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Abstract

Federated recommendation aims to collect global knowledge by aggregating local
models from massive devices, to provide recommendations while ensuring privacy.
Current methods mainly leverage aggregation functions invented by federated
vision community to aggregate parameters from similar clients, e.g., clustering
aggregation. Despite considerable performance, we argue that it is suboptimal
to apply them to federated recommendation directly. This is mainly reflected
in the disparate model architectures. Different from structured parameters like
convolutional neural networks in federated vision, federated recommender models
usually distinguish itself by employing one-to-one item embedding table. Such a
discrepancy induces the challenging embedding skew issue, which continually up-
dates the trained embeddings but ignores the non-trained ones during aggregation,
thus failing to predict future items accurately. To this end, we propose a person-
alized Federated recommendation model with Composite Aggregation (FedCA),
which not only aggregates similar clients to enhance trained embeddings, but also
aggregates complementary clients to update non-trained embeddings. Besides,
we formulate the overall learning process into a unified optimization algorithm
to jointly learn the similarity and complementarity. Extensive experiments on
several real-world datasets substantiate the effectiveness of our proposed model.
The source codes are available at https://github.com/hongleizhang/FedCA.

1 Introduction

Federated recommendation (FR), as an emerging on-device learning paradigm [1; 2; 3], has attracted
significant interest from both academia [4; 5] and industry [6; 7]. Existing FRs typically employ
different collaborative filtering backbones as their local models [8; 9], and perform various aggregation
functions to obtain a global recommender, following basic federated learning (FL) principles [10;
11]. For instance, one pioneering work is FCF [4], which is an adaptation of centralized matrix
factorization by performing local updates and global aggregation with federated optimization. Besides,
FedNCF [12] integrates the linearity of matrix factorization with the non-linearity of deep embedding
techniques, building upon the foundations of FCF. These embedding-based FR models effectively
balance recommendation accuracy and privacy preservation.

Generally, the success of FRs stems from their capability to embody data locality while achieving
knowledge globality across multiple clients through aggregation functions [4; 12; 13]. These functions
play a crucial role in federated optimization procedures, determining which knowledge from each
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client and to what extent it is integrated into the global model [14]. Among them, the most well-
known method is FedAvg, which allocates larger weights to clients with more data samples to achieve
weighted aggregation, thus optimizing the global model [10]. Subsequent works aim to improve
aggregation strategies to address the data heterogeneity challenge in federated settings [15; 16; 17].
For instance, PerFedRec first exploits clustering to identify clients with similar data distributions and
then conducts group-wise aggregation to accomplish the adaptation [18]. Besides, FedAtt allocates
the attention coefficient of different clients by calculating the similarity between the local and global
models, thereby achieving personalized federated optimization [16]. The above aggregation methods
effectively mitigate the heterogeneity challenge by considering fine-grained similarity.

Notably, such aggregation functions utilized in FRs are primarily inspired by those in federated
vision community, such as weighted aggregation [10], clustering aggregation [15], and attentive
aggregation [16]. All of these are essentially with the similarity assumption, where similar clients are
assigned more weights, while dissimilar clients are given relatively smaller weights. Despite achieving
satisfactory performance, we argue that directly adopting off-the-shelf aggregation functions from
federated vision domain may not be well-adapted to FR tasks, which naturally exhibit significant
heterogeneity and are highly required personalization preference for each client.

(a) Similarity-Based Aggregation

(b) Composite-Based Aggregation

Update

Enhanced

Update

Figure 1: Taking two clients as an ideal
example, ⊕ denotes aggregation oper-
ators. Previous work can only update
trained items repeatedly via similarity
aggregation, while our composite aggre-
gation method can both enhance trained
items and update non-trained items.

The reason for this research gap is mainly reflected in the
disparate model architectures [19]. Unlike federated vision
models, e.g., convolutional neural networks, typically with
a deep network structure (a.k.a., structured parameters),
federated recommender models usually distinguish itself
by employing one-to-one item embedding table. Since
different clients may involve distinct subsets of interacted
items, leading to different rows trained in the embedding
table for each client. When only relying on similarity
aggregation, it leads to the unique embedding skew issue in
FRs, where trained embeddings (blue) continually improve
while non-trained embeddings (grey) keep intact or even
deteriorate during aggregation, as depicted in Fig.1 (a).
Hence, it poses a great challenge to predict uninteracted
items in local device solely by similarity aggregation.

