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ABSTRACT
Spiking federated learning is an emerging distributed learning par-
adigm that allows resource-constrained devices to train collabora-
tively at low power consumption without exchanging local data.
It takes advantage of both the privacy computation property in
federated learning (FL) and the energy efficiency in spiking neural
networks (SNN). Thus, it is highly promising to revolutionize the
efficient processing of multimedia data. However, existing spiking
federated learning methods employ a random selection approach
for client aggregation, assuming unbiased client participation. This
neglect of statistical heterogeneity affects the convergence and ac-
curacy of the global model significantly. In our work, we propose a
credit assignment-based active client selection strategy, the SFedCA,
to judiciously aggregate clients that contribute to the global sample
distribution balance. Specifically, the client credits are assigned
by the firing intensity state before and after local model training,
which reflects the local data distribution difference from the global
model. Comprehensive experiments are conducted on various non-
identical and independent distribution (non-IID) scenarios. The
experimental results demonstrate that the SFedCA outperforms the
existing state-of-the-art spiking federated learning methods, and
requires fewer communication rounds.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Computing methodologies→ Cooperation and coordination.
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1 INTRODUCTION
With the burst of data growth and evolving multimedia technolo-
gies, FL emerges as a transformative approach that promises to
address key challenges related to data privacy and data sharing. In
recent years, FL has yielded many achievements based on artificial
neural networks (ANNs) in the areas of image and video analyt-
ics, speech recognition, and content recommendation, advancing
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Figure 1: The influence of selecting different clients. In case 1,
client 1 and 2 participate in the aggregation; in case 2, client
2 and 3 participate.

the development of multimedia technologies for privacy and secu-
rity [11, 13, 30]. However, the excessive computational power cost
makes traditional ANN-based FL methods difficult to be deployed
on resource-constrained edge devices.

Spiking federated learning provides a solution to this problem.
It is an emerging federated learning paradigm that deploys SNN
models with low power consumption on clients, and jointly trains
them while maintaining data security and privacy [17, 25]. The
SNN mimics the dynamical mechanisms of biological neurons and
communicates with sparse spiking signals rather than real numbers,
thus it has extremely low computational power consumption [27].
The effectiveness of spiking federated learning has been demon-
strated in many scenarios such as audio recognition, radar signal
recognition, and neuromorphic visual recognition [16, 18, 24, 25].

Despite achieving successful applications in many fields, these
spiking federated learning methods only focus on random sampling
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schemes for client selection, which often damage the accuracy and
convergence speed of the global model. This is because samples
of each client follow a non-IID that is known as statistical hetero-
geneity in real federated systems. The high degree of statistical
heterogeneity makes not all models trained by all clients suitable
for the global model, and blindly aggregating all client models tends
to reduce the global model efficiency [3, 14]. As shown in Figure 1,
when the clients randomly selected (case 1 in Figure 1) to participate
in the aggregation have similar data distributions, the aggregated
global model also has a more restricted view. If the selected clients
could cover a wider distribution (case 2 in Figure 1), the global
model also has a stronger classification ability.

To address this issue, researchers have theoretically analyzed the
effects of statistical heterogeneity and proposed several active client
selection strategies. These methods select clients to participate in
the aggregation based on the differences between the model of
clients and the server to accelerate the convergence of the global
model on non-IID data [4]. The latest approaches select clients
based on the difference in gradient between the global and local
model, and significantly improve model performance on non-IID
data [1, 20]. However, these strategies are proposed on ANN-based
FL and do not take into account the special training mechanisms
of spiking federated learning as well as the proprietary biological
neuronal information.

To obtain a spiking federated learning method with resistance
to the effects of non-IID, we introduce a credit assignment concept
from SNN, which is used to measure the contribution of individual
neurons in SNN models [21]. We use this concept to describe the
contribution of clients to the global model. Specifically, the assigned
credit can be derived from the unique characteristics of spiking
neurons associated with training effectiveness. The firing rates of
neurons describe their activity level and excitatory state, providing
important insights into the dynamic behavior, information trans-
mission speed, and neural activity patterns of the neural network
[10]. The firing rate stats also have been demonstrated to be reflec-
tive of the training value of the model in SNN [9, 26]. Based on the
above analysis, we propose a spiking federated method built on the
credit assignment-based client selection strategy, called SFedCA.
Our main contributions are summarized as follows.

• We present the SFedCA method that realizes effective client
selection on spiking federation learning. To the best of our
knowledge, this is the first attempt to use the active client
selection strategy in the spiking federated learning field,
which addresses the slow convergence and low accuracy
problems brought by non-IID.
• We propose a client credit assignment method based on the
firing rate difference of spiking neurons. Clients selected by
this method can provide a large data distribution scope for
the global model updating.
• Our method outperforms existing spiking federated learn-
ing methods under multiple non-IID distributions, achieving
higher accuracy, faster convergence, and more stable perfor-
mance.

