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Abstract—Federated Graph Learning (FGL) has emerged as
a promising paradigm for breaking data silos in distributed
private graphs data management. In practical scenarios involving
complex and heterogeneous distributed graph data, personalized
Federated Graph Learning (pFGL) aims to enhance model utility
by training personalized models tailored to individual client
needs, rather than relying on a universal global model. However,
existing pFGL methods often require numerous communication
rounds under heterogeneous client graphs, leading to significant
security concerns and communication overhead. While One-shot
Federated Learning (OFL) addresses these issues by enabling
collaboration in a single round, existing OFL methods are
designed for image-based tasks and ineffective for graph data,
leaving a critical gap in the field. Additionally, personalized
models often suffer from bias, failing to generalize effectively
to minority data. To address these challenges, we propose the
first one-shot personalized federated graph learning method
for node classification, compatible with the Secure Aggrega-
tion protocol for privacy preservation. Specifically, for effective
graph learning in a single communication round, our method
estimates and aggregates class-wise feature distribution statistics
to construct a global pseudo-graph on the server, facilitating
the training of a global graph model. Moreover, to mitigate
bias, we introduce a two-stage personalized training approach
that adaptively balances local personal information and global
insights from the pseudo-graph, improving both personalization
and generalization. Extensive experiments conducted on 8 multi-
scale graph datasets demonstrate that our method significantly
outperforms state-of-the-art baselines across various settings.

Index Terms—graph, one-shot federated learning, personalized
federated graph learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Graphs are widely employed to model complex relation-
ships between entities across a variety of domains, such
as recommendation systems [1]-[3], finance [4]-[6], and
biomedicine [7]-[9]. While various algorithms and mod-
els [10]-[13] have been proposed to analyze graph data
effectively, most of them assume a centralized setting where
graph data from different sources are aggregated together.
However, collecting and managing such graph data is often
costly, impractical, and presents significant privacy risks in
many cases. For example, in healthcare applications, sharing
patient relation graphs across institutions can expose sensitive
medical and personal identity information [14]-[16]. Similarly,

in competing enterprises, graph data with potential commercial
secrets are often strictly managed and stored in confidential
databases [|17]], [[18]], making centralized data collection and
management infeasible.

To address the tension between the need for vast datasets
and the growing demand for privacy protection, Federated
Graph Learning (FGL) has emerged as a viable solution.
FGL enables collaborative model training across distributed
graph data without the need for data centralization, preserving
privacy and improving security. While FGL has shown its
potential in collaborative training, it faces two significant lim-
itations: 1) Typical FGL struggles with personalizing models
for joint improvement effectively due to heterogeneous graph
data across clients. This heterogeneity arises from differences
in both node and structural properties, with adjacent nodes
influencing each other, further complicating personalization.
2) It requires iterative communication between clients and
the server, which would incur security concerns (e.g. man-in-
the-middle attacks [[19]-[22]] ) and efficiency concerns due to
communication overhead between clients and the server [23]—
[25]]. These limitations can be mitigated by integrating person-
alized federated graph learning (pFGL) and one-shot federated
learning (OFL), which offer novel solutions to improve com-
munication efficiency and model personalization.

To address these challenges, we explore the integration
of pFGL and OFL within the FGL paradigm. Methods of
pFGL allow for personalized model training by focusing on
individual client graph data. OFL reduces the communication
overhead by enabling a single communication round, thereby
circumventing security risks such as man-in-the-middle attacks
and improve the communication efficiency [26]], [27]. How-
ever, both existing pFGL and OFL methods face challenges in
FGL. Specifically, they exhibit the following limitations:

L1: Ineffectiveness for graph learning in one commu-
nication round. Existing pFGL methods [28]-[30] rely on
iterative communication for model optimization, making them
ineffective within one communication round. Most methods
also often fail to support heterogeneous models, as they
primarily rely on aggregating model parameters. Meanwhile,
existing OFL methods, which focus primarily on image-
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Fig. 1: The key limitations of existing methods. L1: Inef-
fectiveness for graph learning in one communication round.
L2: Incompatibility with Secure Aggregation. L3: Imbalance
between personalization and local generalization in personal-
ization. The table details the limitations within L1 and L2,
and our method stands out as the only method capable of
supporting one-shot federated learning for graph data while
accommodating model heterogeneity and Secure Aggregation.

based tasks, are incompatible with graph data. The ensemble-
based OFL methods [27], [31]], [32] can invert images from
ensemble models, but struggle with graph data due to the
inter-dependencies between nodes. The distillation-based OFL
also faces the problems of distilling inter-related graphs. The
generative-based OFL methods [33[|-[|35]] rely on pre-trained
generative models (e.g. Stable Diffusion [36]), which are not
suitable for graph generation.

L2: Incompatibility with Secure Aggregation. Secure
Aggregation is a widely used protocol [37], [38|] designed
to safeguard client privacy during the federated aggregation
process. However, most existing pFGL and OFL methods
require the uploading of raw model parameters or side in-
formation (e.g. additional vectors in FedPUB and FedGTA)
independently, which complicates the aggregation process (e.g.
ensemble or cosine similarity calculation) and prevents the
implementation of privacy-preserving weighted averages.

L3: Imbalance between personalization and local gener-
alization in personalization. Local graph data often exhibit a
significant imbalance in both quantity and topology, as illus-
trated in Fig. |2al Personalized models tend to be biased toward
major classes (with larger quantities and high homophily that
form compact communities) while neglecting minor classes
with fewer samples and often surrounded by nodes from
major classes. This imbalance leads to a degradation in overall
model performance, particularly in underrepresented classes.
A detailed empirical analysis is provided in Fig[2bl The
left panel shows that existing personalized methods result in
models heavily biased toward majority classes (class 3 and
class 5, with a total of 180 samples) while failing to adequately
represent minority classes (class 1 and class 2, with only 64
samples), highlighting the limitations of current approaches in
handling imbalanced graph data.

To overcome these limitations, we first propose a One-shot
personalized Federated Graph Learning (O-pFGL) method.
Our method supports model heterogeneity and integrates with

the Secure Aggregation protocol to ensure privacy. Specifi-
cally, for L1 and L2, clients upload estimated feature dis-
tribution statistics instead of raw model parameters, and the
server securely aggregates these statistics to generate a global
pseudo-graph. This global pseudo-graph is subsequently uti-
lized to train personalized models on clients, eliminating the
need for direct model parameter exchanges and preventing
model theft. This design streamlines the FGL process by
reducing communication overhead and securely abstracting
client-specific information into actionable insights in dis-
tributed and private graph data management. Furthermore, To
address L3 and improve the personalization-generalization bal-
ance, we introduce a two-stage personalized training approach.
In the first stage, clients train a global model based on the
pseudo-graph, which captures global knowledge and serves as
both a fixed teacher model and an initialization for subsequent
fine-tuning. In the second stage, clients fine-tune the global
model using their local graph data employing a node-adaptive
distillation mechanism. This mechanism leverages the global
knowledge from the teacher model to counteract biases to-
ward majority classes, ensuring effective learning for minority
classes and achieving a robust balance between personalization
and generalization.

Our method significantly outperforms state-of-the-art base-
lines through comprehensive experiments conducted on eight
graph datasets across various settings, including different
graph scales, partition strategies, learning paradigms, and
evaluation metrics. These experimental results demonstrate the
superiority of our method in achieving a one-shot personal-
ized federated graph learning solution that balances privacy,
efficiency, and personalization. To sum up, our contributions
are listed as follows:

o New Problem. To the best of our knowledge, we first
investigate the one-shot personalized federated graph
learning problem under both graph data heterogeneity and
model heterogeneity.

o New Method. We propose a novel method that aggregates
client statistics rather than model parameters to generate
a global pseudo-graph, which is then used for two-stage
personalized model training with node-adaptive distilla-
tion. Our method is compatible with Secure Aggregation
and protects the model’s intellectual property.

e SOTA Performance. We conduct comprehensive ex-
periments on 8 multi-scale graph datasets. Our method
significantly outperforms the state-of-the-art baselines on
both accuracy and Fl-macro evaluations in all settings.