In this work, we take the first step in exploring aggrega-
tion mechanisms for FR models and identify the unique
embedding skew issue in FR tasks. In light of this, we
propose a composite aggregation mechanism tailored to
FR models, which aggregates not only similar clients but
also complementary ones. Such a mechanism can enhance the already trained embeddings, and
update those that were not trained, thus enhancing the ability to predict future items on edge devices,
as shown in Fig.1 (b). Besides, we formulate the aggregation process into a unified optimization
algorithm to jointly learn the similarity and complementarity. Extensive experiments on several
real-world datasets show that our model consistently outperforms several state-of-the-art methods.

2 Related Work
Traditional FRs aim to learn a shared item representation for all clients and a private user representa-
tion for each client. It mainly comprises three modules: a private user encoder, a shared item encoder,
and a fusion module [1; 20; 21], following basic FL principle [10; 22; 23]. Some attempts are
launched to follow these three research lines [21; 5; 12]. Specifically, HPFL introduced a hierarchical
user encoder to differentiate between private and public user information [21]. Zhang et al. proposed
federated discrete optimization model to learn binary codes of item encoder [5]. FedNCF attempted
to use a multi-layer perceptron fusion module to learn non-linearities between users and items [12].

To achieve personalized FRs, some pioneer works aim to learn personalized item encoders [20; 24;
13], such as dual personalization [20] and additive personalization [13]. Note that the above methods
employ the classic FedAvg for aggregation [10]. Subsequent methods attempt to improve the effec-
tiveness of FedAvg, such as clustering [11; 17; 18; 25], attention [16] and graph aggregation [26]. For
instance, FedFast [11] used clustering aggregation to enhance training efficiency, while FedAtt [16]
utilized attention to learn coefficients between global and local models. pFedGraph [26] introduced
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a collaborative graph to learn the similarity between individuals. Despite achieving considerable
results, all aggregation methods are with similarity assumption, which is more suitable for structured
parameters in federated vision tasks. Different from previous work, we are the first work to design
composite aggregation mechanism tailored for FR tasks, which simultaneously considers similarity
and complementarity to more effectively aggregate embedding tables.

3 Empirical Analysis
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Figure 2: Empirical results regarding
HR@10 and NDCG@10 on train and
test sets, respectively.

By analyzing disparate model architectures with federated
vision models, we intuitively explored the embedding skew
issue that uniquely occurred during aggregation process in
FR tasks. To experimentally validate our findings, as illus-
trated in Fig.1 (a), this section conducts verification anal-
ysis on two commonly used datasets (Filmtrust [27] and
Movielens [28]) in FR tasks, aiming to show the unique
embedding skew issue from an empirical perspective.

Specifically, we conduct exploratory experiments with im-
proved FedAvg model by aggregating parameters with
s ∈ {10, 20, · · · , 100} most similar clients. As de-
picted in Fig.2, it is evident that as the number of ag-
gregated similar clients increases, the accuracy (HR@10
and NDCG@10) of the train set continues to rise, while
that of the test set generally declines on both datasets.
Typically, the accuracy trends of the training set and the
test set should be consistent. This ultimately results in a
widening gap between the train and test sets, indicative of
performance degradation caused by embedding skew, i.e., trained embeddings of interacted items
greatly enhanced while untrained embeddings of non-interacted items deteriorated during aggregation.
The observation indicates that solely utilizing similarity to aggregate embedding tables is suboptimal.
This also aligns with the motivation behind our proposed model, which exploits composite aggrega-
tion considering both similarity and complementarity. Hence, it can delicately improve generalization
on test sets, thus enabling accurate recommendations of future items on edge devices.

4 Problem Formulation

Here we introduce the basic notations, general FR framework and rethinking heterogeneity in FRs.

Notations. Assume there are n users/clients U = {u}, and m items I = {i} stored in the server.
Each user u keeps a local dataset Du, which comprises tuples (u, i, rui|i ∈ Iu), where Iu denotes
the observed items for client u, and each entry rui ∈ {0, 1} indicates the label for user u on item i.
The goal of FRs is to predict r̂ui of user u for each future item i ∈ I \ Iu on local devices.

