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ABSTRACT
Obtaining high-quality data for collaborative training of ma-

chine learning models can be a challenging task due to A)

regulatory concerns and B) a lack of data owner incentives to

participate. The first issue can be addressed through the com-

bination of distributed machine learning techniques (e.g. fed-

erated learning) and privacy enhancing technologies (PET),

such as the differentially private (DP) model training. The

second challenge can be addressed by rewarding the partic-

ipants for giving access to data which is beneficial to the

training model, which is of particular importance in feder-

ated settings, where the data is unevenly distributed. How-

ever, DP noise can adversely affect the underrepresented and

the atypical (yet often informative) data samples, making it

difficult to assess their usefulness. In this work, we inves-

tigate how to leverage gradient information to permit the

participants of private training settings to select the data

most beneficial for the jointly trained model. We assess two

such methods, namely variance of gradients (VoG) and the

privacy loss-input susceptibility score (PLIS). We show that

these techniques can provide the federated clients with tools

for principled data selection even in stricter privacy settings.
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1 INTRODUCTION
To train machine learning (ML) models which are effective

at solving various tasks, the model owner(s) need descrip-

tive, diverse and well-curated training data. However, in

many sensitive contexts such data (e.g. patients with rare

conditions) can be very challenging to get [3, 24, 15]. Cur-

rently, various strategies can be leveraged to obtain this data

defined as collaborative machine learning (CML), but these

techniques still suffer from two major problems: data privacy

requirements and a lack of incentive to participate.

Firstly, a number of data protection and governance regu-

lations (such as GDPR) stipulate that the collection and usage

of sensitive data should be minimised. One solution to this

problem was proposed in [21], namely federated learning

(FL). However, FL on its own fails to account for the adver-

sarial actors in collaborative settings, making it vulnerable

to privacy attacks [13, 28]. One method commonly used to

alleviate these issues is differentially private (DP) training

[10], often in the form of differentially private stochastic gra-

dient descent (DP-SGD) [1], which is capable of providing

objective and quantifiable guarantees of privacy for each

client.

Figure 1: Distribution of normalised VoG scores for
ResNet-18 (PPPD, 𝜀=4). Higher values indicate atypical
samples.

Secondly, in order to train such models, data of high utility

needs to be selected. This is often data which contains more

features of interest or is scarce. However, it is often challeng-

ing to obtain access to such data samples. The problem is

twofold: Currently there is no general agreement on how

to establish how much individual data samples are worth

and the model owners do not have the incentive to pay for

them unless their model is likely to improve from it. To al-

leviate these issues, the relative usefulness of the data can

be quantified and used to reward the participants. Many of

these methods have been adapted to FL, permitting analysis

of the values associated with individual data points without
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needing to inspect the underlying data, such as [32] or [2],

which can help model owners to guide the training process

and reward the participants appropriately.

While both of these problems can be reasonably alleviated

individually, addressing both of them simultaneously can be

challenging. DP often affects the utility of the resultingmodel

[5], rendering many training analysis techniques infeasible.

And as a result, it can be challenging to objectively assess

the contributions of each individual participant. Therefore,

many commonly employed data attribution techniques, such

as per-sample loss values or gradient norms [4, 22] often

fail to objectively assess the individual contributions in DP

settings. Additionally, DP training was shown to result in

biased models, which perform worse on underrepresented

subgroups [11], further reducing the diversity of the shared

contributions. Methods such as data valuation using Shap-

ley Values [18, 27] can often be rendered ineffective due to

gradient clipping, reducing the contributions for diverse and

out-of-distribution (OOD) samples [17]. Moreover, as com-

putational performance can be critical in many collaborative

settings, DP training itself can add a significant performance

overhead. As a result, methods such as leave-one-out (LOO)

[17], which requires retraining the model multiple times or

calculation of Shapley values can be too costly to employ.

