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Abstract—Since heterogeneity presents a fundamental chal-
lenge in graph federated learning, many existing methods are
proposed to deal with node feature heterogeneity and structure
heterogeneity. However, they overlook the critical homophily
heterogeneity, which refers to the substantial variation in ho-
mophily levels across graph data from different clients. The
homophily level represents the proportion of edges connecting
nodes that belong to the same class. Due to adapting to their local
homophily, local models capture inconsistent spectral properties
across different clients, significantly reducing the effectiveness
of collaboration. Specifically, local models trained on graphs
with high homophily tend to capture low-frequency information,
whereas local models trained on graphs with low homophily tend
to capture high-frequency information. To effectively deal with
homophily heterophily, we introduce the spectral Graph Neural
Network (GNN) and propose a novel Federated learning method
by mining Graph Spectral Properties (FedGSP). On one hand,
our proposed FedGSP enables clients to share generic spectral
properties (i.e., low-frequency information), allowing all clients
to benefit through collaboration. On the other hand, inspired
by our theoretical findings, our proposed FedGSP allows clients
to complement non-generic spectral properties by acquiring the
spectral properties they lack (i.e., high-frequency information),
thereby obtaining additional information gain. Extensive exper-
iments conducted on six homophilic and five heterophilic graph
datasets, across both non-overlapping and overlapping settings,
validate the superiority of our method over eleven state-of-the-
art methods. Notably, our FedGSP outperforms the second-best
method by an average margin of 3.28% on all heterophilic
datasets.

Index Terms—Graph federated learning, Personalized feder-
ated learning, Spectral graph neural network.

I. INTRODUCTION

Graph is a type of fundamental data structure across various
domains, including social networks, transportation systems,
and molecular chemistry [1]–[5]. In real-world applications,
large-scale graphs are often partitioned into lots of subgraphs
and distributed across multiple clients. However, these dis-
tributed subgraphs cannot be combined together to train a
centralized model, which is restricted by privacy regulations
and data protection protocols. Graph Federated Learning
(GFL) [6]–[9] has emerged as a promising approach for
collaboratively training models on distributed subgraphs while
preserving data privacy.

However, the distributions of subgraphs on different clients
are inconsistent, leading to heterogeneity and significantly
reducing the effectiveness of federated collaboration [10]–[12].
To deal with the heterogeneity issue, lots of GFL methods
have been proposed. For example, FedGTA [13] employs a

topology-aware optimization method to solve the structure
heterogeneity in GFL. Meanwhile, FED-PUB [6] solves the
node feature heterogeneity. Specifically, FED-PUB utilizes the
node embeddings of local models to compute the similarities
among clients and then performs the weighted averaging of
local model parameters. In contrast, FGSSL [7] and Fed-
TAD [8] deal with the node feature heterogeneity and structure
heterogeneity, simultaneously.

Despite the above-mentioned methods exploring the node
feature heterogeneity and structure heterogeneity, they fail to
consider the critical homophily heterogeneity. The homophily
heterogeneity refers to the significant differences in homophily
levels exhibited by graph data across different clients. Ho-
mophily refers to the propoperty that edges tend to connect
similar nodes [14]. For example, people in social networks
tend to connect to others with similar hobbies. To measure the
level of homophily, we employ the adjusted homophily [14],
which solves the issues that existing measures (e.g., edge
homophily [15]) are sensitive to the number of classes and
their balance (see Appendix VI). Generally, the higher the
homophily level, the stronger the homophily. As shown in
Fig. 1a, client 34 has graph data with the highest homophily
level (i.e., 0.891), while client 16 has graph data with the
lowest homophily level (i.e., 0.071). Similarly, as shown in
Fig. 1b, client 7 has graph data with the highest homophily
level (i.e., 0.212), while client 6 has graph data with the lowest
homophily level (i.e., -0.081). Since local models on clients
adapt to their corresponding homophily levels [16]–[19], local
models capture inconsistent spectral properties across different
clients. Specifically, local models trained on graphs with high
homophily tend to capture low-frequency information (see
Fig. 2a and Fig. 2c), whereas local models trained on graphs
with low homophily tend to capture high-frequency informa-
tion (see Fig. 2b and Fig. 2d). Inconsistent spectral properties
captured by different clients pose the challenge to federated
aggregation, leading to sub-optimal collaborative effectiveness.
Therefore, we raise the following research question:

Since homophily heterogeneity matters in graph federated
learning, how can we deal with it?

To answer this question and deal with the homophily hetero-
geneity issue, we aim to introduce the spectral Graph Neural
Network (GNN) as the local model and further theoretically
analyze the heterogeneity in GFL. Since spectral GNNs are
made up of polynomial bases, they can be easily split into low-
frequency and high-frequency parts for subsequent analysis.
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(a) Subgraphs partitioned from CiteSeer dataset
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(b) Subgraphs partitioned from Questions dataset

Fig. 1. Homophily levels across clients vary significantly in subgraphs from
the CiteSeer and Questions datasets.

Moreover, we propose a novel Federated learning method by
mining Graph Spectral Properties (FedGSP). Specifically, on
one hand, since low-frequency information contains generic
spectral properties [20], [21], we enable clients to share
generic spectral properties (i.e., low-frequency information),
thus allowing all clients to benefit through collaboration.
Meanwhile, we theoretically find that the heterogeneity in GFL
is proportional to the complementarity ratio. Our theoretical
findings inspires us that to deal with the heterogeneity in
GFL, we should pursue not only similarities between dif-
ferent clients but also complementarities between different
clients. Therefore, on the other hand, we allow clients to
complement non-generic spectral properties by acquiring the
spectral properties they lack (i.e., high-frequency information),
thereby obtaining additional information gain [22], [23]. These
strategies allow the local model on each client not only to
preserve its local graph spectral properties, but also to benefit
from collaborations.

Moreover, since we introduce the spectral GNN as the local
model, we propose a novel federated aggregation method from
the perspective of polynomial bases, which are fundamental
components in the spectral GNNs. By doing so, our proposed
FedGSP not only effectively alleviates the homophily het-
erogeneity, but also significantly improves the model perfor-
mances on graphs with different homophily levels. Notably,
we compare our proposed FedGSP with eleven state-of-the-
art methods on six homophilic and five heterophilic graph
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(a) Client 34 of CiteSeer dataset
(homophily level=0.891)
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(b) Client 16 of CiteSeer dataset
(homophily level=0.071)
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(c) Client 7 of Questions dataset
(homophily level=0.212)
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(d) Client 6 of Questions dataset
(homophily level=-0.081)

Fig. 2. Spectral properties captured by local models vary across clients: (a)
and (c) emphasize low-frequency information; (b) and (d) highlight high-
frequency information.

datasets, and the experimental results validate the effectiveness
of our proposed FedGSP. The key contributions of our work
are as follows:

• This is the first work to deal with the homophily het-
erogeneity in GFL, which leads to inconsistent spectral
properties across different clients. Therefore, we intro-
duce the spectral GNN as the local model, so that we
can mine graph spectral properties for GFL.

• We are the first to prove that the heterogeneity in GFL
is proportional to the complementarity ratio. Inspired by
our theoretical findings, we propose a novel FedGSP
method. It not only shares generic spectral properties but
also complements non-generic spectral properties among
different clients, so that we can successfully alleviate the
homophily heterogeneity and improve the effectiveness
of GFL.

• Extensive experiments on eleven datasets demonstrate the
superiority of our proposed FedGSP over eleven state-
of-the-art methods, where our FedGSP outperforms the
second-best method by an average margin of 3.28% on
all heterophilic datasets. Moreover, case studies validate
that our proposed FedGSP allows the local model on each
client not only to preserve its local graph spectral prop-
erties, but also to obtain the additional spectral properties
from collaborations.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we review the typical work related to this
paper, including GFL, PFL, and Spectral GNNs.
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A. Graph Federated Learning

GFL aims to utilize the distributed learning framework
to collaboratively train GNNs while maintaining the privacy
and security of the local graphs. Most of the existing GFL
methods can be categorized into two types: optimization-
based methods and model-based methods. On one hand,
optimization-based methods focus on optimizing the collabo-
ration strengths between clients, often leveraging conventional
GNNs (e.g., Graph Convolutional Networks (GCN) [24]).
For instance, FED-PUB [6] determines client collaboration
strengths according to the estimated similarities between sub-
graphs based on the outputs of local GCN-based models. Sim-
ilarly, FedGTA [13] introduces the optimization-driven feder-
ated learning algorithm that adjusts the weight of each client’s
contribution based on the mixed moments of processed neigh-
bor features. On the other hand, model-based methods focus on
designing specific local models while using simple federation
strategies (e.g., FedAvg [25]). For example, FedSage+ [26]
builds on FedSage [26] by introducing a missing neighbor gen-
erator to address missing links across local subgraphs, while
FedSage itself combines GraphSAGE [27] with FedAvg. To
deal with the structure heterogeneity, AdaFGL [28] introduces
homophilous and heterophilous propagation modules for each
client so that each client’s model is adapted to the local graph
structures. Besides, FedTAD [8] enhances the knowledge
transfer from the local models to the global model, alleviating
the negative impact of unreliable knowledge caused by node
feature heterogeneity. However, both optimization-based meth-
ods and model-based methods have performance limitations
because they overlook the critical homophily heterogeneity,
which leads to inconsistent spectral properties across different
clients. Therefore, we naturally introduce the spectral GNN as
the local model to mine graph spectral properties for GFL.

