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Abstract—This paper introduces an advanced approach for
fortifying Federated Learning (FL) systems against label-flipping
attacks. We propose a simplified consensus-based verification
process integrated with an adaptive thresholding mechanism.
This dynamic thresholding is designed to adjust based on the
evolving landscape of model updates, offering a refined layer
of anomaly detection that aligns with the real-time needs of
distributed learning environments. Our method necessitates a
majority consensus among participating clients to validate up-
dates, ensuring that only vetted and consensual modifications
are applied to the global model. The efficacy of our approach
is validated through experiments on two benchmark datasets in
deep learning, CIFAR-10 and MNIST. Our results indicate a
significant mitigation of label-flipping attacks, bolstering the FL
system’s resilience. This method transcends conventional tech-
niques that depend on anomaly detection or statistical validation
by incorporating a verification layer reminiscent of blockchain’s
participatory validation without the associated cryptographic
overhead. The innovation of our approach rests in striking
an optimal balance between heightened security measures and
the inherent limitations of FL systems, such as computational
efficiency and data privacy. Implementing a consensus mecha-
nism specifically tailored for FL environments paves the way
for more secure, robust, and trustworthy distributed machine
learning applications, where safeguarding data integrity and
model robustness is critical.

Keywords: Federated Learning, Consensus-Based Verification,
Adaptive Thresholding, Label-Flipping Attacks, Adversarial De-
fense.

I. INTRODUCTION

Federated Learning (FL) has emerged as a paradigm-shifting
approach in machine learning, enabling models to be trained
across multiple decentralized devices or servers while keeping
the training data localized [1]. This approach enhances pri-
vacy and leverages distributed data sources, making it highly
applicable in various domains such as healthcare, finance, and
telecommunications [2], [3].

However, the decentralized nature of FL introduces unique
challenges, particularly regarding security. Among the most
concerning threats are adversarial attacks, specifically label-
flipping attacks, where adversaries maliciously alter the labels
of data points in their training data [4], [5]. These attacks can
significantly degrade the performance of the aggregated global
model, posing a critical threat to the reliability of FL systems
[6].

Traditional defense mechanisms against such attacks in
FL have predominantly focused on anomaly detection and
robust aggregation methods [7], [8]. While these methods

are effective to an extent, they often fail to address more
sophisticated or subtle forms of label manipulation. They can
also lead to excluding legitimate, yet non-conforming, data
updates [9].

We propose a novel consensus-based label verification al-
gorithm augmented by an adaptive thresholding mechanism
in response to these challenges. Inspired by the validation
mechanisms employed in blockchain technology, our approach
requires consensus among multiple clients for a label to be
considered accurate, with the added sophistication of dynamic
threshold adjustment to respond to evolving attack patterns
and data distributions [10].

To validate the effectiveness of our approach, we conduct
experiments using two well-established datasets in the field of
deep learning: CIFAR and MNIST. The CIFAR dataset, with
its complex image data, presents a challenging environment
for testing the resilience of our algorithm against sophisticated
attacks [11]. In contrast, the MNIST dataset, known for its
simpler structure, allows us to demonstrate the algorithm’s
effectiveness in more controlled settings [12].

The novelty of our approach lies in its dual focus: enhancing
security against adversarial attacks, specifically label-flipping,
and maintaining the integrity of distributed data in FL sys-
tems. Our algorithm introduces a layer of consensus-based
verification, akin to the blockchain, integrated with adaptive
thresholding, a strategy not extensively explored in current FL
research [13], [14].

In summary, our study contributes to the field of FL by
introducing a novel defense mechanism against label-flipping
attacks, addressing a critical gap in the current landscape of
FL security strategies. Through our experiments with CIFAR
and MNIST datasets, we demonstrate the robustness and
adaptability of our approach, paving the way for more security
and reliability.

II. RELATED WORK

The evolution of FL has been marked by significant ad-
vancements and emerging challenges, particularly in the realm
of security. This section delineates the trajectory of FL devel-
opment, its security vulnerabilities, and the strides made in
safeguarding these distributed systems.

A. Federated Learning: Foundations and Advances
FL has revolutionized machine learning by decentralizing

data processing, thus enhancing privacy and data utilization
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across diverse domains [15], [16]. McMahan et al. laid the
cornerstone of FL, proposing a framework that minimized the
need to centralize sensitive data. Subsequent enhancements
by Konečný et al. focused on optimizing communication
efficiency, a pivotal aspect in scaling FL applications. Yang et
al.’s exploration into algorithmic challenges, including model
convergence and scalability, further enriched FL’s robustness
and applicability [17]. Despite these advancements, the decen-
tralized nature of FL inherently introduces security vulnerabil-
ities that necessitate innovative defense mechanisms, setting
the stage for our contributions.

