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Abstract—Federated learning (FL) is a distributed framework
for collaborative training with privacy guarantees. In real-
world scenarios, clients may have Non-IID data (local class
imbalance) with poor annotation quality (label noise). The co-
existence of label noise and class imbalance in FL’s small
local datasets renders conventional FL methods and noisy-label
learning methods both ineffective. To address the challenges,
we propose FEDCNI without using an additional clean proxy
dataset. It includes a noise-resilient local solver and a robust
global aggregator. For the local solver, we design a more robust
prototypical noise detector to distinguish noisy samples. Further
to reduce the negative impact brought by the noisy samples,
we devise a curriculum pseudo labeling method and a denoise
Mixup training strategy. For the global aggregator, we propose
a switching re-weighted aggregation method tailored to different
learning periods. Extensive experiments demonstrate our method
can substantially outperform state-of-the-art solutions in mix-
heterogeneous FL environments.

Index Terms—Federated learning, Noisy labels, Non-IID data,
Class imbalance

I. INTRODUCTION

The proliferation of smart devices such as mobile phones,
cameras, and sensors has dramatically expanded the service
of multimedia applications like live broadcasts and real-time
video analytics [1]. The massive data plays a key role in
generating powerful predictive models to provide better ser-
vices to users. However, transferring users’ data to the server
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Fig. 1. Illustration of noise detection results on FL’s small and
imbalanced local datasets. Class 0 is a majority class and Class 1 is a
minority class. (a) and (b) show that the small-loss method can distinguish
noisy samples in the majority class but fails in the minority class. However, in
(c) and (d), our proposed prototypical method is effective in both the majority
and minority.

poses a high privacy risk and brings huge communication
burdens, rendering traditional centralized training ineffective.
Therefore, Federated Learning (FL) [2]–[4] stands out as a
promising solution that enables such collaborative training
only by aggregating local models uploaded from user clients
without any data exchange.

Data heterogeneity is an inherent problem in FL, as clients
may have Non-IID data, especially for class distributions.
Previous works have explored this issue from both local and
global perspectives [3], [5]. Besides, poor annotation quality
is also a naturally arising problem in FL. In practical FL
scenarios, labels of local data are often machine-generated
or manually annotated. Nevertheless, clients have different
domain expertise and various human biases in annotation,
resulting in inaccurate labeling and heterogeneous label noise
among clients [6]–[8].

The joint problem of local class imbalance and label noise

ar
X

iv
:2

30
4.

02
89

2v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 6

 A
pr

 2
02

3



is very challenging. On the one hand, the existence of label
noise makes conventional FL methods, which mainly tackle
Non-IID data, ineffective (cf. Table I). On the other hand,
conventional noisy-label learning methods used in centralized
training have poor performance in FL due to the class im-
balance and small sizes of local datasets (cf. Table I). One
intuitive example is shown in Figure 1, that the small-loss
technique [9], [10], which is commonly used in noise detection
of centralized learning, no longer works when the client’s
data has imbalanced classes, noisy labels, and small sizes.
The small dataset makes the model poorly generalized overall,
and the classifier learned from class-imbalanced data has even
worse generalization on the minority classes. As a result, both
clean and noisy samples of the minority class have large losses
and low confidence, which is hard to distinguish1. Moreover,
clients have diverse imbalances and noise levels, and it is also
challenging for the central server to aggregate.

There are some pioneer works addressing the problem
of FL with noisy labels. However, they are not tailored
to solve the noisy-label learning problem jointly with local
class imbalance. For the noise detection methods, they mainly
rely on the small-loss technique [7], [8], which is shown to
be less effective. Besides, the existing methods hold strong
assumptions or preconditions that are less realistic in practical
situations. Some works rely on clean proxy datasets on the
server [11], [12], clean public datasets held by all clients [6], or
clean clients without noisy labels [7]. However, clean datasets
are infeasible since collecting the clients’ data are forbidden
in FL, and annotating such a clean dataset requires huge costs.
Additionally, the clean client assumption is not satisfied if the
FL system is rather heterogeneous.

