
QAGCF: Graph Collaborative Filtering for Q&A Recommendation
Changshuo Zhang
Gaoling School of AI,

Renmin University of China
Beijing, China

lyingcs@ruc.edu.cn

Teng Shi
Gaoling School of AI,

Renmin University of China
Beijing, China

shiteng@ruc.edu.cn

Xiao Zhang∗
Gaoling School of AI,

Renmin University of China
Beijing, China

zhangx89@ruc.edu.cn

Yanping Zheng
Gaoling School of AI,

Renmin University of China
Beijing, China

zhengyanping@ruc.edu.cn

Ruobing Xie
Wechat, Tencent
Beijing, China

xrbsnowing@163.com

Qi Liu
Wechat, Tencent
Beijing, China

addisliu@tencent.com

Jun Xu
Gaoling School of AI,

Renmin University of China
Beijing, China

junxu@ruc.edu.cn

Ji-Rong Wen
Gaoling School of AI,

Renmin University of China
Beijing, China

jrwen@ruc.edu.cn

ABSTRACT
Question and answer (Q&A) platforms usually recommend question-
answer pairs to meet users’ knowledge acquisition needs, unlike
traditional recommendations that recommend only one item. This
makes user behaviors more complex, and presents two challenges
for Q&A recommendation, including: the collaborative information
entanglement, whichmeans user feedback is influenced by either the
question or the answer; and the semantic information entanglement,
where questions are correlated with their corresponding answers,
and correlations also exist among different question-answer pairs.
Traditional recommendation methods treat the question-answer
pair as a whole or only consider the answer as a single item, which
overlooks the two challenges and cannot effectively model user
interests. To address these challenges, we introduce Question &
Answer Graph Collaborative Filtering (QAGCF), a graph neural
network model that creates separate graphs for collaborative and
semantic views to disentangle the information in question-answer
pairs. The collaborative view disentangles questions and answers
to individually model collaborative information, while the seman-
tic view captures the semantic information both within and be-
tween question-answer pairs. These views are further merged into
a global graph to integrate the collaborative and semantic informa-
tion. Polynomial-based graph filters are used to address the high
heterophily issues of the global graph. Additionally, contrastive
learning is utilized to obtain robust embeddings during training.
∗Xiao Zhang is the corresponding author.
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Extensive experiments on industrial and public datasets demon-
strate that QAGCF consistently outperforms baselines and achieves
state-of-the-art results.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Traditional recommender systems like those used in music [3, 41], e-
commerce [13, 24], social media [32, 33] platforms typically focus on
recommending a single item, such as a product or a video. However,
in order to satisfy users’ needs for acquiring and sharing knowledge,
Question and Answer (Q&A) platforms such as Yahoo Answers,
Zhihu, and Quora recommend question-answer pairs to users, as
shown in Figure 1. This results in user behavior being influenced
by both the question and the answer rather than just a single item.

Motivation. Existing research on Q&A platforms has primarily
focused on finding potential responders to questions [4, 7, 25],
providing high-quality answers to users’ queries [8, 14], or simply
considering the traditional recommendation task of answers [9].
However, research on the recommendation task on Q&A platforms
is still limited. An intuitive approach is to treat the question-answer
pair or only the answer as a single item, and then apply traditional
recommendation algorithms. However, this methodology faces two
major challenges, making it an extraordinary task:
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Figure 1: An illustration of Q&A Recommendation. When
users access the Q&A platform, the recommender system
provides them with a list of recommended Q&A pairs. Users
can interact with Q&A pairs they are interested in.

C1: Question-Answer collaborative information entangle-
ment. In Q&A recommendation, users are exposed to both ques-
tions and answers simultaneously, both of which can influence user
behavior such as clicks. For example, as shown in Figure 1, the user,
being an NBA fan, clicked on the corresponding question-answer
pair because of the question "Q: Who’s the best player in NBA?". At
the same time, the user, being a math enthusiast, clicked on the cor-
responding question-answer pair because of the answer "A: Euclid.
His work ’element’...". Disentangling the collaborative information
from question and answer can help us better understand the reason
of user clicks. Treating the question and answer as a whole fails to
disentangle the collaborative information specific to each of them,
while solely focusing on the answer overlooks the collaborative
information from the question.

C2: Question-Answer semantic information entanglement.
On one hand, within a question-answer pair, there exists seman-
tic similarity between the question and the answer. As shown in
Figure 1, both "Q: Who’s the best player in NBA?" and "A: Michael
Jordan..." are related to the NBA. On the other hand, there is also se-
mantic similarity among different question-answer pairs. As shown
in Figure 1, "Q: Who’s the best player in NBA?" and "Q: Which team
will be this year’s NBA champion?" correspond to question-answer
pairs that are both related to the NBA. The similarity among differ-
ent question-answer pairs can cause users to click on similar pairs
after clicking on one. Treating the question and answer as a whole
or only considering the answer cannot disentangle the semantic
information within the question-answer pair or among different
question-answer pairs.

To further validate the existence of the two challenges, we con-
duct an analysis based on the ZhihuRec dataset [9]. We validate the
first challenge C1 by calculating the ratio of the number of clicked
answers to the total number of answers for each question. An intu-
itive example is, if a question is exposed multiple times and most
1For those questions with fewer exposures or answers, users may click for other factors,
making it difficult to determine whether the click is due to the question or the answer.

(a) Challenge C1 validation (b) Challenge C2 validation

Figure 2: Analysis of the two challenges on ZhihuRec. (a):
We filter out questions that have been exposed more than
10 times and have more than 10 answers1. (b): We analyzed
the similarity in four groups: wqa (within question-answer
pairs), bqa (between questions and unrelated answers), weq
(within clicked questions), beq (between clicked questions
and unclicked ones)

of the answers are clicked, we can consider that the click is caused
by the question; conversely, when a question is exposed multiple
times but only a small proportion of the answers are clicked, we can
consider that the click is due to the answers. The analysis results,
as shown in Figure 2(a), indicate that in all questions selected, this
ratio covers almost the entire range from 0 to 1.0, suggesting that
users might click due to the questions as well as the answers. To
validate the second challenge C2, We first analyze the similarity2
within question-answer pairs and between questions and unrelated
answers. The results are shown on the left of Figure 2(b), with an
average similarity of 0.4161 within question-answer pairs, and a
similarity of 0.2833 between questions and unrelated answers. This
indicates that the semantic similarity between question-answer
pairs is higher. Next, we analyze the similarity within the questions
clicked by each user and between the clicked and unclicked ques-
tions. The results are shown on the right of Figure 2(b), indicating
an average similarity of 0.4482 for all user-clicked questions, and a
similarity of 0.4053 between clicked and unclicked questions. This
suggests that there exists similarity between different question-
answer pairs, which can lead users to click on other similar pairs
after clicking on one. Through detailed validation and analysis
experiments, we confirm the existence of these two challenges.

