel depicts the specific model architecture at each local client, including a
shared branch and a personalized branch. In the shared branch, the BOLD signals acquired from rs-fMRI data are segmented using a sliding window to construct
dynamic FCNs, followed by a spatio-temporal attention graph isomorphism network (STAGIN) for dynamic graph representation learning. In the personalized
branch, we first extract vectorized representations of the FCN and demographic information (i.e., gender, age, and education) respectively, and then concatenate
them to obtain the personalized representation for each subject. Finally, we aggregate representations learned by shared and personalized branches for brain disorder
diagnosis. During training, parameters of the shared branch are sent to a server for federated model aggregation, while parameters of the personalized branch remain
at each local client to preserve site specificity.

server, and federated model aggregation. At each local client,
as shown in Fig. 1 (b), the proposed SFGL is composed of a
shared branch and a personalized branch, with each client cor-
responding to a specific imaging site. In the shared branch,
the fMRI time series is first divided into subsequences across
temporal dimensions via a sliding window strategy, followed
by dynamic FCN construction for each subject. With dynamic
FCNs as input, we employ a spatio-temporal attention graph
isomorphism network (STAGIN) Kim et al. (2021) as the back-
bone to generate dynamic graph representations. In the person-
alized branch, we first extract vectorized representations of the
FCN and demographic information (i.e., gender, age, and edu-
cation years) respectively, and then concatenate them to obtain
the personalized representation for each subject. Finally, the
dynamic graph representation acquired from the shared branch
and the personalized representation obtained from the personal-
ized branch are aggregated, followed by a fully connected layer
and a softmax layer for brain disorder identification. During
model training, the server receives the parameters of the shared
branch, whereas the parameters of the personalized branch re-
main local and are not sent to the central server. Therefore,
our SFGL not only promotes knowledge exchange among sites
without the need for centralized data storage but also maintains
site specificity through the personalized branch. Experimen-
tal results on 1,218 subjects from Autism Brain Imaging Data
Exchange (ABIDE) Di Martino et al. (2014) and REST-meta-

MDD Consortium (REST-MDD) Yan et al. (2019) demonstrate
that the SFGL outperforms several state-of-the-art methods in
fMRI-based brain disorder diagnosis. To the best of our knowl-
edge, this is among the first attempts to incorporate demo-
graphic information into federated graph learning for functional
MRI analysis and brain disorder identification. The major con-
tributions of this work are summarized as follows.

• A novel specificity-aware federated graph learning frame-
work is developed to facilitate cross-site knowledge shar-
ing and preserve site specificity in multi-site fMRI studies
without centrally storing data from multiple sites.

• A personalized network is designed to employ imaging
and non-imaging information in local model training at
the client/site side, enabling each site to preserve its own
specificity in terms of functional connectivity network and
demographic characteristics.

• Extensive experiments on two functional MRI datasets
with 1,218 subjects demonstrate that the proposed method
outperforms several state-of-the-art methods in fMRI-
based brain disorder analysis.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We briefly re-
view the most relevant work in Section 2. In Section 3 and
Section 4, we respectively describe materials and the proposed
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method. In Section 5, we present experimental setup and re-
sults. In Section 6, we discuss the influences of several key
components and present the limitations of the current work. Fi-
nally, we conclude the paper in Section 7.

2. Related Work

2.1. Graph Learning for Functional MRI Analysis

Resting-state fMRI, as a non-invasive imaging technique, has
been widely used for detecting abnormal functional connectiv-
ity in the brain. Considering that functional connectivity net-
works (FCNs) derived from fMRI can be naturally represented
graphs, some graph learning studies have been proposed for
fMRI analysis and brain disorder identification. For example,
Ktena et al. Ktena et al. (2018) proposed a Siamese GCN frame-
work for learning the similarity between two FCNs with the
same topology but different node features. Zhang et al. Zhang
et al. (2022) proposed a local-to-global GNN model, where the
local GNN was used to learn brain network embeddings for
each subject, and the global GNN further aggregated the feature
representations across subjects. Li et al. Li et al. (2021b) de-
signed an interpretable GNN for fMRI analysis and biomarker
detection, where ROI-aware graph convolutional layers were
used for node embedding learning and ROI-topK pooling layers
could keep high-score ROIs. Even though these GNN meth-
ods produce promising results in brain disorder identification,
they usually ignore temporal dynamics conveyed in fMRI data,
which may result in suboptimal performance.

Recently, some GNN methods have been proposed to cap-
ture temporal information in fMRI in addition to spatial pat-
terns. For instance, Gadgil et al. Gadgil et al. (2020) introduced
a spatiotemporal graph convolution network that implemented
temporal convolutions by constructing natural edges between
adjacent time points. Cui et al. Cui et al. (2023) proposed
a dual-branch GCN for mild cognitive impairment identifica-
tion, where spatiotemporal aggregated attention was designed
to learn spatial and temporal features of fMRI. Behrouz et
al. Behrouz and Seltzer (2022) treated node embeddings from
different GNN layers as hierarchical node states and employed
a gated recurrent unit (GRU) to capture temporal properties of
functional connectivity networks.

Given that there are a large number of learnable parameters
in GNN models, researchers often utilize multi-site fMRI data
to increase sample size for efficient model training. However,
sending fMRI data acquired from multiple sites to a central-
ized server is often problematic in clinical practice, which can
pose challenges in terms of data privacy and storage burden.
Therefore, in this work, we propose a federated graph learn-
ing framework for multi-site fMRI analysis, which can train a
shared model without accessing the local data of each site, thus
preserving data privacy and alleviating data storage burden.

2.2. Federated Learning for Brain Disease Analsyis

As a decentralized learning paradigm, federated learning
(FL) helps address the challenges of data privacy and storage
and storage burden, and has been widely used in many fields
such as computer vision and natural language processing. In

Table 1: Demographic and clinical information of subjects from two datasets.
The age information is reported as mean±standard deviation. M: Male; F: Fe-
male; ASD: Autism spectrum disorder; MDD: Major depressive disorder; NC:
Normal control.

Dataset Site ID/Name Category Scan # Gender (M/F) Age

ABIDE

NYU ASD 74 64/10 14.76 ± 7.12
NC 98 72/26 15.75 ± 6.19

UCLA ASD 48 42/6 13.21 ± 2.32
NC 37 32/5 13.03 ± 1.97

UM ASD 47 38/9 13.71 ± 3.37
NC 73 55/18 14.85 ± 3.38

REST-MDD

20 MDD 282 99/183 38.74 ± 13.74
NC 251 87/164 39.64 ± 15.87

21 MDD 86 38/48 34.71 ± 12.63
NC 70 31/39 36.13 ± 12.64

25 MDD 89 21/68 65.60 ± 6.75
NC 63 29/34 69.63 ± 5.86

the medical data analysis field, FL also plays a crucial role be-
cause it does not require centralized storage and access to data
from individual imaging sites. So far, there have been a large
number of works utilizing FL for brain disorder analysis. For
instance, Li et al. Li et al. (2020b) proposed a federated do-
main alignment model for disease diagnosis by sharing local
model weights through differential privacy. Huang et al. Huang
et al. (2022) proposed a federated multi-task learning frame-
work to simultaneously identify multiple related mental disor-
ders. They also designed a federated multi-gate mixture of ex-
pert classifiers for joint classification of multi-type disorders.
Fan et al. Fan et al. (2021) utilized guide gradients to update the
federated model and trained personalized FL models for diag-
nostic classification of 3D brain MRI images. Zeng et al. Zeng
et al. (2022) introduced a gradient matching federated domain
adaptation model for brain disease analysis based on multi-site
rs-fMRI data, with a gradient matching loss for pre-training and
fine-tuning of both global and local models.