Thus, in this paper, we propose Federated Cautious learning
for Noisy and Imbalanced clients (FEDCNI) to cautiously
learn from the noisy and highly-skewed data in FL without
using an additional clean proxy dataset. FEDCNI cautiously
learns by accurately detecting noise (with both high precision
and recall) and reducing the negative impact of the detected
noisy samples. It includes a noise-resilient local solver and a
robust global aggregator. For the local solver, we first design
a prototypical noise detector to distinguish noisy samples, and
it is shown to be more robust than the small-loss-based noise
detector. To reduce the negative impact brought by the noisy
samples, we devise a curriculum pseudo labeling method to
dynamically assign labels to the detected noisy samples and
propose a denoise Mixup training strategy to separate the
clean and noisy sets in Mixup. For the global aggregator, we
propose a switching re-weighted aggregation method tailored
to different learning periods. Extensive experiments under both
synthetic and natural label noise demonstrate our method can
outperform state-of-the-art solutions in mix-heterogeneous FL
environments by a large margin. In some cases, our method
even has comparable performance with FEDAVG under purely
clean data. Our contributions can be concluded as follows:

1We note that the poor local noise detection will impede the local model
performance and further result in a poor global model after aggregation.

• We propose the FEDCNI tailored for tackling the joint
challenge of label noise and class-imbalanced data in real-
world FL scenarios, which is a pioneering work in FL.

• In FEDCNI, we craft a noise-resilient local solver and a
robust global aggregator without resorting to clean proxy
datasets or clean client assumptions, which have robust
performance in mix-heterogeneous FL environments.

• We conduct extensive experiments to show that FED-
CNI outperforms state-of-the-art FL methods over multiple
datasets under both synthetic and natural label noise.

II. RELATED WORKS

Heterogeneous Data in Federated Learning. Clients have
Non-IID data distributions is an inherent problem in FL, which
is also known as data heterogeneity. There are a lot of works in
FL that focus on tackling this. FEDPROX [3] is proposed with
a proximal term on the client side, so the model parameters
obtained by the client after local training will not deviate too
much from the initial server parameters. FEDDYN [4] adds
a regularization term in local training based on the global
model and the model from previous rounds of communication
to overcome device heterogeneity.
Noisy-label Federated Learning. There are some previous
works that have concerned the FL with noisy labels. FEDCORR
[7] is a multi-stage FL algorithm that includes noise client
detection, noisy sample detection and correction, and a vanilla
FEDAVG [2] phase. However, the method’s multi-step LID
score calculations require high computational complexity and
extensive hyper-parameter tuning. ROFL [8] introduces the
exchange of class centroids between the server and clients
to give pseudo labels and generates loss based on similarity,
which may threaten clients’ privacy due to the direct transfer of
class centroids. Additionally, the small-loss technique utilized
by FEDCORR [7] and ROFL [8] performs poorly in class-
imbalance scenarios and requires clean clients, which is not
practical in real-world applications. There are also some
existing works that rely on a clean proxy (benchmark) dataset
on the server side. In [11], they upload local samples’ loss
distribution to the server for noise detection by proxy dataset.
The transmitted loss distribution can raise severe privacy
concerns. RHFL [6] interchanges model logits and analyze
them by a public dataset. The method lacks noise detection,
only depending on KL divergence of knowledge. Besides, the
auxiliary public dataset is not available for the server and
clients in real applications.

III. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we will first describe the problem formula-
tion with some basic notations and then introduce FEDCNI.

