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Abstract—Federated Learning (FL) enables multiple clients to
collaboratively learn in a distributed way, allowing for privacy
protection. However, the real-world non-IID data will lead to
client drift which degrades the performance of FL. Interestingly,
we find that the difference in logits between the local and global
models increases as the model is continuously updated, thus
seriously deteriorating FL performance. This is mainly due to
catastrophic forgetting caused by data heterogeneity between
clients. To alleviate this problem, we propose a new algorithm,
named FedCSD, a Class prototype Similarity Distillation in
a federated framework to align the local and global models.
FedCSD does not simply transfer global knowledge to local
clients, as an undertrained global model cannot provide reliable
knowledge, i.e., class similarity information, and its wrong soft
labels will mislead the optimization of local models. Concretely,
FedCSD introduces a class prototype similarity distillation to
align the local logits with the refined global logits that are
weighted by the similarity between local logits and the global
prototype. To enhance the quality of global logits, FedCSD adopts
an adaptive mask to filter out the terrible soft labels of the global
models, thereby preventing them to mislead local optimization.
Extensive experiments demonstrate the superiority of our method
over the state-of-the-art federated learning approaches in various
heterogeneous settings. The source code will be released.

Index Terms—Data Heterogeneity, Federated Learning, Logit,
Knowledge Distillation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Federated Learning (FL) [1], [2] is an emerging distributed
learning paradigm that has garnered substantial interest, par-
ticularly in privacy-sensitive domains like healthcare [3]–[8],
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Fig. 1. Evolution illustration of global and local models on CIFAR-100 [13]
versus (a) logit distance, (b) feature distance, (c) their accuracy on the
exploratory experiment, and (d) their accuracy on both the global test set
and local training set.

where it enables multiple clients to collaboratively train ma-
chine learning models while maintaining privacy and avoiding
data exposure. However, when FL is applied to a multitude
of discrete clients, the datasets associated with each client in
real-world scenarios inevitably stem from distinct underlying
distributions, resulting in non-IID data. This non-IID data
phenomenon can lead to what is known as client drift [9],
which subsequently undermines the performance of FL [10]–
[12].

Non-IID data is commonly encountered in various real-
world scenarios, prompting many researchers to address this
challenge to enhance the viability of federated learning. Exist-
ing solutions can be categorized into two types: client-specific
learning [7], [14]–[16] and client-unified learning [9], [11],
[17]–[19]. The former solves the problem through the person-
alized design for each client to learn the specific model repre-
sentation for each client, e.g., FedBN [14] and FedPer [20]. In
contrast, the latter approaches seek to develop a unified model
representation that applies across all clients, which is explored
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in this work. In pursuit of this objective, researchers employ
strategies such as regularization [17], [21], [22], contrastive
learning [18], and data augmentation [23], [24] to minimize the
divergence among individual local models during the training
process. While client-unified learning has been investigated in
FL, it’s intriguing to note that there has been limited attention
directed towards the logits, i.e., the output of the classifier,
which effectively captures the decision-making process of the
classifier. Previous research [25] indicates that the heterogene-
ity among different local models primarily resides in the clas-
sifier, as evidenced by experimental exploration. Consequently,
we contend that the discrepancy in logits is likely to be more
pronounced than that in latent features. Therefore, addressing
client drift directly and effectively through logits appears to
be a promising approach.

In this work, a fortunate discovery was made, revealing
the following key insights: ❶ Logit Shift Due to Local
Updates: We observed that local updates lead to differences
in logits between the local and global models, a phenomenon
we refer to as logit shift (illustrated in Fig. 1 (a)). ❷ Impact
of Logit Shift on FL Performance: A noteworthy finding
was that the logit shift is closely linked to the performance
deterioration observed in FL, as demonstrated in Fig. 1 (c).
❸ Mitigation of Feature Shift through Logit Alignment:
Interestingly, we found that aligning the local and global logits
can effectively alleviate the feature shift phenomenon [23],
as depicted in Fig. 1 (b). These discoveries collectively offer
valuable insights into the dynamics of logit behaviour and
its implications for FL performance, which have sparked our
motivation to approach the non-IID problem from a fresh and
innovative perspective, i.e. logit shift.

Considering that each local model is initialized from the
parameters of the global model, we argue that the phenomenon
of logit shift can be attributed to catastrophic forgetting [26]–
[28]. This occurs when the local model trains on its private
dataset which is from a biased distribution. Over the course of
continuous training, the local model gradually relinquishes its
initial grasp on global knowledge and becomes predisposed to
the specifics of its local data. Consequently, this bias causes
the local logits to deviate from the global logits. Drawing from
these insights, a straightforward solution emerges: maintaining
consistency between local and global model logits through
knowledge distillation. This technique, commonly employed
to mitigate catastrophic forgetting in continual learning sce-
narios [29], [30], offers a pragmatic strategy for mitigating
the logit shift phenomenon.

