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Abstract
The federated recommendation system is an emerging AI service
architecture that provides recommendation services in a privacy-
preserving manner. Using user-relation graphs to enhance federated
recommendations is a promising topic. However, it is still an open
challenge to construct the user-relation graph while preserving data
locality-based privacy protection in federated settings. Inspired by a
simple motivation, similar users share a similar vision (embeddings)
to the same item set, this paper proposes a novel Graph-guided
Personalization for Federated Recommendation (GPFedRec). The
proposed method constructs a user-relation graph from user-specific
personalized item embeddings at the server without accessing the
users’ interaction records. The personalized item embedding is lo-
cally fine-tuned on each device, and then a user-relation graph will be
constructed by measuring the similarity among client-specific item
embeddings. Without accessing users’ historical interactions, we em-
body the data locality-based privacy protection of vanilla federated
learning. Furthermore, a graph-guided aggregation mechanism is de-
signed to leverage the user-relation graph and federated optimization
framework simultaneously. Extensive experiments on five bench-
mark datasets demonstrate GPFedRec’s superior performance. The
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in-depth study validates that GPFedRec can generally improve exist-
ing federated recommendation methods as a plugin while keeping
user privacy safe. Code is available to ease reproducibility1.
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1 Introduction
In the era of the information explosion, people are overwhelmed by
the data with boosting volume. To address this challenge, recommen-
dation systems have become essential in discovering users’ interests
and filtering out their unconcerned content. However, existing rec-
ommendation models rely on centralized user data storage, which
risks privacy violations and has attracted increasing social concerns,
e.g., General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) [34]. As an emerg-
ing service architecture, the federated recommendation system has
been proposed to provide recommendations while preserving user
privacy [4, 30, 31, 45, 47]. It usually trains the recommendation
model on the local user device (i.e., client), and a server orchestrates
the training process by synchronizing the shared model parameters.

1https://github.com/Zhangcx19/GPFedRec
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Figure 1: Performance comparison of diverse user relation-
ship graphs-enhanced federated recommendation model on the
MovieLens-100K dataset. Backbone denotes the current state-
of-the-art federated recommendation model.

Privacy protection can be achieved since the user data is preserved
on each client locally and cannot be accessed by others.

Existing federated recommendation research generally treats users
as individuals to train the global model, while overlooking the corre-
lations between them. In recommendation scenarios, users usually
have diverse connections. For instance, users who have purchased the
same items exhibit common interests and may also prefer the other
same product [32]. These correlations can be effectively described
with a graph structure [10, 12, 29, 42]. Using it in the recommen-
dation systems can enrich the user (item) representation learning
and promote user preference modeling, which has become a popular
paradigm and achieved outstanding performance in the centralized
setting [15, 35, 39]. Hence, developing a user relationship graph-
enhanced federated recommendation system holds the potential to
provide better privacy-preserving recommendation services.

To this end, we first study how to integrate user-relation graph
into federated recommendation system. Specifically, we adopt two
straight and widely used methods to construct the graph, i.e., ran-
domly generated graph and built based on user historical interactions,
details can be referred to section 5.4. Then, we conduct a prelimi-
nary experiment to analyze the contribution of the user relationship
graph to the system performance. Particularly, we equip the current
state-of-the-art federated recommendation model PFedRec [47] with
the former two kinds of graph, and compare the performance on the
MovieLens-100K dataset. As shown in Figure 1, random graphs hurt
the performance, while the informative graphs built with interactions
can improve the performance. However, the user interaction data
are private and cannot be accessed to build the graph. Hence, the
challenge of developing a user relationship graph-enhanced feder-
ated recommendation model lies in building an informative graph
without increasing the risk of user privacy leakage.

In this paper, we present a novel Graph-guided Personalization
framework for Federated Recommendation (GPFedRec), which is
the first user correlation-enhanced general framework for modeling
personalized federated recommendation system. Within the feder-
ated optimization paradigm, the server can obtain model parameters
learned by individual clients based on their historical interaction data.
These parameters encompass user characteristics and can ensure user
privacy security, making them viable information for constructing
the user-relation graph. In order to enhance the user modeling with
correlated users, we propose to construct the user relationship graph

on the server with locally updated item embeddings. This mecha-
nism effectively identifies users’ relationships while relieving user’s
private data from exposure. Furthermore, we design a novel graph-
guided aggregation mechanism to exploit the user correlations in
global model parameter aggregation. Thus, the server can learn user-
specific instead of indiscriminate item embeddings, which are then
assigned to clients to promote user personalization capture.

We evaluate GPFedRec’s performance on five recommendation
benchmark datasets and compare it with advancing baselines. Exper-
iments demonstrate that GPFedRec consistently achieves state-of-
the-art performance. Then, we conduct ablation studies to analyze
the effect of user-relation graph on our model. As illustrated in
Figure 1, our proposed graph construction method can achieve com-
parable performance with interaction-based graph and outperform
the random graph significantly. To further verify the effectiveness
and compatibility of our method, we also enhance other FedRec
methods with our graph-guided aggregation mechanism. The results
show that our graph-guided aggregation mechanism can generally
improve federated recommendation methods as a swift plugin. Be-
sides, we incorporate the differential privacy technique to further
enhance privacy protection and empirical results show that GPFe-
dRec achieves a steady performance under the privacy-preserving
scenario, which supports the practical feasibility. In a nutshell, our
main contributions are summarized as follows,
• We present a novel approach to identify correlations among users

in the federated recommendation setting, which constructs the
user relationship graph with the shared item embeddings without
privacy exposure.
• We introduce a graph-guided aggregation mechanism that enables

the learning of user-specific item embeddings, thus promoting user
personalization modeling. The overall algorithm can be formu-
lated into a unified federated optimization framework GPFedRec.
• The proposed method achieves state-of-the-art performance on

five recommendation benchmark datasets, and extensive analyses
verify its efficacy and privacy-preserving capability.
• Our simple yet effective graph-guided aggregation mechanism

owns promising compatibility, which could generally enhance the
existing federated recommendation methods as a swift plugin.

