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Abstract

Conventional federated learning algorithms train a single global model by leverag-
ing all participating clients’ data. However, due to heterogeneity in client generative
distributions and predictive models, these approaches may not appropriately ap-
proximate the predictive process, converge to an optimal state, or generalize to
new clients. We study personalization and generalization in stateless cross-device
federated learning setups assuming heterogeneity in client data distributions and
predictive models. We first propose a hierarchical generative model and formalize
it using Bayesian Inference. We then approximate this process using Variational
Inference to train our model efficiently. We call this algorithm Federated Varia-
tional Inference (FedVI). We use PAC-Bayes analysis to provide generalization
bounds for FedVI. We evaluate our model on FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 image
classification and show that FedVI beats the state-of-the-art on both tasks.

1 Introduction

Federated Learning (FL) [McMahan et al., 2016] enables training machine learning models on
decentralized datasets when privacy or other factors make it undesirable to aggregate data on a central
server. In a FL setup, the central server manages a global model that is sent to participating clients
which locally train the model on their data. After local training, model updates are aggregated and
used to update the global state of the model before repeating the process.

Under simple but often contrived settings, FL can approximate centralized training and enjoy all of the
same theoretical guarantees [e.g., FedSGD McMahan et al., 2016]. More realistic or practical cross-
device FL setups [Reddi et al., 2020, Wang et al., 2021] rarely exemplify these idealized conditions.
For example, many FL algorithms perform multiple steps of local training between aggregation
to minimize communication overhead. Clients in most practical FL setups participate unevenly in
training, with some contributing more data than others (and many not participating at all). Finally,
each client has a separate process by which their data was generated, leading to non-independently and
identically distributed (IID) client datasets. The last issue in particular breaks theoretical guarantees
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of convergence, leads to a performance gap between participating and unparticipating clients [Yuan
et al., 2022], and presents a challenge for training performant models in practical FL settings.

Modern approaches to address this challenge include either adding new terms to the local loss which
induce convergence toward a global solution [Li et al., 2020] or utilizing personalized models which
address local distributional shift [Zhang et al., 2022]. Approaches for personalization have often
focused on stateful FL setups, where clients are revisited throughout training and thus can update
a locally stored model [Karimireddy et al., 2019, Wang et al., 2021]. However, many production
scenarios are effectively stateless, since individual clients only rarely contribute to training, and local
models may be either stale or non-existent. To date, comparatively few works on personalization
have focused on this setting. Those that have [Singhal et al., 2021], require clients to possess labeled
examples for personalization.

In this paper, we study personalization in stateless cross-device FL setups. We present a novel
algorithm, FedVI which utilizes Variational Inference (VI) [Blei et al., 2017] to learn a model which
is able to both generalize and personalize in heterogeneous client data settings. We also show that
our method is able to personalize even to new clients which did not participate in training. We
include theoretical analysis which shows that our framework bounds the Bayesian Evidence as well
as the Predictive Risk. Finally, we show experimentally that our method achieves state-of-the-art
performance on two common FL benchmarks.

Main Contributions:

• We propose a hierarchical generative model based on mixed effects models for cross-device
federated setups.

• We introduce a novel algorithm, Federated Variational Inference (FedVI), to train our model
efficiently in this setting.

• We provide generalization bounds for our proposed model using Probably Approximately
Correct (PAC)-Bayes analysis.

• We evaluate the FedVI algorithm on two federated datasets, FEMNIST and CIFAR-100, and
show that FedVI beats the previous state-of-the-art methods on both datasets.

2 Related Work

Bayesian FL: In order to address some of the problems of statistical heterogeneity in FL, several
works used Bayesian approaches to encode additional domain knowledge or help induce convergence.
Early attempts [Thorgeirsson and Gauterin, 2020, Chen and Chao, 2020] focused on model aggrega-
tion, either to retain uncertainty in model parameters, or to weight parameter updates proportional
to performance. Zhang et al. [2022] instead attempt to use a Bayesian Neural Network (BNN)
approximated with VI to train a global model using a Kullback–Leibler (KL) regularizer which
induces convergence similar to the proximal term in FedProx [Li et al., 2020]. While their local
models can, in principle, personalize by deviating from the global model, they realistically require
stateful settings with significant labeled data on clients in order to do so. Kotelevskii et al. [2022]
casts personalized FL as mixed effects regression, and attempts to model the inherent heterogeneity
in this setting explicitly using Stochastic Gradient Langevin Dynamics [Welling and Teh, 2011].
Our proposed method assumes a similar generative process to Kotelevskii et al. [2022] but instead
uses VI to efficiently infer the posterior, as well as place a bound on the predictive risk to induce
generalization to new clients [Germain et al., 2016].

