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Abstract—Cross-Domain Recommendation (CDR) is a promis-
ing paradigm inspired by transfer learning to solve the cold-start
problem in recommender systems. Existing state-of-the-art CDR
methods train an explicit mapping function to transfer the cold-
start users from a data-rich source domain to a target domain.
However, a limitation of these methods is that the mapping
function is trained on overlapping users across domains, while
only a small number of overlapping users are available for
training. By visualizing the loss landscape of the existing CDR
model, we find that training on a small number of overlapping
users causes the model to converge to sharp minima, leading
to poor generalization. Based on this observation, we leverage
loss-geometry-based machine learning approach and propose
a novel CDR method called Sharpness-Aware CDR (SCDR).
Our proposed method simultaneously optimizes recommendation
loss and loss sharpness, leading to better generalization with
theoretical guarantees. Empirical studies on real-world datasets
demonstrate that SCDR significantly outperforms the other CDR
models for cold-start recommendation tasks, while concurrently
enhancing the model’s robustness to adversarial attacks.

Index Terms—Recommender Systems, Cross-Domain Recom-
mendation, Sharpness-Aware Minimization

I. INTRODUCTION

ECOMMENDER systems are predicated on collabora-

tive filtering, which aims to learn latent representations
for users and items through their historical interactions [3],
[23], [35]], [46]. In this latent representation space, users and
items with similar preferences are close to each other, allowing
us to recommend items to users based on their proximity. How-
ever, it is challenging to make personalized recommendations
for new users who have no interaction history with items. This
issue, known as the cold-start problem [25], can result in a
lack of personalized recommendations for new platform users
due to insufficient data to derive their representations through
collaborative filtering. In recent years, substantial efforts have
been made to overcome the cold-start problem, and one of the
most promising solutions is Cross-Domain Recommendation
(CDR) [6], [27]I, [49]l.

CDR leverages the concept of transfer learning, utilizing
data from a data-rich source domain to acquire latent represen-
tations for cold-start users in a target domain. Among various
CDR methods, the Embedding and Mapping Cross-Domain
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Fig. 1: An example of the EMCDR-based method: it learns an
explicit mapping function for users across domains to obtain
the representation of cold-start users in the target domain.

Recommendation approach (EMCDR) [32] has emerged as
a successful paradigm for transferring knowledge across do-
mains. EMCDR initially pre-trains the latent representations
for each domain and subsequently learns an explicit mapping
function between source and target domains by minimizing
the distance between the overlapping users across domains.
As shown in Figure the mapping function establishes
a connection between source and target domains, enabling
recommendations for cold-start users whose representation in
the target domain can be inferred using the mapping function.
In recent years, several EMCDR-based methods [20], [32],
[55] have achieved state-of-the-art performance on CDR cold-
start recommendation tasks.

However, the EMCDR-based methods exhibit several limi-
tations. Firstly, the mapping function relies heavily on overlap-
ping users that have interaction histories in both the source and
target domains, yet the presence of such overlapping users is
often limited. Taking the Amazon dataset [[14] as an example,
[20] found that the average ratio of overlapping users relative
to the total user across any two domains is less than 5%.
Training EMCDR-based methods with such a small percentage
of users can lead to biased results. Secondly, current EMCDR-
based methods primarily focus on optimizing the parameters of
the mapping function. However, given the heterogeneous latent
representation in the source and target domains, as pointed out
by [28]], optimizing the mapping function based on a limited
number of overlapping users may not be sufficient for a CDR
model to generalize well.

To validate this issue, we investigated the loss landscape
of the EMCDR model trained on the Amazon dataset. We
adopted the visualization method proposed by [26]], calculat-
ing loss values by moving the model parameters along two
random directions to generate a 3D loss landscape from a



(a) EMCDR
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Fig. 2: Visualization of loss landscape for user representation
space. Compared with the EMCDR [32] with a sharp loss
landscape, the proposed SCDR converges to a flatter loss
landscape on Amazon CDR dataset (Movie — Music).

high dimension representation space. By visualizing the loss
landscapes of EMCDR in the user representation space, we
find that EMCDR converges to sharp local minima as shown
in Figure [2] (a). These minima are characterized by unstable
curvatures, as the loss values change rapidly in their vicinity.
As discussed by recent studies [[18]], such sharp local minima
are associated with several undesirable properties, including
poor generalization, and vulnerability to adversarial attacks
[47].

Inspired by the connection between loss landscape and
generalization [11]], we propose the Sharpness-Aware Cross-
Domain Recommendation (SCDR) method, which optimizes
both the loss function and the geometric properties of the
model’s loss landscape simultaneously. SCDR optimizes the
CDR model to converge to a flatter minima through a min-
max optimization approach, meaning that neighbourhoods of
overlapping user representations have uniformly low loss.
Intuitively, SCDR encourages the maintenance of consistent
preferences within the /p-norm ball of the representation
space for overlapping users, thus avoiding the bias associated
with merely learning the mapping function from the scarce
overlapping users. A notable difference between SCDR and
previous mapping-based methods in CDR is that we do not
just optimize the mapping function, but also aim to optimize
a user latent representation that is more favourable for the
CDR task. As shown in Figure [2] (b), the model trained with
SCDR converges to a much flatter loss landscape. Experiments
indicate that our method outperforms existing CDR methods
and achieves state-of-the-art results. Additionally, we found
that flattening the loss landscape makes the CDR model
less susceptible to gradient-based adversarial attacks, thereby
enhancing the model’s robustness.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:

e« We propose a novel method named Sharpness-Aware
Cross-Domain Recommendation (SCDR) to address the
cold-start problem. Given that the number of overlapping
users is limited, which leads to the previous methods
easily converging to sharp minima, the proposed SCDR
method encourages the model to converge to flat minima
with better generalization.

