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ABSTRACT

Human Activity Recognition (HAR) using multimodal sensor data remains challenging due to
noisy or incomplete measurements, scarcity of labeled examples, and privacy concerns. Traditional
centralized deep learning approaches are often constrained by infrastructure availability, network
latency, and data sharing restrictions. While federated learning (FL) addresses privacy by training
models locally and sharing only model parameters, it still has to tackle issues arising from the use of
heterogeneous multimodal data and differential privacy requirements. In this article, a Graph-based
Multimodal Federated Learning framework, GraMFedDHAR, is proposed for HAR tasks. Diverse
sensor streams such as a pressure mat, depth camera, and multiple accelerometers are modeled as
modality-specific graphs, processed through residual Graph Convolutional Neural Networks (GCNs),
and fused via attention-based weighting rather than simple concatenation. The fused embeddings
enable robust activity classification, while differential privacy safeguards data during federated
aggregation. Experimental results show that the proposed MultiModalGCN model outperforms the
baseline MultiModalFFN, with up to 2% higher accuracy in non-DP settings in both centralized and
federated paradigms. More importantly, significant improvements are observed under differential
privacy constraints: MultiModalGCN consistently surpasses MultiModalFFN, with performance
gaps ranging from 7-13% depending on the privacy budget and setting. These results highlight the
robustness of graph-based modeling in multimodal learning, where GNNs prove more resilient to the
performance degradation introduced by DP noise.

1 Introduction

Human Activity Recognition (HAR) is now central to applications in smart homes, fitness tracking, healthcare, and
human-computer interaction. However, real-world HAR systems face few persistent challenges: heterogeneous
data, privacy preservation, and robust multimodal learning. Practical HAR systems must deal with diverse sensors,
missing modalities, and client-specific constraints [} 2} 3, 4]. Centralized ensemble and fusion methods are effective in
controlled environments but are often impractical for federated learning. This is because modalities are distributed across
clients and cannot be centrally concatenated for training[1]]. A robust framework is required to be developed that can
combine different data types and work even when some data is missing. Another major challenge is privacy preservation
for multi-modal sequential data [} 6] [7]]. Although federated learning (FL) mitigates privacy risks by training models
locally and sharing only model updates, it is still vulnerable to inference attacks and leakage of sensitive activity patterns.
Traditional Differential Privacy (DP), designed for i.i.d. data, struggles to account for temporal correlations, often
misestimating privacy loss in continuous activity streams [8, (6, 15]]. Thus, HAR requires federated solutions that are not
only multimodal-aware but also enhanced with temporally sensitive privacy guarantees. Multimodal HAR benefits from
graph-based modeling, which naturally captures spatial and relational dependencies across different sensor modalities.
Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs) have shown strong potential in capturing contextual structure in HAR tasks
(9,110, 111,112, [13]. However, adapting GCNs to FL settings introduces new risks, as sharing graph parameters can leak
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structural information [14}[13]]. Developing communication-efficient and privacy-aware federated GCN protocols is
therefore essential.

Existing HAR datasets and benchmarks lack realism because they often fail to include key real-world factors such as
non-IID data distributions, systematic data loss from certain sensors, unsynchronized data collection, and device-level
constraints like limited energy and latency [[15 116,10, /17]]. HAR systems also face additional concerns including high
labeling costs, vulnerability to adversarial attacks, and the need for explainability and fairness in sensitive domains
such as healthcare [13,[7,[11,4]. These broader challenges highlight the importance of developing multimodal HAR
frameworks that preserve privacy, are robust, and are trustworthy.

In this article, we propose GraMFedDHAR, a Graph-based Multimodal Federated Learning framework for differentially
private HAR. In our framework, each sensor stream (e.g., pressure mats, depth cameras, accelerometers) is represented
as a modality-specific graph and processed through residual GCNs. Their embeddings are fused via attention-based
weighting, enabling robust multimodal activity classification. To protect sensitive information, DP is integrated into the
FL aggregation process, ensuring user-level protection. Extensive experiments demonstrate that graph-based multimodal
modeling is significantly more resilient than feedforward baselines under DP constraints. The major contributions of
this work are summarized as follows:

* A novel hybrid graph construction strategy for multimodal HAR is proposed. This approach models temporal
dependencies by linking consecutive time windows, while spatial dependencies across sensor modalities are
captured through a distance-based adjacency formulation.

* DP is integrated into the FL process. This is achieved by perturbing client-side updates before aggregation,
which provides formal user-level privacy guarantees while preserving recognition performance.

* It may also be emphasized that this work is the first to perform the integration of DP and FL on the multimodal
graph based HAR task.

