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Abstract—Federated Learning (FL) empowers multiple clients
to collaboratively train machine learning models without sharing
local data, making it highly applicable in heterogeneous Internet
of Things (IoT) environments. However, intrinsic heterogeneity
in clients’ model architectures and computing capabilities often
results in model accuracy loss and the intractable straggler prob-
lem, which significantly impairs training effectiveness. To tackle
these challenges, this paper proposes a novel Heterogeneity-aware
Personalized Federated Learning method, named HAPFL, via
multi-level Reinforcement Learning (RL) mechanisms. HAPFL
optimizes the training process by incorporating three strategic
components: 1) An RL-based heterogeneous model allocation
mechanism. The parameter server employs a Proximal Pol-
icy Optimization (PPO)-based RL agent to adaptively allocate
appropriately sized, differentiated models to clients based on
their performance, effectively mitigating performance disparities.
2) An RL-based training intensity adjustment scheme. The
parameter server leverages another PPO-based RL agent to
dynamically fine-tune the training intensity for each client to
further enhance training efficiency and reduce straggling latency.
3) A knowledge distillation-based mutual learning mechanism.
Each client deploys both a heterogeneous local model and a
homogeneous lightweight model named LiteModel, where these
models undergo mutual learning through knowledge distillation.
This uniform LiteModel plays a pivotal role in aggregating and
sharing global knowledge, significantly enhancing the effective-
ness of personalized local training. Experimental results across
multiple benchmark datasets demonstrate that HAPFL not only
achieves high accuracy but also substantially reduces the overall
training time by 20.9%-40.4% and decreases straggling latency
by 19.0%-48.0% compared to existing solutions.

Index Terms—Federated Learning, Reinforcement Learning,
Personalized Learning, Heterogeneity-aware

I. INTRODUCTION

With the continuous advancement of Internet of Things
(IoT) technology [1], the deployment of IoT devices is expe-
riencing unprecedented growth. As of 2021, there are already
over 10 billion active IoT devices worldwide, and this number
is expected to exceed 25.4 billion by 2030. By 2025, an
estimated 152,200 IoT devices will be connecting to the
Internet every minute, contributing to a projected increase in
data generation to 73.1 Zettabytes by that year—a dramatic
422% rise from the 17.3 Zettabytes recorded in 2019. Tradi-
tionally, such vast amounts of data have been managed through
centralized learning (CL) methods [2] [3], which aggregate
data to train or fine-tune models. Although CL is effective
for developing high-precision models and straightforward to
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implement, it relies heavily on centralized data collection. This
dependency raises substantial privacy and security concerns,
particularly as IoT devices often hold sensitive information,
such as medical records containing patients’ private health data
or personal sensitive banking details. Data owners’ reluctance
to share such data compromises the feasibility of CL for
practical applications. Moreover, the CL model, necessitating
extensive data collection, incurs significant communication
costs, which make it impractical for resource-constrained de-
vices operating in bandwidth-limited edge wireless networks,
thereby restricting the scalability and applicability of the CL
approach in the rapidly evolving IoT environment.

Federated Learning (FL) embodies a collaborative learning
paradigm, specifically designed to address privacy concerns.
This approach utilizes a distributed learning algorithm that
allows clients to independently process local datasets without
the necessity to exchange raw data [4]. In FL system, the
server distributes a global model to each participating client,
who then utilizes their unique local dataset to train a local
model. Upon completion of training, clients transmit their
model parameters to the server, which aggregates these contri-
butions to refine the global model. This strategy ensures that
the global model can effectively leverage the collective data
from all participating clients without compromising individual
data privacy, thus making FL highly practical and broadly
applicable across various data-sensitive sectors.

Despite its vast potential, FL encounters significant im-
plementation challenges that hinder its widespread adoption.
In addition to managing data privacy, one primary issue
in FL arises from the computational and communication
efficiency constraints that occur within networks of hetero-
geneous devices [5] [6] [7]. In synchronous FL systems,
performance disparity—defined here as any factors that impact
client training in a given round and contribute to training
latency—can include specific elements such as computational
resources, dataset size, and model size. This disparity often
leads to “straggler problems,” where high-performance devices
must wait for slower devices to complete their tasks before
proceeding to aggregation. This delay can severely impact
resource utilization and model efficiency, underscoring the
need for methods that can dynamically adapt to the varied
capacities of different clients.

In synchronous FL, the disparity in performance among het-
erogeneous devices often causes “straggler problems”, where
high-performance devices are delayed as they must wait for
lower-performance devices to complete training and data up-
load before aggregation can proceed [8] [9]. One common
strategy to mitigate this issue and reduce straggling latency
involves allocating different training intensities based on client
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performance, where “training intensity” in this context refers
to varying the number of training epochs assigned to each
client during federated training rounds. However, while this
approach can enhance the efficiency of high-performance
devices, it also risks exacerbating disparities. Specifically,
allocating too many epochs to high-performance devices and
too few to lower-performance ones can lead to an imbalance,
which might not only decrease the accuracy of the aggregated
model due to under-representation of data from less capable
devices but also result in suboptimal utilization of all client
data across the network.

While Semi-FL [10] and Asyn-FL [11] approaches have
been proposed to address training latency in federated learn-
ing, each comes with notable limitations. Asyn-FL improves
scalability and efficiency by allowing clients to update models
asynchronously, yet it often struggles with stability in model
convergence, especially in environments with numerous nodes
or significant computational delays. Similarly, Semi-FL seeks
a balance between global consistency and performance ef-
ficiency by introducing a delay window for client updates.
However, its effectiveness depends heavily on carefully tuning
this window, which complicates deployment in large-scale
systems.

To address the challenges outlined above, this paper in-
troduces a novel adaptive Heterogeneity-aware Personalized
Federated Learning method, named HAPFL. HAPFL leverages
two deep reinforcement learning (DRL) agents to dynamically
allocate appropriately sized heterogeneous models and tailored
training intensities to clients based on their performance
capabilities, respectively. Furthermore, to tackle the obstacles
posed by model heterogeneity during global model aggrega-
tion, each client is additionally equipped with a homogeneous
lightweight model, named LiteModel. This setup allows each
client to train its personalized local model under intensities
specified by the reinforcement learning (RL) agent, while the
LiteModel engages in mutual learning with the local model
through knowledge distillation [12]. These well-learned ho-
mogeneous LiteModels are then used to perform global model
aggregation. This dual-model approach not only facilitates effi-
cient and effective global model aggregation but also enhances
the local model with insights gained from the LiteModel,
which accumulates and transfers knowledge across all clients.
Moreover, to mitigate the adverse impacts of low-contributing
clients on the accuracy and stability of the global model,
this paper proposes a novel model aggregation method using
information entropy and accuracy weighting. In summary, this
paper makes the following three key contributions:

1) We propose a novel heterogeneity-aware personalized
federated learning framework, named HAPFL, that
leverages two functional RL agents. These two agents
are respectively designed to adaptively determine ap-
propriately sized heterogeneous models for each client
and dynamically adjust each client’s training intensities
based on their computing capabilities and performance,
aiming to effectively mitigate the serious straggler prob-
lem and reduce the straggling latency.

2) We introduce a lightweight homogeneous model called
LiteModel, which is deployed on each client. This

LiteModel and the corresponding local model on each
client engage in continuous knowledge transfer through
knowledge distillation-based mutual learning. The Lite-
Model serves as a universally consistent model designed
to aggregate and distribute global knowledge, thereby fa-
cilitating local training processes and effectively tackling
the challenges associated with heterogeneous models.