2 Related Work
2.1 Graph Learning-based Recommendation

System
Graph learning-based recommendation systems can learn enhanced
user (item) embedding by explicitly exploiting high-order neighbor
information in the graph structure, which has been a burgeoning
paradigm. Integrating the user-item interaction graph into the col-
laborative filtering framework is a straightforward strategy. For ex-
ample, He et al. propose LightGCN [15], which applies the graph
convolution network to the user-item interaction graph to enrich rep-
resentation learning for user preference prediction. By considering
the adjacency between items, the interacted item sequences can be
organized as a graph. Correspondingly, the sequential recommen-
dation can be achieved by capturing the transition pattern from the
sequence graph [21, 28]. With the emergence of social networks,
the social recommendation system is developed to enhance user
modeling by means of local neighborhoods. The basic assumption is
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that users with social relationships should have similar representa-
tions. Generally, existing works either take the user-item interaction
graph and social network as two graphs to learn user representa-
tion separately [41] or integrate both graphs into the unified graph
to learn enhanced user representation [40]. Besides, there are also
some works developing the recommendation models based on the
knowledge graph [36, 44, 51], which introduces side information
into the graph, e.g., item features. Existing methods collect user
data centrally, which violates user privacy protection. This paper
proposes a recommendation model based on the federated learning
framework, combined with privacy protection technology to protect
users’ private data from exposure.

2.2 Federated Recommendation Systems
Federated Recommendation (FedRec) [22, 46, 48, 49] is an emerg-
ing direction that aims to provide recommendation services with-
out collecting private user data under the federated learning frame-
work [26, 50]. Various benchmark recommendation methods have
been adapted to the federated learning framework, such as matrix
factorization-based FCF [2], FedMF [4], MetaMF [23] and Fe-
dRecon [33] and neural collaborative filtering-based FedNCF [30].
Zhang et al. [47] presents a personalized FedRec framework named
PFedRec, which removes the user embedding and learns the per-
sonalized score function to capture user preference. However, these
methods neglect the correlations among users, which are commonly
used information in centralized recommendation settings. To bridge
this gap, Liu et al. [24] propose to enhance the local subgraph by
introducing the user social relationship information. However, the
social network is not always accessible in practical scenarios. Wu et
al. [38] present the FedPerGNN, which organizes the local user-item
interactions as a graph and deploys a graph neural network on each
client to capture the user-item correlations. Besides, FedPerGNN
employs a third-party server to find the high-order neighbors so
as to provide more beneficial information for local model training.
However, aligning the historical interactions with the third-party
server results in high computational overhead and increases the risk
of user privacy information exposure. Furthermore, existing FedRec
models generally learn shared model parameters for all users, which
neglects the diverse user preferences. In this paper, we design a
graph-guided aggregation mechanism to capture user preference
correlations, which promotes the personalized FedRec system.

3 Preliminary
Federated Recommendation. LetU and I represent the user and
item sets, respectively. Let Y𝑢𝑚 be the user-item interaction data,
indexed by user 𝑢 and item 𝑚. Other notations could be referred
to Table 1. For a recommendation model F parameterized by 𝜃 , it
makes prediction as Ŷ𝑢𝑚 = F (𝑢,𝑚 |𝜃 ). Denote user relationship
graph with G(U, E), whereU and E are the sets of users and edges,
respectively. Denote the adjacency matrix of G by A ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑁
where 𝑁 is the number of user in U. A𝑢𝑣 = 1 indicates an edge
between users 𝑢, 𝑣 ∈ U, otherwise A𝑢𝑣 = 0.

For a model F parameterized by 𝜃 , federated recommendation
aims to predict user 𝑢’s preference on item𝑚 as Ŷ𝑢𝑚 = F (𝑢,𝑚 |𝜃∗),
and the optimal model parameter 𝜃∗ = argmin𝜃

∑𝑁
𝑖=1 𝜔𝑖L𝑖 (𝜃 ) is

NotationNotationNotation DescriptionsDescriptionsDescriptions
U The user set
I The item set
Y𝑢𝑚 The rating of user 𝑢 on item𝑚

Ŷ𝑢𝑚 The prediction of score function
G(U, E) The user relationship graph
A The adjacency matrix of user relationship graph
S The user similarity matrix
M𝜃 The recommendation model parameterized with 𝜃
𝑁 The number of clients (users)
𝑝𝑖 The user embedding module parameter of 𝑖-th client
𝑞𝑖 The item embedding module parameter of 𝑖-th client
𝑜𝑖 The score function module parameter of 𝑖-th client
𝑟𝑖 The user-specific item embedding of 𝑖-th client
𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 The globally shared item embedding

Table 1: Notation table.

learned by minimizing the accumulated loss of all local models
L𝑖 (𝜃 ) with client weight 𝜔𝑖 .

4 Methodology
In this section, we present the Graph-guided Personalization frame-
work for Federated Recommendation (GPFedRec). As shown in
Figure 2, we address the intrinsic relationship between users with
a graph structure. In each training round, the server first gathers lo-
cally trained item embeddings from clients. Then, the server updates
them with a graph-guided aggregation mechanism, which achieves
user-specific item embeddings. Meanwhile, a shared item embed-
ding is calculated to depict the popular preference. Finally, both
user-specific and shared item embeddings are distributed to clients
for personalized local model learning.

In the following part, we introduce the proposed GPFedRec in
detail. We first formulate the overall objective function under the fed-
erated learning framework. Then, we illustrate the local recommen-
dation model loss function of each client. In addition, we detail the
learning process and summarize the overall optimization workflow
into an algorithm. Furthermore, we analyze the privacy-preserving
capability of our method and the further enhancement by integrating
privacy protection techniques. Finally, we discuss the efficiency and
scalability of GPFedRec and the potential extension of it on more
general recommendation scenarios.

4.1 Federated Optimization Objective
We consider each user as a client in the federated learning frame-
work. The recommendation task can be described as a personalized
federated learning problem, which aims to provide personalized ser-
vice for each user. We employ a neural recommendation modelM𝜃 ,
which contains three components, including a user embedding mod-
ule parameterized by 𝑝, an item embedding module parameterized
by 𝑞 and a score function module parameterized by 𝑜 that predicts
user’s rating based on user and item embeddings.

