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Abstract—In the healthcare domain, Magnetic Resonance
Imaging (MRI) assumes a pivotal role, as it employs Artificial
Intelligence (AI) and Machine Learning (ML) methodologies to
extract invaluable insights from imaging data. Nonetheless, the
imperative need for patient privacy poses significant challenges
when collecting data from diverse healthcare sources. Conse-
quently, the Deep Learning (DL) communities occasionally face
difficulties detecting rare features. In this research endeavor,
we introduce the Ensemble-Based Federated Learning (EBFL)
Framework, an innovative solution tailored to address this
challenge. The EBFL framework deviates from the conventional
approach by emphasizing model features over sharing sensitive
patient data. This unique methodology fosters a collaborative
and privacy-conscious environment for healthcare institutions,
empowering them to harness the capabilities of a centralized
server for model refinement while upholding the utmost data
privacy standards. Conversely, a robust ensemble architecture
boasts potent feature extraction capabilities, distinguishing itself
from a single DL model. This quality makes it remarkably
dependable for MRI analysis. By harnessing our groundbreaking
EBFL methodology, we have achieved remarkable precision in
the classification of brain tumors, including glioma, meningioma,
pituitary, and non-tumor instances, attaining a precision rate
of 94% for the Global model and an impressive 96% for the
Ensemble model. Our models underwent rigorous evaluation
using conventional performance metrics such as Accuracy, Preci-
sion, Recall, and F1 Score. Integrating DL within the Federated
Learning (FL) framework has yielded a methodology that offers
precise and dependable diagnostics for detecting brain tumors.

Index Terms—Federated Learning (FL), Maximum Voting
Classifier (Ensemble), Data privacy, Intelligent Healthcare Sys-
tem, Health.

I. INTRODUCTION

Identifying a brain tumor is a critical and life-altering event
for patients. Globally, approximately 190,000 cases of both
primary and secondary brain tumors are diagnosed each year,
impacting individuals of all age groups [1]. Physicians exten-
sively utilize magnetic resonance (MR) imaging to ascertain
the presence and characteristics of tumors [2]–[4]. Therefore,
researchers diligently concentrate on AI, ML, and DL frame-
works to extract meaningful features from MR images [2],
[5]–[7]. Nonetheless, achieving enhanced performance with
DL architecture necessitates a substantial volume of data [8]–
[12]. The exchange of patient data among various healthcare
providers is complicated by the need to protect patient confi-
dentiality [13]–[15]. This situation makes it difficult to gather
more data from different hospitals [16], [17]. In this research,

our focus centers on the precise identification of various
brain tumor types, including glioma, meningioma, pituitary
tumors, and non-tumorous conditions, through the utilization
of MR images. To achieve this objective while respecting
patient data privacy, we introduce the novel EBFL framework.
This innovative approach enables individual hospitals to train
their data with AI tools, sharing their feature-extracted trained
models at a central server aggregation point without needing
patient data exchange. The main server model leverages potent
feature extraction techniques, amalgamating insights from
diverse hospitals. Additionally, we employ an ensemble model,
incorporating multiple DL architectures, to counter model
overfitting and harness various feature extraction methods
inherent to distinct DL architectures. This comprehensive
strategy enhances our diagnostic algorithm’s reliability and
robustness, surpassing a single algorithm’s capabilities.
• First, the research introduces a robust Federated Learning

(FL) model incorporating a maximum voting classifier
(Ensemble techniques) based on DL architecture designed
for a privacy-preserving hybrid paradigm. This integra-
tion is intended to enhance diagnostic reliability and pre-
cision, providing healthcare practitioners with improved
tools for detecting brain tumors efficiently.

• Second, our research introduces the EBFL Framework.
This novel approach upholds patient data confidentiality
while enabling multiple healthcare institutions to benefit
from a centralized diagnostic model. This framework
allows for synthesizing a global model’s intelligence, with
participating entities contributing to and deriving insights
from the model without exchanging sensitive data.

• Finally, we developed a robust ensemble mode for train-
ing local data by combining multiple Transfer Learning
architectures MobileNetV2, VGG16, and VGG19.

