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Abstract—As a privacy-preserving collaborative framework,
Federated Graph Learning (FGL) facilitates distributed training of
graph neural networks without sharing data. In our investigation,
subgraph-FL has emerged as the dominant paradigm in FGL,
with most recent efforts concentrating on enhancing overall node
classification performance. However, due to the inherent complex-
ity of node profiles (i.e., features and labels) and graph topology,
these methods often overlook fairness considerations. Specifically,
they exhibit biased performance to nodes with disadvantageous
properties, such as being minority-class within local subgraphs
or heterophilous connections (i.e., neighboring nodes possess
dissimilar labels and misleading features). This underexplored
fairness challenge reveals the robust concerns of current subgraph-
FL methods: high accuracy conceals degraded performance on
structurally or semantically marginalized node groups. To address
this, we advocate for (1) enhancing the representation of minority-
class nodes for class-wise fairness and (2) mitigating topological
biases arising from heterophilous connections for topology-
aware fairness. In this context, we propose FairFGL, a novel
framework that performs fine-grained mining of graph properties
and orchestrates a collaborative learning paradigm to enhance
fairness. Specifically, on the client side, the History-Preserving
Module prevents local models from overfitting to locally dominant
classes. The Majority Alignment module mitigates topological
bias by refining heterophilous majority-class representations. The
Gradient Modification Module improves class-wise fairness by
transferring minority-class knowledge from structurally favorable
clients. On the server side, FairFGL uploads only the most
influenced subset of locally trained parameters that best capture
local data distribution while optimizing communication efficiency.
Based on this, a cluster-based aggregation strategy reconciles
conflicting updates and suppresses global majority dominance.
Extensive evaluations on eight benchmark datasets show that
FairFGL significantly improves performance for disadvantaged
node groupsachieving up to a 22.62% increase in Macro-F1while
enhancing convergence efficiency over SOTA baselines.

Index Terms—Graph Neural Network; Subgraph Federated
Learning; Fairness Representation Learning; Node Classification

I. INTRODUCTION

Graphs excel at modeling complex interactions among real-
world entities and have demonstrated their effectiveness and
versatility across diverse domains [1], [2], [3], [4]. Graph Neu-
ral Networks (GNNs) have proven to be powerful for generating
effective node embeddings by aggregating information from
neighboring nodes, enabling remarkable performance [5], [6],
[7], [8], [9], [10]. To comply with both increasing privacy
concerns against raw data acquisition and untransparency in
growing business competition, Federated Graph Learning (FGL)
emerged as a burgeoning field whose distributed settings of data
storage and collaborative training architecture strike optimal
balance in maintaining performance utility and data security.
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Fig. 1. Collaborative pandemic analysis across regions with edge
representing social interactions between patients.

To achieve effective FGL, addressing the unique Data
Heterogeneity (DH) is critical. The complexity of this DH stems
from (1) heterogeneous statistical distribution across clients
(e.g. node labels and features) and (2) diverse topology of sub-
graphs held by each client, including homophilous connectivity
(i.e., connected nodes share similar labels) and heterophilous
connectivity (i.e., connected nodes possess dissimilar labels
and potentially misleading features [11], [12]). While current
FGL studies primarily aim to mitigate DH’s negative impacts
and improve overall predictive performance, they generally lack
fine-grained explorations on node groups with disadvantageous
properties and fail to thoroughly assess whether models exhibit
equitably robust performance across them.

We observe that certain nodes in FGL settingsspecifically
those with limited local class-wise information or pronounced
heterophilous connectivitytend to acquire suboptimal representa-
tions due to the limitations of the message-passing mechanisms
of local models. These issues are further exacerbated by cross-
client heterogeneity, where the default server-side aggregation
strategies fail to adequately compensate for structural and
statistical disparities across clients. Collectively, these obser-
vations highlight a fundamental fairness concern within the
DH challenge: overall predictive efficiency does not equitably
reflect the biased performance towards disadvantaged groups
of nodes, raising critical concerns about the robustness and
equity of existing FGL methods.

To address this, we propose a dual-objective framework for
(1) Fairness for Minority Classes (FMC): We treat each
class as the fundamental unit of fairness and promote learning
efficacy for underrepresented classes within local distributions;
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(2) Fairness for Heterophilous Nodes (FHN): We seek to
mitigate topological bias by improving the representational
quality for nodes with heterophilous connectivity patterns.

This issue is especially pronounced in real-world scenarios
(Fig. 1), where each regional institution exhibits epidemic
patterns dominated by its local majority classconsistent with the
homophily assumption [13], which posits that connected nodes
tend to share similar labels or features. Consequently, local
models exploit this structural bias to achieve strong performance
in majority classes. At the global level, default server-side
aggregation further favors the global majority diseasesuch as
Influenzawhile underrepresented local minority classes like
Virus Infections in Region #1 or Stomach Flu in Region #3.
These minority diseases, constrained by limited local data and
heterophilous structures, are underrepresented in the aggregated
model, leading to misdiagnoses of rare pathologies and reduced
effectiveness in regions where minority diseases prevail.

During our investigation, there are few FGL studies that
explicitly address fairness issues. However, recent personalized
FGL approaches [14], [15] aim to enhance local FMC by
estimating global class-wise structural proxies or aligning
feature distributions. Another line of work [16] addresses bias
by generating synthetic nodes with minority labels to align
client objectives. Despite their effectiveness, they introduce
topological distortion (i.e., neglect FHN) and alter local feature
distribution. In this work, we aim to develop a generalizable
framework for FMC and FHN that learns from heterogeneous
clients while preserving inherent data distributions and
maximizing the utility of multi-client collaboration.

To provide a clear and intuitive illustration, we conduct a
detailed empirical analysis (Sec. III) of existing representative
FGL methods from a fairness perspective. The acquired
conclusion reveals the importance of evaluating fairness at
a fine-grained node level, where class imbalance and topolog-
ical heterogeneity must be explicitly modeled and assessed.
Moreover, the acquired insight emphasizes the cross-client
transfer of reliable, structure-informed knowledge as a means
to enable more equitable learning outcomes across diverse node
groups in the FGL framework. These takeaways inform the
design principles of key modules in our proposed approach,
enabling their coherent and synergistic integration.

Specifically, motivated by the above empirical analysis,
we introduce a Fairness-centered FGL framework, FairFGL,
that supervises local training through the fine-grained lens
on nodes’ inherent properties and promotes fair subgraph-
FL training through the novel collaborative mechanism. In
client-side training, promoting both FMC and FHN is achieved
by preventing local models from overfitting to dominant
node groups and by integrating class-wise, topology-reliable
knowledge shared from the server. The History-Preserving
Module stabilizes global updates, regulating local training
and transferring global knowledge to the local training model
via knowledge distillation. The Majority Alignment Module
addresses topological heterogeneity by correcting biases in
majority-class nodes that arise due to heterophilous structures.
Aligning majority-class representations further enhances the
trustworthiness of local knowledge in the collaborative learning
process. Meanwhile, the Gradient Modification Module

injects minority-class knowledge derived from a tailored client
that possesses abundant, homophilous-connected samples of
the minority classes present in the recipient client, thereby
mitigating the degradation of minority-class representations
induced by heterophilous connectivity. On the server side,
training is designed to support client-side modules. Instead of
transmitting full model parameters, FairFGL shares only the
Top-k most influenced parameters from local training updates,
which effectively reflect local distributional characteristics
while reducing both communication overhead and interference
from redundant noise. To address global majority dominance
and reconcile conflicting local knowledge, a Clustering-based
aggregation mechanism is employed. Moreover, FairFGL
selects and transmits the tailored Deviated Model reflecting the
least similar data distribution to the recipient client to support
the Gradient Modification Module in the subsequent training.

