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Price-Discrimination Game for Distributed Resource
Management in Federated Learning

Han Zhang, Halvin Yang and Guopeng Zhang

Abstract—In federated learning (FL) such as Fedavg, the
parameter server (PS) and clients form a buyer’s market, where
the number of PS/buyers of FL services is far less than the
number of clients/sellers. To improve the performance of FL
and reduce the cost to incentive the clients, this paper proposes
to differentiate the pricing for services provided by different
clients rather than simply providing the same service pricing
for them. The price is differentiated based on the performance
improvements brought to FL by clients and their heterogeneity in
computing and communication capabilities. To this end, a price-
discrimination game (PDG) is formulated to comprehensively
address the distributed resource management (DRM) problems
in FL, including multi-objective trade-off, client selection, and
incentive mechanism. As the PDG is a mixed-integer nonlinear
programming (MINLP) problem, a distributed semi-heuristic
algorithm with low computational complexity and low communi-
cation overhead is designed. The simulation result verifies that the
PDG achieves a good tradeoff between the training loss, training
time, and the cost of motivating clients to participate in FL.

Index Terms—Federated learning, distributed resource man-
agement, price-discrimination game, Nash equilibrium.

I. INTRODUCTION

EDERATED learning is a paradigm of distributed ma-

chine learning that allows a PS to communicate with
multiple clients to train Al models that adapt to client data
without directly accessing the data [1]. In addition to privacy
protection, FL also needs to address DRM issues, including
1) Multi-objective trade-off: How can a PS achieve a good
compromise between performance (such as the test accuracy)
and efficiency (such as the training time)? 2) Client selection:
How can a PS select suitable clients from potential candidates
to achieve its goals? 3) Incentive mechanism: Participating in
FL requires the contribution of data, computing and communi-
cation resources. How can a PS motivate clients to participate
in FL, and how can a selected client allocate its resources to
achieve the goal of the PS?

The above issues have been partially addressed in existing
work, such as the client selection problem studied in [2]]
[3] [4], the multi-objective trade-off problem considered in
[4], and the incentive mechanisms designed in [2]] (S]] [Z].
Specially, ref. [3]] optimizes the allocation of computing re-
sources and amount of training data of clients to improve the
testing accuracy. However, this work does not consider the
issues of incentive mechanisms. Ref. [2]] proposes an auction
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mechanism to incentivize clients to participate in FL. However,
this work does not consider other constraints of FL, such as
reducing training time. Ref. [5] uses a Stackelberg game to
motivate clients to allocate more computing resources for FL,
thereby reducing the training time. However, this work does
not consider the issue of client selection.

Furthermore, if the PS and clients are considered as buyers
and sellers of FL services respectively, existing methods do not
fully utilize the buyer market characteristics of FL systems, as
the number of PS/buyers is much smaller than the number of
clients/sellers. Most existing works, such as [[6], provide the
same service pricing for different clients. According to [S]],
if the PS can differentiate the pricing for services provided
by different clients, it can improve the performance of FL
and reduce the cost of motivating clients to participate in
FL. The price can be differentiated based on the performance
improvements brought to FL by clients, and their heterogeneity
in computing and communication capabilities. However, this
requires a comprehensive solution to the DRM problems in
FL. Due to the interconnected and tightly coupled nature of
these issues, there are significant challenges ahead.

In this paper, we propose PGD, a non-cooperative game
with differential pricing scheme, to address the above difficul-
ties. In the PDG, the PS prices clients based on the improved
test accuracy and reduced training latency brought by the
clients, and the clients are compensated based on their inherent
heterogeneity (For example, clients with different commu-
nication and computing capabilities will consume different
amounts of resources to achieve the same learning objectives).
In this way, the conflict of interest between the PS and
clients in the buyer’s market can be effectively coordinated,
the DRM problem in FL can be comprehensively solved, and
the resource utilization efficiency of the FL system can be
significantly improved.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows: 1) A
PDG is proposed to cover all the DRM issues in FL, with the
aim of improving the performance of FL and reducing the cost
of motivating clients to participate in FL; 2) As the PDG is
an MINLP problem, a distributed iterative algorithm with low
computational complexity and low communication overhead
is designed to solve it.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