Stateful FL: There is a rich body of literature on personalization in FL [Ghosh et al., 2021, Chen and
Chao, 2022, Collins et al., 2023, Deng et al., 2020, Li et al., 2021]. Many previous approaches focus
on stateful settings, where a set of local parameters is stored on clients and is maintained throughout
rounds of training. In contrast, we focus on stateless settings where it is not possible to maintain an
up-to-date local state on each client. This is similar to the setting considered by Marfoq et al. [2022],
who use K-nearest neighbors to account for client distributional shift. While this is a robust means of
dealing with both input and output distributional shift, it requires clients to possess labeled examples
for every class (which is unrealistic in real-world setups), and cannot be used outside of classification
problems.
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Meta Learning: There is a significant amount of prior work that studies connections between
personalized FL and Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning (MAML) approaches [Finn et al., 2017, Singhal
et al., 2021, Fallah et al., 2020, Collins et al., 2023, Lin et al., 2023, Chen et al., 2019]. The main idea
behind these works is to find an initial global shared model that the existing or new clients can adapt
to their own dataset by performing a few steps of gradient descent with respect to their local data.
FedRecon [Singhal et al., 2021] is also motivated by MAML and considers a partially local federated
learning setting, where only a subset of model parameters (known as global parameters) will be
aggregated and trained globally for fast reconstruction of the local parameters. Our work can be
considered as an extension of FedRecon. Unlike this work, we also provide a means of reconstructing
local parameters without access to labeled data.

3 Methods
3.1 Hierarchical Generative Model
Let us consider a stateless cross-device federated setup with a population of multiple clients and a
central server where at each round a randomly selected subset of clients participate in training. In
this setup we first group the model parameters of each client into global and local parameters; θ
and βk, for k ∈ [c],2 respectively, where c denotes the total number of clients in the system. Global
parameters are aggregated and updated globally at the server at the end of each round of training,
while local parameters never leave the clients. We assume that global parameters are a single sample
from the prior distribution t(Θ), and that each client’s local parameters are an independent sample
from the local prior r(Bk). Moreover, we assume that the data may not be IID between clients i.e,
xik ∼ νk(Xk) for i ∈ [nk] and k ∈ [c], where nk represents the total number of data samples at
client k. We also assume that each client can have a different predictive distribution i.e, while all
clients have the same family of likelihood distribution (predictive model) ℓ(Y |f(θ, βk, xik)), the
distribution depends on βk and thus can be different for each client.

The above setup is a prototypical example of a mixed effects model [Demidenko, 2013], which is
often used in scenarios where we want to predict one continuous random variable based on multiple
independent (random or fixed) factors using repeated measures from the same unit of observation.
Mixed effects models [Demidenko, 2013] are extremely well studied, so by formalizing our setup in
this context we can take advantages of the theoretical underpinnings we already have in this space.

To summarize, we propose the following hierarchical data generating process:

θ ∼ t(Θ) (1)
for k ∈ [c] :

βk ∼ r(Bk)

for i ∈ [nk] :

xik ∼ νk(Xk)

yik ∼ ℓ(Y |f(θ, βk, xik)),

where f :Φ× Bk ×Xk → Z is a deterministic function (e.g., DNN) mapping what we know to the
parameters of ℓ(.), our distribution over outcomes.

To intuitively understand the effect of differing data generating processes and predictive distributions,
consider the Federated EMNIST dataset (FEMNIST; Figure 1), where each client’s dataset is com-
posed of numbers and letters written by that client. The input data for each client incorporates their
particular writing style; for example a German client may write their sevens with a horizontal middle
bar, while an American client may not. Similarly, the German client may place a hood on top of a
1 while the American client may not. This describes the difference in data generating distributions.
This also illustrates that each client may have different predictive distributions: the American client
may see the German’s 1 as a 7, while the German client may see the American’s 1 as a lowercase "l".
Thus their predictive distributions are in direct conflict with each other. An entirely global model
cannot account for this variation and thus needs to have some degree of local modification in order to
properly model the data generating process.

Our proposed algorithm explicitly assumes this data generating process. Note that this assumption
reduces in special cases to existing FL setups, such as IID predictive distributions (r(Bk) = δ(Bk −

2In this paper we represent the set of {1, . . . , c} by [c].

3



Figure 1: Intuitive illustration of different data generating distributions and predictive models in
cross-device federated setups.

β)), or IID data generating proceses (νk(Xk) = ν(Xk)). In the following section, we detail how we
use VI to efficiently infer the model parameters.

3.2 Training Procedure
The main goal of this section is to clarify how we train the proposed hierarchical model to be able
to make predictions. In other words for making predictions we need to calculate the estimated
probability density function of labels (given input data), p̂(Y )

def
= p(Y |{xnk}c), which is defined as

the following [Watanabe, 2018]:

p̂(Y )
def
=

∫
θ

∫
βc

· · ·
∫
β1

p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c)ℓ(Y |f(θ, {βk, x
nk}c)), (2)

where Bc def
= {βk}c

def
= {βk : k ∈ [c]}, xnk

def
= {xi : i ∈ [nk]}, and {xnk}c def

= {xik : i ∈ [nk], k ∈
[c]}. Therefore, for calculating p̂(Y ) it is required to calculate the posterior probability of model
parameters given the training data. Based on the fact that for arbitrary random variables x, y, and z we
have p(x, y|z) = p(x|y, z)p(y|z), one can rewrite the posterior probability of the model parameters
given training data as follows:

p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c) = p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)
p({ynk}c|{xnk}c)

. (3)