A. Problem Formulation

We consider a typical FL scenario with a multi-class classifi-
cation task. There are K clients and overall N data samples in
training. Each client k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} holds a private dataset
Dk = {(xki , yki )}nk

i=1, where xki is the input of the training
sample, corresponding yki denotes the given label, and the
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Fig. 2. The framework overview of the proposed FEDCNI.

number of local samples is nk (
∑K

k=1 nk = N ). In the
inaccurate annotation scenario, yki ∈ {1, . . . , C} can be the
same as the ground-truth label ȳki , or be different as a noise.
We use θ to denote the model parameter, and for client k, it has
the local model θk. We use F to denote the feature extraction
function of a network, given a model θ and a sample x, the
extracted feature embedding is F(θ;x). In addition, we use
P to denote the prediction function (the last layer), given a
model θ and a sample x. The predicted softmax is P(θ;x).

B. FEDCNI Overview

Our method FEDCNI consists of a noise-resilient local
solver and a robust global aggregator. For the noise-resilient
local solver, it has two modules: the prototypical local noise
detection (cf. Section III-C) and the noise-resilient local loss
(cf. Section III-D). The prototypical local noise detection
distinguishes noisy samples via prototypical similarity and
assigns labels to these noisy samples by curriculum pseudo
labeling with dynamic confidence. The noise-resilient local
loss includes a prototypical similarity loss and a denoise
Mixup loss, and it facilitates the clients to cautiously learn
from the rare and noisy local data. For the global aggrega-
tor (cf. Section III-E), a switching re-weighted aggregation
method tailored to different learning periods is proposed. The
framework overview is shown in Figure 2.

C. Prototypical Local Noise Detection

Prototype Generation. The class prototype pc is defined as
a normalized mean of samples’ embeddings for the class c ∈
{1, . . . C}. For client k, we can obtain its local prototypes as:

pk,c =
1

|Dk,c|
∑

(xk
i ,y

k
i )∈Dk,c

F(θk;xki ), (1)

where Dk,c denotes the samples given the label c in local
dataset Dk and F(θk;xki ) refers to the output embedding of
sample xki given the model θk.
Noise Detection. For client k, given a prototype of a class
pk,c, we compute the embeddings of the samples which are
labeled as c. Intuitively, the embeddings of clean samples may
have high similarities to the prototype, while the noisy samples

represent outliers in the embedding space. Thus, we use a two-
component Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) in the similarities
to distinguish noisy and clean samples for each class. We
adopt the cosine function as the similarity measurement, which
is effective in high dimensional space. The cosine similarity
between a sample xki ∈ Dk and a prototype pk,c is given by:

cos(pk,c, x
k
i ) =

〈pk,c,F(θk;xki )〉
‖pk,c‖ · ‖F(θk;xki )‖

. (2)

We can obtain class-wise similarity sets sk,c =
{cos(pk,c, x

k
i )|xki ∈ Dk,c} that contain the similarities

between the class prototype and the samples. We conduct
local noise detection using a two-component GMM in sk,c
and obtain the noisy set with lower similarity Nk,c and clean
set with higher similarity Ck,c. Then the overall detected
noisy set for client k is Nk =

∑C
c=1Nk,c, and the clean set

is Ck =
∑C

c=1 Ck,c. The noisy and clean sets are disjoint such
that Nk ∩ Ck = ∅,Nk ∪ Ck = Dk.
Curriculum Pseudo Labeling. Given the detected noisy sam-
ples, we use the pseudo labeling method to correct the labels.
However, due to different noise and imbalance levels of clients,
the difficulty of pseudo labeling in each class of each client
is different. Inspired by the idea of curriculum labeling in
semi-supervised learning [13], we propose a novel curriculum
pseudo labeling method providing dynamic confidence for
labeling threshold.