2 Related Works

In the existing literature, the problem of HAR is typically categorized as a traditional machine learning and deep
learning based supervised or unsupervised classification problem. Traditional machine learning approaches using
smart sensors and wearable devices for healthcare monitoring, leverage body motion and vital sign data to recognize
daily activities. However, performance is often limited by the variability of the data set and the lack of a universally
optimal algorithm [18]]. A comprehensive review on HAR is provided in [[15]. Apart from highlighting the challenges
of accurately detecting complex activities, it further analyzes vision-based and non-vision-based sensors, along with
various traditional machine learning techniques applied to different HAR applications. [19] proposes Deep-ConvLSTM
that learns time-dependent sequence context using a self-attention mechanism for the HAR problem, with applications
in healthcare. Recently, Transformer-based models [20] have gained significant traction for addressing time series
problems like HAR. [[16] proposed the Human Activity Recognition Transformer (HART), a lightweight, sensor-wise
Transformer optimized for IMU-based HAR on mobile devices, achieving higher accuracy than state-of-the-art methods.
Mondal et al. [9] proposed a transductive graph-based framework for the HAR task by converting multi-variate time
series sensor data into a graph. The model’s robustness is also verified on imbalanced data. A comprehensive survey
on skeleton-based action recognition using graph convolutional neural networks for video data is provided in [14]].
[L1] introduces body RFID skeleton-based activity recognition using GCN, where activities are modeled as RFID
skeleton activity graphs achieving superior recognition performance compared to existing HAR methods. [[12] proposes
a deep CNN to automatically extract discriminative features from optimal activity graphs for HAR, effectively capturing
correlations between activities.

Multi-modal activity recognition has gained significant attention for its ability to leverage complementary information
and improve robustness to missing or corrupted data. [1] proposes MMHAR-EnsemNet, a multi-modal HAR framework
that integrates skeleton, RGB, and inertial signals using CNN and LSTM-based networks, with outputs combined in
an ensemble achieving superior performance for experiments on UTD-MHAD and Berkeley-MHAD datasets. The
authors in [2] propose a unified FL framework with co-attention—based fusion and Model-Agnostic Meta-Learning
(MAML) driven personalization, demonstrating superior performance on multimodal activity recognition tasks. A
federated learning (FL) framework MHARFedLLM for multi-modal HAR using a federated large language model by
introducing a novel attention based fusion architecture was proposed by [[L0]. Cross-modal federated HAR (FHAR)
is addressed by [3l], who propose the Modality-Collaborative Activity Recognition Network (MCARN) that learns
both global and modality-specific activity classifiers. Differential privacy (DP) [8, [17] mitigates the risk of adversarial
leakage in federated learning with formal privacy guarantees. [4] proposes a DP based HAR framework on smartphone
accelerometer data using a deep Multi Layer Perceptron (DMLP) algorithm, achieving competitive accuracy while
ensuring strong privacy guarantees. Sarkar et al. [[13] proposed GraFeHTy, a framework that incorporates federated
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graph learning to address noisy, low-data challenges and privacy concerns in HAR. However no work has yet explored
federated differential privacy for graph based multimodal human activity recognition.

The paper is organized as follows: Section II presents the related works. Section III describes the preliminary concepts
while the problem statement and proposed work are discussed in Section IV and V, respectively. Section VI covers the
simulation and evaluation. Section VII concludes the article.

3 Preliminary

This Section briefly discusses the Graph Neural Network, Multimodal Federated Graph Learning and Differential
privacy.

3.1 Graph Neural Network

To capture the complex interdependencies among data points, real-world problems are often modeled using graphs where
each instance is treated as a node connected to others by an edges based on similarities measures. A graph is a tuple
G = (V,&,X), where V is the node set, £- edge set, and X € R *%- the feature matrix (N nodes, d features per node).
Each node 4 has an initial embedding h9 = X;. After the k'" iteration (or k layer), the embedded representation of the

(*)
node x; is updated as follows [21] hEkH) =0 <W(k) ZuEN(i) IJ}\L/W + B(k)hgk)> , Where hf“ is the hidden state of

the node z; at layer k, NV (i) denotes the set of neighboring nodes of x;, W}, and By, are the learnable weight matrices,
o(+) is a non-linear activation. The compact matrix form is H*+1) = & (D*%flﬁféH(k)W(k) + B(k)H(k)) with

HY = X. In this work, node-level classification is performed.

3.2 Multi-modal Federated Graph Learning

The sensor signals are multimodal time series in nature: X = {X(l), xX@ . ,X(M)}, X(m) ¢ RTxdm \where
m =1,--- , M is the number of modalities, 7" time steps and d,,, the dimension of each modalities. In federated learning,

each client ¢ with dataset D, trains locally. The global training objectives is ming Zi\;l peL(De; 0), pe= %.
jen Y3

The central sever aggregates update 6, avoiding access to any of client’s raw data. Each client transforms its graph
G. = V., &), where nodes V.. represent time windows and &, defined by the distance-based similarity. Each node x; is
a multi-modal feature vector x; = Fuse, (d)(l) (o:q(Jl))7 oD (L(JM))) , where ¢(™) are modality-specific encoders,

and Fuse, is a attention based fusion mechanism. This multi-modal feature vector is then used to classify the activity
nodes.