3) We develop a prototype of HAPFL and conduct exten-
sive simulations to evaluate its performance on three
well-known datasets: MNIST, CIFAR-10 and ImageNet-
10. Experimental results demonstrate that our HAPFL
approach significantly outperforms baseline methods,
improving model accuracy by up to 7.3%, reducing
overall training time by 20.9% to 40.4%, and decreasing
straggling latency differences by 19.0% to 48.0%.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II briefly reviews the related works. Section III presents
the system modeling and problem formulation. Section IV
elaborates on the design of our HAPFL approach. Section V
provides experimental results. Section VI concludes this paper.

II. RELATED WORK

This section briefly reviews some related work in FL and
discusses the limitations of these methods.

The most widely recognized algorithm in FL is the Feder-
ated Average (FedAvg) [13] proposed by Google. However,
FedAvg is built upon assumptions of independent and identi-
cally distributed (IID) data, uniform model architectures, and
reliable network connections. In practice, FedAvg struggles
with non-IID data and client performance heterogeneity, which
is common in real-world scenarios [14]. To address the issue
of heterogeneous client performance, various methods have
been proposed. Lei Yang et al. [15] utilized a clustering
approach that groups clients based on performance, allocating
the same model to each cluster and aggregating the different
models on the server side. Ruixuan Liu et al. [16] introduced a
hierarchical heterogeneous aggregation framework that assigns
different-sized models to clients based on their computing
capabilities, with a hierarchical aggregation of global models.
Jun Xia et al. [17] adopted lightweight modellets and local
models of varying sizes, training them through Deep Mutual
Learning and aggregating all modellets on the server side for
knowledge sharing. Yae Jee Cho et al. [13] tackled model
heterogeneity by passing soft labels of local models, clustering
soft labels on the server side, and training local models through
knowledge distillation. Jianyu Wang et al. [18] proposed a
method to address the objective inconsistency problem in het-
erogeneous federated optimization. By normalizing the model
updates from clients, FedNova ensures comparability of up-
dates from clients with diverse data distributions and computa-
tional capacities, enhancing convergence stability in federated
learning settings with significant client heterogeneity. While
these methods improve client performance utilization, they
rely on pre-allocated fixed models and training intensities. In
dynamic client groups with significant performance disparities,
these approaches may still result in high straggler latency.

Personalized Federated Learning (PFL) aims to address
client heterogeneity by tailoring models to individual clients.
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For example, Smith et al. [19] proposed Federated Multi-task
Learning, where different tasks were learned across clients.
Muhammad et al. [20] introduced Fedfast, a framework de-
signed to accelerate federated recommender system training
by allocating different training intensities to clients based on
their capabilities, which reduces latency and improves effi-
ciency. Li et al. [21] developed Ditto, which used personalized
aggregation schemes to improve fairness and robustness in
federated settings. Similarly, Fallah et al. [22] leveraged meta-
learning techniques to personalize the model for each client.
These efforts aim to account for individual differences across
clients by customizing models based on local data and local
conditions. However, despite the success of these methods
in accommodating client heterogeneity, they do not directly
address the issue of client latency and the associated straggler
problem. In dynamic environments where clients experience
varying latencies and computational capabilities, these per-
sonalized approaches may still suffer from inefficiencies, as
clients with slower performance can cause delays in the overall
training process, leading to high straggler latency.

Recent advancements in PFL have proposed methods that
go beyond basic personalization. For example, Deng et al. [23]
introduced FedASA, which adapts model aggregation to ac-
count for heterogeneous mobile edge computing environments,
addressing some aspects of latency and model convergence.
Lee et al. [24] proposed FedL2P, which personalizes federated
learning by utilizing model regularization techniques to handle
data heterogeneity. Yang et al. [25] further extended these
ideas by developing FedAS, a method that bridges inconsisten-
cies in personalized federated learning. These methods, while
advancing PFL, still do not fully tackle the latency issues faced
by clients with significantly varying performance capabilities.
In these scenarios, where high-performance clients finish train-
ing faster than low-performance ones, the straggler problem
persists.

Moreover, in FL, clients’ training intensity is mostly uni-
form. However, in synchronous FL, high-performance clients
completing training more quickly than lower-performance
ones exacerbate the “straggler problem,” where faster clients
must wait for slower ones before global aggregation can
proceed. Although asynchronous FL [26] [27] [28] presents
advantages in addressing the straggler problem, it also poses
risks of model quality degradation and server crashes. Sev-
eral approaches have been proposed to address this issue.
Tianming Zang et al. [29] implemented a clustering method
based on upload or communication time [30], ensuring that
clients with similar time metrics are grouped together. In each
training round, clients within the same group are selected for
training, thereby reducing waiting time and mitigating the
straggler problem. Yangguang Cui et al. [31] introduced a
utility-driven and heterogeneity-aware heuristic user selection
strategy. By considering client performance and heterogeneity,
this approach optimizes client selection to minimize straggling
latency. Peichun Li et al. [32] proposed on-demand learning,
which adjusts the local model structure, gradient compression
strategy, and computational frequency according to personal-
ized latency and energy constraints.

Although these methods effectively reduce straggling la-

tency, they may face challenges in adapting to complex and
dynamic environments. Further research is needed to develop
robust and adaptable solutions for addressing the straggler
problem in FL effectively. In recent years, DRL has emerged
as a powerful tool for solving complex sequence decision
optimization problems [33]. Given that FL can be conceptu-
alized as a Markov decision process (MDP), DRL presents
a promising approach for optimizing FL. Building on the
success of DRL in FL optimization, several studies have
applied DRL to address FL resource allocation challenges.
To tackle the straggler problem in FL, Manying Zeng et al.
[34] utilized a DRL model to dynamically adjust local training
intensity. By adaptively modifying the training intensity based
on local conditions, this approach effectively reduces strag-
gling latency, enhancing overall FL performance. Similarly,
Yi Jie Wong et al. [35] employed a DRL model for client
selection and allocation of training intensity. By leveraging
DRL, clients are intelligently selected and assigned varying
levels of training intensity, thereby optimizing FL resource
allocation and further mitigating the straggler problem. While
these methods have shown effectiveness in reducing straggling
latency, they face challenges when dealing with client groups
exhibiting large performance disparities. Extreme resource
allocation in such scenarios could potentially lead to perfor-
mance degradation of the global model. When performance
differences among clients are significant, allocating extensive
training intensity to high-performance clients while providing
minimal training intensity to lower-performance clients can
create extreme imbalances in training. This imbalance may
lead to the global model’s performance degradation, as the
limited training experienced by lower-performance clients can
result in insufficient learning and poor model convergence.
Thus, further research is essential to develop robust and
adaptive DRL-based approaches that can effectively handle
varying performance levels among client groups in FL settings.
In this context, in this paper, we propose a multi-level DRL-
based personalized FL framework that incorporates two DRL
agents to adaptively determine the client model sizes and
training intensities for each client, respectively, and introduce
a homogeneous lightweight LiteModel for global model ag-
gregation enhanced by knowledge distillation-based mutual
learning to address the model heterogeneity issues. Table I lists
some comparisons between previous works and our work.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF METHODS ON STATISTICAL HETEROGENEITY,

RESOURCE CONSTRAINTS, AND STRAGGLER PROBLEM

Method Statistical Heterogeneity Resource Constraints Straggler Problem

FedAvg ✗ ✗ ✗
FedProx ✓ Partial ✓ ✗
pFedMe ✓ Partial ✓ ✗
Ditto ✓ ✗ ✗
FedASA ✓ ✓ ✗
FedNova ✓ Partial ✓ ✓
FedDdrl ✓ Partial ✓ ✓
HAPFL ✓ ✓ ✓
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III. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section describes our HAPFL system model, mainly
consisting of five phases, and the problem formulation that
will be addressed in this paper.