Contribution. To address the above challenges, we propose a
novel recommendation model called Question & Answer Graph
Collaborative Filtering (QAGCF) based on graph neural networks [11,
30]. Firstly, we create graphs separately from collaborative and
semantic views to disentangle the collaborative and semantic infor-
mation of question-answer pairs. Specifically, for the collaborative
view, we disentangle the collaborative relationships between users
and questions/answers, constructing two bipartite graphs: the User-
Question (U-Q) graph and the User-Answer (U-A) graph. For the
semantic view, on the one hand, we establish edges between ques-
tions and their corresponding answers, using similarity as weights.
On the other hand, for different question-answer pairs, we connect
questions with high similarity and construct the Question-Answer
(Q-A) graph and the Question-Question (Q-Q) graph. Then, we
merge the graphs constructed from the collaborative and semantic
views into a global graph to integrate the disentangled collaborative
2The similarity is calculated as the cosine similarity between embeddings of the ques-
tions/answers, where embeddings are computed as the average of all token embeddings
provided in the dataset.
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and semantic information. This facilitates subsequent modules in
extracting global embeddings for users, questions, and answers.
Due to the global graph’s high heterophily [10, 20], we train the
graph by using polynomial-based graph filters [6]. Additionally, to
prevent overfitting and learn more robust embeddings, we intro-
duce contrastive learning [31, 36, 38] techniques during training.

Our contribution can be summarized as follows:

• We have identified two challenges in the Q&A recommendation
task: Question-Answer collaborative and semantic information
entanglement. Through experimental analysis, we have verified
the existence and universality of these challenges.

• We propose a graph neural network model, QAGCF, for Q&A rec-
ommendation task. By constructing collaborative and semantic
views, we disentangle the collaborative and semantic information
of question-answer pairs. Polynomial-based graph filters are fur-
ther used for the global graph which integrates the collaborative
and semantic information.

• We conducted extensive experiments on two real-world Q&A
recommendation datasets to demonstrate the superiority of the
proposed model. Further ablation studies explain the superiority
of our designed modules.

2 PROBLEM FORMULATION
We present the problem formulation for the Q&A recommendation
task. Given a set of usersU = {𝑢1, 𝑢2, · · · , 𝑢𝑀 }, a set of questions
Q = {𝑞1, 𝑞2, · · · , 𝑞𝑁 }, and a set of answers A = {𝑎1, 𝑎2, · · · , 𝑎𝑂 },
where 𝑀 , 𝑁 , and 𝑂 are the number of users, questions, and an-
swers, respectively. The user-question interactions, user-answer
interactions, and question-answer affiliations are denoted as X ∈
{0, 1}𝑀×𝑁 , Y ∈ {0, 1}𝑀×𝑂 , and Z ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑂 , where the entry
of each matrix 𝑋𝑢𝑞 = 1, 𝑌𝑢𝑎 = 1, 𝑍𝑞𝑎 = 1 denotes that there is
an interaction between the user-question or user-answer pair, or
the answer belongs to a certain question. Specifically, given the
user interaction history H = {(𝑢, ⟨𝑞, 𝑎⟩) | 𝑢 ∈ U, 𝑞 ∈ Q, 𝑎 ∈ A},
we disentangle it into H𝑞 = {(𝑢, 𝑞) | 𝑢 ∈ U, 𝑞 ∈ Q} and H𝑎 =

{(𝑢, 𝑎) | 𝑢 ∈ U, 𝑎 ∈ A} to construct X and Y. The Q&A recommen-
dation aims to predict interactions between users and question-
answer pairs that are unseen in H .

3 QAGCF: THE PROPOSED APPROACH
In this section, we present the proposed Question & Answer Graph
Collaborative Filtering (QAGCF) in three parts. We first introduced
the method of Question-Answer information disentanglement in
Section 3.1. Next, we introduced the polynomial-based graph filters
in Section 3.2. Then we introduced the prediction module based
on learned embedding representations in Section 3.3. Finally, in
Section 3.4, we discuss the complexity analysis of QAGCF.

3.1 Q-A Information Disentanglement
As illustrated in Figure 3, we initially construct two views: collabo-
rative view and semantic view. The collaboration view is composed
of U-Q and U-A graphs to solve the challenge of collaborative infor-
mation entanglement C1, while the semantic view is constructed
from Q-A and Q-Q graphs to address the second challenge semantic
information entanglement C2 . Then these two views are merged

into a global graph. In subsequent sections, we will delve deeper
into the construction of each of these modules.

3.1.1 Collaborative Information Disentanglement. Different from
previous approaches that only construct bipartite user-item graphs
to handle collaborative information, in the context of Q&A rec-
ommendation, it is necessary to construct a collaborative view
considering the collaborative relationships between users, ques-
tions, and answers. We consider disentangling the question-answer
pairs into questions and answers, and construct collaborative in-
formation between each of them and users separately. Specifically,
we construct two bipartite collaboration graphs (U-Q Graph, U-A
Graph) to explore the collaborative relationships between users
and questions, as well as between users and answers, respectively.
The adjacency matrices corresponding to the U-Q graph and the
U-A graph are as follows:

A𝑢𝑞 =

(
0 X

X⊤ 0

)
, A𝑢𝑎 =

(
0 Y

Y⊤ 0

)
, (1)

where A𝑢𝑞 ∈ R(𝑀+𝑁 )×(𝑀+𝑁 ) , A𝑢𝑎 ∈ R(𝑀+𝑂 )×(𝑀+𝑂 ) .

