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Abstract. Federated learning, a distributed learning paradigm, utilizes multiple
clients to build a robust global model. In real-world applications, local clients
often operate within their limited domains, leading to a ‘domain shift’ across
clients. Privacy concerns limit each client’s learning to its own domain data,
which increase the risk of overfitting. Moreover, the process of aggregating mod-
els trained on own limited domain can be potentially lead to a significant degrada-
tion in the global model performance. To deal with these challenges, we introduce
the concept of federated feature diversification. Each client diversifies the own
limited domain data by leveraging global feature statistics, i.e., the aggregated
average statistics over all participating clients, shared through the global model’s
parameters. This data diversification helps local models to learn client-invariant
representations while preserving privacy. Our resultant global model shows ro-
bust performance on unseen test domain data. To enhance performance further,
we develop an instance-adaptive inference approach tailored for test domain data.
Our proposed instance feature adapter dynamically adjusts feature statistics to
align with the test input, thereby reducing the domain gap between the test and
training domains. We show that our method achieves state-of-the-art performance
on several domain generalization benchmarks within a federated learning setting.

Keywords: Federated domain generalization · Zero-shot adaptation

1 Introduction

Training a deep learning model with direct access to distributed data presents significant
privacy concerns. Consequently, federated learning (FL) [1,20,25,31,32,35,46,52] has
surfaced as a promising solution for avoiding direct data access. Early FL research like
FedAvg [35] and FedProx [31] tackled privacy by exchanging locally trained model
parameters, rather than the actual data of local clients. These parameters are then ag-
gregated on a central server to generate a global model, which is returned to the clients
to continue training until stability is reached.

Contrary to common assumptions in previous studies that local data across clients
originates from a uniform source domain, in practice, each client’s local data often
derives from its own distinct source domain. This leads to a domain disparity among
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Fig. 1: Our Concept Diagram. Federated feature diversification: during training, local data is
diversified using global feature statistics—averaged statistics across all client data—provided by
the global model. This approach aids in learning representations that are invariant to individual
client characteristics. Instance feature adaptation: in the test phase, the adapter employs input
feature statistics to facilitate instance-adaptive inference tailored for new and unseen test data.

clients. For example, in autonomous driving scenarios, disparity arises as each vehicle
captures street views and infrastructure with variations attributable to its specific cam-
era sensors, geographic location, and other factors. Such variation in data distribution
between clients results in what is known as a ‘domain shift,’ which poses a prevalent
challenge in both the training and testing phases of model development.

This paper addresses these problems by exploring federated domain generalization
(federated DG), which aims to improve a federated model’s learning process in handling
various distributed source domains while maintaining reliable generalization to unseen
domains. While past studies like SiloBN [1] and FedBN [32] have aimed to manage
the domain shift within distributed source domains, they do not tackle the domain shift
that occurs between training and test distributions. The attempts to enhance generaliz-
ability to unseen domains, such as FedDG [33], COPA [48], FedIns [16], CCST [5],
CSAC [54], GA [55], and TsmoBN [24], have been made, but these methods have
their limitations. These include potential privacy leaks through shared client informa-
tion [5, 16, 33, 48], limited performance by prioritizing aggregation over local train-
ing [54, 55] and the necessity of target data for adaptation to the test domain [24]. Un-
like previous works, we resolve federated DG without causing additional privacy leaks
and without utilizing target data in learning.

In this study, presented in Figure 1, we propose a novel framework, named FedFD-
A, which comprises two approaches: federated feature diversification and instance fea-
ture adaptation. Our first approach, federated feature diversification, obtains global fea-
ture statistics with the average statistics over all client data and diversifies the limited
local data using the obtained global feature statistics. Specifically, we access global
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feature statistics through batch normalization layers in the server model and apply
a combination of local and global feature statistics to normalize local data, thereby
achieving augmented features. Training with these data mitigates the overfitting of each
local model to its specific domain by learning client-invariant representations. Previ-
ous approaches, such as FedDG [33], directly access other clients’ domains for data
diversification, while methods like MixStyle [58] are limited to diversifying data within
the same batch, where samples are collected from the same domain on the client. In
contrast, our method leverages information shared with the server model. Our method
maintains privacy while still effectively leveraging information across various domains.

Our second approach, instance feature adaptation, aims to enhance generalization
to unseen targets. In the federated learning stage, the adapter is trained to leverage
input feature statistics for mitigating domain shift between the input and the training
distribution. We achieve this by normalizing the input using a combination of input
and global statistics, interpolated through the adapter. At the testing stage, the adapter
employs feature statistics from the test data to reduce the domain shift without needing
further adjustments, unlike TsmoBN [24], which requires additional adaptation steps
during inference.

We evaluate our FedFD-A components through extensive experiments on several
DG benchmarks in the image classification task, including PACS [28], VLCS [13],
OfficeHome [45], and DomainNet [40]. Our framework consistently enhances the per-
formance of the federated model across multiple domain shift scenarios.

2 Related Works

2.1 Federated Learning
Federated learning (FL) has gained substantial traction due to its ability to train a global
model using decentralized datasets, all while maintaining user privacy. Most recent
FL methodologies have focused on addressing the issue of non-iid data spread across
clients, specifically those with heterogeneous label distributions [25, 31, 46]. One no-
table method, FedProx [31], reduces the disparity between local and global models by
incorporating a proximal term into local loss functions to regularize these local models.
However, the issue of non-iid feature distribution has not garnered as much attention
in previous studies. SiloBN [1] and FedBN [32] strive to manage the domain shift by
preserving batch normalization (BN) statistics at a local level rather than aggregating
them server-side. TsmoBN [24] aims to boost performance by updating test BN to adapt
the global model towards target clients, provided they possess a substantial amount of
data in the target domain. Distinct from previous studies, our research leverages the en-
tirety of client feature statistics, allowing the effective training of local models to learn
client-invariant representations. Furthermore, we introduce an instance adaptation strat-
egy, which enables the global model to generalize directly to unseen domains using test
input data alone.

2.2 Domain Generalization
Domain generalization aims to train a model on source domains in a manner that facil-
itates robust performance on unseen target data. Single-source approaches [3, 7, 23, 26,
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30, 47, 51, 58] can be applied within a FL context while preserving privacy. However,
these methods can underutilize the rich server information inherent in FL, thereby offer-
ing only marginal performance improvements. On the other hand, multi-source meth-
ods [4,6,29,34,37,39,42,50,56] that minimize domain discrepancies across sources ne-
cessitate raw data sharing, prompting privacy concerns within FL. Some recent studies,
such as FedDG [33], COPA [48], and CCST [5], have utilized multi-source techniques
in distributed settings without sharing raw data; nonetheless, they still share potentially
sensitive style distributions or classifiers. The CSAC [54] approach mitigates the do-
main shift via an aggregation method but requires pre-training and results in a limited
performance increase. Similarly, GA [55] aggregates local models taking into account
client divergences, but the improvements achieved are generally marginal. FedIns [16]
provides dynamic global model adjustments per testing instance, but necessitates shar-
ing elements of local models amongst clients, potentially compromising privacy. Con-
trarily, our study introduces a feature diversification methodology that addresses the do-
main shift without causing additional privacy issues. Moreover, our instance-adaptive
feature adaptation approach directly generalizes the global model to accommodate test-
ing instances without needing to share local models.

