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1 Introduction

Federated Learning (FL) has emerged as a powerful paradigm that enables distributed model training
and provides privacy preservation for large-scale decentralized systems, which has been one of the
essential topics in distributed machine learning for its promising applicability [Yurdem et al., 2024,
Zhan et al., 2025]. However, traditional FL faces a series of challenges, including data heterogeneity,
limited personalization capabilities, and inflexibility in evolving environments [Saeed et al., 2025].
Specifically, clients within FL systems usually struggle to deal with heterogeneous and temporally
drifting data, leading to suboptimal global convergence and degraded performance on local tasks.

To address these issues, Hierarchical Federated Learning (HFL) has been proposed. HFL introduces
multi-level structures that organize the clients into subgroups, which aggregates similar clients and
allows for personalization. However, most HFL architectures rely on a fixed hierarchical topology
or predetermined cluster numbers, which cannot effectively adapt to changes in clients data distri-
butions. Consequently, they cannot effectively capture the temporally dynamic relationships among
clients and manifest inherent defects for continual learning [Fang et al., 2024, Hamedi et al., 2025].

2 Methodology

To overcome these limitations, we propose SOFA-FL (Self-Organizing Hierarchical Federated
Learning with Adaptive Clustered Data Sharing), a framework that allows hierarchical federated
systems to self-organize and self-adapt over time.The framework is composed of three parts: cluster-
ing using Dynamic Multi-branch Agglomerative Clustering (DMAC) algorithm, adjusting the archi-
tecture using Self-organizing Hierarchical Adaptive Propagation and Evolution (SHAPE) algorithm,
and finally, sharing partial data between clients from upward gathering and downward distributing.

We started the training with DMAC algorithm to construct an initial clustering structure and allow
for clustering tree to have multiple branches to reduce the tree level. Then we started local update
and global communication. After each round, we used Self-organizing SHAPE algorithm to modify
the tree structure to allow for architecture evolution and adaptation to changing data distribution. By
avoiding regrouping nodes each time, we can effectively reduce the time complexity and improve
the robustness in the training phase. Finally, we added PDS within the clusters to alleviate the data
heterogeneity and improve the test accuracy of clients as well as the cluster nodes.

2.1 Dynamic Multi-branch Agglomerative Clustering (DMAC)

In SOFA-FL, clients self-organize into a tree-structured hierarchical topology by being dynamically
grouped into clusters using hierarchical clustering based on latent representation distance or model
gradient similarity. This hierarchical clustering structure also naturally aligns with real-world multi-
level organizations, such as provincecitydistrict hierarchies, enabling the model to capture person-
alization across different hierarchical levels. After several updates, the architecture will be updated

0Code repository: Implementation available at SOFA-FL GitHub repository.
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using SHAPE algorithm to adjust the position of clients while persevering the overall structure for
robustness. This mechanism enables the system to continuously adjust its topology, resulting in
enhanced personalization capability and adaptive learning performance under nonstationary envi-
ronments.

During the initialization stage, we will do warm-up local update and apply DMAC algorithm to
cluster the clients based on their model weights from warm-up stage. The DMAC algorithm makes
modifications upon traditional hierarchical clustering algorithm. Instead of merging two closest
clusters together in each round, we set up a threshold and merge any clusters whose distance is less
than the threshold, allowing multiple clusters to be merge at once, thus reducing the level of the
clustering tree.

Figure 1: Diagram of Dynamic Multi-branch Agglomerative Clustering

From Figure 1, the nodes at Level 4 represent the initial trainable clients in a real-world federated
environment (e.g., users mobile devices). As we move upward in the hierarchy, each higher-level
node corresponds to an aggregated model from its successors.

2.2 Self-organizing Hierarchical Adaptive Propagation and Evolution (SHAPE)

The SHAPE mechanism dynamically restructures the hierarchical topology T through four atomic
operations to adapt to concept drift and data heterogeneity. Grafting relocates a node to a closer
parent when the distance improvement exceeds a tolerance threshold ϵ. Pruning removes redundant
intermediate nodes with only one child by directly connecting the child to its grandparent, thereby
flattening the hierarchy. Consolidation merges sibling nodes whose distance d(na, nb) < τ into a
single node, preventing cluster fragmentation. Purification splits heterogeneous clusters using K-
Means, accepting the partition only when all sub-clusters satisfy the incoherence threshold θsplit.
Figure 2 illustrates these operations, with detailed pseudocode provided in Appendix A.1.
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Figure 2: Visual illustration of the four atomic operations in SHAPE: (a) Grafting, (b) Pruning, (c)
Merge, and (d) Split. These operations dynamically adapt the hierarchical topology.

