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ABSTRACT
Multi-modal recommender systems (MRSs) are pivotal in diverse on-
line web platforms and have garnered considerable attention in re-
cent years. However, previous studies overlook the challenges of (1)
noisy multi-modal content, (2) noisy user feedback, and (3) aligning
multi-modal content and user feedback. To tackle these challenges,
we propose Denoising and AligningMulti-modal Recommender
System (DA-MRS). To mitigate noise in multi-modal content, DA-
MRS first constructs item-item graphs determined by consistent
content similarity across modalities. To denoise user feedback, DA-
MRS associates the probability of observed feedback with multi-
modal content and devises a denoised BPR loss. Furthermore, DA-
MRS implements Alignment guided by User preference to
enhance task-specific item representation and Alignment guided
by graded Item relations to provide finer-grained alignment.
Extensive experiments verify that DA-MRS is a plug-and-play
framework and achieves significant and consistent improvements
across various datasets, backbone models, and noisy scenarios.

CCS CONCEPTS
• Information systems → Recommender systems;Multime-
dia and multimodal retrieval.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Recommender systems (RSs) are pivotal in diverse online web plat-
forms [1, 2, 5, 18, 23, 33], which typically provide abundant multi-
modal content information, i.e., pictures and textual descriptions
of items. The multi-modal information can supplement user feed-
back, alleviate the data sparsity problem in user feedback, and
improve recommendation performance [36]. Thus, multi-modal
recommender systems (MRSs) have garnered significant attention
in recent years [14, 19, 24, 34, 35, 39].

Conventional MRSs are feature-based methods that integrate
multi-modal features to enhance item representation [9, 19, 25, 26,
39], e.g., merging multi-modal features with item embeddings de-
rived by matrix factorization [9], or refining the propagation on
user-item interaction graph [19, 25, 26, 39]. These methods use
multi-modal content to establish individual item ground knowl-
edge, while item-item collaborative relations are captured through
high-order item-user-item relations [34]. Recently, structure-based
methods that explicitly extract collaborative item-item relations
from multi-modal content have shown superior to feature-based
methods [14, 32, 34, 35, 37, 38]. They commonly involve two major
steps. The first step is to construct an item-item similarity graph
from multi-modal content, while the second step is to fuse the
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Figure 1: An illustration of multi-modal content in MRSs.
(a1) The presence of a golf course background and a golf club
in the image of a golf ball potentially distorts the understand-
ing of the item. (a2) The textual description of some earrings
contains many irrelevant words. (b) The carpet and the paint-
ing are visually similar, but their usages are different. (c) The
two jewelry pieces have identical textual descriptions. One
has a simple look, and the other has an intricate design. They
are usually preferred by different people.

item-item similarities with the user-item interactions. Since similar
items are likely to attract users with alike tastes, the item-item
graph assists in identifying candidate items and contributes to the
collaborative learning process.

Although structure-based methods have shown promising re-
sults, three intertwined challenges remain under-explored.

C1: Noisy Multi-modal Content. Multi-modal content usually
contains details irrelevant to the item (e.g., Figure 1 shows some
examples of noisy multi-modal content). It is also possible that the
multi-modal content is inconsistent due to system errors, e.g., the
unauthorized use of unrelated pictures and textual descriptions to
describe an item to gain attention. Existing structure-basedmethods
tend to ignore the noise present in multi-modal content, leading to
the inclusion of false positive links that connect dissimilar items in
the constructed item-item graphs [32]. As a result, the inaccurate
item-item graph can disrupt item representation learning, which
ultimately leads to a decrease in recommendation performance.

C2: Noisy User Feedback. User feedback data is often con-
taminated with noise, such as various kinds of bias [3, 12, 29] and
erroneous clicks [13, 30]. MRSs rely on user feedback as supervision
signals and noisy user feedback will hinder MRSs from learning
actual user preferences. Although several efforts have been made
to address noisy feedback data in the pure collaborative filtering
setting [4, 6, 20, 27], none is designed to utilize multi-modal con-
tent. Since multi-modal content is perceived by the user before
the occurrence of an actual interaction, e.g., a fashion-goer prefers
trending elements in the displayed image, it can be naturally used
to assess the confidence of an observed interaction. Nonetheless,
due to the noise in multi-modal content, it is crucial to carefully
design the denoising process for user feedback when leveraging
multi-modal content.

C3: Aligning Multi-modal Content and User Feedback.
Most MRSs adopt item-level alignment, i.e., they match the multi-
modal content of each item by contrastive learning [19, 35, 39].
However, such alignment is insufficient. (1) It is limited to improving
task-specific understanding of the items. The goal of RS is centered
around user preference. Although item-level alignment can improve
the general understanding of the items, it pays little attention to
how the multi-modal content aligns from the perspective of each
user’s preference. (2) It fails to distinguish items at a finer granular-
ity. With multi-modal content, the item-item relations demonstrate
graded similarities [19, 35], i.e., items that are similar in multiple
modalities have stronger correlations than items that are similar
in a single modality. Existing methods oversimplify item similarity
by assuming items are either similar or different and fail to capture
the subtle differences in more similar items.

We propose a framework called Denoising and AligningMulti-
modal Recommender System (DA-MRS). DA-MRS improves over
other structure-based methods in addressing the three challenges.
In item-item graph construction, to deal with the noisy multi-
modal content, DA-MRS first constructs multiple modality-specific
Item-item Semantic Graph with more accurate links by con-
sidering consistent similarities across modalities. DA-MRS also
constructs an Item-item Behavior Graph to compensate for the
pure content similarity and provide more comprehensive and re-
liable item-item collaborative relations. In learning user and item
representations, to eliminate the impact of noisy feedback, DA-
MRS defines the probabilistic generation of feedback signals. By
associating the probability of observed feedback signals with esti-
mated user preference from multi-modal content, DA-MRS derives
a denoised version of the commonly employed BPR loss. To achieve
task-specific alignment, DA-MRS employs Alignment guided by
User preference to minimize the gap between each user’s prefer-
ence distribution over items inferred from multi-modal content and
feedback signals. To achieve finer-grained alignment, DA-MRS fur-
ther implements Alignment guided by graded Item relations
to contrast most similar (i.e., across all modalities), less similar (i.e.,
on a single modality), and dissimilar items.

In summary, our contributions are four-fold:
(1) We propose a novel solution to obtain accurate item-item struc-

tures based on multi-modal consistency.
(2) We point out that the problem of noisy feedback can be solved

based on multi-modal content and propose a probabilistic gener-
ative model with a strong theoretical basis to solve the problem.

(3) We present more effective multi-modal alignment in MRSs, i.e.,
Alignment guided by User preference enhances task-specific
item representations, and Alignment guided by graded Item
relations provides finer-grained alignment.

(4) DA-MRS is a plug-and-play framework, and extensive experi-
ments have demonstrated its effectiveness in significantly and
consistently improving recommendation performance across
various datasets, backbone models, and noisy scenarios.

2 RELATEDWORK
Multi-modalRecommender Systems. Conventionalmulti-modal
recommender systems (MRSs) are feature-based methods. The multi-
modal features are integrated by either (1) direct fusion, e.g., VBPR [9]
directly concatenates visual embeddings with ID embeddings, (2)
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Figure 2: Overall framework of DA-MRS. It consists of three major components, i.e., Denoising Item-item Graph, Denoising
User Feedback, and Aligning Multi-modal Content and User Feedback

graph neural network, e.g., MMGCN [26], GRCN [25] and SLM-
Rec [19] perform graph convolutions to fuse multi-modal content
and ID embeddings, (3) constrastive learning, e.g., BM3 [39] fuse
multi-modal content and ID embeddings by contrastive learning,
or (4) adversarial learning, e.g., MMSSL [24] applies adversarial
learning to fuse multi-modal information.

Recent structure-based methods first construct an item-item sim-
ilarity graph, where the graph construction methods are roughly
identical. Then, different methods are used to integrate the item-
item graph and user-item interaction. For example, LATTICE [34]
incorporates collaborative filtering (CF) approaches with normal-
ized item semantic embeddings; MICRO [35] devises a contrastive
framework to fuse multimodal item relationships; FREEDOM [38]
freezes the item-itemmulti-modal graph and denoises the user-item
graph by edge pruning; DRAGON [37] uses user-user co-occurrence
graph and item-item multi-modal graph to enhance the user-item
heterogeneous graph.