3.1.2 Semantic Information Disentanglement. We construct a se-
mantic view to establish semantic connections bothwithin question-
answer pairs and between different pairs. Firstly, we consider the
affiliation relationship between each answer and question, which
can be represented as a Q-A graph. Here, we establish a correlation
matrix to model the semantic correlation between questions and
answers. Since each answer is affiliated with only one question, this
leads to a dispersed Q-A graph, with each question and its answers
forming a star-shaped subgraph with no connections between dif-
ferent questions. To address this, we establish connections between
different questions through similarity, creating a Q-Q graph. Com-
bining the Q-A graph with the Q-Q graph allows us to construct
relationships between different questions and answers. Next, we
will delve into the construction of these two graphs.

Q-A Graph Construction. We establish the Q-A graph based on
the affiliation relationship between each answer and question. Un-
like collaborative information, semantic information needs tomodel
the correlation between answers and questions. Specifically, the
information transfer between question-answer pairs with lower
correlation needs to be weakened. Therefore, we construct a cor-
relation matrix C ∈ R𝑁×𝑂 , where each element represents the
normalized cosine similarity between questions and answers, in
which each entry is calculated as follows:

𝐶𝑖, 𝑗 =

{
(cos(e𝑞𝑖 , e𝑎 𝑗 ) + 1)/2, 𝑍𝑖, 𝑗 = 1,
0, otherwise ,

(2)

where e𝑞𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 and e𝑎 𝑗 ∈ R𝑑 represent the embeddings of question
𝑞𝑖 ∈ Q and answer 𝑎 𝑗 ∈ A, respectively. 𝑑 is the embedding
dimension. Since the embeddings of questions and answers will
be continually updated throughout training, we reconstruct the
correlation matrix at the beginning of every epoch.

Q-Q Graph Construction. To establish connections between dif-
ferent questions, we consider the semantic relationships between
them. We compute the pairwise similarity between questions and
connect questions with semantic edges when their similarity is
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Figure 3: The overall framework of QAGCF consists of four modules: (1) Construction of Collaborative View and semantic
View, (2) Band-stop and Band-pass Filters for processing information in different frequency bands of the Global Graph, (3)
Contrastive Learning for noise-based embedding augmentation, (4) Prediction module based on the learned embeddings.

relatively high. Specifically, the question-question similarity matrix
S ∈ R𝑁×𝑁 is built based on cosine similarity, in which each entry
is calculated as follows:

𝑆𝑖, 𝑗 = cos(e𝑞𝑖 , e𝑞 𝑗 ), (3)

where e𝑞𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 and e𝑞 𝑗 ∈ R𝑑 represent the embeddings of ques-
tions 𝑞𝑖 and 𝑞 𝑗 , respectively.

Next, we retain edges with higher similarities on the fully con-
nected Q-Q graph while removing edges between questions with
lower similarities to obtain the adjacency matrix A𝑞𝑞 of the Q-Q
graph:

𝐴
𝑞𝑞

𝑖,𝑗
=

{
1, 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑆𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ top-𝑛 (S𝑖 ) ,
0, otherwise ,

(4)

where the function top-𝑛(·) returns the top-𝑛 values of the 𝑖-th
row S𝑖 of the similarity matrix S. 𝑛 is a hyperparameter, setting to
𝜇𝑁 ,where 𝜇 represents the top-𝑛 ratio, controling the sparsity of
the Q-Q graph. Since the question embeddings are continuously
updated during training, we reconstruct the Q-Q graph at the start
of each epoch.

3.1.3 Global Graph Construction. We merge the collaboration and
semantic views into a global graph to integrate collaborative and
semantic information. The adjacency matrix of the global graph is
defined as follows:

A =
©«

0 X Y
X⊤ A𝑞𝑞 C
Y⊤ C⊤ 0

ª®¬ , (5)

where A ∈ R(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 )×(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 ) . Note that we directly use the cor-
relation matrix C of the Q-A graph instead of the affiliation matrix
Z to embed the correlation information, which makes subsequent
processing more convenient. To ensure training stability, we adopt
its normalized form:

Â = D− 1
2 AD− 1

2 (6)

where D ∈ R(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 )×(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 ) is a diagonal matrix, each entry
D𝑖𝑖 denotes the number of nonzero entries in the 𝑖-th row of A.

Figure 4: Correlation between eigenvalues Λ of Âtrain and
diagonal of U⊤AtestU on two Q&A recommendation datasets.

3.2 Polynomial-based Graph Filters for Global
Graph

In this section, we use polynomial-based graph filters to address
the heterophily problem in the global graph.

3.2.1 Embedding Initialization. Firstly, we initialize the embed-
dings as E(0) = [E(0)

𝑈
;E(0)
𝑄

;E(0)
𝐴

] ∈ R(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 )×𝑑 , where E(0)
𝑈

=

[e𝑢1 ; e𝑢2 ; · · · ; e𝑢𝑀 ] ∈ R𝑀×𝑑 , E(0)
𝑄

= [e𝑞1 ; e𝑞2 ; · · · ; e𝑞𝑁 ] ∈ R𝑁×𝑑 ,

E(0)
𝐴

= [e𝑎1 ; e𝑎2 ; · · · ; e𝑎𝑂 ] ∈ R𝑂×𝑑 are the 0-th layer’s embeddings
of users, questions and answers, respectively.

3.2.2 Heterophily of the Global Graph. The global graph contains
different types of nodes and edges, resulting in strong heterophily [34].
Existing graph neural network methods like LightGCN [11] mainly
focus on low-pass information, making them more suitable for
homophilic scenarios [6]. However, recent studies highlight the
importance of high-frequency information in effectively dealing
with the complexity of heterophilic graphs [10, 20].

We conduct an analysis on ZhihuRec and Commercial datasets
from a spectral view to validate the existence of the heterophily
problem, as shown in Figure 4. We can observe a robust linear
correlation between the low and high-frequency signals of the
normalized adjacency matrix Âtrain and the adjacency matrix Atest,
which are constructed from the interacting data in the training and
test sets, respectively. However, the mid-frequency signals do not
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exhibit such a strong linear correlation. Please refer to Appendix A.1
for further analysis and experimental details. This observation
motivates us to decompose the high and low-frequency signals
from the mid-frequency signal and model them separately.

