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Abstract

Efficient federated learning is one of the key challenges
for training and deploying AI models on edge devices. How-
ever, maintaining data privacy in federated learning raises
several challenges including data heterogeneity, expensive
communication cost, and limited resources. In this paper,
we address the above issues by (a) introducing a salient pa-
rameter selection agent based on deep reinforcement learn-
ing on local clients, and aggregating the selected salient
parameters on the central server, and (b) splitting a normal
deep learning model (e.g., CNNs) as a shared encoder and
a local predictor, and training the shared encoder through
federated learning while transferring its knowledge to Non-
IID clients by the local customized predictor. The proposed
method (a) significantly reduces the communication over-
head of federated learning and accelerates the model infer-
ence, while method (b) addresses the data heterogeneity is-
sue in federated learning. Additionally, we leverage the gra-
dient control mechanism to correct the gradient heterogene-
ity among clients. This makes the training process more
stable and converge faster. The experiments show our ap-
proach yields a stable training process and achieves notable
results compared with the state-of-the-art methods. Our ap-
proach significantly reduces the communication cost by up
to 108 GB when training VGG-11, and needed 7.6× less
communication overhead when training ResNet-20, while
accelerating the local inference by reducing up to 39.7%
FLOPs on VGG-11.

1. Introduction

When deploying AI models on edge devices (e.g., smart
phone, self-driving cars, etc.), training the models in a dis-
tributed manner while maintaining user data privacy is a
great challenge. Since direct access to user data is not
desired, regular training techniques will not satisfy the
model’s target performance. As such, federated learn-
ing (FL) was proposed in [26], to enable decentralized

model training while maintaining local data privacy (re-
stricting direct access to private user data in cloud server).

However, FL faces three key challenges: First, the
imbalance/non-independent identically distributed (Non-
IID) local data usually causes training failure in the decen-
tralized environment. Second, frequent sharing of model
weights between edge devices and the server incurs an ex-
cessive communication overhead. Lastly, the increasing
demand for computing, memory and storage for AI mod-
els (e.g., deep neural networks – DNNs) makes it hard to
deploy on resource-limited edge devices. This suggests that
designing efficient FL models and deploying them effec-
tively will be critical and important to achieve higher perfor-
mance on future computing systems. Recent research in FL
and its variants [16, 21, 33] mainly focuses on learning effi-
ciency, i.e., improving training stability and using the min-
imum training rounds to get the target accuracy. However,
these solutions still incur extra communication costs. As
such, there is no superior solution to address the three key
issues jointly. Furthermore, the above methods aim to learn
a uniform shared model for all the heterogeneous clients,
and there is no guarantee for the model’s performance on
each Non-IID local data.

Deep learning models are generally over-parameterized,
and easily over-fit during local FL updates. But since only a
subset of salient parameters decide the final prediction out-
puts in neural networks, it is unnecessary to aggregate all
the parameters. Additionally, we observed that typical deep
learning models (e.g., CNNs) usually consist of an encoder
part (embed the input instance) and a predictor head (pre-
dict based on the embedding). Transfer learning [32] shows
that a well-trained encoder can be easily transferred to non-
IID datasets. We argue that there is no need to aggregate
the whole model when using federated learning, instead just
training the encoder, and transferring its knowledge to het-
erogeneous clients by deploying a local predictor on each
client is sufficient. This not only reduces the communica-
tion overhead, but also improves the model’s local perfor-
mance on the heterogeneous clients.

Based on these observations, we propose an efficient
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FL method through Salient Parameter Aggregation and
Transfer Learning (SPATL). Specifically, we train the
model’s encoder in a distributed manner through federated
learning, and transfer its knowledge to each heterogeneous
client via locally deployed predictor heads. Additionally,
we implemented a local salient parameter selection agent
using deep reinforcement learning to select the encoder’s
salient parameters. We reduce communication overhead by
only uploading the selected salient parameters to the ag-
gregating server. Finally, we leverage the gradient control
mechanism to correct the encoder’s gradient heterogeneity
and guide the gradient towards a generic global direction
among all clients. This further stabilizes the training pro-
cess and speeds up the convergence.

Overall, the major contribution of this paper are as fol-
lows:

• Reducing communication overhead in federated learn-
ing by introducing salient parameter selection and ag-
gregation for over-parameterized models.

