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Abstract

Gaze estimation is the task of deciding for given face images, in which direction people are looking.
It is particularly useful for various applications including psychological analysis, authentication,
and eye tracking in the context of virtual or augmented reality. To reduce the error of the predictions
of gaze estimators, the training data should be collected from a large number of users to ensure the
ability of the model to generalize correctly during the inference phase. However, the large data
collection requirements conflict with privacy concerns. Building on existing federated learning
approaches, this project aims to increase the efficiency of the training process. Hence, (i) we split the
model into a part owned by the client and another part owned by a server. This results in strong data
protection properties as well as model privacy. In addition, only a part of the model has to be stored
and run by each client leading to decreasing computational effort for the typically substantially
resource-constrained clients. (ii) We further train the gaze estimation model in an unsupervised
fashion and (iii) prune the model weights to enhance the training efficiency. Furthermore, we
extend our approach with several privacy-preserving techniques, e.g. Multi-Party Computation
(MPC) and Differential Privacy (DP) mechanisms. We empirically demonstrate the effectiveness
of these mechanisms with an implemented attack on our system. Our experiments show that our
implemented system manages to predict gaze angles with an average deviation of less than 6.5
degrees from the actual angle in about 10 minutes and thus outperforms other privacy-preserving
gaze estimators.
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Figure 0.1: Graphical Abstract
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1 Introduction

Since the line of sight and eye movements indicate human attention and cognition [2], gaze
information can be utilized in various ways, e.g. in VR and AR as frequently encountered
applications [25].

Besides the great number of useful applications, accurate learning-based gaze estimation is based
on the fact that personal data from a large number of different people is available. In terms of
privacy, the demand for protection of the individual highly sensitive face and eye images leads to
a utility-privacy trade-off [2]. To comply with the mentioned requirements, we need dedicated
privacy-preserving machine learning techniques that protect personal images while maintaining
a high gaze estimation performance. We aim for only slightly increased gaze prediction errors
compared to the case where no data protection techniques are applied.

Federated Learning (FL) is a common privacy-preserving machine learning approach that is suitable
in our case where training data is not owned centrally [20]. Instead, multiple clients own private
data and all data should be used for collaborative training of a model such as a Convolutional Neural
Network (CNN) for gaze estimation. In one iteration of FL, each client obtains the current model
from the server, trains the model for a given number of epochs on their local data and passes back
their locally trained model to the server. The server aggregates the received local model parts (in a
CNN: weights or gradients) by performing the Federated averaging of model updates (FedAvg), i.e.
the server takes the element-wise average over the weights of the clients. Subsequently, the server
could apply additional optimization methods as performed in Adaptive FL [7]. The server passes
the averaged weights to the clients and the clients use them as instantiation for their next iteration.
The whole process is repeated for a certain number of iterations or until a given desired accuracy is
reached.

As pointed out in [7], the application of FL is useful if the data distribution is non-independent and
identical (non-IID). This is definitely the case for gaze data where each client owns personal face
or eye images. To perform supervised learning, the images need to be annotated with the desired
output of the gaze estimator, namely the gaze angles. We use the MPIIGaze dataset [33] where face
images and respective gaze angles were collected in a study and published for scientific use. Further
information about the dataset is given in Section 2.1.1 and a small excerpt of the face images is
shown in Figure 2.1.

Split Learning (SL) is another approach that secures personal data by performing training locally on
each client. In each epoch, instead of training the whole network as in FL, the client only forwards
the input until a certain layer (i.e. the split layer). The client passes the output of the split layer (i.e.
the smashed data) to the main server that completes the forward propagation with its part of the
network. The server starts the backpropagation until the split layer and passes the gradients to the
client that completes the backpropagation.
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1 Introduction

Compared to FL, SL can keep a part of the model private from the clients (i.e. model privacy).
In addition, a part of the forward- and backpropagation is outsourced to the main server, which
decreases the computational effort as well as storage requirements of the typically resource-limited
clients (e.g. mobile devices). SL is also applicable in the case of servers that own a repository
containing multiple models that are implemented using the same input features. In this case, the
same data obtained from the clients can be re-used to save communication and computational
effort.

In this work, we apply Splitfed Learning (SFL) which is a combination of SL and FL as illustrated
in Figure 1.1. With SFL, we aim to preserve the privacy of the gaze data and achieve model
privacy as in SL and allow clients to execute local training epochs in parallel [27]. We improve the
implemented models to minimize the error of gaze predictions on the MPIIGaze dataset and show
how model pruning can lead to a more compact model representation and potentially reduced time
for forwarding data samples through the network. In addition, we integrate Multi-Party Computation
(MPC) techniques to obtain further privacy properties by keeping the forwarded input samples secret
as well as allowing the weights of the clients and the server to be kept secret. We also use MPC
techniques to carry out the computation of the FedAvg without revealing the weights of a single
client. In addition, we apply Differential Privacy (DP) mechanisms to obfuscate model and smashed
data and aim to avoid possible attacks that reconstruct the personal input images. Furthermore, we
implement unsupervised gaze estimation, i.e. gaze estimator training without or with just a few
gaze angle annotations, and we combine this with FL to preserve the privacy of client data.

In later comparisons with alternative learning methods, we prove that our implementation offers
highly accurate gaze predictions. In addition, we give empirical evidence for the privacy properties
of our systems with our own attacker implementation where we try to reconstruct the secret client
images.

To the best of our knowledge, this project is the first work to apply and implement SFL on gaze
estimation and constitutes a first step towards MPC-friendly ML training.

Our work is structured as follows:

• Chapter 2 (Background) gives essential background information about gaze estimation and
security measures (SFL, MPC and DP).

• In Chapter 3 (Methods), we explain the implementation and the required components of our
system to perform SFL for privacy-preserving gaze estimation. We also present our own
attacker implementation to empirically demonstrate the effectiveness of the privacy-preserving
mechanisms.

• Chapter 4 (Experiments) presents the results to show the performance of our system. We
compare our results (accuracies and runtimes) to results of other baseline methods.

• In Chapter 5 (Discussion), we reflect on the utility and privacy guarantees of our system.

• Chapter 6 (Related Work) presents an overview of the related methods for privacy-preserving
gaze estimation in the literature.

• Chapter 7 (Conclusion and Outlook) highlights our main contribution and findings as well as
possible future directions.
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(a) FL (b) SL

(c) SFL

Figure 1.1: Visualization of FL, SL and SFL. The model here consists of 4 layers shown with
adjacent grey-blue-green-pink bars and a layer is owned by the client or main server
next to it
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2 Background

In this chapter, we introduce the gaze estimation task and the required components to perform
accurate gaze estimation. We also provide existing techniques to preserve the privacy of clients and
to protect their secret data.

2.1 Gaze estimation

Gaze estimation is the task of predicting the viewing direction of a given person as a gaze angle. This
can be performed based on images, videos or live recordings to, for example, infer gaze information
of users playing video games [25]. We first present our utilized dataset, then we show how a
CNN is structured and which components it consists of so that we can use it as a gaze estimation
model. Afterwards, we also describe existing approaches to learning gaze representations in an
unsupervised fashion.

2.1.1 Gaze estimation dataset

The MPIIGaze dataset is a publicly available set of 213,659 images from 15 participants [33] that
can be identified with their id (P00, P01, ..., P14). In the further course, we limit to a subset of 3000
images per participant which corresponds to the selected subset from Zhang et al. [33]. The setting
for MPIIGaze is also called “in the wild” because it depicts the daily life recordings of participants
in front of their personal devices. The dataset covers the great diversity of appearances, i.e. different
races, genders and with or without glasses. All these are reasons why performing gaze estimation is
a great challenge for this dataset. We mainly focus on the prediction of 2D gaze angles (yaw and
pitch) exactly as in [33]. To provide a realistic evaluation of gaze estimation models, model training
is done on 14 participants and the error is measured on the left-out participant. Therefore, the model
has to infer the 2D gaze angles for a participant that was not considered during the training phase.

(a) Participant, ID 11 (b) Participant, ID 01 (c) Participant, ID 14 (d) Participant, ID 03

Figure 2.1: An excerpt of face images from the MPIIGaze dataset and visualization of the inferred
gaze angles predicted by a trained model (shown with turquoise lines)

17



2 Background

Zhang et al. [33] provide a pre-processing phase to transform face images into pre-processed eye
images that are passed to the gaze estimator (a CNN) subsequently. In a nutshell, this pre-processing
phase consists of detecting the face and its facial landmarks to create a facial shape model. Then
normalization into a polar-coordinate angle space is applied, which results in a set of fixed-resolution
2D eye images. In addition to each image, a 2D head angle vector (also called: head pose) is
obtained that can also be utilized by the model to predict the gaze angles. Figure 2.1 visualizes the
output angles after applying the trained model from Zhang et al. [33] on four face images from the
MPIIGaze dataset.

2.1.2 Gaze estimation model

The appearance of the shape of an eye is strongly dependent on the angle at which the eye is being
viewed. This makes gaze estimation a difficult task and we need a model that is expressive enough
to handle high variability in the appearance of the eyes [12]. Model-based methods first extract
features (e.g. pupil centre and iris edges) and pass these features to the gaze estimation model [7,
33]. In contrast to this are the appearance-based methods that use the eye images directly as input
and this has proven to handle images with varying quality and lighting conditions better and give
predictions with higher accuracy [33].

Appearance-based methods require, besides a sufficiently large dataset for training, a model that is
able to extract useful features from an image with potentially high dimensionality (many pixels) and
that leads to the usage of a CNN as the model for appearance-based gaze estimation. A CNN is a
network consisting of several specific layers that allow it to process multi-dimensional inputs such
as 2D images. They usually consist of three types of layers: Convolutional layers, pooling layers
and fully connected layers [22].

When forwarding an input image through the CNN, convolutional layers and pooling layers are
typically applied in the beginning and should allow the CNN to reduce the input dimensionality and
extract necessary features (depending on the task to be solved). These layers produce a gradually
increasing number of 2D outputs of decreasing size (c1 and c2 in Figure 3.1). In a nutshell, the
outputs of a convolutional layer (called feature maps or channels) are calculated by multiplying the
input tensor with the weight matrices of the CNN that are called filters. Pooling layers perform
downsampling of the given feature map, e.g. by taking the maximum value (max-pooling) from the
values in a sliding window which moves over the input feature map.

After the input tensor passes convolutional and pooling layers, the tensor is flattened into a one-
dimensional tensor and is passed to (usually around two) subsequent linear layers. For linear layers,
each output element (neuron) is a linear combination of the whole input tensor and therefore they are
also referred to as “fully connected layers” as each input neuron is connected to each output neuron
by one weight from the weight matrix [22]. For the exact functionality of the layers, visualizations
of the architecture and further utilized type of layers, we refer to [22].

The output of the last layer is the prediction of the CNN to the task that should be solved. This can
be a classification task where membership to a certain class is checked, e.g. whether a dog or a cat
is contained on a given input image. Another task is to predict numeric values (regression) and this
is the case for gaze estimation when predicting continuous gaze angles [12].
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2.1 Gaze estimation

To exploit speedup for parallelization, multiple inputs (one batch) are forwarded at once through the
CNN. In the inference phase, the inputs are applied to an already trained model and the outputs are
the predictions of the model for a given input, e.g. the estimated gazes in eye tracking applications.
If the expected outputs (targets) are available as is the case for the MPIIGaze dataset, then they
can be compared to the predicted outputs to calculate the error of the predictions and assess the
performance of the trained model. To also get an estimate of how well a model can generalize, the
inputs that were used to train the model have to be avoided for inference. For gaze estimation, this
can be done by using a participant who was not considered during the training phase to compute the
differences between predicted and expected angles (angle error).

In the training phase, the model should be improved iteratively to reduce the prediction errors. For
each iteration (epoch), the training data is divided into batches that are forwarded successively
through the network. For each forwarded batch, a loss function (often: mean squared error, [20]) is
computed to measure the difference between predictions and targets. Then, the backpropagation
phase is executed where the error is passed backward through the network in order to update the
weights so that later outputs are pulled closer to the expected outputs. The weights are updated
in the direction of the calculated gradients and the magnitude of the update is determined by a
user-defined learning rate. During ongoing training, the learning rate is often decreased to allow for
major updates in the beginning and more fine-tuning in the end. Using the popular machine learning
framework Pytorch for python, the weights, learning rate and further training parameters are passed
to an optimizer that takes care of the correct calculation of gradients and updates of the weights.

The presented way of training is known as supervised learning which means that targets are available
for all input data and the targets are used during model training. On the other hand, there is
unsupervised learning where training is performed with the absence of dedicated target outputs and
we go into more detail about this now.

2.1.3 Unsupervised gaze representation learning

Collecting and annotating gaze data is complex and expensive [32]. It requires complex experimental
setups and exact measurements. Measurement errors are made during the experiments by participants
blinking or getting distracted. Also, the target angle for most datasets is computed visually which
leads to noisy values [32].

The goal of unsupervised learning is to train a model even if no or only a few labels are available,
i.e. with missing gaze angle annotations in case of a gaze estimation task. The observed neural
networks for unsupervised learning, such as in [26, 32], consist of an encoder and a decoder. The
simplified structure is shown in Figure 2.2. To train the Encoder-Decoder model, the input eye
image is passed to the encoder which transforms it into a reduced and compact form that is called
gaze representation [26, 32]. The decoder uses the input eye images as targets and is therefore
trained to reconstruct the eyes from given gaze representations.

Encoder-Decoder training aims to obtain gaze representations that are as accurate as possible to
allow the gaze to be predicted solely based on a given gaze representation and, depending on the
approach, possibly a given head pose. A lightweight regressor (gaze estimator) consisting of only
a few (usually linear) layers is trained to transform gaze representations into gaze angles. Target
angle annotations are required to train this gaze estimator but it is trained only on a small amount
of data (e.g. 100 samples). This is called few-shot gaze estimation [26, 32] or also n-shot gaze
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2 Background

Figure 2.2: Training and inference using unsupervised gaze representation learning combined with
few-shot gaze estimation

estimation when considering the exact amount of n samples with target annotation. Altogether, the
Encoder-Decoder is trained on a large amount of data without gaze annotations and subsequently,
only a small amount of annotated data is needed to train the gaze estimator.