3.2.3 Graph Signal Frequency Decomposition. To decompose the
mid-frequency signals from the high and low-frequency signals
and address the heterophily problem in the global graph, we use
the Jacobi polynomial basis P𝛼,𝛽

𝑘
(𝑥) [1], where 𝑘 is the order of the

polynomial and 𝛼, 𝛽 are the parameters that shape the polynomial
and weight function. The Jacobi polynomial basis has been proven
to function like a band-pass filter which can capture the low and
high-frequency signals while suppressing the middle-frequency
signals [6]. Specifically, the 𝑘-th layer’s band-stop embeddings
which capture the high and low-frequency signals are calculated
based on the 𝑘-th order of the Jacobi polynomial basis:

E(𝑘 )
band−stop = P𝛼,𝛽

𝑘
(Â)E(0) , (7)

where E(𝑘 )
band−stop ∈ R(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 )×𝑑 . Please refer to Appendix A.2

for the calculation of the Jacobi polynomial basis P𝛼,𝛽
𝑘

(·). For the
band-pass embeddings that capture the mid-frequency signals, we
subtract it from the original signal for the 𝑘-th layer as follows:

E(𝑘 )
band−pass = 𝛾E(0) − E(𝑘 )

band−stop, (8)

where 𝛾 is a coefficient that controls the influence of the mid-
frequency signals. Based on Eq. (7) and (8), we can obtain the
embedding of the 𝑘-th layer

E(𝑘 ) = [E𝑘band−stop;E
𝑘
band−pass], (9)

where E(𝑘 ) ∈ R(𝑀+𝑁+𝑂 )×2𝑑 . Finally, after passing through 𝐾 lay-
ers, the final embeddings for recommendation are obtained by:

E =
1
𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

E(𝑘 ) . (10)

3.3 Prediction and Optimization
3.3.1 Contrastive Learning. We introduce a contrastive learning
loss for learning more robust embeddings during training. Specifi-
cally, we implement a noise-based embedding augmentation to the
band-stop embedding e(𝑘 )

𝑖,band−stop for node 𝑖 at layer 𝑘 (𝑘 > 0):

e(𝑘 )′
𝑖,band−stop = e(𝑘 )

𝑖,band−stop + Δ, (11)

where the added noise vectors Δ ∈ R𝑑 is required that:

Δ = 𝜔 ⊙ sign
(
e(𝑘 )
𝑖,band-stop

)
, 𝜔 ∈ R𝑑 ∼ 𝑈 (0, 1), (12)

which forces the noise not result in a large deviation. Then accord-
ing to Eq. (8), the augmented band-pass embedding of node 𝑖 at
layer 𝑘 is:

e(𝑘 )′
𝑖,band−pass = 𝛾e(0)

𝑖
− e(𝑘 )′

𝑖,band−stop − Δ. (13)

Then, based on Eq. (9) and (10), we can obtain the augmented
embedding e(𝑘 )′

𝑖
= [e(𝑘 )′

𝑖,band−stop; e
(𝑘 )′
𝑖,band−pass] of node 𝑖 at the 𝑘-th

layer as well as the final embedding 𝑒′
𝑖
. Next, we define the cross-

layer contrastive loss as follows:

L𝐶𝑢 = −∑
𝑖∈U log

exp
(
e′⊤𝑖 e(𝑙 ) ′

𝑖
/𝜏
)

∑
𝑗 ∈Uneg exp

(
e′⊤
𝑖

e(𝑙 ) ′
𝑗

/𝜏
) ,

L𝐶𝑞 = −∑
𝑖∈Q log

exp
(
e′⊤𝑖 e(𝑙 ) ′

𝑖
/𝜏
)

∑
𝑗 ∈Q𝑛𝑒𝑔 exp

(
e′⊤
𝑖

e(𝑙 ) ′
𝑗

/𝜏
) ,

L𝐶𝑎 = −∑
𝑖∈A log

exp
(
e′⊤𝑖 e(𝑙 ) ′

𝑖
/𝜏
)

∑
𝑗 ∈Aneg exp

(
e′⊤
𝑖

e(𝑙 ) ′
𝑗

/𝜏
) ,

(14)

where 𝜏 is the temperature. 𝑙 denotes the layer used for contrast
with the final embedding, which is set to 1 in our model. U𝑛𝑒𝑔 ,
A𝑛𝑒𝑔 , Q𝑛𝑒𝑔 are the randomly sampled in-batch negatives. L𝐶𝑢 , L𝐶𝑞
and L𝐶𝑎 are the contrastive losses for users, questions and answers,
respectively. The total contrastive loss is computed as:

L𝐶 = L𝐶𝑢 + L𝐶𝑞 + L𝐶𝑎 . (15)

The objective of this contrastive loss is to bring representations of
the same node closer across different layers, while pushing repre-
sentations of different nodes across different layers farther apart,
thus alleviating the potential oversmoothing issue [27] caused by
excessive layers and learning more robust representations.

3.3.2 Training. Firstly, we compute the inner product of user-
question and user-answer according to the augmented embedding
e′
𝑖
, then combine them through a weighted summation to get the

final prediction:

𝑦𝑢,𝑞,𝑎 = e′⊤𝑢 e′𝑎 + 𝜆1e′⊤𝑢 e′𝑞 . (16)

where 𝜆1 is the coefficient that controls the influence of question,
The widely used Bayesian Personalized Ranking (BPR) loss [26] is
then adopted:

L𝐵𝑃𝑅 =
∑︁

(𝑢,⟨𝑞,𝑎⟩,⟨𝑞′,𝑎′ ⟩) ∈𝑂
− ln𝜎

(
𝑦𝑢,𝑞,𝑎 − 𝑦𝑢,𝑞′,𝑎′

)
, (17)

where 𝜎 (·) is the sigmoid function,𝑂 =
{
(𝑢, ⟨𝑞, 𝑎⟩, ⟨𝑞′, 𝑎′⟩) | 𝑋𝑢𝑞 =

1, 𝑌𝑢𝑎 = 1, 𝑍𝑞𝑎 = 1, 𝑋𝑢𝑞′ = 0, 𝑌𝑢𝑎′ = 0, 𝑍𝑞′𝑎′ = 1
}
denotes the

training data, and ⟨𝑞′, 𝑎′⟩ denotes the sampled pair that user 𝑢 has
not interacted with.