B. Navigating Security Challenges in FL

The decentralization that underpins FL’s advantages also
opens avenues for adversarial exploits, notably model poison-
ing and label-flipping attacks [18], [19]. These vulnerabilities
underscore the critical need for robust security frameworks to
defend against sophisticated adversarial strategies. Our work is
inspired by these challenges, introducing a consensus-based la-
bel verification algorithm that integrates adaptive thresholding
to dynamically counteract adversarial manipulations, thereby
addressing the limitations of traditional anomaly detection and
robust aggregation methods.

C. Blockchain: A Paradigm for Trust in FL

Integrating blockchain technology into FL proposes a novel
approach to enhancing security and trust through decentralized
validation mechanisms [20], [21]. This integration showcases
the potential for leveraging blockchain’s immutable ledger
system for transparent model validation and data integrity.
While promising, the practical implementation of blockchain
in FL faces scalability and computational overhead challenges.
Our algorithm draws inspiration from blockchain’s consensus
mechanisms but is designed to operate without significant
cryptographic burdens, striking a balance between security and
efficiency.

D. Innovative Approaches to Label Verification

Ensuring the integrity of data labels is paramount for the
accuracy of machine learning models. Techniques for robust
label verification have evolved, with Yin et al. introducing
algorithms for mislabeling detection [22], and Zhang et al.
advocating for consensus-driven approaches in data labeling
[23]. These methods lay the groundwork for our algorithm,
which employs a consensus-based approach to label verifica-
tion, enhanced by an adaptive mechanism to accommodate the
dynamic nature of FL environments.

E. Advancements in Defending Against Adversarial Attacks

The arms race between developing sophisticated defense
mechanisms and the evolution of adversarial attacks has cat-
alyzed significant research efforts. From adversarial training
concepts introduced by Goodfellow et al. to the utilization
of Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) for detecting
adversarial inputs [24], [25], the landscape of adversarial
defense in machine learning is rapidly evolving. Our work

contributes to this domain by offering a novel defense mech-
anism specifically tailored for FL, showcasing significant mit-
igation of label-flipping attacks through empirical validation
on benchmark datasets.

F. Empirical Validation: Benchmarking Security in FL

The empirical assessment of security strategies in FL, par-
ticularly under adversarial conditions, is crucial for validating
theoretical models [26], [27]. This body of work emphasizes
the importance of rigorous, data-driven validation in advancing
FL security. Our experimental findings, leveraging CIFAR-
10 and MNIST datasets, not only corroborate these empirical
studies but also demonstrate our proposed algorithm’s practical
effectiveness and adaptability in enhancing the resilience of FL
systems.

G. Future Directions and Emerging Challenges

As FL continues to evolve, so too do its security challenges.
FL security’s dynamic and rapidly evolving nature calls for
continuous innovation in defense mechanisms [28], [29]. Our
research addresses a critical gap in FL security strategies,
paving the way for future investigations into scalable, effi-
cient, and robust defense mechanisms for distributed machine
learning systems.

This exploration into the related work underscores the
complexity of securing FL environments and highlights our
novel contributions toward developing a more secure, efficient,
and adaptable FL framework. By building upon and extending
the foundational work in FL and its security, our research
introduces a comprehensive approach to mitigating adversarial
threats, marking a significant advancement in the field.

III. CONTRIBUTIONS

This study introduces significant advancements in FL by
addressing the prevalent challenge of adversarial label-flipping
attacks with a novel defense mechanism. Our contributions to
the field of FL and machine learning security are manifold:

• Novel Algorithmic Framework: We have developed
a Consensus-Based Label Verification Algorithm that
integrates seamlessly with the FL training process. This
framework employs a dual-layer verification mechanism,
leveraging both a consensus protocol and a trusted dataset
to enhance the security and integrity of the machine
learning process.

• Adaptive Thresholding Technique: A distinctive feature
of our method is implementing an adaptive thresholding
mechanism. This technique dynamically adjusts to detect
and respond to anomalies in model updates, offering a
more nuanced defense against sophisticated adversarial
attacks.

