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ABSTRACT

In recommender systems, user—item interactions can be
modeled as a bipartite graph, where user and item nodes
are connected by undirected edges. This graph-based view
has motivated the rapid adoption of graph neural networks
(GNNs), which often outperform collaborative filtering (CF)
methods such as latent factor models, deep neural networks,
and generative strategies. Yet, despite their empirical success,
the reasons why GNNs offer systematic advantages over
other CF approaches remain only partially understood.

This monograph advances a topology-centered perspective
on GNN-based recommendation. We argue that a compre-
hensive understanding of these models’ performance should
consider the structural properties of user—item graphs and
their interaction with GNN architectural design. To support
this view, we introduce a formal taxonomy that distills com-
mon modeling patterns across eleven representative GNNN-
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based recommendation approaches and consolidates them
into a unified conceptual pipeline.

We further formalize thirteen classical and topological char-
acteristics of recommendation datasets and reinterpret them
through the lens of graph machine learning. Using these
definitions, we analyze the considered GNN-based recom-
mender architectures to assess how and to what extent they
encode such properties. Building on this analysis, we derive
an explanatory framework that links measurable dataset
characteristics to model behavior and performance.

Taken together, this monograph re-frames GNN-based rec-
ommendation through its topological underpinnings and
outlines open theoretical, data-centric, and evaluation chal-
lenges for the next generation of topology-aware recom-
mender systems.
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Introduction

Recommender systems (RSs) have undergone a substantial shift with the
introduction of graph neural networks (GNNs) (Bronstein et al., 2021;
Hamilton, 2020; Scarselli et al., 2009), which model users and items as
nodes in a bipartite, undirected graph. Unlike classical collaborative
filtering (CF) approaches, which learn representations solely from direct
user-item interactions, graph-based models propagate information across
multi-hop neighborhoods, capturing high-order connectivity patterns
that can enrich the learned embeddings and improve accuracy. This
shift has led to the development of graph CF methods, which redefine
traditional CF paradigms by integrating graph representation learning
techniques (Gao et al., 2022; He et al., 2020; Mao et al., 2021; Wu
et al., 2023; Yu et al., 2024). These foundational efforts established the
viability of graph-based CF and motivated a large body of research
seeking to refine GNN architectures for recommender systems.

Early works in this direction adapted general-purpose graph convolu-
tional layers such as GraphSAGE (Hamilton et al., 2017) and GCN (Kipf
and Welling, 2017) to recommendation, often by placing message-passing
layers on top of latent-factor models (Berg et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2019;
Ying et al., 2018). These foundational efforts established the viability of

3



4 Introduction

graph-based CF and motivated a large body of research seeking to refine
GNN architectures for recommender systems. Subsequent advancements
explored ways to simplify message passing (Wu et al., 2019), remove
non-linearities (Chen et al., 2020b; He et al., 2020), and incorporate edge
importance through reweighting schemes (Anelli et al., 2022c; Mancino
et al., 2023) or attention mechanisms, as in GAT (Velickovic et al., 2018),
to prune noisy interactions and disentangle multiple user intents (Ma
et al., 2019; Wang et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2022).
More recent lines of research have extended graph-based recommender
systems in several directions. Semi-supervised approaches (Huang et al.,
2022) and contrastive learning frameworks (Khosla et al., 2020) mitigate
the sparsity of user—item graphs through carefully designed graph aug-
mentations (Cai et al., 2023; Lin et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2022; Wu et al.,
2021; Yu et al., 2024; Yu et al., 2022). Parallel efforts addressed funda-
mental limitations of message passing by tackling over-smoothing (Chen
et al., 2020a), over-squashing (Topping et al., 2022), or both (Giraldo
et al., 2023), inspiring architectures that go beyond standard neighbor-
hood aggregation (Mao et al., 2021; Peng et al., 2022; Shen et al., 2021;
Wu et al., 2024). More recently, some works have proposed to promote
uniformity and alignment in graph CF (Yang et al., 2023), while graph
diffusion models (Vignac et al., 2023) have also emerged as a promising
direction for denoising interaction graphs and improving robustness in
recommendation tasks (Jiang et al., 2024). To illustrate the evolution
of this research area, Figure 1.1 presents a non-exhaustive timeline of
representative GNN-based recommendation models.

Despite extensive research on GNN-based recommender systems, a
fundamental question remains insufficiently answered: “Why do these
models perform so well?” Existing work has explored both theoretical
and experimental perspectives in an attempt to explain their success.
Theoretically, several studies suggest that graph convolution operations
act as smoothing filters on node features, enabling GNNs to capture
latent structural patterns in recommendation graphs (Shen et al., 2021).
More recent research has highlighted issues such as over-smoothing and
over-correlation, motivating adaptive techniques designed to mitigate
these effects (Wu et al., 2024). Experimentally, efforts have focused
on modularizing GNN pipelines and generalizing architectures across
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6 Introduction

recommendation scenarios (Wang et al., 2022b); then, some works have
compared both GNN-based (Anelli et al., 2023b) and GNN session-
based (Shehzad and Jannach, 2025) approaches with other carefully-
tuned recommender systems, outlining performance pitfalls which are
not commonly outlined in the original works; finally other authors
identified node representation learning and neighborhood exploration
as critical components, studying the performance of graph-based CF
beyond accuracy metrics (Anelli et al., 2023a; Anelli et al., 2022b).

However, these investigations largely overlook a crucial factor: the
role of graph topology in shaping GNN performance. Ultimately, an-
swering the question “Why do GNN-based recommender systems work
so well?” requires addressing a deeper one: “Which topological char-
acteristics of user—item graphs do these models capture, and do those
properties influence their performance?”

Our intuition is supported by recent developments in graph repre-
sentation learning. A growing line of work has begun to interrogate
how structural properties (such as topology and node features) affect
GNN performance (Abu-El-Haija et al., 2019; Castellana and Errica,
2023; Klicpera et al., 2019; Luan et al., 2019; Rong et al., 2020; Wei
et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2022; Zhao
and Akoglu, 2020). For instance, it is now well established that GNNs
excel in node classification tasks on graphs with high homophily (Zhu
et al., 2020). Likewise, recent studies show that node degree can sig-
nificantly influence GNN performance in both node classification and
link prediction tasks (Wang et al., 2024). Additionally, in recommender
systems, existing studies have hinted that dataset characteristics (such
as sparsity) can affect performance (Adomavicius and Zhang, 2012;
Deldjoo et al., 2020; Malitesta et al., 2024). Yet, a systematic investiga-
tion of topological factors specifically in recommendation is still missing,
leaving a key aspect of GNN-based CF unexplored.

In light of the above, our work offers a topology-centered perspective
on GNN-based recommendation, systematically relating the performance
of representative models to the structural properties of the user—item
graphs on which they operate. Building on this analysis, we derive a set
of take-home messages on when and why specific strategies are effective,
and we identify outstanding challenges and future research directions
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for topology-aware recommender systems. In the following, we outline
the structure of the monograph (Section 1.1), the main notation and
terminology (Section 1.2), and selected datasets and GNN models to
exemplify our analysis (Sections 1.3 and 1.4).

1.1 Structure of this monograph

This work begins by introducing basic notions about graph neural
networks (Section 2) to provide the foundations to understand and
categorize graph-based recommendation algorithms (Section 3). This
allows us to present a clear taxonomy of the methods and a pipeline
of the recommendation process. This includes an overview of how
GNN-based recommender systems have evolved, from early approaches
that adapted shallow graph representation learning techniques to more
recent trends involving semi-supervised and contrastive learning, to
approaches translating graph-based recommendation to the spectral
domain to address problems such as over-smoothing.

Sections 4 and 5 define several dataset characteristics, either
classical or topological. How data is structured, shaped, or distributed
across various dimensions impacts differently recommendation algo-
rithms depending on their nature, as observed in the literature. Hence,
we here divide the presentation of these dataset characteristics according
to their topological interpretation.

Then, we examine how various (topological) dataset character-
istics impact the recommendation performance of GNN algorithms
(Section 6). This is achieved by re-interpreting popular topological
graph properties under the lens of recommendation and highlighting
their (explicit) presence within the models’ formulations. Afterwards,
in Section 7, we present an explanatory framework that involves
generating a large set of small graph recommendation datasets encom-
passing a wide range of topological structures and testing on them the
recommendation performance of selected GNN-based models. Hence,
performance explanations are derived by jointly considering the
models’ results and the dataset properties.

Based on these conclusions, Section 8 presents the most important
take-home messages to be considered when dealing with GNN-based
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recommendation algorithms. This, together with the challenges and
future directions included in Section 9, conclude the monograph and
paves the way for further research, emphasizing issues and problems
with more potential to be considered interesting for the community and
industry practitioners.

1.2 Notations and terminology

We introduce the useful notation and terminology for this monograph.
While this section provides most of the notations adopted in the following
pages, we highlight that each section in this monograph might sometimes
contain more specific notations tailored to a particular formulation that
is not covered here.

We use boldface capital letters to represent multi-dimensional vectors
(e.g., A), lowercase letters for constants and coefficients (e.g., t), and
Greek uppercase/lowercase letters for classical and topological dataset
properties, respectively (we summarize them in Table 1.1). Note that, for
the degree distribution only, we do not introduce a symbolic notation, as
its behavior is more effectively analyzed through its empirical shape. For
functions, we indicate them in a textual, human-readable format, such
as LeakyReLU(-) or exp(-) for the LeakyReLU activation function (Xu
et al., 2015) and the exponential function, respectively. Moreover, we use
the calligraphic notation for loss functions and sets, for instance Lgpgr
and U, 7 to refer to the Bayesian-personalized ranking loss function
(BPR, introduced by Rendle et al. (2009)) and the sets of users and
items, respectively.

Regarding vectors, we indicate specific entries of these vectors with
subscripts, such as A;; to indicate the i-th row and j-th column (the
boldface notation is removed here as we refer to a single scalar element);

“*7 notation to refer to all entries for one dimension (e.g.,

we adopt the
A, refers to the i-th row and all columns for matrix A). Conversely, we
use superscripts mainly to refer to updated versions of vectors during
the message passing algorithm, such as Eg) to refer to the updated
version of the vector E,, after [ message passing layers. Additionally, we
adopt the hat and tilde notations (e.g., E, and A) to indicate vectors

that have been completely updated to compute a prediction, and a



1.3. Datasets referenced in this monograph

Table 1.1: The table summarizes the data characteristics analyzed in this work, the
symbols used to refer to them, and their shorthand notation.

Type Characteristics Symbol | Shorthand
Space size U SPACESIZE
Shape P SHAPE
Classical Density A DENSITY
Sparsity A SPARSITY
Gini user Ky GINI-U
Gini item Kz GINI-I
Average degree user oy AVGDEGREE-U
Average degree item o1 AVGDEGREE-I
Avg. clustering coefficient user | -y AvaCrustC-U
Topological | Avg. clustering coefficient item | vz AvaCrusTtC-1
Degree assortativity user ou AsSORT-U
Degree assortativity item T AssORT-1
Degree distribution - DEGREEDISTR

normalized vector (as in the case of the normalized adjacency matrix),
respectively. Finally, we leverage the operator [-] to refer to a specific
view of a vector, as in the case of graph contrastive learning (e.g., E,[t]
to indicate the t-th view of vector E,,).

Terminology-wise, we highlight that we refer to the whole family of
models covered in this monograph in different variants, such as “graph-
based recommender systems”, “GNNs-based recommender systems”, or
“graph CF recommender systems”.

1.3 Datasets referenced in this monograph

As one of the main rationales behind this monograph is to offer a
dataset-centric perspective on graph-based recommendation (with spe-
cific focus on topology), the next sections introduce both classical and
topological properties of the recommendation dataset. To complement
the theoretical description of such characteristics, we select popular
datasets from the recommendation literature, and compute values for
these properties, thus providing the reader with also a practical illustra-
tion. For the selection, we follow the dataset list collected in (Mancino
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et al., 2025) and limit ourselves to the six most popular datasets in the
recommendation literature.

« MovieLens 1M! (Harper and Konstan, 2016). A widely used
benchmark dataset containing movie ratings collected from the
MovieLens movie recommendation platform.

e Yelp?. The Yelp Open Dataset contains interactions between
users and businesses, where user feedback is provided in the form
of written reviews.

e Amazon Beauty® (Hou et al., 2024). A large-scale dataset col-
lected in 2023 from the Amazon website, containing user reviews
for products in the Beauty category.

« Amazon Books* (Hou et al., 2024). A large-scale dataset col-
lected in 2023 from the Amazon website, containing user reviews
for products in the Books category.

e Gowalla® (Cho et al., 2011). A dataset derived from the location-
based social network Gowalla, containing user check-ins recorded
between Feb. 2009 and Oct. 2010.

o Last.fm® (Cantador et al., 2011). A dataset derived from the
Last.fm music platform, containing users’ listening preferences
and interactions with musical artists.

To simplify the analysis and reduce noise, we filtered the datasets
by applying an iterative user—item k-core with different depths: 15
for Amazon Beauty and LastFM, 25 for Amazon Books, Movielens,
Gowalla, and Yelp. The statistics obtained after filtering are reported
in Table 1.2, where the datasets are ordered by their total number of
interactions, from the highest to the lowest.

"https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/
https://business.yelp.com/data/resources/open-dataset,/
3https://amazon-reviews-2023.github.io/
*https://amazon-reviews-2023.github.io/
Shttps://snap.stanford.edu/data/loc-gowalla.html
Shttps://grouplens.org/datasets/hetrec-2011/
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https://business.yelp.com/data/resources/open-dataset/
https://amazon-reviews-2023.github.io/
https://amazon-reviews-2023.github.io/
https://snap.stanford.edu/data/loc-gowalla.html
https://grouplens.org/datasets/hetrec-2011/
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Table 1.2: Statistics of the recommendation datasets referenced in this monograph
after filtering, ordered by their total number of interactions (the number of edges in
the corresponding bipartite graph).

