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Abstract

Federated Graph Learning (FGL) is a distributed machine
learning paradigm based on graph neural networks, enabling
secure and collaborative modeling of local graph data among
clients. However, label noise can degrade the global model’s
generalization performance. Existing federated label noise
learning methods, primarily focused on computer vision, of-
ten yield suboptimal results when applied to FGL. To address
this, we propose a robust federated graph learning method
with label noise, termed FedRGL. FedRGL introduces dual-
perspective consistency noise node filtering, leveraging both
the global model and subgraph structure under class-aware
dynamic thresholds. To enhance client-side training, we in-
corporate graph contrastive learning, which improves en-
coder robustness and assigns high-confidence pseudo-labels
to noisy nodes. Additionally, we measure model quality via
predictive entropy of unlabeled nodes, enabling adaptive ro-
bust aggregation of the global model. Comparative experi-
ments on multiple real-world graph datasets show that Fe-
dRGL outperforms 12 baseline methods across various noise
rates, types, and numbers of clients.

Introduction
Graphs are widely used in modeling complex systems due to
their ability to visually represent relational information be-
tween different entities (Bang et al. 2023; Yang et al. 2023;
Guo and Wang 2020). Graph neural networks (GNNs) (Def-
ferrard, Bresson, and Vandergheynst 2016), as a promising
method for graph information mining, have achieved excel-
lent performance in node-level (Zhu et al. 2020a; Fu et al.
2023), edge-level (Cai et al. 2021; Yuan et al. 2024), and
graph-level (Sun et al. 2022; Ju et al. 2023) downstream
tasks. However, most of the existing GNNs training based
on centralized data storage is not applicable to real-world
scenarios due to data privacy protection as well as copyright
constraints. Therefore, Federated Graph Learning (FGL)
(Xie et al. 2021; Huang et al. 2023; Tan et al. 2023; Li et al.
2023a; Wan, Huang, and Ye 2024; Zhu et al. 2024), which
combines graph learning and federated learning, has been
proposed to enable joint modeling between clients under the
protection of private graph data not going out of the local
area.

Current academic research on FGL primarily focuses on
optimizing the performance of global or personalized mod-
els under Non-independent and identically distributed (Non-
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Figure 1: 1 Example of Federated Graph Learning with
noisy labels. Subgraph data is divided among clients us-
ing the Louvain algorithm (Blondel et al. 2008), with vary-
ing noise levels. The collaboratively trained global model is
tested for final performance. , , and represent training
nodes, while represents test nodes. 2 Testing accuracy of
three FGL algorithms on Cora under uniform label noise at
different rates (10 clients), showing lack of robustness to la-
bel noise.

iid) graph data. For example, FedTAD (Zhu et al. 2024)
proposes topology-aware knowledge distillation to transfer
knowledge from local models to the server to obtain an
optimal global model. FedStar (Tan et al. 2023) decouples
structural encoding and feature encoding to learn invari-
ant knowledge from heterogeneous domains for personal-
ized models on clients. However, existing FGL approaches
assume that local graph data is jointly trained under the
premise of completely clean labels, neglecting the impact
of noisy labels in client graph data on the model optimiza-
tion process, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Therefore, this paper
further explores and enhances the robustness of Federated
Graph Learning under the influence of noisy labels.

Existing efforts to address the noisy label problem in fed-
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erated learning (FNL) (Xu et al. 2022; Fang and Ye 2022;
Wu et al. 2023; Li et al. 2024a; Lu et al. 2024) are largely
focused on computer vision (CV), but their direct applica-
tion to federated graph learning (FGL) often fails to yield
performance gains. This is due to the structural heterogene-
ity among federated subgraphs (Fig. 1) and class imbalances
within local subgraphs (Zhu et al. 2024), which complicate
the identification and management of noisy nodes (See the
Appendix for further validation). Current FNL methods em-
ploy uniform thresholds for sample selection (e.g., FedCorr
(Xu et al. 2022)), modify local objective functions (e.g.,
RHFL (Fang and Ye 2022), FedNoro (Wu et al. 2023)), or
optimize global models via negative knowledge distillation
(e.g., FedNed (Lu et al. 2024)). However, these methods lack
fine-grained noisy node processing within local subgraphs,
leading to limited performance gains. Moreover, current re-
search on the impact of noisy labels in graphs mainly tar-
gets centralized scenarios, including graph semi-supervised
node classification (Dai, Aggarwal, and Wang 2021; Qian
et al. 2023; Liu et al. 2023; Chen et al. 2023; Xia et al. 2023;
Li et al. 2024b), graph classification (Yin et al. 2023), and
graph transfer learning (Yuan et al. 2023a). Existing graph
noise learning (GNL) methods typically assume complete
graph structure information for noise mitigation. However,
in federated graph learning, clients only possess local sub-
graph information, making the incomplete graph structure
and limited training data significant challenges for effec-
tively mitigating noise in FGL.

