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Abstract. Personalized Federated Learning (PFL) aims to acquire cus-
tomized models for each client without disclosing raw data by leveraging
the collective knowledge of distributed clients. However, the data col-
lected in real-world scenarios is likely to follow a long-tailed distribution.
For example, in the medical domain, it is more common for the number
of general health notes to be much larger than those specifically related
to certain diseases. The presence of long-tailed data can significantly de-
grade the performance of PFL models. Additionally, due to the diverse
environments in which each client operates, data heterogeneity is also
a classic challenge in federated learning. In this paper, we explore the
joint problem of global long-tailed distribution and data heterogeneity in
PFL and propose a method called Expert Collaborative Learning (ECL)
to tackle this problem. Specifically, each client has multiple experts, and
each expert has a different training subset, which ensures that each class,
especially the minority classes, receives sufficient training. Multiple ex-
perts collaborate synergistically to produce the final prediction output.
Without special bells and whistles, the vanilla ECL outperforms other
state-of-the-art PFL methods on several benchmark datasets under dif-
ferent degrees of data heterogeneity and long-tailed distribution.

Keywords: Personalized Federated Learning · Long-Tailed Data · Non-
IID Data · Federated Expert Collaboration.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, deep learning technology has made incredible progress in vari-
ous fields, such as computer vision and natural language processing [1]. A com-
mon way of constructing deep learning models involves collecting training data
from various devices and training the models on a specific server. However, with
growing concerns about the security of user data privacy, centralized training
methods are not suitable for certain cross-organizational collaborative training
tasks. Federated Learning (FL) [2] has emerged as a distributed machine learn-
ing framework, allowing collaborative training of models across multiple clients
while safeguarding user data privacy. In FL, data is stored locally on each client
and cannot be directly transmitted. Instead, the global model serves as the ini-
tialization model of each client, flowing among these clients. Updates from clients
are then aggregated to obtain the global model for the next round on the server
side [3]. FL aims to optimize a global model that can be regarded as an “average”
across all clients. However, during FL training, one major practical challenge is
data heterogeneity. Local data generated or collected by different clients may
come from various sources, which results in diverse distribution between clients.
In this case, training a single global model may struggle to efficiently adapt to
the diverse data distributions across all clients.

In the literature, many works have delved into attaining “personalized mod-
els” for each client to alleviate potential client drift caused by heterogeneous
data and most of them can achieve excellent personalized performance for each
client [4,5,6,7,8,9]. However, these methods typically assume a balanced global
data distribution. In real-world applications, collected data often exhibits a long-
tailed distribution, where most classes have very few samples (referred to as
tailed classes), while a few classes contain the majority of samples (referred to
as head classes) [10]. It is reasonable to take into account the presence of a
long-tailed distribution in PFL. In a PFL setting characterized by both data
heterogeneity and a globally long-tail distribution, the majority of clients often
are in extremely imbalanced states. This imbalance leads to a significant de-
cline in the overall performance of personalized models. Specifically, due to data
heterogeneity, there may be significant differences in the imbalance distribution
among different clients. The imbalance rates or minority classes may vary across
clients and diverge from the global distribution. In this case, the global model
is underrepresented in global-tailed classes due to the scarcity of samples and
can only contribute limited knowledge to PFL models in identifying global-tailed
classes. In addition, PFL models may also overfit some classes with a small num-
ber of samples of each client, resulting in poor PFL model performance. So, it
becomes exceptionally challenging to learn personalized models in the PFL set-
ting with long-tailed data, especially for the tailed classes. FedAFA [11] proposes
to utilize the data from the majority classes of each client to generate adversarial
features for its minority classes. Although it provides a solution for PFL on the
joint problem, its performance is severely affected by the network architecture
and layers employed for adversarial augmentation, resulting in weak robustness.
Furthermore, due to privacy considerations, the global long-tailed distribution
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is unknown. Many long-tailed learning methods [12,13] cannot be directly em-
ployed to tackle this issue.

