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ABSTRACT

Federated learning’s poor performance in the presence of
heterogeneous data remains one of the most pressing issues
in the field. Personalized federated learning departs from the
conventional paradigm in which all clients employ the same
model, instead striving to discover an individualized model
for each client to address the heterogeneity in the data. One
of such approach involves personalizing specific layers of
neural networks. However, prior endeavors have not provided
a dependable rationale, and some have selected personal-
ized layers that are entirely distinct and conflicting. In this
work, we take a step further by proposing personalization
at the elemental level, rather than the traditional layer-level
personalization. To select personalized parameters, we intro-
duce Bayesian neural networks and rely on the uncertainty
they offer to guide our selection of personalized parameters.
Finally, we validate our algorithm’s efficacy on several real-
world datasets, demonstrating that our proposed approach
outperforms existing baselines.

Index Terms— Federated Learning, Bayesian Neural
Network, Distributed Learning

1. INTRODUCTION

Recent artificial intelligence algorithms are predominantly
data-driven, where the quantity of data plays a pivotal role
in determining the effectiveness of these algorithms. How-
ever, the escalating awareness of security concerns and the
increasingly stringent privacy regulations compel researchers
and enterprises to seek methods that allow for training with-
out compromising privacy. Federated learning emerges as
a viable solution. It introduces a collaborative training ap-
proach without direct access to clients’ raw data. Among the
most favored algorithms within federated learning research is
FedAvg[1]. This method involves averaging client models af-
ter multiple rounds of local training to obtain a global model.
Due to its efficiency in communication, FedAvg outperforms
FedSGD, as it eliminates the need for communication in
every round.
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Fig. 1. FedAvg aggregates client models through averaging
to obtain a global model, which is subsequently distributed to
clients for training.

However, recent experiments have unveiled the shortcom-
ings of FedAvg. When client data distributions deviate from
being independently and identically distributed (non-IID), the
algorithm’s performance experiences a sharp decline[2]. To
address this issue, several algorithms have sought to enhance
FedAvg. FedProx employs a proximal term to constrain client
training, ensuring that their models do not deviate excessively
from the global model[3]. Meanwhile, SCAFFOLD employs
control variables to rectify client drift[4].

Another category of methods, known as Personalized
Federated Learning (PFL), departs from some fundamental
aspects of FedAvg. Instead of striving for a global optimum
model, PFL seeks to provide each client with a personalized
model to excel in their local data context. Given the com-
plexity of real-world data and the diverse situations faced by
individual clients, PFL aligns more closely with reality. A
key consideration for a PFL algorithm lies in managing the
interplay between shared knowledge and client-specific ex-
pertise. It must strike a balance between gaining advantages
through collaborative training and effectively adapting to the
unique challenges faced by each client.

Prototype-based PFL aggregates client prototypes as com-
mon knowledge and utilizes global prototypes to guide client
training[5][6]. Meanwhile, clustering-based algorithms posit
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that common knowledge exists among similar clients, aggre-
gating clients within the same class[7]. Meta-learning-based
algorithms employ a meta-learner as common knowledge to
instruct client learning[8][9]. The most prevalent approach in-
volves personalization of model parameters, with a focus on
layer-wise personalization. Algorithms such as FedPer [10]
and LG-FedAVG [11] personalize the model’s feature extrac-
tor and classifier layers. These two algorithms have divergent
opinions on which layers should be personalized, emphasiz-
ing the urgent need for an interpretable personalized parame-
ters selection scheme.

Feature Extractor Classifier

LG-FedAvg FedPer

Fig. 2. LG-FedAvg and FedPer diverge in their perspectives
on which parts of the model should be personalized. LG-
FedAvg posits that the feature extractor constitutes the per-
sonalized layer, whereas FedPer contends that the classifier
serves as the personalized layer.

To address this issue, we propose a simple yet effective
approach that leverages the uncertainty of Bayesian neural
networks to select personalized parameters. Parameters with
higher uncertainty indicate a greater scope for improvement,
with changes in these parameters exerting minimal impact on
the final outcome compared to others. In the context of feder-
ated learning, the uncertainty of the global model also carries
new significance. When employing model aggregation meth-
ods based on KL divergence, the global model’s uncertainty
encompasses the discrepancies among client models regard-
ing the parameters. Consequently, parameters with higher un-
certainty signify those where a consensus cannot be easily
reached. We designate parameters with room for improve-
ment and those exhibiting substantial client-to-client discrep-
ancies as personalized parameters.

Through experiments conducted on various benchmark
datasets, we have demonstrated the superiority of our method
over FedPer and LG-FedAvg. This underscores the rationality
of our approach to personalized parameters selection, which
outperforms previous layer-based personalization techniques.

