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Abstract. In numerous settings, agents lack sufficient data to di-
rectly learn a model. Collaborating with other agents may help, but
introduces a bias-variance trade-off when local data distributions dif-
fer. A key challenge is for each agent to identify clients with simi-
lar distributions while learning the model, a problem that remains
largely unresolved. This study focuses on a simplified version of
the overarching problem, where each agent collects samples from
a real-valued distribution over time to estimate its mean. Existing al-
gorithms face impractical per-agent space and time complexities (lin-
ear in the number of agents |A|). To address scalability challenges,
we propose a framework where agents self-organize into a graph,
allowing each agent to communicate with only a selected number
of peers r. We introduce two collaborative mean estimation algo-
rithms: one uses a message-passing scheme, while the other employs
a consensus-based approach, with complexity O(r · log |A|) and
O(r), respectively. We establish conditions under which both algo-
rithms yield asymptotically optimal estimates and offer a theoretical
characterization of their performance.

1 Introduction

Users’ devices have become increasingly sophisticated and generate
vast amounts of data. This wealth of data has paved the way for the
development of accurate and complex models. However, it has also
introduced challenges related to security, privacy, real-time process-
ing, and resource constraints. In response, Federated Learning (FL)
has emerged as a pivotal privacy-preserving methodology for col-
laborative model training [18, 20]. Traditional FL methods focus on
learning a unified model applicable to all clients. Yet, the statisti-
cal diversity observed across clients’ datasets has led to the pursuit
of personalized models. These models aim to better align with the
unique data distributions of individual clients [e.g., 15, 13, 21, 24, 9].

Many personalized FL strategies involve grouping clients into ho-
mogeneous clusters to then tailor a model for each cluster [e.g.,
15, 29, 9]. The optimal clustering would ideally group clients whose
local optimal models are similar. However, the inherent challenge
lies in the fact that these optimal models are unknown a priori. This
dilemma results in the two tasks—model learning for the specified
task and cluster identification—being deeply interconnected. Vari-
ous studies have suggested empirical measures of similarity as a
workaround [e.g., 15, 29], while others rely on presumed knowledge
of distances across data distributions [e.g. 9, 12]. Nonetheless, accu-
rately estimating these distances, especially within a FL framework
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where clients may possess limited data, proves to be particularly
challenging. Such estimation difficulties are well discussed in the lit-
erature (e.g., in Even et al. [12] [Sec. 6]), underscoring the problem
of identifying similar clients for collaborative model learning as a
significant, yet unresolved issue.

In this paper, we narrow our focus to a fundamental aspect of the
broader challenge, specifically aiming to estimate the mean of a real-
valued distribution, considered as the archetypal federated learning
problem in many papers [11, 32, 16]. This task holds significant prac-
tical relevance across various fields, such as smart agriculture, grid
management, and healthcare, where multiple sensors collect private,
noisy data on identical or related variables [1]. Importantly, the task
of personalized mean estimation serves as a foundational problem
that can illuminate key aspects of personalized federated learning.

We are interested in an online decentralized version of person-
alized mean estimation, where at each time slot, a client collects
new samples and can exchange information with a limited number
of other clients. To the best of our knowledge, the state-of-the-art
method in this setting is the Collaborative Mean Estimation algo-
rithm, COLME, by Asadi et al. [3]. Unfortunately, COLME strug-
gles with scalability in large systems, as its per-agent space and time
complexities are both linear in the number of clients |A|.

To address these scalability challenges, we propose that clients
self-organize into a network where each client communicates with
at most a fixed set of r neighbors. Over time, this set of neighbors
is pruned, as clients progressively exclude those that are more dis-
similar. Within this context, we introduce two collaborative mean
estimation algorithms: one uses a message-passing scheme and the
other is based on consensus. The complexities of these algorithms
areO(r · log |A|) andO(r), respectively. We demonstrate that, even
though each client exchanges information with only r ≪ |A| clients,
it is possible to achieve with high probability a speedup in the con-
vergence time of mean estimates by a factor of Ω(|A|1/2−ϕ), with ϕ
arbitrarily close to 0.

2 Related Work
For an overview of the field of personalized federated learning, we
refer the reader to the recent survey [31]. Here, we limit to mention
the most relevant approaches for this paper.

Ghosh et al. [15] and Sattler et al. [29] were the first to propose
clustered FL algorithms, which split the clients on the basis of the
similarity of their data distributions; the similarity is evaluated em-
pirically by the Euclidean distance of the local models and by the
cosine similarity of their updates. Ding and Wang [9] study more so-
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phisticated clustering algorithms assuming that clients can efficiently
estimate some specific (pseudo)-distances across local distributions
(i.e., the integral probability metrics).

Beaussart et al. [4], Chayti et al. [5], Grimberg et al. [16], and Even
et al. [12] consider decentralized approaches, which allow each client
to learn a personal model relying on a specific convex combination of
information (gradients) from other clients. In particular, Even et al.
[12] prove that collaboration can at most speed up the convergence
time linearly in the number of similar agents and provide algorithms,
which, under apriori knowledge of pairwise client distributions’ dis-
tances, achieve such speedup. The authors recognize the complexity
of estimating these distances and provide practical estimation algo-
rithms for linear regression problems which asymptotically achieve
the same speedup scaling the number of clients but maintaining the
number of clusters fixed.

The generalization properties of personalized models obtained by
convex combinations of clients’ models are studied in Mansour et al.
[23], while Donahue and Kleinberg [10] look at the problem through
the lens of game theory. The work most similar to ours is Asadi et al.
[3], which we describe in detail in the next section.

3 Model and Background on COLME
We consider a set A of agents (computational units). Each agent
a ∈ A = {1, 2, · · · , |A|} generates at each time instant t a new
sample xt

a ∈ R drawn i.i.d. from distribution Da with expected value
µa = E[xt

a]. Expected values are not necessarily distinct across
agents. Given two agents a and a′, we denote by ∆a,a′ := |µa−µa′ |
the gap between the agents’ true means, and with Ca, the group of
agents with the same true mean of a, (i.e. such that ∆a,a′ = 0). In
the following we will refer to Ca as the ‘similarity class of a.’

The goal of each agent a ∈ A is to estimate µa. To this purpose,
the client can compute its local average estimate x̄t

a,a = 1
t

∑t
1 x

t′
a ,

but can also obtain a more accurate estimates taking advantage of
information from other agents in its similarity class.

Asadi et al. [3] proposed COLME as a collaborative algorithm for
mean estimation. COLME relies on two key steps: i) trying to iden-
tify the similarity classes; ii) improving local mean estimates by shar-
ing information with agents believed to belong to the same class.

1) Identifying Similarity Classes. We denote by Cta the set of
agents that agent a estimates, at time t, to be part of its own sim-
ilarity class Ca. Agent a decides that agent a′ belongs to the same
class if their local average estimates are sufficiently close, specif-
ically, if two appropriately defined confidence intervals centered
on these estimates overlap. In general, at time t, agent a will not
have access to the most recent local average estimates of agent a′,
but to a stale value, corresponding to the last time the two clients
have exchanged information. We denote such value as x̄t

a,a′ and
the corresponding number of samples as nt

a,a′
1. Agent a can then

estimate its true mean and the true mean of agent a′ to belong
to the confidence intervals Ia,a =

[
x̄t
a,a − βγ(t), x̄

t
a,a + βγ(t)

]
,

Ia,a′ =
[
x̄t
a,a′ − βγ(n

t
a,a′), x̄t

a,a′ + βγ(n
t
a,a′)

]
, respectively. As

expected, the interval amplitude βγ(n) depends on the number of
samples n on which the empirical average is computed, and on the
target level of confidence 1− 2γ associated with the interval. Agent
a will then assume that a′ belongs to its similarity class Ca if the two
intervals overlap, i.e., Ia,a ∩ Ia,a′ ̸= ∅, or equivalently if:

dtγ(a, a
′) := |x̄a,a − x̄a,a′ | − βγ(t)− βγ(n

t
a,a′) < 0. (1)

1 Note that nt
a,a′ ⩽ t coincides with the last time-slot at which the two

agents have communicated.

In order to estimate its similarity class in the most accurate way,
agent a could retrieve at eath time t the most recent estimate x̄t

a′,a′

from each other agent a′. This, however, would lead to a quadratic
communication burden Θ(|A|2). To limit such a burden, node a
cyclically queries a single node in Ct−1

a at each time instant t, ac-
cording to a Round-Robin scheme. This leads to the following update
rule for Cta:

Cta = {a′ ∈ Ct−1
a : dtγ(a, a

′) ⩽ 0}, (2)

and we observe that by construction Cta ⊆ Ct−1
a . Initially, the agent

sets C0a = A and progressively takes irreversible decisions to remove
agents.

2) Estimating the Mean. Each node a computes an estimate µ̂t
a of

its true mean µa by combining the available estimates according to a
simple weighting scheme, where number of samples are the weights:

µ̂t
a =

∑
a′∈Ct

a

nt
a,a′∑

a′∈Ct
a
nt
a,a′

x̄t
a,a′

We observe that both in terms of memory and per-time computa-
tions, the complexity of COLME is linear, i.e., Θ(|A|), since every
agent a must keep in memory all local estimates x̄a,a′ and number
of samples nt

a,a′ . And, at every t, for every a′, it has to recompute
dtγ(a, a

′), using the last available value for x̄a,a (and nt
a,a). Indeed,

note that the local value of x̄a,a is updated at every t and this triggers
a change in the optimistic distance for every t.

3.1 COLME’s Guarantees

We provide the the two main theoretical results from Asadi et al. [3]
which were proved only when the distributions {Da, a ∈ A} are
sub-Gaussians2.

Select the amplitude of the confidence intervals as:

βγ(n) := σ

√
2

n

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln(
√

(n+ 1)/γ) (3)

and let n⋆
γ(x) denote the minimum number of samples that are

needed to ensure βγ(n) < x, i.e., n⋆
γ(x) = ⌈β−1

γ (x)⌉. We also
use n⋆

γ(a, a
′) for n⋆

γ(∆a,a′/4) and n⋆
γ(a) for n⋆

γ(∆a/4) where
∆a := mina′∈A\Ca ∆a,a′ ; these values denote the minimum num-
ber of samples to distinguish (with confidence 1− 2γ) the true mean
of agent a from the true mean of agent a′, and from the true mean of
any other agent, respectively.

The first result (Theorem 1) provides a bound on the time needed
to ensure that a randomly chosen agent a ∈ A correctly identifies its
similarity class, i.e, Cta = Ca, with high probability.3

Theorem 1. [3, Theorem 1] Assume distributions {Da, ∀a ∈ A}
are sub-Gaussians with parameter σ2. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), and with
γ = δ

4|A| , employing COLME, we have:

P
(
∃t > ζa : Cta ̸= Ca

)
⩽

δ

2
, (4)

with ζa = n⋆
γ(a) + |A| − 1−

∑
a′∈A\Ca

1{n⋆
γ(a)>n⋆

γ(a,a′)+|A|−1}.

2 A distribution D is sub-Gaussian with parameter σ2 if ∀λ ∈ R,
logEx∼D exp(λ(x− µ)) ⩽ 1

2
λ2σ2.

3 In this paper events that occur with a probability larger than 1− δ are said
to occur with high probability (w.h.p.).



Theorem 1 shows that the time ζa required by each agent a to
identify (with high probability) which other agents are in the same
similarity class can be bounded by the sum of two terms. The first
term, n⋆

γ(a), is an upper-bound for the number of samples needed
to conclude, with probability larger or equal than 1 − 2γ, if the true
means of two agents differ by the minimum gap ∆a. The additional
term corresponds to the residual time required to acquire the esti-
mates from other agents. It can be shown that n⋆

γ(a) grows at most
as log |A|, then ζa ∈ O(|A|) and for large systems (|A| ≫ n⋆

γ(a)),
the need to query all agents at least once becomes the dominant fac-
tor.

Turning our attention to the estimation error, it holds:

Theorem 2. [3, Theorem 2] Assume distributions {Da,∀a ∈ A}
are sub-Gaussians with parameter σ2. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), and with
γ = δ

4|A| , employing COLME, we have:

P
(
∀t > τa, |µ̂t

a − µa| < ε
)
⩾ 1− δ, (5)

with τa = max

[
ζa,

n⋆
δ
2

(ε)

|Ca| + |Ca|−1
2

]
.

Theorem 2 admits a straightforward explanation. Provided that
agent a has successfully estimated its similarity class at time t (i.e.,
Cta = Ca), the error in the mean estimation will depend only on the
available number of samples of agents in Ca, used for the computa-
tion of µ̂t

a. Now, a number of samples equal to n⋆
δ
2
(ε) is sufficient

to ensure that P(|µ̂a − µa| > ε) < δ/2. For agent a such number

of samples is surely available at time t ⩾ t∗a =
n⋆

δ
2

(ε)

|Ca| + |Ca|−1
2

where the second term is needed to take into account the effect of
the delay introduced by the round-robin scheme. Applying the union
bound, we can claim that whenever t ⩾ max(ζa, t

∗
a) w.p. 1− δ both

Cta = Ca and |µ̂t
a − µa| ⩽ ε hold.

3.2 Extensions

We extend Theorem 1 and 2 to distributions that are not sub-
Gaussians as far as the width of the confidence intervals βγ(·) satis-
fies the following assumption:

Assumption 1. There exists a function βγ(·) ∈ o(1) such that the
true mean belongs to all (nested) intervals of amplitude ±βγ(t) for
t ∈ N with confidence 1− 2γ, i.e.,

P
(
∀t ∈ N,

∣∣x̄t
a,a − µ

∣∣<βγ(t)
)
≥ 1− 2γ, ∀a ∈ A. (6)

For generic distributions {Da, a ∈ A}, it is difficult to find such
function βγ(·), but for sub-Gaussian distributions Eq. (3) satisfies
indeed Assumption 1 [22].

In Appendix A, we show that Assumption 1 is satisfied when the
distributions {Da, ∀a ∈ A} have variance upper-bounded by σ2,
and fourth (central) moment upper-bounded by κσ4 (when all the
variables are identically distributed κ can be interpreted as the kur-
tosis and σ as the standard deviation). In particular, in this case βγ ,
can be selected as follows:

βγ(n) =

(
2
κ+ 3σ4

γ

) 1
4
(
1 + ln2 n

n

) 1
4

, (7)

If the distributions {Da, ∀a ∈ A} exhibit a larger number of
bounded polynomial moments, a more favorable expression for
βγ(n) can be obtained (see Remark 1 in Appendix A).

4 Scalable Algorithms over a Graph G
The main limitations of COLME are acknowledged by Asadi et al.
[3]: each agent needs to perform a number of operations and main-
tain a memory proportional to |A|, leading to total time and space
costs which are O(|A|2) per time-slot. This is impractical in large-
scale systems. Moreover, while the Round-Robin query scheme re-
duces the communication burden, it entails a significant delay in the
estimation (ζa ∈ O(|A|)). Total space and time computational com-
plexity can be made Õ(1) with our scalable approaches: B-COLME
(see Section 4.1) and C-COLME (see Section 4.2). Both approaches
consider agents A over a fixed graph G(A, E) and restrict the com-
munication to pairs of agents adjacent in G. We denote by CCa the
maximal connected component consisting of nodes in Ca to which a
belongs, and by CCda the agents in Ca which are at most d hops away
from a. Similarly, letNa andN d

a denote the set of neighbors of agent
a and the set of agents at distance at most d by a, respectively.