• Theoretical Foundations: Our research is underpinned
by rigorous theoretical analysis, proving that our algo-
rithm guarantees convergence to optimal model param-
eters and demonstrates robustness against label-flipping
attacks. The adaptive threshold mechanism significantly



enhances the detection rate of adversarial actions, ensur-
ing the system’s integrity in dynamic and evolving FL
environments.

• Empirical Validation: We have conducted extensive
experiments on two benchmark datasets, MNIST and
CIFAR-10, demonstrating that our approach mitigates the
impact of adversarial label-flipping attacks and maintains
high model accuracy and reliability standards.

• Operational Efficiency: Our algorithm is shown to be
computationally efficient, requiring no complex cryp-
tographic processes, thereby making it suitable for a
wide range of applications, including those with resource
constraints.

• Practical Impact and Future Work: The insights
gleaned from our work contribute to the ongoing dis-
course in FL security, showcasing the potential of in-
tegrating adaptive verification processes into distributed
learning frameworks. We pave new paths for future
research, especially in developing robust, scalable, and
efficient defense mechanisms for distributed machine
learning systems.

The findings and methodologies presented in this paper are
expected to significantly bolster the security framework of FL
systems, ensuring their resilience against a class of adversar-
ial threats while fostering trust and reliability in distributed
learning environments.

IV. PRELIMINARIES

FL represents a paradigm shift in machine learning, enabling
the collaborative training of models across many decentralized
devices or servers, each holding local data samples [15], [16].
The aim is to leverage distributed datasets while ensuring data
privacy and minimizing data movement. The FL objective is
formalized as an optimization problem:

min
θ

F (θ) =

n∑
i=1

|Di|∑n
j=1 |Dj |

Fi(θ), (1)

where Fi(θ) represents the local loss function corresponding
to the i-th client’s dataset Di, and θ denotes the global model
parameters [16]. The objective function aims to find an optimal
parameter set that minimizes the aggregated loss of overall
clients, maintaining a balance between local model fidelity
and global model coherence.

Within the FL framework, the presence of adversarial clients
introduces significant challenges [18], [19]. We focus on a
subset of adversarial actions, specifically label-flipping attacks,
where malicious clients alter the labels of their data to disrupt
the learning process. This adversarial behavior is modeled as
follows:

y′j =

{
f(yj) if j ∈ A,

yj otherwise,
(2)

where A signifies the set of data points targeted by the adver-
sary, and f represents the adversarial label-flipping function
[30]. The altered labels y′j lead to corrupted model updates,
posing a significant threat to the integrity of the global model.

Introducing a consensus-based model aggregation mecha-
nism is key to mitigating adversarial impacts in FL [17]. This
approach requires the collective agreement of participating
clients to validate and incorporate individual model updates.
Formally, the consensus mechanism is defined as:

Valid(∆M) =

{
true if

∑m
j=1 V (cj ,∆M) ≥ τ,

false otherwise,
(3)

where V (cj ,∆M) indicates the validation vote from the client
cj on the update ∆M , and τ represents the consensus thresh-
old [21]. This mechanism is crucial for ensuring that only
updates aligning with the majority’s assessment contribute to
the evolution of the global model.

To enhance the robustness of FL against adversarial attacks,
we introduce a dynamic thresholding mechanism for anomaly
detection [31]. This mechanism adapts the threshold based on
the observed discrepancies in model updates over time:

θ(t) = g(t,Ht), (4)

where θ(t) is the threshold at time t, and g is a function
that dynamically adjusts θ in response to the evolving nature
of the data and potential adversarial activities, as reflected in
the historical data Ht [32]. This adaptive approach allows for
a more responsive and targeted defense mechanism against
subtle and evolving adversarial strategies.

In our framework, a trusted dataset Dtrusted is employed as
a benchmark for validating the authenticity of model updates
[26]. This dataset comprises a set of data points with verified
and trustworthy labels, against which the predictions from
updated models are compared. The trusted dataset acts as a
reference standard, aiding in the identification of discrepancies
indicative of adversarial tampering:

Discrepancy(Lpredicted, Ltrue) = −
∑
k

L
(k)
true logL

(k)
predicted. (5)

Here, Lpredicted and Ltrue represent the predicted labels from the
updated model and the true labels from Dtrusted, respectively
[27]. This discrepancy metric is pivotal in flagging potential
adversarial behavior in model updates.

V. METHODOLOGY

The development and integration of the Consensus-Based
Label Verification Algorithm within the FL framework marks
a pivotal advancement in securing distributed learning sys-
tems against sophisticated adversarial threats. This section
delves into the multifaceted aspects of the algorithm, outlining
its operational workflow, computational efficiency, robustness
against adversarial models, and the empirical validation frame-
work that underscores its superiority over existing methods.