A. System Model

Consider a FL system comprising K devices, each capable
of participating in the learning process. In each communication
round r, a subset of k clients is randomly selected from the
total pool of K clients. Specifically, each round includes the
following five phases:

Performance Assessment Training: Each client performs
training with the LiteModel wlite

r,i to evaluate their current
computational capabilities. The resulting data, which reflects
each client’s performance capability, is then sent back to the
server. This step is crucial as it provides the server with each
client’s real-time processing power and readiness, enabling the
server to make better decisions about allocations of model
sizes and training intensities in subsequent phases.

Pr,i = feval(w
lite
r,i ;Di), (1)

where Pr,i denotes the performance metric of client i at round
r, feval is the assessment function, and Di represents the local
dataset of client i.

Adaptive Training Adjustment: The server employs two
distinct Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO)-based RL agents.
Utilizing the performance assessment information Pr received
from clients, these two agents generate two separate policies:
πs and πE . The first policy πs determines the optimal size
ssizer of each client’s local model, while the second policy
πE adjusts the training intensities, specifically the number
of training epochs Er. These tailored configurations are then
communicated back to the clients for implementation.

πs : Pr → ssizer ; πE : Pr → Er. (2)

These training adjustments are specifically tailored based on
the latest insights derived from RL agents, using the current
performance metrics of clients. This ensures that all clients
perform local training with models and training intensities
optimally suited to their distinct capacities.

Model Distribution: After making adaptive training adjust-
ments with two RL agents in round r, the server dispatches
the most recent global LiteModel wlite

r , along with the corre-
sponding aggregated differentiated local models wlocal

r , to the
participating clients based on the adjustment information. This
ensures that all clients start their local training processes with
the most updated models, maintaining consistency across the
learning network.

Local Training and Mutual Learning: Clients initialize or
update their LiteModels wlite

r,i and local models wlocal
r,i , as well

as the assigned number of training epochs Er,i, according to
the decisions issued by the PPO agents. Subsequently, both
the LiteModel wlite

r,i and the local model wlocal
r,i engage in

local training using local datasets Di while simultaneously
participating in mutual learning through knowledge distilla-
tion. After the training phase concludes, clients upload their
newly updated local model and LiteModel back to the server.

The model is updated using the stochastic gradient descent
algorithm, as follows:

wr+1,i = wr,i − η∇Li(wr,i,Di), (3)

where η is the learning rate and Li is the loss function.
Global Model Aggregation: The server aggregates the

LiteModels {wlite
r+1,i}ki=1 received from all clients to update

the global LiteModel:

wlite
r+1 =

1

k

k∑
i=1

wlite
r+1,i. (4)

Additionally, it organizes the variously sized local models into
several groups based on their sizes and aggregates the same-
sized models within each group separately:

w
(size)
r+1 =

1

|G(size)r+1 |

∑
i∈G(size)

r+1

wlocal
r+1,i, (5)

where G(size)r+1 is the group of clients with the same model size
size. This dual model aggregation process prepares them for
the next round of each client’s model initialization, ensuring
that updates are efficiently tailored to each client’s diverse
capabilities and configurations.

This improved FL system facilitates collaborative training
of heterogeneity-aware personalized models across distributed
heterogeneous devices while preserving data privacy. The
adaptive training strategies ensure that each client contributes
effectively to the collective learning process while realizing
each client model’s personalization. Notably, the incorpora-
tion of LiteModels facilitates a dual-learning mechanism that
boosts not only personalized local model performance through
knowledge distillation but also enhances global model accu-
racy through knowledge transfer and systematic aggregation.

B. Problem Formulation

In a typical FL system comprising a server and K clients,
each client i ∈ K maintains a local dataset Di of size Di.
The complete FL training process involves several key phases:
model distribution, local training, and model aggregation. The
total time required for these processes in each communication
round r can be approximated as:

Tr,i = T b
r,i + T c

r,i + Tu
r,i + T a

r,i, (6)

where T b represents the time needed for broadcasting the
model to the clients, T c means the computation time at the
client, Tu indicates the time spent on model uploading, and
T a denotes the model aggregation time at the server.

However, the heterogeneity in client capabilities and dataset
sizes often results in significant variations in local computation
times among clients, leading to significant straggling latency
in overall system performance. These straggling latencies are
predominantly due to the local computation time, which often
exceeds the combined time for model distribution, uploading,
and aggregation.

Local computation comprises two components: performance
assessment training and local training. Performance assess-
ment training involves one epoch of local training with
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Fig. 1. Overview of HAPFL architecture

the client’s LiteModel to evaluate the client’s computational
capacity, with training time denoted as T d. Local training
encompasses one round of training using both the LiteModel
and local model on the client side, with training time denoted
as T l. The total time cost for client i in round r is given by:

T c
r,i = T d

r,i + T l
r,i. (7)

In FL, the server synchronizes model aggregation after
all clients complete their training. Straggling latencies are
exacerbated when faster clients must wait for the slower ones.
Defining Sr as the set of participating clients in the r-th
training round, with j and j′ denoting the slowest and fastest
clients, respectively, the straggling latency in the r-th round
can be expressed as:

∆T c
r = T c

r,j − T c
r,j′ , j ̸= j′, j ∈ Sr, j

′ ∈ Sr, (8)

T c
r,i = τr,i · T̂ e

r,i, (9)

T̂ er, i = f(Di, w
(size)
r,i , ψi), (10)

where T̂ e
r,i is the average time required for a single epoch of

training on client i. This time depends on the client’s hardware
capabilities, dataset size Di, and the size of the allocated
model w(size)r, i. f(·) is a function capturing the client’s
computational performance, and ψi represents the hardware
and resource constraints of client i.

Such straggling latency primarily results from differences in
client hardware performance and dataset sizes. To minimize
these latencies, it is effective to allocate models of varying

sizes and assign different training intensities based on client
performance, which can significantly reduce discrepancies in
training times. Let τr,i represent the assigned training intensity
for client i in round r, with the objective to minimize ∆T c

r :

min∆T c
r = min(T c

r,j − T c
r,j′), (11)

Subject to ∑
i∈Sr

τr,i = τ̃r (12)

τr,i > 0 (13)

U(w(size)r,i) ≥ ε (14)

Equation (12) ensures that the total training intensity allocated
to each client in round r is equivalent to a predefined total
τ̃r. Equation (13) guarantees that every participating client
completes at least one local training iteration. Equation (14)
indicates that the parameter count of the allocatable model
exceeds the minimum threshold required for the current task,
ensuring that the model can effectively fulfill the training task.
Here, U(·) represents the function for computing the model
parameter count.

IV. HAPFL APPROACH DESIGN

In this section, we will elaborate on the design of the
HAPFL’s architecture and detail the specific algorithms em-
ployed within this framework. The detailed process of the
HAPFL algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1.
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A. Overview of HAPFL Architecture

The overall architecture of the HAPFL method is illustrated
in Figure 1. In each round of federated training, clients first
submit requests to participate in a round of federated training.
After receiving these requests, the server selects appropriate
clients. These selected clients conduct the performance assess-
ment training based on the LiteModel and send the resulting
data back to the server. Utilizing this assessment information,
the server then performs adaptive training adjustments through
an RL-based heterogeneous model allocation mechanism and
an RL-based training intensity adjustment scheme. These
adjustments are designed to optimally balance each client’s
unique capabilities and overall training efficiency. The server
then sends the LiteModel, heterogeneous local models, and
the training adjustment information back to the participating
clients. After receiving local models with assigned training
intensities, clients undertake local training using a knowl-
edge distillation-based mutual learning mechanism to enhance
learning efficiency. Upon completing their training, clients
upload the training information to the server, including model
parameters, the accuracy of both the local model and Lite-
Model, the associated training time costs, and the information
entropy of the client dataset. The server separately aggregates
the collected LiteModels and heterogeneous models using a
weighted aggregation method that considers both information
entropy and model accuracy. Simultaneously, the server calcu-
lates RL rewards based on the collected training information
and stores the (states, actions, rewards) tuples in a memory
buffer. Once the memory buffer is full, it triggers the update
of two RL models, continuously refining the training process.
This cycle ensures that the HAPFL system dynamically adapts
to the evolving needs and capabilities of its diverse clients.