o We validated the effectiveness of our method on three
cross-domain recommendation tasks from the Ama-
zon dataset. Comprehensive experiments show that our
method significantly outperforms other baseline methods
and achieves state-of-the-art performance. An ablation
study confirms the effectiveness of the proposed SCDR
method.

o We verified that SCDR can effectively defend against
white-box adversarial attacks, indicating that SCDR im-
proves the model’s robustness while converging to flat
minima.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. In Section
II, we review cross-domain recommendation methods and
sharpness-aware minimization. The cross-domain cold-start
recommendation problem and related preliminary settings are
formulated in Section III. Motivated by the challenges in
current cross-domain recommendation methods, our proposed
SCDR method is introduced in detail in Section IV. In Section
V, we evaluate our proposed method using real-world datasets,
including 3 CDR scenarios from the Amazon dataset and the
Douban dataset. We analyze many properties of the proposed
method, including its ability to enhance adversarial robustness,
and converge to flat minima. Finally, we conclude our work
and discuss future studies in Section VI.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we will review cold-start recommendation
and cross-domain recommendation methods, then present a
literature survey about sharpness-aware minimization with its
motivation.

A. Cold-Start Recommendation

Cold-start recommendation is a critical challenge in rec-
ommender systems, particularly when dealing with new users
or items that have little to no historical data available [27]].
In such scenarios, traditional collaborative filtering methods
struggle to provide accurate recommendations due to the lack
of user- item interactions [38]]. The cold-start problem can be
divided into two categories: the new user cold- start problem
and the new item cold-start problem. The new item cold-start
problem occurs when a new item has just been registered on a
system, and can be partially resolved through technical means,
such as having staff members provide prior ratings for the new
item. On the other hand, the new user cold-start problem is
more challenging because no prior ratings can be made due
to privacy considerations. Therefore, addressing the new user
cold-start problem is a more critical issue in recommendation
systems; in this paper, we focus solely on the new user cold-
start problem.

To address this issue, various approaches have been pro-
posed to tackle the new user cold-start problem in recom-
mender systems. One common strategy is to leverage side
information, such as user demographics, item attributes, or
social network data, to enhance the recommendation process
[13]. By incorporating additional contextual information, the
system can infer preferences for new users based on their
similarities with existing entities [53]]. For example, [1] user



demographics information can be utilized as an additional
data source to provide movie recommendations to cold-start
users. [34] leveraged blog textual data to construct a user-item
rating matrix and establish recommendations for cold-start
users. [40] clusters users based on the user-item rating matrix
and trains a decision tree using the clustering results and
user demographics information to provide recommendations
for new users. However, in the absence of side information,
the aforementioned methods cannot be used to solve the cold-
start problem. Under such circumstances, other paradigms for
addressing the cold-start problem have been proposed, such as
cross-domain recommendation.

B. Cross-Domain Recommendation

Cross-domain recommendation [30f], [42], [52f] utilizes the
concept of domain adaptation, aiming to harness knowledge
from the source domain of recommendation to aid in training
a collaborative filtering model for the target domain, in an
attempt to overcome data scarcity issue and cold-start prob-
lems. A straightforward solution of CDR is to jointly learn
the representations of both domains. [36]] proposed Collec-
tive Matrix Factorization, which performs matrix factorization
simultaneously on data from the two domains to transfer
knowledge from the source domain to the target domain.
Subsequent work revolves around designing better DNNs
to improve the performance of CDR tasks. [17] designed
a neural network structure that allows the interaction of
information from both domains to overcome data sparsity
issues. [50] proposed a dual-target CDR model to improve
recommendation performance simultaneously in both richer
and sparser domains. [51]]) utilized a graphical and attention
framework to further enhance the interaction of information
between different domains. [48] employed contrastive learning
approach to enhance Sequence Learning for Cross-Domain
Recommendation. [49] used an adversarial network to align
latent feature spaces between the source and target domains.

Another paradigm of CDR approaches is mapping-based
CDR. Compared to other CDR paradigms, mapping-based
CDR methods pay more attention to solving the cross-domain
cold-start problem. [32] explicitly learn a mapping function
between the source domain and the target domain, using a
mapping function to map cold-start users to the target domain
for initialization. [55] used a meta-network to generate a per-
sonalized bridge function to achieve personalized transfer of
preferences for cold-start users. [|5]] simultaneously utilized the
information about overlapping users and user-item interactions
through contrastive learning to enhance the performance of
cross-domain cold-start recommendations. Given the scarcity
of shared users, [20] employed semi-supervised methods to
utilize non-shared data to learn the mapping function as a data
augmentation strategy. In this work, we consider overcoming
the issue of limited training data for overlapping users from
the perspective of the properties of the loss landscape.

C. Sharpness-Aware Minimization

The relationship between the generalization gap and the
geometric properties of the loss landscape has been studied

for a long time in the machine learning community [8]], [1O],
[16], [22]]. [19]] discovered that sharpness-based measures have
the highest correlation with generalization via extensive em-
pirical studies, which inspired [11] to enhance generalization
ability by directly penalizing loss sharpness. [11]] proposed
Sharpness-Aware Minimization (SAM), which aims to simul-
taneously minimize the loss value and loss sharpness and seeks
parameters that reside in neighborhoods with uniformly low
loss. Recent studies have expanded and explored the properties
of SAM from many perspectives, including generalization
bounds [45]], computational efficiency [29] [9], and its rela-
tionship with adversarial robustness [44]. Recently, SAM has
also been introduced into recommendation systems to enhance
the performance of sequence recommendation [24] and graph
recommendations [4]]. In this work, we are the first to introduce
SAM into CDR to address the generalization issues associated
with cold-start recommendations.