• Addressing data heterogeneity in FL via knowledge
transfer of the trained model to heterogeneous clients.

• Accelerating the model’s local inference by salient pa-
rameter selection.

• Continual online-learning of local salient parameter
selection agent through federated learning process and
deep reinforcement learning.

2. Related work
2.1. Federated Learning

With increasing concerns over user data privacy, feder-
ated learning was proposed in [26], to train a shared model
in a distributed manner without direct access to private data.
The algorithm FedAvg [26] is simple and quite robust in
many practical settings. However, the local updates may
lead to divergence due to heterogeneity in the network, as
demonstrated in previous works [14,16,22]. To tackle these
issues, numerous variants have been proposed [16, 21, 33].
For example, FedProx [21] adds a proximal term to the local
loss, which helps to restrict deviations between the current
local model and the global model. FedNova [33] introduces
weight modification to avoid gradient biases by normalizing
and scaling the local updates. SCAFFOLD [16] corrects
update direction by maintaining drift variates, which are
used to estimate the overall update direction of the server
model. Nevertheless, these variants incur extra communi-
cation overhead to maintain stable training. Particularly, in
FedNova and SCAFFOLD, the average communication cost
in each communication round is approximate 2× compared
to FedAvg.

Numerous research papers have addressed data hetero-
geneity (i.e. non-IID data among local clients) in FL
[1, 7, 13, 23, 31, 39, 41], such as improve client sampling
fairness [27], adaptive optimization [9, 28, 37, 38], and cor-
rect the local updation [16, 20, 33]. Also, federated learn-
ing had been extended in real life applications [8, 24]. One
promising solution is to personalize the federated learn-
ing [4, 5, 10, 15, 40], which tries to learn personalized lo-
cal models among clients to address the data heterogeneity.
These works, however, fail to address high communication
overhead.

2.2. Neural Network Pruning

As AI models are typically over-parameterized, only a
subset of parameters decides the output. Network pruning is
among the most widely used model compression techniques
to slim and accelerate AI models. Pruning has achieved
outstanding results and is a proven technique to drastically
shrink the model size [6, 25, 34]. Recently, AutoML prun-
ing algorithms [3,18] offered better results with higher ver-
satility, particularly the reinforcement learning (RL)-based
methods [12, 35, 36], which model the neural network as
graphs and use GNN-based reinforcement learning agent to
search for pruning policy. Inspired by RL-based pruning
method, in this paper, we proposed a salient parameter se-
lection method to reduce the communication cost of feder-
ated learning,

3. Methodology
SPATL consists of three main components including

knowledge transfer learning, salient parameter selection
agent, and gradient control federated learning. Figure 1
shows the overview of SPATL. Unlike mainstream FL so-
lutions which attempt to train complete deep learning mod-
els distributively, SPATL only trains the encoder part of the
model distributively and transfers the knowledge to hetero-
geneous clients. In each round of federated learning, the
client first downloads the encoder from the cloud aggre-
gator, and transfers its knowledge using a local predictor
through local updates. Then before uploading back the
encoder, the salient parameter selection agent will evalu-
ate the training results of the current model based on the
model performance (such as accuracy), and communicate
the salient parameters of the encoder through deep rein-
forcement learning. Additionally, both clients and server
maintain a gradient control variate to correct the heteroge-
neous gradient, which helps stabilize and smooth out the
training process.

3.1. Heterogeneous Knowledge Transfer Learning
Through Client Local Updates

Inspired by transfer learning [32], SPATL aims to train
an encoder through Federated Learning (FL) and addresses
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Figure 1. Overview of SPATL. SPATL trains a shared encoder through federated learning, and transfers the knowledge to heterogeneous
clients. Before communicating with the aggregator, the salient parameter has been selected by an RL agent, and the selected parameters
are aggregated in the server.

the FL heterogeneity issue through transferring the en-
coder’s knowledge to heterogeneous clients. Formally, we
formulate our deep learning model as an encoder E(we, x)
and a predictor P (wp, e), where we and wp are encoder and
predictor parameters respectively, and, x and e are input in-
stances to the encoder and predictor.