Assuming that the prior distribution of the global parameters, t(θ), the prior distribution of the local
parameters, r(βk), and the likelihood distribution of each client, ℓ(Y |f(θ, βk, xik)), are independent
we calculate the joint probability distribution as follows.

p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c) = p(θ, {βk, {yik}i∈[nk]}k∈[c]|{xik}k∈[c],i∈[nk])

= t(θ)
∏
k∈[c]

r(βk)
∏

i∈[nk]

ℓ(yik|f(θ, βk, xik))

= t(θ)
∏
k∈[c]

r(βk)
∏
k∈[c]

∏
i∈[nk]

ℓ(yik|f(θ, βk, xik))

= t(θ)r(Bc)ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)), (4)

where X = {xnk}c and Y = {ynk}c . Considering the fact that for arbitrary random variables x, y,
and z we have p(y|z) =

∫
x
p(x, y|z), the marginal distribution can be written as the following.

p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) =
∫
θ

∫
βc

· · ·
∫
β1

p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c). (5)

Unfortunately this integral is not only infeasible to compute, but also mathematically intractable,
i.e, there is no closed form solution. Consequently, this intractable denominator makes the whole
fraction intractable. One way to solve this problem is to approximate this intractable posterior,
p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c), with a tractable surrogate distribution, q(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c), and borrowing
ideas from VI we can find the best candidate for the surrogate distribution by devising a specific
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upper bound on the marginal distribution, which is called ELBO [Kingma and Welling, 2013] and
is equal to the KL divergence between the posterior and the surrogate distributions (Equation 6).
Minimizing the ELBO upper bound with respect to the surrogate distribution, q(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c),
gives us the best approximation for the intractable posterior distribution, p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c). In
the following equation K[.] stands for the KL divergence between two distributions. The detailed
derivations of this equation is provided in Appendix A.

− log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) ≤ min
q

K[q(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c), p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)]. (6)

By asserting factorization, we define the surrogate as a parametric distribution as the following:

q(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c) def
= qλ(θ| {ynk , xnk}c︸ ︷︷ ︸

def
=D

)
∏
k∈[c]

qλ(βk|θ, ynk , xnk︸ ︷︷ ︸
def
=Dk

)
def
= qλ(θ|D)qλ(B

c|θ,D),

(7)

where λ is the parameter set that uniquely defines the surrogate distribution. Therefore, the objective
function that we need to minimize to train our proposed hierarchical model is the ELBO upper bound,
which can be written as follows based on the definition of KL divergence, properties of logarithms,
and multiplication rule.

J (λ; γ, τ) = K[qλ(θ,B
c|{ynk , xnk}c), p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)]

=
∑
k∈[c]

∑
i∈[nk]

Per Datum Expected Loss︷ ︸︸ ︷
Eqλ(θ|D)qλ(βk|θ,Dk) [− log ℓ(yik|f(θ, βk, xik))]

+ γK[q(θ|D), t(θ)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Global Regularizer

+
∑
k∈[c]

τ Eqλ(θ|D)K[qλ(βk|θ,Dk), r(βk)],︸ ︷︷ ︸
Local Regularizer

(8)

where γ, τ , t(θ), r(βk), and the functional form of qλ(θ,Bc|D) are left as hyper parameters. The
details of this derivation are provided in Appendix B.

4 Generalization Bounds

As we described in the previous section, the objective function that we chose to minimize to train
our proposed hierarchical model is the ELBO upper bound. By minimizing this objective function,
in the best scenario (i.e, if we could find the global minimum) we are able to minimize the error on
the training dataset (empirical risk). However, for the sake of generalization guarantees our goal
is to minimize the error on unseen datasets (true risk, or generalization error). For this purpose we
did PAC-Bayes analysis based on the results of Theorem 3 in [Germain et al., 2016] to calculate the
generalization bound on the true risk of our model.

Corollary 1 Given a distribution ν over {X,Y } = {xnk , ynk}c, a hypothesis set F = {θ,Bc}, a
loss function ℓ : F × X × Y → R, a prior distribution π(Θ,Bc) = t(Θ)r(Bc) over F , a δ ∈ (0, 1]
and a real number η > 0, with probability at least 1− δ over the choice of (X,Y ) ∼ νc, for any q
on F we have:

True risk︷ ︸︸ ︷
Eν [− log

(
Eq(θ,Bc|X,Y )[ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc)

)
]] ≤

Empirical risk︷ ︸︸ ︷
Eνc [Eq(θ,Bc|X,Y )[− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]] +

1

η

[ KL divergence︷ ︸︸ ︷
K[q(θ,Bc|X,Y ), π(θ,Bc)]

+ log
(
1
δEνcEπ(θ,Bc)

[
exp

(
ηEν [− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]− ηEνc [− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]

)])
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Slack term

]
.

(9)
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Figure 2: Our proposed model architecture implementing FedVI.

Sketch of Proof: The proof of this corollary directly follows the proof of Theorem 3 in (Germain
et al. [2016]) and is derived with the help of Jensen inequality, Donsker-Varadhan change of measure
inequality, and Markov’s inequality. Details are provided in Appendix C.