In summary, our main contributions are presented as follows:
(1) New Perspective: We broaden the scope of existing discus-
sions on class-imbalanced scenarios by formally introducing
a systematic definition of fairness learning in subgraph-FL,
extended to incorporate topological properties. This formulation
establishes a foundational framework for future research aimed
at enhancing the robustness of FGL methodsan aspect that is
particularly critical for real-world deployments.
(2) New Paradigm: This paper introduces FairFGL, a novel
FGL framework motivated by empirical analysis. It comprises
carefully designed modules guiding fairness-aware local train-
ing, which is reinforced by a novel collaborative mechanism
that facilitates reliable knowledge transfer across clients.
(3) State-of-the-Art Performance: Experimental results
demonstrate that FairFGL achieves state-of-the-art fairness
performance across diverse cross-domain datasets. It not only
improves overall Macro-F1 scores by up to 8.07% but yields
more substantial gains up to 22.62% for three disadvantaged
node groups, all while exhibiting the fastest convergence.

II. PRELIMINARIES

This section presents the key notations and formal problem
definitions that form the foundation of our study. It also reviews
existing FGL approaches, highlighting their limitations in
addressing the dual objectives of fairness-aware optimization.
Notably, the Fairness Challenge defined in this work departs
from conventional fairness literature, which primarily targets
bias arising from sensitive features. Instead, our formulation
is tailored to the FGL context, emphasizing structural and
distributional disparities across decentralized graph data.

A. Problem Formulization

Consider a graph G = (V, E) with |V| = n nodes and
|E| = m edges, the adjacency matrix (including self-loops)
is Â ∈ Rn×n, the feature matrix is X = {x1, . . . , xn} in
which xv ∈ Rf represents the feature vector of node v , and
f represents the dimension of the node attributes. Besides,
Y = {y1, . . . , yn} is the label matrix, where yv ∈ R|Y| is a
one-hot vector and |Y| represents the number of the classes.
This work considers a semi-supervised node classification task,
where a model trained on a labeled node set VL leverages the
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graph topology on VL and VU to predict labels for the unlabeled
nodes in VU . Conventional FGL studies predominantly adopt
Accuracy as the evaluation metric. However, Accuracy can
be misleading in settings with imbalanced class distributions,
as it is often dominated by the performance on well-learned,
homophilous majority classes. To address this limitation, we
employ the Macro-F1 metric, which assigns equal importance
to each class and better reflects a models ability to learn
minority classes. The Macro-F1 score is defined as:

F1y =
2 · Precisiony · Recally
Precisiony + Recally

, Macro-F1 =
1

|Y|

Y∑
y=1

F1y,

(1)
here, Precisiony measures the correctness of predictions for
class y, and Recally quantifies the models ability to identify
all nodes belonging to class y. F1y is the harmonic mean of
precision and recall, and Macro-F1 is the unweighted average
of F1 scores across all |Y| classes. For consistency, we refer
to Macro-F1 as F1 throughout this paper since each defined
node group contains multiple classes.

B. Prior GNNs in Centralized Settings

Graph convolution-based models, inspired by spectral graph
theory and deep neural networks, were first introduced by [17].
However, their practicality is limited by the high computational
cost associated with eigenvalue decomposition. To overcome
this challenge, Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs) [18]
adopt the widely accepted homophily assumption in graph
learning. By using a first-order approximation of Chebyshev
polynomials, GCNs simplify the topology-based convolution
operator. During training, they iteratively propagate node
attribute information to adjacent nodes, demonstrating strong
performance in label prediction tasks. The forward propagation
process of the l-th layer in GCN can be formulated as

X(l) = σ
(
ÃX(l−1)W(l)

)
, Ã = D̂r−1ÂD̂−r, (2)

where D̂ denotes for its degree matrix of Â, W represents
the trainable weights matrix, and σ(·) represents the non-
linear activation function. r ∈ [0, 1] denotes the convolution
kernel coefficient, which determines the extent of information
flow between connected nodes during the propagation. Recent
study [19] examines the underlying correlation between the
value of r and its propagation efficiency in different topologies.
In GCN, by setting r = 1/2, we can acquire D̂−1/2ÂD̂−1/2,
known as symmetric normalized adjacency matrix, which treats
both the node and its neighbors’ attribute evenly during the
propagation. Based on such settings, Some works [20], [21],
[22], [23] achieve decent performance on model architectures.

C. Federated Graph Learning

FGL faces an unique topological heterogeneity challenge due
to the inter-dependencies between connected nodes in graph
datasets. For a simplified illustration, we pair 2-layers GCN as

the backbone model with FedAvg [24] as default aggregation
strategy at the server. The training process is defined as:

Wt
i = argmin

W

1

|Di|
∑

(x,y)∈Di

ℓ(fθ(x), y), (3)

where fθ is the trained model parameterized by W, y ∈ Y, Di

is the local dataset of i-th client, and ℓ is the loss function fits
for down-stream tasks. After the completion of local trainings,
each client upload its locally trained parameters to the server
for aggregation, and FedAvg follows the weighted strategy
proportional to the sample size of each local client:

Wt
global =

N∑
i=1

ni

n
Wt

i , (4)

in which ni represent the sample size of i-th client, and n is
the total data size. Wt

global represents the aggregated global pa-
rameter at the server. Then, the server will broadcast the global
model of round t to the local client as the initiation point at the
local training of next communication round. In recent years,
several subgraph-FL methods have been proposed to address the
distribution heterogeneity (DH) challenge. FGGP [25] utilizes
well-generalized class-wise prototypes enriched with domain
semantics to facilitate training across clients from diverse
domains. FGSSL [26] enhances discriminability by aligning
local and global representations through contrastive learning
and distills structural knowledge using similarity distributions
between adjacent nodes. Fed-PUB [27] clusters local updates
by computing similarities between local functional embeddings,
thereby avoiding the aggregation of incompatible knowledge on
the server. FedDEP [28] introduces a deep neighbor generator
that leverages GNN embeddings to recover missing neighbor
information while incorporating a privacy-preserving protocol
based on noiseless edge-local differential privacy. FedTAD [29]
employs topology-aware prototypes as trustworthy semantic
carriers to improve performance on node classification tasks.