B. Performance Assessment Training

In a real dynamic FL environment, client participation and
its available computational resources can vary significantly
from round to round. To effectively manage this variability,
performance assessment training on each client is employed to
provide the server-side RL agents with current computational
capabilities of all involved clients. During the assessment
training, clients conduct a brief training with their LiteModel
for one epoch, facilitating rapid assessment without significant
computational overhead while providing valuable insights into
client performance. Upone completing this initial training,
clients promptly upload the resulting assessment training time
cost T d

r,i to the server. This information is crucial for server’s
RL agents to make informed decisions about model sizes
and training intensities for each client in subsequent training
rounds, ensuring that the system continuously adapts to the
changing dynamics of the client pool and their capabilities.

C. Dual-Agent RL for FL Optimization

Allocating uniform training intensity to all clients with sig-
nificant performance differences may suffer from the straggler
problem, resulting in high straggling latency. However, relying
solely on adjusting training intensities may lead to imbalanced

Algorithm 1: HAPFL Algorithm

1 Initialize the FL settings;
2 Initialize parameters θ and ϕ in actor network

πθ(Ar|Sr) and critic network Vϕ(Sr);
3 Initialize two experience replay buffers B1, B2;
4 for episode e in 1, 2, . . . , E do
5 Reset the FL environment;
6 for round r in 1, 2, . . . , R do
7 Randomly select k clients from all K clients;
8 for client i in 1, 2, . . . , k do
9 Perform assessment training;

10 Send the T d
r,i to the server;

11 end
12 Calculate the Sr and Ar of two DRL models;
13 The server sends the corresponding sized

model and training intensities based on the
training adjustment results to clients;

14 for client i in 1, 2, . . . , k do
15 Set clock to calculate T l

r,i;
16 Perform local training following Eq. 33-35;
17 Calculate accr,i;
18 Send θr,i, T l

r,i, accr,i and Hr,i to the
server;

19 end
20 Calculate Wr according to Hr and accr;
21 Update the global model according to

θglobalr+1 ← θglobalr +
∑k

j=0Wr,i · θr,i;
22 Calculate R1

r,R2
r according to T l

r;
23 Store tuple (S1r ,A1

r,R1
r) into B1;

24 Store tuple (S2r ,A2
r,R2

r) into B2;
25 if buffer B1 is full then
26 Update PPO1;
27 end
28 if buffer B2 is full then
29 Update PPO2;
30 end
31 end
32 end

and inadequate training for some clients, which often results in
under-representation of data from lower-performance clients,
thereby decreasing the overall accuracy of the model. To
address these challenges, HAPFL employs a dual-agent DRL
framework, which makes adaptive training adjustments by
collaboratively leveraging an RL-based heterogeneous model
allocation mechanism and an RL-based training intensity ad-
justment scheme. The former RL agent dynamically allocates
different model sizes to clients based on their capabilities,
aiming to mitigate performance discrepancies. The other RL
agent further tailors the training intensities for each client,
optimizing the balance between reducing straggling latency
and ensuring sufficient training depth.

1) RL-based Heterogeneous Model Allocation Mechanism:
To mitigate the significant performance differences among
clients, one common intuitive strategy is to allocate larger,
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more capable models to clients with superior performance.
This enables them to achieve better performance, enhanced
generalization capabilities, and the ability to handle more
complex tasks. Building on this strategy, the HAPFL method
incorporates an RL-based heterogeneous model allocation
mechanism using the PPO model, abbreviated as PPO1.
PPO1 utilizes a multi-head RL model architecture specifically
designed for model allocation, enabling the mechanism to
dynamically adjust model sizes based on each client’s capabil-
ities. The primary goal is to minimize performance disparities
among clients and avoid the potential imbalances that may
arise from varying training intensities alone.

State space: In each round of federated training, the server
collects the training time costs T d

r,i from the performance
assessments of participating clients. This data, utilized as the
input for the PPO1 model, can be expressed as follows:

T d
r = {T d

r,i|i ∈ Sr}. (15)

To effectively capture performance differences among clients,
the collected assessment training time costs are normalized as:

T ′d
r,i =

T d
r,i

min(T d
r )
. (16)

Thus, the state space S1r of PPO1 in round r is defined as:

S1r = {T ′d
r,i|i ∈ Sr}. (17)

Action space: The primary objective of PPO1 for model
allocation is to balance performance differences among clients
by dynamically assigning models of varying sizes. As such,
the output of PPO1 determines the specific model category,
reflecting different sizes, allocated to each participating client.
The action space A1

r of PPO1 for this decision-making process
in round r can be expressed as follows:

A1
r = {a1r,i|i ∈ Sr}, (18)

a1r,i = {1, 2, . . . , δ}, (19)

where a1r,i represents the model category assigned to the
respective client i in the r-th round, and δ represents the total
number of model categories. Each category corresponds to a
different model size, allowing PPO1 to facilitate heterogeneous
training according to the individual capabilities and needs of
each client, thereby promoting a more balanced and efficient
learning process.

Reward function: Upon completion of the r-th round of
federated training, the server collects the local training time
costs T l

r from all participating clients i within the set Sr. This
collection of training time costs can be formally expressed as:

T l
r = {T l

r,i|i ∈ Sr}. (20)

The average training time T l,avg
r,i required for each participat-

ing client to complete one epoch is calculated based on the
local training time T l

r,i and the number of iterations τr,i:

T l,avg
r,i =

T l
r,i

τr,i
, (21)

T l,avg
r = {T l,avg

r,i |i ∈ Sr}. (22)

The reward function for the PPO1 model is then formulated
to minimize the relative performance discrepancies among
clients, encouraging a more balanced training:

R1
r =MD − max(T l,avg

r )

min(T l,avg
r )

, (23)

where MD represents the maximum acceptable multiple of
performance differences between participating clients after
balancing the training with differentiated model allocations.
This function aims to narrow the gap between the fastest and
slowest clients, thus enhancing overall training efficiency.

2) RL-based training intensity adjustment scheme: Build-
ing on the achievements of PPO1 in balancing performance
disparities among clients, the HAPFL method incorporates
a second PPO-based decision-making scheme, referred to as
PPO2. This scheme is designed to dynamically assign varying
training intensities to clients according to their performance
levels, aiming to further optimize overall straggling latency
and achieve adaptive training adjustments. This dual-layered
approach of PPO1 and PPO2 significantly boosts the efficiency
and effectiveness of federated learning across heterogeneous
client environments.

