
ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

14
41

6v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

6 
A

ug
 2

02
4

Hyperdimensional Computing Empowered

Federated Foundation Model over Wireless

Networks for Metaverse

Yahao Ding∗, Wen Shang∗, Minrui Xu†, Zhaohui Yang‡, Ye Hu§, Dusit Niyato†, Mohammad Shikh-Bahaei∗

∗King’s College London,†Nanyang Technological University,‡ Zhejiang University,§ University of Miami

Email: ∗{yahao.ding, wen.shang, m.sbahaei}@kcl.ac.uk, †{minrui001, dniyato}@ntu.edu.sg,
‡zhaohuiyang@zju.edu.cn, §yehu@miami.edu

Abstract—The Metaverse, a burgeoning collective virtual space
merging augmented reality and persistent virtual worlds, neces-
sitates advanced artificial intelligence (AI) and communication
technologies to support immersive and interactive experiences.
Federated learning (FL) has emerged as a promising technique
for collaboratively training AI models while preserving data pri-
vacy. However, FL faces challenges such as high communication
overhead and substantial computational demands, particularly
for neural network (NN) models. To address these issues, we
propose an integrated federated split learning and hyperdimen-
sional computing (FSL-HDC) framework for emerging founda-
tion models. This novel approach reduces communication costs,
computation load, and privacy risks, making it particularly
suitable for resource-constrained edge devices in the Metaverse,
ensuring real-time responsive interactions. Additionally, we in-
troduce an optimization algorithm that concurrently optimizes
transmission power and bandwidth to minimize the maximum
transmission time among all users to the server. The simulation
results based on the MNIST dataset indicate that FSL-HDC
achieves an accuracy rate of approximately 87.5%, which is
slightly lower than that of FL-HDC. However, FSL-HDC exhibits
a significantly faster convergence speed, approximately 3.733x
that of FSL-NN, and demonstrates robustness to non-IID data
distributions. Moreover, our proposed optimization algorithm can
reduce the maximum transmission time by up to 64% compared
with the baseline.

Index Terms—Federated split learning (FSL), hyperdimen-
sional computing (HDC), resource allocation.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the dawn of sixth-generation (6G) technology ap-

proaches, the Metaverse, a collective virtual shared space

created by the convergence of augmented reality (AR) and

persistent virtual worlds, promises to revolutionize human

interaction with digital environments. The potential applica-

tions of the Metaverse span across diverse domains such as

social networking, education, entertainment, and commerce,

offering immersive and interactive experiences that transcend

current technological boundaries [1]. This expansive vision

relies heavily on advancements in communication networks,

computing, and artificial intelligence (AI).

Federated learning (FL) has emerged as a transformative

approach that enables multiple devices to collaboratively train

machine learning (ML) models without exchanging raw data.

This paradigm ensures data privacy and addresses the issue

of data silos. However, FL encounters significant challenges,

primarily related to high communication overhead and sub-

stantial computational demands. Additionally, FL systems are

vulnerable to various attacks, such as model poisoning, data

poisoning, and deep leakage from gradients (DLG), which

can maliciously compromise the global model or steal local

user data. These security concerns further complicate the

deployment of FL in sensitive applications. To address these

challenges, split learning (SL) has been proposed as an inno-

vative strategy. SL involves partitioning the model into two

segments: one part is processed on the client side, and the

other on the server side. This division effectively reduces the

computational load on client devices and minimizes the data

transmitted to the server [2]. While SL alleviates some of the

issues associated with FL, it still has room for improvement

in terms of privacy and computational resource utilization.

Building on the strengths of both FL and SL, federated split

learning (FSL) emerges as a hybrid approach that combines

the benefits of both methodologies. FSL allows multiple

clients to collaborate on training a model while distributing

the computational tasks between the client and server. This

integrated approach not only mitigates communication costs

and lessens the computational demands on client devices but

also significantly enhances the system’s privacy security. By

decentralizing data processing across multiple clients, FSL

reduces the risks associated with centralized data storage and

processing, thereby enhancing user data privacy protection.

Despite these advancements, the inherent drawbacks of uti-

lizing neural networks (NNs) in FSL, such as their substantial

computational resource demands and energy consumption,

limit its applicability, especially in edge computing scenarios

[3]. To circumvent these challenges, hyperdimensional com-

puting (HDC) [4] presents itself as a compelling alternative.