Particularly, we assign item embedding as a shared role, which is
responsible for transferring common knowledge among users. Both
the user embedding and the score function are maintained locally to
capture user personalization. We formulate the proposed GPFedRec
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Figure 2: The framework of GPFedRec. There are four steps in each communication round: ① For the local recommendation model
trained on each client, it initializes the item embedding with the globally shared item embedding. Then it takes the user-specific item
embedding as a regularizer R(𝑞, 𝑟𝑖 ) together with the loss of the recommendation task L𝑖 (Y, Ŷ) as the optimization objective L𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 .
② The client uploads the locally updated item embedding 𝑞 to the server. ③ For the server, it first constructs a user relationship graph
based on the received item embeddings. Then, it performs the graph-guided aggregation to achieve user-specific item embeddings
{𝑟𝑖 }𝑛𝑖=1 and meanwhile calculates the globally shared item embedding depicting the popular preference. ④ The server distributes both
the globally shared and user-specific item embeddings to the clients for the next round of optimization.

as the below optimization objective,

min
{𝜃1,...,𝜃𝑁 }

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1
L𝑖 (𝜃𝑖 ) + 𝜆R(𝑞𝑖 , 𝑟𝑖 ) (1)

where 𝜃𝑖 = {𝑝𝑖 , 𝑞𝑖 , 𝑜𝑖 } is the recommendation model parameter of
𝑖-th client. 𝑟𝑖 is the user-specific item embedding learned on the
server. R(·, ·) is a regularization term to constrain the local item
embedding to be similar to user-specific item embedding, and 𝜆 is
the regularization coefficient.

4.2 Recommendation Model Loss Function
To pursue the generality, we discuss the typical scenario where
recommendation only relies on the implicit user-item interaction
data, i.e., Y𝑢𝑚 = 1 if user 𝑢 has interacted with item𝑚; otherwise,
Y𝑢𝑚 = 0. No auxiliary user (item) raw features are available. Due to
the binary value of implicit feedback, we define the loss function for
the 𝑖-th client as the binary cross-entropy loss,

L𝑖 (𝜃𝑖 ;Y𝑢𝑚, Ŷ𝑢𝑚) = −
∑︁

(𝑢,𝑚) ∈𝐷𝑖

log Ŷ𝑢𝑚 −
∑︁

(𝑢,𝑚′ ) ∈𝐷−
𝑖

log(1−Ŷ𝑢𝑚′ )

(2)
where 𝐷𝑖 and 𝐷−

𝑖
denote the interacted positive item set and sampled

negative item set of 𝑖-th client, respectively. The Ŷ𝑢𝑚 is the model
prediction. For efficient 𝐷−

𝑖
construction, we sample negative in-

stances from the user’s unobserved interaction collection according
to the negative sampling ratio.

4.3 Optimization
To solve the optimization objective in Eq. (1), we conduct below
two alternate steps. First, the server learns the user-specific item
embeddings 𝑟𝑖 based on the graph-guided aggregation mechanism,
and meanwhile achieves a global item embedding 𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 depicting
popular preferences. Second, we update 𝜃𝑖 initialized with 𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 by
solving the local loss function in Eq. (2) with a regularization term
R(𝑞𝑖 , 𝑟𝑖 ): distance between local item embedding and user-specific
item embedding. Details of the two steps are introduced next.

4.3.1 Server update with graph-guided aggregation. The
server receives item embeddings from clients, which are learned
with the personal interaction data, and the relationship with other
clients is missing. Besides, the vanilla federated learning framework,
e.g., FedAvg [25], treats each client equally and learns a unified
item embedding with average aggregation. However, we argue that
the user generally shares similar preferences with a user group, and
taking the average common preference from all users will hinder the
user personalization modeling.

To capture the correlations among users and achieve user-specific
preference capture, we propose to build a user relationship graph G
on the server. Particularly, we identify the relevance between users
by calculating the similarities of locally updated item embeddings.
The insight behind this is that the users with common preferences
share similar views of the items. Besides, it can be safely shared
without disclosing private user information.
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Specifically, we employ the cosine similarity as the similarity
metric between item embeddings, and the similarity between client 𝑖
and 𝑗 can be formulated as,

S𝑖 𝑗 =
𝑞𝑖 · 𝑞 𝑗
| |𝑞𝑖 | | | |𝑞 𝑗 | |

(3)

where 𝑞𝑖 and 𝑞 𝑗 are the item embeddings of the two clients.
Given the relationship indicator S𝑖 𝑗 , we select users with high

similarity as the neighbors. While specifying the neighborhood size
is difficult and tends to introduce redundant information. To over-
come this issue, we devise a more flexible neighborhood selection
strategy. We establish an adaptive threshold to decide neighbors, i.e.,
users whose similarity is greater than the threshold are reserved as
neighbors. Particularly, we take the mean value S of the similarity
matrix S as a reference,

A𝑖 𝑗 =

{
1 S𝑖 𝑗 > 𝛾S
0 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒

(4)

where 𝛾 is a scaling factor used to set the similarity threshold. During
federated optimization, the item embeddings received from clients
are updated consistently, and hence, the user relationship graph will
be changed adaptively.

Based on the graph, we design a graph-guided aggregation mech-
anism to update the item embeddings so that each client can obtain
the user-specific item embedding with the help of neighbors with
similar preferences. Specifically, we employ a lightweight Graph
Convolution Network (GCN) [15] to update the 𝑖-th client item
embedding by aggregating its neighbors and obtain 𝑟𝑖 , with the
following convolution operation form,

𝑅 = A𝑙𝑄 (5)

where 𝑄 is the initial item embedding matrix whose 𝑖-th row repre-
sents the item embedding received from user 𝑖 and 𝑅 is the aggregated
item embedding matrix whose 𝑖-th row is 𝑟𝑖 . Besides, 𝑙 indicates the
number of convolution layers. For simplicity, in this paper, we use
𝑙 = 1 convolution layer. It is mentioned that the A can be replaced
with other reasonable forms, e.g., Laplace matrix. In this paper, we
take the vanilla adjacent matrix.

Under the graph-guided aggregation mechanism, users with more
neighbors will participate in more 𝑟𝑖 calculations. To capture the pop-
ular preference, we employ a simple average on all 𝑟𝑖 for achieving
shared item embedding, where the users with more neighbors will
hold higher weights. We formulate the calculation in the following,

𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 = D𝑄 (6)

where D is the degree matrix of A when 𝑙 = 1. Compared to indis-
criminate aggregation of existing methods, our solution pays more
attention to users with popular preferences, which achieves better
performance displayed in empirical verification in the experiment.