Unfortunately, existing FL-based methods usually ignore
site-specific characteristics of each imaging site in terms of de-
mographic factors (i.e., age, gender, and education) of subjects.
This hinders the development of site-specific models that are
tailored to the unique data characteristics of each site. Build-
ing upon the advancements and inspirations from these existing
methods, we propose a specificity-aware federated graph learn-
ing framework, which incorporates the application of demo-
graphic information, to generate personalized automatic brain
disease diagnosis models based on rs-fMRI data for each site.

3. Materials and Data Preprocessing

3.1. Materials

Two public datasets with resting-state functional MRI (rs-
fMRI) data are used to validate the effectiveness of our pro-
posed method, including (1) Autism Brain Imaging Data
Exchange (ABIDE)1, and (2) REST-meta-MDD Consortium
(REST-MDD)2. The demographic information of subjects from
these two datasets is provided in Table 1.

1http://fcon_1000.projects.nitrc.org/indi/abide
2http://rfmri.org/REST-meta-MDD
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3.2. Data Preprocessing

For ABIDE Di Martino et al. (2014), the top three largest
sites are used, including the New York University (NYU),
the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), and the
University of Michigan (UM). They respectively include 74
autism spectrum disorder (ASD) patients and 98 normal con-
trols (NCs), 48 ASDs and 37 NCs, 47 ASDs and 73 NCs.
For the NYU site, fMRI data is collected through a 3T Al-
legra scanner. The parameters are set as follows: repetition
time (TR) = 2, 000 ms, echo time (TE) = 15 ms, voxel size
= 3.0 × 3.0 × 4.0 mm3, flip angle = 90◦, field-of-view (FOV)
= 192 × 240 mm2 and a total of 33 slices with a thickness of
4 mm. For the UCLA site, data are obtained through a 3T
Trio scanner, with TR = 3, 000 ms, TE = 28 ms, voxel size =
3.0 × 3.0 × 4.0 mm3, flip angle = 90◦, FOV = 192 × 192 mm2

and a total of 34 slices with a thickness of 4 mm. For the UM
site, data is acquired through a 3T GE Signa scanner, with TR =
2, 000 ms, TE = 30 ms, voxel size = 3.438×3.438×3.000 mm3,
flip angle = 90◦ and a total of 40 slices with a thickness of
3 mm. For fMRI data in ABIDE, we preprocess it using the Data
Processing Assistant for Resting-State fMRI (DPARSF) Yan
and Zang (2010) pipeline. Specifically, we first discard the
first five volumes to ensure that data collection is in a state
of magnetic resonance equilibrium. Then, we perform head
motion correction, spatial smoothing and normalization, band-
pass filtering (0.01 − 0.10 Hz) of BOLD time series, nuisance
signals regression, and spatial standardization of the Montreal
Neurological Institute (MNI) template Tzourio-Mazoyer et al.
(2002). Finally, based on the Automated Anatomical Labeling
(AAL) Tzourio-Mazoyer et al. (2002) atlas, each brain is di-
vided into 116 ROIs, and the average time series are extracted.

For REST-MDD Yan et al. (2019), we also select the top three
largest sites: Site 20, Site 21, and Site 25. They respectively
contain 282 major depressive disorder (MDD) patients and 251
NCs, 86 MDDs and 70 NCs, and 89 MDDs and 63 NCs. For
Site 20, fMRI data are acquired through a 3T Trio scanner with
a 12-channel receiver coil, with TR = 2, 000 ms, TE = 30 ms,
voxel size = 3.44 × 3.44 × 4.00 mm3, flip angle = 90◦, gap =
1.0 mm, FOV = 220 × 220 mm2 and a total of 32 slices with
a thickness of 3 mm. For Site 21, data are obtained through
a 3T Trio scanner with a 32-channel receiver coil, with TR =
2, 000 ms, TE = 30 ms, voxel size = 3.12 × 3.12 × 4.20 mm3,
flip angle = 90◦, gap = 0.7 mm, FOV = 200 × 200 mm2 and
a total of 33 slices with a thickness of 3.5 mm. For Site 25,
data are acquired through a 3T Verio scanner with a 12-channel
receiver coil, with TR = 2, 000 ms, TE = 25 ms, voxel size =
3.75 × 3.75 × 4.00 mm3, flip angle = 90◦, gap = 0.0 mm, FOV
= 240 × 240 mm2 and a total of 36 slices with a thickness of
4 mm. For fMRI data in REST-MDD, we also preprocess it us-
ing the DPARSF pipeline. We first discard the first ten volumes,
and then preprocess the data using the same pipeline, including
head motion correction, spatial smoothing and normalization,
bandpass filtering (0.01 − 0.10 Hz), nuisance signal regression,
and spatial standardization. Similarly, all brains are parcellated
into 116 ROIs based on the AAL atlas, leading to average time
series of each ROI.

4. Methodology

To collaboratively train a knowledge-sharing model without
centralized storage of multi-site data, we propose a specificity-
aware federated graph learning (SFGL) framework for fMRI-
based neurological disorder identification, which can also pre-
serve the specificity of each client/site. As illustrated in
Fig. 1 (a), the SFGL consists of multiple local clients/sites, a
server, and a federated model aggregation strategy. For every
local client (see Fig. 1 (b)), our model consists of a shared
branch and a personalized branch. The parameters from the
shared branch are transmitted to a server, while the parameters
of the personalized branch stay with the local client to maintain
site-specific characteristics. Details are elaborated as follows.

4.1. Shared Branch at Client Side

As shown in Fig. 1 (b), the shared branch primarily consists
of two parts: 1) construction of dynamic functional connectiv-
ity network/graph sequences via sliding windows and 2) dy-
namic graph representation learning via a spatio-temporal at-
tention graph isomorphism network.

4.1.1. Dynamic Graph Sequence Construction
The functional connectivity network (FCN) derived from rs-

fMRI data can be represented by a graph G = (V,E), whereV
represents the set of nodes (ROIs), and E represents the set of
edges (the connection between ROIs). The BOLD signal can be
defined as B = (b1, · · · , bN)⊤ ∈ RN×D, bi ∈ RD, where N is the
number of ROIs and D is the number of time points. To capture
temporal dynamics within fMRI time series, the BOLD signal
can be divided into T =

⌊
D−Γ

s + 1
⌋

segments using the sliding
window strategy, with the window size of Γ and the stride of s.
Denoting the BOLD signal of the i-th ROI at the t-th segment as
bi(t) ∈ RΓ(t = 1, 2, · · · ,T ), we utilize Pearson correlation (PC)
to construct an FCN at the t-th segment. The PC coefficient
between the BOLD signals of the i-th ROI and the j-th ROI can
be calculated as:

pi j(t) =
Cov(bi(t), b j(t))
σ(bi(t))σ(b j(t))

, (1)

where Cov(·, ·) represents the covariance between the two ROIs,
and σ(·) is the standard deviation. After that, we can obtain a
sequence of dynamic brain FCNs for each subject, represented
as: P(t) = (pi j(t)) ∈ RN×N(t = 1, 2, · · · ,T ). We evaluate node
features by measuring the PC coefficients between each node
and its neighbor nodes (that is, each row of P(t)), and thus the
node feature matrix is represented as X(t) = P(t) at segment t.

