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Abstract

Ensuring fairness in a Federated Learning (FL)
system, i.e., a satisfactory performance for all of
the participating diverse clients, is an important
and challenging problem. There are multiple fair
FL algorithms in the literature, which have been
relatively successful in providing fairness. How-
ever, these algorithms mostly emphasize on the
loss functions of worst-off clients to improve their
performance, which often results in the suppres-
sion of well-performing ones. As a consequence,
they usually sacrifice the system’s overall average
performance for achieving fairness. Motivated by
this and inspired by two well-known risk model-
ing methods in Finance, Mean-Variance and Mean-
Semi-Variance, we propose and study two new fair
FL algorithms, Variance Reduction (VRed) and
Semi-Variance Reduction (Semi-VRed). VRed
encourages equality between clients’ loss func-
tions by penalizing their variance. In contrast,
Semi—-VRed penalizes the discrepancy of only the
worst-off clients’ loss functions from the average
loss. Through extensive experiments on multi-
ple vision and language datasets, we show that,
Semi-VRed achieves SoTA performance in sce-
narios with heterogeneous data distributions and
improves both fairness and system overall average
performance.

1 Introduction

Federated Learning [McMahan et al., 2017] is a framework
consisting of some clients and the private data that is dis-
tributed among them, allowing training of a shared or per-
sonalized model based on the clients’ data. Since the seminal
work of [McMahan et al., 2017], it has attracted an inten-
sive amount of attention and much progress has been made
in its different aspects, including algorithmic innovations [Li
et al., 2020b; Reddi et al., 2020a; Pathak and Wainwright,
2020; Huo et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2020; Reddi et al.,
2020b], fairness [McMahan et al., 2017; Li et al., 2020c;
Mohri et al., 2019; Li et al., 2020a; Yue et al., 2021; Zhang
et al., 2022al, convergence analysis [Khaled et al., 2020;
Li et al., 2020d; Gorbunov et al., 2021; Malekmohammadi

et al., 2021b; 2021al, personalization [Chen and Chao, 2022;
Oh et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2022b; Bietti and Wei, 2022],
and various other aspects.

Due to heterogeneity in clients’ data and their resources,
performance fairness is an important challenge in FL sys-
tems. There have been some previous works addressing this
problem. For instance, [Mohri et al., 2019] proposed Ag-
nostic Federated Learning (AFL), which aims at minimizing
the largest loss function among clients through a minimax
optimization framework. Similarly, [Li er al., 2020a] pro-
posed an algorithm called TERM using tilted losses. Ditto
[Li et al., 2021] is another existing algorithm based on model
personalization for clients. Also, g-Fair Federated Learning
(g-FFL) [Li et al., 2020c] is an algorithm inspired by a-
fairness in wireless networks [Lan et al., 2010]. Also, the
work in [Zhang et al., 2022a] proposed PropFair based
on Proportional Fairness, and showed that all the aforemen-
tioned fair FL algorithms can be unified into a generalized
mean framework. GiFair [Yue et al., 2021] achieves fair-
ness using a different mechanism: it penalizes the discrep-
ancy between clients’ loss functions, i.e., encouraging equal-
ity of clients’ losses. FCFL [Cui et al., 2021] uses a con-
strained version of AFL to achieve both algorithmic parity
and performance consistency in FL settings.

Being designed for fair FL, the aforementioned algorithms
usually result in the suppression of well-performing clients,
due to the lower weights that the algorithms place on them or
due to the equality that they enforce between clients’ losses
(GiFair). As a consequence, the clients experiencing good
performance with vanilla FedAvg, experience a relatively
lower performance when using the above fair FL algorithms.
This is our motivation for proposing two new algorithms.

Our inspiration in this paper is a concept in Finance called
risk modeling used for portfolio selection. There are two
vastly used methodologies for risk modeling: Mean-Variance
(MV) [Zhang et al., 2018; Soleimani et al., 2009; Markowitz,
1952] and its expansion: Mean-Semi-Variance (MSV) [Boas-
son et al., 2017; Pla-Santamaria and Bravo, 2013; Ballestero,
2005; Stuart and Markowitz, 1959], which are used for quan-
tifying investment return and investment risk. Motivated by
the vast usage of these methodologies and their great success
in financial planning, we bring the MV and MSV methods to FL
by proposing Variance Reduction (VRed) and Semi-Variance
Reduction (Semi-VRed) algorithms, respectively.
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2 Background

With formal notations, we consider an FL setting with n
clients for the task of multi-class classification. Let x €
X CRPandy € Y = {1,...,C} denote the input data
point and its target label, respectively. Each client ¢ has
its own private data with data distribution P;(x,y). Let
h: X x 0 — R be the used predictor function, which is
parameterized by @ € R9, shared among all clients. Also, let
(:REXY - R+ be the loss function, which we choose
to be the cross entropy loss. Client ¢ minimizes loss function
[i(0) = Eq yyopi(ay[f(h(z,0),y)], which has minimum
value f7*, on its local dataset D; with size n;. We denote %,
where N = ). n;, with p;.

There are various fair FL algorithms in the literature. In ta-
ble 1, we have provided details of the most recent algorithms
with their formulations. The existing fair FL algorithms can
be grouped into two main categories:

2.1 Algorithms based on generalized mean

The first category includes FedAvg [McMahan et al., 2017],
g-FFL [Li et al., 2020c], AFL [Mobhri et al., 2019], TERM
[Li et al., 2020al, PropFair [Zhang et al., 2022a]. It
was shown by [Zhang er al., 2022a] that this category can
be unified into a generalized mean framework [Kolmogorov,
19301, where more attention is paid to the clients with larger
losses. Also, there has been a risk measure in Finance lit-
erature, which models the one-sided nature of risks and is
known as “Conditional Value at Risk” (CvVaR). It was used
by [Williamson and Menon, 2019] for algorithmic fairness in
a non-FL setting. The work in [Pillutla e al., 2021] used the
same CVaR risk measure as an objective function to propose
A-F1L algorithm for achieving performance fairness in F L set-
tings. Besides not being clear how to set the parameter o of
the CvVaR-based objective function in FL settings (table 1), it
reduces to the average of loss functions of a subset of clients
with the largest loss values for 0 < a < 1 (see eq. 24 in
[Williamson and Menon, 2019]), i.e., assigns a zero weight
to the rest of clients in the average. Hence, CVaR’s objective
function is a generalization of the objective function of AFL.