The final loss L include the BPR loss L𝐵𝑃𝑅 and the contrastive
loss L𝐶 :

L = L𝐵𝑃𝑅 + 𝜆2L𝐶 + 𝜆3∥Θ∥22, (18)
where 𝜆2 and 𝜆3 are the hyperparameters that control the influence
of the contrastive loss and 𝐿2 regularization, respectively. And Θ
are the parameters of our model.

3.4 Complexity Analysis
Regarding the space complexity, the parameters of QAGCF only
include three sets of embeddings: E(0)

𝑈
, E(0)
𝑄

, E(0)
𝐴

. The total space
complexity of QAGCF is O((𝑀 + 𝑁 +𝑂)𝑑).

As for the time complexity, the computational cost of QAGCF
primarily comes from Q-A correlation matrix computation, Q-Q
graph construction, tripartite graph learning, and contrastive learn-
ing. The time complexity of Q-A correlation matrix and Q-Q graph
construction in QAGCF is𝑂 ((𝑁 +𝑂 + 𝜇𝑁 log(𝑁 ))𝑁𝑑𝑠), where 𝜇 is
the defined top-𝑛 ratio. The time complexity for graph learning is
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Table 1: Dataset Statistics.

Dataset #Users #Questions #Answers # Interactions
ZhihuRec 7,975 12,612 31,025 265,971
Commercial 40,204 31,710 101,056 953,212

O((|𝐸𝑈𝑄 | + |𝐸𝑈𝐴 | + |𝐸𝑄𝐴 | + 𝜇𝑁 2)𝐾𝑑𝑠 |𝐸𝑈𝐴 |
𝐵

), where |𝐸𝑈𝑄 |, |𝐸𝑈𝐴 |,
|𝐸𝑄𝐴 | are the number of edges in the U-Q graph, U-A graph, Q-A
graph, respectively, 𝐾 is the number of propagation layers, 𝑠 is
the number of epoch, 𝐵 is the batch size. The time complexity for
computing the contrastive loss is O(𝐵2𝑑).

4 EXPERIMENTS
To verify the effectiveness of QAGCF, we conduct extensive experi-
ments and report detailed analysis results.

4.1 Experimental Settings
4.1.1 Datasets. To evaluate the performance of the proposedQAGCF,
we use two Q&A community datasets to conduct experiments: Zhi-
huRec and a Commercial dataset. The statistics of the datasets are
summarized in Table 1.

• ZhihuRec1 [9] is collected from a large-scale knowledge-acquisition
platform (Zhihu), including original data with question informa-
tion, answer information and user profiles. We selected the 1M
version of the dataset, filtered out answers not affiliated with any
questions, and retained only positive interactions.

• Commercial is constructed based on the user behavior logs on
a public Q&A platform, recording the interactions of users re-
garding questions and answers. This dataset includes over 40, 000
users and 1 million interactions.

Following existing works [35], we divide each dataset into three
parts, i.e., training/validation/test sets according to a ratio of 8:1:1.
We employ a uniform sampling approach, selecting one negative
item for each positive instance to form the training set.

4.1.2 Baselines. We compare QAGCF with four categories of base-
line models: Non-GNN, GNN, GNN+Polynomial-based Graph Filter
and GNN+Contrastive Learning.

Non-GNN: BPRMF [26] is a matrix factorization algorithm that
optimizes Bayesian Personalized Ranking. NeuMF [12] combines
matrix factorization and neural networks to model linear and non-
linear relationships, improving recommendation accuracy.

GNN: NGCF [30] utilizes a user-item bipartite graph and em-
ploys Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) to incorporate high-order
relations. LightGCL [2] utilizes singular value decomposition for
contrastive augmentation, enabling unconstrained semantic refine-
ment and global collaboration in graph learning. HMLET [17] is a
hybrid collaborative filtering model that combines linear and non-
linear propagation and dynamically selects between these modes.
LightGCN [11] simplifies the design of GCN to make it more
concise and appropriate for recommendation.

1https://github.com/THUIR/ZhihuRec-Dataset

GNN+Polynomial-based Graph Filter: JGCF [6] applies Ja-
cobi polynomial basis to capture spectral features. We also com-
pared its variants using two other polynomial basis (Legendre,
Chebyshev) named JGCF_L and JGCF_C respectively.

GNN+Contrastive Learning: SGL [31] applies self-supervised
contrastive learning to the LightGCN model for graph augmenta-
tion. We adopt SGL-ED as the instantiation of SGL. SimGCL [38]
proposes an effective recommendation model without graph aug-
mentation, enhancing data through the addition of uniform random
noises to user and course representations. XSimGCL [36] is an
improvement over SimGCL, achieves similar results by combining
task recommendation and comparison, reducing model complexity
through noise enhancement and interlayer contrastive learning.

4.1.3 Evaluation Metrics. To evaluate the performance of top-𝐾
recommendation, we adopt the widely used metrics: Recall@𝐾 ,
MRR@𝐾 , NDCG@𝐾 , Hit@𝐾 and Precision@𝐾 . In this context, we
set 𝐾 = 10 and present the average scores on the testing set. Fol-
lowing [11, 21, 31], we adopt the full-ranking strategy [42], which
ranks all the candidate items that the user has not interacted with.

4.1.4 Implementation Details. Our implementation of QAGCF and
all baseline models is conducted using RecBole-GNN2 [43, 44], a
unified open-source framework for developing and reproducing rec-
ommendation algorithms. To ensure a fair comparison, we optimize
all methods with the Adam [16] optimizer and carefully search hy-
perparameters for all baselines. The batch size is fixed at 2048, and
parameters are initialized using the Xavier [5] distribution, with an
embedding size set to 64. Validation set testing is performed every
10 epochs, incorporating early stopping with patience of 10 epochs
to prevent overfitting, where MRR@10 serves as the indicator. We
fine-tune hyperparameters for optimal performance.

4.2 Overall Performance
Table 2 presents the performance comparison of the proposed
QAGCF and other baseline methods on two datasets. From the
table, we observe several key insights:

(1) Compared to traditional methods like BPRMF, methods based
on Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) perform better as they encode
higher-order information of the graph into their representations.

