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Abstract—Due to the advantages of privacy-preserving, Fed-
erated Learning (FL) is widely used in distributed machine
learning systems. However, existing FL methods suffer from low-
inference performance caused by data heterogeneity. Specifically,
due to heterogeneous data, the optimization directions of different
local models vary greatly, making it difficult for the traditional
FL method to get a generalized global model that performs
well on all clients. As one of the state-of-the-art FL methods,
the mutation-based FL method attempts to adopt a stochastic
mutation strategy to guide the model training towards a well-
generalized area (i.e., flat area in the loss landscape). Specifically,
mutation allows the model to shift within the solution space,
providing an opportunity to escape areas with poor generalization
(i.e., sharp area). However, the stochastic mutation strategy easily
results in diverse optimal directions of mutated models, which
limits the performance of the existing mutation-based FL method.
To achieve higher performance, this paper proposes a novel
mutation-based FL approach named FedQP, utilizing a quadratic
programming strategy to regulate the mutation directions wisely.
By biasing the model mutation towards the direction of gradient
update rather than traditional random mutation, FedQP can
effectively guide the model to optimize towards a well-generalized
area (i.e., flat area). Experiments on multiple well-known datasets
show that our quadratic programming-guided mutation strategy
effectively improves the inference accuracy of the global model
in various heterogeneous data scenarios.

Index Terms—Machine Learning, Federated Learning,
Quadratic Programming

I. INTRODUCTION

Federated Learning (FL) [1]–[10] is a distributed machine
learning framework that enables multiple data owners to
collaboratively train a model without exchanging their orig-
inal data. Due to its advantage of protection of privacy, FL
has been used in various security-critical fields, including
healthcare [11], AIoT [12]–[15], and autonomous driving [16].
Most FL conducts a central server-based architecture, which
includes a cloud server and massive local clients. During each
training round, clients train their local models on their raw data
and then upload the trained models to the cloud server. The
cloud server aggregates these models to create a global model,
which is then distributed back to all clients. This approach
allows FL to reduce the risk of privacy leakage significantly.

Although FL exhibits effectiveness for privacy protection,
its performance is still constrained by data heterogeneity prob-
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lems. Specifically, since data distributions among clients are
typically non-Independent and Identically Distributed (non-
IID) [17], resulting in different optimization directions in each
client, thereby leading to a large number of conflict gradients
among local models, known as “gradient divergence” prob-
lem [18]. Aggregating these conflicting gradients inevitably
degrades the performance of the global model.

To overcome these challenges, several FL optimization
techniques have been proposed, such as global variable ad-
justment [18], client grouping strategies [19], and knowl-
edge distillation technology [20]. These methods can improve
inference performance to some extent, but they still have
shortcomings, such as relying on an additional public dataset,
being incompatible with secure aggregation, or resulting in
additional non-negligible communication costs.

To effectively alleviate performance degradation caused by
heterogeneous data without the need for additional data or
communication overhead, the mutation-based FL method [21]
has been proposed. It has been observed that well-generalized
solutions tend to be located in flat valleys instead of sharp
ravines [22]. So Mutation-based FL modifies the global model
based on gradients to create several intermediate models and
then sends them to various clients for local training. In this
way, each intermediate model can be shifted within the solu-
tion space and easily jump out of local optimal solutions, i.e.,
sharp area. However, the existing mutation-based FL method,
i.e., FedMut, only performs a coarse-grained mutation strategy.
Specifically, FedMut randomly adds or minus the gradients for
each layer of the global model to produce intermediate models.
In this way, the mutated intermediate models are located in a
circular area. However, too diverse mutation directions lead
to intermediate models optimized towards diverse directions,
leading to gradient conflict, which finally results in smaller
aggregation gradients. Since mutation is based on gradients,
too small gradients limit the range of mutation, making it more
difficult for the mutated model to jump out of sharp areas.
Therefore, how to wisely limit the range of mutation directions
to effectively guide mutated models towards a more flat area
is an important problem in mutation-based FL.