B. Personalized Federated Learning

Heterogeneity presents a fundamental challenge in
GFL [29]. To deal with the heterogeneity, PFL methods [30]–
[32] have obtained increasing attention. Unlike FedAvg,
which aims to train a global model collaboratively, PFL
methods aim to train a personalized model for each client.
Most of existing PFL methods can be categorized as
similarity-based methods [6], [9], [13], local customization-
based methods [30], [32], [33], and meta-learning-based
methods [34]–[36]. Similarity-based methods first compute
the inter-client similarities and then perform the weighted
federation of local models for each client based on these
similarities. Specifically, clients with larger similarity scores
are assigned larger weights for federated aggregation.
In contrast, local customization-based methods, such as
FedProx [30], incorporate a proximal term to customize
personalized models for each client. Similarly, FedALA [37]
captures the desired information from the global model in an
element-wise manner and then aggregates the local models.
As an alternative, FedPer [32] focuses on federating the
backbone weights while training a personalized classification
layer locally on each client. Additionally, meta-learning-based
methods, such as [35], focus on discovering an initial

shared model that can be efficiently adapted to each client,
enabling the creation of personalized local models. Due to
the simplicity and effectiveness of similarity-based methods,
we concentrate on similarity-based PFL methods in this
paper. However, similarity-based PFL methods only consider
the similarities between pairwise clients, while ignoring
the critical complementarities between clients. Therefore,
according to our theoretical findings, we propose to pursue
not only similarities between different clients but also
complementarities between different clients.

C. Spectral Graph Neural Networks

Spectral GNNs represent a class of GNNs that operate by
designing graph signal filters in the spectral domain [18].
Specifically, they approximate filtering operations using poly-
nomial bases of Laplacian eigenvalues [19]. For example,
ChebNet [38] employs a K-order truncated Chebyshev poly-
nomial basis to implement a K-hop localized filtering. How-
ever, Chien et al. [39] argue that the depth of ChebNet is
limited in practice due to the over-smoothing phenomenon.
To address this issue, they propose a Generalized PageRank
(GPR) GNN (a.k.a. GPR-GNN [39]) that adaptively learns the
GPR weights to control the contribution of each propagation
step. However, the above-mentioned spectral GNNs learn the
graph signal filters without a clear constraint, which may
lead to oversimplified or ill-posed filters. To overcome this
problem, BernNet [17] estimates the normalized Laplacian
spectrum by a K-order Bernstein polynomial basis and learns
the polynomial coefficients based on the observed graphs.
Meanwhile, Wang et al. [18] theoretically analyze the ex-
pressive power of spectral GNNs and find the advantage
of orthogonal polynomial bases. Inspired by their theoretical
findings, they propose JacobiConv [18], which is based on the
Jacobi polynomial basis due to its orthogonality and flexibility.
Furthermore, OptBasisGNN [19] learns an orthogonal poly-
nomial basis directly from the graph data. Nevertheless, the
above-mentioned spectral GNNs can not deal with the varying
homophily levels. To solve this problem, Huang et al. [40]
propose the universal polynomial bases. Inspired by this work,
we not only introduce the spectral GNN as the local model
to tackle the issue of homophily heterogeneity across different
clients, but also propose a novel federated aggregation method
from the perspective of polynomial bases.

III. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce some mathematical notations
related to the setting of GFL. In this paper, we concentrate
on the task of node classification under the GFL scenario.
In particular, we aim at the collaborative training of node
classifiers with local subgraphs on different clients. Suppose
we have M clients, each of which possesses a local sub-
graph Gm = ⟨Vm, Em⟩, where Vm denotes the node set,
Em represents the edge set, and m = 1, . . . ,M . We utilize
Xm ∈ Rnm×d and Am ∈ Rnm×nm to represent the node
feature matrix and the adjacency matrix of Gm, respectively.
Here the number of nodes in Gm and the feature dimension
are denoted as nm and d, respectively. Similarly, em and
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cm denote the number of edges and classes, respectively. In
addition, let Lm = Dm − Am = I − D

− 1
2

m AmD
− 1

2
m denote

the symmetric normalized Laplacian matrix of Gm without
self-loops, where Dm is the degree matrix of Gm, and I is
the identity matrix. Then, we can have the propagation matrix
Pm = I − Lm. Here we also introduce some norms used
in this paper. First, we denote the l2-norm of a vector v as
∥v∥2, where ∥v∥2 =

√∑
i v

2
i , and vi is the i-th element of

v. Second, ∥X∥F denotes the Frobenius norm of a matrix X,
where ∥X∥F =

√∑
i,j |xij |2, and xij is the element of X.

IV. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

In this section, we theoretically analyze the heterogeneity
in GFL and present our theoretical findings, which construct
the theoretical foundation of our proposed method. First, we
describe the construction of the federated collaboration graph,
which is used to derive our theoretical findings. Second, we
provide some definitions to facilitate the subsequent theorems.
Third, we establish the relationship between the heterogeneity
in GFL and the client’s complementarity.

A. Federated Collaboration Graph

Inspired by pFedGraph [41], we construct a federated col-
laboration graph Gc = ⟨Vc, Ec⟩ to model the collaboration
strength between clients, where Vc = {c1, c2, · · · , cM} rep-
resents the node set, Ec is the edge set, and M is the number
of clients. In Gc, each node represents a client. Therefore,
the adjacency matrix of Gc is denoted as Wc ∈ RM×M ,
where Wij

c reflects the collaboration strength between the
i-th and the j-th client. The neighbor set of node u ∈ Vc
is denoted as Nc. Here the degree of node u is denoted
as du = |Nc|. In addition, the degree matrix of Gc is
denoted as Dc ∈ RM×M , where Duu

c = du. Similarly, let
Lc = Dc −Wc = I −D

− 1
2

c WcD
− 1

2
c denote the symmetric

normalized Laplacian matrix of Gc without self-loops. We treat
the model parameters on the i-th client (i.e., θi) as the i-th
node’s features of Gc. Therefore, the node feature matrix of
Gc can be represented as Θ, where Θ = [θ1,θ2, · · · ,θM ]⊤,
and [·, ·] denotes the concatenation operation. Consequently,
the model aggregation of PFL (i.e., weighted combination of
model parameters among different clients) can be treated as
the message passing of node features in Gc.

B. Definitions

Here we first present some definitions to describe the sim-
ilarities and complementarities between clients, respectively.

Definition 1. Similar Client Pair: Given any pair of clients
i and j, the normalized similarity of their data distributions is
defined as S(i, j) ∈ [0, 1]. If S(i, j) ≥ 0.5, clients i and j are
considered similar.

Definition 2. Complementary Client Pair: Given any pair of
clients i and j, if S(i, j) < 0.5, clients i and j are considered
complementary.

Definition 3. Similarity Ratio of Clients rs: Given M clients
performing federated learning, the similarity ratio of M clients
rs is the fraction of similar client pairs, i.e.,

rs =
|{⟨i, j⟩ ∈ Ec : S(i, j) ≥ 0.5}|

|Ec|
. (1)

Definition 4. Complementarity Ratio of Clients rc: Given
M clients performing federated learning, the complementarity
ratio of M clients rc is the fraction of complementary client
pairs, i.e.,

rc =
|{⟨i, j⟩ ∈ Ec : S(i, j) < 0.5}|

|Ec|
. (2)

Obviously, we can find that rc = 1− rs. Based on the above
definitions, we can find that a higher complementarity ratio
means a higher level of heterophily.

To validate the practical meaning of the above definitions,
we provide four examples on the ogbn-arxiv and Amazon-
ratings datasets, respectively. As shown in Fig. 3, we plot
the normalized similarity matrices under the non-overlapping
and overlapping partitioning settings. According to our def-
inition 3 and definition 4, we can easily obtain their simi-
larity and complementarity ratios, respectively. The computed
complementarity ratios are consistent with the practical sit-
uations. For example, the Amazon-ratings dataset has higher
complementarity ratios than the ogbn-arxiv dataset, which is
consistent with the observation that heterophilic datasets tend
to have stronger heterophily than homophilic datasets [9].
Furthermore, since each five subgraphs are overlapped under
the overlapping partitioning setting [6], datasets under the
overlapping setting have smaller complementarity ratios than
under the non-overlapping setting.

Second, we define the Laplacian frequency component from
the spectral perspective.

Definition 5. Laplacian Frequency Component f : Consider
the federated collaboration graph Gc = ⟨Vc, Ec⟩ with the
symmetric normalized Laplacian matrix Lc. Given the node
feature matrix Θ of Gc, the Laplacian Frequency Component
on Gc is defined as f(Θ) = Tr(Θ

⊤LcΘ
2 ), where “Tr(·)”

computes the trace of the corresponding matrix.

Third, since the heterogeneity in GFL can be reflected in
the Euclidean distance between any pair of client models [42]–
[44], here we define a typical measure of heterogeneity in GFL
as follows:

Definition 6. Measure of Heterogeneity in GFL H(Gc):
Consider the federated collaboration graph Gc with the ad-
jacency matrix Wc, the Measure of Heterogeneity H(Gc) is
defined as H(Gc) =

∑
⟨i,j⟩∈Ec

Wij
c ∥θi − θj∥22.

C. Relationship between Heterogeneity and Complementarity

Due to the characteristic of Laplacian matrix [19], the
Laplacian frequency component f(Θ) actually captures the
spectral frequency of the federated collaboration graph Gc.
Therefore, we present the following theorem (proved in the
Appendix I-A) to formally describe the relationship between
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Fig. 3. The normalized similarity matrices under the non-overlapping and
overlapping partitioning settings.

the Laplacian frequency component and the complementarity
ratio among clients.