III. PRELIMINARIES

The CDR scenario for cold-start user recommendation in-
volves two distinct domains: namely, the source domain and
the target domain. Each domain comprises three parts: the
user set U, the item set V), and the interaction matrix R.
Specifically, the user set I/ can be represented as {uj, us, ...},
and the item set V is {v1,vs, ...}, where u; and v; represent
the i-th user and j-th item, respectively. It is important to note
that v and v are categorical variables used to denote their
respective identifiers. The interaction matrix R is an U] x |V
matrix, which can be represented as [R;;], where R;; € Z
is the interaction between u; and v;. We denote the source
domain and target domain as {{/*,V*, R} and {U*, V', R},
respectively. We also assume that there are overlapping users
across the domains, denoted as U° = U* N U*, while there
are no shared items between the domains, i.e., VSNV = @.
Table [I| demonstrates the summary of notations.

In this study, we aim to recommend items to overlapping
cold-start users /° in the target domain. This problem corre-
sponds to the real-world scenario, where the cold-start users
U° have no interaction with V¢, and we leverage their interac-
tion history with V* to initialize their latent representation in
the target domain. It is worth noting that our problem setting
differs from other CDR tasks [28]], [39]] where auxiliary data
was utilized for training.

IV. PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

In this section, we introduce the technical details of our
proposed SCDR method. SCDR follows the paradigm of
EMCDR-based method, which consists of three steps. Firstly,
we pretrain the latent representations for the source domain
and target domain using the matrix factorization method. Next,
we train the mapping function across the two domains with
Sharpness-Aware Minimization to obtain a well-generalized
model for CDR. Finally, we infer the latent representation for
cold-start users in the target domain by utilizing their pre-
trained representation in the source domain and the mapping
function.
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Fig. 3: Illustration of our proposed Sharpness-Aware Cross-Domain Recommendation (SCDR) method. SCDR optimizes the
CDR model to converge to a flatter minima through a min-max optimization approach.

TABLE I: Summary of Notations

Notations | Description
u; € Ng categorical variables for i-th user
v; € No categorical variables for j-th item
U® ={u3,u3,...} | User set in the source domain
V® = {v1,v5,...} | Item set in the source domain
U" = {uf,ub,...} | User set in the target domain
V= {vﬁ, i } Item set in the target domain
1;; indicator function for u; and v;
R Interaction matrix
deN The dimension of latent representation
U ¢ RUIxd latent representation Matrix for U
V e RVIX4 latent representation Matrix for V
u; € R? latent user representation embedding for u;
v; € R latent item representation embedding for v;
u° overlapping user, U° = U NU*
u® € R? overlapping user in source domain
u’ € R? overlapping user in target domain
fu mapping function
0 parameters of the mapping function
[ perturbation
k PGD step size
p radius of perturbation
«a perturbation rate in PGD method
n perturbation of FGSM attack

A. Latent Representation Pre-Training

Following the EMCDR-based methods [32]], [S5]], we first
pre-train the latent representation for both domains, then the
mapping function is learned to connect the two representation
spaces. We use the Probabilistic Matrix Factorization (MF)
model [33] to map each user u and item v to a vector space
R Let U = [uy,...,up] € RUI* and V = [vy, oVl €
RIVI*d denote the learnt representation matrices for / and V,
and d is the dimension of latent space. In this paper, we use
u; € R? and v; € R? to denote the latent representation
of the user w; and item wvj;, respectively. Based on [33],
the conditional distribution over the interaction matrix R is

defined as follows:
Ul V]

=111

i=175=1

p(R‘U,V,O’ z]| uZ?Vj> UQ)]IU (1)

where N/ (X | u,a2) is a Gaussian distribution with mean p
and variance o2. 1;; is an indicator function, which is set to 1
if the i-th user has an interaction history with the j-th item, and
0 otherwise. In Eq. , (u;, v;) represents inner product of u;
and v ;. The Probabilistic MF model maximizes the probability
of the conditional distribution over the interaction matrix R
by solving the following optimization problem

ZZ 155 - (

where Ly denotes the loss function for Matrix Factorization
and || - ||% is the Frobenius norm. The parameters of U
and V can be learned by optimizing the above objective
function via stochastic gradient descent. We train two MF
models for the two domains, respectively. Intuitively, it learns
a representation space for describing the preference for users
and items. Therefore, we can recommend items to users based
on their similarity in the latent representation.

rénnﬁMF u,v) R;; — <ui7Vj>)||i“

)

B. Sharpness-Aware Minimization for CDR

Given the latent representation that had been trained in the
first step, EMCDR [32] learns the explicit mapping function
by minimizing the following loss function

n%in Z Lyse (fu (af;0),uf)

w; EU®

3)

where fir(+;0) : RY — R? is the mapping function, 6 denotes
its parameters, Lysg is Mean Square Error loss function,
and uf and u! denote the latent representation in the two
domains corresponding to u;. EMCDR minimizes the distance
between fy (uf;6) and u} to build an explicit connection
between the two domains, to transfer the cold-start users from



the source domain to the target domain. However, due to the
small number of overlapping users {/° available for training
the model, EMCDR-based methods often result in inferior
recommendation performance. As we show in Figure [2] (a),
the loss landscape of the EMCDR method converges to sharp
minima, and a sharp loss landscape is commonly associated
with poor generalization [45]], [47].

