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ABSTRACT
Matrix completion is an important area of research in recommender
systems. Recent methods view a rating matrix as a user-item bi-
partite graph with labeled edges denoting observed ratings and
predict the edges between the user and item nodes by using the
graph neural network (GNN). Despite their effectiveness, they treat
each rating type as an independent relation type and thus cannot
sufficiently consider the ordinal nature of the ratings. In this paper,
we explore a new approach to exploit rating ordinality for GNN,
which has not been studied well in the literature. We introduce
a new method, called ROGMC, to leverage Rating Ordinality in
GNN-based Matrix Completion. It uses cumulative preference prop-
agation to directly incorporate rating ordinality in GNN’s message
passing, allowing for users’ stronger preferences to be more em-
phasized based on inherent orders of rating types. This process is
complemented by interest regularizationwhich facilitates preference
learning using the underlying interest information. Our extensive
experiments show that ROGMC consistently outperforms the exist-
ing strategies of using rating types for GNN. We expect that our
attempt to explore the feasibility of utilizing rating ordinality for
GNN may stimulate further research in this direction.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Matrix completion is an important problem in recommender sys-
tems [2, 7]. Given a partially observed user-item matrix whose
entries represent ratings from users on items, it aims to predict the
missing entries in the matrix based on the observed ones. Recent
studies [1, 9, 12, 17] have achieved remarkable performance by us-
ing the graph neural networks (GNN). They view the rating matrix
as a user-item bipartite graph where observed ratings are repre-
sented by labeled edges, then they apply GNN to enrich each node’s
representation by propagating the information of multi-hop neigh-
bors.

An important question is how to reflect rating types of edges for
GNN’s message passing. Most GNN-based methods [1, 11, 12, 15–
17] have treated each rating as an independent relation type and
differently propagate the information of neighboring nodes ac-
cording to their rating types. The most popular approach is to use
relation-wise transformation, which has shown high effectiveness
in handling diverse relations of knowledge graph [11]. Specifically,
[1, 16, 17] apply the rating-wise transformation that uses different
parameter matrices for each rating type in the message passing
layer. On the one hand, [15] employs rating-wise edge embedding
to distinguish the message passing via edges with different rating
types. Lastly, [12] uses rating-wise propagation to separately prop-
agate representations for each rating type. Commonly, they treat
rating types as a kind of categorical label in the sense that they are
treated equally and independently of each other.

However, rating types are not inherently independent relations,
as they have an ordinal nature. That is, there exist inherent orders
among different rating types, i.e., higher ratings generally reflect a
user’s stronger preferences compared to lower ratings. Such ordinal-
ity among the relation types is an important distinction from other
application graphs, such as knowledge graphs, where relations (e.g.,
citizen_of, educated_at) do not possess inherent orders. In this re-
gard, we argue that the independent modeling of the existing GNN-
based methods insufficiently reflects the unique nature of ratings,
which may result in suboptimal performance. Indeed, we observe
that the independent modeling often fails to achieve improvements
over a simple GNN that completely disregards rating types, partic-
ularly when the training data is limited (reported in §3.2.1).

In this paper, we explore a way to exploit rating ordinality for
GNN, which has not been studied well in the literature. In machine
learning, a well-known strategy to leverage ordinality involves con-
verting an ordinal attribute into multiple binary attributes based
on order relations [4]. Specifically, an ordinal attribute 𝑅 with or-
dered values (𝑅1, 𝑅2, · · · , 𝑅𝑘 ) is converted into 𝑘 binary attributes.
The 𝑖-th binary attribute is defined as 𝐼 [𝑅 ≥ 𝑅𝑖 ], where 𝐼 denotes
the indicator function. As a concrete example, consider an ordinal
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attribute 𝑅 with three values: (𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑙, 𝑀𝑖𝑙𝑑, 𝐻𝑜𝑡). This can be con-
verted into three binary attributes, i.e., 𝐼 [𝑅 ≥ 𝐶𝑜𝑜𝑙], 𝐼 [𝑅 ≥ 𝑀𝑖𝑙𝑑],
and 𝐼 [𝑅 ≥ 𝐻𝑜𝑡]. The converted binary attributes are used for the
subsequent training process. This strategy allows for naturally
considering the inherent orders among the ordinal values, thus
better reflecting the ordinality compared to treating them indepen-
dently [4].