(2) Compared to graph collaborative filtering baselinemodels like
LightGCN, JGCF based on polynomial-based graph filters demon-
strates superior performance, highlighting the importance of cap-
turing mid- and high-frequency information in the graph.

(3) Among all graph collaborative filtering baselines, XSimGCL
exhibits the best performance on most datasets, emphasizing the
effectiveness of contrastive learning in enhancing recommendation
performance. However, XSimGCL does not construct collaborative
and semantic views regarding questions and answers for users, this
makes its performance inferior to QAGCF.

(4) Ultimately, the proposed QAGCF consistently outperforms
baseline models. In contrast to these baselines, our work delves into
the intricate relationships among users, questions, and answers,
including both collaborative and semantic connections. By employ-
ing polynomial-based graph filters alongside contrastive learning
loss, we achieve a more effective learning of node representations,

2https://github.com/RUCAIBox/RecBole-GNN

https://github.com/THUIR/ZhihuRec-Dataset
https://github.com/RUCAIBox/RecBole-GNN
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Table 2: Performance Comparison of Different Recommendation Models. The best result is bolded and the runner-up is
underlined. * means improvements over the second-best methods are significant (t-test, p-value < 0.05).

Category Model ZhihuRec Commercial
Recall MRR NDCG Hit Precision Recall MRR NDCG Hit Precision

Non-GNN BPRMF 0.0363 0.0324 0.0236 0.0934 0.0098 0.0496 0.0281 0.0289 0.0728 0.0074
NeuMF 0.0285 0.0257 0.0185 0.0760 0.0079 0.0256 0.0142 0.0146 0.0387 0.0039

GNN

NGCF 0.0460 0.0395 0.0292 0.1163 0.0124 0.0532 0.0297 0.0307 0.0773 0.0079
LightGCL 0.0440 0.0409 0.0292 0.1131 0.0112 0.0396 0.0227 0.0234 0.0575 0.0580
HMLET 0.0511 0.0466 0.0335 0.1290 0.0140 0.0618 0.0350 0.0361 0.0896 0.0092
LightGCN 0.0481 0.0441 0.0317 0.1206 0.0130 0.0604 0.0343 0.0353 0.0880 0.0090

GNN+PbGF
JGCF 0.0510 0.0469 0.0339 0.1295 0.0140 0.0626 0.0361 0.0367 0.0914 0.0094

JGCF_L 0.0502 0.0466 0.0334 0.1264 0.0137 0.0621 0.0354 0.0364 0.0906 0.0093
JGCF_C 0.0512 0.0473 0.0338 0.1293 0.0141 0.0643 0.0366 0.0375 0.0935 0.0097

GNN+CL
SGL 0.0495 0.0465 0.0328 0.1279 0.0140 0.0639 0.0370 0.0377 0.0932 0.0096

SimGCL 0.0532 0.0471 0.0342 0.1299 0.0140 0.0700 0.0405 0.0413 0.1018 0.0105
XSimGCL 0.0562 0.0503 0.0366 0.1403 0.0155 0.0756 0.0447 0.0453 0.1093 0.0113

OURS QAGCF 0.0592∗ 0.0543∗ 0.0391∗ 0.1484∗ 0.0160∗ 0.0795∗ 0.0461∗ 0.0472∗ 0.1144∗ 0.0119∗

%Improv. +5.34% +7.95% +6.83% +5.77% +3.23% +5.16% +3.13% +4.19% +4.67% +5.31%

Table 3: Ablation Study and Analysis of Graph Construction in QAGCF.

Model ZhihuRec Commercial
Recall MRR NDCG Hit Precision Recall MRR NDCG Hit Precision

QAGCF_UA 0.0565 0.0524 0.0374 0.1433 0.0154 0.0776 0.0450 0.0461 0.1118 0.0116
QAGCF_UA+UQ 0.0579 0.0540 0.0387 0.1472 0.0158 0.0788 0.0461 0.0470 0.1128 0.0117
QAGCF w/o PbGF 0.0575 0.0510 0.0372 0.1441 0.0158 0.0786 0.0456 0.0466 0.1132 0.0117
QAGCF w/o CL 0.0527 0.0474 0.0349 0.1329 0.0143 0.0710 0.0408 0.0419 0.1023 0.0106
QAGCF_U(A+Q) 0.0566 0.0535 0.0383 0.1418 0.0154 0.0778 0.0455 0.0465 0.1122 0.0117
QAGCF 0.0592 0.0543 0.0391 0.1484 0.0160 0.0795 0.0461 0.0472 0.1144 0.0119

Figure 5: Validation of QAGCF’s Disentanglement of Collab-
orative Information. Logarithmic operation is applied for
better visualization.

setting our approach apart in its ability to understand and utilize
the specificities of Q&A recommendation.

4.3 Ablation Study
To further evaluate the key components of QAGCF, we conducted
a series of ablation studies as shown in Table 3.

4.3.1 Effectiveness of Graph Construction. To evaluate the con-
tribution of the graph construction in QAGCF, we separately re-
tained the U-A graph, U-A and U-Q graph, named QAGCF_UA and
QAGCF_UA+UQ, respectively. It can be observed in Table 3 that the
recommendation performance of these two models progressively
increases, yet remains below that of the complete QAGCF with all

graphs retained. This indicates the importance and rationality of
constructing both the collaboration and semantic views.

4.3.2 Effectiveness of Polynomial-based Graph Filter. To evaluate
the performance of polynomial-based graph filters, we first removed
the polynomial-based graph filters and directly trained using a
LightGCN-based approach, named QAGCF w/o PbGF. It can be
observed in Table 3 that removing the polynomial-based graph
filters resulted in a significant performance drop for QAGCF. This
demonstrates that decomposing low and high frequency from mid-
frequency information using polynomial-based graph filters is help-
ful for better handling graphs with strong heterophily.

4.3.3 Effectiveness of Contrastive Learning. To evaluate whether
the contrastive learning loss contributes to the performance, we
removed the contrastive learning module, named QAGCF w/o CL.
It can be observed in Table 3 that QAGCF experienced a substantial
performance decline, demonstrating the necessity of using con-
trastive learning to learn a more robust embedding.