4.3.2 Client update with regularization. In each training
round, the client receives two forms of item embedding from the
server, including the shared 𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 depicting popular preference and
the user-specific 𝑟𝑖 depicting personalized preference. We incorpo-
rate both forms of preference into local model training. Particularly,
we first initialize the item embedding 𝑞𝑖 with global shared item
embedding 𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 and both user embedding 𝑝𝑖 and score function
𝑜𝑖 are inherited from the trained model in the last round. Then, we

Algorithm 1 Graph-guided Personalization for Federated Recom-
mendation - Optimization Procedure

1: Initialize 𝜆, 𝜂, 𝛾 , {(𝑝 (1)
𝑖
, 𝑞
(1)
𝑖
, 𝑜
(1)
𝑖
)}𝑁

𝑖=1
2: Initialize {𝑟 (1)

𝑖
}𝑁
𝑖=1 ← {𝑞

(1)
𝑖
}𝑁
𝑖=1

3: for each round 𝑡 = 1, 2, ...,𝑇 do
4: Server update with graph-guided aggregation:
5: Calculate the similarities of locally updated item embed-

dings with Eq. (4)
6: Build user relationship graph G(A) (𝑡 ) with Eq. (5)
7: Learn user-specific item embeddings {𝑟 (𝑡+1)

𝑖
}𝑁
𝑖=1 with Eq.

(6)
8: Learn globally shared item embedding 𝑞𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 with Eq. (7)
9: Client update with regularization:

10: for each client 𝑖 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑁 in parallel do
11: for each epoch 𝑒 from 1 to 𝐸 do
12: Update (𝑝 (𝑡 )

𝑖
, 𝑞
(𝑡 )
𝑖
, 𝑜
(𝑡 )
𝑖
) with Eq. (9)

13: end for
14: (𝑝 (𝑡+1)

𝑖
, 𝑞
(𝑡+1)
𝑖

, 𝑜
(𝑡+1)
𝑖
) ← (𝑝 (𝑡 )

𝑖
, 𝑞
(𝑡 )
𝑖
, 𝑜
(𝑡 )
𝑖
)

15: end for
16: end for

train the model by regularizing 𝑞𝑖 close to the personalized item
embedding 𝑟𝑖 , which can be formulated as follows,

L𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 = L𝑖 (𝜃𝑖 ;Y𝑢𝑚, Ŷ𝑢𝑚) + 𝜆R(𝑞𝑖 , 𝑟𝑖 ) (7)

where 𝜆 is the coefficient of the regularization term. We minimize
the distance between 𝑞𝑖 and 𝑟𝑖 with the mean square error as the
loss function, i.e., R(·, ·) = 𝑀𝑆𝐸 (·, ·).

We update the 𝜃𝑖 with stochastic gradient descent algorithm, and
𝑡-th update step can be formulated as follows,

𝜃𝑡𝑖 = 𝜃𝑡𝑖 − 𝜂𝜕𝜃𝑡𝑖 L𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 (8)

where 𝜂 is the learning rate and 𝜕𝜃𝑡
𝑖
L𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 is the gradient of model

parameters with respect to loss.

4.4 Algorithm
4.4.1 Overall optimization. The optimization objective can be
solved iteratively through multiple communication rounds between
the server and clients. In the beginning, we initialize the recommen-
dation modelM𝜃 for all clients. For each communication round,
the server updates the item embedding with the graph-guided ag-
gregation mechanism, and distributes both the user-specific item
embedding 𝑟𝑖 and globally shared item embedding 𝑔𝑔𝑙𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑙 to clients
for the local update. Then, the client trains the local recommendation
model with the personal interactions and uploads the updated item
embedding 𝑞𝑖 to the server for the subsequent communication round.
The overall optimization procedure is organized into Algorithm 1.

4.4.2 Efficient item embedding storage on client. In the prac-
tical scenario, there will be a large number of items in the recom-
mendation system, which brings potential item embedding storage
and communication overhead challenges for client devices with con-
strained resources. To handle this issue, we advocate that each client
can only preserve the interacted items and randomly sampled items,
which are far less than the complete items, resulting in efficient item
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embedding storage on the client. To alleviate the high storage re-
quirements during inference, the server can first filter the items that
users may interested in (e.g., calculate the item similarities between
updated items and other candidate items and select the candidate
items with high similarities), and the clients only need to perform
ranking on the item subset instead of the full item set.

4.5 Privacy Protection Enhanced GPFedRec
Under the federated learning framework, our method inherits the
privacy-preserving merit that each user preserves private data locally,
which could significantly reduce the risk of privacy leakage. In terms
of further handling the potential privacy violation when uploading
item embedding to the server, we propose to integrate the local
differential privacy strategy [8] into our method. Particularly, we
incorporate a zero-mean Laplacian noise to the item embedding
before it is uploaded to the server,

𝑞𝑖 = 𝑞𝑖 + 𝐿𝑎𝑝𝑙𝑎𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑛(0, 𝛿) (9)

where 𝛿 is the noise intensity. Hence, one cannot easily obtain the
updated items by monitoring item embeddings, and the privacy
protection ability is better as 𝛿 increases.

4.6 Discussions
4.6.1 Efficiency and scalability about GPFedRec. In the prac-
tical application, there are usually many clients in recommendation
systems, which challenges the efficiency and scalability of our graph-
guided aggregation on the server. To address the above challenges,
we discuss the feasible solutions from user relationship graph con-
struction and user-specific item embedding learning, respectively.
The goal of user relationship graph construction is to discover the
correlations among users. Generally, the user preferences are stable
and the relationship between users will not change frequently. Hence,
we can update the user relationship graph less frequently than every
communication round or update the subgraph instead of the com-
plete graph to improve efficiency. Based on the user relationship
graph, we now utilize the full-batch GNN to learn user-specific item
embeddings. To further improve the scalability, we can adopt the
widely used neighbor sampling strategy[5, 7] and only propagate the
subgraph to reduce the computation complexity.

4.6.2 Dynamic and cold-start recommendation. Our GPFe-
dRec is a general framework that can be easily extended to various
recommendation scenarios. For example, in the sequential recom-
mendation [6, 18] or the session-based recommendation [27, 43], the
user interactions are generated dynamically according to timing. On
the client side, we can employ a Transformer architecture to capture
the sequential properties of data. On the server side, the user rela-
tionship graph can be updated adaptively to record the dynamic user
preferences. In addition, our model has the capability of handling
the cold-start problem [9]. For a new user with limited interactions,
our method can discover neighbor users with similar preferences and
learn user-specific item embedding to help the new user make recom-
mendations. Compared with other FedRec models, which adopt the
common item embedding to recommend, our method can select the
most related users to foster the preference depiction of new users.