2 BACKGROUND AND RELATEDWORKS
2.1 Integrate-and-Fire (IF) spiking neuron

model
A common spiking neural network consists of spiking neurons
that simulate biological information processing. These neurons
receive binary spikes as the input and after various membrane
potential transformation rules, then these neurons will also emit
spike sequences as the output. Integrate-and-Fire (IF) is one of the
most popular neuron models in SNNs [2, 12, 22], simulating the
changes in membrane potential and current inside neurons in a
simple and effective manner. The main activities of the IF neuron
include charging, discharging, and resetting, represented by the
following formulas.

𝑣𝑙,𝑡 = 𝑢𝑙,𝑡−1 +𝑤𝑙 · 𝑜𝑙−1,𝑡 , (1)

𝑜𝑙,𝑡 = 𝑔

(
𝑣𝑙,𝑡 − 𝑢𝜃

)
, (2)

𝑢𝑙,𝑡 = 𝑣𝑙,𝑡
(
1 − 𝑜𝑙,𝑡

)
+ 𝑢reset · 𝑜𝑙,𝑡 , (3)

where 𝑣𝑙,𝑡 represents the chargingmembrane potential under thresh-
old in the 𝑙𝑡ℎ layer at time 𝑡 ; 𝑜𝑙,𝑡 is the output spikes of the 𝑙𝑡ℎ layer
neurons at time 𝑡 ; 𝑢𝑙,𝑡 is the neuronal membrane potential after
the spike function; 𝑢𝜃 is the firing threshold; 𝑢reset is the resetting
potential; 𝑔(𝑥) is the Heaviside function defined as follows:

𝑔(𝑥) =
{

0, 𝑥 < 0;
1, 𝑥 ≥ 0. (4)

Figure 2 shows the information processing of the IF neuron.
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Figure 2: Information processing in IF neuron model. The
neuron receives input spikes causing the change of mem-
brane potential, and when it exceeds the threshold, the neu-
ron fires a spike and resets the membrane potential.

The SNN models used in this work are constructed by the IF
neuron model.

2.2 Spiking Federated Learning
The first spiking federated learning method was proposed by [16],
which was trained in an online manner and evaluated on two clients.
Current research in this area can be categorized into the following
two aspects. In terms of training methods, [18] presented FedSNN
which has a more complex network structure and can be applied
on a larger client scale by the backpropagation algorithm. When
the total number of clients is greater than 10, FedSNN selects the
clients for aggregation in a randomized way. Then, Yang et al.
proposed a decentralized federated neuromorphic learning method
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LFNL [25], that dynamically selected clients with high capabilities
(e.g., computational and communication capabilities) as leaders
aggregating all 4 client models. In terms of applications, reference
[24] applied the FL framework with SNNs to distributed traffic
sign recognition. In [29], spiking FL was used in radar gesture
recognition with privacy requirements, and a novel FL approach
with distributed parameter pruning was designed to reduce the
communication cost of FL.

Although current spiking federated learning has yielded consid-
erable research results, these methods either aggregate all clients
or randomly select partial clients, ignoring the impact on statistical
heterogeneity. In this paper, we view client selection as a credit
assignment problem and use the properties of SNNs to select clients
that are “important” for training, aiming to improve the accuracy
and convergence speed of the global model.

3 METHOD
In this section, We first formally describe the federated learning
problem and introduce the local model training process. Then, we
analyze the relationship between credit allocation and data distri-
bution balancing and present the specific client selection strategy.

3.1 Problem Formulation
A common federated learning system consists of 𝑁 clients and a
central server. Each client, indexed by 𝑘 = 1, 2, · · · , 𝑁 , maintains a
local private dataset D𝑘 . The typical federated learning objective
is:

min
𝑾
L (𝑾 ) =

𝑁∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑝𝑘L𝑘 (𝑾 ) , (5)

where L(𝑾 ) is the global loss function for model𝑾 , and the global
loss is calculated from the local lossesL𝑘 (𝑾 ) of all clients weighted
according to the fraction of data 𝑝𝑘 =

|D𝑘 |∑𝑁
𝑘=1 |D𝑘 |

, |D𝑘 | is the local
data scale of client 𝑘 .

