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Abstract. Handling data staleness remains a significant challenge
in federated learning with highly time-sensitive tasks, where data is
generated continuously and data staleness largely affects model per-
formance. Although recent works attempt to optimize data staleness
by determining local data update frequency or client selection strat-
egy, none of them explore taking both data staleness and data volume
into consideration. In this paper, we propose DUFL(Data Updating
in Federated Learning), an incentive mechanism featuring an inno-
vative local data update scheme manipulated by three knobs: the
server’s payment, outdated data conservation rate, and clients’ fresh
data collection volume, to coordinate staleness and volume of local
data for best utilities. To this end, we introduce a novel metric called
DoS(the Degree of Staleness) to quantify data staleness and conduct
a theoretic analysis illustrating the quantitative relationship between
DoS and model performance. We model DUFL as a two-stage Stack-
elberg game with dynamic constraint, deriving the optimal local data
update strategy for each client in closed-form and the approximately
optimal strategy for the server. Experimental results on real-world
datasets demonstrate the significant performance of our approach.

1 Introduction
With the development of Internet of Things (IoT), billions of end
devices are generating plenty of data each day. The traditional ap-
proach of uploading data to a remote cloud for model training may
lead to various problems including privacy concern and communi-
cation burden. As a privacy-preserving machine scheme, federated
learning provides a solution by supporting clients jointly training the
global model while keeping data local. It has been widely applied in
numerous scenarios such as smart city [2], autonomous vehicles [29]
and personalized recommendation [16].

Despite various advantages, federated learning still faces two bot-
tlenecks: 1) Staleness of Data: In most existing works, the clients
are assumed to hold a static dataset and use the same dataset to train
the local model over the time horizon. But in reality, there are many
highly time-sensitive tasks with streaming data, where data is gener-
ated continuously and becomes out-of-date over time [27]. Under this
circumstance, outdated data used for training may deteriorate model
parameters and reduce service quality. 2) Training Cost: When par-
ticipating in model training, clients consume various resources such
as computing capacity and communication bandwidth. Besides, col-
lecting fresh data frequently to meet the requirement of highly time-
sensitive tasks also causes extra cost. Considering the huge expen-
diture of resources, clients may be reluctant to provide fresh data
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or even refuse to participate in federated learning tasks without eco-
nomic compensation.

Efforts have been made in incentive mechanism design ranging
from game theory [13, 31, 8] to auction theory [9] and contract the-
ory [10, 6]. However, most of these studies don’t pay attention to the
negative impact of outdated data on model performance. A few works
have studied Age-of-Information awared incentive mechanisms in
mobile crowdsensing [27, 24] and federated learning field [22, 26].
However, these approaches primarily focus on controlling the data
update frequency, without accounting for the combined effect of data
staleness and data volume on the overall model training performance.

Motivated by the above discussions, this paper introduces an inno-
vative dynamic local data update scheme with incentive mechanism
design, called DUFL, by considering the influences of data staleness
and data volume on the model performance and strategy determina-
tion. There are three key challenges in DUFL. First, complexity of op-
timization problem. The server needs to jointly decide the payment
to encourage clients to collect fresh data and the conservation rate
to force clients to abandon outdated data, while clients face a long-
term optimization problem with dynamic constraints of data update.
Solving the above two interdependent optimization problems is chal-
lenging due to their mutual influence on each other. Second, absence
of a quantitative model performance characterization in DUFL. Al-
though model performance is influenced by data staleness and data
volume, there’s lack of quantitative relationship linking these factors
to model performance, which impedes the strategy determination for
the server. Third, incomplete information for strategy determination.
A client’s optimal data update strategy is interdependent with oth-
ers’ strategies, as the allocated payment is based on relative contribu-
tion. But in real-world scenarios, the lack of communication among
clients obscures others’ private decisions, making individual strategy
optimization challenging.

To overcome the above challenges, we introduce a new metric to
measure the data staleness, and leverage it to conduct a theoretic
analysis for DUFL. The main contributions in this paper are sum-
marized as follows:

• We propose a new framework called DUFL(Data Updating in
Federated Learning) for highly time-sensitive federated learning
tasks. The central server decides the payment and the conservation
rate to balance monetary payment and model accuracy loss. Each
client dynamically controls fresh data collection volume based on
the server’s strategy to balance its costs and allocated payment.

• We introduce a new metric called DoS(the Degree of Staleness)
to measure the data staleness. Based on it, we conduct theoretic
analysis and obtain a quantitative relationship linking model per-
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formance with data volume and data staleness.
• We model DUFL as a two-stage Stackelberg game with dy-

namic constraints. By means of backward reduction, we derive
clients’ optimal data update strategy via Hamilton equation and
the server’s approximately optimal strategy by adopting Bayesian
Optimization.

• We provide justifications for the effectiveness of DUFL in the re-
spect of both utility and accuracy in comparison with other bench-
marks.

2 Related Work
2.1 Incentive Mechanism

Incentive mechanism designed for federated learning has been
widely investigated in previous works. They can be assorted into
three categories: (1) game theory: [13] proposes a hierarchical incen-
tive mechanism based on coalitional game theory approach, where
multiple workers can form various federations. [31] builds a incen-
tive mechanism utilizing repeated game theory to enable long-term
cooperation among participants in cross-silo federated learning. (2)
auction theory: [9] designs two auction mechanisms for the feder-
ated learning platform to maximize the social welfare of the feder-
ated learning services market. (3) contract theory: [10] proposes an
effective incentive mechanism combining reputation with contract
theory to motivate high-reputation mobile devices with high-quality
data to participate in model learning. [6] presents an analytical study
on the server’s optimal incentive mechanism design by contract the-
ory, in the presence of users’ multi-dimensional private information.
However, the above studies don’t take into consideration the nega-
tive impact of outdated data on model performance and they can’t be
applied in highly time-sensitive tasks.

2.2 Data Staleness Optimization

Many efforts have been devoted to data staleness optimization. [21]
consider the problem of minimizing AoI(age of information) in gen-
eral wireless networks. [7] devises a joint preprocessing and trans-
mission policy to minimize the average AoI and the energy consump-
tion at the IoT device. Nevertheless, only a few works among them
study the AoI optimization with economic consideration. [27] inves-
tigates the incentive mechanism design in MCS systems that take
the freshness of collected data and social benefits into concerns. [24]
considers a general multi-period status acquisition system, aiming
to maximize the aggregate social welfare and ensure the platform
freshness. However, they can’t be applied in the context of federated
learning considering the resource consumption against local model
training. In the federated learning field, [22] proposes dynamic pric-
ing for the server to offer age-dependent monetary returns and en-
courages clients to sample information at different rates over time.
[26] aims to minimize the loss of global model for FL with a limited
budget by determining a client selection strategy under time-sensitive
scenarios. But none of them explore to manipulate local data update
by decaying outdated data and collecting fresh data simultaneously
considering data staleness and data volume together.