In this paper, we propose FedRGL, a Federated Graph
Learning method that combines global model information
and subgraph structural information to mitigate the impact
of noisy labels on the global model. On the client side, un-
like previous methods that set a uniform threshold and use
the Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM) to fit sample losses
(Xu et al. 2022; Li et al. 2024a), FedRGL addresses the
heterogeneity issue of class distribution in local clients.
This heterogeneity results in different learning rates of class
knowledge for local GNN models (Zhu et al. 2024). There-
fore, FedRGL uses the global model and a corrected lo-
cal subgraph label propagation algorithm to calculate sam-
ple loss values separately and achieves precise selection of
noisy nodes under class-aware loss dynamic threshold con-
straints. To utilize the useful information from noisy nodes,
FedRGL introduces a graph contrastive method in local
GNN training. This not only enhances the noise robustness
of the encoder but also employs graph contrastive augmenta-
tion to assign high-confidence pseudo-labels to noisy nodes,
further increasing the supervisory information for model
training. On the server side, due to varying noise levels
among clients, the quality of client-uploaded models must
be considered during global aggregation. This paper lever-
ages transductive learning for local subgraphs 1 for local
subgraphs., measuring model quality via prediction entropy
on unlabeled nodes before uploading to the server, ensuring
robust global model aggregation.

1Transductive learning assumes that all node feature and struc-
ture information is known during training, but only the labels of
training nodes are available

Our contributions. (1) Novel Research. To the best of
our knowledge, this is the first study to address label noise
robustness in federated graph learning, providing new in-
sights on enhancing the robustness of the federated global
model under local subgraph heterogeneity and label noise.
(2) New Method. We propose FedRGL, a label noise learn-
ing approach that integrates global model knowledge with
local subgraph structural knowledge. By accounting for
class distribution and local subgraph training characteristics,
FedRGL enables precise noisy node selection and robust
global model aggregation. (3) State-of-the-art Performance.
FedRGL achieves superior test accuracy across multiple
real-world graph datasets, consistently outperforming var-
ious baseline methods under different noise types, noise
rates, and client numbers.

Related Work
Federated Graph Learning. Existing Federated Graph
Learning (FGL) methods can be broadly classified into
two types based on the type of graph task: graph FL (Xie
et al. 2021; Tan et al. 2023) and subgraph FL (Zhang et al.
2021; Huang et al. 2023; Zhu et al. 2024; Baek et al. 2023).
In graph FL, each client owns a set of graph data and
designs personalized graph mining methods to accomplish
graph-level classification tasks, such as FedStar approach
(Tan et al. 2023) of using a feature and structure decoupled
encoder to learn invariant structural knowledge between
clients alongside personalized knowledge from local data.
In contrast, subgraph FL involves each client holding
only partial subgraph knowledge of a complete graph,
with node-level classification tasks being completed by
collaboratively training a global model or personalized local
models. For example, FGSSL (Huang et al. 2023) enhances
learning of graph nodes and structural information through
supervised graph contrastive learning and relational distil-
lation. This paper studies the generalization performance
of global models from a robustness perspective, focusing
on the dual challenges posed by inter-client graph structure
heterogeneity and intra-client label noise.

Federated Learning with label noise. Current Federated
Learning with label noise (FNL) research is mainly divided
into methods based on loss-level and sample-level ap-
proaches. 1 Loss-level. RHFL (Fang and Ye 2022) utilizes
a symmetric robust loss and KL divergence constrained on a
public dataset to train personalized robust models. FedNoro
(Wu et al. 2023) employs knowledge distillation and a
distance-aware aggregation function to jointly update the
noise-robust global model. 2 Sample-level. FedCorr (Xu
et al. 2022)uses a GMM algorithm to filter out noisy clients
and noisy samples, and re-labels the selected samples using
the global model. Compared to the use of local GMMs to
filter noisy samples, FedDiv (Li et al. 2024a) collaborates
with all clients to build global GMM parameters for the
precise selection of noisy samples. FedFixer (Ji et al. 2024)
introduces a dual collaborative network of personalized and
global models to alternately select noisy samples.