In the further course, we focus on the implementation of Sun et al. [26] which the authors applied
and tested, among others, on the MPIIGaze dataset. In their implementation, they perform 3D
gaze estimation and therefore, in contrast to 2D gaze estimation, they consider one more gaze
coordinate for the gaze predictions. This coordinate includes gaze depth information [16] that is,
related to captured photographs, depending on the distance between the person and the recording
device. However, the values from this coordinate differ little from each other for the MPIIGaze
dataset which is related to the fact that pictured participants look at their personal laptop screen
during common workday use on all images. In the following, we adopt the respective number
of dimensions and perform 2D gaze estimation for supervised learning approaches and 3D gaze
estimation for unsupervised learning to allow for a comparison with the underlying work in both
cases.

Sun et al. [26] utilize a Cross-Encoder that encodes and decodes two images simultaneously. It
once combines the encodings of two eye images that belong to the same eye from two different
pictures (same eye, different gaze) as well as once an image of left and right eye from the same
picture (different eye, similar gaze). The learned gaze representation consists of a gaze feature and
an eye feature. The eye feature should be similar for images with (same eye, different gaze) while
the gaze feature should be similar for (different eye, similar gaze) [26]. The authors show in their
experiments, that the best gaze estimation results are obtained when passing only the gaze feature
as input to the gaze estimator. Nevertheless, the training of the Cross-Encoder is influenced by both
the fixed gaze feature dimension dg as well as eye feature dimension de, which leads to different
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angle errors in [26] depending on the chosen dimensions. In contrast, the influence of the head pose
is low as there are only slight differences in the results for MPIIGaze with and without considering
the head pose as additional input to the gaze estimator.

For further details regarding the exact configuration of the Cross-Encoder network, we refer to [26].
In their experiments, the authors show that the gaze representation from the Cross-Encoder leads to
lower gaze estimation errors compared to gaze representations from alternative unsupervised gaze
representation learning methods.

2.2 Security measures

In this section, we introduce the concepts to protect the privacy of clients during training of the
CNN. First, we show how SFL works, then we introduce MPC and DP that we utilize later to
enhance the privacy guarantees.

2.2.1 Splitfed Learning

SFL, just like FL or SL, is an approach where multiple clients own private data that should be used
to collaboratively train a model while the personal data should be kept secret. SL and SFL utilize
the idea to outsource a part of the model (here: a CNN) from the client to a server (main server) that
relieves the typically resource-constrained clients and is taking off part of the calculation [20].

The given model (CNN) gets divided into two parts. The part containing the input is owned by the
clients and as each client owns different input data, their network weights differ after updating the
weights using backpropagation. We call the client-side model the local client model, that can be
accessed by the respective client. We now summarize the SFL training procedure as described in
detail by Thapa et al. [27].

In parallel, each client forwards their input data through their local client model until the last layer
(split layer). When a client is done with it, the client passes the output (called smashed data) as well
as the overall targets (for gaze estimation: gaze angles) to the main server that finishes the forward
propagation using its part of the model (server model). The main server starts the backpropagation
until the split layer and sends the gradients back to the client that finishes the backpropagation and
updates the weights of the local client model. This process is repeated for a certain number (local
epochs) that we set to 1 as default in the following.

After all clients finish their local epoch(s), the server takes the weights that it computed for each
client in its last local epoch, computes their averages (using FedAvg locally) and takes the averaged
weights to update the server model. Note that during the local epochs, the server model gets updated
while performing backpropagation. To avoid clients hindering each other during their local epochs,
the main server holds one copy of the server model for each client and therefore, the server can
handle client requests in parallel and there is no need for synchronization until the server performs
FedAvg. This is the difference to the original Vanilla SL where a client has to wait for a previous
client to finish its computation and they pass the updated weights to each other which leads to
reduced parallelization [20].
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2 Background

Algorithm 2.1 Splitfed Learning
n← number-of-clients
[M0,M1, . . . ,Mn−1] ← [∅,∅, . . . ,∅] // Local client model weights, owned by each client
[data0, data1, . . . , datan−1] ← preprocessImages() // datak is owned by client k
MS ← ∅ // Server model weights, owned by the server
procedure main(el, eg) // Execute el local epochs and eg global epochs of SFL

Run_Thread(MainServer(el)) // Run MainServer(el) in another thread (non-blocking!)
Run_Thread(Aggregator()) // Run Aggregator() in another thread (non-blocking!)
M0,M1, . . . ,Mn−1,MS ← initWeights()
for eg times do

for each k ∈ {0, . . . ,n − 1} do // One iteration per client k, iterations run in parallel!
TrainClient(k, el)

end for
end for
End_Thread(MainServer(el)) // End the MainServer thread
End_Thread(Aggregator()) // End the Aggregator thread
return M0,MS // Note: M0 = M1 = · · · = Mn−1 (cause FedAvg is done in the end)

end procedure

procedure TrainClient(k, el) // Executed by client k
for el times do // el is the number of local epochs

smash← forward(Mk , datak)
Send(S, smash) // Pass smashed data to main server
smash_gradients← Receive(S) // Wait for gradients from main server
backprop(smash_gradients) // Backpropagation includes updating the weights Mk

end for
Send(A, Mk) // Send updated weights to Aggregator
Mk ← Receive(A) // Set weights to the average received from Aggregator

end procedure

procedure MainServer(el)
[S0,S1, . . . ,Sn−1] ← [MS,MS, . . . ,MS]

for each k ∈ {0, . . . ,n − 1} do // One iteration per client k, iterations run in parallel!
for el times do // el is the number of local epochs

smash, target ← Receive(k) // Wait for smashed data and target from client k
forward(Sk , smash)
smash_gradients← backprop(Sk , target)
Send(k, smash_gradients) // Send back gradients to client k

end for
end for
MS ← FedAvg([S0,S1, . . . ,Sn−1]) // internal FedAvg to update server-side model
MainServer(el) // jump back to the beginning of this procedure

end procedure
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procedure Aggregator()
[W0,W1, . . . ,Wn−1] ← [∅,∅, . . . ,∅]

for each k ∈ {0, . . . ,n − 1} do
Wk ← Receive(k) // Wait for model weights from client k

end for
W ← FedAvg([W0,W1, . . . ,Wn−1]) // FedAvg to update client-side model
for each k ∈ {0, . . . ,n − 1} do

Send(k, W) // Send averaged weights to all clients
end for
Aggregator() // jump back to the beginning of this procedure

end procedure

function FedAvg(Wall) // Wall is a 2D list (list of list of weights)
assert len(Wall) = n // length of Wall equals number of clients
assert len(Wall[0]) = · · · = len(Wall[n − 1]) // equal number of weights per client
Wavg ← Wall[0]
for each i ∈ {0, . . . , len(Wall[0]) − 1} do

for each k ∈ {1, . . . ,n − 1} do
Wavg[i] ← Wavg[i] +Wall[k][i]

end for
Wavg[i] ← Wavg[i] / n

end for
return Wavg

end function

After all SFL clients (independently!) completed their local epochs, they send their updated weights
(or gradients) of the local client models to a FedAvg executor (aggregator) that can be either one of
the clients, the main server or someone completely different. The aggregator averages the weights
and obtains the “global client model” that is forwarded back to the clients. The clients use the
global client model as weight initialization for their local client models to perform the next round of
the whole procedure (global epoch). The FedAvg step is therefore responsible for synchronizing the
model across multiple clients.

Our pseudocode in Algorithm 2.1 visualizes the rough process of SFL. We refer to [27] for more
details including formulas for the calculation of weights and gradients. Also, the pseudocode does
not consider the applied DP and MPC mechanisms to protect local client weights and smashed data
that we discuss in the following sections.

Privacy guarantees of SFL: In SFL, clients keep their private data locally but, however, data
from all clients is used for model training. Instead of the private data, clients only need to share
smashed data and local models with other participants. In the further course, we discuss how this
shared data can be protected to prevent possible conclusions about the underlying private client
data.

SFL also enables model privacy, i.e. a crucial part of the model can be kept private from the clients
[27] by splitting the model between the clients and the main server. The main server can thus be
granted the exclusive use of the trained model.
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2.2.2 Multi-Party Computation

MPC denotes the computation of a specific function that is executed by a set of parties without
revealing anything except the result [14]. To do so, secret sharing is applied to the input values
so that the parties have to collaborate if they want to open a secret value. Secret sharing relies
on the concept of distributed information where some qualified sets of parties can collaboratively
reconstruct the underlying information while a single party or some smaller (unqualified) set of
parties cannot deduce anything about the information. A secretly shared value is commonly shown
with brackets, i.e. [a]i is the share of the value a that is owned by party i. Since the performed
operations of the parties on their respective shares are often identical, the index i is omitted in this
case and [a] denotes the share of value a.

Depending on the protocol, the qualified sets differ and up to a certain number of dishonest parties
(not necessarily following the computation protocol and possibly trying to gain secret information)
can be tolerated. A simple example from [14]: A number x ∈ [0 , M − 1] is secretly shared among
n parties where each party i owns a secret random value xi ∈ [0 , M − 1] and x is the sum of all
shared values in ZM , i.e. x = (

∑
i

xi) mod M. In this example, we can easily see that only the

set of all parties is qualified to reconstruct x and a smaller subset cannot gain any information
about x. Even if n − 1 parties exchange their shares, then still any number x ∈ ZM is possible with
equal probability. In this way, MPC protocols can prevent malicious parties from opening a secret
value.

In the following, we introduce the Mascot protocol which can keep the secrecy of values, also in case
of a dishonest majority of parties [14]. The protocol is based on checking whether parties deviated
from the protocol and in this case, the computation would abort without revealing information
about the secret values. Mascot is one of the versions of the SPDZ protocol [14] where versions
differ only in the offline phase which can be executed before the actual inputs are supplied (also:
preprocessing phase).

In the offline phase, parties produce Beaver triples ([a], [b], [a · b]) where a and b are random
values. The Beaver protocol makes sure that all values from the triple are kept secret to all parties
so the parties only own their private shares [a], [b] and [a · b] and, in case the threshold of tolerated
dishonest parties is not exceeded, the parties cannot reveal the underlying values in the triples.

After inputs are supplied, the online phase with the actual computation of the result is executed. The
computation of linear operations (additions of secret values or multiplying with known constants)
can be performed locally and efficiently by the parties. In contrast, multiplications of ciphertexts are
costly and require communication between the parties. Using Beaver triples, a significant part of
the multiplication effort is moved to the offline phase, and during the online phase, multiplications
of secret values [x] and [y] can be reduced to linear operations as follows:

[xy] = [(x + a − a) · (y + b − b)] = (x + a) · (y + b) − (x + a) · [b] − (y + b) · [a] + [ab]

Here it should be noted that x + a and y + b have to be revealed to perform the multiplication but
this does not reveal information on x and y because a and b are random and secret values.

Damgård et al. [4] apply MPC to the prominent example where Danish banks try to select suitable
customers from a set of Danish farmers. Therefore, the banks need to carefully select the right
group of suitable farmers among this group of risk-prone customers with partially too much debt.

24



2.2 Security measures

However, the selection requires confidential accounting and production data from a large number
of farmers and to solve this issue, MPC is deployed and banks should learn nothing except for
the needed final score of the farmers. The SPDZ protocol is used to do the computation which
leads to the following issue: In [14], it is assumed that each client who supplies input and receives
output also plays the role of a MPC party. But in the case of Danish banks, it is highly desirable to
separate the roles of clients and parties as it should not be demanded from the banks to do the whole
preprocessing phase and it may even be the case that the clients are unknown at preprocessing time
[4].

Damgård et al. [4] solve this issue with the implementation of a protocol that can handle a disjoint
set of clients and MPC parties. It allows clients to deliver secret input to the parties while parties
only get to know their shares of the input value. We use the term secretly share for the delivery of
secret values from clients to the parties. After the delivery of all inputs, the parties run the ordinary
MPC protocol on their shared values. With another designed protocol for the output delivery [4],
one or multiple chosen clients can receive opened output values after the MPC computation while
the parties do not gain any information about these output values. Later, we show how we can make
use of the input- and output delivery protocol for private gaze estimation.

Privacy guarantees of MPC: MPC allows to compute a function while obtaining the privacy of
the inputs. The function is collaboratively calculated by several parties and the input privacy is
maintained as long as a threshold of dishonest parties (given by the MPC protocol) is not exceeded.
In addition, it is possible to blame malicious parties that deviate from the protocol so that the
correctness of the computation can be ensured.

2.2.3 Differential Privacy

DP is a property defined for any randomized mechanism M : D→ R with domain D and range R.
A mechanism is (ε, δ)-DP if it fulfills:

Pr[M(d) ∈ S] ≤ eε Pr[M(d ′) ∈ S] + δ.

for any subset of outputs S ⊆ R and for two input sets d ∈ D and d ′ ∈ D that differ only in a single
entry [1].

For “small” ε > 0 and δ ∈ [0,1], the definition guarantees that outputs are not sensitive to small
changes in the input (output stability property) [1]. The standard example refers to a database
where a change to individual records does not change the output distribution much [17]. Then it
is not possible to draw conclusions from given output (aggregated information) to personal data
(individual records) and therefore the personal data can be protected. The values ε, δ quantify the
strength of the privacy [17] and smaller values lead to stronger privacy.

We can also directly apply the definition to classification tasks. Let D be the set of valid model
inputs (e.g. for image recognition, an input contains the pixels of an image). Let R be the labels
according to which an input needs to be classified. M is the model that performs the classification
of the input. In this case, (ε, δ)-DP avoids that a small input perturbation (e.g. change of a pixel) to
correctly classified input causes the model to produce another (wrong) classification [17]. This
property is called robustness against adversarial examples and can be ensured up to a particular size
of input perturbations [17].
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Using DP as protection against adversarial examples is a frequently demanded property that is
studied in many works, e.g. in [17]. However, gaze estimation is a regression task (not classification),
and therefore our focus is not on the avoidance of adversarial examples.