The considered FL system consists of a PS and a set M
of |[M] clients. The PS is located in an edge server and has
direct wireless links with the clients. Each client m (Vm €
M) stores a dataset D,,, with |D,,| data-tuples. A data-tuple



{i,yi} € D, Vi € {1,- - ,|Dy,|}, consists of a data sample
x; and its ground-truth label y;. Let w denote the parameter of
an Al-model to be trained by the PS. Privacy protection makes
the PS unable to directly share the client data. The FedAvg
algorithm [1] can help the PS part solve this problem.

Firstly, the PS selects a subset ' (N C M) of N clients
from the candidate set M and broadcasts the global model
w to the clients. Each selected client m (vm € AN) can
independently train the localized w, expressed as w,,, using
dataset D,,. Let f(x;,y;;wn ) represent the loss function of
the gap between the predicted value g; and the truth label y;.
The training direction of client m is to minimize the following
average prediction loss on the local dataset D,,

F, m,(wm) = % Z
| m| V{z;,yi}€Dm
The training can be implemented by iteratively performing
stochastic gradient descent (SGD) on the local dataset for I,
times. After that, client m should upload the trained w,, to
the PS for aggregation. This ends a round of local training.
Upon receiving all the local models uploaded by the clients
in set V, the PS can update the global model as

f(@i, yiiwm), Ym e N. (1)

T Wms 2
vYmeN

where |D| = > |D.,|. This ends a round of global training.

vme
Such global training will be performed iteratively for I,
rounds upon completion of an FL task.

A. Energy consumption for training wp,

Let ¢, be the number of CPU cycles required to train w,
with one tuple {z;,y;}. Let f™* be the maximum frequency
of the CPU of client m. We use f,,, where 0 < f,, < fmaX
to represent the CPU frequency allocated by client m to train
wp,. Then, in each round of local training, the time spent by
client m performing I,,, times SGD on D,, is given by

T:;‘Ln — C'm‘Dm|Im
f m
Let v,,, denote the effective capacitance coefficient of the CPU
of client m [4]. The energy consumed by client m to execute
the I,,, times SGD is obtained as

Um (Cm[m|DmD3
(Ttrn)Q

m

, Vm e N. 3)

E™ = = U f2 Cond | Din . 4)

B. Energy consumption for uploading w,

Let p,, and g, be the transmit power of client m and the
channel gain from client m to the PS during FL, respectively.
The data rate for client m to upload w,, to the PS is given by
rm = Blog, (1 + prg#), where B is the bandwidth and o2
is the noise power. The time spent by client m to upload w,,
to the PS once is given by

T = |lwm|/rm, Ym € N, (®)]

where |wy,| is the size of wy,. Therefore, the energy consumed
by client m to upload w,, to the PS once is given as

ER" = pmT" = pmlwm|/rm, ¥m € N. ©

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Before addressing the DRM issues, the following metrics
are provided to measure the performance of FL.

Test accuracy: Let w* denote the model that minimizes the
training loss. Let wy, denote the model after I, rounds of
global training. Then we use F'(w*) and F(wr,) to represent
the losses caused by w* and wy,, respectively. The expected
difference between F(w*) and F'(wy,) is bounded by [9]

1
2
r= <Ig > |Dm|> + (L)t (7)
VmeN
The above expression indicates that I', i.e., the upper bound
of the difference between F'(wy,) and F(w*) is negatively
correlated with the global iteration number J ¢ of FL and the
amount of data used by all clients in the I, global iterations.
Training latency: The global model w is updated in a
synchronization manner. This means the latency in completing
a round of global training, expressed as 7', depending on the
time taken by the last client in set A to complete a round of
local training. The time used by any client m to complete a
round of local training is given by

T =T™ + T ¥Ym € M. 8)
Then, the expression of 7' is obtained as
T = max (Tp,|Vm € N). 9)

To ensure training efficiency, the PS sets a threshold T}, for
T, Ym € M. This means that the following condition

T < To, ¥Vm € N. (10)

should be satisfied by any participating client m. Otherwise,
the PS will not make payment to the client.