Now that we have the generalization bound of our model on the right side of Equation 9, we can see
that it is equal to the ELBO upper bound (Equation 8) plus a slack term, which is independent of
the surrogate and the posterior distributions. Therefore, under the condition of having a finite slack
term, minimizing the ElBO upper bound with respect to the surrogate distribution is equivalent to
minimizing the generalization error with respect to the surrogate distribution. Thus, we conclude that
with the assumption of having a finite slack term, and with probability greater than 1− δ, minimizing
the ELBO upper bound ensures generalization for our model.

5 Implementation and Experimental Evaluation

Distributions: For the prior distribution of the local parameters, we assume a normal distribution
with zero mean and variance equal to that given by the initialization scheme [e.g. Glorot and Bengio,
2010, Glorot et al., 2011, He et al., 2015]. We do not make any assumptions about the data generating
distribution of each client. We use a categorical distribution as our likelihood, where the logits
generated by a deep neural network parameterized by θ and β (described below). To simplify
implementation, we used a point estimate for the global posterior and used a uniform non-normalized
distribution for the global prior (i.e. log t(Θ) = 0). This is equivalent to assuming zero weight for
the KL penalty, and we found that this appears to work in our experiments but note that one may need
to use a stronger prior when there is more significant variation in the input data between clients.

Tasks: We evaluate our FedVI algorithm on two different datasets, FEMNIST3 [Caldas et al.,
2019] (62-class digit and character classification) and CIFAR-1004 [Krizhevsky, 2009] (100-class
classification). FEMNIST is particularly relevant since it has a naturally different data generative
distribution for each client. Although CIFAR-100 data is synthetically partitioned using a hierarchical
Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) process [Li and McCallum, 2006] and distributed among clients,
we evaluated our algorithm on this dataset as well to show the superiority of our method on a more
complicated classification task.

Implementation: We implement our FedVI algorithm in TensorFlow Federated (TFF) and scale
up the implementation to NVIDIA Tesla V100 GPUs for hyperparameter tuning. For FEMNIST
dataset with 3400 clients we consider the first 20 clients as non-participating users which are held-out

3https://www.tensorflow.org/federated/api_docs/python/tff/simulation/datasets/
emnist/load_data

4https://www.tensorflow.org/federated/api_docs/python/tff/simulation/datasets/
cifar100/load_data
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in training to better measure generalization as in [Yuan et al., 2022]. At each round of training we
select 100 clients uniformly at random without replacement, but with replacement across rounds. For
CIFAR-100 with 500 training clients, we set the data of the first 10 clients as holdout data and select
50 clients uniformly at randomly at each round. We train FedVI algorithm on both FEMNIST and
CIFAR-100 for 1500 rounds and at each round of training we divide both datasets into mini-batches of
256 data samples and used mini-batch gradient descent algorithm to optimize the objective function.

Model Architecture: There are infinitely many model architectures which could implement our
method. The architecture we used in our experiments is illustrated in Figure 2. It consists of
four separate modules: an embedding model which encodes the input as a vector, a posterior
reconstruction model which predicts the posterior over local parameters, a classifier parameterized
by global parameters (implemented as a single dense layer), and a classifier implemented by local
parameters (generated by sampling from the reconstructed posterior). A forward pass through this
model is as follows:

1. Input data is fed into the embedding model to extract vector representations of the data.

2. The representations are partitioned over the batch dimension into support and query sets.
Similar to FedRecon [Singhal et al., 2021], the support set is used to reconstruct the local
parameters and the query set is used to make predictions. Note that the support set we use
can be unlabeled, and that the two sets need not be disjoint. However, we used disjoint sets in
our experiments since [Singhal et al., 2021] found that it improved their model performance.

3. The representation for both support and query sets are further split over their features axis
into local and global features.

4. The global features of the support set are used to reconstruct the local posterior. The local
parameters are generated by sampling from this posterior.

5. The global features of the query set are passed to the global classifier to get the global
predictions, and the local features of the query set and local parameters are passed to the
local classifier to get the local modifications to the global prediction.

6. The local and global predictions are merged to get the predictions. The log-likelihood is
then computed between these predictions and the label and added to the KL divergence
between local posterior and prior.

Data Partitioning: First we note that for both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 datasets, at each epoch we
consider the first 50% of each mini-batch as the support set and the other 50% as the query set (i.e,
for a mini-batch with 256 data samples the first 128 samples belong to the support set and the rest
belong to query set). For the global-local features split, we found that using a larger number of global
features (80%) than local features (20%) performed best.

Embedding Model: For the embedding model for FEMNIST, to facilitate comparisons to previous
works, we used the network architecture from [Reddi et al., 2020]. To replicate their global model
exactly, we only used their first 2 layers of their architecture as our embedding model, while the final
layer of their model was used as our global classifier. For CIFAR-100 we choose a similar model but
with 5 convolution layers with channels (32, 64, 128, 256, 512).

Posterior Constructor Model, Global, and Local Classifiers: The posterior constructor model,
global, and local classifiers are the same for both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 experiments. We use a
3 layer MLP parameterized by the global parameters for the posterior constructor model, and one
dense layer for each of global and local classifiers parameterized by global and local parameters,
respectively.