SPATL shares the encoder E(we, x) with the cloud ag-
gregator, while the predictor Pk(wkp , e) for the kth client is
kept private on the client. The forward propagation of the
model in the local client k is formulated as follows:

e = E(we, x), (1)

ŷ = Pk(wkp , e) (2)

During local updates of a communication round, the se-
lected kth client first downloads the shared encoder param-
eter, we, from the cloud server, and optimizes it with the
local predictor head, wkp , through back propagation. Equa-
tion 3 shows the optimization function.

min
we,wk

p

L(we, w
k
p) =

1

ni

∑
l(we, w

k
p , xi, yi) (3)

Here, l refers to the loss when fitting the label yi for data xi,
and ni is the constant coefficient.

In federated learning, not all clients are involved in com-
munication during each round. In fact, there is a possibil-
ity a client might never be selected for any communica-
tion round. Before deploying the trained encoder on such
a client, the client will download the encoder from the ag-
gregator and apply local updates to its local predictor. Equa-
tion 4 shows the optimization function.

min
wk

p

L(wkp) =
1

ni

∑
l(we, w

k
p , xi, yi) (4)

3.2. GNN-based Salient Parameter Selection using
Reinforcement Learning

One key issue of FL is the high communication overhead
caused by frequently sharing parameters between clients
and the cloud aggregator server. We observed that deep
learning models (e.g., VGG [30] and ResNet [11]) are usu-
ally over-parameterized. As such, only a sub-set of salient
parameters decide the final output. Therefore, in order to
reduce the communication cost, we implemented a local
salient parameter selection agent for selecting salient pa-
rameters for communication. Figure 2 shows the idea of
using reinforcement learning (RL) to search for the salient
parameter policy. Specifically, inspired by topology-aware
network pruning task [35, 36], we model the neural net-
work (NN) as a simplified computational graph, and use
it to represent the NN’s states. Since NNs are essentially
computational graphs, their parameters and operations cor-
respond to nodes and edges of the computational graph. We
then introduced a GNN-based RL agent, which takes the
graph as input (RL’s environment state) and produces a pa-
rameter selection policy from the topology through GNN
embedding. Additionally, the RL agent uses the selected
sub-model’s accuracy as reward to guide its search for the
optimal policy.

3.2.1 Reinforcement Learning Task Definition

Defining environment states, action space, reward function,
and RL policy are essential for specifying an RL task. In
this section, we will discuss these components in more de-
tail. Algorithm 1 shows the RL search process. For the
search step, we first initialize the target encoder Ê(ŵe) with
the input encoder E(we), and convert it to a graph. If the
size of Ê does not satisfy the constraints, the proximal pol-
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Figure 2. Parameter selection with reinforcement learning. The
parameter selection agent selects a salient parameter and uses the
selected sub-model’s accuracy to search for the desired policy.

icy optimization (PPO) [29] RL agent will produce a pa-
rameter selection policy a (i.e. the action of the RL), to
update Ê. If Ê satisfies the size constraint, the RL agent
will use its accuracy as reward to update the policy. Finally,
the parameter w and corresponding parameter index idx of
the target encoder Ê with the best reward, will be uploaded
to the cloud server.
Environment States. We use a simplified computational
graph G(v, e) to represent the NN model [35]. In a com-
putational graph, nodes represent hidden features (feature
maps), and edges represent primitive operations (such as
’add’,’minus’, and ’product’). Since the NN model involves
billions of operations, it’s unrealistic to use primitive opera-
tions. Instead, we simplified the computational graph by re-
placing the primitive operations with machine learning op-
erations (e.g., conv 3x3, Relu, etc.).
Action Space. The actions are the sparsity ratios for en-
coder’s hidden layers. The action space is defined as a ∈
[0, 1]N , where N is the number of encoder’s hidden layers.
The actor network in the RL agent projects the NN’s com-
putational graph to action vector, as shown in equations 5
and 6.

g = GraphEncoder(G), (5)

a = mlp(g) (6)

G is the environment state, g is the graph representation,
and MLP is a multi-layer perceptron neural network. The
graph encoder learns the topology embedding, and the MLP
projects the embedding into hidden layers’ sparsity ratios.
Reward Function. The reward function is the accuracy
×100 of selected sub-network on validation dataset.