While several studies [31], [32] have incorporated knowl-
edge distillation into Federated Learning (FL) by employing
the global model as the teacher to regulate local optimization,
we have identified a crucial aspect that these approaches
overlook: the global model is inadequately trained to serve
as an effective teacher for a local model during local
training, despite containing global knowledge. As illustrated
in Fig. 1 (d), due to fine-tuning on the local dataset, the local
model exhibits enhanced performance on the local training
set. Meanwhile, the global model undergoes continual updates,
distinguishing it from the conventional distillation process,
where a well-trained teacher imparts its knowledge to a stu-

dent. Consequently, direct alignment of local and global logits
raises certain key challenges. First, when applying knowledge
distillation at the logits level, it’s commonly believed that
the teacher’s logits serve as soft targets, transferring ”dark
knowledge” that includes privileged information regarding the
relationships between different categories [33]. This transfer is
effective only when a stronger teacher imparts knowledge to
a weaker student, as a poorly-trained teacher cannot reliably
convey accurate similarity information among categories [34].
Second, owing to the global model’s lower accuracy, it gen-
erates a plethora of incorrect soft labels that misguide the
optimization of local models, particularly in the early stages.

Based on our analyses, we propose a novel FL framework,
i.e. FedCSD, to tackle the non-IID data challenge from the
vantage point of logit shift. FedCSD introduces a novel method
termed class prototype similarity distillation, which aligns
local logits with global logits, factoring in the similarity
between local logits and the global prototype. Furthermore,
we incorporate an adaptive mask mechanism to sieve out
insignificant knowledge from global logits. By amalgamating
these foundational elements, our approach adeptly resolves the
non-IID problem in FL. In a nutshell, our contributions are
summarized as follows:

• We provide a new perspective, i.e. the logit shift between
local and global models, to help us understand the client
drift under non-IID data, which is beneficial to handle this
fundamental challenge. This also explains the underlying
mechanism of our approach.

• We propose FedCSD, a novel framework to address the
client drift in FL. This framework employs a prototype-
based class similarity distillation technique to align lo-
cal and global logits, effectively curbing the occurrence
of catastrophic forgetting within local models. Conse-
quently, FedCSD serves as a potent strategy to alleviate
the impact of client drift.

• Extensive experiments on three typical FL datasets
demonstrate the effectiveness of our method under vari-
ous data heterogeneous settings, e.g. it outperforms vari-
ous state-of-the-art FL approaches.

II. RELATED WORK

Federated Learning with Non-IID Data. The classical FL
algorithm, Fedavg [35], achieved a balance of computing
and communication, which shows good performance in some
applications [36], [37]. However, the accuracy of FedAvg
reduces significantly when local data is non-IID [9], [12],
[17], which has been a fundamental challenge. To address
this challenge, a variety of regularization methods [5], [17],
[22], [38], [39] are used to enforce local optimization. For
example, FedProx [17] computed the l2-norm distance be-
tween the weight of local and global models as a proximity
term added to the local objective. Similarly, FedDyn [38]
adopted a dynamic regularization into the local object based
on exact minimization which seeks to keep the local-global
optima consistent. Despite their efforts, the performance of
FedAvg is not fully understood. SCAFFOLD [9] provided a
more delicate analysis of FedAvg for non-IID data and proves
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that client drift is the root of performance degradation. To
solve the client drift problem, it introduced control variate to
correct local updates. Besides, MOON [18] proposed model-
contrastive learning to correct the local training by utilizing
the similarity between model representations among local
and global. Some studies try to improve FedAvg in different
ways. For example, bayesian non-parametric methods [40],
momentum updating [41], normalize [11] are used to improve
Fedavg on the phase of modal aggregation. However, the
above methods ignore the key point of the potential influence
of performance drop, i.e. logit, since the previous study has
confirmed that the model drifts mainly focuses on the classifier
layer [25]. Instead, our work provides a novel perspective to
address the client drift and achieve competitive results.
Knowledge Distillation. Knowledge distillation [33], [42] is
a knowledge extraction and transfer paradigm by the teacher-
student mechanism that attempts to transfer the knowledge
from the teacher model into the student model. Specifically,
the logits of the teacher model as the soft labels that supervise
the student model to train on a proxy dataset. Moreover, it aims
to minimize the teacher-student logit discrepancy that can be
measured by Kullback-Leibler divergence.

Knowledge distillation has also been successfully applied
in FL [43]–[45]. For example, some studies try to propose a
communication-efficient FL framework based on knowledge
distillation [46]–[48]. Knowledge distillation has also been
used to address the non-IID data. For instance, Seo et al. [49]
assigned a client as a student which receives ensemble logits
of the rest clients. FedDF [50] used ensemble distillation to
replace parameter averaging of FedAvg which needs extra
training and a proxy dataset on the server. FedGen [51] utilized
an additional generator to aggregate the local information
which increases the additional training cost and privacy risk.
Similar to us, Fed-NTD [31] distilled the knowledge of the not-
true class between the local and global models. FedGKD [32]
utilized several previous global models as an ensemble teacher
to teach the local model. However, the performance of their
method is limited by the poorly-trained global model, which
can not provide reliable class similarity information and soft
labels. To achieve effective distillation, we utilize two key
modules, i.e. class prototype similarity distillation and adaptive
mask, to improve the performance of the global model.

