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ABSTRACT

Federated Learning (FL) aims to train a machine learning
(ML) model in a distributed fashion to strengthen data privacy
with limited data migration costs. It is a distributed learn-
ing framework naturally suitable for privacy-sensitive medi-
cal imaging datasets. However, most current FL-based med-
ical imaging works assume silos have ground truth labels for
training. In practice, label acquisition in the medical field is
challenging as it often requires extensive labor and time costs.
To address this challenge and leverage the unannotated data
silos to improve modeling, we propose an alternate training-
based framework, Federated Alternate Training (FAT), that
alters training between annotated data silos and unannotated
data silos. Annotated data silos exploit annotations to learn
a reasonable global segmentation model. Meanwhile, unan-
notated data silos use the global segmentation model as a tar-
get model to generate pseudo labels for self-supervised learn-
ing. We evaluate the performance of the proposed framework
on two naturally partitioned Federated datasets, KiTS19 and
FeTS2021, and show its promising performance.

Index Terms— Medical Image Federated Segmentation,
Federated Semi-Supervised Learning, Semi-supervised Seg-
mentation, Tumor Segmentation Learning

1. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, Federated Learning (FL) has been widely ex-
plored for medical applications [1]. However, most current
works focus on supervised federated learning where all si-
los have pixel-wise annotations available. In practical scenar-
ios, pixel-level label acquisition for massive medical imag-
ing datasets requires a radiologist expert and therefore, can
be time-consuming and expensive, so not all silos can afford
it. Examples are silos from rural regions with limited expert
resources. It has motivated us to study the research question:
How can a server leverage unannotated data silos, that have
no labeled data, along with a few labeled data silos in a re-
alistic non-independent and identical (non-IID) data distri-
bution based FL regime to improve the global model perfor-
mance. Further, we focus on a more realistic scenario where
the number of the unannotated data silos can be larger than
the annotated data silos.

Recently, the work of [2] studied this research prob-
lem and proposed a threshold-based self-supervised learn-
ing method to leverage unannotated data silos to segment
COVID-19-affected regions. This work considered two data
silos (one annotated and one unannotated). The work of [3]
used the model bank approach to extract pseudo labels from
all supervised silos’ models at unannotated data silos. Given
the large model sizes for the 3D medical datasets, the compu-
tation of pseudo labels using several models at unannotated
silos can be computationally infeasible. Another related work
[4] studied semi-supervised federated learning in a differ-
ent setting where a server has labeled data and silos have
unlabeled data.

To leverage unannotated data silos, we propose a new
Federated Learning framework, Federated Alternate Train-
ing (FAT), to leverage unannotated data silos. We show
that a straightforward application of the centralized semi-
supervised works in FL may not yield optimal results. Also,
alternate training of annotated data silos and unannotated data
silos is more efficient than the standard FedAvg training [5]
of all silos in terms of aggregation cost per round. Finally, we
compare our method with the state-of-the-art method [2] and
show significant improvements over it.

2. PROPOSED METHOD

Federated Optimization focuses on a distributed optimiza-
tion task where K nodes collaborate with each other to learn
a global model with parameters θ as shown below,

min
θ
G(L1(θ;X1, Y1), ...,LK(θ;XK , YK)), (1)

where Li(θ;Xi, Yi) represents node i’s local loss function,
Xi denotes the training data and Yi represents the labels at
node i. G(.) can be any function, for example, G(.) aggre-
gates the local objectives (

∑K
k=1

Nk

N · Lk(θ;Xk, Yk)) in Fed-
erated Averaging algorithm [5], where Nk is the total number
of training data samples at node k and

∑K
k=1Nk = N .