3 Problem Formulation
3.1 Federated Learning with Data Update

We assume that there is a central server andN clients in the federated
learning system and they are arranged to conduct T rounds of global

Figure 1: The framework of buffered data update scheme. Tilde de-
notes local data stream. Blank blocks symbolize buffered data, while
red blocks and blue blocks symbolize new data to be collected and
stale data to be decayed respectively.
training. Different from the static local dataset in previous works,
each client k has a local data stream Dk which generates fresh data
continuously over the time horizon. In addition, due to the storage
limit, each client maintains a buffer to store data collected from its
local data streamDk for model training. We denote the stored data in
the buffer of client k at round t asDk(t) with data volume |Dk(t)| =
Dk(t). During each round, the buffer of client k can be updated by
decaying part of outdated data and collecting fresh data from its local
data stream, then used for local model training. Therefore, the data
update scheme of client k can be formulated as

Dk(t+ 1) = θDk(t) + ∆k(t), (1)

where θ ∈ [0, 1] is the outdated data conservation rate and decides
how much buffered data can be conserved. ∆k(t) is the fresh data
collection volume by client k at round t.

Note that data collection cannot be completed immediately, which
means the traditional “collecting first and then training” paradigm
may lead to severe time latency for federated learning tasks. To im-
prove task efficiency, in our framework, data collection is designed
to proceed in parallel with model training, and fresh data collected
during round t will be used to update the buffer and train the model
at round t+ 1, as depicted in Figure 1.

The loss function of client k based on the global model parameter
w(t) using stored data Dk(t) at round t can be represented as

Fk(w(t)|Dk(t)) =
1

Dk(t)

Dk(t)∑
j=1

f(w(t)|xjk), (2)

where f(w(t)|xjk) is the loss function of each data point {xjk, y
j
k} ∈

Dk(t). Then client k updates its local model by

wk(t+ 1) = w(t)− η∇Fk(w(t)|Dk(t)), (3)

where η is the learning rate and ∇Fk(w(t)|Dk(t)) is the loss gradi-
ent of client k at round t. Until each client completes its local update
and sends wk(t+ 1) to the server, it will aggregate them by

w(t+ 1) =

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
wk(t+ 1), (4)

whereD(t) = ∪Nk=1Dk(t) andD(t) =
∑N
k=1Dk(t). Subsequently,

the server launches the new global model w(t+ 1) to each client for
the next round’s training. Afterwards, the global loss function over
the time horizon is defined as

F (w) ≜
T−1∑
t=0

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Fk(w(t)|Dk(t)), (5)



which is similar to [26]. The goal of federated learning is to find the
optimal parameters w∗ to minimize F (w) as

w∗ = argmin
w
F (w). (6)

3.2 Convergence Analysis for Federated Learning
with Data Stream

Convergence analysis for model performance is provided in this sec-
tion. In practice, it’s difficult to measure the model performance of
DUFL directly due to data dynamics and so on. Therefore, we pro-
vide a convergence upper bound for DUFL, considering the impact of
data volume and data staleness on model performance. Before that,
we introduce the concept of Degree of Staleness (DoS) for buffered
data as follows.

Definition 1. The degree of staleness (DoS) Sk(t) for client k’s
buffered data at round t is defined as

Sk(t) =


θDk(t− 1)

Dk(t)
(Sk(t− 1) + 1) +

∆k(t− 1)

Dk(t)
, t > 0;

1, t = 0,
(7)

which is the weighted sum of the conserved data’s DoS and the new
data’s DoS, where θDk(t−1)

Dk(t)
and ∆k(t−1)

Dk(t)
are the ratio of conserved

data and new data for model training at round t, respectively. The
conserved data’s DoS at round t increases from Sk(t − 1) at round
t− 1 to Sk(t− 1) + 1 at round t, while new collected data’s DoS is
1.

Remark 2. Sk(t) increases with conservation rate θ and decreases
with new collected data volume ∆k(t), which reflects the fact that
less conserved buffered data and more fresh data contribute to DoS
reduction.

Lemma 3. The general formula of Sk(t) can be further derived as

Sk(t) =

t∑
τ=0

θt−τDk(τ)

Dk(t)
. (8)

The detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.1 in the supplemen-
tary material.

Moreover, we introduce some assumptions on local loss function
Fk(w|Dk(t)) before the presentation of convergence analysis, which
have been widely used in previous works [28, 12, 17].

Assumption 4. For t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1}, k ∈ {1, · · · , N},
Fk(w|Dk(t)) is ρ-Lipschitz, i.e., ∀w1, w2, Fk(w1|Dk(t)) −
Fk(w2|Dk(t)) ≤ ρ∥w1 − w2∥2.

Assumption 5. For t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1}, k ∈
{1, · · · , N}, Fk(w|Dk(t)) is β-Lipschitz smooth, i.e.,
∀w1, w2, ∥∇Fk(w1|Dk(t))−∇Fk(w2|Dk(t))∥ ≤ β∥w1 − w2∥2.

Assumption 6. For t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1}, k ∈ {1, · · · , N},
Fk(w|Dk(t)) is µ-strong convex, i.e., ∀w,Fk(w|Dk(t)) satisfies
Fk(w|Dk(t))− Fk(w∗) ≤ 1

2µ
∥∇Fk(w|Dk(t))∥22.

Assumption 7. Given buffered data Dk(t), ∇Fk(w(t)|Dk(t))
is unbiased and variance-bounded, i.e., E[∇Fk(w(t)|Dk(t))] =
∇Fk(w(t)|Dk) and E∥∇Fk(w(t)|Dk(t)) − ∇Fk(w(t)|Dk)∥2 ≤
ς2k , where ς2k := ψ2

Dk(t)
+ Sk(t)σ

2, where ψ is a constant, and σ is a
constant that measures time sensitivity of the server’s task.

Then, the convergence analysis with DoS is given as follows.