Based on the idea, we present a new ROGMCmethod to leverage
Rating Ordinality in GNN-based Matrix Completion (Figure 1). We
convert the bipartite graph 𝐺 into a set of subgraphs {𝐺𝑡 }𝑡 ∈T ,
where each subgraph 𝐺𝑡 includes edges with ratings greater than
or equal to 𝑡 . Each subgraph’s edges now represent whether the
preference is stronger than a certain degree, providing multiple
views generated based on inherent orders of rating types. We apply
GNN to each subgraph and make predictions by consolidating
representations from the subgraphs. Furthermore, we introduce a
new interest regularization to assist preference learning from each
subgraph. As all ratings for an item are given after interactions
driven by interest1, there exists an underlying interest semantic
regardless of the rating types. Based on this idea, we enable nodes
in the subgraphs with different preference levels to share the same
semantics of user interest. We validate the validity of ROGMC with
extensive experiments on real-world datasets, and provide a detailed
analysis showing the effectiveness of each proposed component.

2 METHODOLOGY
2.1 Problem Formulation and Notations
Given a partially observed user-item matrix𝑀 , where each entry
𝑀𝑖 𝑗 denotes the feedback from user 𝑖 on item 𝑗 , matrix completion
(MC) aims to predict the missing entries. In practical applications,
users typically rate only a small fraction of their purchases [5, 8],
thus there inevitably exist interacted-but-unrated items. Conse-
quently, some observed entries have ratings from a setR = {1, ..., 𝑅},
while other entries are observed but their ratings remain unknown,
which are denoted as 𝑈 . The matrix 𝑀 can be viewed as a user-
item bipartite graph𝐺 , where nodes represent users and items, and
edges represent observed user-item interactions [1, 12]. Each edge
connecting node 𝑖 and node 𝑗 has a weight of𝑀𝑖 𝑗 .

2.2 ROGMC
We present ROGMC to exploit Rating Ordinality in GNN-based MC.
We focus on modeling the rating ordinality in GNN’s message pass-
ing, unlike the prior methods treating rating types independently.

2.2.1 Cumulative preference propagation. Employing the idea
that converts an ordinal attribute into multiple binary attributes [4],
we convert 𝐺 into a set of multiple unweighted subgraphs. Each
subgraph contains all the nodes, but different edges according to the
rating types. Specifically, we generate a set of subgraphs {𝐺𝑡 }𝑡 ∈T
by collecting edges with ratings greater than or equal to 𝑡 into 𝐺𝑡 ,
where T ⊆ R is the set of rating types used for the conversion. Note
that edges with unknown ratings (i.e.,𝑈 ) are not included in 𝐺𝑡 .

1In this paper, we use the term ‘interest’ to denote what makes users try items and the
term ‘preference’ to denote users’ explicit feedback given after trying items, i.e., users
try interesting items and express their explicit preferences by ratings.

Figure 1: Method overview. ‘U’ denotes observed interaction
with no rating from users. This example uses T = {1, 3, 5}.

Then, we apply GNN to each subgraph 𝐺𝑡 to exploit the graph
structure by propagating representations on it. Various GNNs can be
employed here, and we follow the simple propagation rule of [6, 12]:

𝑒𝑙+1𝑡 [𝑖] =
∑︁

𝑗∈N𝑡 (𝑖 )