II. RELATED WORKS
A. Federated Graph Learning

With the rapid development of federated learning methods,
recent works introduce federated graph learning to collabora-
tively train graph models [39] in a privacy-preserving manner
and apply it to many applications [40]—[44]. From the graph
level, each client possesses multiple completely disjoint graphs
(e.g. molecular graphs). Recent works [45]], [46] mainly focus
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Fig. 2: (a) A toy example explains the major classes and minor classes. (b) The empirical analysis of a client on the CiteSeer
dataset under the Louvain partition to illustrate L3. Left: Existing methods result in a biased model that neglects the minority.
Middle: Existing methods’ and our’ performance in class 1 with 50 samples. Right: Existing methods’ and our’ performance
in class 2 with 14 samples. The performance gap indicates a large margin and our method mitigates this gap largely.

on the intrinsic heterogeneity among graphs from different
clients. From the sub-graph level, the graph possessed by each
client can be regarded as a part of a larger global graph. To
cope with heterogeneous graph data, GraphFL [47] adopts
meta-learning for better generalization. FedGL [48] uploads
the node embedding and prediction for global supervision but
faces a heavy communication burden and potential privacy
concerns. FGSSL [49]] augments the local graph to mitigate
the heterogeneity. To enhance the model utility on each client,
personalized federated graph learning methods are proposed.
FedPUB [28] generates random graphs to measure the similar-
ity in model aggregation and conducts adaptive weight masks
for better personalization. FedGTA [29] proposes topology-
aware personalized optimization. AdaFGL [50] studies the
structure non-IID problem. FedTAD [30] utilized ensemble
local models to perform data-free distillation on the server. To
complete missing connections between graphs of clients, Fed-
Sage [51] and FedDEP [52] additionally train a neighborhood
generator. FedGCN [53]] additionally uploads and downloads
the encrypted neighbor features to supplement features of the
neighborhood. For better representation of the minority in local
graph data, FedSpray [54] learns local class-wise structure
proxies to mitigate biased neighboring information. But it
needs numerous communication rounds for optimization.

B. One-shot Federated Learning

One-shot federated learning largely reduces communication
costs and circumvents potential man-in-the-middle attacks.
Mainstream OFL methods can be categorized into 3 categories.
(1) Ensemble-based: The original OFL study [26] ensembles
local models and conducts knowledge distillation with public
data. DENSE [27]] utilizes the model inversion [355] to generate
images from the ensemble model for distillation. FedOV [56]]
introduces the placeholders in the model prediction layer.
IntactOFL [32]] trains a MoE network by the generated images.
Co-Boost [31]] further optimizes the generated images and en-
semble weights iteratively. (2) Distillation-based: DOSFL [57]]
and FedD3 [58] conduct dataset distillation locally and upload

distilled data for server-side training. (3) Generative-based:
FedCAVE [33]] trains VAEs for each client to generate similar
images to mitigate the data heterogeneity. FedDISC [35]] and
FedDEO [34]] utilize the pre-trained Stable Diffusion [36]]
to generate images to mitigate data heterogeneity. However,
existing OFL methods mainly focus on image data. They are
either incompatible or ineffective for graph learning.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Notations

Consider a federated graph learning setting with m clients,
where each client possesses its local undirected graph. The k-
th client possesses the graph G (Vy, &) with |Ex| edges and
|Vk| = Nj nodes. The corresponding node features matrix is
denoted as X}, = {X1,...,X,, } € RIV£I*4 where d represents
the dimension of node features and x; is the feature vector of
node v;. The adjacency matrix of the graph (including self-
loops) is represented as Ay, € RIVsIXIVil The labels of nodes
in this local graph are denoted by Y, = {y1, ..., yn, } € RIVEl,

In the semi-supervised node classification task, nodes on
k-th client are partitioned into two subsets: labeled nodes
Vi, 1. and unlabeled nodes Vj, 7. The corresponding labels are
partitioned as Y, , and Y, 7, respectively. The neighborhood
of node v; in G, (Vg, &) is defined as NV, = {u|Jey o, € Ex}s
where e, ,, is an edge connecting node u and v;. Nodes across
all clients’ local graphs are categorized into C' distinct classes.

A Graph Neural Network (GNN) model [39] M takes the
node feature matrix X and the normalized adjacency matrix A
as input and outputs the logits 0 € R®, which can be expressed
as 0 = M(A,X). For the prediction of a single node v;, this
is simplified to 0; = M (x;). The cross-entropy loss is denoted
by L.. and the KL divergence loss is denoted by Ly;.

B. Problem Formulation

We formulate the problem of one-shot personalized feder-
ated graph learning for node classification as the following
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Fig. 3: The overall pipeline of our proposed method. p and s2 with different colors represent the class-wise sample mean and
variance of propagated node features on each clients. M represents the model trained solely on the global pseudo-graph and
M; represents the personalized model. Our method consists of 5 steps: 1. Feature distribution estimation on the client-side, 2.
Uploading class-wise feature distribution statistics to the server, 3. Global pseudo-graph generation on the server-side, 4. Server
distributes the global pseudo-graph, 5. Two-stage personalized training on the client-side. The uploading and aggregation of
clients’ statistics could be protected by the Secure Aggregation protocol.

optimization objective:

m—1
min Z L(Mk,Ak,Xk,kaU), (1)
k=0
where m represents the number of participating clients, each
owning its local graph Gy = (Vi,&k). Each client trains
its personalized model Mj. The objective in Eq. [T] aims
to minimize the aggregated generalization loss L on their
unlabeled node set across all clients within a single upload-
download communication round.

C. Definitions

Definition 1: Node Degree. For a node v; € V in an undi-
rected graph G(V, £), the node degree d(v;) is the number of
the edges connected to v;. Formally, d(v;) = [{ey; .|, u € V}|.

Definition 2: Node Homophily. For a labeled node v; €
Vr, in an undirected graph G(V,€), The node homophily
hnode(vi) quantifies the proportion of its labeled neighbors
that share the same label y,,:

[{ul(u € Ny, N Vr)and(yo, = yu)}|
N, N Vi '
Definition 3: Accumulated Class Homophily. In an undi-

rected graph G(V, E), The accumulated class homophily for
class c is defined as:

hnode ('Uz) -

2

H(e)= ) huode(w), 3)
ueNE
where N¢ = {v; € Vi|lyi = c} represents the set of

nodes in G belonging to class c. Note that Accumulated class

homophily H(c) considers both the number of nodes in class
c and their topology. A higher H(¢) would indicate that nodes
of class ¢ are numerous and exhibit strong homophily, making
them more predictable for a vanilla GNN model.

Definition 4: Class-aware Distillation Factor. Using Ac-
cumulated Class Homophily, we define the Class-aware Dis-
tillation Factor as:

1

T 1+ log(H(c)+1)°

Classes with lower H(c) require more distillation from a
balanced global model. These factors are organized into a
vector waist € R where the i-th entry corresponds to
wqist (i) for class 4. This vector is used to determine the ~;
for each node, as described in Sec. [V-D]

4)

Wasst(€)

IV. PROPOSED METHOD
A. Overall Pipeline

The overall proposed one-shot personalized federated graph
learning method is illustrated in Fig. [3] It comprises five key
steps. (1) Each client utilizes its local graph data to estimate
the class-wise feature distribution and compute corresponding
statistics; (2) Each client uploads its locally estimated class-
wise statistics to the server; (3) The server aggregates the
uploaded statistics using a weighted average to recover the
global class-wise feature distribution. Based on the recovered
distribution, the server generates a small-size global pseudo-
graph (including adjacency matrix and node features); (4) The
server distributes the generated global pseudo-graph to all
clients; (5) Each client performs two-stage local personalized



model training using both local graph data and the downloaded
global pseudo-graph, resulting in a model with improved
personalization and generalization.