III. PRELIMINARY

A. Problem statement

Assume a standard federation that there are K clients
{C1, . . . , CK} and a central server. Each client Ck has nk

training samples {xi, yi}nk
i=1, where image xi ∈ X and

corresponding label yi ∈ Y are from a joint distribution, i.e.
(xi, yi) ∼ Dk(X ,Y). For non-IID data in FL, the distribution
of each client Dk is different. The standard FL aims to learn
a global optima model by minimizing the empirical loss of
each client without privacy disclosure. The global objective
function can be described as [35]:

minL =

K∑
k=1

γkLk, (1)

where γk = nk∑K
i=1 ni

, Lk is the local objective function of Ck.
Here, every client will learn a deep neural network f : X → Y
via cross-entropy loss:

LCE = −E(xi,yi)∼Dk

∑
c∈Y

yi,clog(
exp(zi,c)∑
j∈Y exp(zi,j)

). (2)

Where logits zi = f(wk;xi) and wk is the parameters of
the local model. To improve communication efficiency, the
leading algorithm FedAvg [35] conducts E local epochs and
then averages the local model parameters to update the global
model parameters at each communication round:

wt+1
G =

K∑
k=1

γkw
t
k. (3)

With the T rounds training, we can get an optimal global
model w∗ which has the best global performance.

B. Motivation

Exploratory Experiment. We conduct an intriguing exper-
iment for FedAvg with the ResNet-50 [52] network on the
CIFAR-100 [13] dataset. In this experiment, we train a round
with 50 local epochs involving 10 non-IID clients. Initially,
each client receives a proficiently trained global model from
the server, which serves as the basis for initializing the local
model. After a single epoch of training, we assess both the
logit distance and feature distance between the local update
and the initial global model. The logit distance is quantified us-
ing the Kullback-Leibler divergence, while the feature distance
is measured using the l2-norm. Additionally, by averaging the
parameters of local updates, we generate a global update and
evaluate its performance on the test set. The outcome of the
experiment is depicted in Fig. 1 (a, b, c), where global signifies
the result of the global update and local represents the average
of the results obtained from 10 local updates.
Detail of Logit Distillation and Feature Distillation. The
logit distillation [33] and feature distillation [53] are two
methods that distill the logit and feature of the global model
to the student model, respectively. The loss of logit distillation
can be described as:

LLD = −E(xi,yi)∼Dk
τ2

∑
c∈Y

qG,c log(qk,c), where

qG,c=
exp(zG,c/τ)∑
i∈Yexp(zG,i/τ)

qk,c=
exp(zk,c/τ)∑
i∈Yexp(zk,i/τ)

,

(4)

where, zG and zk are the logits of the global and local models,
τ is the temperature hyper-parameter, and set to 10 by default.

Besides, feature distillation adopts the MSE loss to distill
the feature of the global model:

LFD = (hk − hG)
2, (5)

where hG and hk are the latent features of the global and local
models, respectively. For ResNet-50, they are 1 × D vector,
and D is 2048. We fine-tune the µ from {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1},
and the optimal µ of logit distillation and feature distillation
is empirically set to 0.001 and 0.01, respectively.
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Fig. 2. Illustration of FedCSD. (a) Before the local training, each client receives the global wt
G and teacher wt

ξ models to initialize the local model and
compute the class prototype, and then the server receives the class prototype from each client to obtain the global class prototype Pt

G. (b) An adaptive
mask and the global prototype are used to compute the distillation loss LCSD . The local objective is the weighted sum of the distillation loss LCSD and
cross-entropy loss LCE .

Experiment Observation. The results demonstrate a note-
worthy trend: an increase in the number of local epochs
contributes to a higher discrepancy in logits between the
local update and the global model. This divergence arises
due to the local model gradually losing its prior knowledge,
which, in turn, adversely affects the accuracy of both local
and global updates. Additionally, a rise in the number of
local epochs also amplifies the feature distance, aligning
with the observations from prior research [54] that non-IID
data introduces differences in features. Intriguingly, we delve
deeper by applying feature distillation and logit distillation
techniques to align the features and logits of local and global
models. Remarkably, aligning logits not only enhances the
accuracy of both local and global updates but also indirectly
maintains feature consistency. Importantly, logit distillation
outperforms feature distillation in reducing the occurrence of
forgetting. Consequently, we arrive at a significant conclusion:
Consistency between local and global logits is beneficial for
both model aggregation and local optimization.