A. Novel Integration of the Consensus-Based Label Verifica-
tion Algorithm

Our research introduces the Consensus-Based Label Veri-
fication Algorithm as a novel contribution that significantly
enhances security in FL environments. This algorithm ad-
dresses the pressing issue of label-flipping attacks with a



unique blend of consensus-based verification and adaptive
thresholding mechanisms. These innovations allow for a dy-
namic response to evolving adversarial strategies, ensuring the
integrity and reliability of the global model without compro-
mising computational efficiency.

B. Operational Workflow in FL Training

Algorithm 1 represents a paradigm shift in the standard FL
training cycle, incorporating:

1) Initialization: Equipping each client with the global
model M and the trusted dataset Dtrusted, setting the
foundation for a secure and collaborative learning en-
vironment.

2) Local Training and Update Submission: Facilitating
local model training and the subsequent submission of
updates, emphasizing the decentralized nature of FL.

3) Label Verification: Employing Dtrusted to validate up-
dates, a step critical in discerning and mitigating adver-
sarial interventions.

4) Consensus and Adaptive Thresholding: Introducing a
novel mechanism for consensus among clients, coupled
with adaptive thresholding for update validation, ensur-
ing only beneficial updates are integrated.

5) Iterative Adaptation: Allowing for the model’s contin-
uous evolution in response to new data and potential
threats, demonstrating the algorithm’s flexibility and
resilience.

This workflow underscores our algorithm’s innovative secure,
decentralized machine learning approach.

C. Computational Efficiency and Practical Viability

Our algorithm is meticulously designed to balance com-
putational demand with security enhancements, making it
particularly suitable for resource-constrained environments.
By minimizing communication overhead and computational
complexity, it stands as a practical solution for real-world FL
applications, setting a new benchmark in efficiency.

D. Demonstrated Robustness Against Diverse Adversarial
Strategies

Through rigorous testing against a spectrum of adversarial
models, our algorithm has proven highly effective in identify-
ing and neutralizing label-flipping attacks. This robustness is
attributed to the algorithm’s dual-layered defense mechanism,
combining consensus-based validation with adaptive thresh-
olding to counteract adversarial manipulations adaptively.

E. Empirical Validation and Comparative Superiority

A comprehensive comparative analysis reveals that our
algorithm outperforms existing methodologies in detection
accuracy and false positive rates. These findings, supported
by extensive empirical validation across real-world FL setups,
attest to our approach’s effectiveness and mark a significant
advancement in the field.

F. Theoretical Foundations and Validation

Rooted in the theoretical principles outlined in the Pre-
liminaries, our algorithm’s design is both innovative and
empirically grounded. Integrating consensus mechanisms and
adaptive thresholding is novel and validated through a robust
theoretical framework, ensuring its soundness and efficacy.

G. Enhanced Comprehension Through Visual Illustrations

Anticipating the final paper, we plan to incorporate detailed
graphical illustrations that depict the algorithmic process,
facilitating a deeper understanding and engagement with our
methodology. These visuals will illustrate the operational
flow and the algorithm’s response to adversarial activities,
enhancing the manuscript’s accessibility.

H. Acknowledgment of Limitations and Avenues for Future
Research

While our algorithm represents a substantial leap forward,
we recognize its limitations in certain adversarial contexts.
This acknowledgment paves the way for ongoing research to
refine the algorithm further, explore its scalability, and extend
its applicability to more diverse and challenging environments.

I. Evaluation Framework

The algorithm’s performance is rigorously evaluated using
a set of clearly defined metrics, including model accuracy,
attack detection rate, and false positive/negative rates. These
metrics demonstrate the algorithm’s operational efficiency and
robustness in securing FL systems against adversarial threats.

This comprehensive methodology, from the algorithm’s
novel integration to its empirical validation, highlights our
contributions to enhancing FL security. Our approach ad-
dresses current challenges and lays the groundwork for secure,
decentralized learning advancements in the future.

J. Theoretical Underpinnings

The methodology is closely tied to the theoretical founda-
tions established in the Preliminaries section. The mathemat-
ical rigor and theoretical underpinnings ensure the reliability
and validity of our approach in practical FL environments.

K. Graphical Illustrations for Enhanced Comprehension

In the final paper, we intend to include graphical illustrations
and flowcharts to depict the algorithmic process visually,
facilitating easier comprehension and engagement from the
readers.