Graph Neural Networks with Label Noise. Existing



research on noisy labels in graph neural networks primarily
focuses on centralized scenarios, which can be broadly
categorized into three types: graph structure augmentation
level, graph contrast level, and graph structure propagation
level. Graph structure augmentation level: NRGNN (Dai,
Aggarwal, and Wang 2021) and RTGNN (Qian et al. 2023)
both enhance the propagation of graph information by link-
ing labeled and unlabeled nodes, with the difference that the
latter employs a dual-network structure to further prevent
error accumulation. Graph contrast level: Leveraging the
robustness of unsupervised graph contrastive methods to
label noise, CRGNN (Li et al. 2024b) improves model
test performance by using dynamic loss and cross-space
consistency, while CGNN (Yuan et al. 2023b) corrects
labels using neighbor label information. Graph structure
propagation level: Benefiting from the efficiency of label
propagation algorithms, GNN-cleaner (Xia et al. 2023) and
R2LP (Cheng et al. 2023) address noise in semi-supervised
node classification when a certain amount of clean training
node label information is available. Earse (Chen et al. 2023)
further relaxes the constraint of clean sample information by
learning error-tolerant node representations using prototype
pseudo-labels and structure-propagated pseudo-labels.

Connections and Differences. Unlike existing FNL meth-
ods targeting the CV domain, this study focuses on the more
complex problem of learning with label noise in federated
subgraphs, where the structural heterogeneity of subgraphs
and label noise across clients exacerbate the difficulty of
filtering noisy nodes, making it challenging to directly ap-
ply existing FNL methods. Moreover, FedRGL leverages
the label propagation algorithm to filter noisy nodes within
clients, but it differs from existing methods in three key as-
pects. First, our proposed method does not require a prior
condition of clean labels, whereas both GNN-cleaner and
R2LP rely on the assistance of clean label priors. Sec-
ond, before label propagation, FedRGL uses a robust global
model to assess and correct the initial node labels, whereas
ERASE directly utilizes the initial node label information.
Lastly, the existing three methods directly utilize the one-
hot label information after label propagation for label cor-
rection, while FedRGL computes the loss using the propa-
gated soft labels (e.g., probability distributions) along with
the original labels, providing a structural perspective for
noisy node filtering.

Methodology
Preliminaries
In subgraph FGL, there exist M clients that collaboratively
train a global model with a central server. The m-th client
possesses part of the global graph Gg = (Vg, Ag, Xg, Yg),
represented as a subgraph Gm = (Vm, Am, Xm, Ym),
where Vm contains training nodes V Tr

m , validation nodes
V Va
m , and test nodes V Te

m . Each node vi ∈ Vm has a fea-
ture vector xmi (xmi ⊆ Xm) and a label ymi (ymi ⊆ Ym),
where ymi may be noisy. In this paper, we assume that the
label noise rate among clients varies and is obtained through
uniform sampling U(ηl, ηu) (Xu et al. 2022). FedAvg, as

the baseline model, serves as the foundation for the Fe-
dRGL method proposed in this paper. Each client performs
local GNN model training by minimizing the loss function
L(Gm), and then uploads the model parameters wm along
with the number of nodes |Vm| to the central server. The cen-
tral server performs a federated weighted average to obtain
the global modelW . Finally, after multiple rounds of collab-
orative training, the global model will be sent to each client
for testing tasks.

FedRGL Method
Overview. The FedRGL method, as shown in Fig. 2, op-
erates with distinct client-side and server-side processes.
Client-side, each client computes the training loss using both
the global model and local structure, filtering noisy nodes
with a class-aware dynamic threshold (Class-Aware Dual
Consistency Label Noise Filtering). A graph contrastive ap-
proach then assigns high-confidence pseudo-labels to the fil-
tered nodes, improving the quality of the training data. After
local training, the clients calculate and upload the predic-
tion entropy of unlabeled nodes to the server. Server-side,
the server performs aggregation reweighting based on the
clients’ prediction entropy to achieve a robust global model,
which is then broadcasted back to the clients for the next
training round. This process repeats until the training is com-
plete.
Class-Aware Dual Consistency Label Noise Filtering
In subgraph FL, structural heterogeneity among clients com-
plicates noisy node identification and management. To ad-
dress this, we propose a dual-consistency label noise filter-
ing method that considers both global model and local struc-
tural views. Global Model View. Before the t-th training
round, the m-th client uses the global model W t to calcu-
late the cross-entropy loss L(Gm) for each training node as
⟨Lv1,Lv2, . . . ,Lvk⟩. Unlike methods that use a GMM to fit
loss values and set a unified clean probability threshold, our
approach considers class distribution differences and intra-
class homophily in client subgraphs. As different node cat-
egories are learned at varying rates, a unified global thresh-
old is ineffective. Instead, we propose class-aware dynamic
thresholds, calculating the mean tcm and standard deviation
σc
m of the cross-entropy loss for each class:

V c
m = {vi | ymi = c}, tcm =

1

|V c
m|

∑
vi∈V c

m

Lvi (1)