To tackle the issue mentioned above, we propose a new
approach called FedQP, which employs a quadratic program-
ming strategy to regularize the range of mutations. Specifically,
FedQP aims to guide intermediate models to mutate into a
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fan-shaped area towards the direction of aggregated gradients,
rather than a circular area. In this way, FedQP can achieve a
biased mutation, alleviating the limited mutation range caused
by gradient conflicts.

In summary, this paper has the following three contributions:
• We propose a quadratic programming-guided mutation

strategy, which uses quadratic programming to regularize
the range of mutation to improve the effectiveness of
model training.

• We implement a novel mutation-based FL frame-
work, named FedQP, based on our proposed quadratic
programming-guided mutation strategy.

• We carried out experiments on well-known datasets using
various models and showed the effectiveness of our
approach for both IID and non-IID cases.

II. PRELIMINARY AND RELATED WORK

A. Preliminary

In a standard FL scenario, we assume that there are N
participants, each with its own private dataset Di of size
ni. These participants work together to train a global model
without sending their datasets to a cloud server or sharing
them with other participants.

The global goal is to minimize the weighted average of all
participants’ local objective functions. The specific formula is
as follows:

min
w

f(w) =

N∑
i=1

ni

n
Fi(w), (1)

where w represents the parameters of the global model, Fi(w)
is the loss function for client i, representing the loss of the
model with w as parameters on Di data. The total amount of
data across all clients is given by n =

∑N
i=1 ni.

B. Related Work

Although the classic FedAvg provides a concise but effec-
tive paradigm. However, the generalization of FedAvg in non-
IID scenarios is severely limited. There are many works that
focus on improving the performance of the global model. For
instance, FedProx [2] adds a penalty term to the local loss
function through regularization to constrain the update direc-
tion of the local model. CluSamp [19] clusters based on the
cosine similarity between client gradient updates and selects
devices from different clusters for local training. There is also
a class of methods to improve the accuracy of global models
through knowledge distillation. For Example, FedNTD [20]
alleviates the weight divergence problem through knowledge
distillation to alleviate the data heterogeneity problem. FedGen
[23] also uses knowledge distillation but uses a generator to
generate distilled data so that no proxy dataset is required.
However, the above methods still lack good generalization of
the global model. To the best of our knowledge, our method is
the first to employ quadratic programming to guide the model
mutating process.

III. APPROACH

A. Motivation

Inspired by mutation-based FL, it is feasible to generate
mutated models to enable the global model to escape the
sharp solution region. Our goal is to guide the model to
generate biased mutations through a fine-grained mutation
strategy. Intuitively, if the mutation range of a model is within
a circular area, the aggregated results of the generated mutated
models will have a higher probability of remaining in this area,
and effective exploration of the parameter space cannot be
achieved. On the contrary, if the mutation range of a model
is a fan-shaped area, the aggregated results of the mutated
models will be more likely to escape the current area. Based
on this intuition, we constrain the range of mutation generation
and produce several mutated models for local training in the
fan-shaped area guided by the gradient, allowing the model
to conduct more concentrated exploration in the direction of
gradient descent. In theory, this design can guide the model
to accelerate convergence to the high-performance area.

Model Mutation
Local Training Aggregation
Global Model
Mutated Model

Local Model
Aggregated Model

Mutation Range

Flat Area

Flat Area

Sharp Area

(a) Mutation within the circle

(b) Mutation within the sector

Sharp Area

Fig. 1: Motivation of mutation range.

Figure 1 shows the motivation of our method. In these two
sub-figures, we can see that the green area on the left side of
the figure represents a flat solution in parameter space, while
the red area on the right side represents a sharp solution.
In Figure 1(a), the model mutation of FedMut is shown,
and Figure 1(b) presents the fan-shaped mutation after our
optimization. In the figure, the black dots represent the original
global model. The black arrows represent the mutation routes
of the original global model. The red dots represent four
models mutated from the global model, and the red dashed
line represents the mutation range. After the local training
process indicated by the black dashed arrows, we can get the
local model represented by the yellow box. Finally, after the
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Fig. 2: Framework and workflow of our approach.

average aggregation of the red arrow, the red five-pointed star
is obtained as the aggregated global model.