Instead, we want to ensure the privacy of client data against a curious main server or aggregator in
SFL. We refer to the (ε, δ)-DP definition in the following way: Let I denote the set of MPIIGaze
images of size n and D = {S ⊆ I | |S | ∈ {n−1,n}} so d, d ′ ∈ D differ by exactly one missing image.
Let R be the (infinite) set where each entry contains a possible instantiation of model weights. Here,
M maps from a given set of images to the model weights that result from training the model on the
given images (simplification here: order of images during training is not relevant). In this case,
(ε, δ)-DP ensures that it is not possible to decide, based on the trained model, whether a given image
was part of the training set or skipped during training. Thus, we can ensure that it is not possible to
draw conclusions about the underlying training data for a given trained model. In the further course,
we can use this (ε, δ)-DP property to measure the ensured privacy level for clients in SFL.

Several systems have been built to ensure DP for neural networks depending on the task to be solved
[1]. We need sophisticated methods that preserve the utility of the neural network (high accuracies)
and each SFL client needs to apply the method to protect their personal images. Accordingly, we
need a method with acceptable computational requirements.

Privacy guarantees of DP: A DP mechanism, in general, ensures the privacy of individual
records that are contained in a data aggregate. This prevents private information of the underlying
individual records from being extractable from the data aggregate with respect to the ensured
privacy level (ε, δ). For our application (SFL), DP guarantees the secrecy of the individual client
data during model training.

Further, the composability theorem holds [1]: If the components of a mechanism are differentially
private, then this also applies to the composition. This allows the modular design of a privacy-
preserving mechanism. In particular for model training with Differentially-Private Stochastic
Gradient Descent (DP-SGD) (see Section 3.3.2), the values (ε, δ) can be computed and accumulated
at each data access to calculate the ensured amount of privacy for the overall model training [1].
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In the following, we show how we split the CNN to perform supervised training of our gaze estimator
with SFL. We also show how we can enhance training efficiency by performing unsupervised
training and model pruning. Then, we show how to integrate defences to secure the personal client
data and model. Afterwards, we show our attacker implementation that we use to demonstrate the
empirical effectiveness of our defences. Finally, we analyze how to implement pruning and discuss
the influence of pruning on runtime and memory requirements.

3.1 Network architecture

Based on previous work for gaze estimation [7, 33], we implement the gaze estimation model as
CNN once as ResNet and once as LeNet. As shown for the LeNet in Figure 3.1, the normalized eye
image is applied to one convolutional and one pooling layer in the client-side model part which
results in the smashed data (c1 in Figure 3.1). The main server continues forward propagation on
its model part and after passing another convolutional and pooling layer, the output c2 is obtained.
Then, c2 is flattened into a single channel and then passed to the linear layer which produces the
output l1. Afterwards, another linear layer is applied to obtain an output (l2) with only two values,
representing the predicted 2D gaze angle.

The extracted head pose (containing two values representing a 2D angle) is visualized by the box
containing the smiley face in Figure 3.1 and because the head pose is a separate input consisting of
only two values and it is not part of the image, it makes more sense to pass the head pose directly to
the first linear layer, as also done in [33]. For our SFL architecture, it has to be considered that
this linear layer of the CNN is owned by the main server. Therefore, we assume that the head pose
information is passed from the client to the server and the head pose is not supposed to be kept
secret. Nevertheless, we also refer to test cases in Chapter 4 where head pose information is not
used as input for better privacy guarantees, i.e. the main server propagates solely the smashed data
through its part of the network.

For the model that we split (see Figure 3.1), we first used the same structure and hyper-parameters
from [33] to allow an accurate comparison to their results (Data Centre approach, see Section 4.1)
as well as to the FL results from Elfares et al. [7]. Since SFL involves the FedAvg operation, model
weights are modified differently than in conventional (non-privacy preserving) learning and an
optimal solution on the composed network from [33] is not necessarily optimal for SFL. Therefore
as a second step, we modified the hyper-parameters and structure of the model in order to decrease
the error of the gaze predictions further.
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Figure 3.1: Split of the CNN (LeNet) where the clients own the layers on the left and the main
server owns the layers on the right side of the red line

3.2 Unsupervised federated gaze representation learning

To avoid disclosing information from the annotations, we analyze how we can protect the personal
client inputs in the case of unsupervised gaze representation learning. In unsupervised gaze
representation learning methods, client images of all clients are collected first and then used to train
the Encoder-Decoder in an unsupervised fashion. We apply FL to the Cross-Encoder in [26] so
that each client trains the Encoder-Decoder locally with their personal eye images. After a chosen
number of processed training samples or training epochs from each client, the FedAvg of client
weights is computed by a dedicated server and passed back to the clients. Then, clients use the
received average weights as instantiation for the next round of Encoder-Decoder training with their
images and we continue this until a fixed number of rounds is done. For the training, we take the
default configuration of Sun et al. [26]: gaze feature dimension dg = 12, eye feature dimension
de = 32 and we also consider the head pose as input to the gaze estimator.

After Encoder-Decoder training, 100-shot gaze estimation is applied to train the gaze estimator with
two linear layers to learn the mapping from gaze features (output of the trained Encoder-Decoder) to
gaze angles. For 100-shot gaze estimation, we also want to preserve the secrecy of the client images.
To do so, we fix one client (with id 0) and train the gaze estimator on 100 images exclusively from
this client. This (inexpensive) training can be carried out locally by the fixed client so that no
images need to be passed on to other participants during this phase either.

Another possibility is to train the Encoder-Decoder with SFL (instead of FL) although we did not
create an implementation for this case. It requires a more complex model split where the server
owns the right part of the encoder and the left part of the decoder (considering Figure 2.2), i.e. the
client owns input eyes and target eyes. We do not go into detail here and we did not implement
Encoder-Decoder training with SFL.

Besides the facilitated data collection properties (Section 2.1.3), unsupervised gaze representation
learning with FL or SFL has the positive effect that no more labels (gaze angles) have to be
transmitted from clients to the server. Latter also applies to common (supervised) FL because the
server gets solely access to the client model weights (for the FedAvg operation). Table 3.1 indicates
for each method whether gaze angle annotations (labels) are required and whether they have to be
shared with the server. Gaze angles could contain sensitive data that reveal information about the
user’s attention and thus, for example, reveal information about personal preferences.
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Training method FL SFL Unsupervised
FL

Unsupervised
SFL

Labels required? for all samples for all samples a few (≈ 100) a few (≈ 100)
Labels shared with server? no yes no no

Table 3.1: Comparison of ordinary FL/SFL with FL/SFL for unsupervised gaze representation
learning. We show whether gaze annotations (labels) are required and whether they have
to be shared with the server

It should be noted that both for unsupervised FL and SFL, MPC and DP mechanisms have to be
integrated to ensure protection against data leakage attacks that are discussed in Section 5.1. In the
following section, we apply MPC and DP to supervised SFL only.

3.3 Defences

For FL, clients transfer their updates to the aggregator and therefore the defences, such as PrivatEyes
[6], focus on the protection of the individual model updates. For SL, on the other hand, smashed
data is transferred from client to server which requires protection of smashed data to avoid the
attacks (presented in Section 3.4). Since SFL is a combination of FL and SL, we need to provide
protection against both attack scenarios and in this section, we analyze how we can use MPC and
DP mechanisms for this purpose.

3.3.1 MPC for SFL

The main focus of SFL is on keeping the personal input images secret which leads to the idea
to take advantage of MPC to strengthen our privacy properties. One challenge: When applying
MPC, we do not want our SFL clients to act as MPC parties as well. The reason for this is that we
have a potentially high number of clients that would result in (infeasible) MPC protocols of high
complexity. In addition, we do not expect computational resources from our clients that suffice to
execute the protocols. To solve this, we assume that another group of MPC parties can be found
that is considered sufficiently trustworthy by the clients so that the tolerated threshold of dishonest
parties is not exceeded (i.e. n − 1 out of n parties could be malicious). We can use the protocols
from [4] to allow our clients (including SFL server or aggregator) to pass input to the parties and
parties do not get to know the secret values. After the MPC computation, clients can receive and
reconstruct the output values.

MPC can be applied at different places and to different extents:

MPC for model training

First, we consider the case that MPC should be integrated during the training phase in SFL. We
can make use of the architecture of SFL and clients can still perform forward propagation locally
without usage of MPC. After forward propagation, clients secretly share their smashed data and
MPC is used for forward and backward propagation within the server model on secretly shared
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network weights and biases. In this case, essentially all server operations are executed as MPC
operations on secret data. This keeps the entire server model secret by existing only through the
private shares of the MPC parties. Moreover, the secrecy of smashed data avoids possible attacks
that harm privacy of the personal eye images (see Section 5.1).

MPC for inference

One more possibility is the application of MPC during the inference phase. Client(s) and server
secretly share all parameters (weights and biases) of the trained model and the passed inputs are also
secretly shared so that the MPC parties neither get to know the input images nor any parts of the
trained model. In contrast to MPC for the training phase, there is no backpropagation phase needed
which reduces the computational effort. Also depending on the use case, we may only want to
predict a few gaze angles which results in a significant reduction of effort compared to the training
set that would have to be forwarded in multiple epochs during training. So even if MPC for the
whole training as described above results in too much effort, MPC for the inference phase remains a
reasonable option. For the corresponding runtime measurements, we refer to Chapter 4.

For inference, there is also the option to skip the secret sharing of the model or part of it if it is not
supposed to be kept secret from the parties and the parties still forward the secretly shared input
images through the network. In this case, multiplications of model weights and input tensors can be
performed locally by the parties because one of the factors (model weight) is known to all parties
(not secretly shared). Therefore, no communication is required as in the case of multiplications of
two secretly shared values. Without proof, we guess that communication effort is then limited to
the secret sharing protocol for input images and the output delivery for gaze angles and therefore,
inference can be carried out efficiently.

MPC for aggregation

Even if training and inference are performed in the original variant without using secret sharing for
input data and model weights, MPC can be integrated very useful for the FedAvg operation during
the training phase. Then, in order to perform FedAvg, clients secretly share their local weights and
the MPC parties are solely responsible for adding up the weights and delivering the sums back to the
clients. The clients can then obtain the federated average by simply dividing the sum by the overall
number of clients. MPC for FedAvg is simple and efficient as it requires only additions of secretly
shared values. Still, it gives additional useful privacy properties (see Section 5.1). More detailed
empirical analyses for MPC for FedAvg (in the context of FL) are carried out by Elfares [6].
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3.3.2 Differential Privacy for SFL

Thapa et al. [27] mention that it is necessary to protect the client data in SFL against a curious main
server as well as against a curious aggregator. The main server could use the smashed data and
the aggregator could utilize the local client model (if not protected with MPC) or the global client
model to reconstruct individual client images.

To avoid this, we can use dedicated DP mechanisms for neural network training. These mechanisms
commonly work by sampling and adding bounded random values (noise). Noise can be added to
the gradients during backpropagation as done in the DP-SGD algorithm in [1]. Other approaches,
such as [17], introduce a noise layer that adds noise to the tensors during forward propagation. If
we combine both concepts, we can protect gradients as well as smashed data of clients during SFL
and thus obtain privacy protection against aggregator and main server [27]. In the following, we
illustrate the two methods in detail.

Differentially-Private Stochastic Gradient Descent (DP-SGD)

DP-SGD is based on adding noise to the gradients during the training phase. The amount of noise
has to be large enough to provide a sufficient level of privacy but also small enough to not cause
huge prediction errors. Therefore, the magnitude of noise has to be chosen carefully depending
on the magnitude of the gradients. A simple attempt is to add noise to the final parameters after
training is completed. But this approach is not useful because in this case, noise that is selected
according to a worst-case analysis would destroy the utility of the model [1].

Instead, after each backpropagation process, gradients are clipped with a fixed value C to get a
bound for their maximum value: gi ← gi/max{1, ‖gi ‖C } where gi is the gradient for a certain local
sample xi [27].

This method comes with the main difficulty that the gradients have to be available per sample. To
achieve this, we can set the batch size to 1 but this would result in high runtimes due to underutilization
of GPUs [31]. Instead, we use the Opacus framework [31] that offers a performance-improved
and batched computation for clipping gradients as well as the addition of noise subsequently. The
amount of noise depends on C and the noise multiplier parameter that allows the user to increase or
decrease the amount of noise (independent of the magnitude of gradients).

During SFL, clients can apply DP-SGD (with Opacus) to clip the gradients of their models and to
add noise to their model updates. Then, Opacus provides obfuscation of local client models before
they are passed to the aggregator (as required in Section 5.1). In addition, the framework can output
the resulting ensured privacy level (the values ε and δ) against the distinction whether a specific
image was used to train the model or not. Opacus also offers the option to pass the target privacy
level (ε , δ) as parameters and then, it infers the noise multiplier and adds the required amount of
noise.
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(a) Laplace distribution for different σ (b) Addition of noise

Figure 3.2: Integration of Laplacian noise during forward propagation

PixelDP

After the first backpropagation phase, the updated gradients using DP-SGD also have an influence
on subsequent forwarding phases and smashed data. Nevertheless, to avoid privacy leakage by a
curious main server, we still need further designated protection (obfuscation) of the smashed data
[27].

As realized by Thapa et al. [27], we use the defence mechanism PixelDP [17] to add noise during
forward propagation in the client-side network. It is possible to place noise directly in the image,
after the first layer or deeper in the network (if more than one layer exists). We add the noise after
the first layer which is usually simple and standard for many neural networks.

We choose the magnitude of noise depending on the sensitivity of the pre-noise layers ∆, i.e.
maximum change of output that can be produced by the pre-noise layers by a change in the input.
A linear transformation or convolution can be modeled as matrix-vector multiplication where the
matrix contains the weights of the network [17]. We have exactly one pre-noise layer and can
calculate the sensitivity using matrix norms as illustrated by Lecuyer et al. [17].