σc
m =

√
var(Lvi), vi ∈ V c

m (2)
ρcm = tcm + φ1σ

c
m (3)

where V c
m represents the set of nodes in the m-th client that

belong to class c, ρcm is the noise node filtering threshold
for class c, and φ1 is a hyperparameter. Then, according to
the dynamic threshold set {ρ1m, ρ2m, . . . , ρCm} of all classes
in the m-th client, the clean sample node set V C1

m under the
global model view of the client can be obtained as:

V C1
m = {vi | ymi = c,Lvi < ρcm} (4)

Local Structural View. We introduce the label propagation
calculation after global model correction to further enhance
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Figure 2: Overall framework diagram of the FedRGL method.

the stability and accuracy of noise node filtering. Specifi-
cally, to avoid the influence of initial label noise in the local
label propagation process, we use the global model W t to
predict the label distribution Pm = Softmax(f(V Tr

m ,W t))
for the training nodes of the m-th client at the t-th com-
munication round. For the nodes vEq

m whose predicted la-
bels argmax(Pm) match their original labels Ym, we retain
their original labels during the label propagation process and
encode them as one-hot. For the remaining training nodes
V Re
m = V Tr

m \ V Eq
m , the soft labels predicted by the global

model are used for initialization.
To avoid the impact of non-training nodes, we employ

the subgraph structure masking technique in Earse (Chen
et al. 2023), constructing a masking matrix MMT , where
M ∈ {0, 1}N , such that the label propagation process only
transmits information within the training nodes. The adja-
cency matrix is denoted by A′

m = Am ⊙MMT . By intro-
ducing a non-parametric label propagation algorithm for k
steps, we can obtain the class probabilities guided by struc-
tural information for each training node:

(Ŷ Tr
m )k = α(Ŷ Tr

m )k−1+(1−α)
(
D− 1

2A′
mD

− 1
2

)
(Ŷ Tr

m )k−1

(5)
where D is the diagonal matrix, and α is the hyperparame-
ter for label propagation. Particularly, instead of performing
label noise processing with hard labels (i.e., one-hot vec-
tors) after label propagation (Chen et al. 2023; Xia et al.
2023), we obtain soft labels (i.e., class probability distribu-
tion) here. Then, using the soft labels after structural prop-
agation and the original labels of the training node V Tr

m to
compute the cross-entropy value ⟨ℓv1 , ℓv2 , . . . , ℓvk⟩, and the
set of dynamic thresholds for noise nodes lost by class for
the m-th client can be obtained as {µ1

m, µ
2
m, ..., µ

c
m}, where

µc
m = tcm + φ2σ

c
m. By calculating the dynamic threshold

value for each class, we can obtain the clean sample set un-

der the local structural view:

V C2
m = {vi|yim = c, ℓvi < µc

m} (6)

Finally, through the intersection of the clean sample set
V C1
m under the global model view and the clean sample set
V C2
m under the local structural view, we can obtain the final

clean sample set V C
m = V C1

m ∩ V C2
m and the corresponding

noisy node set V N
m = V Tr

m \ V C
m . It is worth noting that to

obtain a more optimal and stable performance, we set two
hyperparameters φ1, φ2 for the dynamic threshold, and the
experiment found that settingφ1 = φ2 does not significantly
degrade the model’s generalization ability. In addition, our
noise node selection is executed only once in each communi-
cation round, without performing multiple selections along
with local epochs.
High-Confidence Pseudo Labels
To enhance supervision during local training in subgraph
FL, we incorporate graph contrastive learning (GCL) into
the local parameter optimization process. GCL not only im-
proves the noise robustness of the local model’s encoder but
also assigns pseudo-labels to noisy nodes V N

m using dual-
enhanced graph views, thereby increasing the labeling in-
formation for local training. Specifically, in the t-th round,
the m-th client identifies clean nodes V C

m and noisy nodes
V N
m through label noise filtering. We use edge drop and fea-

ture masking techniques from GRACE (Zhu et al. 2020b) to
construct two augmented views of the original graph Gm,
denoted as G1

m and G2
m, and obtain corresponding embed-

dings Z1
m and Z2

m via the local model’s encoder Em and
projection head Im. Additionally, class predictions p1m and
p2m are generated (without passing through Im) using the
classifier Fm. The noise robustness of the encoder is further
enhanced in the embedding space through contrastive loss:

LCl
m =

1

2N

(
Lcl

(
Z1
m, Z

2
m

)
+ Lcl

(
Z2
m, Z

1
m

))
(7)



Lcl(Z
1, Z2) =

N∑
i=1

ψ
(
Z1
i , Z

2
i

)
N∑

j=1,j ̸=i

ψ
(
Z1
i , Z

1
j

)
+

N∑
i=1

ψ
(
Z1
i , Z

2
j

) (8)

where ψ(a, b) = exp(sim(a, b)/τ), sim is the similarity
function, and τ is the contrastive parameter set to 0.5 in
this paper. For noisy nodes V N

m, we use the class prediction
results from the two augmented views and set a prediction
confidence threshold γ to obtain the corresponding pseudo-
labels:

Ỹm = Softmax
((
P 1
m + P 2

m

)
/2
)

(9)

V P
m =

{(
vim, y

i
m

)
| max

(
yim

)
> γ, vim ∈ V N

m

}
(10)

where yim ∈ Ỹm. Therefore, the m-th client uses high-
confidence pseudo-labels to increase the local supervision
loss information LP

m as:

LP
m =

∑
vi
m∈V p

m

(
Lce

(
P̂ 1,i
m , ŷim

)
+ Lce

(
P̂ 2,i
m , ŷim

))
2

(11)

where Lce is the cross-entropy loss, P̂ 1,i
m = softmax

(
P 1,i
m

)
,

ŷim = argmax
(
yim

)
. To further enhance the stability of

pseudo-labeled nodes during local training, we introduce the
Jensen Shannon (JS) divergence for pseudo-labeled nodes
V P
m augmented view predictions G1

m, G
2
m to ensure consis-

tency with the predictions of the original graph Gm. Con-
sequently, the updated loss function for the m-th client is
expressed as:

Lm = LC
m + λClL

Cl
m + λP L

P
m + λJsL

Js
m

(
P̂m, P̂

1
m, P̂

2
m

)
(12)

where LC
m is the cross-entropy loss for clean nodes V C

m,
and LJs

m is the JS divergence for pseudo-labeled nodes
V P
m. λCl, λP, λJs are hyperparameters. Notably, the pseudo-

labels obtained for noisy nodes will only be used in the cur-
rent epoch and will not overwrite the original label informa-
tion, in order to avoid accumulating errors.
Local Predictive Entropy. To mitigate the spread of erro-
neous knowledge during global model aggregation, we pro-
pose using model predictive entropy to assess each client’s
model quality. While predictive entropy on a public dataset
at the server has been validated in the CV domain (Huang
et al. 2024), our approach does not require an unsupervised
public dataset on the server side. Leveraging the transduc-
tive training approach in subgraph FL, each client calculates
the predictive entropy of its local unlabeled nodes before up-
loading the model to the server, enabling robust reweighting.
Specifically, after the m-th client completes the t-th training
round, the client’s model parameters wt

m are used to com-
pute the predictive entropy Hm of the unlabeled nodes V U

m

(i.e., V Va
m and V Te

m ):

h̄
(
vim

)
=

−1

|C|
∑
c∈C

P̂ i,c
m log P̂ i,c

m

P̂ i
m = Softmax

(
P i
m

)
 ⇒ Hm =

∑
vi
m∈V U

m

h̄
(
vim

)
|V U

m|

(13)

where P̂ i,c
m represents the predicted value of class c for the

i-th node in the unlabeled node set V U
m . Next, we explain

why the unlabeled nodes V U
m are used to estimate the quality

of the model. In noisy label learning, the model becomes
increasingly confident in its predictions during the training
process, even for noisy nodes (Li et al. 2023b). Therefore,
if the labeled nodes are directly used for predictive entropy
calculation, it will lead to an unstable estimation of model
quality.
Model Aggregation Reweighting
In the model aggregation phase of the t+ 1 communication
round, the server collects the model parameters {wt

i}Mi=1 and
predictive entropies {Hi}Mi=1 from the clients. The server
then aggregates these models using the predictive entropies
to obtain a robust global model W t+1:

W t+1 =

M∑
m=1

Hm∑M
m=1Hm

wt
m, Hm =

1

Hm + ϵ
(14)

where Hm is the inverse of the predictive entropy of the m-
th client (the smaller the predictive entropy, the better the
model quality), and ϵ is a small constant to avoid division by
zero, set to ϵ = 1e−9 in this work. Additionally, to ensure a
certain degree of reliability for the global model during the
initial phase, we conduct Twarm rounds of warm-up train-
ing, which only involves standard cross-entropy loss train-
ing on clean nodes without noisy node filtering and server-
side aggregation reweighting. Due to space limitations, the
pseudo-code of the FedRGL algorithm can be viewed in the
Appendix.