C. Federated Learning and Continual Learning

We analyze the relationships between FL and continual
learning to further explain the intriguing results of the ex-
ploratory experiment. Considering a continual learning task,
and given a well-trained model wold on the dataset Dold, the
goal is to continually train the model on a new dataset Dnew

as preserving the learned knowledge. And we can suppose
that the parameters of the model after the training on Dnew is
wold + σ, where σ is the offset before and after the update.
Due to the catastrophic forgetting, the performance of the new
model on Dold will greatly drop, which reveals the difference
between f(wold) and f(wold+σ), i.e. logit shift. Analogous to
continual learning, we can donate the local model parameters

as wG + σ̂ after the local training, where σ̂ is the local
update. For non-IID data, the distribution Dk is different from
the global distribution D, which will cause a catastrophic
forgetting problem, and the catastrophic forgetting contributes
to the logit shift between local and global models.

IV. FEDCSD

In this section, we propose a Federated Class Prototype
Similarity Distillation (FedCSD) framework which contains
two key components, i.e. class prototype similarity distillation
and adaptive mask. Our focus is mainly on the local training
phase and with light modification on the global aggregating
phase. An overview of our method is illustrated in Fig. 2 and
Alg. 1. In the following, we will introduce the detail of our
method.

A. Class Prototype Similarity Distillation

As previously mentioned, in terms of local training, the
global model is a weak teacher for the local model though it
has learned global knowledge from different clients. Due to the
weaker performance of the global model on the local dataset,
it can not provide reliable similarity information among the
different classes for the local model. Therefore, to strengthen
the class similarity information of the soft labels, i.e. global
logits, we introduce a class prototype similarity weight to
refine the soft labels.
Class Prototype Generating: As shown in Fig. 2, before the
t-th round training at client Ck, it will receive the parameters
wt

ξ of the teacher. To begin with, the teacher calculates the
logit ztξ,i ∈ R1×|Y| of each instance (xi, yi) ∈ Dk. Then,
the teacher will obtain the prototype vector Pt

k,c ∈ R1×|Y| of
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Algorithm 1: FedCSD
Input: K local datasets: {D1,D2, . . . ,DK},

communication rounds T , local epochs E,
temperature τ , learning rate η, loss weight µ,
momentum hyper-parameter α

Output: wT
G

1 initialize w0
G, w0

ξ

2 for round t = 0, 1, ..., T − 1 do
3 for client k = 1, 2, ...,K parallelly do
4 Pt

k ← {
∑nk

i=1 zt
ξ,iI[yi=c]

|{i:yi=c}| }c∈Y

5 end
6 Pt

G = 1
K

∑K
k=1 P

t
k

7 for client k = 1, 2, ...,K parallelly do
8 wt

k ← Local Training (k, Pt
G, wt

ξ, wt
G)

9 end
10 wt+1

G =
∑K

k=1 γkw
t
k

11 wt+1
ξ = αwt

ξ + (1− α)wt+1
G

12 end
13 return wT

G

14 Local Training (k, Pt
G, wt

ξ, wt
G):

15 wt
k ← wt

G

16 for epoch e = 1, 2, ..., E do
17 for batch b = (x, y) ∼ Di do
18 Lk = Lk

CE(w
t
k;x; y) + µLk

CSD(Pt
G;w

t
ξ;w

t
k;x; y)

19 wt
k ← wt

k − η∇Lk

20 end
21 end
22 return wt

k

class c ∈ Y by computing the in-dataset average on the logits
{ztξ,i}

nk
i=1 as:

Pt
k,c =

∑nk

i=1 z
t
ξ,iI [yi = c]

|{i : yi = c}|
, where ztξ,i = f(wt

ξ;xi), (6)

where I[·] is the indicator function, I[yi = c] is 1 if the
label yi is equal to c and 0 otherwise. For non-IID data
in FL, the prototype matrix Pt

k = [Pt
k,1,P

t
k,2, ...,P

t
k,|Y|],

Pt
k ∈ R|Y|×|Y| may not contain all categories, especially for

the label skew [55], a typical non-IID situation. Moreover,
the class prototype Pt

k only learns the information of Ck and
lacks cross-client consistency. Therefore, we send the local
class prototype to the server, and then the server aggregate all
local class prototypes to obtain the global class prototype Pt

G,
which can be described as:

Pt
G =

1

K

K∑
k=1

Pt
k. (7)

Privacy Preserving: In particular, the prototype does not
contain any information related to privacy [56]–[58], and also
can not be reversed to the individual image because it is
statistical information of the whole dataset.
Similarity Estimation: After obtaining the global class proto-
type, each client can download Pt

G from the server to calculate

the cosine similarity δ ∈ R1×|Y| between the local logits and
global class prototype during the local training:

δ =
ztk ·Pt

G

∥ztk∥ × ∥Pt
G∥

, where ztk = f(wt
k;xi). (8)

We further normalized the cosine similarity δ = {δc}c∈Y to
get the similarity score δ̂, which is defined as:

δ̂c =
exp(δc)∑
i∈Y exp(δi)

, where c ∈ Y. (9)

With the above normalization, the range of δ̂ is changed to
[0, 1] and we utilize it to refine the logits of the teacher to
enhance the class similarity information:

ẑtξ = δ̂ztξ, where ztξ = f(wt
ξ;xi). (10)

In the following, we introduce the knowledge distillation
to align the weighted teacher logits and the local logits as
preserving the global knowledge of the local model. The class
prototype similarity distillation loss can be written as:

LCSD = −E(xi,yi)∼Dk
τ2

∑
c∈Y

qtξ,c log(q
t
k,c), where

qtξ,c=
exp(ẑtξ,c/τ)∑
i∈Yexp(ẑtξ,i/τ)

qtk,c=
exp(ztk,c/τ)∑
i∈Yexp(ztk,i/τ)

,

(11)

where τ is the temperature hyper-parameter.
Teacher Update: It is worth noting that the teacher is frozen
during the local training. Besides, the previous works directly
used the global model of the last round as the teacher and the
quality of the teacher will be impacted by the unsteady training
process. Hence, to provide a more stable teacher, we utilize a
common model smoothing technology, i.e. Temporal Moving
Average [59] (TMA), to update the teacher. Specifically, it
utilizes the global models for different time periods to obtain
the teacher by momentum update, which can be defined as:

wt+1
ξ = αwt

ξ + (1− α)wt+1
G , w0

ξ = w0
G, (12)

where α is the momentum hyper-parameter.

B. Adaptive Mask

We noted that the teacher is updated persistently during the
whole training process, which is different from the normal
knowledge distillation that uses a well-trained teacher to teach
students on a dataset. Therefore, the distillation will slow the
convergence and even make training collapse in the first few
rounds due to the terrible soft labels of the teacher. Even
though the performance of the teacher will be better as the
training goes on, it still provides some wrong soft labels which
are conflicting with the real labels, this lowers the upper bound
of the method. To handle this problem, we filter out some
terrible soft labels of teachers with an adaptive mask which
can be defined as:

M=

{
1, ρtξ,yi >

1
|Y|

0, otherwise
, where ρtξ,yi =

exp(ztξ,yi)∑
i∈Y exp(ztξ,yi)

, (13)

Notably, the mask is adaptively decided by the output class
probability of the teacher. We argue that soft labels are
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TABLE I
THE TEST ACCURACY (%) OF ALL APPROACHES WITH DIFFERENT β ON CIFAR-100 [13] AND FEMNIST [60]. ↑ AND ↓ SHOW THE RISE AND FALL

COMPARED WITH FEDAVG. WE MARK THE BEST RESULTS IN BOLD.

Method
CIFAR-100 [13] FEMNIST [60]

β = 0.01 β = 0.5 β = 5 β = 0.01 β = 0.05 β = 0.5

FedAvg [35] 58.50(base) 66.67(base) 68.83(base) 86.36(base) 97.31(base) 99.07(base)

FedProx [17] 59.37(0.87) ↑ 68.64(1.97) ↑ 69.64(0.81) ↑ 76.40(9.96) ↓ 97.53(0.22) ↑ 99.24(0.17) ↑
FedNova [11] 58.44(0.06) ↓ 68.34(1.67) ↑ 68.65(0.18) ↓ 10.31(76.05) ↓ 96.60(0.71) ↓ 98.96(0.11) ↓
FedAvgM [41] 51.49(7.01) ↓ 59.34(7.33) ↓ 56.60(12.23) ↓ 30.85(55.51) ↓ 97.51(0.20) ↑ 98.49(0.58) ↓
MOON [18] 59.78(1.72) ↓ 98.49(0.43) ↑ 69.33(0.50) ↑ 77.71(8.65) ↓ 84.52(12.79) ↓ 98.72(0.35) ↓
FedGKD [32] 58.08(0.42) ↓ 68.91(2.24) ↑ 69.00(0.17) ↑ 72.44(13.92) ↓ 88.06(9.25) ↓ 99.23(0.16) ↑
FedProto [56] 55.34(3.16) ↓ 70.04(3.37) ↑ 71.17(2.34) ↑ 32.02(54.33) ↓ 71.16(27.61) ↓ 98.77(0.30) ↓

FedCSD (Ours) 60.15(1.65) ↑ 71.36(4.69) ↑ 71.53(4.86) ↑ 94.83(8.47) ↑ 97.70(0.39) ↑ 99.32(0.25) ↑

worthless when the corresponding probability of the real class
is smaller than 1/|Y|, this represents that the teacher does not
yet have the ability to classify. With the proposed mask, the
Eq. (11) can be rewritten as:

LCSD = −E(xi,yi)∼Dk
Mτ2

∑
c∈Y

qtξ,c log(q
t
k,c), (14)

C. Local Objective

The class prototype similarity distillation loss is combined
with the cross-entropy loss as the final local objective function,
which can be described as:

Lk = Lk
CE + µLk

CSD, (15)

where µ is a hyper-parameter to control the contribution of
the distillation loss.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setup

Datasets. We conduct extensive experiments on three typi-
cal datasets: CIFAR-100 [13], FEMNIST [60], and Office-
Caltech-10 [61], which are widely used in FL [18], [23], [32],
[56]. To explore the generality of our method for non-IID data,
we conduct experiments on two types of non-IID settings, i.e.
label skew and feature skew [55].