We define the dynamic threshold τk,c for each class c in
client k. Every class c ∈ {1, . . . , C} has a different level
of noise and data size; therefore, τk,c is to describe the
difficulty of learning this class. Let qki = maxj Pj(θk;xki ) and
ŷki = arg maxj(Pj(θk;xki )), where P(θk;xki ) is the prediction
softmax values and Pj(θk;xki ) is the j-th value of the softmax.
We introduce the definition of learning difficulty ρk,c as:

ρk,c =

∑
(xk

i ,y
k
i )∈Ck,c

I(qki > τk,c) · I(ŷki = c)

|Dk,c|
, (3)

In Equation 3, the initial threshold τk,c is set as τ for all
classes after the early phase of training. In the equation, we
quantify the learning difficulty ρk,c as a confident and clean



sample proportion for each class. Then, we normalize ρk,c to
update the dynamic threshold τk,c, as:

τk,c =
ρk,c

max(ρk)
τ, where ρk = {ρk,c|c ∈ {1, . . . , C}}. (4)

We update ρk,c and τk,c iteratively as in Equation 3 and
Equation 4 during local training.

Besides, we can also get the cosine similarities
between one sample xki and all classes’ prototypes
{cos(pk,c,F(θk;xki ))}Cc=1, and we use these cosine similarities
as the prototypical classifier to predict the pseudo labels
for the detected noisy set Nk. Concretely, given a sample
(xki , y

k
i ) ∈ Nk, the pseudo label is as

ỹki = arg max
c

({cos(pk,c,F(θk;xki ))|c ∈ {1, . . . , C}}). (5)

We can also derive a max value of the softmax cosine simi-
larities, denoted as: q̃ki = softmax({cos(pk,c,F(θk;xki ))}Cc=1),
showing the confidence of pseudo labeling. According to the
dynamic thresholds, if the confidence value of the pseudo label
is higher than the threshold, we assign the sample with the
pseudo label, otherwise, we use its original label, as

yki =

{
ỹki , if q̃ki > τk,ỹk

i
,

yki , otherwise.
(6)

D. Noise-resilient Local Loss

Given the detected noisy samples and the corresponding
pseudo label in Section III-C, we now devise the noise-resilient
local loss to cautiously learn from the noisy data by treating the
detected clean and noisy samples differently. The loss consists
of two parts, the first is the denoise Mixup loss and the second
is the prototypical similarity loss.
Denoise Mixup Loss. Recall that Mixup [14] is a data
augmentation method that mixes up the samples’ features and
labels to generate new samples. Specifically, it generates new
sample (x̃, ỹ) by linear combination of randomly selected pairs
of samples (xi, yi) and (xj , yj), as x̃ = λxi + (1− λ)xj , ỹ =
λyi + (1 − λ)yj . Mixup has been shown to be effective in
both semi-supervised learning [13] and noisy-label learning
[9]. But we notice it has marginal gains in noisy-label FL. We
think this is because the clients’ local data are rare and the
samples with wrong labels will have larger negative effects in
the Mixup process. Intuitively, randomly mixing up the wrong-
label samples with other samples will generate more noisy-
label samples. Therefore, we propose a denoise Mixup loss to
treat the noisy samples Nk and clean samples Ck differently.
Specifically, for the detected noisy samples, we mix them with
the samples from their corresponding class yki (in Equation
6) to reduce the effects of wrong labels, while for the clean
data, we adopt vanilla Mixup (i.e. randomly-mixed) within the
clean set. Given a sample (x, y), we use (x̃, ỹ) to denote the
corresponding-class-only Mixup strategy and (x̂, ŷ) to denote

the randomly-mixed Mixup strategy. Thus, our denoise Mixup
loss for client k is formulated as

Lmix
k (θk) =

1

|Nk|
∑

(xk
i ,y

k
i )∈Nk

Lmix(θk; (x̃ki , ỹ
k
i ))

+
1

|Ck|
∑

(xk
j ,y

k
j )∈Ck

Lmix(θk; (x̂kj , ŷ
k
j )).

(7)

Prototypical Similarity Loss. Moreover, we consider the
similarity of a noisy sample and its pseudo label’s prototype as
also a learning point. According to experimental evaluations,
we observe that the pseudo label precision is confident enough
to reduce the gap between a noisy sample and its correspond-
ing prototype. Thus, we devise a prototypical similarity loss
for the noisy samples Nk.