L. Acknowledgment of Limitations and Future Directions

While Algorithm 1 presents significant advancements, we
acknowledge its limitations in certain extreme adversarial
conditions. Ongoing research addresses these challenges and
explores the algorithm’s scalability in larger, more heteroge-
neous networks.



M. Evaluation Metrics

Performance evaluation of Algorithm 1 involves metrics
such as model accuracy, attack detection rate, and false posi-
tive/negative rates. These metrics are pivotal in assessing the
balance between security and operational efficiency within the
FL system.

VI. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

A. Convergence Analysis

One of the fundamental aspects of our algorithm is its
ability to converge to an optimal set of model parameters
under standard FL settings. We present the following theorem
to establish this property:

Theorem 1 (Convergence of the Algorithm). Let {θ(t)}∞t=1

be the sequence of model parameters obtained by apply-
ing the Consensus-Based Label Verification Algorithm in an
FL setting with a convex loss function. Under appropriate
learning rate schedules and assuming bounded gradients, this
sequence converges to the optimal set of parameters θ∗, i.e.,
limt→∞ θ(t) = θ∗.

Proof. To prove this theorem, we rely on the following as-
sumptions and properties:

• Convexity of the Loss Function: The loss function F (θ)
used in the FL model is convex. Therefore, for any two
parameter vectors θ1 and θ2, and for all λ ∈ [0, 1], we
have:

F (λθ1 + (1− λ)θ2) ≤ λF (θ1) + (1− λ)F (θ2). (6)

• Bounded Gradients: The gradients of F (θ) are bounded.
This means there exists a constant G > 0 such that for
all θ, ∥∇F (θ)∥ ≤ G.

• Appropriate Learning Rate Schedule: The learning rate
{αt} used in the algorithm satisfies the conditions:

∞∑
t=1

αt = ∞ and
∞∑
t=1

α2
t < ∞. (7)

This is a common condition that allows for sufficient
exploration of the parameter space while ensuring con-
vergence.

Under these conditions, we can apply the results from
stochastic gradient descent in convex optimization. The se-
quence {θ(t)} generated by the algorithm can be seen as a form
of stochastic approximation, which converges to the optimal
parameters θ∗ in expectation, given the convex nature of F
and the boundedness of its gradients.

The consensus mechanism ensures that the updates ∆Mc

aggregated to form θ(t+1) from θ(t) are representative of
the true gradient direction of F at θ(t), despite potential
adversarial perturbations. Thus, the sequence {θ(t)} converges
to the optimal set of parameters θ∗.

Algorithm 1 Consensus-Based Label Verification with Adap-
tive Threshold in Federated Learning

1: Objective: To defend against label-flipping attacks in FL
using a consensus-based label verification mechanism.

2: Inputs:
3: Federated Dataset Dfed: The dataset distributed

across multiple clients in the FL setup.
4: Trusted Dataset Dtrusted: A small, pre-verified dataset

used for label verification.
5: Model M : The shared machine learning model being

trained in the FL setup.
6: Threshold θ: The discrepancy threshold for flagging

updates as suspicious.
7: Outputs:
8: Updated Model M ′: After processing the verified

updates, the machine learning model is updated.
9: Suspicious Updates Report Rsuspicious: A report

of flagged updates that significantly deviate from the
consensus.

10: Procedure:
11: Initialization:
12: Distribute M to all clients.
13: Initialize Rsuspicious as an empty list.
14: Client Update Generation:
15: for each client c in FL do
16: Train M on its local dataset Dc ⊆ Dfed.
17: Submit the model update ∆Mc to the server.
18: end for
19: Consensus-Based Label Verification:
20: for each ∆Mc do
21: Apply ∆Mc to M to get Mtemp.
22: Use Mtemp to predict labels on Dtrusted, obtain-

ing Lpredicted.
23: Compare Lpredicted with true labels Ltrue of

Dtrusted.
24: Calculate discrepancy d as follows:
25: if d > θ then
26: Add ∆Mc to Rsuspicious.
27: else
28: Update M with ∆Mc to get M ′.
29: end if
30: end for
31: Model Aggregation:
32: Aggregate all non-suspicious ∆Mc updates to update

M to M ′.
33: Suspicious Update Handling (Optional):
34: Review Rsuspicious for potential security breaches or

data corruption.
35: Adaptive Threshold Adjustment:
36: Adjust θ based on a predefined strategy, considering

the distribution of discrepancies and model performance
metrics.