Reward = Accuracy × 100 (7)

Algorithm 1 Salient parameter selection with PPO

In: the shared encoder E(we), model size constraints d
Out: the selected salient parameter and corresponding index
for search step k = 1, 2, .. do

Ê(ŵe)← E(we)
G← computational graph of Ê(ŵe)
while Size(Ê) > d do

a = PPO.Actor Critic(G)
PPO.Memory(G, a)
Ê(ŵe)← pram select(Ê(ŵe), a)
G← computational graph of Ê

end while
Reward = Accuracy(Ê)
if is best Reward then

w ← ŵe

idx← extract the index of ŵe

end if
PPO.update(Reward)

end for
Return w, idx

3.2.2 Update Policy

The RL agent is updated end-to-end through the Proximal
Policy Optimization (PPO) algorithm. The RL agent trains
on the local clients through continual online-learning over
each FL round. Equation 8 shows the objective function we
used for the PPO update policy.

L(θ) = Êt[min(rt(θ)Ât, clip(rt(θ), 1− ε, 1 + ε)Ât)] (8)

Here, θ is the policy parameter (the actor-critic network’s
parameter), Êt denotes the empirical expectation over time
steps, rt(θ)is the ratio of the probability under the new and
old policies, respectively, Ât is the estimated advantage at
time t, and ε is a clip hyper-parameter, usually 0.1 or 0.2.

3.3. Generic Parameter Gradient Controlled Fed-
erated Learning

Inspired by stochastic controlled averaging federated
learning [16], we propose a generic parameter gradient con-
trolled federated learning to correct the heterogeneous gra-
dient. Due to client heterogeneity, local gradient update di-
rections will move towards local optima and may diverge
across all clients. To correct overall gradient divergence by
estimating gradient update directions, we maintain control
variates both on clients and the cloud aggregator. However,
controlling the entire model’s gradients will hurt the local
model’s performance on Non-IID data. To compensate for
performance loss, SPATL only corrects the generic parame-
ter’s gradients (i.e., the encoder’s gradients) while maintain-
ing a heterogeneous predictor. Specifically in equation 9,
during local updates of the encoder, we correct gradient drift
by adding the estimate gradient difference (cg − cl).

we ← we − ηO(L(we, wp; b)−cl + cg) (9)

4



Here, control variate cg is the estimate of the global gra-
dient direction maintained on the server side, and cl is the
estimate of the update direction for local heterogeneous data
maintained on each client. In each round of communication,
the cl is updated as equation 10

c∗l ← cl − cg +
1

Eη
(wg − we) (10)

Here, E is the number of local epochs, and η is the local
learning rate cg is updated by equation 11

cg ← cg +
1

|N |
∑
k∈K

∆ck (11)

∆ck is the difference between new and old local control
variates cl of client k,N is the set of clients, andK is the set
of selected clients. Algorithm 2 shows SPATL with gradient
controlled FL. In each update round, the client downloads
the global encoder’s parameter wg and update direction cg
from server, and performs local updates. When updating the
local encoder parameter we, (cg − cl) is applied to correct
the gradient drift. The predictor head’s gradient remains
heterogeneous. Before uploading, the local control variate
cl is be updated by estimating the gradient drift.

3.3.1 Aggregation with Salient Parameters

Due to the Non-IID local training data in heterogeneous
clients, salient parameter selection policy varies among the
heterogeneous clients after local updates. Since the selected
salient parameters have different matrix sizes and/or dimen-
sions, directly aggregating them will cause a matrix dimen-
sion mismatch. To prevent this, as Figure 3 shows, we
only aggregate partial parameters according to the current
client’s salient parameter index on the server side. Equation
12 shows the mathematical representation of this process.

wg ← wg + η(
1

|K|
∑
k∈K

(wg[ik, :, :]− wk)) (12)

Here, wg is the global parameter, wk is the ith client’s
salient parameter, ik is the wk’s index corresponding to the
original weights, and η is the update step size. By only
aggregating the salient parameter wk and its corresponding
index ik (negligible burdens), we can significantly reduce
the communication overhead and avoid matrix dimension
mismatches.

4. Experiment
We conducted several experiments to examine SPATL’s

performance. Overall, we divided our experiments into
three categories: learning efficiency, communication cost,
and inference acceleration. We also performed an ablation
study and compared SPATL with state-of-the-art FL algo-
rithms.

Encoder Prediction 
head

Parameter 
selection agent

Loss

Local updates

Accuracy

reward

Local data

server

Deep learning model

Parameter selection agent

Selected sub-model

Selected parameters

Accuracy as RewardParameter selection (A
ction)

Global model Client i 

Global model Client i+1 

aggregate

aggregate

Figure 3. Aggregation with salient parameter. For each client, the
aggregator will aggregate partial parameters corresponding to the
client’s salient parameter.