4.4 Detailed empirical analysis
We conducted more detailed experiments on ZhihuRec to show how
and why QAGCF can improve the recommendation performance.
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Figure 6: Sensitivity Analysis of 𝜇 in Q-QGraphConstruction.

4.4.1 Discussion of Collaborative InformationDisentanglement. This
section investigates the effectiveness of QAGCF in collaborative
information disentanglement. We address the challenge of collab-
orative information entanglement by constructing two bipartite
graphs, U-Q and U-A, respectively, within the collaborative view. In
Eq. (16) we perform dot product and linear weighting between the
user embedding 𝑒𝑢 , question embedding 𝑒𝑞 , and answer embedding
𝑒𝑎 . Subsequently, we compute the ratio of the dot product of each
user-question interaction and the dot product of each user-answer
interaction on the test set, and plot it in Figure 5. It is observed
that this ratio can be very low, indicating that the user is signifi-
cantly more interested in the answer than the question; conversely,
this ratio can also be very high, suggesting that the user is sig-
nificantly more interested in the question than the answer. This
experiment demonstrates that by separately constructing the U-Q
and U-A graphs, we can capture the different impacts that ques-
tions and answers have on user clicks. It shows that our model
successfully disentangles the collaborative information between
users and questions as well as between users and answers.

4.4.2 Analysis of Graph Construction in QAGCF. The core compo-
nent of QAGCF revolves around the construction of two collabo-
rative graphs: the U-Q graph and the U-A graph, along with two
semantic graphs: the Q-A graph and the Q-Q graph. To illustrate the
importance of such graph construction, we compared QAGCF with
the method that directly considers questions and answers as a single
item, which is denoted as QAGCF_U(A+Q). For QAGCF_U(A+Q),
we directly add the embedding representations of questions to
the embedding representations of answers, resulting in the initial
embedding representation of answers in the bipartite graph. The
design of other modules remains the same as in QAGCF. The com-
parison with QAGCF_UA and QAGCF_U(A+Q) in Table 3 reveals
that adding the embeddings of questions to answers improves the
model’s performance on both datasets. However, there is a signifi-
cant performance gap compared to QAGCF, which constructs all
four graphs. This highlights the importance of constructing both
collaborative and semantic views.

4.4.3 Impact of 𝜇. We analyzed the influence of the parameter 𝜇 on
the construction of the Q-Q graph in Figure 6. 𝜇 affects the sparsity
of the Q-Q graph, where the sparsity of the Q-Q graph is calculated
as 1 − 𝜇. The larger the value of 𝜇, the denser the Q-Q graph. It
can be observed in Figure 6 that the optimal choice for 𝜇 is 1𝑒-4,
resulting in a sparsity of the Q-Q graph of 99.99%. When 𝜇 = 1𝑒-5,
only the most similar question is selected for each question on
ZhihuRec, resulting in an overly sparse graph that leads to poor
recommendation performance. As 𝜇 increases from 1𝑒-3 to 1𝑒-1,
the performance decreases as the Q-Q graph becomes denser.

4.4.4 Impact of 𝛼 , 𝛽 and 𝛾 . We analysis the impact of parame-
ters 𝛼 , 𝛽 , and 𝛾 in the polynomial-based graph filters in Figure 7,
where 𝛼 and 𝛽 respectively control the influence of low-frequency
and high-frequency signals in the band-stop filter, and 𝛾 controls
the magnitude of the mid-frequency signals in the band-pass fil-
ter. We chose 𝛼 and 𝛽 both from [0, 0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0], and 𝛾 from
[0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4] for experimentation. It can be observed from
Figure 7 that 𝛼 = 1.0, 𝛽 = 1.5, 𝛾 = 0.1 are the optimal choices. We
observe that the parameter 𝛽 plays a more crucial role in influenc-
ing the performance of QAGCF, as low-frequency signals contain
abundant information about similar users and items [6]. However,
we should not set 𝛼 too large, as emphasizing low-frequency signals
excessively may lead to over-smoothing [6]. Regarding parameter
𝛼 , performance remains high within the range of 1.0 ∼ 2.0. This
is because high-frequency signals enable the model to learn dif-
ferences between similar nodes, thereby enriching its knowledge.
Additionally, introducing high-frequency signals may introduce
some randomness, reducing the likelihood of overfitting. Clearly,
emphasizing both low and high-frequency signals is beneficial for
learning in the highly heterogeneous graph of QAGCF, while ap-
propriately suppressing mid-frequency signals also contributes to
better recommendation performance.

4.4.5 Impact of 𝜆2, 𝜔 and 𝜏 . We analysis the impact of parameters
𝜆2, 𝜔 , and 𝜏 in the contrastive learning module in Figure 8. For fair
comparison, when studying 𝜆2, we fix 𝜔 = 0.2 and 𝜏 = 0.2; when
studying 𝜔 , we fix 𝜆2 = 0.1 and 𝜏 = 0.2; when studying 𝜏 , we fix
𝜆2 = 0.1 and 𝜔 = 0.2. It can be observed from the figure that the
performance of the model is more sensitive to variations in 𝜆2 and
𝜏 . The optimal parameter settings on ZhihuRec are observed to
be 𝜆2 = 0.1, 𝜔 = 0.2, and 𝜏 = 0.2. The results demonstrate that
QAGCF is quite sensitive to the hyperparameters and both too
large and too small values of these parameters lead to a decrease in
recommendation performance.

4.4.6 Impact of 𝜆1. We analysis the impact of parameters 𝜆1 in
the prediction module in Figure 9. 𝜆1 is the weighted coefficient of
e T
𝑢 e𝑞 in𝑦𝑢,𝑞,𝑎 . A smaller value of 𝜆1 indicates a smaller influence of
e𝑞 on the predicted score. From the graph, we can observe that the
optimal choice for 𝜆1 is 0.1. Therefore, 𝑦𝑢,𝑞,𝑎 is more influenced by
e T
𝑢 e𝑎 . This is because there is a hierarchical relationship between
questions and answers, and the answers can more accurately reflect
the user’s interest compared to questions.