Figure 1(a) is the uniform random mutation without direc-
tionality. It may cause three mutated models to still optimize
towards the sharp area so that the global model obtained by
the final aggregation has the problem of moving slowly or
even not moving towards the flat area. In Figure 1(b), we
associate the fan-shaped opening with the direction of the
global gradient. Therefore, all mutations in this round are
along the direction of global gradient descent, more mutated
models can move towards the flat area after local training,
and then the aggregated global model will also accelerate the
convergence to the flat area.

B. Overview

Figure 2 demonstrates the framework of our FedQP. In
our framework, there is a server and N local devices. The
server maintains a global model and K mutated models.
Unlike traditional federated learning, we do not dispatch the
global model to the device for local training but dispatch the
mutated model. As shown in Figure 2, our method comprises
the following eight steps. Step 1 (Dispatching): The server
selects K devices and sends K mutated models to these
devices by random. Step 2 (Local Training): Each device
trains the received model using its local data and uploads
the trained model to the server. Step 3 (Aggregation): After
receiving the models from all devices, the server aggregates
these models to obtain a new global model. Step 4 (Gradients
Calculation): The server subtracts the global model of this
round from that of the previous round to obtain the global
gradient. Step 5 (Stochastic Mutation): The server applies
random perturbations to the global model to generate the initial
mutations. Step 6 (Quadratic Programming): The server
uses the global gradient to perform quadratic programming
on the initial mutations to obtain the corrected mutations.
Step 7 (Mutated Model Updating): The server adds the
global model to the corrected mutations to update the mutated
models. Step 8 (Model Updating): The server replaces the

global model of the previous round with the global model of
the current round.

C. Implementation

Algorithm 1 Implementation of our method

1: Input: 1) R, # of FL rounds; 2) D, total involved devices;
3) K, # of selected devices in one FL round; 4) p, QP
Probability

2: Output: wg , the global model.
3: FedQP(R,C,K)
4: initialize the global model w0

g

5: wqp
1 , ..., wqp

K ← w0
g

6: for r = 1, ..., R do
7: S ← Randomly select K clients from C
8: for i = 1, ...,K do
9: wi

l ← LocalTraining(wqp
i , S[i])

10: end for
11: wr

g ← Aggregation(w1
l , ..., w

K
l )

12: wδ ← wr
g − wr−1

g

13: for j = 1, ...,K do
14: for each layer L in wr

g do
15: mutL ← Randomly generate mutation of L
16: m̃utL ← mutL
17: m̃utL ← QPMUT(wδ.L,mutL, p)
18: end for
19: wqp

j ← wj
l + m̃ut

20: end for
21: end for
22: Return wr

g

Algorithm 1 details the realization of our method. In Line
4, the global model w0

g is initialized, and in Line 5, all
mutated models are initialized. Lines 6-20 describe the overall
FL training process. Line 7 indicates the server randomly
selects K devices from all devices D to participate in the
current round of FL training. In lines 8-10, the server sends
the K mutated models to the selected K devices for local
training. After the device completes local training, it uploads



the updated models to the server. Line 11 indicates the server
aggregates the received local models and obtains a new global
model. In Line 12, the server subtracts the old and new global
models to get the gradient of the current round. Lines 13-20
present our quadratic programming-guided mutation process.
The for loop in line 13 means that we generate K new mutated
models using the global model. First, we randomly mutate
each layer of the model (Line 15). Then, the server will
have probability p to perform quadratic programming on the
generated random mutation (Line 17). Finally, the server adds
the global model to the mutation to get a new mutated model
(Line 19).