2.1. Problem Formulation

In a typical federated averaging setting, each node consists of
annotated data (Xi, Yi). However, it is very unlikely that all
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Fig. 1: The proposed Federated Alternate Training (FAT) framework where we alternate training between Annotated Data Silos
and Unannotated Data Silos. The Annotated Data Silos follow a supervised training module where they have ground truth labels
available. The Unannotated Data Silos follow a bootstrapping-based self-supervised training module where the target model
generates pseudo labels, y, for the self-supervised learning and uses exponential moving average (EMA) for the model updates.

nodes have labeled data. Some nodes may not have any labels
at all. In such a setting, the optimization problem becomes,

min
θ∈Rd

G(L1(θ;X1, Y1),L2(θ;X2, Y2), ...,LS(θ;XS , YS),

LS+1(θ;XS+1),LS+2(θ;XS+2), ...,LK(θ;XK)),

(2)

where S signifies the number of nodes. Nodes in the super-
vised silo {1, 2, .., S} contain annotated data i.e, both X and
Y . The rest of the nodes, {S + 1, S + 2, ..,K}, are unsu-
pervised and therefore contain unlabelled data i.e, only X .
Hence, the objective is to learn a global model such that learn-
ing from the unsupervised nodes {S + 1, S + 2, ..,K} nodes
along with supervised nodes {1, 2, .., S} increases the global
model performance as compared to the global model learned
from all the supervised nodes alone.

2.2. Federated Alternate Training (FAT)

We proposed alternate training between the supervised and
unsupervised silos to solve the objective in eq. (2). In the
first round, we initialize our global model with the mod-
els pre-trained on other medical datasets. We send this
model to the supervised silos, which will fine-tune the
global model using their labeled data. The global objec-
tive G(.) aggregates the model weights obtained from the
supervised silos,

∑S
k=1

Nk∑S
i=1Ni

· Lk(θ) and send it to un-
supervised silos where it is used to obtain pseudo-labels for

learning. After this round, the global objective G(.) aggre-
gates the model weights sent by the unannotated data silos,∑K
k=S+1

Nk∑K
i=S+1Ni

· Lk(θ). Hence, the objective G(.) alter-

nates between aggregating the supervised silos model weights
for a few rounds and the unsupervised silos model weights
for the next few rounds. Next, we explain how we obtain
pseudo labels at the unsupervised silos.

2.3. Bootstrapping

We perform self-supervised learning in unsupervised si-
los. During self-supervised training, we aim to learn from
the global model without forgetting what the global model
learned from the supervised silos. To that end, we bootstrap
the learned labels. Instead of maintaining one neural archi-
tecture, as is used in the previous work [2], we maintain two
models referred to as the online model with parameters ξ
and the target model with parameters θ. Unsupervised silos
initialize both models with the global model at the start of
each round. For self-supervised training, we use the mixup
approach [6] to augment the input data and feed the perturbed
version x′ = λx1+(1−λ)x2 of two randomly selected input
data points x1 and x2, where λ ∈ (0, 1) and is a hyperpa-
rameter. We feed x′ to the online network, fξ. The online
model outputs each class’s prediction probabilities p for the
perturbed input x′. In parallel, we feed the unperturbed data
points to x1 and x2 to the target model fθ and perturbed their
corresponding prediction probabilities p1 and p2 via mixup
logic p′ = λp1 + (1 − λ)p2. The pseudo label y is obtained



Algorithm 1 FAT Algorithm.

1: Initialization: θ0: Pretrained model weights; s = {1, 2, ..., S};
u = {S + 1, S + 2, ...,K}; E: number of local epochs; A:
number of rounds for supervised silos training before alternat-
ing; DL: Soft Dice loss function; CE: Cross-entropy loss func-
tion; τ : weight decay; Ni: number of samples at client i.