For the noise, we sample random values from the Laplace distribution with mean zero and scale
s := ∆ · l for sensitivity ∆ and user parameter l that allows the user to control the amount of noise.
The standard deviation σ =

√
2 · s increases with increasing scale s and determines the magnitude

of noise. With a larger standard deviation σ, it gets more likely that values are sampled further away
from the mean (zero) and thus more noise gets added. Figure 3.2 shows the Laplace distribution
(depending on σ) and visualizes an example noise addition to a tensor after passing the pre-noise
layers. The blue tensor shows the output of the pre-noise layers with shape (2,3) and accordingly,
6 noise values get sampled (orange) and added to the blue tensor. Though we only show the
range [−3,3] of the Laplace distribution, we want to clarify that the sampled values (given on the
horizontal axis) are not bound to this range. But it is unlikely that much smaller or greater values
get sampled because, as visible in the diagram, probabilities converge to 0 to the left and right side
for all σ.
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3.4 Attacking our system: Investigate privacy empirically

With PixelDP, Lecuyer et al. [17] aim to provide robustness to adversarial examples and for this
case, they specify the (ε, δ)-DP values that are ensured depending on σ. PixelDP also gives us the
required privacy for smashed data although we are skipping mathematical guarantees and instead
rely on Thapa et al. [27] and select the user parameter l accordingly for our experiments (l−1 is
equivalent to ε ′ in [27]!).

3.4 Attacking our system: Investigate privacy empirically

We implement an attacker that tries to re-construct eye images to empirically show the amount of
information leakage still deducible from our defences. The popular model inversion attack aims
to reconstruct data samples that were used to train a given target model [19]. In this attack, the
adversary starts with noisy input samples that can be blurred eye images (no prerequisite to know
actual client images) [6] and forwards them through the target model. Iteratively, the adversary uses
backpropagation on the target model to optimize the input sample and after a certain number of
rounds, the adversary outputs the optimized input sample (reconstructed image).

For our attack, we use a modification of the model inversion attack because we do not assume that
the server has access to the target model (local client model). To carry out the attack, the server
performs forward- and backward propagation as specified by Algorithm 2.1. In parallel, the server
also trains an additional CNN (inverse network [13]) that should re-create eye images for given
smashed data. To make training of the inverse network possible, we expect that the server knows a
shadow dataset (eye image and smashed data-pairs of other clients but the server has no access to
the eye images of the attacked client).

The structure of the attack is shown in Figure 3.3. The attacking main server trains the inverse
CNN using the smashed data that is obtained in an epoch during the ordinary training process as
well as using eye images of all clients except for p00 (Figure 3.3 skips visualization of p03,...,p14).
We, therefore, assume that the eye images of clients p01, ..., p14 are leaked or these clients do
not keep their images secret. The server trains the inverse CNN with smashed data as inputs and
corresponding eye images as targets. Afterwards, the server tries to recreate secret eye images of
the attacked client (p00) by forwarding their smashed data through the inverse CNN.

Our inverse CNN consists of convolutional and linear layers and we measure the loss value using
the mean squared error. The outputs of the convolutional layer during training of the local client
model (Model 2 in Section 4.1) is the smashed data which we take as input to the inverse CNN. The
normalized eye images (after normalization, see Section 2.1.1) serve as inputs to train the local
client model and at the same time, we use them as targets for the training of the inverse CNN.

We performed the attack on our SFL implementation once with and once without the addition of
noise (PixelDP) in order to get an impression of which extent PixelDP protects privacy. We apply
PixelDP with noise multiplier l = 2.0 (see Section 3.3.2). In both configurations (with and without
PixelDP), we also apply DP-SGD with Opacus (ε = 0.5, δ = 10−5). In Section 4.4.3, we give the
outputs (reconstructed eye images) of the attacker.
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Figure 3.3: Structure of the attack where the attacker (main server) trains an inverse network using
smashed data and eye images of p01 (orange) and p02 (blue) in order to infer eye
images of p00 (grey) for given smashed data. Red circles indicate data to which the
attacker has access

3.5 Model pruning

Now, we want to investigate how to decrease the model size and inference time with model pruning.
Especially with MPC as described in Section 3.3.1, we discuss how we can use model pruning to
reduce the overall computational effort.

Standard model pruning can be divided into local and global pruning [21]. For local pruning, a
given layer is considered and a given amount of connections from this layer is removed (by setting
the respective weight in the tensor to zero). We select the weights with the lowest absolute values to
be pruned (L1 norm) by using the assumption that they have the least influence on the outcome.
Global pruning works in the same way but across several layers, i.e. weights of several layers are all
compared with each other to determine the weights to be pruned [21]. Although pruning can also
be used during the training phase, we focus on applying pruning at the end of the training to reduce
the inference time and the size of the trained model.

If the trained client or server model is not intended to be kept secret, then model pruning can be
applied to SFL without restrictions in the same way as without privacy-preserving training. On the
other side, in case there is no single party that owns both the final client and server model, then
clients and server are limited to applying pruning separately on their part of the model. An idea
to circumvent this restriction (in order to perform global pruning) is to apply an MPC protocol to
compare secretly shared weights [18] to reveal solely the information of which weights are smallest
and prune them subsequently. But this protocol would further increase complexity and runtime and
therefore we skip the implementation. In the following, we apply local pruning which can be done
directly by the respective model owner so that models can still be kept secret without requiring
additional MPC protocols.
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A sparse tensor format (removing pruned zero weights) is needed so that we can exploit sparseness
in weight tensors and actually take advantage of pruned models. To do so, we use the standard
sparse format provided by Pytorch which, instead of storing all values of the weight tensor (dense
tensor), stores:

• All indices (from the dense tensor) that contain non-zero values. This is called a pruning
mask.

• The corresponding non-zero values.

• Further metadata, e.g. the dimensions of the tensor.

According to the Pytorch documentation, pruning is still under development and at the moment,
there exist several immature approaches that try to use sparse weight tensors to reduce the time
for forwarding given input data. Essentially, the forwarding phase requires dot products of weight
tensors with input tensors as illustrated later in this section. It is a challenge to use sparse tensors
to calculate these products more efficiently, especially in comparison with advanced parallel
implementations for dense weight tensors that are highly optimized for execution on GPUs. The
observed runtimes of these implementations do not depend on the degree of sparseness. This is
the reason why we could not create an (efficient) implementation for pruning to reduce the overall
inference times. In Chapter 4, we instead focus on reducing the model size with pruning.

However, in case MPC is used for inference (Section 3.3.1), pruning remains a beneficial component
to reduce the computational requirements. Machine learning protocols with MPC [14] show
strongly increased runtimes for model training and inference (as we also see in Chapter 4) which
leads to reduced usability. In these protocols, the overall runtime (for offline- and online phase
together) strongly depends on the number of the costly ciphertext multiplications as they require
communication between the parties (see Section 2.2.2). To exploit sparseness in weight tensors for
MPC inference, we have to assume that the pruning mask is published (not secretly shared!) to
the MPC parties by the respective model owner (client and server). Then, all parties know which
weights are pruned and they can skip multiplications with pruned weights (zeros) which reduces the
number of required ciphertext multiplications. This leads to decreasing computational effort as well
as decreasing storage requirements by a reduced number of Beaver triples that are needed to be
created and stored in the offline phase. In the following, we determine the amount of multiplications
that we can save for inference on the LeNet model for a) pruned linear layers as well as b) pruned
convolutional layers. We assume that a given amount (p% of the weights) of the respective layer
gets pruned.

a) Linear (also called fully connected) layers apply a linear transformation to every input tensor
x within a batch [22]. The output tensor y can be calculated as follows according to Pytorch
documentation: y = x · AT + b where b is a bias term and A is the matrix containing the weights.
With this formula, it is clear that we can save p% of multiplications in case that p% of weights get
pruned (so p% of entries in A are set to zero).

b) For convolutional layers, we again consider one single tensor within one batch. A single output
pixel of one resulting feature map is obtained after multiplying the respective filter element-wise
with the input. Let cin be the number of input channels and (h f , w f ) be the dimensions (height and
width) of an applied filter so one filter is of size cin ∗ h f ∗ w f . In other words, the calculation of
one output pixel causes cin ∗ h f ∗ w f multiplications. An output pixel is part of a feature map with
dimensions (hm, wm) and cout feature maps are created. So in total, hm ∗ wm ∗ cout is the number
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of resulting pixels. We conclude that cin ∗ h f ∗w f ∗ hm ∗wm ∗ cout multiplications take place while
forwarding a single tensor from one batch. The filters contain the cin ∗ h f ∗ w f weights each and all
filters are multiplied in the same way with the input so it can be seen that again, we can save p% of
the multiplications in case that p% of weights get pruned. For convolutional layers, there is one
bias value added to each element in the output channel but again, the bias does not contribute to the
number of multiplications.

Bias tensors are rather small (compared to weight tensors) and since they only require additions,
they do not have a relevant influence on the overall runtime and storage requirements. To avoid that
pruning on bias tensors leads to increased angle errors, we keep bias tensors unpruned (which is
also the common case in other published implementations). In our experiments with pruning in the
following chapter, we show how to prune weight tensors to decrease the model size while we aim to
avoid significant increases in the angle errors.

36



4 Experiments

While we apply our privacy-preserving approach, we aim for a similar performance with the
non-private baselines. Hence, we compare our approach with the results from the following learning
methods that are also used as baselines in prior work by Elfares et al. [7]:

• Data Centre Learning. For this approach, all data is first collected and then used to train the
model. Therefore, privacy-preserving techniques (e.g. SFL) are not needed and instead, the
whole training with all input data can be performed locally on a single server as implemented
in [33]. But in this case, there is no privacy protection and the Data Centre approach cannot
be applied if participants are not willing to share their private face or eye images. With our
implementation of SFL, it is possible to perform Data Centre Learning by just modifying the
number of clients from 14 to 1.

• Individual Learning. In this case, only a single client trains the CNN locally using their own
data. Therefore, the model is trained only with eye images of a single person which makes
privacy-preserving model training easier since neither data nor model have to be exchanged
between different participants during the training phase. With our implementation of SFL,
we can also perform Individual Learning by setting the number of clients to 1 again and we
only add the images of a single person to the training set of the client.

• Adaptive FL. This is a privacy-preserving learning method implemented in [7] that is based
on FL and extended with a specific combination of optimizers that outperforms the original
Vanilla FL by a mean error of 15.8% [7].

We first describe our setup and then do benchmarking by comparing our results with the other
mentioned approaches.

4.1 Setup

To measure the runtimes, we use Google Colab1 and ran the protocols utilizing the available GPUs
if not mentioned differently (as in Table 4.1). We fix our CNN to the following structures and in the
further course, we use this numbering to refer to the respective model:

1. We use the LeNet implementation from Zhang et al. [33] and split it after the first convolutional
layer as visualized in Figure 3.1.

1https://colab.research.google.com/
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2. We modify Model 1 to have 80 instead of 50 outgoing channels after the convolutional
layer within the server model with the purpose that the higher model capacity increases the
expressiveness of the model. In addition, we use the Adam optimizer available in the Pytorch
library (instead of the SGD optimizer that is used for Model 1).

3. We run further experiments on the ResNet network as realized by Thapa et al. [27].

First, we give the results without applying MPC, DP or pruning techniques (Basic Model) and
then we show the influence of each of these techniques on the performance of our system. In the
further course, we examine the utility of individual components during the model training (ablation
study): First, we present the results for the case that the head pose is no longer used as input to our
model. We continue by increasing the number of local epochs as well as modifying the network
split. We throughout measured the angle errors during the inference phase regarding the images of a
person that was not considered (left-out) during the training phase. Then, we deviate from the SFL
approach and present another concept (averaging the smashed data) along with the corresponding
test results. Finally, we also give the test results for our implementation of unsupervised federated
gaze representation learning.

4.2 Basic model training and inference

We first use Model 1 (see Section 4.1) for training and inference. We executed 10 epochs to train
Model 1 with a runtime of approx. 10 minutes, with 3000 images of each participant except for the
images of one given person (the left-out person as shown on the horizontal axis in Figure 4.1). The
images of the left-out person were used to measure the angle errors during the subsequent inference
phase. The mean angle errors for inference are visualized in the bar chart (Figure 4.1). For Data
Centre Learning and Individual Learning, we used the same models and input parameters as for
Model 1 (SFL). We adopted the results from Elfares et al. [7] to visualize the errors for Adaptive
FL and we can see that the average error is about 17% larger than for our implementation of SFL.
But we want to emphasize that due to potentially different optimizers and hyper-parameters (e.g.
learning rate and number of epochs) from the two models, we cannot give a statement about which
learning method makes more accurate predictions in general. Instead, we even justify in another
section (Section 4.6.3) that weight updates in FL are equivalent to updates in SFL and therefore
similar results can be achieved.

For Data Centre Learning, the errors are 7.5% lower on average than for SFL which shows that we
could apply SFL while only causing slightly increased errors.

For Individual Learning, we used input data from the person with an incremented index for training,
e.g. the first bar in the pillar chart (Figure 4.1) results from training on P01 and inference on P00.
For the last bar, we used P00 for training and P14 for inference. Due to the decreased amount
of training data, it took less than 2 minutes for each training (10 epochs) but this resulted in an
increased average error of about 10% compared to Model 1. Individual Learning led to a high
variance in the angle errors: While the errors for specific allocations (person for training, person for
inference) for persons with many characteristic similarities (appearance, gender, with or without
glasses) were about 6 degrees, the error was 16 degrees for another allocation (which is not covered
by Figure 4.1). So we can see that there is the risk of very large errors during inference if the features
are severely deviating from features of the training samples. As also shown for Adaptive FL [7], SFL
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Figure 4.1: Comparison of prediction errors from Model 1 (SFL) with Data Centre Learning,
Individual Learning and Adaptive FL

offers more robustness regarding this risk due to more diverse input data that is considered during
the training phase. We can conclude that generalization is better with SFL than with Individual
Learning.