Specifically, in the first step, we propose a homophily-
guided reliable node expansion strategy as an augmentation
to enhance the precision of the distribution statistics. In the
third step, we adapt techniques from graph condensation to
facilitate the generation of the global pseudo-graph. In the
fifth step, we address a critical issue that existing personalized
methods neglect minor and blended nodes in imbalanced local
graph data, which often leads to models biased toward the
major nodes. We propose a two-stage personalized model
training process with node-adaptive distillation, which helps
achieve better personalization and generalization. The details
are explained in the following sections.

B. Feature Distribution Estimation

To estimate the class-wise feature distribution locally, each
client computes propagated node features using its local graph
data. Specifically, on client k, the propagated features are
calculated as:

XProP — ||h_  ATXy, (5)

where h is the propagation depth and || represents the concate-
nation. Using the propagated features, we unbiasedly estimate
the sample mean and sample variance of features for labeled
nodes in each class:

1
g 2
Ll yeve ©
c 1
5%, :W Z (XfTOP*Mi)Z,
k,L viEevE ,

where Vi | denotes the labeled nodes of class ¢ on client k.
Note that statistics are computed only for classes with suffi-
cient labeled nodes, determined by a client-specific threshold.

However, due to the limited number of labeled nodes,
the above estimation may lack accuracy. To address this,
we propose a Homophily-guided Reliable node Expansion
(HRE) strategy as a plugin to further augment the estimation
process on homophilic graphs. In HRE, we first apply Label
Propagation to obtain the soft labels ¥ € R® for unlabeled
nodes. We then identify reliable soft labels based on the
following criteria:

1) Prediction Confidence: y;(c¢’) > fin. The soft label has
high confidence.

2) Class Homophily: ¢’ € topK (H). The predicted class ¢/
has a high accumulated class homophily, making it likely
that the node shares the same label with its neighbors.

3) Node Degree: d(v;) > dy,. Nodes with higher degrees
are prioritized, as more neighbors reduce the variance in
predictions.

Server Pseudo node features X', labels Y*
Pseudo propagated feature distribution

@ 7 "
Y prop ® matching e
Adj’ . o —
He i @ |:| Link predictorigg 7
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smooth Adj' align

—— Forward <--- Backward

Fig. 4: The global pseudo-graph generation process on the
server. ' and 52’ with different colors represent the class-wise
sample mean and variance of the propagated node features in
the global pseudo-graph, respectively.

Thus, the set of reliable nodes Vj, . with inferred true labels
is defined as:

Vir ={vil(vi € Viu) A
(d(v;) > den) A (c

/I ~ [
¢ =arg Orgniixcyu),

(yi(c) > fin)A
' € topK(H))}, (7)

where topK (H) is the set of classes with the highest K-values
of accumulated class homophily H(c), K, fi, and d;p, are
client-defined hyper-parameters. The reliable nodes V), with
their inferred labels expand the original labeled nodes set Vy, ;..

Using the expanded labeled nodes set, the estimation of
feature distribution could be augmented as:

1
:ﬁ
|Vk7L U Vkvr‘ viEV,ﬁyLUVﬁ,r 8
1 prop €2 ®
Z (xi " = ),

Vi EVE,LUV,:,.

prop
X

>0

u

)

8%, =
E " Te | i1ve | 1
|V137L U Vlg,r‘ -1
where Vi . represents the subset of reliable nodes in Vi,
belonging to class c. This augmented process ensures a more
accurate and robust estimation of class-wise feature distribu-
tions by incorporating reliable nodes into the computation.

C. Global Pseudo-Graph Generation

After clients estimate the class-wise feature distribution
statistics {u$,s2,}, they upload them along with sample
quantity of each class { N} into the server. The server aggre-
gates them to recover the global class-wise feature distribution.
Specifically, the global mean and global variance of class c are
computed unbiasedly as:

Ne=>"Ng,
k
1 m
ue ZWZNENE, 9)
k
¢ 1 - c ¢ - c(,,cC c
s? :m(Z(Nk - 1)s%, + ZNk(Mk — po)?).
k &

Using the aggregated statistics, the server reconstructs the
global distribution for each class, which is then used to guide
the generation of a global pseudo-graph.



Inspired by techniques from the graph condensation [59]—
[62], we generate a small-size global pseudo-graph G' =
{A’, X', Y’} by aligning its feature distribution with the
aggregated global distribution. This pseudo-graph serves as
a representative of the overall graph data across all clients.
The generation process is illustrated in Fig. [ To initialize
G’, we first pre-set the node labels Y’ in the global pseudo-
graph that the number of nodes for class c in the pseudo-graph
set to max{1l,pN¢}, where p is a small fraction. The node
features X' are initialized from Gaussian noise and treated
as trainable parameters. The adjacency matrix A’ is defined
using a trainable link predictor gy. The connectivity between
node ¢ and j is given by:

A/z‘,j = gG(X/’ 6)7
9o (xil|x;) + go (x;|x:)

. ).
where o denote the Sigmoid function, ¢ is a hyper-parameter
to control sparsity, and || represents concatenation.

Following [62], to optimize the X’ and gy, we first propa-
gate the node feature with A’ following the Eq. [5| Then we
calculate the class-wise sample mean p'¢ and sample variance
52" of the propagated node features X'P"°P in the pseudo-
graph following Eq. [6] Then we calculate the alignment loss:

10
=16 < o( {10

c-1
Latign = 3 Ae((i® = p)? + (s*° = s2)?), (1)
c=0

where \. represents the proportion of nodes belonging to
class c relative to the total number of nodes. To ensure the
smoothness of the pseudo-graph, smoothness loss is applied:

1 x; — x|
b = 5 S B
ij

VAN

12)

We could optimize the X’ and gy to generate the global
pseudo-graph by the overall optimization objective:

1)1(1117101 (Lalign + aLsmooth)- (13)
Once the global pseudo-graph is generated, it serves as an
informative and compact representation of the overall graph
data from all clients. The server distributes the global pseudo-
graph to clients for further personalized training.

Privacy-preservation with Secure Aggregation. To further
enhance security and privacy during the uploading and aggre-
gation of {u§, s?;, N¢}, we demonstrate compatibility with
the Secure Aggregation protocol. Secure Aggregation enables
the server to compute the sum of large, user-held data vectors
securely, without accessing individual client contributions.
This property aligns well with the aggregation process in
Eq.[9] as it can be expressed as a series of weighted average
operations. The calculation of N¢ and p° are inherently
weighted averages. Specifically:

N°=Y Nj, p° = %ZNﬁuz, (14)
k k
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Fig. 5: The process to determine -y; for each node in node
adaptive distillation in the second stage. Node a is likely to
belong to the major class, resulting in a relatively smaller ~;,
as calculated by the weighted average of wg;s;. In contrast,
the pseudo label of node b is mixed, with a considerable
probability of being classified into the minor class, leading
to a relatively larger ;.

The calculation of s2°, while more complex, can also be
decomposed into weighted average operations. Decomposing

the calculation of s2° in Eq. |9, we have:

c 1 . c ¢ - c(,,cC c
s% = m(Z(Nk —1)s%, + ZN;{(NI; — po)?),
k k
_SNE - 1%
N¢—m

2 NE(wR)® = 200 35+ Ny ()
Ne¢—m ’

15)
Breaking this down further, the calculation involves the
weighted averages of (N¢—1)s2, N¢(u$)? and p§. Thus, the
entire aggregation process for { ¢, szz, N¢} can be conducted
without revealing individual client data contributions, making
it fully compatible with Secure Aggregation.