D. Conventinal Fairness in FL

Federated Learning (FL) leverages its distributed training
architecture to mitigate the effects of data heterogeneity
by integrating complementary knowledge from decentralized
clients. Recent efforts have addressed the challenge of missing
or underrepresented classes [30]. A common approach involves
modifying the client-side loss function. For instance, [31] in-
troduces class re-weighting based on inverse class frequency to
approximate uniform class distributions. Similar strategies [32],
[33], [34] focus on either enhancing underrepresented class
performance or reducing inter-class optimization disparities.
On the server side, client sampling techniques [35], [36], [37]
prioritize clients with more balanced data to improve global
aggregation fairness. Additionally, data-centric methods [38],
[39] employ data augmentation to generate synthetic nodes
or embeddings, addressing class imbalance at the data level.
While effective, these FL methods are not inherently designed
for graph data and thus overlook topological factorsan essential
consideration in class-imbalanced graph scenarios.
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Majority-Minority F1

FedGTAFedGL

Majority 
Classes

Class.4&7 Class.4&3 Class.5 Class.1,2,4 &6

Label Distribution of Cora (4 clients)

AdaFGLFedSpray

Heterophily-Homophily F1 Hetero-Majority F1 Heterophily-Minority F1

Fig. 2. Nodes volume of each class within each client is presented proportionally with indications of majority classes at the bottom. For fair
comparison, we rank nodes by homophily score, selecting the top 50% as homophilous and the rest as heterophilous. The right-hand side
showcases performances of four representative FGL methods: 1) Top-Side: Individual method performance on Cora under dual-perspective
partitioning strategies; 2) Bottom-side: Comprehensive Evaluation concerning Heterophilous (Hete) nodes particularly.

E. Limited Fairness in FGL

Several recent studies have begun to address the DH
challenge caused by class-imbalanced distribution at the local
level, aligning to some extent with dual-fairness-centered
optimization objectives. Some of them draw inspirations from
the success of centralized graph learning and extend them
to the FGL settings. FedSig [16] extends the idea of node
synthesis from GraphSMOTE [40] by generating synthetic
minority-class nodes through cross-client collaboration. This
approach preserves each client’s original data distribution while
maintaining embedding proximity between local and global
minority nodes. FedLog [41] constructs a globally synthetic
dataset on the server for centralized training, alleviating local
overfitting and enhancing generalization under non-IID settings.
FedSpray [14] explore reliable class-wise discriminators from
local majority classes enjoying the high homophily and
collaboratively transfer them for local personalized training.
FGPL [42] constructs a global prototype by aggregating class-
wise prototypes trained on local clients. Additionally, several
methods [43], [44], [45] introduce incentive mechanisms that
encourage fairness in model aggregation. These frameworks
reward client updates that improve generalization while penal-
izing those that exacerbate representational bias.

III. EMPIRICAL STUDIES

To further explore whether representative FGL methods fall
short of achieving fairness objectives despite their reported
predictive performance, we conduct the following empirical
study. The Conclusion of this study strengthens our research
motivation, and the acquired key Insight guides the design
of FairFGL. We investigate two questions aligned with the
previously defined dual-objective standards:

Q1 (Fairness-centered): Are node groups with varying
properties being treated equitably by existing FGL methods?

Q2 (FMC and FHN-centered): Which properties lead to
severe biased learning issues imposed on node groups?

To simulate realistic and challenging FGL scenarios, we
partition the Cora dataset into four local clients using the
Metis algorithm, ensuring heterogeneous label distributions

across clients (see Fig. 2). We define majority classes as those
whose node counts exceed the average number of samples
per class. To quantify topological properties, we compute the
homophily score (Eq. 7) as the proportion of a nodes 1-hop
neighbors that share the same class label. Since Cora is a highly
homophilous dataset, we balance the number of homophilous
and heterophilous nodes within each client to enable reliable
comparisons. For evaluation, we report both Accuracy and
F1-score; the latter is particularly sensitive to misclassifications
of minority classes and thus provides a more robust measure
of model performance across diverse node groups.

1-Observation: To address Q1, we evaluate four representa-
tive FGL methods by examining node performance from both
class-wise and topological perspectives. In clients where ma-
jority classes are highly dominantfor example, Client 2, where
they constitute over 80% of the nodesexisting FGL methods
consistently exhibit a noticeable accuracy disparity between
majority and minority groups, which becomes more pronounced
in F1. Among the evaluated methods, FedSpray [14] shows
slight advantages in improving predictive accuracy for minority
nodes, owing to its design that facilitates the transmission of
reliable class-wise structural proxies between clients. When
node performance is analyzed through a topological lens, the
gap between homophilous and heterophilous nodes becomes
significant and is further amplified under the F1 metric.

1-Analysis: This performance disparity originates from
the intrinsic bias of message-passing neural networks, which
favor homophilous structures. Majority-class nodes often form
dense local communities that reinforce similar labels and
acquire optimized decision boundaries. In contrast, sparsely
connected or heterophilous nodesfrequently associated with
minority classesexperience limited signal propagation, leading
to greater representation errors. FedSpray exhibits suboptimal
performance compared to recent methods, such as FedGTA [12]
and AdaFGL [11], that mitigate topological heterogeneity.
Specifically, its reliance on global structural proxies to regulate
local presentation learning lacks exploration on each nodes’
topological connectivity. FedGTA performs personalized aggre-
gation by prioritizing clients with similar data distributions and
assigning greater weight to those with higher homophily scores.
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Fig. 3. Describe the pipeline of FairFGL’s training procedure. t indicates the t-th training round. History-Preserving Module leverage the
received History Model to regulate model training; Majority Alignment Module rectifies the Hete-Maj nodes through acquired class-wise
prototype via KL loss function; Gradient Modification Module rectifies the gradients directionalities of local model.

AdaFGL adapts local graph structures using global guidance
and modifies propagation rules based on local homophily.
While both methods outperform baselines lacking explicit
topological modeling, they suffer from notable limitations.
FedGTA tends to form a “majority-class closed loop”, reinforc-
ing dominant patterns and sidelining minority nodes. AdaFGL
focuses disproportionately on densely connected regions during
global topology reconstruction, limiting its ability to represent
structurally sparse minority nodes. Overall, both approaches
prioritize mitigating propagation inconsistencies caused by topo-
logical heterogeneity, yet overlook node-level treatment from a
micro perspective. These limitations are clearly reflected in the
performance on the Heterophily-Homophily F1. Observation
and subsequent analysis above reveals a critical perspective
that learning biases largely originate from properties that shape
models’ efficacy in learning node representation.

2-Observation: To answer Q2, we conduct a fine-grained
analysis to identify which node properties most hinder represen-
tation learning in graph models. As illustrated in Fig. 2, class-
wise partitioning leads to relatively modest F1-score disparities.
In contrast, topology-based partitioning reveals significantly
larger performance gaps, underscoring topology as a key factor
in ensuring fairness and robustness in FGL. This is because
the topological property profoundly affects the representational
quality of individual nodes. However, existing FGL studies have
yet to thoroughly investigate how diverse node-level topological
properties contribute to these disparities.

2-Analysis: This discrepancy stems from the distribution
of class labels within topological groups. In homophilous
groupsparticularly in datasets like Coranodes typically belong
to the majority class (Homo-Maj), aligning with the homophily
assumption and yielding high F1 scores. However, this strong
performance can obscure the poor outcomes experienced by
majority-class nodes with heterophilous connections (Hetero-
Maj). As reported in the Hetero-Majority F1, these nodes suffer
from impaired representations and fail to benefit from well-
learned decision boundaries, despite belonging to the majority
class. Similarly, the performance degradation of minority-class
nodes with heterophilous connections (Hete-Min) is masked

by the overall performance of minority nodes, some of whom
possess homophilous connectivity raise the overall F1 score.
These findings underscore the importance of topological context
in fairness-aware learning: Unfavorable topologies amplify
misclassification risks, especially for underrepresented classes.

One promising direction is to transfer high-confidence
representations from well-performing Homo-Maj nodes to
support Hetero-Maj nodes, whose local representations are
less reliable. For minority nodes, cross-client collaboration
becomes essential. A node that is a minority in one client may
be a majority in anotherfor example, Class 5 is dominant in
Client 3 but underrepresented in Clients 1 and 2.