Motivated by recent advancements in [[11f], we consider
enhancing the generalization capability of CDR from the per-
spective of the geometric properties of the loss. Without loss
of generality, we consider a family of models parameterized
by w and the following optimization problem

n}‘ijn L(w) + R(w) “4)

where L is an arbitrary loss function. and R(w) is a sharpness
regularization term which defined as

R(w) = max L(w + ) — L(w) 3)

loll2<p

where ¢ denotes a perturbation under the constraint ||0]|2 < p,
and p € R is a hyper-parameter to control the radius of
perturbation. R(w) characterizes the geometric properties of
the loss landscape, with R(w) taking larger values when the
loss values in the vicinity of w have a larger upper bound. Note
that machine learning models may converge to different local
minima [21f], minimizing the empirical error while penalizing
R(w) will make the model converge to a flatter minima from
among the many possible minima. [11] further derive PAC-
Bayesian generalization bounds as follows:

Proposition 1: For any p > 0, let Lp be the expected loss
and Ls be the training loss, where the training set S is drawn
from data distribution D with i.i.d condition, then

Lp(w) < \|fsﬁl\a}<{p£5(w+6)+h(”wH§/p2) (6)

where i : Ry — R.is a strictly increasing function.

Note that the Eq (4) can be rewritten as max 5,<, Ls(w-+9),
which lies in the right hand side of Eq. (6). Eq. (6) provides
a theoretical connection between the model’s generalization
ability and the loss landscape, indicating that optimizing the
loss landscape sharpness leads to better generalization.

Now, let us consider the sharpness-aware minimization
approach for a CDR scenario to address the aforementioned
issues caused by the limited overlapping training data. Specif-
ically, we consider the learnable parameters w to be the user
representation for overlapping users and the mapping function
in cross-domain recommendation. Let (a*,v?) ~ D denotes
the latent representations pairs corresponding to u € U°,
where @® € R? represents the user representation for ¢ in
the source domain, v* € R? is the item representation for @
in the target domain, and D denotes the distribution of latent
representations pairs (0°, v*). 6 denotes the parameters of the
mapping function. Inspired by Sharpness-aware minimization,
we aim to optimize the following problem

sup  E(gs vy~ pLyr(fu(0® + 8;0),¥") %)
8]l2<p

where Lyr is the Matrix Factorization loss defined in Eq.
(). Eq. induces perturbations on u°, enabling the model

to converge to a flat minimum where the loss landscape is
relatively smooth for the overlapping users. From the perspec-
tive of the CDR task, Eq. encourages the representation
space of the neighborhood of overlapping users to become
flatter, allowing more user representation to maintain better
generalization capability after being mapped to the target do-
main, especially when the training data for overlapping users
is limited. Note that accurately optimizing Eq. is an NP-
hard problem [37]], therefore we approximate the optmization
problem in Eq. (9) as a bi-level optimization problem:

nglil}} Lscpr(,0%) ®)
where
Lscpr(0,0°) = \|fsrﬁa}<{p Lar((fu (@) + 8;0),%Y)  (9)

Eq. (§) is the outer optimization problem and Eq. (9) is the in-
ner optimization problem. We denote the proposed SCDR loss
as Lgcpr. Similarly, we apply sharpness-aware minimization
on the pre-training stage to enhance the generalization ability
of user representations. We replace Eq. with

Lsvr(a,v) £ max Lyr(u+d,v)
ll8ll2<p

(10)

We refer to Lgyp as the Sharpness-Aware Matrix Factoriza-
tion (SMF) loss for user representations in both domains.
The motivation behind SMF is to further flatten the user
representation loss landscape during the pre-training phase.
The key to training the SCDR model lies in 1: how to find
the perturbation § that maximizes the inner optimization, and
2: how to optimize the outer optimization. In the next section,
we will explain in detail how to optimize the proposed method.

C. Optimization for SCDR

To approximate the optimization problem in Eq. (7), the
key is to training SCDR is to find a perturbation § to solve
the inner objective Lscpr. Let 8* denote the approximated
perturbation that solves the inner optimization, [11]] apply first-
order Taylor expansion of L(w + 4) to find §*

* ~ argmaxL(w) + 67 Vo L(w) = arg maxd” Vo, L(w).
8ll2<p llall=<p (11

Eq. approximates 8" through one-step gradient ascent,
and [I1]] found that using Eq. (II) to find the perturbation
can achieve sufficiently good performance on image dataset.
In this work, we discover through experiments that finding §
through multi-step gradient ascent can endow the CDR model
with better robustness against adversarial attacks. Specifically,
we use Projected Gradient Descent (PGD) [31]] to find a better
approximated & to maximize Lscpgr. PGD finds the value
that maximizes the loss function by iteratively calculating the
gradient ascent direction. In particular, let G € R? denotes the
perturbed overlapping users representation at the k-th steps,

PGD iteratively perturb sample G° as follows:
g, =11 (ﬁz + arsgn (Vﬁsﬁj\4p(ﬁs,0t))) (12)

where « denotes the attack learning rate, k € Ny indicates the
number of step, and G = G° denotes the initial representation



that has not been perturbed. II.(-) is the project function
defined as

0+ Wy f g — agll, > p
My(ag) =4 ° [oi-a b (13)
a; otherwise

Eq. ensures that Gij stays within the ¢, norm ball of
. We calculate the perturbed G° through Eq. and Eq.
(13). Calculating & with the PGD ensures that the perturbed
parameters remain within the £, norm ball range of the original
parameters, which satisfies the definition of sharpness-aware
minimization in Eq. (9).

We train the proposed SCDR model by solving the bi-
level optimization defined in Eq. (9) and Eq. (8) via stochas-
tic gradient descent. The gradient of the mapping function
VoLscpr(#) can be obtained through the standard chain rule.
However, note that the perturbation §* is a function of G,
the gradient Vs Lsopr(@®) will involve the computation of
the Hessian of £y . Let §*(0*) denote the perturbation that
maximizes Eq. (9), we have

VasLscpr(@®) = Vas Lyp(0° + 67(a%))
d(t® 46" (0%))

_ @) G e @)
da s 46*(0°)
= Var Lyr(0°)]ge 460 (as)
dé*(u® R
+ %vﬁscw(m))
u s +8* (a9)
(14)

However, note that the gradient VgsLscopr(t®) =
Vas Lpr (0% +6%(0%)) involves the computation for dﬁé‘;‘s) ,
which depends on the Hessian of L£j;r and can be com-
putationally expensive. Following [11]], we drop the Hessian

second-order terms, obtaining gradient approximation as

Va:Lsepr(0®) & Vas Larr(0°)|ge p50as) (1)

with 6" (@*) computed by PGD method, and the approximation
of Eq. (I5) can be computed via automatic differentiation.
Similarly, we have VyLsyr(u) = VULMF(U)‘u—i-(;*(u)' To
this end, we can train the proposed SCDR via standard
stochastic gradient descent.