At the 𝑟𝑡ℎ round, the server broadcasts the global model𝑾𝑟 to
all clients to initiate the local training process. Upon receiving the
initial model𝑾𝑟 , each client trains the model on its private dataset
for 𝑒 epochs. In the federated learning process, the server only takes
a subset of clients P𝑟 with size |P𝑟 | = 𝑃 < 𝑁 for aggregation. These
clients upload the local trained model {𝑾𝑟+1

𝑘
}𝑘∈P𝑟 to the server.

The server aggregates these models (usually by averaging [15]) to
obtain the global model𝑾𝑟+1. This procedure can be formulated
as Eq. (6):

𝑾𝑟+1 =𝑾𝑟 − 𝜂𝑟∑
𝑘∈P𝑟 |D𝑘 |

∑︁
𝑘∈P𝑟

|D𝑘 |∇L𝑘
(
𝑾𝑟 ) , (6)

where ∇L𝑘 means the gradient of L𝑘 , 𝜂𝑟 is the learning rate of
the 𝑟𝑡ℎ round. In this study, we have an easily satisfied assumption
that in each round, the local model converges to 𝜀-neighborhood
of the optimum on the local data after training for 𝑒 epochs.

Figure 3 shows the framework of the proposed SFedCA method.
The client uses local data to train the model and then uploads it
to the server. The server aggregates the selected client models and
redistributes them to the clients for the next round of training.

3.2 Local Model Training
For each client, the local model is implemented by an SNN model.
The local model training is started by encoding the input data
𝜉 ∈ R3×𝑑×𝑑 into spike trains 𝑥 ∈ {0, 1}T×3×𝑑×𝑑 , where 3 × 𝑑 × 𝑑
is the shape of input data and T is the time window.

For an 𝐿 layers SNNmodel, the spike output 𝑜𝑙 =
(
𝑜𝑙,1, 𝑜𝑙,2, · · · ,

𝑜𝑙,T
)T

of each layer is calculated by Eq. (1), (2) and (3), and Tmeans

transpose. We use 𝑜𝑙,𝑡 (𝜉,𝑾 ) to represent the spike output of the

𝑙𝑡ℎ layer at the 𝑡𝑡ℎ time step, where𝑾 =

(
𝑤1,𝑤2, · · · ,𝑤𝐿

)T
.

The local loss function L is defined by the cross-entropy loss
between the predicted classification probability of each classify
neuron 𝑧𝐿 (𝜉 ;𝑾 ) and the ground truth labels 𝑦, as shown below:

L (𝜉,𝑦;𝑾 ) = −
𝐶∑︁
𝑐=1

𝑦 [𝑐] log
(
𝑧𝐿 (𝜉 ;𝑾 ) [𝑐]

)
, (7)

where [𝑐] means the component of the vector in the 𝑐𝑡ℎ category
and 𝐶 is the number of categories. The predicted classification
probability 𝑧𝐿 (𝜉 ;𝑾 ) is calculated by the firing rate of the last layer
neurons as follows:

𝑧𝐿 (𝜉 ;𝑾 ) [𝑐] =
exp

(∑T
𝑡=1 𝑜

𝐿,𝑡 (𝜉 ;𝑾 ) [𝑐]
)

∑𝐶
𝑐=1 exp

(∑T
𝑡=1 𝑜

𝐿,𝑡 (𝜉 ;𝑾 ) [𝑐]
) . (8)

During the backpropagation of the error L, the gradient of the
loss with respect to the model weights𝑾 is computed according to
Eq. (1) - (3) as follows:

𝜕L
𝜕𝑾

=
𝜕L
𝜕𝑧

𝜕𝑧

𝜕𝑜

𝜕𝑜

𝜕𝑣

𝜕𝑣

𝜕𝑾
. (9)

The 1𝑠𝑡 , 2𝑛𝑑 , and 4𝑡ℎ terms of Eq. (9) can be derived by the chain
rule, while the original function of the 3𝑟𝑑 term i.e. Eq.(4) is an
undifferentiable function. Following reference [2], we take the gra-
dient of the arc tangent function as the surrogate gradient of Eq.
(4), which is shown as follows:

𝜕𝑜

𝜕𝑣
=

𝛼

2
(
1 +

(
𝜋
2 𝛼 · 𝑜

) ) , (10)

where𝛼 is a hyperparameter that controls the shape of the surrogate
gradient and we set it to 2.0.

3.3 Credit Assignment and Distribution Balance
Under the non-IID data distribution cases, clients should be as-
signed higher credit that can add new distributional information
to the global model from the previous round. The firing rate of the
SNN model provides an effective idea to measure the distribution
difference without directly comparing the data. For close data dis-
tributions, SNN neurons will exhibit similar spike firing patterns
[26], so models trained on dissimilar distributions will show large
differences in firing rates.