In this work we identify a number of methods which can

be used to select “useful” training samples for both normal

and DP training. While there exists a number of definitions

of sample usefulness, in this work we refer to samples, which,

upon exclusion from the dataset, lead to poorer model gen-

eralisation (similarly to the definition of [6]). One method

to achieve this is the Variance of Gradients (VoG) [2], which

allows the participants to evaluate the difficulty of individual

data samples, and select data points that aremore challenging

for the model to learn from (we demonstrate a range of such

samples in Figure 1) and can, thus, benefit generalisation. In

this work, the notions of image difficulty and atypicality are

used identically to [2]. To improve training data diversity,

we employ the the privacy loss-input susceptibility (PLIS)

[25] score. Typically, this metric is used to identify more

privacy-sensitive (we also refer to them as revealing in this

work) attributes and data points, however, it has also previ-

ously been used to detect atypical/OOD samples in sensitive

datasets and is explicitly formulated for DP training. Both

of these metrics can also be conveniently realised as easily

comparable scalar values. This, in turn, simplifies the identi-

fication of more valuable samples and a reward allocation

process. Through extensive experimental results we show

that these metrics can be used to augment the existing FL

settings with both privacy and incentivisation in mind.

Overall, the contributions of this work can be summarised

as follows:

• We investigate how gradient-based metrics can be

used in collaborative DP machine learning to iden-

tify samples of higher utility and compare them to

commonly used sample utility metrics

• We provide initial evidence that gradient-based met-

rics can be used to effectively identify samples of

interest in DP and non-DP settings across a variety

of model architectures, datasets and privacy regimes

• As these metrics are themselves privacy-sensitive,

we propose a DP version of these metrics that can be

shared with other participants. This allows the fed-

eration to identify sites with non-standard datasets

and individuals, who can be reimbursed for access to

their data

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATEDWORK
2.1 Differential privacy
There exists a large number of works on PETs deployed in

low-trust collaborative environments [29]. In this work we

are specifically interested in a method which would allow the

federation to retain their output privacy [30], which entails

protection of their sensitive data (and its derivatives) from

adversaries who are part of the training consortium or are

able to query the model that has already been trained. As

the the definition of input privacy has already been satisfied

through the use of FL, we, thus study the concept of differen-

tial privacy used to ascertain the privacy of the information

stored in the shared model updates.

Definition 2.1 ((𝜀, 𝛿)-DP, [10]). We say that the randomised

mechanismM preserves (𝜀, 𝛿)-DP if, for all pairs of adjacent

databases 𝐷 and 𝐷 ′
and all subsets S ofM’s range:

P(M(𝐷) ∈ S) ≤ 𝑒𝜀 P(M(𝐷 ′) ∈ S) + 𝛿. (1)

Most properties of (𝜀, 𝛿)-DP are described in detail in [10].

In simple terms, the output of a DP algorithm is approxi-

mately invariant to an inclusion or an exclusion of an indi-

vidual.

2.2 Data valuation
In this work we are interested in determining the impor-

tance or value of individual data points. Most prior works

in this area rely on the aforementioned Shapley values or

LOO retraining in order to determine the usefulness of the

shared data [17, 14, 26]. However, as our setting employs DP,

some of the data, particularly the outliers, can be adversely

affected by gradient noise when approximating the impor-

tance of individual data points [7, 11]. Additionally, these

calculations are very computationally expensive, resulting

in large overhead during training, which can render these

methods infeasible in many settings.
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3 METHODS
In this work we employ the variance of gradients method

described in [2]. Formally, pixelwise VoG𝑝 is defined as fol-

lows:

VoG𝑝 =

√︂
1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑡=1

(𝑆𝑡 − 𝜇)2, (2)

where 𝜇 = 1

𝐾

∑𝐾
𝑡=1 𝑆𝑡 , 𝐾 denotes time steps, 𝑁 denotes in-

put pixels and 𝑆𝑡 is the gradient of the loss with respect to

the input pixels. The scalar VoG is calculated from the aver-

aged pixel-wise variance of gradients over all time steps as

1

𝑁

∑𝑁
𝑡=1 (VoG𝑝 ). Similarly to [2], we perform per-class nor-

malisation. However, unlike [2], we normalise the values to

lie in the region of [0, 1] for easier interpretability.
Additionally, we also employ PLIS [25], which is defined

as follows:

PLIS(𝑆𝑖 ) B 𝑱 𝑥𝑖 (PL(𝑆𝑖 ))

= 𝑱 𝑥𝑖

( ∥∇𝜽 ℓ (𝑥𝑖 |𝑦𝑖 , 𝜽 )∥22
𝜎2

)
. (3)