2



2.3 Partial Data Sharing

SOFA-FL also allows data sharing between clients to alleviate the problem of data heterogeneity.
The ratio of data sharing varies across clusters: clients within the same subgroup may share more
data due to inner similarities and for better personalization, while clients in different subgroups
may share less data for privacy preservation and global generalization. The adaptive clustered data
sharing mechanism will mitigate the impact of heterogeneous data and improve personalization
while limiting potential privacy leakage issues in a controlled manner.

The data sharing includes two phases, gathering and distributing. During gathering stage, clients
will send partial data to their parent cluster node, same for the upper-level cluster node. Then in the
distributing stage, the upper-level cluster will distribute their collected shared data to its children.
Finally, clients will add the shared data to their training dataset.

(a) upward (b) downward

2.4 Global Objective Function

min
{xu},S

L =
∑
j∈Q

wj

∑
u∈Cj

wuFu(xu)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1) Hierarchical Model Loss

+
∑
j∈Q

αj
1

Cj

∑
u1,u2∈Cj

D(xu1
, xu2

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2) Inter-Cluster Reg.

+
∑
j∈Q

βj

∑
u∈Cj

D(xu, xj)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3) Intra-Cluster Reg.

(1) Minimizes weighted local loss across all clusters.
(2) Enforces similarity among sibling nodes in the same cluster.
(3) Maintains consistency between child nodes and their parent.

3 Experiments

3.1 Experiment setup and benchmark

During our experiments, we used the basic convolutional neural network with 2 layer convolution
and 3 fully connected layer to give the prediction output. The dataset we use is MNIST. We dis-
tributed the dataset to each client in a heterogeneous manner by applying Dirichlet distribution of
α = 1. The local loss function is cross entropy loss to measure the classification accuracy. The other
hyperparameters include 20 clients, 20 communication rounds, 5 local updates, and a data sharing
ratio of 0.1.

We used HypCluster model as the benchmark. The experiment settings are the same across two
schemes, including clients number, communication rounds and local updates number. Note that
for HypCluster, K determines the total number of clusters and when K = 1, the model will be
reduced to FedAvg. In the following session, we will first show the comparison result for optimal K
HypClusters and the result for corresponding optimal result with data sharing in terms of accuracy
and fairness. Then we will analyze the effect of partial data sharing in the ablation study.

3.2 Experiment results and analysis

We set both the SOFA-FL and HypCluster to have 20 clients and the same data distribution. The
optimal results of HypClusters is achieved when the cluster number is 3. We compare the perfor-
mance of each clients between these two methods in Fig 4. The results clearly show that SOFA-FL
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Figure 4: Comparison between SOFA-FL and HypCluster

outperforms HypCluster across almost all clients. SOFA-FL maintains consistently high accuracy
(mostly 0.971.00), while HypCluster not only performs lower on average but also shows large drops
on several clients. This indicates that SOFA-FL provides stronger generalization and far more stable
performance under heterogeneous client data, making it the superior approach overall.

In addition, table 1 indicates SOFA-FL shows stronger fairness across clients. Its near-perfect Jains
Index and tiny performance gap indicate highly uniform accuracy, with even the weakest clients
still achieving around 97%. By contrast, HypCluster suffers large disparities: its accuracy swings
widely, and its bottom clients drop to barely above 50%. This shows that SOFA-FL delivers both
higher accuracy and far more equitable treatment for all clients.

Table 1: Fairness Performance Comparison: SOFA-FL vs. HypCluster
Metric SOFA-FL (Ours) HypCluster
Mean Accuracy 98.18% 88.73%
Standard Deviation 0.0067 0.1251
Min Accuracy (Worst Client) 96.86% 54.55%
Accuracy Gap (Max - Min) 2.57% 45.45%
Jain’s Fairness Index 0.9999 0.9805
Avg. Accuracy of Bottom 10% 96.99% 56.44%

3.3 Ablation Study

The effect of data sharing is shown clearly in the local loss images in the appendix section. When
we add partial data sharing, the local loss will have a surge in the beginning of local update. Because
we use random portion of the dataset, new data will be shared in each round, resulting in increase of
local loss and then the model will gradually decrease the loss until next round.

If we use a fixed random seed, then the local loss will be similar to the case without partial data
sharing where the local loss would only increase when the structure is modified.