D. Personalized Training with Node Adaptive Distillation

With the downloaded global pseudo-graph, each client trains
its personalized model locally. Existing pFGL methods primar-
ily focus on accuracy improvement. However, the imbalanced
local graph data often results in biased models that perform
well on major classes but neglect minority classes, as reflected
by low F1-macro value. To achieve better personalization (high
accuracy) and generalization (high Fl-macro), we propose
a two-stage adaptive personalized model training approach.
The key idea is to leverage both the global information
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encapsulated in the global pseudo-graph and the local data,
using a node-adaptive distillation strategy.

a) Stage 1: In the first stage, each client trains a local
model M using only the global pseudo-graph, ensuring M
to capture global, balanced knowledge and avoid bias from the
local data:

List = Lce(MG(A/axl)le)v (16)

A copy of the resulting M is detached as a fixed teacher
model for the next stage.

b) Stage 2: In the second stage, client k fine-tunes the
M with local graph data to derive a personalized model M;.
However, fine-tuning on imbalanced local graph data often
leads to over-fitting on major classes while forgetting minor
class knowledge. As illustrated in Fig. [6] the fine-tuned model
shows performance gain in major classes (class 3 and class 5)
but suffers performance drop in minor classes (class 4, class 2,
and class 1). Thus, the fine-tuned model suffers limited overall
accuracy improvement and low Fl-macro value.

To mitigate this, we propose to take advantage of the
global knowledge of M and local personalized knowledge
in local graph data to train a better M; with the node adaptive
distillation. For nodes of major classes, the model directly
learns through supervised fine-tuning. For nodes of minor
classes, M; additionally leverages the predictive ability of M.
The training objective for the second stage is:

Lona = Ly + Lgist, 17)

where Ly, is the cross-entropy loss for supervised fine-tuning
on local data, and Ly is a weighted sum of point-wise KL-
divergence loss that distills global knowledge from Mq:

Laist = Y wilw(Mi(x:), Ma(x:)),
x; EXp

(18)

Here, v; is a node-specific weighting factor that controls
the balance between local fine-tuning and global knowledge
distillation. To determine the value of ~; for each node, we

utilize the soft labels y; obtained by Label Propagation in

Sec. and waist in Eq. [}

v = BYi - Wdist- (19)

where [ is a scaling hyper-parameter.

Intuitively explained, (1) if a node is predicted to class ¢
with a small wg;s¢(c) (e.g. node a in Fig. [f), it is likely to
belong to a major class with high homophily. In this case, ~;
is small and model M; primarily learns through supervised
fine-tuning; (2) if a node is predicted to class ¢ with a large
wa;st(c) or has a blended prediction across classes (e.g. node
b in Fig. P, it likely belongs to a minor class or has low
homophily. These nodes are prone to being neglected during
supervised fine-tuning. Thus ~; should be large to incorporate
corresponding global knowledge from M.

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide comprehensive experiments to
validate the effectiveness of our methods. We first describe
the experimental setup including graph datasets with various
scales and training settings, baselines including pFGL and
OFL methods, metrics for evaluation, and hyper-parameter
configurations. Our experiments are designed to address the
following key research questions: Q1: Compared with other
state-of-the-art methods, can our method achieve advantageous
performance under different partitions? Q2: On large-scale
graphs and the increasing number of clients, can our method
remain its performance advantageous? Q3: What are the pri-
mary contributors to the observed performance improvements?
Q4: Can our method achieve superior performance under both
data and model heterogeneity? QS5: Can our method sustain its
advantages in inductive learning scenarios? Q6: How efficient
is the communication of our method?

A. Experimental Setup

a) Datasets: We conduct our experiments on 8 datasets
considering both transductive and inductive learning settings.



TABLE I: Performance on three small-scale datasets under Louvain partition. Acc. represents accuracy(%) and F1 represents
the Fl-macro(%). # 1 indicates that the average performance ranks first among all methods.

Cora CiteSeer PubMed
Louvain 10 Clients 20 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients Avg. Acc Avg. F1
Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1
Standalone 67.17  41.79 | 61.57 3035 | 59.82 4270 | 57.86 36.44 | 81.74 64.61 | 81.84 5795 68.33 45.64
+038  +£0.52 | +£0.84 4059 | +0.12  £034 | £0.62 4052 | +£0.06 +0.18 | £0.04 +0.62 #38 #3
FedAvg 69.68  45.10 | 63.21 31.77 | 63.92 4597 61.51 40.60 | 78.24 4224 | 7859  41.60 69.19 41.21
+048 4075 | 4045 4064 | +0.10 4043 | +£027 4040 | +£008 4013 | +0.14 4028 #7 #38
FedPUB 68.50 43.35 | 6252 3096 | 61.80 43.96 | 5940 3759 | 81.63 63.39 | 81.41 56.81 69.21 46.01
4038 4027 | 4027 4025 | 4037 £1.05 | 4029 £0.19 | +0.54 £0.69 | +0.14 +£1.94 #6 #2
FGSSL 70.04 4574 | 6320 31.89 | 64.17 46.14 | 62.11 41.14 | 7823 4199 | 78.41 41.21 69.36 41.35
+0.19 4049 | 4036 4040 | +033 4024 | +0.69 4082 | +0.03 4022 | +022 4035 #3 #5
FedGTA 42.61 2347 | 37.03 1474 | 67.12 52.68 | 62.02 42.78 | 7599 57.48 | 64.01 3647 58.13 37.94
+076 4106 | +£134 4076 | +£1.58 4181 | 4083 +092 | +£121 4144 | 4098 +1.33 #10 #10
FedTAD 70.10 45.57 | 63.16 31.72 | 63.93 4459 | 6232 41.04 | 7821 4245 | 78.64 41.66 69.39 41.17
4022 4027 | 4044 4052 | £027 £041 | +046 +£055 | £031  £0.80 | +0.11  +0.16 #2 #9
FedSpray 63.14 40.82 | 60.15 2930 | 54.89 39.56 | 5543 36.77 | 77.89 64.23 | 80.28  49.29 65.30 43.33
+1.73 4154 | +105 4061 | +424 4358 | 4079 4063 | +1.67 4203 | +030 4073 #9 #4
DENSE 69.89 4535 | 6324 31.74 | 64.09 46.00 | 61.71 40.69 | 78.16 4196 | 7859 41.63 69.28 41.23
4030 4055 | £032 4044 | 4048 4039 | £021 4044 | +£006 4033 | £0.15 +031 #5 #7
Co-Boost 69.95 4543 | 6321 31.70 | 6421 46.00 | 61.89 40.83 | 78.13 41.84 | 78.67 41.76 69.34 41.26
) 4040 4052 | 4041 4049 | 4027  £0.11 | 4042  £054 | 4005 +£022 | £0.10 +0.27 #4 #6
Ours 76.43 61.58 | 69.84 4937 | 71.61 58.24 | 68.69 50.26 | 82.71 66.40 | 82.04 58.79 75.22 57.44
+124 4216 | £1.76  +198 | +040 4096 | +0.04 +0.80 | +£0.03 4034 | +£020 +0.68 #1 #1
TABLE II: The statistics of the datasets. which locally trains models without communication, and 9)
Dataset Task #Nodes #Edges #Classes  #Train/Val/Test FedAvg with fine-tuning, as additional comparison baselines.
Cora Transductive 2,708 10,556 7 20%/40%/40% In DENSE and Co-Boost, the generators are trained to gen-
Citeseer Transductive 3,327 4,732 6 20%/40%/40% .
PubMed Transductive 19717 44338 3 20%/A0%IA0% erate node features, and the topology structure is constructed
Ogbn-arxiv Transductive 169343 1,166,243 40 60%/20%/20% i _ ; i i
Oébn—produets Transductive 2,449,020 61,859,140 47 10%/5%185% using the K-Nearest Ne1ghb9r§ strategy as outlined in [30]].
- et $9.250 §99.756 T ORI Note that we perform an additional 3 to 100 rounds of fine-
Reddit Inductive 232,965 114,615,892 41 80%/10%/10% tuning on FGSSL, FedTAD, DENSE, and Co-Boost to ensure
Reddit2 Inductive 232965 23,213,838 41 65%/10%/25%

For the transductive setting, we use three small-scale graph
datasets: Cora, CiteSeer, and PubMed from [63] and two
large-scale OGB graph datasets [64]: ogbn-arxiv and ogbn-
products. For the inductive setting, we use one medium-scale
graph dataset: Flickr [65], and two large-scale graph datasets:
Reddit [[66] and Reddit2 [65]. A summary of these graph
datasets is provided in Table [}