• Label Skew: we adopt the Latent Dirichlet Alloca-
tion [18], [32] strategy to divide the train set of CIFAR-
100 and FEMNIST. Each client has an unbalanced num-
ber of categories under the above partitioning strategy.
The data distribution Dir(β) is controlled by the pa-
rameter β and smaller β has higher data heterogeneity.
The β is set as CIFAR-100 {0.01, 0.5, 5} and FEMNIST
{0.01, 0.05, 0.5}. The number of clients is set to 10 with
the participation rate of 1 as default.

• Feature Skew: following the previous work [14], [23],
we adopt four different subsets of Office-Caltech 10:

Amazon, Caltech, DSLR, and Webcam as 4 clients, which
are from four different domains.

Implementation Details. We use ResNet-50 [52] and
Alexnet [62] as classification networks for CIFAR100 and
Office-Caltech-10, respectively. As for the easily classified
FEMNIST, we use a simple convolutional neural network [18]
as the classification network. Our method and other baselines
are implemented by PyTorch. Besides, we train all methods on
a single NVIDIA GTX 1080Ti GPU with 11GB of memory.
The batch size is 64 for CIFAR-100 and FEMNIST, and 32
for Office-Caltech-10. The SGD optimizer with a learning rate
of 0.1 is used for all methods and the momentum and weight
decay are set to 0.9 and 0.00001, respectively. The number of
communication rounds is 100 with 5 local epochs each round
for three datasets. For a fair comparison, we train all methods
in the same environment and ensure that all methods have
converged.
Baselines. We compare our proposed method with various
state-of-the-art approaches include:

• FedAvg [35]: a classical method in FL that averages
directly all local model parameters.

• FedProx [17]: a method that improves FedAvg by intro-
ducing a proximal term into the local objective.

• FedNova [11]: it normalizes and scales local updates at
the weight average phase of FedAvg.

• FedAvgM [41]: it introduces momentum to update the
global model during the model aggregation.

• MOON [18]: it pulls the representation of the current
local model close to the global model and far away from
the previous local model.

• FedGKD [32]: it integrates several global models of
previous rounds as a teacher to regulate the local opti-
mization during the local training.

• FedProto [56]: a prototype-based FL method, which
aligns the global prototype and the latent feature of the
local model during the local training.
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TABLE II
THE TEST ACCURACY (%) OF ALL APPROACHES ON

OFFICE-CALTECH-10 [61]. FOR A DETAILED COMPARISON, WE PRESENT
THE TEST ACCURACY OF FOUR CLIENTS: A(AMAZON), C(CALTECH),

D(DSLR), W(WEBCAM), AND THE AVERAGE RESULT. ↑ AND ↓ SHOW THE
RISE AND FALL COMPARED WITH FEDAVG. WE MARK THE BEST RESULTS

IN BOLD.

Method
Office-Caltech-10 [61]

A C D W Average

FedAvg [35] 53.12 44.88 65.62 86.44 62.51(base)

FedProx [17] 53.12 45.33 62.50 86.44 61.84(0.67) ↓
FedNova [11] 50.00 42.22 62.50 88.13 60.71(1.80) ↓
FedAvgM [41] 48.43 45.33 62.50 83.05 59.83(2.68) ↓
MOON [18] 53.10 44.88 68.75 88.13 63.20(0.69) ↑
FedGKD [32] 51.04 44.00 68.75 84.74 62.13(0.38) ↓
FedProto [56] 55.72 44.44 68.75 86.44 63.84(1.33) ↑

FedCSD (Ours) 55.20 45.33 68.75 88.13 64.35(1.84) ↑

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY OF THE KEY COMPONENTS IN OUR METHOD ON

CIFAR-100 [13] AND β = 0.5, WHERE δ̂ IS CLASS PROTOTYPE
SIMILARITY WEIGHTED SCORE, M IS ADAPTIVE MASK.

Method δ̂ M TMA Accuracy

FedAvg - - - 66.67

Base % % % 63.66

M1 ! ! % 70.19

M2 ! % ! 69.38

M3 % ! ! 68.34

FedCSD (ours) ! ! ! 71.36

Notably, there are some key hyper-parameters in some base-
lines. For example, the loss function of FedProx, MOON,
FedGKD, and FedProto is similar to us, which can be ex-
pressed as L = L1 +µL2. The L1 is the supervised loss term
and L2 is an additional loss term proposed by their method. We
fine-tune the µ from {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1} and report the best
result for all methods. The optimal µ for FedProx, MOON,
FedGKD, and FedProto is 0.001, 1, 0.01, and 1, respectively.
For other hyper-parameters, e.g., temperature parameter τ , we
adopt the best setting in their paper. In addition, for MOON,
we discard the projection layer to keep the model consistent
for a fair comparison.