Dataset # Users # Items # Interactions
MovieLens 5,611 2,932 983,705
Yelp 14,691 12,482 819,986
Amazon Beauty 8,425 11,509 304,396
Amazon Books 3,250 2,450 141,331
Gowalla 2,426 2,195 131,715
LastFM 1,601 951 53,491

1.4 Models referenced in this monograph

Alongside the selected dataset characteristics, we also consider a list
of eleven graph-based recommendation approaches from the literature,
to re-interpret their formulations under the topological lens. The moti-
vation behind this selection is twofold. On the one side, these models
constitute a comprehensive (but non-exhaustive) group of approaches
spanning well-established (i.e., counting several citations on Google
Scholar) and more recent solutions, encompassing diversified strategies
from shallow GNNs architectures to more refined techniques involving
graph contrastive learning. On the other side, prior research (such as
the work by Anelli et al. (2023b)) has evidenced that most of these
approaches are constantly tested as strong graph-based baselines for
novel proposed methodologies. In the following, we briefly summarize
their architecture and rationales, displaying their publication year and
venue in Table 1.3, where we sort models according to the chronological
order of their publication.

o NGCF. Neural graph collaborative filtering (Wang et al., 2019)
is one of the pioneer approaches in graph-based recommendation.
The model implements a GCN-like message passing, where each
propagation layer takes also into account the inter-dependencies
between the ego and neighborhood nodes.


https://grouplens.org/datasets/movielens/
https://business.yelp.com/data/resources/open-dataset/
https://amazon-reviews-2023.github.io/
https://amazon-reviews-2023.github.io/
https://snap.stanford.edu/data/loc-gowalla.html
https://grouplens.org/datasets/hetrec-2011/
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DGCF. Disengangled graph collaborative filtering (Wang et al.,
2020) proposes to divide user and item vectors into intents to
represent the reasons behind each recorded user-item interaction
and weight their importance.

Light GCN. Light graph convolutional network (He et al., 2020)
simplifies the GCN message passing from previous approaches
by removing the features transformation and non-linearities from
the message passing procedure, while still reaching improved
recommendation performance.

SGL. Self-supervised graph learning (Wu et al., 2021) builds
different augmented views of the user-item graph and applies a
contrastive procedure between them to limit the sparsity problem
of the recommendation dataset.

UltraGCN. Ultra simplification of graph convolutional network
(Mao et al., 2021) tailors crucial issues in graph learning, such as
over-smoothing and usually-unexplored node relationships (such
as item-item). To this end, it proposes a mathematical simpli-
fication of the GCN message passing layer that (in one step)
approximates an ideal infinite-layer message passing, and specific
loss components to further address over-smoothing and consider
item-item interactions.

GFCF. Graph filter-based collaborative filtering (Shen et al.,
2021) re-interprets graph convolution in recommendation under
the lens of graph signal processing, by formulating a unified graph
filtering framework for most approaches in CF. On such a basis,
it proposes a closed-form solution that performs better than other
trainable approaches in the literature.

SVD-GCN. The authors in (Peng et al., 2022) applies singular
value decomposition (SVD) to the user-item interaction matrix to
calculate, through a closed-form solution, vector representations
for users and items. On such a basis, they design additional loss
function components (besides BPR) that take into account user-
user and item-item similarities.
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SimGCL. Simplification of graph contrastive learning (Yu et al.,
2022) questions the role of traditional graph augmentations (such
as node and edge dropout), proposing a new augmentation strategy
applied on node vectors during the message passing procedure.
The approach further implements a uniformity loss on the learned
representations.

LightGCL. The authors in (Cai et al., 2023) design a double
message passing procedure in graph contrastive learning, one
acting locally on the perturbed graph structure, and the other
acting globally by truncating the SVD representation of users
and items. The two views are contrasted in the loss function,
which also implements a hinge loss unlike many other solutions
leveraging BPR.

GraphAU. The model proposed in (Yang et al., 2023) re-adapts
the principles of uniformity and alignment to graph-based recom-
mendation by setting up a trade-off loss between uniformity and
alignment on the user-item graph structure.

XSimGCL. Extremely simple graph contrastive learning (Yu
et al., 2024) surpasses the traditional concept of graph contrastive
learning in recommendation by leveraging the same augmented
node view for the final recommendation task. Moreover, the con-
trastive loss accounts for two versions of the same node vectors
computed at different propagation layers in the message passing.
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Table 1.3: GNN-based recommendation models referenced in this monograph, sorted
by publication year.

Model Paper Venue

NGCF Neural Graph Collaborative Filtering (Wang et al., SIGIR’19
2019)

DGCF Disentangled Graph Collaborative Filtering (Wang et  SIGIR’20
al., 2020)

Light GCN  LightGCN: Simplifying and Powering Graph Convolu- SIGIR’20
tion Network for Recommendation (He et al., 2020)

SGL Self-supervised Graph Learning for Recommendation SIGIR’21
(Wu et al., 2021)

UltraGCN  UltraGCN: Ultra Simplification of Graph Convolu- CIKM’21
tional Networks for Recommendation (Mao et al., 2021)

GFCF How Powerful is Graph Convolution for Recommenda- CIKM’21
tion? (Shen et al., 2021)

SVD-GCN SVD-GCN: A Simplified Graph Convolution Paradigm CIKM’22
for Recommendation (Peng et al., 2022)

SimGCL Are Graph Augmentations Necessary? Simple Graph SIGIR’22
Contrastive Learning for Recommendation (Yu et al.,
2022)

LightGCL  LightGCL: Simple Yet Effective Graph Contrastive ICLR’23
Learning for Recommendation (Cai et al., 2023)

GraphAU  Graph-based Alignment and Uniformity for Recom- CIKM’23
mendation (Yang et al., 2023)

XSimGCL  XSimGCL: Towards Extremely Simple Graph Con- TKDE’24

trastive Learning for Recommendation (Yu et al., 2024)




2

Background on graph neural networks

This section provides the indispensable background notions regarding
graph neural networks (GNNs). After formally defining graphs, the
section presents the message passing algorithm, which is the basic proce-
dure behind most of the GNN architectures from the literature. Then, it
introduces two of the pioneer GNN models, namely, graph convolutional
network (GCN) and graph attention network (GAT), whose procedures
inspired many graph-based recommendation approaches. Finally, it de-
scribes the task of link prediction in graph representation learning, for
whom recommendation represents one of the possible instantiations.

2.1 Basic notions about graphs

This section begins with some basic notions about graphs as data
structures. After a formal definition of what a graph is, along with
its multiple variations, we formalize the adjacency matrix and node
features, which represent the main components to define a graph.

15



16 Background on graph neural networks

2.1.1 Definition of graph

We define a graph through the set of nodes V and edges £ connecting
such nodes, namely, G = (V, ). Specifically, an edge between node
v eV and w € V exists if the two nodes are connected in the graph.
When edges in a graph come with a direction (e.g., node v is connected
to node w but not vice versa), the graph is directed; otherwise, if the
edge direction is not defined (e.g., v is connected to w and also the vice
versa holds) the graph is undirected.

Moreover, nodes in a graph may belong to disjoint partitions, namely,
V=V UV, ..., UV, having V;NV; =0 ,Vi # j. This type of graph,
named heterogeneous, has edges that can connect nodes from different
partitions following a specific rationale. A special case of heterogeneous
graphs is the multipartite one, a graph where edges only connect nodes
from different partitions. Among multipartite graphs, bipartite graphs
contain nodes that belong to two different partitions, and nodes from
one partition can only be connected to nodes from the other partition.

2.1.2 Adjacency matrix and node features

An adjacency matriz represents the graph G into matrix format. By
assigning each node in the graph an ordering (i.e., nodes are represented
by specific rows and columns in the matrix), the adjacency matrix
A e RVIXVl i designed such that A, = a if there exists an edge
connecting v and w, 0 otherwise. In a directed graph, Ay, # Ayy in
general, while in an undirected graph, A is symmetric and A, = Awe.

While the entry A,,, = a is a real-valued number that represents the
weight of the edge connecting the nodes v and w, it is common practice
(for the sake of simplicity) to consider binary adjacency matrices where
Apw = {0,1} and A,, = 1 if there exists an edge between the two
nodes, 0 otherwise. In multipartite graphs there exist entire portions
of the adjacency matrix whose entries are zero, as in such a family of
graphs some node partitions are not connected to one another.

Moreover, for the training of graph neural networks (see later),
the adjacency matrix is usually transformed to obtain the symmetric
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normalized adjacency matrix (i.e., A):
A=D :AD 3, (2.1)

where the purpose of this normalization is to flatten the weight impor-
tance of all nodes in the graph based upon their degree to tackle possible
instabilities during the optimization of the graph neural network.

In addition, another important concept is the neighborhood of a
node v, defined as the set of nodes which are connected to v through
one edge. Let N, = {w € V | Ay, = 1} be the neighborhood of v.

Finally, nodes in a graph may be associated with attributes or fea-
tures describing them. Generally, such features are formally represented
through a real-valued matrix X € RIVI*F where F is the dimensionality
of the feature matrix.

2.2 The message passing algorithm

Independently on the graph learning strategy adopted, the most atomic
building block of any graph neural network architecture lies in the
message passing algorithm (Gilmer et al., 2017).

In its most generalized version, such a procedure works by updating
the latent representation of each node (defined as ego node in this con-
text) through the information conveyed by the nodes directly connected
to the ego one (defined as neighbor nodes). The information from the
neighborhood is usually referred to as messages, which are aggregated
and used to update the representation of the ego node. Finally, the
message passing schema is iteratively applied for L layers, and the
various node representations are eventually combined to obtain a unique
representation for each node. In the following, a formal definition for
each step, namely, message aggregation, node embedding update, and
layer combination, is presented (Hamilton, 2020).

2.2.1 Message aggregation

Let Xg,l_l) € Rfi-1 be the representation of node v € V at layer [ — 1,
with 1 <1 < L, and F;_; the embedding dimension at layer [ — 1. Note
that we have X&U) = X,. We obtain the aggregated messages from the
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neighbor nodes of v through the following;:
MU= = Aggregate® ({XUV | w e N,}), (2.2)

where Mg,l_l) € RFi-1 is the aggregated message from the neighbor
nodes of v at layer [ — 1 and Aggregate(l)(-) is the aggregation function
over the neighbor nodes of v. For instance, a popular choice for the
Aggregate()(-) function is the element-wise addition:

M = 3 A4, XY, (2.3)
weN,
where A, corresponds to the weight of the edge between v and w (if
the nodes are connected). As stated above, the adjacency matrix may
be normalized into the symmetric normalized adjacency matrix:

A
M- = o x (=) (2.4)
° wgv NoINW]
where the denominator involves the node degrees of the ego node and
each neighbor node.

2.2.2 Node embedding update

Once the aggregated message from the neighbor nodes has been calcu-
lated, the node embedding can be updated to obtain the representation
at layer [

X" = Update®(X{=D M-, (2.5)

v

where Xg) € Rl is the updated embedding representation of node v at
layer [, Update(l) (+) is the update function for the ego node at layer [, and
ngl) is usually included to leverage the current representation of the
ego node into the message passing formulation. For instance, a popular
choice to design the Update(-) function is the feature transformation

of the two inputs:

X0 = Activate(W, X0 + Wl Mm-D), (2.6)

v neig
where Activate(-) is the activation, such as the Sigmoid or ReLU, while
ng)o € RFt-1xF and Wr(llgigh € RFI-1%F1 are the weights referring to

the ego node and the message aggregated through the Aggregate(l)(-)
function, respectively.
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2.2.3 Layer combination

The final stage is the combination of all node embedding representations
obtained in each layer [. The layer combination is obtained through:

X, = Combine({X®, X . x® . X}, (2.7

v v K%

where Combine(-) is defined through different operations, such as the
element-wise addition, the average, the concatenation, or it is simply
obtained as the last node update from layer L.

2.2.4 Matrix format and self-loops

The formulations provided above for the message passing algorithm are
expressed at node level. However, in most of the cases, the message
passing algorithm can be expressed into a more compact matrix format
which comprises all graph nodes at once:

X0 = Activate(X(l_DWffg)O + AX(Z_l)Wflle)igh), (2.8)

where X(=1 e RIVI¥Fi-1 jpcludes all node embeddings. Generally,
the Update(l)(-) function can be simplified by adding self-loops in the
adjacency matrix, namely, the ego node is added to the set of neighbor
nodes during the message aggregation:

X = Activate((A + DXEDWO), (2.9)

where A + I is used to add self-loops to the adjacency matrix, and the
presence of a single W) matrix suggests ngg)o and ngigh are shared

into one matrix.

2.3 Popular graph neural network architectures

The literature recognizes different graph neural network architectures
based on the specific strategies and operations adopted for message
passing. In the following, we present and formalize the most popular
ones, namely, graph convolutional network (GCN) and graph atten-
tion network (GAT), whose architectures inspired many graph-based
recommender systems.
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2.3.1 Graph convolutional network

The graph convolutional network architecture (GCN) proposed by Kipf
and Welling (2017) is one of the pioneer works in graph neural networks.
The layer is defined as:

X = ReLU(AX(=DW1), (2.10)

where A = (D + I)_%(A +I)(D + I)_% is the symmetric normalized
adjacency matrix with self-loops obtained through the identity matrix
I e RVIXIVI

2.3.2 Graph attention network

The graph attention network architecture (GAT) was first introduced
by the work of Velickovic et al. (2018) and it leverages attention mecha-
nisms to weight the relative importance of each neighbor node to its
corresponding ego node. Specifically, the message passing schema of
GAT is defined as:

X = ReLU(AX(=DW1), (2.11)

where A € RVI*V s the weight matrix obtained via attention mech-
anisms. Specifically, by considering the ego node v € V along with its
neighbor nodes Yw € N, the attention mechanism is formulated as:

exp(LeakyReLU(T[WX{ Y [[wx 1))
Suen; exp(LeakyReLU(T[WX{ ™ [[WX{ ™))’

Ay = (2.12)

where exp(-) is the exponential function, T € R 2Fi-1 js the projection
matrix, and || is the concatenation operation.

2.4 The link prediction task

This last part is devoted to presenting a popular task in graph rep-
resentation learning, namely, link prediction, since recommendation
represents one of its possible instantiations.

As for other tasks in graph representation learning (e.g., node and
graph classification), it is possible to formalize link prediction through
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the encoder-decoder framework (Chami et al., 2022). In its most generic
version, an encoder function maps the adjacency matrix and initial node
features of a graph to an embedded representation of the nodes:

ENCODER: RVIXIVI s RVIXFo _y RIVIXFL (2.13)

From the above, the encoder function is formulated as any message
passing procedure repeated for L propagation layers. Regarding the
decoder function, it takes the encoded representation of the nodes as
input, and produces some outputs which depend on the considered task.