In this paper, we propose an Expert Collaborative Learning (ECL) framework
to address the joint problem of data heterogeneity and long-tailed distribution
in PFL. Importantly, our method does not necessitate additional information
beyond the standard FL setup, such as the label distribution for each client,
ensuring privacy security to a large degree. Specifically, we allocate multiple ex-
pert models to each client, and each expert is assigned a distinct training subset.
Compared to the degree of imbalance in the corresponding client, the imbalance
within each expert is relatively smaller, which enables each class to receive suf-
ficient attention and training. Especially, minority classes can also become the
dominant class for specific experts and be well-trained. Each expert specializes in
predicting specific categories. By combining the predictive strengths of each ex-
pert, we form the final prediction outputs. Therefore, our approach is simple yet
effective and demonstrates robustness to network architecture. We conduct ex-
periments on various heterogeneous and long-tailed benchmarks, and the results
show that ECL outperforms the state-of-the-art PFL and long-tailed methods.

2 Related work

2.1 Personalized Federated Learning

Due to the non-IID data distribution among clients, the single global model can-
not adapt to the distribution of each client [14]. PFL can provide a customized
model for each client. A series of works have been proposed about PFL, which
are mainly two strategies [15]. The first strategy is Global Model Personalization,
whose aim is to personalize the trained global FL model through a local adapta-
tion step. Some methods, such as [16,5], utilize data augmentation techniques to
generate additional data for each client to produce an IID dataset. Another line
of research focuses on the design of FL client selection mechanisms for sampling
from a more homogeneous distribution [17,18]. Furthermore, Ditto [19] adds a
regularization term on the local optimization objective, which encourages the
personalized models to be close to the optimal global model. FedBN [20] pro-
poses to keep the Batch Normalization layers on the client and exclude it from
federated aggregation.

The second strategy is Learning Personalized Models, aiming to modify the
FL model aggregation process. The parameter decoupling method is an intu-
itive and effective approach in PFL. It entails partitioning the overall model
parameters into global and personalized components. Personalized parameters
are trained locally on the clients and are not shared with the FL server. FedPer
[21] retains the classifier parameters as personalized parameters and the parame-
ters of the feature extractor as globally shared parameters. Instead, LG-FedAvg
[22] shares the global classifier parameters and retains the feature extractor as
personalized parameters. PFLEGO [23] is based on the framework of FedPer and
improves the optimization process. CD2-pFed [6] uses channel decoupling to di-
vide model parameters into global and personalized ones by channel. pFedLA [24]
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leverages hypernetworks to train layer aggregation parameters for each client to
acquire personalized models. Additionally, PFL methods based on knowledge dis-
tillation, such as [25,26], achieve promising performance by acquiring a stronger
global model or directly assisting in obtaining improved personalized models.
However, these methods assume a balanced global data distribution. When the
global distribution follows a long-tailed pattern, the insufficient samples for tail
classes result in inadequate learning for these classes, leading to a sharp decline
in the performance of personalized models. Recent works [27,28] have been pro-
posed to deal with Federated long-tailed problems. However, the personalized
federated long-tailed problem is still an area that requires further exploration.
Though FedAFA [11] has been proposed to solve the problem of data hetero-
geneity and long-tailed distribution in PFL through feature augmentation, it is
severely affected by the network architecture and layers used for adversarial aug-
mentation. In this paper, we explore this issue and provide a simple yet effective
algorithm for tackling it through expert collaboration.

2.2 Long-Tailed Visual Recognition

Long-tailed visual recognition aims to improve the accuracy of tailed classes
while minimizing the damage to the accuracy of head classes. Re-balancing is the
most common practice in long-tailed visual recognition, which aims to re-balance
the distribution by over-sampling tailed classes, under-sampling head classes,
or re-weighting the cost function according to the frequency or importance of
samples [29,12,13,30]. Specifically, BBN [30] finds that the re-balancing method
would damage the classifier learning to a certain extent and provides a bilateral
branch network to remedy it. Other methods include adopting logit adjustment
by post-processing the model prediction according to class frequencies [31,32].
cRT [33] improved the model’s performance by decoupling the model into feature
learning and classifier learning to obtain better representation learning. More-
over, data augmentations can help re-balance the distribution by transferring
head classes information to tailed classes [34], generating tailed classes’ features
by estimating the distribution of tailed classes [35], or using prior knowledge
[36]. The current methods based on augmentation can be divided into sample
level and feature level. SHIKE [10] fuses the features of the shallow parts and
the deep part in each expert to improve representation in the first stage and
utilizes the balanced softmax cross-entropy [37] to retrain the classifier in the
second stage.