The P(t) describes the brain FCN as a dense graph (that is,
there exists an edge between each pair of ROIs). Previous re-
search has shown that brain connectivity exhibits sparse struc-
ture Sporns (2016). Therefore, to eliminate noisy/redundant
information, we empirically preserve the top 30% of edges
with the highest correlations Kim et al. (2021) by assigning
them a weight value of 1, while setting the rest to 0. This
process allows us to obtain a sparse adjacency matrix A(t) =
I
{
pi j(t) ≥ δ(t)

}
∈ {0, 1}, where δ(t) represents the selected

threshold (i.e., 30%). Thus, we can represent the constructed
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graph at the t-th time window as G(t) = (X(t), A(t)), and the
dynamic graph sequence for each subject can be expressed as
G = {G(t)}Tt=1 (t = 1, · · · ,T ).

4.1.2. Dynamic Graph Representation Learning
As depicted in Fig. 1 (b), with the constructed dynamic graph

sequence G as input, we employ a spatio-temporal attention
graph isomorphism network (STAGIN) Kim et al. (2021) as the
backbone for dynamic representation learning, with a multi-
layer graph isomorphism network (GIN) and a Transformer.
GNNs are currently the most popular network framework for
analyzing graph-structured data, and they typically consist of
two main steps: aggregation and propagation. GIN has shown
powerful graph representation ability, especially in graph clas-
sification tasks Xu et al. (2018). The key difference between
GIN and general GNNs lies in the aggregation mechanism and
the aggregation mechanism of GIN is formulated as:

h(k)
v = MLP(k)

((
1 + ϵ(k)

)
h(k−1)

v +
∑

u∈N(v)
h(k−1)

u

)
, (2)

where h(k)
v represents the feature vector of node v in the k-th

layer, N(v) represents the set of neighbors of node v, MLP(k)

represents a multi-layer perceptron, and ϵ(k) is a learnable pa-
rameter. From Eq. 2, it can be observed that GIN can learn
adaptive weights for each node, different from the previous av-
erage aggregation Kim and Ye (2020).

In the SFGL, we set the number of GIN layers as 2. For a
given time segment, the updated node feature matrix via stack-
ing two GIN layers can be expressed as:

X′ = σ
(
ϵ1I + A

) (
σ

(
ϵ0I + A

)
XW0

)
W1, (3)

where σ is the ReLU activation function, W i is a learnable
weight matrix and ϵ i is learnable parameter at the k-th layer.

To obtain whole-graph-level features, after the GIN layers,
the node-level features are aggregated using a readout layer. In
this work, we employ the Sero readout module proposed by
Kim et al. Kim et al. (2021), which follows a multilayer percep-
tron (MLP) based squeeze-excitation network. The Sero mod-
ule is represented as:

q = Sigmoid(P1σ(P0 · ξ(X′))), (4)

where q ∈ (0, 1)N is the spatial attention vector, P0 and P1 are
learnable matrices, σ denotes the GEReLU activation function,
and ξ(·) represents the average operation across the node dimen-
sion. The details of Sero are illustrated in Fig. 2. After Sero, we
obtain a series of spatial graph representations for each subject,
represented as h(t) = {X′(t)q(t)}Tt=1.

Considering that Transformer has shown remarkable capa-
bility in extracting semantic correlations among elements in
a long sequence Vaswani et al. (2017), to capture the graph
representations with temporal attention, a single-head Trans-
former Vaswani et al. (2017) with a self-attention mechanism
is used to model both short-range and long-range dependen-
cies between different time segments. With the generated spa-
tial graph representations h(t) as the input of Transformer, we

⋯
Average

R
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I 2

R
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I N

ML
P

Si
gm

oid

q
hR

O
I 1

: Dot product

MLP: Multilayer perceptronq: spatial attention score

h: graph-level representation

Figure 2: Illustration of Sero readout operation, which follows an MLP-based
Squeeze-Excitation network.

can obtain a spatiotemporally-attended dynamic graph repre-
sentation sequence, represented as {z(t)}Tt=1. Finally, we sum the
sequence for each subject, yielding a vectorized whole-graph-
level representation z =

∑T
t=1 z(t) for each subject.

4.2. Personalized Branch at Client Side

Previous research has shown that the development of brain
disorders is influenced by multiple factors Liu et al. (2017); Qi
et al. (2022). Especially, in addition to the imaging informa-
tion provided by fMRI, demographic information such as gen-
der, age, and education plays a crucial role in understanding
the underlying physiological and social relationships Satizabal
et al. (2016). In order to preserve the specificity of each site
from both imaging and non-imaging perspectives, we design a
personalized branch that integrates fMRI features and demo-
graphic information simultaneously.

To extract fMRI features, we first utilize Eq. (1) to calculate
the PC coefficients between ROIs across the entire time frame,
generating the FCN P for each subject. Then, we flatten the up-
per triangular matrix of P into a vector and treat it as the hidden
imaging feature f ∈ RN(N−1)/2. The final imaging feature for
each subject is obtained via an MLP, represented as f ′ = f W f ,
where W f is a learnable matrix. For the demographic infor-
mation (i.e., gender, age, and education years), it is first dis-
cretized and digitized to represent the information of each sub-
ject as a vector p. Similarly, the final non-imaging feature for
each subject is defined as p′ = pWp. Finally, we acquire the
subject-level representation by concatenating the imaging fea-
ture f ′ and the non-imaging feature p′, formulated as:

fp = f ′ ⊕ p′, (5)

where ⊕ is the concatenation operation.
Let fs = zWs represent the dynamic representation generated

by the shared branch, where Ws is a learnable weight matrix.
At each client side, we integrate representations generated from
the shared and personalized branches to yield a feature vector
fo for each subject, expressed as:

fo = γ fp + (1 − γ) fs, (6)

where γ ∈ [0, 1] is used to balance contribution of fp and fs.
Subsequently, this feature vector fo is fed into a fully connected
layer and a softmax layer for prediction.
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4.3. Federated Aggregation at Server Side
The goal of the SFGL is to facilitate knowledge sharing

among different sites via federal learning while preserving site-
specific information. During the training process, the SFGL
only sends parameters of the shared branch to the server side
without accessing data of each local client side, thus protecting
data privacy and alleviating data storage burden. Details of fed-
erated aggregation at the server side are introduced as follows.