Theorem 8. Under Lemma 3 and Assumptions 4-7, with η ≤ 1
2β

,
the convergence upper bound after T rounds can be formulated as

E[F (w(T )|D(T ))− F (w∗)]

≤κT1 E[F (w(0)|D(0))− F (w∗)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
(1)

+

T−1∑
t=0

κT−1−t
1

κ2
Nψ2

D(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(2)

+κ3

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
(3)

+ Ωt︸︷︷︸
(4)

 ,
(9)

where Ωt = F (w(t + 1)|D(t + 1)) − F (w(t + 1)|D(t)), κ1 =
1 + 4µβη2 − 2µη, κ2 = 2βη2, κ3 = βη2.

The detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.2 in the supplemen-
tary material.

Remark 9. In Equ. (9), terms (2) and (3) measures the influence of
data volume and staleness on model performance respectively. In-
tuitively, the larger and fresher the buffered data is, the better the
global model performs. However, discarding more stale data reduces
staleness but also decreases the overall data volume. Thus, there ex-
ists a trade-off between data volume and staleness. In addition, term
(3) shows that highly time-sensitive tasks with larger σ are affected
more heavily by data staleness. Term (4) of Ωt captures the expected
difference in global loss function by leveraging the buffered data at
current round D(t + 1) and at previous round D(t), reflecting the
influence of data fluctuation on model performance.

4 Two-Stage Stackelberg Game with DoS
In this section, we consider the strategies of the server and clients
in DUFL. First, we construct the utility functions and corresponding
optimization problems for the server and clients in Sections 4.1 and
4.2, respectively. Then we model them as a two-stage Stackelberg
game with dynamic constraint of local data update in Section 4.3.

Figure 2: The overview of the decision process in DUFL. Red lines
denote model parameter flow while blue lines symbolize information
and data flow. The strategies of both parties are agreed upon during
gaming phase in advance of training.

4.1 Cost Function of Server

The cost of the server comprises two parts: the model accuracy loss
and the payment to clients. In reality, it’s difficult to obtain the exact



model accuracy loss form directly. Yet we can approximate it with the
convergence upper bound provided in Equ. (9). Note that terms (1)
and (4) in Equ. (9) can’t be controlled by the server, thus we extract
terms (2) and (3) to evaluate the model accuracy loss. Denote R as
payment to clients per round, and θ as the outdated data conservation
rate. The cost function of the server can be constructed as

U(∆, R, θ) =

T−1∑
t=0

[
γR+ (1− γ)κT−1−t

1 × (10)

(
κ2
Nψ2

D(t)
+ κ3

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2

)]
,

where ∆ = {∆1, · · · ,∆N} is clients’ data update strategies with
client k’s strategy denoted as ∆k = {∆k(0), · · · ,∆k(T − 1)},
γ ∈ [0, 1] is a factor to balance model performance and cost pay-
ment. When γ approaches 0, the server pays more attention to model
performance.

Note that the clients’ optimal data update strategies ∆ =
{∆1, · · · ,∆N} are determined based on the payment R and con-
servation rate θ. Then, the objective of the server is to determine R
and θ to minimize its cost as

min
R,θ

U(∆, R, θ), (11)

where a greater reward R leads to more and fresher data for model
training but increases monetary payment, while a lower conservation
rate θ forces clients to abandon more stale data but decreases data
volume at the same time. This joint optimization problem is non-
trivial considering the clients’ dynamic data update strategies.

4.2 Utility Function of Clients

A client participating in the federated learning task needs to allo-
cate various resources for data sampling and model training. We use
αkF1(∆k(t)) and βkF2(Dk(t)) to depict the expenditure for data
collecting and training respectively, where αk is the unit cost for data
collecting and βk is the unit cost for model training. Both F1(·) and
F2(·) are convex functions to capture the fact that a client’s sam-
pling and training expenditures increase convexly with the data vol-
ume. Here, we adopt the quadratic forms of F1(∆k(t)) = ∆2

k(t)
and F2(Dk(t)) = D2

k(t), which have been commonly employed in
cost formulation [30, 4, 15]. Based on this, client k’s cost can be
expressed as

Ck(t) = αk∆
2
k(t) + βkD

2
k(t). (12)

Moreover, to motivate clients to participate in model training and
encourage them to provide more data, the reward a particular client
can receive depends on the size of its buffered data compared with
that of other participating clients, which is formulated as

Pk(t) =
Dk(t)∑N
i=1Di(t)

R. (13)

Therefore, the utility of a particular client k over time is constructed
as

Uk(∆k,∆−k, R, θ) =

T−1∑
t=0

(Pk(t)− Ck(t)) , (14)

where ∆−k = ∆\∆k. Given the payment R and conservation
rate θ provided by the server, under the data update dynamics in

Equ. (1), the optimization problem for a particular client k can be
constructed as

max
∆k={∆k(t)}
t∈{0,··· ,T−1}

Uk(∆k,∆−k, R, θ),

s.t.Dk(t+ 1) = θDk(t) + ∆k(t).

(15)

Note that a larger ∆k enables client k to secure a greater share of the
payment, but it also imposes a heavier resource consumption burden.
Moreover, according to Equ. (13), client k’s optimal strategy ∆k is
affected by other clients’ strategies ∆−k due to

∑N
i=1Di(t), which

makes the joint data update strategy design over time more challeng-
ing.

4.3 Stackelberg Game Formulation

Based on the discussions in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, we formulate the
interactions between the server and clients as a two-stage Stackelberg
game [20, 25]:

Stage I :min
R,θ

U(∆, R, θ),

Stage II : max
∆k={∆k(t)}
t∈{0,··· ,T−1}

Uk(∆k,∆−k, R, θ),

s.t.Dk(t+ 1) = θDk(t) + ∆k(t).

(16)

Figure 2 illustrates the timeline decision process, outlining the se-
quence of decisions made by both the server and clients in DUFL. At
the beginning of the FL tasks, the server launches its optimal strat-
egy (R, θ) to clients decided in Stage I. Then in Stage II, according
to (R, θ) announced by the server, each client k decides its optimal
strategy ∆k(t) to update its buffer. The mutual optimal strategies of
the server and clients form the equilibrium of this Stackelberg game.

5 Optimal Strategy Analysis
In this section, we will derive the equilibrium of the Stackelberg
game above by backward reduction: first analyze client k’s opti-
mal data update strategy ∆k in Stage II given any server’s strategy
(R, θ), then discuss the optimal payment R and conservation rate θ
of the server in Stage I.