Each agent a aims to determine which nodes in its neighborhood
Na belong to its similarity class Ca. To this purpose, agent a receives
at time t from each neighbor a′ ∈ Na an updated version of its lo-
cal mean estimate. We denote with Cta ⊆ Na the set of neighbors
that agent a deems to belong to its own similarity class at time t.
At the beginning, C0a = Na. Similarly to COLME, at each time t,
agent a first computes the distance dtγ(a, a′) for every a′ ∈ Ct−1

a ac-
cording to (1) and then updates Cta according to (2). As for COLME,
therefore, Cta ⊆ Ct−1

a , as soon as a removes a′ from Cta, it stops com-
municating with a′. Then, over time, communications occur over a
pruned graph Gt = (A, Et), where Et = {(a, a′) ∈ E : a′ ∈ Cta}.

We aim to determine the time needed for all agents in the con-
nected component CCa to identify their neighbors, i.e., Cta′ = Ca′ ∩
Na′ , ∀a′ ∈ CCa. Following the same approach as in Asadi et al. [3,
Theorem 1] (reported above as Theorem 1), we can prove4 that:

Theorem 3. For any δ ∈ (0, 1), employing either B-COLME or
C-COLME we have:

P
(
∃t > ζDa , ∃a′ ∈ CCa : Cta′ ̸= Ca′ ∩Na′

)
⩽

δ

2
, (8)

with ζDa = n⋆
γ(a) + 1 and γ = δ

4r|CCa| .

Proof. With respect to the sample mean x̄, choosing βγ(n) as in
Eq. (3) or (7) guarantees that P(∃n ∈ N, |x̄ − µ| ≤ 2γ), i.e., the
probability of the true mean being outside the confidence inter-
val is bounded above by 2γ (Lemma 10). Applying a union bound
over a′ ∈ CCa and hence taking γ = δ

4r|CCa| , we ensure (Lemma 12)
P
(
∃a′ ∈ CCa, ∃t ∈ N, ∃a′′ ∈ Na′ :

∣∣x̄t
a′,a′′ − µa′′

∣∣ >βγ(n
t
a′,a′′)

)
< δ

2
.

Conditioned on the complementary event, it is rather immediate to
prove dtγ(a, a

′) > 0 ⇐⇒ a′ /∈ Na ∩ Ca (see Appendix). After
n⋆
γ(a) := ⌈β−1

γ (∆a/4)⌉, it holds that dtγ > 0 for all pairs (a, a′)
with a′ in a different similarity class, and dtγ ≤ 0 otherwise. The
similarity class to which a belongs has been correctly identified.

When comparing Theorem 3 with Theorem 1, we observe that
for large systems, if r|CCa| ∈ Θ(|A|), ζ ≈ |A| + ζDa , showing
that, as expected, agents can identify much faster similar agents in
their neighborhood than in the whole populationA.5 A more detailed
comparison of COLME, B-COLME, and C-COLME is in Sec. 5.

We now present two decentralized algorithms that allow agents to
improve the estimates of their true means.
4 Full proofs of this and the following results are in the supplemental material.
5 For a fairer comparison, we should let COLME query r other agents at each

time t, where r is the average degree of G. In this case, ζ ≈ |A|/r + ζDa
and the conclusion does not change.



4.1 Message-passing B-COLME

In B-COLME algorithm, each node a ∈ A, through a continuous ex-
change of messages with its direct neighbors Cta, can acquire not only
their local estimates {x̄t

a,a′ , a′ ∈ Cta}, but also, in an aggregate form,
estimates from further away nodes up to distance d in the graph Gt
(d is a tunable parameter, the need to introduce it will be explained
soon). Indeed, node a′ ∈ Cta serves as a forwarder, providing to its
neighbor a ∈ Na′ access to the records it has collected from other
neighbors a′′ ∈ Cta \ {a}. As far as each agent has correctly iden-
tified all similar nodes in its neighborhood, the agent potentially has
access to the local estimates of all agents in CCda.

According to our message-passing scheme, agent a ∈ A retrieves
at time t a message M t,a′→a from every of its neighbors a′ ∈ Cta
(for a visual representation see Fig. 4 in the Appendix). Message
M t,a′→a is a d × 2 table whose element mt,a′→a

h,1 contains a sum

of samples, while mt,a′→a
h,2 indicates the total number of samples

contributing to the aforementioned sum. In particular, at time t, the
first table entries are set as: mt,a′→a

1,1 =
∑t

τ=1 x
τ
a′ and mt,a′→a

1,2 = t.
The other entries are built through the following recursion:

mt,a′→a
h,i =

∑
a′′∈Ct

a′ , a
′′ ̸=a

mt−1,a′′→a′

h−1,i ,

for h ∈ {2, . . . , d} and i ∈ {1, 2}.
If Gt ∩N d

a is a tree, then mt,a′→a
h,1 contains the sum of all samples

generated within time t − h + 1 by agents a′′ ∈ Gt at distance
h − 1 from a′ and distance h from a, while mt,a′→a

h,2 contains the
corresponding number of samples (the proof is by induction on h).

Agent a can estimate its mean as:

µ̂t
a =

∑t
τ=1 x

τ
a +

∑
a′∈Ct

a

∑d
h=1 m

t,a′→a
h,1

t+
∑

a′∈Ct
a

∑d
h=1 m

t,a′→a
h,2

. (9)

and, under the local tree structure assumption, this corresponds to
performing an empirical average over all the samples generated by
agent a up to t and all agents in Gt at distance 1 ⩽ h ⩽ d up to t−h.

If Gt ∩ N d
a is not a tree, then the contribution of the samples col-

lected by a given agent a′′ may be included in messages arriving to a
through different neighbors in Cta and then been erroneously counted
multiple times in (9). The parameter d needs to be selected to prevent
this eventuality (or make it very unlikely), as we discuss in Sec. 4.3.

As a result of previous arguments, we obtain the following results:

Theorem 4. . Provided that CCda is a tree, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), em-
ploying B-COLME, we have:

P
(
∀t > τ ′

a, |µ̂t
a − µa| < ε

)
⩾ 1− δ

with τ ′
a = max

[
ζDa + d,

ñ δ
2
(ε)

|CCda|
+ d

]
,

ñ δ
2
(ε) ⩽


⌈
− 2σ2

ε2
ln

(
δ
4

(
1− e

− ε2

σ2

))⌉
sub-Gaussian,⌈

2(κ+3)σ4

δε4

⌉
otherwise.

Proof. The first step consists in evaluating ñ δ
2
(ε), defined as the

minimum number of i.i.d samples extracted from Da, which guar-
antees that estimate error |x̄t

a,a − µa| is definitively smaller than ε
with a probability larger por equal than 1 − δ/2. Specifically, we
require

∑∞
t=ñ δ

2
(ε) P(|x̄

t
a,a − µa| < ε) > 1 − δ/2. Once ñ δ

2
(ε)

has been computed, the claim can be easily proved. Indeed un-
der the assumption that CCda has been correctly identified a lower
bound to the minimum time at which ñ δ

2
(ε) i.i.d samples extracted

from Da are available at agent a is given by
ñ δ

2
(ε)

|CCd
a
| + d. At last

observe that for t ⩾ ζDa + d, CCda has been correctly identified
with probability larger than 1 − δ/2, by Theorem 3. The claim fol-
lows easily by applying the union bound to the probability of event
{∃t ⩾ τ ′

a : |µt
a − µa| > ε}.

Corollary 5. Let P(CCda is not a tree) = δ′, then for any δ ∈ (0, 1),
employing B-COLME, we have:

P
(
∀t > τ ′

a : |µ̂t
a − µa| < ε

)
⩾ 1− δ − δ′.

Now Theorem 23 (in the Appendix) provides upper bounds to δ′

when G is a random regular graph. In particular, as long we set d
as in Proposition 8, δ′ converges to 0 as the number of agents |A|
increases. Our proofs can readily be adapted to COLME, enabling to
substitute n⋆

δ
2
(ε) in Theorem 2 with the smaller term ñ δ

2
(ε).

Algorithm 1 B-COLME over a Time Horizon H

Input: G = (A, E), (Da)a∈A, ε ∈ R+, δ ∈ (0, 1]
Output: µ̂a, ∀a ∈ A with P (|µ̂a − µa| < ε) ⩾ 1− δ
C0a ← Na, ∀a ∈ A
for time t in {1, .., H} do

In parallel for all nodes a ∈ A
Draw xt

a ∼ Da

x̄t
a ← t−1

t
x̄t−1
a + 1

t
xt
a

Compute βγ(t) with Eq. (3) or Eq. (7)
for neighbor a′ in Ct−1

a do
dtγ(a, a

′)←
∣∣x̄t

a − x̄t−1
a′

∣∣− βγ(t)− βγ(t− 1)
if dtγ(a, a′) > 0 then
Cta ← Cta \ {a′}

end if
end for
for neighbor a′ in Cta do

Compute M t,a→a′
and send it to a′

end for
Wait for messages M t,a′→a ∀a′ ∈ Cta

µ̂t
a ←

∑t
τ=1 xτ

a+
∑

a′∈Ct
a

∑d
h=1 m

t−1,a′→a
h,1

t+
∑

a′∈Ct
a

∑d
h=1

m
t,a′→a
h,2

end for

4.2 Consensus-based C-COLME

In this section, we present a second possible collaborative approach
for estimating the mean, see Algorithm 2. It takes inspiration from
consensus algorithms in dynamic settings, as in [27, 14]. The basic
idea is that each agent maintains two metrics, namely the empirical
average of its local samples x̄t

a,a, and the “consensus" estimate µ̂t
a,

which is updated at time t by computing a convex combination of
the local empirical average and a weighted sum of the consensus
estimates in its (close) neighborhood {µ̂t−1

a′ , a′ ∈ Ct−1
a ∪ {a}}.

The dynamics of all estimates are captured by:

µ̂t+1 = (1− αt) x̄
t+1 + αtWtµ̂

t, (10)

where (Wt)a,a′ = 0 if a′ /∈ Cta and αt ∈ (0, 1) is the memory
parameter. Once the agents have discovered which neighbors belong



to the same class at time τ , the matrix Wt does not need to change
anymore, i.e., Wt = W for any t ⩾ τ with Wa,a′ > 0 if and
only if a′ ∈ Ca ∩ Na. In order to achieve consensus, the matrix
W needs to be doubly stochastic [34] and we also require it to be
symmetric.6 By time τ , the original communication graph is split into
C connected components, where component c includes nc agents.
By an opportune permutation of the agents, we can write the matrix
W as follows

W =


1W 0n1×n2 · · · 0n1×nC

0n2×n1 2W · · · 0n2×nC

· · · · · · · · · · · ·
0nC×n1 0nC×n2 · · · CW

 , (11)

where each matrix cW is an nc × nc symmetric stochastic matrix.
For t ⩾ τ , the estimates in the different components evolve indepen-
dently. We can then focus on a given component c. All agents in the
same component share the same expected value, which we denote by
µ(c). Moreover, let cµ = µ(c)1c. We denote by cx

t and cµ̂
t the

nc-dimensional vectors containing the samples’ empirical averages
and the consensus estimates for the agents in component c.

To obtain deeper insights into C-COLME and to support the proof
of our (ϵ, δ) convergence results, it is beneficial to consider an aux-
iliary system. In this system, the consensus matrix may be arbitrary
up until a given time τ̃ , after which it transitions to W .

Algorithm 2 C-COLME over a Time Horizon H

Input: G = (A, E), (Da)a∈A, ϵ ∈ R+, δ ∈ (0, 1]
Output: µ̂a, ∀a ∈ A with P (|µ̂a − µa| < ϵ) ⩾ 1− δ
C0a ← Na,∀a ∈ A
for time t in {1, .., H} do

In parallel for all nodes a ∈ A
Draw xt

a ∼ Da

x̄t
a ← t−1

t
x̄t−1
a + 1

t
xt
a

Compute βγ(t) with Eq. (3) or Eq. (7)
for neighbor a′ inNa ∩ Ct−1

a do
dtγ(a, a

′)←
∣∣x̄t

a − x̄t−1
a′

∣∣− βγ(t)− βγ(t− 1)
end for
Cta ←

{
a′ ∈ Na ∩ Ct−1

a s.t. dtγ(a, a′) ⩽ 0
}

µ̂t
a ← (1− αt)x̄

t
a + αt

∑
a′∈Ca∪{a}(Wt)a,a′ µ̂t−1

a′

end for

Theorem 6. Consider a system which evolves according to (10) with
Wt = W in (11), for t ⩾ τ̃ . For αt =

t
t+1

, it holds:

E
[
∥cµ̂t+1 − cµ∥4

]
∈ O

(
E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

](1 + ln t

1 + t

)2
)

.

Proof. The presence of the memory term and the requirement to
consider convergence of the fourth moment (rather than the second)
prevent the direct application of existing results for the convergence
of the consensus algorithm. The proof begins by decomposing the
fourth moment into three terms. The first term is dependent on on
cµ̂

ζD−cµ, that is the estimate errors at time ζD . The second term in-
volves the differences cW

t−τ (cx̄
τ+1− cP cx̄

τ+1), reflecting the ef-
fectiveness of consensus averaging—specifically, how well consen-
sus reduces the gap between local estimates cx̄ and their empirical
averages cP cx̄. This terms is minimized when cW = cP , which

6 This can be obtained in a distributed way, e.g., setting ∀a′ ∈ Ct
a

(Wt)a,a′ = (max{|Ct
a|, |Ct

a′ |}+1)−1; (Wt)a,a = 1−
∑

a′∈Ct
a

(Wt)a,a′ .

is, as expected, the best consensus matrix. Finally, the third term de-
pends on cP cx̄

τ+1 − cµ and represents the minimum error achiev-
able by averaging the estimates of all agents in the component. The
remainder of the proof focuses on bounding these three terms using
the stochasticity and symmetry of the matrix cW . A recurrent key
step in the proof is bounding sums of the kind

∑t
τ=t0

βt−τ

τ+1
, which

we demonstrate to beO
(
(1− 1/ lnβ) 1

t+1

)
in Lemma 15. It is then

shown that the first two terms are O
(
1/t4

)
, while the final term de-

termines the asymptotic behavior.

The following theorem shows that C-COLME achieves a speedup
proportional to the size of the connected component |CCa|.

Theorem 7. Consider a graph component c and pick uniformly at
random an agent a in c. Let g(x) := x ln2(ex) and αt = t

t+1
. It

holds:
P
(
∀t > τ

′′
a , |µ̂t

a − µa| < ϵ
)
⩾ 1− δ

where τ
′′
a = max

{
ζDa , g

(
C

E[∥cP cx−cµ∥4]
|CCa|ϵ4δ

)
∈ Õ

(
ñ δ

2
(ε)

|CCa|

)}
.

Proof. Due to Theorem 3, for t ≥ ζDa , the fourth moment of the
estimate error within component c can be bounded as in Theorem 6
w.p. at least 1 − δ/2. Subsequently, we apply Markov inequality to
establish a probabilistic bound at a specific time t. By employing a
union bound over t and suitably majorizing the resultant series, we
achieve the final result.