Lsim
k (θk) =

1

|Nk|
∑

(xk
i ,y

k
i )∈Nk

(1− cos(pk,yk
i
,F(θk;xki ))). (8)

Overall, the noise-resilient loss of client k is the sum of the
two mentioned losses, formulated as:

Lsum
k (θk) = Lmix

k (θk) + λsimLsim
k (θk), (9)

where λsim is a hyper-parameter controlling the strength of
Lsim
k . Clients locally adopt SGD for E epochs to minimize
Lsum
k and then send the updated weights to the server.

E. Robust Global Aggregator

Learning with label noise has different training dynamics
in learning periods [15], it is found that in the early period,
generalization takes place that the neural networks learn the
correct samples which have common patterns, while in the
late, the networks memorize the noisy data and fail in gener-
alization. Inspired by this observation, we find that applying
different re-weighted aggregations in the early and late will
improve the generalization. Thus, we propose a switching
aggregation strategy. We denote Ts as the switching round
for aggregation; during the early period (before round Ts),
where mostly the generalization takes place, we adopt the data-
size-based aggregation as FEDAVG; while in the late period
(after round Ts), where bad memorization may occur, we
cautiously aggregate clients’ models according to the noise
levels. Hence, the robust global aggregator is as follows,
where N =

∑K
k=1 nk is the sum of local data sizes, and

M =
∑K

k=1 |Ck| is the sum of local clean data sizes.

θt+1 =

{∑K
k=1

|Dk|
N θtk, t < Ts,∑K

k=1
|Ck|
M θtk, t ≥ Ts.

(10)

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental Setting

Datasets and Models. We follow the existing works [7], [8],
and apply Resnet-18 [16] for CIFAR-10 [17] , Resnet-34 for
CIFAR-100, and Resnet-50 for Clothing1M [18]. We note
that Clothing1M is a dataset with natural label noise, and for
CIFAR-10/100, we corrupt them via synthetic label noise.



TABLE I
TEST ACCURACIES (TOP-1% WITH 5×-AVG ) ON CIFAR-10/100 DATASETS WITH SYMMETRIC AND PAIR FLIPPING LABEL NOISE.

Method

CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100
Symmetric Pair Symmetric Pair

µ = 0.2, σ = 0.2 µ = 0.4, σ = 0.2 µ = 0.2, σ = 0.2 µ = 0.4 , σ = 0.2 µ = 0.2, σ = 0.2 µ = 0.4, σ = 0.2 µ = 0.2, σ = 0.2 µ = 0.4 , σ = 0.2
α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7 α=1 α=0.7

FEDAVG 79.94 77.95 64.89 63.28 80.58 81.10 67.98 60.42 48.61 47.62 36.35 37.63 52.54 53.18 38.43 37.62
FEDPROX 79.25 77.75 66.21 64.12 79.63 80.46 62.30 63.54 48.2 47.58 37.22 36.6 52.93 52.24 39.26 38.13
FEDDYN 76.56 70.22 60.54 60.07 70.11 69.07 55.36 57.88 1.08 1.2 1.36 1.21 1.14 1.31 1.1 1.28
SCAFOLLD 79.15 77.87 63.79 66.29 80.29 79.26 61.12 61.84 49.45 47.73 36.79 36.46 54.01 51.16 38.92 39.01

FEDCORR 79.02 78.18 64.02 61.16 76.24 78.47 55.72 63.07 37.74 39.02 37.09 38.53 52.77 50.07 40.21 39.91
ROFL 80.59 81.71 65.27 65.92 81.37 80.22 72.21 65.32 47.71 48.09 45.5 48.09 47.15 46.49 44.83 46.72
FEDPROTO 82.11 80.87 72.16 71.93 80.09 82.36 61.67 69.74 55.83 55.2 45.84 44.78 59.78 58.11 45.29 44.28