Where PL(𝑆𝑖 ) is:

PL(𝑆𝑖 ) ∝
∥∇𝜽 ℓ (𝑥𝑖 |𝑦𝑖 , 𝜽 )∥22

𝜎2
. (4)

Here 𝐽𝑥𝑖 is a Jacobian with respect to the input attribute

(pixel) 𝑖; ℓ (𝑓 (𝑥, 𝜃 ), 𝑦) is the loss function of a neural net-

work 𝑓 (𝑥, 𝜃 ), where (𝑥𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 ) is a input/label pair belonging
to subject 𝑆𝑖 , and 𝜽 is a vector of learnable parameters

In this work we report the spectral norm (𝐿2-norm) of the

PLIS matrix, which allows the individuals to utilise a single

scalar value to approximate their privacy-loss with the re-

spect to the input features. We normalise the class-wise PLIS

scores to lie in the region of [0, 1] for easier interpretability.
We provide the descriptions of our training settings, in-

cluding models and datasets used, hardware and privacy

regimes in Appendix A.1.

4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
We find that, in general, the selected images between the

DP and non-DP settings are very similar (Figure 2). In both

settings, the samples selected are atypical and represent the

data that can be considered difficult for a model to learn from.

We now discuss how VoG and PLIS values can be affected

in different learning settings and how they compare against

other commonly used metrics.

Our main findings can be summarised as follows:

• Unlike most of the commonly used techniques, VoG-

based sample selection is consistent across many

model architectures, datasets and privacy regimes;

Figure 2: Comparison of images with largest VoGs for
WideResNet-50 (𝜀=4) and ResNet-101 (𝜀=4) respectively
(CIFAR-10, bird class). The trend for low contrast and
more defined features is maintained across different
model architectures (SSIM of 0.552 and BD of 0.698).

• Larger models are, in general, more difficult to anal-

yse, as the sample selection is not consistent for larger

datasets;

• While both PLIS and VoG scores can be utilised to

identify samples of interest, they account for different

information content and can be used to prioritise

different sample types.

We quantify the selection “consistency”, using the struc-

tural similarity index (SSIM) [31] and the Bhattacharyya

distance (BD) [19] between the pixel distributions of the im-

ages. Higher SSIM and lower BD distance indicate similar

images. Alternative metrics can be employed instead (e.g.

the Fretchet Inception distance [16]).

Figure 3: Comparison between different selectionmeth-
ods under normal and DP training (ResNet-18, CIFAR-
10). Higher is better.
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4.1 Comparing against per-sample losses
and gradient norms

We firstly compare the metrics we selected against the com-

monly used sample selection strategies in FL: per-sample loss

and 𝐿2-gradient norm values. Both of these are often used

as proxies for estimation of sample difficulty in FL [4, 22, 23,

33]. However, due to the addition of noise and aggressive

gradient clipping, the selected images are not consistent in

DP settings (exemplified in Figure 3). We notice that there is a

large amount of variation between the images in the private

and non-private settings (Figure 4), and in some cases there is

almost no overlap between the two. The Pearson correlation

coefficients of the top 1000 private (𝜀 = 4) and non-private

scores were 0.09 and 0.18 (loss values and gradient norms

respectively). In comparison (discussed below), both the VoG

and PLIS scores are consistent across most models, datasets

and privacy levels. Therefore, while loss- and norm-based

metrics can identify similar images compared to VoG and

PLIS scores in non-private settings, they are not suitable for

DP training.

Figure 4: Comparison of images with largest gradient
norms for DP and non-DPmodels respectively (ResNet-
18, CIFAR-10, bird class, 𝜀 = 4). There is little conceptual
similarity between the chosen images (low correlation
coefficients at different 𝜀 values, the SSIM of 0.355 and
the BD of 0.914).

4.2 Increasing the model size
We observe that, in general, regardless of the number of

parameters (and of the architecture) the VoG scores can be

used to successfully identify the atypical samples in lower-

dimensional datasets (Figure 2). However, we also notice that

larger models tend to be more challenging to analyse. We

show exemplary results in Figure 5 and note that there is

a significant difference between the images of interest for

ResNet-18 and ResNeXt-101 for both the DP and non-DP

models. We notice that as the model size grows, for PPPD the

usefulness of each individual sample becomes more difficult

to define and the selected images feature both highly-detailed

X-rays as well as blurry images with an undersized field of

view. This could make the adoption of VoG-based methods

trickier for settings that employ models with a larger number

of parameters. To summarise: We tend to see very consistent

sample selection for smaller images, but for larger images,

the attribution is more challenging to interpret.