Optimizers: We use Stochastic Gradient Descent (SGD) for our client optimizer and SGD with
momentum for the server optimizer for all experiments [Reddi et al., 2020]. We set the client learning
rate equal to 0.03 for CIFAR-100 and 0.02 for FEMNIST dataset, and server learning rate equal to
3.0 with momentum 0.9 for both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 datasets.

Additional details about the empirical evaluation are provided in Appendix D.

5.1 Evaluation Results and Discussion
We compare our proposed FedVI algorithm with a state-of-the-art personalized FL method, KNN-Per
[Marfoq et al., 2022], as well as other methods including FedAvg [McMahan et al., 2016], FedAvg+
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Figure 3: An illustration of the division of the data into support and query sets, as well as the division
into global and local features. Note that the actual split into support and query sets happens after the
forward pass of the embedding model.

Table 1: Test accuracy of the clients who participate in training.

Dataset FedAvg FedAvg+ ClusteredFL DITTO FedRep APFL KNN-Per FedVI

FEMNIST 83.4 84.3 83.7 84.3 85.3 84.1 88.2 90.3
CIFAR-100 47.4 51.4 47.2 52.0 53.2 51.7 55.0 59.1

[Chen and Chao, 2022], ClusteredFL [Ghosh et al., 2021], DITTO [Li et al., 2021], FedRep [Collins
et al., 2023], and APFL [Deng et al., 2020], using the results reported in [Marfoq et al., 2022].

Figure 4: Non-participating test accuracy of FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 for 1500 rounds of training.

The performance our proposed FedVI algorithm and other methods on the local test dataset of each
client (unseen data at training) are provided in Tables 1 and 2 for participating and non-participating
(completely unseen during training) clients, respectively. All of the reported values are average
weighted accuracy with weights proportional to local dataset sizes. To ensure the robustness of our
reported results for FedVI, we average test accuracy across the last 100 rounds of training. We also
show non-participating test accuracy over 1500 rounds of training in Figure 4. FedVI achieves the
state-of-the-art participating and non-participating test accuracy on both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100
datasets.

Figure 5a is an ablation for KL hyperparameter τ . We plot average test accuracy over
the last 100 rounds of FEMNIST training vs. KL hyperparameter in range of τ ∈
{0, 10−10, 10−9, . . . , 0.1, 1, 10}5. We see that τ = 10−9 is the best hyperparameter choice for
FEMNIST dataset and gives us much higher accuracy with a smaller generalization gap compared to
τ = 0.

Figure 5b illustrates average of the last 100 rounds of test accuracy vs. KL hyperparameter τ for
CIFAR-100. τ = 10−3 has the highest participating and non-participating accuracy. Moreover by
comparing the results of τ = 0 with other values (τ ̸= 0), we can see that minimizing KL divergence
decreases the participation test accuracy gap, as expected. Comparing this figure with Figure 5a,
we see that the difference between test accuracy of τ = 0 and τ = 10−9 in FEMNIST experiment
is notably greater than the difference between test accuracy of τ = 0 and τ = 10−3 in CIFAR-100

5As the horizontal axis of both figures in Figure 5 are semi-logarithmic, test accuracy results of τ = 0 are
shown at point τ = 10−12.
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Table 2: Test accuracy of the non-participating clients.

Dataset FedAvg FedAvg+ ClusteredFL DITTO FedRep APFL KNN-Per FedVI

FEMNIST 83.1 84.2 83.2 83.9 85.4 84.2 88.1 90.6
CIFAR-100 47.1 50.8 47.1 52.1 53.5 49.1 56.1 58.7

experiment. This means that minimizing KL divergence is more important for FEMNIST compared
to CIFAR-100. A potential reason is that for FEMNIST, the data generating distribution of each client
is naturally different, while for CIFAR-100 we synthetically partition data and distribute it among
clients.

(a) FEMNIST (b) CIFAR-100

Figure 5: Participating and non-participating test accuracy vs. KL hyperparameter τ .

6 Conclusion and Future Work
In this work we focus on the problem of personalization in stateless cross-device federated setups.
We proposed a novel algorithm, FedVI, which is based on mixed effects models and is trained
via Variational Inference. Then we provide generalization bounds for FedVI based on PAC-Bayes
analysis. Afterwards, we introduce a novel architecture for FedVI and implement it. Finally, we
evaluate FedVI on FEMNIST and CIFAR-100, and show that it beats the state-of-the-art on both
datasets.

In this paper we learn a point estimate of the global parameters instead of their prior distribution.
In future work, we plan to explore other priors for the global parameters to provide more formal
guarantees of generalization. We also aim to use non-disjoint support and query sets to see how
this affects the performance of Fed-VI algorithm. Regarding our proposed model architecture in
Section 5, as we mentioned before, it is one of many possible architectures that is compatible with our
theoretical hierarchical model. Further work can refine the model architecture to achieve improved
results. To investigate our proposed algorithm from an information theoretic point of view, we provide
an information theoretic representation of our objective function (Equation 8) in Appendix E. Future
work could also explore connections to differential privacy to be able to provide privacy guarantees
for our model.
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Appendices
A Derivations of Equation 6