2.2 Algorithms based on enforcing equality

The second category of fair FL algorithms, which includes
GiFair, is based on encouraging equality between clients’
train loss values. GiFair adds a regularization term to the
objective of FedAvg to penalize the pairwise discrepancy be-
tween clients’ loss values (see table 1), and enforces equality
between them to achieve performance fairness.

A common feature of both the categories above is their em-
phasis on the clients with relatively larger losses, which usu-
ally results in the suppression of the well-performing clients.
This may result in the degradation of the overall average per-
formance too (measured by the mean test accuracy across
clients). In the next sections, we will see that Semi-VRed
can achieve fairness by adding a regularization term: semi-
variance of clients’ loss functions and improves both fairness
and the system overall performance simultaneously. There
have been some works in the literature in a similar con-
text of “variance” regularization: [Maurer and Pontil, 2009;

Namkoong and Duchi, 2017] proposed regularizing the em-
pirical risk minimization (ERM) by the empirical variance of
losses across training samples to balance bias and variance
and improve out-of-sample (test) performance and conver-
gence rate. Similarly, [Shivaswamy and Jebara, 2010] pro-
posed boosting binary classifiers based on a variance penalty
applied to exponential loss. Variance regularization has also
been used for out-of-distribution (domain) generalization: as-
suming having access to data from multiple training domains,
[Krueger et al., 2021] proposed penalizing variance of train-
ing risks across the domains as a method of distributionally
robust optimization for domain generalization.

3 Risk modeling methods in Finance:
Mean-Variance and Mean-Semi-Variance

Mean-Variance (MV) and Mean-Semi-Variance (MSV) have
been two popular methods for modeling risks and gains of
an investment portfolio, as the first step in financial planning.

Mean-Variance (MV) [Zhang er al., 2018; Soleimani et al.,
2009; Markowitz, 1952]. This method treats the return of
each security in an investment portfolio as a random variable
and adopts its expected value and variance to quantify the
return and risk of the portfolio, respectively. An investor ei-
ther minimizes the risk for a fixed expected return level or
maximizes the return for a given acceptable risk level. In the
former case, MV results in the following problem:

E[z151 + ...+ 2nSh] M

max
L1y.eeydy

S.t. 02[x151+...—|—xn5n] <R, Z:CZ:L x; > 0.

Here, E and o denote the expected value and variance oper-
ators, respectively. Also, S; and x; denote the random return
from security ¢ and the proportion of total wealth invested in
security ¢, respectively. This example provides a basic view
of how MV model works. Other closely related measures of
risk in the MV model include the standard deviation (o) and
coefficient of variation (¢ /). However, the Mean-Variance
modeling of risk is debatable: any uncertain return above the
expectation is usually not considered as risk in the common
sense, but the MV model does so. This shortcoming is re-
solved by the Mean-Semi-Variance model.

Mean-Semi-Variance (MSV) [Boasson et al., 2017; Pla-
Santamaria and Bravo, 2013; Ballestero, 2005; Stuart and
Markowitz, 1959]. Having recognized the importance of
the (often) one-sided nature of risks, MSV model proposed a
downside risk measure known as semi-variance, which we
denote by 2. Unlike variance, it is only concerned with
the downside of the return, i.e., only the cases that the return
drops below a predefined threshold. With this risk modeling
method, problem 1 changes to the following:

max
T1,...,Tn

s.t. 02<[x151++xn5n] <R, Zl‘izl, z; >0,

where the operator semi-variance (02<) measures the down-
sides of the return: 02 [z] = E[(E[z] — 2)2]. MSV is a prefer-
able alternative for the MV model as its modeling of the risk



Table 1: Objective functions of the existing fair FL algorithms (assuming N; = N; for i # j).

FL algorithm Objective Reference
FedAvg >, fi(0) [McMahan er al., 2017]
AFL max; f;(0) [Mohri et al., 2019]
q-FFL S ) [Li er al., 2020c]
TERM S, e i@ [Li et al., 2020a]
PropFair — > log(M — f;(6)) [Zhang et al., 2022a]
A-FL CVaRi—q (f1(0),..., fn(0)) [Pillutla et al., 2021]
GiFair 2o fi(0) + A2, 1fi(0) — f;(0)] , [Yue et al., 2021]
VRed > fi@)+8>, (fZ(O) — =it (0)) this work
2
Semi-vRed Y, £i(0) + 83, ( fi(6) - £y, fj(e))+ this work

is more consistent with our perception from an investment
risk. Again, the problem above gives a basic understanding
of how the MSV model works. More complex variations of MV
and MSV models have been developed for complex and unpre-
dictable financial markets [Rigamonti and Lu&ivjanskd, 2022;
Zhang et al., 2018; Ballestero, 2005].

4 MV and MSV models for fair FL

We now propose two fair FL algorithms by using the MV and
MSV to quantify the inequality between clients’ utilities. In-
spired by [Zhang et al., 2022al, we take a simple approach
and define u;(0) = M — f;(0) as the utility of client 4,
where M can be treated as a utility baseline. The smaller
the loss function of a client, the larger its utility: the utility of
a client can be used to roughly represent the test accuracy of
the shared model, parameterized by 0, on its local data. With
this definition, we propose to model the inequality between
clients by the variance and semi-variance of their utilities, re-
sulting in the VRed and Semi-VRed algorithms.