To simulate the distributed graphs in federated graph learn-
ing, we vary the number of clients and employ two ad-
vanced graph partitions: Louvain-based Label Imbalance Split
and Metis-based Label Imbalance Split [67]. For small- and
medium-scale datasets, we simulate 10 and 20 clients, while
for large-scale datasets, we simulate 10, 20, and 40 clients.

b) Baselines: We compare our method with 9 baseline
methods including 5 state-of-the-art FGL and pFGL meth-
odﬂ 1) FedGTA [29], 2) FedPUB [28], 3) FGSSL [49],
4) FedTAD [30], 5) FedSpray [54], which pays attention
in personalization, and 2 state-of-the-art OFL methods: 6)
DENSE [27]], 7) Co-Boost [31]]. We also include 8) Standalone,

'We do not include FedSage [51] and AdaFGL [50]. FedSage needs
additional communication rounds to train neighborhood generators. AdaFGL
consists of two-stage federated optimization. They both need additional
communication for federated optimization and cannot train models within
one-shot communication.

better personalized performance.

c) Metrics: To comprehensively evaluate the perfor-
mance, we employ both accuracy and Fl-macro metrics. F1-
macro calculates the average F1 score across all classes,
providing a more robust measure of the model’s generalization
ability, particularly under imbalanced data conditions. For each
experiment, we report the mean and standard deviation of
accuracy(%) and Fl-macro(%) across three runs.

d) Hyper-parameters: In our one-shot personalized fed-
erated graph learning setup, we limit the communication round
to a single round. For each client, we employ a two-layer
GCN [39] with the hidden layer dimension set to 64 by
default. The number of local training epochs is tuned from
3 to 100. For baseline methods, hyper-parameters are set
as recommended in their respective papers or fine-tuned for
optimal overall performance. In our method, we keep the size
of the generated global pseudo-graph as small as possible.
On small-scale graph datasets, we set the number of nodes
in each class in the global pseudo-graph as 1. We set p
as 0.25%, 0.04%, 1%, 0.05%, 0.05% on ogbn-arixv, ogbn-
products, Flickr, Reddit, and Reddit2 datasets. We set f;, as
0.95 and tune dy;, according to the scale of the graphs. We
tune the 8 within [0.1, 1] to control the range of ;. For other
hyper-parameters in global pseudo-graph generation, we adopt
the setting in [[62]. Under model heterogeneity, we adopt 10
different GNN models categorized into two types: coupled
GNNs and decoupled GNNs. For coupled GNNs, we adopt



TABLE III: Performance on three small-scale datasets under Metis partition.

Cora CiteSeer PubMed
Metis 10 Clients 20 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients Avg. Acc Avg. F1
Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1
Standalone 75.15  31.00 | 71.57 20.89 | 64.72 37.36 | 61.36 26.19 | 83.24 56.61 | 83.24 55.21 73.21 37.88
+0.08 +0.09 +0.29 +0.06 +0.37 +0.38 +0.27 +0.40 +0.09 +0.77 +0.05 +0.35 #2 #2
FedAvg 76.18 3142 | 73.14 1838 | 66.51 35.89 | 62.62 2848 | 79.26 33.75 | 79.86 34.81 72.93 30.46
+0.14 +0.08 +0.22 +0.39 +0.34 +0.54 +0.48 40.38 +0.09 +0.18 +0.09 +0.05 #5 #7
FedPUB 7531  32.00 | 7232 20.16 | 64.94 37.50 | 60.73 29.40 | 82.69 56.44 | 8298  50.51 73.16 37.67
+0.20 +0.53 +0.32 +0.82 +0.42 +0.57 +0.14 +0.16 +0.10 +1.21 +0.21 +0.26 #3 #3
FGSSL 76.39 3152 | 7340 1846 | 66.76  36.16 | 6247 2821 | 79.32 33.88 | 79.81 34.68 73.02 30.48
+0.15 +0.25 +0.34 +0.41 +0.06 +0.16 +0.32 +0.53 +0.09 +0.12 +0.16 +0.22 #4 #6
FedGTA 53.85 11.74 | 55.04 10.60 | 64.03 31.33 | 5943 20.04 | 78.57 4647 | 7434 35.18 64.21 25.89
+0.29 +0.66 +0.14 +0.07 +0.28 +0.54 +0.40 +0.82 +0.58 +0.94 +0.36 +0.61 #10 #10
FedTAD 7636 3199 | 7355 1878 | 66.76  36.06 | 62.60 28.44 | 79.41 3419 | 7742 31.17 72.68 30.11
+0.26 +0.22 +0.37 +0.31 +0.26 +0.42 +0.40 +0.20 +0.07 +0.13 +0.47 +0.52 #6 #8
FedSpray 7431 3195 | 7144 2149 | 6249 36.04 | 5898 2935 | 81.02 60.97 | 81.05 40.51 71.55 36.72
+0.34 +0.69 +0.04 +0.15 +0.85 +0.54 +1.87 +1.52 +0.56 +1.27 +0.33 +0.56 #9 #4
DENSE 76.21  31.64 | 72.62 20.19 | 65.62 37.88 | 61.36 29.66 | 79.29 33.81 | 79.94 34.87 72.51 31.34
+0.08 +0.24 +0.17 +0.13 +0.27 +0.24 +0.19 +0.20 +0.05 +0.09 +0.04 +0.07 #7 #5
Co-Boost 76.54 3190 | 7342 1845 | 6455 31.37 | 61.30 2587 | 76.56 29.89 | 7998 35.04 72.06 28.75
+0.31 +0.36 +0.06 +0.24 +0.73 +0.75 +0.56 +0.78 +0.36 +0.34 +0.06 +0.27 #8 #9
Ours 81.79 50.85 | 7831 37.21 | 72.76 50.94 | 68.88 4195 | 83.99 61.03 | 83.94 56.61 78.28 49.76
+0.23 +1.27 +0.88 +1.96 +0.24 +0.80 +0.22 +0.25 +0.18 +1.21 40.05 +1.36 #1 #1
— —
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Fig. 7: Ablation study under Louvain partition.

6 models which are: 2-layer GCN with 64, 128, 256, and
512 hidden dimension, 3-layer GCN with 64 and 512 hidden
dimension. For decoupled GNNs, we adopt APPNP [10],
SSGC [68]], SGC (K=2) and SGC (K=4) [69].

e) Experimental Environments: The experimental ma-
chine is with Intel(R) Xeon(R) CPU E5-2680 v4@2.40GHz,
and 6 xNVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090. The operating system is
Ubuntu 20.04 and the version of PyTorch is 2.1.2.

B. Experimental Results

1) Performance Comparison: To answer Q1, we conduct
experiments and report the accuracy and Fl-macro metrics.
Table [l and Table [II] present the results on three small-
scale graph datasets under Louvain and Metis partitions,
respectively. We make the following 5 observations. (O1)
Our method consistently outperforms others, achieving at least

CiteSeer

Cora CiteSeer PubMed

Avg.

Fig. 8: Ablation study under Metis partition.

a +5.07% improvement in accuracy and +11.43% in FI-
macro. (02) Under the Louvain partition, the OFL and pFGL
baselines (excluding FedGTA) outperform Standalone and
FedAvg with fine-tuning, but the improvements are marginal
(=+1%). FedPUB shows a small Fl-macro improvement
(+0.37%), while other baselines show degradation compared
to Standalone. (0O3) FGSSL, FedTAD, DENSE, and Co-boost
suffer a performance drop in Fl-macro (=-4%), indicating
they may sacrifice predictive ability for minor classes during
personalized fine-tuning. (O4) Under the more imbalanced
Metis partition, all baselines fail to outperform Standalone,
highlighting the ineffectiveness of current pFGL methods in
handling extreme non-IID data in a single communication
round. The state-of-the-art OFL methods (DENSE and Co-
Boost) also have difficulty generating high-quality pseudo-data
by the ensemble model when each model is trained on extreme



TABLE IV: Performance of methods on 10 clients with
heterogeneous models under Louvain partition.