D. QP-based model mutation(QPMut(·))
For ease of writing, we omit L in the following sections.

In our method, we want to constrain the circular mutation
range in FedMut to a fan-shaped area guided by the global
gradient. Therefore, we perform quadratic programming on
the mutants generated by the mutation, requiring that the
Euclidean distance between the corrected mutant and the
original mutant is the shortest and the angle with the global
gradient direction is an acute angle. We define the objective
function and constraints of the quadratic programming as
follows:

min
m̃ut

∥m̃ut−mut∥2, s.t.
〈
m̃ut, wδ

〉
≥ 0, (2)

where m̃ut represents the mutation corrected according to the
gradient direction, and mut represents the original mutation.

This form of objective function ensures that the distance
between the adjusted mutation and the original mutation is
as small as possible, that is, to find the solution closest to
the original mutation. The constraints ensure that the adjusted
mutation is consistent with the direction of the global gradient,
which helps to ensure that the mutation operation does not
deviate from the correct direction of optimization and enhances
the algorithm’s convergence.

After expanding and simplifying the above equation and
discarding the constant term, we rewrite equation 2 as follows:

min
m̃ut

(
1

2
m̃ut

⊤
m̃ut−mut⊤m̃ut

)
, s.t.w⊤

δ m̃ut ≥ 0. (3)

However, directly solving this problem may involve expen-
sive computational costs when dealing with optimization prob-
lems with high-dimensional parameter spaces. To this end, we
consider leveraging the dual form of quadratic programming
to simplify the solution process.

By introducing the Lagrange multiplier, we can calculate:

m̃ut = mut+ wδλ. (4)

We get the dual problem of the equation 3 after simplifica-
tion:

min
λ

(
1

2
λ⊤w⊤

δ wδλ+mut⊤wδλ

)
, s.t.λ ≥ 0. (5)

Observing formula 4, we can find that the output m̃ut of the
quadratic programming is essentially a conical combination

of the gradient wδ and mut. Intuitively, this suggests that
our mutation method can adaptively exploit global knowledge,
helping us accelerate training and improve generalization.

IV. EXPERIMENT

A. Experiment Settings
To assess the effectiveness of our method, we implemented

it using the PyTorch framework [24]. For a fair comparison,
we utilized the SGD optimizer with a learning rate of 0.01
and a momentum of 0.5. We configured each client’s batch
size to 50 and conducted 5 epochs for each local training
round. In addition, we simulate 100 devices, and 10% of the
devices, i.e. 10 devices, participate in training in each round.
Note that in FL, due to considerations of network quality
and communication overhead, the server usually only selects
some devices to participate in training in each round [25]. All
experimental results are from an Ubuntu workstation equipped
with an Intel i9 CPU, 64GB memory, and an NVIDIA RTX
4090 GPU.

Datasets and Models. We selected two well-known datasets
in our experiments: the image datasets CIFAR-10 and CIFAR-
100 [26]. To verify the effectiveness of our method in IID and
non-IID scenarios, we use the Dirichlet distribution Dir(β)
[27] to simulate the data distribution, where the smaller β
value indicates greater data heterogeneity. To comprehensively
evaluate the performance of our method, we conducted exper-
iments on three different models, CNN [28], ResNet-18 [29],
and VGG-16 [30].

Baseline. To show the effectiveness of our proposed
method, we carried out experiments using several baseline FL
algorithms. The classic FL algorithm FedAvg [1] and four
advanced algorithms—CluSamp [19], FedNTD [20], FedGen
[23], and FedMut [21]—were selected for comparison.
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Fig. 3: Learning curves of our method and all the baseline
methods on CIFAR-10 with ResNet-18.

B. Performance comparison
Comparison of Accuracy. Table 1 shows the inference

accuracy comparison of our method with all baselines under



TABLE I: Comparison of test accuracy.