To explore the relationship between the credit assignment and
distribution balance, we analyze different aggregation cases across
different distributions. Table. 1 shows an example of MNIST (using
categories 0, 1 and 2) with three clients. In round 1, we aggregate
clients 1 and 2, and the accuracy of the global model on the test set
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Figure 3: The framework of SFedCA. In the local training process, the client calculates the firing rate difference Δ𝑹𝑟
𝑘
according

to the global model𝑾𝑟 and the updated local model𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘

. The server selects 𝑃 clients with higher firing rate differences from
client candidates S, and gets the new global model by aggregating the parameters of selected clients.

is 66.44%. Based on this global model, we calculate the firing rate
difference before and after local training (2 epochs) on each client.
Client 3 has the largest difference in data distribution used with
the global model that aggregates clients 1 and 2, and also has the
largest firing rate difference 9.63%. The data distributions across
clients 1 and 2 exhibit a pronounced imbalance. Therefore, when
client 3—possessing a distinct data distribution—is omitted from
the aggregation in round 2, it results in the lowest test accuracy
66.44%. When client 3 is aggregated with 1 and 2, respectively,
the test accuracy achieves 74.33% and 82.29%, respectively. This
phenomenon suggests that a selection strategy favoring larger firing
rate differences yields faster convergence.

Table 1: Example of MNIST about the relationship between
firing rate and distribution balance on MNIST.

Client 1 Client 2 Client 3 Test set

Data distribution 2400: 300: 300 300: 2400: 300 300: 300: 2400 300: 300: 300
Round 1 aggregation ! ! 59.30
Firing rate difference 3.55 5.76 9.63

Round 2 aggregation
cases

! ! 66.44
! ! 74.33

! ! 82.29

3.4 Client Selection Strategy
According to the above analysis, we propose a client selection
strategy based on the firing rate difference in this section. We
introduce a candidate set in our method to enhance the diversity
of selected clients. This is because this strategy will select the few
clients with the most representative global distribution within a
few rounds and continue to select them frequently. In addition, a
small candidate set also helps reduce the communication and power
costs associated with calculating firing rate differences. Specifically,
there are three steps in each round:

Step 1. Obtain the Candidate Client Set. The server randomly
samples a sub client set S(𝑃 < |S| = 𝑆 < 𝑁 ) as candidates. In
this way, the diversity of clients participating in each round of
aggregation can be guaranteed.

Step 2. Calculate the FiringRate differences. In the 𝑟𝑡ℎ round,
for any candidate client 𝑘 ∈ S𝑟 , the local SNN model is initialized
with the global model𝑾𝑟 . At this point, all local samples are prop-
agated forward on the local model to count the average firing
rates 𝑹𝑘 (𝑾𝑟 ) =

[
𝑅𝑘,1 (𝑾𝑟 ) , 𝑅𝑘,2 (𝑾𝑟 ) , · · · , 𝑅𝑘,𝐶 (𝑾𝑟 )

]T, where
𝑅𝑘,𝑐 (𝑾𝑟 ) is the average firing rate on the 𝑐𝑡ℎ category samples, 𝐶
is the number of categories. The 𝑅𝑘,𝑐 (𝑾𝑟 ) is calculated as follows:

𝑅𝑘,𝑐
(
𝑾𝑟 ) = 1

|D𝑘,𝑐 |
∑︁

𝜉∈D𝑘,𝑐

1
𝐿

𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

1
T |𝑙 |

T∑︁
𝑡=1

𝑜𝑙,𝑡 (𝜉 ;𝑾𝑟 ), (11)

where D𝑘,𝑐 is the set of samples in client 𝑘 of category 𝑐 with size
|D𝑘,𝑐 |, 𝜉 ∈ D𝑘,𝑐 is the sample in D𝑘,𝑐 , 𝐿 is the number of SNN
model layers, |𝑙 | is the number of neurons in layer 𝑙 , T is the time
window of SNN, 𝑜𝑙,𝑡 (𝜉 ;𝑾𝑟 ) means output spikes of the layer 𝑙 at
the time step 𝑡 with the model𝑾𝑟 on the sample 𝜉 .

Then the local model is trained 𝑒 epochs on the local data, and is
updated to𝑾𝑟+1

𝑘
. With the updated model, the updated firing rates

𝑹𝑘

(
𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘

)
can be calculated as the same as the Eq. (11).

The firing rate difference Δ𝑹𝑟
𝑘
of client 𝑘 is defined as the sum

of the average firing rate difference of the local model over each
category samples. Δ𝑹𝑟

𝑘
is calculated as follows:

Δ𝑹𝑟
𝑘
=

𝐶∑︁
𝑐=1

(
𝑅𝑘,𝑐

(
𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘

)
− 𝑅𝑘,𝑐

(
𝑾𝑟 ) )2 . (12)

This process is illustrated in the local training part of Figure 3.
Step 3. Select Clients with High Firing Rate Difference.