4.1 The VRed algorithm

VRed models the inequality between clients’ utilities with
their variance and aims to minimize the following:

0) = zi:pifi(e) + ﬁZPi (uz‘(e) - ZP;‘W(@)Q
=;pz-fi +62pz(fz ijfj )

VRed regularizes the objective function of vanilla
FedAvg with variance of clients losses (utilities). Let us de-
rive the VRed federated learning algorithm. By taking the
gradient of (3) and multiplying it by the step size 7, we have:

= mevfi(e)'i‘
28> pi(£1(0) = Y- 0,55(0)) (19 £:(0)

FVRed(

3)

nVFVRed(e)

Zpgnvfa )).

“

Algorithm 1: VRed and Semi-VRed
Input: global epoch T, loss functions f;, number of

samples n; for client ¢, number of total
samples NV, initial global model 0 local
step number K; for client ¢, learning rate

1 Letp; = % fori € {0,1,...,n—1}

2 fort=0,1,...,T do

3 | randomly select S®) C [n]

s | 8 =00 forie SO, N=Y_s0ni

5 foriin S do // in parallel

6 starting from 91@, take K; local SGD steps on
fl-(t?l(t)) with learning rate 7 to find 95t+1)
7 compute Al = g — g{+D)
8 compute f(0®)) =3, p; f;(61)) and
Z(t) — Zi pzAz(t)

9 if VRed then

10 compute A® = 3 p, A 4

263, pi(f:(60) — FOM)(AL ~ &)
11 else if Semi—-VRed then
12 compute A®) = ZipiAgt) +
< ~(t)
285, pi(fi(00) = T(OW)) (ALY — A

13 | update 94D =91 — A

Output: global model 8(7)

This equation immediately leads to an FL algorithm, by re-
placing the gradient nV f;(0) with the pseudo-gradient (i.e.,

the opposite of the local update), denoted by Al(-t):

NV Fyreq (0)
= ZPiAEt) +28 Zpi (fi(o) -
2 2 (5)

where f(0) = >, p; fi(0) and A = =5, piAY. The cor-
responding algorithm is included in algorithm 1 There is a



parameter 3 which tunes the effect of the regularization term,
which needs to get tuned for better performance. Note that
this is a new aggregation rule: instead of simply averaging the
local models, it has an additional second term, which relates
to the variance of clients losses. If all clients are identical
(i.e., no heterogeneity across clients), this term vanishes.

An interpretation of VRed

With the definition of utilities above (u;(0) = M — f;(9)),
VRed is aimed to penalize the variance of clients’ utilities.
As such, one potential drawback of VRed is that it may re-
sult in the suppression of well-performing clients (the ones
with small losses) for reducing the variance, which is the
same drawback that GiFair [Yue ef al., 2021] had. Hence,
the final model’s overall performance averaged across clients
may get sacrificed. Despite this, GiFair minimizes an up-
per bound of VRed objective function: assuming p; = + ~(i=
1,...,n),i.e., all clients have the same number of data points,
we have the following upper bound on VRed objective func-
tion (see Equation (22) in the appendix for derivation):

FVRed(

0)=>_fi6

< Zfi(0)+
<310+ 2 |50) - £,00)
% J#i

= FGiFair(o)a (6)

where the second inequality is true when clients’ loss func-
tions are all less than 1, which happens after some commu-
nication rounds. Therefore, GiFair in fact minimizes an
upper bound of VRed’s objective function. This relation be-
tween the two algorithms can explain why VRed usually out-
performs GiFair in terms of fairness in our experiments.

In typical FL settings, the global objective function can
be written as a weighted sum of clients’ loss functions, i.e.,
F(0) := >, w;h;(0), where h;(0) is used by client i as
a surrogate of the global objective and is optimized using the
client’s local data. Also, the weight w; represents the impor-
tance of client ¢ loss function in the global objective function
F(0). For example, FedAvg simply uses h;(0) = f;(0)
and w; = p; (p; = %, see algorithm 1) and g—FFL uses
hi(8) = f771(8) and w; = p;. A direct consequence of the
above summation form for F'(0) is:

2
)+ B |0~ 3 £5(0)
S 150 - 00

JF

6) =3 wiVhi(6). @)

Again, the weight w; represents the importance of the client
1’s model updates. In lemma 1, we show that the gradient of
the global objective of VRed in (3), can be written in the form
of (7). For simplicity and easier interpretation, we assume
pi = % (i=1,...,n), ie., all clients have the same number
of data points.

Lemma 1. Assuming equal dataset sizes for all clients, for
any model parameter 0, the gradient of the global objective
Fyrea(0) defined in (3) can be expressed as

vFVRed Z w;( sz
@)= L4 25(1,0) - 70 >>,
n n
_ £.(0
7o) = =10 ®
n
The proof is deferred to §A in the appendix. lemma 1

shows that, unlike FedAvg that would assign w; = %,i =
1,...,ntoall clients, VRed assigns a relatively larger weight
(w;) to clients with larger loss functions, and dynamically up-
dates the weights w; at each communication round. Impor-
tantly, based on (8), in order for all clients to get assigned a

positive weight, the parameter 3 needs to satisfy the follow-
< max L 1 )
ing inequality: 0 < 8 < BI%9%(6) ORI

4.2 The Semi-VRed algorithm

Inspired by the discussion on the superiority of MSV over MV
in § 3 for risk modeling, we propose an extension of VRed.
Consider the following objective function instead of (3):

B)Zszfz +ﬁzpl<fl ijfj ) 5
)

where 02 denotes the semi-variance of clients’ utilities.
This objective, in addition to minimizing the mean loss,
reduces the semi-variance of clients’ losses, meaning that
only those clients that have a relatively small utility wu;(6)
(or equivalently a large loss f;(8)) contribute to the semi-
variance regularization term in eq. (9). Similar to what we
did for VRed, if we take the gradient of (9), we have:

nVFSVRed(e)

= ZPZA(t) +2p sz (fz 7 0))+(Az('t) - Z(t))v

(10)

FSVRed(

where Agt) is the pseudo-gradient (i.e., the opposite of the
local update) of user ¢. The corresponding algorithm is in-
cluded in algorithm 1. Again, we have a tunable parameter 3
which sets the effect of the regularization term and needs to
get tuned for better performance.