Inspired by the brain’s way of processing information through

high-dimensional representations, HDC offers significant ad-

vantages, including lower computational complexity, enhanced

energy efficiency, and robustness. HDC encodes data into high-

dimensional vectors that can be manipulated using simple

arithmetic operations, making it highly suitable for deployment

on edge devices with limited computational power. HDC’s

benefits of energy-efficient computation, ultra-fast one-pass

training, and support for real-time learning and reasoning make

it particularly suitable for Metaverse scenarios.
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Considering the above-mentioned advantages of HDC, there

has been a growing body of research on the use of HDC in

distributed learning. For example, the work in [5] provided a

systematic study on HDC-based FL under two HDC model

aggregation strategies and investigated the impact of different

parameter settings on the performance of FL-HDC. A novel

HDC-based FL framework called HyperFeel was proposed in

[6], which can significantly improve communication/storage

efficiency over existing works with nearly no performance

degradation. Moreover, an efficient FL-HDC framework was

proposed in [7] by bipolarizing HVs to significantly reduce

communication costs. The authors in [8] proposed an HDC

system applied in the FL scenario named HyDREA, which

adaptively changes the model bandwidth to maintain accuracy

in high-noise transmission environments, achieving significant

speedup and energy efficiency improvements. However, the

combination of FSL and HDC is still not investigated, even

though FSL can further increase the privacy of HDC.

In this paper, we introduce the integrated federated

split learning and hyperdimensional computing (FSL-HDC)

scheme, a novel framework designed to optimize the capabili-

ties of FSL within the Metaverse. By integrating HDC into the

FSL paradigm, we aim to tackle the computational and energy

efficiency challenges faced by edge devices, facilitating more

efficient and scalable learning across distributed environments.

This innovative approach not only enhances the feasibility

of deploying intelligent services in the Metaverse but also

significantly improves the user experience through responsive

and adaptive interactions. The low computational complexity

of the FSL-HDC framework reduces the processing burden

on edge devices, making it possible to implement complex

learning algorithms in resource-constrained environments. By

effectively distributing computational tasks between clients

and servers, FSL-HDC can manage the massive data volumes

generated in the Metaverse. The federated nature of FSL

ensures that user data remains decentralized, reducing the risks

associated with centralized data processing and significantly

enhancing data privacy protection. The inherent robustness

of HDC allows the system to adapt to dynamic changes

in the environment, providing a seamless and intuitive user

experience.

The contribution of the paper can be summarized as follows:

• To the best of our knowledge, we propose FSL-HDC as

the first framework that integrates both FSL and HDC.

FSL-HDC can partition the model into two parts based

on the task’s complexity and the user’s conditions, such

as energy, computing resources, and data diversity. One

part is trained on the client-side using FL to obtain an

intermediate HDC model, referred to as the smashed AM.

Subsequently, further training is conducted on the server-

side to obtain the final global HDC model.

• To further improve the network performance, we pro-

pose an optimization problem that concurrently optimizes

transmission power and bandwidth to minimize upload

transmission time. Due to the fact that the transmission

time between the fed server and the main server is

negligible compared to the transmission time between the

user and the fed server, in this work, we aim to minimize

the maximum transmission time among all users to the

fed server. To make the problem tractable, we propose

an algorithm that solves transmission power optimization

and bandwidth allocation in an alternating manner. Com-

pared with the baseline, which only optimizes transmis-

sion power and uniformly allocates bandwidth, our joint

optimization strategy can reduce transmission time by up

to 64%.

• We evaluate the efficiency of FSL-HDC using the MNIST

dataset under both IID and non-IID scenarios, and com-

pare its performance against two baseline models. Simu-

lation results demonstrate that the proposed FSL-HDC

achieves an higher accuracy of approximately 87.5%,

compared to FL-HDC, while exhibiting a convergence

speed that is 3.733x faster than FSL-NN. Additionally,

FSL-HDC shows strong robustness against non-IID data,

as training with non-IID data does not result in a signif-

icant loss of accuracy.

The organization of this paper is as follows. The HDC

model is illustrated in Section II. The proposed FSL-HDC

model and problem formulation are given in Section III. The

algorithm design is given in Section IV. Section V describes

the simulation results and analysis of the proposed approach,

and the conclusion is summarized in Section VI.

II. HYPERDIMENSIONAL COMPUTING MODEL

In this section, we first introduce the basic concept of HDC,

including its elements, operations, item memory, and associa-

tive memory. After that, the four stages of the HDC model,

encoding, training, inference, and retraining, are presented.