Distributed CO-TEACHING 31.72 29.76 28.30 26.28 28.65 26.43 22.33 21.14 9.71 7.98 8.42 8.15 8.19 8.75 7.20 6.55
Distributed DIVIDEMIX 48.81 44.09 34.58 31.14 46.64 43.57 33.46 33.02 17.60 18.57 14.52 13.45 16.34 18.24 14.16 13.92
FEDAVG+CO-TEACHING 45.95 29.78 39.85 32.63 42.93 35.73 30.43 22.14 16.09 14.37 9.47 8.48 15.73 13.7 9.73 8.52
FEDAVG+DIVIDEMIX 80.23 79.68 65.17 60.72 74.15 76.13 54.31 54.19 39.28 37.18 30.06 28.69 45.25 44.37 35.12 27.05

Ours 86.62 84.38 78.02 78.45 86.13 82.37 72.16 71.04 62.13 56.42 54.37 50.29 61.33 59.14 53.07 50.42

TABLE II
TOP-1% TEST ACCURACY ON CLOTHING1M WITH NATURAL LABEL NOISE.

Dataset/ Method FEDAVG FEDPROX FEDDYN SCAFFOLD FEDCORR ROFL FEDPROTO CO-TEACHING DIVIDEMIX Ours

Clothing1M 68.34 69.85 70.55 69.36 72.4 73.31 70.52 69.83 70.1 74.26

Data Partition and Noise Distribution. (i) We adopt a
general Non-IID data partition in FL by Dirichlet distribution
[5], [8], [19], where α controls the heterogeneity, the smaller,
the more Non-IID. We consider a more Non-IID setting than
previous works in noisy-label FL, where α ∈ {1, 0.7}.
(ii) To generate real-world noisy labels in heterogeneous FL
environments, we allocate a truncated Gaussian distribution
to formulate the noise level for each client. We sample two
groups of noise levels, a lower group is µ = 0.2, σ = 0.2,
and a higher noise level group is µ = 0.4, σ = 0.2. We
corrupt CIFAR-10/100 with two widely-used types of label
noise: symmetric flipping [8], [20] and pair flipping [10].
Baselines. We compare FEDCNI with the following state-
of-the-art methods in four groups: i) general FL methods:
FEDAVG [2], FEDPROX [3], FEDDYN [4], and SCAFFOLD
[21]; ii) a prototype based FL solution: FEDPROTO [19]; iii)
methods designed for label noise in centralized learning: CO-
TEACHING [10] and DIVIDEMIX [9], and we construct a
distributed implementation and a combination with FEDAVG;
iv) FL methods to tackle label noise without proxy datasets:
FEDCORR [7] and ROFL [8]. For other methods requiring
a clean proxy dataset, like RHFL [6], it is not fair for
comparison, so we exclude them from baselines.
Implementation Details. We use 20 clients fully participating
in FL training in each round. We use the SGD optimizer with
a learning rate of 0.01 and momentum of 0.5. The entire FL
training process will last for 100 rounds to ensure convergence.
We keep the number of local epochs E = 5 and the local batch
size as 100 in all experiments. For the switching round, we
set Ts = 15. The default confidence is set as τ = 0.5, the
hyper-parameter λsim = 0.7.

B. Main Results

Synthetic Label Noise. We compare FEDCNI with state-
of-the-art methods in multiple noise types, noise levels, and
imbalance levels on CIFAR-10/100 datasets, shown in Table I.
Generally, FEDCNI achieves the best test accuracy under
both symmetric-flip or pair-flip noise types, and its advantage

is dominant at high noise levels. For CIFAR-10, FEDCNI
consistently outperforms all baselines except FEDPROTO by at
least 5%, while in CIFAR-100, our method demonstrates su-
perior performance with performance gains ranging from 2%
to 9%. The conventional FL methods are not robust in noisy-
label environments that are marginal above FEDAVG (or even
worse). We also compare the noisy-label FL baselines, and
due to the extremely imbalanced local data, they are not robust
and effective enough. It is worth noting that FEDPROTO, which
aggregates updates based on prototypes, consistently surpasses
the other baselines. It indicates that the prototype-based meth-
ods are more robust in mix-heterogeneous FL environments,
and we further take this advantage into noise detection and
training loss in our method. Additionally, we simply combine
centralized noisy-label learning methods as local solvers and
conduct FEDAVG. It is shown that the DIVIDEMIX variants
have better performances than the CO-TEACHING variants, but
they all perform worse than the FL baselines. It proves that the
simple combination cannot address FL’s inherent challenges,
which further supports our contribution.
Natural Label Noise. Table II shows the results on the
real-world dataset Clothing1M with natural label noise. It is
obvious that FEDCNI also has the best performance.