Recently, methods based on a mixture of experts (MoE) have shown the po-
tential to improve performance by leveraging the knowledge of multiple models.
LFME [38] divides long-tailed data into different groups for different experts to
reduce the imbalance. NCL [39] combines self-supervised contrastive and knowl-
edge distillation to train multiple complete networks to handle long-tailed dis-
tributions. Nevertheless, most of them are proposed for centralized training and
require global class distribution. During FL training, it is infeasible to gather
the class distribution of each client to obtain the global class distribution, which
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makes the vast majority of long-tail learning methods not applicable to FL sce-
narios.

3 Proposed Method

3.1 Problem Setting

In this paper, we adopt a typical PFL system with K clients participating in the
training process by holding their respective local datasets D = {D1,D2, · · · DK}
with Dk = {(xi, yi)}nk

i=1 for client k, where xi represents the i-th sample, yi ∈
{1, 2, · · ·C} is the corresponding label, and nk is the number of samples. Let
nc be the number of samples of class c, we have nc = ΣK

i=1n
c
k, and nc

k is the
number of samples of class c in client k. In this paper, we consider D as a long-
tailed distribution. Without loss of generality, we follow the common long-tailed
distribution setting where the number of training data decreases as the class
index increases, i.e., n1 > n2 > · · · > nk. Let ϕw denote the global model
with parameters w, which consists of two components: (1) a feature extractor f ,
where we use ResNet[40] as an example, f has several learnable blocks and map
each example x to a d-dim vector. (2) a classifier h, which is composed of a fully
connected layer and outputs predictive logits of feature vectors. FedAvg [2] is
the most used FL algorithm, and it is the foundation of most PFL methods. In
round t, clients participating in federated training download w from the server
and update w using local data. Take client k as an example:

wt+1
k = wt

k − λ∇Lk

(
Dk;w

t
k

)
. (1)

After local updating, clients in the set of St upload the updated model wt
k, and

the server aggregate uploaded models by average weights:

wt+1 =
∑
k∈St

|Dk|
Σi∈St |Di|

wt+1
k , (2)

where St represents the clients participating in the training in round t.

3.2 The ECL Framework

Given the limited data on each client, which is insufficient for training a high-
performance model individually, personalized federated learning is based on fed-
erated training. It aims to utilize the knowledge of other clients to help train
personalized models while protecting the privacy of each client’s data. ECL is
a simple yet effective method based on FedAvg to help train personalized ex-
pert models by fully utilizing the backbone network of the global model as a
carrier of ”knowledge” for other clients. It is based on the following intuitions.
Firstly, the global model is trained indirectly on all local datasets, which results
in better generalization and robustness than training on each client’s local data
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Fig. 1. The framework of proposed ECL on each client.

alone. Second, the classifier is more negatively affected by long-tailed distribu-
tions, while the impact on the feature extractor’s representational ability is less
[30,33]. This observation holds in federated learning of heterogeneous and long-
tailed distributions [27]. Leveraging the backbone network of the global model
obtained through the FedAvg method is both reasonable and feasible in the
training process of personalized models. Additionally, our approach is orthogo-
nal to the training of the global model, where FedAvg can also be substituted
with other methods capable of obtaining superior feature representations.

The framework of ECL on client-sides is illustrated in Fig. 1. ECL consists of
two stages. In Phase I, we leverage FedAvg to obtain a converged global model. In
Phase II, we aim to acquire personalized expert models. Specifically, we assign
multiple expert models for each client, with these expert models sharing the
same architecture as the global model, only reusing the backbone network of the
global model. We sort each client’s data based on sample count in descending
order and sequentially divide it into different groups, each serving as the training
dataset for the corresponding expert. In this context, each expert exhibits a
notably smaller degree of imbalance when compared to the imbalance present
within the corresponding client, which ensures adequate training for every class.
Particularly, minority classes also have the potential to become the dominant
class for a specific expert, receiving more attention and effective training. The
global model exhibits good generalization and robustness, but its classifier is
more attuned to the global data distribution. Hence, we retrain the classifier
of the global model. During the inference process, we combine the predicted
logits from the retrained classifier of the global model with the predicted logits
from multiple expert models to obtain the final prediction output. Next, three
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Algorithm 1 : Training process of ECL

Input: Communication round T ; Local epochs R; Initial global model w0; Personalized
expert model collection

{
v1
k,v

2
k, · · · ,vM

k

}
, where, k ∈ [K], M represents the number

of expert models, K represents the collection of clients
Return:

{
wT

k ,v
1
k,v

2
k, · · · ,vM

k

}
k ∈ [K]