DataSet Model Hetero.Settings Test Accuracy (%)
FedAvg CluSamp FedNTD FedGen FedMut Ours

CIFAR-10

CNN

β = 0.1 47.10± 3.07 47.32± 2.28 50.92± 0.98 47.07± 2.65 52.22± 1.32 53.04 ± 0.87
β = 0.5 53.48± 0.78 53.38± 1.03 55.26± 0.33 53.96± 1.30 55.51± 0.72 55.66 ± 0.28
β = 1.0 57.11± 0.66 57.28± 0.87 57.58± 0.29 52.22± 1.32 58.04± 0.25 61.06 ± 0.37

IID 57.46± 0.22 57.88± 0.21 58.88± 0.15 57.03± 1.32 60.00± 0.18 61.15 ± 0.16

ResNet-18

β = 0.1 44.12± 3.11 43.09± 3.22 51.17± 2.08 44.35± 1.87 53.60± 4.69 55.66 ± 0.28
β = 0.5 61.72± 0.58 61.35± 0.48 64.96± 0.24 60.92± 0.69 68.60± 0.16 74.09 ± 0.15
β = 1.0 64.28± 0.35 65.83± 0.22 68.10± 0.12 65.80± 0.34 69.95± 0.23 75.75 ± 0.22

IID 65.42± 0.18 65.29± 0.11 69.10± 0.13 63.88± 0.42 66.58± 0.13 71.73 ± 0.07

VGG-16

β = 0.1 56.20± 8.68 60.52± 7.62 64.95± 0.68 64.05± 3.62 64.60± 3.47 69.88 ± 3.43
β = 0.5 76.97± 0.85 75.86± 1.58 80.14± 0.41 78.00± 0.77 80.86± 0.23 82.10 ± 0.33
β = 1.0 79.21± 0.62 79.45± 0.88 81.74± 0.55 79.01± 0.65 81.08± 0.21 83.27 ± 0.12

IID 80.82± 0.08 80.24± 0.17 82.36± 0.11 80.01± 0.08 81.73± 0.08 83.58 ± 0.03

CIFAR-100

CNN

β = 0.1 29.02± 1.03 29.51± 0.61 30.34± 0.43 28.32± 1.08 30.45± 0.34 30.82 ± 1.00
β = 0.5 31.33± 0.86 32.28± 0.42 34.28± 0.25 32.52± 0.54 35.39± 0.31 35.98 ± 0.32
β = 1.0 32.79± 0.40 32.12± 0.32 33.92± 0.21 31.12± 0.32 35.58± 0.26 37.57 ± 0.28

IID 32.61± 0.21 32.19± 0.10 35.32± 0.17 32.20± 0.12 35.44± 0.19 38.26 ± 0.19

ResNet-18

β = 0.1 35.12± 1.00 34.63± 0.82 39.06± 0.59 34.82± 0.82 37.18± 0.35 39.28 ± 0.58
β = 0.5 40.88± 0.76 41.65± 0.52 48.74± 0.15 41.38± 0.65 46.68± 0.20 50.64 ± 0.09
β = 1.0 43.01± 0.30 43.60± 0.36 46.36± 0.55 42.28± 0.33 47.55± 0.19 51.00 ± 0.15

IID 42.96± 0.26 42.23± 0.29 48.91± 0.85 42.22± 0.26 48.10± 0.09 49.41 ± 0.05

VGG-16

β = 0.1 46.77± 1.24 46.38± 0.85 49.81± 0.81 47.28± 2.55 49.23± 0.65 49.99 ± 0.70
β = 0.5 52.98± 0.80 53.06± 0.68 59.24± 0.35 54.58± 0.84 57.22± 0.52 58.25 ± 0.21
β = 1.0 56.02± 0.36 55.86± 0.35 58.46± 0.30 55.20± 0.64 57.98± 0.36 59.85 ± 0.20

IID 57.06± 0.08 56.98± 0.22 59.54± 0.48 56.01± 0.30 58.36± 0.21 59.85 ± 0.04

different settings involving different models, datasets, and data
distributions. From this table, we can find that our method
can always achieve the best performance in all cases. For
example, our method improves test accuracy by 13.68% over
FedAvg in the CIFAR-10 dataset with VGG-16 model when
β = 0.1. Figure 3 shows the learning curves of our method and
all baselines using ResNet-18 and on the CIFAR-10 dataset.
We can find that compared with FedMut, our method not
only achieves higher accuracy but also converges faster than
FedMut in the early stage of training.