General FR Framework. Formally, the global objective of general FR framework over n clients is

min
(p1,p2,··· ,pn;Θ1,Θ2,··· ,Θn)

1

n

n∑
u=1

puLu (pu,Θu;Du) , (1)

where pu and Θu denote local user embedding and global parameters, respectively. The server
aggregates Θu with aggregation weight pu, e.g., pu = |Du|/|D| in FedAvg [10] to facilitie global
update. Lu is the task-specific objective (e.g., log loss [9]) to facilitie local training. Traditional
FRs attempt to learn a global model Θ across n clients, where Θ = Θ1 = · · · = Θn [4; 12], while
personalized FRs keep different local models Θu to achieve high efficacy on their local clients [13; 20].
Note that unless otherwise specified, we will use item embedding table Qu to instantiate general Θu

in following sections, since Qu is the standard configuration in embedding-based FRs [4; 11].

Rethinking heterogeneity in FRs. The FR tasks naturally exhibit great heterogeneity in each client,
since the item sets interacted by each are vastly different, radically causing the embedding skew issue.
Formally, we assume p(x, y) to denote the joint distribution of features x ∈ {(u, i)|i ∈ Iu} and labels
y ∈ {rui|i ∈ Iu}. For two heterogeneous clients u and v, it is evident that p(xu, yu) ̸= p(xv, yv).
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By decomposing the joint distribution p(x, y) = p(x)p(y|x), heterogeneity can be represented as

p (xu) p (yu|xu) ̸= p (xv) p (yv|xv) . (2)

Currently, some methods utilize model similarity to mitigate the concept shift problem [29], by
aggregating similar conditional distributions to ensure that p (yu|xu) ≈ p (yv|xv) [15; 17]. Building
on this, if we aim to ensure p(xu, yu) ̸= p(xv, yv), then p(xu) ̸= p(xv) should be explicitly satisfied.
This precisely reflects the complementarity of local data. Thus we propose a composite aggregation
mechanism to ensure both model similarity and data complementarity, aiming to more accurately
model the fine-grained heterogeneity between the joint distribution p(xu, yu) and p(xv, yv).

5 The Proposed FedCA Model

In this section, we elaborate on our proposed framework personalized Federated recommendation with
Composite Aggregation (FedCA), which considers both model similarity and data complementarity.
The goal is to alleviate the embedding skew issue inherit in FR tasks. Concretely, we first formulate a
unified learning framework to optimize similarity and complementarity. Then, we provide a detailed
optimization for server aggregation, followed by the local training and inference process on the
client-side. Finally, we discuss the relationship between FedCA and other aggregation mechanisms.

The Overall Learning Framework. From a global perspective, we integrate the server aggregation
and local training into a unified optimization framework tailored for FR tasks, as shown in Eq.(3). It
aims to optimize the personalized local parameters {pu,Qu} and aggregation weight vector {wu}
for each client, which is influenced by the joint constraints of similarity and complementarity.

min
{pu,Qu,wu}

n∑
u=1

(
Lu(pu,Qu;Du) + α

n∑
v=1

Fs(wuv;Qu;Qv) + β

n∑
v=1

Fc(wuv;Du;Dv)

)
(3)

s.t. 1Twu = 1; wu > 0.

where the termLu(·) denotes the local empirical risk towards model parameters pu and Qu, following
the weighted aggregation of model parameters Qu =

∑n
v=1 wnvQv downloaded from the server.

The term Fs(·) represents the model similarity between Qu and Qv , while the term Fc quantifies the
data complementarity between Du and Dv . The two constraints ensure wu satisfy normalization and
non-negativity. Besides, α and β are tuning coefficients. Through the unified learning framework, we
jointly optimize wu to a balance point to suitably aggregate item embeddings, thereby considering
both similarity and complementarity during the server aggregation and local training procedures.