Link prediction is the task of predicting if an edge exists between any
two nodes of a graph. Specifically, we consider a subset of graph edges
on which the graph learning model will be trained (i.e., the training set),
and mask the remaining ones (i.e., the test set). The graph learning
model will be trained to correctly predict the presence and absence of
an edge in the training set, to eventually be evaluated on the predictions
for the unseen links in the test set. Thus, the decoder function in link
prediction is defined as:

DECODER: RIV*F 5 RIVIXIVI (2.14)

where we aim to reconstruct the whole adjacency matrix and make
predictions on the existence of edges in the graph. Practically speaking,
the decoder is generally designed as a function computing all similarities
between any pairs of learned node embeddings, for instance through
their dot product:

A~

A=XTX. (2.15)



3

The graph CF recommendation pipeline

This section provides the required technical background regarding graph-
based collaborative filtering (CF). By considering the main solutions
depicted in the literature, we recognize some recurrent strategy patterns
that help us designing a general graph CF recommendation pipeline.
In the following, we focus on each stage of the pipeline, namely, the
graph input data, the processing of the graph structure, the propa-
gation procedures, and the final recommendation task (Figure 3.1).
Finally, we formally define a model taxonomy over the selected eleven
recommendation models.

3.1 Graph input

The graph input data, in the minimum settings, requires one piece of
information: the bipartite user-item interaction graph, formally repre-
sented by an adjacency matrix. Optionally, users’ and items’ nodes may
come with (learnable) features, represented as node embeddings. In the
following, we formalize both components.

22
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Graph input
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3.1.1 Interactions

Let U and Z be the sets of users and items, respectively, with [U| = U
and |Z| = I as the total number of users and items in the catalog. Then,
let R € RVX! be the user-item interaction matrix where, assuming an
implicit feedback setting, R,; = 1 if user u € U interacted with item
i € T, 0 otherwise. We build the adjacency matrix A € RUHDxU+D)
which represents the bi-directional connections among users and items

according to R:
A= [P?T ﬂ . (3.1)
On the above premises, we formally define the user-item bipartite and
undirected graph G = {{/{ UZ, A}. We recall that, in a bipartite graph,
we see connections existing only among nodes from the two partitions
(i.e., users with items and vice versa). However, there exist other types
of connections which are not explicitly encoded, such as the user-user
connections and the item-item ones. To obtain those, let us first partition
the adjacency matrix as follows:
uu urz
A= lizu iﬂ] ) (3.2)
where, in the original user-item graph, AYY = 0 and AZZ = 0. Neverthe-
less, if we consider the user- and item-projected graphs as Gy = {U, A¥Y}
and g7 = {Z, AL }, we can explicitly derive those connections. In this
respect, let R and RZZ be the user-user and item-item interaction
matrices:
R -=R-R'", RX=RT"-R, (3.3)
which store the co-occurrences among users and items, respectively. Triv-
ially, the corresponding adjacency matrices AYY and AZT are obtained

as:
AW — g ATT = RTT, (3.4)

3.1.2 Node representation

We optionally represent each user and item node with its own features.
In this respect, the tendency is to leverage latent factor-based repre-
sentations, which are carefully initialized and trained end-to-end in
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the downstream task. Specifically, let E, € R and E; € R¥ be the
embedding representations for user u and item 4, respectively, where F
is their vector dimension (i.e., F' << U, I). Given the iterative nature
of several approaches (i.e., message passing, see later), we may need to
update these node embeddings for multiple hops. Thus, we will use the
notation E? to denote the updated representation of the node latent
factor E at hop [ (i.e., 0 < < L), with E(©) = E as the initialization.
While the most recurrent strategy for node representation is the one
described above, it is worth underlining other important solutions from
the literature. Indeed, approaches such as (Wang et al., 2020) disentangle
node embeddings into intents; that is, each embedding portion refers to
a specific aspect (intent) underlying the user-item interaction. Then,
other solutions (Cai et al., 2023; Peng et al., 2022; Shen et al., 2021)
decompose the interaction matrix R through, for example, singular
value decomposition, to access the intrinsic properties of the user-item
interaction structure and embed it into the node representation.

3.2 Graph structure

Noteworthy, we may use some tailored procedures to modify the graph
input structure so that the information conveyed by the recorded in-
teractions is more useful to the downstream recommendation task.
Specifically, the literature indicates two main strategies, namely, adja-
cency normalization and graph sampling. In the following, we deepen
into both techniques.

3.2.1 Normalization

To limit the over-penalization of nodes with very few interactions in
the user-item graph, a common approach is to normalize the adjacency
matrix through the symmetric adjacency normalization. Let N, =
{i € Z| Ry =1} and N; = {u € U | Ry, = 1} be the set of
one-hop neighbor nodes of u and i, respectively, with [N, | and |Nj]
their cardinalities (i.e., the number of interactions for user u and item
i). Then, let D € RWUAD*U+D) he the diagonal degree matrix, where
Dy =3 Ry« = |Ny| is the degree of the generic graph node v. Similarly



26 The graph CF recommendation pipeline

to what we did for the adjacency matrix (Equation 3.2), we can partition

uu UL
D= |pa pa|

it as:

DU DIT (3.5)

Then, the symmetric normalization of the adjacency matrix is calculated

as:
A=D :AD 3, (3.6)
where the generic entry is as follows:
I (3.7)
’ Nl v/INi]

This type of normalization prevents nodes with low degree (i.e., few
interactions) from being penalized over nodes with high degree (i.e.,
numerous interactions). Various approaches in the literature (He et al.,
2020; Peng et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2019; Yang et al., 2023; Yu et al.,
2024) adopt the symmetric normalization, with some variants that apply
it during the learning of the adjacency matrix (Wang et al., 2020) and
that reformulate it to tackle some issues such as the over-smoothing
effect (Mao et al., 2021).

3.2.2 Sampling

Graph structure sampling aims at exploring specific paths in the graph
structure and /or regularizing the training of the models by encouraging
the agreement between different views of the same user-item graph.
Random walk (i.e., RW) is a stochastic process on graphs that
simulates the path that, starting from seed nodes, traverses the neigh-
bors with a uniform probability up to a given depth. As for training
regularization (Cai et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2021),
there are approaches (Shu et al., 2022) which follow a similar ratio-
nale to dropout in machine learning, such as node, edge, and message
dropout. Node and edge dropout randomly mask nodes and edges in
the user-item graph, respectively, with all connected edges and nodes.
Concretely, node dropout (i.e., ND) masks rows and/or columns of the
adjacency matrix, while edge dropout (i.e., ED) masks specific entries
in the adjacency matrix. On the other hand, message dropout (i.e., MD)
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deals with the application of dropout to propagated messages during
the message passing schema. The concept will be clearer in the next
section, where we formally introduce the message passing procedure.

3.3 Propagation

To effectively exploit the user-item graph structure, a popular strategy
is to propagate users’ and items’ node information across the graph
topology. While this procedure is commonly known as message passing,
each recommendation model may perform it in a different manner, or
even replace it with ad-hoc proxies. Additionally, when the message
passing occurs, it is interesting to understand up to which depth we want
to make the message passing run, as different strategies may heavily
impact the final performance. In the next paragraphs, we will define
these outlined aspects in the graph CF pipeline.

3.3.1 Message passing

The message passing algorithm is re-proposed in recommendation to
propagate messages coming from the neighborhood of each node at
multiple iterative hops, thus effectively distilling the collaborative sig-
nal (Wang et al., 2019). Let v € Y UZ be either a user or item node.
The most general formulation for the message passing on node v is:

E() = Update®(BID | Aggregate W {EUD | w e N,Y),  (3.8)

where Update(-) and Aggregate(-,-) are the update and the aggregate
functions, respectively. The aggregate function collects the last represen-
tations of nodes from the ego neighbors to obtain the messages; when
the ego node is a user, the messages are aggregated from the directly-
connected items (those which have been interacted by the user). After
that, the update function generates the new version of the ego node
representation through the collected messages, optionally combining it
with the ego node itself.

While message passing is the standard solution observed in graph
CF, we highlight that more recent models provide proxy versions of
it (Mao et al., 2021), or avoid using it (e.g., singular value decomposition
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as in (Peng et al., 2022; Shen et al., 2021)). The reasons for these choices
are to be found in the propagation depth, an aspect that we focus on
in the following section.

3.3.2 Exploration depth

Another important aspect is the depth of exploration when we perform
the message passing algorithm. Indeed, each chosen depth may have a
different meaning when it comes to a bipartite graph (as in our case).
For instance, a reworking of Equation 3.8 on the user side for [ € {2,3}
allows same- and different-type node representation emerge (Anelli
et al., 2023a; Anelli et al., 2022b). For simplicity, we omit the Update(-)
function and simply aggregate embeddings from neighbor nodes:

user) user

E? = Agg1regate(2)({Aggregate(l)({Efﬁ> |u' € N:}) | i€ Nu}),
Same (\/ ~—

u
~—

(user) item

. E® = Aggregate® ({--- Aggregate D ({E |/ € Ny }) -+ | i€ Nub).
Diff. ~—

(3.9)

To better clarify the extent of Equation 3.9, after an even and an
odd number of explored hops in the user-item bipartite graph, the
message passing works by leveraging same- and different-type node
connections (i.e., U-U/I-I and U-I1/I-U as evident from Equation 3.9).
While the existing literature does not always consider the two scenarios
as distinct, it becomes fundamental to assess the influence of different
node-node connections explored during the message passing. Formally,
we may count the explored hops as follows: E@®) v e {1,2,..., %} as
obtained through [ same-type node connections (denoted as same-[),
and EG-D vl € {1,2,..., %} as obtained through [ different-type
node connections (denoted as different-I).

On another level, exploration depth has been shown to negatively
affect performance for GNNs due to the over-smoothing effect (Chen
et al., 2020a; Zhao and Akoglu, 2020). Particularly, it is commonly
observed that performing message passing for a high number of hops may
drastically decrease the performance of the GNN, as node embeddings
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tend to become increasingly similar in the latent space, thus losing
informativeness. The same effect occurs in recommendation, where
it has been empirically demonstrated that after | = 3 explorations,
performance generally starts to worsen, e.g., (He et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2019). As this appears to be counteractive to the idea of exploring
larger portions of the user-item interaction graph to effectively distill
the collaborative signal, some approaches have begun proposing novel
techniques that provide proxies to the traditional message passing (Mao
et al., 2021); the idea is to modify the usual procedure to propagate
messages at higher hops and still avoid over-smoothing.

3.4 Recommendation

For the final stage of the pipeline, we use the updated representations
of the users’ and items’ nodes to predict the user-item interaction score
and (optionally) calculate the loss function of the overall framework.
Before the score prediction, in the message passing settings, we also
provide a summarized version of the node embeddings coming from
each propagation step. In the following, we explore these two aspects.

3.4.1 Layer combination

The final stage in the message passing algorithm is the combination of
all node embedding representations obtained in each hop I. Let E©) = E
be the node representation for the hop 0, which corresponds to the initial
embedding representation of the node. Then, the layer combination is
obtained as:

E = Combine({E®, EW ... EO . ED}, (3.10)
where Combine(-) can be different operations. Possible solutions include:

o element-wise addition (> <<, EY)

o weighted element-wise addition (3> <<, wEWM)

¢ mean (% 2 0<i<L E()

« concatenation ({E@ [|ED || ... ||EO .. || ED)})

« taking the last obtained representation (E(%)).
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3.4.2 Loss

In the case of trainable recommendation models, the final node embed-
dings are commonly combined through the dot product to predict the
interaction score, as observed in traditional approaches for collaborative
filtering. Thus, most of the considered models optimize a loss func-
tion which, in many cases, adopts the Bayesian personalized ranking
(BPR) (Rendle et al., 2009) loss with additional and ad-hoc components.

Let T = {(u,i,5) | i € NuAj € T\ Ny} be a set of triples, where
N, is the set of all positive items for user u (i.e., its one-hop neighbor
nodes) and Z \ NV, is the set of all negative items for user u. BPR seeks
to maximize the posterior probability that each user u prefers a positive
item ¢ over a negative item j:

LBPR = — Z In Sigmoid(}?ui — ﬁuj) =
u,8,7)~T
(i) U (3.11)
— Z In Sigmoid(E, E; — E, E;),
(u,i,5)~T

where Sigmoid(-) is the sigmoid function, and Rui. ]?uj are the predicted
scores for the pairs of user u with the positive item 4, and user u with
the negative item j. Starting from the BPR basis, some works propose
to include additional loss components to reach certain constraints and
objectives. We will deepen into them in the last part of this section,
where we provide a formal model taxonomy on graph CF based upon
the depicted pipeline.

3.5 Model taxonomy

Based upon the graph CF recommendation pipeline described above, in
conclusion, we report the main technical aspects regarding eleven state-
of-the-art graph CF models that we selected for this monograph, namely,
NGCF (Wang et al., 2019), DGCF (Wang et al., 2020), Light GCN (He
et al., 2020), SGL (Wu et al., 2021), UltraGCN (Mao et al., 2021),
GFCF (Shen et al., 2021), SVD-GCN (Peng et al., 2022), SimGCL (Yu
et al., 2022), Light GCL (Cai et al., 2023), GraphAU (Yang et al., 2023),
and XSimGCL (Yu et al., 2024). Indeed, it allows us to derive a formal
model taxonomy representing graph CF, and we depict it in Table 3.1.
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3.5.1 NGCF

The authors from (Wang et al., 2019) propose neural graph collaborative
filtering (NGCF). At each hop, the model aggregates neighborhood mes-
sages and the inter-dependencies among the ego and the neighborhood
nodes. The message passing is formalized as:

0 _ O] i wi-1) ® (1=1) (1=1) O]
E® — LeakyReLU <Z (Wnei AE D W (E © E{ ) +b )) ,
P1ENY
(3.12)
where LeakyReLU is the activation function, w NS RF-1%F and

neig
w

inter
matrices, respectively, b®) € Rl is the bias term, while ® is the

€ RFi-1%Fi gre the neighborhood and inter-dependencies weight

Hadamard product.