3 Proposed Methods

3.1 Preliminaries

Notation and Problem Formulation: Let X and Y denote the input and label spaces,
respectively. The k-th client has a single-domain data Dk = {(xi,k, yi,k)}nk

i=1, where nk

is the number of samples. The set of distributed source domain data from K clients is
represented as {D1, ..., DK}. In federated domain generalization (federated DG), there
exists a domain shift across clients, where each client data Dk sampled from a domain-
specific distribution (Xk,Y) that differs from other clients. The target test domain data
from an unseen environment is represented as Dt, with a distribution (Xt,Y) that is
shifted from the training data. The feature extractor, parameterized by θ, is represented
as Fθ, and the classifier, parameterized by ϕ, is represented as Cϕ. Federated DG aims
to learn a generalized global model CϕG

◦ FθG : X → Y by aggregating K distributed
clients’ models {Fθk , Cϕk

}Kk=1 trained on source data {Dk}Kk=1, such that the global
model generalizes to unseen target domain Dt. Note that we exploit FedAvg [35] as
an aggregation method, where the global model parameters are weighted averaged with
the local model parameters based on the dataset size θG =

∑K
k=1

nk

n θk and ϕG =∑K
k=1

nk

n ϕk. Here, n indicates the total number of data across clients.
Batch Normalization: In the context of this study, batch normalization (BN) layers
operate as γl

k
al
k−µl

k

σl
k

+ βl
k. Here, µl

k and σl
k represent the mean and standard deviation

statistics for the l-th BN layer in the k-th client. These statistics reflect the overall feature
statistics from data in the k-th local client by calculating a running mean and standard
deviation. Additionally, alk refers to an input tensor, while γl

k and βl
k signify learnable

scaling and shifting parameters. In this work, we employ the terms ‘local statistics’ to
refer to µk and σk, while ‘global statistics’ represents µG and σG, which are computed
by aggregating the local statistics.
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Fig. 2: Federated Feature Diversification begins with obtaining the local feature fi,k using
batch normalization (BN) at the individual client level. Simultaneously, the augmented feature
fi,∆ is derived through mixed statistics, implemented by interpolating local and global statistics
randomly. The intermediate feature al

i,∆ is then standardized with these statistics, leading to a
range of features (as displayed on the right figure). This procedure is consistently applied across
all BN layers to produce a greater variety of features. These diversified features are then employed
to learn client-invariant representations, as specified by Eq. 3 and 4.

3.2 Federated Feature Diversification

In local training, the k-th local model is trained with the cross-entropy loss function
CE(·) on its dataset as follows:

LCE =
1

nk

nk∑
i=1

CE(Cϕk
(Fθk(xi,k)), yi,k). (1)

Before starting local training, each client receives the global model parameters {θG, ϕG}.
Using these parameters, the local model {θk, ϕk} is initialized. Subsequently, Fθk and
Cϕk

are trained on its data during local epochs. Despite initializing the local model
with the global model’s parameters, which are generally robust, a challenge remains.
The problem emerges when the local model relies solely on the cross-entropy loss from
a single domain, mostly due to privacy concerns associated with using data from other
clients directly. This approach can lead to overfitting to the data of the single domain,
causing a significant divergence in the local client models. Such divergence can pose
difficulties in combining the local models to form the generalized global model as noted
in literature [1,32]. To mitigate this issue, we propose training the local model with data
that is diversified across multiple domains while maintaining privacy of the clients. This
varied data is created using our proposed method of data diversification.
Diversification Process: In federated learning, we accumulate both local and global
statistics through BN layers. These global statistics reflect the feature statistics across
all clients—a property we utilize for data augmentation during local training, as shown
in Fig. 2. In conventional local training, the input tensor ali,k is normalized using batch
samples’ statistics in the l-th BN layer. The local feature fi,k is then consistently cal-
culated based on statistics derived from single domain local data. Such an approach
restricts the local model to learn representations only within a single domain. We pro-
pose the resolution of this limitation by normalizing input tensors with a mix of statis-
tics–exploiting global and local statistics concurrently. These mixed statistics are calcu-



6 S. Yang et al.

lated as follows:

µl
∆ = ulµl

k + (1− ul)µl
G and σl

∆ = ulσl
k + (1− ul)σl

G. (2)

We define ul ∈ RCl

as an interpolation weight vector, where each element is indepen-
dently drawn from uniform distribution U(0, 1) with every iteration. Here, Cl is the
feature dimension in the l-th BN layer. The local statistics can be calculated on a batch
or instance basis. However, we opt to use instance-based statistics to generate a more
diverse range of domains.

Features normalized by local statistics reflect local characteristics, while features
normalized by global statistics incorporate global representations. Random interpola-
tion of these two types of statistics across all BN layers generates a rich diversity of
data that fully exploits the features of both local and global domains. In Fig. 2, we
denote the intermediate feature by ali,∆ normalized with mixed statistics, and the aug-
mented feature fi,∆ is obtained with {µl

∆, σl
∆}Ll=1. We train the local model using both

fi,k and fi,∆ in a client-agnostic way, which is described in the following section. In
contrast to previous works [30, 58] that augment features using random noise values
or styles of batch samples, our approach employs aggregated feature statistics—safely
creating diverse augmentations in line with multi-source domain generalization. Note
that our method uses global statistics in the server, which can reduce privacy leakage.
Client-agnostic Learning Objectives (CAL): We utilize a client-agnostic feature loss
(CAFL) function as follows:

LCAFL =
1

nk

nk∑
i=1

∥fi,k − fi,∆∥22 . (3)

This loss function forces the local model to learn client-invariant representations, which
is achieved by minimizing the variation between original and diversified features. Fur-
ther, we train the local classifier to categorize the diversified features, thus encourag-
ing the classifier to disregard client-specific information. This is achieved through our
client-agnostic classification loss (CACL) function as follows:

LCACL =
1

nk

nk∑
i=1

CE(Cϕk
(fi,∆), yi,k). (4)

Our client-agnostic learning functions as a regularization method, which restrains local
models from diverging significantly from the global model. Different from the previ-
ous work [31] that directly regularizes local weight parameters in line with the global
model, our proposed learning evaluates the significance of weight parameters for client-
invariant representations within diverse domain data. Finally, the loss for local optimiza-
tion is provided as follows:

Ltotal = (1− λ1) · LCE + λ1 · LCACL + λ2 · LCAFL, (5)

where λ1 and λ2 are balancing parameters.



Feature Diversification and Adaptation for Federated Domain Generalization 7

𝑳𝑪𝑬…

Av
gp
oo

l

FCRe
LU𝒂𝒊,𝒌 𝜸𝒌

𝒂𝒊,𝒌 − 𝝁𝒊,𝒌∗

𝝈𝒊,𝒌∗
+ 𝜷𝒌

Instance feature adapter

Re
LU

Feature adaptation

Co
nv

FC

𝝁𝒊,𝒌, 𝝈𝒊,𝒌

𝝁𝑮, 𝝈𝑮

⊝ 𝜶𝒊,𝒌

𝒙𝒊,𝒌 …
Eq. (6)

Eq. (7)

Co
nv

: Freeze

: Update

FC

Fig. 3: Instance Feature Adaptation. The instance feature adapter takes the difference between
instance and global statistics and generates interpolated statistics through the Eq. 6 and 7. This
procedure is consistently applied across all BN layers to effectively bridge the domain gap.

3.3 Instance Feature Adaptation

At test time, it can be difficult to generalize to completely unseen domains where the
data distribution has shifted from the training set. Addressing this domain discrepancy,
we propose utilizing test data statistics, drawing inspiration from domain generalization
and test-time adaptation methods. Previous domain generalization methods attempted
to bridge the domain gap using the most relevant BN layer [4, 59] with the test input
among multiple source BN layers. However, these methods are not feasible in a fed-
erated setting in which local models can only access the global, not the other clients’
BN layers due to privacy constraints. Moreover, recent test-time adaptation methods
[17, 21, 53] use interpolated statistics between instance and learned statistics to reflect
the test input distribution, yet they require manual or rule-based generation of interpola-
tion parameters. Instead, we propose a learning-based network to dynamically generate
instance-wise interpolation parameters for interpolated statistics.
Interpolated BN Statistics: To simplify the notation, we describe only the process
at the l-th BN layer and omit the notation related to the sequence of BN layers. We
leverage both instance statistics from the test input xi,t and global statistics as follows:

µ∗
i,t = αi,tµi,t + (1− αi,t)µG and σ∗

i,t = αi,tσi,t + (1− αi,t)σG, (6)

where µi,t and σi,t are the instance mean and standard deviation of the input tensor.
µG and σG reflects the overall feature statistics of local clients involved in training. Our
method leverages µ∗

i,t and σ∗
i,t to normalize the test input tensor, with αi,t serving as

an interpolation parameter that modulates the impact of instance statistics. Ideally, the
optimal αi,t would be determined upon the availability of the test domain, but this infor-
mation is typically inaccessible. Consequently, we propose an instance adaptation that
dynamically produces αi,t for each test input in a careful and well-designed manner.
Design of Instance Adapter: We construct an instance adapter GφG

, parameterized by
φG, and integrated into each BN layer in the feature extractor. The adapter takes the
channel-wise distance between instance and global statistics as its input and generates
αi,t. This design is motivated by the out-of-distribution (OOD) detection work [9],
which leverages the distance between test inputs and learned statistics for OOD sam-
ple selection. Through this design, the adapter generates the appropriate interpolation
parameters based on the discrepancy between the test and training distribution of each
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layer. Here, we set αi,t as a scalar value to interpolate instance and global statistics with
the same weights along the channel axis in the BN layer. It reduces the network size of
the adapter and mitigates overfitting to the local data.
Training Process: In the k-th client, we simulate test conditions where instance statis-
tics differ from global statistics. Instead of using test samples, we input the training
sample xi,k into the main network, Fθk and Cϕk

. As shown in Fig. 3, BN statistics are
replaced with interpolated BN statistics in Eq. 6, where αi,k is generated by a local
adapter Gφk

based on the difference between instance and global statistics. We employ
LCE to train the adapter, enabling it to generate the optimal interpolation parameters
in an instance-adaptive fashion. Although the training data are more similar to global
statistics compared to the test data, leveraging their differences teaches the adapter how
to balance these statistics. Here, the main network focuses on generalization through
feature diversification, while the adapter further adapts to unseen test domain data via
instance feature adaptation. Thus, we implement alternating training to maintain this
separation.

Moreover, to prevent over-fitting of the adapter, we apply the reparameterization
trick [27], generating interpolation parameters by sampling from gaussian distribution
reparameterized by the adapter:

αi,k = T(z · δi,k + ϵi,k), where [δi,k; ϵi,k] = Gφk
([µi,k − µG;σi,k − σG]), (7)

with z sampled from N(0, 1). T(·) is a clamp function to ensure αi,k within the range
[0, 1]. [µi,k −µG;σi,k − σG] represents the concatenation of the difference between in-
stance and global statistics along the channel axis. During the federated learning stage,
the local adapter Gφk

is trained on each client’s data, and these local adapters are sub-
sequently aggregated into the server adapter GφG

.
Test Process: We use the server adapter GφG

to get δi,t and ϵi,t. In Eq. 7, we can then
calculate αi,t as T(ϵi,t) because the mean of z is 0. In every BN layer, normalization
is carried out using the interpolated statistics in Eq. 6, and the procedure requiring only
single forward propagation. The computational cost is evaluated in the experimental
section. FedFD refers to the method using feature diversification, while FedFD-A de-
notes the approach that also utilizes the adapter. The pseudo-code of our algorithm can
be found in supplementary material.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets and Settings: We evaluate the performance of our FedFD-A on four bench-
marks in the domain generalization setting of image classification. We use the PACS [28],
VLCS [13], OfficeHome [45], and DomainNet [40] datasets. PACS contains seven cat-
egories from Photo (P), Art painting (A), Cartoon (C), and Sketch (S) domains, no-
table for their substantial domain shifts [4, 10]. VLCS consists of five categories from
VOC2007 (V) [12], LabelMe (L) [41], Caltech-101 (C) [15], and SUN (S) [49] do-
mains, primarily experiences domain shifting due to camera type variations. Compara-
tively, OfficeHome [45], which includes 65 categories from Artistic (A), Clipart (C),



Feature Diversification and Adaptation for Federated Domain Generalization 9

Product (P), and Real world (R) domains, faces a less drastic issue of the domain
shift [11, 48]. Consistent with prior federated DG research [33, 48, 54], we assume that
each client has data from a single domain and that there are a total of four clients in
each domain generalization benchmark. The global model is collaboratively learned
with three of the clients and is then evaluated on the remaining domain.

For a more comprehensive understanding of our FedFD-A in practical settings,
please refer to supplementary material. This includes further experiments on federated
DG with the DomainNet [40] dataset, exploration of an increased number of clients,
and scenarios where non-iid label distribution is also present. These scenarios provide
valuable insights into the realistic application of our model.
Implementation Details: In the federated DG scenario, all clients employ the same
architecture and hyper-parameter configurations. The backbone network is a ResNet-
18 [19] model pre-trained on ImageNet. In FedFD-A, two fully connected layers are
introduced before each BN layer to serve as the instance adapter, where output size is
2. The network is trained via Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) with a fixed learning
rate of 0.01, momentum of 0.5, and batch size of 64 over 200 iterations per round. We
conduct 40 rounds of training. The values of λ1 and λ2 in Eq. 5 are set to 0.1 and 4.0,
respectively. Ablation studies of balancing parameters are presented in supplementary
material.
Evaluation Protocols: In our evaluation of the federated DG performance, we adopt the
standard protocols specified in DomainBed [18] for dataset splits and model selection
strategies. Specifically, we use the training-domain validation set for model selection.
To obtain the best global model in the federated DG setting, different selection strategies
are adopted for the client side and the server side. On the client side, the local model is
uploaded to the server when the validation accuracy on its local domain is best within
200 iterations, validating every 20 iterations. On the server side, the best round model is
selected when the average validation performance on participating clients is maximized
among 40 rounds, validating every round. The server can access clients’ validation per-
formance using the aggregated server parameters, making it possible to use the average
validation performance on participating clients. This strategy of adopting single-source
DG validation on local training and multi-source DG validation on the server is both
practical and effective. To ensure a fair comparison, we reproduce competitive meth-
ods in our federated DG setting. The results are reported as the average accuracy and
standard deviation over four runs with different random seeds.
Baseline Frameworks: Our FedFD-A is designed to be compatible with a range of fed-
erated learning frameworks. Specifically, we have applied our approach in conjunction
with FedBN [32] and SiloBN [1], both of which aim to mitigate the domain shift by pre-
serving batch normalization (BN) parameters locally. FedBN retains both BN statistics
and affine parameters, while SiloBN only preserves BN statistics, thus enabling the BN
layer to implicitly learn client-specific information. Note that parameters are aggregated
for the global model with the same process of FedAvg [35]. In Table 1, we demonstrate
that our proposed FedFD-A method significantly improves the performance of baseline
methods by approximately 5-7%. Among the methods, SiloBN is particularly effective
in reducing the domain gap and exhibits the highest performance, as reported in [14].
For the remainder of our experiments, we focus solely on the SiloBN framework.
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Table 1: Accuracy (%) on PACS using FedFD-A on the baselines.

Methods Acc.

FedAvg [35] 77.35
+ FedFD-A 84.22

Methods Acc.

FedBN [32] 79.57
+ FedFD-A 85.15

Methods Acc.

SiloBN [1] 80.79
+ FedFD-A 85.53

Table 2: Accuracy (%) of feature diversification variants using various mixing strategies of global
and instance statistics on PACS.

Mixing components Acc.

Global only: u = 0.0 81.75
Instance only: u = 1.0 82.52

Global & instance fixed: u = 0.5 83.43
Global & instance randomly: u ∼ U(0, 1) 84.07

4.2 Ablation Studies of Our Components

Variants of Federated Feature Diversification: We perform experiments to examine
the properties of our feature diversification approach in Table 2. SiloBN is used as the
baseline, and two client-agnostic learning objectives are applied using diversified data.
In this experiment, we excluded our adapter to focus solely on diversification analysis.