We further used the modified structure and optimizer to run training for Data Centre, Individual
Learning as well as Model 2 throughout for 10 epochs again. In Figure 4.2 we can see that our
change to the network causes the average error to decrease clearly (10%) for Model 2 compared to
Model 1. Due to the modified setup, also the Data Centre error decreases with 5% but this leaves
only a small lead over SFL (Model 2). The greatest errors are now created by Individual Learning
and they are in a range from a comparably small value (5 degrees) to an error more than twice as
large (11.5 degrees). With these test results, we can confirm previous realizations that the errors for
Individual Learning strongly deviate from each other. They depend on how the characteristics differ
between samples for model training compared to samples for inference.

We also applied SFL to the ResNet-18, a significantly larger network that is used in [27] for the
identification of skin lesions. We ran 10 epochs with the Adam optimizer using the same parameters
as before. Again, we give our test results (Model 3) in Figure 4.3 along with the results for Data
Centre Learning and Individual Learning on the ResNet and we also repeat the results from Model
2. We can see that the errors for Individual Learning have risen considerably but with SFL for
ResNet, we further reduce the mean error slightly (3 % lower than for Model 2). Nevertheless, the
training time has almost doubled to more than 18 minutes for the ResNet and therefore we use
LeNet (Model 2) in the further course. Especially with MPC, we show that the runtime for forward
and backward propagation is our bottleneck and therefore a small CNN is better suited.
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Figure 4.2: Comparison of prediction errors from Model 2 (SFL), Data Centre Learning, Individual
Learning (all with modified model structure and optimizer) and Model 1 (with original
setup, errors repeated from before)

Figure 4.3: Comparison of prediction errors from Model 3 (SFL), Data Centre Learning, Individual
Learning (all with ResNet model) and Model 2 (errors repeated from before)
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4.3 Multi-Party Computation

In this section, we use the SPDZ protocol [14] for implementation and benchmarking of our
configurations with MPC on the LeNet model. First, we show the results for MPC for the inference
phase, then we refer to MPC for model training and finally, we show results for the secure aggregation
with MPC.

Results: MPC for inference

Table 4.1 shows the computational requirements for forwarding secretly shared images through the
LeNet with secretly shared weights and bias values. Here, we first restrict benchmarking to the
online phase only and skip the offline phase in SPDZ by immediately using already created beaver
triples. In Table 4.1, the number of required triples as well as integer opens are an upper-bound
estimation given by the SPDZ program and we can see that both values are proportional to the
number of forwarded images and they do not depend on the number of MPC parties.

Table 4.1 shows that the runtime for inference depends on the number of MPC parties, the number
of forwarded images and whether we use GPUs as well. For 2 parties, we can see an almost linear
increase in runtime with the number of images (approx. 53 seconds per image on a CPU and 30
seconds with GPUs). The linearity also holds for 3 parties and 4 parties with significantly increased
inference time per image. The output gaze angles have been consistent with the results without
MPC in all our experiments, we solely encounter a very small difference (smaller than 10−4) which
could be due to rounding within the MPC protocol.

Now, we want to analyze the computational requirements for the offline phase. In general, the
number of required triples depends on the structure of the network and the size of the input (number
of pixels). All observed implementations for MPC training and inference on a CNN2 show the
difficulty that they require an extensive offline phase where a large number of triples has to be
created. Also for our offline phase for inference, a large amount of triples has to be generated (see
Table 4.1). The actual experienced runtime for offline- and online phase together for inference of a
single image was about 2:45h with just 2 MPC parties. Therefore, we can see that the runtime for
the offline phase is significantly larger than the time for the online phase (54 seconds). On one hand,
this confirms that the offline phase is an important component that can reduce computational effort
during the online phase. On the other hand, even one image requires a very high pre-computation
time which does not allow scalability of our system to a larger number of images.

Results: MPC for model training

With previous observations for inference, we can conclude that it is not applicable to perform the
whole training with MPC due to too high computational effort: Let us assume 30s for forwarding a
single image with 2 MPC clients. If no MPC is used for client-side layers (see Section 3.3.1), then
it still takes more than 15s to forward one image because MPC is used for the server-side part of the
LeNet which includes more layers with more weights. In total, we can conclude with one month

2https://github.com/data61/MP-SPDZ
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MPC parties Input Device Runtime Triples Opens
2 parties 1 image CPU 54 s 17 799 758 104 212

GPU 32 s
2 images CPU 108 s 35 599 516 208 425

GPU 62 s
3 images CPU 165 s 53 399 329 312 640

GPU 90 s
4 images CPU 225 s 71 199 032 416 849

GPU 115 s
5 images CPU 264 s 88 998 845 521 064

GPU 146 s
3 parties 1 image CPU 476 s

GPU 461 s
2 images CPU 967 s

GPU 912 s
3 images CPU 1455 s

GPU 1376 s
4 parties 1 image CPU 685 s

2 images CPU 1362 s
5 parties 1 image CPU 893 s

Table 4.1: Benchmarking of inference with MPC. The table shows observed runtimes for the online
phase as well as an upper bound on required triples and integer opens depending on the
configuration (number of parties, input images and used device)

as a lower bound for one epoch of the online phase only. Still, this number does not include the
much more time-consuming offline phase as well as additional time for backpropagation with MPC.
So even despite a complete MPC training would give us a lot of additional privacy properties (see
Section 5.1), we cannot deliver an implementation that is suitable for practical use and we have to
reduce the amount of required MPC operations.

Overall, we encountered high runtimes for inference with MPC and extremely high runtimes for
training with MPC. This presents a significant challenge in maintaining the system’s usability
for the MPC implementation. Our limited usability of MPC underlines the need for the other
privacy-preserving techniques for model training (e.g. SFL with PixelDP) so that our system can
still ensure the secrecy of the input images.

However, there is a lot of work in progress with continuously more efficient protocols that may
give more possibilities for training and inference with MPC. Model pruning can be applied (see
Section 3.5) to additionally decrease the computational effort by reducing the high number of triples
required for ciphertext multiplications.

Results: MPC for aggregation

Now, we limit the use of MPC to the secure aggregation (FedAvg operation). For this setup, we
used the Mascot protocol as well as the protocol from Damgård et al. [4] for client I/O delivery.
For the latter protocol, we used an existing MPC implementation for the credit rating of Danish
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Setup Runtime Error p00 Error p01 Error p02 Error p03
No MPC 10 min 3.7274 7.9252 4.2507 6.2695
3 parties 21 min 3.6731 7.9376 4.2696 6.2593
4 parties 33 min 3.6731 7.9376 4.2696 6.2593

Table 4.2: Runtimes (offline- and online phase together) and inference angle errors with and without
MPC for the FedAvg execution

banks from the SPDZ repository2 and we applied the implementation to our use case. Then, it took
us a little more than 20 minutes to execute 10 training epochs for SFL with 3 MPC parties on the
LeNet model (offline- and online phase). This corresponds to an approximately doubled runtime
due to the use of MPC. The output weights of the FedAvg operation throughout corresponded to
the weights obtained without MPC except for minimal differences (all smaller than 10−5) due to
rounding. This leads to small differences in the final inference errors that are shown in Table 4.2
along with the runtimes. Here we have to mention that for all test cases, training was executed with
Model 2 by leaving-out p01. Therefore, the presented inference errors on p00, p02 and p03 are
lower than in Figure 4.2 as these persons were also part of the training set. This is only done once
here as we want to emphasize the small differences of errors rather than the exact values here.

In summary, we cannot use MPC for an entire secure model training but we can use it efficiently
for secure aggregation with acceptable runtime overhead and with almost equal angle errors. This
makes MPC a useful additional component to increase the privacy guarantees as further discussed
in Section 5.1.

4.4 Differential Privacy

In this section, we consider the DP mechanisms from Section 3.3.2. First, we describe a major
difficulty that we have encountered when applying DP and which countermeasures we could apply
to handle this issue. Afterwards, we give test results of our experiments for SFL with DP. Finally, we
give the results of the attacker (Section 3.4) to demonstrate the effectiveness of our DP measures.

4.4.1 Dealing with large noise multipliers

For an increasing amount of noise (larger noise multiplier for DP-SGD resp. larger multiplier
l for PixelDP), our program throws exceptions during the training phase. In particular, already
l ≥ 0.1 causes a vicious circle where a high loss value causes large weight updates which takes
us even further away from a low-error-optimum. This issue is visualized in Figure 4.4a where
weight changes are shown with red arrows and we can see that the optimum (here weight x = 0) is
always overshooten quite far so that the loss increases even further. Note here that the figures are
used to illustrate the problem but they reduce the problem to a single weight value on the x-axis
whereas in reality, we have a multi-dimensional weight tensor and multiple weight updates happen
in parallel.
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(a) Learning rate too large (b) Learning rate appropriate (c) Learning rate too small

Figure 4.4: Development of the loss for different learning rates

The increasing loss in our program leads to the case where the loss value eventually got ±∞ or
the large weights lead to sensitivity σ = ∞ and in both cases our training aborts and throws an
exception. The value denoted with∞ occurs in a python program after an overflow due to arithmetic
operations with very large floating-point numbers. To avoid this erroneous case and still allow
training with larger noise, the following strategies turned out to be useful (applied to the LeNet
model):

• Decreasing the learning rate results in smaller weight updates and thus weights converge
towards the low-error-optimum as shown in Figure 4.4b. But a smaller learning rate also
slows down the convergence speed and we need more time for the overall training. Therefore,
too small learning rates (as in Figure 4.4c) should be avoided as well. In any case, we can
still not ensure an upper bound on model weights and sensitivity regardless of the chosen
learning rate and our divergence problem (for increasing noise) persists.

• The normalization of client model weights turned out to be useful. As described by Lecuyer
et al. [17], clients can normalize their weights in the pre-noise layer (divide by σ) every time
a client has updated its local weights (i.e. after backpropagation). With this division, the
sensitivity gets bound by 1 which also bounds the amount of noise that needs to be added.
Now, σ = ∞ is not possible anymore and also the weights in the convolutional layer of client
models are bound and do not diverge to ±∞ anymore. But a large amount of noise still causes
exceptions because there is no restriction on model weights of the server yet and with large
updates to server weights, the loss value can still reach ±∞.

• Our final step also restricts the weights of the server model by avoiding large weight updates.
We now apply gradient clipping to the weights of the server model instances by scaling them
down to a specific maximum norm (e.g. 1.0) after an update of a server model instance. So
even in case of large loss values, the extent of the server model update is limited and we can
now avoid divergence for both client and server model weights.

Of course, increased noise still leads to more inaccurate predictions (increased angle errors) and
this relation cannot be avoided and leads to the fact that we should not add arbitrary large noise
values. But in simple words: Using the presented measures, we force our model to keep searching
for a good solution instead of giving up and terminating with exceptions. In the following course,
we apply the latter two presented measures (bounding sensitivity and clipping gradients) for all test
cases with included DP mechanisms (PixelDP or DP-SGD).
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Figure 4.5: Average test error during training and inference phase for Basic Model 2 (no noise)
compared to Model 2 with DP-SGD noise (ε = 0.5, δ = 10−5) and varying amount of
noise l for smashed data

4.4.2 Benchmarking with DP measures

In the following, we add noise using Opacus for DP-SGD as well as using PixelDP for smashed
data. We determine the intensity of noise with the user parameters ε, δ (Opacus) and l (PixelDP)
as stated in Section 3.3.2. To do so, we run configurations with ε = 0.5, δ = 10−5 and varying
l ∈ {0,0.2,0.5,1.0,2.0} corresponding to the noise applied in [27]. For each of the configurations,
we ran training and inference with Model 2 (as in Figure 4.2) but we limited ourselves to the first
four cases (P00, P01, P02, P03) due to the large number of overall test cases. After each completed
epoch during the training, we measure the test error (i.e. average error on the person that was
left-out for training in the respective configuration), and subsequent to the training, we also measure
the test error in the inference phase.

To do so, we measure the test error during the training for each client separately after their global
epoch and just before performing FedAvg and we visualize the average error across the client-specific
errors and across all four test cases (P00, P01, P02, P03) in Figure 4.5. Inference is, as before,
executed on the model after performing FedAvg on client and server model instances. For inference,
we also add noise to the smashed data with the same factor l as utilized during the previous training
phase.

Due to the two applied DP techniques, the runtime for the training has approximately doubled to
22-23 min and this increase mainly results from sampling of noise for smashed data. Figure 4.5
shows that Opacus can obfuscate gradients without measurably increasing the training or inference
errors as the error does not increase for DP-SGD (without noise for smashed data, i.e. l = 0)
compared to the Basic Model. This is also caused by the applied measures from Section 4.4.1
(gradient clipping and bounded sensitivity) which do not lead to increased errors and we can even
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throughout recognize that the test errors converge slightly more straight for the red line. Only with
lower ε , we could detect larger errors, e.g. the average inference error was about 6.4 for ε = 0.01,
δ = 10−5 and l = 0.

With added noise for the smashed data (l > 0), the test errors rise as clearly visible in Figure 4.5.
Especially l ≥ 1 leads to greatly increased errors for epochs 3-6 which are no longer fitting into
the chosen range for our diagram. Nevertheless, we can see that the error converges to a similar
level after 8-9 epochs as for l = 0.2 and l = 0.5. This is very surprising at first glance but we can
explain it in the way, that the network learns how to get along with more noise and it makes the first
convolutional layer strengthen meaningful features so that they “survive” the following obfuscation
(noise addition). Nevertheless, we can recognize the rising inference error for l ≥ 1. We suspect
that this is because the client- and server model instances react with weight adjustments to get along
with more noise but these useful adjustments are lost with the FedAvg operation to some (small)
extent. This leads to similar test errors for epoch 10 (before FedAvg) but increased test errors for
inference (after FedAvg). But still, for all our configurations, the average inference error is lower
than the average test error of epoch 10. It can be deduced that the final FedAvg operation further
decreases the errors and therefore this operation should always be executed to obtain a final CNN
with minimal prediction errors.

4.4.3 Results of the attack

Now, we present the results of the attack (Section 3.4) to empirically show how our DP measures
can enhance the privacy of the client data in SFL.