Theorem 1. The Laplacian frequency component of the feder-
ated collaboration graph f(Θ) = 1

2rc + o(r2(θi,θj)), where
“o(·)” denotes the little-o notation.

Theorem 1 means that the Laplacian frequency component
of the federated collaboration graph Gc is proportional to rc.
Then, we prove in the Appendix I-B that

Theorem 2. The Laplacian frequency component of the feder-
ated collaboration graph f(Θ) = 1

4

∑
⟨i,j⟩∈Ec

Wij
c ∥θi−θj∥22.

Theorem 2 demonstrates that the Laplacian frequency com-
ponent of the federated collaboration graph Gc is equivalent
to the measure of heterogeneity in GFL. Consequently, com-
bining theorem 1 and theorem 2, we can naturally have

Theorem 3. The measure of heterogeneity in GFL H(Gc) =
2rc + o(r2(θi,θj)).

Theorem 3 indicates that the heterogeneity in GFL is
proportional to the complementary ratio. That is, the higher the
complementary ratio of clients, the higher the heterogeneity
in GFL. This theoretical result is quite consistent with the
practical situation. Furthermore, theorem 3 inspires us that to
deal with the heterogeneity in GFL, we should pursue not only
similarities between different clients but also complementari-
ties between different clients.
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Fig. 4. The framework of our proposed FedGSP. On the client side, low-
frequency information and high-frequency information are captured by the
homophily bases and heterophily bases, respectively. On the server side,
we optimize the collaboration strengths and then perform the federated
aggregation for polynomial bases.

V. OUR PROPOSED METHOD

In this section, we provide the details of our pro-
posed Federated learning method by mining Graph Spectral
Properties (FedGSP). First, we describe our introduced spec-
tral GNN, including the construction of polynomial bases.
Second, we formulate and solve an optimization problem to
obtain the trade-off between sharing generic spectral properties
and complementing non-generic spectral properties. Third,
we present the detailed process of our proposed federated
aggregation method for polynomial bases. The framework of
our proposed FedGSP is shown in Fig. 4.

A. Spectral GNN

Since there are significant differences in the homophily
levels of graphs on different clients, local models usually
adapt to their local homophily levels, leading to inconsistent
spectral properties across different clients. To deal with this
problem, we aim to introduce the spectral GNN as the local
model. Since spectral GNNs are made up of polynomial bases,
they can be easily split into low-frequency and high-frequency
parts for subsequent analysis. In this paper, we employ the
polynomial filter-based spectral GNN (i.e., UniFilter [40])
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Fig. 5. To obtain the trade-off between sharing generic spectral properties
and complementing non-generic spectral properties, an optimization problem
with respect to the homophily bases and heterophily bases is formulated.

for its simplicity. Here, we use the UniFilter on the m-th
client as an example to illustrate UniFilter’s bases, including
homophily bases and heterophily bases. First, based on the
propagation matrix, the homophily bases Hm can be defined
as Hm = [H0

m,H1
m, · · · ,HK

m], where HK
m = PK

mXm,
PK

m = (I−Lm)K , K is the order of homophily bases, and [·, ·]
denotes the concatenation operation. Based on the definition
of Hm, we can find its physical meaning that the graph signal
is propagated to K-hop neighbors via the propagation matrix
Pm. Therefore, this characteristic enables the homophily bases
to effectively capture low-frequency information in the graph.
Second, according to [40], the heterophily bases Um can
be defined as Um = [U0

m,U1
m, · · · ,UK

m]. Due to space
limitations, details of the construction of heterophily bases
are provided in the Appendix II. According to [40], the het-
erophily bases are prone to effectively capture high-frequency
information in the graph. Given the constructed homophily
and heterophily bases, the UniFilter can be defined as

Zm =

K∑
k=0

Wk
m

(
τHk

m + (1− τ)Uk
m

)
, (3)

where Wk
m represents the learnable coefficients, τ ∈ [0, 1]

is the hyperparameter adjusting the impact of homophily and
heterophily bases, and Zm denotes the filtered spectral signal.
Then, Zm is fed into a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) to
obtain the node classification results, namely

Ŷm = σ(ZmWmlp
m ), (4)

where Wmlp
m represents the parameters of MLP, σ denotes

the nonlinear activation function (i.e., rectified linear unit
(ReLU) [45] in our FedGSP), and Ŷm denotes the predicted
results. Therefore, the learnable parameters on the m-th client
consist of W0

m,W1
m, · · · ,WK

m , and Wmlp
m .

B. Optimization of the Collaboration Strengths

To obtain the trade-off between sharing generic spectral
properties (i.e., low-frequency information) and complement-
ing non-generic spectral properties (i.e., high-frequency in-
formation), we aim to formulate an optimization problem to
determine the collaboration strengths (i.e., Wc) among clients.
However, generic spectral properties (i.e., low-frequency in-
formation) and non-generic spectral properties (i.e., high-
frequency information) can not be directly obtained. For-
tunately, according to [40], low-frequency information and

high-frequency information are captured by the homophily
bases and heterophily bases, respectively. Therefore, we can
formulate a multi-objective optimization problem with respect
to the homophily bases and heterophily bases, i.e., pursu-
ing the similarity of homophily bases while promoting the
complementarity of heterophily bases. Fig. 5 is the schematic
diagram to illustrate this optimization objective. However, due
to privacy concerns, it is not allowed to upload the homophily
and heterophily bases directly to the server. Therefore, inspired
by [23], we design a pre-processing procedure to extract the
principal components of the homophily and heterophily bases.
Specifically, we first apply the Singular Value Decomposition
(SVD) on the homophily and heterophily bases, respectively.
For example, the SVD of Hk

m and Uk
m can be represented as

Hk
m = Qk,p

m Σk,p
m (Vk,p

m )T, (5)

Uk
m = Qk,q

m Σk,q
m (Vk,q

m )T, (6)

where Qk,p
m and Qk,q

m contain the singular vectors of Hk
m and

Uk
m, respectively. Second, we select the first t columns of Qk,p

m

and Qk,q
m and then flatten them to the vectors, denoted as pk

m

and qk
m, respectively. By doing so, we not only eliminate the

risk of data leakage but also greatly reduce the subsequent
computation overhead.

Since each client has K + 1 homophily and heterophily
bases, we can therefore construct K + 1 adjacency matrixes
to separately determine the collaboration strength concerning
the k-th order of bases (k = 0, 1, · · · ,K). In other words,
there are K + 1 optimization problems related to the bases
(i.e., optimizations of Wc0 ,Wc1 , · · · ,WcK ). We take the 0-
th order of bases as the example to present the optimization
process of Wc0 . For ease of expression, here we abbreviate
the Wc0 , p0

m, and q0
m as Wc, pm, and qm, respectively.

Now we describe the objectives of our optimization problem,
respectively. First, to pursue the similarity of homophily bases,
a smaller Euclidean distance between homophily bases (i.e.,
∥pi − pj∥22) means a larger collaboration strength between
the i-th and the j-th client (i.e., wij). Second, to pursue
the complementarity of heterophily bases, a larger Euclidean
distance between heterophily bases (i.e., ∥qi − qj∥22) means
a larger collaboration strength between the i-th and the j-th
client (i.e., wij). Third, to adaptively adjust the importance of
different dimensions of bases [46], we assign learnable self-
attention weights (i.e., R and S) to homophily and heterophily
bases, respectively. In summary, the optimization objective can
be written as

min
Wc,R,S

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

(∥Rpi −Rpj∥22wij − ∥Sqi − Sqj∥22wij

+ γw2
ij),

s.t. ∀i, w⊤
i 1 = 1, wij ≥ 0,

r⊤1 = 1, rl ≥ 0, l = 1, 2, · · · , d
s⊤1 = 1, sl ≥ 0, l = 1, 2, · · · , d
R = diag(r),S = diag(s),

(7)
where r ∈ Rd and s ∈ Rd are learnable self-attention
vectors, R ∈ Rd×d and S ∈ Rd×d are diagonal matrices,
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wi ∈ RM×1 is the i-th column of Wc, and wij is the element
of Wc. Inspired by [47], we employ a regularization term,
i.e., γw2

ij , where γ is the regularization parameter. Without
this regularization term, the optimization problem 7 would
result in a trivial solution. Moreover, to further avoid the trivial
solution, the sum of each column of Wc is constrained to be 1
(i.e., w⊤

i 1 = 1, where 1 denotes the all-one column vector).
Similarly, r⊤1 = 1 and s⊤1 = 1 are used to avoid trivial
solutions of r and s, respectively. To solve the optimization
objective in Eq. (7), inspired by [46], we update three variables
(i.e., Wc, R, and S) one by one in an iterative manner.

1) Update R with Wc and S Fixed: Since Wc and S are
fixed, the optimization objective in Eq. (7) can be written as

min
R

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

∥Rpi −Rpj∥22wij ,

s.t. r⊤1 = 1, rl ≥ 0, l = 1, 2, · · · , d
R = diag(r).

(8)

Here we introduce an elementary and very important theorem
in spectral analysis [48], [49] to solve the above problem.

Theorem 4. Given a matrix O ∈ RM×d, the i-th row of O
can be denoted as o⊤

i ∈ R1×d. Consider the Laplacian matrix
Lc of the adjacency matrix Wc, we can have

2Tr(O⊤LcO) =

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

∥oi − oj∥22Wij
c . (9)

According to the theorem 4, we set the oi = Rpi ∈
Rd×1 ⇒ O = PR. Therefore, Eq. (8) becomes

min
O

Tr(O⊤LcO)⇒ min
R

Tr(RP⊤LcPR),

s.t. r⊤1 = 1, rl ≥ 0, l = 1, 2, · · · , d
R = diag(r).