The supplementary material (Sec. D.3) presents convergence re-
sults for the case where αt = α, a setting that does not enjoy the
same speedup factor.

4.3 Choice of the Graph and other Parameters

The selection of the graph G(A, E) plays a pivotal role in the efficacy
of our algorithms. We discuss key desirable properties in G(A, E).
First, Theorems 4 and 7 show that learning timescales, τ ′

a and τ ′′
a ,

decrease as the size of collaborating agent groups, CCda and CCa,
increase. Thus, a highly connected graph is preferred to foster the
formation of large class-homogeneous agent groups after the discon-
nection of inter-class edges. Second, the complexities—both spatial
and temporal—of B-COLME and C-COLME are directly propor-
tional to the agent’s degree within the graph. We would like then the
degree to be small and possibly uniform across the agents to bal-
ance computation across agents. We observe that these two desider-
ata can be at odds, as a higher degree generally leads to larger groups
CCda and CCa. A third criterion, specific to B-COLME, is that each
agent’s neighborhood should have a tree-like structure extending up
to d hops with d as large as possible.

Taking these factors into account, we opt for the class of sim-
ple random regular graphs G0(N, r). These graphs are sampled uni-
formly at random from the set of all r-regular simple graphs with
N nodes, i.e., graphs without parallel edges or self-loops, and in
which every node has exactly r neighbors (note that an even prod-
uct rN guarantees the set is not empty). The class G0(N, r) exhibits
strong connectivity properties for small values of r. For instance, for
any r ⩾ 3, the probability that the sampled graph is connected ap-
proaches one as N increases. Additionally, the sample graph demon-
strates a local tree-like structure with high probability, as discussed
in Appendix E. The selection of r illustrates the trade-off mentioned
above: a lower r reduces the computational and memory load on each



Per-agent space/time Convergence time
complexity sub-Gaussian bounded 4-th moment

ColME (r comms) |A| 1
∆2

a
log

|A|
∆aδ

+
|A|
r

+ 1
|Ca|

1
ε2

log 1
δε2

1
∆4

a

|A|
δ

+
|A|
r

+ 1
|Ca|

1
δε4

B-ColME rd 1
∆2

a
log

|CCa|r
∆aδ

+ d+ 1
|CCd

a|
1
ε2

log 1
δε2

1
∆4

a

|CCa|r
δ

+ d+ 1
|CCd

a|
1

δε4

C-ColME (αt =
t

t+1
) r − 1

∆4
a

|CCa|r
δ

+ 1
|CCa|

1
δε4

Table 1. Comparison of collaborative estimation algorithms. The convergence time is provided in order sense.

agent, but may also lead to smaller the expected sizes of CCda and
CCa, affecting the accuracy of estimates.

A final key parameter for B-COLME is the maximum distance d
over which local estimates from agents are propagated. This param-
eter must be carefully calibrated: it should be small enough to ensure
that CCda, for a randomly chosen a ∈ A, has a tree structure with high
probability. However, choosing a d that is too small could unneces-
sarily restrict the size of CCda, thereby undermining the effectiveness
of the estimation process (Theorem 4). For a comprehensive analysis
on how the parameters r and d influence both the structure ofN d

a and
the size of CCda, we direct the reader to Appendix E. In this section,
we informally summarize the main result:

Proposition 8. By selecting d =
⌊

1
2
logr−1

|A|
logr−1 ||A|

⌋
the number

of nodes a ∈ A, whose d-neighborhood is not a tree, is o(|A|) with
a probability tending to 1 as |A| increases. For r ∈ Θ(log(1/δ)),
|CCda| (with d chosen as above) is in Ω(|A|

1
2
−ϕ) for any arbitrarilyy

small ϕ > 0 with probability arbitrarily close to 1.

Finally, for C-COLME, the consensus matrix W could be cho-
sen to minimize the second largest module λ2,c of the eigenval-
ues of each block cW in order to minimize the bound in Theo-
rem 6. This optimization problem has been studied by Xiao and
Boyd [34] and requires in general a centralized solution. In what
follows, we consider the following simple, decentralized configura-
tion rule: (Wt)a,a′ = (max{|Cta|, |Cta|} + 1)−1 for all a′ ∈ Cta and
(Wt)a,a = 1−

∑
a′∈Ct

a
(Wt)a,a′ .

5 Algorithms’ Comparison
Table 1 presents a comparative analysis of the three algorithms:
COLME, B-COLME, and C-COLME. For a fair comparison, we
consider a variant of COLME, where each agent is allowed to com-
municate with r agents at each time t. This adjustment guarantees
that all three algorithms incur the same communication overhead.

The second column in Table 1 details the space and time com-
plexities for each algorithm. Remarkably, even when r and d are
allowed to increase logarithmically with the number of agents |A|,
B-COLME maintains its efficiency advantage over COLME. More-
over, C-COLME demonstrates further improvements, reducing the
per-agent burden beyond the savings achieved by B-COLME.

The third and fourth columns detail the characteristic times re-
quired to achieve (ϵ, δ) convergence for the estimates generated by
the three algorithms when local data distributions are sub-Gaussian
and when they simply exhibit bounded fourth moments. The charac-
teristic times correspond to τa, τ ′

a, and τ ′′
a in Theorems 2, 4, and 7,

respectively. The table reports their asymptotic behavior as the num-
ber of agents |A| increases ignoring logarithmic factors. The detailed
derivations and analyses that underpin these results are provided in
Appendix F.

Three factors contribute to the characteristic times. The first factor
corresponds to the time required to correctly identify the potential
collaborators. In the case of COLME, this involves each agent classi-
fying the other |A|−1 agents, leading to a term that scales as log |A|

or |A|, contingent upon the assumed properties of the local distri-
bution. For B-COLME and C-COLME, |A| is replaced by |CCa|r,
representing an upper bound on the number of connections agents in
CCa may have initially established with agents from different classes.
This substitution is not immediately intuitive, as one might initially
anticipate the relevant scale to be simply r. However, this adjustment
accounts for the potential ripple effect of classification errors: a mis-
take by any agent a can adversely affect the estimates of all agents
within the same connected component CCa.

The second factor contributing to the characteristic times is the
time each agent needs to collect all relevant information. In the case
of COLME, this time is proportional to |A|/r, as an agent queries
all other agents. For B-COLME, the time is specifically tied to d,
the maximum number of hops messages propagate. We observe that
the corresponding term does not appear for C-COLME, because it is
dominated by the final term.

The final term pertains to the period necessary for achieving accu-
rate mean estimation once the collaborators are identified and show-
cases the benefits of collaboration. In COLME, the collaboration’s
benefit is particularly striking, as all agents within the same class
unite to improve their estimates. This collective effort effectively re-
duces the convergence time by a factor proportional to the size of the
collaborating group, |Ca|. For B-COLME and C-COLME, although
the speed-up remains proportional to the number of collaborating
agents, the actual numbers of collaborators, |CCda| for B-COLME
and |CCa| for C-COLME, are in general smaller.

In conclusion, while COLME potentially offers the most accurate
estimates, it does so with longer convergence times and greater de-
mands on memory and computation for each agent. In contrast, B-
COLME and C-COLME present more efficient alternatives, achiev-
ing faster convergence with reduced per-agent resource require-
ments. However, this efficiency may come at the expense of the max-
imum attainable accuracy. In the next section, we quantify this trade-
off experimentally.

6 Numerical Experiments

We evaluate the performance of the proposed algorithms over the
class G0(N, r) of simple regular graph, which models a situation
where an agent is connected to r other agents selected uniformly
at random and provides the tree-like structure needed for the B-
COLME as discussed in Sec. 5. The agents can belong to one of
two similarity classes, associated with Gaussian distributions 1D ∼
N (1µ = 0, σ2 = 4) and 2D ∼ N (2µ, σ

2 = 4). At initialization,
each node is assigned one of the two classes with equal probability.
Unless otherwise mentioned, in the experiments |A| = N = 10000,
r = 10, d = 4, ε = 0.1, δ = 0.1, and βγ(n) as per Eq. (3). In
Appendix G we provide additional experiments varying the system’s
parameters.

Figure 1 showcases the performance of B-COLME and C-
COLME by illustrating two key metrics: the fraction of agents with
wrong estimates (more than ε away from the true mean), and the
fraction of wrong edges still used (a wrong edge is an edge connect-
ing two agents belonging to a different class). We compare our algo-
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Figure 1. Fraction of agents whose estimates deviate from the true value by more than ϵ (top) and a fraction of neighbors that have not yet been identified as
belonging to a different class (bottom) for B-COLME (left) and C-COLME (right). Averages and 95% confidence intervals were computed over 20 realizations.
rithms against two benchmarks. In the first scenario, each agent inde-
pendently relies on its local estimate, denoted as x̄t

a,a. In the second
scenario, every agent a is endowed with an oracle. This oracle pre-
cisely identifies which neighbors are in the same class as the agent,
signified by Cta = Ca, ∀t. The figure reveals that B-COLME has
a longer transient phase but then exhibits a slightly steeper conver-
gence than C-COLME. Notably, there is no apparent improvement in
B-COLME’s estimates until about 90% of the incorrect edges have
been removed, whereas C-COLME’s estimates begin to improve as
soon as the first edges are eliminated. This phenomenon can be ex-
plained as follows: In B-COLME, the estimates at agent a are not
influenced by the removal of some incorrect edges as long as its
d-hop neighborhood N d

a remains unchanged. For instance, a given
node a′ /∈ Ca is removed from N d

a only when all paths of length at
most d between agent a and agent a′ are eliminated. In contrast, in
C-COLME, agent a′ contributes to the weighted estimate at agent a
with a weight equal to the sum over all paths between a and a′ of
the consensus coefficients along the path. As paths are progressively
removed, the negative impact of a′ on agent a’s estimate is gradually
reduced. However, once all incorrect edges are removed, B-COLME
benefits from its estimates being computed solely on agents belong-
ing to the same class, while in C-COLME, some time is required for
the effect of past estimates to fade away.
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Figure 2. Comparison of our algorithms and the two versions of COLME,
on a G0(N = 10000, r = 10) over 10 realizations.We also compare the proposed algorithms with COLME and
a simplified version (s-COLME) in which the optimistic distance
dtγ(a, a

′) is recomputed only for the r agents that are queried at
time t, achieving anO(r) per-agent computational cost (note that the
memory cost remains O(|A|)). As predicted by the theoretical anal-
ysis, B-COLME and C-COLME are faster than COLME, but at the
cost of a higher asymptotic error because agent a collaborates only
with the smaller group of nodes in CCda in the case of B-COLME,
and CCda in the case of C-COLME. COLME pays for this asymptotic
improvement with aO(|A|) space-time complexity per agent, which
makes the method impractical for large-scale systems. We observe

that s-COLME improves COLME’s complexity at the cost of a much
slower discovery of same-class neighbors, which significantly affects
the estimation process.

While we focused on the fundamental problem of online mean es-
timation, our approach could be adapted to decentralized federated
learning, for example by replacing the optimistic distance dtγ(a, a

′)
with some estimator of the distance of the two local distributions. To
illustrate this possibility, we consider a consensus-based decentral-
ized federated learning algorithm [19], where pairwise distances are
computed on the basis of the cosine similarity of agents’ updates,
similarly to what done in CLUSTEREDFL [15, 6] (details in Ap-
pendix H). Figure 3 shows the performance of this algorithm consid-
ering |A| = 100 agents organized over a complete graph, and whose
data is drawn from one of two different distributions. In our decen-
tralized FL over a dynamic graph (FL-DG), agents exclude neigh-
bors over time that they deem to belong to a different class, and the
agent’s model is built only over similar neighbors, achieving higher
accuracy.
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Figure 3. Accuracy of a local model (Local), a decentralized FL over a
static graph (FL-SG), and our approach over a dynamic graph (FL-DG). We
show also the fraction of links between communities over time for FL-DG.

7 Conclusions
In this paper, we introduced B-COLME and C-COLME, two scal-
able and fully distributed algorithms designed for collaborative es-
timation of the local mean. We have comprehensively evaluated the
performance of these algorithms through both theoretical analysis
and experimental validation. Our algorithms can be adapted to coop-
eratively learning personalized models within the context of feder-
ated learning.
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A Appendix - Proof of Theorem 3
In this Appendix we provide the proof of Theorem 3 and, as a side result, we derive Equation (7). For the sake of clarity, we repeat the statement
of the theorems. The proof of the results in Section 3.1 can be found in [3].

The first theoretical result provides a bound on the probability that the nodes in the connected component CCa of a certain node a ∈ A
misidentify their true neighbors Ca′∩Na′ , ∀a′ ∈ CCa. We remark that, unlike COLME, the goodness of an estimate of our scalable algorithms
depends not only on the ability of a given node to correctly identify its true neighborhood but also on the neighborhood estimates of all other
nodes. Communication between nodes (i.e., message passing or consensus mechanism) makes error propagation possible within a connected
component. Therefore, when bounding the probability of incorrect neighborhood estimation we have to take a network perspective, which
influences the choice of γ.

Theorem 9 (Incorrect neighborhood estimation). For any δ ∈ (0, 1), employing B-COLME or C-COLME we have:

P
(
∃t > ζDa ,∃a′ ∈ CCa : Cta′ ̸= Ca′ ∩Na′

)
⩽

δ

2
,

with ζDa = n⋆
γ(a) + 1 and γ = δ

4r|CCa| .

Proof. The proof involves establishing a series of intermediate results that finally enable us to prove the theorem. We outline the steps of the
proof below:

• First, we show that under the two proposed confidence interval parametrizations βγ(n) (Eq. (3) and (7)) and considering the sample mean
x̄ computed over n samples, the probability that the true mean µ, falls within the confidence interval [x̄− βγ(n), x̄+ βγ(n)] for every
n ∈ N, is at least 1 − 2γ. This is completely equivalent to saying that the probability that the true mean value is outside the confidence
interval for some n ∈ N is bounded above by 2γ (Lemma 10 and Proposition 11).

• Second, we remark that Lemma 10 and Proposition 11 consider a local perspective, taking one particular estimate x̄ (i.e., x̄t
a,a′ ), together

with its number of samples n (i.e., nt
a,a′ ). We extend this result by proving that the true mean falls within the confidence interval Ia,a′ (with

high probability) for all the nodes a′ ∈ CCa in the connected component, for all records retrieved locally from the neighbors (a′′ ∈ Na),
and for every discrete time instant t ∈ N (Lemma 12). We will refer to this event as E. This result provides a global perspective over the
entire connected component CCa It is important to observe that only when the true value is in Ia,a′ , we can provide guarantees about the
correct estimation of the similarity class.

• Then, we consider the optimistic distance dtγ(a, a
′′) for which we show that, conditionally over E, whenever it takes on strictly positive

values (i.e., dtγ(a, a′′) > 0), the neighbor a′′ does not belong to the same similarity class Ca as agent a (Lemma 13). As a byproduct, we
also derive the minimal number of samples n⋆

γ(a) needed to correctly decide whether a neighboring node belongs to the same equivalence
class.

• At last, combining previous results we can easily obtain the claim.