A. The objective of clients

The aim of a client is to earn compensation from the PS to
offset its resource consumption while making as much extra
profit as possible. Therefore, the client utility is defined as

U = am(To — Tin) — B (E™ + ES™), Y € M. (11)

where «,, is the price provided by the PS to client m, and
Bm 1s the cost per unit of energy consumption of client m.
The first term of U, represents the gross profit earned by
client m from the PS. The shorter the time 7, it takes for
client m to complete a round of local training, the larger
(To — T},), and the more revenue the client can earn from
the PS. The second term of U, represents client’s resource
endowment, i.e., the cost of resources consumed by client m to
complete a round of local training using time 7;,,. The smaller
T, the more energy client m consumes, and the larger (,,,
the more concerned the client is about energy consumption.
The seller’s problem for client m is formulated as

(12)
@

[22)
(123)

n}ax Uy, Yme M,

.. Up=0, VmeM-N,
Un >0, YmeN,
0< i < Ym e M.

max
m



Constraint (T2[T) states that if client m is not selected, U,,, =
0, Vm € M —N. Constraint (I2]2) states that a selected client
cannot be given negative utility. This orders that the PS should
set a minimum v, for client m, denoted by ozf‘ni“ (a’;nli“ > 0)
to ensure U,, > 0 when f,, > 0, Vm € N. The solution of
a™n will be discussed in Sec. IV-A.

B. The objective of the PS

As the buyer of FL services, the PS aims to reduce the
expected difference in training loss I' after I, rounds of global
training, reduce the overall training time I,7', and at the same
time reduce the cost of motivating clients to participate in FL.
The utility of the PS is defined as

Q=rl+ul,T+1, > om(Th—Tn),
VmeM

(13)

where x > 0 and 1 > 0 are the weighting factors to adjust
the importance between the two objectives I' and I,T".

Let A = {ah...,a‘M‘}. We define that o, = 0, Vm €
M —N, and a,, > o™ ¥Ym € N. The buyer’s problem for
the PS is formulated as

frtr}ijr\lf Q (14)
s. t. N C M, (T41)

=0, Yme M- N,
U > ™ Y e N

[T2)
(T43)

IV. SOLVING THE GAME

A. Optimal strategies for the clients

For any client m who does not participate in FL, i.e., Vm €
M — N, we have f,, = 0, and according to constraint (T4]2),
we also know «,, = 0. By substituting f,, = 0 and «,, =0
into eq. (T1), we have U,, = 0, Ym € M — N. This means
that constraint (T2[T)) is always satisfied.

For each selected client m, Vm € N, it is easy to prove
that U,,, is concave w.r.t f,,, Vf,, > 0. Therefore, U, satisfies
the property of diminishing marginal utility, and there exists a
unique solution to problem (12), Vf,, > 0, which is given by

A

~ 1/3

Due to constraint (T2[3), the optimal solution to problem (12)
is finally obtained as

15)

£ = min (fm, f;;;aX) , Vm e N. (16)
However, f cannot guarantee U,, > 0, ¥m € N. In order
to meet constraint (12[2), the condition a,, > ™™ (Ym € N)
should be satisfied, where o))" > 0 is lowest price that the
PS can offer to client m. Due to the convexity of U,,, we can
solve the function U,,, = 0 and obtain
amin _ ﬂm (Eg? + E;’r(z)m)

m To T, , VmeN.