A. Notions of HDC

1) Hypervector: Hypervector (HV) is the fundamental

element of HDC. It typically has dimensions exceeding

10000 with each dimension represented by a numerical value.

These values are usually in binary, bipolar, or integer for-

mats [9]. A D-dimensional HV can be expressed as H =
〈h1, h2, . . . , hD〉, where hi represents the value in the i-th

dimension. In this context, all dimensions are considered to

contribute equally. Additionally, HVs are usually randomly

initialized, with the generated values following independent

and identically distributed (IID) randomness. Due to the high-

dimensional nature of HVs, this ensures that two randomly

initialized HVs are almost orthogonal to each other [3].

2) Operations: Operations on HVs are designed to manip-

ulate and combine them while preserving and leveraging their

high-dimensional characteristics. These operations facilitate

the representation and processing of complex information

within HDC systems. It is crucial to note that these operations

do not alter the dimensions of the HV operands. The primary

operations include:

• Addition (Bundling): This operation combines multiple

HVs into a single HV, representing the collective in-



formation of the inputs. Addition is typically performed

element-wise.

• Multiplication (Binding): Binding is used to create asso-

ciations between HVs. It typically involves element-wise

multiplication (e.g., XOR for binary HVs or element-

wise multiplication for real-valued and bipolar HVs).

This operation produces a new HV that represents the

relationship between the input vectors.

• Permutation ρ: Permutation is an operation that reorders

HV, generating a new HV ρ(H) by altering the sequence

of elements in the original HV. The resultant vector is

quasi-orthogonal to the original, implying a normalized

hamming distance close to 0.5, where approximately

half of the bits differ. This quasi-orthogonality ensures

that the permuted ρ(H) is statistically distinct from the

original H while maintaining a degree of relatedness.

This distinction enhances computational accuracy and

robustness. Permutation can be implemented through a

permutation matrix, with circular shift as a commonly

employed hardware-friendly method [9].

Due to the inherent characteristics of these three operations,

HDC results in rapid learning capabilities, high energy effi-

ciency, and acceptable accuracy in both learning and classifi-

cation tasks [9].

3) Item Memory: Item Memory (IM) in HDC is a repos-

itory that stores predefined HVs corresponding to specific

items or symbols. Each item in the IM is associated with

a unique HV, which is usually randomly generated and then

fixed. These HVs serve as the building blocks for representing

more complex data structures. The main purpose of the IM

is to provide a consistent and efficient way to encode basic

elements, ensuring that each element has a unique, high-

dimensional representation that can be easily retrieved and

used in further computations.

4) Assocoative Memory: Associative Memory (AM) in

HDC is designed to store and retrieve patterns based on

similarity. Unlike traditional memory systems that rely on

exact matches, AM uses similarity measures to find the closest

match to a given query HV. This capability is particularly use-

ful for tasks involving pattern recognition, classification, and

noisy data retrieval. During training, class-specific prototype

HVs are stored in the AM. During inference, the encoded

input HV is compared against these prototypes, and the closest

match is retrieved, effectively classifying the input.

B. HDC Model Development

1) Encoding: The encoding process in HDC resembles

feature extraction from input samples, embedding them into

HVs. Two primary encoding methods are commonly used:

record-based encoding [10] and n-gram-based encoding [11].

We elucidate the detailed processes using the record-based

encoding method, as illustrated in Fig. 1.

Firstly, two types of IMs are generated: one is iM, which

stores the feature position HVs, termed as Hp; the other is

continuous item memory (CiM), which stores the feature value

HVs, term as Hv . Using the MNIST image dataset as an

example, each image is divided into 784 pixels. During the

encoding process, 784 position HVs are randomly generated to

encode the feature positions, and 256 value HVs are generated

to represent pixel values (ranging from 0 to 255). For each

pixel, its position HV and value HV are multiplied, and by

adding all these multiplied results from each pixel in the

sample image, an HV representing this sample, termed the

sample HV or query HV, is generated as

Hm =

783
∑

k=0

Hm,p(k) ⊙Hm,v(pixel(k)), (1)

where m refers to the m-th sample, Hm,p(k) denotes the HV

at position k in the m-th sample, and Hm,v(pixel(k)) represents

the value of the pixel corresponding to position k in the HV.