When solely global statistics are utilized, set as u = 0.0 in Eq. 2, the inputs are
normalized using the statistics of the global model. These global statistics encapsu-
late the feature statistics across all training clients. By augmenting local data through
normalizing with these statistics, the model is primed to learn domain-invariant repre-
sentations. Conversely, when utilizing only instance statistics, the style-removed fea-
tures, proposed in [22], become more similar to the original features. This indicates
that domain-invariant information can be taught within the local domain. Normalizing
inputs with both global and instance statistics leads to performance improvements of
0.96% and 1.73%, respectively, on the PACS dataset’s average results. By combining
global and instance statistics, the model can benefit from both types of information, with
domain-invariant information being learned from both global and local domains. Addi-
tionally, the use of randomly mixed statistics introduces a broader diversity of domain
data, further elevating performance. We dive deeper into the impacts of the distribution
range in our supplementary material.
Comparison with L2 Weight Regularization: As depicted in Table 3-(a), we evaluate
the effects of weight regularization using the FedProx method [31], which entails L2
regularization with µ set to 0.1. Using only global statistics in client-agnostic learning
serves as a type of regularization that acts to prevent deviation from the global model.
Notably, this method surpasses FedProx, achieving 81.75% accuracy in comparison
to FedProx’s 80.86% accuracy. Our approach goes beyond simple L2 regularization
by training the model while considering the relevance of model parameters, aiming to
generate client-invariant representations.
Effectiveness of Federated Feature Diversification: Our FedFD stands as a feature
augmentation technique specifically designed for federated DG, effectively leverag-
ing the federated characteristics that provide server model access. This contrasts with
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Table 3: Ablation studies comparing the individual components of our model, with ours denoted
in bold.

Aug. Loss Inference
Acc. (%)

P A C S Avg.

(a) Baselines X
CE

Global statistics
92.74 (0.97) 77.08 (0.59) 75.08 (0.85) 78.28 (1.14) 80.79

FedProx 92.82 (0.90) 76.43 (0.93) 75.26 (0.99) 78.95 (1.64) 80.86

(b) Effectiveness of FedFD
Mixstyle CAL Global statistics

92.04 (0.63) 80.19 (0.28) 77.14 (0.48) 82.53 (0.94) 82.98
FedFD 92.99 (0.61) 82.17 (1.15) 77.71 (1.13) 83.40 (0.19) 84.07

(c1) Effectiveness of
instance feature adapter

X CE
Global statistics 92.74 (0.97) 77.08 (0.59) 75.08 (0.85) 78.28 (1.14) 80.79

Instance statistics (TBN [36]) 15.52 (4.89) 10.91 (2.41) 9.36 (7.09) 16.09 (9.44) 12.97
Instance feature adapter 93.11 (0.08) 80.93 (0.79) 77.01 (0.24) 82.54 (0.79) 83.40

(c2) Comparison with
other inference methods

FedFD CAL

BIN [37] 93.86 (0.53) 78.81 (0.45) 79.54 (0.40) 81.94 (0.88) 83.54
DSON [42] 93.70 (0.39) 83.17 (1.09) 76.08 (1.30) 83.14 (1.02) 84.02
IABN [17] 93.29 (0.13) 80.18 (1.16) 79.38 (1.33) 83.58 (0.91) 84.11

MixNorm [21] 93.60 (0.52) 82.77 (0.41) 78.30 (1.13) 83.12 (0.74) 84.45
Random alpha 90.67 (0.59) 74.82 (2.97) 74.96 (0.76) 79.03 (1.64) 79.87

Fixed alpha [53] 93.59 (0.25) 79.27 (1.40) 79.64 (1.00) 82.43 (1.12) 83.73
Instance feature adapter 94.24 (0.33) 84.30 (0.44) 79.80 (1.16) 83.79 (0.49) 85.53

Mixstyle [58], which diversifies styles through the random mixing of instance statistics
within batch samples, enabling the learning of style-agnostic features. As observed in
Table 3-(b), in terms of performance across all domains, our FedFD consistently out-
performs Mixstyle in a fair comparison where Mixstyle substitutes FedFD. This per-
formance superiority stems from the utilization of global statistics, while Mixstyle is
limited to single-domain data access during local training. Such findings highlight that
augmenting features with global statistics can enhance the model’s domain robustness.
Comparison Studies of Instance Feature Adapter: In Table 3-(c), we analyze the
effectiveness of our instance feature adapter. We first apply our adapter to the base-
line model, SiloBN, and demonstrate its effectiveness when using instance statistics
along with global statistics during testing. In Table 3-(c1), we compare the performance
of the model trained with SiloBN using global statistics for testing (conventional ap-
proach), instance statistics for testing with TBN [36] holding a batch size of one, and
our instance-wise approach of appropriately combining global and instance statistics
during testing. Our approach improves performance by reflecting the test domain with
instance statistics on global statistics that are sensitive to distribution shift.

In the following step, we present a comparison of our adapter with various inference
methods in Table 3-(c2), where we utilize FedFD as the baseline. Specifically, we com-
pare our approach with BIN [37] that employs learned alpha to incorporate batch nor-
malization (BN) and instance normalization (IN) layers in the backbone network. Dur-
ing training, the interpolation parameters are optimized and then applied to test samples.
However, since the interpolation parameters are fitted to the training data, they can not
generalize well to unseen domains. Ensemble predictions (DSON [42]) from multiple
local BN layers show degradation in performance on domains that are severely different
from the training domains and also raise privacy concerns due to the sharing of multi-
ple local statistics. IABN [17] calibrates learned statistics with instance statistics using
a rule-based function, but it requires sensitive hyper-parameters to be properly selected
for each domain. Our adapter outperforms IABN on all domains without the need for
sensitive hyper-parameters. Additionally, we compare our adapter with MixNorm [21],
which augments test input data with spatial augmentations to estimate the test distri-
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Table 4: Comparison of computational cost and accuracy (%) on the PACS dataset.

Methods #Parms. Training Inference Acc. (%)

FedAvg [35] 11.31M 1.43ms 1.34ms 77.35
SiloBN [1] 11.31M 1.43ms 1.34ms 80.79

FedFD 11.31M 2.25ms 1.34ms 84.07

BIN [37] 11.31M 3.24ms 1.35ms 83.54
MixNorm [21] 11.31M 2.25ms 6.70ms 84.45

IABN [17] 11.31M 2.25ms 1.57ms 84.11
FedFD-A 11.53M 3.50ms 1.37ms 85.53

bution more accurately. While it slightly improves performance, it also increases the
inference time and memory usage. We compare with the naive approaches of random
and fixed alpha [53]. This comparison demonstrates that layer-wise and instance-wise
generation strategies are markedly more effective than utilizing a fixed alpha strategy,
further validating our adaptive approach.
Computational Overhead Analysis: Table 4 presents the computational cost analysis
of the various methods. The time required for training and inference was measured as
the average per-iteration time with a batch size of 64 on an Intel Xeon Gold 6342 pro-
cessor and a single NVIDIA RTX A5000 graphics card. FedAvg, SiloBN, and FedFD
do not incur additional computational overhead during inference, while BIN requires
additional processing time to calculate instance normalization. In addition to FedFD,
we also consider computation efficiency and performance of FedFD-A by incorporat-
ing inference methods such as MixNorm and IABN. MixNorm requires five times more
memory and computation compared to other methods, as it forward passes multiple
data (in this case, five) per batch sample. IABN calculates instance statistics at each BN
layer and derives the corresponding interpolation parameter using a rule-based function,
which results in better computational efficiency compared to MixNorm, but with lower
performance improvement. FedFD-A achieves the best accuracy with a marginal in-
crease in parameters and computation. Our FedFD and FedFD-A balance performance
and computational overhead, offering superior efficiency and performance compared
to other methods. Users can select the appropriate method based on computational re-
quirements.