4.3 Can we interpret what Semi-VRed does?

Optimization aspect

We will show in lemma 2 that, in contrast to VRed (and
GiFair) and thanks to its more efficient regularization,
Semi-VRed does not suppress the well-performing clients
to help the worst-off ones. Again, for simplicity and easier
interpretation, we assume equal dataset sizes for all clients,
which leads to p; = % (it=1,...,n).



Lemma 2. In each communication round between the clients
and the server, let > denote the set of clients whose local
loss function is greater than the average loss function f(6).
Assuming equal dataset sizes for all clients, for any model
parameter 0, the gradient of the global objective Fsyroq(0)
defined in (9) can be expressed as

V Fsyzeal® Z wi(0)V f:(6 (1)
where f(0) = w and:
1 N 28(£:(0) — F(9)) 2P Zje>c(fi(0) 7?(9))‘ i e>e
wi(8) =4 " " "
%7 262je>c(fz'(9) £(0)) i dse

12)

Similar to VRed, there is an upper-bound for 3 to ensure
positive weights for all clients in (12):

max A n
0 <8< Brzea(d) = 2Ej€>c(fj(e)_?(g)).

Remark 1. Interesting points can be observed by compar-
ing lemma 1 and lemma 2. First, both of the algorithms pay
more attention to worst-off clients by assigning larger weights
to their gradients. However, Semi—-VRed assigns relatively
larger weights to the well-performing clients. Also, for VRed,

wi(0) = L+ M. So the better a client per-

forms, the more it is suppressed by the algorithm. In contrast

Semi-VRed assigns weights to well-performing clients de-
pending on how bad the worst-off clients perform compared
to the average performance. As the performance of worst-off
clients improves gradually, the algorithm also lets the well-
performing ones for further improvement (instead of strictly
suppressing them like VRed).

Scenarios with large label shifts

We now provide another interesting interpretation of
Semi-VRed, related to data heterogeneity in FL. In order
for an easier interpretability and understanding, we assume
Pi(z,y) = Pi(z|y)P;(y) = P(x|y)Pi(y). This means that
the class conditional distribution of input x is identical for
all clients, and there is no concept shift across them. How-
ever, there is label shift across clients. Having made this as-
sumption, we define £;(0) = E,p(s|y— J)[é( (x,0),7)] as
the average loss of predlctor h on class j. Using this nota-
tion, we have lemma 3 about the objective function (9) of
Semi-VRed.

Lemma 3. Assuming Pi(z,y) = Pi(zly)P(y) =
P(z|ly)P;i(y) for i € {1,...,n}, for any parameter 6,
Semi-VRed global objective (9) can be expressed as

FSVRed(G)
C . ﬂ n C _ ~
= > P()0) EZ(me—mmmm),
(13)

where P(j) = 2in PG) 1nP1( )
7 in the global dataset.

is the marginal distribution of class

Proof. From (9) and with p; = 1, we have:

70) =3 22 - L3 B 002 0).)]

:1n . i=1
- Z [sz( ) % E(zay)NP(z\y:j)[é(h(xa0)73')]}
i=1  j=1
n C
:lz[zpl 7,(0)]] = Z[ Y pild) 1pz )iz, )
i=1  j=1 =1
C —_
= Zﬁ(j)& () (14)

Similarly, we can rewrite the clients’ local loss functions, and
we get to:

5)

By plugging in the above equivalences for f;(8) and f(0)
into (9), we get to (13). O

Note that P;(j) and P(j) show the ratio of class j in client
1’s local dataset and the global dataset, respectively. Based on
(13), Semi—-VRed is capable of improving the performance
of the predictor / in extreme class imbalance scenarios: con-
sider when a label j is over-represented in a client ¢’s data
(i-e., P;(j) ~ 1) and under-represented in the global data (i.e.,
P(j) = 0). In that case, the regularization term up-weights
the class j in the global objective function, hence improving
the performance of client 7, which was mostly holding sam-
ples with label j. For better understanding of this, lets see
example 1 in the following, which we have borrowed from
[Shen et al., 2022], and shows that Semi—-VRed can handle
scenarios with large class imbalance efficiently.

Example 1. Let u be the uniform distribution over the exist-
ing C' classes. Also, let §.. be the Dirac distribution of class c.
Also, lets assume that C = 2 (binary classification problem).
For the n existing clients, we have:

 Joaut+(1-a)i ifi=1
pily) = {au—l—(l—a)ég ifie{2,...,n} (16)
Accordingly, we have:

1- % ifi=1

() =4, (17)
% ifi=1

pi(2) = a (18)
1—5 ifie{2,...,n}

Therefore, we have:



(1= 3)0(0) + 50(0) ifi=1
() = 2 2
fil a; oo
§£1(0)+(1_§)£2(0) leE{Q,...,TL}
19)
Hence, according to eq. (14), we can rewrite the objective
function of FedAvgqg as:

7(0) = (S +1=2) o)+ (£ + L2 =Dz, )
n 2 n

(20)

Clearly, we can see that if @ ~ 0 and n is large, then

01(0), which is the loss over the minority data will have a

small weight, which leads to (1(0) being larger than (5(0)

and poor performance on the minority class 1, and client i =

1. Now, if we rewrite Semi—-VRed objective function from
eq. (13), we have:

Fsvrea(0)
(5 + 2o (3 + 2
B(n — 12;(1 —a)? (ﬂl(e) ~ 22(0))2

(L0 -50) . @

The extra regularization term improves {1(0) compared to
vanilla FedAvg,. Hence, the performance of client 1 and
consequently, fairness in the system improves.