DatasetDatasetDataset # Users # Items # Interactions Sparsity
MovieLens-100K 943 1682 100,000 93.70%
MovieLens-1M 6,040 3,706 1,000,209 95.53%
Lastfm-2K 1,600 12,454 185,650 99.07%
HetRec2011 2,113 10,109 855,598 95.99%
Douban 2,509 39,576 893,575 99.10%

Table 2: Dataset statistics.

5 Experiment
In this section, we conduct experiments to analyze the proposed
method, aiming to answer below questions:
• Q1: Does GPFedRec outperform the state-of-the-art federated and

centralized recommendation models?
• Q2: How does our proposed graph learning-based federated rec-

ommendation method work?
• Q3: Can the proposed graph-guided aggregation mechanism bene-

fit other FedRec models?
• Q4: How do the key hyper-parameters of GPFedRec impact the

performance?
• Q5: Is GPFedRec robust when integrating local differential privacy

technique?

5.1 Datasets and Evaluation Protocols
Datasets. We verify the proposed GPFedRec on five recommen-

dation benchmark datasets: MovieLens-100K, MovieLens-1M [13],
Lastfm-2K [3], HetRec2011 [3] and Douban [17]. Particularly, two
MovieLens datasets are collected from the MovieLens website,
which records users’ ratings about movies and each user has no
less than 20 ratings. Lastfm-2K is a music dataset, where each user
retains the listened artists list and listening count. We remove the
users with less than 5 interactions from Lastfm-2K. HetRec2011
is an extension of MovieLens-10M, which links the movies with
corresponding web pages at Internet Movie Database (IMDb) and
Rotten Tomatoes movie review systems. Douban is another user-
movie interaction dataset. Detailed statistics of the five datasets are
shown in Table 2.

Evaluation protocols. For a fair comparison, we follow the preva-
lent leave-one-out evaluation setting [16] and evaluate the perfor-
mance with Hit Ratio (HR) and Normalized Discounted Cumulative
Gain (NDCG) [14] metrics. The results are shown in the unit of 1e-2.
More details can be found in Appendix A.

5.2 Baselines and Implementation Details
Baselines. We compare our method with two branches of base-

lines, including centralized and federated recommendation models.
All the methods conduct recommendations only based on the user-
item interaction without other auxiliary information, which is the
most fundamental setting. Details about baselines are summarized
in Appendix B.

Implementation details. We implement the methods based on
Pytorch framework and the hyperparameter configuration is sum-
marized in Appendix D. In addition, we develop a lightweight
variant of our method, named Light_GPFedRec. As discussed in
subsection 4.6, the Light_GPFedRec can improve the efficiency by
reducing the frequency of user relationship graph updates.



GPFedRec: Graph-Guided Personalization for Federated Recommendation KDD ’24, August 25–29, 2024, Barcelona, Spain.

Method MovieLens-100K MovieLens-1M Lastfm-2K HetRec2011 Douban
HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

CenRec
MF 64.48 38.61 68.69 41.45 83.13 71.78 66.07 41.21 87.17 61.75
NCF 64.21 37.13 64.02 38.16 82.57 68.26 64.74 39.55 87.49 62.51
SGL 64.90 40.02 62.60 34.13 82.37 68.59 65.12 40.18 – –

FedRec

FedMF 66.17 38.73 67.91 40.81 81.63 68.18 64.69 40.29 87.17 61.00
FedNCF 60.66 33.93 60.38 34.13 81.44 61.95 60.86 36.27 86.01 59.94
FedRecon 65.22 38.49 62.78 36.82 82.06 67.37 61.57 34.20 87.52 60.38
MetaMF 66.21 41.02 44.98 26.31 81.04 64.13 54.52 32.36 82.58 55.44
PFedRec 71.37 42.59 73.03 44.49 82.38 73.19 67.20 42.70 87.40 61.90
FedLightGCN 24.53 12.78 37.53 15.01 43.75 15.17 22.65 7.96 35.66 12.33
FedPerGNN 11.52 5.08 9.31 4.09 10.56 4.25 – – – –

Ours GPFedRec 72.85* 43.77* 72.17 43.61 83.44* 74.11* 69.41* 43.34* 88.04* 63.87*
Light_GPFedRec 72.00* 43.92* 72.95 45.48* 83.44* 74.33* 69.47* 43.21* 88.04* 64.00*

Improvement ↑ 2.07% ↑ 3.12% – ↑ 2.23% ↑ 1.29% ↑ 1.56% ↑ 3.38% ↑ 1.50% ↑ 0.59% ↑ 2.38%
Table 3: Performance comparison on five datasets. The best results are bold and the best baseline results are underlined. “CenRec”
and “FedRec” represent centralized and federated settings, respectively. FedPerGNN fails to run on HetRec2011 and Douban due to
the unacceptable memory allocation (denoted as "–"). “*” and “Improvement” indicate the statistically significant improvement (i.e.,
two-sided t-test with 𝑝 < 0.05) and the performance improvement over the best baseline, respectively.

5.3 Overall Performance (Q1)
Table 3 shows the performance of HR@10 and NDCG@10 on five
datasets. Next, we summarize the experimental results and discuss
several observations.

(1) GPFedRec achieves better performance than centralized
methods in all settings. The largest performance increase of HR@10
and NDCG@10 emerges on MovieLens-100K, i.e., 13.46% and
17.88%, respectively. In the centralized setting, all users share the
same item embedding and score function and only keep user em-
bedding for personalization capture. In comparison, our method
maintains user embedding and score function as private components
to learn user characteristics. Besides, we introduce a graph struc-
ture to mine the correlations between clients, which enhances user
preference learning and provides better recommendations.

(2) Our method outperforms federated recommendation base-
lines and achieves state-of-the-art results on almost all datasets.
In FedRec, serving all clients with a unified item embedding ignores
distinct user preferences, which hinders user personalization cap-
ture. PFedRec learns personalized item embedding by finetuning
with local data and achieves the second-best performance, which
supports our claim that replacing indiscriminate item embedding
with user-specific item embedding can improve the recommendation
performance. Compared with PFedRec, our method learns user-
specific item embeddings for each user based on the adaptive user
relationship graph, which absorbs beneficial information from users
with similar preferences and achieves better performance. Besides,
the lightweight variant Light_GPFedRec can achieve comparable
and even better performance than GPFedRec, which attains a good
balance between model efficiency and efficacy.