1: Phase I:
2: for t = 0 to T − 1 do
3: Randomly select a group of clients St and distribute wt to the selected clients;
4: for Client k ∈ St in parallel do
5: wt

k,0 ← wt;
6: for r = 0 to R− 1 do
7: Update wt

k,r by using Eq. (1);
8: end for
9: Upload wt+1

k to the server;
10: end for
11: Obtain wt+1 on the server by using Eq. (2);
12: end for
13: Phase II:
14: for Client k ∈ K in parallel do
15: Group the client’s data according to the data grouping method in Section 3.2

|C1 ∪ C2 ∪ . . . ∪ CM |;
16: Use the global model wT obtained in Phase I to initialize the expert models;
17: Update the global modelwT

k by using Eq. (3);
18: for Each expert model m in parallel do
19: Update vm

k by using Eq. (4) and the corresponding dataset Cm;
20: end for
21: end for

key steps in ECL, namely, Data Grouping, Personalized Multi-Expert Model
Optimization, and Multi-expert Output Aggregation in the inference stage, will
be elucidated in detail.

Data grouping. For the k-th client, assuming its dataset comprises a total of C
classes, and there are M expert models involved in training. We sort the dataset
Dk in descending order based on the sample quantity of each class. Each expert
is assigned a training subset Ci, where |C1 ∪ C2 ∪ . . . ∪ CM | = C and Ci ∩ Cj = ∅.
Without loss of generality, we assume that C is a multiple of K, and each Ci
corresponds to a continuous range of C

K classes.

Personalized Multi-Expert Model Optimization. In Phase II, we train
and learn personalized expert models for each client based on the global model
obtained in Phase I. Specifically, since the backbone network of the global model
encapsulates rich ’knowledge’ from other clients, we use the backbone network
parameters of the global model to initialize the backbone network of the expert
models. For the global model, assuming it is on client k, we retrain the classifier
using the entire dataset Dk for a balanced classifier tailored to the local distri-
bution of client k. Therefore, we freeze the backbone network parameters and
utilize the Balanced Softmax Cross Entropy (BSCE) [37] as the loss function
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Lbsce to optimize the classifier:

Lbsce = −
M∑

m=1

log

(
ny
k exp (z

m)

ΣC
j=1n

j
k exp

(
zmj
)) . (3)

For the expert models, we assign different subsets for each expert. Taking ResNet
as an example, we typically update only the last residual block and the classifier
layer for the majority of expert models. However, for expert models with tailed
class data for the client, usually the last expert (M -th expert) we update only
the classifier parameters using a class-balanced local dataset CM . We update the
expert models using the following cross-entropy loss function:

Lce = −
M∑

m=1

log

(
exp (zm)

ΣC
j=1 exp

(
zmj
)) . (4)

Multi-expert Output Aggregation. In the reference stage, the output logits
of expert models are z, which is adjusted to z̄.

z̄ =
∥u∥2

∥u0∥2
· z, (5)

where ∥u∥ and ∥u0∥ are the L2 norm of the classifier weights of the expert model
and global model, respectively. Finally, the corresponding expert and the global
model jointly obtain the prediction logits of class c by

oc = λz̄c + (1− λ) zc
0, (6)

where oc is the aggregated logits, zc
0 is the output logit of class c by the global

model. λ is the scaling factor. When λ = 0, the final logit of class c is the
prediction output of the global model. When λ = 1, it is the predicted output of
the corresponding expert model. Our algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Setup

We evaluate ECL using the image classification dataset. CIFAR10/100-LT
are subsets of the original CIFAR10/100 dataset [41] with long-tailed distri-
bution. FashionMNIST-LT and tiny-ImageNet200-LT are also subsets of
FashionMNIST [42] and tiny-ImageNet200 [43] with long-tailed distribution, re-
spectively. The dataset tiny-ImageNet200 contains 200 classes with 500 images
for each class in the training set, 50 images for each class in the validation set,
and 10, 000 images in the testing set without labels. The Imbalance Factor (IF)
controls the degree of data imbalance in the dataset. In this paper, we shape
long-tailed distribution with IF = 10, 50, and 100 for CIFAR10/100-LT, IF =
10 for tiny-ImageNet200-LT and IF=10 and 100 for FashionMNIST-LT.
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Table 1. Top-1 test accuracy (%) for ECL and compared PFL methods on
CIFAR10/100-LT with different IFs. (·) indicates the comparison to the Local, where
increase and decrease are represented by green and red,respectively. The results of ECL
are presented in bold.