Figure 5: Comparison of images with largest VoGs for
ResNet-18 and ResNeXt-101 respectively (non-private
models PPPD). Here there is some variation in the im-
ages (SSIM of 0.521 and BD of 0.320) based on the size
of the model even in non-private settings.

4.3 Effects of changing the 𝜀-value
We discovered that the atypical images identified with VoG

scores are consistent across all privacy levels for lower-

dimensional datasets, showing that participants can effec-

tively employ VoGs for sample selection with strong privacy

guarantees. We show exemplary results in Figure 6, where

the images selected across all privacy levels are almost iden-

tical (with SSIM being close to 1.0). However, for PPPD, we

observe that there is more variation in image selection. We

note that the trend of atypical images being considered to

be more difficult remains the same, but the features which

make these images stand out differ. We show these results in

Figure 7 and hypothesize that there could be two factors at

play here. Firstly, the size and the complexity of the dataset,

which we discuss in detail below. Secondly, the accuracy of

the model: For smaller images, the accuracy of the trained

model does not seem to have an impact in private settings,
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but for PPPD (e.g. the accuracy difference between 𝜀 of 1 and

8 on ResNet-18 is 21.1%) the results vary severely. One inter-

esting discovery is that for a lower value of 𝜀, the selected

images seem to be more atypical, showing that models of

lower accuracies could be used to identify images, which a

human observer would also consider to be more unusual. We

hypothesise that this might be due to the fact that a more

private model might only concentrate on the “core” image

features.

Figure 6: Images with largest VoGs for 𝜀 of 1 and 8

(ResNet-18, CIFAR-10, airplane class). Selected samples
are identical with an SSIM of 1.0.

A similar observation can be made about the relationship

between the value of 𝜀 and the samples of interest detected

using the PLIS score. In moderate-to-low noise settings (𝜀 of

4 and 8 respectively), most privacy-sensitive samples remain

fairly consistent (with SSIMs in a range of 0.8). However,

for 𝜀 of 1, we observe a very different set of selected images.

This could have a similar implication of the model only con-

centrating on the most revealing features of the input image,

or be due to an over-proportional decrease in memorisation

ability at low privacy values, as discussed in [12]. As part

of future work, these results could help us find the answer

to a more fundamental question: “If a model is restricted to

only learning from a small subset of features, which features

would it learn first?”

4.4 Changing the dataset
Both the small and the large image settings showed that VoGs

could be successfully leveraged to identify atypical samples

across all values of 𝜀 regardless of the dataset. We note that

PPPD showed more variation of samples of interest across

different model architectures and 𝜀 values. We hypothesise

that this can be the case either due to A) PPPD much smaller

(only 5 400 samples), or B) only containing a single input

channel, resulting in a more profound role of the contrast of

the image. Thus, we see that regardless of the quality of the

individual samples, the higher values identify images which

show lower contrast and level of detail. We show exemplary

results for the largest and the smallest VoGs for PPPD in

Figure 7. Finally we note, that as the dataset size grows (e.g

comparing CIFAR-10 and CINIC-10), the selection consis-

tency grows as well with 21 and 24 overlapping samples (out

of 25) for 𝜀=4 respectively. We show exemplary results in

Figure 8.

Figure 7: Comparison of images with largest VoGs for
𝜀 of 1 and 8 respectively (ResNet-18, PPPD). The overall
selection criteria (low contrast and unclear anatomical
details) remains consistent (SSIM of 0.722 and BD of
0.074).

Figure 8: Comparison of images with largest VoGs for
𝜀 value of 4 and 8 respectively (ResNet-9, CIFAR-10,
airplane class). 21/25 images are identical.