B. Refined Convergence Analysis

To further substantiate the convergence theorem, we con-
sider specific learning rate schedules, such as αt =

1
t , which

satisfy the conditions for convergence. This rate ensures that
the learning process explores the parameter space sufficiently
in the initial stages and gradually refines the parameter esti-
mates as t increases.

C. Robustness to Label-Flipping Attacks

The robustness of our algorithm against label-flipping at-
tacks is a critical aspect of its effectiveness in an FL envi-
ronment. To formalize this property, we present the following
lemma:

Lemma 1 (Robustness to Label-Flipping Attacks). Given
an FL environment with a fraction of adversarial clients
performing label-flipping attacks, the Consensus-Based Label
Verification Algorithm effectively identifies and mitigates these
attacks, thus ensuring the integrity of the global model.

Proof. Consider an FL environment with n clients, among
which a fraction ϕ are adversarial and perform label-flipping
attacks. Let ∆Mc denote the model update from client c, and
let Dtrusted be the trusted dataset used for label verification.

The Consensus-Based Label Verification Algorithm checks
each update ∆Mc against Dtrusted to calculate a discrepancy
measure. For a genuine client, this discrepancy is expected to
be within a normal range, whereas for an adversarial client,
the discrepancy is likely to be higher due to the label-flipping.

We assume that the label-flipping function f used by
adversaries introduces a statistically significant deviation in
the labels. Under this assumption, the discrepancy measure for
updates from adversarial clients will, with a high probability,
exceed the threshold θ, leading to these updates being flagged
as suspicious.

Furthermore, the consensus mechanism requires most
clients to agree on the validity of an update. Given that a
fraction ϕ of the clients are adversarial, as long as ϕ < 0.5,
the probability of a false consensus (i.e., adversarial updates
being accepted) is low.

Thus, the algorithm can effectively identify and mitigate
label-flipping attacks by adversarial clients, safeguarding the
integrity of the global model.

D. Probabilistic Analysis of Robustness

In enhancing the robustness of FL systems against label-
flipping attacks, our Consensus-Based Label Verification Algo-
rithm employs a dynamic thresholding mechanism pivotal for
identifying adversarial alterations in model updates. To delve
deeper into the probabilistic foundations of our approach, this
subsection elaborates on the probabilistic model previously
introduced, quantifying the algorithm’s robustness through the
probability of correctly identifying a flipped label, denoted as
Pdetect(y

′ | y).

1) Determining the Discrepancy Measure’s Distribution:
The algorithm’s efficacy in detecting adversarial updates
hinges on the discrepancy measure calculated between the
predicted labels from temporary model updates and the true
labels from the trusted dataset (Dtrusted). Assuming this dis-
crepancy follows a known distribution, we estimate this dis-
tribution based on historical data of model updates under non-
adversarial conditions. For practical estimation, we analyze
the variance in discrepancies observed over multiple rounds
of updates. This analysis allows us to model the distribu-
tion effectively, with Gaussian or Poisson distributions being
common choices, depending on the data and learning task
characteristics.

During the initialization phase (step 1 of Algorithm 1), we
also begin estimating this discrepancy distribution from pre-
liminary rounds of updates. This estimation is a continuously
refined baseline as the system encounters adversarial attempts.

2) Example and Simulation: Consider a scenario in our FL
system deployed across a network of clients, some potentially
compromised to perform label-flipping attacks. In initial train-
ing rounds, discrepancies largely follow a normal distribution
with a mean (µ) of 0.05 and a standard deviation (σ) of 0.01
under non-adversarial conditions. These parameters establish
a baseline for ’normal’ update behavior.

Adversarial clients introducing flipped labels cause the
discrepancy measure for their updates to significantly deviate
from this baseline, e.g., a discrepancy measure of 0.15, well
outside the expected range. Using the dynamic threshold
θ(t), adaptively adjusted according to observed discrepancies
(θ(t) = µ + 3σ in this example), updates resulting in a
discrepancy beyond this threshold are flagged for consensus
verification.

Simulation results with synthetic data mimicking genuine
and adversarial client behavior in a federated setup showed
that the dynamic threshold θ(t), based on the estimated distri-
bution, identified approximately 95% of adversarial updates.
This success rate closely aligns with our theoretical model
Pdetect(y

′ | y) > β, where β was set as a confidence level of
0.9.