3.5.2 DGCF

Wang et al., 2020 design a message passing that calculates the im-
portance of neighborhood nodes for ego nodes by disentangling the
intents underlying each user-item interaction. Therfore, they propose
the following formulation:

Dy _ Ayilt] (I-1)
B = 2 TR (313

where the operator [¢] indicates we are considering embeddings, matrices,
and sets with reference to the t-th intent, having 1 < ¢t < T. Then,
assuming the chosen intents should be independent, the authors also
introduce an independence loss (i.e., IDL) formulated as:

T T
LipL =Y > dCor(E[t], E[t]), (3.14)
t=1¢=t+1

where dCor() is a distance correlation function calculated among all
pairs of intents in the setting.

3.5.3 LightGCN

He et al., 2020 propose a light graph convolutional network, dubbed
as Light GCN, to simplify the message passing algorithm from NGCF.
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The idea is to drop feature transformations (i.e., the weight matrices
and biases) and the non-linearity applied after the message aggregation.
The final formulation is:

ED = AE . (3.15)
1€ENY

3.5.4 SGL

Self-supervised graph learning (Wu et al., 2021) (SGL) brings self-
supervised (Huang et al., 2022) and contrastive (Khosla et al., 2020)
learning to graph CF. It uses the same message passing formulation
as Light GCN, but learning different views of nodes; these are obtained
through sampling strategies on the adjacency matrix (i.e., ND, ED, and
RW). Concretely, we have:

B[] = Y Auln]E lt], ED[] = Y Aulta]BV]ta),
1ENY 1ENY
(3.16)

where, with a notation abuse, we re-use the same operator [t] from
DGCF to indicate the two different views for the ego node, obtained
through two sampling strategies. Then, the idea is to encourage the
similarity between the two views of the same node, and the dissimilarity
between the two views of different nodes:

Losr = Z I exp(Cosme(E?u[tl]A, E, [tQ]A)) 7
uelU Z’UEU\{’U,} eXp(COSIHG<EU [t1]7 E, [t2]))

(3.17)

where the self-supervised loss function (i.e., SSL) is only shown on the
user side, but the symmetric holds for the item side, while Cosine(-) is
the cosine similarity. This formulation of the Lggr, is better known as
the InfoNCE loss (Gutmann and Hyvérinen, 2010).

3.5.5 UltraGCN

Ultra simplification of graph convolutional network (Mao et al., 2021)
(UltraGCN) addresses some crucial issues in graph CF. Specifically, the
authors propose a novel message passing algorithm that works as a
proxy to the infinite-layer propagation through a single (simplified) hop.
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Moreover, the adjacency matrix is normalized through a novel version of
the symmetric normalization accounting for the asymmetric weighting
of connected nodes in U-U and I-I connections. Thus, the single-hop
message passing formulation is:

E, = > ALE;, E, = > A E, (3.18)
€Ny uENO)

where we do not use any superscript as the message passing occurs in one
iteration only, and A is the novel version of the symmetric normalization
as described above. Then, two loss components are introduced to tackle
the over-smoothing effect and learn from the usually-unexplored type
of node relationships such as item-item. The former is called constraint
loss (i.e., CL), while the latter is called item loss (i.e., IL). In detail, we
have:

LoL = — Z t4In(Sigmoid(E, E;)) +
(u,d)~T+ o (3.19)
— Z t_In(Sigmoid(—E, E;)),
(u,g)~T-

where T} = {(u,1) | Ry; = 1} and 7— = {(u, j) | Ryj = 0}, t4,t_ (again,
a notation abuse) are node degree-based coefficients calculated on the
user-item graph, and Sigmoid(-) is the sigmoid function. Regarding the
item loss, it is calculated by considering the item-projected graph, thus
it is formalized as follows:

Lp=— Y > tIn(Sigmoid(E, E;)), (3.20)

(u,i)~Tt  jetopK(TLT)

where topK is the function returning the top K values of a set, 'TEI =
{(,7) | Al-IjI # 0}, and t*7 is a node degree-based coefficient calculated
on the item-item graph.

3.5.6 GFCF

Graph filter-based collaborative filtering (Shen et al., 2021) (GFCF)
questions the role of graph convolutional network into recommendation
by leveraging graph signal processing theory. Indeed, the authors show
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that several existing approaches in CF may fall into one unified frame-
work based upon graph convolution, to eventually propose a closed-form
algorithm that proves to be a strong baseline against other trainable
and computationally-expensive (graph-based) approaches in CF.

R.. = Rus ((A“I)T A™ 4t (DII)_% topK(U)topK (U) " (DII)+%) ., (3.21)
where we are re-using the notation we introduced in Equation 3.2
and Equation 3.5 to indicate different partitions of the (normalized)
adjacency matrix and degree matrix, while ¢ is a tunable coefficient,
and U is the vector collecting the singular vectors of AYZ,

3.5.7 SVD-GCN

Similarly to what was observed with GFCF, the model proposed
by (Peng et al., 2022) leverages the conceptual similarities between graph
convolution and singular value decomposition (SVD) to design a novel
approach which also explores user-user and item-item co-occurrences.
Concretely, the authors propose a light-weight trainable recommender
model, where user and item embeddings are obtained as:

E, = (U)exp(tV)W, (3.22)

where U is the vector collecting the singular vectors of AYZ (as in
GFCF), t is a tunable parameter, V is vector of the largest singular
values on AYZ and W is a trainable matrix. Finally, the model optimizes
the following user (item) loss function (i.e., UL/IL) on the user-user
(item-item) co-occurrences graph (here, we only report the user side):

Lo =Y 3 In Sigmoid(E E, — E'E,), (3.23)

UEU ()~ THY | (w0~ TUU

where THY = {(u,v) | A% £ 0} and THY = {(u,w) | AUY = 0}.

3.5.8 SimGCL

The authors in (Yu et al., 2022) empirically observe that graph augmen-
tations, such as those proposed in (Wu et al., 2021), are not the actual
reason behind the improved recommendation performance, but rather
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uniformity of the node embeddings’ distribution. Thus, they propose
SimGCL, short for Simplification of Graph Contrastive Learning, a novel
approach that simplifies graph contrastive learning by regulating the
uniformity. Concretely, they propose to perturb the node embeddings
during the message passing procedure in this way:
EO[t] = 3 AGE V0] + A0
i€Ny
P[] = 3 AuBV[ta] + AV[ta],
€Ny
where [|AD[ ]|l = ¢, AO[,] = AD[t,] © sign(E! ™), and AO[t,] ~
uniform(0, 1). Finally, the model optimizes a composite loss with BPR
and a CL (as in SGL), along with a uniform loss (UNL) to ensure the
E,

uniformity of the learned representations:
(s o il gl)])
UNL = In exp | — - ) .
u Eullz [[Eull21]

where u, v are iid from the set of most popular items in the catalog.

(3.24)

3.5.9 LightGCL

The authors in (Cai et al., 2023) propose a novel approach named
Light GCL, a simple yet effective graph contrastive learning solution.
The framework consists of a double message passing procedure acting
in the local and global view of the user-item interaction graph. As for
the local view, the model adopts the same propagation layer proposed
in (Xia et al., 2022b), namely:

E{) = LeakyReLU (drop(A,.)E{") + E{"", (3.26)

where drop() corresponds to the edge dropout function to avoid over-
fitting, and a residual connection with the previous representation of
the node embedding is adopted. Conversely, at global view, the authors
propose to approximate the adjacency matrix through its SVD, and
in particular the approximated SVD where top K singular values are
retained:

G = LeakyReLU (A,.E{ ") = LeakyReLU (UxSkVLE! V),
(3.27)



3.5. Model taxonomy 37

where Ui € RVXK and Vi € RI*K are the eigenvectors of the ad-
jacency matrix when considering the top K largest columns of both

RAEXK g the diagonal matrix of the top K largest

vectors, and S K €
eigenvalues. On such a basis, a contrastive loss is defined between the

local and global views of the same node embeddings obtaining:

Lo = Z Z I exp(Slm(Eu , )/t) C(328)

well 1e{0, L} vel\{u} exp(Sim(EY, GY) /1)

where E,(kl) and Gg) refer to the local and global views computed at layer
[, respectively, while ¢ is the common temperature coefficient to rescale
the similarity function Sim(-). Note that, in the above equation, the
model performs node dropout to select specific nodes for the calculation
to prevent overfitting. Alongside the contrastive loss, the model pursues
the recommendation task by optimizing the hinge pairwise loss:

L =Y > max(0,1-EJE). (3.29)

uel (u,i,j)eT

3.5.10 GraphAU

The authors in (Yang et al., 2023) leverage the rationale from (Wang
et al., 2022a) to adapt the uniformity and alignment paradigm for graph-
based recommendation within their GraphAU framework. First, they
refine the node embeddings for users and items through the Light GCN
message passing layer. On such a basis, the overall loss is calculated as
a trade-off between the alignment (AL) and uniformity (UNL) losses,
where the former is specifically tailored in this work for graph learning:

1 t
L=— Y La+-LunL, (3.30)
|T| (ug)eT 2

where the AL is calculated as:
(tZ)l l 0
Lav=> 2 (IEY B2+ E” -ED?).  (3.31)

le{0,...,L} 2

Note that, in the above equations, t; and ¢y correspond to the trade-off
coefficient between the AL and the UNL and the importance weight of
the AL at each propagation layer, respectively.
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3.5.11 XSimGCL

Unlike previous contrastive learning approaches (such as SimGCL),
the model proposed in (Yu et al., 2024), named XSimGCL (short for
extremely simple graph contrastive learning), suggests using the same
contrasted view of the node embeddings also for the recommendation
task. In addition to this, the authors adopt a cross-layer contrastive
module which calculates the InfoNCE between the same node view
calculated at different propagation layers. First, the model computes
the augmented version of the embedding at layer [ as in SimGCL, but
only for one view t:

EV[E = 3 ALE V[ + A0, (3.32)
i€ENY

Then, after L propagation layers, the loss is calculated as the combina-
tion of BPR and the InfoNCE where the contrasting views are obtained
from the same augmented node embedding but at layers L and at a
specific layer {* < L:

Lopr=— 5 In Sigmoid(B, [ B[t — B, [ T8, (1),
(u,i,4)ET
exp(Sim(E;, EE ))) (3.33)

T Yjeryy exp(Sim(E;, EV))
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Classical dataset characteristics

The pioneering work by Adomavicius and Zhang (2012) first demon-
strated the existence of a correlation between the intrinsic characteristics
of recommender system datasets and the final performance achieved by
learning algorithms. This finding opened the possibility of anticipating
algorithmic behavior based on dataset properties, even before model
training takes place. Before delving into the topological characteris-
tics, which are the focus of the following section, we first introduce
the so-called classical dataset characteristics, that is, those al-
ready well established in the literature and whose effectiveness has
been consistently demonstrated across a variety of recommendation
settings (Deldjoo et al., 2021; Deldjoo et al., 2020; Malitesta et al.,
2024).

4.1 Space size

The space size quantifies the total number of possible user—item interac-
tions in a dataset. When comparing two datasets with the same number
of observed interactions, the one with a larger space size exhibits a
lower probability of observing a link between a given user and item.
Consequently, the space size provides an estimate of the potential con-

39
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centration of interactions among users and items. It is formally defined
as:

UV=UxI, (4.1)
where U and I denote the total number of users and items, respectively.
The metric ranges from 0 (no possible interactions) to +oo as the dataset
size grows.

4.2 Shape

While the space size captures the magnitude of the interaction space,
it does not provide any information about the balance between the
number of users and items. Indeed, two datasets with the same space
size may differ substantially in their composition; for instance, one may
have many users and few items, while the other exhibits the opposite
pattern. This relationship is expressed by the shape, defined as:

U
o= (4.2)

A user—item ratio of 1 indicates a perfect balance between the
number of users and items. Values close to 0 correspond to datasets
with relatively few users and many items, whereas very high (potentially
unbounded) values indicate the opposite configuration.

4.3 Density and sparsity

Data sparsity is one of the defining characteristics of recommendation
datasets, as the recommendation task typically involves suggesting
items from a large catalog with which each user has interacted only to
a limited extent. A highly sparse dataset conveys less information than
a denser one, given the same space size. In such sparse settings, the
probability that two users (or items) share interactions with the same
items (or users) decreases, which in turn weakens the effectiveness of
collaborative filtering approaches.

To define data sparsity, it is first needed to introduce data density,
which measures the proportion of existing interactions out of all possible
ones:
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E
A=
UxI’

where £ = |{(u,7) | Ry; = 1}| is the number of interactions existing

(4.3)

among users and items in the recommendation data.
Since the denominator represents the total number of possible inter-
actions, the density can equivalently be expressed as:

R
A=— 4.4
\Il ? ( )
where U denotes the space size introduced in Equation 4.1. The density
ranges from 0 (maximum sparsity) to 1 (maximum density). Accordingly,

sparsity is defined as the complement of density:
A=1-A. (4.5)

4.4 Gini coefficient

The Gini coefficient measures the inequality in the frequency distribution
of users or items. In practice, it quantifies how unevenly users and items
are exposed within a dataset. This metric is particularly relevant in
recommendation scenarios, where exposure is typically far from uniform:
a small set of highly popular items often dominates the catalog, while
the majority of users interact with only a limited subset of items.

The user- and item-level Gini coefficients are defined as follows:

u-1 U -1 I
> 2 |Uu_0v| - 4_Zl|0'2_0-]’
KL{ _ u=1 v—u+é ’ KI _ 1= j—l+1 ’ (46)
U Z Oy 1 Z 0
u=1 i=1

where U and I denote the number of users and items, respectively, and
o represents the interaction frequency of user w or item . The operator
| - | denotes the absolute value. A Gini coefficient close to 0 corresponds
to a perfectly balanced distribution, whereas a value close to 1 indicates
a highly unbalanced one.
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4.5 Empirical evaluation of classical characteristics

To provide an indication of the typical ranges of these metrics and to
highlight their variability across datasets, we compute all characteristics
for the examples introduced in Table 4.1. The datasets are ordered by
their number of interactions, from the largest (MovieLens 1M) to the
smallest (LastFM).

The space size (V) exhibits substantial variation, spanning more
than two orders of magnitude, reflecting the different scales of the
underlying user—item interaction spaces. As expected from its definition,
this metric is positively related to density: larger interaction spaces
tend to be associated with lower densities, particularly in highly sparse,
real-world settings such as Yelp and Amazon-based datasets. Notably,
large values of W can also have practical implications for the size
and complexity of recommendation models, especially for embedding-
based architectures in which the number of users and items directly
determines the dimensionality, and therefore the memory footprint, of
the embedding tables.