Experiment
Experimental Setup
Datasets. Our experiments are conducted on six real-
world graph datasets, including three citation network
datasets (i.e., Cora, CiteSeer, PubMed) (Yang, Cohen,
and Salakhudinov 2016), two co-author datasets (i.e., CS,
Physics) (Shchur et al. 2018), and one user-item dataset (i.e.,
Photo) (Shchur et al. 2018). Additionally, to further verify
the scalability of our method, we conducted experiments on
a large OGB dataset (i.e., ogbn-arxiv) (Hu et al. 2020). See
Appendix for specific explanations.
Noise Settings. In this paper, we assume that the training
nodes within each client have label noise with different noise
rates. We adopt the same two types of noise settings as in
CRGNN (Li et al. 2024b) (i.e., Uniform and Pair noise). See
Appendix for more detailed explanations.
Network Architecture. Following the settings of the Fed-
TAD method, we adopt a 2-layer GCN as the feature extrac-
tor E and the classifier F . Additionally, we use a 2-layer
MLP as the projection head I . The hidden layer size for all
datasets is set to be the same as in FedTAD (Zhu et al. 2024).
Implementation Details. We follow FedTAD for subgraph
partitioning using the Louvain algorithm. All clients use
SGD as the optimizer with a weight decay of 5e−4 and
a learning rate of 1 × 10−2. Communication rounds are
set to 100, and local training epochs to 3. Hyperparam-
eters for FedRGL are tuned using Optuna (Akiba et al.



Dataset Cora (5 Clients) CiteSeer (5 Clients) PubMed (10 Clients)

Method Normal Uniform Pair Normal Uniform Pair Normal Uniform Pair

FedAvg 81.04±0.37 48.19±0.34 55.80±0.18 71.12±0.44 38.73±0.84 46.62±0.79 85.86±0.07 74.36±0.45 71.21±0.28
FedProx 47.98±0.42 47.98±0.42 56.07±0.55 70.83±0.42 38.91±0.72 46.65±0.72 85.89±0.02 74.36±0.44 71.25±0.27
FGSSL 82.16±0.21 51.81±0.56 57.58±0.85 71.88±0.35 43.27±0.88 49.78±1.24 86.44±0.15 77.57±0.11 73.07±0.17
FedTAD 81.82±1.01 47.20±1.26 55.40±0.37 70.41±1.09 39.35±0.29 45.98±0.80 85.65±0.05 73.46±0.66 72.11±0.19

Co-teaching 81.04±0.67 60.11±2.09 57.68±5.36 70.61±0.41 45.13±1.54 53.17±2.95 85.71±0.09 58.32±6.98 60.21±7.64
FedCorr 79.05±0.82 50.14±0.37 55.16±0.97 71.42±0.32 53.28±1.39 51.00±1.17 81.18±0.61 75.04±0.67 70.90±2.41
FedNoro 81.19±0.26 45.54±1.02 45.80±2.52 69.99±0.63 37.53±0.64 43.71±0.26 84.10±0.16 72.37±0.34 65.99±0.04
FedNed 80.68±0.00 47.11±0.04 56.85±1.02 69.50±0.71 37.45±0.06 47.90±0.07 85.76±0.18 74.44±0.63 70.83±0.03
RHFL 80.17±0.47 49.92±0.22 53.36±0.99 66.05±1.11 39.80±1.04 47.88±0.39 84.25±0.07 61.87±0.81 59.70±0.49

CRGNN 83.09±0.87 61.67±0.80 63.24±0.74 71.06±0.59 48.09±1.00 52.21±1.77 84.70±0.11 78.28±0.31 73.46±0.44
RTGNN 80.65±0.24 49.40±0.19 57.50±0.79 71.08±0.43 39.45±0.39 48.13±0.54 85.09±0.06 77.80±0.76 73.04±0.36
ERASE 71.40±0.16 51.81±0.63 53.34±0.82 63.42±0.80 44.68±0.75 47.76±3.90 76.98±0.36 67.00±0.99 61.69±1.51

FedRGL 82.12±0.51 78.75±0.98 75.14±0.30 71.52±0.14 66.08±1.02 63.22±0.82 85.33±0.12 81.77±0.32 76.84±0.23

Dataset CS (10 Clients) Photo (20 Clients) Physics (20 Clients)

Method Normal Uniform Pair Normal Uniform Pair Normal Uniform Pair

FedAvg 86.95±0.09 65.95±0.21 68.95±0.60 85.88±0.18 72.55±1.15 60.52±1.49 92.78±0.19 69.05±0.26 70.96±0.98
FedProx 88.21±0.21 65.40±0.27 68.23±0.62 86.51±0.12 69.79±1.05 62.04±0.96 93.30±0.04 69.06±0.17 71.35±0.58
FGSSL 88.75±0.11 69.67±0.37 71.19±1.07 83.92±0.91 70.99±1.14 64.31±1.77 93.46±0.14 78.25±0.34 76.52±0.85
FedTAD 86.33±0.03 72.22±0.26 70.97±1.91 85.20±1.05 70.15±1.48 55.64±6.82 93.12±0.39 70.29±0.56 70.06±0.59