For the local model at the m-th (m = 1, 2, · · · ,M) site, the
mapping function of the shared branch Φϕm (·) is trained using
node feature matrix sequence {Xm(t)}Tt=1 and sparse adjacency
matrix sequence {Am(t)}Tt=1 of m-th site as input. Here, ϕm rep-
resents the learnable parameters of Φ(·), and the output can be
represented as:

zm = Φϕm

(
{Xm(t)}Tt=1 , {A

m(t)}Tt=1

)
. (7)

Additionally, the mapping function of the personalized branch
Θθm (·) is trained using both imaging features f m and vectorized
demographic information representations pm of m-th site as in-
put. Here, θm represents the learnable parameters of Θ(·), and
the output is expressed as:

f m
o = Θθm ( f m, pm, zm) . (8)

The vector fo is further fed into a fully connected layer and a
Softmax layer for prediction in the personalized branch. There-
fore, the cross-entropy loss of each local model is defined as:

Lm
c = −

∑
i∈Ym

(
ym

i log
(
gm

i
)
+

(
1 − ym

i
)

log
(
1 − gm

i
))
, (9)

where Ym represents the set of data at the m-th client, ym
i is the

label of the i-th sample and gm
i is the predicted probability of

the i-th sample at the m-th client.
Due to the norm-preserving property of orthogonal matrices,

we aim to encourage orthogonality of feature matrices in the
SFGL to prevent gradient explosion or vanishing during the op-
timization process Brock et al. (2016). Therefore, we introduce
an orthogonal constraint loss for the feature matrices as follows:

Lm
ortho =

∥∥∥∥∥ 1
µm

X
′mT

X
′m − I

∥∥∥∥∥
2
, (10)

where µm = max
(
X
′mTX

′m
)
. Therefore, the final loss for the

m-th client is defined as

Lm = Lm
c + λL

m
ortho, (11)

where λ is a hyperparameter that balances Lm
c and Lm

ortho.
During the r-th round of client-server communication, the

following parameter update procedure is executed:

ϕr+1
m ← ϕr

m − η∇Lm
(
{Xm(t)}Tt=1 , {A

m(t)}Tt=1 , f m, pm,Ym
)
, (12)

θr+1
m ← θrm − η∇Lm

(
{Xm(t)}Tt=1 , {A

m(t)}Tt=1 , f m, pm,Ym
)
, (13)

where η is learning rate, and Ym represents the set of category
labels of subjects for the m-th client.

At each client side, the server receives the parameters ϕr+1
m

from the shared branch, while the parameters θr+1
m of the per-

sonalized branch are kept local and only updated on-site. On

the server side, we conduct weighted aggregation of
{
ϕr+1

m

}M

m=1
from all M sites as:

ϕr+1 =
∑M

m=1

nm

n
ϕr+1

m , (14)

where nm is the number of samples at the m-th client and
n =

∑
nm. After receiving the aggregated parameter ϕr+1, each

client updates its own parameter ϕr+1
m and commences the next

round of communication.

4.4. Implementation Details
The proposed SFGL is implemented using PyTorch 3.8 on

NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2060 SUPER and NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3070 Ti. We set the communication round R = 10 for
server-client communication, local training epoch E = 5 at each
client, sliding window length Γ = 30, sliding window stride
s = 2, balancing coefficient γ = 0.8 in Eq. (6) and regulariza-
tion factor λ = 1 × 10−5 in Eq. (11). In addition, we set the
batch size to 4 and the dropout rate to 0.5. This model is op-
timized using the Adam with a learning rate of η = 0.001. In
Section 6, we will investigate the influence of several important
hyperparameters on the experimental results.

5. Experiments

5.1. Experimental Settings
A 5-fold cross-validation (CV) strategy is used in the exper-

iments. Specifically, the data at each site is randomly divided
into five mutually exclusive subsets. Four subsets are used as
training set, while the remaining subset is used as test set in
turn. For each site, we record the average and standard devia-
tion of the classification results from the five folds. Five evalu-
ation metrics are used: accuracy (ACC), precision (PRE), recall
(REC), area under the ROC curve (AUC) and F1-Score (F1).

5.2. Methods for Comparison
The proposed SFGL is compared with two types of ap-

proaches, including (1) three non-FL strategies (i.e., Cross, Sin-
gle, and Mix) that directly merge the shared branch and the
personalized branch of our SFGL into a unified workflow, and
(2) five state-of-the-art FL methods (i.e., FedAvg, FedProx,
MOON, pFedMe, and LGFed) that use specific federated learn-
ing strategies and the similar network architecture as SFGL. De-
tails of these competing methods are introduced as follows.

(1) Cross. This method uses data from one site as the training
set and the data from the remaining sites serves as an indepen-
dent test set. We use “tr <site>” to represent the method, where
the term “site” means the imaging site used for model training.

(2) Single. This method performs training and test separately
using data from a single site through the 5-fold CV strategy.
That is, there is no knowledge transfer/sharing among these in-
dividual sites/clients.

(3) Mix. In this method, data from all sites are mixed for
training and test through the 5-fold CV strategy.

(4) FedAvg McMahan et al. (2017). For a fair comparison,
this method has the same network architecture as our SFGL
(i.e., with a shared branch and a personalized branch), but uses
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Table 2: Results (%) of eleven different methods in ASD vs. NC classification on the ABIDE dataset in terms of mean±standard deviation. “tr <site>” represents
the site used for training in the Cross operation. Best results are shown in bold.

Method
NYU UCLA UM Average

ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1
tr NYU - - - - - 58.8±5.1 51.8±6.9 75.7±23.8 68.1±7.4 61.5±10.4 62.5±3.1 67.5±6.0 73.9±20.5 58.6±5.4 70.6±8.1 60.6±4.1 59.6±6.5 74.8±22.2 63.3±6.4 66.0±9.3
tr UCLA 54.0±2.8 65.6±7.6 42.9±23.8 59.5±2.1 51.9±12.7 - - - - - 60.0±4.9 69.8±3.3 60.2±17.6 60.4±4.0 64.7±9.0 57.0±3.8 67.7±5.5 51.6±20.7 60.0±3.1 58.3±10.8
tr UM 57.7±3.9 61.5±2.9 68.4±12.5 56.9±5.7 64.7±4.5 57.1±4.1 50.9±2.9 75.6±7.4 60.5±2.9 60.8±1.1 - - - - - 57.4±4.0 56.2±2.9 66.2±10.0 58.7±4.3 62.8±2.8
Single 60.5±12.1 67.0±15.7 60.2±7.3 61.1±14.0 63.4±8.9 60.0±13.6 53.8±25.6 56.8±29.7 57.4±18.1 55.3±27.2 61.7±12.5 67.5±11.8 71.2±14.6 60.3±7.0 69.3±10.7 60.7±12.7 62.8±17.7 62.7±17.2 59.6±13.0 62.7±15.6
Mix - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 60.7±2.4 61.7±3.2 63.0±12.6 60.5±2.8 68.1±4.2
FedAvg 67.5±2.9 69.8±2.9 75.5±8.5 71.4±7.6 72.5±3.9 61.2±4.4 57.7±6.3 40.5±14.6 61.7±9.3 47.6±13.0 65.8±7.9 75.8±5.0 64.3±20.2 68.4±4.9 69.6±13.9 64.8±5.1 70.1±4.8 65.3±14.4 69.0±7.2 67.7±10.2
FedProx 67.5±11.5 68.4±11.3 76.0±17.5 69.2±10.0 73.6±9.9 58.8±5.3 55.0±24.5 23.0±19.8 61.3±8.6 38.6±18.4 70.0±9.4 75.9±13.0 60.3±14.3 69.6±8.0 67.2±9.4 65.4±8.7 66.4±16.3 53.1±17.2 66.7±8.9 59.8±12.6
MOON 65.7±5.7 62.4±7.9 69.4±16.5 59.8±4.5 65.7±6.4 62.3±10.9 42.3±7.4 64.8±19.5 56.4±10.7 53.3±11.2 65.8±4.9 73.8±7.9 65.7±21.0 68.3±5.3 70.0±16.3 64.1±7.1 61.7±7.8 67.3±19.0 62.2±6.8 64.4±11.3
pFedMe 66.8±7.3 70.8±9.2 70.0±24.3 66.7±8.5 70.1±14.0 61.7±8.2 56.7±10.5 46.0±14.5 68.3±12.0 50.7±8.8 65.0±6.9 69.0±8.5 73.4±9.6 63.5±9.3 73.8±6.3 64.5±7.5 68.1±9.4 68.7±16.1 66.8±9.9 68.4±9.7
LGFed 67.0±11.3 67.5±8.6 78.5±15.0 69.4±14.2 72.6±10.4 58.8±12.9 52.8±21.9 51.3±25.1 57.1±17.0 52.0±18.2 66.0±4.9 69.5±8.1 71.0±10.5 65.6±4.7 73.5±3.3 63.9±10.0 65.9±12.8 67.0±16.8 66.5±12.0 69.5±10.7
SFGL (Ours) 70.4±8.9 72.0±4.7 78.6±15.9 74.3±7.1 75.1±10.2 64.0±6.8 60.0±20.3 48.6±20.7 60.8±11.8 53.7±13.7 70.0±5.5 75.3±7.4 75.3±15.7 71.8±6.7 75.3±7.0 68.1±7.1 71.4±11.7 72.1±17.4 71.9±8.5 71.8±10.3