2. PROBLEM SETTING

Suppose we have N clients and a central server. In per-
sonalized FL, each client has its distinct dataset, denoted as
D1, . . . ,DN . Here, Di = (xn, yn)

Ni
n=1 represents the labeled

data of client i. Our model is denoted as fw : X → Y , where
w ∈ W represents the model parameters, and we employ the
loss function ℓ : X × Y → R. There is a mask M have same
shape with w, represent the personalized parameters of w,
then the underlying optimization goal of PFL is:

min
W
{F (W ) :=

1

N

N∑
k=1

E[ℓ(wg, wi;x, y)]} (1)

where W = (w1, w2, ..., wn) denotes the collection of all
client models and wg denotes global model. The goal of el-
ement level parameter personalization is to identify a mask
M that determines which parameters should be personalized.
The loss can be rewrite as E[ℓ(wi⊙M+wg⊙(1−M);x, y)].

3. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we will discuss the method we propose,
namely Federated BNN for Parameter Selection (FedBPS).
We employ Bayesian neural networks to guide our selection
of personalized parameters. Bayesian neural networks as-
sume a distribution of parameters. In our case, We assume
no correlation between elements; hence, the parameter distri-
bution of the neural network will follow a diagonal Gaussian
distribution. This distribution can be characterized by its
mean and variance, where higher variance indicates that the
parameters have a larger adjustment range, making them
suitable candidates for personalized parameters.

3.1. Bayesian Neural Network

The key distinction between Bayesian neural networks and
point-estimate neural networks lies in how Bayesian neural
networks treat parameters as distributions rather than a single
fixed values. Consequently, Bayesian neural networks pro-
vide a measure of uncertainty regarding network parameters.
When a parameter exhibits a high variance, it implies that the
parameter’s value is uncertain, and changes in this parame-
ter have a smaller impact on model performance compared to
other parameters. Therefore, such parameters are well-suited
for use as personalized parameters, as they can accommodate
personalized tasks without significantly affecting the global
subnetwork performance.

Bayesian neural network posterior estimation employs
two main approaches: Variational Inference (VI)[12][13][14]
and Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)[15][16][17]. The
MCMC involves sampling from the posterior to estimate its
density, while VI makes parametric assumptions about the
posterior and seeks to find the distribution within a family
of distributions that is closest to the posterior distribution
by minimizing the Evidence Lower Bound (ELBO). Both
of these methods entail higher computational and storage
overhead compared to point-estimate neural networks.



To acquire the posterior distribution of parameters, we
employ the Laplace approximation method[18]. Since we
do not require precise posterior results but rather their rela-
tive magnitudes, the Laplace approximation aligns perfectly
with our needs. Laplace approximation utilizes second-order
derivative information at a specific point to approximate the
distribution as a Gaussian distribution, with the distribution
depicted as follows:

w ∼ N (w0, (∇2
wL(D;w)|w0

)−1) (2)

Compared to algorithms based on MCMC and VI, Laplace
approximation is faster and can be seamlessly integrated with
point-estimate neural network algorithms since it is a post
hoc method.

3.2. Bayesian Neural Network For Personalized Parame-
ters Selection

In this section, we will discuss how to select personalized pa-
rameters based on uncertainty. Let’s assume we have a matrix
W representing the parameters, where nW denotes the total
number of elements in W . Let p denote the proportion of
personalized parameters we require, so we need pnW person-
alized parameters. We create a matrix M of the same shape as
W , where its elements are composed of 0 and 1. A threshold
a make there are pnW elements in variance σ bigger than a.

Mij =

{
1 if σ ≥ a
0 if σ ≤ a

(3)

Thus, personalized parameters can be represented as:

wi = wi ⊙M + wg ⊙ (1−M) (4)

where ⊙ is Hadamard product and wg is the global model.
This formula signifies that any new parameter wi will origi-
nate from either wi or wg . When the parameter’s variance is
low, it will adopt the value of the global model parameter, and
when the variance is high, this personalized parameters will
adopt the value of wi.

When dealing with a single model, parameter selection
based on uncertainty is straightforward. However, in the
context of personalized federated learning, each client pos-
sesses their own personalized model. Consequently, selecting
personalized parameters can lead to disparities. To address
this, We will first aggregate the global parameter distribution
N (µg, σg) and then determine which parameters should un-
dergo personalization by using σg . In this context, we opt for
an aggregation scheme based on KL divergence.

µg =

N∑
i=1

πiµi

σg =

N∑
i=1

πiσi + πi(µi − µ)2

(5)

Algorithm 1 Personalized Federated BNN for Parameter Se-
lection
Input: Datasets Di, initial NN weight wi

Output: wi, i = 1, . . . , n

1: procedure SERVER EXECUTES
2: for t = 1, 2, . . . , T do
3: for i = 1, 2, . . . , N do
4: wi, σi ← CLIENTUPDATE(wi)
5: wg =

∑N
i=1 πiwi

6: σg =
∑N

i=1 πiσi + πi(wi − w)
7: Get threshold a using proportion p
8: Calculate mask M from σ by Equation 3
9: wi = wi ⊙M + wg ⊙ (1−M)

10: procedure CLIENTUPDATE(w)
11: for e = 1, 2, . . . , E do
12: w ← w − η∇f(w)
13: σ ← ∇2

wL(Di;w)
14: Return w, σ

From the formula, it is evident that the variance of the
aggregated model is determined by the mean of client model
variances and the variance of that mean. Consequently, the
global model comprises components with low variance and
minimal discrepancies among clients, while personalized pa-
rameters exhibit high variance or substantial inter-client dis-
parities.