State space: The state space for PPO2 is formulated by
integrating the normalized assessment training time T ′d

r,i with
the outcomes ar,i of PPO1. This integration can be expressed
as follows:

Tm
r,i =M(ar,i) T

′d
r,i, (24)

where Tm
r,i represents the modified training time for client i in

round r, adjusted according to the model type allocated. M(·)
represents the relative training time ratio for local training
corresponding to different types of models. The collective state
space S2r for PPO2 in round r is then defined as:

S2r = {Tm
r,i|i ∈ Sr}. (25)

Action space: PPO2 aims to dynamically adjust training
intensities according to the varying performance levels of
clients to further optimize straggling latency. Thus, the ac-
tion space A2 of PPO2 encompasses the decision regarding
an array of normalized training intensities [σi]1×k, derived
through a Softmax normalization process, which are assigned
to k participating clients in round r:

A2
r = [σi]1×k,

0 ⩽ σi ⩽ 1,
∑

i∈[1,k]

σi = 1, k = |Sr|. (26)

Finally, the number of local training iterations τr,i assigned to
client i in round r is calculated by multiplying the normalized
array [σi]1×k by the total training intensity τ̃r, as follows:

[τr,i]1×k = [σi]1×k ∗ τ̃r. (27)

Reward function: The server receives the local training
time, denoted as T l

r = {T l
r,i}, i ∈ Sr, from each participating

client and computes the straggling latency for the current
round. The reward function for the RL process is defined as:

R2
r = min(T l

r)−max(T l
r). (28)
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3) RL Learning Process: The Proximal Policy Optimiza-
tion [36] algorithm stands out for its efficiency, robust conver-
gence properties, and suitability for continuous action spaces.
In this research, we leverage the PPO algorithm to train the
above two RL models. The PPO algorithm maintains an actor
network πθ(Ar|Sr) and a critic network Vϕ(Sr), where θ and
ϕ represent the parameters of the actor and critic networks,
respectively. To further enhance the learning process, both
PPO1 and PPO2 models incorporate an experience replay
buffer that retains a history of past states, actions, rewards,
enabling the RL model to learn from a diverse range of
experiences and improve the robustness of the policy.

The objective of our DRL agents is to maximize the
cumulative discounted return, Gr, defined as:

Gr =

∞∑
t=0

γtRr+t, (29)

where Gr indicates the cumulative discounted return at round
r, 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1 is the discount factor that prioritizes immediate
rewards over distant ones, and Rr+t represents the reward at
round r + t.

Actor Network: The actor network is designed to output
the probability distribution of potential actions for a given
state. It plays a crucial role in selecting actions based on
the current state by implementing the parameterized policy
function. During training, the primary objective of the actor
network is to maximize the expected reward, which is achieved
by adjusting the probabilities to favor actions that increase
the expected returns under the current policy. The parameters
of the actor network are updated using the policy gradient
method to progressively converge the output action probabili-
ties toward the optimal value. The loss function for the actor
network is defined as follows:

L(θ) = E
[
min

(
ρr(θ)Âr, clip (ρr(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ) Âr

)]
,

(30)
where θ denotes the parameters of the actor network, ρr(θ)
represents the action probability ratio reflecting the trust
region, Âr is the advantage function, ϵ is a hyperparameter
that helps limit the policy update step, and “clip” refers to a
clip function. The advantage function is given by:

Âr = Gr − V (Sr), (31)

where Gr represents the cumulative discounted return, and
V (Sr) is the value estimate provided by the critic network for
the state Sr.

Critic network: The critic network is responsible for esti-
mating the value of the current state, providing an evaluation
of the quality of each state to guide the action selection
and optimization processes. The primary goal of the critic
network is to accurately approximate the true state value,
which involves minimizing the distance between the estimated
and true state values. The parameters of the critic network are
iteratively updated based on the value function loss, which
quantifies the accuracy of the critic’s predictions and facilitates
the convergence of the estimated values towards their true
values. The loss function for the critic network is defined as:

L(ϕ) = E
[
(V (Sr)−Gr)

2
]
, (32)

where ϕ represents the parameters of the critic network, V (Sr)
is the estimated value of the state Sr, and Gr represents the
cumulative discounted return.

D. Local Training

The primary goal of local training in HAPFL is to opti-
mize the use of local data for enhancing model performance
while protecting data privacy. To achieve this, in our HAPFL
method, the server adaptively allocates appropriate heteroge-
neous models to clients based on their varying computing
capabilities and then aggregates these heterogeneous models
on the server, respectively. Nevertheless, this respective ag-
gregation of heterogeneous models can restrict clients from
fully leveraging the knowledge pooled from all participants.
To address this limitation, the HAPFL method employs a
knowledge distillation-based mutual learning mechanism for
local training. In this mechanism, each client operates with
two models: a globally unified architecture LiteModel that
aggregates and distills global knowledge and a heterogeneous
local model tailored to specific client capabilities. The training
of the local model is guided by the LiteModel to effectively
incorporate global insights, while the local model enriches the
LiteModel with specific local knowledge.

Local Model Training: To effectively harness global
knowledge, the local model undergoes training using a knowl-
edge distillation approach, with its loss function defined as:

L1 = −λ1
N

N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

yij log(ŷij) + λ2DKL(X ||Y ), (33)

where the first term is the cross-entropy loss function, N repre-
sents the number of samples in the dataset, and M represents
the number of categories in each sample. yij represents the
actual label of the j-th category of the i-th sample. ŷij is
the model’s predicted value for the j-th category of the i-th
sample. The second term is the relative entropy loss function,
DKL(X ||Y ) denotes the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence
between the true distribution X and the model’s distribution
Y , X is the output of the local model, and Y is the output
of the LiteModel. λ1 and λ2 are hyperparameters that control
the weight of cross-entropy and KL divergence, respectively,
with λ1 + λ2 = 1.

LiteModel Training: The LiteModel is a globally unified
model whose role is to aggregate and relay global knowledge
to assist local training. Its loss function is similarly structured
to encourage consistency between global and local predictions:

L2 = −λ3
N

N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

yij log(ŷij) + λ4DKL(Y ||X), (34)

where λ3 + λ4 = 1 ensuring a balanced adjustment between
direct learning and divergence minimization.

The model is updated using the stochastic gradient descent
algorithm, with the update expression given by:

θr+1
i = θri − η∇L, (35)

where θri represents the model parameters of client i in the
current round r, θr+1

i represents the new model parameters
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of participant i after local update, η denotes the learning rate,
∇L denotes the gradient of the loss function L with respect
to the model parameter θri .

This dual-model structured approach ensures that both local
and global models benefit from continuous, bidirectional learn-
ing, optimizing both specific and general performance across
the federated network.

E. Global Model Aggregation

The commonly employed aggregation method in Federated
Learning is FedAvg [37]. However, FedAvg often underper-
forms in non-IID settings. Specifically, due to disparities in
local data distributions, model parameters trained by different
participants may exhibit significant variance. Such discrepan-
cies necessitate more communication rounds for convergence
during the model aggregation process, thereby diminishing
the efficiency of federated learning. Moreover, these variances
can result in suboptimal model performance across various
participants, leading to poor overall model performance post-
aggregation. This challenge is further exacerbated in envi-
ronments where training intensities vary among clients, for
which the HAPFL method adopts a sophisticated weighted
aggregation approach.

Information entropy [38] is a metric that quantifies the
uncertainty or the amount of information contained within a
dataset. The information entropy of a dataset can be calculated
by first determining the frequency of occurrence of each
category within the dataset. Assuming a dataset comprises n
samples across C different categories, with Mi denoting the
number of samples in category i, the probability of category
i is given by:

Q(i) =
Mi

n
, i ∈ C. (36)

The information entropy H of the dataset is then calculated
by the following formula:

H = −
K∑
i=1

Q(i)log2Q(i), i ∈ C, (37)

where a higher H indicates greater dataset uncertainty and
more information, whereas a lower H signifies lower uncer-
tainty and less information.

In the HAPFL method, information entropy and model
accuracy are combined to define the aggregation weights for
different clients, enhancing the fairness and effectiveness of
the model aggregation:

Wr =
1

2
(softmax(Hr) + softmax(accr)), (38)

where Wr represents the aggregation weight for the participat-
ing clients in round r, Hr is the information entropy, and accr
indicates the model’s accuracy after local training in round r.

Note that the server conducts separate aggregation processes
for homogeneous LiteModels and heterogeneous local models
collected from the clients, where the same-sized local models
are aggregated together. All these aggregated global models
are updated as follows:

θglobalr+1 = θglobalr +
∑

Wr,i · θr,i, i ∈ Sr, (39)

where θglobalr denotes the global model parameters in round
r, and θr,i indicates each client’s model parameters that are
weighted by Wr,i, a factor derived from both the informa-
tion entropy and model accuracy. This aggregation scheme
ensures that the global model not only accumulates knowledge
uniformly but also respects each client’s unique contributions
based on the diversity of their data and their model’s per-
formance, aiming to produce a more robust and effective
federated model.