Furthermore, we have explained the relation between
VRed/ Semi-VRed and distributionally robust optimization
(DRO) in appendix B.4 to provide a better understanding of
these algorithms.

S Experiments

In this section, we evaluate our proposed fair FL algorithms
with the existing algorithms in the literature.

5.1 Experimental setup

In the following, we explain the datasets, models and their
hyperparameters as well as the metrics we use to evaluate our
algorithms. For further details, see §B in the appendix.

Datasets We use four benchmark datasets existing in the
literature. The datasets we use include: CIFAR-10/100
[Krizhevsky et al., 2009], CINIC-10 [Darlow et al., 2018]
(tasks of image classification) and StackOverflow (task of
next word prediction). In order to split the data among clients
with high heterogeneity, we use Dirichlet distribution [Wang
et al., 2019] with a small parameter. StackOverflow has a de-
fault realistic partition for each client. We follow the same
default data distribution in our experiments.

Models, optimizers and loss functions For the CIFAR-
10/100 and CINIC-10 datasets, we use ResNet-18 [He et al.,
2016]. For the language dataset (StackOverflow), we use
LSTMs [Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997]. In order to op-
timize the models parameters, we use SGD for minimizing

average cross entropy loss. For further details, see §B in the
appendix.

Baseline algorithms We compare our VRed and
Semi-VRed algorithms with various fair FL algorithm ex-
isting in the literature including: FedAvg [McMahan et al.,
2017], AFL [Mohri et al., 2019], g-FFL [Li et al., 2020c] ,
PropFair [Zhang et al., 2022al, TERM [Li et al., 2020al,
GiFair [Yue et al., 2021] and A-FL [Pillutla et al., 2021],
which are all from the two categories of the fair FL algorithms
mentioned before.

Other hyperparameters We implement an FL setting
where different clients participate in all communication
rounds with one local epoch at each round. We use 200
communication rounds for all algorithms on the datasets to
ensure their complete convergence. For CIFAR-10/100 and
CINIC-10, we partition the data into 50 clients and for lan-
guage datasets, we partition the data into 20 clients.

Evaluation metrics the goal of proposing our novel al-
gorithms was to achieve fairness without compromising the
system overall average performance. We measure the overall
performance with the mean test accuracy across clients. In
order to measure the fairness in the system, we use the worst
10% test accuracies among clients, which is a standard metric
for fairness in FL [Li er al., 2020a; 2020c]. In the appendix,
we also use other common metrics in the literature for mea-
suring fairness, e.g. the standard deviation of test accuracies
(see table 6 in appendix B).

5.2 Comparison of VRed and Semi-VRed with
other baseline algorithms

As observed in fig. 1, Semi~-VRed outperforms almost all
the existing baseline algorithms in terms of the fairness in the
system. Furthermore, Semi-VRed improves the system’s
overall average performance (mean test accuracy) for three of
the datasets as well. For instance, as can be observed from
the results obtained for StackOverflow (see table 6 in § B
in the appendix for evaluation in terms of various fairness
metrics), Semi-VRed improves both fairness and mean test
accuracy by 3% and 2.7%, respectively. Also, we can observe
the competitive performance of VRed.

5.3 Superiority of Semi-VRed over VRed and the
other baseline algorithms

As discussed in § 2, the existing fair FL algorithms usu-
ally suppress the well-performing clients in order to improve
the clients with worse performance. However, Semi—-VRed,
thanks to its efficient formulation, tries to avoid this. In order
to get a better understanding of this, after running the simple
vanilla FedAvg on CIFAR-100, we divide the existing 50
clients into two sets: 1. suffering clients: those with test ac-
curacies below the FedAvg mean accuracy (22 clients in our
experiment) 2. well-performing clients: those with test accu-
racies above the FedAvg mean accuracy (28 clients). Then,
we run each of the other algorithms and compare the per-
formance change that they make for the two sets of clients
with each other. In table 2, we have done this comparison
between different algorithms. The results clearly deliver two
important messages: 1. the existing algorithms mostly sup-
press the well-performing clients, due to the more attention



Table 2: Comparison between the performance of different algorithms on CIFAR-100. Second column: the percentage (%) of suffering
clients with improved test accuracy compared to FedAvg. The value in parentheses shows the amount of test accuracy improvement averaged
over suffering clients. Third column: the percentage (%) of well-performing clients with degraded test accuracy compared to FedAvg. The
value in parentheses shows the amount of test accuracy improvement averaged over well-performing clients. Fourth column: the amount of
improvement in the overall mean test accuracy compared to FedAvg.

Algorithm Improved suffering clients Degraded well-performing clients Overall accuracy improvement

g-FFL 52.08+£11.95 (+0.69) 54.21415.38 (-0.79) +0.0410.41
AFL 51.18+9.26 (+0.56) 77.25+12.85 (-3.50) -1.2240.95
GiFair 60.5516.17 (+0.86) 68.22116.13 (-2.03) -0.40+0.61
TERM 23.6645.34 (-1.12) 87.93+1.81 (-3.57) -2.2040.66
PropFair 8.3311.69 (-4.05) 92414428 (-6.74) -5.2310.96
A-FL 46.5516.75 (+0.14) 78.754+2.32 (-4.31) -1.8110.25
VRed 60.50112.52 (+1.11) 60.62+7.53 (-0.94) +0.214+0.06
Semi-VRed 65.40_ .29 (+1.47) 53.1716.75 (-0.42) +0.640.30
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Figure 1: Average and worst 10% test accuracies. top left: CIFAR-10, top right: CIFAR-100, bottom left: CINIC-10, bottom right:
StackOverflow. Due to divergence on highly heterogeneous data, results for AFL on CIFAR-10 and StackOverFlow are not shown. All

subfigures share the same legends and axis labels.