4.5 Relationship between PLIS and VoGs
When comparing the PLIS and VoG scores, we notice that

there no immediate correlation between them (0.57 and 0.55

values of Pearson correlation coefficient respectively). In Fig-

ure 9, we see that some images, which we would expect to

have large VoG scores (i.e. those that are less clear visually)

posses the smallest PLIS values, meaning that the selection

for images with particularly large/small VoG and PLIS could

often be contradictory (0.33 and 0.34 values of Pearson corre-

lation coefficient respectively). Furthermore, we see in Figure

10 that the images with lowest PLIS scores are not consistent

across DP and non-DP settings. This may suggest that while

PLIS could be used to identify atypical images, it is unlikely
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to be consistent in identifying more difficult data samples

when performing DP and non-DP training.

This raises an interesting issue: Images with high PLIS

values are considered to have more revealing features and

images with high VoG are considered to be difficult for the

model to learn from. Intuitively, one would expect that more

revealing features would correspond to rare, OOD samples

[25], making these features more uniquely identifying. How-

ever, when comparing their PLIS and VoG values, we see

that the model does not necessarily see them as more “chal-

lenging” to learn from. One reason behind this might be

that, similarly to [35], revealing features should correspond

to more informative samples, as they contain more useful

features for the model to learn from (and are considered to

be easier). And, as a result, high PLIS may indicate that the

sample has rare features, which are easy for the model to

learn from. An in-depth investigation of “what makes a sam-

ple informative” and how it correlates to its difficulty is part

of our ongoing work in this area.

Figure 9: Images with the smallest VoG and PLIS scores
respectively (ResNet-18, 𝜀 = 1, CIFAR-10). The selection
of images is severely different based on which metric
is used (SSIM of 0.215 and BD of 0.886).

4.6 Importance sampling for model
training

In addition to incentivisation of the data owners, many of

these metrics are often used for sample selection in decen-

tralised model training, pruning the training set over time

to remove redundancy and decrease training time. We simu-

lated such scenarios by training the model for 5 to 10 epochs

depending on the complexity of the task and then removing

a proportion (between 0.25 and 0.35) of the dataset based

on the metrics of interest. The training then resumes (for

10-20 epochs based on the complexity of the task). We show

our preliminary results in Table 1 and reduce the overall

training time by 50%. Here we observe two distinct results

when removing the most difficult samples (i.e those with

the highest metrics). Firstly, for all metrics the train-time

accuracy increases (and in most cases gets close to 100%

in non-private settings). Secondly, for loss- and gradient-

norm-based removal, the resulting test-time accuracy was

on average much higher compared to PLIS and VoG-guided

sample removal (across all 𝜀 levels). These results suggest

that while some information is lost by removing the samples

identified as the more difficult ones through per-sample loss

and gradient norm, these samples were, in fact, not the most

informative ones. On another hand, for PLIS and VoG-based

removal, there was a significant drop in test-time accuracy

across all privacy levels. Therefore, we hypothesise that the

difficulty captured through VoG and PLIS values is the so-

called “useful difficulty”, where highest-ranking samples are

beneficial for model generalisation. Exploration of this phe-

nomenon and its implications are part of our ongoing work

in this domain.

Figure 10: Comparison of images with smallest PLIS
for private (𝜀 = 4) and non-private settings respec-
tively (ResNet-18, CIFAR-10, all classes). The dominant
classes are different.

4.7 Differentially private VoG and PLIS
As both the VoG and the PLIS values are sensitive, data-

dependent quantities, these should not be published “in the

clear”, as this can permit adversarial actors to identify po-

tential victims (e.g. prioritising attacking high-valued par-

ticipants). One privacy-preserving alternative would be DP

publication of these values. For VoG values, we can perform

differentially private variance queries (𝜀, 0) and for PLIS val-

ues we propose to use clipping and use a Laplace mechanism

(also 𝜀, 0). These steps can then either be composed (hetero-

geneously) with the Gaussian Mechanism used for DP-SGD

training, for instance using [36], or have their own separate

accountant.

5 LIMITATIONS AND FUTUREWORK
The main challenge of interpretation of these scores is the

fact that not every difficult image is informative (and hence

beneficial for the joint model). While our preliminary results
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Loss values Gradient norms VoG PLIS

Test-time accuracy 𝜀=1 (%) 56.6 55.1 52.4 49.9

Test-time accuracy 𝜀=4 (%) 63.6 61.8 58.8 55.6

Test-time accuracy 𝜀=8 (%) 66.7 64.8 61.7 58.0

Table 1: Removal of 25% of all samples with highest metrics (ResNet-18, CIFAR-10).

suggest that VoG and PLIS scores tend to favor more useful

samples, further work is needed to identify which features

make a sample difficult and/or informative.