From the candidate set S𝑟 , the server selects 𝑃 clients with the high-
est Δ𝑹𝑟

𝑘
to construct the active client set P𝑟 . The server aggregates

the local models of selected clients to obtain the global model𝑾𝑟+1
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at the (𝑟 + 1)𝑡ℎ round. Our method takes the FedAvg as the basic
FL method, and the global model is given by averaging the local
models on P.

The overall process of SFedCA is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: SFedCA
Input :number of clients 𝑁 , number of selected clients 𝑃 ,
Output : the final global model𝑾

1 Initialize global model𝑾0 ;
2 for each round 𝑟 = 0, 1, · · · do
3 Randomly sample the candidate clients S𝑟 ;
4 for each client 𝑘 ∈ S𝑟 in parallel do
5 Calculate the firing rate 𝑹𝑘 (𝑾𝑟 ) with the 𝑟𝑡ℎ global

model𝑾𝑟 on D𝑘 ;
6 𝑾𝑟

𝑘
←𝑾𝑟 ;

7 𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘
← TrainLocal(D𝑘 ;𝑾𝑟

𝑘
) ;

8 Calculate the firing rate 𝑹𝑘
(
𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘

)
with the

(𝑟 + 1)𝑡ℎ local model𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘

on D𝑘 ;

9 Δ𝑹𝑟
𝑘
← ∑𝐶

𝑐=1

(
𝑅𝑘,𝑐

(
𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘

)
− 𝑅𝑘,𝑐 (𝑾𝑟 )

)2
;

10 Construct the active client set P𝑟 using the 𝑝 clients
with the highest firing rate difference Δ𝑹𝑟

𝑘
;

11 𝑾𝑟+1 ← Average({(𝑾𝑟+1
𝑘
}𝑘∈P𝑟 ) ;

12 𝑾 ←𝑾𝑟+1 ;
13 return final model𝑾

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Experimental Setups
4.1.1 Models and Datasets. Experiments are conducted on three
benchmark datasets: MNIST [8], Fashion-MNIST [23] and CIFAR-
10 [7]. On MNIST, we use a simple structure with 2 convolutional
(Conv) layers and 2 fully-connected (FC) layers. The VGG-5 struc-
ture is implemented on Fashion-MNIST. On CIFAR-10, we take the
more complex AlexNet as the backbone.

We take four methods to simulate the data heterogeneity:
• 𝑫𝒊𝒓 (𝜶 ): following [5], we use the Dirichlet distribution to
construct data partitions among all the clients, where the
sample scales and categories are both unbalanced. The pa-
rameter 𝛼 determines the degree of data heterogeneity be-
tween clients.
• 𝑫𝒊𝒓𝑵 (𝜶 ): following [19], all the 𝑁 clients have all the sam-
ple categories but the sample scales obey Dirichlet distribu-
tion.
• 2𝑺𝒉𝒂𝒓𝒅𝒔: following [15], we divide the data samples with the
same label into subsets and assign 2 subsets with different
labels to each client.
• 𝑪𝑰 (𝒏1 : 𝒏2;𝜶 ): following [28], we set an class-imbalanced
(CI) distribution. For a 10-classes data set, the global dataset
has the same amount of 𝑛1 data samples for five classes and
𝑛2 data samples for the other five classes. The sample size
of all clients follows a 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (𝛼) distribution.

4.1.2 Implementation Details. We set the number of clients 𝑁 =

100, the number of candidates 𝑆 = 10 and the number of selected
clients 𝑃 = 2. For each client, we set the batch size as 128, and train
the local model by SGD optimizer learning rates 𝜂 = 0.1, 0.003,
and 0.05 for the MNIST, Fashion-MNIST, and CIFAR-10 datasets,
respectively.

For both theMNIST and Fashion-MNIST datasets, the local model
is trained for 5 epochs on each client, and for the CIFAR-10 dataset,
the local model is trained for 10 epochs per client. The total feder-
ated learning round is set to 300.

For the SNNmodel, we encode the pixel values into spike trains of
length T = 12 using a spiking Conv layer [27]. The firing threshold
𝑢𝜃 is 1 and the reset potential 𝑢reset is 0.

The source code of our method is shared in the supplementary
material.