Server Aggregation. The server’s responsibility is to optimize the aggregation weight wu for each
client u, thus achieving personalized global aggregation for each client. Ideally, we aim for wu to be
perfectly optimized under the loss function in Eq.(3). However, this is impractical due to constraints
imposed by the federated setting. The server can only access the local models Qu uploaded by each
client, without detailed knowledge of each client’s user embedding pu and local dataDu, thus making
it challenging to directly compute Lu at the server side. To reasonably perceive initial contribution
of each client, we utilize the mean squared loss between wu and relative quantity of local data p
as a proxy for Lu, measuring the optimization level of each client, inspired by recent work [26].
Therefore, the loss function to optimize wu at the server side is rewritten as Eq.(4).

min
wu

n∑
v=1

(
(wuv − pv)

2 + αFs(wuv;Qu;Qv) + βFc(wuv;Du;Dv)
)

(4)

s.t. 1Twu = 1; wu > 0.

The above formulation minimizes the pre-defined supervised loss while balancing the similarity and
complementarity. To measure the similarity between conditional distributions of clients p(y|x), we
adopt common practices [29], i.e., local model parameters to capture the mapping from the marginal
distribution p(x) to the label distribution p(y). Hence the term Fs can be represented as in Eq.(5).

Fs(wuv;Qu;Qv) = (wuv − σ(Qu,Qv))
2 (5)

where σ(·) denotes the similarity function and here σ(Qu,Qv) = 1/(1+ ∥ Qu −Qv ∥2). It can
be switched to any similarity function, e.g., cosine similarity. The function Fs ensures that the
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aggregation weight wuv increases when the models of two clients are highly similar. To assess
the complementarity of client data about marginal distributions p(x) at the server side, we utilize
the intermediate features as proxies for local data Du, i.e., the subset of item embeddings Qs

u
corresponding to the local interacted item sets Iu. To further guard against input reconstruction
attacks in FRs [5], we perform Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) on Qs

u and then retain the left
singular matrix with first k columns. This yields a privacy-enhanced representation Xu of the local
data. Inspired by mutual information theory [30], the term Fc can be represented as in Eq.(6).

Fc(wuv;Du;Dv) = −wuv · cos(ϕ(Xu,Xv)), (6)

where ϕ(Xu,Xv) =
1
k

∑k
l=1 arccos(x

l
u
T
xl
v). ϕ(·) is used to measure the angle between the l-th

singular vectors corresponding to the data of two clients. When the lengths of two vectors are unequal,
we apply a padding operation to keep consistency in lengths. The function Fc ensures that when the
angle between two clients is orthogonal, the smaller the mutual information between Xu and Xv,
implying a great complementarity between the two clients. We denote the similarity vector computed
by σ(·) for each user u as su and the complementarity vector computed by ϕ(·) as cu. We can see
that Eq.(4) can be easily rewritten as a standard quadratic program problem regarding the aggregation
weight wu. Hence, it can be efficiently solved by classic convex optimization solvers [31].

By introducing both similarity and complementarity into the overall learning framework, we can not
only aggregate similar item embeddings but also aggregate complementary ones, thereby alleviating
the embedding skew issue. Importantly, it can ensure consistency in conditional distributions
p(y|x) while preserving complementarity in marginal distributions p(x) to better model client
heterogeneity by the joint distributions p(x, y). Besides, we can conclude that our proposed composite
aggregation mechanism only requires efficient computation on the powerful server side, without extra
computational overhead to the resource-constrained clients. Its computational complexity on local
devices is consistent with classical FR methods [4; 12], thereby enabling efficient on-device training.

Local Training. The mission of each client u is to utilize local data to optimize the local empirical
loss Lu regarding private user embedding pu and personalized item embedding Qu. The private user
embedding pu are kept locally, while the computed item embedding Qu is uploaded to the server
for global aggregation. To mine the information from interactions during training, we specify Lu as
the binary cross-entropy (BCE) loss, which is a well-designed objective function for recommender
systems. Formally, the objective function of BCE loss is defined in Eq.(7).

Lu = −
∑

(u,i)∈Du

rui log r̂ui + (1− rui) log (1− r̂ui) , (7)

where Du = D+
u ∪ D−

u and D+
u represents observed interactions, i.e., rui = 1, and D−

u represents
uniformly sampled negative instances, i.e., rui = 0. Note that unlike federated vision tasks, which
require the proximal term to restrict personalized models to be closer to the global model, i.e.,
∥ Qu −Qg ∥2 in FedProx [22] and pFedGraph [26], etc., where Qg denotes the global model, FR
tasks inherently involve great heterogeneity and strong requirements for personalization. Hence, we
solely use task-driven loss Lu without additional terms to keep the localization properties of item
embedding. By optimizing the BCE loss in the local client, we can update the user embedding pu

and Qu by stochastic gradient descent as follows:

pu = pu − η · ∂Lu

∂pu
, Qu = Qu − η · ∂Lu

∂Qu
, (8)

where η is the learning rate. At the end of local training in each round, clients upload their local item
embeddings Qu to the server for global aggregation.