4.3 Comparison with Competitive Methods

Competitive Methods: In Table 5, we compare our FedFD-A with representative meth-
ods of FL and DG in the classification task. (1) Federated learning methods: FedAvg [35],
FedProx [31], FedBN [32], and SiloBN [1]; (2) A data augmentation method: Ran-
dAug [8]; (3) Augmentation-based DG methods: Mixstyle [58], SFA [30], RandConv [51],
and L2D [47]; (4) Regularization-based DG methods: JiGen [3], RSC [23], and Self-
Reg [26]; (5) Federated DG methods: COPA [48], FedDG [33], CCST [5], CSAC [54],
FedSR [38], FedSAM [2], and GA [55].
Performance Analysis: Our analysis focuses on the results obtained from PACS, where
the domain distribution shift is substantial. It is observed that decentralized methods
without DG fail to provide high performance compared to other approaches. While
FedProx regularizes the local models, it fails to address the domain shift. FedBN and
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Table 5: Comparison results on PACS, VLCS, and OfficeHome. Methods displayed in gray are
associated with privacy issues.

Paradigm Method
PACS VLCS OfficeHome Avg. of

3 datasetsP A C S Avg. Avg. Avg.

Decentralized
w/o DG

FedAvg [35] 90.40 (0.97) 72.52 (2.28) 72.59 (0.37) 73.90 (1.74) 77.35 74.86 63.47 71.89
FedProx [31] 90.49 (0.69) 72.41 (1.06) 73.09 (0.91) 72.93 (1.48) 77.23 74.42 63.02 71.56
FedBN [32] 92.63 (0.65) 76.22 (1.05) 72.82 (2.50) 76.59 (2.48) 79.57 74.85 63.75 72.72
SiloBN [1] 92.74 (0.97) 77.08 (0.59) 75.08 (0.85) 78.28 (1.14) 80.79 75.33 64.08 73.40

Decentralized
w/ DG

RandAug [8] 93.57 (0.60) 77.15 (1.39) 71.68 (2.14) 66.64 (2.34) 77.26 74.32 64.59 72.06
Mixstyle [58] 92.75 (0.45) 80.21 (0.33) 76.77 (0.72) 79.98 (2.22) 82.43 75.54 63.24 73.74

SFA [30] 87.22 (1.76) 72.01 (3.22) 73.12 (1.03) 79.52 (1.63) 77.98 72.77 59.47 70.06
RandConv [51] 91.78 (0.40) 77.16 (1.55) 70.56 (3.28) 78.78 (1.46) 79.57 73.68 63.25 72.17

L2D [47] 93.59 (0.55) 79.69 (1.12) 75.81 (1.37) 82.76 (0.55) 82.96 75.37 63.29 73.87

JiGen [3] 92.14 (0.40) 72.51 (2.00) 72.76 (1.24) 73.34 (1.96) 77.69 75.13 64.09 72.30
RSC [23] 92.53 (0.86) 78.10 (0.56) 75.95 (1.08) 79.82 (1.31) 81.60 75.90 63.01 73.50

SelfReg [26] 93.41 (0.76) 78.30 (1.16) 74.94 (0.43) 77.13 (2.09) 80.94 72.79 64.85 72.86

Decentralized
w/ federated DG

COPA [48] 94.70 (1.07) 83.75 (0.29) 78.58 (0.96) 84.45 (1.33) 85.37 74.51 62.42 74.10
FedDG [33] 94.45 (0.44) 83.83 (0.28) 73.41 (1.33) 78.40 (0.73) 82.52 75.28 64.90 74.23
CCST [5] 93.59 (0.49) 80.22 (0.55) 77.79 (1.95) 82.61 (0.84) 83.56 75.20 63.50 74.09

CSAC [54] 94.83 (0.42) 80.48 (1.25) 75.46 (1.58) 79.56 (1.35) 82.58 75.21 64.35 74.05
FedSR [38] 91.71 (0.62) 76.49 (1.26) 72.87 (1.56) 75.46 (2.22) 79.13 75.36 63.45 72.65
FedSAM [2] 90.73 (0.89) 74.13 (1.96) 73.46 (0.99) 75.97 (1.39) 78.58 74.37 61.93 71.63

SiloBN w/ GA [55] 94.91 (0.59) 78.10 (1.42) 71.15 (0.67) 79.17 (0.50) 80.83 75.41 64.19 73.48
FedFD 92.99 (0.61) 82.17 (1.15) 77.71 (1.13) 83.40 (0.19) 84.07 76.62 64.01 74.90

FedFD-A 94.24 (0.33) 84.30 (0.44) 79.80 (1.16) 83.79 (0.49) 85.53 76.68 64.71 75.64

SiloBN mitigate the domain shift through the use of local BN layers, but they are limited
in their performance as they do not tackle the domain shift that occurs between train-
ing and test distributions. The decentralized methods with DG demonstrate improved
performance across several domains. In particular, augmentation-based DG methods
achieve substantial accuracy improvements, although there are some domains where
performance is significantly degraded. This is due to the fact that such methods only
learn domain-invariant representations within a single domain and are not effective if
the augmentation applied to the source domain does not cover the test distribution.
JiGen, RSC, and SelfReg consistently improve or maintain the performance on four
domains compared to FedAvg, but the improvement is very marginal. While COPA,
FedDG, and CCST achieve competitive performance across multiple domains by en-
abling the model to learn client-invariant representations from other clients, they do so
at the expense of serious privacy concerns. On the other hand, our methods, FedFD
and FedFD-A, deliver state-of-the-art performance without compromising client pri-
vacy. It is noteworthy that amongst the methods that preserve privacy, ours exhibits
superior performance. On VLCS and OfficeHome, where the domain shift is relatively
small, FedFD and FedFD-A consistently improve the performance on almost all do-
mains compared to other methods, demonstrating their robustness across a wide range
of domains. Further results on in-domain performance and a cross-silo FL setting can
be found in supplementary material.
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Table 6: Comparison results on PACS and VLCS using the transformer architecture.

(a) Performance (%) on PACS

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

DoPrompt [57] 99.24 (0.16) 90.56 (0.54) 81.06 (0.42) 77.71 (0.56) 87.14
DoPrompt
w/ GA [55]

99.33 (0.24) 89.98 (0.53) 81.03 (0.24) 79.01 (1.21) 87.34

FedFD-A 99.39 (0.06) 92.29 (0.42) 83.88 (1.07) 79.62 (1.23) 88.79

(b) Performance (%) on VLCS

Method
VLCS

V L C S Avg.

DoPrompt [57] 78.32 (1.29) 65.94 (1.28) 97.02 (0.49) 77.80 (1.22) 79.82
DoPrompt
w/ GA [55]

79.84 (0.49) 65.15 (0.81) 97.14 (0.17) 76.72 (0.59) 79.71

FedFD-A 81.41 (0.81) 65.06 (0.62) 97.46 (0.79) 79.64 (0.94) 80.89

5 Discussion

In this study, we assume the utilization of BN layers in local models, an assumption that
may not always be applicable. Our objective is to leverage both local and global char-
acteristics during the local models’ training stage. The decision to employ BN layers
stems from their capacity to encapsulate domain-specific information. Even in the ab-
sence of BN layers in certain models, there exist components that learn domain-specific
information, such as parts of the model or hypernetworks [43, 44, 57]. We can apply
random interpolation to these components between the local and global models.

We have tested the effectiveness of our method on Transformer-based multi-source
domain generalization with the use of DoPrompt [57]. DoPrompt introduces domain-
specific prompts to the input during training to capture domain-related information.
Each domain prompt is optimized for a single domain, enabling efficient learning of
domain-specific knowledge. Although DoPrompt includes a prompt adapter that gen-
erates appropriate prompts for each input image based on the learned domain prompts,
we chose not to utilize the prompt adapter in our demonstrations to focus on the efficacy
of our federated diversification approach. We adapt DoPrompt to a federated learning
setting with domain prompts placed locally, akin to SiloBN [1] and FedBN [32], and
employ our FedFD algorithm using local and global domain prompts to create inter-
polated prompts. We then train the local models with our proposed loss function and
evaluate our final aggregated global model on unseen domains. We show the results of
applying DoPrompt in federated learning, with and without GA [55], and our method in
Table 6. The experiment shows that our method extends to models with various domain-
specific components, moving beyond those that rely solely on batch normalization.