2: Server runs:
3: for each round t = 0, 1, 2, ..., T − 1 do
4: if (t mod 2A) < A then {Supervised Round}
5: for each supervised client s in parallel do
6: θst+1 ← SupervisedTraining(s, θt)
7: end for
8: θt+1 ←

∑S
s=1

Ns
NS
θst+1, NS =

∑S
s=1Ns

9: else {Unsupervised Round}
10: for each unsupervised client u in parallel do
11: θut+1 ← UnsupervisedTraining(u, θt)
12: end for
13: θt+1 ←

∑K
u=S+1

Nu
NU

θut+1, NU =
∑K
u=S+1Nu

14: end if
15: end for
16: SupervisedTraining(s, θ): // Supervised client s
17: for e in epoch E do
18: for minibatch x in training data do
19: Ltr(θ) = DL(p, y) + CE(p, y), p = fθ(x)
20: Update θ = θ − γθ∇θLtr(θ)
21: end for
22: end for return θ to server
23: UnsupervisedTraining(u, θ): // Unsupervised client u
24: ξ ← θ
25: for e in epoch E do
26: for sample two batches (x1, x2) in training data do
27: p = fξ(x

′), x′ = λx1 + (1− λ)x2
28: p1 = fθ(x1), p2 = fθ(x2)
29: y = argmax(p′), p′ = λp1 + (1− λ)p2
30: Ltr(ξ) = DL(p, y) + CE(p, y)
31: Update ξ = ξ − γξ∇ξLtr(ξ)
32: Update θ = τθ + (1− τ)ξ
33: end for
34: end for return θ to server

by applying the argmax operation on the perturbed output p′.
These pseudo labels are used to train the online model via
Dice loss and Cross Entropy Loss between the pseudo label
y and p. After each training step of the online model, the
target model is updated by the exponential moving average
θ = τθ + (1 − τ)ξ, where τ ∈ (0, 1) is a decay rate of the
target model. At the supervised silos, we do not need pseudo
labels. Thus, we train only one model with parameters θ and
use Dice loss and Cross Entropy loss between the ground
truth label y and the predicted probabilities p. The overall
framework is shown in Figure 1 and Algorithm 1.

2.4. Datasets and Experimental Setup

We evaluate the performance of the proposed framework over
two public, naturally partitioned medical datasets, KiTS19
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Fig. 2: Data distribution in terms of Supervised (S) and Un-
supervised (U) Train Silos, and Test Silos.

[7, 8] and FeTS2021 [9, 10, 11]. We follow [1] to obtain the
federated version of KiTS19, which give us 6 silos as train-
ing silos and the rest of the silos are used as test silos. Since
we focus on global semi-supervision learning, we further split
the train silos into two supervised silos (S) and four unsuper-
vised silos (U) in Figure 2a. For the FeTS2021 dataset, we
use 13 silos as training silos and 4 silos as test silos. We fur-
ther split the train silos into four supervised silos and nine
unsupervised silos in Figure 2b. The task for FETS2021 is to
segment the whole tumor (WT), enhancing tumor (ET) and
tumor core (TC), whereas, the task for KiTS19 consists of
segmenting the Kidney and Tumor in abdomen CT scans. We
use the DICE score as our evaluation metric.

For preprocessing and training, we use the nnUNet
pipeline and model architecture [12]. For model initial-
ization, we use a nnUNet pretrained on LiTS [13] and ACDC
[14] dataset for KiTS19 and FETS2021, respectively. For all
FL experiments, we use 3000 rounds with 5 local epochs. For
FAT, we alternate training after every 5 rounds. To evaluate
the SoTA method [2], we followed their approach and trained
model first at the supervised silos for 500 rounds. For the re-
maining 2500 rounds, the unsupervised silos also participate.
To keep comparison fair, we used the pretrained model based
initialization for both SOTA and our method FAT at round
0. Further, we used random-intensity shift data augmentation
with a level of 0.9, as given in their work.