Here we provide the detailed derivations of Equation 6 which are derived based on Section 2.2 of
[Kingma and Welling, 2013]. The main goal of these derivations is to devise an upper bound on
the negative logarithm of the intractable denominator of Equation 3 to be able to approximate the
posterior probability of the model parameters p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c), in a tractable way. For this
purpose, we consider an arbitrary distribution q(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c) as a surrogate for the posterior.
Because the KL divergence of two distributions is always non-negative, we can use the KL divergence
between the true posterior and our surrogate to devise an obvious and trivial upper bound on
− log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) as the initial step in Equation 10. As the minimum of a non-negative
number is always non-negative, we replace the KL divergence with its minimum value with respect
to the surrogate distribution q(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c), to make this upper bound as tight as possible
(Equation 11). Moreover, since − log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) is independent of the surrogate distribution,
we move this term inside the minimum as shown in Equation 12. The rest of the proof comes from
the definition of KL divergence, the multiplication rule of probability, and properties of logarithms.
For the sake of simplicity in notation we have {ynk , xnk}c def

= D in the following equations.

− log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) ≤ − log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) +
Always ≥ 0.︷ ︸︸ ︷

K[q(θ,Bc|D), p(θ,Bc|D)] (10)

⇒ − log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) ≤ − log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) +
Always ≥ 0.︷ ︸︸ ︷

min
q

K[q(θ,Bc|D), p(θ,Bc|D)] (11)

⇒ − log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) ≤ min
q

− log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) + K[q(θ,Bc|D), p(θ,Bc|D)] (12)

= min
q

Eq(θ,Bc|D)[− log p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) + log
q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|D)
]

= min
q

Eq(θ,Bc|D)[log
q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|D)p({ynk}c|{xnk}c)
]

= min
q

Eq(θ,Bc|D)[log
q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)
]

= min
q

K[q(θ,Bc|D), p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)]. (13)

B Derivations of Equation 8

We provide details for Equation 8, which is derived based on the definition of KL divergence,
properties of logarithms, and the multiplication rule of probability. In the following equations
{ynk , xnk}c def

= D for the simplicity in notations.

p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) = p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)
p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c)

=
p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)

p(θ,Bc|D)
× q(θ,Bc|D)

q(θ,Bc|D)

=
p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)

q(θ,Bc|D)
× q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|D)

=
t(θ)r(Bc)ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X))

qλ(θ|D)qλ(Bc|θ,D)
× q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|θ,D)

⇒ − log(p({ynk}c|{xnk}c)) = − log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)))

+ log(
qλ(θ|D)

t(θ)
) + log(

qλ(B
c|θ,D)

r(Bc)
)− log(

q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|θ,D)
)

⇒ Eq(θ,Bc|D)[− log(p({ynk}c|{xnk}c))] = − log(p({ynk}c|{xnk}c))

= Eq(θ,Bc|D)[− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)))] + Eq(θ,Bc|D)[log(
qλ(θ|D)

t(θ)
)]
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+ Eq(θ,Bc|D)[log(
qλ(B

c|θ,D)

r(Bc)
)]− Eq(θ,Bc|D)[log(

q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|D)
)]

⇒ − log(p({ynk}c|{xnk}c)) + K[q(θ,Bc|D), p(θ,Bc|D)]

= Eq(θ,Bc|D)[− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)))]

+ Eqλ(Bc|θ,D)[K[qλ(θ|D), t(θ)]] + Eqλ(θ|D)[K[qλ(B
c|θ,D), r(Bc)]]

=

Expected Loss︷ ︸︸ ︷
Eq(θ,Bc|D)[− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)))]

+ K[qλ(θ|D), t(θ)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Global Regularizer

+Eqλ(θ|D)[K[qλ(B
c|θ,D), r(Bc)]]︸ ︷︷ ︸

Local Regularizer

=Eq(θ,Bc|D)[− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)))] + K[q(θ,Bc|D), t(θ)r(Bc))] (14)

C Proof of Corollary 1

The proof of this corollary is derived from the proof of Theorem 3 in (Germain et al. [2016]). More
specifically, Equation 15 comes from Jensen inequality, Equation 16 is a result of Donsker-Varadhan
change of measure inequality, and Equation 17 comes from Markov’s inequality.

ηEν [− log
(
ℓ(Y |X)

)
] = ηEν [− log

(
Eq(θ,Bc|X,Y )[ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc)

)
]]

≤ ηEν [Eq(θ,Bc|X,Y )[− log
(
ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc)

)
]] (15)

≤ ηEνc [Eq(θ,Bc|X,Y )[− log
(
ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc)

)
]]

+ K[q(θ,Bc|X,Y ), π(θ,Bc)]

+ log

(
Eπ(θ,Bc)[exp

(
ηEν [− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]− ηEνc [− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]

)
]

)
(16)

≤
w.p > 1− δ ηEνc [Eq(θ,Bc|X,Y )[− log

(
ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc)

)
]] + K[q(θ,Bc|X,Y ), π(θ,Bc)]

+ log
(
1
δEνcEπ(θ,Bc)

[
exp

(
ηEν [− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]− ηEνc [− log(ℓ(Y |X, θ,Bc))]

)])
(17)

D Detailed Architectures of Both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 Experiments

This appendix is devoted to the mathematical representation of our proposed architecture for FedVI
algorithm in Section 5 along with more experimental details for both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100
experiments. For this purpose let us define:

X def
= Ri×i×j (input images; whitened) (18)

Y def
= [ζ] (labels) (19)

hθ′(.) : X → Rd (embedding model; relu-convnet with dropout) (20)

gθ′′(.) : R102 → R(2·26+1)·|Y| (posterior constructor model; relu-mlp) (21)

θ = θ′ ∪ θ′′ ∪ θ′′′ (global parameters) (22)
β (local parameters), (23)

where for FEMNIST we have i = 28, j = 1, and ζ = 62, and for CIFAR-100 i = 32, j = 3, and
ζ = 100, for both datasets d = 128 and the number of local and global features are equal to 26 and
102, respectively6.