5.1 Optimal Strategy of Clients in Stage II

Before analyzing the data update strategy on clients’ side, we face a
challenge of incomplete information. Specifically, for a client k, de-
riving the optimal strategy ∆k(t) at round t requires knowledge of
the total buffered data volume

∑N
i=1Di(t) of all clients grounded in

Equ. (13). However in reality,
∑N
i=1Di(t) keeps unknown to client

k due to inter-client information isolation, especially in federated
learning. To address this, we introduce a mean-field estimator ϕ(t)
to approximate

∑N
i=1Di(t) [23, 18]. Mathematically, ϕ(t) is a given

function and regarded as a known term here. The estimation of ϕ(t)
will be discussed later in Section 5.3.

By replacing
∑N
i=1Di(t) in Equ. (14) with ϕ(t), the optimization

problem of client k becomes:

max
∆k={∆k(t)}
t∈{0,··· ,T−1}

T−1∑
t=0

(
Dk(t)

ϕ(t)
R− αk∆2

k(t)− βkD2
k(t)

)
,

s.t.Dk(t+ 1) = θDk(t) + ∆k(t). (17)



Given any strategy (R, θ) launched by the server, the optimal strat-
egy ∆k(t) for each client k at round t is as follows.

Proposition 10. For any client k at arbitrary round t, the optimal
data update strategy ∆k(t) is

∆k(t) =
[

1
2αk

∑T−1
τ=t+1 θ

τ−t−1
(

R
ϕ(τ)
− 2βkDk(τ)

)]+
,

t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 2};
0, t = T − 1.

(18)

And the buffered data volume Dk(t) at round t is

Dk(t) ={
D0
k, t = 0;

θtDk(0) +
∑t−1
τ=0 θ

t−1−τ∆k(τ), t ∈ {1, · · · , T − 1},
(19)

where [x]+ = max{x, 0}, D0
k is the initial buffered data volume of

client k.

The detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.3 in the supplemen-
tary material.

Remark 11. Equ. (18) reveals that ∆k(t) increases with R, which
means a greater payment encourages clients to collect more fresh
data for buffer updating and model training. In addition, greater col-
lection and training expenditure of αk, βk inhibit clients from col-
lecting fresh data, which keeps consistent with our intuition.

5.2 Optimal Strategy of Server in Stage I

To achieve the Stackelberg equilibrium, we aim to derive the server’s
optimal strategy to minimize its cost in response to clients’ strate-
gies. Specifically, provided all clients’ optimal strategies of ∆ in
Equ. (18) along with corresponding buffered data volume matrix D
and DoS value matrix S where D = {Dk(t)},S = {Sk(t)}, k ∈
{1, · · · , N}, t ∈ {0, · · · , T−1}, we substitute them into the server’s
objective function in problem (11) to derive the optimal strategy of
(R, θ).

However, solving problem (11) is non-trivial because it involves
two-variable joint optimization including a complicated structure of
clients’ dynamic strategies as shown in Equ. (18). Therefore, instead
of deriving an accurate solution in closed-form, we provide an ap-
proximately optimal solution for the server by utilizing Bayesian Op-
timization (BO), a sample-efficient black-box optimization method
which is widely used for low-dimensional expensive-objective prob-
lems [3, 32, 5].

In DUFL, BO utilizes a probabilistic surrogate model
of Gaussian Process(GP) along with observed data X =
{((Rl, θl), U(Rl, θl))}pl=1 to generate a posterior distribution
Û = P(U |X ) over the actual function of U in (11). Then the acqui-
sition function of Expected Improvement(EI) leverages Û to assess
the gain of a set of prospective input candidates {(Rj , θj)}qj=1 . For
any input candidate (Rj , θj), the gain is defined as

EI(Rj , θj) = E
[
max(Umin − Û(Rj , θj), 0)

]
, (20)

where Umin = minl U(Rl, θl). Next, EI selects input candidate with
the greatest gain, obtains corresponding output on the actual function
of U and adds it into X for GP model updating. The process contin-
ues until convergence, ultimately yielding a near-optimal solution of
(R, θ)∗ with minimal server cost.

Note that the convergence of Bayesian Optimization using Gaus-
sian Processes and the Expected Improvement criterion has been the-
oretically guaranteed under mild regularity conditions in [19], ensur-
ing reliable iterations toward the global optimum.

5.3 Algorithm for Finalizing Strategy Design

In this paragraph, we aim to find the mean-field estimator ϕ(t),
thereby finalizing strategy design for this Stackelberg game. On the
one hand, ϕ(t) which is constructed to estimate

∑N
k=0Dk(t) is af-

fected by the buffered data volume Dk(t) of all clients, and further
affected by their data update strategies ∆k(τ), τ ∈ {0, · · · , t − 1}
according to Equ. (19); on the other hand, ϕ(t) will in turn af-
fect the determination of ∆k(τ), τ ∈ {0, · · · , t − 1} according to
Equ. (18). In brief, there is a close loop among ϕ(t), Dk(t) and
∆k(τ), τ ∈ {0, · · · , t − 1}. Based on this, we have the following
proposition.

Proposition 12. There exists a fix point for the mean-field estimator
ϕ(t), t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1}.

The detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.4 in the supplemen-
tary material.

Based on Proposition 12, we develop a fixed-point method to
solve ϕ(t) and the completed algorithm for DUFL is summarized
in Algorithm 1: In the Strategy Decision Phase, the server first ini-
tializes mean-field estimator ϕ0(t). Then, fixed-point iterations are
performed where the server optimizes (R, θ) to minimize its own
cost function via Bayesian Optimization, while clients compute their
prospective data increments ∆k(t) and corresponding buffer vol-
umes Dk(t). The mean-field estimator ϕ(t) is updated accordingly
until convergence. Once the mean-field estimator ϕ(t) converges,
both the server’s strategy (R, θ) and clients’ local strategies ∆ con-
verge synchronously.

Afterwards, the Federated Training Phase begins. In each com-
munication round, the server broadcasts the global model to clients.
Clients update their local buffers by discarding a fraction of stale
data and incorporating new samples according to the finalized strat-
egy, then perform local model updates based on their current buffers.
The updated models are uploaded and aggregated at the server to
form the next global model. This training process continues until the
final round is reached.