Table 3: Results (%) of eleven different methods in MDD vs. NC classification on the REST-MDD dataset in terms of mean±standard deviation. “tr <site>”
represents the site used for training in the Cross operation. Best results are shown in bold.

Method
Site20 Site21 Site25 Average

ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1
tr Site20 - - - - - 59.6±3.4 60.7±5.7 60.5±14.6 56.6±4.0 57.4±7.8 56.0±5.2 52.8±6.0 65.2±7.0 55.7±4.2 58.4±6.6 57.8±4.2 56.7±5.8 62.8±10.8 56.2±4.1 57.9±7.2
tr Site21 54.7±2.0 53.7±2.1 66.1±25.9 54.1±1.5 62.2±14.2 - - - - - 59.2±1.1 60.3±7.2 68.7±19.0 60.6±2.7 61.8±7.3 56.9±1.6 57.0±4.6 67.4±22.5 57.3±2.1 62.0±10.7
tr Site25 54.8±1.1 57.5±0.9 56.0±6.2 54.0±0.9 56.7±2.9 58.3±3.5 63.3±3.6 58.1±7.3 57.3±2.7 60.6±2.7 - - - - - 56.6±2.3 60.4±2.2 57.1±6.7 55.6±1.8 58.6±2.8
Single 55.6±3.9 57.4±3.2 62.1±16.0 56.7±4.5 59.6±8.3 59.0±5.0 61.4±3.5 68.6±12.8 57.3±8.3 64.8±6.6 58.0±10.7 62.7±9.0 66.3±9.7 59.4±10.0 64.4±8.6 57.5±6.5 60.5±5.2 65.6±12.8 57.8±7.6 62.9±7.8
Mix - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 58.0±3.9 61.5±0.8 60.6±17.5 60.6±3.0 61.1±11.5
FedAvg 60.0±3.9 60.4±3.7 68.8±6.6 63.8±3.2 64.3±3.5 59.0±6.4 63.7±4.4 59.3±15.6 61.5±8.5 61.4±9.3 61.2±4.7 69.2±4.7 60.7±11.7 62.5±7.8 64.7±6.2 60.0±5.0 62.4±4.3 65.4±11.3 62.8±6.5 63.9±6.4
FedProx 63.6±3.4 63.9±5.0 71.6±13.7 67.1±4.2 67.5±5.3 60.0±8.0 65.7±6.6 58.1±13.6 64.0±6.9 61.7±10.8 59.2±4.1 68.0±8.2 57.3±16.1 63.7±5.6 62.2±9.1 61.0±5.1 64.8±6.6 66.3±14.5 65.7±5.6 65.6±8.4
MOON 61.7±2.6 63.2±3.6 65.9±11.9 67.5±2.7 64.6±5.0 61.5±10.0 69.0±8.1 56.9±14.8 68.9±10.6 62.4±11.7 59.3±9.8 72.1±4.3 49.4±23.4 62.0±11.0 58.7±20.1 60.8±7.4 65.5±5.3 61.1±16.7 66.2±8.1 63.2±12.2
pFedMe 61.4±0.1 58.7±1.8 62.4±13.9 59.4±3.6 60.5±5.4 60.0±8.4 67.1±11.2 52.3±21.2 62.5±8.7 58.8±15.7 60.6±9.3 69.2±12.3 50.6±17.0 63.1±9.5 58.4±13.3 60.7±6.2 61.5±8.4 58.2±17.3 60.2±7.3 59.8±11.5
LGFed 60.4±4.9 62.7±6.0 62.0±12.1 65.5±4.4 62.4±6.7 56.4±6.9 61.0±5.8 58.1±10.9 58.5±8.0 59.5±5.1 61.8±9.9 66.7±5.2 69.7±10.5 63.3±6.8 68.1±6.2 59.5±7.3 63.1±5.7 62.8±11.2 63.9±6.4 63.3±6.0
SFGL (Ours) 64.4±2.4 64.5±2.9 72.7±10.2 68.9±4.1 68.3±4.1 62.0±4.3 63.7±4.2 65.1±7.6 62.3±6.9 64.4±4.1 62.5±6.0 64.5±3.4 79.8±11.4 69.2±7.9 71.4±5.6 62.9±4.7 64.3±3.4 72.6±9.7 67.8±6.3 68.2±4.6

a different strategy for federated model aggregation. Specifi-
cally, all parameters from the shared and personalized branches
are sent to the central server and averaged. The server then
sends back the averaged parameters to each site, serving as the
initial parameters for the model on each site in the next com-
munication round.

(5) FedProx Li et al. (2020a). This method shares the same
network architecture with SFGL and utilizes a different feder-
ated aggregation strategy. Specifically, the parameters received
from each local site are averaged to obtain the global parame-
ters. We then compute the L2 norm between the parameters of
each site and the global parameters individually. These norms
are then introduced as regularization terms into the loss func-
tion of each site (see Eq. (11)). This operation aims to mitigate
the bias between global and local parameters during the opti-
mization process, ultimately reducing parameter drift.

(6) MOON Li et al. (2021a). Similar to FedAvg and Fed-
Prox, this method has the same network architecture as our
SFGL but a different federated aggregation strategy. At each
site, we consider the shared and personalized branches as a
holistic model, and use the dynamic FCN sequence, vector-
ized demographic information and FCN as inputs to extract a
16-dimensional feature representation, called local representa-
tion, for disease prediction. The representation will be fed into
a fully connected layer and a softmax layer for classification.
Then, all parameters of the model at each site are sent to a server
for average aggregation, and using the averaged parameters, a
new 16-dimensional feature representation called global repre-
sentation is generated at each site. We maximize the cosine sim-
ilarity between the local and global representation while mini-
mizing the cosine similarity between the local representation
generated in the current communication round and the one gen-
erated in the previous round in order to leverage the similarity
between model representations to correct the local training.