II. RELATED WORKS

DL architectures are crucial in healthcare research, en-
hancing MRI analysis for applications such as COVID-19
classification [18]–[21], spinal cord disorders [22]–[24], can-
cer detection and staging [25]–[27], musculoskeletal disorders
[28], [29], abdominal and pelvic disorders [30], and brain
and neurological disorders [31]–[33]. However, Brain tumor
recognition is a challenging task. A notable example of ad-
vancements in brain tumor classification, specifically targeting
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glioma, meningioma, and pituitary tumors, is the develop-
ment of DeepTumorNet, a hybrid DL model. This model
innovatively adapts the GoogleNet architecture, a CNN vari-
ant. In creating DeepTumorNet, the original architecture was
modified by removing the last five layers of GoogleNet and
integrating fifteen new layers in their place. This adaptation
has led to remarkable outcomes. However, it’s important to
note the limitations of this approach. DeepTumorNet requires
a substantial amount of data for training and is characterized
by its computational complexity, which could pose challenges
in practical healthcare applications due to patient privacy
[34]. Another research group applies a deep CNN for brain
tumor classification from MR images. A notable limitation
is the small size of the dataset used for training, which
can lead to overfitting and reduced generalizability of the
model. Additionally, the high variance in MR images due to
different scanning protocols and machines poses a challenge
for accurate classification. The research suggests the need for
larger, standardized datasets and improved models for better
diagnostic accuracy in medical imaging [35]. A new set of
researchers applied a two-channel deep neural network (DNN)
model for brain tumor classification, utilizing pre-trained
CNNs like InceptionResNetV2 and Xception for feature ex-
traction. The model emphasized tumor-affected regions using
an attention mechanism and achieved strong generalization on
benchmark datasets. A limitation of this research is its focus
on only two specific pre-trained models. Future work plans
to explore additional pre-training models and develop a new
method for abstracting features from convolution blocks [36].
A diverse research team developed a method for brain tumor
classification that combines an ensemble of deep features with
machine learning classifiers. This approach utilizes transfer
learning with various pre-trained DCNN to extract features
from brain MR images, which are then evaluated by mul-
tiple classifiers, including a notably effective support vector
machine (SVM) with radial basis function (RBF) kernel,
particularly for large datasets [37]. Another consortium of
researchers used a methodology involving data acquisition,
preprocessing, feature extraction using texture features, feature
selection, and classification with a Support Vector Machine
(SVM) ensemble model. The limitation was the focus on
intermediate-stage tumor data, which might impact the model’s
effectiveness in early-stage tumor classification. This is an area
for future improvement, along with enhancing the robustness
of the SVM learner and voting algorithm [38]. An alterna-
tive scientific group mentions various applications of FL in
medical imaging, like MRI reconstruction with decentralized
training of generative image priors, distinguishing healthy and
cancerous brain tissues, explicitly highlighting its use in brain
tumor segmentation and classification. The limitations of FL
in this research area, such as communication challenges, data
bias, and the need for performance improvement strategies,
are also addressed [39]. In this research, we have successfully
addressed the limitations of existing FL applications in brain
tumor classification by developing an innovative ensemble
model. This model synergistically combines three DL architec-

tures: MobileNetV2, VGG16, and VGG19. Each architecture
employs distinct feature extraction techniques, which are par-
ticularly adept at handling small datasets with rare features.
This approach enhances performance and effectively mitigates
the risk of model overfitting. Furthermore, our implementation
of federated learning plays a crucial role in preserving patient
privacy, as it focuses on feature analysis without necessitating
the sharing of raw data. Significantly, we have also introduced
a novel framework that developed communication among
healthcare industries.

III. METHODOLOGY

The EBFL framework, as shown in Figure 1, integrates mul-
tiple DL algorithms for MRI image analysis, using majority
voting and feature sharing at the aggregation point to enhance
global model robustness and ensure data privacy, effectively
addressing the challenges of data scarcity.