4.1.3 Baselines. We take one of the widely used spiking federated
learning methods FedSNN [18] as the baseline, which is based
on the FedAvg implementation. Based on FedSNN, we compare
with the latest active client selection strategies in traditional FL,
including the DivFL [1] and FedMoS [20]. DivFL approximates
the aggregation of gradients of all the clients with that of selected
clients. FedMoS keeps customized momentum buffers on both
server and clients tracking global and local update directions to
alleviate the model discrepancy. The client selection strategies are
applied to the FedSNN in our experiments and are denoted by
FedSNN+DivFL and FedSNN+FedMoS, respectively.

4.2 Comparison Results
In this section, we conduct experiments on MNIST, Fashion-MNIST
and CIFAR-10 with four different non-IID types. To evaluate the per-
formance of SFedCA, we compare it with the ANN-based FedAvg,
FedSNN and two client selection strategies.

Table 2 shows the comparison results of the proposed SFedCA
method and other federated learning methods, in which the high-
est accuracies of spiking FL methods are marked in bold. SFedCA
achieves the highest accuracy among spiking FL methods on most
scenarios in all three datasets. Especially on the 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) distri-
bution of Fashion-MNIST and CIFAR10, SFedCA have the high-
est accuracies 71.03% and 63.50%, respectively. It is worth noting
that SFedCA also outperforms the ANN-based FedAvg approach
in many scenarios, which have been considered a challenge in
previous studies of SNNs [12]. This phenomenon is particularly
evident on CIFAR-10, and even most of the spiking FL methods
achieve higher accuracy than the ANN-based FL methods. This sug-
gests that SNN models are more advantageous than ANN models
in federated learning tasks with complex samples.

The baseline FedSNN method, which does not perform active
client selection, exhibits widely varying results on different distri-
butions of different datasets, such as the lowest accuracy of 77.10%
on the𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3) distribution of MNIST and the highest accuracy
of 67.50% on 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3) of CIFAR-10. This suggests that the FL
method based on stochastic aggregation is highly sensitive to the
sample distribution change and is not a stable strategy.

Although FedSNN+DivFL and FedSNN+FedMoS introduce active
client selection strategies and outperform the vanilla FedSNN on
partial scenarios, they fail to maintain higher accuracy under all
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Table 2: Accuracy comparison with different methods on different datasets.

Methods MNIST Fashion-MNIST CIFAR-10
𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) 2Shards 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3) 𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3) 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) 2Shards 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3) 𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3) 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) 2Shards 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3) 𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3)

FedAvg [15] 96.51 95.15 97.97 93.36 69.44 67.13 72.71 65.33 56.99 34.25 54.00 45.69
FedSNN [18] 95.80 93.58 97.34 77.10 68.30 64.07 65.89 62.49 60.32 26.49 67.50 53.23
FedSNN+DivFL [1] 85.80 92.49 97.23 85.30 62.50 59.45 64.21 61.01 58.76 28.67 62.67 49.36
FedSNN+FedMoS [20] 95.95 92.64 98.29 93.69 67.87 63.02 73.41 60.46 58.07 29.20 69.53 53.91
SFedCA (Our) 96.37 95.39 98.21 94.46 71.03 65.60 72.50 61.37 63.50 46.53 67.01 55.93

Table 3: The number of communication rounds to achieve target test accuracies of different methods.∗

Methods MNIST Fashion-MNIST CIFAR-10
𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3)
Acc 90%

2Shards
Acc 90%

𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3)
Acc 95%

𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3)
Acc 90%

𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3)
Acc 65%

2Shards
Acc 60%

𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3)
Acc 65%

𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3)
Acc 60%

𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3)
Acc 50%

2Shards
Acc 40%

𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3)
Acc 60%

𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3)
Acc 50%

FedAvg [15] 114 135 55 161 52 38 22 24 253 - - -
FedSNN [18] 99 196 82 - 239 218 244 256 186 - 61 192
FedSNN+DivFL [1] - 206 87 - - - - 189 209 - 161 -
FedSNN+FedMoS [20] 91 186 30 184 162 184 84 114 245 - 41 216
SFedCA (Our) 55 140 25 119 151 189 118 123 82 151 29 128
∗ - means this method failed to achieve the target accuracy within the preset number of rounds.
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Figure 4: The convergence curves of SFedCA and other spiking FL methods on MNIST with different client numbers.

distributions, such as the 2Shards of Fashion-MNIST and 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3)
of CIFAR-10. This is because these methods select clients based on
gradient or momentum information, whereas the gradient of the
SNN model is obtained by temporal accumulation. This renders the
SNN gradient less effective in accurately reflecting the true sample
distribution information across clients. Consequently, suchmethods
hard to pinpoint those clients that would optimally contribute to
broadening the scope of the global sample distribution.