Algorithm 2 SPATL with gradient controlled FL

Server executes:
initialize wg , cg .
for each round t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
K ← random set of clients ∈ N
for each client k ∈ K in parallel do

communicate with client k
wk, ik,∆ck ← ClientUpdate(wg, cg)

end for
wg ← wg + η( 1

|K|
∑
k∈K(wg[ik, :, :]− wk))

cg ← cg + 1
|N |

∑
k∈K ∆ck

end for

ClientUpdate(wg, cg):
B ← split local dataset into batches
initialize the local encoder we ← wg , and control cl
for epoch= 1, 2, . . . , E do

for batch b ∈ B do
we ← we − ηO(L(we, wp; b)−cl + cg)
wp ← wp − ηO(L(we, wp; b)

end for
end for
c∗l ← cl − cg + 1

Eη (wg − we)
∆c← (c∗l − cl)
we, idx← SalientPrameterSelection(E(we), d)
communicate we, idx,∆c
cl ← c∗l

4.1. Implementation and Hyper-parameter Setting

Datasets and Models. The experiments were conducted
with FEMNIST [2] and CIFAR-10 [17]. In FEMNIST,
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Figure 4. Comparison of SPATL with SoTA: the top-1 average test accuracy vs. communication rounds.

we follow the LEAF benchmark Non-IID settings [19]. In
CIFAR-10, each client is allocated a proportion of the sam-
ples of each label according to Dirichlet distribution (with
concentration α). Specifically, we sample pk ∼ DirN (α)
and allocate a pk,j proportion of the instances to client j.
Here we choose the α = 0.1. The deep learning models
we use in the experiment are VGG-11 [30] and ResNet-
20/32 [11].

Federated Learning Setting. Unlike common FL ex-
periment settings that evaluate the model on the server side
after each round of communication, in SPATL, the models
in each client are different. Thus, we evaluate the average
performance of models in heterogeneous clients. We set a
total of 10 clients, and a sample ratio of 1 in each commu-
nication round. During local updates, each client updates
10 rounds locally. The learning rate is 0.01 in VGG-11 and
0.005 in ResNet-32/20. The control variates cl and cg have
been initialized as a zero matrix. When training on CIFAR-
10, each client was allocated 6k images (5K images local
training set and 1k image for local test set).

RL Agent Settings. The RL agent updates the policy ev-
ery 20 search steps and updates 20 epochs in each updating
round. The discount factor is γ = 0.99, the clip parameter is
0.2, and the standard deviation of actions is 0.5. Adam opti-
mizer is applied to update the RL agent, where the learning
rate is 3 × 10−4 and the β = (0.9, 0.999).

Baseline. We compare SPATL with the state-of-the-art
FL algorithms, such as FedNova [33], FedAvg [26], Fed-
Prox [21], and SCAFFOLD [16].

4.2. Learning Efficiency

In this section, we aim to evaluate the learning efficiency
of SPATL by investigating the relationship between com-
munication rounds and the average Top-1 accuracy of the
model. Since SPATL learns a shared encoder, each local
client has a heterogeneous predictor, and the model’s per-
formance is different among clients. Instead of evaluating
a global test accuracy on the server side, we allocate each
client with a local Non-IID training dataset and a valida-
tion dataset and evaluate the average Top-1 accuracy of the

ᤒ໒ 2

SPATL SCAFFOLD FedAvg FedNova FedProx

Client 1 0.828 0.4787 0.427 0.4286 0.4344

Client 2 0.8323 0.6318 0.4633 0.4685 0.4497

Client 3 0.8354 0.6635 0.57 0.5531 0.5327

Client 4 0.8254 0.8177 0.4772 0.548 0.4578

Client 5 0.8202 0.496 0.4123 0.3812 0.4126

Client 6 0.8349 0.4394 0.2453 0.2718 0.4159

Client 7 0.8245 0.4886 0.4015 0.4034 0.4075

Client 8 0.8289 0.6012 0.4256 0.4221 0.4515

Client 9 0.8277 0.5748 0.5131 0.5231 0.5132

Client 10 0.8273 0.5327 0.4608 0.503 0.485
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0.225

0.450

0.675

0.900
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FedAvg FedNova FedProx SCAFFOLD SPATL
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Figure 5. Local accuracy for clients.

model among heterogeneous clients. We train the VGG-
11 [30] and ResNet-20/32 [11] on CIFAR-10 [17], and 2-
layer CNN on FEMNIST [2] separately with 100 rounds
of communication and compare the results with SoTA (i.e.,
FedNova [33], FedAvg [26], FedProx [21], and SCAF-
FOLD [16]).