A. EBFL based MR images System Description

The proposed EBFL framework for brain tumor MRI anal-
ysis is structured into three sequential phases, as illustrated in
Figure 1. Initially, the framework decentralizes the compre-
hensive brain tumor MRI dataset across four distinct clients.
Subsequently, each client independently trains an ensemble
of models on their respective server, leveraging the strength
of combined algorithms for robust feature extraction. In the
culmination phase, clients contribute their learned features
to a central aggregation point, culminating in constructing a
Federated Global Model. By virtue of collaborative learning,
this model is anticipated to surpass the predictive capabilities
of any single client’s model, thereby enhancing the efficacy of
real-time image classification.

Data Decentralization and Classification: In the initial
phase, the framework undertakes the task of data decentral-
ization, where MRI brain tumor data, encompassing four
distinct classes—Gliomas, Meningiomas, Pituitary tumors,
and non-tumorous images—are distributed among four clients
(num clients=4). This stratification ensures that each client
holds a representative subset of the entire data spectrum, facil-
itating the diversity and richness required for a comprehensive
learning process.

Ensemble Model-Based MRI Analysis on a Local Server:
The second phase is dedicated to the local training of models
on each client’s server. Where an ensemble classification
approach utilizing M distinct classifiers, denoted as hm(X),
for dataset X . The final classification, CX , is determined by
a majority vote, or mode, of the outcomes from all classifiers:

CX = modeh1(X), . . . , hM (X). (1)

Weights wj are assigned to each classifier to influence
their contribution to the final decision, leading to a weighted
majority vote mechanism:

CX = argmax
i

M∑
j=1

wjI(hj(X) = i), (2)



Fig. 1. Ensemble Based Federated Learning (EBFL) framework for analyzing MR Images

where I is the indicator function. This method effectively
combines multiple predictions, leveraging the strengths of
diverse classifiers. The ensemble approach’s ability to miti-
gate the risk of overfitting, thereby ensuring robust feature
extraction and model generalization.

Federated Aggregation and Global Model Development: In
the final phase, the individually trained models from each
client undergo a process of federated aggregation. Here, the
unique feature extraction insights gleaned from each client’s
ensemble model are shared with a central aggregation point.
This collaborative effort forms a Federated Global Model,
which amalgamates distributed intelligence into a singular,
potent model. Subsequently, this enhanced global model is
redistributed to each client-server, enabling the prediction of
real-time images with augmented accuracy and reliability.

Algorithm 2 introduces a groundbreaking approach to med-
ical image analysis by combining multiple DL models with
FL, enhancing diagnostic accuracy while preserving privacy
and integrity.

B. Mathematical Formulation for the Proposed Maximum
Voting Classifier Techniques incorporating federated learning

Given a set of N classes for brain tumor classification, let
C = {c1, c2, . . . , cN} represent the class labels for glioma,
meningioma, pituitary, and no-tumor. For a dataset X with m
MRI images, X = {x1, x2, . . . , xm}, and a set of K base deep
learning models M = {M1,M2, . . . ,MK}, the ensemble-
enhanced federated learning framework operates as follows:

Data Distribution: The dataset X is partitioned into P
subsets corresponding to the number of clients, such that
Xp ⊂ X for p = 1, . . . , P , where P is the total number
of clients.

Local Model Training: Each client p trains a local ensemble
model Ep using its subset of data Xp, where Ep is a combi-
nation of models M trained on Xp. The ensemble model at
client p is defined as [40]:

Algorithm 1: EBFL Framework for MRI Analysis
Data: MRI Brain tumor data, num clients=4
Result: Enhanced prediction accuracy for real-time images

1 Function Main():
2 for client id to num clients do
3 local data ← DistributeData(MRI Brain tumor data, client id)
4 local model ← TrainClientModel(local data, client id)
5 SendToServer(local model)

6 global model ← AggregateModels()
7 for client id to num clients do
8 MakePrediction(global model, client id)

9 Function TrainClientModel(data, client id):
10 architectures ← [MobileNetV2, VGG16, VGG19]
11 ensemble predictions ← [ ]
12 for architecture in architectures do
13 model ← InitializeModel(architecture)
14 trained model ← TrainModel(model, data)
15 ensemble predictions.append(trained model)

16 return CombineModels(ensemble predictions, method=’voting’)