that they pay to the worst-off clients or enforcing equality be-
tween clients’ losses 2. Semi-VRed has the least suppres-
sion of well-performing clients: with Semi-VRed, 53.17%
of the well-performing clients experience lower test accuracy
compared to when using FedAvg, and the average amount
of accuracy drop for them is -0.42. Semi-VRed also re-
sults in the highest average improvement of suffering clients:
65.40% of the suffering clients experience a higher test accu-
racy compared to when using FedAvg. The average amount
of accuracy improvement among suffering clients is +1.47.
The above results altogether result in improvement of both
the fairness and the system overall average performance si-
multaneously.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we introduced two novel fair FL algorithms:
VRed and Semi-VRed. In order to address the drawback of
most of the existing fair FL algorithms, which is suppression
of well-performing clients, we proposed Semi—VRed, which
uses a one-sided regularization term to efficiently model per-
formance unfairness in a federated learning system. Our
experimental results show that Semi-VRed improves the
worst-off clients performance without much suppression of
well-performing ones. These altogether improve the sys-
tem’s overall average performance as well. Accordingly,
Semi-VRed achieves SoTA performance in terms of both
the overall average accuracy and fairness.
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Appendix for Semi-Variance Reduction for Fair Federated Learning

A Proofs and derivations
Derivation of (6)
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where the last inequality is always true if Vi, j : | f;(0) — f;(0)| < 1, which always happens if Vi : f;(0) < 1.

Lemma 1. Assuming equal dataset sizes for all clients, for any model parameter 8, the gradient of the global objective
Fyreq(0) defined in (3) can be expressed as
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Lemma 2. In each communication round between the clients and the server, let >c denote the set of clients whose local loss
function is greater than the average loss function f(0). Assuming equal dataset sizes for all clients, for any model parameter

0, the gradient of the global objective Fsyreq(0) defined in (9) can be expressed as
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The last term in the above equation can be written as:
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B Experimental setup

In this section, we provide more experimental details that are deferred from the main paper. For each experiment, we report the
average result obtained from three runs with different random seeds. For our experiments, we used an internal GPU server with
six NVIDIA Tesla P100. The experiments last about 4 weeks in total.

B.1 Datasets and models

In this subsection, we describe the datasets we use in our experiments. For all the datasets we use a batch size of 64.

CIFAR-10/100 [Krizhevsky et al., 2009] are two image classification datasets vastly used in the literature as benchmark
datasets. Each of these datasests contains 50000 sample images with 10/100 balanced classes for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100,
respectively. We use Dirichlet allocation [Wang et al., 2019] to distribute the data among 50 clients with label shift: we split
the set of samples from class k (S) to n subsets (S = Sg,1 USk2 U ... U Sk ), where n is the number of clients and S, ;
corresponds to the client j. We do the split based on Dirichlet distribution with parameter 0.05 (Dir (0.05) ). When the split
is done for all classes, we gather the samples corresponding to each client from different classes: assuming there are C' classes
intotal S1; US2 ; U ... U S¢,; is the data allocated to the client j. Having allocated the data of each client, we split them into
train and test set for each client. The train-test split ratio is 50-50 and 60-40 for CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-100, respectively.

CINIC-10 [Darlow er al., 2018] is another benchmark vision dataset that we use in our experiments. There are a total of
270,000 sample images, which we distribute with label shift between 50 clients based on Dir (0.5) distribution [Wang et al.,
2019]. We then randomly split the data of each client into train and test sets with split ratio 50-50.

StackOverflow [The Tensorflow Federated Authors, 2019] is a language dataset consisting of Shakespeare dialogues for the
task of next word prediction. There is a natural heterogeneous partition of the dataset and we treat each speaking role as a
client. We filter out the clients (speaking roles) with less than 10,000 samples from the original dataset and randomly select 20
clients from the remaining. Finally, we split the data of each client into train and test sets with a ratio of 50-50.

Table 3 provides a summary of the datasets we used and the models used for each of them.

Table 3: Details of the experiments and the datasets. ResNet-18: residual neural network ; GN: Group Normalization ; RNN: Recurrent
Neural Network ; LSTM: Long Short-Term Memory layer ; FC: fully connected layer.

Dataset Train samples Test samples Partition method clients Model
CIFAR-10 24959 25041 Dir(0.05) 50 ResNet-18 + GN
CIFAR-100 39445 10555 Dir (0.05) 50 ResNet-18 + GN
CINIC-10 134713 134966 Dir (0.5) 50 ResNet-18 + GN

StackOverflow 109671 109621 realistic partition 20 RNN (1 LSTM + 2 FC)

B.2 Algorithms and their hyperparameters

We use most recent fair F1, algorithms existing in the literature as our baseline algorithms, including: FedAvg [McMahan er
al., 2017], g-FFL [Li et al., 2020c], AFL [Mohri ef al., 2019], PropFair [Zhang et al., 2022al, TERM [Li et al., 2020al,
GiFair [Yue eral., 2021]. For each pair of dataset and algorithm, we find the best learning rate based on a grid search. In the
following, we have reported the learning rate grid we use for each dataset:

e CIFAR-10: {1e-3, 2e-3, 5e-3, le-2, 2e-2, 5e-2};
* CIFAR-100: {1e-3, 2e-3, 5e-3, le-2, 2e-2, 5e-2}
* CINIC-10: {1e-3, 2e-3, 5e-3, le-2, 2e-2, 5e-2}
o StackOverflow: {1e-2, 5e-2, le-1, 5e-1, 1}

The best learning rate used for each (dataset, algorithm) pair is reported in Table 4.

Table 4: The best learning rates used for training each algorithm on different datasets.