1
𝑐𝑖 𝑗

𝑒𝑙𝑡 [ 𝑗], (1)

where N𝑡 (𝑖) denotes the set of node 𝑖’s neighbors in 𝐺𝑡 , 𝑐𝑖 𝑗 =

( |N𝑟 (𝑖) | |N𝑟 ( 𝑗) |)0.5 is the normalization constant, and 𝑒𝑙𝑡 [𝑖] denotes
node 𝑖’s representation at 𝑙-th layer. It is worth noting that the
propagation on each subgraph is independent, thus they can be
efficiently computed in parallel. After 𝐿 propagation layers, we
obtain the node representation from each subgraph asℎ𝑡 [𝑖] = 𝑒𝐿𝑡 [𝑖].
Lastly, we make the final node representation ℎ[𝑖] by aggregating
the subgraph representations [12], i.e., ℎ[𝑖] = ∑

𝑡 ∈T ℎ𝑡 [𝑖].
Remarks. Unlike𝐺 where edges correspond to individual rating

types, edges in𝐺𝑡 signify whether the ratings are higher than a cer-
tain degree. This allows for considering multiple views generated
based on inherent orders of rating types. An interesting property of
this approach is that edges with higher ratings are more frequently
included in the subgraphs, which ensures their increased participa-
tion in the propagation process. As a result, information associated
with these edges is accumulated in ℎ[𝑖] to a greater extent, empha-
sizing on users’ stronger preferences based on the rating ordinality.

Alternatively, one can also consider emphasizing lower ratings
by constructing 𝐺𝑡 with edges having ratings less than or equal to
𝑡 . However, in our experiments, we consistently achieved better
performance when focusing on higher ratings (reported in §3.2.2).

2.2.2 Interest regularization. Due to the limited number of rat-
ings, {𝐺𝑡 }𝑡 ∈T has a high sparsity. In particular, the subgraph with
a stronger preference level has a higher sparsity, which hinders
effective learning. To cope with the sparsity problem, we introduce
a new interest regularization that utilizes users’ general interest
information to guide the learning users’ preference from {𝐺𝑡 }𝑡 ∈T .

Let𝐺𝐼 denote the unweighted version of𝐺 , which includes all
nodes and edges (i.e., both R and 𝑈 ). In 𝐺𝐼 , edges represent the
existence of user-item interactions. By applying GNN,we can obtain
valuable signals of what attracts the user’s interest and makes them
interact with items [6]. Considering all ratings for an item are given
after interactions driven by interest, there exists an underlying
interest semantic regardless of the rating types. We seek to leverage
these underlying semantics to assist preference learning based on
{𝐺𝑡 }𝑡 ∈T . To this end, we make {ℎ𝑡 [𝑖]}𝑡 ∈T to share the underlying
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semantic of interest ℎ𝐼 [𝑖] as follows:

L𝐼𝑅 =
∑︁

1≤𝑖≤𝑁

1
|T |

∑︁
𝑡 ∈T

ℎ𝑡 [𝑖] − ℎ𝐼 [𝑖]

2 (2)

where ℎ𝐼 [𝑖] denotes node 𝑖’s representation after applying 𝐿 prop-
agation layers on 𝐺𝐼 (Eq.1), and 𝑁 is the total number of nodes.

2.2.3 Bilinear decoder. Following [1, 12], we use a bilinear de-
coder to predict ratings from the representations. Given the final
representation ℎ[𝑖] of user 𝑖 and ℎ[ 𝑗] of item 𝑗 , the decoder pro-
duces a probability distribution over the rating types as follows:

𝑝 (𝑀𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑟 ) =
exp(𝑧𝑟

𝑖 𝑗
)∑

𝑠∈R exp(𝑧𝑠
𝑖 𝑗
) , 𝑧𝑟𝑖 𝑗 = ℎ[𝑖]𝑇𝑄𝑟ℎ[ 𝑗], (3)

where 𝑄𝑟 is a trainable parameter matrix. The final rating is com-
puted by �̂�𝑖 𝑗 =

∑
𝑟 ∈R 𝑟 𝑝 (𝑀𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑟 ) [1].

2.2.4 Model training. ROGMC learns preference from ratings,
with the regularization based on interest revealed from the existence
of edges. We use the rating prediction loss [1] along with the pair-
wise ranking loss [10]. This pair-wise loss aids in capturing interest
semantics by discriminating between observed and unobserved
interactions, which can enhance the regularization effects. Let D =

{(𝑖, 𝑗, 𝑘) | 𝑀𝑖 𝑗 ∈ R ∧ 𝑀𝑖𝑘 ∉ R ∪ {𝑈 }} denote the set of training
instances, i.e., user 𝑖 gives rating to item 𝑗 but doesn’t interact with
item 𝑘 . The loss function is defined as follows:

L = −
∑︁

(𝑖,𝑗,𝑘 ) ∈D

(∑︁
𝑟 ∈R

𝐼 (𝑟 = 𝑀𝑖 𝑗 ) log𝑝 (�̂�𝑖 𝑗 = 𝑟 ) + 𝛼 log𝜎
(
𝑜𝑖 𝑗 − 𝑜𝑖𝑘

))
(4)

where the first term corresponds to the cross-entropy loss between
the predictions and the ground-truth ratings [1, 12], the second
term is the pair-wise loss. 𝐼 (·) is the indicator function, 𝛼 is a
hyperparameter balancing the two terms, and 𝜎 (·) is the sigmoid
function. 𝑜𝑖 𝑗 denotes the interest score of user 𝑖 to item 𝑗 . We
compute it by the sum of unnormalized scores, i.e., 𝑜𝑖 𝑗 =

∑
𝑟 ∈R 𝑧𝑟

𝑖 𝑗
.

Finally, ROGMC trains the model with the following loss function:
L𝑅𝑂𝐺𝑀𝐶 = L + 𝜆L𝐼𝑅 (5)

where 𝜆 is a hyperparameter controlling the regularization effects.

3 EXPERIMENTS
3.1 Experiment Setup
Datasets. We use three real-world datasets, ML-100K, ML-1M, and
Eachmovie, widely used in recent work [1, 3, 12, 13, 17]. We use the
10-core setting [6, 14], and data statistics are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Data Statistics
Dataset #Users #Items #Ratings Sparsity Rating type
ML-100K 943 1,682 100,000 93.70% {1,2,3,4,5}
ML-1M 6,040 3,706 1,000,209 95.53% {1,2,3,4,5}

Eachmovie 72,916 1,628 2,811,983 97.63% {1,2,3,4,5,6}

Evaluation protocols. For each dataset, we randomly divide each
user’s ratings into training/validation/test sets in an 80%/10%/10%
split. We report the average root mean square error (RMSE) and
its standard deviation from three independent runs. To simulate
the real-world scenarios having many interacted-but-unrated items
[5, 8], we introduce additional experiment settingswhere ratings are
given only a certain fraction of interactions (i.e., Rating-fracs). That

is, in the 25% setting, we keep the ratings for randomly selected 25%
of training interactions, and replace the ratings for the remaining
interactions with unknown ratings (i.e.,𝑈 ).
Baselines. As the focus of this work is to develop a new approach
to leverage rating ordinality for GNN, we focus on the comparison
with the existing strategies for handling rating types, excluding
other task-oriented designs (e.g., various input features for inductive
prediction [12]). Our baselines include a non-GNN method:MF [7],
and four GNN-based methods: LGCN [6],GCMC [1], RGCN [11],
and EGCN [15]. LGCN treats all rating types equally. Both GCMC
and RGCN employ rating-specific transformations, but GCMC uses
an additional dense layer. EGCN uses a unique edge embedding
for each rating type [15]. Note that the existing methods do not
consider unknown ratings (i.e.,𝑈 ). To ensure a fair comparison, we
modify the GNN-based methods to treat 𝑈 as a separate relation
type and report their performance as well. The modified versions
are denoted with a ‘+’ symbol.
Experiment details. For all methods, we apply a grid search for
hyperparameters and follow the search ranges reported in the exist-
ing work. We also tried adjacent rating regularization [17], but no
significant improvement is observed. As this short paper focuses
on showing the validity of our approach, we simply set R as T . We
leave further exploration to find the optimal T for future study.