(7) pFedMe T Dinh et al. (2020). With the same network
architecture as SFGL, this method treats the global model at

the server side as a central point agreed upon by all sites and
each local model as a point constructed by each site based on
its heterogeneous data distribution. During parameter aggrega-
tion on the server side, a Moreau envelope is utilized as a regu-
larization loss function to decouple the optimization process of
the personalized model from the learning process of the global
model, allowing the utilization of the global model to optimize
the local model.

(8) LGFed Liang et al. (2020). This method also shares
the same network architecture with our SFGL. Different from
SFGL, LGFed only sends the parameters of the last fully con-
nected layer in the personalized branch to the central server for
aggregation while other parameters remain at each local client.
This enables joint learning of compact local representations on
each site, and also reduces the number of communicated pa-
rameters for federated aggregation.

5.3. Experimental Results
We report the experimental results of our SFGL and eight

competing methods on ABIDE and REST-MDD in Tables 2-3.
For ASD vs. NC classification on ABIDE, Table 2 shows the
results of these methods on three sites (i.e., NYU, UCLA, UM),
as well as the average results of these sites (called “Average”)
to evaluate the overall performance of FL or non-FL systems.
Similarly, Table 3 shows classification results on three sites (i.e.,
Site20, Site21, Site25) from REST-MDD. For each method in
Cross (e.g., tr NYU), the average result here is the average of
two sites (e.g., UCLA and UM) that are used for test. In Fig. 3,
we plot the ROC curves of the average results of different meth-
ods on ABIDE and REST-MDD datasets. From Tables 2-3 and
Fig. 3, we have the following interesting findings.

• On one hand, for the tasks of ASD vs. NC classification on
ABIDE and MDD vs. NC classification on REST-MDD,
FL methods (i.e., FedAvg, FedProx, MOON, pFedMe,
LGFed and SFGL) show significant improvements com-
pared to the three non-FL methods (i.e., Cross, Single and
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Figure 3: The ROC curves plotted using different methods on two datasets. The left subplot is the ASD vs. NC classification performed on the ABIDE dataset,
while the right subplot is the MDD vs. NC classification performed on the REST-MDD dataset.

Mix) in terms of average results. For example, as shown in
Table 2 on ABIDE, our SFGL improves the average AUC
by 12.3% compared to the method training on a single site
(i.e., Single), and achieves an improvement of 11.4% com-
pared to the method that directly mixes data from all sites
for model training (i.e., Mix). On REST-MDD (see Ta-
ble 3), our method shows an average AUC improvement of
10% and 7.2% compared to the Single and Mix methods,
respectively. These results demonstrate that FL enables
multiple sites to collaboratively train models, which allows
each site to leverage complementary knowledge from mul-
tiple sources, thus enhancing classification performance.

• On the other hand, our proposed SFGL generally outper-
forms the other five FL methods that do not consider site
specificity (i.e., FedAvg, FedProx, MOON, pFedMe, and
LGFed) in the two tasks. For example, on the ABIDE,
the SFGL achieves an improvement of 2.7% in terms of
average ACC compared to FedProx and an improvement
of 4.2% compared to LGFed. On the REST-MDD, SFGL
improves the average ACC results by 2.9% and 2.1% com-
pared to FedAvg and MOON, respectively. The possible
reason is that our SFGL that integrates a shared branch
and a personalized branch can not only learn the spa-
tiotemporally dynamic representation of fMRI, but also
preserve the site-specific information from imaging and
non-imaging views, thus achieving better performance in
fMRI-based disorder diagnosis.

5.4. Statistical Significance Analysis

Through paired-sample t-test, we further calculate the differ-
ences of predicted probability distribution between our SFGL
and five competing FL methods. The test statistic for the paired-
sample t-test can be represented as t = xdiff

sdiff/
√

n , where xdiff rep-
resents the mean of the sample differences, sdiff represents the
standard deviation of the sample differences, and n is the num-
ber of pairs of samples. The corresponding p-values for the
t-test are shown in Table 4. We set the significance level thresh-
old as 0.05, where if the p-value is less than 0.05, we consider

Table 4: Results of statistical significance analysis by comparing the proposed
SFGL and five federated learning methods.

Dataset Pairwise Comparison p-value p < 0.05

ABIDE

SFGL vs. FedAvg 1.042 × 10−2 ∗

SFGL vs. FedProx 7.734 × 10−3 ∗

SFGL vs. MOON 9.976 × 10−3 ∗

SFGL vs. pFedMe 9.578 × 10−2

SFGL vs. LGFed 1.475 × 10−2 ∗

REST-MDD

SFGL vs. FedAvg 1.382 × 10−2 ∗

SFGL vs. FedProx 3.906 × 10−7 ∗

SFGL vs. MOON 3.960 × 10−11 ∗

SFGL vs. pFedMe 1.157 × 10−7 ∗

SFGL vs. LGFed 1.695 × 10−5 ∗

our method shows a significant difference compared to the com-
peting method, represented as “∗” in Table 4. From Table 4,
we can find that the SFGL is statistically significantly different
from the five FL methods in most cases, which further validates
the superiority of SFGL in fMRI-based disorder classification.

6. Discussion

6.1. Ablation Study
To validate the effectiveness of several key components in

our SFGL, we compare the SFGL with its three degenerated
variants called SFGLw/oPB, SFGLw/oPC, and SFGLw/oDI,
respectively. Specifically, the SFGLw/oPB only uses the shared
branch and discards the personalized branch, where all param-
eters of local models are sent to the server for federal aggre-
gation. In SFGLw/oPC, the personalized branch of each lo-
cal model only utilizes demographic information. Similarly,
SFGLw/oDI only considers the imaging information (i.e., FCN)
in the personalized branch. Although the personalized branches
in SFGLw/oPC and SFGLw/oDI are degenerated, their parame-
ters still do not participate in federated aggregation at the server
side and remain updated at each local client. In Fig. 4 and Ta-
ble 5, we report the experimental results of the four methods in
two classification tasks on ABIDE and REST-MDD.

It can be observed from Fig. 4 and Table 5 that, in most cases,
SFGL outperforms its three variants that discard partial or com-
plete information of the personalized branch (i.e., SFGLw/oPB,
SFGLw/oPC, and SFGLw/oDI) in both ASD vs. NC and MDD

8



63.5

68.1

65.9

65.3

67.0

65.4

68.9

70.2

65.9

69.2

65.1

68.4

70.6

70.0

69.5

68.1

71.4

72.1

71.9

71.8

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

Accuracy Precision Recall AUC F1-Score

64.2

72.7

65.7

67.0

69.0

64.2

73.4

64.4

64.3

68.6

65.0

70.0

73.9

64.4

72.0

70.0

75.3

75.3

71.8

75.3

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

Accuracy Precision Recall AUC F1-Score

60.0

54.8

46.0

62.0 50.0

63.3

58.8

54.0

64.2

56.3

62.3

59.2 43.2

64.8 50.0

64.0

60.0 48.6

60.8

53.7

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

Accuracy Precision Recall AUC F1-Score

(c) UM (d) Average

66.3

69.2

71.3

67.0

71.2

68.6

69.2

80.6 67.5

74.5

68.0

69.3

78.0

73.3

73.6

70.4

72.0

78.6

74.3

75.1

0.00

0.20

0.40

0.60

0.80

1.00

Accuracy Precision Recall AUC F1-Score

SFGLw/oPB SFGLw/oPC SFGL (Ours)SFGLw/oDI

(a) NYU (b) UCLA
ACC PRE AUC F1REC ACC PRE AUC F1REC

ACC PRE AUC F1REC ACC PRE AUC F1REC

100%

80%

0

60%

40%

20%

100%

80%

0

60%

40%

20%

Figure 4: Performance of our SFGL and its three variants in the task of ASD vs. NC classification on ABIDE.