⊙ is the element-wise product.
2) Training: Training involves adding all encoded sample

HVs of the same class n to obtain the class HVs An, and

then aggregating all the class HVs to form the AM A.

Mathematically, An and A can be respectively calculated as

An =

kn
∑

j=1

Hnj
, (2)

A =
{

A1, A2, . . . , AN
}

, (3)

where kn denotes the number of encoded training data in the

class n, Hnj
denotes the j-th HV in the class n, and N

represents the total number of classes. For example, in the

MNIST dataset, N = 10.

It is important to note that the basic training process of

HDC does not require multiple iterations like NN models. One

significant feature of HDC is that it can achieve reasonable

accuracy with just a single training pass.
3) Inference: Inference in HDC is the process by which the

trained model classifies input data. When an input is presented,

it is first encoded into a query HV Hq using the same encoding

process as during training. This query HV is then compared

to each class HVs in AM using a similarity measure, such as

cosine similarity given by

ξcosine

(

Hq, A
i
)

=
Hq ·A

n

‖Hq‖×‖An‖ , (4)

where · denotes the dot product, and ‖Hq‖ and ‖An‖ present

the Euclidean norm of Hq and the HV of class n, respectively.

The class with the highest similarity score is assigned

as the predicted class for the input. This method ensures

that the classification decision leverages the high-dimensional

properties of the HVs, providing robustness against noise and

variability in the input data.
4) Retraining: To further improve the accuracy of the HDC

model, retraining can be applied to the AM over several

additional iterations on the training set. During retraining,

each sample HV is classified. If the prediction is correct, no

adjustment is necessary. If the predicted label does not match

the true label, the corresponding query HV Hq is subtracted

from the misclassified class Amiss and simultaneously added

to the real class Areal. The process is as follows:

Amiss = AHmiss

− αHq ,

Areal = Areal + αHq ,
(5)
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Figure 1: Overview of HDC model encoding, training, inference, and retraining.

where α is the learning rate.

III. HDC-BASED FSL MODEL AND PROBLEM

FORMULATION

In this section, we introduce the proposed FSL-HDC system

model, transmission model, and optimization problem.

A. System Model

In our FSL-HDC system, we have one BS as the main

server, one edge server as the federated server (fed server),

and U clients, where the fed server is close to the clients.

B. The Framework of HDC based FSL

The FSL-HDC framework leverages the key advantages of

FL, SL, and HDC. It achieves parallel processing of distributed

clients by partitioning the model into client-side and server-

side submodels during training. Additionally, it capitalizes on

the simplicity, compactness, and efficiency of HDC operations,

making it suitable for edge devices. As illustrated in Fig. 2, this

approach ensures efficient training and inference in resource-

constrained environments.

In SL framework, to collaborately train the whole model

between the two ends, the entire model is divided into model

A and model B based on the task and clients’ dataset. Clients

and the fed server collaboratively train model A, and the AM

of model A is transmitted as smashed data to the main server.

The main server then uses these smashed data and its own

dataset to train model B, ultimately producing the final global

model AM, which is broadcast to all clients. Note that we use

D-dimensional HVs with bipolar elements {+1,−1}D. The

details of the FSL-HDC training process include three steps

and the whole process can be described in Algorithm 1:

(1) Encoding on the Clients: The main server first gen-

erates bipolar HV benchmarks to ensure consistency in the

position HVs and value HVs across all clients. Each client

then encodes their local data into sample HVs using Eq.(1),

and uploads all sample HVs to the fed server for training

model A.

Algorithm 1 HDC-based SFL

1: Client local samples S; Main server local samples K;

Retraining epoch in fed server E; Retraining epochs in

main server N .

2: Client executes:

3: for each client do do

4: sampleHVclient ← client.encode(S)
5: client.upload (sampleHVclient)

6: end for

7:

8: Fed server executes: ⊲ training Model A at fed server

side

9: Asmashed ←
∑

sampleHVclient

10: Asmashed ← fed server.retrain(Asmashed, E)
11: fed server.upload(Asmashed)
12:

13: Main server executes: ⊲ training Model B at main

server side

14: sampleHVmain server ← main server.encode(K)
15: Aglobal ← main server.train(Asmashed, sampleHVmain server)
16: Aglobal ← main server.retrain(Aglobal, E, α)
17: for each client do do

18: Aglobal ← client.download(Aglobal)
19: end for

(2) Submodel training on fed server: The fed server

aggregates the sample HVs from clients by class to obtain

class HVs An and the A. The HDC model can then undergo

retraining based on the accuracy achieved during the one-pass

training. During retraining, all query HVs are compared with

each class An in the A using similarity measure, as shown

in Eq.(4). For incorrectly predicted cases, the class HVs are

updated according to Eq.(5). After the fed server completes

retraining, each retrained class HV is bipolarized to obtain the

smashed AM Asmashed, which is then uploaded to the main

server.
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Figure 2: The architecture of proposed FSL-HDC framework.