Recent studies have acknowledged the benefit of multi-modal
alignment in MRSs [19, 35, 39]. Most current alignment methods
in MRSs are item-level alignment using contrastive learning. For
example, MIRCO [35] and SLMRec [19] align the content of different
modalities. BM3 [39] aligns the representations of behavior with
multi-modal content. They pull the representations learned from
the different perspectives of the same item close while pushing the
representations of different items apart [19, 35, 39].
Denoising Recommender Systems. Recent studies [6, 20, 22]
have shown that feedback data inevitably contains noise, such as
bias [3, 12, 29] or erroneous user clicks [13, 30]. All existing works
are implemented in conventional RSs. We categorize the existing
methods into the following categories: (1) Reweighting methods.
These methods typically reweight each feedback during training.
For instance, ADT [20] reweights the feedback according to the
loss values. SGDL [6] assign weights for samples based on the
similarity of clean samples collected in the initial training stages.
Some methods also use user dwell time [28] or item attributes [13]

to denoise implicit feedback. (2) Ensemble methods. These meth-
ods usually train multiple models and use information from other
models to denoise implicit feedback [22]. (3)Multi-tasking methods.
These methods typically use additional tasks, e.g., multi-view graph
contrastive learning in SGL [27].
Remarks. DA-MRS belongs to structure-based MRS. We address
the problem of noisy multi-modal content, which is more severe in
structure-based MRSs because inaccurate similarities will be prop-
agated and aggregated along false positive links in the item-item
graphs. There exists only one study that addresses multi-modal
noise by behavior-guided purifier [32]. DA-MRS proposes a dif-
ferent approach, which is based on consistency across modalities.
Furthermore, the alignment in DA-MRS is beyond item-level. Re-
garding denoising feedback, DA-MRS overcomes the omission of
multi-modal content and presents the first theoretically derived
approach to address the feedback noise in MRSs.

3 METHODOLOGY
As shown in Figure 2,DA-MRS consists of threemodules. Following
structure-based methods [14, 34, 35], DA-MRS extracts item-item
graphs from multi-modal content that reflect static semantic re-
lations among items. Since the multi-modal content is noisy, we
propose Denoising Item-item Graph (Section 3.2) to accurately
capture item-item semantic relations and build multiple modality-
specific item-item semantic graphs. To further utilize dynamic be-
havior information, we build an item-item behavior graph. Then,
the representations of users and items are derived from item-item
graphs and the backbone CF model, and the user feedback is uti-
lized as supervised signals to optimize the representations. Due to
the noisy nature of user feedback, we propose Denoising User
Feedback (Section 3.3) to eliminate the impact of erroneous feed-
back signals and derive the objective based on the well-known BPR
loss. Finally, we align the multi-modal content and user feedback
through two aligning methods (Section 3.4) guided by the user
preference and the graded item relations.
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3.1 Preliminaries
Let U and I denote the user and item sets. |U| and |I | denote the
number of users and items, respectively. The user-item interaction
matrix isO ∈ R |U |× |I | , whereO𝑢𝑖 = 1 suggests the user𝑢 interacts
(e.g., clicks, views, etc.) with item 𝑖 , otherwise O𝑢𝑖 = 0. The content
of each item 𝑖 for each modality m ∈ M is pre-processed (e.g., by a
pre-trained model), and the feature vector is denoted as em

𝑖
∈ R𝑑m ,

where 𝑑m is the embedding dimension, e.g.,M = {v, t, a} for visual,
textual, and acoustic modalities, respectively. Given O and em, m ∈
M, the task of multi-modal recommender systems (MRSs) is to
deliver a ranking list of possible recommendations that each user 𝑢
may prefer, according to the predicted user-item preference score
𝑦𝑢𝑖 .

3.2 Denoising Item-item Graph
Given the user feedback and the multi-modal content, existing
structure-basedmethods [14, 34, 35] typically create item-item graphs
by connecting each item to its top-𝑘 most similar items in each
modality. Their construction strategies have two problems. (1) Most
studies [14, 34, 38] merge similar items in each modality into one
item-item graph. If the similarity is mistakenly amplified based on
noisy content, false positive links are introduced into the graph.
For example, "carpet" and "painting" in Figure 1(b) can be falsely
connected since their noisy visual attributes are similar. (2) They
focus on semantic relations extracted from multi-modal content
while neglecting behavior relations extracted from user feedback.
Thus, they can not fully reveal the collaborative relations among
items.

To address these problems, instead of constructing one graph, we
construct multiple item-item graphs, namely Item-item Semantic
Graph (IIS-Graph) and Item-item Behavior Graph (IIB-Graph).
Each IIS-Graph is constructed in onemodality to distinguishmodality-
specific semantic relations, and the construction is based on con-
sistent similarity across modalities to avoid false positive links.
The IIB-Graph is constructed from user feedback to represent co-
occurrence behaviors. IIS-Graph and IIB-Graph are complementary,
i.e., they mitigate the noise and sparsity problems of each other. By
using them together, a more comprehensive item-item collaborative
relationship can be established.

3.2.1 Item-item Semantic Graph. We initialize a dense matrix
Sm, m ∈ M, where each element Sm

𝑖, 𝑗
measures the similarity between

the two items 𝑖 and 𝑗 in modality m. We employ cosine similarity as
the similarity metric due to its parameter independence and lower
computational complexity, i.e., Sm

𝑖, 𝑗
=
(
(em
𝑖
)𝑇 em

𝑗

)
/
(
∥em
𝑖
∥∥em

𝑗
∥
)
.

To prune false positive links, we first discard entries with smaller
similarities in the dense matrix Sm. This step avoids the impact
of amplified similarity in certain modalities. For example, in E-
commerce platforms, since most retailers use verbose descriptions,
the textual similarities tend to be higher than visual similarities.
Specifically, let Sm =

( ∑
𝑖

∑
𝑗 Sm𝑖, 𝑗

)
/
(
|I |2

)
represents the average

similarity in modality m, if Sm
𝑖, 𝑗

< Sm, we set Sm
𝑖, 𝑗

= 0. Then, we
discard entries that exhibit inconsistency across modalities. This
step prevents semantic relations from being mistakenly added due
to noisy content. For example, if two irrelevant items are assigned
identical pictures due to a system error, theymay be similar in visual

modality but dissimilar in textual modality. Specifically, entries with
small similarities in other modalities are deleted, i.e., Sm

𝑖, 𝑗
= 0 if

∃m′, Sm′
𝑖, 𝑗

= 0.
Next, we use the 𝑘-Nearest Neighbors method to construct the

IIS-Graph’s adjacency matrix Am. For each item 𝑖 ∈ I, we retrieve
the top 𝐾 items with the highest similarity and generate a list of
elements called top-k(Sm

𝑖,:). To enhance computational efficiency,
we set the non-zero elements in top-k(Sm

𝑖,:) to 1. The adjacency
matrix of the IIS-Graph Gm is defined as

Am
𝑖,𝑗 =

{
1, Sm

𝑖,𝑗
∈ top-k(Sm

𝑖,: ) & Sm
𝑖,𝑗

> 0,
0, otherwise.

(1)

3.2.2 Item-item Behavior Graph. We initialize an item-item co-
occurrencematrix Sc, where each element Sc

𝑖, 𝑗
records the frequency

of two items 𝑖 and 𝑗 clicked by a same user. The idea is that if two
items appear together in the user’s clicked lists, they are likely
to be semantically relevant. Then, we prune infrequent elements,
i.e., Sc

𝑖, 𝑗
< 𝜉𝐵 , where 𝜉𝐵 is the pruning threshold. The pruning

step avoids the impact of random behaviors, e.g., co-occurrence
caused by the user randomly clicking an item. Next, we employ the
𝑘-Nearest Neighbors method to process the matrix. For each item
𝑖 ∈ I, we retrieve the top 𝐾 items with the highest similarity and
generate top-k(Sc

𝑖,:). The adjacencymatrix of Item-item Behavior

Graph Gc is defined as

Ac
𝑖,𝑗 =


Sc
𝑖,𝑗
, Sc

𝑖,𝑗
∈ top-k(Sc

𝑖,: ) & 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 & Sc
𝑖,𝑗

≥ 𝜉𝐵,
1, 𝑖 = 𝑗,

0, otherwise.
(2)

3.2.3 User and ItemRepresentation. We can treat the co-occurrence
as another modality and add IIB-Graph to the modality-specific
item-item graphs, i.e.,M = M ∪ {c}. We perform graph convolu-
tions on each item-item graph. Among the various graph convolu-
tion methods, we select LightGCN [10] as the convolution kernel
for message propagation and aggregation because of its simplicity
in computation and widespread adoption. We stack 𝑙 layers and
obtain the last layer’s representations as the embeddings for each
modality, i.e., hv

𝑖
, ht
𝑖
and hc

𝑖
are item representations learned on

IIS-Graph Gv, IIS-Graph Gt and IIB-Graph Gc, respectively.
Following other structure-based methods [14, 34, 35], DA-MRS

can plug in various collaborative filtering (CF) methods that model
user-item interactions. We feed the user ID embeddings, item ID
embeddings, and user observed feedback O to the backbone CF
method and obtain the user embeddings u𝑢 for user 𝑢 and item
embeddings hid

𝑖
for item 𝑖 . Note that the user representation is

obtained solely by the backbone CF method. We use the item em-
beddings learned from IIS-Graph, IIB-Graph, and the backbone CF
method to obtain the item representation:

t𝑖 = Meanpooling
(
hid𝑖 ,Meanpooling(hv𝑖 , ht𝑖 , h

c
𝑖 )
)
. (3)

3.3 Denoising User Feedback
After obtaining the user embeddings u and item embeddings t,
conventional RSs usually use Bayesian Personalized Ranking [17]
(BPR) loss. Let 𝑦 denotes the true user behavior; the probability a
user 𝑢 prefers item 𝑖 over item 𝑗 (i.e., 𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 ) is determined by
the model parameters Θ.