The overall time complexity of DUFL is composed of two phases.
In the strategy finalization phase, Bayesian optimization incurs
O(M4) complexity for Gaussian process training and O(M2di

3)
complexity for acquisition optimization, where M is the num-
ber of Bayesian optimization steps and di is the dimension of
the input space. Then client-side computing for data update adds
O(NT 2) per iteration, with N denoting the number of clients and
T the total number of communication rounds. Provided that the
fixed-point iteration needs to be repeated for J times to achieve
convergence, this phase requires O

(
J(M4 +M2di

3 +NT 2)
)
.

In the federated training phase, clients update models with dm
number of model parameters over E epochs, leading to a com-
plexity of O

(
TNEdm

2
)
. Therefore, the total time complexity is

O
(
J(M4 +M2di

3 +NT 2) + TNEdm
2
)
.

Remark 13. While the theoretical complexity includes polynomial
terms inM and di, we note that in practice, these quantities are kept
small (e.g., J = 20, M = 30, di = 2) due to rapid convergence rate
of both fixed-point method and Bayesian Optimization in practice,
which leads to managable computational cost in all our experiments.



Algorithm 1 DUFL Mechanism

1: Input: Number of rounds T , number of clients N , initial buffer
volume Dk(0), hyperparameters.

2: Output: Final global model w(T ).

3: Strategy Decision Phase
4: Initialize mean-field estimator ϕ0(t) for all t = 0, . . . , T − 1;

iteration counter j = 0.
5: repeat
6: Given ϕj(t), server optimizes (R, θ) via Bayesian Optimiza-

tion.
7: for each client k = 1 to N do
8: for each round t = 0 to T − 1 do
9: Calculate data increment: ∆k(t) =[

1
2αk

∑T−1
τ=t+1 θ

τ−t−1
(

R
ϕ(τ)
− 2βkDk(τ)

)]+
.

10: Calculate buffer volume: Dk(t+1) = θDk(t)+∆k(t).
11: end for
12: end for
13: Update mean-field estimator: ϕj+1(t) =

∑N
k=1Dk(t) for all

t.
14: j ← j + 1.
15: until maxt |ϕj(t)− ϕj−1(t)| ≤ ϵ.

16: Federated Training Phase
17: for each round t = 0 to T − 1 do
18: Server broadcasts the global model w(t) to all clients.
19: for each client k in parallel do
20: Discard (1− θ)Dk(t− 1) stale data points from buffer.
21: Collect ∆k(t− 1) new data points into buffer.
22: Perform local model update: wk(t + 1) = w(t) −

η∇Fk(w(t) | Dk(t)).
23: Upload updated local model wk(t+ 1) to server.
24: end for
25: Server aggregates models:w(t+1) =

∑N
k=1

Dk(t)
D(t)

wk(t+1).
26: end for

6 Experiment

In this section, we evaluate the performance of proposed DUFL by
numerical experiments. Note that due to page limit, additional exper-
iments are provided in Appendix B in the supplementary material.

6.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets and Models:
Our experiments are conducted on five widely used benchmarks:

MNIST, FMNIST, SVHN, CIFAR-10, and CIFAR-100. We em-
ploy LR for MNIST and FMNIST, resulting in convex optimization
problems aligned with our theoretical assumptions. For SVHN and
CIFAR-10, we use a lightweight CNN, and for CIFAR-100, ResNet-
18, to validate our method’s robustness in non-convex scenarios.

To simulate time-sensitive federated learning, two dynamics are
introduced. First, to model data aging, client-side samples are pro-
gressively blurred via additive noise over communication rounds.
Second, to emulate evolving label distributions, each client starts
with only a subset of classes, with new classes introduced as training
proceeds. Both blurring severity and initial class coverage are gov-
erned by a time sensitivity coefficient σ, where larger values imply
stronger noise and fewer initial classes.

Baselines: We validate our proposed DUFL mechanism on sev-
eral classical federated learning baseline algorithms, including (1)Fe-
dAvg [14], (2)FedProx [11], (3)FedDyn [1].

Hyperparameters Settings: We simulate T = 100 federated
rounds, each involving N = 15 clients by default. Each client ini-
tializes with D0

k = 1000 samples, and adopts SGD for 20 local
epochs using batch size 64 and learning rate η = 10−2. Unit costs
of data collection and training follow αk ∼ U(10−4, 10−3) and
βk ∼ U(5 × 10−6, 5 × 10−5). The server sets trade-off factor
γ = 10−4 and uses κ1 = κ2 = 1, κ3 = 10−2 in its utility. The
strategy space includes θ ∈ [0, 1] and payment level R ∈ [0, 500].
Default time sensitivity coefficient is σ = 0.75.

6.2 Utility Evaluation

We provide utility evaluation from the prospective of both the server
and clients in this section.

Fixed-Point Convergence Process: The iteration process of
fixed-point convergence is depicted in Figure 3. We find that mean-
field estimator ϕ and the server’s strategy (R, θ) converge syn-
chronously and rapidly in a few steps, which substantiates the ef-
ficiency of our proposed DUFL algorithm.

Figure 3: Illustration of convergence behavior for mean-field estima-
tor ϕ(Left) and server’s strategy (R, θ)(Right).

Effect of Client’s Strategy on the Utility: In this paragraph, we
analyze the effect of data update strategy ∆k(t) on clients’ utility
and the results are plotted in Figure 4. For comparison, we imple-
ment two auxiliary strategies: zero strategy and random strategy. For
a particular client k, zero strategy means it doesn’t collect any new
data through the training procedure, while random strategy refers that
it collects new data randomly in each time slot. Note that in order to
keep comparison meaningful, the total amount of new data collected
over the time horizon under random strategy is set to be roughly con-
sistent with that under optimal strategy. It is shown that the optimal
strategy helps client k secure the highest utility compared with other
two strategies. Provided that clients are selfish, this indicates that
each of them will follow the optimal strategy, thereby the mutually
best response strategies are reached simultaneously, which meets the
requirement of the Nash equilibrium solution of Stage II. In addition,
we can find under the same data update strategy, the client’s utility
Uk decreases with number of clients N . The underlying reason is
that client expansion may intensify the competition for the reward,
thereby leading to reward reduction and utility reduction.

Effect of Server’s Strategy on the Cost: In this paragraph,
we analyze the effect of server’s strategy (R, θ) on its cost. Un-
der the hyperparameter settings in experimental setup, the server’s
optimal strategy is derived as (R, θ)∗ = (63.18, 0.52). For com-
parison, we fix the optimal payment R∗ and consider three types
of strategies: (R, θ)1 = (63.18, 0.12), (R, θ)2 = (63.18, 0.82)
and (R, θ)3 = (63.18, 0.92). Besides, we also fix the optimal



conservation rate θ∗ and consider another three types of strategies:
(R, θ)4 = (13.18, 0.52), (R, θ)5 = (203.18, 0.52) and (R, θ)6 =
(423.18, 0.52).