(3) Our graph-guided aggregation mechanism demonstrates
significant performance advantages over two federated GNN
recommendation models. FedLightGCN employs a GCN on each
client as the representation learning model. The local sub-graph con-
tains the user node and the item nodes the user has interacted with,

and the neighborhood of each item node is the same. As a result, the
item representations obtained through neighbor aggregation lack dis-
criminability, which is not conducive to recommendation prediction.
FedPerGNN performs poorly under the implicit feedback recommen-
dation setting, which samples negative items during model training.
FedPerGNN finds the high-order neighbors by matching the user’s
interactions and the negative items mislead the discovery of actual
neighbors, which brings an adverse impact on model performance.
The negative effect is even more severe in the leave-one-out set-
ting, where each user has more training samples and samples more
negative samples.

Convergence analysis. We compare the convergence of our method
and baselines, and there are two main conclusions: First, on the two
MovieLens datasets, our method shows a similar convergence trend
to FedNCF due to the similar backbone architecture in the first half
of the training process, and outperforms all baselines in the second
half. Second, our method converges quickly on the Lastfm-2K and
Douban datasets. The model convergence comparison and more
details are summarized in Appendix C.

5.4 Ablation Study (Q2)
Model component analysis. We decouple our GPFedRec into

the basic federated learning scheme, incorporating designed com-
ponents. FedNCF [30] serves as the backbone, implementing NCF
under the federated learning scheme. Besides, we introduce the per-
sonalized score function and graph-guided aggregation mechanism
(global item embedding initialization and user-specific item embed-
ding regularization). To evaluate their effectiveness, we compare the
performance of FedNCF, FedNCF with personalized score function
(FedNCF w/ PSF), FedNCF with personalized score function and
global item embedding initialization (FedNCF w/ PSF and Init),
FedNCF with personalized score function and user-specific item
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Method MovieLens-100K MovieLens-1M Lastfm-2K HetRec2011 Douban
HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

FedNCF 60.66 33.93 60.38 34.13 81.44 61.95 60.86 36.27 86.01 59.94
FedNCF w/ PSF 66.38 38.85 67.14 40.22 81.81 66.75 63.51 37.87 86.97 62.66
GPFedRec w/ PSF and Init 68.68 41.12 68.26 41.10 81.83 71.75 64.32 40.61 87.13 62.92
GPFedRec w/ PSF and Reg 71.05 42.56 67.79 42.98 82.88 73.31 66.82 38.03 87.52 63.23
GPFedRec 72.85 43.77 72.17 43.61 83.44 74.11 69.41 43.34 88.04 63.87
Table 4: Ablation study results. “GPFedRec–Init” denotes the model without initializing with popular item embedding and “GPFedRec–
Reg” denotes the model without regularizing with user-specific item embedding.

Method MovieLens-100K MovieLens-1M Lastfm-2K HetRec2011 Douban
HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

FedMF 66.17 38.73 67.91 40.81 81.63 68.18 64.69 40.29 87.17 61.00
w/ GraphAgg 71.79 44.20 72.15 43.69 81.88 72.01 68.81 42.00 87.33 62.05
Improvement ↑ 8.49% ↑ 14.12% ↑ 6.24% ↑ 7.06% ↑ 0.31% ↑ 5.62% ↑ 6.37% ↑ 4.24% ↑ 0.18% ↑ 1.72%
FedRecon 65.22 38.49 62.78 36.82 82.06 67.37 61.57 34.20 87.52 60.38
w/ GraphAgg 70.78 41.10 69.03 40.15 82.97 73.83 62.94 35.99 87.80 61.12
Improvement ↑ 8.52% ↑ 6.78% ↑ 9.96% ↑ 9.04% ↑ 1.11% ↑ 9.59% ↑ 2.23% ↑ 5.23% ↑ 0.32% ↑ 1.23%
PFedRec 71.37 42.59 73.03 44.49 82.38 73.19 67.20 42.70 87.40 61.90
w/ GraphAgg 72.38 43.75 73.50 44.53 82.63 73.11 70.00 42.76 87.56 62.00
Improvement ↑ 1.42% ↑ 2.72% ↑ 0.64% ↑ 0.09% ↑ 0.30% – ↑ 4.17% ↑ 0.14% ↑ 0.18% 0.16%

Table 5: Performance improvement for integrating our graph-guided aggregation mechanism (denoted as GraphAgg) to baseline
algorithms. “Improvement” denotes the performance gain of the baselines by incorporating GraphAgg.

embedding regularization (FedNCF w/ PSF and Reg), and GPFe-
dRec (FedNCF with personalized score function and graph-guided
aggregation).

From the results in Table 4, we can conclude that (1) adding the
personalized score function to FedNCF improves performance. (2)
integrating global item embedding initialization or user-specific item
embedding regularization further enhances model performance. (3)
Combining personalized score function and graph-guided aggrega-
tion mechanism achieves the best performance. The shared item
embedding depicts the globally popular preference and the user-
specific item embedding maintains the personalized preferences of
users with similar tastes. The two kinds of information cooperate
with each other to help the client models absorb common character-
istics while retaining personalized descriptions of different clients,
which jointly contribute to the model performance.

Effect of different graph construction methods. We conduct ex-
periments to evaluate the effect of different user relationship user
construction methods, i.e., random graph, graph built with inter-
actions and ours built with item embeddings. Particularly, for the
random graph construction, we adopt four commonly used random
graph models, including Barabási-Albert (BA) [1], Watts-Strogatz
(WS) [37], Erdős-Rényi (ER) [11] and Regular graph. For the graph
built with user historical interactions, we utilize four metrics for simi-
larity calculation, including Cosine, Euclidean, Jaccard, and Pearson.
To make a thorough verification, we set different densities of user
connections during graph construction. The brief results summary is
shown in Figure 1 and more details are summarized in Appendix E.