A7)

B. Optimal strategy for the PS

Problem (T4) is an MINLP problem and is difficult to solve
due to the client selection constraint (T4[T)) and the uncertain
training latency 7' given in eq. (9). Because it cannot be
solved by conventional methods, we propose a semi-heuristic
approach to obtain a high-quality solution to the PDG. Before
presenting the algorithm, the following Lemma is given.

Lemma 1. Regardless of the maximum limit of fp, in con-
straint (12[3), the optimal time for client m (Ym € N), to
complete a session of local training satisfies

Ty, =T = max (T,,Vm € N'), Vm € N. (18)

Proof. f T,, < T (3m € N), the PS can decrease @ by
reducing «,, to make T,, = T, without affecting the strategies
and utilities of other clients. O

The proposed algorithm for solving the PDG includes the
following two steps:

Step 1: Solve problems (12) and (14) without considering
constraint (14[1), assuming that N is known.

By substituting eq. (13) into eq. (8), we can get

3 713 13 .3
_ 2¢,, 15, Dy B vm
Ay =

(Trnrm — |w|)?
which is the price offered by the PS to client m when client
m uses strategy fm. To ensure a positive utility for client m,
the PS must guarantee &, > aM". By solving the function
Ay, = a%i“, we can obtain the solution of 7,,, denoted by Tm.

Now, we consider constraint (I2[3). Because T),, decreases
monotonically w.r.t f,,, we can substitute f,, = f** into eq.
() and get the solution of T,, denoted by T™". Note that
T™in js the shortest time required for client m to complete a
round of local training.

If fma < f. then TM" > T,,. It means that client m
cannot obtain a positive U,,, even with f,,, = fm**. To ensure
U, > 0, the PS needs to increase a,, in the first term of eq.
(TT). Then, the value space of T}, is given by

, Vm e N, (19)

Tmin < 7, < max (Tm T;:;in) . YmeN.  (20)
Following Lemma 1 and eq. (20), we know that
T, Tp" <T < Ty,
T, — . VYmeN, @

max (TmT;';) ST > T,
and the corresponding price provided by the PS to client m is

{dm, T < T < T,
Ay =

min 70 VYm e N.
am? m-

(22)

Based on egs. ZI) and (22), we can rewrite the utility of
the PS in eq. (I3) as

Q(T) = kT + pI*T + I8 > Rp(T), (23)
VYmeN
where
am (To = T), T < T < Tpp,
R (T) = (24)

m

o/min (To — max (Tm, Tﬁi“>> , T > T,



is the payment that client m can receive from the PS. Q(T')
is continuous and has a finite number of non-derivable points
w.r.t T. Furthermore, Q(7T') also has the following property:

Lemma 2. When o, > o™, Ym e N, Q(T) is monotonic
or decreases first and then increases w.r.t T.

Proof. When o, > a™n the value ~space of T is given by
max (T |vm € N) < T < max(T,,[Vm € N). The first
derivative of () w.r.t T is obtained as

PS, until @ cannot be further reduced by eliminating any client
or the number of selected clients reaches a certain threshold
|N| = Ny. The overall algorithm to solve the proposed PDG
is concluded in the following algorithm.

Algorithm 2 Overall algorithm to solve the proposed PDG.

Input: M, the candidate client set for the PS.

Output: The selected client set N, the optimal strategy f,
of client m, Vm € N, and the optimal strategy A* =
{aF, o } of the PS.

0Q ., ppniarel
87T = I /J/ + Ig 67T (25) 1: Inltlallze N :A M
meN 2: Obtain Q' = @ by performing Algorithm 1 on set \V.
where 3: repeat
3 4:  for each client m, Ym € N do
Ry | — Bom <%) (1 + %) , Tt < T < T Let Ny, = N\m.
or N " " 6: Obtain Q)_,,, = @ by performing Algorithm 1 on
0, T'> Tom 26) set N_,,.
From eq. (26), one can derive that a;?g” >0 and ngg >0 end for

for T;“li" <T< Tm. This means that % is monotonically
increasing w.r.t TAfor T,‘gi" < T < T,,. Form eq. , it 18