(10)

Then, we employ the Lagrange multiplier method to solve
the above problem. Due to space limitations, the detailed
optimization process can be found in the Appendix III-A.
Finally, we can have

ri =
1

e∗i
∑d

i=1
1
e∗i

, (11)

where e∗i = p⊤
[:,i]Lcp[:,i], p[:,i] ∈ RM×1 is the i-th column of

P, and P = [p1,p2, · · · ,pM ]⊤.
2) Update S with Wc and R Fixed: The update problem

of S when Wc and R are fixed is quite similar to the above
problem in the Section V-B1. For simplicity, we leave the
details in the Appendix III-B and directly give the result here.
Specifically, we can have

si =
1

n∗
i

∑d
i=1

1
n∗
i

, (12)

where n∗
i = q⊤

[:,i]Lcq[:,i], q[:,i] ∈ RM×1 is the i-th column of
Q, and Q = [q1,q2, · · · ,qM ]⊤.

3) Update Wc with S and R Fixed: Since S and R are
fixed, the optimization objective in Eq. (7) can be written as

min
Wc

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

(∥Rpi −Rpj∥22wij − ∥Sqi − Sqj∥22wij

+ γw2
ij),

s.t. ∀i, w⊤
i 1 = 1, wij ≥ 0.

(13)

Since the optimization problem in Eq. (13) is independent
across different clients for a specific client i, we can reformu-
late it as a subproblem tailored for the i-th client. Therefore,
we can have

min
wi

M∑
j=1

(∥Rpi −Rpj∥22wij − ∥Sqi − Sqj∥22wij

+ γw2
ij),

s.t. w⊤
i 1 = 1, wij ≥ 0.

(14)

Then, inspired by [46], we employ the Lagrange multiplier
method and the Newton method to solve the above problem.
Due to space limitations, the detailed optimization process can
be found in the Appendix III-C. Finally, we can have

w∗
ij = (hij − b̂∗i )+, (15)

b̂∗i =
1

M

M∑
j=1

(b̂∗i − hij)+, (16)

where hij = 1
M −

tij
2γ + 1⊤ti

2Mγ , tij = ∥Rpi − Rpj∥22 −
∥Sqi−Sqj∥22, and the optimal b̂∗i can be found by the Newton
method.

C. Federated Aggregation for Polynomial Bases

Based on the optimized collaboration strengths, we can
perform the federated aggregation. However, existing aggre-
gation methods usually work on model weights or gradients,
rarely on polynomial bases. Therefore, here we explore the
aggregation method for polynomial bases. First, since polyno-
mial bases are fundamental components in the spectral GNNs,
we have to take into account their spectral properties when
performing the federated aggregation. In Eq. (3), different
orders of polynomial bases mean different propagation hops.
For example, if K = 3, the graph signal is propagated to 3-hop
neighbors. Therefore, we have to allow learnable coefficients
Wk

m to be federated separately according to each order k.
Second, since polynomial bases may consist of information
related to the graph data, we perform federated aggregation on
coefficients instead of bases. Specifically, with the optimized
collaboration strengths matrix Wck corresponding to the k-
th order of bases, we conduct the weighted averaging of
coefficients across different clients. Our proposed separate
federation can be defined as

W
k

m ←
M∑
j=1

wk
mj ·Wk

j , (17)

where wk
mj denotes the m, j-th element of Wck and W

k

m

represents the aggregated coefficient.
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Algorithm 1 FedGSP Client Algorithm
Input: Number of local epochs E; the order of bases K;
number of selected columns t; Gm on client m; node feature
matrix Xm on client m; label matrix Ym on client m;
coefficients of bases W0:K

m on client m; parameters of MLP
Wmlp

m on client m; federated parameters W
mlp

m and W
0:K

m

from the server.
Output: Predicted label Ŷm.

1: Download federated parameters W
mlp

m and W
0:K

m from
the server;

2: Wmlp
m ←W

mlp

m , W0:K
m ←W

0:K

m ;
3: Construct the homophily bases Hm and heterophily bases

Um for Gm, respectively;
4: for each local epoch e from 1 to E do
5: Obtain the filtered spectral signal Zm via Eq. (3);
6: Obtain the predicted results Ŷm via Eq. (4);
7: Use cross-entropy loss to update Wmlp

m and W0:K
m ;

8: for k from 0 to K do
9: Operate the SVD of Hm and Um via Eq. (5) and

Eq. (6) to obtain Qk,p
m and Qk,q

m , respectively;
10: Select the first t columns of Qk,p

m and Qk,q
m and then

flatten them to obtain pk
m and qk

m, respectively;
11: end
12: end
13: Upload Wmlp

m , W0:K
m , p0:K

m , and q0:K
m to the server.

Meanwhile, we consider the aggregation of Wmlp
m . First, we

have to obtain the collaboration strength matrix corresponding
to the parameters of MLP (i.e., WcMLP

), which can be written
as

min
WcMLP

,RMLP,SMLP

M∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

(∥RMLPp̂i −RMLPp̂j∥22wij

− ∥SMLPq̂i − SMLPq̂j∥22wij

+ γw2
ij),

s.t. ∀i, w⊤
i 1 = 1, wij ≥ 0,

r⊤1 = 1, rl ≥ 0, l = 1, 2, · · · , d
s⊤1 = 1, sl ≥ 0, l = 1, 2, · · · , d
RMLP = diag(r),SMLP = diag(s),

(18)
where p̂i = [p0

i ,p
1
i , · · · ,pK

i ], p̂j = [p0
j ,p

1
j , · · · ,pK

j ], q̂i =
[q0

i ,q
1
i , · · · ,qK

i ], q̂j = [q0
j ,q

1
j , · · · ,qK

j ], wi ∈ RM×1 is the
i-th column of WcMLP , RMLP ∈ Rd×d and SMLP ∈ Rd×d

are self-attention matrices, and wij is the element of WcMLP .
Then, the federation of Wmlp

m can be defined as

W
mlp

m ←
M∑
j=1

wmlp
mj ·W

mlp
j , (19)

where wmlp
mj denotes the m, j-th element of WcMLP

, and W
mlp

m

represents the aggregated parameter. Eq. (19) can be similarly
optimized by using the methods in the Section V-B. Finally,
Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 summarize the main steps of our
proposed FedGSP for the clients and the server, respectively.

Algorithm 2 FedGSP Server Algorithm
Input: Number of rounds R; number of clients M ; the
order of bases K; coefficients of bases W0:K

m from client
m; parameters of MLP Wmlp

m from client m; pre-processed
vectors p0:K

m and q0:K
m from client m.

Output: Federated parameters for clients.

1: Initialize parameters (W
mlp

)(1) and (W
0:K

)(1);
2: for each round r from 1 to R do
3: for client m ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,M} in parallel do
4: if r = 1 then
5: Send (W

mlp
)(r) and (W

0:K
)(r) to client m;

6: end
7: else
8: Receive Wmlp

m and W0:K
m from client m;

9: Receive p0:K
m and q0:K

m from client m;
10: for k from 0 to K do
11: Optimize Wck via Eq. (7) to Eq. (16);
12: end
13: Obtain (W

0:K

m )(r) via Eq. (17);
14: Optimize WcMLP

by solving Eq. (18);
15: Obtain (W

mlp

m )(r) via Eq. (19);
16: Send (W

mlp

m )(r) and (W
0:K

m )(r) to client m;
17: end
18: Perform Algorithm 1 on client m;
19: end
20: end

D. Efficiency Analysis

Here we present the spatial and temporal complexities of
different methods on the client and server sides in Tab. I,
respectively. Due to space limitations, the detailed efficiency
analysis of our proposed FedGSP is provided in the Ap-
pendix IV. According to Tab. I, we can find that the temporal
complexity of our proposed FedGSP is mainly related to
the optimization process (i.e., O

(
M × d × (M + d + 1)

)
),

which is independent of the local model training. Therefore, in
the practical implementation, we implement the optimization
process and the local model training in parallel, so that our
proposed FedGSP is efficient in real-world applications, which
is also validated by our experiments (see Section VI-F).

VI. EXPERIMENTS

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed Federated
learning method by mining Graph Spectral Properties
(FedGSP), intensive experiments are carried out on eleven
well-known graph datasets, including six homophilic datasets
and five heterophilic datasets. In particular, we perform exper-
iments on a large-scale graph dataset (i.e., ogbn-arxiv), which
consists of more than millions of edges. First, we compare
our proposed FedGSP with eleven state-of-the-art methods
under both the non-overlapping and overlapping subgraph
partitioning settings. Second, we conduct ablation studies to
evaluate the effectiveness of sharing generic spectral properties
and complementing non-generic spectral properties, respec-
tively. Third, we perform case studies to analyze the spectral
properties captured by the local model after federation. Fourth,
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TABLE I
THE SPATIAL AND TEMPORAL COMPLEXITIES OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE CLIENT AND SERVER SIDES, RESPECTIVELY. HERE M , K , d, nm , em ,

AND cm DENOTE THE NUMBER OF CLIENTS, ORDERS, DIMENSIONS, NODES, EDGES, AND CLASSES, RESPECTIVELY.