Figure 4: Comparative analysis of
utility function Uk of client k
over various strategies ∆k.

Figure 5: The effect of time sensi-
tivity coefficient σ on the server’s
determination of strategy (R, θ).

The effect of θ andR on test accuracy and cost is shown in Figures
6. We can find that (R, θ)∗(solid line) outperforms (R, θ)1, (R, θ)2

and (R, θ)3(dotted line) in terms of test accuracy on the Cifar-
10 datasets. The underlying reason is that strategy (R, θ)2, (R, θ)3

with improperly great θ contributes to huge but stale buffered data,
while (R, θ)1 with improperly small θ contributes to fresh but small
amount of data. Both of them lead to worse model performance. Un-
der the same payment to clients, (R, θ)∗ reaches the lowest cost com-
pared with other strategies.

In addition, (R, θ)5 and (R, θ)6(dotted line) surpass the optimal
strategy of (R, θ)∗(solid line) with respect to test accuracy across
all datasets because richer payment encourages clients to collect
more fresh data, thereby enhance the model performance. However,
(R, θ)∗ still reach the lowest cost, which indicates that our proposed
strategy has the ability to strike the trade-off between payment and
accuracy loss simultaneously.

Effect of time sensitivity coefficient on Server’s Strategy: In
this paragraph, we explore the effect of time sensitivity coeffi-
cient σ on the server’s strategy (R, θ). Specifically, we set σ to be
0.41, 0.42, 0.50, 0.75, 1.00, 1.25, where larger σ indicates stronger
sensitivity to data staleness.

It is shown in Figure 5 that, as σ increases, the optimal reward R
rises while the optimal conservation rate θ drops. It matches the intu-

Figure 6: Comparative analysis of test accuracy (Top) and cost
(Bottom) versus communication rounds T under various strategies
with CNN over Cifar-10.

ition that when facing tasks with higher time sensitivity, the value of
previous data decreases. The server needs to guide clients timely dis-
carding outdated data and collecting fresh data. Note that data update
ceases when σ = 0.41 or below, indicating that the server tolerates
mild staleness when the expected accuracy gain no longer offsets the
update cost. The result demonstrates that our proposed strategy is
adaptable to federated learning tasks with varying time sensitivity.

6.3 Performance Evaluation

Comparison of Model Performance: In this paragraph, we analyze
model performance of our proposed DUFL compared with 3 baseline
algorithms over 5 federated learning tasks under various σ. Specifi-
cally, all baseline algorithms are evaluated under two configurations.
In the first setting, models are trained directly on the initial static lo-
cal datasets without any data update throughout the training process,
corresponding to the standard practice in traditional federated learn-
ing. In the second setting, our proposed data update mechanism is
integrated as a plugin, enabling clients to discard outdated samples
and incorporate newly collected data during training.

The results are summarized in Table 1. In highly time-sensitive
tasks(σ = 1.25) with severe data aging and distribution drift, our
proposed DUFL framework achieves tremendous accuracy improve-
ment across all datasets compared with baseline algorithms. It vali-
dates that DUFL can effectively mitigate the adverse effects of data
staleness via positive data update. In lowly time-sensitive tasks(σ =
0.00) where data value remains relatively stable, DUFL performs
closely to baseline algorithms. The reason is that under this circum-
stance, present data stay valuable to train model and it’s not neces-
sary for DUFL to update data considering monetary cost, which is
essentially equivalent to baseline algorithms.

Table 1: Performance comparison across different methods and
datasets under varying time sensitivity coefficient σ.

Dataset σ FedAvg FedProx FedDyn
+Model Std. +DUFL Std. +DUFL Std. +DUFL

MNIST 1.25 57.9% 91.8% 58.1% 91.7% 58.8% 91.5%
+LR 0.75 76.2% 91.2% 76.9% 92.4% 77.1% 92.0%

(convex) 0.00 91.6% 91.6% 92.7% 92.7% 92.7% 92.7%

FMNIST 1.25 53.8% 79.1% 54.2% 79.8% 55.0% 80.7%
+LR 0.75 66.6% 80.8% 67.4% 81.8% 67.1% 82.6%

(convex) 0.00 84.3% 84.3% 85.1% 85.1% 84.9% 84.9%

SVHN 1.25 69.4% 91.3% 70.2% 92.0% 72.4% 93.5%
+CNN 0.75 83.6% 92.7% 83.9% 93.1% 85.0% 93.7%

(non-convex) 0.00 90.9% 90.9% 92.7% 92.7% 93.1% 93.1%

CIFAR-10 1.25 54.3% 82.4% 55.7% 82.6% 58.5% 84.4%
+CNN 0.75 72.2% 83.9% 72.3% 85.5% 74.1% 83.9%

(non-convex) 0.00 81.5% 81.5% 84.3% 84.3% 84.7% 84.7%

CIFAR-100 1.25 44.5% 56.7% 46.2% 56.9% 47.8% 59.0%
+ResNet-18 0.75 54.9% 57.1% 56.8% 58.0% 59.2% 60.1%
(non-convex) 0.00 57.6% 57.6% 59.2% 59.2% 63.5% 63.5%

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose an innovative framework DUFL for feder-
ated learning with highly time-sensitive tasks, where a new dynamic
data update scheme is designed to balance data staleness and data
volume simultaneously. A novel DoS metric is introduced, based on
which theoretical analyses are conducted. We model the interactions
of the server and clients as a Stackelberg game and derive the opti-
mal strategies for both the server and clients. Extensive experiments
demonstrate the superiority of our proposed approach.
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In the appendix, the complete proofs of theoretic results provided
in the main text and additional experiments are exhibited in detail.