(3) Further training on the main server: The main server

first encodes its own local K datasets into sample HVs. Using

these local sample HVs along with the received Asmashed, the

main server trains model B. The main server then performs

retraining on the global AM by iterating through its local

sample HVs until the model converges. Once the final global

AM is obtained, it is broadcast to all clients. Clients will

subsequently use this distributed AM for their inferences.

C. Transmission Model

As shown in Fig. 2, a fed server-assisted network is consid-

ered in this work, where the fed server with edge computing

capability is assumed to be geographically located at the

network center. Users are randomly distributed within this

network, and the set of all users is denoted as U . As mentioned

earlier, the transmission time between the fed server and the

main server is negligible compared to the transmission time

between the user and the fed server. Therefore, in this work,

we aim to minimize the maximum transmission time among all

users to the fed server. To estimate transmission properties, we

first denote the line of sight (LoS) probability for a mmWave

link between a user and the fed server with distance d as

PLoS(d). We employ the model for urban macro scenarios in

[12] as follows:

PLoS(d) =

{

1 d ≤ 18(m)
18
d
+ exp(− (d−18)

63 )(1− 18
d
) d > 18(m)

,

(6)

where the non-line of sight (NLoS) probability is (1−PLoS(d)),
and the path loss model is given as follows:

L(d) = PLoS(d) · LLoS(d) + (1− PLoS(d)) · LNLoS(d)

= PLoS(d) · βd
l + (1− PLoS(d)) · βd

n,
(7)

where LLoS(d) and LNLoS(d) refer to path loss for LoS and

NLoS link, respectively. β = 4πdc
fc

refers to the reference-free

space path loss at 1 m distance. l and n refer to path loss

exponents for LoS and NLoS links, respectively.

Next, the achievable transmission rate between a user i and

the fed server with the allocated bandwidth is given as follows:

ri = bi log2

(

1 +
pi

n0bi · Li(d)

)

, (8)

where n0bi refers to the white Gaussian noise, and bi refers to

the bandwidth allocated to user i. Additionally, pi refers to the

transmission power. Hereafter, the transmission time between



the user and the fed server, to transmit a file with a size of Qi

bits is as follows:

ti =
Qi

ri
, ∀i ∈ U. (9)

In this work, the fed server conducts training after receiving

sample HVs from all users. Therefore, to further improve

network performance, we aim to minimize the maximum

transmission delay between users and the fed server while

satisfying the energy constraints of all users. To simplify

the optimization process, we consider this is a synchronous

system, in other words, the users are to start transmitting

sample HVs at the same time [13], and the optimization

problem is formulated as follows:

P1: min
pi,bi

max
i

ti (10a)

s.t. pi ≤ Pmax, ∀i ∈ U, (10b)
∑

∀i∈U

bi ≤ B, (10c)

ti · pi ≤ E, ∀i ∈ U, (10d)

pi ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ U, (10e)

bi ≥ 0, (10f)

where the problem objective in (10a) aims to minimize the

maximum transmission time among all users. The constraint

(10b) limits the maximum transmission power of each user.

The constraint (10c) refers to that the sum of all allocated

bandwidth is smaller than the total amount of bandwidth.

Next, the constraint (10d) is the transmission energy limitation.

Lastly, constraints (10e) and (10f) define the type of variables.

IV. ALGORITHM DESIGN

To make the transmission problem P1 tractable, first, we

replace the Qi of each user with Q in (9). This is due to the

fact that after encoding procedures, the transmitted file, that

is, the HV, is characterized by the same size for each user.

Next, we introduce an auxiliary variable T , and transform the

original problem into the problem shown in P2 without loss

of optimality.