Figure 4 shows the results. On CIFAR-10, in all ResNet-
20, ResNet-32, and VGG-11, SPTAL outperformed the
state-of-the-art (SoTA) FL methods, where the accuracies
achieved by SPATL are 84.27%, 83.67%, and 84.07%.
Compared to the SCAFFOLD, although the SPATL did not
produce the desired results in the warm-up phase of train-
ing (the first 30 rounds), it catches up after 60 rounds of
communication. The learning curves of SPATL are stable
and smooth, and SPATL generates a higher accuracy than
the SCAFFOLD after training is complete. SPATL outper-
forms FedAvg, FedNova, and FedProx with a large margin,
a significantly higher final accuracy and a much more stable
training process. However, the result on 2-layer CNN is an
exception, the model trained by SPATL has a slightly lower
accuracy than SoTA. We suspect it has to do with the size
of the 2-layer CNN. The assumption of over-parameterized
model no longer holds, thus the salient parameter selection
makes it hard to fit the training data.

We further evaluate the performance of knowledge trans-
fer learning on heterogeneous clients by evaluating each
local client’s model accuracy. Figure 5 shows ResNet-20
on each client’s accuracy after the training is complete (to-
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Table 1. Communication cost for FL methods to achieves 80%
accuracy. R stands for communication rounds, and Avg. cost/
(R*C) represents average communication cost of a single client in
a round.

Method Model R Avg. cost/ (R*C) Total
FedAvg

Res20

>200 2.1MB 4.2GB
FedNova 198 4.2MB 8.32GB
FedProx >200 2.1MB 4.2GB

SCAFFOLD 49 4.3MB 2.1GB
SPATL 52 2.1MB 1.1GB
FedAvg

Res32

>200 3.2MB 6.4GB
FedNova 197 6.4MB 12.6GB
FedProx >200 3.2MB 6.4GB

SCAFFOLD 55 6.5MB 3.6GB
SPATL 50 3.6MB 1.8GB
FedAvg

VGG11

181 42MB 76GB
FedNova 159 84MB 136GB
FedProx >200 42 MB 84GB

SCAFFOLD 54 84 MB 45GB
SPATL 46 61.3 MB 28GB

tal 10 clients trained by SPATL and SCAFFOLD with 100
rounds). SPATL produces better performance on all hetero-
geneous clients. Since SPATL uses heterogeneous predic-
tors to transfer the encoder’s knowledge, the model is much
more robust when dealing with the Non-IID data. How-
ever, our baseline methods (such as SCAFFOLD) share the
entire model when training among Non-IID clients and the
model’s performance may vary on Non-IID clients causing
poor performance on some clients.

4.3. Communication Cost

Although the FedNova [33] and SCAFFOLD [16] have
a stable training process by maintaining gradient control or
gradient normalization variates, their average communica-
tion cost per round is double compared to FedAvg. One key
contribution of SPATL is that it can significantly reduce the
communication cost through salient parameter aggregation.
In each round of communication, SPATL only communi-
cates the selected salient parameters while baseline models
communicate the entire model. To compare communication
overheads, we trained all models to a target accuracy of 80%
and calculated the communication bandwidth consumption
through the training process. We trained ResNet-20/32 [11]
and VGG-11 [30] on CIFAR-10 [17] with 10 clients. Ta-
ble 1 shows the detailed information. The communication
cost is calculated as:

#Rounds× Cost per round for a client×#Clients (13)

Results show SPATL outperforms baseline models. In
ResNet-20, SPATL reduced communication costs by up to
7.6×. (FedNova costs 8.32GB while SPATL only costs
1.1GB). Moreover, SPATL reduced communication by up
to 108GB when training VGG-11 compared to FedNova.

Table 2. Inference acceleration.