Method Client Spa. Comp. Server Spa. Comp. Client Temp. Comp. Server Temp. Comp.
FedAvg [25] O(d+ d2) O

(
M × (1 + d2)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2) O(M)

FedProx [30] O(d+ 2d2) O
(
M × (1 + d2)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2 + d2) O(M)

FedPer [32] O(d+ 2d2) O
(
M × (1 + d2)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2 + d2) O(M)

GCFL [50] O(d+ d2) O
(
M × (1 + 2d2)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2) O

(
M +M2 × (logM + d2)

)
FedGNN [51] O(d+ 2d2) O

(
2M × (1 + 2d2)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2 + d) O(M)

FedSage+ [26] O(nm × d+ 3d2) O
(
M × (1 + 3d2)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2) O(M)

FED-PUB [6] O(nm × d+ d2) O
(
M × (d2 +M)

)
O(em × d+ nm × d2) O

(
M × d× (M + d)

)
FedGTA [13] O(d+ d2 +K × cm) O

(
M × (1 + d2 +M ×K × cm)

)
O
(
em × (d+ nm × cm) + nm × (d2 + cm)

)
O(M +M ×K × cm)

AdaFGL [28] O(nm × d+ 2d2) O
(
M × (1 + d2)

)
O
(
K × (em × d+ em × nm + nm × d2)

)
O(M)

FedTAD [8] O(nm × d+ 2d2) O
(
M × (1 + d2)

)
O(K × nm + em) O

(
nm × d× (d+ nm + 2M × cm)

)
FedIIH [9] O(nm × d+ d2) O

(
M ×K × (d2 +M)

)
O
(
K × (em × d+ nm × d2)

)
O
(
M × d× (K ×M + d)

)
FedGSP (Ours) O(K × d+ d2) O

(
M ×K × (d2 +M)

)
O
(
K × (em × d+ nm × d2)

)
O
(
M × d× (M + d+ 1) +M ×K

)

we plot the convergence curves of our proposed FedGSP and
the baseline methods. In addition, to reveal the advantage of
our proposed FedGSP over the baseline methods in terms
of efficiency, we report the communication round time of
the proposed FedGSP and the compared baseline methods.
Furthermore, we perform a detailed sensitivity analysis on the
hyperparameters used in our proposed FedGSP. The imple-
mentation details are presented in the Appendix V.

A. Experimental Settings

In our experiments, eleven state-of-the-art methods are
employed for comparison. Concretely, we adopt one classic
Federated Learning (FL) method (i.e., FedAvg [25]), two
personalized FL methods (i.e., FedProx [30] and FedPer [32]),
three general GFL methods (i.e., GCFL [50], FedGNN [51],
and FedSage+ [26]), and five personalized GFL methods (i.e.,
FED-PUB [6], FedGTA [13], AdaFGL [28], FedTAD [8], and
FedIIH [9]). To ensure the fairness of experiments, according
to [6], [9], all methods are repeated three times, where the
mean accuracies and standard deviations are both reported.

B. Experimental Results

Our proposed FedGSP is compared with the above-
mentioned baseline methods on both homophilic and het-
erophilic datasets.

1) Homophilic Datasets: Tab. II and Tab. III show the com-
parison results on the homophilic datasets in two partitioning
settings, respectively. Our proposed FedGSP achieves the best
performance among most of the baseline methods. Moreover,
the standard deviations of FedGSP are relatively small, indi-
cating that FedGSP is more stable than the compared baseline
methods. Although the average accuracies of FedGSP for all
six datasets in both non-overlapping and overlapping scenarios
are only slightly higher than the second-best method (i.e.,
FedIIH [9]), our proposed FedGSP is more efficient than
FedIIH (see the Section VI-F), achieving more than three
times speed improvement. Since some conventional baseline
methods can not well deal with the heterogeneity, they have
large standard deviations. For example, the standard deviations
of FedAvg, FedProx, and FedSage+ are 5.64, 4.56, and 5.94 on
the Cora datasets with 5 clients, respectively. Although some
recent methods alleviate the node feature heterogeneity and
structure heterogeneity to some extent, FedGSP still performs

better than them. This is because FedGSP not only shares
generic spectral properties but also complements non-generic
spectral properties, so that it effectively learns graphs with
varying homophily levels across different clients.

2) Heterophilic Datasets: Tab. IV and Tab. V show the
comparison results on the heterophilic datasets in two parti-
tioning settings, respectively. Our proposed FedGSP not only
obtains the best performance among most of the baseline
methods, but also outperforms the second-best method (i.e.,
FedIIH [9]) by an average margin of 3.28% and 1.61% in
the non-overlapping and overlapping scenarios, respectively.
Furthermore, since the heterogeneity of heterophilic graph
datasets is generally stronger than that of the homophilic graph
datasets [9], [28], heterophilic graph datasets are usually more
challenging than homophilic graph datasets. However, our
proposed FedGSP still outperforms the second-best method
(i.e., FedIIH) in both kinds of graph datasets and achieves a
larger performance gain on the heterophilic datasets than on
the homophilic datasets, which validates the effectiveness of
mining graph spectral properties.

C. Ablation Study

Since our proposed FedGSP not only shares generic spectral
properties but also complements non-generic spectral prop-
erties, we carry out the ablation experiments to shed light
on the contributions of these two strategies. Specifically, we
employ the ‘Sharing’ and ‘Complementing’ to represent shar-
ing generic spectral properties and complementing non-generic
spectral properties, respectively. Depending on whether these
two strategies are used, there are a total of four combinations,
as shown in Tab. VI. We can clearly observe that the per-
formance decreases when any strategy is removed, indicating
that each strategy contributes a lot to the final performance.
For example, the accuracies on the Cora dataset are obviously
reduced when both two strategies are removed.

D. Case Study

Since our proposed FedGSP not only shares generic spec-
tral properties but also complements non-generic spectral
properties among different clients, one might wonder what
spectral properties are captured by local models after federa-
tion. Therefore, we carry out the case studies to analyze the
spectral properties captured by local models after the federated
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TABLE II
ACCURACY COMPARISON OF VARIOUS METHODS ON SIX HOMOPHILIC GRAPH DATASETS IN THE NON-OVERLAPPING SUBGRAPH PARTITIONING

SETTING. THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST RECORDS ON EACH DATASET ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Cora CiteSeer PubMed -
Methods 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients -
Local 81.30±0.21 79.94±0.24 80.30±0.25 69.02±0.05 67.82±0.13 65.98±0.17 84.04±0.18 82.81±0.39 82.65±0.03 -
FedAvg [25] 74.45±5.64 69.19±0.67 69.50±3.58 71.06±0.60 63.61±3.59 64.68±1.83 79.40±0.11 82.71±0.29 80.97±0.26 -
FedProx [30] 72.03±4.56 60.18±7.04 48.22±6.18 71.73±1.11 63.33±3.25 64.85±1.35 79.45±0.25 82.55±0.24 80.50±0.25 -
FedPer [32] 81.68±0.40 79.35±0.04 78.01±0.32 70.41±0.32 70.53±0.28 66.64±0.27 85.80±0.21 84.20±0.28 84.72±0.31 -
GCFL [50] 81.47±0.65 78.66±0.27 79.21±0.70 70.34±0.57 69.01±0.12 66.33±0.05 85.14±0.33 84.18±0.19 83.94±0.36 -
FedGNN [51] 81.51±0.68 70.12±0.99 70.10±3.52 69.06±0.92 55.52±3.17 52.23±6.00 79.52±0.23 83.25±0.45 81.61±0.59 -
FedSage+ [26] 72.97±5.94 69.05±1.59 57.97±12.6 70.74±0.69 65.63±3.10 65.46±0.74 79.57±0.24 82.62±0.31 80.82±0.25 -
FED-PUB [6] 83.70±0.19 81.54±0.12 81.75±0.56 72.68±0.44 72.35±0.53 67.62±0.12 86.79±0.09 86.28±0.18 85.53±0.30 -
FedGTA [13] 80.06±0.63 80.59±0.38 79.01±0.31 70.12±0.10 71.57±0.34 69.94±0.14 87.75±0.01 86.80±0.01 87.12±0.05 -
AdaFGL [28] 82.01±0.51 80.09±0.00 79.74±0.05 71.44±0.27 72.34±0.00 70.95±0.45 86.91±0.28 86.97±0.10 86.59±0.21 -
FedTAD [8] 80.31±0.26 80.87±0.11 80.07±0.15 70.34±0.37 69.43±0.75 68.09±0.69 84.00±0.13 84.61±0.17 84.33±0.18 -
FedIIH [9] 84.11±0.17 81.85±0.09 83.01±0.15 72.86±0.25 76.50±0.06 73.36±0.41 87.80±0.18 87.65±0.18 87.19±0.25 -
FedGSP (Ours) 84.72±0.06 83.00±0.10 83.66±0.08 73.60±0.11 77.35±0.09 72.28±0.33 88.20±0.09 87.89±0.13 87.52±0.10 -