D. Cold-Start Recommendation Stage

After training G° and the mapping function fyy in the
above stages, we can now make recommendations for cold-
start users. Given the overlapping user U/°, we split a portion
to train the function fr;, and then we can make cold-start
recommendations for the remaining test samples using

o = fu(a®;0) (16)

Eq. (I6) provides an initialization for cold-start users in the
target domain even G’ have no interaction with U*. After ob-
taining 0i*, we recommend items to users based on the distance
between i’ and the target domain item representations. The
procedure of SCDR can be found at Algorithm [I]

Algorithm 1 Procedure of the proposed SCDR method

Input: The users sets, item sets and interaction matrices of
each domain U/*,U*t, V4, V¢, U°, R%, R!
Output: Recommend items to cold-start users
(1) SMF PreTraining:
1: Learning {U*®, V*} for source domain via Eq. (10)
2: Learning {U*, V*} for target domain via Eq.
3: Obtaining (G*, v') pairs for the next step
(2) Training SCDR :
4: Training the mapping function fy and train the latent
representation of 4° by solving Eq.
(3) Cold-Start Recommendation Stage:
5. Obtain cold-start user presentation in the target domain

a! by using Eq.

V. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we perform a series of experiments on
CDR tasks to validate the effectiveness of our method. As our
method is a EMCDR-based approach, we primarily compare
it with other EMCDR-based methods. We present a series
of experiments and analysis to answer the following research
questions:

« RQ1: How does SCDR perform in cold-start recommen-
dation tasks compared to existing CDR methods?

o RQ2: What impact does SCDR have on the loss land-
scape?

« RQ3: What is the effect of hyperparameters in SCDR?

e RQ4: Can SCDR improve adversarial robustness?

« RQS5: Can SCDR be integrated with different recommen-
dation models?

e RQ6: How do the sharpness-aware minimization module
contribute in the performance of SCDR?

A. Experimental Settings

Datasets and Evaluation Metrics: In line with the
EMCDR-based methods [32], [55]], we use the Amazon 5-
scores dataset [14] as our benchmark. Following [55], we
choose three tasks from the Amazon 5-scores dataset (Movies,
Music, and Books), then we defined three distinct cross-
domain recommendation scenarios 1) Movies—Music, 2)
Books—Movies, and 3) Books—Music. In each scenario, the
source domain contains more interaction data compared to
the target domain. We randomly excluded all overlapping
users in the target domain, using them as the test data.
For every scenario, we designated proportions for cold-start
users, labelled as 3, at 20%, 50%, and 80%. The remaining
overlapping users serve to train the mapping function. Given
that the dataset predictions are rating scores that range from 0
to 5, we employed the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and Root
Mean Square Error (RMSE) as evaluation metrics:

e MAE: measures the difference between the rating pre-
dicted by the model and the actual rating of the user.

1 ZZ
(]



TABLE II: Experimental results on Amazon CDR Scenarios. Best results are in boldface.

| B8 | metric | TGT ~CMF | CLCDR SSCDR EMCDR PTUPCDR TMCDR | SCDR improve
s00, | MAE | 44016 14948 | 12109 13859 13406 1.1147 1.0536 | 0.9658  8.33%
° | RMSE | 51023 19873 | 14984 16521  1.6450 1.4447 14164 | 12649  10.70%
Scenario 1 | (oo | MAE | 44497 15790 | 15429 16429  1.6919 13111 12026 | 09729  19.10%
° | RMSE | 5.1461 2.0991 | 18577 19928  2.0555 1.7719 16512 | 12731 22.90%
g0o, | MAE | 45021 20092 | 21090 21245 22154 1.6733 15872 | 10127 36.20%
° | RMSE | 5.1860 24988 | 24301 25928  2.6041 2.3059 21870 | 1.3316  39.11%
soq | MAE | 42125 14152 | 10821 13470 L1190 1.0578 09228 | 09133 1.03%
° | RMSE | 47785 18507 | 13543 15173 14144 1.3630 12081 | 11985  0.79%
Scenario 2 | oo | MAE | 42127 14966 | 11609 12229  1.1934 1.1050 09731 | 09543  1.93%
° | RMSE | 47818 19561 | 15212 15921  1.5042 1.4412 13107 | 12621  3.71%
oo | MAE | 43286 21157 | 12944 14616 13100 1.2007 1.0867 | 1.0390  4.39%
° | RMSE | 48195 26315 | 1.6982 18523  1.6668 1.6008 14854 | 14215 430%
500, | MAE | 44928 17502 | 14520 16569 16170 1.2494 11139 | 10223 823%
° | RMSE | 51418 22527 | 17492 19121 19222 1.6473 15343 | 13937 9.16%
Scenario 3 | oo | MAE | 44850 18613 | 18532 23481  1.9839 1.4171 12799 | 11603  9.34%
° | RMSE | 5.1798 14328 | 2.1580 27174 23232 1.9224 17957 | 1.6036  10.69%
g% | MAE | 55332 25360 | 22164 20417 22694 1.6388 15599 | 14026  10.08%
° | RMSE | 52148 32102 | 25957 22411  2.6335 22423 22182 | 19738 11.02%

TABLE III: Statistics of the CDR scenarios. Top row denotes
the source domain and bottom row is the target domain.
#Overlap represents the number of overlapping users, ratio
represents the proportion of #Overlap in the total number of
users.