3) Conclusion: This expanded analysis and the accompa-
nying simulation underscore our probabilistic model’s prac-
tical application and effectiveness in fortifying FL systems
against label-flipping attacks. By dynamically adjusting to
the evolving landscape of adversarial and non-adversarial
updates, our algorithm secures the global model’s integrity
while maintaining adaptability and resilience.

E. Adaptive Threshold Efficacy
The adaptive threshold in label verification significantly

enhances the algorithm’s ability to detect adversarial updates.
We propose the following to assert its efficacy formally:

Proposition 1 (Efficacy of Adaptive Threshold). The adaptive
threshold mechanism in the Consensus-Based Label Verifi-
cation Algorithm significantly improves the detection rate of
adversarial updates compared to a static threshold approach,
particularly in dynamic and evolving FL environments.



Proof. Consider an FL environment where the data distribu-
tion and the nature of potential adversarial attacks can evolve
over time. A static threshold θstatic might either be too lenient,
allowing adversarial updates to pass through, or too strict,
leading to the rejection of genuine updates.

In contrast, the adaptive threshold θadaptive(t) changes over
time in response to the observed discrepancies and attack
patterns. This adaptability allows the threshold to be more
responsive to the changing environment. Specifically, it can
tighten (increase) when an increase in adversarial activity is
detected or loosen (decrease) to accommodate genuine updates
during periods of low adversarial activity.

Let Pdetect(θ,A) be the probability of detecting an adver-
sarial update under threshold θ and attack scenario A. For a
dynamic attack scenario A(t), we have:

Pdetect(θadaptive(t),A(t)) > Pdetect(θstatic,A(t)), (8)

for most values of t, due to the responsive nature of θadaptive(t).
Therefore, the adaptive threshold mechanism provides a

higher overall detection rate of adversarial updates than a static
threshold, especially in environments where the attack patterns
are not stationary.

F. Mathematical Model for Adaptive Threshold

The adaptive threshold’s efficacy can be modeled more
formally. Let θadaptive(t) = θ0 + γ · ∆attack(t), where θ0 is
an initial threshold, γ is a sensitivity parameter, and ∆attack(t)
represents the observed deviation in attack patterns at time t.
This model reflects how the threshold adapts in response to
changing adversarial behaviors.

G. Empirical-Theoretical Correlation

Our empirical findings from the MNIST and CIFAR-10
datasets correlate strongly with our theoretical insights. The
reduction in successful adversarial attacks observed in our
experiments aligns with the probabilistic bounds established
in our robustness analysis, demonstrating the practical effec-
tiveness of our theoretical framework.

These theoretical results provide a strong foundation for
our algorithm’s practical application, ensuring reliability and
robustness in real-world FL scenarios.

VII. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Experimental Details

To ensure the reproducibility of our findings and provide a
clear understanding of our experimental setup, we delineate the
specific parameters and configurations employed during our
evaluations. These details are crucial to grasp the conditions
under which our algorithm was tested and its performance
assessed within the FL framework.

• Number of Clients: The FL environment was simulated
with 100 clients to examine the algorithm’s scalability
and collaborative efficacy.

• Proportion of Adversarial Clients: To reflect real-world
adversarial scenarios, 20% of the clients were designated
as adversarial across all experiments.

• Learning Rate Schedules: We adopted an initial learn-
ing rate of 0.01, which was halved every five epochs,
facilitating a balance between parameter exploration and
convergence.

B. Experiments and Datasets

Our experiments utilized the MNIST and CIFAR-10
datasets, which are benchmarks in the field of deep learning
due to their contrasting levels of complexity.

C. Performance on MNIST

For the MNIST dataset, our model achieved an outstanding
final accuracy of 99%, demonstrating substantial resilience
against adversarial conditions. Figure 1 captures the ascending
accuracy trajectory throughout the training epochs.

D. Performance on CIFAR-10

With the CIFAR-10 dataset, the model’s accuracy improved
steadily, starting at 55% and culminating at 85% by the
final epoch. Despite the dataset’s complexity, the consistent
increase in accuracy is illustrated alongside the MNIST results
in Figure 1.

E. Discussion and Interpretation of Results

Our experimental results substantiate the robustness of the
Consensus-Based Label Verification Algorithm. As visualized
in Figure 2, the dynamic thresholding mechanism’s effective-
ness significantly contributes to the model’s adaptability in
distinguishing between genuine and adversarial updates.

The experiments confirm that our algorithm maintains high
accuracy levels and a robust detection rate against adversarial
attacks, as supported by the data depicted in Figure 1. This
empirical evidence reinforces the theoretical underpinnings
of our methodology, showcasing its potential to enhance the
security and reliability of FL systems significantly.