Table 1: Comparison of Different Learning Methods: KiTS19 and FETS2021 Dataset

Method KiTS19 FeTS2021
Kidney Dice Score Tumor Dice Score WT Dice Score TC Dice Score ET Dice score

Fully Supervised - Centralized (U+S) 0.949 0.750 0.929 0.798 0.66

Fully Supervised - FL (U+S) 0.940 0.717 0.913 0.781 0.644
Fully Supervised - FL + PreTraining (U+S) 0.951 0.781 0.919 0.795 0.661

Fully Supervised - FL + PreTraining (S) 0.929 0.553 0.910 0.777 0.614

Semi-supervised - Centralized (U+S) 0.937 0.712 0.927 0.793 0.655
Semi-supervised - FL [ [2]] - (U+S) 0.943 0.615 0.912 0.773 0.635

Semi-supervised - FAT - [Ours] - (U+S ) 0.951 0.730 0.913 0.780 0.660

3. RESULTS

Table 2: Ablation Study on the different components of the
Proposed Scheme: KiTS19 Dataset

Mixup Alternate Training Kidney Dice Score Tumor Dice Score

X 7 0.945 0.712

X X 0.955 0.730

(a) KiTS19: Tumor Dice Score (b) FeTS2021: ET Dice Score

Fig. 3: Dice Score comparison of the proposed framework
FAT with the Fully Supervised Centralized Learning (CL) and
FedAvg (P: PreTraining) benchmarks.

3.1. Experimental Results

In the KiTS19 dataset, we achieve 75% Tumor and 95%
Kidney Dice scores with a fully supervised centralized learn-
ing (CL) setting. For FL without pretraining, we observe a
3.3% and 0.9% Tumor and Kidney Dice Score drop com-
pared to CL. However, with pretrained model initialization,
we achieve promising results for FL, 78% Tumor, and 95%
Kidney Dice score. We found that with pretraining- based FL,
we can even outperform centralized training. Therefore for
all our semi-supervised learning experiments, we initialize
our model with a pretrained model.

For global semi-supervised learning experiments, we use
the proposed framework FAT to save data annotations cost at
some silos (4 out of 6) and achieve a Dice score of 95.5%

and 73% on the Kidney and Tumor, respectively. These re-
sults can be appreciated by comparing it to not only the best
method in the literature [2], but also to Fully Supervised FL
with only supervised silos (S). Our method outperforms the
state-of-the-art by 10.2% Dice score margin in Tumor and
0.8% Dice score margin in Kidney Dice scores. Our results
also demonstrate the usefulness of unsupervised silos as they
can add 18% Dice score improvement in Tumor and 3% Dice
score improvement in Kidney segmentation.

In Table 2, we perform an ablation study on the KiTS19
dataset where we compare the benefit of alternate training
component. Without alternate training, we achieve 71.2% Tu-
mor Dice. However, with alternate training, we achieve 73%
Tumor Dice Score. Note that there are three main differences
between SOTA method and our proposed method. We use
mixup logic as a data augmentation scheme. We also use
bootstrapping, student-teacher, framework. Further, we ex-
ploit alternate training. Even if we make the other two compo-
nents same, that is, we use mixup with student-teacher frame-
work but without alternate training, we achieve 71.2% Tumor
Dice score which is 1.8% lower than the FAT performance.
This highlights the importance of the proposed algorithm.

In the FeTS2021 dataset, we achieve 93% WT, 80% TC,
and 66% ET Dice scores with a fully supervised centralized
learning setting. For FL with pretraining, we achieve 92%
WT, 80% TC, and 66% ET Dice score, which shows compa-
rable performance with the CL benchmark. Further, to save
data annotations cost at 9 silos of 13, we achieve a Dice score
of 91% WT, 78% TC, 66% ET Dice Scores with our proposed
algorithm FAT. Our method outperforms the state-of-the-art
by 0.7% TC Dice score margin and 2.5% Dice score margin
in ET Dice scores. Our results also demonstrate the useful-
ness of unsupervised silos as they can add 5% Dice score im-
provement in ET segmentation as also shown in Fig. 3.

4. CONCLUSION

In this work, we proposed a novel federating learning frame-
work, FAT, for medical segmentation tasks. FAT exploits both
the supervised and unsupervised silos by alternating training
between them. As a result, it can leverage unsupervised silos
to enhance the global model performance and outperform the
state-of-the-art method in KiTS19 and FeTS2021 datasets.
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