The shape metric (®) also reveals domain-dependent structural
differences. Values greater than one indicate that the number of users
exceeds the number of items, a condition observed in most datasets,
sometimes by a factor of two. Amazon Books constitutes an exception,
with a shape below one, suggesting a catalog-heavy configuration. Such
contrasts align with the intrinsic nature of each domain: e-commerce
collections typically feature extensive item catalogs, whereas media- or
location-oriented platforms tend to exhibit a more balanced or user-
heavy structure.

The dataset density (A) is uniformly low, ranging from 0.003 to
0.060, and reflects the well-known sparsity characteristic of recommen-
dation data. MovieLens 1M appears as an outlier with a substantially
higher density, which contributes to its reputation as a comparatively
“easy” benchmark and partly explains the strong performance typically
reported on this dataset relative to more sparse alternatives (Anelli
et al., 2022a; Fan et al., 2024).

The Gini coefficients (K, K7) further illuminate differences in
interaction distributions. Inequality levels are generally higher for items
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Table 4.1: Calculated classical characteristics for our selected recommendation
datasets.

Dataset ' [} A Ky Kt

MovieLens 1M~ 1.65-107 1.914 0.060 0.507 0.548
Yelp 1.83-10% 1.177 0.004 0.341 0.376
Amazon Beauty 9.70 - 107 1.327 0.018 0.254 0.332
Amazon Books 7.95-10° 0.732 0.003 0.408 0.304
Gowalla 1.52-10° 1.105 0.025 0.327 0.369
LastFM 5.33-10° 1.683 0.035 0.155 0.484

than for users, consistent with longstanding observations regarding
popularity concentration. A notable case is LastF'M, where the item-side
Gini is substantially higher than the user-side value. This indicates that
artists are far more unevenly exposed than users, with a small number of
very popular artists attracting a disproportionate share of interactions.
This behavior is characteristic of music consumption, where a limited
set of artists typically dominates listening patterns across the platform.

Finally, several domain-level patterns emerge. In this sense, location-
based (Gowalla) and music-oriented (LastF'M) datasets tend to exhibit
moderate densities and shape values above one. E-commerce datasets
(Amazon Beauty and Amazon Books) are extremely sparse and display
moderate inequality patterns. Yelp combines one of the largest interac-
tion spaces with one of the lowest densities, underscoring the complexity
of review-based platforms. In contrast, MovieLens 1M stands out as
structurally more compact, denser, and more skewed, reinforcing its
role as a convenient yet less representative benchmark for contemporary
recommendation research.
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Topological dataset characteristics

Graph neural networks (GNNs) are designed to represent recommenda-
tion data as a bipartite, undirected graph. These graphs possess inherent
topological properties that can and often are leveraged by GNN-based
recommenders to enhance their representation learning capabilities.

This hypothesis is further supported by recent literature on represen-
tation learning that examines the role of graph structure (encompassing
both topology and node features) in the performance of GNN mod-
els (Abu-El-Haija et al., 2019; Castellana and Errica, 2023; Klicpera
et al., 2019; Luan et al., 2019; Rong et al., 2020; Wei et al., 2022; Wu
et al., 2019; Xu et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2022; Zhao and Akoglu, 2020).
Additionally, other studies have established connections between dataset
characteristics and recommender system performance, reinforcing the
plausibility of this relationship (Adomavicius and Zhang, 2012; Deldjoo
et al., 2020; Malitesta et al., 2024).

This section provides a formal definition of four topological proper-
ties in graphs (Latapy et al., 2008; Newman, 2003; Ravasz and Barabasi,
2003): node degree, clustering coefficient, degree assortativity, and degree
distribution. Then, it reinterprets these properties under the lens of
recommender systems.

44
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5.1 Node degree

Given a generic user u and item i, let N, = {i € Z | Ry; = 1} and
N; ={u e U | R, = 1} denote their respective neighborhood sets, as
previously defined in Section 3.2.1. This definition naturally extends
to [-hops, where J\/}El) and M(l) are the neighboring nodes of the user
u and the item ¢, respectively, at [-hops distance. Then, the user and
item average node degrees are defined as follows:

1 1
oy = i Z Ous 0T =7 Zai, (5.1)

ueU €L

where o, = \N£1)| and o; = |M(1)| denote the node degrees of user u
and item ¢, respectively.

RecSys re-interpretation 1 (Node degree). In the user-item graph, the
node degree represents the number of items a user has interacted with
or the number of users who have interacted with an item. It serves as a
measure of user activity and item popularity within the dataset. A low
node degree indicates a potential cold-start issue in recommendation,
where cold users exhibit low engagement on the platform, and cold
items correspond to niche products.

Node Degree in RecSys

A graphical representation of the node degree interpretation in the
user-item graph. On the left, the user node degree is a measure
of user activity. On the right, the item node degree distinguishes
popular from niche items.
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5.2 Clustering coefficient

For each partition in a bipartite graph, it is important to recognize
nodes with overlapping neighborhoods. Regardless of their size, these
overlaps reveal clusters of interconnected nodes. Let v and w be two
nodes belonging to the same partition (e.g., user nodes). Their simi-
larity can be measured using the intersection-over-union ratio of their
neighborhoods (Latapy et al., 2008). Formally, the clustering coefficient
is defined as follows:

2 e Yo . ND AN
Yo = 6#7 with Yvw = %a (5-2)
NG| IV UNG |

where, if v, w € U are user nodes, we have N\*) = {weld|Fiel,ic
N, A i € Ny} as the second-order neighborhood set of v. Considering
second-order neighborhoods involves measuring similarities between
nodes that are connected at a distance of (a multiple of) 2 hops. In a
bipartite graph, this corresponds to identifying clusters of nodes within
the same partition. Then, the average clustering coefficient on the
node sets U and T is defined as follows:

1 1
W= v, z= 7 > . (5.3)
ueU i€

RecSys re-interpretation 2 (Clustering coefficient). The clustering co-
efficient quantifies the extent to which a user (or item) node shares
interactions with neighboring users (or items). High clustering coef-
ficient values indicate a significant number of co-occurrences among
nodes within the same partition. For instance, when considering the
user-side formulation, the average clustering coefficient increases when
multiple users interact with the same set of items. This intuition aligns
with the core principle of collaborative filtering: users with overlapping
interactions are likely to exhibit similar preferences.
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Clustering Coefficient in RecSys

Graphical representation of the clustering coefficient interpreta-
tion in the user-item graph. On the left, an example illustrates
two similar users sharing the 67% of the interacted items. On the
right, two neighboring users exhibit different preferences.
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(a) similar user activity (b) different user activity
(Yusras = 0.667) (Yuzras = 0.167)

The clustering coefficient accounts for nodes at 2 distance hops.
Nevertheless, we may want to capture properties for even more extended
regions of the graph. For this reason, we introduce another topological
characteristic that goes beyond the 2-hop distance.

5.3 Degree assortativity

In graph structures, nodes sharing similar properties show a tendency
to group, and the assortativity quantifies this tendency. The definition
of assortativity depends on the definition of similarity between nodes
one decides to adopt. Therefore, diverse formulations of assortativity
exist (Newman, 2003). In this work, we focus on the assortativity
coefficient based on node degree similarities.

Let D = {d;,ds, ...} represent the set of distinct node degree values
in the graph, and let e4, 4, denote the proportion of edges linking nodes
with degrees dj, and dj,. We define ¢4, (gq, ) as the probability of reaching
a node with degree dj, (di) when traversing from another node with the
same degree (i.e., the excess degree distribution). On such a basis, the
degree assortativity is given by:

> dndi(eaq, d, — 9d,9d,)
_ dpydi

4
i , (5.4)
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where std, represents the standard deviation of the distribution g.
Due to its formulation, the degree assortativity resembles a correlation
measure, such as the Pearson correlation. Degree assortativity ranges
from —1 to 1, where 1 indicates the highest similarity and —1 the lowest.
When the value is below zero, we refer to it as disassortativity.

Similarly to the clustering coefficient, we aim to identify similarity
patterns among nodes within the same partition. To achieve this, we
first project the user-item bipartite graph into the user-user G;; and the
item-item graph Gz. We then compute the degree assortativity for Gy
and Gz, denoted as py; and pz, respectively.

RecSys re-interpretation 3 (Degree assortativity). The degree assorta-
tivity calculated user- and item-wise represents the tendency of users
with the same activity level on the platform and items with the same
popularity to gather, respectively. Since we calculate the degree assor-
tativity on the complete user-user and item-item co-occurrence graphs,
we deem this characteristic to provide a broader view of the dataset
than the clustering coefficient. For this reason, we borrow the concept
of search space traversal depth in search algorithms theory to give an
intuition of degree assortativity. That is, we re-interpret degree assor-
tativity in recommendation as a topological characteristic showing a
strong look-ahead nature.

Degree Assortativity in RecSys

Graphical representation of the degree assortativity interpretation
in the user-user graph. In this example, user nodes with the same
degrees do not gather close in the user-user graph, thus resulting
i a low value of degree assoratitvity.
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(a) original user-item graph (b) (dis)assortativity (p = -0.191)
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5.4 Degree distribution

A network can be characterized through its degree distribution, defined
as the probability distribution of all observed node degrees in the graph.
Once again, let D = {dj,ds,...} be the set of distinct node degree
values in the recommendation system, for both users and items. Then,
let ng =|{veld U T|o,=d}| bethe number of nodes (either user or
item) that has degree d. The degree distribution of degree d is given
by the following formula:

_ N4
CU+T

P(ad) (5.5)

By considering the degree distribution of many real-world networks,
it is commonly observed that they resemble the tendency of scale-
free networks (Ravasz and Barabési, 2003): many nodes with very low
degrees and few nodes with high degrees (also called hubs). The degree
distribution of scale-free networks asymptotically follows the power law:

P(d) ~d% with 2 <6 < 3. (5.6)

As observable in many recommendation datasets, the user-item
graph follows this same tendency and can also be considered a scale-free
network. This trend suggests some important properties of the user-item
graph that can be re-interpreted through the lens of recommendation.

RecSys re-interpretation 4 (Degree distribution). The scale-free ten-
dency of the recommendation datasets implies some important proper-
ties. Many users and items exhibit very few interactions, while a few
nodes (hubs) have numerous interactions, indicating they are highly
active (in the case of users) and highly popular (in the case of items).
As observed in other scale-free networks, this means that hubs will
generally increase in their degree as the user-item graph evolves over
time, leading to growing disparity between users and items (and spar-
sity of the dataset). All such properties are linked to the tendency of
recommendation models to favor highly active users and highly popular
items.
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5.5 Empirical evaluation of topological characteristics

As previously done for the classical dataset characteristics (Section 4.5),
here we analyze and discuss possible value trends in the topological
dataset characteristics for our selected datasets. The computed values
are reported in Table 5.1, where datasets are sorted by their number of
interactions, from the largest (MovieLens 1M) to the smallest (LastF'M)
one.

In terms of node degree (0), we observe almost aligned trends
across all datasets, where the number of recorded interactions on the user
and item side generally settles around 30-60. A slight difference is evident
if considering the user and item levels separately, since the number of
interactions on the item side are usually higher than on the user side.
This is a clear indication of how items’ popularity in the recommendation
catalogs tend to be a prevalent phenomenon, representing a strong
factor towards recommending most popular items (quite common for
many recommendation models). The only deviation from the trend
is represented by MowvieLens 1M dataset, where the node degree is
substantially higher than that of the other datasets. Indeed, as already
evidenced for the classical dataset characteristics, this user-item graph
appears to be extremely dense.

Regarding the clustering coefficient (), values are (again) quite
aligned across datasets. Moreover, and unlike the node degree case,
here we observe alignment also between the user and the item side,
suggesting similar trends on the two levels. The highest values are
measured for MovieLens 1M and LastFM, indicating that users (items)
might have overlapping interactions in these two datasets. Put into
other words: a certain group of users have interacted with the same
items, and vice versa. We explain this trend by considering, once again,
the density of these two datasets: indeed, the two user-item graphs
show the most dense topological structures. Thus, it is reasonable to
assume that providing high-quality recommendations in these two cases
is easier than for the other datasets, actually and effectively exploiting
the collaborative signal during the models’ training.

Some interesting insights are derived for the degree assortativity
property (p). As observed, many computed values are negative, suggest-
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Table 5.1: Calculated topological characteristics for our selected recommendation
datasets.

Dataset ou o Yu YT pu Pz
MovieLens 1M 175.317 335.506 0.065 0.055 -0.046 -0.040
Yelp 55.816 65.693 0.025 0.025 0.306 0.134

Amazon Beauty  36.130 26.449 0.021 0.025 -0.039 0.021
Amazon Books 43.486 57.686  0.033 0.026 0.031 -0.040
Gowalla 54.293 60.007  0.039 0.030 0.029 -0.029
LastFM 33.411 56.247  0.064 0.031 -0.029 -0.120

ing a dis-assortativity behavior. That is, users with the same activity
levels do not tend to gather close in the user-user graph; the same can
be affirmed for items and their popularity levels. A possible explanation
for this phenomenon is as follows. When a new user enters the platform,
she will likely tend to follow the preference patterns expressed by other
highly-active users, which represent (with a certain degree of approx-
imation) the average preferences in the whole community. Likewise,
new items that are introduced into the platform will likely follow the
interaction trends of already popular items in the system. The only
exception to the rule is observed for Yelp, where the degree assortativity
on both user and item sides is positive and strongly (if compared to the
other values) assortative.