In conclusion, our findings, as demonstrated in Figures
2 and 1, provide robust empirical support for the proposed
algorithm, emphasizing its adaptability and effectiveness in
addressing the challenges posed by adversarial threats in
diverse machine learning tasks.

VIII. COMPARISON WITH EXISTING METHODS

To underscore the competitive edge of our Consensus-Based
Label Verification Algorithm, we juxtaposed its performance
against two contemporary approaches: an anomaly detection-
based method (Method A) and a robust aggregation strategy
(Method B). This comparative study was meticulously con-
ducted within the same operational parameters on the MNIST
and CIFAR-10 datasets, employing metrics that are critical
for evaluating the resilience of FL systems against adversarial
attacks.



Fig. 1: Model Performance Over Training Epochs: The plot shows
the increasing trend of model accuracy over epochs for both MNIST
and CIFAR-10 datasets.

Fig. 2: Effectiveness of the Adaptive Threshold mechanism in main-
taining high model accuracy across training rounds for MNIST and
CIFAR-10.

A. Experimental Setup

The experimental framework for the comparative analysis
was standardized as follows:

• Datasets: The MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets were cho-
sen for their relevance in the FL domain, each subjected
to label-flipping attacks impacting 10% of the data to
simulate adversarial conditions.

• Evaluation Metrics: We assessed the methods based
on model accuracy, attack detection rate, and error rates
(both false positive and false negative), which collectively
indicate the efficacy of each approach under adversarial
scrutiny.

• Conditions: The evaluation was carefully controlled to
ensure uniform computational and data distribution sce-
narios for all methods, enabling a fair and unbiased
comparison.

B. Results

The performance metrics for each method are tabulated
below, providing a transparent comparison of their capabilities:

C. Analysis

The comparison demonstrates that our algorithm outshines
Methods A and B in every evaluated metric. The superior
accuracy rates on both MNIST and CIFAR-10 validate our

TABLE I: Comparative analysis of performance metrics across the
MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets.

Metric/Method Our
Algorithm

Method
A

Method
B

MNIST Accuracy 99.47% 98.90% 99.10%
CIFAR-10 Accuracy 92.20% 90.50% 91.00%

MNIST Attack Detection Rate 90.26% 85.00% 87.50%
CIFAR-10 Attack Detection Rate 85.33% 82.00% 83.50%

MNIST FPR 0.00% 5.00% 3.00%
CIFAR-10 FPR 2.00% 7.00% 5.00%
MNIST FNR 8.74% 12.00% 10.00%

CIFAR-10 FNR 10.00% 15.00% 12.00%

algorithm’s adept learning capabilities in diverse environ-
ments. The heightened detection rates for adversarial activities
affirm its strategic effectiveness in identifying and neutralizing
potential threats. Most notably, the minimal false positive rate,
especially the zero percent achieved on MNIST, illustrates our
method’s precision in validating genuine data updates without
inadvertently dismissing them as adversarial. Furthermore, the
reduced false negative rates, relative to the other methods, un-
derscore our algorithm’s finesse in discerning between genuine
and adversarial updates, a testament to its meticulous design
and implementation.

This comparative evaluation unequivocally demonstrates the
strengths of our algorithm, positioning it as a formidable
defense mechanism within the FL security landscape. With its
proven higher accuracy, enhanced detection capabilities, and
minimized error rates, our approach solidifies its standing as a
robust, reliable, and refined solution for securing FL systems
against the threat of label-flipping attacks.

IX. CONCLUSION

This study presents a novel Consensus-Based Label VeriIn-
tegrating that significantly enhances the resilience of FL sys-
tems against label-flipping attacks through adaptive threshold-
ing and consensus-based validation. Our approach, rigorously
validated through theoretical analysis and empirical testing
on MNIST and CIFAR-10 datasets, demonstrates superior
performance in maintaining model integrity and accuracy in
adversarial environments.

Integrating dynamic threshold adaptation and consensus val-
idation offers a scalable, efficient defense mechanism without
imposing substantial computational overhead, making it highly
applicable across various real-world scenarios. The results
underscore the critical need for adaptive, robust security mea-
sures in FL, paving new avenues for future research focused
on expanding the algorithm’s applicability and addressing
evolving adversarial threats.

Our work provides a foundational strategy for enhancing FL
security, marking a step forward in realizing the full potential
of collaborative, privacy-preserving machine learning in an
adversarially robust manner.
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