Mm _\  oasT — To™. Because 0 It >

also known that

° T aT?
AR, : . . .
0, <5 is monotonically increasing w.r.t 7" as T — T,
From the above analysis, we know that g—g is always negative

or first negative and then positive w.r.t 7. Therefore, Q is
monotonic or decreases first and then increase w.r.t T° when
a > ap'™. O

From Lemma 2, we know that Q(7') has a unique minimum
in the feasible domain. The solution can be obtained by
continuously increasing «,,, of client m with the largest T;,
to motivating it to reduce T},, until 7" and Q(T') cannot be
further reduced. Then, the following algorithm is designed to
solve problems (12)) and (T4) with a known N

Algorithm 1 Solve problems (12) and (14) with a known N

1: for each client m, Ym € N do

2. Obtain T™" by using eq. (8), obtain T,, and o,
corresponding to T}, by using egs. (I7) and (T9),
respectively, and upload a™" and T,, to the PS.

3: end for

4: The PS initializes o, and T;, = T, 'm, and obtains Q by

using eq. (23).

5: repeat

6:  The PS increases the payment «,, to client m with the
largest T, and feedback the updated o, to client m.

7:  With the updated «,,, each client m updates f,, and
T, by using eqgs. (I6) and (8), respectively, and uploads
T, to the PS.

. The PS update Q) by using eq. (23).

9: until Q start to increase or T’ = max (T™"|Vm € M).

Step 2: Apply client selection constraint ([4[1) to the
solution obtained in Step 1. We adopt the Greedy Algorithm
(GA) to solve this problem. The main idea is to allow the PS
to select all the candidates in set M to participate in FL at
the beginning. Then, the PS constantly removes client m that
has the maximum marginal loss and causes high cost @) of the

Let m/ = argming,, ¢ (Q—m|Vm € N).
. Update N =N_,, and Q' = Q_,,v.
10: until Q' starts to increase or the number of the selected
clients satisfies |N| < Np.

The computational complexity of Algorithm 2 is analyzed
as follows. In line 6 of Algorithm 2, Algorithm 1 is executed
repeatedly to update the utility @@ of the PS. The conver-
gence of Algorithm 1 mainly depends on strategy interaction
between the PS and clients in lines 5-9 of Algorithm 1.
Considering that the clients can use convex optimizer to
obtain 7™ and T,,, the time complexity of Algorithm 1
is O(lJM|), where O(l) is the complexity of the convex
optimizer. Therefore, the time complexity of Algorithm 2 is
O(l|M|?). Since the algorithm is mainly performed at the PS
and the strategies of the clients are solved in closed form,
the proposed algorithm satisfies the constraint of FL. on the
low computing power of clients. In addition, the information
that needs to be transferred between the PS and clients is
the service price o, and the training latency 7,,, which
brings small communication overhead to the system. As the
algorithm is executed before the start of the training, so it
is fully compatible with existing FL framework. The main
challenge of the proposed algorithm comes from the price
update steps 3)-10) of Algorithm 2, as they need to be
iteratively executed to find the optimum of utilities of the PS
and clients. Since the algorithm is mainly performed at the
PS and the strategies of the clients are solved in closed form,
the proposed algorithm satisfies the constraint of FL on the
low computing power of clients. In addition, the information
that needs to be transferred between the PS and clients is the
service price ., and the training latency 7},, which brings
small communication overhead to the system.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In the simulation, the PS trained the convolutional neural
network (CNN) AlexNet using the CIFAR-10 dataset, which
consists of 60000 32x32 color images, divided into 10 classes.
The size of AlexNet is |w| = 0.6 Mb. In the independent