Lemma 10 (Interval parametrization). For any γ ∈ (0, 1), setting βγ(n) = σ
√

2
n

(
1 + 1

n

)
ln

√
n+1
γ

(if the random variables xt are sub-

Gaussian with parameter σ) or βγ(n) = Hn−α, with α < 1
4

and H = 4

√
(κ+3)σ4ζ(2−4α)

γ
(if xt have the first 4 polynomial moments

bounded), it holds:
P (∃n ∈ N, |x̄− µ| ≥ βγ(n)) ⩽ 2γ (12)

Proof. (σ-sub-Gaussian xt) We start from the theoretical guarantees on the parametrization (Eq. 3) of the confidence intervals from [22]
[Lemma 2.7]: Let {xt}t∈N a sequence of independent real-valued random variables, where for each t, xt has mean µt and is σt-sub-Gaussian.
Then, for all γ ∈ (0, 1) it holds:

P

∃n ∈ N,
n∑

t=1

(xt − µt) ≥

√√√√2

n∑
t=1

σ2
t

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln

√
n+ 1

γ

 ⩽ γ

P

∃n ∈ N,
n∑

t=1

(µt − xt) ≥

√√√√2

n∑
t=1

σ2
t

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln

√
n+ 1

γ

 ⩽ γ

(13)

Our sequence of random variables can i) either correspond to the samples xt each node a ∈ A generates at each discrete time instant t,
which is i.i.d., with mean µa and σ-sub-Gaussian (by assumption), or ii) the truncated sequence up to na,a′ the node learns by querying its
neighbors, possessing the same properties. Indeed, recall that for each locally available estimate x̄a,a′ , each node keeps also the number of
samples over which that estimate has been computed nt

a,a′ . For ease of notation we will drop the subscripts and superscripts, which for the
sake of the lemma are superfluous. Being µn′ = µ and σn′ = σ constant in our case, it is immediate to write (considering just the first
inequality for compactness):

P

∃n ∈ N,
n∑

t=1

(xt)− nµ ≥

√
2nσ2

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln

√
n+ 1

γ

 ⩽ γ



Dividing by n both sides we obtain the sample mean x̄ = 1
n

∑n
t xt (in place of the summation) and the parametrization of confidence

interval βγ(n), as we have introduced in Section 3 (which we restate here for completeness):

βγ(n) := σ

√
2

n

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln

√
n+ 1

γ
(14)

By a simple substitution, we get:
P (∃n ∈ N, x̄− µ ≥ βγ(n)) ⩽ γ (15)

Lastly, recall we are interested in the probability of the true mean being in the bilateral interval bounded by the given parametrization βγ .
Hence we can bound this probability with 2γ:

P (∃n ∈ N, |x̄− µ| ≥ βγ(n)) ⩽ 2γ

This proves the first part of the lemma. Moreover, considering the complementary event and noting that P(e) ⩽ 2γ ⇐⇒ P(ec) ≥ 1− 2γ,
where e is a generic event and ec its complementary, it is immediate to obtain the lower bound (complementary to Eq. 12):

P (∀n ∈ N, |x̄− µ|<βγ(n)) ≥ 1− 2γ (16)

Note also that the probabilistic confidence level γ can be considered as a function of δ. By choosing appropriately the function γ = f(δ) it
is possible to provide the desired level δ for the PAC-convergence of a given algorithm.

(xt with the first 4 bounded polynomial moments). Now we release the assumption that xt are extracted from sub-Gaussian distributions.
We only assume that E[(xt

a − µa)
4] ⩽ µ4 for any a ∈ A.

We start recalling the class of concentration inequalities which generalize the classical Chebyshev inequality:

Proposition 11. Given a random variable X with average µ <∞ and finite 2i-central moment E[(X − µ)2i] = µ(2i)(X) for any b > 0 we
have:

P(|X − µ| > b) <
µ(2i)(X)

(b)2i

Applying previous inequality to our estimate x̄ =
∑n

t=1 x
t for the case i = 2 we get:

P(|x̄− µ| > β(n)) <
µ(4)(x̄)

(βγ(n))4
.

Now observe that

µ(4)(x̄) :=E

 1

n4

n∑
t=1

(xt − µ)

n∑
τ=1

(xτ − µ)

n∑
θ=1

(xθ − µ)

n∑
ϕ=1

(xϕ − µ)


=

1

n4

n∑
t=1

n∑
τ=1

n∑
θ=1

n∑
ϕ=1

E[(xt − µ)(xτ − µ)(xθ − µ)(xϕ − µ)]

≤ 1

n4
[nκσ4 + 3n(n− 1)σ4]

observe, indeed, that from the independence of samples descends that whenever t ̸∈ {τ, θ, ϕ}

E[(xt − µ)(xτ − µ)(xθ − µ)(xϕ − µ)] = E[(xt − µ)]E[(xτ − µ)](xθ − µ)(xϕ − µ)] = 0

while whenever t = τ ̸= θ = ϕ

E[(xt − µ)(xτ − µ)(xθ − µ)(xϕ − µ)] = E[(xt − µ)2]E[(xθ − µ)2] ⩽ σ4.

Therefore

P(|x̄− µ| > βγ(n)) <
κσ4

(n3β(n))4
+

3σ4

n2(βγ(n))4
.

Now by sub-additivity of probability we get:

P(∃n ∈ N, |x̄− µ| > β(n)) = P(∪n{|x̄− µ| > β(n)}) <
∑
n

κσ4

n3(βγ(n))4
+
∑
n

3σ4

n2(βγ(n))4
.

Now observe that {βγ(n)}n∈N on the one hand should be chosen as small as possible and in particular we should enforce βγ(n) → 0 as n
grows large; on the other hand, however the choice of {βγ(n)}n∈N must guarantee that:∑

n

κσ4

n3(βγ(n))4
+
∑
n

σ4

n2(βγ(n))4
⩽ 2γ



This is possible if by choosing β(n) = Hn−α for an α < 1
4

arbitrarily close to 1/4 and a properly chosen H . Indeed with this choice of β(n)
we have: ∑

n

κσ4

n3(βγ(n))4
+
∑
n

3σ4

n2(βγ(n))4
=
∑
n

κσ4

H4n3−4α
+
∑
n

3σ4

H4n2−4α
=

(κ+ 3)σ4

H4

∑
n

1

n2−4α

(
1 +

1

n

)
⩽
2(κ+ 3)σ4

H4

∑
n

1

n2−4α
=

2(κ+ 3)σ4

H4
ζ(2− 4α)

where ζ(z) :=
∑

n
1
nz , with z ∈ C, denotes the ζ-Riemann function. We recall that ζ(x) <∞ for any real x > 1. Therefore by selecting

βγ(n) = Hn−α with α <
1

4
and H = 4

√
(κ+ 3)σ4ζ(2− 4α)

γ

we guarantee that
P(∃n ∈ N, |x̄− µ| > βγ(n)) < 2γ.

A tighter expression can be obtained as follows. Set β(n) =
(

H(1+ln2 n)
n

) 1
4 :

∞∑
n=1

κσ4

n3(βγ(n))4
+

∞∑
n=1

3σ4

n2(β(n))4
⩽

∞∑
n=1

(κ+ 3)σ4

n2(β(n))4
=

∞∑
n=1

(κ+ 3)σ4

n(1 + ln2 n)

⩽
(κ+ 3)σ4

H

(
1 +

∞∑
n=2

1

n(1 + ln2 n)

)

⩽
(κ+ 3)σ4

H

(
1 +

∞∑
n=2

1

n ln2 n

)

⩽
(κ+ 3)σ4

H

(
1 +

1

2 ln2 2
+

∫ ∞

2

1

x ln2 x
dx

)
=

(κ+ 3)σ4

H

(
1 +

1

2 ln2 2
+

1

ln 2

)
⩽ 4

(κ+ 3)σ4

H
.

Imposing that this is smaller than 2γ, we can concluded that by selecting

βγ(n) =

(
2
κ+ 3σ4

γ

) 1
4
(
1 + ln2 n

n

) 1
4

,

we guarantee that
P(∃n ∈ N, |x̄− µ| > βγ(n)) < 2γ.

Remark 1. When xt exhibits a larger number of finite moments we can refine our approach by employing Proposition (11) for a different
(larger) choice of i. So doing we obtain a more favorable behavior for βγ(n). In particular we will get that

βγ(n) = O(n−α) with α <
1

2

(
1− 1

i

)
At last we wish to emphasize that βγ(n) can not be properly defined when distribution Da exhibit less than four bounded polynomial moments.
The application of Chebyshev inequality (i = 1), indeed, would lead to a too the following weak upper bound:

P(∃n ∈ N, |x̄− µ| > β − γ(n)) <
∑
n

σ2

n(βγ(n))2
.

Observe, indeed, that since ζ(1) =
∑

n
1
n

diverges, it is impossible the find of suitable expression for {β(n)} which jointly satisfy:

limn→∞ βγ(n) = 0 and
∑

n
σ2

n(βγ(n))2
<∞.

This result is the first fundamental building block to define a notion of distance (which uses the estimates x̄ and the parametrization βγ) for
which it is possible to provide guarantees about the class membership.

We have bounded the probability of not having the true mean within the βγ confidence interval given a certain estimate x̄
and the corresponding number of samples n. We now have to take a global perspective, so we consider the event E :=



{
∀a′ ∈ CCa, ∀t ∈ N, ∀a′′ ∈ Na′ ,

∣∣x̄t
a′,a′′ − µa′′

∣∣ < βγ(n)
}

, which is equivalent to say that, for every node a′ ∈ CCa in the connected
component of node a ∈ A and for every instant t ∈ N, the true mean value of each of the neighbors a′′ of node a′, given the info a′ is able
to collect (neighbor’s sample mean and the number of samples), is within the confidence interval Ia′,a′′ . We show that this holds with high
probability with an appropriate choice of γ:

Lemma 12 (Confidence of βγ interval). Considering the interval parametrization βγ(n) (Eq. (3) or (7)), setting γ(δ) = δ
4r|CCa| , it holds:

P
(
∀a′ ∈ CCa, ∀t ∈ N, ∀a′′ ∈ Na′ ,

∣∣x̄t
a′,a′′ − µa′′

∣∣ < βγ(n
t
a′,a′′)

)
≥ 1− δ

2
(17)

Proof. We have introduced the event E =
{
∀a′ ∈ CCa, ∀t ∈ N, ∀a′′ ∈ Na′ ,

∣∣x̄t
a′,a′′ − µa′′

∣∣ < βγ(n
t
a′,a′′)

}
, it is more convenient to work

with the complementary event:

P(E) = 1− P(Ec) = 1− P
(
∃a′ ∈ CCa, ∃t ∈ N, ∃a′′ ∈ Na′ :

∣∣x̄t
a′,a′′ − µa′′

∣∣ > βγ(n
t
a′,a′′)

)
Applying a union bound with respect to the nodes a′ ∈ CCa and neighbors a′′ ∈ Na′ , and using Lemma 10 (P(∃n ∈ N, |x̄−µ| ⩽ βγ(n)) ≥

2γ), we can immediately obtain a lower bound on the probability of the event E:

P(E) ≥ 1−
∑

a′∈CCa

∑
a′′∈Na′

P
(
∃t ∈ N :

∣∣x̄t
a′,a′′ − µa′′

∣∣ ≥ βγ(na′,a′′)
)

≥ 1− r|CCa|(2γ) = 1− 2r|CCa|γ

Now, we set γ = δ
4r|CCa| and thus we immediately obtain P(E) ≥ 1 − δ

2
. This explains the value of the constant γ in the theorem. The

above bound would then be used in the (ε− δ)-convergence of the B-COLME and C-COLME algorithm.

This result provides a probabilistic bound for the situation in which the true value is not within the confidence interval and for which we
cannot provide theoretical guarantees.

At this point, assuming that event E holds (with high probability due to Lemma 12), we need to show that the optimistic distance dtγ(a, a
′)

allows an agent to discriminate whether one of its neighbors belongs to the same similarity class Ca.

Lemma 13 (Class membership rule). Conditionally over the event E, we have

dtγ(a, a
′) > 0 ⇐⇒ a′ /∈ Na ∩ Ca (18)

Proof. Defined the optimistic distance7 as dtγ(a, a
′) :=

∣∣x̄t
a,a − x̄t

a,a′
∣∣ − βγ(n

t
a,a) − βγ(n

t
a,a′) and denoted with ∆a,a′ = |µa − µa′ | the

gaps between the true mean of agents belonging to different similarity classes, by summing and subtracting (µa − µa′) inside the absolute
value, it is immediate to obtain:

dtγ(a, a
′) =

∣∣(µa − µa′) + (x̄t
a,a − µa)− (x̄t

a,a′ − µa′)
∣∣− βγ(n

t
a,a)− βγ(n

t
a,a′) (19)

Now, we show that conditionally over the event E, dtγ(a, a′) satisfies two inequalities which allow us to determine whether two nodes
belong to the same similarity class by looking at the sign of dtγ(a, a′).

(Forward implication) First, let us apply the triangular inequality on the absolute value in Eq. (19) and bound it with the sum of the absolute
values of the addends:

dtγ(a, a
′) ⩽ ∆a,a′ +

∣∣x̄t
a,a − µa

∣∣+ ∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣− βγ(n
t
a,a)− βγ(n

t
a,a′)

Now, conditionally over E, we have that
∣∣x̄t

a,a − µa

∣∣ ≤ βγ(n
t
a,a) and

∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣ ≤ βγ(n
t
a,a′). Therefore whenever a′ ∈ Ca ∪Na, i.e.,

∆a,a′ = 0, we have:
dtγ(a, a

′) ⩽
∣∣x̄t

a,a − µa

∣∣− βγ(n
t
a,a) +

∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣− βγ(n
t
a,a′) ⩽ 0

So, conditionally over E, and if a′ ∈ Ca ∪ Na the optimistic distance dtγ(a, a
′) is smaller or equal than 0, i.e., a′ ∈ Ca ∪ Na =⇒

dtγ(a, a
′) ⩽ 0. Considering the contrapositive statement, we immediately prove the forward implication of the lemma, namely:

dtγ(a, a
′) > 0 =⇒ a′ /∈ Ca ∪Na.