In summary, we have three conclusions: First, the model whose
graph is generated randomly always gets poor performance. Sec-
ond, the model whose graph is built with user historical interactions

can achieve new state-of-the-art performance with Euclidean sim-
ilarity metric under 80% connection density. Third, our method
consistently performs better than random graphs while achieving
comparable results to graphs built with user historical interactions
but in a privacy-preserving way.

5.5 Compatibility Study (Q3)
We verify the compatibility of the proposed graph-guided aggre-
gation mechanism by integrating it into other FedRec models. Par-
ticularly, we take FedMF, FedRecon and PFedRec as examples
and replace their indiscriminate item embedding aggregation with
our mechanism. As shown in Table 5, all models are significantly
improved by introducing our proposed mechanism in almost all
cases, which emphasizes the necessity of incorporating user-specific
preferences into client models. Moreover, our mechanism does not
introduce any additional parameters, which shows outstanding com-
patibility and great potential to enhance FedRec models.

5.6 Hyper-parameter Analysis (Q4)
We conduct experiments to analyze the impact of key hyper-parameters
of our method on recommendation performance.

Threshold of neighborhood selection. In each round, the server
collects item embeddings from clients and constructs the user rela-
tionship graph by calculating user similarities. Particularly, we fix
all the other parameters and set the threshold from 0 to 2 with an
interval of 0.5. As shown in Figure 3, we can see that,

(1) As the threshold increases, performance first gets better and
then decreases, and the best result is achieved when the factor is 0.5.

(2) When the threshold is 0, it means that every user has links to
all other users, and the user relationship graph is fully connected.



GPFedRec: Graph-Guided Personalization for Federated Recommendation KDD ’24, August 25–29, 2024, Barcelona, Spain.

0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
Threshold factor

55

60

65

70

75

H
R@

10

(a) Performance of HR

0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
Threshold factor

30

33

36

39

42

45

ND
CG

@
10

(b) Performance of NDCG
Figure 3: Effect of the threshold of neighborhood selection. We
show the results of both metrics on MovieLens-100K.
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Figure 4: Effect of coefficient of the regularization term. We
show the results of both metrics on MovieLens-100K.

Then, the common item embedding learned by the server is the
average of item embeddings uploaded by all users. Therefore, all
users are trained with the same regularization, which constrains
the locally updated item embedding not to be too far from common
preference. Clearly, this indiscriminate constraint does not help users
capture personalized preferences much.

(3) When the threshold increases, e.g., 2.0, each user has fewer
neighbors in the user relationship graph. As a result, the user-specific
item embedding learned by the server for each user is biased and
cannot well characterize the personalized user preferences, which
leads to a decrease in model performance.

Coefficient of the regularization term. In our method, we set
a regularization term for the local model training, which offers
the client user-specific item embedding from users with similar
preferences. Specifically, we fix all the other parameters and set the
coefficient from 0 to 2 with an interval of 0.5. From Figure 4 we can
conclude that,

(1) The model performance first increases and then decreases
with the raising of the regularization coefficient and the best result
appears when the coefficient is 0.5.

(2) When the coefficient is 0, we can see that the performance
is also better than almost all baselines. In our method, the global
item embedding is calculated by user-specific embeddings obtained
with the graph-guided aggregation mechanism. Compared with the
indiscriminate aggregation of baseline models, it gives higher weight
to popular user preferences which can retain beneficial information
for recommendation.

(3) Large coefficients will degrade model performance. The reg-
ularization term constrains model refers to users with similar pref-
erences, and the loss function guides the model to capture user
personalization based on local data. The too-large coefficient can
deviate the user from her own preferences, which in turn interferes
with model training.
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Figure 5: Effect of embedding size. We show the results of both
metrics on MovieLens-100K.

Size of embedding. Our method employs an MLP as the score
function module to predict the user’s preference based on the user
embedding and item embedding. We fix the MLP architecture and
test the effect of different embedding sizes. Particularly, we set the
embedding size as 16, 32, 64, and 128, respectively, and the results
are summarized in Figure 5. When the embedding size is 16, the
model performance is worse than the others due to limited capacity.
As the embedding size grows, the model performance improves
accordingly. However, if the dimension is too large, e.g., 128, the
performance will degrade caused of overfitting.

5.7 Privacy Protection (Q5)
In this subsection, we evaluate the performance of our privacy protec-
tion enhanced GPFedRec with the local differential privacy strategy.
Particularly, we set the noise intensity 𝛿 = [0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5]
and experimental results are shown in Table 6. We can see that the
performance declines as the noise intensity 𝛿 grows, while the perfor-
mance drop is slight if 𝛿 is not too large. Hence, a moderate strength
of 𝛿 such as 0.3 is desirable to achieve a good balance between
recommendation accuracy and privacy protection.

Intensity 𝜹 0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
HR@10 72.85 71.89 71.32 70.41 69.99 69.35
NDCG@10 43.77 42.58 41.79 41.78 40.68 39.89

Table 6: Results of applying local differential privacy technique
into our method with various Laplacian noise intensity 𝜹 .

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we present a novel graph-guided personalization frame-
work for federated recommendation, named GPFedRec. Our method
recovers correlations between users by constructing a user relation-
ship graph on the server. To avoid the potential privacy exposure
risk, we build the graph using public item embeddings without col-
lecting private interaction data. We then employ a graph-guided ag-
gregation mechanism to learn many user-specific item embeddings,
which enhances user preference modeling. Extensive experiments
demonstrate the superior performance gain beyond state-of-the-art
baselines. Furthermore, in-depth experiments verify the compati-
bility of combining our mechanism with other FedRec methods
and the robustness of integrating privacy protection techniques into
our method, which sheds light on the privacy-preserving federated
recommendation deployment in the physical application.
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A Evaluation Protocols
For a fair comparison, we follow the prevalent leave-one-out evalua-
tion setting [16]. For each user, we take the latest interacted item as
the test sample and others for training. Besides, we keep the last re-
action of the training set as a validation sample for hyper-parameter
selection. To alleviate the high computational cost to rank all items
for each user during evaluation, we sample 99 items that haven’t
been interacted with by user and rank the test instance among 100
items, following the common strategy [16, 19]. We evaluate the
performance of the ranked list with Hit Ratio (HR) and Normalized
Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG) [14]. To be specific, HR mea-
sures whether the test sample is in the top-K list and NDCG assigns
higher scores for positions at the top ranks. In this paper, the default
list length 𝐾 is 10.