17 Function AggregateModels():
18 aggregated models ← ReceiveFromClients()
19 weighted models ← CalculateWeights(aggregated models)
20 global model ← WeightedSum(weighted models)
21 return global model

22 Function MakePrediction(model, client id):
23 test data ← LoadClientTestData(client id)
24 prediction ← model.Predict(test data)
25 return prediction

Ep(x) = mode{M1(x),M2(x), . . . ,MK(x)} for x ∈ Xp

(3)

Global Model Aggregation: After training, clients contribute
their model’s knowledge to a central server. The server aggre-
gates these updates to form a global model G, which is then
distributed back to the clients for prediction on new data.

Prediction with the Global Model: The global model G is
used to predict the class label y for a new MRI image x as
follows:

y = G(x) = mode{E1(x), E2(x), . . . , EP (x)} (4)



The ensemble model’s prediction y for an input instance
x is the class label that receives the majority vote from the
predictions of the local ensemble models Ep.

For the loss function, the multiclass cross-entropy loss for
a dataset with m samples and N classes is used to optimize
the ensemble model and is defined as [40]:

L = − 1

m

m∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

yij log(ŷij) (5)

where yij is the binary indicator (0 or 1) if class label j is the
correct classification for observation i, and ŷij is the predicted
probability of observation i being of class j.

Algorithm 2 captures the essence of using multiple classi-
fiers in a federated learning setting to address the challenge of
brain tumor classification, emphasizing preserving data privacy
and utilizing the strengths of ensemble learning.

Algorithm 2: EBFL Framework for MRI Analysis
Data: MRI Brain tumor data, num clients=4
Result: Enhanced prediction accuracy for real-time images

1 Function Main():
2 for client id to num clients do
3 local data ← DistributeData(MRI Brain tumor data, client id)
4 local model ← TrainClientModel(local data, client id)
5 SendToServer(local model)

6 global model ← AggregateModels()
7 for client id to num clients do
8 MakePrediction(global model, client id)

9 Function TrainClientModel(data, client id):
10 architectures ← [MobileNetV2, VGG16, VGG19]
11 ensemble predictions ← [ ]
12 for architecture in architectures do
13 model ← InitializeModel(architecture)
14 trained model ← TrainModel(model, data)
15 ensemble predictions.append(trained model)

16 return CombineModels(ensemble predictions, method=’voting’)

17 Function AggregateModels():
18 aggregated models ← ReceiveFromClients()
19 weighted models ← CalculateWeights(aggregated models)
20 global model ← WeightedSum(weighted models)
21 return global model

22 Function MakePrediction(model, client id):
23 test data ← LoadClientTestData(client id)
24 prediction ← model.Predict(test data)
25 return prediction

C. Multi-Class Brain Tumor Classification Using Federated
Learning mathematical explanation

Each client Ci trains a local model Mi on their own dataset
Di. The objective is to minimize the local loss function Li,
which is a function of the model parameters θi and the data
Di:

Li(θi) =
1

|Di|
∑

(x,y)∈Di

l(Mi(x; θi), y) (6)

where l is a loss function like cross-entropy for classification
tasks, x is the input data, and y is the label.

Local Model Evaluation
After training, each client evaluates the performance of their

model on a validation set to calculate metrics such as accuracy,
precision, recall, and F1-score.

Model Aggregation (Federated Averaging)

The server aggregates the parameters θi from all clients
to update the global model Mg using federated averaging.
The new global parameters θg are computed as the weighted
average of local parameters:

θg =

∑N
i=1 wiθi∑N
i=1 wi

(7)

where wi is the weight for client i, often chosen as the number
of samples in Di, and N is the total number of clients.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS

A. Dataset Description & experimental result

Our research employs a comprehensive dataset of 6,771
brain MRI scans sourced from the Kaggle data repository
[41] to classify brain tumors. This dataset encompasses four
distinct categories: glioma (1,621 images), characterized by
aggressive tumors arising from the glial cells; meningioma
(1,645 images), typically slower-growing tumors originating
from the meninges; pituitary tumors (1,775 images), often
benign growths in the pituitary gland; and non-tumorous scans
(2,000 images), serving as a control group. The dataset is
split into 80% for training and 20% for testing, allowing for
comprehensive analysis and validation of the classification
performance. Table 1 shows the full classifier training and
validation results of five different approaches.