(Backward implication) At this point, we need to show that conditionally over the event E, whenever two nodes do not belong to the same
similarity class, then the optimistic distance is positive (i.e., a′ /∈ Ca ∪ Na =⇒ dtγ(a, a

′) > 0). To do so, we start from Eq. (19), aiming at
deriving a lower bound for dtγ(a, a′). By applying the reverse triangular inequality (|a− b| > ||a| − |b|| =⇒ |a| − |b| ⩽ |a− b|):

dtγ(a, a
′) ≥

∣∣∆a,a′ +
(
x̄t
a,a − µa

)∣∣− ∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣− βγ(n
t
a,a)− βγ(n

t
a,a′)

And then recalling that |a+ b| ≥ |a| − |b|, we get:

dtγ(a, a
′) ≥ ∆a,a′ −

∣∣(x̄t
a,a − µa

)∣∣− ∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣− βγ(n
t
a,a)− βγ(n

t
a,a′)

7 For ease of notation we will use a, a′, instead of a′, a′′ as we did in the previous Lemma.



Again, conditionally over E, and we have
∣∣x̄t

a,a − µa

∣∣ ⩽ βγ(n
t
a,a) and

∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣ ≤ βγ(n
t
a,a′). Therefore we can write:

dtγ(a, a
′) ≥ ∆a,a′ −

∣∣(x̄t
a,a − µa

)∣∣− ∣∣x̄t
a,a′ − µa′

∣∣− βγ(n
t
a,a)− βγ(n

t
a,a′)

≥ ∆a,a′ − 2βγ(na,a)− 2βγ(n
t
a,a′)

Moreover, consider that by definition8 we have nt
a,a ≥ nt

a,a′ , thus βγ(n
t
a,a) ⩽ βγ(n

t
a,a′), so we can write:

dtγ(a, a
′) ≥ ∆a,a′ − 4βγ(n

t
a,a′)

Now we need to observe that, whereas conditionally over E in the previous case (a′ ∈ Ca ∪Na) the optimistic distance always keeps negative
(simply take in mind that by definition βγ(0) = +∞). When neighbor a′ belongs to a different similarity class of a (i.e., a′ /∈ Ca ∪ Na),
the optimistic distance dtγ(a, a

′) will become positive (thus signaling a and a′ belong to different similarity classes), as soon as the collected

number of samples nt
a,a′ becomes sufficiently large to guarantee βγ(n

t
a,a′) <

∆a,a′
4

.
Now denoted with β−1

γ (x) the inverse function of βγ(n), and defined:

n⋆
a,a′ =

⌈
β−1
γ

(
∆a,a′

4

)⌉
, (20)

conditionally over E, ∀na,a′ ≥ n⋆
a,a′ , we have a′ /∈ Ca ∪ Na =⇒ dtγ(a, a

′) > 0. And this proves the backward implication, which
concludes the proof of the lemma.

To conclude our proof, observe that according to our scalable algorithms, at each time instant t ∈ N each node a ∈ A queries all the nodes
that were in its estimated similarity class at the previous step Ct−1

a (for t = 0 all the neighbors a′ ∈ Na are contacted). Therefore, all received
estimates x̄t

a,a′ suffer for a delay of 1 time instant, i.e., na,a′ = t − 1. Now, Lemma 12 ensures that, by choosing γ = δ
4r|CCa| , we have

P(E) ≥ 1− δ
2

. Moreover, considering:

n⋆
γ(a) =

⌈
β−1
γ

(
∆a

4

)⌉
(21)

where recall that ∆a = mina′∈A\Ca ∆a,a′ .
By Lemma 13 we have that, conditionally over E, as soon as t− 1 ≥ n⋆

a,a′ we have dtγ(a, a′) > 0 for all pairs of neighboring nodes (a, a′)
belonging to different similarity classes, while dtγ(a, a

′) ⩽ 0 for all pairs of neighboring nodes (a, a′) belonging to the same similarity class.
Therefore, whenever t− 1 ≤ n⋆

γ(a) this holds for all the pairs in the connected component CCa, as ∆a ≥ mina′∈CCa\Ca ∆a,a′ .

8 As a matter of fact, for our scalable algorithms, the inequality is always strict as nt
a,a = t and nt

a,a′ = t− 1.



B Appendix - Schematic Representation for B-COLME
We provide a sketch for the functioning of the B-COLME which, together with Algorithm 1 (in the main text) provides a detailed explanation
of the proposed algorithm.

Figure 4. Simplified illustration of the functioning of the B-COLME algorithm from the point of view of node a (all the quantities are already aggregated in
the messages mt,a′→a

h,i , so that to exclude the “self” info sent by a).



C Appendix - Proof for B-COLME - Theorem 4
First, we recall the notion of (ε, δ)-convergence (also referred to as PAC-convergence), that we use to assess theoretically the performance of
the estimation algorithms. The definition is as follows:

Definition 1 (PAC-convergence). An estimation procedure for agent a is called (ε, δ)-convergent if there exist τa ∈ N such that:

P
(
∀t > τa,

∣∣µ̂t
a − µa

∣∣ ≤ ε
)
> 1− δ

Here we provide a convergence result in the sense of the above definition for B-COLME, we will derive a similar result for C-COLME in
Appendix D.

Theorem 14. Provided that CCda has a tree structure, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), employing B-COLME(d), we have:

P
(
∀t > τ ′

a, |µ̂t
a − µa| < ε

)
≥ 1− δ

with τ ′
a = max

[
ζD + d,

ñ δ
2

|CCda|
+ d

]

where

ñ δ
2
(ε) :=


minn

{
n :
∑∞

n+1 2Q
(√

nε
σ

)
< δ

2

}
Gaussian distribitions

minn

{
n :
∑∞

n+1 2 exp
(

nε2

2σ2

)
< δ

2

}
sub-Gaussian distributions

minn

{
n :
∑∞

n+1
µ4+2(σ2)2

(εn)2
< δ

2

}
distrib. with bounded fourth moment

with

ñ δ
2
(ε) ≤



⌈
− σ2

ε2
log

(
δ
2

(
1− e

− ε2

σ2

))⌉
Gaussian distributions⌈

− σ2

ε2
log

(√
2πεδ
2σ

(
1− e

− ε2

σ2

))⌉
sub-Gaussian distributions⌈

2(κ+3)σ4

δε4

⌉
distrib. with bounded fourth moment

where we recall that Gaussian distributions belong to the class of sub-Gaussians, and therefore the bound derived for sub-Gaussian distribu-
tions, can be applied also to Gaussian.

Proof. We start considering the case in which the distribution of samples for every agent a is Gaussian (normal) with the same standard
deviation σ, i.e. Da = N (µa, σ), ∀a. In such a case, if we consider an empirical average x̄(n) = 1

n

∑n
1 xt where xt are i.i.d extracted from

Da, for some a ∈ A, we have

P(|x̄(n)− µa| > ε) = 2Q

(√
nε

σ

)
indeed observe that x̄(n), as immediate consequence of the elementary properties of normal random variables, is distributed as a Gaussian,
with zero mean and standard deviation equal to σ√

n
.

Then given an arbitrary n0 ∈ N,

P(∃n > n0 : |x̄(n)− µa| > ε) ≤
∞∑

n0+1

P(|x̄(n)− µa| > ε) =

∞∑
n0+1

2Q

(√
nε

σ

)

Observe that
∑∞

1 2Q
(√

nε
σ

)
converges, therefore we can safely define

ñ δ
2
(ε) := min

n0

{
n0 :

∞∑
n0+1

2Q

(√
nε

σ

)
<

δ

2

}
.

Now, to conclude the proof, observe that conditionally over the fact that Cta = Ca ∩ Na for every time t ≥ t0 − d , agent a computes its
average µ̂a as an average of samples collected by all agents in CCda. Such samples are i.i.d. and follows Da; moreover its number easily lower
bounded by |CCda|(t0 − d). Therefore whenever |CCda|(t0 − d) ≥ ñ δ

2
by the definition of ñ δ

2
we have

P
(
∃t > t0 : |µ̂t

a − µa| > ε
∣∣∣ |CCda|(t0 − d) ≥ ñ δ

2
, Ct0−d

a = Ca ∩Na ∀a ∈ A
)
<

δ

2
.

The claim descends from the definition of ζD in Theorem 3.
Now consider the more general case in which the distribution of samples at nodes are Gaussian with possibly different standard deviations,

uniformly bounded by σ, i.e., Da = N (µa, σa) with σa ≤ σ, ∀a ∈ A. In such a case if we consider an empirical average x̄(n) = 1
n

∑n
1 xt



of independent samples xt extracted from Gaussian distributions with the same average µa, but with possibly different standard deviations
σa ≤ σ, we have that x̄(n) is distributed as a Gaussian with zero mean and standard deviation smaller or equal than σ√

n
. Therefore:

P(|x̄(n)− µa| > ε) ≤ 2Q

(√
nε

σ

)
and we can proceed exactly as in the previous case.

Now previous approach rather immediately extends to the case in which Da are sub-Gaussian with parameter σ, since in this case x̄(n) =
1
n

∑n
1 xt of independent samples xt extracted from sub-Gaussian distributions with parameter σ having the same average µa is sub-Gaussian

with parameter σ/
√
n and zero mean, and therefore by definition of sub-Gaussian (see [33] for a discussion about sub-Gaussian distributions

and their properties):

P(|x̄(n)− µa| > ε) ≤ 2 exp

(
−nε2

2σ2

)
Now since

∑∞
1 exp

(
−nε2

2σ2

)
is a converging geometrical series, we can safely define

ñ δ
2
(ε) := min

n0

{
n0 :

∞∑
n0+1

2 exp

(
−nε2

2σ2

)
<

δ

2

}
.

and proceed as in the previous case.
At last consider the case in which µa have a fourth central moment uniformly bounded bu µ4, and a variance uniformly bounded by σ2. In

this case considering the empirical x̄(n) = 1
n

∑n
1 xt of independent samples xt extracted from arbitrary distributions with the same average

µa, following the same approach as in the proof of Proposition 11 we can bound its fourth moment as:

E[(x̄(n)− µa)
4] ≤ 1

n4
[nκ+ 3n(n− 1)]σ4

Therefore applying Chebyshev inequality (see Proposition 11) we have:

P(|x̄(n)− µa| ≥ ε) <
E[(x̄(n)− µa)

4]

ε4
≤ 1

(εn)4
[nκ+ 3n(n− 1)]σ4

Then given an arbitrary n0 ∈ N

P(∃n > n0, |x̄(n)− µa| > ε) ≤
∞∑

n0+1

P(|x̄(n)− µa| > ε) =

∞∑
n0+1

1

(εn)4
[[nκ+ 3n(n− 1)]σ4] ≤ (κ+ 3)σ4

ε4n2

again
∑∞

1
(κ+3)σ4

ε4n2 converges, therefore we can define

ñ δ
2
(ε) = min

n0

{
n0 :

∞∑
n0+1

(κ+ 3)σ4

ε4n2
<

δ

2

}
Then we can proceed exactly as in previous cases.

As last step, now we derive easy upper bounds for ñ δ
2

. We start from the last case. We have

∞∑
n0+1

1

n2
≤
∫ ∞

n0+1

1

(x− 1)2
dx =

1

n0

and
∞∑

n0+1

(κ+ 3)σ4)

ε4n2
≤ (κ+ 3)σ4

ε4n0
n0 > 1

From which we obtain that:

ñ δ
2
≤
⌈2(κ+ 3)σ4

δε4

⌉
Now considering the Gaussian case, in this case we can exploit the following well known bounds for Q(x):

x

1 + x2
θ(x) < Q(x) <

1

x
θ(x) ∀x ≥ 0

with θ(x) = e
− x2

2√
2π

. Therefore

∞∑
n0+1

Q

(√
nε

σ

)
≤

∞∑
n0+1

σe
−nε2

2σ2

√
2πnε

≤
∞∑

n0+1

σe
−nε2

2σ2

√
2πε

=
σ√
2πε

e
−n0ε2

2σ2

∞∑
n=1

e
−nε2

2σ2



with
∞∑

n=1

e
−nε2

2σ2 =
1

1− e
− ε2

2σ2

Therefore imposing

2
σ√
2πε

e
−

ñ δ
2

ε2

2σ2
1

1− e
− ε2

2σ2

≤ δ

2

we obtain the following upper bound on ñ δ
2

ñ δ
2
≤
⌈
− 2σ2

ε2
ln

(√
2πεδ

4σ

(
1− e

− ε2

2σ2

))⌉
At last consider the sub-Gaussian case:

∞∑
n0+1

exp

(
−nε2

2σ2

)
= exp

(
−n0ε

2

2σ2

) ∞∑
n=1

exp

(
−nε2

2σ2

)
=

exp
(
−n0ε

2

2σ2

)
1− exp

(
− ε2

2σ2

)
from which we obtain:

ñ δ
2
≤
⌈
− 2σ2

ε2
ln

(
δ

4

(
1− e

− ε2

2σ2

))⌉



D Appendix - Proofs for C-COLME - Theorem 6 and Theorem 7

It is convenient to consider an auxiliary system for which the consensus matrix can be arbitrary until time ζd and then switches to a situation
where agents only communicate with their neighbours belonging to the same class, i.e., Wt = W for any t ⩾ ζd and Wa,a′ > 0 if and only if
a′ ∈ Ca ∩Na.

We will derive some bounds for the auxiliary system for any choice of the matrices W1,W2, . . .WγD . With probability 1− δ
2

these bounds
apply also to the original system under study, because with such probability each agent correctly detects the neighbours in the same class for
any t > ζD . From now on, we refer then to the auxiliary system.

D.1 Preliminaries

After time ζD the original graph has been then split in C connected components, where component c includes nc agents. By an opportune
permutation of the agents, we can write the matrix W as follows

W =


1W 0n1×n2 · · · 0n1×nC

0n2×n1 2W · · · 0n2×nC

· · · · · · · · · · · ·
0nC×n1 0nC×n2 · · · CW

 ,

where 0n×m denotes an n×m matrix with 0 elements.
We focus on a given component c with nc agents. All agents in the same component share the same expected value, which we denote by

µ(c). Moreover, let cµ = µ(c)1c. We denote by cx
t and cµ̂

t the nc-dimensional vectors containing the samples’ empirical averages and the
estimates for the agents in component c.

For t > ζD , the estimates in component c evolves independently from the other components and we can write:

cµ̂
t+1 = (1− αt) cx̄

t+1 + αt cW µ̂t(c).

It is then easy to prove by recurrence that

cµ̂
t+1 − cµ = αζD,t cW

t+1−ζD (µ̂ζD (c)− cµ) +

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,tcW
t−τ (cx̄

τ+1 − cµ), (22)

where αi,j ≜
∏j

ℓ=i αℓ, with the usual convention that αi,j = 1 if j < i.
Let cP ≜ 1

nc
11⊤. It is easy to check that the doubly-stochasticity of W implies that (cW − cP )t = cW

t − P . From which it follows

cµ̂
t+1 − cµ = αζD,t cW

t+1−ζD (µ̂ζD (c)− cµ) +

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,tcW
t−τ (cx̄

τ+1 − cµ) (23)

= αζD,t cW
t+1−ζD (µ̂ζD (c)− cµ)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,tcW
t−τ (cx̄

τ+1 − cP cx̄
τ+1)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(cP cx̄
τ+1 − cµ) (24)

= αζD,t cW
t+1−ζD (µ̂ζD (c)− cµ)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,tcW
t−τ (cx̄

τ+1 − cP cx̄
τ+1)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(cP cx̄
τ+1 − cµ) (25)

= αζD,t cW
t+1−ζD (µ̂ζD (c)− cµ)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(cW − cP )t−τ (cx̄
τ+1 − cP cx̄

τ+1)

+
t∑

τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(cP cx̄
τ+1 − cµ). (26)



D.2 Technical Results

Lemma 15. For 0 < β < 1

t∑
τ=t0

βt−τ

τ + 1
∈ O

((
1 +

1

ln 1
β

)
1

t+ 1

)
(27)

Proof.

t∑
τ=t0

βt−τ

τ + 1
= βt+1

t+1∑
τ=t0+1

β−τ

τ
(28)

Let t′ = max

{⌈
1

ln 1
β

⌉
, t0 + 1

}
. For τ2 ⩾ τ1 ⩾ t′, β−τ1

τ1
⩽ β−τ2

τ2
.

t+1∑
τ=t0+1

β−τ

τ
=

t′−1∑
τ=t0

β−τ

τ︸ ︷︷ ︸
C

+

t∑
τ=t′

β−τ

τ
+

β−t−1

t+ 1
(29)

⩽ C +
β−t−1

t+ 1
+

∫ t+1

t′

β−τ

τ
dτ (30)

= C +
β−t−1

t+ 1
+

∫ t+1

t′

e
ln 1

β
τ

τ
dτ (31)

= C +
β−t−1

t+ 1
+

∫ (t+1)ln 1
β

t′ ln 1
β

ex

x
dx (32)

⩽ C +
β−t−1

t+ 1
+ Ei

(
(t+ 1)ln

1

β

)
− Ei

(
t′ ln

1

β

)
(33)

⩽ C +
β−t−1

t+ 1
+ Ei

(
(t+ 1)ln

1

β

)
(34)

⩽ C +
β−t−1

t+ 1
+

e
(t+1) ln 1

β

(t+ 1) ln 1
β

(
1 +

3

(t+ 1) ln 1
β

)
(35)

= C +

(
1 +

1

ln 1
β

+
3

(t+ 1) ln 1
β

)
β−t−1

t+ 1
, (36)

where Ei(t) ≜
∫ t

−∞
ex

x
dx is the exponential integral. The third inequality follows from the series representation

Ei(t) =
et

t

(
n∑

k=0

k!

tk
+ en(t)

)
,

where en(t) ≜ (n + 1)!te−t
∫ t

−∞
ex

xn+2 dx for n = 0. The remainder en(t) can be bounded by the n + 1-th term times the factor 1 +
√
π Γ(n/2+3/2)

Γ(n/2+1)
[8]. This factor is smaller than 3 for n = 0.