Table 5: Results (%) of SFGL and its three variants in MDD vs. NC classification on the REST-MDD in terms of mean±standard deviation. Best results are shown
in bold.

Method
Site20 Site21 Site25 Average

ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1
SFGLw/oPB 60.6±5.2 59.6±3.4 71.7±10.8 63.1±4.3 67.0±5.8 57.1±6.7 60.0±5.3 63.9±10.4 61.0±12.6 62.1±6.1 53.3±5.8 60.7±5.1 57.3±10.6 56.9±8.6 59.0±7.4 57.0±5.9 60.0±4.6 71.7±10.5 61.1±8.5 56.3±6.4
SFGLw/oPC 60.0±5.4 61.0±4.6 66.7±7.6 63.2±4.4 63.7±5.9 59.6±6.4 63.2±5.0 64.0±17.4 63.0±7.3 63.6±10.3 61.1±6.6 70.2±4.2 58.4±11.1 62.6±3.7 63.8±8.1 60.2±6.2 62.9±4.6 64.6±12.0 62.6±5.1 63.7±8.1
SFGLw/oDI 61.3±2.4 63.1±4.0 64.9±11.3 66.2±3.7 63.9±4.2 58.3±3.8 61.7±4.0 63.9±20.7 62.9±6.7 62.8±10.8 61.8±5.2 64.3±4.4 74.1±7.4 62.7±6.2 69.4±5.5 60.5±3.8 63.3±4.1 66.5±13.2 65.3±5.5 64.9±6.8
SFGL (Ours) 64.4±2.4 64.5±2.9 72.7±10.2 68.9±4.1 68.3±4.1 62.0±4.3 63.7±4.2 65.1±7.6 62.3±6.9 64.4±4.1 62.5±6.0 64.5±3.4 79.8±11.4 69.2±7.9 71.4±5.6 62.9±4.7 64.3±3.4 72.6±9.7 67.8±6.3 68.2±4.6

vs. NC classification tasks. This validates the effectiveness of
the designed personalized branch in preserving site-specificity
information. Besides, two variants with partially personalized
branches retained (i.e., SFGLw/oPC and SFGLw/oDI) is gener-
ally inferior to our SFGL which employs the complete personal-
ized branch. The results indicate that FCN and demographic in-
formation in the personalized branch can provide complemen-
tary site-specific information from imaging and non-imaging
views to help boost classification performance.

6.2. Influence of Balancing Coefficient

In Eq. (6), the balancing coefficient γ adjusts the contribution
of features from the shared branch and the personalized branch
to the final prediction. A larger value of γ means a larger con-
tribution of the personalized branch, while a smaller value in-
dicates a larger contribution of the shared branch. In particular,
when γ = 0, it means that only the shared branch is used, which
is equivalent to the SFGLw/oPB variant in Section 6.1. In the
main experiment, we empirically set γ = 0.8. To investigate the
impact of different balancing coefficients, we vary the value of
γ within the range of {0.1, 0.2, · · · , 0.9} and report the results of
SFGL in the two tasks on ABIDE and REST-MDD in Fig. 5.

From Fig. 5, it can be found that when the value of γ is very
large (e.g., γ = 0.9), the SFGL only achieves the average ACC
of 58.6% for MDD vs. NC classification on REST-MDD. The
possible reason is that the SFGL can not effectively leverage
collective knowledge from multiple sites when the SFGL ex-
cessively focuses on the personalized branch, thus yielding sub-
optimal classification performance. On the contrary, if γ is set
to be a very small value (e.g., γ = 0.4), the SFGL still per-
forms poorly with AUC=68.9% on ABIDE and AUC=65.0%

on REST-MDD. This may be due to inadequate preservation of
site-specific information, resulting in poor performance.

6.3. Influence of Local Training Epoch

In this work, the local epoch E denotes the number of train-
ing iterations on each client before the updated model param-
eters are sent back to the central server for aggregation, which
is also a crucial hyperparameter in the proposed SFGL. In the
main experiments, we empirically set the local epoch E as 5.
To explore the impact of different local epochs, we vary the
value of E within the range of {1, 5, 10, 15, 20}, and record the
results of SFGL in the two tasks on ABIDE and REST-MDD in
Fig. 6. From Fig. 6, we can see that the SFGL achieves worse
performance when the local epoch is very small (e.g., E = 1)
under the same communication rounds. This is likely because
frequent updates from local clients might hinder model stabi-
lization when a small local epoch is used, thus degrading model
performance. And the SFGL consistently achieves the best per-
formance on ABIDE and REST-MDD with E = 5. Besides, it
can be observed that the performance of SFGL is inferior when
a large local epoch (i.e., 20) is used. This may be due to that
using a large local epoch could lead to the parameter drift issue
(i.e., misalignment between local and global optima).

6.4. Influence of Different Backbones in Shared Branch

In the shared branch of the SFGL, we use STAGIN which
integrates GIN and Transformer as the backbone to extract dy-
namic graph features. To study how different backbones affect
the performance of our SFGL, we replace the STAGIN with
several popular GNNs, including (1) graph attention network
(GAT) Velickovic et al. (2017), (2) graph convolutional net-
work (GCN) Kipf and Welling (2016), (3) graph isomorphism
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Figure 5: Results of our SFGL with different values of γ in Eq. (6) in the task
of (a) ASD vs. NC classification on ABIDE and (b) MDD vs. NC classification
on REST-MDD.
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Figure 6: Results of SFGL with different local epochs in the task of (a) ASD
vs. NC classification on ABIDE and (b) MDD vs. NC classification on REST-
MDD.

network (GIN) Xu et al. (2018) and (4) spatio-temporal graph
convolutional network (STGCN) Gadgil et al. (2020). Specif-
ically, the GAT, GCN, and GIN use static graphs as input, and
their static graph construction strategy is the same as each of the
dynamic graphs in SFGL (see Section 4.1.1). But in STGCN,
we use BOLD signal time series as the feature input, and the
overall PC matrix calculated from concatenating the BOLD sig-
nals of all subjects is utilized as the adjacency matrix. In each
STGC layer, the output channel is 64, and the number and size
of spatial convolutional kernels are 1 and 64. For a fair compari-
son, all the backbones use two GNN layers, which is consistent
with the STAGIN used in SFGL. The experimental results of
our SFGL with five different backbones in two prediction tasks
on ABIDE and REST-MDD are reported in Table 6.