Co-teaching 86.78±0.08 75.90±1.38 73.14±3.14 84.52±0.25 62.99±1.11 62.96±0.47 92.71±0.13 81.67±2.68 77.74±3.56
FedCorr 87.49±0.14 68.37±1.01 70.14±1.26 78.42±3.32 62.62±2.39 52.13±4.89 93.19±0.26 75.36±0.63 78.57±0.73
FedNoro 82.87±0.18 55.15±0.44 62.42±2.99 76.82±0.01 48.51±1.32 45.15±0.34 91.36±0.69 57.65±1.10 55.50±2.36
FedNed 87.50±0.04 66.18±0.13 66.55±0.76 83.37±0.36 66.42±1.81 63.66±1.06 92.79±0.06 68.80±0.14 72.37±0.78
RHFL 87.27±0.20 56.13±0.38 56.62±1.93 83.42±0.05 66.67±1.67 66.38±2.38 93.18±0.02 58.22±0.19 65.58±1.75

CRGNN 87.63±0.73 81.30±0.54 74.56±1.41 85.09±0.27 71.66±1.05 66.44±1.08 92.87±0.12 83.37±0.17 80.85±0.47
RTGNN 84.73±0.29 69.19±0.57 70.12±0.21 82.35±0.31 73.86±1.41 67.44±0.95 91.89±0.24 74.35±3.08 75.21±1.69
ERASE 87.64±0.21 72.88±1.19 70.08±1.26 81.40±0.34 53.94±3.64 50.76±1.39 90.53±0.59 78.90±0.87 70.42±1.16

FedRGL 90.58±0.13 87.79±0.22 81.01±0.32 88.42±0.27 84.06±0.13 77.56±0.37 93.62±0.11 90.05±0.08 86.39±0.51

Table 1: Comparison of the accuracy of state-of-the-art methods at a noise rate of η = 0.3 on six graph datasets, where Normal
denotes clean labeling. The best precision is denoted by ( ).

2019), with φ1 and φ2 in {0.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0}, and γ in
{0.5, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 0.95}. More hyperparameter settings
are detailed in the Appendix. Results are reported as mean
and standard deviation across 3 random seeds. Experiments
were conducted on an NVIDIA A100-PCIE-40GB.
Baseline Methods. We comprehensively compare FedRGL
with global model optimization methods (i.e., FedAvg
(McMahan et al. 2017), FedProx (Li et al. 2020), FGSSL
(Huang et al. 2023), and FedTAD (Zhu et al. 2024)), feder-
ated label noise learning methods (i.e., FedCorr (Xu et al.
2022), FedNoro (Wu et al. 2023), FedNed (Lu et al. 2024),
and RHFL (Fang and Ye 2022)), as well as graph or image
label noise learning methods (i.e., CRGNN (Li et al. 2024b),
RTGNN (Qian et al. 2023), Earse (Chen et al. 2023), and
Co-teaching (Han et al. 2018)). See Appendix for specific
elaboration.

Experimental Results
Generalization Performance. The classification results of
nodes by FedRGL and various state-of-the-art methods un-
der label noise are shown in Tab. 1. As can be seen from the
table, our proposed FedRGL achieves the best test accuracy
across different datasets and noise types. Moreover, under

0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5
40

50

60

70

80
FedAvg
FedCorr
FedNed
CRGNN

RTGNN
Earse
Co-teaching
FedRGL

(a) Uniform Noise vs. Noise rate

5 10 200

20

40

60

FedAvg
FedCorr
CRGNN

Co-teaching
FedRGL

(b) Pair Noise vs. Clients

Figure 3: Accuracy on Cora under different levels of label
noise and numbers of clients.

clean labels (i.e., Normal), our method can match or even
surpass existing subgraph FGL methods (i.e., FGSSL and
FedTAD), demonstrating that FedRGL has superior gener-
alization performance.
Different noise scales and client numbers. We evaluated
FedRGL’s performance on the Cora dataset under various
noise rates and client numbers. As shown in Fig. 3(a) , Fe-
dRGL consistently outperforms other methods across all
noise rates, with the accuracy gap widening as noise in-



Dataset Photo (20 Clients)

Method 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
FedAvg 85.7 ± 0.1 80.9 ± 1.0 76.6 ± 0.2 72.0 ± 1.5 53.4 ± 1.7
FedCorr 78.0 ± 1.3 75.0 ± 2.8 61.4 ± 1.4 61.3 ± 2.2 48.9 ± 3.4
FedNoro 61.9 ± 0.4 56.3 ± 1.3 48.7 ± 1.4 47.7 ± 0.7 39.8 ± 0.3
CRGNN 85.5 ± 0.5 78.6 ± 2.0 72.3 ± 1.5 73.9 ± 0.8 58.8 ± 1.6

Co-teaching 84.0 ± 0.5 77.0 ± 0.1 66.7 ± 0.1 70.8 ± 0.3 56.6 ± 0.7
FedRGL 87.5 ± 0.1 87.4 ± 0.2 82.3 ± 0.3 79.1 ± 0.1 73.4 ± 0.6

Table 2: Accuracy on Photo with different number of noisy
clients, where the noise type is Pair, η = 0.4.