C. Learning Process Analysis

Test Accuracy Convergence. In Figure 3 (a), we illustrate
the test accuracy curves in one experimental setting. FEDCNI
achieves a more stable and dominant learning curve than the
baselines. Surprisingly, it even has comparable performance
with clean FEDAVG (without any noisy samples), which
strongly showcases the effectiveness of FEDCNI.
Noise Detection Performance. We investigate the precision
and recall of noise detection in Figure 3 (b). We compare
our method with the baselines that have the noise detection
modules, FEDCORR and ROFL. We note that FEDCORR only
detects noise for limited times instead of every epoch. The
results show that our FEDCNI can outperform with 50%
higher than ROFL, 70% higher than FEDCORR in precision.
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(b) Precision and recall of noise detection
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(c) Accuracy of pseudo labeling
Fig. 3. Illustration of learning process. Experiments are conducted on CIFAR-10. Our method even has comparable test accuracy convergence with clean
FEDAVG (without any noisy samples). Additionally, our method has stably higher precision & recall of noise detection and higher accuracy of pseudo labeling
compared with FL baselines with noise detection modules.

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY. TOP-1% TEST ACC. ON CIFAR-10.

Method\(Sym./pair, µ, σ, αDir) (S, 0.2, 0.2, 1) (S, 0.4, 0.2, 0.7) (P, 0.2, 0.2, 1) (P, 0.4, 0.2, 0.7)

FEDAVG 79.94 63.28 80.58 60.42

Ours w/o Curr. Pseudo Labeling 83.41 73.68 82.25 65.74
Ours w/o Denoise Mixup 82.46 74.52 82.17 67.52
Ours w/o Proto. Sim. Loss 86.5 76.28 85.6 71.36
Ours w/o Global Aggregator 84.93 75.06 84.03 68.49

Ours 86.62 78.1 86.52 71.54

For the recall, our method also shows a 40% advantage over
the baselines. It is notable that our noise detection stably
improves along with model learning.
Label Correction Performance. To verify the effectiveness
of pseudo labeling, we further observe the average accuracy
between the given pseudo labels and ground-truth labels
across clients. The results in Figure 3 (c) show that our
prototypical local noise detection outperforms two noisy-label
FL baselines. Our FEDCNI can stabilize at greater than 70%
accuracy in label correction, which is 10% to 20% higher than
baselines. FEDCORR has high accuracy at the beginning, but
it is less stable. Besides, due to the failure of noise detection,
two baselines may wrongly change the clean samples’ labels,
leading to unsatisfactory accuracy.

D. Ablation Study

We conduct experiments to validate the effect of each
component in FEDCNI, shown in Table III. It is found that all
components help to improve the performance, showing their
effectiveness. We find denoise Mixup has a greater impact than
other components.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose FEDCNI to address the challenges
brought by the co-existence of label noise and Non-IID data
in FL. It includes a noise-resilient local solver and a robust
global aggregator. For the local solver, we design a more
robust prototypical noise detector to distinguish noisy samples.
Further, to reduce the negative impact brought by the noisy
samples, we devise a curriculum pseudo labeling method and a
denoise Mixup training strategy. For the global aggregator, we
propose a switching re-weighted aggregation method tailored
to different learning periods. Extensive experiments demon-
strate our method can substantially outperform state-of-the-art
solutions in mix-heterogeneous FL environments.
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