6 Conclusion

We propose two methods specifically designed for federated domain generalization.
The first method suggests augmenting local data into various domains by utilizing the
global model at the server. This technique encourages each local model to learn client-
invariant representations. To improve the model’s performance on unseen domains after
training, we propose utilizing an instance adaptation method. This approach utilizes the
test sample’s instance statistics dynamically during inference when a test sample is pre-
sented. Our methods were rigorously verified through a series of experiments on domain
generalization benchmarks. The results effectively demonstrated their applicability and
efficiency in a federated learning environment.
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A Experimental Details

Our framework is built upon CSAC1 [54], and we follow the experimental setup of
DomainBed2 [18]. As described in the main paper, we use the training-domain vali-
dation set for model selection. To ensure fair comparison, we implement and evaluate
all competitive methods using their publicly available codes. It should be noted that
our evaluation protocol may produce results that differ from those reported in the
original papers, which utilized the test-domain validation set for model selection.

A.1 Experimental Results on VLCS and OfficeHome

In Table 7, our proposed FedFD and FedFD-A methods achieve state-of-the-art perfor-
mance on the VLCS [13] benchmark. In contrast, several methods exhibit decreased
performance on the VOC2007 (V) or SUN (S) domains compared to the FedAvg [35]
baseline. Regarding the OfficeHome [45] benchmark, we show that most methods do
not exhibit significant improvement due to the small domain shift across clients. Our
FedFD-A shows performance improvement in most domains even in situations with
minimal domain shift, and it demonstrates high average performance.

A.2 Experimental Results on DomainNet

DomainNet [40] comprises natural images sourced from six distinct domains: Clipart
(C), Infograph (I), Painting (P), Quickdraw (Q), Real (R), and Sketch (S). Data on
each client originates exclusively from one domain, resulting in the domain shift across
clients with different data sources. Consistent with the approaches in [32, 55], we iso-
late the top ten most prevalent classes to construct a subset for our experimentation.
Our adopted architecture is AlexNet modified to include batch normalization (BN) after
each convolutional and fully-connected layer. For training baselines and our approach,
all hyper-parameters remain consistent with those detailed in the primary experiments
of the main paper conducted on PACS and VLCS datasets. As shown in Table 8, our
method consistently outperforms the baseline, SiloBN [1]. Furthermore, it exhibits su-
perior performance compared to the recent state-of-the-art method, GA [55].

† Qualcomm AI Research is an initiative of Qualcomm Technologies, Inc.
1 https://github.com/junkunyuan/csac
2 https://github.com/facebookresearch/DomainBed
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Table 7: Comparison results on VLCS and OfficeHome. Methods displayed in gray are associated
with privacy issues.

Method
VLCS

V L C S Avg.

FedAvg [35] 73.53 (0.87) 57.92 (1.08) 96.22 (0.93) 71.77 (1.15) 74.86
FedProx [31] 73.04 (0.53) 57.85 (1.27) 95.97 (0.75) 70.83 (3.91) 74.42
FedBN [32] 71.50 (0.71) 58.65 (0.70) 96.86 (0.29) 72.39 (2.45) 74.85
SiloBN [1] 71.78 (0.98) 58.71 (1.14) 96.67 (0.53) 74.15 (1.59) 75.33

RandAug [8] 72.42 (0.78) 58.32 (0.74) 95.79 (0.86) 70.76 (2.27) 74.32
Mixstyle [58] 72.61 (0.66) 58.52 (0.66) 97.69 (0.51) 73.33 (1.37) 75.54

SFA [30] 65.08 (0.81) 61.55 (1.22) 96.29 (1.19) 68.15 (1.07) 72.77
RandConv [51] 70.83 (0.90) 57.16 (1.50) 95.64 (0.23) 71.08 (2.24) 73.68

L2D [47] 72.84 (1.59) 59.78 (0.69) 97.97 (0.54) 70.89 (1.83) 75.37

JiGen [3] 73.65 (0.57) 58.09 (0.69) 98.06 (0.35) 70.72 (1.21) 75.13
RSC [23] 75.27 (1.00) 59.79 (1.22) 97.01 (1.01) 71.51 (1.00) 75.90

SelfReg [26] 68.13 (0.76) 60.37 (0.66) 88.64 (3.09) 74.03 (0.19) 72.79

COPA [48] 71.50 (1.05) 61.00 (0.89) 93.83 (0.41) 71.72 (0.74) 74.51
FedDG [33] 71.05 (0.62) 59.46 (1.08) 96.64 (0.86) 73.96 (0.74) 75.28
CCST [5] 72.19 (0.78) 59.34 (0.63) 97.01 (0.50) 72.24 (0.86) 75.20

CSAC [54] 72.96 (0.91) 59.78 (0.84) 96.52 (0.38) 71.60 (1.20) 75.21
FedSR [38] 74.04 (0.97) 58.20 (0.47) 97.39 (0.64) 71.83 (0.92) 75.36
FedSAM [2] 72.08 (0.58) 58.04 (1.98) 95.80 (0.79) 71.57 (1.64) 74.37

SiloBN w/ GA [55] 72.53 (0.98) 58.03 (0.42) 96.89 (0.45) 74.20 (1.07) 75.41
FedFD 73.69 (0.90) 59.14 (0.74) 98.00 (0.29) 75.65 (1.00) 76.62

FedFD-A 73.93 (1.14) 59.29 (0.28) 97.84 (0.37) 75.64 (0.86) 76.68

Method
OfficeHome

A C P R Avg.

FedAvg [35] 56.82 (0.31) 50.53 (0.60) 72.38 (0.24) 74.16 (0.38) 63.47
FedProx [31] 56.58 (0.63) 49.44 (0.39) 72.15 (0.30) 73.90 (0.46) 63.02
FedBN [32] 58.31 (0.36) 50.07 (0.49) 72.53 (0.70) 74.06 (0.50)) 63.75
SiloBN [1] 58.29 (0.70) 51.16 (0.48) 72.80 (0.59) 74.06 (0.51) 64.08

RandAug [8] 58.50 (0.34) 52.18 (0.77) 73.17 (0.36) 74.52 (0.52) 64.59
Mixstyle [58] 55.57 (1.24) 53.31 (0.65) 70.90 (0.81) 73.18 (0.27) 63.24

SFA [30] 50.99 (1.20) 50.97 (0.35) 66.84 (0.65) 69.08 (0.23) 59.47
RandConv [51] 56.19 (0.80) 53.20 (0.47) 71.66 (0.57) 71.94 (0.46) 63.25

L2D [47] 54.70 (1.43) 56.36 (0.28) 69.96 (0.85) 72.13 (0.35) 63.29

JiGen [3] 58.20 (0.67) 50.00 (0.02) 73.99 (0.56) 74.18 (0.00) 64.09
RSC [23] 56.67 (0.59) 49.59 (1.05) 71.61 (0.47) 74.16 (0.49) 63.01

SelfReg [26] 59.26 (0.26) 51.84 (0.86) 73.46 (0.18) 74.85 (0.62) 64.85

COPA [48] 53.39 (0.16) 57.46 (0.47) 68.61 (0.15) 70.24 (0.38) 62.42
FedDG [33] 59.87 (0.06) 53.51 (0.31) 72.81 (0.89) 73.41 (0.41) 64.90
CCST [5] 56.65 (0.84) 25.60 (0.22) 71.80 (0.53) 72.96 (0.36) 63.50

CSAC [54] 58.97 (1.13) 51.61 (0.26) 72.57 (0.18) 74.25 (0.49) 64.35
FedSR [38] 57.59 (0.49) 49.62 (0.91) 72.24 (0.64) 74.36 (0.18) 63.45
FedSAM [2] 55.25 (0.48) 49.54 (0.57) 71.07 (0.14) 72.77 (0.36) 62.16

SiloBN w/ GA [55] 58.93 (1.13) 51.06 (0.41) 72.42 (0.87) 74.36 (0.11) 64.19
FedFD 57.68 (0.64) 52.90 (0.13) 71.79 (0.47) 73.68 (0.39) 64.01

FedFD-A 58.62 (0.51) 53.47 (0.21) 72.34 (0.45) 74.39 (0.17) 64.71

Table 8: Comparison results on DomainNet.