Finally, we plot the degree distribution of all the selected datasets
in Figure 5.1. As already stated above, all degree distributions closely
follow a power law tendency, suggesting a scale-free nature, as observed
in most real-world social networks. Note that, only in this case, we
do not compute and report any numerical value in Table 5.1 for this
topological property because it is more effective to visualize it through
its distributional shape (Figure 5.1). That is also why we do not associate
this property with any symbol as previously done in Table 1.1.
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Figure 5.1: Computed degree distributions for all the selected datasets in this
monograph. On the z and y axes, we report the degree values (both user and item
side) and the probability distribution (in log scale), respectively.
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Topological characteristics in GNN-based
recommendation

In recommender systems, GNN-based models learn user preference by
leveraging patterns in the user-item bipartite graph. In this section,
we investigate whether, and to what extent, these models implicitly
or explicitly incorporate the topological properties introduced before.
To illustrate this, we consider the selected GNN-based recommenders
for this monograph: NGCF (Wang et al., 2019), DGCF (Wang et al.,
2020), LightGCN (He et al., 2020), SGL (Wu et al., 2021), UltraGCN
(Mao et al., 2021), GFCF (Shen et al., 2021), SVD-GCN (Peng et al.,
2022), SimGCL (Yu et al., 2022), Light GCL (Cai et al., 2023), GraphAU
(Yang et al., 2023), and XSimGCL (Yu et al., 2024). Specifically, we
reinterpret their learning procedures through the lens of the identified
topological properties, explicitly highlighting their influence.

6.1 NGCF (Wang et al., 2019)

Similar to GCN, NGCF adopts feature transformation and non-linearities
within the message passing algorithm. For each ego node, the neigh-
borhood nodes’ contribution is rescaled according to the corresponding
value in the normalized adjacency matrix. This property helps reduce
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disparities between nodes with high and low node degrees:

Eg) = LeakyReLU Z ngighflmE(l_l)

e
et (6.1)

Ay gD
Vo)

where, for the sake of simplicity, we removed the interdependence factor

= LeakyReLU Z ngigh
ieNtt

as it does not encode any topological property. It is worth noticing that
Ay =1, Vie ./\/’151), meaning that the denominator solely determines
the contribution weighting.

6.2 DGCF (Wang et al., 2020)

This model assumes that user-item interactions are mediated by under-
lying intents, meaning that user and item representations are learned
differently for each specific intent ¢. Consequently, the adjacency matrix
Ayi[t] and its normalization are intent-dependent. We reformulate the
node embedding as follows:

= A“—ME(l—l)
ey % e B (62)

where the node degree serves as a normalization factor that depends on
the specific intent ¢.

6.3 LightGCN (He et al., 2020)

Here, users and items are represented as the linear aggregation of
their neighbors. As in NGCF, each neighbor’s contribution is weighted
according to the corresponding value in the normalized adjacency matrix.
We reformulate it as follows:

BV = Y AE V= Y Au gy, (6.3)
ieN ieN Y Tu\/i

Again, the node degrees of the ego and neighborhood nodes con-
tribute to weight the aggregated message.
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6.4 SGL (Wu et al., 2021)

In SGL, the authors propose to perform graph augmentations (such as
node dropout and edge dropout) to obtain two views of the original
user-item graph, and ultimately learn two views of each node embedding
through the message passing algorithm. In particular, SGL leverages
the same message passing as Light GCN, but on the augmented graph
views:

- _ Ailts] ey (6.4)
% Vot o Lk

where we compute the normalized version of the adjacency matrix in
the specific graph view t,. The node degree information appears within
the augmented views of the graph.

6.5 UltraGCN (Mao et al., 2021)

UltraGCN recognizes three major limitations in GCN-based message-
passing for collaborative filtering, namely, (i) the asymmetric weight
assignment to connected nodes when considering user-user and item-
item relationships; (ii) the impossibility to diversify the importance of
each type of relation (i.e., user-item, user-user, item-item) during the
message-passing; (iii) the over-smoothing effect when stacking more
than 3 layers. To tackle such issues, the authors propose to go beyond
the traditional concept of explicit message-passing, and approximate
the infinite-layer message-passing through the following;:

E _ Z Am‘\/Ju—i-lEi E: Z Aiu\/0i+1Eu
“ ouvoi+1 7 ’ oivou+1

ieN Y

(6.5)
uENKl)

Note that the procedure is not repeated for layers [ > 1, as the
method surpasses the concept of iterative message-passing. During the
optimization, the model first minimizes a constraint loss that adopts
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negative sampling to limit the over-smoothing effect:

1 ag +1 . . AT
Lo =— — X In(Sigmoid(E, E;)) +
L (U%TJF ou m ( g ( i Z))

1/ 1 RSN
- Z —Uui—i_ln(Sigmoid(—ETEj)),

where 74 = {(u,%) | Ryi = 1} and T = {(u, j) | Ry; = 0}, while In(-)
and Sigmoid(-) are the logarithm and sigmoid function. Then, they also
take into account the item-item projected graph Gz and minimize:

RII IT

ij 0; . TR
Ly, = — Z Z f]RII UZIIH(Slgmmd(EIEj)),

X g;
(u,i)~T+  jetopK(RIT) ¢ u J

(6.7)

where topK(:) retrieves the top K values of a matrix row-wise, and

0T is the node degree calculated on G7 = {Z, AZZ = R*Z}. Thus, the

model formulation encodes the node degrees information in both the
user-item and the item-item co-occurrence graphs.

6.6 GFCF (Shen et al., 2021)

The authors of GFCF re-interpret all main GNN-based recommender
systems under the lens of graph signal processing. Eventually, they
design a strong closed-form algorithm to predict novel user-item inter-
actions:

R.. = Ru. ((A”T-)T AT ¢ (DIZ)’% topK (U)topK(U) " (DII)+%) . (6.8)

where the superscripts UZ, ZU, and ZZ stand for the user-item, item-
user, and 1tem—1tem partitions of the adjacency matrix, respectively. As

1 1 1
AUT — (Duz) 2 AUT (Duz) 2 and ATU — (Dzu) 2 ATU (Dzu) 2,
we explicitly highlight the presence of the node degrees information

of the user-item graph and item-item co-occurrence graph within the
GFCF formulation.
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6.7 SVD-GCN (Peng et al., 2022)

By reinterpreting the message-passing mechanism introduced in Light-
GCN, SVD-GCN leverages both even-hop (user-user, item-item) and
odd-hop (user-item, item-user) message aggregations, along with the
singular vectors and values of the normalized adjacency matrix AYL =

_1 _1
DYT) 2 AUZ (D“I> ?. The user (item) embeddings are computed as
follows:
E, = (U)exp(t; V)W, (6.9)

where U contains the singular vectors of AYZ, ¢; is a tunable parameter,
V is vector containing the largest singular values on A%, and W is
a trainable weight matrix. A connection exists between the largest
singular value vpax € V and the mazimum node degree max(D) in the
user-item matrix, captured by the following inequality:

max(D)

max(D) + to’ (6.10)

Umax >
where ¢7 is an additional tunable hyperparameter controlling the spacing
among singular values. Moreover, to capture even-hop connections in
the bipartite graph, the loss function incorporates an additional com-
ponent that depends on user-user (item-item) interactions. Specifically,
this component considers users (items) co-occurrences in the graph as
follows:

Lo =Y 3 In Sigmoid(E] E, — E'E,), (6.11)

WU (u,0)~THY | (w0~ TUU

where THY = {(u,v) | AU £ 0} and THY = {(u,w) | AYY = 0}, while
Sigmoid(+) is the sigmoid function.

6.8 SimGCL (Yu et al., 2022)

SimGCL surpasses the traditional concept of graph contrastive learning
by applying augmentations on the node embeddings rather than on the
graph structure. Thus, from a topological perspective, the presence of
the node degree information is equal to that of other models such as



58 Topological characteristics in GNN-based recommendation

NGCF and Light GCN:

EV)= Y AuE! V] +A0R] =

ieNV
Aw o (6.12)
=Y 7ﬁﬁE [t + AV[L,],

ieN

where t, stands for one of the two computed views.

6.9 LightGCL (Cai et al., 2023)

Light GCL proposes a simple yet effective graph contrastive learning
solution, where two views of the user and item embeddings (obtained
from a global and local perspective on the user-item graph) are con-
trasted. Regarding the global view, it is obtained through the same
message passing formulation proposed in (Xia et al., 2022a):

Eg) = LeakyReLU (drop(Au*)Eglil)) + E@('lil)v (6.13)

where the model applies the edge dropout function to the normalized
~ 1

adjacency matrix A = D2 AD~!2. Thus, as in other described models,

the node degree component is explicitly highlighted in the formulation.

6.10 GraphAU (Yang et al., 2023)

In a similar manner as (Wang et al., 2022a), the authors redefine the
uniformity and alignment paradigm to graph-based recommendation
within this model. From a topological viewpoint, GraphAU shows the
same contribution as Light GCN, by leveraging the normalized adjacency
matrix where the node degree is explicitly encoded:

N (1) Ay (1-1)
EY = S ALE; V=Y WEi . (6.14)

ieN ieN Y

6.11 XSimGCL (Yu et al., 2024)

Unlike other contrastive models, XSimGCL leverages the same con-
trasted view of node embeddings for both the recommendation task and
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the contrastive learning task; it then applies a cross-layer contrastive
module, which calculates the InfoNCE between the same node view cal-
culated at different propagation layers. From a topological perspective,
XSimGCL follows the same message passing as SimGCL, where the
normalized adjacency matrix encodes the node degree information:

EO = Y Al V] +A0[]

ieNH
A et " (6.15)
= Z \/0.7\/0sz [ﬂ +A [t]7

ieN Y

where, this time, only one view is considered and calculated.

6.12 Topology and GNN models: an overview

In Table 6.1, we summarize the main topological contributions of each
selected GNN model.

Overall, the most evident trend is the explicit encoding of the node
degree information within the models’ formulations, mainly adopted
in the calculation of the normalized adjacency matrix of the user-item
and (in one case) the item-item graph. Additionally, some GNN models
work on the graph structure of the user-item graph by modifying it or
weighting the importance of its different contributions. Finally, a few
models do not limit their perspective to the user-item graph, but propose
leveraging the user-user and item-item projections to reveal hidden node
relationships, which could become fundamental in recommendation.

Final remarks

The analysis reveals that GNN-based recommenders explicitly
incorporate node degrees in their formulations, while other topo-
logical properties, such as clustering coefficient and assortativity,
may only be implicitly captured—if at all. Therefore, our explana-
tory framework, detailed in Section 7, also serves to investigate
which topological characteristics GNN-based recommender systems
might unintentionally or implicitly learn during their pipeline.
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Table 6.1: Selected GNN models for this monograph and how they handle topological
properties according to their implemented strategies for the the graph structure, the

prediction, and the loss function.

Model

Graph structure

Prediction

Loss function

NGCF

X

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

X

DGCF

Separate graph
structure for each
intent

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

Light GCN

X

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

SGL

Node dropout and
edge dropout ap-
plied to obtain dif-
ferent graph views

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

UltraGCN

X

Node degree for nor-
malizing the adja-
cency matrix in a
custom way

The item-item co-
occurrences are used
for the IL compo-
nent

GFCF

Node degree in the
normalized adja-
cency matrix and
item-item  degree
matrix

X

SVD-GCN

Node degree in the
normalized  adja-
cency matrix and
connection between
max eigenvalue and
max node degree

The user-user
and item-item
Co-Occurrences are
used for the UL/IL
components

SimGCL

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

X

Light GCL

Edge dropout ap-
plied to address
overfitting

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

GraphAU

X

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix

XSimGCL

Node degree in
the normalized
adjacency matrix
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Understanding the impact: an explanatory
framework

In this section, we present our methodology designed to investigate
how both classical and topological data characteristics influence the
performance of the GNN-based recommender. Inspired by related re-
search (Adomavicius and Zhang, 2012; Deldjoo et al., 2020; Malitesta
et al., 2024), our objective is to construct an explanatory statistical
model capable of discerning how particular dataset attributes relate to
recommendation quality. To achieve this, we propose a four-step pipeline:
(i) creation of a comprehensive pool of recommendation datasets, (ii)
computation of their classical and topological features, (iii) training and
evaluation of GNN-based recommenders on these datasets, and (iv) fit-
ting a linear explanatory model to link the observed data characteristics
and system performance.

7.1 Step 1: Dataset generation through graph sampling

A robust statistical investigation requires a sufficiently large sample set
to ensure stable inferences. Although one could consider multiple large-
scale recommendation datasets from the literature, such an approach
would be prohibitively time-consuming and computationally expensive,
since it entails training and evaluating complex GNN-based models on
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numerous large graphs.

To address this limitation, we adopt a strategy akin to previous
works (Adomavicius and Zhang, 2012; Deldjoo et al., 2020) but with a
crucial difference. Instead of relying on traditional sampling procedures
from the literature (Chen et al., 2017; Sachdeva et al., 2022; Wu et al.,
2021), we employ dedicated graph sampling techniques such as node-
dropout and edge-dropout (Shu et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2021). By varying
dropout rates, we produce multiple smaller recommendation datasets
that retain a resemblance to the original sources while exhibiting a
broad spectrum of topological variations.

Starting from each bipartite user-item graph, we repeatedly apply
the following procedure: select a random dropout rate between 0.7
and 0.9, choose a sampling strategy (node-dropout or edge-dropout),
and remove nodes or edges accordingly. Each iteration yields a new
dataset sample, capturing various topological patterns. Following prior
works (Adomavicius and Zhang, 2012; Deldjoo et al., 2020), we generate
600 samples per original dataset, resulting in a total of 1,800 sampled
datasets. The pseudo-code of the algorithms for Step 1 are reported in
Algorithms 1 and 2.

7.2 Step 2: Calculation of classical and topological features

After creating the dataset collection, we compute a model-agnostic set
of descriptors that capture both classical data properties and topological
graph structure as those described earlier in this monograph. To improve
comparability and numerical stability in subsequent modeling, we apply
a base-10 logarithmic transformation to highly skewed quantities and
standardize all predictors (z-score).

7.3 Step 3: Training and evaluation of the models

In the third step, we adopt a uniform, model-agnostic evaluation pro-
tocol for GNN-based recommender. Each dataset is partitioned into
training, validation, and test subsets. When timestamps are available, a
chronological hold-out approach is preferred to preserve temporal order;
otherwise, a random split is used. Models are trained with early stopping
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Algorithm 1: Graph sampling

Input: Bipartite user-item graph G, dropout rate u, graph
sampling strategy sampling.
Output: Sampled graph G,,.
if sampling == nodeDropout then
N=(U+1D)(1-p)
Vi, < Uniformy (U UZ)
A, + MaskNode(A, V,,)
Ise if sampling == edgeDropout then
N=FEx(1—p)
Em < Uniformpy (&E,—)
A,, «+ MaskEdge(A, &)
Vi < Induce(A,,)

Gm < {Vm, A}
Return G,,.

0]

Algorithm 2: Sub-dataset generation.