Local Inference. During the local inference stage, client u first downloads the aggregated item
embeddings Qg =

∑n
v=1 wuvQv from the server. Notably, in federated vision domains, it can

directly perform local inference using global parameters Qg. However, in FR tasks, the existence
of client-specific user embedding pu introduces a spatial misalignment issue between the user
embedding pt−1

u at previous round t− 1 and the aggregated item embedding Qt
g at this round t. To

achieve space alignment, we employ a simple yet effective interpolation method to narrow the gap
between local-specific parameters pu and global parameters Qg, i.e., Qt

u = ρQt−1
u + (1 − ρ)Qt

g
where ρ controls the weight of the local parameters in the current round. By introducing ρ, we balance
the weight of local parameters Qu and global aggregated parameters Qg , thereby aligning items with

5



users in the embedding space. After obtaining the item embedding qi
u ∈ Qu for each item i, we can

perform local inference with pu at the local client u, which is r̂ui = f
(
pu,q

i
u

)
, where f(·) denotes

the inner product or neural match function [9] to compute similarities between user u and item i. By
aggregating both similar and complementary clients, our model can enhance the prediction accuracy
for future items. We present the FedCA algorithm in detail in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 FedCA
Input: local models: pu,Qu,wu; global rounds: T
local epochs: E; learning rate η; selected clients Us;
Server executes:

1: Initialize global item embeddings {Qu}nu=1;
2: for each round t = 1, 2, · · · , T do
3: Sends Qt

u =
∑n

v=1 wuvQ
t
v to each client u;

4: for each client u ∈ Us in parallel do
5: Qt+1

u ← LocalTraining(Qt
u, u);

6: end for
7: su ← compute similarity with Eq.(5);
8: cu ← compute complementarity with Eq.(6);
9: wu ← optimize with Eq.(4) for each client u;

10: end for
LocalTraining(Qu,u):

1: for each local epoch e = 1, 2, · · · , E do
2: for each batch in Du do
3: compute local loss Lu by following Eq.(7);
4: update pu and Qu with Eq.(8);
5: end for
6: end for
7: return Qu

Relations with Classic Aggregation
Mechanisms. In this section, we will an-
alyze the compatibility of our proposed
FedCA model. We introduce a unified op-
timization framework for aggregating item
embeddings in FR tasks. This framework
can transform into several classical aggre-
gation methods by flexibly adjusting hyper-
parameters α and β, as well as the proxy
coefficient pu. Specifically, when α = 0
and β = 0, and the proxy coefficient pu
is set to the mean, our method degrades
to the average aggregation method used
in FCF [4]. When α = 0 and β = 0,
and pu is set to the relative dataset size,
our method achieves the weighted aggre-
gation used in FedAvg [10]. When α = 0
and β = 0, and pu is set to the degree of
difference between local and global mod-
els, our method can degrade to the FedAtt
method [16]. When α ̸= 0 and β = 0, it
can become the similarity-based aggrega-
tion method pFedGraph [26]. Specifically,
if only the most similar clients are selected
for each client, it is equivalent to the clus-
tering aggregation in PerFedRec [18]. When α = 0 and β ̸= 0, it implies aggregating only dissimilar
parameters for each client, which is equivalent to the FedFast [11], where clients are first clustered,
and then clients from each cluster are aggregated proportionally. We conclude that our method can
flexibly implement several aggregation methods.

Privacy Discussion. Our FedCA method maintains the same privacy protection standards as the
baselines since it requires transmitting model parameters or gradients and does not share any raw
data with third parties. Besides, since our composite aggregation mechanism is model-agnostic,
it can seamlessly integrate with other privacy-enhanced FR models like FMF-LDP [32] and FR-
FMSS [13], and can easily incorporate various advanced privacy protection strategies, such as
differential privacy [33] and label flipping [34], to further enhance user privacy guarantees.

6 Experiments

In this section, we provide detailed experimental settings and comprehensive experimental results.