The results are given in Table 4.3. We fixed one normalized eye image of p02 and one normalized eye
image of p00 and show them along with the reconstructed eyes that are output by the attacker (from
the given corresponding smashed data). In addition, we give the average train loss (considering all
p01,...,p14) as well as the average test loss on p00. Without noise (l = 0), the results clearly show
that the attacker can reconstruct some features of the input eye images. In particular, the viewing
direction (left/right) is throughout consistent with the original image (in Table 4.3: p02 looks to the
left and p00 looks to the right). However, individual pixels remain, which obviously do not match.
In terms of loss values, the attacker performed even better on p00 than on the training set. We guess
that this is related to the fact that the predictions of Model 2 on p00 are also very accurate (see
Figure 4.2).

With noise (l = 2.0), our attacker begins to always output the same eye image during inference (the
neutral, forward-looking eye, see Table 4.3). The loss values have significantly increased and even
on the training set, the output is throughout the neutral eye and therefore, we see that the attacker
does not manage to draw any input-specific conclusions from the smashed data. We can conclude
that the noise prevents our attacker from reconstructing input images.

In summary, we have empirically shown that PixelDP helps to protect the smashed data and makes
it harder to draw conclusions about the input images. Nevertheless, we would like to emphasize
that this empirical analysis does not guarantee that reconstruction attacks are generally avoided
with l = 2.0 since we do not claim that our attacker fulfills certain requirements considering their
abilities.
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PixelDP
noise?

Sample nor-
malized eye
(p02)

Reconstructed
eye (p02)

avg.
train
loss

Sample nor-
malized eye
(p00)

Reconstructed
eye (p00)

avg.
test
loss

No,
l = 0

0.019 0.014

Yes,
l = 2.0

0.049 0.043

Table 4.3: Performance of inverse CNN on p02 (in the training set!) and on p00 (left-out during
training!) both with and without PixelDP noise

4.5 Model pruning

Now, we want to show the test results for model pruning and its influence on the model size and
angle errors. We refer to Basic Model 2 again and we again execute 10 epochs of common model
training (leaving-out p00), then we apply local pruning and afterwards, we store the resulting model
in sparse tensor format. For the stored model, we measure the error for inference on p00 exactly as
in Figure 4.2 (first bar in the chart).

First, we apply local pruning to all convolutional layers of the global client and server model with
amount p = 0.9, i.e. we remove 90% of weights for each convolutional layer. The results are
shown in Table 4.4. We can see that the pruned model parameters in the server model are only a
small proportion (1.23 %) of all parameters because there remains a considerably larger number of
unpruned weights in the linear layers. The client model reaches almost the amount p (90 %) of
pruned model parameters and solely the unpruned bias tensors cause the slight difference between
the number of zeros and the amount p.

Our original storage format (dense tensors) requires 11.1 MB for the server model and 3.13 KB for
the client model. Due to the very small number of pruned weights in the server model, the sparse
format requires 55.0 MB for the server model. The given amount p is also not enough to reduce the
client model size. Moreover, the inference error increases dramatically and therefore we cannot
benefit from pruning convolutional layers.

We repeat the same procedure for pruned linear layers instead (Table 4.5). Since the client model
does not contain linear layers, it does not obtain pruned model parameters and the sparse format
increases the model size from 3.13 KB to 19.6 KB. Therefore, the client model should be left in its
original format (dense tensors) for minimal storage requirements. For the server model, however,
the storage requirements decrease with increasing p and the size falls below the original value
for dense tensors (11.1 MB). Since the angle errors increase only slightly, the utility of our gaze
estimator is preserved.

Overall, we could show how to apply pruning to linear layers so that the model size decreases while
the utility is preserved. This can be generalized to other model structures with contained linear
layers. In this case, we can conclude that pruning helps to reduce the size of potentially large models
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Amount p Zeros server
model

Zeros client
model

Server
model size

Client
model size

Inference
angle error

0.9 1.23 % 86.54 % 55.0 MB 3.82 KB 13.80

Table 4.4: Results with local pruning to convolutional layers in client model and server model

Amount p Zeros server
model

Zeros client
model

Server
model size

Client
model size

Inference
angle error

0 0.00 % 0.00 % 56.3 MB 19.6 KB 4.18
0.9 88.75 % 0.00 % 6.87 MB 19.6 KB 4.29
0.95 93.68 % 0.00 % 4.13 MB 19.6 KB 4.43
0.99 97.62 % 0.00 % 1.93 MB 19.6 KB 5.24
0.999 98.51 % 0.00 % 1.43 MB 19.6 KB 7.21

Table 4.5: Results with local pruning to linear layers in the server model

(many linear layers or linear layers with many weights) and therefore the storage requirements can
be reduced. This is also an important feature if one device stores multiple models and thus the
individual model sizes add up to a large total amount.

4.6 Ablation Study

In the following, we investigate the effect of the different inputs, parameters, and architecture choices
on our approach.

4.6.1 Effect of the head pose processing

The head pose, which indicates the posture of the head as a 2D angle, is a useful information that is
supposed to improve the accuracy of gaze angle predictions as shown in the results from Zhang
et al. [33]. In previous test cases, we transferred the head pose to the server and the server used it
as additional input to the final linear layer exactly as in the model in [33]. Now, we also give test
results for Model 2 when not considering the head pose, i.e. performing gaze estimation solely with
normalized eye images as input to the CNN. To do so, we take three configurations from Figure 4.5
and run training and inference in the same way but without considering the head pose.

The results are shown in Figure 4.6. As can be seen in the diagram, we could (surprisingly) not
determine any deterioration in performance for our tests without utilized head pose information.
Instead, the test results are similar, with the error sometimes being slightly lower and sometimes
slightly higher than before. This shows that our model can also make accurate predictions that are
based solely on the normalized eye images. However, it is not possible to transfer the statements
from Zhang et al. [33] to SFL that the head pose makes the predictions more accurate. This
may be since during one epoch of SFL training, different strategies are learned for the different
client-specific instances of the server model on how to integrate the head pose information of a
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Figure 4.6: Average test error during training and inference phase for Model 2 with considered
head pose (results repeated from benchmarking with DP) and without passing the head
pose to the CNN (label: no-pose)

specific client. The learned strategies could be (partially) lost during subsequent FedAvg operations
which leads to the fact that the head pose information does not cause any improvement for our test
cases.

In general, it is clear that it depends on the underlying dataset whether accurate gaze estimation
is possible without considering the head pose. For the Columbia dataset [24], participants had to
turn their head horizontally at a given angle resulting in different head poses of fixed and known
angles (0◦, ±15◦, ±30◦). Due to the strongly varying head pose, there are varying eye shapes that
are visible in the pictures [24]. By looking at the images, we can ascertain that turning the head
with a certain angle leads to just this gaze angle if the participant does not counteract it by eye
movement. Therefore, the known head poses are important to perform accurate gaze estimation
for the Columbia dataset. On the other hand, since the participants for MPIIGaze look at their
screen and no varying head pose is forced, we assume that this contributes to our ability to perform
accurate gaze estimation even without passing the head pose to the CNN. The results in [26] (for
their unsupervised learning method) comply with our statement: The gaze angle errors for Columbia
are clearly smaller with considered head pose information (decreasing by 8% on average) while the
errors for MPIIGaze differ only slightly (< 0.01% on average).

4.6.2 Effect of the number of local epochs

So far, we used one local epoch per client, i.e. the FedAvg for the client models and the server
model instances is executed directly after each client passed their samples exactly once through the
network. Now, we increase the number of local epochs while we keep the number of global epochs
the same. The results are shown in Figure 4.7. The time for training was 10 min with one local
epoch and 17 min and 23 min with two resp. three local epochs.
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(a) Training (b) Testing

Figure 4.7: Train and test errors for varying numbers of local epochs (once with P00 and once with
P01 left-out during training)

Figure 4.7a shows that with an increasing number of local epochs, the average training error becomes
considerably smaller but we cannot detect any significant change in test errors (Figure 4.7b). This
is because during local epochs, the client and server model instances are not synchronized and the
clients improve on the training set but this does not come along with better generalization. For
better performance on unknown data samples, a sufficient number of global epochs is the key and
the FedAvg operation is needed frequently to synchronize the models. The extreme case (only local
epochs and no synchronization) would correspond to Individual Learning and, as already shown,
leads to poorer performance.

4.6.3 Effect of modifying the network split

Now, we want to investigate how a different model split affects the accuracy of the predictions. We
take the ResNet (Model 3) consisting of 18 layers which gives us the possibility to move layers
from client to server and vice versa. To obtain Model 3a, we move one part of the end of the client
model to the beginning of the server model and this part consists of multiple layers including two
convolutional layers. For Model 3b, we do it the other way around and move the same part from the
beginning of the server model to the client model. So in both cases, the composed model stays the
same.

The results (Table 4.6) show that the errors only vary slightly. If we take a closer look at Algorithm 2.1
(without further DP mechanisms!) then it is possible to see that when varying the split, every
forwarded sample still passes the same layers which leads to the same loss and weight updates. The
weight updates also stay the same regardless of whether a layer is contained in the FedAvg operation
of the client or the server as the FedAvg operation averages every weight separately. Differences in
the results in Table 4.6 are due to random decisions (e.g. initialization) for different splits and due
to specific implementation details of Pytorch optimizers as we use one optimizer for the client and
one for the server.

We go one step further and consider the case where the split is such that the server owns no part
of the model at all. Then the main server is no longer in use and the whole models are owned by
clients and averaged by the aggregator which gives us exactly an implementation of FL and we
realized this implementation for Model 2. Now, we have to expect that our previous observation
also applies so that we get similar prediction errors with FL on Model 2 compared to SFL. Table 4.7
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Model Error P00 Error P01 Error P02 Error P03 Error P04 Error P05 Average
Model 3 4.312 7.069 5.024 6.723 5.566 6.883 5.929
Model 3a 4.246 6.897 5.051 6.979 5.938 6.519 5.938
Model 3b 4.449 7.310 5.203 6.747 5.402 6.413 5.921

Table 4.6: Comparison of prediction errors of Model 3 with Model 3a (one part moved from client
to server) and Model 3b (one part moved from server to client) considering P00,...,P05

Method Error P00 Error P01 Error P02 Error P03 Error P04 Error P05 Average
SFL 4.1829 7.9252 4.6522 6.9007 5.0672 7.2435 5.9953
FL 4.1803 7.8675 4.9357 6.9907 4.8748 7.1230 5.9953

Table 4.7: Comparison of prediction errors of FL and SFL using Model 2 considering P00,...,P05

shows the prediction errors for FL along with the repeated errors for SFL and, as expected, we
obtain only slightly different prediction errors due to randomness and implementation details again.
We can basically consider FL as a special case of SFL with one specific split so that the whole
model belongs to the client. With FL, the runtime for the model training falls from about 10 to 8
minutes.

4.6.4 Effect of averaging the smashed data

The SFL approach, which we focus on in this work, is based on the averaging of model updates
from different clients. In this section, we make an exception to this and we average the smashed
data of different clients instead. For the modified model training, there is a single (immutable!)
client model instance and each client owns a copy of this instance through which they forward their
eye images. The model output (smashed data) and the associated label (target gaze) are throughout
passed to the aggregator. The aggregator calculates the average of the smashed data and the average
of the labels from different clients. Then, the aggregator passes both averages to the main server.
The main server trains a single server model instance on the averaged smashed data as inputs and
the averaged labels as targets. We use the original LeNet model (Model 2) for our client and server
model.

In Table 4.8, we show the average inference errors after 10 training epochs without PixelDP noise
(l = 0) as well as for training with PixelDP noise on the client model (l = 0.2 and l = 0.5). Here,
we experienced larger angle errors on average than for SFL. Especially with the additional PixelDP
noise, the errors vary strongly and they reach large values (up to 19.81 degrees). This is because the
client model is a fixed transformation function and it cannot adapt to the noise with weight updates
(in contrast to SFL). On the other hand, the training can be carried out efficiently (approx. 3:30 min
without PixelDP and 7:00 min with PixelDP) and therefore, the overall training times are lower than
for SFL.

An extensive privacy analysis still needs to be performed for this approach. The averaging of the
smashed data definitely enhances the protection of individual smashed data from a reconstruction
attack by the main server. Nevertheless, it has to be investigated how the individual smashed data
can be protected from the aggregator, especially if the PixelDP protection is not practicable (due to
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PixelDP noise Error p00 Error p01 Error p02 Error p03 Error p04
l = 0 5.4755 7.7035 5.4961 8.2022 6.4427
l = 0.2 7.3614 8.5412 11.1186 10.07504 8.8992
l = 0.5 8.4981 8.6645 9.0516 19.8100 9.0610

Table 4.8: Prediction errors after training with smashed data averaging on Model 2 considering
P00,...,P04

performance degradation). For the smashed data averaging, an MPC protocol could be useful again
(exactly as for the aggregation of model updates in SFL). Then, the individual smashed data can be
protected without influencing the performance.

Also regarding the performance, modifications of the utilized metadata and further variations of our
concept should be investigated. For example, clients could sort their (input, label)-pairs regarding
the labels (using a clustering method) so that the clients forward images with similar gazes at the
same time. Then the resulting (smashed data average, label average) pairs could be even more
suitable to train the server model which could lead to performance improvements.

4.6.5 Effect of the model training with unsupervised learning

Now, we want to give test results when applying FL to gaze representation learning as shown in
Section 3.2. The Cross-Encoder from [26] is a comparably large network as the Encoder part, which
is a ResNet-18, has already many layers that lead to high time requirements for training. Therefore
we limit ourselves to just 3 epochs here and after each epoch, clients synchronize their weights
with the FedAvg operation. Subsequently, we execute 5 training epochs for the gaze estimator with
100-shot learning using only the images of P00 (Individual Learning). As for supervised learning
approaches, we fix one client that is left-out during training which includes both Encoder-Decoder
as well as gaze estimator training here. After the 5 epochs of 100-shot learning, we measure the
angle error of the gaze estimator regarding the images of the left-out client that were not used for
training. The results are given in Table 4.9.

We can recognize that the angle errors increased significantly compared to previous supervised
learning results. Therefore, we can see another trade-off here: The advantages of unsupervised FL
(no gaze annotations needed) come along with reduced prediction accuracy.