. Cora CiteSeer ogbn-arxiv
Louvain Acc. Fi Acc, Fi Acg. F Avg. Acc. | Avg. F1
Standalone 68.37 4351 | 62.50 4394 | 66.13  19.60 65.67 35.68
+0.19 +0.31 +0.15 +0.09 +0.08 +0.38 #5 #5
FedTAD 68.18 4291 | 61.81 4378 | 69.08 29.29 66.36 38.66
+0.22 +0.34 +0.18 +0.14 +0.08 +0.44 #4 #4
FedSpray 6573 4223 | 53.14 39.13 | 68.63 2225 62.50 34.54
+1.05 +0.34 +1.19 +1.17 +0.03 +0.26 #6 #6
DENSE 68.15 43.02 | 6231 4427 | 69.03 29.64 66.50 38.98
+0.47 +0.36 +0.51 +0.44 +0.02  +0.14 #3 #3
Co-Boost 68.38  43.13 | 6222 4423 | 69.08 29.88 66.56 39.08
+0.40 +0.52 +0.18 +0.05 +0.13 +0.27 #2 #2
Ours 75.04 57.26 | 70.87 56.67 | 7098  36.41 72.30 50.11
+0.50 +1.93 +0.21 +0.20 +0.09  £0.43 #1 #1

TABLE V: Performance of methods on 10 clients with het-
erogeneous models under Metis partition.

. Cora CiteSeer ogbn-arxiv
Metis Ao T Ao T Ace R Ave Acc. | Avg Fl
Standalone 7433 3073 | 6453 3752 | 65.18 2525 63.01 31.17
+0.14 +0.18 +0.34 +0.33 +0.11 +0.14 #5 #5
FedTAD 7437 3127 | 6475 3729 | 6857 3432 69.23 34.29
+0.30 +0.25 +0.64 +0.34 +0.08 +0.44 #2 #2
FedSpray 73.09  30.84 | 60.38 3496 | 6739 27.88 66.95 31.23
+0.69 +0.65 +0.67 +0.16 +0.11 +0.24 #6 #6
DENSE 73.51 30.62 | 6533 37.62 | 68.56 34.64 69.13 34.29
+0.99 +0.42 +0.24 +0.09 +0.03 +0.03 #3 #2
Co-Boost 73.19  30.56 | 6540 37.66 | 68.55 34.66 69.05 34.29
+0.72 +0.33 +0.09 +0.19 +0.09 +0.21 #4 #2
Ours 79.64 4486 | 71.82 47.57 | 70.31 40.31 73.92 4425
’ +0.94  +2.04 | £034 4098 | +006 +0.11 # 1 #1

non-IID data. (O5) FedGTA performs worst because its ag-
gregation is based on the unreliable local models’ predictions
under non-IID data in a single round. FedSpray focuses on
minor classes, but it requires numerous communication for
optimization, offering no advantage over others.

To answer Q2, we conduct experiments on large-scale graph
datasets increasing the number of clients from 10 to 40. The
experimental results under the Louvain and Metis partition are
reported in Table and Table [VII respectively. We make
the following 3 observations. (0O1) Our method consistently
outperforms others across different partitions, achieving at
least a +0.94% improvement in accuracy and +4.02% in F1-
macro. This highlights the superior scalability of our method
for large graphs and more clients. (02) FGSSL encounters
out-of-memory issues with large-scale graphs due to its high
computational and memory requirements. Similarly, FedTAD
struggles with the out-of-memory problem when processing
graphs with millions of nodes due to its graph diffusion
operation. (O3) Excluding our method, DENSE performs the
best. FedGTA and FedPUB even perform worse than FedAvg
with fine-tuning, indicating their lack of robustness with large
graph datasets in a single communication round.

In addition to improving accuracy, our method consistently
achieves a significant increase in Fl-macro, an often over-
looked aspect in previous studies. This improvement in F1-
macro highlights that our method enhances both personaliza-
tion and generalization, resulting in more robust models.

2) Ablation Study: To answer Q3, we conduct the ablation
study to evaluate the performance gain of our method. We
compare our method with 5 variants: 1) ft: we only fine-tune
M to obtain M; on local graph data, 2) ft_imb: we fine-tune
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Fig. 9: Communication costs and performance comparison.

with weighted cross entropy loss to handle data imbalance, 3)
ft_dist: in the second stage fine-tuning, we perform distillation
on all nodes by setting all v; to a fixed value in Eq. 4)
nd_ft_dist: we perform node adaptive distillation along with
fine-tuning, without HRE, 5) ours: we perform the complete
method (including HRE and personalized training with node-
adaptive distillation), and 6) hre_nd_dist: we perform complete
method but without fine-tuning based on Mg from the first
stage, instead training a model from scratch with cross-entropy
loss and node-adaptive distillation.

Fig.[7 and Fig. [ show our experimental results of accuracy
and F1-macro under Louvain and Metis partition, respectively.
We make the following 5 observations. (0O1) Comparing ft
and ft_imb, the weighted cross entropy loss in ft_imb cannot
effectively address the non-IID graph data. It improves the
Fl-macro but at the cost of an accuracy drop. We believe
the reasons are that it’s hard to determine the proper weights
under extreme non-IID scenarios and class-wise weights are
inflexible. (02) Comparing ft and ft_dist, a fixed distillation
cannot balance the improvements of accuracy and F1-macro.
We believe the reason is that it does not distinguish the
majority and minority in the distillation. For nodes in major
classes with high homophily, the global knowledge of Mg
may have a negative impact, as demonstrated by the left sub-
figure in Fig [] (O3) Comparing ft and nd_ft_dist, the node
adaptive distillation is more flexible in determining when to
introduce the global knowledge of My in fine-tuning. Thus
nd_ft_dist achieves better accuracy and Fl1-macro. (O4) Com-
paring nd_ft_dist and ours, the HRE strategy further improves
performance by generating a higher-quality global pseudo-
graph through more precise estimations. (O5) Comparing
ours and hre_nd_dist, we conclude that Mg provides better
and necessary start-point for fine-tuning. Training the local
personalized model from scratch, even with node-adaptive
distillation and HRE, leads to a significant performance drop.

We make a further ablation at the client level in Fig. [6]
evaluating different methods on a client using the CiteSeer
dataset with the Louvain partition. As shown in the middle
figure, class 3 and class 5 are regarded as major classes due to
their larger quantity and relatively high homophily, while class
2 and class 1 are regarded as minor classes with fewer nodes
and lower homophily. We make the following 3 observations.
(01) Compared to Mg, the ft method shows performance



TABLE VI: Performance on two large-scale datasets under Louvain partition. OOM represents out-of-memory and FGSSL

encounters OOM problems on large-scale datasets.