P2: min
pi,bi,T

T (11a)

s.t. (10b)− (10f)

T ≥
Q

ri
, ∀i ∈ U, (11b)

T ≥ 0. (11c)

Next, we replace variable T with auxiliary variable γ, where

γ = 1
T

. Problem P2 is transformed into the following problem,

P3: max
pi,bi,γ

γ (12a)

s.t. (10b)− (10f)

Qγ ≤ ri, ∀i ∈ U. (12b)

γ ≥ 0. (12c)

It can be observed that problem P3 is a non-convex problem

because of the non-convex constraints. To obtain a suboptimal

solution, we propose an algorithm that solves power optimiza-

tion and bandwidth allocation in an alternating manner.

1) Transmission power optimization: With a fixed spectrum

allocation solution, problem P3 can be reformulated as fol-

lows:

P3-1: max
pi,γ

γ (13a)

s.t. pi ≤ Pmax, ∀i ∈ U, (13b)

bi log2(1 +
pi

n0bi·Li(d)
)

pi
≥

Q

E
, ∀i ∈ U, (13c)

bi log2(1 +
pi

n0bi · Li(d)
) ≥ Qγ, ∀i ∈ U, (13d)

γ ≥ 0, (13e)

pi ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ U. (13f)

It is clear that the value of γ in P3-1 is monotonically

increasing with the value of transmission power. To find the

optimal objective value, the maximum optimal transmission

power within the feasible region is identified in the following

proposition.

Proposition 1: Given the bandwidth allocation, the optimal

transmission power of each user is given by

p⋆i = min{Pmax, p̂i}, (14)

where p̂i is the value obtained from the following equation:
bi log2(1+

p̂i
n0bi·Li(d)

)

p̂i
= Q

E
.

Proof : Since the objective function is an increasing function

w.r.t. pi, the optimal p⋆i is the maximum value within the feasi-

ble region. Let the left-hand-side of constraint (13c) is denoted

as f(pi), f(pi) =
bi log2(1+

pi
n0bi·Li(d)

)

pi
. It can be observed that

f(pi) is a decreasing function w.r.t. pi. Hence, the maximum

feasible transmission power defined in constraint (13c) satisfies

condition
bi log2(1+

p̂i
n0bi·Li(d)

)

p̂i
= Q

E
. This completes the proof.

2) Bandwidth optimization: With a fixed user transmission

power solution, problem P3 can be reformulated as follows:

P3-2: max
bi,γ

γ (15a)

s.t.
bi log2(1 +

pi

n0bi·Li(d)
)

pi
≥

Q

E
, ∀i ∈ U, (15b)

bi log2(1 +
pi

n0bi · Li(d)
) ≥ Qγ, ∀i ∈ U, (15c)

∑

∀i∈U

bi ≤ N, (15d)

γ ≥ 0, (15e)

bi ≥ 0. (15f)

It is clear problem P3-2 is a convex problem and can be

solved optimally by using the standard convex optimization

tool.



V. SIMULATION RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

A. Experimental Setups for FSL-HDC

In our experiments, we utilize MNIST [14] to demonstrate

the effectiveness of our proposed FSL-HDC framework. We

evaluate the testing accuracy of the global HDC model by

implementing an image digit odd-even classification task. This

setup involves 10 clients who interact with a fed server to

train a digit classification model. The intermediate AM is then

transmitted to the main server for further training to achieve

the final odd-even classification. We randomly select 6000

images (600 images per class) from the MNIST training set as

the clients’ training data, with each client’s dataset consisting

of 600 images. Additionally, we randomly select 2000 images

as the main server’s dataset. For the clients, we consider both

IID and non-IID data distributions. For IID, 60 images from

each class are randomly assigned to each user without overlap.

For non-IID, we follow the data partition method described in

[15]: all data are first sorted, then divided into 20 shards, and

each client is randomly assigned two shards. Moreover, we set

the dimension of HV D = 10000, the number of epochs for

retraining on the fed server is 15, and the learning rate is set

to α = 1.

We compare the performance of FSL-HDC with two base-

line models:

• FL-HDC: This baseline method employs record-based

encoding and HV aggregation similar to our proposed

method. Clients only encode their dataset into sample

HVs, which are then trained and retrained by the fed

server to produce the final global AM.

• FSL-NN: The structure of this baseline closely mirrors

our proposed method. Initially, clients and the fed server

use the FedAvg algorithm to train a digit classification

model over 100 epochs. Subsequently, the smashed data

(intermediate layer) is transmitted to the main server for

further training of the parity classification model.