#Users #Items  #Overlap (ratio)
Scenario 1 1\1\;[131!1: 17223”295680 gg:gig 18,031 (9.95%)
Scenario 2 f,[‘;‘:lv‘z ?gg:ggg 35607’ &822 37,388 (5.42%)
Scenario 3 ]13/101;):1(: 670231’265%8 36647’ ;&832 16,738 (2.53%)

« RMSE: is the quadratic mean of the differences between
the rating predicted by the model and the actual rating of
the user.

1 2
FMSE = |R| DO I - (R — (wi, vi)) [
i g
(18)
The SCDR method capitalizes on the data-rich source
domain to address the cold-start recommendation problem in
the target domain. Statistics of each scenario are provided in
Table

Baselines: As SCDR is a EMCDR-based approach, we
primarily compare it with other EMCDR-based methods. In

particular, we choose the following methods as baselines:

1) MF [33] denotes training a Matrix Factorization model
only on the target domain, which serves as the baseline
for non-CDR methods in our comparative experiments;

2) CMF [36] is a collective matrix factorization model that
trains the users and items representation from the source
and target domains simultaneously;

3) CLCDR [3] is a contrastive-based CDR method for cold-
start recommendation;

TABLE IV: Taxonomy of the compared methods

Method CDR Methods EMCDR-based CDR Methods
MF X X
CMF v X
SSCDR v v
CLCDR v v
EMCDR v v
PTUPCDR v v
TMCDR v v
SCDR v v

4) SSCDR [20] leverages the cross-domain relationships
between users and items to construct additional super-
visory information;

5) EMCDR [32] is the first work proposed to train a
mapping function to solve the cold-start problem in CDR
tasks;

6) PTUPCDR [55] utilizes a meta network to train a
personalized mapping function;

7) TMCDR [54]] proposes a transfer-meta framework for
EMCDR-based CDR tasks, it learns a task-oriented
network to solve the cold-start problem.

Table [[V| demonstrate the taxonomy of the compared meth-
ods.

Implementation Details: In this section, we detail our
implementation. We employ stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
to train the proposed SCDR model, which encompasses both
the Probabilistic MF model and the mapping function. The
learning rate is set at 0.01, while the dimension of the latent
representation for the MF model is 10. The mapping function
is designed as a two-layer Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP), with
a hidden dimension of 50. We adopt the tan-sigmoid activation
function in the MLP to ensure a smooth mapping function. For
training, the batch size is determined as 256 for all Scenarios.
In the PGD training process to optimize Lscpr, we set the
values of k and radius p to 5 and 5, respectively.
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Fig. 4: Visualization of loss landscape for representation space around @°. O denotes the ratio of overlapping users.

B. Recommendation Performance (RQI)

We present our main experimental results in this section.
For each experiment, we run trials with three random seeds
and report the mean values. We adopt MAE and RMSE as
our evaluation metrics. As shown in Table [[I, our method sur-
passes other baselines in all tested scenarios. Notably, Matrix
Factorization (MF), a non-CDR method, exhibits the poorest
performance. This underscores the challenges conventional
Collaborative Filtering methods face when addressing the
cold-start user recommendation problem. Among the baseline
methods compared, SSCDR, EMCDR, CLCDR, TMCDR and
PTUPCDR utilize a EMCDR-based method, with TMCDR
emerging as the top-performing method. Nevertheless, our
method significantly exceeds the performance of TMCDR. In
summary, our experimental findings validate the efficacy of our
proposed SCDR method, emphasizing its promise to address
the challenges of the cold-start problem.

Table [I] reveals the relationship between the performance
improvement of SCDR and the sparsity of overlapping users.
Note that: (1) As a larger 8 implies that fewer overlapping
users can be used to train the mapping function, the im-
provement of SCDR increases with the increase of 3, and (2)
SCDR achieves the maximum improvement when the number
of overlapping users training data is minimal (Scenario 1,
B = 80%). The above two observations verify that SCDR can
effectively alleviate the poor generalization problem caused by
a small number of overlapping users.

C. Loss Landscape Properties of SCDR (RQ2)

Loss landscape characterizes how a model’s loss changes
with respect to its parameters [|16]], [26], which is useful for
understanding optimization difficulties such as local minima
and saddle points. In this section, we aim to visualize the
loss landscape of CDR models to observe and analyze their
generalization ability. Considering that the EMCDR-method
utilizes the representation of overlapping users in the source
domain to solve the cold-start problem, we visualize the
loss landscape corresponding to the source representation
space where overlapping users are located. Note that user
representations reside in a high-dimensional vector space,
the loss landscape cannot be directly observed. We adopt
the visualization method in [26] to obtain a two-dimensional
projection of the high-dimensional loss landscape. Specifically,
we generate a series of loss values by interpolating along
random directions in the trained weight space and map these
loss values to a two-dimensional plane, forming a visualized
loss landscape. Algorithm [2] demonstrates the specific details
of the visualization method.

Figure [] shows the loss landscapes of the EMCDR,
PTUPCDR, TMCDR and the SCDR method using contour
plots. The denser the contour lines, the sharper the loss
landscape. Based on Figure, we can draw the following
conclusions: (1) Compared to the loss landscape of EMCDR,
the loss landscape of SCDR is significantly smoother. This
indicates that our method can make the model converge to



Algorithm 2 Visualization of CDR 2D loss landscape

Require: sample size N, scalar parameters ¢ € [Cmin, Cmax)»
¥ € [Ymins Ymax), The mapping function fy;, testing
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Ensure: CDR 2D Loss Landscape for G°

1: Sample first random direction g; ~ A(0,1)
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flat minima, suggesting it has better generalization ability
[11]; (2) Additionally, we can observe that there is a certain
correlation between the ratio of overlapping users and the
steepness of the loss landscape. From Scenario 1 to Scenario
3, as the proportion of overlapping users decreases, the loss
landscape becomes increasingly steep. The EMCDR method
is more likely to converge to sharp minima in datasets with
fewer overlapping users, while our proposed method can avoid
converging to sharp minima.