ogbn-arxiv ogbn-products
Louvain 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients Avg. Acc Avg. Fl
Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1
Standalone 66.46 1659 | 66.56 13.53 | 6558 12.88 | 85.25 2235 | 86.44 17.34 | 86.62 14.16 76.15 16.14
+0.24 057 +0.16  +034 | £023  £0.61 +0.02  +0.19 +0.01 +0.05 +0.01 +0.03 #6 #6
FedAvg 67.13 1846 | 67.17 1533 | 66.09 14.06 | 8534 22.80 | 86.48 17.57 | 86.65 14.48 76.48 17.12
+0.14 +0.23 +0.12 +0.44 +0.01 +0.09 +0.04 +0.04 +0.01 +0.12 +0.01 +0.08 #4 #4
FedPUB 6534 1250 | 65.83  10.32 | 63.07 8.52 8391 17.29 | 83.47 11.23 | 81.51 8.92 73.86 11.46
+0.28 +0.20 +0.33 40.53 +0.26 40.35 +0.31 +0.52 +1.18 +0.74 +1.07 +0.40 #7 #7
FedGTA 5830 1222 | 57.59 7.72 54.03 6.14 7587  16.58 | 79.04  12.15 | 74.92 8.21 66.63 10.50
+0.30 +0.26 +1.39 +0.67 +0.64 +0.29 +0.04 +0.15 +0.00  +0.10 +0.38 +0.11 #8 #8
68.77 2733 | 6890 2331 | 67.07 1941
FedTAD +0.12 +0.50 +0.14 +0.22 +0.08 +0.06 OOM
FedSpray 68.68 1990 | 68.88 17.56 | 67.25 1590 | 84.06 20.80 | 8543 16.08 | 8572 13.40 76.67 17.27
+0.05 +0.16 +0.14 +0.27 +0.04 +0.29 +0.11 40.05 +0.09 +0.10 40.05 +0.03 #3 #3
DENSE 68.80 27.60 | 68.81 2297 | 67.02 19.51 | 86.12 26.58 | 8695 21.14 | 86.92 17.12 77.44 22.49
+0.04 +0.36 +0.04 +0.18 +0.04 40.05 +0.03 40.06 +0.01 +0.00 +0.01 +0.12 #2 #2
Co-Boost 66.27 1637 | 66.77 1390 | 6576  13.12 | 8524 2231 | 86.43 1735 | 86.62 14.18 76.18 16.21
+0.08  +0.14 | +0.11 +0.14 | £0.12  40.12 +0.00  £0.11 +0.01 +0.14 40.01 +0.08 #5 #5
Ours 7093  36.66 | 70.61 32.28 | 68.16 24.99 | 86.63 27.21 | 87.03 21.87 | 86.94 17.62 78.38 26.77
+0.59 +0.22 +0.05 +0.68 +0.10 +0.69 +0.02 +0.15 +0.00  +0.05 40.03 +0.16 #1 #1

TABLE VII: Performance on two large-scale datase

ts under Metis partition. FGSSL encounters OOM problems.

ogbn-arxiv ogbn-products
Metis 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients Avg. Acc. | Avg. F1
Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1
Standalone 66.39  24.05 | 66.77 19.76 | 67.06 15770 | 85.57 23.54 | 86.44 1832 | 8692 16.33 76.52 19.62
+0.26 +0.70 +0.17 +0.49 +0.21 +0.59 +0.02 40.10 +0.00 £0.14 +0.01 +0.24 #5 #5
FedAvg 67.04  26.06 | 67.54 21.68 | 67.57 1731 | 85.63 24.16 | 86.52 19.04 | 86.97 16.87 76.88 20.85
+0.13 +0.66 +0.10 +0.16 +0.19 +0.51 +0.01 +0.27 40.00 +0.09 40.02 +0.22 #4 #3
FedPUB 64.86 1829 | 6541 1445 | 6544 11.86 | 84.43 17.24 | 8394 11.66 | 83.89  9.50 74.66 13.83
+0.62  £1.14 | £034  £0.59 +0.38  £0.66 +0.56  +0.64 +1.18  +0.60 +097  +0.26 #7 #7
FedGTA 5590 1272 | 5876  10.77 | 6332  4.56 7436  16.67 | 7835 13.81 | 77.97 9.83 68.11 11.39
+1.23 +1.53 +0.74 +0.44 +1.18 +0.67 +0.34 +0.19 +0.06 +0.26 +0.20 +0.16 #8 #8
68.96 3491 | 69.29 29.84 | 69.27 24.16
FedTAD +0.28 +0.20 +0.07 +0.34 +0.02 +0.13 OoM
FedSpray 68.21 2657 | 68.86 2249 | 69.04 20.01 | 86.45 22.02 | 8.28 1731 | 86.01 15.50 7731 20.65
+0.18 +0.17 +0.44 +0.44 +0.13 +0.46 +0.05 40.06 +0.05 +0.04 +0.03 +0.03 #3 #4
DENSE 68.89 3434 | 69.21 2931 | 69.33 2446 | 8643 2842 | 8697 2294 | 87.03 16.86 77.98 26.06
+0.04 +0.34 +0.15 +0.54 +0.03 +0.31 +0.03 +0.25 40.00 +0.12 40.01 +0.04 #2 #2
Co-Boost 66.22 2358 | 66.72 1948 | 67.06 16.06 | 85.59 23.63 | 86.43 1851 | 8691 16.34 76.49 19.60
+0.02 +0.18 +0.06 +0.28 +0.09 +0.19 +0.03 40.25 +0.01 +0.24 +0.02 +0.17 #6 #6
Ours 71.06 4135 | 70.87 36.06 | 70.41 30.01 | 86.90 28.90 | 87.15 2341 | 87.30 20.75 78.95 30.08
+0.09 +0.37 +0.18 40.43 +0.05 40.05 +0.01 40.05 40.02 +0.26 40.01 +0.13 #1 #1

gain on major class 3 (+1.57%) and class 5 (+0.56%) but
degrades performance on minor class 4 (-1.09%), class 2 (-
2.78%), and class 1 (-3.22%). The performance differences
after fine-tuning, shown in the left figure, align with the I
values in the middle figure, highlighting the limitations of fine-
tuning. (02) The ft_dist method cannot handle this limitation
effectively. With a fixed +;, the performance on major class
5 worsens (-0.42%), and the performance on minor classes
still degrades. This phenomenon motivates us to develop
node-adaptive distillation. (O3) Our method, with Class-aware
Distillation Factor wg;s¢ and node adaptive distillation, boosts
performance on all classes by more than (> +2.4%).

We further justify the rationale for considering homophily
in determining the major classes by H values in Eq. [3] The
right figure of Fig. [6] shows that class 1 and class 4 have
slightly more nodes than class 3, but their average homophily
is low (< 0.6), leading to less compact communities in the

local graph. As a result, these classes are often neglected
during fine-tuning, causing performance drops of -3.22% and
-1.09%, respectively. In contrast, although class 3 has fewer
nodes, its high average homophily(> 0.7) results in compact
connections, allowing it to dominate the fine-tuning process
with a performance improvement of +1.57%.

3) Performance under Model Heterogeneity: To answer
Q4, we conduct experiments on 10 clients with heterogeneous
models. The model configuration is detailed in Sec. [V-A0d]
Under model heterogeneity, most FGL and pFGL methods
(except FedTAD and FedSpray) do not work since they rely
on the model parameter aggregation. Thus we compare our
method with FedTAD, FedSpray, DENSE, and Co-Boost. The
results under Louvain and Metis partitions are presented in
Table and Table The results demonstrate the superior
performance of our method in both accuracy and Fl-macro.



TABLE VIII: Performance on three inductive datasets under Louvain partition. OOM represents out-of-memory.