A Proof of Theoretic Results
A.1 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. According to the definition of DoS, we have

Sk(t+ 1) (21)

=Sk(t)
θDk(t)

Dk(t+ 1)
+ 1

=Sk(t)

(
1− ∆k(t)

Dk(t+ 1)

)
+ 1

=

(
Sk(t− 1)

θDk(t− 1)

Dk(t)
+ 1

)
θDk(t)

Dk(t+ 1)
+ 1

=Sk(t− 1)
θ2Dk(t− 1)

Dk(t+ 1)
+

θDk(t)

Dk(t+ 1)
+ 1

=Sk(t− 2)
θ3Dk(t− 2)

Dk(t+ 1)
+
θ2Dk(t− 1)

Dk(t+ 1)
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θDk(t)

Dk(t+ 1)
+ 1

= · · ·

=Sk(0)
θt+1Dk(0)

Dk(t+ 1)
+

θtDk(1)

Dk(t+ 1)
+ · · ·+ θ2Dk(t− 1)

Dk(t+ 1)

+
θDk(t)

Dk(t+ 1)
+ 1

=

t+1∑
τ=0

θt+1−τDk(τ)

Dk(t+ 1)
. (22)

A.2 Proof of Theorem 8

Proof. Let’s pay attention to the round t+ 1.

E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t+ 1))− F (w(t)|D(t))]
=E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))− F (w(t)|D(t))]

+ E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t+ 1))− F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))]
=E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))− F (w(t)|D(t))]︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

+Ωt, (23)

where Ωt = E[F (w(t + 1)|D(t + 1)) − F (w(t + 1)|D(t))]. It
captures the expected difference of global loss function based on the
same global modelw(t) between buffered data at present roundD(t)
and at previous round D(t − 1). Then we focus on A. Since Fk(w)
is β-Lipschitz smooth, we have

E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))− F (w(t)|D(t))]
≤E ⟨∇F (w(t)|D(t)), w(t+ 1)− w(t)|D(t)⟩

+
β

2
E∥w(t+ 1)− w(t)|D(t)∥2

=E ⟨∇F (w(t)|D(t)), (−η)∇F (w(t)|D(t))⟩

+
β

2
E∥w(t+ 1)− w(t)|D(t)∥2

=(−η)∥∇F (w(t)|D(t))∥2

+
β

2
E∥w(t+ 1)− w(t)|D(t)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

. (24)

Next, we focus on bounding B. Because the stochastic gradient of
∇Fk(w) is unbiased and variance-bounded, we have

β

2
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β
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(25)

Substituting Equ. (25) into Equ. (24), we have

E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))− F (w(t)|D(t))]

≤ (2βη2 − η)E∥∇F (w(t)|D(t))∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
C

+2βη2
Nψ2

D(t)

+βη2
N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2. (26)

Now we bound C. We set η < 1
2β

, then 2βη2 − η < 0. Polyak
Lojasiewicz condition holds for Fk(w) due to strong convexity in
assumptions:

E[F (w(t)|D(t))− F (w∗)] ≤ 1

2µ
E∥∇F (w(t)|D(t))∥22. (27)

Thus the following inequality holds:

2µ(2βη2 − η)E[(F (w(t)|D(t))− F (w∗))]

≥(2βη2 − η)E∥∇F (w(t)|D(t))∥22. (28)

Substituting Equ. (28) into Equ. (26), we have

E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))− F (w(t)|D(t))]

≤2µ(2βη2 − η)E[F (w(t)|D(t))− F (w∗)]

+2βη2
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2. (29)

Consequently, substituting Equ. (29) into Equ. (23), we have

E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t+ 1))− F (w(t)|D(t))]
=E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t))− F (w(t)|D(t))] + Ωt

≤2µ(2βη2 − η)E[F (w(t− 1)|D(t))− F (w∗|D(t))]

+2βη2
Nψ2

D(t)
+ βη2

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2 +Ωt. (30)



Adding E[F (w(t)|D(t))− F (w∗)] on both sides, we get

E[F (w(t+ 1)|D(t+ 1))− F (w∗)]
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Then call Equ. (31) recursively, we have
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N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2 +Ωt

]
≤ · · ·

≤(1 + 4µβη2 − 2µη)t+1E[F (w(0)|D(0))− F (w∗)]

+

t∑
r=0

(1 + 4µβη2 − 2µη)r×[
2βη2

Nψ2

D(t− r) + βη2
N∑
k=1

Dk(t− r)
D(t− r) Sk(t− r)σ

2 +Ωt−r

]
.

(32)

For ease of representation, let κ1 = 1 + 4µβη2 − 2µη, κ2 = 2βη2

and κ3 = βη2. Thus, the convergence upper bound after T+1 rounds
can be reformulated as

E[F (w(T + 1)|D(T + 1))− F (w∗)]

≤κT+1
1 E[F (w(0)|D(0))− F (w∗)]

+

T∑
t=0

κt1

[
κ2

Nψ2

D(T − t) + κ3

N∑
k=1

Dk(T − t)
D(T − t) Sk(T − t)σ

2 +ΩT−t

]
=κT+1

1 E[F (w(0)|D(0))− F (w∗)]

+

T∑
t=0

κT−t
1

[
κ2
Nψ2

D(t)
+ κ3

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2 +Ωt

]
. (33)

Further, the convergence upper bound after T rounds is

E[F (w(T )|D(T ))− F (w∗)]

=κT1 E[F (w(0)|D(0))− F (w∗)]

+

T−1∑
t=0

κT−1−t
1

[
κ2
Nψ2

D(t)
+ κ3

N∑
k=1

Dk(t)

D(t)
Sk(t)σ

2 +Ωt

]
.

(34)

A.3 Proof of Proposition 10

Proof. For the long term optimization problem with dynamic con-
straint in Equ. (17), we construct a Hamilton equation Hk(t) as fol-

lows:

Hk(t) =
Dk(t)

ϕ(t)
R− αk∆k(t)

2 − βkDk(t)2

+λk(t+ 1) ((θ − 1)Dk(t) + ∆k(t)) . (35)

In addtion, ∂
2Hk(t)

∂∆k(t)
2 = −2αk < 0. That is, Hk(t) is a concave func-

tion in ∆k(t). To derive the optimal increment ∆k(t) that minimize
Equ. (17), it satisfies

∂Hk(t)

∂∆k(t)
= 0, (36)

∂Hk(t)

∂Dk(t)
= λk(t)− λk(t+ 1). (37)

By solving the above two formulas, we have

∆k(t) =
1

2αk
λk(t+ 1), (38)

λk(t) = θλk(t+ 1) +
R

ϕ(t)
− 2βkDk(t). (39)

In addition, it can be derived that ∆k(T − 1) = 0 because
∆k(T − 1) decides round T ’s increment for client k. The buffered
data volumeDk(T ) will not be involved in the training rounds which
ranges from 0 to T − 1. Therefore Dk(T ) cannot bring any benefit
for client k under high collection expenditure. It’s feasible for client
k to set ∆k(T − 1) = 0 and stop data collection. Based on this, the
boundary condition can be expressed as