Amazon-Computer Amazon-Photo ogbn-arxiv Avg.
Methods 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients All
Local 89.22±0.13 88.91±0.17 89.52±0.20 91.67±0.09 91.80±0.02 90.47±0.15 66.76±0.07 64.92±0.09 65.06±0.05 79.57
FedAvg [25] 84.88±1.96 79.54±0.23 74.79±0.24 89.89±0.83 83.15±3.71 81.35±1.04 65.54±0.07 64.44±0.10 63.24±0.13 74.58
FedProx [30] 85.25±1.27 83.81±1.09 73.05±1.30 90.38±0.48 80.92±4.64 82.32±0.29 65.21±0.20 64.37±0.18 63.03±0.04 72.84
FedPer [32] 89.67±0.34 89.73±0.04 87.86±0.43 91.44±0.37 91.76±0.23 90.59±0.06 66.87±0.05 64.99±0.18 64.66±0.11 79.94
GCFL [50] 89.07±0.91 90.03±0.16 89.08±0.25 91.99±0.29 92.06±0.25 90.79±0.17 66.80±0.12 65.09±0.08 65.08±0.04 79.90
FedGNN [51] 88.08±0.15 88.18±0.41 83.16±0.13 90.25±0.70 87.12±2.01 81.00±4.48 65.47±0.22 64.21±0.32 63.80±0.05 75.23
FedSage+ [26] 85.04±0.61 80.50±1.13 70.42±0.85 90.77±0.44 76.81±8.24 80.58±1.15 65.69±0.09 64.52±0.14 63.31±0.20 73.47
FED-PUB [6] 90.74±0.05 90.55±0.13 90.12±0.09 93.29±0.19 92.73±0.18 91.92±0.12 67.77±0.09 66.58±0.08 66.64±0.12 81.59
FedGTA [13] 86.69±0.18 86.66±0.23 85.01±0.87 93.33±0.12 93.50±0.21 92.61±0.15 60.32±0.04 60.22±0.09 58.74±0.14 79.45
AdaFGL [28] 80.20±0.05 83.62±0.26 84.53±0.23 86.69±0.19 89.85±0.83 88.11±0.05 52.73±0.19 51.77±0.36 50.94±0.08 76.97
FedTAD [8] 82.20±1.20 85.50±0.33 83.91±1.54 92.29±0.39 90.59±0.09 89.18±0.84 65.35±0.14 64.06±0.25 64.45±0.13 78.87
FedIIH [9] 90.74±0.13 90.86±0.23 90.44±0.05 93.42±0.02 94.22±0.08 93.55±0.09 70.30±0.06 69.34±0.02 68.65±0.04 83.10
FedGSP (Ours) 91.08±0.09 91.08±0.12 90.38±0.06 93.63±0.04 94.28±0.10 93.72±0.07 70.57±0.06 69.40±0.01 68.72±0.09 83.39

TABLE III
ACCURACY COMPARISON OF VARIOUS METHODS ON SIX HOMOPHILIC GRAPH DATASETS IN THE OVERLAPPING SUBGRAPH PARTITIONING SETTING.

THE BEST AND SECOND-BEST RECORDS ON EACH DATASET ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Cora CiteSeer PubMed -
Methods 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients -
Local 73.98±0.25 71.65±0.12 76.63±0.10 65.12±0.08 64.54±0.42 66.68±0.44 82.32±0.07 80.72±0.16 80.54±0.11 -
FedAvg [25] 76.48±0.36 53.99±0.98 53.99±4.53 69.48±0.15 66.15±0.64 66.51±1.00 82.67±0.11 82.05±0.12 80.24±0.35 -
FedProx [30] 77.85±0.50 51.38±1.74 56.27±9.04 69.39±0.35 66.11±0.75 66.53±0.43 82.63±0.17 82.13±0.13 80.50±0.46 -
FedPer [32] 78.73±0.31 74.18±0.24 74.42±0.37 69.81±0.28 65.19±0.81 67.64±0.44 85.31±0.06 84.35±0.38 83.94±0.10 -
GCFL [50] 78.84±0.26 73.41±0.27 76.63±0.16 69.48±0.39 64.92±0.18 65.98±0.30 83.59±0.25 80.77±0.12 81.36±0.11 -
FedGNN [51] 70.63±0.83 61.38±2.33 56.91±0.82 68.72±0.39 59.98±1.52 58.98±0.98 84.25±0.07 82.02±0.22 81.85±0.10 -
FedSage+ [26] 77.52±0.46 51.99±0.42 55.48±11.5 68.75±0.48 65.97±0.02 65.93±0.30 82.77±0.08 82.14±0.11 80.31±0.68 -
FED-PUB [6] 79.60±0.12 75.40±0.54 77.84±0.23 70.58±0.20 68.33±0.45 69.21±0.30 85.70±0.08 85.16±0.10 84.84±0.12 -
FedGTA [13] 76.42±0.62 75.63±0.33 77.69±0.14 70.43±0.08 71.71±0.33 69.19±0.32 85.34±0.42 84.99±0.05 84.47±0.06 -
AdaFGL [28] 78.50±0.19 75.80±0.23 74.41±0.00 72.63±0.15 68.18±0.31 62.90±0.75 85.58±0.23 85.85±0.41 84.45±0.07 -
FedTAD [8] 79.29±0.78 60.92±2.17 68.08±0.44 73.47±0.16 67.74±0.57 63.51±0.68 82.98±0.20 82.11±0.15 81.63±0.19 -
FedIIH [9] 80.57±0.23 76.82±0.24 78.58±0.25 73.16±0.18 72.27±0.21 69.56±0.11 85.87±0.03 86.65±0.11 85.65±0.12 -
FedGSP (Ours) 80.99±0.15 76.86±0.12 77.82±0.09 72.28±0.05 72.55±0.13 69.79±0.13 87.21±0.06 86.92±0.15 85.31±0.15 -

Amazon-Computer Amazon-Photo ogbn-arxiv Avg.
Methods 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients All
Local 88.50±0.20 86.66±0.00 87.04±0.02 92.17±0.12 90.16±0.12 90.42±0.15 62.52±0.07 61.32±0.04 60.04±0.04 76.72
FedAvg [25] 88.99±0.19 83.37±0.47 76.34±0.12 92.91±0.07 89.30±0.22 74.19±0.57 63.56±0.02 59.72±0.06 60.94±0.24 73.38
FedProx [30] 88.84±0.20 83.84±0.89 76.60±0.47 92.67±0.19 89.17±0.40 72.36±2.06 63.52±0.11 59.86±0.16 61.12±0.04 73.38
FedPer [32] 89.30±0.04 87.99±0.23 88.22±0.27 92.88±0.24 91.23±0.16 90.92±0.38 63.97±0.08 62.29±0.04 61.24±0.11 78.42
GCFL [50] 89.01±0.22 87.24±0.09 87.02±0.22 92.45±0.10 90.58±0.11 90.54±0.08 63.24±0.02 61.66±0.10 60.32±0.01 77.61
FedGNN [51] 88.15±0.09 87.00±0.10 83.96±0.88 91.47±0.11 87.91±1.34 78.90±6.46 63.08±0.19 60.09±0.04 60.51±0.11 73.66
FedSage+ [26] 89.24±0.15 81.33±1.20 76.72±0.39 92.76±0.05 88.69±0.99 72.41±1.36 63.24±0.02 59.90±0.12 60.95±0.09 73.12
FED-PUB [6] 89.98±0.08 89.15±0.06 88.76±0.14 93.22±0.07 92.01±0.07 91.71±0.11 64.18±0.04 63.34±0.12 62.55±0.12 79.53
FedGTA [13] 90.10±0.18 88.79±0.27 88.15±0.21 93.13±0.14 92.49±0.06 91.77±0.06 55.98±0.09 56.76±0.07 57.89±0.09 74.40
AdaFGL [28] 80.49±0.00 80.42±0.00 82.12±0.00 89.24±0.00 88.34±0.00 87.68±0.00 56.81±0.06 55.17±0.00 54.82±0.00 75.74
FedTAD [8] 79.09±5.63 79.48±0.85 77.05±0.07 81.94±3.09 86.58±1.75 84.38±1.33 58.45±0.15 57.75±0.54 56.52±0.14 73.39
FedIIH [9] 90.15±0.04 89.56±0.19 89.99±0.00 93.38±0.00 94.17±0.04 93.25±0.16 66.69±0.09 66.10±0.03 65.67±0.06 81.01
FedGSP (Ours) 90.27±0.06 89.67±0.11 89.31±0.00 93.69±0.03 94.33±0.05 93.28±0.07 67.34±0.04 66.18±0.02 65.64±0.08 81.08

TABLE IV
COMPARISON OF VARIOUS METHODS ON FIVE HETEROPHILIC GRAPH DATASETS IN THE NON-OVERLAPPING SUBGRAPH PARTITIONING SETTING.

ACCURACY (%) IS REPORTED FOR Roman-empire AND Amazon-ratings, AND AUC (%) IS REPORTED FOR Minesweeper, Tolokers, AND Questions. THE
BEST AND SECOND-BEST RECORDS ON EACH DATASET ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Roman-empire Amazon-ratings Minesweeper -
Methods 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients -
Local 33.65±0.13 28.42±0.26 23.89±0.32 45.03±0.31 45.89±0.19 46.02±0.02 71.35±0.17 69.96±0.16 69.31±0.09 -
FedAvg [25] 38.93±0.32 35.43±0.32 32.00±0.39 41.26±0.53 41.66±0.14 42.20±0.21 72.60±0.08 71.84±0.02 71.36±0.16 -
FedProx [30] 27.95±0.59 26.43±1.41 23.12±0.49 36.92±0.00 36.86±0.14 36.96±0.05 71.91±0.27 70.66±0.20 71.50±0.37 -
FedPer [32] 20.75±1.75 15.51±1.13 15.45±2.76 36.62±0.30 32.34±1.01 36.96±0.03 58.73±10.45 65.35±7.02 53.80±11.40 -
GCFL [50] 30.40±0.16 29.44±0.49 26.73±0.19 36.92±0.00 36.86±0.14 36.96±0.02 72.04±0.13 71.14±0.09 47.77±0.14 -
FedGNN [51] 30.26±0.11 29.09±0.01 26.60±0.02 36.80±0.06 36.72±0.00 36.45±0.09 72.15±0.13 71.08±0.07 71.71±0.27 -
FedSage+ [26] 57.26±0.00 49.07±0.00 38.36±0.00 36.82±0.00 36.71±0.00 37.03±0.02 77.74±0.00 72.80±0.00 69.70±0.00 -
FED-PUB [6] 40.80±0.26 36.77±0.30 32.67±0.39 44.41±0.41 44.85±0.17 45.39±0.50 72.18±0.02 71.56±0.05 70.72±0.40 -
FedGTA [13] 61.56±0.27 60.94±0.19 59.65±0.28 41.22±0.66 39.40±0.44 39.24±0.12 45.60±1.41 64.97±0.35 49.63±8.64 -
AdaFGL [28] 67.64±0.18 64.55±0.00 62.42±0.26 41.70±0.06 42.30±0.00 42.59±0.14 47.45±2.10 65.59±0.56 51.48±7.14 -
FedTAD [8] 45.26±0.19 44.71±0.38 42.04±0.13 43.59±0.33 43.35±0.29 44.50±0.26 69.52±0.06 70.74±0.09 72.74±0.03 -
FedIIH [9] 68.32±0.05 66.44±0.28 64.61±0.13 44.26±0.24 44.24±0.10 45.19±0.04 74.29±0.02 73.23±0.04 72.81±0.02 -
FedGSP (Ours) 68.80±0.04 67.72±0.09 66.02±0.07 45.96±0.06 45.35±0.06 46.04±0.05 85.56±0.04 85.28±0.06 84.22±0.06 -