Flickr Reddit Reddit2
Louvain 10 Clients 20 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients Avg. Acc. | Avg. Fl
Acc. FI1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. FI1 Acc. Fl1
Standalone 4497 1284 | 42.10 15.39 | 9035 2879 | 89.90 13.08 | 86.32 1023 | 91.92 3253 | 91.09 1652 | 88.17 12.08 78.10 17.68
+0.70  +0.06 +0.14 +0.25 +0.02 +0.07 +0.06 +0.21 +0.03 +0.10 +0.01 +0.20 +0.02 +0.04 +0.06 +0.24 #4 #5
FedAvg 4550 13.66 | 28.86 13.55 | 80.75 16.85 | 83.99  7.81 83.01 6.16 82.86 19.20 | 8594 848 8423  6.92 71.89 11.58
+0.97 +0.20 +1.96 +0.36 +0.81 +0.49 +0.28 +0.08 +1.12 +0.34 +0.62 +0.44 +0.30 +0.06 +0.25 +0.10 #8 #8
FedPUB 42,17 832 | 4206 831 90.74 27.86 | 90.34 1195 | 87.11 8.54 | 9203 30.37 | 91.23 1396 | 89.04 10.16 78.09 14.93
+0.00 +0.00 40.00 +0.00 +0.02 +0.01 +0.08 +0.27 +0.25 +0.15 +0.02 +0.09 +0.02 +0.11 +0.03 +0.01 #5 #7
46.39  14.25 | 4286 14.30
FGSSL +0.42 +0.33 +0.28 +0.10 OOM
FedGTA 29.99 14.38 | 40.78 14.11 [ 9035 2876 | 89.83 1290 | 8535 9.98 9191 3271 | 91.14 16.64 | 87.52 1232 ‘ 75.86 17.73
+1.71 +1.15 +4.26 +1.51 +0.02 +0.24 +0.05 +0.32 +0.02 +0.10 +0.38 +0.11 +0.05 +0.12 +0.05 +0.09 #7 #4
4544 1385 | 41.61 15.88
FedTAD | 047 +0s50 | 042 <031 OOM
FedSpray 43.08 13.08 | 42.32 14.03 | 89.07 2728 | 8941 10.71 | 86.66  8.07 91.28 31.90 [ 90.51 1529 [ 88.10  9.76 77.55 16.27
4032 £175 | £120 4008 | +£021 4024 | £006 4014 | £0.17 4009 | £0.11 4017 | +£005 +024 | £006 =40.03 #6 #6
DENSE 44.60 1247 | 4245 11.67 | 90.32 30.08 | 89.89 14.27 | 86.45 1090 | 92.00 3442 | 91.25 18.14 | 8826 1334 78.15 18.16
+028  +039 | +£0.72 £1.07 | 4004 40.10 | +£005 +0.14 | +0.08 +0.12 | +005 +029 | +£0.03 +044 | +001  +0.08 #3 #2
Co-Boost 4579 1352 | 42.07 15.28 | 9035 28.62 | 89.93 13.08 | 8621 10.10 | 91.94 32.68 | 91.12 16.62 | 88.16 12.25 78.20 17.77
+0.54  +052 | £0.07 4045 | 4003 4005 | +£003 +0.19 | +0.10 +0.12 | +0.02 +0.04 | +£0.03 +0.15 | +0.07 +0.10 #2 #3
Ours 46.83 14.31 | 44.00 1560 | 90.74 30.09 | 90.38 15.70 | 87.63 1296 | 92.14 3551 | 91.34 18.34 | 83.81 13.74 78.98 19.53
+044  +004 | £029 4047 | +£0.11  +£049 | +0.05 +047 | +0.16 +0.52 | +£005 +£0.15 | +0.03  +0.18 | +0.09  +0.08 #1 #1
TABLE IX: Performance on three inductive datasets under Metis partition. OOM represents out-of-memory.
Flickr Reddit Reddit2
Metis 10 Clients 20 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 40 Clients Avg. Acc. | Avg. F1
Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. Fl1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1 Acc. F1
Standalone 4747 12.89 | 47.10 1322 | 88.80 4234 | 87.52 2822 | 85.00 12.14 | 90.86 44.78 | 89.59 2535 | 8791 14.07 78.03 24.13
+0.12 +0.47 +0.20 +0.37 +0.09 +0.40 +0.03 +0.10 +0.08 +0.29 +0.04 +0.35 +0.01 +0.08 +0.04 +0.25 #2 #3
FedAvg 3480 1345 | 3344 1289 | 78.83 2421 | 80.71 1464 | 8423 7.09 | 7930 2626 | 8290 1391 | 8498 777 69.90 15.03
+3.92 +0.59 +2.08 +0.45 +0.07 +0.30 +0.28 +0.48 +0.02 +0.20 +0.18 +0.45 +0.39 +0.41 +0.33 +0.25 #8 #8
FedPUB 42.65 10.09 | 42.10 830 | 88.97 41.01 | 87.36 2645 | 8525 1044 | 90.72 41.66 | 89.89 22.63 | 88.34 11.50 76.91 21.51
+040  £2.14 +0.00 +0.00 +0.18 +0.18 +0.56 +0.71 +0.21 +0.22 +0.07 +0.30 +0.06 +0.31 +0.03 +0.23 #5 #7
47.60 13.61 | 47.19 1442
FGSSL +0.27 +0.03 +0.40 +0.21 OOM
FedGTA 3588 13.04 | 38.75 11.38 | 88.82 42.02 | 8749 2795 | 8442 12.0I | 90.80 4459 | 89.55 2547 | 86.72 1339 ‘ 75.30 2373
+6.10  £3.66 +9.16 +3.46 +0.11 +0.21 +0.01 +0.22 +0.03 +0.30 +0.07 +0.27 +0.03 +0.29 +0.03 +0.21 #7 #5
4755 13.07 | 47.17 13.03
FedTAD | Loos =023 | £013  +038 OOM
FedSpray 43777 13.37 | 4335 1400 | 87.71 41.65 | 86.66 27.60 | 8572  9.09 89.99 4374 | 8899 2423 [ 8791 11.36 76.76 23.12
+1.58 +0.42 +0.96 +0.55 +0.18 +0.29 +0.09 +0.20 +0.11 +0.20 +0.23 +0.26 +0.01 +0.39 +0.05 +0.30 #6 #6
DENSE 4526 11.56 | 44.13 1145 | 88.72 4431 | 87.60 3049 | 8521 14.18 | 90.01 46.68 | 89.97 27.72 | 88.57 13.92 77.43 25.04
+0.84  +0.84 +0.97 +0.39 +0.08 +0.23 +0.02 +0.17 +0.11 +0.24 +0.10 +0.03 +0.05 +0.16 +0.06 +0.11 #4 #2
Co-Boost 4742 1290 | 47.08 13.11 | 88.71 42.08 | 87.52 28.09 | 84.94 1238 | 90.81 44.56 | 89.67 25.62 | 87.93 14.04 78.01 24.10
+0.10  +0.61 +0.22 +0.66 +0.07 +0.27 +0.06 +0.12 +0.04 +0.30 +0.06 +0.20 +0.07 +0.22 +0.04 +0.24 #3 #4
Ours 47.89 13.11 | 47.08 13.37 | 89.59 4531 | 88.28 31.01 | 86.80 16.54 | 91.16 48.56 | 90.25 30.74 | 88.57 1843 78.70 27.13
+0.11 +0.34 +0.27 +0.24 +0.10 +0.36 +0.01 +0.47 +0.07 +0.47 +0.04 +0.31 +0.07 +0.25 +0.12 +0.39 #1 #1

4) Inductive Performance: To answer QS5, we conduct
experiments on three inductive graph datasets: Flickr, Reddit,
and Reddit2. Since Flickr has lower homophily, we use 2-layer
SIGN [[70]] for better graph learning. The results under Louvain
and Metis partitions are shown in Table and Table
Our method is scalable and generally performs best, achieving
at least +0.78% accuracy and +1.37% F1-macro improvement
under Louvain partition and at least +0.67% accuracy and
+2.09% F1-macro improvement under Metis partition.

5) Communication Analysis: To answer Q6, we analyze the
communication costs both theoretically and empirically. Our
method involves uploading the class-wise statistics (O(Chd))
and downloading the generated global pseudo-graph (O(sd +
s?), where s represents the number of nodes in global pseudo-
graph). Communication costs of both processes are inde-
pendent of the model size. Fig. [ reports the experimental
communication costs on a small-scale Cora and a large-scale
ogbn-products graph datasets under the Metis partition. Note
that we report the performance and costs of 1, 10, and 100
communication rounds for FedPUB, FedGTA and FedSpray.
The results demonstrate that, in general, our method achieves

superior performance with lower communication costs.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this paper, we propose the first one-shot personalized
federated graph learning method that supports model het-
erogeneity and Secure Aggregation. Specifically, our method
first estimates class-wise feature distribution statistics on each
client, augmented by our proposed HRE, and then aggregates
these statistics on the server to generate the global pseudo-
graph. To further enhance personalization and generalization,
we propose a novel two-stage personalized model training with
node-adaptive distillation, which balances local information
and global insights from the global pseudo-graph. Extensive
experiments demonstrate our method achieves state-of-the-art
performance in terms of both accuracy and F1l-macro across
various settings, significantly surpassing existing baselines.
Our method not only addresses critical limitations in integrat-
ing OFL and pFGL but also mitigates biases, improving the
generalization, particularly for minorities. Future work will
focus on extending our method to handle graphs with diverse
properties (e.g., heterophilic and heterogeneous graphs) and
more graph-centric tasks.
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