D. Adversarial Robustness Analysis (RQ3)

Recommender systems have been shown to be vulnerable
to adversarial attacks that lead to the model making incorrect
recommendations [2], [7] . In CDR tasks, adversarial samples
are assumed to be maliciously perturbed user-item rating pairs,
and a robust CDR model should still be able to make accurate
predictions for these adversarial samples. Recent research has
found a non-trivial connection between SAM and adversarial
robustness. [44] show that SAM can improve a model’s
adversarial robustness without sacrificing accuracy compared
to standard training, which indicates that SCDR may be a
robust CDR method.

In this section, we conduct an empirical study to explore
how our method exhibits better robustness compared to ex-
isting CDR methods. We employed the Fast Gradient Sign
Method (FGSM) [12] to conduct white-box adversarial attacks
on the CDR model. FGSM is an adversarial attack technique
that generates adversarial examples by adding perturbations to
input data in the direction of the gradient of the loss function,
exploiting the model’s sensitivity to small input changes.

As a gradient-based attack method, FGSM constructs an
adversarial example v’ by u’ = u + 7, where u denotes the
original user representation and 7 is the FGSM perturbation
defined by

1 = esign (Vo Lyr(u,v)) (19)

TABLE V: Adversarial Robustness of SCDR Under Different
FGSM Attack Rate

Natural /5 Roubst MAE
Method MAE | =025 =05 =075 =1
SCDR (k=1, p=1) | 1.0246 | 14903 23265 3.0282 3.5069
SCDR (k=2, p=1) | 1.0218 | 14840 23033 29669 3.4279
SCDR (k=3 p=1) | 1.0208 | 14874 23050 29765 34315
SCDR (k=5, p=1) | 1.0167 | 14789 22969 2.9576 3.4120
SCDR (k=1, p=5) | 1.0141 | 14888 23183 3.0130 3.5174
SCDR (k=2, p=5) | 1.0208 | 14241 22288 29371 34648
SCDR (k=3, p=5) | 10157 | 13362 20135 2.6259 3.1078
SCDR (k=5, p=5) | 1.0127 | 12413 1.6808 2.0845 24044

where € denotes the attack rate of FGSM, 6 is the parameters
of a model, sign() denotes the sign function and w is the input
to the model. Intuitively, FGSM method perturbs an input by
adding noise in the direction of the gradient of the loss with
respect to the input, thereby causing the model to misclassify
the input data. As the attack rate e increases, the perturbations
to the model become greater, and consequently, the model’s
performance declines. Table 4 demonstrates the adversarial
robustness of SCDR at various attack rates (under Scenario

1, B = 80%).

—e— PTUPCDR
50 EMCDR
—+— SSCDR
—— CLCDR
—+— TMCDR
—=— SCDR

Perturbed MAE

e

0.00 025 050 075 100
Perturbation rate of adversarial attack

Fig. 5: Adversarial Robustness of CDR methods.

Figure [5] shows that all CDR methods exhibit a certain
degree of vulnerability to adversarial attacks. As the attack
rate increases, the model’s accuracy decreases accordingly.
Among them, SDCR demonstrates the best robustness, allow-
ing it to maintain a relatively good recommendation accuracy
when subjected to adversarial attacks. Interestingly, we found
that although PTUPCDR has impressive performance, it is
very vulnerable to adversarial attacks. This might be due
to the personalized mapping function using more parameters
to learn each user’s personalized mapping, with this over-
parameterised neural network structure leading to an unexpect-
edly fragile nature. In contrast, SCDR robustifies the model
against adversarial attacks by smoothing the loss landscape.

E. Hyperparameters Analysis (RQ4)

In SCDR, there are two important hyperparameters p and
k, where p is the maximum radius of the perturbation in Eq.
() and Eq. (I0), and k is the number of iterations in Eq. (12).
Intuitively, a larger p represents the strength of sharpness regu-
larization, while a larger % yields a more accurate estimation of
sharpness. In this section, we analyze the impact of hyperpa-
rameters p and k on the model’s performance, robustness, and



loss landscape. Before starting the hyperparameter analysis,
we introduce a quantitative analysis of the loss landscape
rather than merely visualizing it. Specifically, we consider
using the Lipschitz constant to measure the landscape.

1) Lipschitz constant evaluation: We use the Lipschitz
constant [41] to quantitatively describe the sharpness of the
loss landscape. Specifically, consider a function f : X — Y,
its Lipschitz constant is defined as

dy (f(2), f(y))

Ifllz = ix (0.9)

sup
z,YyEX;T#Y

(20)

Eq. characterizes the sharpness of the loss landscape since
it quantifies the maximum rate at which the function’s values
can change, effectively measuring how steep or abrupt changes
are within the landscape. Intuitively, a lower Lipschitz constant
implies a smoother loss landscape.