As we outlined in Section 4.7, both the VoG and the PLIS

values are sensitive, as they are derived directly from the

private characteristics of the model. Therefore, these should

only be shared in a privatised form, which could reduce their

descriptiveness in settings with lower values of 𝜀. This could

lead to misalignment of the usefulness of the data and the

associated rewards. The investigation of which specific in-

put features contribute towards higher “useful difficulty” of

the sample is a promising area of future research. Investi-

gation of the relationship between these metrics and model

memorisation [12], is part of our ongoing work. Additionally,

when studying the effects of federated retraining, extra care

is required when calculating the privacy guarantees for the

retrained model. This is because both the sampling rates as

well as the individuals in the dataset who benefit from the

guarantees are directly affected.

As both the VoG and PLIS (and even the 𝐿2-norm) calcula-

tions heavily rely on per-sample gradients, these methods

are computationally limited by the speed of this calcula-

tion. We see a noticeable overhead in performance, in some

cases almost doubling the training time of the original model.

Therefore, gradient-based metrics can perform best in set-

tings where dataset pruning results in a larger gain in perfor-

mance than the computational overhead of these methods,

as these metrics need to only be calculated once. Our pre-

liminary retraining results show that notable performance

improvement can already be achieved using these metrics

for data selection and we aim to continue this investigation

in large-scale federated settings as part of the future work.

6 CONCLUSION
In this work, we show that it is possible to employ gradient-

based metrics to identify samples of interest in private col-

laborative image analysis tasks. We show that these can be

effectively used to augment the FL imaging settings to permit

more effective data selection. These methods are econom-

ical computationally, effective across a range of different

computer vision tasks on a variety of model architectures

and perform well even in low-trust environments. We note

that VoG, while not originally designed with private training

in mind, can be effectively used to identify such samples

irrespective of the desired privacy level for a range of 𝜀 in

many learning settings. While PLIS was originally specifi-

cally developed to serve DP model training, we found that it

could be less consistent when compared to VoG-based data

selection depending on the value of 𝜀. A direct comparison

between these two values shows that it is very challenging to

precisely define the notion of a difficult and informative sam-

ple. We hope that this work would encourage researchers to

study the question of private-preserving data valuation fur-

ther, encouraging further scientific collaboration and wider

adoption of safe FL.
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A APPENDIX
A.1 Models and datasets
Here we briefly outline the model architectures and datasets

used in our study. We experiment with a number of ResNet-

derived architectures, namely ResNet-9, 18 as the smaller
sharedmodels and ResNet-101, ResNeXt-101 andWideResNet-

50, 101 as the larger models. We use the ResNet model family,

as it was previously shown to be more robust to clipping

(required for DP-SGD) and has obtained very adequate ac-

curacy in the past on a variety of computer vision tasks in

both the private and the non-private training settings [9].

In this work we employ the commonly used CIFAR-10

dataset as well as twomore complex tasks, namely the CINIC-

10 [8] and the paediatric pneumonia prediction (PPPD) (adapted

from [20]) datasets. Both CIFAR-10 (50 000 of 32𝑥32 training

images) and CINIC-10 (90 000 of 32𝑥32 training images) are

classification tasks with 10 classes. PPPD (5 400 of 224𝑥224

training images) is a classification task with 3 classes: no

pathology, bacterial pneumonia and viral pneumonia.

https://doi.org/10.1561/0400000042
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A.2 Experimental settings
We perform model training using PyTorch 1.13, DP training

using opacus 1.3.0 [34] on two Linux 22.04 machines using

NVIDIA RTX A6 000 and NVIDIA Quadro RTX 5 000 GPUs

respectively. To obtain fast per-sample gradients we employ

the functorch 1.13.1 library. For differentially private train-

ing we use three distinct privacy settings, with 𝜀 values of 1,

4 and 8. Our 𝛿 values are dataset-defined with 𝛿CIFAR = 1𝑒−5,
𝛿CINIC = 1.1𝑒−6 and 𝛿PPPD = 1𝑒−4
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