3.2 Experiment Results
3.2.1 Overall Evaluation. Table 2 presents the performance com-
parison on two different Rating-fracs. First, at Rating-frac=100%,
GNN-basedmethods that treat rating types as independent relations
(i.e., GCMC, RGCN, and EGCN) largely outperform LGCN that com-
pletely disregards rating types. However, when Rating-frac=25%,
the advantage of these methods diminishes, and they even fail to
outperform LGCN on ML-100K. This shows the effectiveness of the
existing strategies for modeling rating types is limited, particularly
when the training ratings are sparse. Second, although the modified
GNNs (denoted by ‘+’) generally perform better than the original
methods at Rating-frac=25%, these improvements are not always
substantial. Lastly, ROGMC consistently achieves the best perfor-
mance among all competitors, with larger improvements when
fewer ratings are available. These results show that directly model-
ing rating ordinality in GNN can indeed improve recommendation
accuracy, and also support the validity of the proposed approach.

3.2.2 Ablation Study. Table 3 presents the performance with
various ablations and design choices onML-100K. First, in (a)-(c), we
ablate CP and IR from ROGMC.2 We observe that both components
are indeed effective, and the best performance is achieved by using
both of them. Notably, IR effectively improves preference learning
from the sparse subgraphs, without leveraging any extra rating
data. Second, we compare other choices for constructing multi-view
subgraphs. (d) and (e) construct each subgraph 𝐺𝑡 by collecting
edges with ratings exactly equal to 𝑡 and those with ratings less
than or equal to 𝑡 , respectively.3 We observe that directly leveraging
ordinality shows better results than rating-wise propagation ((c) vs.
(d)), and emphasizing higher ratings is more effective than focusing

2Note that ROGMC without CP and IR can be thought of as LGCN+. IR cannot be
applied to LGCN+ alone, as it acts on multiple node representations.
3(d) can be seen as the integration of rating-wise propagation [12] within ROGMC.
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Table 2: RMSE results. Gain𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 denotes the RMSE improve-
ment of ROGMC over the best competitor.

Rating-frac Method ML-100K ML-1M Eachmovie

MF 0.9125 ± 0.0100 0.8994 ± 0.0018 1.2039 ± 0.0029
LGCN+ 0.9329 ± 0.0059 0.8983 ± 0.0048 1.2212 ± 0.0012
GCMC 0.8980 ± 0.0091 0.8446 ± 0.0063 1.1733 ± 0.0037
GCMC+ 0.8935 ± 0.0142 0.8478 ± 0.0099 1.1601 ± 0.0102

100% RGCN 0.9082 ± 0.0080 0.8417 ± 0.0010 1.1160 ± 0.0033
RGCN+ 0.9052 ± 0.0157 0.8613 ± 0.0161 1.1219 ± 0.0046
EGCN 0.8997 ± 0.0054 0.8540 ± 0.0029 1.1230 ± 0.0025
EGCN+ 0.8996 ± 0.0047 0.8531 ± 0.0033 1.1240 ± 0.0013
ROGMC 0.8726 ± 0.0009 0.8340 ± 0.0035 1.1106 ± 0.0013

Gain𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 0.0209 0.0077 0.0054

MF 1.0870 ± 0.0087 0.9374 ± 0.0007 1.3287 ± 0.0058
LGCN+ 0.9609 ± 0.0149 0.9222 ± 0.0012 1.2804 ± 0.0019
GCMC 0.9826 ± 0.0175 0.9158 ± 0.0151 1.2932 ± 0.0090
GCMC+ 0.9675 ± 0.0254 0.8949 ± 0.0228 1.2611 ± 0.0062

25% RGCN 0.9779 ± 0.0091 0.9135 ± 0.0025 1.2642 ± 0.0153
RGCN+ 0.9739 ± 0.0210 0.9122 ± 0.0063 1.2145 ± 0.0015
EGCN 1.0365 ± 0.0378 0.9127 ± 0.0134 1.2400 ± 0.0022
EGCN+ 0.9744 ± 0.0146 0.9152 ± 0.0175 1.2250 ± 0.0019
ROGMC 0.9317 ± 0.0025 0.8781 ± 0.0016 1.2039 ± 0.0013

Gain𝑏𝑒𝑠𝑡 0.0292 0.0168 0.0106

Table 3: RMSE results for ablations. ‘CP’ denotes cumulative
preference propagation, ‘IR’ denotes interest regularization.