B Baselines
We introduce the details of baselines as follows,

• Matrix Factorization (MF) [20]: This method is a typical
recommendation model. It decomposes the rating matrix into
two embeddings in the same latent space to describe user and
item characteristics, respectively.
• Neural Collaborative Filtering (NCF) [16]: This method

is one of the most representative neural recommendation
models. It first learns a user embedding module and an item
embedding module, and then employs an MLP to model user-
item interaction.
• Self-supervised Graph Learning (SGL) [39]: This method

is a self-supervised graph learning enhanced recommenda-
tion model. It supplements the traditional supervised recom-
mendation system optimization objective with the auxiliary
self-supervised task by constraining the node representation
similar under different views.

• FedMF [4]: It is the federated version of MF, which trains
user embedding locally and uploads item gradients to the
server for global aggregation.
• FedNCF [30]: It is federated version of NCF. Particularly, it

regards user embedding as a private component trained locally
and shares item embedding and MLP to perform collaborative
training.
• Federated Reconstruction (FedRecon) [33]: It is an ad-

vanced personalized federated learning framework, and we
evaluate it on matrix factorization. Different from FedMF, Fe-
dRecon retrains user embedding in each round and computes
item gradients based on the retrained user embedding.
• Meta Matrix Factorization (MetaMF) [23]: It is a dis-

tributed matrix factorization framework where a meta-network
is adopted to generate the score function module and private
item embedding.
• Personalized Federated Recommendation (PFedRec) [47]:

It is a personalized federated recommendation framework
where the server first learns a common item embedding for
all clients and then each client finetunes the item embedding
with local data.
• Federated LightGCN (FedLightGCN): We extend the Light-

GCN [15] to the federated learning framework. Particularly,
each client trains the local LightGCN with the first-order
interaction subgraph.
• Federated Graph Neural Network (FedPerGNN) [38]: It

deploys a graph neural network in each client and the user
can incorporate high-order user-item information by a graph
expansion protocol.

C Convergence Comparison
We compare the convergence of our method and baselines and Figure
6 illustrates results under two metrics (FedPerGNN and SGL are
omitted due to too few iterations). On the two MovieLens datasets,
our method shows a similar convergence trend to FedNCF due to
the similar backbone architecture in the first half of the training
process and outperforms all baselines in the second half. There are
more interactions of each user in the two MovieLens datasets. For
those models that capture personalization based only on local data,
user preference learning can be achieved quickly in the early stages
of training. However, when the model gradually converges with
local data, the performance rises slowly. In contrast, our model can
leverage user-specific preference information obtained from other
users with similar preferences besides local data, which benefits
personalization handling and achieves better performance.

Besides, we can see that our method converges quickly on the
Lastfm-2K and Douban datasets. As described in Table 2, the sparsity
is as high as 99.07% for the Lastfm-2k dataset and 99.10% for
the Douban dataset, which means that there are fewer available
interaction data for each user to model preference. Our method
learns the personalized item embedding by aggregating users with
high similarity, which alleviates the difficulty of local personalization
modeling and accelerates convergence.

D Implementation Details
During training, for each positive instance, we randomly sample 4
negative instances for all methods from the items that haven’t been
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Figure 6: Model convergence comparison. The horizontal axis is the number of federated optimization rounds, and the vertical axis is
the model performance on both metrics.

Density
Random graph User historical interactions

BA WS ER Regular Cosine Euclidean Jaccard Pearson
HR NDCG HR NDCG HR NDCG HR NDCG HR NDCG HR NDCG HR NDCG HR NDCG

10% 69.79 40.81 69.52 40.76 69.20 40.53 69.67 41.00 68.50 41.20 69.78 42.15 65.22 37.02 68.61 39.53
20% 68.61 40.69 57.12 37.04 69.41 40.78 68.41 40.27 66.81 39.20 70.94 42.07 66.91 39.67 67.23 38.42
30% 69.35 39.60 68.29 39.03 70.52 41.71 68.63 41.02 68.40 39.44 69.67 41.24 69.88 41.78 69.35 40.25
40% 69.69 40.83 67.76 39.95 69.52 41.38 69.46 40.73 68.61 40.39 70.94 42.52 69.25 42.15 69.46 40.65
50% 68.94 40.66 63.31 35.21 67.13 38.21 68.10 40.24 68.93 40.66 71.69 43.52 70.52 41.57 69.03 40.82
60% 67.02 39.36 69.26 41.16 70.10 41.51 69.14 39.89 70.63 40.77 70.84 41.33 68.61 39.65 71.37 43.30
70% 67.87 40.75 65.54 38.02 69.90 39.43 68.10 40.77 71.79 43.31 71.16 42.82 71.16 42.55 69.57 41.05
80% 68.93 40.12 69.26 40.34 70.31 39.90 68.29 39.27 69.03 41.62 73.17 44.73 71.47 43.05 70.52 43.03
90% 63.94 36.67 69.16 40.90 69.63 41.67 69.35 39.45 69.67 42.69 69.57 41.19 70.41 42.94 71.90 44.05
Table 7: Performance comparison of different user relationship graph construction methods on the MovieLens-100K dataset and the
best result of each graph construction method is bold. Random graph denotes simulating the graph with a randomly generated graph.
User historical interactions means building the graph by calculating the similarities of user historical interactions. Density represents
the user connection density of the graph.

interacted with [16]. For a fair comparison, we set the embedding
size as 32 for all methods, and other model details of the baseline
are followed from the original paper. We use a fixed batch size of
256 and search the learning rate in [0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1] via the
validation set performance. We set the total training epochs (for
centralized methods) or communication rounds (for federated meth-
ods) as 100, which enables all methods to converge. One exception
is FedPerGNN, where we follow the experimental setting with the
official code in the original paper, whose communication round is set
to 3 (In experiments, we found that more rounds of communication
did not lead to performance gain). For the score function module in
our method, NCF and FedNCF, we employ three hidden layers MLP
whose architecture is 32→ 16→ 8→ 1.

E Effect of Different Graph Construction Methods
We conduct experiments to verify the effect of different user rela-
tionship graph construction methods. Particularly, we set the user
connection density from 10% to 90% with an interval of 10% to
build the graph. Experimental results are summarized in Table 7. We
can see that the model whose graph is generated randomly always
gets worse performance than the graph built with user historical
interactions. Generally, the performance is better when the user
connection graph density is larger.
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