5 RELATEDWORK
5.1 Research on Q&A platforms
Existing research on Q&A platforms has primarily focused on find-
ing potential responders to questions or providing high-quality
answers to users’ queries. Efforts include developing algorithms
to calculate user authority in specific fields, using social network
analysis, and the HITS and PageRank algorithms to identify ex-
perts [15, 28, 39, 45, 46]. Other studies have concentrated on reduc-
ing response wait times by finding similar questions or relevant
answers within large archives by employing various information re-
trieval techniques [8, 14, 18, 19, 23, 40]. Research has explored com-
munity dynamics like motivations for contribution and how user
reputation impacts perceived answer quality [22, 29]. Some have
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(a) Performance comparison w.r.t. different 𝛼 (b) Performance comparison w.r.t. different 𝛽 (c) Performance comparison w.r.t. different 𝛾

Figure 7: Sensitivity Analysis of 𝛼 , 𝛽 and 𝛾 in Polynomial-based Graph Filters.

(a) Performance comparison w.r.t. different 𝜆2 (b) Performance comparison w.r.t. different 𝜔 (c) Performance comparison w.r.t. different 𝜏

Figure 8: Sensitivity Analysis of 𝜆2, 𝜔 and 𝜏 in Contrastive Learning Module.

Figure 9: Sensitivity Analysis of 𝜆1 in Prediction Module.

also examined question recommendation through classification or
ranking models, considering user interests and feedback [4, 7, 25].

5.2 Graph-based collaborative filtering.
Graph-based collaborative filtering, empowered by Graph Neural
Networks (GNNs) like NGCF, LightGCN, and LCF [11, 30, 38], has
revolutionized recommendation systems. These models excel in
aggregating user-item graph information, enhancing recommen-
dation performance. LightGCN’s streamlined architecture has in-
spired efficient recommendation approaches. Moreover, CL-based
models like SGL and MHCN [31, 37] have emerged, along with self-
supervised learning techniques in SimGCL and XSimGCL [36, 38],
further improving recommendation generalization. These advance-
ments signify a transition from traditional methods to graph-based
models, better capturing intricate user-item interactions.

6 CONCLUSION
In this work, we introduced a novel graph neural network model,
QAGCF, for recommendation task on Q&A platforms, utilizing a
multi-view approach to disentangle collaborative information and
semantic information. Our findings indicate that QAGCF surpasses
existing models in accuracy, providing a promising direction for
enhancing user experience on Q&A platforms. Despite its effective-
ness, the exploration of graph neural networks in Q&A recommen-
dation remains nascent, with potential for future advancements in
modeling techniques and application scopes.

A APPENDIX
A.1 Analysis on Q&A Recommdendation
This section analyses the Q&A recommendation graph collabora-
tive filtering from a spectral transformation view [6], which trans-
forms the recommendation system’s challenge into predicting un-
observed interactions by learning a function 𝑓 (·) that maps the
normalized adjacency matrix Âtrain constructed from the interact-
ing data in training set to the adjacency matrix Atest constructed
from the test set. Through eigen-decomposition Âtrain = U𝚲U𝑇

and optimization focused on minimizing the Frobenius norm, this
approach simplifies to a one-dimensional least squares problem:
minimize

∑
𝑖

(
𝑓 (𝚲𝑖𝑖 ) − U⊤

·𝑖AtestU·𝑖
)2, aiming to accurately predict

future user-item interactions.
The same description is used in our Q&A recommendation

task, where the adjacency matrix Atrain and Atest are both cal-
culated by Eq. (5). We conducted experiments on ZhihuRec-1M
and our Commercial dataset. First, we sampled a small portion of
highly correlated interaction data from the dataset for easier eigen-
decomposition. Subsequently, we divided the dataset into a training
set and a test set in an 8 : 2 ratio to construct Atrain and Atest.
After experimental analysis, we observed the relationship between
the diagonal elements of Λ and U⊤AtestU as depicted in Figure 4.
The experimental results are similar to the phenomena described
in [6]: the low-frequency component (values around 1.0) and the
high-frequency component (values around -1.0) are positively cor-
related with the diagonal of U⊤AtestU, while the mid-frequency
component (values around 0.0) is randomly scattered and has a
lower correlation with the signal on the test graph. This observa-
tion motivates us to decompose the high and low-frequency signals
from the mid-frequency signal and model them separately.

A.2 Jacobi Polynomial Basis
Jacobi polynomial basis [1] can be used as band-stop filters in signal
processing, suppressing mid-frequency signals while enhancing
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low-frequency and high-frequency signals. The formula for Jacobi
polynomial basis is given by:

P𝛼,𝛽
𝑘

(𝑥) = (−1)𝑘

2𝑘𝑘!
(1 − 𝑥)−𝛼 (1 + 𝑥)−𝛽 𝑑

𝑘

𝑑𝑥𝑘

[
(1 − 𝑥)𝑘+𝛼 (1 + 𝑥)𝑘+𝛽

]
.

(19)
where 𝑘 is the order of the polynomial, 𝛼 and 𝛽 are parameters that
shape the polynomial and weight function. These polynomials are
orthogonal to the weight function (1 − 𝑥)𝛼 (1 + 𝑥)𝛽 on the interval
[−1, 1]. When 𝑘 = 0 or 𝑘 = 1, the Jacobi polynomial simplifies to:

P𝛼,𝛽0 (𝑥) = 1,

P𝛼,𝛽1 (𝑥) = (𝛼 + 𝛽 + 2)𝑥 + (𝛼 − 𝛽)
2

.
(20)

When 𝑘 ≥ 2, the Jacobi polynomials can be computed using the
recurrence relation:

P𝛼,𝛽
𝑘

(𝑥) =
(
𝜃𝑘𝑥 + 𝜃 ′

𝑘

)
P𝛼,𝛽
𝑘−1 (𝑥) − 𝜃

′′
𝑘
P𝛼,𝛽
𝑘−2 (𝑥), (21)

where

𝜃𝑘 =
(2𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽) (2𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽 − 1)

2𝑘 (𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽) ,

𝜃 ′
𝑘
=

(2𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽 − 1) (𝛼2 − 𝛽2)
2𝑘 (𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽) (2𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽 − 2) ,

𝜃 ′′
𝑘
=

(𝑘 + 𝛼 − 1) (𝑘 + 𝛽 − 1) (2𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽)
𝑘 (𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽) (2𝑘 + 𝛼 + 𝛽 − 2) .

(22)
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