However, accurately calculating the Lipschitz constant over
the entire input domain is computationally expensive, since
it requires intensive sampling of the function’s loss values.
Inspired by [41], we leverage a carefully chosen sampling
strategy for  and y that can enhance computational efficiency
while providing a more accurate estimate of the Lipschitz
constant. We rewrite Eq. (17) with y = x + r as

dy (f(z), f(z + 1))
dx(z,z+7)

Ifllz =

sup
z,x+reX;0<dx (z,z+7r)

2y

Eq. (21) assumes that the supremum can be achieved for some
perturbation r. Given the context of cross-domain recommen-
dation, we let x to be the representation for overlapping users
0°, perturbation 7 to be the §*, then the Lipschitz constant
can be estimated by

|fu(@®) — fu(@® +6)]
[as — (@ + d)]|2

[fllL = sup Easnp (22)

ll8ll=<p
where fiy(0®) denotes the final output of u® and P denotes the
distribution of G®. Specifically, Eq. explicitly calculates
the pairwise Lipschitz constant of the mapping function for
the overlapping user G° and its neighbors within the ¢5 norm
ball. Intuitively, Eq. (22)) represents the maximum slope of the
loss landscape centered at G° with a radius of p. Note that Eq.
(22) directly uses the adversarial samples obtained from Eq.
(12) to estimate the Lipschitz constant with pre-calculated 6%,
thus alleviating the heavy computational cost when explicitly
estimate Lipschitz constant with Eq. (20).

2) Sensitivity analysis: Now we analyze the impact of
hyperparameters on the model’s performance, robustness, and
loss landscape. The experiments is conducted in Scenario 1
with 8 = 80%. We analyze the performance of SCDR when
p=1 and p=5, and when k takes values from the set {1,2,3,5}.

We first analyzed whether larger values of p and k could
lead to a better approximation of § that maximizes Lscpr,
thereby more effectively altering the geometric properties of
the loss landscape. Figure [6] shows that as p and k increase,
SCDR is able to converge to flatter local minima. This
experimental result aligns with our intuition. Furthermore, as
shown in Figure [/| we observed that the model’s performance
is not sensitive to changes in p and k£ which is consistent with
SAM’s [11] experimental results on CIFAR-10.
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Fig. 8: The effect of p and k on adversarial robustness

Although the model’s performance is not significantly sen-
sitive to p and k, we found that they have a significant effect
on the robustness of SCDR. As shown in Figure [§] when p
is sufficiently large, a larger k can make the loss landscape
flatter and improve the adversarial robustness of the model.
This may be because when the model’s loss landscape is
flatter, it is more difficult to attack the model by gradient-
based adversarial attacks. Based on these observations, we can
draw the following conclusion: (1) The hyperparameters p and
k directly affect the sharpness of the loss landscape. Larger
values of p and k£ can make the model converge to flatter
minima, which is directly related to the model’s adversarial
robustness. When the model converges to flatter minima, it has
stronger robustness against gradient-based adversarial attacks.
(2) The recommendation performance of SCDR is not strongly
affected by the choice of hyperparameters p and k.

F. SCDR with other recommendation models (RQS5)

In SCDR, we employ the matrix factorization (MF) as the
backbone recommendation model for generating user and item
embeddings. We choose MF as the backbone because other
EMCDR-based methods also utilize MF as their recommenda-
tion model; this choice helps us avoid introducing additional
variables to ensure fair experimental results. In this section,



we demonstrate that our method can be applied to the popular
graph-based models, such as NGCF [43|] and LightGCN [15].

TABLE VI: SCDR with various recommendation models

Method B=20% B=50% B=80%
MAE  RMSE MAE RMSE MAE  RMSE
MF (SCDR) 09658 1.2649 09729 12731 10127 13316
NGCF 09632 12631 09686 12719 1.0262 1.3215
LightGCN 09520 1.2546 09590 1.2656 1.0233  1.3141

Table shows the performance when we replace matrix
factorization with NGCF and LightGCN as the recommenda-
tion models. The experiments are conducted on CDR Scenario
1. Intuitively, the motivation behind SCDR is independent of
the choice of recommendation models, and thus it is not lim-
ited by the selection of recommendation models. Experimental
results show that our proposed SCDR method can be applied
to other recommendation models.

G. Ablation Study (RQ6)

In this section, we conduct an ablation study to validate
the effectiveness of SCDR. The experiments are conducted on
CDR Scenario 1. First, we set k=0 for the SMF module in the
pretraining phase (meaning that SAM is not effective at this
point), and we call the resulting model SC' DR~ . Furthermore,
we set k=0 for the SCDR module in the learning mapping
function part, noting that the model is equivalent to TMCDR
[54] at this point. From the results in Table we can
draw the following conclusions: (1) Models containing the
SAM mod consistently outperform those without the SAM
module, indicating the effectiveness of the proposed methods;
and (2) In the most extreme sparsity case, SCDR brings the
most significant improvement. This suggests that our method
can effectively overcome the challenge of overlapping user
scarcity.

TABLE VII: Ablation Study

Method B=20% B=50% B8=80%

MAE RMSE MAE RMSE MAE RMSE
TMCDR 1.0536 14164 12026 1.6512 1.5872  2.1870
SCDR~ 1.0468 14046 1.1734 1.6209 1.5266  2.1097
SCDR 0.9658  1.2649 09729 1.2731 1.0127 1.3316

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose Sharpness-Aware Cross-Domain
Recommendation, namely SCDR, to address the cold-start
problem in recommender systems. We observe that existing
CDR methods are likely to converge to sharp local minima
because only a very limited number of overlapping users
are available for training. Based on this observation and
inspired by recent studies in sharpness-aware minimization, we
propose SCDR to overcome the aforementioned challenge and
enhance model generalization. Experiments on the Amazon
CDR datasets have validated the superior performance of

SCDR and demonstrated that SCDR has better robustness to
defend against adversarial attacks.

In future work, we will consider exploring other applications
of cross-domain recommendation and the geometric properties
of loss, such as in the healthcare domain and applications
involving genetic information. Also, when calculating SAM,
we neglected the Hessian matrix of the loss function to reduce
the computational burden of SCDR. In the future, we will
explore how to improve the efficiency of SCDR. Further, we
investigate how sharpness-aware minimization can enhance
robustness against white-box adversarial attacks. In the future,
we plan to extend our research to the robustness against black-
box adversarial attacks, where no knowledge of the target
model is available.
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