F. Convergence Analysis

Convergence Analysis in Convex Settings:In this section,
we delve into the convergence properties of the objective
function denoted by:

L(x) = LCE(x) + λLKL(x), (40)

where LCE(x) is cross-entropy loss, LKL(x) is KL diver-
gence term, and λ is a weighting factor. Our analysis begins
with the following assumptions.

Assumption 1. (L−Lipschitz smoothness) The function
f has an L−Lipschitz continuous gradient, i.e., there exists
a constant L > 0 such that for all x, y ∈ Rn, the following
holds: ∥∇f(x)−∇f(y)∥ ≤ L∥x− y∥.

Assumption 2. (µ-strongly) The function f is µ-strongly
convex, signifying there exists a constant µ > 0, such that
for all x, y ∈ Rn , the following holds: f(y) ≥ f(x) +
∇f(x)T (y − x) + µ

2 ∥y − x∥
2.

From Assumption 1 and Assumption 2, it can be inferred
that the composite loss function L(x) is strongly convex and
the gradient of L(x) is Lipschitz continuous, where the
Lipschitz constant L can be expressed as L = LCE+λLKL.

The iterative update rule for the gradient descent algorithm
is given by:

xκ+1 = xκ − η∇L(xκ). (41)

Under the assumption of L − Lipschitz smoothness, the
convergence of the gradient descent for the composite loss
function L(x) can be analogous to the convergence of a single
loss function. Based on assumption 1, consider the following
inequality:

L(xκ+1) ≤ L(xκ)+∇L(xκ)T (xκ+1−xκ)+
L

2
∥xκ+1−xκ∥2.

(42)
Substituting the gradient descent update rule, we can obtain:

L(xκ+1) ≤ L(xκ)− (η − Lη2

2
)∥∇L(xκ)∥2. (43)

This implies that the decrease in the loss function value at each
iteration is proportional to the square of the gradient norm,
exhibiting sublinear convergence. According to Assumption
2, we can obtain:

L(x)− L∗ ≥ µ

2
∥x− x∗∥2, (44)

where L∗ is the loss value corresponding to the global optimal
solution. Combining with the gradient descent update rule, we
can obtain:

∥∇L(xκ)∥2 ≥ 2µ(L(xκ)− L∗). (45)
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Substituting it into the derivation of Lipschitz continuity, we
can obtain:

L(xκ+1) ≤ L(xκ)− 2µ(η − Lη2

2
)(L(xκ)− L∗). (46)

Let Γ = 2µ(η − Lη2

2 ), rearranging, we can obtain:

L(xκ+1)− L∗ ≤ (1− Γ)(L(xκ)− L∗). (47)

Through recursive iteration, we can obtain:

L(xκ)− L∗ ≤ (1− Γ)κ(L(x0)− L∗). (48)

As κ tends to infinity, if the learning rate η is chosen small
enough such that 0 < ηµ < 2, then the convergence rate is:

lim
t→∞

(1− Γ)κ = 0. (49)

This indicates that gradient descent converges to the global
optimum at a linear rate of O((1− Γ)κ).

Convergence Analysis in Non-Convex Settings: In the
non-convex setting, we analyze the convergence of the gradient
descent method for the objective function (40). According to
Assumption 1, the gradient of the objective function satisfies
L − Lipschitz smoothness, so the above formula (43) can
be derived.

Non-Convex Convergence Guarantee. Define ∆L =
L(x0)−Linf , where Linf is the infimum of L(x). Summing
the above inequality over κ = 0, . . . ,K − 1, we have:

∆L ≥
K−1∑
κ=0

(
η − Lη2

2

)
∥∇L(xκ)∥2. (50)

Let η be chosen such that η < 2
L to ensure η − Lη2

2 > 0.
Then:

1

K

K−1∑
κ=0

∥∇L(xκ)∥2 ≤
∆L

K
(
η − Lη2

2

) . (51)

As K →∞, the average gradient norm converges to zero:

lim
K→∞

1

K

K−1∑
κ=0

∥∇L(xκ)∥2 = 0. (52)

For a non-convex objective function, gradient descent en-
sures convergence to a stationary point (where |∇L(x)| → 0)
at a sublinear rate of O(1/K) in terms of the average gradient
norm.

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

In this section, we conducted extensive simulations to
validate the performance of our proposed HAPFL method. The
experimental results demonstrate that HAPFL is superior to its
competitors in terms of training efficiency and model accuracy.

A. Experiment Settings
1) Testbed Setup: To evaluate the effectiveness of the

HAPFL, we implemented this framework using PyTorch (ver-
sion 1.12.1) and conducted a series of simulations on a high-
performance server. The server is equipped with an Intel Xeon
Silver 4314 CPU @ 2.40GHz, 192GB of memory, and an
NVIDIA GeForce GTX 3080 GPU, running the Ubuntu 5.4.0-
182-generic operating system.

2) Dataset Settings: Our experiments utilized three widely
recognized image datasets, i.e., MNIST, CIFAR-10, and
ImageNet-10, to ensure a comprehensive evaluation across
varying degrees of image complexity.

• MNIST: This dataset comprises handwritten digit images
categorized into 10 classes (0-9), with images charac-
terized by simplicity and clarity. The dataset contains
60,000 training images and 10,000 test images, each
being grayscale and having a resolution of 28x28 pixels.

• CIFAR-10: This dataset consists of 10 classes (e.g.,
airplanes, cars, birds) with approximately 5,000 train-
ing images per class. These images exhibit moderate
complexity, variations, and background noise. CIFAR-10
comprises 50,000 training images and 10,000 test images,
each being a color image with a resolution of 32x32
pixels.

• ImageNet-10: This dataset, derived from the larger Ima-
geNet dataset, includes 7,200 training images and 1,800
test images, featuring high complexity and diverse scenes.
To maximize data utilization, we expanded the dataset
by employing techniques such as random cropping and
random horizontal flipping.

3) Model Settings: In our experimental setup, the HAPFL
framework consists of two functional RL models and three
types of FL models.

• RL Models: Two RL models are employed in our ap-
proach, one for model allocation and the other for training
intensity allocation. Each RL model employs PPO, com-
prising an actor network and a critic network. The model
allocation PPO1 utilizes a multi-head neural network as
the actor network and a three-layer fully connected neural
network as the critic network. The training intensity
allocation PPO2 employs a four-layer fully connected
neural network for both actor network and critic network.

• FL Models: We configure three types of FL models: a
LiteModel, a small model, and a large model. Each client
holds two models: a LiteModel used to ensure consis-
tency in learning and data synthesis, and a local model
with different sizes (i.e., small, and large) depending on
the client’s computing capacity. These FL models are
built using Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs) [39]
tailored to different datasets.

4) FL Settings: In our experiments, we simulated an FL
scenario consisting of 10 heterogeneous clients with varied
computational resources and data distributions, where the
test images from different datasets are allocated to these
clients using Dirichlet partitioning. Table 1 outlines the key
hyperparameters used in the experiments.

B. Compared Algorithms

To demonstrate the effectiveness and superiority of HAPFL,
we compared it with the following three baseline algorithms.