6.1 Experimental Settings

Datasets. We evaluate our model on four benchmark datasets with varying client scales: Movielens-
100K (ML-100K) [28], Filmtrust [27], Movielens-1M (ML-1M) [28], and Microlens-100K (MC-
100K) [35]. The first three datasets are for movie recommendation with explicit feedback, where
ratings greater than 0 are converted to 1. The last dataset is for short video recommendation with
implicit feedback. Each user is treated as an independent client, and each client’s data inherently
exhibits great heterogeneity.

Baselines. To thoroughly explore the effectiveness of various aggregation mechanisms, we compared
8 classic federated models, including: 1) Local: local training without federated aggregation. 2)
FCF: [4] averaged aggregation by allocating equal weights to each client. 3) FedAvg: [10] weighted
aggregation by the relative size of local client data. 4) PerFedRec: [18] clustering aggregation by
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grouping clients into several clusters with model similarities. 5) FedAtt: [16] attentive aggregation by
minimizing the weighted distance between global and local models. 6) FedFast: [11] active aggrega-
tion by identifying representatives from different clusters. 7) pFedGraph: [26] graph aggregation
by learning the similarities between individuals. 8) PFedRec: [20] recent personalized FR model,
achieved through dual personalization of score function and item embedding.

Implementations. Following previous works [13], we randomly sample N = 4 negative instances
for each positive sample, and utilize the leave-one-out strategy for efficient validation. For our model,
we set k = 4 and choose the optimal values for ρ ∈ [0, 1], α ∈ [0, 1] and β ∈ [0, 1] for four different
datasets. Besides, we utilize two common evaluation metrics for item ranking tasks: HR@K and
NDCG@K where K = 10. We conduct hyperparameter tuning for all compared models and report
the results as the average of 5 repeated experiments. To validate the model agnostics of our method,
we verify its effectiveness on two canonical backbones, PMF [36] and NCF [9].

Table 1: Comparison results of FedCA and other baselines evaluated on four commonly used datasets.
Higher values indicate better performance. The best results are in bold.

Backbones Models ML-100K Filmtrust ML-1M MC-100K
HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

PMF

Local 0.4128 0.2203 0.4760 0.2410 0.4264 0.2314 0.1246 0.0567
FCF 0.4327 0.2497 0.6407 0.4914 0.4454 0.2484 0.1294 0.0594
FedAvg 0.4878 0.2786 0.6517 0.5126 0.4912 0.2751 0.1295 0.0601
PerFedRec 0.4973 0.2797 0.6577 0.5247 0.4623 0.2622 0.1255 0.0599
FedAtt 0.4645 0.2558 0.6088 0.3359 0.4310 0.2168 0.0982 0.0445
FedFast 0.4984 0.2747 0.6527 0.5191 0.5061 0.2898 0.1278 0.0600
pFedGraph 0.5928 0.4025 0.6961 0.5430 0.7904 0.6347 0.1324 0.0605
PFedRec 0.7254 0.4648 0.7096 0.5629 0.8032 0.6519 0.1334 0.0621
FedCA 0.8738 0.7597 0.7725 0.5945 0.8348 0.7118 0.1351 0.0678

NCF

Local 0.4077 0.2145 0.4312 0.2485 0.3881 0.1839 0.1004 0.0459
FCF 0.4115 0.2390 0.6477 0.4968 0.4269 0.2232 0.1290 0.0668
FedAvg 0.4478 0.2731 0.6507 0.4969 0.4899 0.2703 0.1397 0.0674
PerFedRec 0.4135 0.2253 0.3752 0.1418 0.4219 0.2093 0.1128 0.0591
FedAtt 0.4910 0.2626 0.6547 0.4801 0.4136 0.2177 0.1375 0.0669
FedFast 0.4436 0.2708 0.6632 0.5007 0.4040 0.2008 0.1402 0.0774
pFedGraph 0.5822 0.3587 0.6718 0.5021 0.5113 0.2992 0.1416 0.0669
PFedRec 0.6931 0.5031 0.6732 0.5031 0.6826 0.4041 0.1422 0.0687
FedCA 0.8452 0.7444 0.6836 0.5099 0.7815 0.6662 0.1465 0.0782

6.2 Experimental Results

This section introduces the effectiveness of our method through various experiments, including
overall performance, analyses with different ratios of training data, and visualization results.
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Figure 3: HR@10 results comparing our FedCA
with FR baselines under varying train data ratios.