Input: Bipartite user-item graph G, number of samples M.
Output: M sampled graphs.
m<+1
M= {}
while m < M do
p < Uniform([0.7,0.9])
sampling < Uniform({nodeDropout, edgeDropout})
// We use Algorithm 1 for graph sampling
M «— M U GraphSampling(G, i, sampling )

m<+<m-—+1
end

Return M.

based on the best validation score on a ranking-oriented metric (e.g.,
Recall@aK or NDCG@QK), under a fixed compute budget (maximum
epochs and patience). Hyperparameters are either set via a lightweight
validation-driven search or fixed to canonical defaults to ensure com-
parability across runs. Final effectiveness is reported on the test set
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and, when applicable, averaged over multiple random seeds to reduce
variance. The resulting scores constitute the dependent variable y used
by the explanatory model in Step 4.

7.4 Step 4: Constructing an explanatory statistical model

Finally, we employ a statistical model to determine how the afore-
mentioned features (independent variables) explain variations in the
recommender system’s effectiveness (dependent variable). Consistent
with recent literature (Adomavicius and Zhang, 2012; Deldjoo et al.,
2020), we adopt a linear regression model to facilitate interpretability.
This choice allows us to derive straightforward explanations about the
directional relationships and significance of each dataset characteristic.

Formally, let X, € RM*C be the matrix of feature values for M
samples and C' characteristics, and let y be the vector representing the
performance outcomes. The linear model is given by:

y= E+00+00Xc; (71)

where 6 is the intercept (representing the expected value of y for
mean-centered data) and 6. is the vector of coefficients associated with
the features. We estimate these parameters via Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS):

(65.6) = min 5]y — 00 — 0.X. |3 (7.2

By maximizing the R? coefficient and analyzing the signs and mag-
nitudes of the estimated coefficients, we reveal which characteristics
most strongly correlate with improvements or declines in GNN-based
recommendation performance. This approach complements existing
guidelines on regression analysis (Gareth et al., 2013) and provides in-
terpretable insights into how data properties influence the effectiveness
of next-generation recommender systems.

7.5 Impact of characteristics

In this section, we discuss how to interpret the output of the explanatory
framework introduced in Step 4. Rather than focusing on a specific
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experimental setting, we provide a general reading guide for understand-
ing how classical and topological dataset characteristics relate to the
performance of GNN-based recommender systems.

Given a linear regression model where each characteristic is asso-
ciated with a coefficient, the sign of a coefficient indicates whether
increases in that characteristic tend to be associated with improvements
or deteriorations in the chosen performance metric. Positive coefficients
suggest a direct correspondence (larger values of the characteristic relate
to higher performance), whereas negative coefficients indicate an inverse
correspondence.

The magnitude of a coefficient, once variables have been properly
scaled, offers a notion of relative importance: characteristics with larger
absolute coefficients are those for which small changes in the underlying
data are more strongly reflected in the model’s performance. However,
these magnitudes should be interpreted in conjunction with measures
of model fit and statistical significance, rather than in isolation.

A third element concerns statistical significance. Even when a coeffi-
cient has a non-negligible magnitude, it should only be interpreted as
evidence of a systematic effect if standard significance tests support it.
Non-significant coefficients are better viewed as inconclusive: the avail-
able data do not provide enough evidence to claim a stable association
between the corresponding characteristic and performance.

Finally, characteristics rarely act independently. Correlations among
them, as well as possible interaction effects, may cause changes in
one characteristic to co-occur with changes in others. For this reason,
interpreting the impact of individual coefficients should always be done
with the broader correlation structure in mind, and with reference to the
conceptual grouping of characteristics into classical (space size, shape,
sparsity-related factors) and topological (degree, clustering, assortativity)
properties.

7.5.1 Classical characteristics

From an interpretive standpoint, classical characteristics offer a coarse-
grained description of the user-item space. Properties such as the overall
size of the interaction space, the balance between users and items, the
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density of observed interactions, and the concentration of activity on a
subset of users or items help to characterize how much information is
available to the model and how it is distributed.

When coefficients associated with density-related measures are posi-
tive, they typically indicate that models benefit from richer interaction
data, since additional observations provide more evidence for learning
robust user and item representations. Conversely, negative coefficients
associated with shape-related measures indicate detrimental imbalances
between the number of users and items. For example, scenarios with
more users than items (or vice versa) may lead to configurations where
the model has a limited chance to observe diverse interaction patterns.

Inequality indices (i.e., user- and item-side Gini coefficients) allow us
to reason about how skewed the interaction distributions are. A positive
coefficient on the item-side index, for instance, suggests that models
tend to perform better when there is a clearer separation between
popular and less popular items, which aligns with the tendency of many
recommenders to focus on highly interacted items. In contrast, weak or
unstable effects on the user-side index indicate that strong heterogeneity
in user activity is not necessarily beneficial or harmful per se, and may
interact with other characteristics such as sparsity or shape.

Overall, classical characteristics describe the amount and allocation
of available information in the interaction matrix. Their coefficients
indicate the extent to which simple aggregate statistics of the data are
sufficient to account for variations in model performance.

7.5.2 Topological characteristics

Topological characteristics refine this picture by focusing on the struc-
ture of the user—item graph beyond aggregate counts. Average degrees,
clustering coefficients, and assortativity capture how interactions are
organized in terms of local neighborhoods and connectivity patterns,
and thus how well the graph supports message passing.

Coefficients associated with user and item average degree indicate
how sensitive a model is to the richness of local neighborhoods. Positive
values suggest that having more interactions per node provides the
model with more informative neighborhoods from which to aggregate
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signals, effectively enabling better representation learning. Differences
between user- and item-side degrees can reveal whether it is more
beneficial to increase the activity of users (e.g., by providing more
feedback per user) or to enhance the catalog-side connectivity.

Clustering coefficients describe the tendency of nodes to form tightly
connected triadic structures and, in the bipartite setting, the existence
of dense local patterns of shared interactions. Positive coefficients on
user- or item-side clustering typically signal that models are able to
exploit such local redundancy, as it reinforces the collaborative signal
by repeatedly exposing similar neighborhoods. When coefficients differ
between user and item clustering, this may indicate an asymmetric
sensitivity of the model to user- versus item-centric local structures.

Degree assortativity captures whether high-degree nodes tend to
connect to other high-degree nodes, or instead to low-degree ones.
Positive coefficients on assortativity suggest that the model benefits
from graphs where nodes of similar degree are often connected, as this
“lookahead” structure enhances the propagation of signals along high-
activity regions of the graph. Negative coefficients, in contrast, indicate
scenarios where connecting nodes of very different degrees may lead to
better information diffusion for the model under consideration.

Taken together, topological characteristics should be read as de-
scribing the shape and organization of the interaction graph. Their
coefficients reveal how different GNN architectures leverage specific
structural patterns and where their inductive biases align, or conflict,
with the topology of the data.

Final remarks

The framework reveals how characteristics relate to model per-
formance through: (i) coefficient signs, which indicate whether a
characteristic leads to performance gains/losses; (ii) its magni-
tude and significance, which quantify the strength and reliability
of this association; (iii) the broader correlation among character-
istics, which prevents overly simplistic interpretations. Classical
characteristics capture the available information and its distribu-
tion, while the topological ones describe the user-item graph.
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7.5.3 Application to a topology-aware evaluation study

The methodological principles outlined above can be instantiated in
concrete evaluation scenarios. A notable example is the topology-aware
study of GNN-based recommender systems presented in the work
by Malitesta et al., 2024. In that study, the explanatory framework is
applied to real-world recommendation datasets and a set of representa-
tive GNN architectures. In particular, it considers Light GCN (He et al.,
2020), DGCF (Wang et al., 2020), and SVD-GCN (Peng et al., 2022)
as exemplary GNN-based models, evaluated on Yelp2018 (Peng et al.,
2022), Gowalla (He et al., 2020), and Amazon-Book (Wang et al., 2021).

More specifically, the case study revisits the set of classical and
topological characteristics introduced in earlier sections and summarized
in Table 1.1. Classical properties summarize space size, shape, density,
and inequality of interactions (via Gini coefficients on the user and item
sides), following prior work on dataset characterization (Adomavicius
and Zhang, 2012; Deldjoo et al., 2020). Then, topological properties
capture the structural aspects of the user-item bipartite graph, including
the average degree (for users and items), average clustering coefficients
(user and item projections), and degree assortativity on both sides.

These characteristics are first analyzed through their empirical
correlation structure, in order to identify redundant signals and comple-
mentary patterns (see Figure 7.1). The explanatory model is then fitted
to relate these characteristics to recommendation performance, and the
resulting coefficients are examined across datasets and architectures.

This application illustrates how the generic interpretation guidelines
proposed in this section are translated into concrete insights. The table
of characteristics defines the feature space, the correlation analysis
clarifies how these features interact, and the numerical regression results
quantify their impact on performance. The reader is referred to that
case study for a data-driven instantiation of the framework on user-item
graphs.

In particular, the results reported in Figure 7.2 offer an illustra-
tive example of this process. When viewed through the lens of our
framework, they reveal that degree-related characteristics consistently
exert a positive influence on performance, while more complex topologi-
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Figure 7.1: Pearson correlation of the selected characteristics and datasets in the
study by Malitesta et al., 2024. Many values in [—0.5,0.5] indicate loose correlation.

cal quantities, such as clustering coefficients and assortativity, display
model-dependent patterns. At the same time, classical characteristics
like density and item-side inequality retain a substantial role, reflecting
the interplay between factorization-style effects and neighborhood ag-
gregation in GNN-based recommenders. Rather than focusing on exact
numerical values, Figure 7.2 should thus be interpreted as a qualitative
map of how different groups of characteristics jointly shape the behavior
of topology-aware recommendation models.
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Figure 7.2: Visual representation of the impact of dataset characteristics on the
recommendation performance (Recall@20) of GNNs-based recommender systems, for
each dataset/model setting in (Malitesta et al., 2024). Bar plot length and direction
represent the impact magnitude and whether there is a direct/inverse correspondence
between characteristic and performance. Finally, the darker the bar plots, the higher
their statistical significance.



8

Take-home messages

The power of GNN-based recommender systems stems from their ability
to directly leverage the user-item interaction graph. However, this power
is not monolithic; it is shaped by a complex interplay between model
architecture and data characteristics. Throughout this monograph,
we have systematically deconstructed these systems by establishing
a formal pipeline (Section 3), defining the classical and topological
properties of their data (Section 4-6), and empirically measuring their
interplay through a rigorous explanatory framework (Section 7). This
comprehensive analysis now allows us to distill our findings into a
series of actionable take-home messages. We begin by focusing on the
GNNs themselves, examining how fundamental architectural choices
dictate their performance and behavior. Subsequently, we will delve
into the properties of the data, providing guidance on how to study and
connect them to a model’s expected performance. These messages are
designed to bridge the gap between theoretical analysis and practical
application, providing clear guidelines for building and evaluating the
next generation of GNN-based recommender systems.
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8.1 Architectural choices drive performance and behavior

The specific design of a GNN is not a trivial implementation detail;
it is the primary determinant of its performance, biases, and limita-
tions within recommender systems. As our model taxonomy (Section 3)
and empirical analysis (Section 7) have shown, architectural choices
create fundamental trade-offs between complexity, accuracy, and beyond-
accuracy objectives. The following messages distill these critical lessons
learned from the evolution of GNN architectures:

o Simplicity often outperforms complexity. As detailed in our
model taxonomy, the evolution from complex early models like
NGCF to simpler architectures like Light GCN marked a pivotal
moment. Our analysis confirms that removing non-linearities and
feature transformations often leads to superior accuracy and ef-
ficiency, demonstrating that the core strength of GNNs in this
domain is effective neighborhood aggregation, not convoluted
transformations (He et al., 2020).

¢ Over-smoothing is the primary architectural bottleneck.
The tendency for node embeddings to become indistinguishable
after a few message-passing steps is a fundamental limitation
discussed in Section 3.3.2. This not only restricts most models
to shallow depths but also negatively impacts beyond-accuracy
metrics like novelty and diversity (Anelli et al., 2022b). This is why
models like SVD-GCN, which we analyzed, avoid iterative message-
passing to capture higher-order signals without degradation.

o Standard GNNs can amplify popularity bias. The message-
passing mechanism inherently favors nodes with high degrees. Our
own experimental results in Section 7 (Figure 7.2) support this,
showing a consistent positive correlation between the item Gini
coefficient (a measure of popularity concentration) and model
performance. This confirms that GNNs tend to reward popular
items, a critical consideration for fairness (Anelli et al., 2023a).

¢ Contrastive learning is a powerful tool for data sparsity. To
address the data sparsity defined in Section 4.3, architectures like
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SGL and SimGCL have proven effective. By creating augmented
views of the graph or embeddings, these models learn more robust
representations that are less dependent on the local neighborhood
structure, improving performance in sparse data regimes (Wu
et al., 2021; Yu et al., 2022).

Relationship of classical dataset characteristics with perfor-
mance

Even though classical dataset characteristics like shape or density (Sec-
tion 4) have been investigated previously for more simple recommen-

dation algorithms, the relationship between such characteristics and

GNN-based recommenders is a novel contribution of our work, as pre-
sented in Section 7. The most remarkable insights, as evidenced in
Figure 7.2, can be summarized as:

o« GNN models benefit from more (dense) data available.

Consistent positive correlation between density and performance,
throughout datasets and GNN models, evidence that when the
GNN has access to less sparse information, it can create more
meaningful representations of users and items, hence producing
more accurate recommendations.

Too many users may be detrimental. By the interplay be-
tween space size and shape properties, we observed that the raw
number of potential interactions (space size) is not a consistent
predictor of performance, whereas the relationship between the
number of users and items (shape) is always inversely related
to performance. This implies that, for a fixed number of items,
increasing the number of users will negatively impact performance;
symmetrically, for a given number of users, having more items
will produce a lower shape, which has been shown to be related
to better performance.

Skewed item distributions produce better models. While
this is not true for user distributions (as measured by Gini user),
since correlations are either negligible or not significant, for item
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distributions (Gini item), the correlation values are very high in
every case. This means that GNN models need item distributions
where popular and non-popular items are easily discriminated
from each other, because of their tendency to promote popular
items (hence, if the distributions are too flat, the promoted items
may not be the most appropriate ones).