In Table 4.10, we show the 3D angle errors for the MPIIGaze dataset when using gaze representations
learned by alternative unsupervised gaze representation learning methods. The reported results are
taken from [26] and we want to discuss the alternative methods roughly. ImageNet is another dataset
that was used to train a ResNet-18 to learn gaze representations. The Auto-Encoder has the same
architecture as the Cross-Encoder but it is trained on single images that are forwarded separately
(instead of throughout combining encodings of two images). EFC (equal feature constraint) forces
features to be equal by adding the L1 loss as an additional constraint to the Auto-Encoder. SimCLR
[3] and BYOL [9] are two popular representation learning approaches that both belong to so-called
Contrastive Learning methods [26].

Based on the reported results, we can see that our privacy-preserving approach is quite competitive
with other unsupervised methods that do not preserve the privacy of gaze data. However, we can see
that the integration of privacy-preserving FL results in significantly larger errors than the original
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Left-
out

P01 P02 P03 P04 P05 P06 P07 P08 P09 Average

Angle
error

8.73 9.72 10.15 8.36 10.45 9.95 10.70 10.49 9.82 9.82

Table 4.9: Prediction errors (3D gaze angle errors) on the MPIIGaze dataset for unsupervised
federated gaze representation learning

Method ImageNet Auto-
Encoder

Auto-
Encoder
(EFC)

SimCLR BYOL Cross-
Encoder

Cross-
Encoder
FL (ours)

Angle
error

10.6 9.5 9.2 10.0 11.1 7.23 9.82

Table 4.10: Prediction errors (3D gaze angle errors) on the MPIIGaze dataset for several unsuper-
vised gaze representation learning techniques

Cross-Encoder implementation from [26]. Here we would like to point out that, based on our
approach, experiments with additional adjustments and optimization techniques (e.g. Adaptive FL)
can potentially lead to reduced prediction errors. With further work, it might be possible to get
closer to the accuracies without privacy-preserving FL or SFL (Data Centre approach), exactly as
we have managed in the case of supervised learning.

3The authors report slightly varying errors in the range 7.2-8.2 depending on the chosen feature dimensions (dg,de)
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Now, we discuss the privacy guarantees that can be achieved depending on the utilized configuration
(whether MPC and/or DP mechanisms are applied). Afterwards, we analyse the experienced
runtimes for model training and we evaluate the various configurations in terms of their usability in
practice.

5.1 Privacy

In this section, we evaluate to which extent desired privacy properties can be ensured by our system.
We focus on the following essential properties that are also widely discussed in other current works
for privacy-preserving gaze estimation: Model privacy, robustness to data leakage attacks, head
pose and target angle privacy as well as robustness to model poisoning attacks.

Model privacy

Model privacy is a useful property that can be achieved with SFL [27]. The server can keep the
trained server model secret from the clients and this gives SFL and SL an advantage over FL because
in FL, clients throughout own the whole model during federated training. SL and SFL are therefore
perfectly suitable if the main server is seeking exclusive ownership of the model.

The other way around, SFL also offers the possibility to hide the global client model from the
main server to avoid a single owner of the whole model. To achieve this, the (low-cost) client
model aggregation (FedAvg) can be performed locally by a client or a third party instead of the
main server [27]. Nevertheless, the risk of a client that cooperates with the main server rises in
large-scale systems with a large number of clients. All clients receive the global client model from
the aggregator in each round and if the main server gets access to the global client model, then the
server owns both parts (the whole model). However, the privacy of the local client models is still
ensured if the aggregator is honest because the aggregator is the only participant that can access the
local client models (besides the respective client itself).

If MPC is used for the aggregation, then model privacy is strengthened by completely protecting
the local client models from external access. We can rely on the security properties provided by the
MPC protocol which ensures the secrecy of local client models if the tolerated number of dishonest
parties is not exceeded. Then, the SFL clients solely receive the output of the MPC protocol (the
global client model), and nobody except for the respective client itself can access the local client
model. The ensured secrecy of a local client model strengthens protection against data leakage
attacks on this client as we discuss further in the following paragraph.
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Robustness to data leakage attacks

An attacker might try to perform data leakage attacks [19] to gain personal information about the
training data. In our case, this covers information about the persons depicted on the private face or
eye images that were used to train the CNN.

First, we consider the case that the main server tries to perform attacks during the training phase in
SFL. The main server can perform an attack using leaked data in the following cases:

a) The global client model gets revealed to the main server by a malicious client or the aggregator.

b) The local client models are not sufficiently obfuscated from the aggregator, such as using
DP-SGD. Also, MPC for aggregation is not applied.

c) The smashed data is not sufficiently obfuscated, such as using PixelDP.

In all of these three cases, the main server could try to execute attacks with the leaked information.
If only case a) occurs, i.e. clients’ local models and smashed data are still sufficiently protected,
then we claim that the privacy properties are still similar to the properties given by PrivatEyes [6].
The server can only utilize aggregated update information from the client models to perform a data
leakage attack while individual client updates cannot be used.

But if case b) or c) occur, then the main server or the aggregator gains information about individual
clients’ updates or smashed data which harms the privacy protection:

Elfares [6] shows that data leakage attacks on FL have higher chances of success than on PrivatEyes
due to known individual client updates. We guess that the protection from data leakage attacks
for SFL in case b) corresponds to the protection given by FL because, in both methods, individual
client weight updates get revealed to the server. With the leaked local client model (forwarded from
the aggregator to the main server) in case b) and the ordinary ownership of the associated server
model instance, the main server gets access to the whole model of this client. Therefore, the server
has exactly the same information available as in FL where the whole model (or model update) is
transferred to the server. This underlines the benefit of MPC for aggregation to avoid case b) in the
same way as PrivatEyes can be utilized to protect individual client updates in FL with MPC.

In case c), the server could make use of attacks that are designed for the case that smashed data is
not protected (Section 3.4). A malicious server can arbitrarily modify the gradients that are passed
back to the client and thus move clients into desired states [23] where the server can reconstruct the
secret input data. Therefore, the main server has a good chance to infer information about personal
data if b) or c) are true, especially for smaller client networks (with a small number of nodes) [27].

Just like the main server, the aggregator could also get curious and start to execute data leakage
attacks only using local client models if they are not sufficiently obfuscated. Therefore as protection
against both a curious aggregator and a curious main server, it makes sense for the clients to apply
DP-SGD or to use MPC for the FedAvg operation to avoid that any information about personal
data can be inferred from the individual weight updates of the clients. Both MPC for FedAvg
and DP-SGD have exclusive advantages over the other technique: With MPC, we can give strong
guarantees regarding the secrecy of individual model updates without raising the angle errors. With
DP mechanisms, the individual client updates get obfuscated (instead of hidden). In addition,
the level of privacy (ε, δ) must be carefully determined so that the utility of the model is still
preserved (acceptable angle errors). On the other hand, the usage of DP-SGD makes the global
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client model (after FedAvg) include DP obfuscation as well and thus offers improved protection
if only case a) occurs. We do not go into detail here and we skip estimating the magnitude of
this improved protection. But we can conclude that it makes sense to combine both techniques to
achieve strengthened protection against data leakage by keeping individual client updates private
with MPC and by using DP for additional obfuscation.

So far, we focused on the training phase and now we discuss the feasibility of data leakage attacks
during the inference phase. We focus on the protection of the training data and we want to avoid
that the training data can be deduced from the trained model. If we assume that there is just a single
owner of the overall trained model, then solely this owner can execute white box attacks. This
model owner can complicate black box attacks from other participants by limiting the number of
permitted queries on the target model and by preventing others from performing arbitrary queries
on the model.

Nevertheless, we implemented SFL based on the assumption that we cannot trust any single instance
(Data Centre). But we can still rely on the fact that data leakage attacks on training data are more
difficult during the inference phase than during model training: Elfares [6] gives evidence for this
with the implemented data leakage attacks that throughout have lower chances of success on the
final trained models than on given models at the beginning of the training. Especially the model
inversion attack shows significantly better results on the models after the first training round than on
the final trained model. As before, we strongly assume that these realizations can also be transferred
to SFL due to the related weight updates during FL and SFL (see Section 4.6.3).

In addition, DP-SGD can defend against some attacks during the inference phase (e.g. membership
inference) [19] and we expect that the same holds for PixelDP. Still, the increased protection for the
training data with DP has to be weighed up against increasing angle errors during the inference
phase.

Head pose and target angle privacy

The core of this work is the confidentiality of the clients’ personal eye images. But, in addition,
also the head pose can be considered as private information and the protection of this information
by the clients might be desirable. For example, one could draw the direct conclusion that the
underlying person has a certain problem or illness due to unusual or unchanging head poses. The
head pose could also provide information about where a person’s attention is directed. But, even
more accurately, the labels (target gaze angles) contain information about personal attention. For
MPIIGaze, a target angle provides information about the on-screen position that the depicted person
is looking at [33]. This information can be used further, for example, to provide personalized
advertisements to the user. FL offers the advantage that the whole model training is performed on
the client and therefore no head poses or labels need to be transferred to the server. In Table 5.1, we
give an overview of approaches that can be applied to protect head poses or gaze labels in SFL and
we discuss these approaches now step by step.

In our proposed unsupervised learning approaches with SFL and FL (Section 3.2), the federated
training of the Cross-Encoder does not utilize any head poses or gaze annotations. The subsequent
100-shot learning utilizes poses and gaze labels but it is performed locally by a single client
(Individual Learning). Therefore, the privacy of gaze labels and head poses is preserved during the
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Protection of Unsupervised
learning

Add one split Training with
MPC

Skip pose pro-
cessing

Label obfus-
cation

head poses ? yes yes yes yes no
gaze labels ? yes yes yes no yes

Table 5.1: Comparison of different approaches for head pose and gaze label protection

entire model training in our unsupervised learning approaches. However, the enhanced protection
of personal client data in both supervised Individual Learning and in our unsupervised learning
approaches led to increased average angle errors compared to the standard (supervised) SFL.

Thapa et al. [27] propose another model structure for SFL by adding one more split to the model in
SFL. Each client owns the first and the last few layers of the model and only the remaining middle
layers are owned by the server. In this case, the client does not have to share its labels with the
server. In addition, the client can pass the head pose directly to the final network layer and therefore
the secrecy of the head pose is also preserved.

Alternatively, MPC can be applied during the training phase and during the inference phase to
secure poses and labels with secret sharing. Except for the client that secretly shares the own values
(poses and labels), no other participant gets any information about the underlying plaintext values
during the MPC protocol. Therefore, the secrecy of head poses and gaze labels is preserved during
both phases (training and inference) with MPC.

Both options (MPC as well as one more model split) are accompanied by drawbacks: MPC strongly
increases the computational requirements and we could not create a feasible implementation for
model training with MPC. Another model split, on the other hand, dramatically increases the
computational and storage requirements of the clients. This is clearly shown by the different model
sizes of the client model and the server model (Table 4.5). Despite the model size reduction due to
pruning, the linear layers of the server model are still an order of magnitude larger. Therefore, the
addition of one more split is not feasible if the required resources of the client should not increase.

Skipping the head pose processing (Section 4.6.1) is an obvious solution to completely hide all head
pose information from the main server. We could see that this does not deteriorate the inference
performance for the MPIIGaze data. As discussed in Section 4.6.1, the head pose information is
generally more important if the gaze estimator is applied to images with strong head rotations (e.g.
Columbia). Then, it should be decided carefully whether increases in errors should be accepted or
whether the secrecy of the head pose is actually required.

There are recent approaches that protect the labels in SL by obfuscation. MALM (Multiple
Activations and Labels Mix) is one approach by Xiao et al. [30] that addresses both label and
smashed data obfuscation. Accordingly, MALM aims to protect client labels and, at the same time,
also aims to prevent reconstruction attacks. However, the authors focus on classification tasks and
it remains unclear whether the approach can also be applied to gaze estimation on the MPIIGaze
dataset as the dataset contains continuous gaze annotations.
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Robustness to model poisoning attacks

So far, we focused on the main server or the aggregator as an attacker during model training.
Now, we assume that both the main server and the aggregator are honest and a few clients are
malicious. These clients try to decrease the overall accuracy of the model predictions (model
poisoning attack).

Khan et al. [15] investigate model poisoning attacks in SFL for various models. In their attacks,
the malicious clients modify their local client models before passing them to the aggregator. Our
implementation that we have shown so far does not defend against this attack as clients could ruin
the utility of the model by passing arbitrary weight tensors to the aggregator.

The authors show two possible defences: Trimmed mean and median. They can be applied by the
honest aggregator to avoid outliers in each dimension of the client updates. With these defences,
the influence of the exceptional client updates on the global client model should be limited. This
restricts the options of the malicious clients to increase the prediction errors.

The success of the adversaries against these defences is mainly dependent on the model split: The
smaller the model, the less efficient the attack. The attacks show the highest efficiency in FL since
the client owns the complete model [15]. As we also showed in Section 4.6.3, the choice of the cut
layer does not influence the performance [15] but a small client model is more suitable to prevent
model poisoning attacks. This should be considered if the avoidance of model poisoning attacks in
SFL is desired.

Still, the influence of the two defences on the performance of our gaze estimator has to be investigated.
In addition, it would be interesting to see how our approach can prevent model poisoning attacks
that arise from modified smashed data by malicious clients [15]. We guess that we already have
a beneficial mechanism to address this type of attack by clipping gradients on the server model
(see Section 4.4.1) which limits the magnitude of individual updates. Possibly, the main server can
also try to detect model poisoning attacks by checking the model outputs: If the model was already
partially trained, then the output gaze angles should not have utopian values far outside of the range
of realistic values. Otherwise, the affected client may be blamed for carrying out a model poisoning
attack.

5.2 Runtime

In the following, we want to discuss the experienced runtimes for model training which we executed
on Google Colab1 GPUs. The fastest training method is Individual Learning with about 1:30 min
for 10 epochs as it considers only images of a single client to train the model. Data Centre Learning,
on the other hand, takes images from all clients into account and we get an overall runtime of almost
6 minutes for 10 epochs.