Exploring the two questions above, we reach the following
conclusion and insight. Both motivate our research on FGL’s
Fairness Challenge and guide the design of FairFGL:
Conclusion: Global accuracy alone is insufficient to capture
the nuanced performance of FGL methods across diverse node
groups. Metrics such as F1 and specific evaluations on varying
node groups are essential for exposing model biases; fairness
in FGL cannot be achieved without evaluating class imbalance
and topological heterogeneity at the fine-grained node level.
Insight: Performance degradation among nodes with unfavor-
able topological conditionsparticularly heterophilous minority
nodeshighlights the need for cross-client transfer of reliable,
structure-informed representations to mitigate representational
inequality.

IV. FAIRFGL ARCHITECTURE

In this section, we present method FairFGL that promotes
Fairness Learning in FGL under the severe class-imbalance
settings across clients through the collaborative mechanism.

In Section IV-A, we present the overview of FairFGL’s
architecture as depicted in Fig. 3 followed by the intuitive
descriptions for each module that contributes to its effectiveness.
Following subsections then offer detailed but intuitive interpre-
tations on modules’ design and separate them into Client-side
and Server-side training to offer a clear FGL procedure.
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A. Architecture Overview

FairFGL adopts aforementioned Insight as the guiding
principle, and aims to achieve dual-objective optimization at
both client and server-side procedures:

1) Client-side Training: We acknowledge the presence of
severe class imbalance, which causes locally trained models
to exhibit biased performance favoring majority classes in the
absence of targeted intervention. At the local side, we first
introduce the History-Preserving Module that averages the five
most recent global updates into a uniform model. The resulted
History Model remains frozen through local training and aids
Fairness-centered objectives in two perspectives: (1) being
integrated into active local training model using a trainable
weight matrix to prevent the latter from favoring local majority
classes; (2) transferring the global knowledge through labeling
unlabeled nodes via knowledge distillation.

Based on the Insight, we introduce the Majority Alignment
mechanism specifically for improving representation learning
for heterophilous majority nodes during the local training phase,
enhancing local models’ reliability in transferring class-wise
knowledge collaboratively. While History-Preserving Module
mainly functions as supplementing the reliable global class-
wise knowledge, it is critical for acknowledging the correlation
between class and topology in offering fine-grained graph
knowledge. Therefore, the Gradient Modification Module
refines model updates by incorporating knowledge from clients
with dissimilar data distributions. This mechanism enhances
training on underrepresented minority classes by leveraging
well-labeled data and reliable topological structures from a
tailored Deviated Client, where the minority class of the
receiving client appears as a majority in its subgraph.

2) Server-side Training: Instead of transmitting full model
parameters, FairFGL only shares changes of Top-k most
influenced parameters. This approach captures essential local
data characteristics while reducing communication overhead
and noise interference. To mitigate the dominance of global
majority classesthose overrepresented across clientsFairFGL
modifies the standard FedAvg strategy by clustering local
updates and aggregating them with equal weight per cluster.
This promotes a more fairness-aware global model update.
Furthermore, to support the Gradient Modification Module
in the next training round, the server identifies the least similar
local update for each client. This tailored local update is then
integrated with the previous rounds global model to acquire
the tailored Deviated Model for transmission.

B. Local Fairness-enhanced Learning

1) History-Preserving Module: The received most recent
global model becomes the initial model before local training
commerce, and addition to it, each client will acquire an History
Model, Wt

Hist, from averaging the five most recent global
models, which will remain frozen for the remainder of the
training. Compared to the default procedure of most FGL
studies that usually only utilize the most recent global update,
such a design provides more enriched and consistent global
knowledge. Additionally, it builds on the presumption that

global models from remote rounds might be too divergent from
the current training to contribute any valuable improvements.

The History Model involves in client-side training on two
levels: (1) it is fused with locally trained parameters using
learnable weights α as an adaptive regularization term; (2)
it functions as a teacher model to transfer global knowledge
to the local model on the unlabeled set, VU , via knowledge
distillation, enriching the training data with reliable global
minority knowledge. The process is defined as follows:

Ŵt
local = Wt

Hist × α+Wt
local × (1− α), (5)

LDistill =
1

|VU |
∑
i∈VU

KL
(
softmax

(
z
(i)
hist

∥∥∥ z(i)local

))
, (6)

where z
(i)
hist and z

(i)
local denote as logits outputs of unlabeled

nodes predicted by the History Model and local training model,
respectively. KL denotes for the KL divergence loss function.
Unlike synthetic approaches that generate nodes to address
class-imbalanced distribution, this module leverages client-
specific knowledge while preserving the original distribution.

2) Majority Alignment Module: Acquired Insight under-
scores the significant decline in performance observed in nodes
exhibiting disadvantageous heterophilous connections, but also
delineates the potential of applying topology-driven rectification
for heterophilous majority nodes during the local training
phase due to their ample local sample size. This module
improves predictive reliability for majority-class nodes, thereby
reinforcing the efficacy of the knowledge transfer mechanism
across clients. This enhancement benefits both the subsequent
Gradient Modification Module and the aggregation process at
the server. Such a process can be defined as follows:

Hvi =

∑
vj∈N (vi)

I(yj = yi)

|N (vi)|
, µy =

∑
vi∈VHomo

y
hi

|VHomo
y |

, (7)

Sloss =
1

|VHete
y |

∑
vi∈VHete

y

KL(softmax (hi ∥µy)). (8)

Hvi indicates the homophily score calculation, which is applied
for each majority node. Based on results, the majority group is
then partitioned into Homo-Maj nodes and Hete-Maj groups.
We then acquire the prototype of majority class y from VHomo

y ,
and distill its knowledge to VHete

y in Eq. 8.
3) Gradient Modification: Since the server-side aggregation

process risks shifting the global optimum toward the global
majority class, acquiring sufficient minority-class knowledge
tailored to each client is crucial. While existing methods
employ synthetic techniques or loss function constraints to
augment local minority-class knowledge, FairFGL leverages
the collaborative nature of FGL alone.

On the server side, we introduce similarity-guided pairing,
where each client is matched with another possessing comple-
mentary expertise in minority classes to mitigate overfitting to
local label skew. This process produces a tailored Deviated
Model for each client, delivered by the server. Minority
expertise of the Deviated Model is enriched by ample data
samples that are structurally homophilous, and is carried within
its trained local parameters as proxy reflecting its local data
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Algorithm 1 Client-side Training (Sec. IV-B1 to Sec. IV-C1)

1: Definition. glocal is the gradient of local training model,
gdev is the Deviated Model’s gradient, Mdev locates subset
of parameters that will be modified.

2: for each communication round t = 1, ..., T do
3: for parallel each client n = 1, ..., N do
4: Received: Wt

global, Acquire Wt
Hist,

5: for each local model training epoch e = 1, ..., E do
6: Conduct local training by Eq. 5 - 8;
7: parallel Execute Gradient Modification Module

(Sec. IV-B3):
8: d = glocal · gdev , Proceed if d is negative
9: gprojected = d

∥gdev∥2 × gdev ,
10: gcorrected = glocal − gprojected,
11: Follow the Binary Law illustrated at Eq. 9 to update

the subsets of Wt
local with Mdev .