𝑝 (𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢𝑗 |Θ) = 𝜎 (𝑦𝑢𝑖 − 𝑦𝑢𝑗 ), (4)
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where 𝑦𝑢𝑖 is the predicted user-item preference score. It is com-
monly defined as 𝑦𝑢𝑖 = u𝑢𝑇 t𝑖 , where the user and item representa-
tions are part of the model parameters u ∈ Θ, t ∈ Θ, 𝜎 () represents
the sigmoid function.

A training set D = {⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩} is constructed from the obser-
vations O [17]. Each triple in the training set ⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩ contains a
positive observation O𝑢𝑖 = 1, and a randomly sampled negative
observation O𝑢 𝑗 = 0. The BPR loss assumes a triple ⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩ implies
𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 . The model parameters are optimized via the BPR loss:

L𝐵𝑃𝑅 = 𝑙𝑛
(
𝑝 (Θ |D)

)
∝ 𝑙𝑛

(
𝑝 (D |Θ) × 𝑝 (Θ)

)
=

∑︁
⟨𝑢,𝑖,𝑗⟩∈D

𝑙𝑛
(
𝑝 (𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢𝑗 |Θ)

)
+ 𝜆Θ | |Θ | |2,

(5)

where 𝜆Θ is the regularization coefficient.
However, due to the presence of noisy feedback [3, 13, 29, 30],

the observation triple ⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩ is not equivalent to true user
behavior 𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 . Our basic idea is to treat the observation
triple as a random variable, and the probability of the observation
triple is conditioned on the true user behavior. Inspired by the BPR
loss [17], we assume the true user behavior is a ranked list, and
the pair-wise rank is either 𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 or 𝑦𝑢𝑖 < 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 1.

When the true user behavior𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 , we assume that the obser-
vation triple is drawn from a Bernoulli distribution2 parameterized
by 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖), i.e., 𝑝

(
⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩ ∈ D|𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 ,Θ

)
= 𝐵𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑖 (𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖)). If

the observation is correct and reliable, then 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖) = 1. In other
words, the value of 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖) measures the reliability of the observa-
tion ⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩ ∈ D. Intuitively, since users respond to their preferred
multi-modal content, e.g., a fashion-goer prefers trending elements
in the displayed image, we can use the estimated preference score
on multi-modal content to define 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖). That is, the stronger a user
is attracted to the item’s multi-modal content, the more reliable the
observation triple is. Furthermore, the more consistent the user is
attracted across different modalities, the more possible the triple
can be observed. Specifically, we estimate the user-item preference
score on each modality and calculate the mean and variance across
different modalities.

𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖 ) = (𝜇𝑢𝑖 )𝛼 × (𝑒−𝑠
2
𝑢𝑖 )𝛽 ,

𝜇𝑢𝑖 =

∑
m∈M 𝜎

(
𝑦m
𝑢𝑖

)
|M | , 𝑠2𝑢𝑖 =

∑
m∈M

(
𝜇𝑢𝑖 − 𝜎 (𝑦m𝑢𝑖 )

)2
|M | ,

𝑦m𝑢𝑖 = (u𝑢 )𝑇 hm𝑖 ,

(6)

where 𝜇𝑢𝑖 denotes the average estimated preference score of user 𝑢
on item 𝑖 across all modalities. We employ the sigmoid function 𝜎 ()
to ensure that 𝜇 ∈ (0, 1). 𝑠2

𝑢𝑖
denotes the variance of the estimated

preference scores of user 𝑢 for item 𝑖 across all modalities. Since
𝑠2
𝑢𝑖

> 0, 𝑒−𝑠
2
𝑢𝑖 ∈ (0, 1). 𝛼, 𝛽 > 0 are two hyper-parameters. There-

fore, the function 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ (0, 1) ensures a Bernoulli probability. In
Equation 6, the more the user prefers the multi-modal content (i.e.,
larger 𝜇𝑢𝑖 ) and the more consistent the user preference is across
modalities (i.e., smaller 𝑠2

𝑢𝑖
), the more reliable the observation triple

is (i.e., larger 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖)).
If the true user behavior 𝑦𝑢𝑖 < 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 , we define another Bernoulli

distribution 𝑝
(
⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗⟩ ∈ D|𝑦𝑢𝑖 < 𝑦𝑢 𝑗 ,Θ

)
= 𝐵𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑖 (𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖)) to be

1The original BPR paper [17] also only consider 𝑦𝑢𝑖 > 𝑦𝑢𝑗 or 𝑦𝑢𝑖 < 𝑦𝑢𝑗 .
2We consider implicit feedback so the observation matrix is binary.

parameterized by 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖). The value of 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖) quantifies the proba-
bility of incidents that the observation contradicts the user’s true
behavior. Intuitively, one possible cause of such incidents is when
a user is influenced by a certain modality of an item and interacts
with it. For example, a user is attracted by an item’s high-quality
product image and clicks it, although afterward, he finds the item
is not what he seeks. Another possible cause is when there are no
comparable products on the market. For example, a user does not
like the item, but since there is no substitute, he clicks it and at-
tempts to evaluate it with an open mind. To model such phenomena,
we can define 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖) based on the maximal estimated preference
score on the target item 𝑖 in any single modality and the estimated
preference score on competitors.

𝑔 (𝑢, 𝑖 ) =
{
𝜎
(
maxm (𝑦m𝑢𝑖 ) − 𝑦𝑛

)𝛾
, 𝑦𝑛 > 𝜇𝑢𝑖 ,

0, otherwise,

𝑦𝑛 =

∑
⟨𝑢,𝑗⟩∈B 𝜎 (𝑦𝑢𝑗 )

|B | ,

(7)

where maxm (𝑦m𝑢𝑖 ) represents the maximal estimated preference
score of user 𝑢 on item 𝑖 in any modality. 𝑦𝑛 represents the average
user preference score of negative samples within the mini-batch B.
𝛾 > 0 is a hyper-parameter. We employ the sigmoid function 𝜎 () to
ensure 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖) ∈ (0, 1). Thus, when the user does not like the item
(i.e., 𝑦𝑛 > 𝜇𝑢𝑖 ), the more the user is attracted by a certain modality
(i.e., larger max(𝑦m

𝑢𝑖
)) and the less the user prefers other products

(i.e., smaller 𝑦𝑛), the more possible the observation triple appears
(i.e., larger 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖)).

Based on the above reasoning, we derive the objective for de-
noised user feedback as3,

LD-BPR =
∑︁

⟨𝑢,𝑖,𝑗⟩∈D
𝑙𝑛

(
𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖 )𝜎

(
u𝑢𝑇 (t𝑖 − t𝑗 )

)
+ 𝑔 (𝑢, 𝑖 )

(
1 − 𝜎

(
u𝑢𝑇 (t𝑖 − t𝑗 )

) ))
+ 𝜆Θ | |Θ | |2 . (8)

3.4 Aligning Multi-modal Content and User
Feedback

Alignment betweenmulti-modal content and user feedback is under-
explored in current MRSs. The recommendation performance is
damaged because the embeddings learned from multi-modal con-
tent and user feedback usually reside in different regions of the
feature space. To better integrate multi-modal content and user
feedback, we align them. The recommender system consists of
items and users. Naturally, our alignment is split into two parts.

3.4.1 Alignment guided by user perference. The item-level align-
ment can be seen as instance-level alignment on parallel corpora
in traditional multi-modal systems. We believe that only instance-
level alignment is insufficient in MRSs because the goal of recom-
mender systems is essentially to predict user preference instead
of understanding multi-modal content. Our motivation is to use
the user preference to orient multi-modal content. For example, if
a user prefers a pen over a pencil, then the estimated preference
from multi-modal content for the pen should be larger than the
estimated preference for the pencil.