The test accuracy also increases if we add partial data sharing with fixed random seed.

client average test accuracy total average test accuracy
without partial data sharing 0.9794 0.9451
partial data sharing ratio 0.1 0.9866 0.9604

partial data sharing ratio 0.1 fixed 0.9827 0.9578
partial data sharing ratio 0.2 fixed 0.9846 0.9430

Table 2: Test accuracy for ablation study

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a feasible and effective paradigm for clustered federated learning. In fed-
erated learning, two main challenges are data drift in evolving environments and data heterogeneity.
To address these issues, we introduce a multi-level hierarchical framework with the SHAPE algo-
rithm for adapting to new data patterns, as well as a novel model-based data sharing mechanism to
mitigate data heterogeneity.
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A Appendix

A.1 Algorithm

Algorithm 1 Dynamic Multi-branch Agglomerative Clustering

1: Initialize node list [ni]
2: Initialize increasing factor γ
3: while node list has more than 1 node do
4: for each node ni do
5: for each node nj do
6: Calculate distance D(ni, nj)
7: end for
8: end for
9: τ ← minD(ni, nj)

10: for each pair (nu, nv) that D(nui, nvi) ≤ τ ∗ γ do
11: [gu]← clusters of nv

12: [gv]← clusters of nv

13: gu ← Aggregate(gu, gv)
14: Add nodes of gv as children of gu
15: if nu in node list then
16: Remove nu from node list
17: end if
18: if nv in node list then
19: Remove nv from node list
20: end if
21: end for
22: Append [gi] to node list [ni]
23: end while

Algorithm 2 Grafting (Re-Parenting)

Require: Child node nc, current parent npre, candidate parents C, tolerance ϵ
Ensure: Parent of nc is updated if a significantly closer parent exists

1: nmin ← argminn∈C d(n, nc)
2: dpre ← d(npre, nc)
3: dmin ← d(nmin, nc)
4: if dmin(1 + ϵ) < dpre then
5: Remove edge (npre → nc)
6: Add edge (nmin → nc)
7: end if

Algorithm 3 Pruning (Trim)

Require: Intermediate node P with parent G and children C(P )
Ensure: Remove redundant pass-through nodes and locally flatten the hierarchy

1: if |C(P )| = 1 then
2: Let C be the unique child in C(P )
3: Remove edge (P → C)
4: Add edge (G→ C)
5: Remove node P
6: end if
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Algorithm 4 Consolidation (Merge)

Require: Sibling nodes na and nb with common parent P , merge threshold τ
Ensure: Merge highly similar siblings into a single node

1: if D(na, nb) < τ then
2: nab ← CreateNode() ▷ new merged node
3: C(nab)← C(na) ∪ C(nb)
4: for all C ∈ C(nab) do
5: Remove edge (na → C) if it exists
6: Remove edge (nb → C) if it exists
7: Add edge (nab → C)
8: end for
9: Remove edge (P → na) and (P → nb)

10: Remove nodes na and nb

11: Add edge (P → nab)
12: end if

Algorithm 5 Purification (Split)

Require: Node n with successors Succ(n), split threshold θsplit
Ensure: Replace n by several more coherent child clusters if possible

1: for k = 2 to |Succ(n)| do
2: Run KMeans on Succ(n) to obtain k groups G1, . . . , Gk

3: Nnew ← ∅
4: for j = 1 to k do
5: nj ← CreateNode() with children Gj

6: Nnew ← Nnew ∪ {nj}
7: end for
8: if ∀nj ∈ Nnew : Incoherence(nj) ≤ θsplit then
9: Let P be the parent of n

10: Remove edge (P → n)
11: for all nj ∈ Nnew do
12: Add edge (P → nj)
13: end for
14: Remove node n
15: return ▷ split accepted
16: end if
17: end for
18: return ▷ no valid split found

Algorithm 6 Partial Data Sharing

1: Initialize clients and clusters ni with dataset di
2: Initialize data sharing ratio α

3: function GATHER(nr) ▷ Gathering Phase
4: for each child node ni of nr do
5: GATHER(ni)
6: Add random subset α · di to root shared dataset dr
7: end for
8: end function

9: function DISTRIBUTE(nr) ▷ Distributing Phase
10: for each child node ni of nr do
11: Add root’s dataset dr to child dataset di
12: DISTRIBUTE(ni)
13: end for
14: end function
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Algorithm 7 Partial Data Sharing

1: Initialize clients and clusters ni with their dataset di
2: Initialize data sharing ratio α
3: Start from root cluster.
4: for each child node ni of root do
5: Recursively gather shared data from ni.
6: Add random subdataset α ∗ di to root’s shared dataset dr.
7: end for
8: Start from root cluster.
9: for each child node ni of root do

10: Add root’s dataset dr to child node di.
11: Recursively distribute shared data to child ni.
12: end for

Algorithm 8 SOFA-FL

1: Initialize clients ni and assign non-IID data to each client.
2: Apply DMAC to construct initial clustering structure.
3: for each communication round r do
4: Do local update.
5: Update cluster model and compare the loss.
6: Apply SHAPE to restructure the cluster.
7: Apply Partial Data Sharing to update shared data.
8: end for

.1 Experiment Results

Figure 5: with partial data sharing
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Figure 6: without partial data sharing

Figure 7: partial data sharing fixed with ratio 0.1
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Figure 8: partial data sharing fixed with ratio 0.2
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