12: end for
13: Execute Top-k parameters Selection by Eq. 10 - 11;
14: Fine-tuning set of the ∆Wt

local reflected the same
parameters’ location indicated in ∆W̃t

local;
15: The final trained local model:

Ŵt
local ←Wt

Hist × α+Wt
local × (1− α).

16: end for
17: Each Client: Upload the Fine-tuned ∆W̃t

local to Server.
18: end for

distribution. The details of selecting Deviated Model on the
server-side is discussed by Eq. 15.

We designate this tailored Deviated Model for the i-th
client in the t-th training round as Wt

idev
. The Parameter-

Activation MaskMdev is applied to locate the parameter subset
that best encapsulates the unique data characteristics of the
selected client, and activates only such a subset. During local
training, gradient descent is adapted to integrate minority-class
knowledge by refining gradient updates in backpropagation.
We provide detailed formulas in Algorithm 1 and as follows:

ĝlocal =

{
glocal, if d ≥ 0

gcorrect +
margin·gdev

∥gdev∥ , if d ≤ 0
. (9)

The function in Line 9 determines whether the local train-
ing model and Wt

idev
exhibit similar or divergent gradient

directions. If the outcome is greater than 0, indicating that the
gradients are aligned, we avoid disrupting local optimization.
Otherwise, we proceed with gradient modification as specified
by the functions in Lines 10 and 11 of Algorithm 1 and Eq. 9.
Overall, this procedure minimizes conflict between the local
model and Wt

idev
, as the latter possesses more reliable minority-

class knowledge. Additionally, we incorporate the margin as
a regulatory term to preserve local knowledge.

C. Federated Learning

1) Top-k Changed Parameters selection: Instead of trans-
mitting gradients or full model parameters to the central
server, we identify and upload only the subset of parameters
most impacted during the current round of local training.
The intuition is that these parameter changes capture the

Algorithm 2 Federated Training (Sec. IV-C2)

1: for each communication round t = 1, ..., T do
2: Server Receives: ∆Ŵl

local;
3: Conduct k-mean algorithm for clustering process based

on Silhouette Coefficient;
4: Conduct the Weighted Average Aggregation within each

cluster by Eq. 12;
5: Acquire the global aggregated updates by Eq. 13;
6: Update the global aggregated model by Eq. 14;
7: For each client: Find Wt+1

idev
by Eq. 15;

8: Broadcast: Wl+1
idev

, Wl+1
global to Clients.

9: end for

most informative local knowledge reflective of the client’s
data characteristics. Prior works [46], [47] assess parameter
importance based on their absolute values. However, under
severe class-imbalanced distribution, this approach tends to
over-represent majority-class knowledge. In contrast, parameter
changes reveal which components are actively updated during
training. This process is illustrated as:

∆Wt
local =

∣∣Wt
local −Wt

global

∣∣ , (10)

∆W̃t
local =

{
∆Wt

local if ∆Wt
local ≥ ρ

0 otherwise
, (11)

where ρ is a quantile that decides the ratio of Top-k parameters
that we select as local task’s knowledge, and the Wt

global is
identical to all clients. We also provide the overview of the
local training process in the Algorithm 1 for your reference.

2) Fairness-enhanced aggregation mechanism: Due to
varying data distributions across clients, the indiscriminate
adoption of FedAvg as an aggregation strategy inevitably
leads to conflicts arising from incompatible knowledge, as
demonstrated in prior studies [27], [12]. To address this issue,
we develop an effective clustering process using the intuitive k-
means algorithm, where the number of clusters is dynamically
determined by the Silhouette Coefficient.

Within each clustercomprising clients with similar data
distributionswe apply the standard FedAvg [24] to aggregate
local updates. The aggregated cluster-level updates are then
combined using a uniform learning rate to compute the final
parameter updates for the current round. These updates are
applied to the previous global parameters to obtain the updated
global parameters for this round. This design also addresses
potential performance degradation caused by the dominance of
global majority classes. Since clients where the global majority
also appears as the local majority tend to share similar data
distributions, we mitigate this bias by applying a uniform
learning rate to each cluster-level update during aggregation.
This process is formulated as follows:

Nk∑
i=1

ni

nk
∆W̃t

i =⇒ ∆W̃t+1
Ck

, (12)

K∑
k=1

∆W̃t+1
Ck
· η =⇒ ∆Wt+1

Agg, (13)
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TABLE I. The statistical information of selected datasets.

Subgraph-FL Nodes Edges Features Classes Train/Val/Test Description

Cora 2,708 5,429 1,433 7 20%/40%/40% Citation Network
CiteSeer 3,327 4,732 3,703 6 20%/40%/40% Citation Network
PubMed 19,717 44,338 500 3 20%/40%/40% Citation Network

Chameleon 2,277 36,101 2,325 5 48%/32%/20% Wiki-page Network
Squirrel 5,201 216,933 2,089 5 48%/32%/20% Wiki-page Network

Minesweeper 10,000 39,402 7 2 50%/25%/25% Game Synthetic Network

Tolokers 11,758 519,000 10 2 50%/25%/25% Crowd-sourcing Network

∆Wt+1
Agg +Wt

global = Wt+1
global, (14)

in which ni represents the number of data samples in i-th
client assigned to cluster k, and nk represent the total number
of data samples in the k-th cluster.

Simultaneously, we aim to identify a tailored Deviated model
for each client to support the Gradient Modification Module in
the next round. To this end, we adopt a cosine similarity-based
minimization objective to assign each client the local update
that maximally reflects minority-class knowledge. Finally, the
selected deviated update is combined with the previous global
model to construct the Deviated model:

(i∗, j∗) = arg min
i,j∈N

∆W̃t
i ·∆W̃t

j

∥∆W̃t
i∥ · ∥∆W̃t

j∥
, (15)

Wt
global +∆W̃t

j −→Wt+1
idev

, (16)

where, (i∗, j∗) represent the resulted pair for each client. By
the end of the server-side operation, server will broadcast
Wl

global,W
l+1
idev

, and the mask indicating the location of updated
parameters from the Deviated client to each local client for
faciliating the next round of training, and the whole federated
training will continue until the convergence has been reached.
See details of the federated training process in Algorithm 2.

V. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we offer a comprehensive evaluation of Fair-
FGL, focusing on proposed dual-objective Fairness-centered
optimization framework. Building upon the recently developed
FGL benchmark system [48], this experiment is designed to
simulate severe class-imbalanced distribution both within and
across local clients, as visualized in the heat map of Fig. 2. To
achieve this, we adopt the Metis algorithm as the partitioning
method. Compared to the Louvain algorithm used in prior
studies [14], Metis minimizes cross-client correlations without
explicitly maximizing modularity, effectively simulating skewed
label distributions across subgraphs assigned to different clients.

The evaluation metrics include the commonly used Accuracy
in FGL research and F1, which is more sensitive to misclassifi-
cations on minority-class nodes. Specifically, we assess model
performance across different node groups, including: Minority-
class nodes (Min-F1), nodes with heterophilous connectivity
(Hete-F1), and nodes that belong to intersection of both above
groups (Hete-Min-F1). This categorization aligns with our
optimization objectives, addressing fairness challenges from
both class-wise and topology-wise perspectives.