Method
DomainNet

C I P Q R S Avg.

SiloBN [1] 70.94 (1.32) 34.87 (1.73) 59.88 (1.34) 58.33 (1.47) 67.22 (1.24) 60.90 (0.75) 58.69
SiloBN w/ GA [55] 72.84 (1.68) 34.61 (0.33) 60.92 (0.41) 60.10 (1.80) 66.66 (1.63) 61.58 (1.04) 59.45

FedFD-A 71.38 (0.90) 35.39 (1.26) 61.48 (1.22) 60.21 (1.71) 69.12 (1.28) 64.71 (2.03) 60.38

B Analysis on Hyper-parameters

B.1 Balancing Parameter of Loss Functions

Our objectives involve two hyper-parameters, namely λ1 and λ2, and we investigate the
performance sensitivity of these parameters. This is a crucial ablation study in domain
generalization, where the model must generalize well across several domains without
depending sensitively on hyper-parameters. In Fig. 4 and 5, we conduct experiments
by varying each parameter while holding the other constant, specifically λ1 = 0.1 and
λ2 = 4.0. Although the optimal hyper-parameters vary with each domain, choosing λ1

in the range of [0.1, 0.5] and λ2 in the range of [2.0, 5.0] yields consistent results across
all domains. Within this range, FedFD-A consistently achieves high performance on all
PACS domains compared to competitive methods (refer to Table 4 in the main paper).
While optimal hyper-parameters can be selected for each domain, we set λ1 to 0.1 and
λ2 to 4.0 across all datasets for our experiments.

B.2 Sampling Function for Feature Diversification

Table 9 presents the results of our experiments on the effect of using different ranges
of uniform distribution for mixing instance and global statistics of Eq. 2 in the main
paper. In contrast to previous augmentation-based DG methods, our proposed method
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Fig. 4: Ablation studies of client-agnostic classification loss on PACS. We conduct experiments
using various λ1 (x-axis) and get the performance (y-axis).

93.5

94

94.5

95

95.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ac
c.

 (%
)

Value

81.5

82

82.5

83

83.5

84

84.5

85

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ac
c.

 (%
)

Value

76.5
77

77.5
78

78.5
79

79.5
80

80.5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ac
c.

 (%
)

Value

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Ac
c.

 (%
)

Value

A domainP domain C domain S domain

Fig. 5: Ablation studies of client-agnostic feature loss on PACS. We conduct experiments using
various λ2 (x-axis) and get the performance (y-axis).

interpolates local and global information, resulting in consistently improved perfor-
mance across all domains. We can use safe and diverse augmentation with the in-
formation of local domains shared by the global model. We observe that the optimal
range of augmentation differs for each test domain, indicating that the strength and type
of augmentation desired for each domain vary. Specifically, with extrapolation using
U(−0.1, 1.1), we achieve an improvement in performance on the Sketch (S) domain,
which is severely deviated from Photo (P), Art painting (A), and Cartoon (C) domains.
Employing extrapolated statistics results in a greater diversity of samples compared to
utilizing interpolated statistics; however, this approach causes a decline in performance
on domains that are not severely different. In all our experiments, we apply the uniform
distribution U(0, 1) across all benchmarks without selecting specific hyper-parameters
for each dataset.

Table 9: Accuracy (%) on PACS and VLCS using various range of distribution for ul in federated
feature diversification (FedFD).

Distribution
PACS VLCS

P A C S Avg. Avg.

U(0, 1) 94.24 (0.33) 84.30 (0.44) 79.80 (1.16) 83.79 (0.49) 85.53 76.68
U(0.0, 0.5) 94.46 (0.21) 84.50 (0.17) 80.97 (1.15) 84.46 (0.09) 86.10 76.42
U(0.5, 1.0) 94.58 (0.21) 82.89 (0.59) 78.14 (1.48) 83.18 (0.04) 84.69 76.36
U(−0.1, 1.1) 94.46 (0.64) 83.64 (0.83) 80.12 (0.36) 84.59 (0.05) 85.70 76.46
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Fig. 6: Interpolation (alpha) values for all test samples on each layer are plotted for the P (upper
left), A (upper right), C (lower left), and S (lower right) domains.

C Analysis of Instance Feature Adaptation

At test time, the interpolation values obtained from the trained adapter are utilized for
inference. Interpolation values on each layer from test samples in P, A, C, and S do-
mains are plotted in Fig. 6. In PACS, distribution of interpolation values on each layer
is similar in P, A, and C domains. Different interpolation values are used for test sam-
ples between 0.1 and 0.6 in the low-level layers, indicating the use of varying amounts
of instance statistics. In S domain, interpolation values at the low-level layers are lower
than other domains, which could be attributed to the large domain gap between S and
other domains. This observation aligns with the well-known concept that the use of
instance normalization at lower-level features can reduce domain-specific information.
The interpolation values in the middle-level layers are almost the same across test sam-
ples, such as almost all test samples obtaining 0.2 on the 9-th BN layer in P domain. At
the high-level layers, which aim to generate discriminative features for classification,
there is a slight variation in the interpolation values between domains.

D Additional Experiments

D.1 Cross-silo with Non-IID Label Distribution

Experimental Setup: We expand the number of training clients from 3 to 30 on PACS.
To this end, we allocate the dataset among 10 clients, resulting in a limited quantity
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Fig. 7: The data distribution is shown for (a) iid data partition, (b) non-iid data partition following
Dirichlet distribution with α = 0.5, and (c) non-iid data partition following Dirichlet distribution
with α = 0.1. The color bar indicates the number of data samples, while the x-axis indicates the
client ID and the y-axis indicates the class ID. Each rectangle corresponds to the number of data
samples for a specific class in a client. We have a total of 30 clients participating in the federated
learning, with each client having data from one of the A, C, and S domains, and we evaluate the
performance of the federated learning model on the P domain.

of data per client. We explore both iid and non-iid label distributions among clients.
For iid label distribution, data is evenly divided among the 10 clients, while for non-
iid label distribution, we employ a Dirichlet distribution with parameters α = 0.5 and
α = 0.1. The client-specific class distribution is depicted in Figure 7. During local
training, 10 clients are randomly selected in each round, culminating in 120 rounds
with 20 iterations per round.

Experimental Results: Tables 10a, 10b, and 10c provide a comparative analysis of
our proposed FedFD-A method against FedProx [31] and SiloBN [1]. As detailed in
Table 10a, our methodology is highly effective when dealing with a larger number of
clients, showing its ability to train the global model that successfully improves general-
ization across various scenarios.

In our experiments concerning non-iid label distribution, although FedFD-A ex-
hibits a slight decrease in performance as opposed to the iid scenario, we believe that
the negative impact can be diminished by implementing a suitable strategy tailored for
non-iid label conditions—a prospect for our future research. Despite not having been
explicitly designed to accommodate non-iid label distribution, our approach nonetheless
addresses the embedded domain shift challenges, as evidenced in Table 10b and 10c.
These results affirm that our proposed FedFD-A can effectively manage the domain
shift problem, even in the presence of significant label shift.
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Table 10: Comparison results on PACS in the cross-silo setup.