From Table 6, we can observe that SFGL with two spatio-

temporal GNN backbones (i.e., STGCN and STAGIN) gener-
ally outperform the other three static backbones that do not con-
sider temporal dynamics in fMRI series (i.e., GAT, GCN and
GIN) on ABIDE and REST-MDD datasets. This indicates that
using spatio-temporal GNN backbones helps extract more dis-
criminative features via modeling both the spatial and tempo-
ral patterns of fMRI data, thus enhancing model performance.
Furthermore, SFGL with the STAGIN backbone achieves better
results compared with STGCN which uses 1-D convolution for
temporal feature abstraction in most cases. For instance, STA-
GIN exhibits superiority by 2.9% and 1.2% in terms of the ACC
metric on ABIDE and REST-MDD, respectively. The possible
reason is that the STAGIN can capture long-range temporal de-
pendencies of fMRI series via transformer encoder to further
facilitate fMRI-based disease diagnosis.

6.5. Interpretable Biomarker Analysis
Identifying interpretable biomarkers (e.g., functional connec-

tions and ROIs) associated with brain diseases can provide in-
sights into underlying neural mechanisms and help early de-
tection and targeted treatment of brain disorders. To enhance
the interpretability of our proposed SFGL, we utilize a guided
back-propagation gradient-based approach Springenberg et al.
(2014); Selvaraju et al. (2017) to detect the discriminative func-
tional connections and ROIs on ABIDE and MDD datasets. The
guided back-propagation gradient is formulated as:

gc
k = ReLU

(
∂yc

∂xk

)
, (15)

where c ∈ {0, 1, · · · ,C − 1} denotes a specific category, C de-
notes the number of categories, yc is the logit score for class c
before the softmax layer, and xk is the k-th feature of the input.

Specifically, taking the ABIDE as an example, we select all
ASD patients from NYU for biomarker analysis. For a given
subject, in the proposed shared branch of our SFGL, we first
use Eq. (15) to compute the guided gradient matrix based on
predicted logit score and input FCN {X(t)}Tt=1 for each time seg-
ment, and then average the gradient matrices of all segments
to yield shared gradient matrix Gs. In the personalized branch,
we use Eq. (15) to obtain a personalized gradient matrix, with a
predicted logit score and the full-time FCN as input. The guided
gradient matrix G for each subject is obtained via the weighted
sum of Gs and Gp, formulated as G = γGp + (1 − γ)Gs, where
the weight γ is same as that in Eq. (6). Finally, we average the G
matrices of all ASD patients to select the top 10 brain functional
connectivity corresponding to the largest gradients. Similarly,
we select all MDD patients from Site 20 of the REST-MDD
dataset for biomarker analysis. In Fig. 7, we map the identi-
fied FCs and ROIs to the brain space and visualize them using
BrainNet Viewer Xia et al. (2013).

As illustrated in Fig. 7 (a), the proposed SFGL identifies
several discriminative brain ROIs, such as the right hippocam-
pus (HIP.R), right amygdala (AMYG.R), left (right) parahip-
pocampal gyrus (PHG.L, PHG.R), left (right) caudate nu-
cleus (CAU.L, CAU.R), left thalamus (THA.L), left pallidum
(PAL.L), which have been mentioned in previous studies on
ASD patients Baron-Cohen et al. (2000); Padmanabhan et al.
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Table 6: Results (%) of SFGL using different backbones in the shared branch in the task of ASD vs. NC classification on ABIDE and MDD vs. NC classification
on REST-MDD in terms of mean±standard deviation. The best results are shown in bold.

Backbone ASD vs. NC classification on ABIDE MDD vs. NC classification on REST-MDD
ACC PRE REC AUC F1 ACC PRE REC AUC F1

GAT 63.9±5.0 64.8±7.1 76.4±16.0 68.2±7.5 70.2±7.7 61.7±2.8 64.6±1.9 71.3±6.0 66.7±5.6 67.8±3.2
GCN 65.0±9.9 66.8±16.7 78.3±19.5 69.3±10.0 71.2±12.8 61.1±8.4 65.1±7.7 68.0±14.5 65.6±8.4 66.6±10.6
GIN 63.8±8.0 65.2±6.7 76.4±16.4 65.7±7.0 70.5±9.9 61.5±6.8 62.6±5.7 71.5±11.6 66.3±8.9 66.8±7.5
STGCN 65.2±6.1 65.6±5.4 77.8±13.6 67.3±6.5 71.2±8.1 61.7±2.4 64.8±4.0 69.3±7.3 67.7±5.8 67.0±3.2
STAGIN 68.1±7.1 71.4±11.7 72.1±17.4 71.9±8.5 71.8±10.3 62.9±4.7 64.3±3.4 72.6±9.7 67.8±6.3 68.2±4.6

(a) ASD vs. NC classification on ABIDE (b) MDD vs. NC classification on REST-MDD
Figure 7: Visualization of the top 10 most discriminative functional connections detected by the proposed SFGL in tasks of (a) ASD vs. NC classification on NYU
from ABIDE Di Martino et al. (2014) and (b) MDD vs. NC classification on Site 20 from REST-MDD Yan et al. (2019).

(2017); Roy et al. (2021). In Fig. 7 (b), the SFGL also iden-
tifies several brain ROIs associated with MDD identification,
such as left (right) parahippocampal gyrus (PHG.L, PHG.R),
right fusiform gyrus (FFG.R), right superior temporal gyrus
(STG.R), left posterior cingulate gyrus (PCG.L), right pre-
cuneus (PCUN.R), which is consistent with previous MDD re-
search Hermesdorf et al. (2016); Wang et al. (2015); Guo et al.
(2013). These results further demonstrate the reliability of our
SFGL in discovering disease-related biomarkers.

6.6. Limitations and Future Work

This work has some limitations that need to be taken into
consideration. First, in the shared branch of SFGL, we only
capture the dependencies between brain ROIs during graph
spatial feature learning, without considering the potential re-
lationships between subjects. In future work, we will incorpo-
rate pairwise or triplet relationships among subjects Li (2022);
Yao et al. (2021) into the proposed framework to further en-
hance discriminative ability of learned features. Second, all
sites employ the same network architecture of the personalized
branch in SFGL. Considering the parameters of the personal-
ized branch only remain updated at each local client, differ-
ent sites may benefit more from using different personalized
branches based on their unique data characteristics, which will
be a future research direction. In addition, in the current work,
we linearly fuse features output by the shared and the person-
alized branches (see Eq. (6)). It is interesting to design more
advanced feature fusion strategies (e.g., via Transformer Han
et al. (2022)) to integrate the features of different branches, and
this will be one of our future works.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a specificity-aware federated graph
learning (SFGL) framework for multi-site fMRI analysis and
brain disorder diagnosis. The SFGL consists of a shared branch
to facilitate cross-site knowledge sharing, and a personalized
branch to preserve site specificity information. Specifically,

we employ GIN and transformer layers to capture the spatio-
temporal information of brain FCNs in the shared branch. In
the designed personalized branch, we extract site-specific fea-
tures from both imaging (i.e., static FCN) and non-imaging (i.e.,
demographic information) views. Besides, a novel federal ag-
gregation strategy is developed in the proposed SFGL, where
the parameters of the shared branch are sent to a server while
the parameters of personalized branch remain updated at each
local client/site. Extensive experiments validate the superior-
ity of the SFGL in automated brain disorder identification and
biomarker detection based on multi-site fMRI data.
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