To ensure a robust evaluation across diverse real-world
applications, we include seven datasets spanning four domains

in Subgraph-FL evaluations: Citation networks: Cora, Citeseer,
Pubmed; Wiki-page networks: Squirrel, Chameleon; Syn-
thetic game networks: Minesweeper; Crowdsourcing networks:
Tolokers. A detailed description of each dataset, along with
corresponding training configurations is presented in Table I.
Specifically, we select graph datasets from the OpenFGL
collection with 2 to 7 classes to ensure that each client
retains a balanced representation of classes under subgraph-FL
simulation, minimizing the risk of class absence in the test set.

For baseline comparisons, we evaluate FairFGL against
recently representative FGL methods, including: FedSage+ [49],
FedGL [50], FedPub [27], FedGTA [12], AdaFGL [11] and Fed-
TAD [29]. Additionally, we incorporate FL methods,including
FedAvg [24], Scaffold [51], FedProx [52], and Moon [53], to
assess how well our approach addresses fairness challenges
in graphs. To ensure fair comparisons, we either adopt the
hyperparameter settings recommended by the original authors
of each baseline or perform automatic hyperparameter tuning
using Optuna [54] when recommendations are unavailable.

We set the number of local epochs per round to three for
all baselines, except for methods that require additional local
fine-tuning. Each experiment is run for 150 rounds of federated
training, based on our observation that most methods require
over 100 rounds to converge. All results are correspondent to
the best performance reported on the validation set.

Our experimental evaluation aims to address the following
questions: Q1: Can FairFGL exhibit more comprehensive
abilities in terms of offering fairer learning capabilities towards
all nodes’ categories? Q2: How does each module contribute
to FairFGL’s success? Q3: Does the varying hyperparameter
setting impact FairFGL’s performance? Q4: What is the
efficiency of FairFGL in term of convergence speed?

Experimental Environment. Experiments are operated on
the Ubuntu operating system with Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold
5218R CPU @ 2.10GHz, 377GB memory, NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 3090 with 24GB memory, and CUDA 12.0.

A. Performance Comparison (Answer for Q1)

The performance comparison results reported in Table II
and Table III exhibit a thorough evaluation of all methods in
terms of their Fairness performances across all datasets.

1) Overall Evaluation: In Table II, we mainly report with
two metrics including the Accuracy that is prevalently adopted
as default metric indicating model’s efficiency with node-level
classification task. In general, FairFGL achieves competitive
performance with baselines, but since FairFGL emphasizes
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TABLE II. The best result is in bold, and the second best results are underlined. The Standard Deviations are provided in brackets.

Method Cora CiteSeer PubMed Chameleon Squirrel Minesweeper

Metrics Overall F1 Accuracy Overall F1 Accuracy Overall F1 Accuracy Overall F1 Accuracy Overall F1 Accuracy Overall F1 Accuracy

FedAvg 53.70(0.30) 81.13(0.33) 53.37(0.74) 68.74(0.35) 62.82(0.15) 84.80(0.01) 50.93(0.88) 62.14(0.70) 43.07(0.80) 44.91(1.35) 49.52(0.35) 79.93(0.07)
Moon 54.21(0.77) 81.37(0.27) 53.19(0.40) 69.69(0.31) 62.58(0.19) 84.75(0.01) 50.66(1.26) 61.88(0.82) 42.62(0.67) 45.03(0.57) 49.45(0.89) 79.91(0.06)

FedProx 53.98(0.56) 81.19(0.28) 54.83(0.83) 69.62(0.39) 63.54(0.27) 84.96(0.03) 54.98(0.91) 64.30(0.70) 43.66(0.91) 46.15(0.91) 49.72(0.86) 79.93(0.06)
Scaffold 53.92(1.60) 79.95(1.00) 56.74(0.68) 70.98(0.36) 65.10(1.25) 81.93(0.44) 48.68(2.23) 60.03(2.36) 30.42(1.50) 36.46(0.96) 45.07(2.04) 79.95(0.01)

FedSage+ 46.74(1.47) 80.75(0.45) 57.14(0.40) 73.22(0.35) 68.51(0.02) 86.06(0.09) 54.05(1.08) 63.49(1.11) 42.82(1.04) 46.46(1.68) 54.43(0.34) 73.35(1.32)
FedGL 41.77(1.12) 77.20(1.03) 41.11(1.29) 61.20(1.05) 61.97(0.63) 81.88(0.44) 48.21(4.40) 56.63(5.81) 30.52(3.74) 33.14(2.84) 56.32(1.23) 70.27(2.24)

FedTAD 52.97(1.17) 81.40(0.41) 53.50(0.71) 68.45(0.75) 62.26(0.73) 84.64(0.16) 50.36(1.11) 61.26(0.96) 41.84(0.81) 44.63(0.85) 50.59(0.35) 80.57(0.05)

Fed-PUB 47.13(1.24) 81.30(0.44) 52.15(0.88) 68.68(0.56) 66.03(2.01) 84.88(0.58) 49.81(5.24) 61.88(3.76) 46.31(0.72) 43.30(1.15) 47.87(0.69) 79.36(2.05)
AdaFGL 52.15(0.98) 82.67(0.48) 54.82(0.51) 70.90(0.52) 62.79(0.38) 84.85(0.03) 51.40(0.98) 63.65(2.55) 43.53(1.58) 47.13(1.48) 49.12(0.40) 79.92(0.08)
FedGTA 51.86(0.53) 81.06(0.36) 53.13(0.64) 68.43(0.38) 60.74(0.12) 84.22(0.01) 51.02(1.20) 60.69(0.91) 38.14(1.15) 42.54(0.95) 49.46(0.26) 79.87(0.06)

FedSpray 43.75(1.74) 72.13(2.17) 53.31(1.10) 67.71(1.06) 67.46(0.10) 83.26(0.05) 50.89(1.15) 64.42(1.00) 45.93(0.92) 47.33(1.28) 48.01(2.17) 78.67(3.76)
FairFGL 57.37(0.58) 82.85(0.69) 58.23(0.64) 70.87(0.58) 74.07(0.38) 86.56(0.19) 55.28(1.01) 65.07(1.19) 46.46(1.09) 46.46(0.98) 58.69(1.26) 80.39(0.25)

Improve ⇑ 5.83% ⇑ 0.22% ⇑ 1.91% NA ⇑ 8.07% ⇑ 0.58% ⇑ 2.28% ⇑ 1.01% ⇑ 1.15% NA ⇑ 4.21% ⇑ 0.55%

TABLE III. The notation of this Table aligns with Table II.