Specifically, we extract distinct users from the mini-batch B and
form Bu. For each user 𝑢 ∈ Bu, we compute preference scores on

3The detailed derivation of this loss objective is provided in Appendix A.1
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multi-modal content with respect to all 𝑖 ∈ I by 𝑦mm
𝑢𝑖

= (u𝑢 )𝑇 hmm𝑖 ,
where hmm = MeanPooling(hv, ht, hc). Then, we compute the pref-
erence distribution of the user 𝑢 over items based on multi-modal
content,

𝑃mm𝑢 = softmax( [𝑦mm𝑢1, ..., 𝑦mm𝑢 |I | ] ), (9)

where |I | represents the number of items, softmax() represents
the softmax function.

Similarly, we can compute the preference distribution 𝑃id𝑢 of 𝑢
over the itemset based on user feedback by 𝑦id

𝑢𝑖
= (u𝑢 )𝑇 hid𝑖 . LAU

aligns the two preference distributions,

LAU =
∑︁
𝑢∈Bu

𝐾𝐿[𝑃mm𝑢 | |𝑃id𝑢 ] +𝐾𝐿[𝑃id𝑢 | |𝑃mm𝑢 ], (10)

where 𝐾𝐿[] represents the KL divergence.

3.4.2 Alignment guided by item graded relations. Contrastive learn-
ing is an efficient alignment method that aligns the positive samples
and makes the negative samples more distinguishable. In defining
positive and negative samples, current MRSs [35, 39] simplify the
multi-modal relation as a binary relation, which is sub-optimal.
(1) Considering similar items within a single modality as positive
samples can result in false positives, impeding item representation
learning. (2) Treating dissimilar items within a single modality as
negative samples may overlook some potentially useful samples.

We believe the relations extracted from multi-modal content are
graded in nature, i.e., items can be similar in multiple modalities,
similar in a single modality, and dissimilar. Exploiting the graded re-
lation is beneficial for finer-grained alignment. For example, when
a user wants to purchase a jacket with a similar style to a previously
bought shirt, similar shirts (visually similar to the jacket but textu-
ally dissimilar) and similar jackets (visually and textually similar)
can improve our understanding of the preferred jackets.

To represent the similarity grades, we construct two types of
positive samples for each modality, i.e., multi-modal similar items
and single-modal similar items. Note that the multi-modal simi-
lar items and single-modal similar items differ in each modality m.
For each modality m, we first compute a similarity matrix, Tm

𝑖, 𝑗
=(

(hm
𝑖
)𝑇 hm

𝑗

)
/
(
∥hm
𝑖
∥∥hm

𝑗
∥
)
. Then, for each item 𝑖 ∈ I, we use the

softmax function softmax() to normalize the similarity scores, i.e.,
T̃m
𝑖,: = softmax(Tm

𝑖,:). Next, we modify the modal-aware multi-modal
similarity by adding the aggregated multi-modal similarity, Rm

𝑖,: =

T̃m
𝑖,: +

∑
m T̃m𝑖,:, i.e., incorporating the multi-modal similarity while

highlighting the current modality. Thus, the multi-modal similar
items are defined as the top 𝑘 similar items with largest Rm

𝑖,:, denoted
as Rm

𝑖
. To obtain single-modal similar items, we first remove the

items in Rm
𝑖
, i.e, T̃m

𝑖, 𝑗
= 0,∀𝑗 ∈ Rm

𝑖
. Then we retrieve top 𝑘 similar

items with largest T̃m
𝑖, 𝑗
, and build the single-modal similar itemset

T m
𝑖
. Consequently, we construct the dissimilar itemset Nm

𝑖
. For each

𝑗 ∈ T m
𝑖
, we set T̃m

𝑖, 𝑗
= 0. Then, the dissimilar itemset contains item

in mini-batch B, i.e., Nm
𝑖
= { 𝑗 | 𝑗 ∈ B&Tm

𝑖, 𝑗
> 0}.

We believe multi-modal similar items should be closer in the rep-
resentation space than single-modal similar items, and single-modal
similar items should be closer than dissimilar items. Accordingly,
we propose the contrastive learning loss,

LAI-MM =
∑︁
m

−𝑙𝑜𝑔
∑

𝑗 ∈Rm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑗
)∑

𝑗 ∈Rm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑗
) +∑

𝑘∈Tm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑘
) +∑

𝑙 ∈Nm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑙
) ,

Table 1: Statistics of the datasets. |D|, |U|, |I | represents the
number of observations, users, and items. Sv, St and Sa rep-
resents the average visual, textual and acoustic similarity.

Datasets |D| |U| |I| Sparsity Sv St Sa

Baby 160,792 19,445 7,050 0.9988 0.2240 0.2627 -
Sports 296,337 35,598 18,357 0.9995 0.2085 0.2184 -
Clothing 278,677 39,387 23,033 0.9997 0.2239 0.3880 -
TikTok 68,722 9,308 6,710 0.9989 0.8556 0.7113 0.1245

LAI-S =
∑︁
m

−𝑙𝑜𝑔
∑

𝑘∈Tm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑘
)∑

𝑘∈Tm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑘
) +∑

𝑙 ∈Nm
𝑖
𝜑 (hm

𝑖
, hm

𝑙
) , (11)

where 𝜑 (hm
𝑖
, hm
𝑗
) = 𝑒𝑥𝑝

(
𝑠𝑖𝑚(hm

𝑖
, hm
𝑗
)/𝜏

)
, 𝜏 is the temperature, 𝑠𝑖𝑚()

is the cosine similarity.
The final loss consists of the denoised BPR loss, the aligning user

preference loss, and the aligning graded item relations loss.
L = LD-BPR + 𝜆1LAU + 𝜆2 (LAI-MM + LAI-S ), (12)

where 𝜆1, 𝜆2 are two hyper-parameters.

4 EXPERIMENT
In this section, we study the following research questions:
(1) RQ1: How does DA-MRS perform, compared with various

conventional recommender systems (RSs), multi-modal recom-
mender systems (MRSs), and denoising RSs? (Section 4.2)

(2) RQ2: How does DA-MRS perform in noisy multi-modal con-
tent and noisy feedback scenarios? (Section 4.3)

(3) RQ3: How does each component in DA-MRS perform? (Sec-
tion 4.4)

4.1 Experiments Settings
Datasets. We conduct experiments on three commonly usedAma-
zon review dataset 4 following previous works [14, 24, 32, 34, 35,
38, 39]: Baby, Sports, and Clothing. To test the effectiveness of DA-
MRS with various modalities and its usability in various situations,
we also conduct experiments on the TikTok dataset following [24].
We process the datasets following previous works [24, 32, 34, 35, 38].
Additional dataset processing details are in Appendix A.2.1. The
statistics of datasets are summarized in Table 1.
Evaluation metrics. We use three widely-used evaluation met-
rics [14, 32, 34, 35, 38]: 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙@𝐾 , 𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛@𝐾 , and 𝑁𝐷𝐶𝐺@𝐾 ,
simplified as 𝑅, 𝑃 , and 𝑁 . Higher values of 𝑅@𝐾 , 𝑃@𝐾 , and 𝑁@𝐾
indicate more accurate recommendation results.
Implementation. We make our code available online to ease re-
producibility 5. Other implementation details are in the Appen-
dix A.2.2.

4.2 Performance Comparison
4.2.1 Comparison with RSs and MRSs. First, we compare DA-MRS
with conventional recommender systems and multi-modal recom-
mender systems. The competitors are (1) Conventional RSs, includ-
ing conventional matrix factorization method (MF-BPR [17]), graph
neural networks methods (NGCF [21] and LightGCN [10]), and
graph contrastive learning methods (SGL [27] and SimGCL [31]).
(2) MRSs include feature-based methods (VBPR [9], MMGCN [26],
4http://jmcauley.ucsd.edu/data/amazon/links.html
5https://github.com/XMUDM/DA-MRS
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Table 2: Performance comparison with conventional RSs, Multi-modal RSs, and Denoising RSs. The best performance is
highlighted in bold, and the second best is highlighted by underlines. vs. Vanilla represents the relative improvements over
the vanilla. vs. Best represents the relative improvements over the best baseline in percentage. We report the results of each
Denoising RS on its best backbone. * denotes results are copied from its original paper or from MMRec framework.