Detailed Setting of Our Method. The loss weight µ and
temperature hyper-parameter are set to 0.001 and 10 for
CIFAR-100 and FEMNIST. For Office-Caltech-10, the two
hyper-parameters are set to 0.5 and 4, respectively. Besides,
the momentum α is set to 0.9 on three datasets by default.

Fig. 3. Illustration of test accuracy versus loss weight µ and τ on CIFAR-
100 [13] and β = 0.5.

Fig. 4. Analysis of the different values of α on CIFAR-100 [13] when
β = 0.5.

B. Accuracy Comparison

We present the overall results on three benchmarks with two
different non-IID settings.
Results on Label Skew Setting. For this setting, we train all
methods on the divided train set and evaluate them on the test
set. Table I shows the experiment results of all methods on
CIFAR-100 and FEMNIST with label skew non-IID data. As
we can see, FedCSD achieves the best performance, which
yields a consistent performance increase compared with other
methods over different β. Particularly, FedCSD improves the
accuracy of FedAvg as large as 4.69% and 8.47% on CIFAR-
100 and FEMNIST, respectively. And compared with the
methods that improve the local training phase, i.e. FedProx,
and MOON, it also has significant improvements especially
when data is highly heterogeneous. Besides, in comparison
to the previous distillation-based method (FedGKD), it has a
better performance, which confirms our method achieves more
efficient distillation. FedCSD is also superior to the prototype-
based method (Fedproto), which aligns the latent features
of the local model and the prototype at the feature level,
which shows the superiority of the logit solution. Notably,
our method has a great improvement over other methods on
FEMNIST when β = 0.01, and the improvement is low due
to the limited data heterogeneity when β is higher.
Results on Feature Skew Setting. We present the accuracy
of all methods on Office-Caltech-10 under the feature skew
setting in Table II. Different from the label skew setting, we
evaluate all methods on the test set of four subsets. For a com-
prehensive comparison, we report the results of each client.
Apparently, FedCSD achieves the best performance globally
and locally. In contrast, other methods just can achieve the
best performance locally. The results show that our method
can address the feature skew non-IID data.
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(a) CIFAR-100 (b) FEMNIST

Fig. 5. The filter rate of mask versus communication rounds on CIFAR-
100 [13] and FEMNIST [60].

In general, judging from the above results, FedCSD is
superior for non-IID data compared with other methods and
has stronger generality for different non-IID settings.

C. Ablation Studies

Influence of Key Components. For a more detailed analysis
of our methodology, we explore the influence of three com-
ponents: class prototype similarity weighted score δ̂, adaptive
mask M, and TMA. Therefore, we build up a new baseline,
denoted Base, that directly distills the logits of the last round
global model to the local model without our three components.
And three baselinesM1,M2, andM3 combine two of these
components. The results of these methods on CIFAR-100 with
β = 0.5 are presented in Table III. From the results, we can
see that the accuracy of Base is even lower than the FedAvg
due to the impact of the poorly trained global model and it can
not achieve effective distillation. Besides, the accuracy of the
three baselines, i.e.M1,M2, andM3, is declined to a certain
degree compared with the full version of our method, which
shows the importance of these three components. In particular,
δ̂ has the most significant impact because it enhances the class
similarity of teacher logits.
Influence of µ and τ . We explore the influence of two hyper-
parameters: loss weight µ and temperature τ in our method.
µ is tuned from {0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1} and the range of τ is
{1, 4, 10, 20}. When we tune µ and τ , the τ , and µ are set
to 10 and 0.001 as default, respectively. Thus, there is only a
single variable in the experiments and the results are shown in
Fig. 3. As shown in the figure, our method achieves the best
accuracy when µ = 0.001 and τ = 10. Moreover, the accuracy
is greatly dropped with large µ (µ = 1), which is attributed to
that the distillation hinders the update of the local model. Yet it
still can not obtain optimal accuracy when the contribution of
the distillation is too small. As for τ , the large value is better
(τ = 10) because it can make the logits smoother, which is
beneficial to distillation as the teacher can not provide reliable
soft labels [33]. However, it will weaken the knowledge of the
teacher logits with too large τ , which degrade the accuracy of
the method.
Influence of α. To explore the influence of α in our method,
we tune α from {0, 0.8, 0.9, 0.99} while µ and τ are set to
0.001 and 10 by default. As presented in Fig. 4, FedCSD
yields the best result when α = 0.9. Besides, compared with
α = 0, the accuracy of our method is increased when α > 0.