TABLE I
COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT OF MODEL PERFORMANCE

Algorithms Precision
(%)

Recall
(%)

F1-
Score
(%)

Training
Accuracy
(%)

Training
loss (%)

Validation
Accuracy
(%)

Validation
loss
(%)

Global Model (FL) 94 91 92 95 0.005 94 0.06
MobileNetV2 94.19 92 94 94 0.06 96 0.06
VGG16 90.62 91 90 92 0.17 91 0.20
VGG19 94.15 95 94 96 0.11 94 0.13
Ensemble
Model 96 97 96 97 0.03 96 0.04

B. Evaluating DL Models in Brain Tumor Classification: A
Comparative Analysis

Our study leverages confusion matrices to assess the perfor-
mance of deep learning (DL) models in brain tumor classifica-
tion, including base models MobileNetV2, VGG16, VGG19,
FL aggregated global model, and an ensemble model. The
confusion matrix Figure 2 and training/validation loss and
accuracy metrics Figure 3 are pivotal in evaluating these
models. MobileNetV2 demonstrates high precision (94.19%)
and recall (92%), with an F1-score of 94%, indicating effective
tumor classification and a balance of sensitivity and specificity.
VGG16, though slightly less precise at 90.62%, maintains
a 91% recall and an F1-score of 90%, suggesting reliable
detection capabilities with some scope for improvement in
reducing training and validation losses. VGG19 shows notable
recall (95%) and precision (94.15%), achieving an F1-score of
94%, highlighting its sensitivity and low rate of false negatives.
Notably, the ensemble model surpasses individual models with
a precision of 96%, recall of 97%, and an F1-score of 96%,



Fig. 2. Ensemble & Base models confusion matrices for Brain tumor multi-
class classification )

Fig. 3. Ensemble & Base models Training and Validation loss and accuracy
for identifying brain tumor
demonstrating its superiority in reducing variance and bias and
enhancing prediction accuracy for brain tumor classifications.

C. Global model (FL) evaluation matrices analysis

The FL approach has culminated in a global model Figure 4
that showcases commendable precision and recall, with scores
of 93.27% and 91%, respectively. The model achieves an F1-
score of 92%, reflecting its effective learning from distributed
data sources while maintaining privacy and data security. The
low training and validation losses indicate a well-fitted model
with good generalization capabilities on unseen data.

This section delves into the evaluation of the global model’s
performance, focusing on the analysis of the F1 score and
validation loss Figure 4 trends to gauge the efficacy and
reliability of the model over the validation dataset.

V. CONCLUSION

Our study introduces the innovative EBFL framework,
seamlessly integrating Federated Learning (FL) with a cus-
tom ensemble of advanced deep learning architectures. This
approach significantly enhances feature extraction capabilities,
surpassing single-model systems’ performance while reducing
bias. The EBFL framework prioritizes patient privacy by
focusing on feature extraction rather than direct data sharing.
Our results demonstrate the model’s exceptional accuracy,
with the Global model achieving a 94% precision rate and
the Ensemble model further elevating this to 96%. However,
the framework’s main challenge lies in its computational
complexity, presenting a valuable area for future research to
explore and optimize.

Fig. 4. Federated Learning model confusion matrix for brain tumor classifi-
cation at the local server )
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“The role of radiography in the study of spinal disorders,” Quantitative
Imaging in Medicine and Surgery, vol. 10, no. 12, p. 2322, 2020.

[25] C. De Vente, P. Vos, M. Hosseinzadeh, J. Pluim, and M. Veta, “Deep
learning regression for prostate cancer detection and grading in bi-
parametric mri,” IEEE Transactions on Biomedical Engineering, vol. 68,
no. 2, pp. 374–383, 2020.

[26] Q. Wu, S. Wang, S. Zhang, M. Wang, Y. Ding, J. Fang, W. Qian, Z. Liu,
K. Sun, Y. Jin, et al., “Development of a deep learning model to identify
lymph node metastasis on magnetic resonance imaging in patients with
cervical cancer,” JAMA network open, vol. 3, no. 7, pp. e2011625–
e2011625, 2020.