In general, our proposed SFedCA method achieves higher and
more stable performance than the randomized and traditional active

selection methods, which is attributed to the client credit assign-
ment strategy based on the characteristics of the SNN model.

4.3 Communications Required for Target
Accuracy

In this section, we compare the communication efficiencies of dif-
ferent methods mentioned in Table 2.

Table 3 shows the required communication rounds to achieve
target test accuracies of different methods, in which the lowest
numbers in spiking FL methods are marked in bold. The target
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test accuracy is set according to the final test accuracy in Table 2.
SFedCA requires a minimum number of communication rounds to
achieve target accuracies in almost all scenarios. On the 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3)
distribution of CIFAR-10, SFedCA only takes 82 rounds to achieve
the target 50% accuracy which is 104 fewer rounds than the second
fastest FedSNN method.

Comparison with FedSNN shows that the client selection strat-
egy of SFedCA has a significant improvement in the number of
communication rounds. As contrast, there are large fluctuations
in the effectiveness of the other two active FL methods. On the
2Shards of MNIST, the number of FedSNN+DivFL communication
rounds is 10 more than FedSNN; On the 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) of CIFAR-10,
FedSNN+FedMoS takes 59 more rounds than FedSNN.

Based on the above experimental results, our method achieves
an improvement over the random sampling method on different
datasets, and at the same time has stronger stability compared to
traditional active client sampling strategies.

4.4 Impact of Number of Participating Clients
In this section, we validate the adaptability of our approach to
different client numbers and proportions of selected clients. Two
sets of experiments are conducted on MNIST.

Different total client numbers. In the first set of experiments,
we fix the proportion of selected clients to be 0.1 and the candidate
ratio to be 0.2, and set the total numbers of clients to be 10, 20, 50,
100, 150 and 200. The test non-IID type is set to 𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3). In
this setting, we compare our method with FedSNN and its variants
of active forms to verify the efficiency of SFedCA.

Figure 4 shows the convergence curves of different methods.
SFedCA achieves the highest accuracy rate for different numbers of
clients. As the number of clients increases to 200, the gap between
the other methods and our SFedCA becomes more pronounced.
When the number of clients is small (10 and 20), the accuracy
differences between these methods are smaller, because the can-
didate set is smaller and the range of client selection is smaller.
FedSNN+FedMoS stays competitive when the number of clients is
small, but shows more fluctuations when 𝑁 is increased to 150, and
lags significantly behind SFedCA when 𝑁 is 200.

Different selected client numbers. In the second set of exper-
iments, we fix the total number of clients to 100 and the number
of candidates to 20. The numbers of selected clients are 2, 5, 10, 15
and 20. The test non-IID type is set to 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3). In this setting, we
take the SNN-based FedAvg which aggregates all the clients as the
baseline to explore the client efficiency of SFedCA.

Figure 5 shows the test accuracies of SFedCA with different
numbers of selected clients. The accuracy of the FedAvg considering
all the clients is 96.74%. When only two clients are selected per
round, SFedCA is less accurate than FedAvg in Figure 5 only 96.69%.
As the number of selected clients increases to 5, the accuracy of
SFedCA exceeds that of FedAvg. Upon increasing the number to
20, all candidate sets participate in the aggregation, and clients
with redundant information instead interfere with the optimization
direction of the global model. This will lead to a downward trend in
model accuracy. This suggests that actively selected clients provide
higher training efficiency.
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Figure 5: The performance of SFedCA with different selected
client numbers.

The experimental results in this section demonstrate that SFedCA
can effectively select clients suitable for global model optimization
under different total numbers of clients and numbers of participat-
ing clients.

4.5 Robustness to Data Noise
In this section, we analyze the robustness of the global model
trained by SFedCA against noise perturbations in data. Specifi-
cally, we add the Gaussian noise to the inputted test data following
[6]. Gaussian noise simulates random errors often encountered in
real-world scenarios, and we set its L2-norm from 0.0 to 0.5 of the
L2-norm of the given input data.
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Figure 6: Accuracy of different methods on the noised CIFAR-
10 data.