TABLE IV
THE TEST ACCURACY (%) OF DIFFERENT MASKS ON CIFAR-100 [13]

WITH DIFFERENT β .

Method
CIFAR-100 [13]

β = 0.01 β = 0.5 β = 5

FedCSD + M̃ 59.95 70.03 69.61

FedCSD + M (Ours) 60.15 71.36 71.53

This indicates that TMA is beneficial to our method, which
can provide a more stable teacher model.

D. Analysis of Mask Filter.

To explore the underlying mechanism of the adaptive mask,
we visualize its filter rate for wrong soft labels versus the
communication round in Fig. 5. As presented in the figure, the
function of the mask is mainly in the early stage, which can
effectively filter out the wrong soft labels. In the late, the mask
can decrease its filter rate with the performance improvement
of the global model, which preserves some valuable wrong soft
labels. The mechanism of the mask fits the trait of the training
process perfectly. We also compared the adaptive mask with
another type of mask that filter out all wrong soft labels.
Different Types of Mask Filter. To further explore the
influence of our proposed adaptive mask, we compare it with
another type of mask, which can be described as:

M̃=

{
1, argmax(ρtξ)= yi

0, otherwise
. (16)

Obviously, M̃ is a forcible mask that removes all the wrong
soft labels, which will filter out the valuable knowledge. We
present the comparative result in Table. IV. As we can see,
the adaptive mask M is superior to the forcible mask M̃ in
various settings. Notably, M̃ achieves similar performance with
M due to the low accuracy of the global model, indicating
the forcible mask is a feasible strategy in this case that can
filter out more wrong knowledge. However, compared with
β = 0.5, the forcible mask M̃ even achieves lower accuracy
under β = 5. Because the accuracy of the global model is
higher and improves the quality of soft labels, M̃ will filter
out the valuable knowledge of wrong soft labels.

E. Communication Efficiency

Convergence Rate. To explore the convergence rate of our
method, we draw the test accuracy curve with different com-
munication rounds as shown in Fig. 6. Apparently, our method
has a better convergence compared FedAvg in the label skew
setting (Fig. 6 (a, b, c)). Especially in (Fig. 6 (c)), thanks to the
elaborate design, our method has a more stable convergence
process compared with Base and FedAvg. In the feature skew
setting (Fig. 6 (d)), the convergence of FedCSD is slightly
lower than FedAvg, yet it improves the upper bound of the
accuracy.
Communication Cost. We note that the acquisition of the
teacher (Eq. 12) can be put into each client. The client can
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(a) CIFAR100 (0.01) (b) CIFAR100 (0.5) (c) FEMNIST (0.01) (d) Office-Caltech-10

Ours BaseFedAvg

Fig. 6. Illustration of test accuracy versus communication rounds on CIFAR-100 [13], FEMNIST [60], and Office-Caltech-10 [61].

(a) Global (FedAvg) (b) Global (Ours) (c) Local (Only        ) (d) Local (with           )

Fig. 7. T-SNE [63] visualization of latent features on FEMNIST [60]. The global features of (a) FedAvg and (b) Ours, and the local features of ours
learned by (c) LCE only, and (d) full version.

use some memory to store the teacher model and update it with
the received global model before the local training. Therefore,
it only increases the communication cost of the prototype
compared with FedAvg. However, the cost of the prototype is
tiny because it is a |Y|× |Y| matrix, where |Y| is the number
of class, e.g. 10 for FEMNIST.

F. Feature Distribution

We show the learned features of the global model trained
by FedAvg and our method in Fig 7 (a, b). Compared with
FedAvg, our method has a better feature representation in that
the features from the same class are clustered and separated
well, thus the classifier can easy to learn the decision boundary
to identify them. Besides, as stated in §III-B, our method can
mitigate the feature logits by keeping the logits consistent,
which is observed from the exploratory experiment. Therefore,
we conduct an additional experiment that uses the global
model parameters (Fig 7 (b)) to initialize the local model
and the local model is then trained on the local dataset in
two ways. One is trained with the cross-entropy loss LCE

only and another is trained with our local loss function. We
visualize the features of two local models in Fig 7 (c, d). As
we can see, the features of the local model learned from LCE

are mixed, which shows that it has lost the ability to classify
some classes due to bias in the skew local dataset. In contrast,
our local model still has good classification boundaries, which
indicates the local model remains the global knowledge instead
of biasing in the local dataset during the local training. In
a nutshell, the above results confirmed that our method can
mitigate the feature difference between the local and global
models.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we focused on addressing the client drift prob-
lem caused by non-IID data. We observed that the difference
between local and global logits is positively correlated with
the local epochs, which decreases the accuracy of FedAvg.
Motivated by this, we proposed a new FL method, FedCSD,
which explored a new perspective, the relation of local-global
logits, to mitigate client drift. Our experiments show that
FedCSD achieves significant improvement over FedAvg and
outperforms other state-of-the-art methods in different data
settings.
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