Overall Performance. Table 1 presents the re-
sults of our model compared to baselines using
two backbones, evaluated in terms of HR@10
and NDCG@10 across four datasets. From the
experimental results, we can observe that: (1)
compared to local training, general FL meth-
ods (FedAvg, FedAtt and pFedGraph) and FR
models (FCF, PerFedRec, FedFast, PFedRec)
demonstrate better predictive performance, indi-
cating the effectiveness of various aggregation
mechanisms in federated settings. (2) by com-
paring different aggregation mechanisms, it can
be noticed that both similarity-based aggrega-
tion (PerFedRec, FedAtt, and pFedGraph) and
dissimilarity-based aggregation (FedFast) can
achieve effective knowledge aggregation in fed-
erated settings. This suggests the motivation of
our model to combine similarity and comple-
mentarity. (3) our method outperforms other
baseline models, indicating that our FedCA,
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compared to solely using similarity for aggregation as borrowed from federated vision, is more
suitable for aggregating embedding tables in FR tasks.

Robustness to varying sparsity of train data. Recall from the empirical analysis in Section 3 that
solely using similarity for aggregating embedding tables in FRs can lead to embedding skew issue.
This means that as the aggregation process, those already trained embeddings improve while untrained
ones remain random or degrade, ultimately failing to make predictions on future items. Our composite
aggregation aims to alleviate this problem in FRs by combining similarity and complementarity to
enhance untrained embeddings. Hence, theoretically, even with limited training data, our method can
still achieve good generalization on test sets. To further explore the efficacy of our model, we evaluate
the robustness of four FR methods instantiated on PMF backbone under different train data sparsity
(40%, 60%, 80% and 100%). The experimental results on HR@10 and NDCG@10 are shown in
Fig. 3 and Fig.4.

The results suggest that our method consistently outperforms other baselines under different levels
of training data sparsity, directly demonstrating the effectiveness of our composite aggregation
mechanism for aggregating embedding tables in FRs. Specifically, when the sparsity of train data is
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Figure 4: NDCG@10 results comparing FedCA
with FR baselines under varying train data ratios.

at 40%, our model significantly outperforms
the baselines on the ML-100K and MC-100K
datasets. This indicates that combining simi-
larity and complementarity for aggregating em-
bedding tables is highly effective for FR tasks,
especially when training data is very limited.

Besides, we observed that the cluster-based ag-
gregation method (PerFedRec) performs the
worst under sparse data conditions (40%) and
exhibits very unstable learning process during
the training iterations. This is primarily be-
cause existing clustering methods (such as K-
Means [37]) require careful selection of the num-
ber of clusters, as different datasets have varying
client scales. Moreover, with limited data, it is
challenging to accurately measure the similarity
of each client, ultimately leading to the failure of
cluster-based aggregation methods. This finding
is consistent with the very recent work [25]. In
contrast, our method formulates the process into
a unified optimization loss to smoothly select
more similar clients, effectively achieving the benefits of cluster-based aggregation without the need
for manual parameter tuning.
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Figure 5: Visualization results regarding similarity, comple-
mentarity, and composite aggregation weights.

Visualizing composite aggregation.
Fig. 5 presents the visualization re-
sults of the similarity matrix S, the
complementarity matrix C, and the
composite aggregation weights W,
reflecting their mutual influence in
the overall loss function in Eq.( 3).
We randomly select 10 clients for
this demonstration. From the resutls,
it can be observed that the compos-
ite aggregation weight effectively bal-
ances similarity and complementar-
ity, accommodating both the model
similarity and data complementarity
among clients. It tends to favor clients
with both high similarity and comple-
mentarity, where similarity ensures
the consistency of the embedding dis-
tribution for interacted items among
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clients, and complementarity aims to enhance the embeddings of non-interacted items from other
clients, which is similar to the classical user-based collaborative filtering notion [38].

Proximal ML-100K ML-1M
term HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

w 0.8469 0.7274 0.8168 0.6801
w/o 0.8738 0.7597 0.8348 0.7118

Table 2: Results of the proximal term in FR tasks.