TABLE II: Comparison of test accuracy under different num-
bers of participating clients.

Values of K 5 10 20

Test
Accuracy (%)

FedAvg 59.15± 0.56 61.72± 0.58 62.01± 0.45
CluSamp 60.14± 0.32 61.35± 0.48 62.58± 0.66
FedNTD 65.76± 0.65 64.96± 0.24 66.42± 0.24
FedGen 61.45± 0.28 60.92± 0.69 58.43± 0.79
FedMut 70.11± 0.46 68.60± 0.16 65.25± 0.22

Ours 73.93 ± 0.29 74.09 ± 0.15 70.21 ± 0.28

Impacts of Different Numbers of Participating Clients.
In our previous experiments, we assumed that 10% of the
devices participated in training in each round. To assess how
varying the number of clients participating in training affects
the accuracy of our method, we designed two different exper-
imental scenarios. Specifically, we select 5 and 20 devices
to participate in training in each round, i.e., K = 5, 20,
respectively. We conducted the experiment using the ResNet-
18 model and the CIFAR-10 dataset with β = 0.5. Table
II shows the experimental results. We can find that our
method can achieve the highest accuracy, which can prove
the effectiveness of our method in different AIoT scenarios.

C. Ablation Study
To explore the specific impact of quadratic programming

rate on the performance of our method, we conducted ex-
periments using the ResNet-18 model and CIFAR-10 dataset
with β = 0.5. Figure 4 shows the learning curves of FedMut
and our method under different settings. The label “ours-p"
represents our method with p as the dynamic programming
probability. In particular, when p = 0, our method is the same
as FedMut.
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Fig. 4: Ablation study results.

Our experimental results show that our method exhibits
significant improvements in accuracy as the quadratic pro-
gramming probability p increases. This shows that appropri-
ately increasing the value of p can effectively optimize model
performance. However, further testing also found that when
the value of p is too high, the stability of the model begins
to be affected, manifested as a slowdown in convergence
or a complete inability to reach the convergence state. This
phenomenon may be because the high-probability quadratic
programming causes the model to search too frequently in the
parameter space, thereby preventing the model from stabilizing
near the optimal solution. Therefore, although increasing p can
improve the learning ability of the model, the upper limit of p



also needs to be carefully controlled to avoid negative effects
caused by over-adjustment.

D. Discussion

Limitations. Our approach relies on a carefully tuned
quadratic programming probability to achieve higher accuracy.
The optimal quadratic programming probability varies across
different models and datasets, so the generalization ability and
robustness of our method are limited.

Future Work. Based on the experimental results of this
paper, we plan to explore the specific reasons why the model
fails to converge with a high quadratic programming probabil-
ity p. We will identify which factors most affect the stability
and performance of the model through detailed parameter
sensitivity analysis and loss landscape visualization. In addi-
tion, we expect to adopt an adaptive adjustment mechanism,
combined with real-time feedback, to continuously adjust the
value of p through experiments, aiming to identify the value p
that achieves the optimal balance between model performance
and convergence. In addition, this paper only focuses on the
inference accuracy of the global model, without considering
various uncertain factors in physical environments [31], [32]
and fairness problems in training data [33], [34]. In the
future, we will attempt to improve FedQP to adapt to various
uncertain environments and address fairness problems.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed a novel mutation-based FL approach
named FedQP, aiming to address the lack of directional-
ity when exploring the parameter space. With a quadratic
programming-guided mutation region design, our approach
can make the global model mutate towards the fan-shaped area
of the gradient. This design enhances the directional control
of the mutation process, allowing the mutation to proceed in
a targeted direction guided by the gradient, thus enabling the
model to explore specific directions more strategically. The
experimental results exhibit the effectiveness of our proposed
method on different datasets, indicating that the quadratic
programming-guided mutation strategy can improve the per-
formance of FL.
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