Figure 6 shows the test accuracies change with different noise
rates. Figure 6a records the test results of models trained on𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3)
of CIFAR-10. The accuracy of SFedCA do not decrease until the
noise rate is less than 0.3. When the noise rate is greater than 0.3,
SFedCA and FedSNNhave similar decreasing trends. FedSNN+DivFL
has a flatter downward curve and is consistently higher than Fed-
SNN but lower than SFedCA. Although FedSNN+FedMoS also has
a flatter trend, the accuracy is not competitive. Figure 6b records
the test results of on 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3) of CIFAR-10. Although the Fed-
SNN+FedMoS method has high initial accuracy, it decreases most
rapidly as the noise rate increases. Our SFedCA method maintains
a similar decrease rate as FedSNN for both data distributions. Com-
pared to other active methods, the robustness of SFedCA to noise
is not degraded by the loss of client randomness.
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4.6 Client Data Distribution Analysis
To analyze the effect of our method on the balance of the data
distribution, we visualize the data distribution of selected clients in
this section. We test methods on the 𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3) distribution of
CIFAR-10 which have the largest difference in category proportions.
Figure 7 shows the variation of the cumulative proportions of the
selected client samples with training rounds.
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Figure 7: Proportion of sample distribution of clients selected
by different methods on the 𝐶𝐼 (3 : 1; 0.3) of CIFAR-10. Larger
points indicate a larger percentage.

Since the first five categories in this distribution are three times
as numerous as the last five, the distribution of client samples ran-
domly sampled by FedSNN obeys this ratio. The proposed SFedCA
has a more balanced distribution, i.e., the proportion of classes 1-5
samples in round 281 is the smallest of all methods, and classes 6-
10 also have a higher share. This further suggests that SFedCA is
effective in balancing the distribution of samples indirectly used by
the global model.

4.7 Comparison of Energy Consumption
To demonstrate the low power consumption advantage of SFedCA,
we calculate the theoretical power cost of our method and ANN-
based FedAvg. Following [31], we calculate the number of opera-
tions (OPs) in models. For the ANN model, OPs is the number of
floating point operations (FLOPs). For SNN, OPs is the number of
synaptic operations (SOPs), which is formulated as follows:

SOPs(D𝑡 ) =
1
|D𝑡 |

𝑹D𝑡
(𝑾 ) × T × FLOPs(D𝑡 ), (13)

where D𝑡 is the test dataset; 𝑹D𝑡
(𝑾 ) represents the firing rate

of the SNN model on D𝑡 with parameters𝑾 ; FLOPs(D𝑡 ) denotes
the number of floating point operations, i.e., MAC (multiply and
accumulate) operations; SOPs(D𝑡 ) represents the number of Accu-
mulate (AC) operations based on spikes. Take the implementation
on 45 nm hardware as an example, one FLOPs and one SOPs com-
putation consume 4.6 pJ and 0.9 pJ of energy, respectively.
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Figure 8: Training power cost with different target accuracies
on MNIST.

We conduct experiments on the the 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) and 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3)
of MNIST, using the same network architecture for both ANN-
based FedAvg and SFedCA. Figure 8 shows the training power cost
changes of these two methods to achieve the target test accuracies.
SFedCA keeps an extremely low consumption power cost at all
the target accuracies. In addition, the increase in training power
consumption of SFedCA consistently grows slower as the target
accuracy increases from 50% to 90%. The training power growth of
FedAvg ramps up as it reaches 90% accuracy, and at 95%, the cost
required is close to five times that of SFedCA.

Table 4: Average inference power costs (𝜇𝐽 ) of different meth-
ods.

Methods MNIST CIFAR-10

𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3) 𝐷𝑖𝑟 (0.3) 𝐷𝑖𝑟100 (0.3)

FedAvg 13.478 13.478 386.308 386.308
SFedCA (Our) 6.858 6.809 51.558 57.858

Table 4 shows the average inference power costs of FedAvg and
SFedCA on a single sample of MNIST and CIFAR-10. On the simple
MINST dataset, SFedCA is half the cost of FedAvg; on the more
complex CIFAR-10, SFedCA saves 7 times the inference power.

The above experimental analysis demonstrates the significant
advantages of SFedCA over the traditional ANN-based FL approach
in terms of training and inference power consumption.

5 CONCLUSION
In this paper, to address the neglect of statistical heterogeneity in
existing spiking FL methods, we propose an SFedCA method with
an active client selection strategy. This approach introduces the
concept of credit alignment from SNNs, and uses the difference in
firing rates before and after local model training to compute the
client credit. By selecting clients with high credit, the global model
can indirectly reach a more balanced data distribution, thus speed-
ing up model convergence and improving accuracy. We conducted
experiments on four different non-IIDs in three datasets. The ex-
perimental results indicate that SFedCA can effectively improve
the accuracy of the global model and reduce the communication
rounds. SFedCA is more stable applied to different datasets and
distribution scenarios than traditional active selection strategies. It
has a significant power advantage over the ANN-based FL method,
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with inference power savings of up to 7 times. We note that al-
though SFedCA helps to improve the sample balance of the global
model, it is still not optimal. Therefore, in our future work, we will
further investigate more accurate measurements of client credits to
improve the global model performance.
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