Datasets FedAvg gq-FFL AFL TERM PropFair GiFair A-FL VRed Semi-VRed

CIFAR-10 5e-3 5e-3 5e-3 le-2 le-2 5e-3 5e-3 5e-3 5e-3
CIFAR-100 2e-3 2e-3 5e-3 1le-2 le-2 5e-3 2e-3 5e-3 5e-3
CINIC-10 le-2 5e-3 le-2 le-2 2e-2 2e-2 le-2 5e-3 5e-3
StackOverflow 2e-1 5e-2 5e-2 2e-1 5e-1 2e-1 2e-1 5e-1 S5e-1

We now explain the algorithms we use and how we tune their hyperparameters. We adapt TERM with only client-level fairness
(ae > 0) and no sample-level fairness (7 = 0). We tune the hyperparameter « for each dataset based on a grid search in the grid
{0.01,0.1,0.5, 1}. We have reported the best value of « for each dataset in Table 5. For AFL, there are two hyperparameters:



Yo and yx. We tune the learning rate +,, from the corresponding grid and choose the default value vy = 0.1. For g-FFL,
we use the g-FedAvg algorithm [Li et al., 2020c]. We also tune the hyperparameter ¢ from the grid {0.01,0.1,1}. We find
that for all the used datasets, ¢ = 0.1 has the best peformance (as reported in Table 5). We also tried larger values out of the
grid and they often lead to divergence of the g—FFL algorithm. We adopt the Global GiFair model [Yue er al., 2021], which
results in a single global model. In order to have client-level fairness, we treat each client as a group of size 1. For tuning the
regularization weight of GiFair (\), we follow [Yue ef al., 2021]. As stated in the paper, there is an upper-bound for A (see §3
in the paper). For our experiments, the upper-bound is A < min; {4 }, where w; is the ratio of total samples allocated to the
client ¢ and n is the number of clients. We try four different values in the interval and choose the best one. When the number of
clients is large, this upper-bound is small, and for all of our datasets, this upper-bound was the best value, as reported in Table 5.
We tune M for the PropFair algorithm based on a grid search in {2,3,4,5}. For A-FL, we tried different values of « in
the grid {0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.7,0.8,0.9} and chose the best one. Therefore, we have reported the best results that one
could get from the algorithm. Finally, for our VRed and Semi-VRed algorithms, we tune the regularization weight 3 based
on grid search on the grid {0.01,0.05,0.1,0.2,0.5, 1}. Larger values of 3 often resulted in the divergence of the algorithms.
We have reported the best value of all of the hyperparameters for each dataset in Table 5.

Table 5: The best values of hyperparameters used for different datasets, chosen based on grid search.

Algorithm CIFAR-10 CIFAR-100 CINIC-10 StackOverflow

q-FFLq le-1 le-1 le-1 le-1
TERM o le-2 5e-1 5e-1 S5e-1
GiFair A\ 6e-5 2.6e-4 5e-5 2.4e-3
PropFair M 3 3 5 4
A-FL o 2e-1 de-1 5e-1 6e-1
VRed (8 5e-1 le-1 2e-1 le-1
Semi-VRed [ Se-1 le-2 2e-1 2e-1

B.3 Detailed results

In Table 6, we report detailed results obtained from the algorithms we study in this work. We use a default batch size of 64 for
all the experiments. The statistics we report include: 1. the average test accuracy across clients (overall average performance)
2. the standard deviation of test accuracies across clients 3. the lowest (worst) test accuracy among clients 4. the lowest
10% test accuracies 5. the lowest 20% test accuracies 6. the highest 10% test accuracies. For each experiment, we report the
average result obtained from three runs with different random seeds. As can be observed, our proposed algorithms VRed and
Semi-VRed consistently beat almost all the baseline algorithms across different datasets in terms of various fairness metrics.
Also, Semi-VRed can improve the overall average performance (mean test accuracy) for three of the datsets as well.

Following Figure 1, we have compared our proposed algorithms with the baseline algorithms in terms of their worst 20%
test accuracies as well and the visualized results are shown in Figure 2.

B.4 Relation between VRed and Robust Optimization

Empirical optimization is usually used as a data-driven approach for tuning models for decision making, where an expected
loss is minimized based on some available train data. The trained model is then used for prediction tasks on some test data.
However, if the empirical distribution of the train data is substantially different from that of test data, our confidence for doing
prediction on the test data with the trained model diminishes. Robust empirical optimization has been used to address this
problem [Bertsimas er al., 2018b; 2018a; Ben-Tal et al., 2013]. The work in [ya Gotoh et al., 2018] formulated a distributionally
robust optimization (DRO) problem based on a minimax problem, where a model is trained against the worst distribution shifts
between the train and test data:

!
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where constant § > 0 is the regularization constant, and IP,, and Q are the train data empirical distribution and the test data
distribution. The above problem optimizes against the “worst-case” test distribution (Q, which does not diverge too much from
P,: the divergence of the distribution QQ from P, is penalized in the regularization term %H¢(Q|Pn), where H, is a divergence
measure between two distributions. The solution to this optimization problem is a model which is robust against distribution
shifts between the train and test data, and its robustness increases with §. It was shown in [ya Gotoh et al., 2018] that the above



Table 6: Comparison among federated learning algorithms on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, CINIC-10 and StackOverflow datasets with test
accuracies (%) from clients. All algorithms are fine-tuned. Mean: the average test accuracy across all clients; Std: standard deviation of
clients test accuracies; Worst: the worst test accuracy among clients; Worst (10/20%): the worst 10/20% test accuracies of clients; Best
(10%): the best 10% test accuracies of clients.