[27] B. Abhisheka, S. K. Biswas, and B. Purkayastha, “A comprehensive
review on breast cancer detection, classification and segmentation using
deep learning,” Archives of Computational Methods in Engineering,
vol. 30, no. 8, pp. 5023–5052, 2023.

[28] B. Fritz, H. Y. Paul, R. Kijowski, and J. Fritz, “Radiomics and deep
learning for disease detection in musculoskeletal radiology: an overview
of novel mri-and ct-based approaches,” Investigative radiology, vol. 58,
no. 1, pp. 3–13, 2023.

[29] N. Kamiya, “Deep learning technique for musculoskeletal analysis,”
Deep Learning in Medical Image Analysis: Challenges and Applications,
pp. 165–176, 2020.

[30] R. Hemke, C. G. Buckless, A. Tsao, B. Wang, and M. Torriani, “Deep
learning for automated segmentation of pelvic muscles, fat, and bone
from ct studies for body composition assessment,” Skeletal radiology,
vol. 49, pp. 387–395, 2020.

[31] L. Zhang, M. Wang, M. Liu, and D. Zhang, “A survey on deep
learning for neuroimaging-based brain disorder analysis,” Frontiers in
neuroscience, vol. 14, p. 779, 2020.

[32] N. Yamanakkanavar, J. Y. Choi, and B. Lee, “Mri segmentation and
classification of human brain using deep learning for diagnosis of
alzheimer’s disease: a survey,” Sensors, vol. 20, no. 11, p. 3243, 2020.

[33] A. Amin, K. Hasan, S. Zein-Sabatto, D. Chimba, I. Ahmed, and T. Islam,
“An explainable ai framework for artificial intelligence of medical
things,” in IEEE Global Communications conference 2023, pp. 1–6,
IEEE, 2023, in press.

[34] A. Raza, H. Ayub, J. A. Khan, I. Ahmad, A. S. Salama, Y. I. Daradkeh,
D. Javeed, A. Ur Rehman, and H. Hamam, “A hybrid deep learning-
based approach for brain tumor classification,” Electronics, vol. 11,
no. 7, p. 1146, 2022.

[35] W. Ayadi, W. Elhamzi, I. Charfi, and M. Atri, “Deep cnn for brain tumor
classification,” Neural processing letters, vol. 53, pp. 671–700, 2021.

[36] J. D. Bodapati, N. S. Shaik, V. Naralasetti, and N. B. Mundukur,
“Joint training of two-channel deep neural network for brain tumor
classification,” Signal, Image and Video Processing, vol. 15, no. 4,
pp. 753–760, 2021.

[37] J. Kang, Z. Ullah, and J. Gwak, “Mri-based brain tumor classification
using ensemble of deep features and machine learning classifiers,”
Sensors, vol. 21, no. 6, p. 2222, 2021.

[38] A. Shafi, M. B. Rahman, T. Anwar, R. S. Halder, and H. E. Kays,
“Classification of brain tumors and auto-immune disease using ensemble
learning,” Informatics in Medicine Unlocked, vol. 24, p. 100608, 2021.

[39] S. Nazir and M. Kaleem, “Federated learning for medical image analysis
with deep neural networks,” Diagnostics, vol. 13, no. 9, p. 1532, 2023.

[40] G. M. James, “Majority vote classifiers: theory and applications,” 1998.
[41] M. NICKPARVAR, “Brain tumor mri dataset,” 2021. Accessed: 2023-

04-08.


	Introduction
	Related Works
	Methodology
	EBFL based MR images System Description
	Mathematical Formulation for the Proposed Maximum Voting Classifier Techniques incorporating federated learning
	Multi-Class Brain Tumor Classification Using Federated Learning mathematical explanation

	 Experimental Analysis
	Dataset Description & experimental result
	Evaluating DL Models in Brain Tumor Classification: A Comparative Analysis 
	Global model (FL) evaluation matrices analysis

	Conclusion
	References