Dataset obgn-arxiv (20 Clinets) obgn-arxiv (30 Clinets)

Method Uniform Pair Uniform Pair

FedAvg 51.83 ± 0.07 48.01 ± 0.29 50.76 ± 0.21 45.33 ± 0.05
FedCorr 52.73 ± 0.27 46.83 ± 0.55 51.59 ± 0.17 46.27 ± 0.43
FedNed 50.21 ± 0.53 48.07 ± 0.27 49.47 ± 0.21 45.21 ± 0.03
RTGNN 52.31 ± 0.05 47.33 ± 0.14 51.31 ± 0.34 44.08 ± 0.17
CRGNN OOM OOM 44.42 ± 0.56 41.62 ± 0.36
FedRGL 56.61 ± 0.37 52.21 ± 0.17 55.64 ± 0.25 50.83 ± 0.22

Table 3: Accuracy on the large-scale graph obgn-arxiv.

creases. Fig. 3(b) also illustrates FedRGL’s performance
across three client numbers with Pair noise on Cora (η =
0.4). FedRGL effectively identifies and corrects noisy nodes,
enabling the global model to achieve the highest test accu-
racy across different client numbers, with an average im-
provement of over 20% compared to FedAvg. Additional
validation data is provided in the Appendix.

Different number of noise clients. We evaluated the meth-
ods on the Photo dataset with varying proportions of noisy
clients, as shown in Tab. 2, where x% indicates the pro-
portion of noisy clients. FedRGL consistently outperforms
other methods, including those requiring additional clean
and noisy client selection (e.g., FedCorr, FedNoro). Notably,
FedRGL’s performance advantage increases as the number
of noisy clients grows.
Large-scale Graph Data Results. To evaluate the perfor-
mance of FedRGL on large-scale graph data, we conducted
experiments on the obgn-arxiv dataset (η = 0.4). The sta-
tistical results are shown in Tab. 3. The current federated
learning methods almost fail to improve the impact of noisy
labels on large-scale graph datasets, whereas our FedRGL
method can improve accuracy by at least 4% compared to
the baseline method FedAvg.

Diagnostic Analysis
Stability Analysis. Fig. 4(a) shows the visualization of the
training curves under Uniform label noise with η = 0.3 on
Cora. It can be observed that the training stability of Fe-
dRGL is consistently better than other methods under label
noise, and unlike CRGNN, it does not exhibit a trend of in-
creasing accuracy followed by a decline.
Ablation Experiment. We conducted ablation experiments
on the Cora and CS datasets with η = 0.3 to assess the im-
pact of different FedRGL components. Fig. 4(b) lists the
results for FedRGL and its variants: removing the global
model view, local structure view, JS divergence, contrastive
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Figure 4: Visualization of the training curves and ablation
experiment.
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Figure 5: Analysis on hyper-parameter in FedRGL.

learning, and server reweighting. The global and local views
are essential for noise filtering, while removing contrastive
learning has minimal effect. Both JS divergence and predic-
tive entropy weighting improve performance. More valida-
tion can be found in the Appendix.
Hyperparameter Sensitivity Analysis. Fig. 5 examines the
dynamic loss in relation to hyperparametersφ1,φ2, and con-
fidence parameter γ. In Fig. 5(a) , results on Cora with uni-
form noise rate 0.3 show that φ1 (global model view) is rel-
atively insensitive, while φ2 (local structural view) shows
fluctuations with different settings. Generally, combining φ1

and φ2 improves model performance, and setting φ1 = φ2

has minimal impact on performance. Fig. 5(b) illustrates re-
sults on Cora, Photo, and CS with a pair noise rate of 0.3,
showing small sensitivity fluctuations in Cora and CS, while
a large γ in Photo reduces the number of high-confidence
pseudo-labels. Further hyperparameter analysis is in the ap-
pendix.

Conclusion
This paper addresses the challenge of label noise in sub-
graph FL, distinguishing it from existing federated label
noise learning approaches. To mitigate the impact of label
noise on the global model in subgraph FL, we propose Fe-
dRGL. This method employs dynamic dual-consistency fil-
tering with pseudo-label augmentation on the client side,
combined with predictive entropy-based reweighting on the
server side, to achieve a noise-robust global model. Exper-
imental results demonstrate that FedRGL consistently out-
performs existing methods.
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