Ablations CP IR Rating-frac (100% / 50% / 25%)
(a) LGCN+ ✗ ✗ 0.9329 / 0.9448 / 0.9609
(b) ✓ ✗ 0.8967 / 0.9228 / 0.9467
(c) ROGMC ✓ ✓ 0.8726 / 0.9042 / 0.9317

ROGMC with other design choices Rating-frac (100% / 50% / 25%)
(d) subgraph (=) 0.8821 / 0.9117 / 0.9472
(e) subgraph (≤) 0.8936 / 0.9165 / 0.9492
(f) IR w/o pair-wise loss 0.8835 / 0.9195 / 0.9438

Figure 2: Effects of ROGMC. (a-b) L2 distances between the
averaged user representations across various rating types. (a)
and (b) corresponds to the results of GCMC+ and ROGMC,
respectively. (c) RMSE with varying hyperparameters: 𝜆 and
𝛼 . Results of Rating-frac=50% on ML-100K.

on lower ratings ((c) vs. (e)). Lastly, (f) ablates the pair-wise loss,
which is employed to enhance the effects of interest regularization.
This modification leads to a slight decline in the final performance.
These results collectively support the validity of each proposed
component and our design choices.

3.2.3 Further Analysis. We provide further analysis to provide
deeper insight for ROGMC. First, we investigate whether the rating
ordinality is well captured by ROGMC. We compute the averaged
user representation 𝐴𝑉𝐺𝑖 (ℎ𝑡 [𝑖]) for each rating type 𝑡 , and com-
pute the L2 distance between the averaged representations across
the rating types. Fig.2a presents the results of GCMC+ which shows
the best performance on ML-100K, and Fig.2b presents the results
of ROGMC. We observe that ROGMC better encodes the inherent
orders of ratings in its representation space compared to GCMC+.
For example, in terms of the degree of preference, rating 5 is closer
to rating 4 than rating 1. So, it is expected that the distance between
ℎ5 and ℎ4 would be smaller than the distance between ℎ5 and ℎ1.

Such ordinal relationships are better reflected in ROGMC, whereas
GCMC+ often shows largely contradictory results to the ordinality.

Interestingly, in Fig.2b, representations related to stronger prefer-
ences (e.g., ℎ4 and ℎ5) generally show smaller distances with other
representations. We believe that it is a reasonable result considering
that our cumulative preference propagation exploits edges with
higher ratings more frequently so that stronger preferences are
more emphasized. Based on the observations, we conclude that
ROGMC better encodes the rating ordinality compared to the exist-
ing strategy that treats rating types as independent relations.

Lastly, Fig.2c shows the effects of two hyperparameters: 𝜆 that
controls the impacts of interest regularization, and 𝛼 that balances
the pair-wise loss with the rating prediction loss. The best perfor-
mance is achieved when 𝜆 is around 1.0 and 𝛼 is around 0.5.

4 CONCLUSION
We explore a new approach to exploit rating ordinality for GNN-
based matrix completion. Unlike the existing methods that treat
rating types independently, ROGMC directly utilizes the inclusion
relationships according to the rating ordinality. ROGMC uses cumu-
lative preference propagation to consider multiple views generated
based on the rating ordinality, along with interest regularization to
facilitate preference learning using the underlying interest seman-
tics. We validate the validity of ROGMCwith extensive experiments.

This short paper primarily explores the feasibility of leveraging
rating ordinality for GNNs. We expect that our findings can stimu-
late further research in this direction. In our future work, we will
delve deeper into the applicability and scalability of our approach,
particularly in the context of web-scale datasets.
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