6After passing the data through the embedding model, for both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100 experiments
we use the first %80 of the latent features as global features and the remaining %20 as local features, as it
is illustrated in Figure 3. More specifically, in these experiments that the dimension of the last layer of the
embedding model is equal to d = 128, the first 102 features are considered as the global features and the rest of
26 features are local features.
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Embedding Model: In our experiments the embedding model, hθ′(.), is a relu convnet. For
FEMNIST experiment we consider the convolutional model with 2 convolution layers that is described
in Table 4 of (Reddi et al. [2020]) paper (without the top layer) and is parameteraized by the global
parameters. the detailed structure of this embedding model is as the following.

For FEMNIST: hθ′(.) = conv(32) → relu → conv(64) → relu → maxpool(2,2) → dropout(0.25) →
flatten → dense(128) → dropout(0.5)

We choose a convolutional embedding model for CIFAR-100 as well, which is similar to FEMNIST
embedding model, but having 5 convolution layers instead. The detailed structure is as follows.

For CIFAR-100: hθ′(.) = conv(32) → relu → conv(64) → relu → conv(128) → relu → conv(256) →
relu → conv(512) → relu → maxpool(2,2) → dropout(0.25) → flatten → dense(128) → dropout(0.5)

Posterior Constructor Model: The posterior constructor model, gθ′′(.), is an MLP with three (dense)
layers that takes the global features of the output of hθ′(.) as input and generates mean, variance, and
bias of the posterior.

For both FEMNIST and CIFAR-100: gθ′′(.) = dense(256) → relu → dense(256) → relu →
dense((2× 26 + 1)× |Y|)
Global and Local Classifiers: As it is mentioned in section 5, for both FEMNIST and CIFAR-
100 experiments global classifier is one dense layer with |Y| units and no activation function,
parameterized by the global parameters, and the local classifier is one dense layer similar to the global
classifier, but parameterized by the local parameters.

Per-MiniBatch Loss Function: Let Btk denote a subset of the kth client’s evidence at tth epoch,
where |Btk| = 256 in all of our experiments for both training and test/evaluation procedures. For
CIFAR-100 training data each input image x is randomly cropped to 24× 24× 3 and subsequently
padded to 32× 32× 3. We note that there is no cropping for both training and test sets of FEMNIST
data and test set of CIFAR-100.

Based on the above explanations, the per-minibatch loss is defined as:

Lt =
∑
k∈[c]

(
τ

256 K [q(β|{[hθ′(x)]27:128 : x ∈ Btk}), r(β)]

+
∑

(x,y)∈Btk

− log softmaxy
(
reshape(β, [|Y|, 26]) · [hθ′(x)]T1:26

+θ′′′ · [hθ′(x)]T27:128 + bβ + bθ′′
))

(24)

where τ = 10−9 for FEMNIST and τ = 10−3 for CIFAR-100, and

r(β) = MVN
(
0, σ0I26·|Y|

)
(25)

q(β|{[hθ′(x)]27:128 : x ∈ Btk}) = MVN(µtk,diag(σtk)) (26)

µtk = 1
10

(
1

|Btk|

∑
x∈Btk

[gθ′′ ◦ hθ′ ◦ x]1:(26·|Y|)

)
(Approx equals zero at init.) (27)

σtk = 10−5 + σ0e
1

100

(
1

|Btk|
∑

x∈Btk
[gθ′′◦hθ′◦x](1+26·|Y|):(2·26·|Y|)

)
(Approx equals σ0I26·|Y| at init.)

(28)
bβ = [gθ′′ ◦ hθ′ ◦ x](1+2·26·|Y|):(1+3·26·|Y|) (29)

where the σ0 =
√

2
26+|Y| factor exists because this is the Glorot scale [e.g. Glorot and Bengio, 2010,

Glorot et al., 2011, He et al., 2015] and bθ′′ is the existing bias in the posterior constructor Keras
model.