Exploring the proximal term during lo-
cal training. We explored the effectiveness
of the proximal term in FR tasks, which is
widely used in federated vision domains.
Table 2 presents the experimental results
with (w) and without (w/o) the proximal
term based on the local task-specific loss in
Eq.( 7). It can be observed that not utilizing
the proximal term constraint yields higher predictive performance in FR tasks. This indicates that
recommendation tasks require stronger personalization at the local client level. Therefore, it is not
necessary to enforce the local model to be as similar as to the global model. Instead, it should fully
learn the personalized local model of each local client.

Effect of the interpolation method during local inference. We validated the efficacy of the proposed
interpolation method in local inference. From the results in Table. 3, it can be seen that the local
model achieved optimal performance when ρ = 0.8 and ρ = 0.9 on the ML-100K and ML-1M
datasets, respectively. This suggests that during local inference, a balance should be struck between
the global aggregated model at current round and the local model at last round. This balance helps
mitigate the spatial misalignment issue caused by the client-specific user embedding pu in FR tasks,
which is the main difference compared to federated vision domain.

ρ
ML-100K ML-1M

HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

0.5 0.6681 0.4930 0.6833 0.4892
0.6 0.7031 0.5295 0.7028 0.5158
0.7 0.7434 0.5675 0.8025 0.6711
0.8 0.8738 0.7595 0.8278 0.6949
0.9 0.8611 0.7432 0.8348 0.7118
1.0 0.7922 0.6329 0.8008 0.6918

Table 3: Results for the interpolation method during
local inference.

Ablation study. To validate the effective-
ness of the proposed composite aggrega-
tion mechanism, we decompose the overall
optimization loss in Eq. 3 into three compo-
nents: client-specific task loss Lu, model
similarity loss Fs, and data complementar-
ity loss Fc. Since the server cannot access
local data, the client-specific loss is rep-
resented by the first squared loss term in
Eq. 4. From the experimental results shown
in Table 4, we can observe the following
important conclusions.

Loss type ML-100K ML-1M
HR@10 NDCG@10 HR@10 NDCG@10

Lu 0.4878 0.2786 0.4912 0.2751
Lu + Fc 0.8431 0.6983 0.8049 0.6585
Lu + Fs 0.8653 0.7457 0.8103 0.6987
Lu + Fc + Fs 0.8738 0.7597 0.8348 0.7118

Table 4: Results for using different loss combinations.

Optimizing the aggregation process
using only the Lu component is anal-
ogous to the weighted aggregation in
FedAvg. This variant helps demon-
strate the basic aggregation without
additional constraints. Based on that,
considering complementarity Fc and
similarity Fs modules separately both
improve model performance, indicat-
ing that both factors play important
roles in the aggregation process. Our proposed composite aggregation method utilizes a unified opti-
mization framework to integrate similarity Fs and complementarity Fc. This approach significantly
enhances the effectiveness of aggregating embedding tables in FR tasks.

7 Conclusion

This work first rethinks the fundamental differences between federated vision and FR tasks. Specifi-
cally, the federated vision community primarily utilizes structured parameters (e.g., convolutional
neural networks) for federated optimization, whereas FR tasks mainly employ one-to-one item
embedding tables for personalized recommendations. This key difference renders similarity-based
aggregation borrowed from federated vision domain ineffective for aggregating embedding tables,
leading to embedding skew issues. To address the above challenge, we introduce a composite ag-
gregation mechanism tailored for FR tasks. Specifically, by combining model similarity and data
complementarity within a unified optimization framework, our approach enhances the trained embed-
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dings of items that a client has already interacted with and optimizes the non-trained embeddings of
items the client has not interacted with. This enables effective prediction of future items. Besides, we
explore the ineffectiveness of the proximal term on personalized preferences in FR tasks and propose
an interpolation method to alleviate the spatial misalignment issue in FRs.

This research specifically proposes a promising composite aggregation framework for FR tasks. It is a
model-agnostic, plug-and-play module that can be seamlessly integrated into mainstream FR models.
However, we need to manually adjust the weight allocation for similarity and complementarity in
this work. These limitations can be alleviated by using automated machine learning techniques [39]
to learn the weight allocation adaptively in future studies. Besides, exploring more suitable model
similarity and data complementarity mechanisms for FR tasks is also a promising research direction.
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