identical distributed (IID) setting, the data-tuples of each class
are evenly distributed across |[M| = 40 clients, and |D,,,| ~
U(100,2000), where U(-) represents uniform distribution. In
the Non-IID setting, the number of classes selected by each
client follows a uniform distribution ¢/(1, 10), and the number
of data-tuples in each selected class also follows a uniform
distribution /(10, 400). The weighting factors in eq. (I3) are
set to x = 105 and p = 1, and the latency threshold is set to
To = 10 s. For the clients, the switch capacitance coefficient
is set to v,, = 10728 [4], the number of CPU cycles required
to train one data-tuple c,, = 5 X 10°, the maximum CPU
frequency fn®™* ~ U(2,4) GHz, the cost per unit of energy
consumption S,, = 1, the bandwidth B = 1 MHz, and the
maximum transmit power p,, ~ 4(0.02,0.1) W. The channel
power gain is set to g, = 0.001/d3,, where d,,, ~ (10, 100)
(in meters) is the distance between client m and the PS, and
the noise power at the PS is 0 = 107,

To verify the performance of the proposed PDG, the fol-
lowing algorithms have also been implemented. Given the
threshold |N| = Ny for the number of clients that the PS can
select from set M, the vanilla FedAvg randomly selects Ny
clients from M to participate in FL. The optimized FedAvg
with client selection [10] can choose N; clients with the
maximum number of data-tuples to achieve the highest test
accuracy (referred to as the Accuracy First Client Selection
Algorithm (ACA)) or choose Ny clients with the shortest 77,
to minimize the overall training time (referred to as the Time
First Client Selection Algorithm (TCA)).

Setting Ny = 10, Fig. 1 shows the convergence of fest
accuracy for Lenet-5 trained using different algorithms
under IID and Non-IID settings, respectively. From Fig. [T}
we see that as the number of global training increases, the fest
accuracy achieved by the PDG is very close to that achieved by
the AFA, and is significantly superior to the other algorithms
under both the IID and Non-IID settings.
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Fig. 1. The convergence of accuracy.

Next, we set Ny to 10, 15 and 20, respectively. Figs. @
and [2(b)] compare the training time and utility obtained by the
PS using different algorithms under IID and Non-IID settings,
respectively. From Fig. 2(a)} we see that the PDG consumes
slightly more time than the TCA under both IID and Non-
IID settings, but is much lower than the other algorithms.

Due to the ACA achieving the highest fest accuracy, while
the TCA minimizing the overall training time, it is verified
that the proposed PDG can achieve a good tradeoff between
performance and efficiency. This conclusion was also validated
in the results shown in Fig.[2(b)] as in all cases, the PDG brings
the PS the lowest utility. Note that the utility of the PS is a
multi-objective composite function composed of training loss,
training time, and the cost of motivating clients to participate
in FL. The smaller the @, the better the performance.
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Fig. 2. Performance of client selection algorithm.

Finally, we validate the benefits of the proposed price
discrimination strategy on FL. To this end, we implemented
the algorithm based on the identical pricing strategy [6], which
is referred to as the identical pricing game (IPG). The IPG
only prices the services provided by different clients based
on the performance improvements they bring to FL, without
considering the heterogeneity of their resource endowments.
Under the IID settings, we designate 10 clients to participate in
FL and continuously increase the time 7" (see eq. (9)) required
for the clients to complete a round of global training. As T’
increases, Fig. [3] compares the utilities achieved by the PS in
the PDG and IPG.
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Fig. 3. The utility of the PS with different pricing strategy.

From Fig. 3] we can see that for any 7', the PDG is superior
to the IPG because it always achieves lower utility than the
IPG. As shown by the asterisk in Fig. 3] the minimum utility
(i.e. the best performance of the PS) that the PDG can achieve
is better than what the IPG can achieve. This is because the
PS knows the resource endowment of the client through the
PDG, thereby gaining a bargaining advantage in the buyer’s
market and achieving lower utility than using the IPG.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has proposed a price-discrimination game to
address the issues of distributed resource management in FL.
The solution of the game has been obtained by a distributed



iterative algorithm. Simulation results have verified the effec-
tiveness of the proposed approaches.
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