E Information Theoretic Perspective

Neural networks from information theoretic point of view are introduced in [Tishby et al., 2000].
Borrowing idea from this work, VIB [Alemi et al., 2017] reframes Variational Inference (VI) under
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the lens of representation learning and information theory. In particular, their paper assumes that
there exists a latent variable z which is used to encode information about the input data x and is
used to predict the output label y. They then show that training with the traditional VI objective
(ELBO) amounts to maximize a lower bound on I(y; z), the mutual information between the label
and representation (the lower bound is given by the expected log-likelihood of the label computed
over the representation). At the same time, the KL penalty placed on the representation amounts to
minimize an upper bound on I(x; z), the mutual information between the input data and the latent
representation. They go on to show experimentally that there is a trade-off between the information
learned about the input (Rate) and the information about the output (Distortion). Notably, their
analysis further shows that the models which have a particularly high rate fail to generalize properly.
They find that the most performant models on MNIST encode roughly 10 bits per image, while
models which record less than log2(10) bits perform extremely poorly (because they lack the info
to distinguish between classes). Follow up works [Alemi and Fischer, 2018], [Alemi, 2020] study
different settings of this to show what happens when e.g., one uses VI to fit a BNN. Notably, from
this work, we see that KL[q(θ|D, r(θ))] is an upper bound on the mutual information between the
parameters θ and the dataset Di{xi, yi}. For our purposes, this shows that VI minimizes a bound on
the information about the dataset learned by the model. Therefore, using the definition of mutual
information, we can rewrite the ELBO upper bound (Equation 8) in terms of mutual information as
the following.

J (λ; γ′, τ ′) = γ′I(θ;D) + τ ′I(Bc; θ,D)− I(Y ; θ,Bc, X) (30)

where γ′ and τ ′ are assumed as the hyper parameters.

proof:

This proof is provided based on the definition of mutual information in terms of KL divergence,
properties of logarithms, and multiplication rule in probability.

p({ynk}c|{xnk}c) = p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)
p(θ,Bc|{ynk , xnk}c)

=
p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)

p(θ,Bc|D)
× q(θ,Bc|D)

q(θ,Bc|D)

=
p(θ,Bc, {ynk}c|{xnk}c)

q(θ,Bc|D)
× q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|D)

=
t(θ)r(Bc)ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X))

qλ(Bc|D)qλ(θ|Bc, D)
× q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|θ,D)

⇒ − log(p({ynk}c|{xnk}c)) = − log(
q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|c)
)

− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X)) + log(
qλ(B

c|D)

r(Bc)
) + log(

qλ(θ|Bc, D)

t(θ)
)

= − log(
q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|c)
)− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, X))

+ log(
qλ(B

c, D)

r(Bc)p(D)
) + log(

qλ(θ,B
c, D)

t(θ)p(Bc, D)
)

⇒ Eqλ(θ,Bc|D)[− log(p({ynk}c|{xnk}c)) + log(
q(θ,Bc|D)

p(θ,Bc|c)
)]

= Eqλ(θ,Bc|D)[− log(ℓ(Y |f(θ,Bc, x)) + log(
qλ(B

c, D)

r(Bc)p(D)
) + log(

qλ(θ,B
c, D)

t(θ)p(Bc, D)
)]

=
1

p(D)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Constant

Eqλ(θ,Bc,D)[− log(
p(f(θ,Bc, X)|Y )p(Y )

p(f(θ,Bc, x))
)

+ log(
qλ(B

c, D)

r(Bc)p(D)
) + log(

qλ(θ,B
c, D)

t(θ)p(Bc, D)
)]
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=
1

p(D)
Eqλ(θ,Bc,D)[− log(

p(Y, f(θ,Bc, X))

p(f(θ,Bc, x))p(Y )
)− log(p(Y ))]

+
1

p(D)
Eq(θ,Bc,D)[log(

qλ(B
c, D)

r(Bc)p(D)
)] +

1

p(D)
Eq(θ,Bc,D)[log(

qλ(θ,B
c, D)

t(θ)p(Bc, D)
)]

=
1

p(D)
Eqλ(θ,Bc,D)[− log(

p(Y, θ,Bc, X)

p(θ,Bc, X)p(Y )
)− log(p(Y )]

+
1

p(D)
Eq(Bc,D)[log(

qλ(B
c, D)

r(Bc)p(D)
)] +

1

p(D)
Eq(θ,Bc,D)[log(

qλ(θ,B
c, D)

t(θ)p(Bc, D)
)]

=
1

p(D)
(I(Bc;D) + I(θ;Bc, D)− I(Y ; θ,Bc, X))− log(p(Y )), (31)

where 1
p(D) is a constant and − log(p(Y )) is independent of our optimization problem so can be

ignored. Therefore, we can have the following objective function

J (λ; γ′, η′) = γ′I(Bc;D) + τ ′I(θ;Bc, D)− I(Y ; θ,Bc, X)

= α′I(θ,Bc;D)− I(Y ; θ,Bc, X), (32)

where, γ′, τ ′ and α′ are the hyper parameters. □

As we can see, by minimizing this loss function we are minimizing the mutual information between
model parameters and training data, and maximizing the mutual information between labels and the
joint of model parameters and training data which resembles the results of [Tishby et al., 2000] in a
federated setup.

In future work this representation of the loss function can be used to study FedVI algorithm from
information harvesting point of view to determine how much information our algorithm needs to be
able to make predictions. Moreover, considering the definition of ϵ-mutual information differential
privacy in Definition 2 of [Cuff and Yu, 2016], we can investigate whether minimizing this loss
function (Equation 32) guarantees any level of differential privacy. And if not, how we should modify
the loss function for data privacy purposes.
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