Dataset CIFAR10-LT CIFAR100-LT

IF 10 50 100 10 50 100

Local 52.88 49.06 47.86 21.93 22.15 22.56

FedAvg-FT [14] 53.75 50.33 50.47 25.09 27.17 26.02

(+0.87) (+1.27) (+2.61) (+3.16) (+5.02) (+3.46)

LG-FedAvg [22] 53.44 49.55 47.99 21.26 22.70 22.15

(+0.56) (+0.49) (+0.13) (-0.67) (+0.55) (-0.41)

FedPer [21] 69.51
(+16.63)

64.13
(+15.07)

62.44
(+14.58)

34.07
(+12.14)

34.31
(+12.16)

34.28
(+11.72)

Ditto [19] 75.37
(+22.49)

66.30
(+17.24)

62.93
(+15.07)

52.85
(+30.92)

49.32
(+27.17)

48.04
(+25.48)

FedLC [46] 71.06
(+18.18)

59.85
(+10.79)

57.66
(+9.8)

48.51
(+26.58)

43.39
(+21.24)

42.31
(+19.75)

FED-RoD [45] 58.49
(+5.61)

54.20
(+5.14)

51.70
(+3.84)

32.70
(+10.77)

30.65
(+8.5)

29.27
(+6.71)

FedBN [20] 68.90
(+16.02)

59.77
(+10.71)

59.54
(+11.68)

43.60
(+21.27)

41.34
(+19.19)

39.73
(+17.17)

pFedLA [24] 61.24
(+8.36)

61.04
(+11.98)

63.08
(+15.22)

47.96
(+26.03)

47.87
(+25.72)

48.72
(+26.16)

FedAvg+LWS [33] 74.58
(+21.70)

62.88
(+13.82)

59.00
(+11.14)

53.34
(+31.41)

49.92
(+27.77)

45.83
(+23.27)

FedAvg+τ -norm [33] 79.60
(+26.72)

69.41
(+20.35)

63.52
(+15.66)

55.73
(+33.80)

51.28
(+29.13)

47.47
(+24.91)

FedAFA [11] 67.08
(+14.20)

62.55
(+13.49)

59.70
(+11.84)

37.71
(+15.78)

38.82
(+16.67)

36.83
(+14.27)

ECL (2 experts) 86.32
(+33.44)

79.45
(+30.39)

76.26
(+28.40)

62.46
(+40.53)

61.21
(+39.06)

57.96
(+35.40)

ECL (3 experts) 85.74
(+32.86)

78.98
(+29.92)

75.41
(+27.55)

61.49
(+39.56)

58.78
(+36.63)

55.98
(+33.42)

We employ ResNet-32 [30] as the backbone network for tiny-ImageNet200-
LT and CIFAR datasets, a simple CNN with two convolutional layers and three
fully connected layers as the backbone network For FashionMNIST-LT. We use
the Dirichlet distribution with the hyperparameter α to simulate the degree of
data heterogeneity, as done in [44]. We set α = 0.2 without special instruc-
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Table 2. Top-1 test accuracy (%) for compared PFL methods and ECL on
FashionMNIST-LT and tiny-ImageNet200-LT with different IFs and α. The last col-
umn (IF = 10∗) is the result on tiny-ImageNet200-LT.

Method
IF = 10 IF = 100 IF = 10∗

α = 0.2 α = 0.2 α = 0.8 α = 1.0 α = 0.2

Local 75.15 73.19 80.00 80.36 15.36

FedAvg-FT 81.28 81.68 84.62 85.61 19.21

FedPer 82.42 81.07 84.10 85.27 22.40

FedAvg+LWS 87.58 82.91 87.43 86.63 28.09

FedAvg+τ -norm 89.12 84.98 88.29 87.83 20.40

ECL (2 experts) 91.49 89.17 89.70 90.19 35.84

tions. We adopt an SGD optimizer with a learning rate of 0.1, a momentum
of 0.9, and a weight decay of 5 × 10−4 for the first 200 rounds. In the 200-th
round, we change the learning rate to 0.01. The total number of global com-
munication rounds is 500. We set the total number of clients at 20, with only
10 clients randomly selected for CIFAR datasets and FashionMNIST-LT and 8
clients for tiny-ImageNet200-LT in each round. Unless specified otherwise, the
hyperparameters λ = 1/2.