1) FedAvg [37]: FedAvg is a foundational FL algorithm
that aggregates model updates by averaging the param-
eters updated locally by clients. This method assumes a
uniform model architecture across all clients and applies
the same training intensity for local training.
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TABLE II
LIST OF HYPERPARAMETERS

Parameters Values
Total number of clients, K 10

Randomly selected clients per round, k 6
Maximum performance difference between clients, MD 10

Loss function weight, λ1 0.4
Loss function weight, λ2 0.6
Loss function weight, λ3 0.5
Loss function weight, λ4 0.5

Truncation function hyperparameter, ϵ 0.2
Learning rate of PPO1, lr1 0.02
Learning rate of PPO2, lr2 0.0003

Batch size to update RL agents, B 5
FL model learning rate, lr3 0.0003
Dirichlet partition rate, α 0.4

Default number of local epochs, E 20

2) FedProx [40]: FedProx is an advanced FL algorithm
designed to better accommodate challenges in federated
settings, such as non-convex optimization tasks and
unbalanced data distributions among clients. The key
principle of the FedProx algorithm is the integration of a
proximal term to moderate the difference between local
updates and the global model. This effectively enhances
the alignment between local and global model perfor-
mance with more consistent and stable convergence.

3) pFedMe [41]: pFedMe is a personalized federated learn-
ing algorithm designed to enhance the learning perfor-
mance of clients by leveraging the advantages of both
personalized and global models. The key principle of the
pFedMe algorithm is to allow each client to perform per-
sonalized training on its local model while introducing
a regularization term to constrain the deviation between
the local model and the global model. This approach
effectively facilitates personalized adjustments among
clients, improving model performance in heterogeneous
data environments. By considering personalized updates
during the aggregation process, pFedMe enables the
global model to better adapt to the data distributions
of different clients, resulting in higher accuracy and
stability.

4) FedDdrl [35]: FedDdrl a federated learning approach
designed to address device heterogeneity in IoT envi-
ronments. It uses a double deep reinforcement learning
mechanism to dynamically adjust local training epochs
and adopt early termination strategies, effectively reduc-
ing training latency and mitigating the straggler problem
caused by varying client performance. This method opti-
mizes resource allocation to improve training efficiency
while accommodating resource-constrained devices.

C. Experimental Results

1) Performance of Dual-Agent RL Models: In this evalu-
ation, we focus on validating the performance of two cus-
tomized PPO models, specifically designed to respond to
dynamic changes in client performance within a federated
learning environment. The effectiveness and adaptability of
these models are crucial for the overall success of the HAPFL
method. Figure 2 presents the trend of rewards for the PPO1

model across training iterations. It can be observed that the
reward curve hovers around -180 in the early stages, indicating
early adaptation changes. As training progresses, the curve ex-
periences sharp fluctuations, highlighting the model’s respon-
siveness to dynamic changes in client performance. Over time,
these fluctuations diminish, and the rewards begin to show a
gradual upward trend, though minor fluctuations persist. This
pattern suggests that the PPO1 model gradually adapts and
stabilizes in response to dynamic client performance variabil-
ity. The performance trend for the PPO2 model, as depicted
in Figure 3, shows a more consistent and smoother upward
trend. Early in the training process, the rewards increase
rapidly, demonstrating the model’s effective initial adaptation.
As training iterations continue, the rate of reward increase
slows but maintains a steady ascent, suggesting that PPO2,
with its specific adjustments for training intensity, manages to
more effectively mitigate the impact of performance variations
among clients over time.

These observations prove the distinct roles and effectiveness
of each RL model within the HAPFL framework. PPO1,
focusing on model allocation, shows robust adaptation, while
PPO2, which adjusts training intensities, offers a more refined
training adjustment to the dynamic environment, leading to
further performance improvements. This highlights the com-
plementary nature of the dual-agent approach in managing the
complexities of dynamic heterogeneous FL environments.
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Fig. 2. Reward for PPO1
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Fig. 3. Reward for PPO2

2) Performance of FL Models: In this subsection, we
evaluate the testing accuracy and loss of the HAPFL method
through simulation experiments, comparing it with three base-
line algorithms—FedAvg, FedProx, and pFedMe—across the
MNIST, CIFAR-10, and ImageNet-10 datasets. For FedAvg
and FedProx, accuracy and loss are assessed on all three
datasets, while for pFedMe, we specifically compare the
maximum and average accuracy of local models on MNIST
and CIFAR-10. The detailed evaluation results are presented
below.

MNIST: Figures 4-9 illustrate the comparison of accuracy
and loss for the LiteModel, small model, and large model
under the HAPFL method against the baseline algorithms
on the MNIST dataset. Figures 4 and 5 indicate that the
LiteModel, which aggregates global client data, performs
nearly identically to the baselines in both accuracy and loss.
For the remaining figures, the HAPFL method demonstrates
superior performance in terms of accuracy and loss compared
with FedProx and FedAvg for both large and small models,
substantially outperforming its competitors with enhanced
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stability across all models. Table III further supports this
by presenting the maximum and average accuracy across
two heterogeneously assigned models on 10 local clients,
confirming that HAPFL consistently surpasses pFedMe in both
metrics. Overall, the HAPFL models achieve consistently high
accuracy, around 98.5%, highlighting the method’s effective-
ness in sustaining performance and stability across diverse FL
environments.
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Fig. 4. LiteModel on MNIST

0 20 40 60 80 100
Communication round

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.4
Lo

ss

LiteModel Loss On MNIST
FedAvg
FedProx
HAPFL

Fig. 5. LiteModel on MNIST
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Fig. 6. Small model on MNIST
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Fig. 7. Small model on MNIST
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Fig. 8. Large model on MNIST
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Fig. 9. Large model on MNIST

CIFAR-10: Figures 10-15 present comparative results on
the CIFAR-10 dataset. It can be observed from the results
that the HAPFL method generally converges faster, with the
LiteModel and small model slightly surpassing the baseline in
accuracy and the large model exhibiting a notable advantage.
This suggests that the mutual learning between the local
model and the LiteModel significantly enhances decision-
making efficiency. The large and small models significantly
outperform the LiteModel in accuracy, with the large and small
models achieving approximately 78.0% accuracy, compared to
74.7% for the LiteModel. Table IV further illustrates this trend,
showing that HAPFL consistently outperforms pFedMe, with
even larger differences in maximum and average accuracy than
in Table III for the MNIST dataset.

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF PERSONALIZED MODEL ACCURACY BETWEEN HAPFL

AND PFEDME ALGORITHMS ON MNIST DATASET

Client Algorithm Small Model Big Model
Maximum Accuracy Average Accuracy Maximum Accuracy Average Accuracy

Client 1 HAPFL 98.28% 97.90% 98.58% 97.74%
pFedMe 89.88% 84.42% 80.32% 79.83%

Client 2 HAPFL 97.86% 95.96% 97.06% 97.06%
pFedMe 87.64% 85.90% 91.25% 91.25%

Client 3 HAPFL - - 98.01% 95.59%
pFedMe - - 74.46% 73.75%

Client 4 HAPFL 98.33% 96.73% - -
pFedMe 84.83% 82.50% - -

Client 5 HAPFL 98.29% 96.97% - -
pFedMe 89.79% 89.05% - -

Client 6 HAPFL - - 98.11% 94.22%
pFedMe - - 65.23% 60.68%

Client 7 HAPFL 98.15% 96.45% 98.29% 96.83%
pFedMe 86.86% 86.55% 87.36% 87.04%

Client 8 HAPFL 89.31% 89.31% 98.35% 96.57%
pFedMe 87.22% 87.22% 80.54% 78.96%

Client 9 HAPFL 98.16% 96.20% - -
pFedMe 75.56% 73.47% - -

Client 10 HAPFL 96.11% 96.11% 97.86% 94.87%
pFedMe 93.12% 93.12% 81.92% 80.65%
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Fig. 10. LiteModel on CIFAR-10
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Fig. 11. LiteModel on CIFAR-10
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Fig. 12. Small model on CIFAR-10
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Fig. 13. Small model on CIFAR-10
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Fig. 14. Large model on CIFAR-10
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Fig. 15. Large model on CIFAR-10
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ImageNet-10: Figures 16-21 show the comparison results
for accuracy and loss on the ImageNet-10 dataset, illustrating
the superior performance of HAPFL against the baseline
algorithms. Moreover, it can be observed that Figures 16,
18, and 20 exhibit a progressive increase in accuracy and
convergence speed from the LiteModel to the large model.
This underscores the advantage of employing larger models
for more complex tasks, as they not only mitigate strag-
gling latency but also exhibit superior performance and faster
convergence. Specifically, the LiteModel exhibits an upward
accuracy trend, with the accuracy reaching approximately
60.2% after 200 communication rounds. The small model
stabilizes at about 61.0% accuracy after 150 rounds, while
the large model reaches approximately 64.1% accuracy after
100 rounds.
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Fig. 16. LiteModel on ImageNet-10
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Fig. 17. LiteModel on ImageNet-10
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Fig. 18. Small model on ImageNet-10
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Fig. 19. Small model on ImageNet-10
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Fig. 20. Large model on ImageNet-10
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Fig. 21. Large model on ImageNet-10