Method Cora CiteSeer PubMed Tolokers

Metrics Min-F1 Hete-F1 Hete-Min-F1 Min-F1 Hete-F1 Hete-Min-F1 Min-F1 Hete-F1 Hete-Min-F1 Min-F1 Hete-F1 Hete-Min-F1

FedAvg 69.75(2.41) 44.94(0.35) 31.39(0.80) 59.74(0.65) 41.77(0.61) 24.33(1.19) 63.84(0.15) 53.75(0.13) 45.34(2.07) 47.85(0.53) 49.56(0.32) 59.05(0.62)
Moon 70.93(3.61) 45.37(1.16) 32.37(2.88) 59.88(0.77) 41.45(0.49) 24.66(1.37) 63.77(0.33) 53.61(0.12) 45.76(2.29) 48.32(0.55) 49.75(0.28) 60.06(1.28)

FedProx 71.41(1.55) 44.92(0.43) 31.71(2.27) 61.06(1.02) 42.77(0.98) 24.88(0.88) 64.64(0.20) 54.58(0.29) 48.08(2.78) 47.86(0.32) 49.57(0.21) 59.81(1.00)
Scaffold 68.57(0.38) 45.50(1.53) 30.48(6.53) 58.99(1.64) 44.61(1.02) 27.52(3.37) 63.86(0.96) 57.90(1.32) 49.20(1.98) 43.66(0.13) 40.99(0.11) 51.60(0.70)

FedSage+ 69.35(1.08) 37.55(1.17) 23.15(2.21) 56.76(1.76) 46.43(0.48) 26.20(1.52) 72.42(0.04) 62.03(0.03) 58.47(0.03) 46.07(1.65) 42.95(1.53) 53.10(1.35)
FedGL 58.53(2.91) 37.39(1.84) 17.07(4.36) 54.23(1.25) 33.64(1.30) 25.99(2.09) 64.51(1.43) 52.66(0.65) 45.42(2.99) 47.68(1.55) 50.80(2.35) 61.65(4.24)

FedTAD 68.69(2.93) 43.26(1.39) 28.74(2.41) 59.34(1.07) 42.02(0.62) 24.19(1.68) 63.33(0.83) 53.34(0.73) 44.37(1.54) 48.41(0.59) 49.66(0.59) 59.92(0.78)

Fed-PUB 68.08(3.65) 40.07(0.98) 27.60(4.04) 60.13(0.90) 40.37(1.39) 23.79(1.96) 70.83(2.32) 58.87(1.67) 50.34(3.36) 48.98(0.98) 49.60(0.74) 59.73(0.84)
AdaFGL 70.83(1.16) 43.52(1.32) 32.54(1.44) 60.55(1.04) 43.10(0.46) 27.72(2.06) 65.58(3.07) 54.91(1.65) 47.48(4.48) 47.11(1.64) 48.83(2.78) 58.68(2.75)
FedGTA 70.72(1.23) 42.87(0.50) 30.86(2.21) 59.47(0.83) 41.40(0.83) 23.38(1.63) 61.69(0.12) 52.04(0.18) 41.95(0.96) 47.80(0.44) 49.64(0.25) 60.06(0.43)

FedSpray 64.26(2.74) 40.03(1.43) 27.56(5.84) 61.20(1.58) 43.35(1.68) 25.51(1.51) 67.55(3.85) 61.31(0.72) 55.86(6.12) 49.11(0.58) 47.62(0.61) 57.22(1.22)
FairFGL 73.47(1.19) 46.14(0.75) 38.10(2.04) 62.90(0.98) 48.45(1.23) 33.99(2.48) 76.33(0.62) 66.16(0.52) 61.04(1.36) 49.68(1.22) 54.29(0.31) 66.33(1.03)

Imporve ⇑ 2.88 % ⇑ 1.41% ⇑ 17.09% ⇑ 2.78% ⇑ 4.35% ⇑ 22.62% ⇑ 5.4% ⇑ 6.66% ⇑ 4.4% ⇑ 1.16% ⇑ 6.87% ⇑7.59%

on promoting Fairness Learning and most baselines excel
at predicting labels for majority nodes, which composes
large proportion of selected homogeneous graph datasets, the
improvement made by FairFGL is subtle. In contrast, FairFGL
demonstrates substantial gains in Overall F1 score, with
improvements of 8.07% on PubMed and 5.83% on Cora.
These results highlight a key divergence: while many baselines
report robust accuracy, their F1 scores remain suboptimal.
This observation supports our earlier discussion in Sec. III,
where we argued that relying solely on Accuracy can obscure
a models poor performance on minority classes with limited
data representation. It is important to note that the Overall
F1 metric includes all nodesincluding those from the majority
classin its evaluation. This explains why some baselines, such
as FedSage+ on CiteSeer, still achieve competitive F1 scores
despite exhibiting bias. To better reflect performance disparities
across demographic groups, Table III highlights improvements
specifically for disadvantaged node groups, particularly the
Hete-Min category. These nodes are most severely affected by
bias due to the disproportionate presence of Homo-Maj nodes
in homophilic datasets. We focus our analysis on homophilic
datasets for this reason: they present the most challenging
setting for fairness-aware learning, as minority nodes are easily
overwhelmed by structurally and semantically similar majority
nodes. The following subsections provide detailed analysis
across diverse baselines from different research domains.

2) Compared with FL baselines: Most FL methods report
more competitive and resilient performance to Minority-
class nodes compared with FGL baselines, which brings
an interesting insight under the scenario of severe class-

imbalanced distribution. FL methods, originated from studies
on Euclidean-space data type, are efficient in transferring
class-wise knowledge in a collaborative training manner while
FGL methods, due to their consideration for non-Euclidean
space interactions among entities, suffer from the presumed
Homophily Assumption. However, this insight should not down-
play the importance of FGL’s development but rather reveal that
most existing FGL methods, particularly for those aimed for
training a generalizable global model, are not sufficient enough
in handling Fairness challenge. Their designs are limited in
acquiring the minority knowledge for its less consideration
on heterophilous connectivity exhibited more often on nodes
with minority class. On the contrary, FairFGL manages to
outperform all FL baselines for its consideration on both class
and topology-wise perspectives. The integration of the History-
Preserving Module and Gradient Modification Module invites
reliable global and cross-client minority knowledge learned
from both perspectives. Specifically, FairFGL manages to reach
61.04% precision on F1 score with improvements of 24.07%
compared to Scaffold in PubMed. In General, FL baselines
present suboptimal performance on Hete-Min categories.

3) Compared with FGL baselines: FGL baselines exhibit var-
ied performance due to their distinct approaches to handling DH
challenge. FedGL under-performs across all node categories,
as it primarily addresses cross-client heterogeneity by com-
pensating missing neighbors or labels, which overemphasize
locally dominant majority-class nodes. In contrast, FedSage+
enhances performance by collaboratively training local gen-
erators to reconstruct missing neighbors, effectively restoring
minority node connectivity. FedTAD transfers reliable class-
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TABLE IV. Ablation study performance (%).

Module CiteSeer Tolokers

Metrics Overall F1 Min-F1 Hete-F1 Hete-Min-F1 Overall F1 Min-F1 Hete-F1 Hete-Min-F1

w/o History-Preserving 51.29(0.89) 60.28(0.72) 37.36(1.28) 22.85(1.32) 48.94(0.64) 47.93(1.29) 51.55(1.55) 61.26(2.84)
w/o Gradient Modification 56.81(0.55) 60.95(0.75) 45.78(1.12) 27.84(3.38) 49.81(1.54) 48.12(0.75) 51.75(0.91) 60.72(1.71)

w/o Clustering-based Aggregation 57.61(0.55) 62.72(0.79) 46.31(0.75) 30.08(1.32) 48.03(0.29) 47.85(0.25) 48.81(0.21) 58.62(0.77)
FairFGL 58.23(0.64) 62.90(0.98) 48.45(1.23) 33.99(2.48) 50.52(0.93) 49.68(1.22) 54.29(0.31) 66.33(1.03)

Overall F1 Min F1 Hete F1 Hete-Min F1

Fig. 4. Hyperparameter Analysis on Cora Dataset.

wise knowledge derived from clients with high-homophilous
local subgraphs, resulting in competitive outcomes.