4.2 Comparison with the State-of-the-art Methods

Results on CIFAR10/100-LT. The comparison results are summarized in
Table 1. It can be seen that ECL with both two and three expert models achieve
similar superior performance, outperforming existing state-of-the-art PFL meth-
ods. Among them, using two expert models yielded the best results, primarily
because, with highly heterogeneous data and long-tail distributions where each
client has fewer categories, employing two expert models adequately ensures
comprehensive training for each class within the local client. Local training unex-
pectedly achieves almost the worst results due to a lack of generalization perfor-
mance. Other PFL methods may not yield the best results as they only consider
the impact of data heterogeneity without considering the influence of long-tailed
distribution. Although long-tailed methods applied to the framework of PFL
achieve good performance, they still have a certain gap with ECL. FedAFA ad-
dresses the problems of long-tailed data in PFL through feature augmentation.
However, the performance of FedAFA is not robust and is not as good as ECL.

To demonstrate the performance enhancement of personalized models by
ECL, we evaluate its improvement compared to FedAvg-FT in each class. The
results depicted in Fig.2 (a), show that ECL exhibits significant improvements
across all classes, particularly for tailed classes. We randomly select a client and
compare our proposed method with pFedLA on CIFAR10-LT with IF=100. As
shown in Fig.2 (b), it shows that ECL significantly improves the performance
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(a) (b)

Fig. 2. (a) Visualization of test accuracy gap on CIFAR10-LT with IF=10. (b) Visual-
izing the gap in test accuracy on a client, where the numbers of samples of each class
from left to right are {1, 823, 1, 1}

Table 3. Comparisons of output aggregation schemes on CIFAR10-LT

Method IF = 10 IF = 50 IF = 100

with LWS (1) 82.17 73.67 70.24

without scaling (2) 81.47 73.65 71.58

with scaling (ECL) 86.32 79.45 76.26

of minority classes with a slight tolerable decrease in performance for majority
classes within the client.
Results on tiny-ImageNet200-LT and FashionMNIST-LT. We further
evaluate ECL on tiny-ImageNet200-LT and FashionMNIST-LT, with the results
presented in Table 2. In comparison to other methods, ECL consistently achieves
the best performance, underscoring its robust generalization capabilities across
diverse tasks.

4.3 Model Validation

Effectiveness of data heterogeneity. We further assess the performance of
ECL on FashionMNIST-LT across varying degrees of data heterogeneity. As
depicted in Table 2, ECL consistently outperforms other methods across different
values of α. Notably, ECL exhibits even more significant performance gains when
the data distribution is highly heterogeneous (with a smaller α).
Effectiveness of output aggregation. We also compare various aggregation
methods of output logits, and the results are reported in Table 3. Method (2)
does not involve scaling, while method (1) scales each class by the classifier
weight of corresponding expert models and the global models. Overall, merging
expert models requires trade-offs, and ECL consistently achieves the best results.
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Table 4. The impact of FL optimizer with ECL on CIFAR10-LT. The values in paren-
theses are the original test accuracy without ECL (%).

Method IF = 10 IF = 50 IF = 100

FedProx+ECL 86.28 (80.27) 77.92 (62.09) 73.93 (58.30)

SCAFFOLD+ECL 76.53 (63.60) 69.32 (58.17) 64.35 (50.69)

FedLC+ECL 74.78 (71.06) 65.09 (59.85) 60.92 (57.66)

Effectiveness of other existing FL optimizers. Table 4 presents the perfor-
mance of ECL with FedProx, SCAFFOLD, and FedLC optimizer on CIFAR10-
LT with different IFs. We observe that incorporating ECL can substantially en-
hance the performance of any federated learning optimizer, and using the simple
and robust FedAvg method in the first stage achieves better results.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed an Expert Collaboration Learning (ECL) frame-
work to address the joint problems of heterogeneous and long-tailed data in
PFL. In highly heterogeneous long-tail data, there is a significant imbalance
within each client, where minority class data tends to be overlooked, leading to
an overall decline in personalized performance. We allocate multiple experts to
each client, with each expert corresponding to a different training subset. Com-
pared to the imbalance within the respective clients, this strategy significantly
reduces the imbalance within each expert, ensuring that each class receives suf-
ficient training and attention. Ultimately, we perform a weighted summation of
the predicted logits from the global model and expert models to obtain the final
prediction output. Extensive experimental results show that ECL outperforms
the state-of-the-art PFL methods under different settings.
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