B. Experimental Setups for Optimization Problem

To further improve the transmission process between users

and the fed server, the maximum transmission time among all

users is minimized via the joint optimization of transmission

power and spectrum bandwidth. Simulations are conducted

within a 200 m × 200 m area. The key notations and

parameter values employed in this work are summarized in

Table I. We compare our proposed joint optimization with

the baseline under different Pmax constraints. The baseline

refers to optimizing only the users’ transmission power while

uniformly allocating bandwidth to all users.

C. Effects of Different Data Distribution

In NN models, uneven data distribution can significantly

impact training accuracy. To investigate the effect of data

distribution on the FSL-HDC model, we evaluated the final

model accuracy under identical conditions with user data

being either IID or non-IID. As illustrated in Fig. 3, the data

distribution has a negligible effect on the FSL-HDC model,

Table I: Simulation parameters

Parameter value

fc: carrier frequency 28 GHz
B: total spectrum bandwidth 100-500 MHz
Pmax: maximum transmission power 1 w
E: maximum transmit energy 5 J
n0: white Gaussian noise power spectral density -174 dBm/Hz
l,n: path loss index for LoS and NLoS links 2, 3.3
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Figure 3: Accuracy vs. Epochs with different data distribution

of FSL-HDC and non-IID of two baselines.

achieving approximately 87.5% accuracy in both scenarios.

Furthermore, the two models converge after approximately 10

retraining rounds. This stability is attributed to the HV aggre-

gation method employed in FSL-HDC, where users encode

their local data and upload them to the fed server. The fed

server aggregates all encoded sample HVs during training.

Consequently, the distribution of data among users does not

affect the trained AM on the fed server.

D. Comparision with Baselines

Fig. 3 depicts the convergence rates and accuracies of three

distinct algorithms. We compared our proposed FSL-HDC

model with the FSL-NN and FL-HDC models under non-

iid conditions. Compared to FSL-NN, the FSL-HDC method

demonstrates a convergence speed of approximately 3.733x

faster. This advantage is due to the inherent differences in

the training processes of HDC and NN models. HDC models

typically exhibit lower complexity, utilizing simple linear

or nonlinear transformations. Unlike NN models, the HDC

models do not require intricate gradient computations and

backpropagation during training, resulting in reduced compu-

tational overhead and faster training speeds. In most cases,

a one-pass training suffices to achieve reasonable accuracy.

Although the NN model achieves slightly higher accuracy after

convergence, our algorithm eliminates the need for local itera-

tive training and user-server interaction, making it particularly
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Figure 4: Minimized transmission time under different avail-

able spectrum bandwidth resources.

suitable for users with limited computational resources who

are unable to train a global model.

When compared to FL-HDC, the convergence speed of

the FSL-HDC model is comparable, with a minor accuracy

reduction of 2.33%. However, our method offers increased

security, rendering it more suitable for complex inference

tasks, especially when local user data is insufficient and certain

data is exclusively available on the main server.

E. Transmission time minimization

Fig. 4 compares the optimized results of minimized trans-

mission time of the proposed algorithm with baseline results.

The baseline model optimizes transmission power while the

bandwidth is evenly distributed among all users. It can be

observed that the transmission time decreases with the increase

of available bandwidth resources and maximum transmission

power. Additionally, the proposed algorithm outperforms the

baseline results. For instance, the proposed algorithm can

reduce transmission time by up to 60% and 64% compared to

the baseline results when the maximum transmission power is

0.5 w and 1 w, respectively. Moreover, it can be observed that,

compared to the baseline result, the performance improvement

is more pronounced when the bandwidth resource is less

abundant.

VI. CONCLUTION

In this paper, we proposed a novel FSL-HDC scheme

designed for resource-limited devices in the Metaverse. This

framework integrates the advantages of FSL and HDC,

effectively reducing communication costs and computation

overhead while enhancing efficiency, privacy, and robustness

against non-IID data distributions. Additionally, we introduced

an optimization algorithm aimed at minimizing the maximum

transmission delay from users to the fed server. Experimental

results demonstrated that our proposed FSL-HDC scheme

exhibits strong robustness to non-IID data and significantly

outperforms traditional neural network model FSL-NN in

terms of convergence speed. The accuracy is slightly lower

than that of FL-HDC. Moreover, the proposed optimization

method substantially reduces the maximum transmission time,

thereby further accelerating the model’s convergence rate. For

instance, compared with the baseline, our joint optimization

of transmission power and bandwidth can reduce transmission

time by up to 64%.
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