Personalized FGL approaches, such as FedPUB, AdaFGL,
and FedSpray, exhibit improvements across most datasets
for they manage to mitigate cross-client heterogeneity by
adopting favoring training procedure locally with the learned
global knowledge from the server-side aggregation. However,
their methods pursue overall improvements that are reflect on
their robust accuracy score under challenging class-imbalanced
subgraph-FL settings, but lack of fine-grained exploration on
node level, which leads to suboptimal performance on Hete-
Min category. Similar argument can be made to FedGTA
which performs the topology-aware aggregation and yield
similar results with personalized FGL approach. In comparison,
FairFGL manages to improve the F1 score on Hete-Min
category with 22.62% improvements on CiteSeer.

4) Compared with FedSpray: FedSpray aims to explore
reliable structural proxies for sharing class-wise knowledge
across clients. However, such a strategy does not directly
address the biased local training processes affecting disad-
vantaged node groups. As a result, despite targeting class
imbalance as its primary challenge, FedSpray does not achieve
competitive performance compared with FairFGL. In contrast,
FairFGL incorporates both a Gradient Modification Module
and a History-Preserving Module, explicitly designed to
promote fair local training rather than merely transferring
class-wise knowledge. Consequently, FairFGL delivers the most
competitive performance across all node groups, particularly
excelling on the severely underrepresented Hete-Min category.

B. Ablation Studies (Answer for Q2)

To answer Q2, we offer the ablation test showcasing how
much impact does each key module contribute to the efficiency
of FairFGL. In Table IV, we exclude each module separately
and compare resulting performance with the full model on

CiteSeer and Tolokers datasets. By excluding the History-
Preserving Module, each local training solely involves the most
recent updated global model at the inception of local training.
Additionally, the knowledge distillation that provide consistent
global knowledge on nodes with missing labels is excluded.
Among all three modules, the History-Preserving Module
exhibits most influence on FairFGL’s overall performance in
CiteSeer nearly across all metrics, which demonstrates the
importance of regulating the local trained model from being
over-fitted to the majority-dominated local data distribution
when numbers of classes are increasing. Notably, in CiteSeer,
the History-Preserving Module contributes more on supple-
menting the topology-focused knowledge, which largely due
to the knowledge distillation process. The injected minority
knowledge via reconstructing the missing label information
significantly enrich the local node profile, especially for Hete-
Min nodes whose F1 score is improved with nearly 50%.

Gradient Modification Module exhibits great improvements
on FairFGL performance even if it is not as drastic as the other
two modules, which is partially related to the regulatory term
applied to prevent the Deviated Model from overwhelming the
local training process. In other words, when History-Preserving
Module already introduces key minority knowledge to the local
training, the Gradient Modification Module functions as the
supplementary role instead of the leading one.

Clustering-based Aggregation is the most influential module
with FairFGL’s performance on Tolokers datasets. Differ
from CiteSeer, Tolokers has limited labels but are densely
connected, and therefore, the minority-class knowledge brought
by the History-Preserving Module and Gradient Modification
Module is limited. However, since topology becomes the main
determinants to the parameter updates, the Clustering-based
Aggregation Module manages to partition the clients to mitigate
the topological heterogeneity, and consequently provides more
reliable global knowledge for benefiting the other two modules.
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Fig. 5. Convergency Test on Cora, Minesweeper, and PubMed datasets.

Overall, all three modules present significance to the improve-
ment of Here-Min nodes the most, showcasing that FairFGL
follows the intuitive principle of its project, which is to improve
the model’s equitable treatment towards nodes that are most
biased due to the hostile local data distribution. For datasets that
possess various class numbers, the History-Preserving Module
brings more impact on models’ performance, and for datasets
that are densely connected, the Clustering-based Aggregation
mechanism manages to mitigate the topological heterogeneity.

C. Hyperparameter Analysis (Answer for Q3)

In FairFGL, there are two hyperparameters that respectively
control the size of changed values of most influenced local
parameters through client-side training (Top-k) and how much
does each cluster generated at the server-side to contribute
to yielding the optimal global update (Alpha). The details
of the implementation of two hyperparameters have been
thoroughly demonstrated in Sec. IV-C. To evaluate how much
of changes can different pairings of hyperparameters to the
performance of FairFGL, we offer Fig. 4 on Cora datasets.
Overall, FairFGL is not significantly impacted by the values of
two hyperparameters, demonstrating both its robustness and its
solid foundation on learning procedure that contributes to its
success. Hyperparameter Top-k influences the communication
overhead and more importantly, further enhanced the privacy
perservation of the silo data. Alpha functions mainly as
the regulatory mechanism for selecting the best aggregation
strategies. As the result propose that the overall variation of the
FairFGL’s performance is relatively small, and therefore, leave
the manuever more freedom in operation. Notably, due to the
wide scope of the evaluation metric, the optimal value of each
does not share a single combination of two hyperparameters.
This is due to the interwined nature of the definition of nodes’
group that this paper propose. Nodes in datasets can not simply
be exclusively partitioned into separate groups. However, the
result does reflect a range of optimal combination as for
choosing between 0.2 and 0.6 for Top-k, and 0.4 and 0.8
for Alpha, respectively. For users that intend to maximize the
privacy protection or communication efficiency, they can reduce
the value of Top-k and still acquire reasonably competitive
performance, compared to results of baselines we offer in the
Table II. Such analysis once emphasizes the robustness of
FairFGL is acquired through its designed learning procedure.

D. Convergency Analysis (Answer for Q4)
To evaluate the efficiency of FairFGL’s learning process,

we conduct a convergence analysis across three benchmark
datasets, as illustrated in Fig. 5. Specifically, we compare
how quickly each method converges to this optimal point. For
clarity, we annotate these optimal performance points in the
figure using distinct hollow markers for each method. Overall,
FairFGL consistently reaches its optimal performance in fewer
communication rounds compared to all baseline methods.
This efficiency is primarily attributed to its communication
mechanism, which reduces overhead by transmitting only the
most influential parameters that encapsulate essential local
knowledge. As outlined in our experimental settings, many
baseline methods require over 100 rounds of federated training
to converge. Consequently, we standardize the total number
of training rounds to 150. While this uniform training budget
results in some performance degradation for FairFGL beyond
its convergence point, it highlights the frameworks ability to
attain peak performance with significantly lower training cost.
Notably, in datasets such as PubMed, FairFGL maintains robust
performance even as training continues, demonstrating its
stability. For clarity and fairness in presentation, we selectively
include combinations of representative baselines in the figure.
This decision is made in part because certain methods, like
FedSage+, incur substantially higher training time, making
exhaustive comparisons computationally impractical.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we formally define the Fairness Challenge in
FGL, a critical yet largely overlooked aspect of data heterogene-
ity across clients, which refers to how biased training dynamics
disproportionately impair underrepresented node groups. To
address this, we propose FairFGL, a fairness-centered FGL
framework that explicitly regulates local training to prevent
overfitting to dominant local classes. FairFGL leverages cross-
client collaboration to transfer reliable class-wise knowledge,
anchored in structurally confident topological patterns. Its
improved communication and aggregation strategies balance
efficiency and privacy preservation. We advocate a promising
direction to develop fairness-centered FGL frameworks tailored
to heterophilous graphs, which encode rich and complex se-
mantic relationships. The experimental results demonstrate that
FairFGL significantly outperforms SOTA baselines regarding
fairness training with favorable training efficiency.
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