Finally, from (28) and (36), we obtain

t∑
τ=t0

βt−τ

τ + 1
⩽ βt+1C +

(
1 +

1

ln 1
β

+
3

(t+ 1) ln 1
β

)
1

t+ 1
∈ O

((
1 +

1

ln 1
β

)
1

t+ 1

)
. (37)

Lemma 16. Let (z1, z2, . . . , zt, . . . ) be a sequence of i.i.d. vectorial random variables in Rn with expected value 0 and finite 4-th moment
E[∥zi∥4], and {A(t1, t2), (t1, t2) ∈ N2} a set of n× n matrices with bounded norms. Let bτ ≜ 1

τ

∑τ
t=1 zt. It holds:

E

[
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

b⊤
τ1A(τ1, τ2)bτ2b

⊤
τ3A(τ3, τ4)bτ4

]
⩽ 2E

[
∥z∥4

] t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

(
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥

τ2τ3

+
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥

τ2τ4

)
(38)



Proof. We will omit the indices when they run from 1 to t and denote by z and z′ two generic indipendent random variables distributed as zτ .

E

[
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

b⊤
τ1A(τ1, τ2)bτ2b

⊤
τ3A(τ3, τ4)bτ4

]
(39)

=

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

τ1∑
t1=1

τ2∑
t2=1

τ3∑
t3=1

τ4∑
t4=1

E
[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt4

]
(40)

=

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t2,t3,t4

1t1⩽τ11t2⩽τ21t3⩽τ31t4⩽τ4 E
[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt4

]
(41)

=

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t2,t3,t4

1t1⩽τ1,t2⩽τ2,t3⩽τ3,t4⩽τ4 ×
(
1t1=t2=t3=t4 E

[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt4

]
+ 1t1=t2,t3=t4,t1 ̸=t3 E

[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt4

]
+ 1t1=t3,t2=t4,t1 ̸=t2 E

[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt4

]
+ 1t1=t4,t2=t3,t1 ̸=t2 E

[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt4

] )
(42)

=

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1

1t1⩽τ1,t1⩽τ2,t1⩽τ3,t1⩽τ4 E
[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt1z

⊤
t1A(τ3, τ4)zt1

]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t3

1t1⩽τ1,t1⩽τ2,t3⩽τ3,t3⩽τ41t1 ̸=t3 E
[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt1z

⊤
t3A(τ3, τ4)zt3

]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t2

1t1⩽τ1,t2⩽τ2,t1⩽τ3,t2⩽τ41t1 ̸=t2 E
[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t1A(τ3, τ4)zt2

]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t2

1t1⩽τ1,t2⩽τ2,t2⩽τ3,t1⩽τ41t1 ̸=t2 E
[
z⊤t1A(τ1, τ2)zt2z

⊤
t2A(τ3, τ4)zt1

]
(43)

=

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1

1t1⩽τ1,t1⩽τ2,t1⩽τ3,t1⩽τ4 E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)zz

⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t3

1t1⩽τ1,t1⩽τ2,t3⩽τ3,t3⩽τ41t1 ̸=t3 E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

]
E
[
z′

⊤
A(τ3, τ4)z

′
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t2

1t1⩽τ1,t2⩽τ2,t1⩽τ3,t2⩽τ41t1 ̸=t2 E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

′z⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
′
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ1τ2τ3τ4

∑
t1,t2

1t1⩽τ1,t2⩽τ2,t2⩽τ3,t1⩽τ41t1 ̸=t2 E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

′z′⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
]

(44)

=

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

min{τ1, τ2, τ3, τ4}
τ1τ2τ3τ4

E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)zz

⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

min{τ1, τ2}(min{τ3, τ4} − 1)

τ1τ2τ3τ4
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

]
E
[
z′

⊤
A(τ3, τ4)z

′
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

min{τ1, τ3}(min{τ2, τ4} − 1)

τ1τ2τ3τ4
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

′z⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
′
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

min{τ1, τ4}(min{τ2, τ3} − 1)

τ1τ2τ3τ4
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

′(z′)⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
]
, (45)

where (42) follows from the independence of the variables {zt}t∈N and the fact that E[zt] = 0 for any t.



Now we can upperbound the three terms in (45).

E

[
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

b⊤
τ1A(τ1, τ2)bτ2b

⊤
τ3A(τ3, τ4)bτ4

]
(46)

⩽
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ3τ4
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)zz

⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ3
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

]
E
[
z′

⊤
A(τ3, τ4)z

′
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ3
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

′z⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
′
]

+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ4
E
[
z⊤A(τ1, τ2)z

′z′⊤A(τ3, τ4)z
]

(47)

⩽
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ3τ4
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥ · E

[
∥z∥4

]
+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ3
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥ · E

[
∥z∥2

]2
+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ3
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥ · E

[
∥z∥2 · ∥z′∥2

]
+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

1

τ2τ4
∥A(τ1, τ3)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥ · E

[
∥z∥2 · ∥z′∥2

]
(48)

⩽ 2E
[
∥z∥4

] t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

(
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥

τ2τ3
+
∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ · ∥A(τ3, τ4)∥

τ2τ4

)
.

We now particularize the result of Lemma 16 to the two cases of interest for what follows.

Corollary 17. Let (z1, z2, . . . , zt, . . . ) be a sequence of i.i.d. vectorial random variables in Rn with expected value 0 and finite 4-th moment
E[∥zi∥4] and {A(t1, t2), (t1, t2) ∈ N2} a set of n× n symmetric stochastic matrices. Let bτ ≜ 1

τ

∑τ
t=1 zt. It holds:

E

[
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

b⊤
τ1A(τ1, τ2)bτ2b

⊤
τ3A(τ3, τ4)bτ4

]
⩽ 4E

[
∥z∥4

]
t2(1 + ln t)2.

Proof. It is sufficient to observe that ∥A(τ1, τ2)∥ = 1 and that
∑t

τ=1
1
τ
⩽ 1 + ln t.

Corollary 18. Let (z1, z2, . . . , zt, . . . ) be a sequence of i.i.d. vectorial random variables in Rn with expected value 0 and finite 4-th moment
E[∥zi∥4] and {A(t1, t2), (t1, t2) ∈ N2} = β2t−t1−t2B2t−t1−t2 , where β ∈ [0, 1], B a symmetric matrix. Let ρ(B) denote the spectral norm
of B and bτ ≜ 1

τ

∑τ
t=1 zt. If βρ(B) < 1, then it holds:

E

[
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

b⊤
τ1A(τ1, τ2)bτ2b

⊤
τ3A(τ3, τ4)bτ4

]
∈ O

(
E
[
∥z∥4

] 1

(1− βρ(B))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
βρ(B)

)2
1

(t+ 1)2

)
.



Proof. As B is symmetric, then ∥B∥ = ρ(B). From Lemma 16, we obtain

E

[
t∑

τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=t0

b⊤
τ1A(τ1, τ2)bτ2b

⊤
τ3A(τ3, τ4)bτ4

]

⩽ 2E
[
∥z∥4

]( t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=1

(βλ2(B))4t−τ1−τ2−τ3−τ4

τ2τ3
+

t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=1

(βλ2(B))4t−τ1−τ2−τ3−τ4

τ2τ4

)
(49)

= 4E
[
∥z∥4

] t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=1

(βλ2(B))4t−τ1−τ2−τ3−τ4

τ2τ3
(50)

= 4E
[
∥z∥4

]( t∑
τ1=1

(βλ2(B))t−τ1

)2( t∑
τ2=1

(βλ2(B))t−τ2

τ2

)2

(51)

≤ 4E
[
∥z∥4

] 1

(1− βλ2(B))2

(
t∑

τ2=1

(βλ2(B))t−τ2

τ2

)2

(52)

∈ O

(
E
[
∥z∥4

] 1

(1− βλ2(B))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
βλ2(B)

)2
1

(t+ 1)2

)
, (53)

where in the last step we used Lemma 15.

Lemma 19. Let W be an n×n symmetric, stochastic, and irreducible matrix and P = 1
n
1n1

⊤
n , where 1n is an n-dimensional vector whose

elements are all equal to 1, then ρ(W − P ) = λ2(W ) < 1.

Proof. As W is symmetric and stochastic, then the module of its largest eigenvalue is equal to 1. The vector 1n is both a left and right
eigenvector of W relative to the simple eigenvalue 1. Then, P is the projector onto the null space of W − I along the range of W − I
[26][p.518]. The spectral theorem leads us to conclude that the eigenvalues of W −P (counted with their multiplicity) are then all eigenvalues
of W except 1 and with the addition of 0. We can then conclude that ∥W − P∥ = ρ(W − P ) = λ2(W ). W is irreducible with non-negative
elements on the diagonal, then it is primitive [26][Example 8.3.3], i.e., 1 is the only eigenvalue on the unit circle.

Lemma 20. For any a > 0, if x ≥ max{a ln2 a, 1} then x ⩾ a
4
ln2 x.

Proof. We consider first a ≥ 1.

x ⩾ a ln2 a =⇒
√
x ⩾
√
a| ln a| =

a≥1

√
a ln a (54)

=⇒
√
x ⩾
√
a ln
√
x =

√
a

2
lnx (55)

=⇒ x ⩾
a

4
ln2 x, (56)

where (55) follows from Lemma A.1 in [30]. For a < 1, it is easy to check that for x ⩾ 1, x ⩾ a
4
ln2 x holds unconditionally.

D.3 Bounding the 4-th Moment of the Estimation Error.

For convenience, we omit from now on the dependence on the specific clustered component c.

Theorem 21. Let λ2(W ) denote the module of the second largest eigenvalue in module of W . It holds:

E
[
∥µ̂t+1 − µ∥4

]
∈ O

(
sup

W1,W2,··· ,WζD

E
[
∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

]
α4t

)

+O

(
E
[
∥x− µ∥4

] (1− α)4

(1− αλ2(W ))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
αλ2(W )

)2
1

(t+ 1)2

)

+O

(
E
[
∥Px− µ∥4

]
(1− α)2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
α

)2
1

(t+ 1)2

)
, if αt = α, (57)



E
[
∥µ̂t+1 − µ∥4

]
∈ O

(
sup

W1,W2,··· ,WζD

E
[
∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

] 1

(t+ 1)4

)

+O

(
E
[
∥x− µ∥4

] 1

(1− λ2(W ))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
λ2(W )

)2
1

(t+ 1)4

)

+O

(
E
[
∥Px− µ∥4

](1 + ln t

1 + t

)2
)
, if αt =

t

t+ 1
. (58)

Proof. W is irreducible (the graph component is connected and Wi,j > 0 for each link), then by Lemma 19, λ2(W ) < 1. For αt = α < 1, it
would be sufficient to observe that λ2(W ) ⩽ ρ(W ) = 1, but for αt =

t
t+1

, we need the strict inequality.
Our starting point is (26), which we repeat here (omitting the dependence on the specific clustered component c):

µ̂t+1 − µ = αζD,tW
t+1−ζD (µ̂ζD − µ)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(W − P )t−τ (x̄τ+1 − P x̄τ+1)

+

t∑
τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(P x̄τ+1 − µ). (59)

Applying twice (
∑n

i=1 ai)
2 ≤ n

∑n
i=1 a

2
i with n = 3, and applying the expectation we obtain:

E
[
∥µ̂t+1 − µ∥4

]
≤ 27 · α4

ζD,t · E
[
∥W∥4(t+1−ζD) · ∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

]
+ 27E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(W − P )t−τ (x̄τ+1 − P x̄τ+1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4

+ 27E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(P x̄τ+1 − µ)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4 (60)

≤ 27 · α4
ζD,t · E

[
∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

C1

+ 27E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(W − P )t−τ (x̄τ+1 − P x̄τ+1)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4

︸ ︷︷ ︸
C2

+ 27E

∥∥∥∥∥∥
t∑

τ=ζD

(1− ατ )ατ+1,t(P x̄τ+1 − µ)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
4

︸ ︷︷ ︸
C3

, (61)

where in the last step we took advantage of the fact that W is doubly stochastic and symmetric and then ∥W∥ = 1.
We now move to bound the three terms C1, C2, and C3. We observe that

αt0+1,t =

{
αt−t0 , if αt = α,
t0+1

t
if αt =

t
t+1

,
(62)

and

(1− αt0)αt0+1,t =

{
(1− α)αt−t0 , if αt = α,
1
t

if αt =
t

t+1
,

(63)

C1 ⩽ α4
ζD,t sup

W1,W2,··· ,WζD

E
[
∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

]
∈

O
(
supW1,W2,··· ,WζD

E
[
∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

]
α4t
)
, if αt = α,

O
(
supW1,W2,··· ,WζD

E
[
∥µ̂ζD − µ∥4

]
1
t4

)
if αt =

t
t+1

.
(64)



C2 = E

 t∑
τ1=ζD

(1− ατ1)ατ1+1,t(W − P )t−τ1(x̄τ1+1 − P x̄τ1+1)

⊤

 t∑
τ2=ζD

(1− ατ2)ατ2+1,t(W − P )t−τ2(x̄τ2+1 − P x̄τ2+1)


 t∑

τ3=ζD

(1− ατ3)ατ3+1,t(W − P )t−τ3(x̄τ3+1 − P x̄τ3+1)

⊤

 t∑
τ4=ζD

(1− ατ4)ατ4+1,t(W − P )t−τ4(x̄τ4+1 − P x̄τ4+1)

 (65)

= E

 t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=ζD

(1− ατ1)ατ1+1,t(1− ατ2)ατ2+1,t (1− ατ3)ατ3+1,t(1− ατ4)ατ4+1,t

(x̄τ1+1 − P x̄τ1+1)⊤(W − P )2t−τ1−τ2(x̄τ1+1 − P x̄τ1+1)

(x̄τ3+1 − P x̄τ3+1)⊤(W − P )2t−τ3−τ4(x̄τ4+1 − P x̄τ4+1)



∈


O

(
E
[
∥x− µ∥4

] (1−α)4

(1−αλ2(W ))2

(
1 + 1

ln 1
αλ2(W )

)2
1

(t+1)2

)
, if αt = α,

O

(
E
[
∥x− µ∥4

]
1

(1−λ2(W ))2

(
1 + 1

ln 1
λ2(W )

)2
1

(t+1)4

)
, if αt =

t
t+1

,

(66)

where the last result follows from observing that ρ(W − P ) = λ2(W ) < 1 and ∥x − Px∥4 ≤ ∥x − µ∥4 and then applying Corollary 18
with z = x− Px, B = W − P and 1) β = α for αt = α, 2) β = 1 for αt =

t
t+1

.
The calculations to bound C3 are similar:

C3 = E

 t∑
τ1,τ2,τ3,τ4=ζD

(1− ατ1)ατ1+1,t(1− ατ2)ατ2+1,t (1− ατ3)ατ3+1,t(1− ατ4)ατ4+1,t

(P x̄τ1+1 − µ)⊤(P x̄τ1+1 − µ) (P x̄τ3+1 − µ)⊤(P x̄τ4+1 − µ)



∈


O
(
E
[
∥Px− µ∥4

]
(1− α)2

(
1 + 1

ln 1
α

)2
1

(t+1)2

)
, if αt = α,

O
(
E
[
∥Px− µ∥4

] (
1+ln t
1+t

)2)
, if αt =

t
t+1

.
(67)

In this case, we apply 1) Corollary 18 with z = x − Px, β = α, and B = I , for αt = α, and 2) Corollary 17 with z = x − Px and
A(t1, t2) = I, ∀(t1, t2) ∈ N2, for αt =

t
t+1

.
The result follows by simply aggregating the three bounds.