3) Straggling Latency and Overall Training Time: This
subsection assesses the straggling latency (referring to Eq. 8)
and overall training time of the HAPFL method compared
to FedAvg, FedProx and pFedMe across three datasets. We
present the normalized results for these metrics in Figures 22
and 23.

Figure 22 displays the straggling latency comparisons
among different methods on various datasets. HAPFL consis-

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF PERSONALIZED MODEL ACCURACY BETWEEN HAPFL

AND PFEDME ALGORITHMS ON CIFAR-10 DATASET

Client Algorithm Small Model Big Model
Maximum Accuracy Average Accuracy Maximum Accuracy Average Accuracy

Client 1 HAPFL 72.65% 63.90% 71.42% 57.98%
pFedMe 24.35% 19.36% 33.76% 28.63%

Client 2 HAPFL 74.12% 65.81% 54.78% 54.78%
pFedMe 54.17% 50.76% 41.62% 41.62%

Client 3 HAPFL - - 73.69% 62.28%
pFedMe - - 38.7% 32.63%

Client 4 HAPFL 77.43% 68.51% - -
pFedMe 56.6% 52.15% - -

Client 5 HAPFL 76.57% 69.38% - -
pFedMe 66.90% 62.71% - -

Client 6 HAPFL - - 61.49% 50.84%
pFedMe - - 32.06% 27.22%

Client 7 HAPFL 73.4% 65.94% 72.82% 66.91%
pFedMe 60.16% 54.59% 59.98% 53.38%

Client 8 HAPFL 72.98% 72.98% 72.0% 62.23%
pFedMe 43.48% 43.48% 41.13% 35.74%

Client 9 HAPFL 73.91% 64.07% - -
pFedMe 43.98% 40.58% - -

Client 10 HAPFL - - 70.12% 62.36%
pFedMe - - 54.99% 50.85%

tently achieves the lowest straggling latency across all datasets.
Specifically, on the MNIST dataset, HAPFL reduces straggling
latency by 35.2%, 47.6% and 37.1% compared to FedAvg,
FedProx and pFedMe, respectively. On the CIFAR-10 dataset,
HAPFL shows a reduction in straggling latency of 23.5%,
19.0% and 26.0% compared to FedAvg, FedProx and pFedMe,
respectively. On the ImageNet10 dataset, HAPFL achieves a
substantial reduction in straggling latency by 48.0% and 32.2%
compared to FedAvg and FedProx, respectively.

Figure 23 illustrates the overall training time of different
methods on three datasets. Consistently, HAPFL demonstrates
the fastest training speed with the lowest overall training time
on each dataset. Specifically, on the MNIST dataset, HAPFL
reduces the overall training time by 26.1%, 40.4% and 27.7%
compared to FedAvg, FedProx and pFedMe, respectively. For
CIFAR-10, the reductions are 31.9%, 28.4% and 34.1%, and
for ImageNet-10, HAPFL reduces the overall training time
by 38.8% and 20.9% compared to the FedAvg and FedProx,
respectively.
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Fig. 22. Straggling latency
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Fig. 23. Overall training time

In addition, we compare the latency of HAPFL with Fed-
Ddrl. The results show that HAPFL reduces the training
latency by 16.8% compared to FedDdrl, highlighting the
effectiveness of our approach in addressing latency issues.

4) Scalability of Heterogeneous Model Allocation: To eval-
uate the scalability of our RL-based heterogeneous model
allocation mechanism, we conducted two sets of extended
experiments with different client configurations and perfor-
mance discrepancies. The first set included 20 clients with
performance discrepancies reaching up to 20-fold, while the
second set expanded the number of clients to 100, with
performance differences escalating to 50-fold. In both cases,
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we introduced three distinct model sizes: small, medium,
and large, presenting increasingly challenging and diverse
testing environments. We compared the straggling latency
performance of our HAPFL, which utilizes RL-based adaptive
adjusted training intensities, against the FedAvg method that
employs fixed training intensities. The results depicted in Fig-
ure 24 demonstrate the effectiveness of our model allocation
mechanisms in reducing straggling latency. Specifically, the al-
location scheme involving two different-sized models resulted
in a 32.33% reduction in straggling latency. When expanded
to include three different-sized models in the 20-client setup
with 20-fold performance discrepancies, this strategy further
improved performance, reducing the average straggling latency
by 41.08%. In the 100-client setup with 50-fold performance
discrepancies, the three-model allocation achieved a 37.76%
reduction in training latency. Although this is slightly lower
than the 20-client setup, it outperforms the two-model, 10-
client configuration. This result suggests that the availability
of three distinct model sizes allows for finer-grained alloca-
tion, while larger client discrepancies demand more precise
distribution, which naturally limits the reduction in straggling
latency. These results not only prove the adaptability and
effectiveness of our model allocation scheme in more complex
and varied FL environments but also highlight its significant
scalability, enabling it to efficiently operate within larger-sized
FL systems.
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Fig. 24. Scalability of model allocation
5) Ablation Study: To verify the contributions of each

component in the HAPFL method, we conducted ablation
studies with two separate experiments. In one experiment,
clients were assigned models of fixed size without varying
the training intensity. In the other, clients were assigned
fixed training intensity without adjusting model sizes. The
results are shown in Figure 25. Compared to using fixed
training intensity, HAPFL achieved a 19.21% reduction in
training latency. Similarly, compared to using fixed model size,
HAPFL reduced training latency by 17.23%. While the in-
troduction of additional reinforcement learning models incurs
some overhead, the improvements in performance provided
by our method far outweigh these costs. By combining both
strategies, HAPFL effectively mitigated client performance
disparities, leading to a significant decrease in overall training
latency. These findings indicate that both assigning different
model sizes and adjusting training intensity are essential for
enhancing the performance of HAPFL.
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Fig. 25. Ablation studies

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes the HAPFL method, designed specif-
ically to mitigate the “straggler problem” inherent in syn-
chronous FL environments characterized by heterogeneous
client capacities. Our approach dynamically allocates diverse
models and training intensities to clients based on their per-
formance, effectively minimizing straggling latency. In the
HAPFL method, each participating client operates with a
uniformed LiteModel alongside a customized heterogeneous
local model. These models engage in mutual learning through
knowledge distillation, enhancing their performance. Subse-
quent aggregation of all models is conducted using a weighted
method that considers both the information entropy of client
data and model accuracy, ensuring optimal integration of
learned features. Comprehensive experiments on three public
datasets, MNIST, CIFAR-10, and ImageNet-10, demonstrate
that, compared with baseline algorithms, HAPFL not only
significantly improves model accuracy but also optimizes
straggling latency and overall training time.
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