Datasets Baby Sports Clothing TikTok
Metric R@20 P@20 N@20 R@20 P@20 N@20 R@20 P@20 N@20 R@20 P@20 N@20
MF 0.0570 0.0033 0.0251 0.0681 0.0039 0.0319 0.0318 0.0017 0.0152 0.0558 0.0028 0.0220

NGCF 0.0592 0.0032 0.0233 0.0724 0.0041 0.0315 0.0425 0.0022 0.0184 0.0752 0.0038 0.0319
LightGCN 0.0738 0.0040 0.0323 0.0851 0.0048 0.0383 0.0510 0.0027 0.0229 0.0916 0.0046 0.0406

SGL 0.0808 0.0045 0.0357 0.0939 0.0053 0.0430 0.0595 0.0031 0.0272 0.0972 0.0049 0.0411
SimGCL 0.0778 0.0044 0.0354 0.0896 0.0050 0.0406 0.0525 0.0027 0.0234 0.0972 0.0049 0.0410
VBPR 0.0697 0.0039 0.0295 0.0856* 0.0048* 0.0384* 0.0385 0.0020 0.0165 0.0420 0.0021 0.0164

MMGCN 0.0603 0.0034 0.0255 0.0630 0.0035 0.0260 0.0350 0.0018 0.0147 0.0870 0.0043 0.0283
GRCN 0.0844 0.0047 0.0360 0.0878 0.0050 0.0396 0.0669 0.0035 0.0289 0.0624 0.0031 0.0251
SLMRec 0.0861 0.0047 0.0384 0.1033 0.0057 0.0463 0.0707 0.0037 0.0315 0.1008 0.0050 0.0417
BM3 0.0847 0.0047 0.0369 0.0971 0.0054 0.0437 0.0641 0.0034 0.0294 0.1064 0.0053 0.0454

MMSSL 0.0918 0.0051 0.0409 0.1010 0.0057 0.0455 0.0752 0.0039 0.0340 0.0921* 0.0046* 0.0392*
LATTICE 0.0845 0.0047 0.0366 0.0941 0.0052 0.0414 0.0710* 0.0036* 0.0316* 0.0939 0.0047 0.0433
MICRO 0.0865 0.0045 0.0389 0.0988* 0.0052* 0.0457* 0.0782* 0.0040* 0.0351* 0.0936 0.0047 0.0432
T-CE 0.0730 0.0041 0.032 0.0582 0.0033 0.0261 0.0499 0.0028 0.0224 0.0699 0.0035 0.0286
R-CE 0.0729 0.0041 0.032 0.0697 0.0039 0.0307 0.0414 0.0022 0.0185 0.0706 0.0035 0.0262
DeCA 0.0613 0.0035 0.0264 0.0488 0.0028 0.0214 0.0359 0.0019 0.0151 0.0627 0.0031 0.0245

DA-MRS +MF 0.0881 0.0049 0.0385 0.0998 0.0056 0.0430 0.0913 0.0047 0.0409 0.0643 0.0032 0.0213
vs. Vanilla 54.56% 48.48% 53.39% 46.55% 43.59% 34.80% 187.11% 176.47% 169.08% 15.23% 14.29% 3.29%

DA-MRS +VBPR 0.0749 0.0042 0.0324 0.0923 0.0051 0.0415 0.0746 0.0039 0.0347 0.0525 0.0026 0.0219
vs. Vanilla 7.46% 7.69% 9.83% 7.70% 6.25% 8.07% 93.77% 95.00% 110.30% 25.00% 23.81% 33.54%

DA-MRS +LightGCN 0.0994 0.0055 0.0435 0.1125 0.0063 0.0498 0.0963 0.0050 0.0433 0.1100 0.0055 0.0493
vs. Vanilla 34.69% 37.50% 34.67% 32.20% 31.25% 30.03% 88.82% 85.19% 89.08% 20.09% 19.57% 21.43%
vs. Best 8.28% 7.84% 6.36% 7.81% 10.53% 7.56% 23.14% 25.00% 23.36% 3.38% 3.77% 8.59%

GRCN [25], SLMRec [19], BM3 [39], andMMSSL [24]) and structure-
based methods (LATTICE [34] and MICRO [35]). We use either their
original implementations or the implementations in MMRec 6 with
default parameters.

We have three observations from Table 2: (1) DA-MRS signifi-
cantly outperforms both conventional RSs and MRSs. Specifically,
DA-MRS improves over the strongest baselines averagely by 7.49%,
8.63%, 23.83%, and 5.25% on Baby, Sports, Clothing, and TikTok,
respectively. This indicates that DA-MRS can effectively capture
user preferences and get more accurate recommendation results. (2)
The performance of MRSs is generally better than conventional RSs.
This indicates that multi-modal content can supplement user feed-
back and reflect user interests. At the same time, we observed that
simply fusing the multi-modal content (i.e., VBPR, MMGCN) is not
as effective as conventional RSs, indicating that how to utilize multi-
modal information to improve recommendations is a challenging task.
(3) DA-MRS can be applied to various modalities. The results of
DA-MRS on the TikTok dataset are consistent with those obtained
on the Amazon dataset. This validates thatDA-MRS can generalize
well to handle visual, textual, and acoustic content.

4.2.2 Comparison with Denoising RSs. Next, we compareDA-MRS
with various denoising RSs. Since denoising frameworks can be
applied to different backbones, we employ three representative
backbone CF models: conventional CF method MF [17], graph CF
method LightGCN [10], and MRS VBPR [9]. We choose these three
backbones because they are widely applicable in manyMRSs [14, 32,

6https://github.com/enoche/MMRec

34, 35, 38, 39] and denoising frameworks [20, 22, 27, 31]. The com-
petitors of denoising RSs include reweighting methods (T-CE [20]
and R-CE [20]), ensemble method (DeCA [22]), and multi-tasking
method (SGL [27]). We do not compare with SGDL [6] since we en-
counter a "CUDA out of memory" error when implementing SGDL
on the small Baby dataset on an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090. We
conduct experiments using publicly available original code from
research papers. We carefully tune their hyper-parameters and the
results of each denoising RS on its best backbone. The results of de-
noising RSs on all backbones are shown in Table 5 in the Appendix.

From Table 2, we observe that DA-MRS consistently improves
the performance of different backbone models. Averagely, DA-MRS
boosts the MF backbone by 70.57%, the VBPR backbone by 35.70%,
and the LightGCN backbone by 43.71% on the four datasets. On the
contrary, most existing denoising methods (i.e., T-CE, R-CE, and
DeCA) do not obtain satisfactory results. Even after carefully tuning
their hyper-parameters, their performance drops by at most 48.65%
compared with the vanilla backbone model. Possible reasons for the
superiority of DA-MRS can be attributed to the following factors.
(1)DA-MRS uses multi-modal content to denoise the feedback data,
along with alignment between the multi-modal content and user
feedback. Thus, DA-MRS is more robust and accurate in correcting
the noisy feedback. (2) T-CE, R-CE, and DeCA require explicit
user-item ratings and are optimized by the CE loss, which limits
their applicability. When only implicit feedback is available, their
performance is severely damaged.

The improvement of DA-MRS on VBPR is less significant when
compared with MF and LightGCN. We believe that VBPR directly
utilizes noisy multi-modal content as ground knowledge of each
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Figure 3: Performance in various noisy multi-modal content
scenarios on Baby dataset

item, offsetting some of the improvements made byDA-MRS. How-
ever, DA-MRS still significantly improves over VBPR by at least
7.46% on all metrics.

DA-MRS is effective on different datasets. We observe stable im-
provements of at least 7.46%, 6.25%, 85.19%, and 3.29% compared
with backbones on the Baby, Sports, Clothing, and TikTok datasets.
This shows the effectiveness of DA-MRS in encompassing di-
verse dataset sizes, sparsity levels, distributions of multi-modal
content similarity, and application scenarios. The improvement
on the Clothing dataset is significantly higher than those on the
Baby, Sports, and TikTok. From Table 1, we find that the Cloth-
ing dataset exhibits the sparsest user feedback, and the average
similarity among different modalities is the highest. This finding
validates our assumption that leveraging multi-modal content can
more effectively address the issue of sparse user feedback.

We analyze the computational complexity of the models, and
DA-MRS has significantly lower complexity than MMSSL and the
same complexity magnitude as LATTICE. The theoretical analysis
and more results on the training time and GPU memory cost of
each model are provided in Appendix A.3.