Remark 2. We observe that

E
[
∥cx− cµ∥

4] = ncκσ
4 + nc(nc − 1)σ4, (68)

E
[
∥cx− cP cx∥4

]
=

(
nc − 2 +

1

nc

)
κσ4 + (nc − 1)

(
nc − 2 +

3

nc

)
σ4, (69)

E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥

4] = 1

nc
κσ4 + 3

nc − 1

nc
σ4, . (70)

where κ is the kurtosis index (and then κσ4 is the fourth moment). Then, for nc ⩽ 2

E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥

4] ⩽ 3

n2
c

E
[
∥cx− cP cx∥4

]
⩽

3

n2
c

E
[
∥cx− cµ∥

4] , (71)

showing the advantage of averaging the estimates across all agents in the same connected components.



D.4 (ε, δ)-Bounds: Proof of Theorem 7

We prove this theorem whose scope is larger.

Theorem 22. Consider a graph component c and pick uniformly at random an agent a in c, then

P
(
∀t > τC

a , |µ̂t
a − µa| < ε

)
≥ 1− δ

where

cτ
C = max

{
ζD, C′E

[
∥x− µ∥4

]
ncε4δ

(
(1− α)2

(1− αλ2(W ))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
αλ2(W )

)2

+
1

n2
c

(
1 +

1

ln 1
α

)2
)}

for αt = α, and

cτ
C ≜ max

{
ζD, C′′E

[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

ln2

(
eC′′E

[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

)}
.

for αt = t/(t+ 1).

Proof. We start considering the auxiliary system studied in the previous sections: consensus matrices can be arbitrary until time ζD and then
agents acquire perfect knowledge about which neighbours belong to the same class and simply rely on information arriving through these
links.

P
(
|µ̂t+1

a − µa| ≥ ε
)
= P

((
µ̂t+1
a − µa

)4 ≥ ε4
)

(72)

⩽
E
[(
µ̂t+1
a − µa

)4]
ε4

(73)

=

1
nc

∑nc
a′=1 E

[(
µ̂t+1
a − µa

)4]
ε4

(74)

=
E
[∥∥

cµ̂
t+1 − cµ

∥∥4]
ncε4

(75)

Applying the union bound, we obtain:

P
(
∃t ≥ t′||µ̂t+1

a − µa| ≥ ε
)
≤

∞∑
t=t′

E
[∥∥

cµ̂
t+1 − cµ

∥∥4]
ncε4

. (76)

When αt = α, considering the dominant term in (57) and (71) leads to

E
[∥∥

cµ̂
t+1 − cµ

∥∥4] ⩽ C′

2

E
[
∥cx− cµ∥4

]
(t+ 1)2

(
(1− α)2

(1− αλ2(W ))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
αλ2(W )

)2

+
1

n2
c

(
1 +

1

ln 1
α

)2
)

(77)

We observe that

∞∑
t=t′

1

(t+ 1)2
⩽
∫ ∞

t′

1

t2
dt =

1

t′
, (78)

from which we conclude:

P
(
∃t ≥ t′ : |µ̂t+1

a − µa| ≥ ε
)
≤ C′

2

E
[
∥x− µ∥4

]
ncε4t

(
(1− α)2

(1− αλ2(W ))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
αλ2(W )

)2

+
1

n2
c

(
1 +

1

ln 1
α

)2
)
. (79)

This probability is then smaller than δ/2 for

t′ ⩾ cτ
C = max

{
ζD, C′E

[
∥x− µ∥4

]
ncε4δ

(
(1− α)2

(1− αλ2(W ))2

(
1 +

1

ln 1
αλ2(W )

)2

+
1

n2
c

(
1 +

1

ln 1
α

)2
)}

. (80)

Similarly, when αt =
t

t+1
, considering the dominant term in (58) leads to

E
[∥∥

cµ̂
t+1 − cµ

∥∥4] ⩽ C′′

16
E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥

4]( ln(1 + t)

1 + t

)2

. (81)



We observe that

∞∑
t=t′

(
ln(1 + t)

t+ 1

)2

⩽
∫ ∞

t′

(
ln t

t

)2

dt (82)

=

∫ ∞

ln t′
x2e−x dx (83)

=
(
e−x (x2 + 2x+ 2

)) ∣∣∣ln t′

∞
(84)

=
(ln t′)2 + 2 ln t′ + 2

t′
, (85)

=
(ln t′ + 1)2 + 1

t′
, (86)

⩽ 2
(ln t′ + 1)2

t′
, (87)

= 2
ln2 (et′)

t′
(88)

from which we conclude:

P
(
∃t ≥ t′ : |µ̂t+1

a − µa| ≥ ε
)
⩽

C′′

8

E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4

ln2 (et′)

t′
. (89)

This probability is then smaller than δ/2 for

t′ ⩾
C′′

4

E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

ln2 (et′), (90)

and by applying Lemma 20 with x = t′e, we obtain that a sufficient condition is

t′ ⩾ C′′E
[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

ln2

(
eC′′E

[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

)
. (91)

Let then define

cτ
C ≜ max

{
ζD, C′′E

[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

ln2

(
eC′′E

[
∥cP cx− cµ∥4

]
ncε4δ

)}
. (92)

Finally, let us consider the system of interest. With probability 1 − δ/2 the agents will have identified the correct links by time ζD . The
corresponding trajectories coincide with trajectories of the auxiliary system we studied. For the auxiliary system, the estimates have the
required precision after time cτ

C with probability 1 − δ/2. It follows that the probability that the estimates in the stochastic have not the
required precision after time cτ

C is at most δ.



E Appendix - On the Structure of G(N, r) and its Impact on Performance of our Algorithms
E.1 On the local tree structure of G(N, r)

Let N = G(V, E) be a network sampled from the class of random regular graphs G(N, r) with fixed degree r. 9 Here and in the following
we fix V = A and n = |V| = |A|. We are interested to investigate the structure of the d-deep neighborhood, N (v)

d , of a generic node v (i.e.
the sub-graph inter-connecting nodes at distance smaller or equal than dv from v). Observe that as n grows large, for any d ∈ N, we should
expect thatN (v)

d is likely equal to Td, a perfectly balanced tree of depth d, in which the root has r children, and all the other nodes have r− 1.
children.

To this end using an approach inspired by Lemma 5 in [28] (which applies to directed graphs), we can claim that:

Theorem 23. -Whenever v0 is chosen uniformly at random, we have

P(N (v0)
d ̸= Td) ≤

(H + 1)H

2N

where H = 1 +
∑d

d′=1 r(r − 1)d
′−1.

Proof First observe that realizations of G(N, r) graphs are typically obtained through the following standard procedure: every node is
initially connected to r ≥ 2 stubs; then stubs then are sequentially randomly matched/paired to form edges, as follows: at each stage, an
arbitrarily selected free/unpaired stub is selected and paired with a different stub picked uniformly at random among the still unpaired stubs.

We identify every stub with different number in [1, rN ] (we assume rN to be even). Now, let ν(i) for i ∈ [1, rN ] be the function that
returns the identity of the node to which the stub is connected. See fig. E.1

v0 v1 v2

2 31

. . . . . .

Figure 5. Random matching of stubs, r = 3Our procedure explores the d-neighborhood of a node v0, taken at random, by sequentially unveiling stub-pairings, according to a bread-first
approach. At every step the procedure checks weather the already explored-portion ofN (v0)

d , G(V, E), has a tree structure.
The procedure initializes V(0) = v0 and E(0) = ∅.
At step 1, our procedure takes a stub k1 connected to v0 (i.e. such that ν(k1) = v0) and matches it, uniformly at random with another

stub r(k1) ̸= k1. Let v1 := ν(r(k1)). Then the procedure updates sets V and E according to the rule: V(1) = V(0) ∪ {v1} and E(1) =
E(0) ∪ {(v0, v1)}. At this stage G(V(1), E(1)) is a tree only provided that v1 ̸∈ V(0). This happens with a probability:

p1 := P(v1 := ν(r(k1)) ̸∈ {v0}) = 1− r − 1

Nr − 1
.

In case v1 ̸= v0 the algorithm proceeds, otherwise it prematurely terminates providing G(V(1), E(1)). At step 2, our procedure takes a
new unmatched stub k2 (connected again to v0). k2 is matched uniformly at random with another free (i.e. still unmatched) stub r(k2) ̸∈
{k1, r(k1), k2}, let v2 := ν(r(k2)). Then sets V and E are updated: V(2) = V(1) ∪ {v2} and E(2) = E(2) ∪ {(v0, v2)}. G(V(2), E(2)) is a
tree only under the condition that v2 := ν(r(k2)) ̸∈ V(1). This happens with a probability:

p2 := P(v2 := ν(r(k2)) ̸∈ {v0, v1} | v0 ̸= v1) = 1− 2r − 2

Nr − 3

again if G(V(2), E(2)) is a tree the algorithm proceeds, otherwise it prematurely terminates, providing G(V(2), E(2)). At a generic step h,
our procedure takes a free stub kh, connected to vertex v⌊(h−1)/r⌋ ∈ {v0, v1, · · · , vh−1}, (recall that we explore nodes/edges according to a
breadth-first approach), and matches it with a randomly chosen (still unmatched) stub r(kh). Let vh = r(kh). Then Then sets V and E are
updated as follows: V(h) = V(h−1) ∪ {vh} and E(h) = E(h−1) ∪ {(v⌊(h− 1)/r⌋, vh)}. Again G(V(h), E(g)) is a tree only if vh ̸∈ V(h−1),
and this happens with a probability

ph :=P(ν(r(kh)) ̸∈ {v0, v1, · · · , vh−1}
| {v0 = v1 =, · · · ,= vh−1})

=1− hr − (2h− 1)

Nr − 2(h− 1)
,

9 observe that graphs in G(N, r) are not necessarily simple



in such a case the algorithm proceeds, otherwise it prematurely terminates, providing G(V(h), E(h)) in output.
The algorithm naturally terminates (providing a tree) when all the nodes inN (v0)

d have been unveiled (i.e., placed in V) and the corresponding
unveiled graph G(V, E) is a tree. This happens at step H . The probability that the algorithm terminates providing a tree is given by:

P(N (V )
d ̸= Td) =1−

H∏
h=1

ph ≤
∑
h

(1− ph)

=

H∑
h=1

hr − (2h− 1)

Nr − 2(h− 1)

≤
H∑

h=1

h

N
=

1

N

H∑
1

h =
(H + 1)H

2N

□
Now denoting with M the number of vertices v ∈ V for whichN (v)

d ̸= Td, we have that

M =
∑
v∈V

1{N (v)
d

̸=Td}

and therefore

E[M ] =
∑
v∈V

E[1{N (v)d ̸=Td}] =
∑
v∈V

P(N (v)
d ̸= Td)

= NP(N (v0)
d ̸= Td) ≤

(H + 1)H

2

where v0 is uniformly taken at random. By assuming (H + 1)H = o(N), and applying Markov inequality we can claim that for any ε > 0
arbitrarily slowly:

P
(
M

N
> ε

)
↓ 0 ∀ε > 0. (93)

i.e. the fraction of nodes v for whichN (v0)
d ̸= Td is negligible with a probability tending to 1.

At last we would like to highlight that (93) can be transferred to the class G0(N, r) of uniformly chosen simple regular graphs thanks to:

Proposition 24 ([2]). Any sequence of event En occurring with a probability tending to 1 (0) in G(N, r) occurs well in G0(N, r) with a
probability tending to 1 (0).

Moreover, recalling that by construction M
N
≤ 1, from (93) we can immediately deduce that that E[M ]/N → 0 on G0((N, r).

At last we would like to mention the following result, from which Proposition 24 rather immediately descends.

Theorem 25 ([17]).
lim inf
n→∞

P(G((N, r) is simple) > 0

Observe Theorem 25 provides a theoretical foundation to the to design a simple algorithm for the generation of a graph in class G0((N, r),
based on the superposition of an acceptance/rejection procedure to the generation of graphs in G(N, r). More efficient algorithms are, however,
well known in literature [25].

E.2 The structure of CCd
a and CCa

Now we investigate on the structure of CCda. We assume that agents a ∈ A are partitioned into a finite number K of similarity classes. Agents
are assigned to similarity classes independently. We indicate with pk the probability according to which agent a is assigned to class k. Note
that by construction

∑K
k=1 pk = 1. We denote with ka the similarity class to which a is assigned. In this scenario the structure of CCda can be

rather easily analyzed, it turns out that:

Theorem 26. Conditionally over the event {N d
a is a tree}. CCda has the structure of a Branching process originating from a unique ancestor,

obeying to the following properties:

• the number of off-springs of different nodes are independent.
• the number of off-spring of the ancestor (generation 0 node) is distributed as a Bin(r, pka);
• while the number of offs-springs of any generation i node (with 1 ≤ i < d) is distributed as Bin(r − 1, pka).
• generation-d nodes have no off-springs.