Dataset Algorithm Mean Std Worst  Worst (10%) Worst (20%) Best (10%)

FedAvg 43.4510.60 14331062 9.35+3.13 18.8610.99 23.77+0.70 68.9710.581
g-FFL 45.4610.74 14314203 18. 711336 21.23+3.06 25954351 72314988

[e]
D AFL - - - - - -
Eé GiFair 45.054+064 12.93410.44 16.794355 22.6542.03 26.5240.76 65.6249.59
E‘ TERM 45.61.1.03 1224056 13.804525 24.8911.37 29341061 68.65411.27
© PropFair 36.9510.21 15.1641.33 1.141162 12491025 16.6611.31 66.0414.24
A-FL 40.3240.31 16511126 8.840.37 16941055 21314031 72354211
VRed 44431088 13.0541.32 18.61 1312 2428 10900 27464156 69.3113.48
Semi-VRed 45.47+0.10 12.5840.23 19.0416.73 27.0811 76 30341105 72.50410.8s
FedAvg 20.20+0.31 6.5010.21 10.3610.69 11.07+0.54 12494051 33.88+0.09
= g-FFL  20.2510.11 6.3010.27 9.66+0.33 11.091067 12.5210.46 33.9610.90
= AFL 18.98+0.71 491t0.37 9.8ltoes 11.3110as 12724021 28.68+1.71
Eé GiFair 19.81410.32 5.7410.16 9.35+0.34 11.1940.24 12.5940.49 32.3040.32
2 TERM 18.004+0.41 6.05+0.18 8.86+0.50 10.0240.44  11.041051 31.58+0.08
®) PropFair 14971068 6.4410.34 5.40+1.28 7.00+1.11 8.06+1.07 28.8910.01
A-FL 18.394+0.15 5424065 8.11to.sa 10.061078  11.281081 28.95+1.27
VRed 20.42+10.36 6.08410.05 9.4311.01 11.2140.74 128141085 33.59+1.11
Semi-VRed 20.8510.39 6264018 9.1247.47 11.86.0.74 13.46.063 34.5711.20
FedAvg 86.2610.03 15.20+0.07 50.4810.29 56.8710.36 62.7810.16 100.0+0.00
o g-FFL 86.630.06 14.880.08 51.5710.820 57.77+0.36 63.62. .18 100.0-0.01
i) AFL 86.4510.12 15.1010.11 51.5710.45 57.5810.20 63.0410.2s 100.010.00
(,—)‘ GiFair 86.2840.11 15.2040.13 49.661L121 56.9710.29 62.7410.36 100.0-0.00
% TERM 86.344+0.04 15.1240.01 49.90+0.42 57214011  62.9840.04 100.0+0.00
PropFair 86.0110.17 15.3410.19 49971123 56.5310.65 62271055 99.9910.01
A-FL 86.1110.38 15.1110.22 50.12+10.62 57.10+0.76 62.45+10.85 100.0+0.01
VRed  85.7910.35 15.0240.06 51.57+0.50 57.6610.30 62.75t0.36 99.9810.01
Semi-VRed 85.8310.33 14.9510.07 51.5910.9s8 58.0010. 21 62.70+0.14 99.9610.01
FedAvg 40.3410.06 6.98+0.03 25.6440.11 27.12+0.06 30.3540.03 49.7040.07
3 a-FFL  37.79+to0.s0 7.38+0.09 22.5411.03 24121100 27.1410.92 47.0610.66
= AFL - - - - - -
z TERM 40341005 6961006 25.56+0.21 27.124020 30411012 49.7610.10
% GiFair 40.3440.04 6.97+0.03 25.71+0.13 27.1040.11 30.3440.08 49.7140.00
g PropFair 41.76+0.01 6.80+0.05 27.30t0.21 28.75+0.19 32.1410.10 50.76+0.08

A-FL 30941011 6.88+10.05 25.3610.08 26.9410.07 29.95+0.06 49.08+0.04

VRed  42.9010.05 6.6410.01 29.0810.00 30.391005 33.55t005 51.6610.03
Semi-VRed 42.9010.03 6.6010.01 29.10.0.06 30.3410.00 35.5510.05 51.7010.04

DRO problem is equivalent to a mean-variance problem, where the empirical average loss is regularized with sample variance
of the loss on the empirical train distribution P,,:

1 .
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This means that variance regularization can improve out-of-sample (test) performance. [Maurer and Pontil, 2009; Namkoong
and Duchi, 2017] proposed regularizing the empirical risk minimization (ERM) by the empirical variance of losses across
training samples to balance bias and variance and improve out-of-sample (test) performance and convergence rate. Similarly,
[Shivaswamy and Jebara, 2010] proposed boosting binary classifiers based on a variance penalty applied to exponential loss.

DRO is also an effective approach to deal with imbalanced and non-iid data. Unlike the above sample-wise variance regu-
larization works, the work [Krueger et al., 2021] - assuming having access to data from multiple training domains - proposed
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Figure 2: Worst 20% test accuracies for different algorithms. top left: CIFAR-10, top right: CIFAR-100, bottom left: CINIC-10, bottom
right: StackOverflow. Due to divergence, results for AFL on CIFAR-10 and StackOverFlow are not shown. All subfigures share the same
legends and axis labels.

penalizing variance of training risks across the domains as a method of distributionally robust optimization to provide out-of-
distribution (domain) generalization. The first work propopsing DRO in FL setting is [Mobhri et al., 2019], where they minimize
the maximum combination of clients’ local losses to address fairness in FL: ming max; f;(6). Also, the work in [Deng et al.,
2020] proposed a communication-efficient algorithm which performs well over the worst-case combination of clients’ empirical
local distributions:

mglnlg‘lgl)\(;/\ifi(e)v €2

where A € A = {A € R" : 37" | \; = 1}. The relation between robust optimization and variance regularization in non-FL
settings (eq. (30)) encourages us to interpret VRed as an equivalent form of DRO. Hence, the variance regularization connects
VRed non-trivially to the previous works AFL [Mohri et al., 2019] and DRFA [Deng et al., 2020] through DRO.