4. EXPERIMENTS

4.1. Setup

Datasets We evaluate our algorithm and the baseline on three
popular datasets: MNIST, which consists of handwritten dig-
its with 10 classes; Fashion-MNIST, featuring 10 clothing
categories; and CIFAR-10, containing colored images with
10 classes.

Data Partition To simulate each client’s heterogeneous
dataset, we follow the approach of [4][6]. Each client pos-
sesses an equal number of samples, but they are divided into
major and minor classes. We set the number of major classes
to 2, with the remaining classes designated as minor. The pro-
portion of major classes to the total client data is represented
as s = 0.2 which quantifies the degree of data heterogeneity.
In line with the personalized federated learning setup, we ap-
ply the same partitioning to the test set to ensure that both the
training and test sets are drawn from the same distribution.

Baselines We will compare the following three baselines:
FedAvg, representing the traditional setup where the goal is
to learn a global model; FedPer, which employs the classifier
as a personalized layer; and LG-FedAvg, which uses the fea-
ture extractor as a personalized layer. By contrasting FedPer
and LG-FedAvg with these layer-based personalization algo-



Table 1. The final test accuracy on different datasets under
non-IID settings.

Method MNIST FMNIST CIFAR10

FedAvg 98.49 87.28 71.53
FedPer 96.48 92.09 75.27
LG-FedAvg 96.44 91.92 76.52

FedBPS(ours) 96.87 92.51 76.80

Table 2. The impact of different datasets on hyperparameters
in a heterogeneous data setting.

Proportion MNIST FMNIST CIFAR10

30% 95.44 91.13 75.27
50% 97.74 93.14 75.72
70% 96.87 92.52 76.80
90% 96.23 92.19 76.23

rithms, we aim to gain intuitive insights into the effectiveness
of the algorithms. Our method, FedBPS, using 70% of the
parameters as personalized parameters.

Implementation details For each method, we will adopt
common settings for local training. We will use SGD as the
local optimizer with a learning rate of η = 0.01, a batch size
of B = 128, weight decay set to 5e-4, and momentum set to
0.9. In the context of federated learning, the local epoch will
be set to E = 5. The total communication rounds will be set
to T = 60 for MNIST and Fashion-MNIST, and T = 100 for
CIFAR-10. For the neural networks, we will employ LeNet-
5[19] for MNIST and Fashion-MNIST. For CIFAR-10, we
will make adjustments to LeNet by preserving its architectural
structure while increasing the network’s width, all networks
with two sets of convolutional and pooling layers, followed
by three fully-connected layers. To investigate the effect of
network depth on hyperparameters, we will conduct exper-
iments using ResNet[20] architectures of varying depths on
the CIFAR-10 dataset.

4.2. Numerical Results

We conducted experiments on three distinct datasets, and it
is evident from the results in Table 1 that our method outper-
forms the baseline in most scenarios. The only exception is
observed in the case of the MNIST dataset, where FedAvg ex-
hibits superior performance. Nevertheless, our approach still
achieves higher accuracy compared to layer-level personal-
ized methods. These experiments substantiate the effective-
ness of our algorithm.

Clearly, the proportion of personalized parameters has
a profound impact on the algorithm’s effectiveness. Here,
we continue to assess the influence of hyperparameters
on experimental results across these three datasets. We
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Fig. 3. The impact of personalization proportion on accuracy
under the FMNIST dataset.

Table 3. The impact of the depth of ResNet on hyperparame-
ters in a heterogeneous data setting.

ResNet20 ResNet32 ResNet44 ResNet56

30% 72.13 72.47 72.17 71.75
50% 73.21 72.96 73.19 73.34
70% 74.92 74.25 73.94 73.73
90% 75.08 74.96 74.49 74.60

conducted experiments with personalization proportions of
30%, 50%, 70%, 90%, and the final outcomes are presented
in Table 2. It is noteworthy that the optimal personalization
proportion varies significantly depending on the dataset and
model used. These results can only suggest that the optimal
proportion may fall between 50% and 90%.

For ResNet architectures of different depths, the result are
presented in Table 3. The recommended personalization pro-
portion falls within the range of 70% to 100%, which differs
from the earlier LeNet architecture. However, it is evident
that the depth of network with similar architecture has mini-
mal influence on the choice of personalization proportion.

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced an approach for selecting person-
alized parameters to enable personalized federated learning,
leveraging the uncertainty obtained from Bayesian neural net-
works for parameter selection. Our method offers enhanced
flexibility, allowing for the selection of personalized param-
eters at a finer granularity, and incurs additional costs well
within acceptable bounds compare with other Bayesian ap-
proach. Through experiments conducted on various datasets,
we have validated the superior performance of our approach
compared to layer-level personalized federated learning.
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