Proof
The proof is rather immediate. Consider a and explore CCda according to a breath-first exploration process that stops at depth-d. The number
of off-springs of a, Oa, by construction, equals the number of nodes in Na that belongs to class ka. This number Oa is distributed as:
Oa

L
= Bin(r, pka). Consider, now, any other explored node a′, at distance i < d from the ancestor, this node, by construction, will have

a unique parent node pa′ , Off-springs of a′, Oa′ will be given by all nodes in Na′ \ {pa′} that belong to class ka. Their number, Oa′ , is
distributed as: Oa′

L
= Bin(r, pka′ ). See fig. E.2. When the exploration reaches a d-depth node, it stops, therefore the number of off-springs

for every d-depth nodes is zero. A last, since the sets Na′ \ {pa′} are disjoint (as immediate consequence of the fact that N d
a is a tree), the

variables in {Oa′}a′∈CCd
a

are independent.

a

b c d

e f g h

Oa = 2

Ob = 1Od = 2

Figure 6. Structure |CCd
a|: an example for r = 3, d = 2; green nodes belong to |CCd

a|.We can now recall and adapt a few standard results asymptotic results on Galton-Watson (GW) Processes (in a standard GW process all
nodes in the tree give origin to number of off-springs, which are identically distributed and independent). First observe that, in our case, as
|A| → ∞ we can assume that d→∞ as well, for example choosing d as in Proposition 8.

We say that a standard GW process is super-critical if the average number off-springs of every node E[Oa] := m > 1 Now for a standard
supercritical GW process, denoted with Zi the number of nodes belonging to generation i, we have:

Theorem 27 (extinction-explosion principle). For every super-critical nontrivial 10 GW process {Zi}i is bound to either extinction or explo-
sion, i.e.,

P (Zi = 0 eventually) + P
(
lim

Zi

mi
> 0

)
= 1.

Previous result cam immediately extended to our two stages branching process as d→∞. Denoted with m0 = rpka and m := (r−1)pka ,
under the assumption that m > 1 we obtain that:

P (Zi = 0 eventually) + P
(
lim

Zi

m0mi−1
> 0

)
= 1. (94)

Indeed the distribution of off-springs at the root, has not impact on structural properties of the process.
Now we focus on the extinction probability q2BP := P (Zi = 0 eventually) in a two-stages branching process, as our process. To compute

it, we can adapt classical results on GW. It turns out that:

Theorem 28. Consider a two-stages branching process, in which the number of offspring of the root is Bin(pk, r) while the off-spring of every
other node Bin(pk, r − 1). Its extinction probability q2BP is given by

q2BP =

r∑
h=0

(
r

h

)
phk(1− pk)

r−hqhGW = [(1− pk) + pkqGW ]r

where qGW is the extinction probability of a standard GW, with distribution of off-springs given by Bin(r−1, pk). qGW can be easily computed
as the only solution in (0, 1) of equation:

t = [(1− pk) + pkt]
r−1

Proof
The proof is immediate, considering that: i) every sub-tree originated by an offspring of the ancestor has the same structure of a standard GW.
The event {Zi = 0} is equivalent to event { every sub-tree originated by every offspring of the ancestor
is extincted within i− 1 generations}. Then conditioning on the number of off-springs of the ancestor we get the claim. Of course previously

computed asymptotic extinction probability q2BP provides an upper-bound to the probability of early extinction of a d-depth truncated two-
stages Branching process.

10 a GW process is non trivial if P(Oa = 0) > 0



pka = 1/2 pka = 1/4 pka = 1/8
r = 4 0.146 1 1
r = 8 4.17 · 10−3 0.176 1
r = 16 1.52 · 10−5 1.08 · 10−2 0.190
r = 32 2.32 · 10−10 1.01 · 10−4 1.51 · 10−2

Table 2. extinction probability, q2BP , for different values of r and pka .

At last observe that, choosing d as in Proposition 8, we have m0m
d−1 = Θ̃(|A|

1
2
(1+logr−1 pka )), therefore, recalling that by construction

|CCda| > Zd, by (94), we can always select f(|A|) that satisfies jointly f(|A|) = o(m0m
d−1) and f(|A|) = Θ̃(|A|

1
2
(1+logr−1 pka )), such

that:
lim

|A|→∞
P(|CCda| > f(n)) = 1− q2BP .

Moreover, note that the extinction probability q2BP is actually a function of its two parameters (r, pka), its is rather immediate to show that

lim
r→∞

q2BP (r, pka) = 0 ∀pka > 0

Therefore choosing r sufficiently large we can make q2BP (r, pka) arbitrarily small and at the same time guarantee |A|
1
2
(1+logr−1 pka ) >

|A|
1
2
−ϕ for an arbitrarily small ϕ > 0.

At last observe that if we turn our attention to CCa, since by construction we have CCda ⊆ CCa ∀d, a, rather immediately we have:

lim
|A|→∞

P(|CCa| > g(n)) = 1− q2BP .

for any g(n) = o(|A|
1
2
(1+logr pka )).



F Appendix - Proof of the results in Table 1
The results in Table 1 follow immediately, once we derive the asymptotics for n⋆

γ(x) in the sub-Gaussian setting and in bounded 4-th moment
setting. The asymptotics for ñγ(x) are immediate to derive from the bounds in Theorem 4.

F.1 n⋆
γ(x), sub-Gaussian setting

Remember that n⋆
γ(x) := ⌊β−1

γ (x)⌋, i.e., n⋆
γ(x) is the smallest integer n such that

βγ(n) := σ

√
2

n

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln(
√

(n+ 1)/γ) ≤ x.

As we are interested in upper bounds for n⋆
γ(x), we can start by upperbounding the left-hand side expression.

σ

√√√√ 2

n

(
1 +

1

n

)
ln

(√
(n+ 1)

γ

)
≤ σ

√
4

n
ln

(√
2n

γ

)
= σ

√
2

n
ln

(
2n

γ2

)
, (95)

and imposing that the right-hand side is smaller than x, we obtain:

σ2 2

n
ln

(
2n

γ2

)
≤ x2 (96)

4σ2

γ2x2
ln

(
2n

γ2

)
≤ 2n

γ2
. (97)

From [30, Lemma A.1] a sufficient condition for this inequality to hold is

8σ2

γ2x2
ln

(
4σ2

γ2x2

)
≤ 2n

γ2
, (98)

and then

4σ2

x2
ln

(
4σ2

γ2x2

)
≤ n. (99)

We can conclude that

n⋆
γ(x) ∈ O

(
σ2

x2
ln

(
σ

γx

))
, (100)

from which the asymptotics for ζa and τa can be derived opportunely replacing x and γ.

F.2 n⋆
γ(x), bounded 4-th moment setting

The reasoning is analogous, but we start from

βγ(n) =

(
2
κ+ 3σ4

γ

) 1
4
(
1 + ln2 n

n

) 1
4

. (101)

For n ≥ 3 (
2
κ+ 3σ4

γ

) 1
4
(
1 + ln2 n

n

) 1
4

≤
(
2
κ+ 3σ4

γ

) 1
4
(
2 ln2 n

n

) 1
4

, (102)

and imposing the RHS to be smaller than x:

4
κ+ 3σ4

γ

ln2 n

n
≤ x4 (103)

4
κ+ 3σ4

γx4
ln2 n ≤ n, (104)

and from Lemma 20 a sufficient condition for this inequality to hold is

max

{
16

κ+ 3σ4

γx4
ln2

(
16

κ+ 3σ4

γx4

)
, 1

}
≤ n. (105)

We can conclude that

n⋆
γ(x) ∈ Õ

(
κ+ 3σ4

γx4

)
. (106)



G Appendix - Additional Performance Evaluation of the B-COLME and C-COLME
In this Appendix, we report further results on the performance of B-COLME and C-COLME, as a function of the underlying graph structure
and characterizing parameters.
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Figure 7. All approaches compared considering a smaller r compared to Figure 2 (r = 5), this shows that r needs to be chosen appropriately (large enough).

G.1 Over a G0(N, r) varying r

Here, we explore the performance of the two proposed scalable algorithms as a function of the number of neighbors they are allowed to contact
during the dynamics, i.e., the parameter r of the G0(N, r) graph.
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Figure 8. Performance comparison as a function of the parameter r of G0(N, r) for B-COLME and C-COLME. Dashed line is used for the oracle while
solid line for the algorithm.

G.2 B-COLME as a Function of the Depth of Information Kept

In the B-COLME algorithm, many cycles in the graph can degrade the performance of the algorithm (hence the need for a tree-like local
structure). Here we study the performance of the algorithm as a function of the depth d of the neighborhood that receives the estimate of a
given node, and we find that a high value of this parameter eventually degrades the performance of the algorithm.

G.3 C-COLME (Constant α) as a Function of the Weight α

We report some experiments considering α constant, as opposed as α = t
t+1

(refreshed at each topology modification), and explore the impact
of the parameter on the probability of error.
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Figure 9. Performance comparison of B-COLME as a function of the depth κ of the info kept. Dashed line is used for the oracle while solid line for the
algorithm.
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Figure 10. Performance comparison of C-COLME as a function of the weight α when it is considered as constant. Dashed line is used for the oracle while
solid line for the algorithm.H Appendix - Additional Details on the Decentralized Federated Learning Approach FL-DG

B-COLME and C-COLME are useful in contexts where nodes want to learn the preferences of users by using information from other peers
in addition to local data, or when sensors jointly try to estimate certain quantities in a very heterogeneous environment (e.g., smart farming).
Nevertheless, it is of great interest to apply these techniques in the context of decentralized personalized federated learning, where the goal
of the nodes is to learn a machine learning model on a given local dataset Da while having the possibility to collaborate with other agents
(assuming that they can be classified into one of C possible classes, each characterized by a distribution Dc). We propose FL-DG, a decentral-
ized FL algorithm inspired by B-COLME and C-COLME, where agents decide which peers to collaborate with based on the cosine similarity
between the weights updates of their models. We compare it to a classical decentralized FL algorithm over a static graph (FL-SG).

We focus on the case C = 2 and use the MNIST dataset [7]. To obtain two different distributions from the MNIST dataset, we simply swap
two labels (“3” and “5” as well as “1” and “7”). Each node has the task of recognizing handwritten digits using its local data and collaborating
with neighboring nodes over G, which is a complete graph in our scenario. We use a very simple feedforward neural network model for all
nodes. It consists of the input layer, a hidden layer with 100 nodes, and the output layer. We indicate the parameters of the NN as θta, for agent
a at time t.

Again, we consider an online setting in which agents receive new samples over time. In particular, each agent a ∈ A receives a new sample
sta at every time instant t. Agents are initially assigned a local database of M0

a,0 samples (in our example |M0
a,0| = 30), and with the new

samples they construct two overlapping minibatch M t
a,0 and M t

a,1. We consider a time horizon leading to two non-overlapping minibatch, i.e.,
t = |M0

a,0|. The agents train their model for E epochs (E = 15) over the two minibatch at each time instant.



Algorithm 3 FL-SG Training

Input: G = (A, E), Da ∈ {Dc}Cc=1 ∀a ∈ A, θ0
Output: collaborative FL-SG model θa, ∀a ∈ A
C0a ← N t

a ∀a ∈ A, θ0a ← θ0, θ0l ← θ0 ∀l ∈ E
while new sample sta arrives at time t do

// Training Phase
for node a in A do

for epoch e in {1, .., E} do
for minibatch M t

a in {M t
a,0,M

t
a,1} do

θt+1
a ← θta + SGD(θta, D

t
a)

for neighbor a′ inNa ∩ Cta do
θt+1
a,a′ ← θt{a,a′} + SDG(θt{a,a′},M

t
a)

end for
end for

end for
end for
// Discovery Phase
for undirected link {a, a′} in E do
∆θt+1

a,a′ ← θt+1
a,a′ − θt{a,a′}

∆θt+1
a′,a ← θt+1

a′,a − θt{a,a′}

ωt+1
{a,a′} ←

1
t+1

⟨∆θt+1
a,a′ ,∆θt+1

a′,a⟩

||∆θt+1
a,a′ ||·||∆θt+1

a′,a||
+ t

t+1
ωt
{a,a′}

if ωt+1
a,a′ < ε1 then
Ct+1
a ← Cta \ a′, and Ct+1

a′ ← Cta′ \ a
end if

end for
// Model Updating Phase
for node a in A do

θt+1
a ← 1

|Ct+1
a |+1

θt+1
a

for opt neighbor a′ in Ct+1
a do

θt+1
a ← θt+1

a + 1

|Ct+1
a |+1

θt+1
a′

end for
end for
for undirected link {a, a′} in E do

θt+1
{a,a′} ←

θt+1
a,a′+θt+1

a′,a
2

// Update Link Model
end for
t← t+ 1

end while

Differently from the B-COLME and C-COLME mean estimation algorithms we have to modify the discovery phase to a large extent since
the task of mean estimation and model training are structurally different. In [29] it was shown that it is possible to partition the agents in a
federated learning framework by using the cosine similarity of the gradient updates (or the parameters updates) of the considered agents. Note
that cosine similarity values close to 1 indicate similar models/agents, while lower values indicate increasingly different agents. This can be
intuitively understood by observing that two nodes with different data distributions are optimizing different loss functions, and, if we constrain
the starting point of the optimization to be the same for both agents, we will observe an increase in the angle between the vectors corresponding
to the gradient updates (see Figure 2 in [29] for an illustrative example). Subject to some regularity assumptions, it is indeed possible to use
the cosine similarity of the parameter updates instead of gradients. Let us denote the updates as ∆θt = θt+1 − θt.

To allow nodes to discover their similar neighbors, we define a link model θt{a,a′} (for each unordered pair (a, a′), “shared” between the
nodes) and a node-link model θta,a′ associated with a certain (ordered) neighbors pair (a, a′). Thus, every node a ∈ A keeps a model for
each of its neighbors a′ ∈ Na, i.e., θta,a′ . Then, at each training round, node a retrieves the shared model θt{a,a′} and, starting from those
parameters, trains the node-link model θta,a′ on its local data.

After all nodes have performed the training phase, they compute the similarity metric between the models, i.e., the cosine similarity ωt
a,a′ ,

which allows them to determine whether to collaborate with a neighbor or not. We can compute ωt
a,a′ as:

ωt
{a,a′} =

⟨∆θta,a′ ,∆θta′,a⟩
||∆θta,a′ || · ||∆θta′,a||

(107)

This metric is updated at each iteration by making an average with the previous value (see Algorithm 3). Whenever ωt
a,a′ goes below a



certain threshold ε1, link {a, a′} is deemed to be connecting nodes of different classes and is removed from E .
Lastly, agents update their collaborative models θta, averaging the parameters of the agents a′ in their estimated similarity class Cta. Moreover,

all the link models θt{a,a′} are updated averaging the two node-link models of the nodes at the ends of the link, i.e, θt+1
{a,a′} = θt{a,a′} +

∆θt
a,a′+∆θt

a′,a
2

. A detailed explanation of the model is provided in Algorithm 3.
We report the results (Fig 3 in the main article) obtained over 30 communication rounds comparing the Local model, which uses only the

local dataset of each node, FL-SG a decentralized FL approach that averages the model parameters of all the neighbors over a static graph, and
our FL-DG approach, again an averaging model where the nodes dynamically remove connections on the basis of the cosine similarity.
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Figure 11. Accuracy of a local model (Local), a decentralized FL over a static graph (FL-SG), and our approach over a dynamic graph (FL-DG). We show
also the fraction of links between communities over time for FL-DG.
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