Tolokers Questions Avg.
Methods 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients 5 Clients 10 Clients 20 Clients All
Local 67.81±0.17 70.04±0.23 62.34±0.67 66.73±0.57 57.96±0.10 60.00±0.21 56.91 54.45 52.31 54.56
FedAvg [25] 60.74±0.31 54.73±0.50 56.36±0.39 65.68±0.23 58.91±0.22 60.33±0.15 55.84 52.51 52.45 53.60
FedProx [30] 42.90±0.24 41.15±0.22 40.42±0.62 47.36±0.38 45.46±0.34 46.83±0.11 45.41 44.11 43.77 44.43
FedPer [32] 46.61±9.88 54.97±13.23 44.82±11.61 58.38±9.39 59.40±9.71 62.32±1.56 44.22 45.51 42.67 44.13
GCFL [50] 35.54±1.42 38.86±0.65 36.69±0.57 47.94±0.41 45.71±0.25 47.47±0.21 42.98 40.59 35.29 39.62
FedGNN [51] 43.10±0.27 41.57±0.07 40.70±0.74 47.55±0.02 45.65±0.12 47.39±0.13 45.99 44.82 44.57 45.13
FedSage+ [26] 75.06±0.00 71.31±0.00 69.73±0.00 64.95±0.00 65.06±0.00 59.33±0.00 62.37 58.99 54.83 58.73
FED-PUB [6] 70.88±0.58 72.46±0.68 65.26±0.59 67.71±3.99 54.91±0.42 62.48±2.92 59.20 56.11 55.30 56.87
FedGTA [13] 33.33±0.51 49.97±2.68 50.68±3.94 53.61±0.36 53.79±0.41 61.70±0.35 47.06 53.81 52.18 51.02
AdaFGL [28] 34.41±0.63 49.82±2.17 50.62±4.19 54.18±0.45 54.87±0.52 62.84±0.49 49.08 55.43 53.99 52.83
FedTAD [8] 60.91±0.25 53.39±1.73 56.47±1.58 58.76±0.17 58.22±0.11 57.46±0.24 55.61 54.08 54.64 54.78
FedIIH [9] 71.09±0.26 71.32±0.09 70.30±0.10 68.32±0.03 67.99±0.09 65.40±0.07 65.26 64.64 63.66 64.52
FedGSP (Ours) 73.98±0.07 73.72±0.10 70.78±0.07 69.42±0.11 68.52±0.13 65.63±0.04 68.74 68.12 66.54 67.80
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TABLE V
COMPARISON OF VARIOUS METHODS ON FIVE HETEROPHILIC GRAPH DATASETS IN THE OVERLAPPING SUBGRAPH PARTITIONING SETTING.

ACCURACY (%) IS REPORTED FOR Roman-empire AND Amazon-ratings, AND AUC (%) IS REPORTED FOR Minesweeper, Tolokers, AND Questions. THE
BEST AND SECOND-BEST RECORDS ON EACH DATASET ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD AND UNDERLINED, RESPECTIVELY.

Roman-empire Amazon-ratings Minesweeper -
Methods 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients -
Local 39.47±0.03 34.43±0.14 31.28±0.18 41.43±0.04 41.81±0.14 42.57±0.12 67.98±0.07 64.39±0.10 62.73±0.23 -
FedAvg [25] 40.89±0.25 38.66±0.08 36.71±0.20 39.86±0.06 41.40±0.02 41.02±0.16 69.06±0.07 67.95±0.04 66.89±0.08 -
FedProx [30] 36.63±0.14 35.31±0.17 33.61±0.59 37.00±0.00 36.60±0.00 36.89±0.00 68.27±0.05 66.75±0.19 66.03±0.16 -
FedPer [32] 23.66±3.27 23.27±3.09 22.23±3.58 32.33±4.23 31.58±0.54 34.48±2.25 61.85±1.02 60.13±1.38 60.06±3.61 -
GCFL [50] 37.65±0.27 36.32±0.19 34.80±0.09 37.00±0.00 36.60±0.00 36.89±0.00 68.47±0.06 67.13±0.10 57.41±12.56 -
FedGNN [51] 37.46±0.12 36.47±0.24 34.92±0.26 36.58±0.16 36.77±0.12 36.95±0.15 68.59±0.21 67.30±0.17 66.41±0.23 -
FedSage+ [26] 57.48±0.00 42.55±0.00 33.99±0.00 36.86±0.00 36.71±0.00 37.03±0.00 76.64±0.00 70.56±0.00 70.34±0.00 -
FED-PUB [6] 43.80±0.25 40.46±0.16 37.73±0.09 42.25±0.25 42.25±0.06 42.88±0.34 68.80±0.09 67.43±0.25 65.98±0.15 -
FedGTA [13] 59.86±0.04 58.32±0.09 57.57±0.21 40.81±0.24 39.44±0.06 39.37±0.04 54.35±0.73 48.20±1.28 52.94±1.77 -
AdaFGL [28] 64.44±0.03 61.77±0.02 59.55±0.01 39.39±0.05 41.19±0.15 40.71±0.25 55.15±0.84 50.15±1.63 54.18±2.15 -
FedTAD [8] 44.14±0.13 41.94±0.18 40.82±0.01 39.53±0.17 40.69±0.13 40.58±0.26 68.69±0.08 68.43±0.05 66.66±0.05 -
FedIIH [9] 65.48±0.12 63.32±0.06 62.42±0.10 42.63±0.02 42.40±0.05 42.65±0.21 69.35±0.25 68.09±0.26 67.37±0.14 -
FedGSP (Ours) 65.81±0.13 63.96±0.19 62.92±0.07 42.79±0.04 42.60±0.06 42.98±0.12 75.70±0.17 75.08±0.15 71.52±0.09 -

Tolokers Questions Avg.
Methods 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients 10 Clients 30 Clients 50 Clients All
Local 73.83±0.03 69.01±0.31 66.63±0.20 63.17±0.02 57.17±0.08 56.13±0.02 57.18 53.36 51.87 54.14
FedAvg [25] 72.99±0.40 58.51±0.27 55.47±0.42 62.80±0.63 58.88±0.18 60.78±0.27 57.12 53.08 52.17 54.12
FedProx [30] 54.49±1.69 45.59±0.41 41.49±0.45 52.53±0.34 51.54±0.41 50.72±0.40 49.78 47.16 45.75 47.56
FedPer [32] 39.60±0.11 59.44±0.79 41.92±0.06 61.31±0.29 53.41±1.53 50.29±0.10 43.75 45.57 41.80 43.70
GCFL [50] 55.91±1.13 47.91±0.59 18.40±0.25 53.04±0.47 51.84±0.38 51.10±0.38 50.41 43.03 39.72 44.39
FedGNN [51] 56.21±1.20 46.85±0.31 42.18±0.45 53.25±0.15 51.90±0.15 51.22±0.14 50.42 47.86 46.34 48.97
FedSage+ [26] 74.54±0.00 70.88±0.00 69.61±0.00 64.22±0.00 65.34±0.00 62.76±0.00 61.95 57.21 54.75 57.97
FED-PUB [6] 74.17±0.29 70.35±0.54 66.80±0.85 65.39±2.44 58.38±1.19 58.76±0.16 58.88 55.77 54.43 56.36
FedGTA [13] 40.02±1.70 47.34±0.75 45.81±1.96 35.56±5.46 50.43±1.05 53.33±0.40 46.12 48.75 49.80 48.22
AdaFGL [28] 45.15±2.15 49.18±0.84 47.54±2.48 41.05±6.49 52.18±2.16 56.46±0.92 49.04 50.89 51.69 50.54
FedTAD [8] 69.27±1.26 62.11±0.27 56.39±0.52 59.28±0.28 59.24±0.36 57.81±0.24 56.18 54.48 52.45 54.37
FedIIH [9] 71.67±0.02 71.69±0.12 69.99±0.03 68.79±0.09 66.98±0.04 64.73±0.35 63.58 62.50 61.43 62.50
FedGSP (Ours) 74.41±0.03 72.21±0.12 70.52±0.09 69.38±0.07 66.27±0.03 65.54±0.14 65.62 64.02 62.70 64.11

TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDIES IN BOTH NON-OVERLAPPING AND OVERLAPPING PARTITIONING SETTINGS ON THE Cora AND Roman-empire DATASETS.