4.3 Performance on Various Noisy Scenarios
4.3.1 Performance on noisy multi-modal content. To testify DA-
MRS’s ability to denoise multi-modal content, we deliberately intro-
duce noise to the multi-modal content of each dataset and evaluate
the RS’s performance. To construct a dataset with (more) noisy
multi-modal content, we first randomly sample items from the
training set. For each sampled item 𝑖 , we randomly sample another
item 𝑗 , 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖 from the training set and then replace the raw modal
features of item 𝑖 with the features of item 𝑗 . We randomly replace
5%, 10%, 15%, and 20% of the item modal features in the dataset.
The replacement ratio is limited to 20% to prevent excessive noise
that could potentially cause all models to fail. We conduct replace-
ments on either visual or textual modality. Each time, we only
modify the features of one modality while keeping the feedback
data unchanged.

Competitors. We compare DA-MRS with (1) the backbone
LightGCN, (2) the best denoising framework SGL, and (3) two
well-performing MRSs LATTICE and SLMRec. Since Denoising
Item-item Graph is the major component inDA-MRS to deal with
noisy multi-modal content, we additionally report the performance
of Denoising Item-item Graph (DIIG). We use LightGCN as the
backbone and obtain the item embeddings through Equation 3, the
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Figure 4: Performance in various noisy user feedback scenar-
ios on Baby dataset

model DIIG is optimized by the vanilla BPR loss in Equation 5. We
use 𝑅@20 as the evaluation metrics.

Figure3 reports results in Baby. We can observe that (1)With dif-
ferent noise ratios, DA-MRS stably outperforms all competitors. DA-
MRS achieves significantly better results; its results on 20% noise
surpass the best results of other methods on none noise. Denoising
Item-item Graph and aligning multi-modal content and
user feedback inDA-MRS can alleviate the performance declines
caused by noisymulti-modal. (2) Denoising themulti-modal content
is crucial. LightGCN and SGL do not utilize multi-modal content,
so their performance remains unchanged. When the multi-modal
content is too noisy, i.e., replacing 20% item modal features, MRSs
(i.e., SLMRec and LATTICE) perform worse than SGL. The noisy
multi-modal content will mislead the item representation modeling
and disrupt the performance of recommendations, demonstrating the
importance of denoising multi-modal content. (3) DIIG frequently
performs second best in different noise ratios, which shows the
effectiveness of this component in denoising multi-modal content.
Compared with DIIG, DA-MRS is optimized by D-BPR and has two
alignment tasks AU and AI, achieving better results. This demon-
strates the effectiveness of denoising user feedback and aligning
tasks to improve recommendation performance.

4.3.2 Performance on Noisy feedback. To testify DA-MRS’s ability
to denoise user feedback, we contaminate the feedback data in two
manners. (1) Randomly generate interactions that do not exist in
the dataset and add them to the training set. (2) Randomly remove
interactions from the training set. We only modified the training
set and left the validation set and test set unchanged. Again, to
generate noisy scenarios and avoid excessive noise, we change 5%,
10%, 15%, and 20% of the user feedback in the training set.

Figure4 reports results in Baby. We can observe that (1)DA-MRS
consistently achieves the best results, i.e., the highest 𝑅@20. Even
our worst results on 20% noisy feedback surpass the best results of
other methods on none noisy feedback, providing strong evidence
for the high performance of DA-MRS on noisy user feedback. (2) As
the ratio of adding noisy feedback increases, the results of all meth-
ods generally decline. These scenarios simulate situations where the
observed user behavior and user true preference are inconsistent.
DA-MRS exhibits the smallest decrease rate 7.8% compared with
other competitors, demonstrating thatDA-MRS can handle the issue
of noisy user feedback and generate stable recommendations. (3) As
the feedback data is removed, the user feedback becomes sparser.
Compared with other baselines, DA-MRS exhibits the smallest
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Table 3: Ablation results of DA-MRS on Baby dataset

Datasets Baby
Model R@20 P@20 N@20

LightGCN 0.0738 0.0040 0.0323
IIG 0.0897 0.0050 0.0397
DIIG 0.0915 0.0051 0.0400

DIIG + D-BPR 0.0920 0.0051 0.0400
DIIG + AU 0.0935 0.0052 0.0411
DIIG + AI 0.0956 0.0053 0.0419
DIIG + AUI 0.0977 0.0054 0.0427

DA-MRS - 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖) 0.0983 0.0054 0.0429
DA-MRS - 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖) 0.0992 0.0055 0.0430

DA-MRS 0.0994 0.0055 0.0435

decrease rate 9.0%. This shows that DA-MRS is more effective
in solving the sparsity problem in user feedback caused by noisy
missing interaction.

4.4 Ablation Study

4.4.1 Impact of each component in DA-MRS. In this section, we
aim to evaluate the effectiveness of each component in DA-MRS,
i.e., DIIG, D-BPR, AI, and AU. We use LightGCN as the backbone
and build several variants of DA-MRS upon it by adding IIG (the
item-item graphs without pruning the false positive links); DIIG
(the denoised item-item graphs); DIIG + AU (DIIG with additional
alignment guided by user preference); DIIG + AI (DIIG with ad-
ditional alignment guided by graded item relations); DIIG + AUI
(DIIG with both alignments); These variants are optimized by the
vanilla BPR loss in Equation 5. We also set a variant DIIG + D-BPR
that DIIG is optimized by D-BPR without alignment.

We have following observations from Table 3: (1) Denoising
Item-item Graph is effective. IIG and DIIG achieve higher results
than LightGCN, indicating thatmulti-modal content can supplement
user feedback and generate a superior-quality recommendation. DIIG
gets better recommendations than IIG, demonstrating the neces-
sity of denoising the item-item graphs. (2) Aligning Multi-modal
Content and User Feedback is crucial. Compared with DIIG,
using either AU or AI leads to improvements. Furthermore, when
AU and AI are combined, greater improvements are achieved. This
shows the proposed alignment methods AU and AI can be combined
to achieve larger improvements. (3) Denoising User Feedback
is necessary. The only difference between DA-MRS and DIIG +
AUI is that DA-MRS employs D-BPR for model optimization in-
stead of vanilla BPR. While DIIG + D-BPR performs slightly better
than DIIG alone on the Baby dataset, DA-MRS achieves the best
recommendations, demonstrating that D-BPR can generate more
accurate feedback signals and enhance recommendation accuracy,
especially when alignment is applied. This further demonstrates
that the components of DA-MRS can be combined to achieve the
most significant improvements.

4.4.2 Impact of Bernoulli distribution in Denoising User Feedback.
To verify the effectiveness of two Bernoulli distribution in Denoising
User Feedback, we have two variations: (1) DA-MRS - 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖): us-
ing only 𝐵𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑖 (𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖)) in Equation 8 by setting 𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖) = 1; (2)
DA-MRS - 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖): using only 𝐵𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑖 (𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖)) in Equation 8 by
setting 𝑔(𝑢, 𝑖) = 0.

Table 4: Performance of different strategies to select positive
and negative samples in Alignment guided by graded Item
relations on Baby.

Datasets Baby
Model R@20 P@20 N@20
DIIG+AI 0.0956 0.0053 0.0419
DIIG+SP 0.0912 0.0050 0.0398
DIIG+MP 0.0940 0.0052 0.0407

We can observe fromTable 3 that using one Bernoulli distribution
leads to improvements. Specifically, using only 𝐵𝑒𝑟𝑛𝑜𝑢𝑙𝑙𝑖 (𝑓 (𝑢, 𝑖))
leads to more improvement. This is because feedback consistent
with the true user preference is more frequent than feedback con-
tradicting the true user preference. Combining the two Bernoulli
distributions yields the best results, suggesting that considering
both scenarios achieves the best denoising efficiency.

4.4.3 Impact of Positive and Negative Sample Strategy in Alignment
guided by graded Item relations. To investigate the impact
of different positive and negative sample strategies in Alignment
guided by graded Item relations, we conduct an experiment
on the Baby dataset. Specifically, we implement DIIG with three
different strategies to select positive and negative samples: (1) AI: It
is our method that considers multi-modal similar items and single-
modal similar items as graded positive examples. (2) SP: Consider-
ing multi-modal similar and single-modal similar items as positive
examples, dissimilar items as negative examples. (3) MP: Consider-
ing multi-modal similar items as positive examples, single-modal
similar and dissimilar items as negative examples.

From Table 4, we can observe that (1) AI achieves the best rec-
ommendation performance, indicating that our method effectively
utilizes graded item relations and assists in the recommendation task.
(2) SP performs the worst because it treats multi-modal similarities
and single-modal similarities equally, which introduces some false
positive relationships. (3) MP performs worse than AI because it ig-
nores the single-modal similarities, which overlooks some potentially
useful samples.