Model Avg. sparsity ratio Avg. FLOPs ↓ Highest FLOPs ↓
VGG-11 70% 29.9% 39.7%

ResNet-20 84% 25.8% 31.9%
ResNet-32 82% 29.6% 38.4%

4.4. Inference Acceleration

We further evaluate the inference acceleration of SPATL.
The salient parameter selection agent selects salient pa-
rameters of the client’s model. When doing inference in
the local clients, we forward the input instance to the se-
lected salient sub-model, accelerating the inference time
and reducing computational consumption. Table 2 shows
the inference acceleration status after training is finished.
SPATL notably reduced the FLOPs (floating point oper-
ations per second) in all the evaluated models. For in-
stance, in ResNet-32, the average FLOPs reduction among
10 clients is 29.6%, and the client with the highest FLOPs
reduction achieves 38.4% fewer FLOPs than the original
model, while the client models have a relatively low spar-
sity ratio (the sparsity ratio represents the ratio of salient
parameters compared to the entire model parameters).

4.5. Transferbility of Learned Model

To verify whether SPATL can successfully train a trans-
ferable encoder, we train an encoder through SPATL and
transfer it to new data. We split the CIFAR-10 [17] into two
separate datasets, one with 50K images and another with
10K images. We train VGG-11 for 100 rounds on 50K im-
ages with 10 clients (where each client has 4k image lo-
cal training data and 1k validation set). SPATL trained en-
coder achieves 83.92% average validation accuracy among
clients. After transferring this encoder to the 10K im-
ages (9K training data and 1k validation data) with a pre-
dictor for 50 epochs with batch size 64, it achieves 87.06%
validation accuracy. This shows SPATL can successfully
learn the encoder that can be transferred to another hetero-
geneous dataset.

4.6. Ablation Study

4.6.1 Impact of Gradient Control

This section investigates the impact of gradient control me-
chanics. We maintain control variates in the local and cloud,
which help correct the local update directions and guide the
encoder’s local gradient towards the global optimum. Fig-
ure 6 shows the results of SPATL with and without gradient
control. We train VGG-11 [30] on CIFAR-10 [17] with 10
clients. The results show gradient control remarkably im-
proves the training performance of SPATL. Since SPATL
only aggregates salient parameters, simply averaging the
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Figure 7. Average reward vs. update round.

salient parameters without gradient correction is hard to op-
timize the target model.

4.6.2 Burdens of Reinforcement Learning

One concern of SPATL could be that its reinforcement
learning process may add additional computational burdens
on local clients. In this section, we investigate the feasibil-
ity and applicability of the salient parameter selection rein-
forcement learning agent. We perform the salient parame-
ter selection task on pre-trained ResNet-18 and ResNet-56
separately and record the average reward of the RL agent.
As shown in Figure 7, the salient parameter selection agent
begins converging around round 40 of RL policy updating,
and the agent can yield a parameter selection policy with
the desired reward. The 40 rounds of RL policy updating
is within acceptable resources and computational budgets
in local clients (this process requires 45 minutes of a sin-
gle GPU usage). Furthermore, the RL task has a limited
search space, which is far less resource-hungry than popu-
lar RL tasks (such as gaming, self-driving, etc.). Moreover,
in the FL task, the RL agent is not trained from the start in
every round of communication. Rather, it is trained contin-
uously via online-learning. Since the RL agent will inherit
policy made in previous rounds, the desired policy will be
produced much quicker.

4.7. Limitations

The proposed approach may have poor performance
on simple models. As Figure 4 shows, our approach
works well on over-parameterized neural networks, such as
ResNet [11] and VGG [30] net. However, when it turns to a
less-parameterized model, such as 2-layer CNN, the salient
parameter selection may degrade its performance, making
the model converge slower than the baselines. Generally,
the less-parameterized models are rarely being used in real-
world applications.

5. Conclusion
In this paper, we proposed a federated learning method

called SPATL for efficient federated learning using salient
parameter aggregation and transfer learning. To address the
data heterogeneity in federated learning, we introduced a
knowledge transfer local predictor that transfers the shared
encoder to each client. We further introduced a salient pa-
rameter selection agent that selects the salient parameter of
the over-parameterized model and communicates with the
server. The proposed method notably decreases the com-
munication overhead. We also leveraged the gradient con-
trol mechanism to stabilize the training process and make it
robust. Our experiments show SPATL has a stable training
process and achieves promising results. Moreover, SPATL
significantly reduces the communication cost and acceler-
ates the inference time.
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