Cora

Sharing Complementing non-overlapping
5 clients

non-overlapping
10 clients

non-overlapping
20 clients

overlapping
10 clients

overlapping
30 clients

overlapping
50 clients

" % 82.52±0.21 (↓ 2.20) 80.26±0.15 (↓ 2.74) 81.55±0.22 (↓ 2.11) 78.84±0.21 (↓ 2.15) 74.51±0.14 (↓ 2.35) 75.76±0.16 (↓ 2.06)
% " 71.52±0.43 (↓ 13.20) 74.14±0.21 (↓ 8.86) 78.32±0.16 (↓ 5.34) 77.32±0.19 (↓ 3.67) 73.98±0.33 (↓ 2.88) 75.00±0.22 (↓ 2.82)
% % 64.61±0.34 (↓ 20.11) 76.38±0.23 (↓ 6.62) 77.30±0.18 (↓ 6.36) 78.32±0.35 (↓ 2.67) 74.72±0.31 (↓ 2.14) 71.49±0.18 (↓ 6.33)
" " 84.72±0.06 83.00±0.10 83.66±0.08 80.99±0.15 76.86±0.12 77.82±0.09

Roman-empire

Sharing Complementing non-overlapping
5 clients

non-overlapping
10 clients

non-overlapping
20 clients

overlapping
10 clients

overlapping
30 clients

overlapping
50 clients

" % 65.40±0.18 (↓ 3.40) 65.57±0.16 (↓ 2.15) 62.70±0.12 (↓ 2.72) 62.84±0.17 (↓ 2.97) 62.33±0.24 (↓ 1.63) 60.89±0.16 (↓ 2.03)
% " 58.69±0.41 (↓ 10.11) 65.46±0.18 (↓ 2.26) 63.14±0.18 (↓ 2.28) 62.27±0.15 (↓ 3.54) 61.00±0.21 (↓ 2.96) 60.30±0.15 (↓ 2.62)
% % 56.30±0.15 (↓ 12.50) 63.11±0.17 (↓ 4.61) 61.03±0.14 (↓ 4.39) 63.06±0.18 (↓ 2.75) 61.02±0.26 (↓ 2.94) 60.64±0.14 (↓ 2.28)
" " 68.80±0.04 67.72±0.09 65.42±0.07 65.81±0.13 63.96±0.19 62.92±0.07

aggregation. Comparing Fig. 2 and Fig. 6, we can find that our
proposed FedGSP allows the local model on each client not
only to preserve its local graph spectral properties, but also to
obtain the additional spectral properties from collaborations.
For example, compared with Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b, Fig. 6a
and Fig. 6b show both the low-frequency and high-frequency
properties due to obtaining the additional spectral properties
from collaborations. Similarly, compared with Fig. 2d, the
low-frequency properties are strengthened in Fig. 6d. Further-
more, compared with Fig. 2c, the low-frequency properties
are strengthened in Fig. 6c due to preserving its local graph
spectral properties.

E. Convergence Curves

Here we plot the convergence curves of our proposed
FedGSP and the baseline methods in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8. We can
find that our proposed FedGSP converges fastly within several
communication rounds (e.g., Fig. 7b and Fig. 8h). Moreover,
the fluctuations in the curves of our FedGSP are quite low,
which confirms its stability. These results validate that FedGSP
can be employed for various practical applications. This can
be attributed to our efficient optimization method. In contrast,
the convergence curves of GCFL (e.g., Fig. 7h) and FedGTA
(e.g., Fig. 8a) are not stable enough. This is because GCFL
and FedGTA perform the federated aggregation based on the

clustering result and the similarity matrix between clients, re-
spectively. However, both are unstable across communication
rounds due to variations in local models caused by homophily
heterogeneity.

F. Time of Each Communication Round

To demonstrate the efficiency of our proposed FedGSP over
the baseline methods, we report the time of each commu-
nication round for the proposed FedGSP and the compared
baseline methods. According to Tab. VII, the time cost of
our proposed method is significantly lower than the aver-
age in most scenarios. Furthermore, we can find that our
proposed FedGSP is more efficient than several promising
baseline methods (i.e., FED-PUB and FedIIH). Specifically,
compared to the second-best baseline method (i.e., FedIIH),
FedGSP achieves more than three times speed improvement.
For example, on the Cora dataset in the overlapping subgraph
partitioning setting with 30 clients, the accuracies of FedGSP
and FedIIH are 76.86 and 76.82, respectively. However, the
time cost of our FedGSP and FedIIH are 7.30 seconds and
65.49 seconds, respectively. This is because, in each com-
munication round, FedIIH employs a hierarchical variation
inference model to infer the distribution of the subgraph data
on each client, which is computationally expensive. Although
our proposed FedGSP utilizes the Lagrange multiplier method
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TABLE VII
THE TIME (SECONDS) OF EACH COMMUNICATION ROUND FOR THE PROPOSED FEDGSP AND THE COMPARED BASELINE METHODS ON THE Cora AND

Roman-empire DATASETS.

Cora

Methods non-overlapping
5 clients

non-overlapping
10 clients

non-overlapping
20 clients

overlapping
10 clients

overlapping
30 clients

overlapping
50 clients

FedAvg [25] 5.51 2.19 5.63 5.40 7.27 12.08
FedProx [30] 4.24 4.65 8.86 5.49 13.71 22.43
FedPer [32] 4.06 4.13 8.17 4.16 12.38 20.24
GCFL [50] 6.44 9.42 18.63 9.04 27.70 46.77

FedGNN [51] 2.28 4.42 8.76 5.40 13.07 23.04
FedSage+ [26] 6.88 8.55 17.88 9.37 16.97 23.35
FED-PUB [6] 22.04 27.34 60.31 33.46 80.54 147.84
FedGTA [13] 3.36 2.24 5.89 4.30 5.00 7.18
AdaFGL [28] 1.99 2.49 4.63 4.44 6.16 7.83
FedTAD [8] 4.91 5.25 9.13 5.22 12.84 19.71
FedIIH [9] 19.57 22.76 56.09 19.67 65.49 139.03

FedGSP (Ours) 6.73 2.26 5.86 5.18 7.30 11.90
Average 7.33 7.98 17.49 9.26 22.37 40.12

Roman-empire

Methods non-overlapping
5 clients

non-overlapping
10 clients

non-overlapping
20 clients

overlapping
10 clients

overlapping
30 clients

overlapping
50 clients

FedAvg [25] 8.20 5.76 8.46 10.25 18.47 19.12
FedProx [30] 4.31 6.73 9.04 6.90 16.25 23.66
FedPer [32] 5.35 6.19 9.19 6.47 15.58 20.22
GCFL [50] 6.58 9.39 18.32 10.78 29.05 50.58

FedGNN [51] 3.33 6.60 9.43 6.45 15.29 22.82
FedSage+ [26] 10.06 14.82 26.27 23.09 47.42 62.72
FED-PUB [6] 18.81 28.03 61.75 28.45 83.07 133.05
FedGTA [13] 2.17 3.58 5.32 3.42 6.12 9.92
AdaFGL [28] 4.34 4.14 5.55 6.49 7.80 10.69
FedTAD [8] 4.88 8.55 15.03 10.98 22.42 37.01
FedIIH [9] 17.45 24.90 47.01 28.19 61.17 100.10

FedGSP (Ours) 9.09 5.80 8.70 10.39 18.36 19.13
Average 7.88 10.37 18.67 12.66 28.42 42.42
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Fig. 6. Spectral properties captured by local models after the federated
aggregation.

and the Newton method to optimize the collaboration graphs,
their time complexity is small. Although several baseline
methods (i.e., AdaFGL and FedGNN) cost less time than
our FedGSP, their performances are not good enough than
FedGSP. In addition, the time cost of FedGSP slowly increases
as the number of clients increases, demonstrating that our

proposed FedGSP is acceptable in real-world applications.

G. Sensitivity Analysis on Hyperparameters

Here we perform a detailed sensitivity analysis on the
hyperparameters used in our proposed FedGSP. There are four
hyperparameters (i.e., number of orders K, number of selected
columns t, regularization parameter γ, and τ ) in our FedGSP.
First, we plot the accuracy curves along with the variance bar
under different values of K and t, respectively. As shown in
Fig. 9, the variations in performance under different values
of K and t are both small. Second, as shown in Fig. 10, the
variations in performance under different values of γ and τ
are both small. These experimental results clearly demonstrate
that the performances of FedGSP are very stable within a given
range of hyperparameters. In other words, the hyperparameters
of our proposed FedGSP can be easily tuned for practical use.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel Federated learning method
by mining Graph Spectral Properties (FedGSP), which effec-
tively mines graph spectral properties to learn graphs with
varying homophily levels across different clients. On one hand,
FedGSP enables clients to share generic spectral properties,
and thus all clients can benefit through collaboration. On
the other hand, it allows clients to complement non-generic
spectral properties to obtain additional information gain. To
the best of our knowledge, this is the first time in GFL
that alleviates the homophily heterogeneity. Therefore, our
method achieves promising performances on eleven datasets
and outperforms the second-best method by an average margin
of 3.28% on all heterophilic graph datasets.
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Fig. 7. Convergence curves in the non-overlapping partitioning settings on eight datasets with 10 clients.
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Fig. 8. Convergence curves in the overlapping partitioning settings on eight datasets with 30 clients.
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