λk(T − 1) =
∂
(
D(T−1)
ϕ(T−1)

R− βkDk(T − 1)2
)

∂Dk(T − 1)

=
R

ϕ(T − 1)
− 2βkDk(T − 1). (40)

Combing Equ. (39) with Equ. (40), we have

λk(t) =θλk(t+ 1) +
R

ϕ(t)
− 2βkDk(t)

=θ2λk(t+ 2)

+ θ

(
R

ϕ(t+ 1)
− 2βkDk(t+ 1)

)
+

R

ϕ(t)
− 2βkDk(t)

= · · ·

=θT−1−tλk(T − 1)

+

T−2−t∑
τ=0

θτ
(

R

ϕ(t+ τ)
− 2βkDk(t+ τ)

)
=θT−1−t

(
R

ϕ(T − 1)
− 2βkDk(T − 1)

)
+

T−2−t∑
τ=0

θτ
(

R

ϕ(t+ τ)
− 2βkDk(t+ τ)

)

=

T−1−t∑
τ=0

θτ
(

R

ϕ(t+ τ)
− 2βkD(t+ τ)

)

=

T−1∑
τ=t

θτ−t
(

R

ϕ(τ)
− 2βkDk(τ)

)
. (41)



and

λk(t+ 1) =

T−1∑
τ=t+1

θτ−t−1

(
R

ϕ(τ)
− 2βkDk(τ)

)
. (42)

Substituting Equ. (42) into Equ. (38), we obtain

∆k(t) =
1

2αk

T−1∑
τ=t+1

θτ−t−1

(
R

ϕ(τ)
− 2βkDk(τ)

)
. (43)

Substituting Equ. (43) into Equ. (1), we obtain

Dk(t+ 1) = θDk(t) + ∆k(t)

= θ2Dk(t− 1) + θ∆k(t− 1) + ∆k(t)

= · · ·

= θt+1Dk(0) +

t∑
τ=0

θt−τ∆k(τ). (44)

with t ∈ {0, T − 2} and ∆k(T − 1) = 0.

A.4 Proof of Proposition 12

Proof. First, we construct a vector function. According to Equ. (19),
Dk(t) is a function of ∆k(τ), τ ∈ {0, · · · , t − 1}. By inserting
Equ. (18) into Equ. (19), Dk(t) is actually a function of ϕ(t) and
Dk(t), t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1}. We define this function as

Dk(t) = Ψk,t(ϕ(0), ϕ(1), · · · , ϕ(T − 1),

Dk(0), Dk(1), · · · , Dk(T − 1)). (45)

Furthermore, ϕ(t) is a function of Dk(t), k ∈ {1, · · · , N} at round
t, so it can be derived that Dk(t) is a function of Dk(t), k ∈
{1, · · · , N}, t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1}. That is

Dk(t) = Ψk,t(D1(0), D1(1), · · · , D1(T − 1),

D2(0), D2(1), · · · , D2(T − 1),

· · · ,
DN (0), DN (1), · · · , DN (T − 1)). (46)

For ease of reading, we denote the parameter matrix in Equ. (46)
as D. Then we have Dk(t) = Ψk,t(D). To summarize buffered
data volume Dk(t) over the time horizon t ∈ {0, · · · , T − 1} and
k ∈ {1, · · · , N}, we have the following vector function as

Ψ(D) = (Ψ1,0(D),Ψ1,1(D), · · · ,Ψ1,T−1(D)

Ψ2,0(D),Ψ2,1(D), · · · ,Ψ2,T−1(D)

· · · ,
ΨN,0(D),ΨN,1(D), · · · ,ΨN,T−1(D)), (47)

Next, we examine whether fix point exists for Ψ. We bound Dk(t)
as [0, U], where Dk(t) ≥ 0 means buffered data volume must be
non-negative, and Dk(t) ≤ U means the storage capacity of buffer
can’t exceed U . The domain of Ψ can be bounded as

Π = [0, U ]× [0, U ]× · · · × [0, U ]. (48)

Since Ψ is a continuous mapping from Π to Π, according to
Brouwer’s fixed point theorem, Ψ has a fixed point in Π. Thus, there
exists a fix point for D. Furthermore, there also exists a fix point for
ϕ(t) =

∑N
k=1Dk(t).

B Additional Experiments
Effect of Server’s Strategy on Client’s Data Update Strategy: In
this section, we investigate how the server’s strategy (R, θ) influ-
ences client-side data updates across three metrics: averaged data
collection volume ∆(t) = 1

N

∑N
k=1 ∆k(t), buffered data volume

D(t) = 1
N

∑N
k=1Dk(t), and data staleness S(t) = 1

N

∑N
k=1 Sk(t),

as illustrated in Figure 7. We reuse the experimental settings from
the main text, including the baseline strategy (R, θ)∗, (R, θ)1-3(R
changes) and (R, θ)4-6(θ changes).

From Figure 7(a)(b), we observe that with fixedR, a higher θ leads
to a larger ∆(t) at early stages, since a greater retention rate allows
previously collected data to persist in the buffer and contribute to the
reward longer. However, in later rounds, clients reduce data collec-
tion to save costs, resulting in smaller ∆(t) under large θ. In contrast,
increasing R consistently boosts ∆(t), as greater incentives encour-
age clients to collect more fresh data. Notably, ∆(t) converges to
zero before training ends, consistent with the boundary behavior in
Eq. (18). Figure 7(c)(d) shows that D(t) grows with both R and θ,
as larger R brings more new data, and larger θ retains more old data.
Moreover, the stabilization of D(t) aligns with the trend of ∆(t), re-
flecting the inflow–retention balance. In addition, Figure 7(e)(f) re-
veals that staleness S(t) is mainly influenced by θ. As θ increases,
outdated data accumulates, driving S(t) higher. Meanwhile, R has
little effect on staleness, as it does not directly control retention.
These results suggest that θ plays the key role in balancing data vol-
ume and freshness for better performance.

(a) ∆(t): θ changes (b) ∆(t): R changes

(c) D(t): θ changes (d) D(t): R changes

(e) S(t): θ changes (f) S(t): R changes

Figure 7: Comparative analysis of averaged data collection volume
∆(t), buffered volumeD(t), and staleness S(t) over communication
rounds T under various server strategies.