5 CONCLUSION
DA-MRS is a plug-and-play multi-modal recommendation frame-
work to deal with noisy multi-modal content and noisy user feed-
back simultaneously for the first time. DA-MRS sheds insight into
several perspectives. (1) The content noise can be mitigated effec-
tively based on similarity consistency across modalities. (2) Multi-
modal content can be utilized in estimating the confidence of noisy
user feedback with a probabilistic generative model, which opens
opportunities for modifying BPR loss to fit related denoising scenar-
ios. (3) Coarse-grained item-level alignment is sub-optimal in MRSs.
The proposed Alignment guided by graded Item relations
has the potential to be adapted to other multi-modal tasks.
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A APPENDIX
A.1 Mathematical Formulations
The detailed formulation of the denoised BPR Loss in Equation 8 is
shown as:
LD-BPR =

∑︁
⟨𝑢,𝑖,𝑗⟩∈D

𝑙𝑛𝑝
(
⟨𝑢, 𝑖, 𝑗 ⟩ ∈ D |Θ

)
+ 𝜆Θ | |Θ | |2

=
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Table 5: Performance comparisonwith denoising RSs. Vanilla
denotes the backbone model. The best performance is high-
lighted in bold. vs. Vanilla indicates the improvements over
the backbone in percentage. Note that SGL can not be used
on MF and VBPR.

Datasets Baby Sports Clothing TikTok
Backbone Method R@20 P@20 N@20 R@20 P@20 N@20 R@20 P@20 N@20 R@20 P@20 N@20

MF

vanilla 0.0570 0.0033 0.0251 0.0681 0.0039 0.0319 0.0318 0.0017 0.0152 0.0558 0.0028 0.022
R-CE 0.0632 0.0036 0.0266 0.0619 0.0035 0.0281 0.0315 0.0017 0.0147 0.0332 0.0017 0.0125
T-CE 0.0630 0.0036 0.0264 0.0499 0.0028 0.0224 0.0499 0.0028 0.0224 0.0302 0.0015 0.0097
DeCA 0.0464 0.0026 0.0206 0.0488 0.0028 0.0214 0.0222 0.0012 0.0064 0.0466 0.0023 0.0175

DA-MRS 0.0881 0.0049 0.0385 0.0998 0.0056 0.0430 0.0913 0.0047 0.0409 0.0643 0.0032 0.0213
vs. Vanilla 54.56% 48.48% 53.39% 46.55% 43.59% 34.80% 187.11% 176.47% 169.08% 15.23% 14.29% -3.18%

LightGCN

Vanilla 0.0738 0.0040 0.0323 0.0851 0.0048 0.0383 0.0510 0.0027 0.0229 0.0916 0.0046 0.0406
R-CE 0.0729 0.0041 0.0320 0.0585 0.0033 0.0260 0.0367 0.0019 0.0153 0.0706 0.0035 0.0262
T-CE 0.0730 0.0041 0.032 0.0582 0.0033 0.0261 0.0366 0.0019 0.0155 0.0647 0.0032 0.0262
SGL 0.0808 0.0045 0.0357 0.0939 0.0053 0.0430 0.0595 0.0031 0.0272 0.0972 0.0049 0.0411
DeCA 0.0613 0.0035 0.0264 0.0367 0.0081 0.0246 0.0359 0.0019 0.0151 0.063 0.0032 0.0242

DA-MRS 0.0994 0.0055 0.0435 0.1125 0.0063 0.0498 0.0963 0.0050 0.0433 0.11 0.0055 0.0493
vs. Vanilla 34.69% 37.50% 34.67% 32.20% 31.25% 30.03% 88.82% 85.19% 89.08% 20.09% 19.57% 21.43%

VBPR

Vanilla 0.0697 0.0039 0.0295 0.0857* 0.0048* 0.0384* 0.0385 0.0020 0.0165 0.042 0.0021 0.0164
R-CE 0.0697 0.0039 0.0299 0.0697 0.0039 0.0307 0.0414 0.0022 0.0185 0.0699 0.0035 0.0267
T-CE 0.0496 0.0027 0.0204 0.0277 0.0016 0.0127 0.0279 0.0016 0.0127 0.0699 0.0035 0.0286
DeCA 0.0352 0.0020 0.0153 0.0326 0.0134 0.0019 0.0229 0.0012 0.0088 0.0627 0.0031 0.0245

DA-MRS 0.0749 0.0042 0.0324 0.0923 0.0051 0.0415 0.0746 0.0039 0.0347 0.0525 0.0026 0.0219
vs. Vanilla 7.46% 7.69% 9.83% 7.70% 6.25% 7.46% 93.77% 95.00% 110.30% 25.00% 3.81% 33.54%

A.2 Experiments Settings
A.2.1 Datasets. We conduct experiments on three categories of
the Amazon review dataset 7. The Amazon review dataset provides
both image and text information about the items and varies in
the number of items under different categories. We choose the
commonly used Baby, Sports, and Clothing datasets. We process
the dataset and modal content following previous works [14, 32,
34, 35, 38]. We apply a 5-core setting on both items and users
and ensure each item contains visual and textual modality. The
open datasets are pre-split into training/validation/test by 8:1:1.
We directly use 4,096-dimensional visual features extracted by a
pre-trained CNN model [8] and 384-dimensional textual features
extracted by sentence-transformers [16]. We calculate the cosine
similarity between each item and then calculate the average visual
similarity Sv and textual similarity St.

To validate the effectiveness of DA-MRS using different modal
information and its applicability to different scenarios, we conduct
7http://jmcauley.ucsd.edu/data/amazon/links.html

experiments on the TikTok dataset following [24]. The TikTok
dataset, which contains visual, textual, and acoustic modalities, is
collected from a streaming media platform, TikTok 8, while the
Amazon dataset is collected from an E-commerce site. We believe
the TikTok dataset is noisier thanAmazon datasets because bloggers
are generally lessmotivated thanmerchants to produce high-quality
media. We calculate the cosine similarity between each item and
then calculate the average visual similarity Sv, textual similarity St

and acoustic similarity Sa.

A.2.2 Implementation details. We implement our method in Py-
Torch [15]. The embedding dimension 𝑑 is fixed to 64 for all mod-
els to ensure fair comparison. We optimize all models with the
Adam [11] optimizer, where the batch size is fixed at 4,096. We use
the Xavier initializer [7] to initialize the model parameters. We set
𝑘 = 10 for the 𝑘-Nearest Neighbors method. We set the pruning
threshold 𝜉𝐵 = 2 for constructing Item-item Behavior Graph.
As for 𝛼 and 𝛽 in Equation 6, we set the 𝛼 = 𝛽 = 1.5 on Baby
and Clothing dataset, 𝛼 = 𝛽 = 3 on Sports dataset. The optimal
hyper-parameters are determined via grid search on the validation
set: the learning rate is tuned amongst {1e-4, 1e-3, 1e-2}, the 𝛾 in
Equation 7 is tuned amongst {2.0, 1.0}, the 𝜆1 in Equation 12 is tuned
amongst {10, 1, 0.1, 0.01}, the 𝜆2 in Equation 12 is tuned amongst
{1, 0.1, 0.01, 1e-3, 1e-4}. For convergence consideration, the early
stopping and total epochs are fixed at 25 and 1,000, respectively.

A.2.3 Baselines. We compare with five conventional RSs, includ-
ing three paradigms: (1) conventional CF method, MF-BPR [17],
which uses Bayesian personalized ranking (BPR) loss to optimize
matrix factorization; (2) graph CF methods, NGCF [21] and Light-
GCN [10], which encode collaborative relations into the embedding
through various graph neural networks; (3) graph contrastive learn-
ing methods, SGL 9 [27] and SimGCL 10 [31], which apply various
graph contrastive learning to improve the recommendations.

The MRSs we compared have two paradigms, the feature-based
methods and structure-based methods. The feature-based methods
use multi-modal content to establish ground knowledge of indi-
vidual items, including (1) direct fusion method, VBPR [9], which
fuses multi-modal content through conventional CF; (2) graph neu-
ral network methods, MMGCN [26], GRCN [25] and SLMRec [19],
which fuses multi-modal content through GNNs; (3) other fusing
methods, BM3 [39] and MMSSL 11 [24], which fuse modal content
through contrastive learning and adversarial learning, respectively.
The structure-based methods construct the semantic graph through
similar 𝑘-NN and incorporate the multi-modal semantic graph in
various methods, including LATTICE [34] and MICRO [35].