With SFL, we propagate exactly the same images as in Data Centre Learning but it requires
additional privacy-preserving components (multiple client-specific nets, FedAvg), and therefore
the entire training time increases to about 10 minutes. We implemented SFL with a single-thread
program and we guess that the parallelization of the clients with multiple threads would decrease
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the overall runtime if enough GPUs are available to allow parallelized training. On the other hand,
the introduction of multiple devices and external communication in a real-world setting would
definitely increase the overall runtime although we have not implemented this setup.

Using MPC for the aggregation in SFL doubles the training time to a little more than 20 minutes (3
parties, offline- and online phase). Similarly, the integration of both DP mechanisms (PixelDP and
DP-SGD) leads to a doubled runtime. All together (MPC for aggregation and both DP mechanisms)
resulted in a total time of 35 min. Still, we can conclude that all configurations that we addressed so
far allow model training within a reasonable time.

This looks different if MPC should be used for secret training and inference on secretly shared
input data and model weights. As already demonstrated in Chapter 4, our implementation has very
large runtime requirements and we could not create a running implementation for model training
with MPC. Even the inference of one single input image has proven to be very time-consuming
(2:45h for offline- and online phase together). Therefore, we suggest that the use of MPC should be
limited to perform the aggregation during model training and, instead of MPC, PixelDP should
be used to protect the smashed data from data leakage. We can definitely state that the complete
integration of MPC for model training and inference with reasonable runtime remains a great
challenge. With pruning, we could reduce the model size by setting weights in linear layers to zero.
However, we could only reduce the storage requirements but the overall runtimes did not decrease.
Still, an implementation of pruning for MPC training and inference remains to be carried out. We
suspect that pruning can considerably decrease the runtime of the MPC protocols by skipping all
multiplications with pruned weights.
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6 Related Work

In this chapter, we want to discuss alternative approaches that are suitable to enable privacy-
preserving gaze estimation. There is an immense number of existing methods to protect the privacy
in eye tracking applications [2] and the used techniques are often similar, e.g. obfuscation and DP
are important building blocks for many approaches (including ours). We have to admit that the focus
of our work is limited to one part of the existing work, namely Decentralized Learning where the
sensitive data is not distributed but kept locally instead [2]. FL and SL are two major Decentralized
Learning techniques and with their modification and combination, a variety of related techniques
have emerged in addition to SFL. We discuss a few of these alternative techniques now.

The article by Gupta and Raskar [10] presents the original (basic) SL version and their approach
is also called Vanilla SL. The authors show that with their implementation, the same model is
obtained as with the Data Centre training on a single entity (correctness property). Further advanced
architectures that are built upon SL, such as SFL, drop this correctness property. The authors present
a security proof to show that it is infeasible for a curious server to invert the model parameters
of the client. But they did not consider more advanced attack setups, e.g. by Pasquini et al. [23]
and therefore, they did not apply sufficient protective measures such as DP against reconstruction
attacks. Considering the privacy protection, the SL architecture has a disadvantage compared to
SFL: The next client receives the weight update from the previous client so it gets direct access to
the gradients whereas, in SFL, only the aggregator gets access to the individual updates. And, as
realized using MPC for the aggregation, client updates can be hidden completely and efficiently in
SFL. It is not possible to directly adapt this MPC approach to SL.

Blind Learning is another Decentralized Learning approach that is closely related to SFL. It uses
the same architecture as SFL but a different loss function which computes the average of the client
losses [20]. Like SFL, Blind Learning also relaxes the synchronization requirements of SL by
allowing parallel client model training. In a distributed system, this prevents clients from being idle
as it is the case for the relay-based training in Vanilla SL.

Han et al. [11] relax synchronization requirements even further. Their approach is built upon SFL
but clients can already calculate their loss function immediately after forward propagation on their
local models. In this approach, the “local loss” can be calculated in an independent manner by
the respective client or server which leads to a further increased level of possible parallelization:
Clients do not have to wait until the main server continues forward propagation and passes back the
gradients and instead, clients can directly perform backpropagation using their locally calculated
loss. However, the authors focus on reduced communication load and training times but they do
not analyze the ensured level of privacy. We suspect that the ordinary DP mechanisms can also
be applied to protect gradients and smashed data and thus, it is possible to get a certain level of
protection against reconstruction attacks.
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6 Related Work

In our work, we throughout focused on the SFLV1 version from Thapa et al. [27] and we used this
version for our implementation of the gaze estimator training with SFL. The authors also suggest
another version (SFLV2) which uses a single server model instance for forward- and backward
propagation of smashed data from all clients. In SFLV2, the clients forward their smashed data
sequentially through the server model and therefore there is no more FedAvg operation executed on
the server side. Depending on the dataset, the authors show that this version can reach a higher
accuracy than SFLV1. The “forgetting problem” of Vanilla SL, i.e. the sequential processing of
clients that causes updates of previous clients to get lost to some extent, is solved in SFLV2 by
randomizing the processing order across the clients [5].

Duan et al. [5] compare various further Decentralized Learning techniques that can be applied for a
distributed Internet of Things (IoT) environment with a focus on scalability to a large number of
clients. They mention the Cluster-based Parallel SL method (from [29]) where devices are separated
into multiple clusters and in the first stage, training is executed within one cluster in the same way as
in SFLV2. After a round of this intra-cluster-training, the updated model is used as initialization for
the next cluster. Therefore, in the second stage, the inter-cluster-training works similarly to Vanilla
SL except that each client consists of a cluster of user devices [5].

Due to the high number of recent research publications, we cannot give a complete picture of the
current research. Decentralized Learning is the subject of current research worldwide and new
methods are constantly being proposed and investigated. With varying architectures related to
the number of available clients and servers, there are even more possibilities. The authors in [5]
describe a procedure that is applicable in the case of several servers that take part in the model
training. Each client is assigned to a dedicated server and this client and server train a model
together. At the end of an epoch, the server-side models are aggregated with FedAvg. This approach
is called FedSL and the detailed implementation is described in [28].

For the protection of the smashed data, Duan et al. [5] enumerate several techniques that can
be applied instead or combined with our utilized noise-based defence (PixelDP). For SL and
SFL, the decorrelation method is another prominent defence for the smashed data [5]. It adds
another loss function that measures the distance correlation between the input and the smashed
data. Minimizing this loss function helps to further decouple the smashed data from the input and
therefore it strengthens the protection against reconstruction attacks [5]. The additional loss can
be optimized in combination with the ordinary loss function which is responsible for reducing the
prediction errors. As already mentioned, MALM is another proposed approach by Xiao et al. [30]
that mixes the activation outputs (for us: smashed data) which also reduces the distance correlation
with the secret client data that should be protected. There exist several further methods that aim to
avoid attacks on the client data in SL and SFL. SplitGuard [8] is a method where clients observe
their training process and try to detect when they are targeted by an attack from the server. The
idea here: The clients introduce fake batches during the ordinary training phase and the obtained
gradients for the fake batches should have a higher magnitude than gradients for regular batches [5].
Based on the numerous current works, we are sure that the development of further sophisticated
defence measures will be proposed in the near future to offer strengthened privacy protection for
the privacy-preserving gaze estimation task.
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7 Conclusion and Outlook

In this work, we designed a system that enables the privacy-preserving training of a gaze estimator.
We focused on the prediction of the 2D- and 3D gaze angles for given face images. To minimize
the prediction errors of the gaze estimator, we could show that the model needs to be trained on a
large set of face images from a variety of different people. With the implemented SFL method,
we could preserve the privacy of the personal images during model training by splitting the model
(a CNN) between multiple clients and one main server. The clients own the personal face images
that are processed in a pre-processing phase first. The pre-processing results in normalized eye
images which the clients forward through their part of the model and the main server completes the
forward propagation on its part of the model. Another lightweight server (aggregator) synchronizes
the local model updates from the clients by averaging their weights.

Overall, the clients transfer the intermediate model output (smashed data) to the main server in SFL
and therefore there is no need for the clients to share their images with anyone else. Clients only
need to store and process a small part of the model which leads to a reduction of the required client
resources compared to FL. In addition, we enable model privacy, i.e. the server may be granted the
exclusive ownership of the complete trained model.

In the course of this work, we presented several defences to protect the smashed data and the local
client models from the main server and the aggregator, respectively. We showed how to apply DP
measures to obfuscate the smashed data and the local client models in order to prevent the main
server and the aggregator from gaining information about the personal client images (reconstruction
attacks). With our implemented attacker, we were able to empirically prove the benefit of the
applied DP measures. We also investigated the possible integration of MPC to enhance the ensured
privacy guarantees. While the application of MPC for the entire model training was not feasible due
to too high computational effort, the use of MPC for the aggregation turned out to be an efficient
method to prevent reconstruction attacks based on the local client models.

We trained and tested our system on the MPIIGaze dataset which contains the face images along
with the empirically determined gaze angle annotations from 15 different persons. The difficulty of
the gaze estimation task for this dataset is that the images were taken during everyday laptop use
and therefore the images varied greatly in brightness and quality. In addition, the dataset contains
persons with different appearances (gender, race, with or without glasses) and we could verify
that the gaze estimator needs to be trained on images from several different persons to increase its
generalization abilities. Therefore, our implementation of SFL was perfectly suited to train the gaze
estimator on the MPIIGaze dataset. The final trained model showed only small inference errors
(less than 6.5 degrees on average) and thus we could outperform other privacy-preserving training
methods. The Data Centre training (without privacy-preserving mechanisms) showed only slightly
lower inference errors on average.
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7 Conclusion and Outlook

We further focused on different pruning methods to reduce the size of the model as well as the
overall training time. With pruning, we could reduce the size of the server model from 11.1 MB
(stored in dense format) to 1.93 MB (stored in sparse format) by pruning 99% of all weights in
the linear layers. In this case, the measured angle error regarding one fixed person increased by
only slightly more than one degree (4.18◦ to 5.24◦). Furthermore, we investigated how to train
the gaze estimator with unsupervised learning while still maintaining the privacy of the personal
client images. However, we have to admit that our measured average angle error for unsupervised
learning (9.82◦) is significantly higher than for the supervised SFL configurations.

Outlook

We have multiple ideas for the extension of our system that we leave for possible future work.
It would be interesting to see how our SFL implementation performs on further datasets (e.g.
Columbia). In this case, the metadata and network structure (e.g. number of channels) might have
to be adjusted to minimize the prediction errors. In addition, it can be attempted to modify and
apply our implementation to other tasks than gaze estimation (e.g. a classification task).

There are also a multitude of possibilities to extend our implementation with further defence
measures. All alternative Decentralized Learning methods that we mentioned in Chapter 6 can
be applied to gaze estimation and it remains to be evaluated which prediction accuracies, training
runtimes and privacy properties they offer in comparison with our SFL implementation. Likewise,
our applied noise-based defence (PixelDP) can be compared with the mentioned alternative methods
for smashed data protection (e.g. decorrelation).

With regard to pruning, we suspect that a sophisticated implementation for efficient input forwarding
with sparse weight tensors can also lead to reduced inference times (in addition to our accomplished
reduced storage requirements). Especially in combination with MPC (expensive ciphertext
multiplications), we assume that pruning can reduce the inference time significantly. Moreover,
we have not dealt that extensively with the unsupervised learning approaches and in this case,
our system still has potential for improvement concerning lower angle errors and additional DP
measures against reconstruction attacks.

We have throughout tested our implementation solely as one single-threaded program which
we executed on Google Colab1. In practice, the application of SFL is useful when each client
process is run on a separate computing unit (with exclusive memory access to its protected face
images). Therefore, the deployment of our implementation to a distributed system (with external
communication between the SFL participants) remains to be investigated. Then, we suspect that the
overall training time is more heavily affected by the required amount of communication between
the SFL participants.
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A Zusammenfassung auf Deutsch

Gaze estimation bezeichnet die Abschätzung, wohin eine gegebene Person in einem bestimmten
Moment blickt. Um die Blickrichtungen möglichst akkurat vorhersagen zu können, muss ein Modell
auf möglichst vielen Bildern von einer Vielzahl an verschiedenen Personen trainiert werden. Das
Sammeln dieser Bilder für ein auf einem Server zentral durchgeführtes Training (Data Centre) führt
jedoch zu Datenschutzproblemen. In dieser Arbeit haben wir ein System entworfen, mit welchem
ein Modell trainiert werden kann, wobei der Schutz der persönlichen Aufnahmen während des
Trainings gewährleistet wird. Zur Implementierung unseres Systems verwenden wir das Splitfed
Learning-Verfahren, bei welchem Clients und Server zusammen das Modell, ein konvolutionales
neuronales Netz, trainieren. Wir erreichen durch das Splitfed-Verfahren, dass die während des
Trainings zu schützenden Bilder nicht von den Clients an den Server übertragen werden. Ein Vorteil
gegenüber alternativer Verfahren ist, dass die typscherweise in Ressourcen beschränkten Clients nur
einen kleinen Teil des Modells trainieren müssen und der andere Teil auf den leistungsstärkeren
Server ausgelagert wird. Außerdem führt das Splitfed-Verfahren zu Model Privacy, d.h. ein Teil
des Modells kann vor den Clients geheim gehalten werden. Wir erweitern unseren Ansatz mit
Multi-Party Computation (MPC) und Differential Privacy (DP)-Mechanismen, um die Sicherheit
der zu schützenden persönlichen Aufnahmen zu verstärken. Mit einem eigens implementierten
Angriff zeigen wir die Effektivität dieser Mechanismen. Desweiteren verwenden wir Pruning, um
die Größe des Modells zu reduzieren und wir trainieren unser Modell zusätzlich mit Unsupervised
Learning. Unsere durchgeführten Testergebnisse zeigen, dass die Vorhersagen unseres mit dem
Splitfed-Verfahren trainierten Modells eine durchschnittliche Abweichung von etwas weniger als
6.5 Grad vom eigentlichen Blickrichtungs-Winkel betragen. Damit konnten wir eine erhöhte
Genauigkeit im Vergleich zu bereits bestehenden Gaze-Estimation-Methoden erzielen, welche auch
auf die Geheimhaltung der persönlichen Bilder abzielen. Das Training des Modells lässt sich
effizient (innerhalb von 10 Minuten) durchführen.
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