(a) Performance (%) on iid label distribution

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

FedProx [31] 94.95 (0.42) 73.97 (0.48) 70.72 (0.28) 73.76 (0.24) 78.35
SiloBN [1] 94.53 (0.85) 75.95 (0.17) 70.53 (2.03) 78.45 (2.16) 79.86
FedFD-A 94.76 (1.14) 84.20 (0.31) 79.20 (2.02) 82.87 (1.76) 85.26

(b) Performance (%) on non-iid label distribution (α = 0.5)

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

FedProx [31] 92.25 (0.25) 71.75 (3.56) 74.87 (0.61) 69.30 (6.14) 77.04
SiloBN [1] 92.82 (0.13) 74.78 (1.55) 75.50 (0.95) 71.71 (2.66) 78.70
FedFD-A 93.62 (0.30) 79.54 (0.83) 82.02 (0.15) 77.49 (1.17) 83.17

(c) Performance (%) on non-iid label distribution (α = 0.1)

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

FedProx [31] 83.17 (0.42) 62.65 (4.42) 66.95 (0.95) 55.34 (4.33) 67.03
SiloBN [1] 84.41 (1.40) 61.62 (0.48) 69.05 (3.81) 59.85 (4.00) 68.73
FedFD-A 92.13 (0.89) 73.29 (2.90) 73.19 (1.12) 71.96 (0.34) 77.64

Table 11: Performance (%) on the scenario where each client has multiple domains.

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

FedProx [31] 95.84 (0.13) 81.13 (2.24) 75.98 (0.48) 74.51 (2.32) 81.86
SiloBN [1] 95.72 (0.13) 80.91 (0.14) 75.96 (0.27) 75.82 (0.83) 82.10
FedFD-A 97.82 (0.30) 85.11 (0.00) 78.43 (1.30) 82.12 (0.67) 85.35

D.2 Client with Multi-domain Data

Irrespective of the number of domains present in a single client, local statistics capture
the local domains, while global statistics encompass all the domains across all clients.
Thus, our proposed method can be conveniently employed to learn client-invariant rep-
resentations, even when clients possess diverse domains when training. We conduct
experiments with the presence of multiple domains on each client during training. In
this scenario, we use three clients, with each client having two domains, such as the
first client having P and A domains, the second client having A and C domains, and the
third client having C and P domains. After federated learning, we evaluate the global
model on the S domain.

When a local client contains data from multiple domains, the local model can learn
domain-invariant representations without relying on domain generalization algorithms.
Consequently, the regularization technique FedProx [31] achieves high performance
in this scenario—superior to the previous setting where each client had data from a
single domain—as demonstrated in Table 11. However, our method shows similar per-
formance to the single-domain data setting, reported in Table 4 in the main paper. This
implies that our approach had already been effectively learning domain-invariant rep-
resentations and achieving strong generalization with single-domain data. Furthermore,
this suggests that our method can be successfully applied in practical situations where
clients possess data from multiple domains.
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Table 12: In-domain and out-of-domain accuracy (%) on PACS.

Method in-domain out-of-domain

FedAvg [35] 91.43 77.35
FedFD 94.53 84.07

FedFD-A 95.20 85.53

Table 13: Performance (%) of SiloBN and FedIG-A with the same training time.

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

SiloBN [1] w/ long local iterations 93.03 76.17 75.35 78.69 80.81
SiloBN [1] w/ long total rounds 93.09 76.76 76.65 75.43 81.23

FedFD-A 94.24 84.30 79.80 83.79 85.53

E Discussions

Q: What motivates clients to participate in improving the performance of unseen
domains?
A: Clients are motivated to participate in performance improvement for unseen domains
to create a more robust model that functions effectively across both in-domain and out-
of-domain data, thereby enhancing overall system performance and safety.

In practical situations, clients may face test data that aligns with (in-domain) or
diverges from (out-of-domain) the training distribution, with out-of-domain data po-
tentially leading to safety concerns. Our federated feature diversification approach en-
hances performance across both domains through client-invariant learning. Moreover,
feature adaptation leverages the test distribution to further improve results in both in-
domain and out-of-domain contexts, as shown in Table 12. Clients are therefore likely
to be motivated to invest in additional training costs to create a more robust model.
Q: How does FedFD-A compare to SiloBN in terms of performance when training
time is the same?
A: FedFD-A outperforms SiloBN, even with SiloBN’s increased training time, due to
the superior client-invariant representation learning of FedFD-A.

FedFD-A requires a 50% increase in training time compared to SiloBN. For a fair
comparison, we conduct additional experiment on SiloBN with more iterations, re-
ported in Table 13. Experiments show that SiloBN, even when given three times more
iterations (600) or rounds (120) than FedFD-A, achieves only marginal performance
improvements in its extended setting. Despite this, FedFD-A still outperforms SiloBN
by a considerable margin, emphasizing that local models in SiloBN cannot fully capture
client-invariant representations amid domain shifts among clients.
Q: Can local models avoid overfitting to their specific domains if the models are
aggregated frequently?
A: Even with frequent aggregation and shorter local epochs, local models may still
overfit to their domains.

We have conducted experiments with local iterations that are ten times shorter and
total rounds that are ten times longer than usual. The results suggest that frequent ag-
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Table 14: Performance (%) on FL models with short local iterations.

Method
PACS

P A C S Avg.

FedProx [31] 92.40 (0.47) 74.93 (0.03) 72.25 (0.03) 72.28 (0.22) 77.88
SiloBN [1] 93.09 (0.34) 75.42 (0.17) 73.48 (0.61) 76.97 (2.21) 79.74
FedFD-A 93.56 (0.47) 84.89 (0.24) 79.91 (0.60) 83.98 (0.49) 85.58

gregation does not necessarily prevent overfitting. As evidenced in Table 14, overfitting
in local models to their respective domains still occurs. Therefore, to prevent overfitting
to individual domains, relying solely on frequent model aggregation appears to be in-
sufficient. Our proposed methods, however, have demonstrated robustness, maintaining
good performance regardless of the local iteration length.
Q: Can our method not be used in a base architecture that does not contain batch
normalization layers?
A: While most CNN-based architectures incorporate batch normalization layers to
enhance model generalization, our method can still be applied to architectures without
these layers by integrating batch normalization layers into them. In the DomainNet
experiments, we inserted batch normalization layers into AlexNet and conducted tests,
a practice also employed in other papers. Through these experiments, we demonstrated
that by inserting batch normalization layers into the existing architecture, our method
can be effectively implemented.

F Pseudo-code for reproducibility

The pseudo-codes for federated feature diversification and feature adaptaion are pre-
sented in Table 15 and 16.
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Table 15: Pseudo-code for FedFD-A training. The equation numbers are all from the main paper.

Global weights θG, ϕG, φG, Local clients’ weights {θk, ϕk, φk}Kk=1,
Total round Tmax, Total local iteration Emax;

Server executes:
initialize θG, ϕG, φG;
for each round t = 1, ..., Tmax do

St← (random set of m clients);
for each client k ∈ St in parallel do

Load θk, ϕk, φk ← LocalUpdate(k, θG, ϕG, φG);
Update global weights θG, ϕG, φG by FedAvg [35];

Output: θG, ϕG, φG.

function LocalUpdate(k, θG, ϕG, φG): // Run on client k
Load θk, ϕk, φk ← θG, ϕG, φG;
for each local iteration i = 1, ..., Emax do

Shuffle training set Dk;
Fetch mini batch {xi,k, yi,k}ni=1 from Dk;

// Train the main network
Obtain loss LCE by Eq. 1;
Obtain augmented features {fi,∆}ni=1 with θG by Eq. 2;
Obtain loss LCAFL, LCACL by Eq. 3 and 4;
Update local weights θk, ϕk by minimizing Eq. 5;

// Train the instance feature adapter
Obtain features with estimated statistics by Eq. 6 and 7;
Update local weights φk by minimizing Eq. 1;

Output: θk, ϕk, φk.

Table 16: Pseudo-code for FedFD-A inference. The equation numbers are all from the main
paper.

Global weights θG, ϕG, φG, Test client’s weights θt, ϕt, φt;

Deploy to test client:
Load θt, ϕt, φt← θG, ϕG, φG;
Obtain test set Dt;
for each test forward i = 1, ..., nt do

Fetch xi,t from Dt;
Obtain fi,t by Eq. 6;
Obtain the prediction with ϕt;
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