As for denoising recommendation frameworks, we have four
competitors: (1) Reweighting methods, T-CE 12 [20] discards the
large-loss samples with a dynamic threshold, while R-CE 13 [20]
adaptively lowers the weights of large-loss samples. (2) Ensemble
Method, DeCA 14 [22] which minimizes the KL-divergence between
8https://www.tiktok.com/
9https://github.com/wujcan/SGL-Torch
10https://github.com/Coder-Yu/QRec
11https://github.com/HKUDS/MMSSL
12https://github.com/WenjieWWJ/DenoisingRec
13https://github.com/WenjieWWJ/DenoisingRec
14https://github.com/wangyu-ustc/DeCA
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Table 6: Computational complexity

Model Graph Convolution Multi-modal Feature Mapping Loss
LATTICE+ LightGCN 𝑂 (2𝐿 |𝐸 |𝑑/𝐵) 𝑂

(
|𝐼 |2𝑑𝑚 + |𝐼 |3 + 𝐾 |𝐼 |𝑙𝑜𝑔( |𝐼 |)

)
𝑂 (2𝑑𝐵)

MMSSL 𝑂 ( |𝑀 |2𝐿 |𝐸 |𝑑/𝐵) 𝑂 (∑𝑚∈𝑀 |𝐼 |𝑑𝑚𝑑) 𝑂
(
(2 + |𝑀 | |𝑈 | |𝐼 | + 2|𝑀 |)𝑑𝐵 + |𝑀 | |𝑈 | |𝐼 |𝑑𝑚𝐵

)
DA-MRS + LightGCN 𝑂 (2𝐿 |𝐸 |𝑑/𝐵) 𝑂

(
( |𝑀 | + 1)2𝐿𝐾 |𝐼 |𝑑/𝐵

)
𝑂
(
(4 + 2|𝑀 | (𝐾 + 1) + 2|𝐼 |)𝑑𝐵

)
DA-MRS + MF 0 𝑂

(
( |𝑀 | + 1)2𝐿𝐾 |𝐼 |𝑑/𝐵

)
𝑂
(
(4 + 2|𝑀 | (𝐾 + 1) + 2|𝐼 |)𝑑𝐵

)
Table 7: Performance and training time on three datasets. Time denotes the training time. The unit of training time is "s/epoch".
Mem. denotes the GPU Memory. The unit of GPU Memory is "MB". * denotes results are copied from its original paper. -
indicates the model cannot be fitted into an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 with 24 GB memory.

Dataset Baby Sports Clothing
Metric R@20 P@20 N@20 Time Mem. R@20 P@20 N@20 Time Mem. R@20 P@20 N@20 Time Mem.

LATTICE 0.0845 0.0047 0.0366 7.24 4,291 0.0941 0.0052 0.0414 26.79 18,541 0.0710* 0.0036* 0.0316* - -
MMSSL 0.0918 0.0051 0.0409 49.68 6,669 0.1010 0.0057 0.0455 183.59 18,181 0.0752 0.0039 0.0340 198.78 23,885
DA-MRS 0.0994 0.0055 0.0435 1.71 5,767 0.1125 0.0063 0.0498 6.51 12,285 0.0963 0.0050 0.0433 7.11 18,061

multiple models while maximizing the likelihood of data observa-
tion. (3) Multi-tasking method, SGL 15 [27] uses graph contrastive
learning to denoise the model.

A.3 Complexity Analysis
To investigate the complexity of DA-MRS compared with other
state-of-the-art MRSs, we have the following analysis.

A.3.1 Theory analysis. The computational complexity of a multi-
modal recommendation model can be divided into three major
components: the graph convolution module, the multi-modal fea-
ture mapping module, and the loss computation module. (1) In
graph convolution, the computational complexity of DA-MRS
depends on the backbone model. Taking LightGCN as the back-
bone, the complexity is 𝑂 ( 2𝐿 |𝐸 |𝑑

𝐵
), where 𝐿 is the number of lay-

ers in LightGCN, 𝐵 is the batch size, 𝑑 is the dimension of em-
beddings, and |𝐸 | is the number of edges in the graph. If MF is
used as the backbone, this part has no computational complex-
ity. (2) In multi-modal feature mapping, DA-MRS obtains multi-
modal features by performing graph convolutions on |𝑀 | + 1 item-
item graphs. Each graph is constructed before training, and
its structure remains fixed during training. We use Light-
GCN as the graph convolution kernel, so the complexity during
convolution is 𝑂 ( 2𝐿𝐾 |𝐼 |𝑑

𝐵
), where 𝐾 is the number of neighbors

for each item, and |𝐼 | represents the number of items. Therefore,
the computational complexity of this part is 𝑂

(
( |𝑀 | + 1) 2𝐿𝐾 |𝐼 |𝑑

𝐵

)
.

(3) Moreover, we compute the complexity of the loss computa-
tion module of DA-MRS. DA-MRS includes 𝐿𝐷−𝐵𝑃𝑅 (which costs
𝑂

( (
(2+2( |𝑀 |+1)

)
𝑑𝐵

)
,𝐿𝐴𝑈 (which costs𝑂 (2|𝐼 |𝑑𝐵)), and𝐿𝐴𝐼 (which

costs 𝑂
(
(2|𝑀 |𝐾𝑑𝐵)

)
. So the complexity of DA-MRS + LightGCN

is 𝑂
( 2𝐿𝑑 ( |𝐸 |+( |𝑀 |+1)𝐾 |𝐼 |

)
𝐵

+
(
4 + 2|𝑀 | (𝐾 + 1) + 2|𝐼 |

)
𝑑𝐵

)
.

We also provide the computational complexity analysis for the
competitors. (1) LATTICE: In the graph convolution module, it is
consistent with DA-MRS. During training, it updates the item-item
graph, while the DA-MRS does not require such updates. It costs
𝑂 ( |𝐼 |2𝑑𝑚) to build the similarity matrix between items, 𝑂 ( |𝐼 |3) to
normalize the matrix, and 𝑂

(
𝐾 |𝐼 |𝑙𝑜𝑔( |𝐼 |)

)
to retrieve the k most

15https://github.com/wujcan/SGL-Torch

similar items for each item. It is trained using BPR loss, which costs
𝑂 (2𝑑𝐵). (2) MMSSL: In the graph convolution module, it performs
graph convolutions for each modality, resulting in a complexity
of 𝑂 ( |𝑀 | ∗ 2𝐿 |𝐸 |𝑑

𝐵
). In the feature transformation part, it uses mul-

tiple layers of MLP, which costs 𝑂 (∑𝑚∈𝑀 |𝐼 |𝑑𝑚𝑑). The loss part
includes BPR loss ( which costs𝑂 (2𝑑𝐵)), generator loss (which costs
𝑂 ( |𝑀 | |𝑈 | |𝐼 |𝑑𝐵)), discriminator loss (which costs𝑂 ( |𝑀 | |𝑈 | |𝐼 |𝑑𝑚𝐵)),
and contrastive learning loss (which costs 𝑂 (2|𝑀 |𝑑𝐵)).

We summarize the computational complexity of DA-MRS and
other models in Table 6. We can observe that DA-MRS has signif-
icantly lower algorithm complexity than the state-of-the-art
multi-modal recommender system LATTICE and MMSSL.

A.3.2 Experimental analysis. We record the average training time
and GPU Memory Cost for each model. All models are trained
on NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 with a batch size 4,096. We use
LightGCN as the backbone. We encounter a "CUDA out of memory"
error when implementing LATTICE on the clothing dataset, so we
copy the results from the original paper [34].

From the Table 7, we can observe that: (1) The training time of
DA-MRS is significantly shorter than MMSSL, i.e., average 1/27
training time. Note that, compared with MMSSL,DA-MRS achieves
improvements of 8.27%, 11.39%, and 28.06% in terms of 𝑅@20 on the
Baby, Sports, and Clothing datasets, respectively. (2) The training
time of DA-MRS is shorter than LATTICE (average 6/25 training
time) since the item-item graphs remain fixed during training in
DA-MRS. Moreover, it significantly improves the recommenda-
tion performance. DA-MRS improves over LATTICE regarding
𝑅@20 by 17.63%, 19.55%, and 34.69% on Baby, Sports, and Clothing,
respectively. (3) DA-MRS costs lower GPU memory than compar-
ative MRSs when handling larger datasets (Sports and Clothing).
The growth rate of DA-MRS is lower. For example, from the Baby
dataset to the Clothing dataset, GPU memory cost for DA-MRS
increased by 3.13x, and LATTICE increased by 6.58x. DA-MRS
exhibits superior scalability in GPU memory usage than the com-
parative MRSs.

Overall, DA-MRS has comparable or lower algorithm complex-
ity than the state-of-the-art multi-modal recommender system, and
the performance of DA-MRS is significantly better than all com-
petitors.
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