Topological characterization for performance prediction

While classical dataset characteristics, such as sparsity and density (Sec-

tion 4), provide a necessary high-level overview, our work demonstrates
that they tell only part of the story. To understand the potential and
challenges of a dataset for a GNN-based recommender, practitioners

must examine the user-item graph’s structure in greater detail. The
most potent insights come from its topological properties. As we defined
and re-interpreted in Section 5, these properties translate abstract graph

theory into tangible recommendation concepts:

e Node degree is the most direct measure of user activity and item

popularity, immediately quantifying the extent of the cold-start
problem.

Clustering coefficient captures the strength of the collaborative
filtering signal, revealing the density of shared preferences within
local neighborhoods. A high clustering coefficient implies a strong
foundation for neighborhood-based methods.

Degree assortativity uncovers the homophily within the graph.
It tells us whether active users tend to engage with items that
are also popular among other active users, a deeper, “look-ahead”
property that classical metrics cannot capture.

Degree distribution suggests the scale-free tendency of the user-
item graph, where very few nodes have high degree (i.e., active
users and popular items), while the majority of nodes present low
degrees.

This is not merely a theoretical exercise. The explanatory framework

in Section 7 provides strong empirical evidence that these topological
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features are powerful and often dominant predictors of GNN perfor-
mance. Our regression analysis (Figure 7.2) consistently showed that
characteristics like average user degree and average user clustering coef-
ficient have a statistically significant and positive impact on accuracy
across different models and datasets.

Therefore, a critical take-home message is to make topological analy-
sis a standard, non-negotiable step in any GNN-based recommendation
project. This analysis moves beyond a simple sparsity diagnosis to
a much richer understanding. It allows for the quantification of the
inherent strengths and weaknesses of a dataset, sets realistic perfor-
mance expectations, and guides the selection of an appropriate GNN
architecture before investing in costly training and evaluation cycles.

8.4 Unveiling topological properties within model formalizations

A GNN-based recommender does not learn from graph-structured data if
not explicitly defined to do so; its mathematical formulation is explicitly
or implicitly designed to embed the topological properties of that data.
Understanding this connection is fundamental to moving beyond treating
these models as black boxes. Our analysis in Section 6, which dissected
the equations of various GNNs, reveals that these properties are encoded
in distinct ways, with significant consequences for model behavior.

The most direct and explicit encoding is node degree. As
our review of model architectures showed, nearly every modern GNN
for recommendation, from NGCF to Light GCN to SGL, incorporates
node degree directly into its message-passing formulation via symmetric
normalization. The 1/(,/0,+/0;) term is not merely a mathematical
trick for stabilization; it is a deliberate architectural choice that rescales
the contribution of messages based on user activity and item popularity.
This makes the model’s learning process fundamentally dependent on
the node degree distribution of the training graph.

Other crucial properties, like the clustering coefficient and
degree assortativity, are captured implicitly. These characteristics
are not represented by a specific variable in the GNN’s equations.
Instead, they are an emergent consequence of the multi-hop message-
passing mechanism itself.
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o Clustering is implicitly learned through 2-hop paths (e.g., user-
item-user). When two users have a high clustering coefficient,
it means they share many common items. The message-passing
process naturally aggregates information from these shared items,
pulling the embeddings of these two users closer together in the
latent space. Thus, the architecture inherently learns the collabo-
rative filtering signal that the clustering coefficient measures.

e Assortativity, the tendency for nodes of similar degrees to con-
nect, is captured over even deeper propagation paths. A multi-layer
GNN can learn whether active users tend to interact with items
that are also popular among other active users. This “look-ahead”
property, as we termed it in Section 5, is implicitly encoded as
the model learns to navigate longer relationships in the graph.

The take-home message is that a model’s architecture determines its
topological sensitivity. The explicit reliance on node degree means that
if the degree distribution of the training data is not representative, the
model may be biased and fail to generalize. Furthermore, the depth of a
GNN dictates its ability to implicitly capture more complex properties.
A shallow, 1-layer model may only effectively leverage node degree,
while a deeper model can begin to harness the signals from clustering
and assortativity. This understanding helps explain the performance
variations we observed in Section 7 and provides a powerful tool for
predicting how a given model will behave on a new dataset with a
unique topological signature.

8.5 Connecting data topology to model performance

The ultimate goal of our analysis is to move beyond the costly and
inefficient trial-and-error model selection paradigm. A recommender
system’s performance is not an intrinsic property of the model alone,
but an emergent outcome of the dynamic interplay between a model’s
architectural sensitivities and the dataset’s unique topological signature.
Understanding and predicting this interplay is the fundamental step
toward building more targeted and effective GNN-based systems.
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Our explanatory framework, empirically validated in Section 7, pro-
vides the tools to forge this connection. By first studying the topological
properties of the data and then understanding how different GNNs
embed these properties, we can predict how a given model will perform
on a specific dataset. Our findings reveal several key principles:

e The factorization component and node degree are Founda-
tional. Against the common assumption that the message-passing
mechanism is the sole source of GNNs’ power, our empirical re-
sults suggest that the factorization component (i.e., the quality of
the node embeddings) and its most direct topological influence
(node degree) are the most consistent and powerful predictors
of performance. This implies that the primary benefit of GNNs
often comes from learning robust node representations that are
effectively regularized by their immediate neighborhood, a task
for which even shallow models are well-suited.

o Higher-order topologies explain performance differences.
While node degree sets the baseline, the ability to leverage more
complex properties like clustering coefficient and degree as-
sortativity is what often differentiates the performance of various
GNN architectures. As our analysis revealed, models with more
complex message-passing schemes are better equipped to implic-
itly capture these signals. The stronger the collaborative signal
in a dataset (high clustering) or the more defined its homophily
patterns (high assortativity), the greater the potential advantage
of a GNN that can effectively explore multi-hop neighborhoods.

o Use topology as a predictive tool to guide model selection.
The most practical application of this framework is as a diagnostic
and predictive tool. Before launching extensive experiments, a
topological analysis can guide resource allocation. For instance, if a
dataset exhibits a low clustering coefficient and weak assortativity,
it is highly unlikely that a complex, deep GNN will outperform a
simpler, more efficient baseline. This allows practitioners to avoid
wasting experimental cycles on architectures that are topologically
mismatched with the data. The obtained results and explanatory
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framework can help prevent situations where there is insufficient
variability or richness in a topological property for a complex
model to exploit, guiding the community toward more focused
and justified model evaluation.



9

Challenges and future directions

Throughout this monograph, we have provided a comprehensive re-
interpretation of GNN-based recommender systems from a topological
perspective. By modeling the user-item interaction space as a bipartite
graph, we have moved beyond treating GNNs as black-box predictors
and instead have shown how their performance is fundamentally linked
to the topological characteristics of the data. Our explanatory framework
has demonstrated that these properties are not just passively present
but are actively, if sometimes implicitly, encoded within the models’
formulations.

This deep dive into the interplay between graph topology and rec-
ommendation performance serves as a natural springboard into the
next crucial discussion: the challenges and future directions for the field.
The very success of GNNs in this domain opens up a new frontier of
complex questions. If topology is so critical, how can we design models
that exploit it more deliberately? If our models are sensitive to these
properties, what are the implications of noisy, sparse, and dynamic
real-world data? And how must our evaluation methodologies evolve to
capture this deeper understanding?

This section addresses these questions by outlining the key challenges
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and promising future directions in GNN research, with a particular
focus on their application in recommender systems. We categorize these
into four main areas: theoretical and model-centric challenges that
address the intrinsic limitations of GNN architectures; data-centric
challenges concerning the quality and characteristics of graph data;
task-specific challenges related to applying GNNs in complex do-
mains like recommender systems; and methodological challenges
that call for more rigorous and reproducible evaluation practices.

9.1 Theoretical and model-centric challenges

These challenges are inherent to the architectural and theoretical foun-
dations of GNNs themselves. Addressing them is crucial for building
more powerful, robust, and scalable models.

Expressiveness and isomorphism: A well-documented limitation
of many GNNs is their inability to distinguish between certain non-
isomorphic graph structures. The expressive power of most message-
passing GNNs is bounded by the Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) test of graph
isomorphism. This means that if two graphs are indistinguishable by the
1-WL test, a standard GNN will learn the same representation for them,
limiting their ability to capture fine-grained topological details (Xu
et al., 2019). Research is actively exploring more expressive GNNs, such
as those based on higher-order WL tests or subgraph-based message
passing. The key challenge is to increase expressive power without
incurring prohibitive computational costs, striking a balance between
theoretical capability and practical feasibility. This remains an active
area of research, with recent surveys mapping the landscape of GNN
expressiveness (Zhang et al., 2025a).

Oversmoothing and oversquashing: These two related issues repre-
sent a major obstacle to building deep GNNs. Oversmoothing is the
phenomenon where, as the number of GNN layers increases, the repre-
sentations of all nodes converge to a single, uninformative point, losing
their distinctiveness. Oversquashing occurs when information from
distant nodes gets “squashed” into a fixed-size vector during message
passing, creating an information bottleneck that prevents the model
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from effectively capturing long-range dependencies (Topping et al.,
2022). Potential solutions include architectural innovations like skip con-
nections, graph rewiring to reduce bottlenecks, and moving beyond the
standard message-passing paradigm altogether. Exploring techniques
from differential geometry to better understand graph curvature and
its impact on information flow is a particularly promising avenue.

Scalability: Applying GNNs to massive, web-scale graphs with billions
of nodes and edges remains a major computational hurdle. The “neigh-
borhood explosion” problem, where the number of neighbors to consider
grows exponentially with the number of layers, makes full-batch training
intractable. While various sampling techniques have been developed,
future work should focus on improving their efficiency and reducing
bias. Additionally, research into decentralized and parallel training al-
gorithms, as well as hardware-software co-design for GNN acceleration,
will be critical for scaling to industrial-sized problems.

9.2 Data-centric challenges

The performance of GNNs is intrinsically tied to the quality and char-
acteristics of the underlying graph data. Real-world graphs, however,
present numerous challenges that are often abstracted away in bench-
mark datasets.

Data scarcity and quality: The field is hampered by a scarcity
of large, high-quality, and diverse public datasets. Many real-world
graphs are proprietary, forcing researchers to rely on a small set of
well-worn benchmarks that may not be representative of real-world
complexity (Dwivedi et al., 2023). Furthermore, real-world graphs are
often noisy, imbalanced, and contain missing information, which can
severely degrade GNN performance (Ju et al., 2024).

Heterophily vs. homophily: A core assumption of many GNNs is
homophily, that connected nodes are similar. However, many real-world
graphs exhibit heterophily, where connected nodes are dissimilar. Stan-
dard GNNs often fail in such scenarios. While specialized architectures
for heterophilous graphs exist, a more unified understanding is needed.
Future models should be able to adaptively learn whether to smooth or
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sharpen features based on the local graph structure, moving beyond a
one-size-fits-all assumption about homophily (Zhu et al., 2020).

Generative models and topology modification: The static nature
of most graph datasets is a limitation. The topology of the user-item
graph, for instance, could be modified to improve performance or effi-
ciency. A promising direction is the use of recent generative models, such
as diffusion models, to leverage and modify the graph topology. These
models could potentially reduce the noise and sparsity of the dataset
by generating plausible, yet unobserved, edges, thereby enhancing the
performance of downstream GNNs (Jiang et al., 2024; Zhao et al.,
2025). In a related vein, recent studies are also exploring how Large
Language Models (LLMs) can be leveraged to augment or modify the
user-item graph topology, further blurring the lines between structured
and unstructured data modeling (Fioretti et al., 2025; Wei et al., 2024).

9.3 Task-specific and application-oriented challenges

As GNNs are applied to more complex tasks, new challenges emerge
related to the specific demands of each domain. Recommender systems
provide a clear example of this.

Exploiting topology in GNN-based recommendation: While
GNNs are a natural fit for recommendation, there is still a limited
understanding of how they exploit the topological properties of the user-
item graph. Current research often focuses on accuracy, neglecting the
rich, interpretable insights that a topological perspective can offer. There
is a need for more research that explicitly investigates the link between
topological characteristics (i.e., node degree, clustering coefficients,
assortativity, degree distribution) and recommendation outcomes like
novelty, diversity, and fairness. This involves designing GNNs that are
not just powerful predictors but are also tailored to leverage specific,
desirable topological properties of the data (Huang et al., 2025; Mo
et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025Db).

Integrating multimodal and sequential data: Recommender sys-
tems and other applications often involve rich side information that
is not easily captured in a simple graph structure. For example, user
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behavior is often sequential, and items may have multimodal features
(e.g., text, images) (Malitesta et al., 2025). A key challenge is to develop
principled ways to integrate this information. This could involve treating
multimodal attributes as node features or viewing sequential data as
a way of re-structuring the user-item bipartite graph. The goal is to
create a unified model that can reason over the graph topology and the
rich semantics of its components simultaneously.

9.4 Evaluation and methodological challenges

The way GNN models are evaluated is crucial for driving meaningful
progress. Current benchmarking and reproducibility practices, however,
face significant criticism.

Benchmarking and reproducibility: The GNN field has been criti-
cized for its lack of standardized and rigorous benchmarking practices,
a topic of intense debate within the community (Dong et al., 2025;
Dwivedi et al., 2023). Different studies often use different datasets, data
splits, and experimental settings, making fair and reproducible compar-
isons nearly impossible. This can lead to a “reproducibility crisis” where
reported gains are difficult to verify. There is an urgent need for the
community to rally around high-quality, standardized benchmarks that
cover a diverse range of tasks and graph types. This includes not just
node classification but also graph classification, link prediction, and ap-
plications in science and industry. Platforms that facilitate easy and fair
comparison, with open-sourcing code/data, are essential for fostering
robust and reproducible research (Bechler-Speicher et al., 2025).

Beyond accuracy: Evaluation often focuses narrowly on a single metric
like accuracy, ignoring other crucial aspects of model performance such
as fairness, robustness, interpretability, and efficiency. Future work must
adopt a more holistic approach to evaluation. This means extending
the analysis of GNNs to measures that go beyond accuracy, such as
diversity, novelty, bias, and fairness, as it has been done for other families
of recommendation algorithms (Deldjoo et al., 2021). A multi-faceted
evaluation framework will lead to the development of GNNs that are
not just accurate but also reliable, equitable, and trustworthy.
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