3.3 Differential Privacy

A randomized mechanism M [6,[7,[5] is (e, §)-differentially private if two neighboring dataset D, D’ and any event
S: Pr[M(D) € S] < e Pr[M(D’) € S] + 6. Rényi Divergence of order « is adopted in this work, defined by

[e3
Do(M|N) = =1 log By [(%((g) } with @ > 1. If M : X — R is said to be (v, 7) — RDP, then under T-fold

composition it implies (e, §)-DP, where D, (M (D)||M(D’) < ~. This ensures each client’s contribution is bounded
and private.

4 Problem Statement

Problem Definition: Multi-modal time series inputs, which are frequently privacy-sensitive and dispersed across user
devices, are used in HAR utilizing wearable sensor data. Centralized approaches risk data leakage and scalability
issues. A privacy-conscious option is provided by FL; however, there are still issues with 1) handling heterogeneous
data 2) identifying temporal and structural relationships, and 3) mitigating gradient-based privacy threats. This work
GraMFedHAR addresses these challenges for secure and efficient HAR.

Design Goals: GraMFedHAR is a novel framework designed to achieve the following goals in HAR application 1)
multimodal graph learning, and 2) differential privacy for gradient protection.
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5 Proposed Scheme

In this work, GraMFedHAR, a multimodal graph-based federated learning (FL) framework with client-level differential
privacy (DP) is proposed. The framework integrates modality-specific graph construction, attention-based fusion, and
DP-preserving updates under the federated setting.

5.1 System Overview

Each client C. maintains multimodal streams { X" }}_, with activity labels Y. Data is segmented into windows,
transformed into embeddings, and fused into node features H.. A client-specific graph G. = (V,, &, H,.) is constructed
using time window as node and distance-based similarity links. Clients train GCNs locally with graph-regularized loss
and add Gaussian noise to clipped updates for DP. The server aggregates these updates using FedAvg.

5.2 Algorithmic Workflow

The training protocol is presented in Algorithm[I] which consists of three steps: (i) graph-based feature propagation via
GCN layers, (ii) local DP training, and (iii) secure aggregation.

Algorithm 1 GRAMFEDDHAR: FEDERATED MULTIMODAL GCN WITH DIFFERENTIAL PRIVACY
Input: Client set C; total rounds L; client sampling fraction ¢; DP parameters (C, o ); learning rate 7), B batch size.
Output: Global model wgjopar-

1: Initialize global weights wgopal.

2: for { =1to L do

3: Randomly sample subset Sy C C with |S;| = |¢|C]].

4

5

for each client ¢ € Sy in parallel do
Graph Encoding: Build local graph G, from multimodal input X} and propagate features using GCN

layers.
6: Local Training with DP:
1. Compute cross-entropy loss: £. = CE(Y,, }70).
2. Compute local gradient g. = V, L. (Wgioba )-
3. Clip gradient: g. < g./ max(1, ||gc||2/C).
4. Add Gaussian noise: j. = g. + N (0,02C?I).
5. Update local weights: w. < Wgigbal — N9e-
7: Send update Aw, = w, — Weglobal tO SETVeT.
8: end for
9: Aggregation: Wiobal < Welobal + ﬁ > ees, Awe
10: end for

11: return wgiopal

5.3 Global Objective and Assumptions

The global objective is defined as
N
1
F(w) =+ ; E[Lc(w;Ge)],

where the local client loss is given by
L. = CE(Y,Yo),

with CE(-) denoting the cross-entropy loss between predicted and true activity labels. The optimal model parameters
are denoted by
w* = arg min F(w).

Here, the graph structure G, influences the training implicitly through GCN message passing layers, rather than through
an explicit smoothness regularizer.

Assumptions: We make the following standard assumptions:
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1. Fis L-smooth: |[VF(z) — VF(y)| < L||z — yl|,

2. Fis p-strongly convex,

3. Gradients are bounded: |[VL.(w)| < G,

4. Local updates are clipped at C' before adding Gaussian noise for DP.

5.4 Convergence Guarantee

Let m = |gN | denote the number of sampled clients per communication round. Each client trains a GCN locally with
cross-entropy loss and adds Gaussian noise to clipped updates for differential privacy. With step size 7, Algorithm/[I]
achieves linear convergence up to a DP-induced error floor [22]]:

¢ 4 2 2
Efflwe -] < (1- %) lwo—w'lP+— | 25 + &+,
12 —~— \ , \ ,

stochasticity ~ heterogeneity ~ DP noise

where ag captures the variance from mini-batch stochastic gradients, (? reflects client drift due to non-IID multimodal
data, and do?C? /m corresponds to the DP-induced error floor from Gaussian noise added to clipped updates.

6 Simulation and Evaluation

6.1 Implementation Details and Dataset Preparation
6.1.1 Dataset

To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed framework, experiments are conducted on the publicly available MEx
dataset, which captures multimodal data from 30 participants performing 7 physiotherapy exercises, each lasting up to
60 seconds. The dataset includes four sensor modalities: two tri-axial accelerometers (placed on the wrist acw and thigh
act sampling at approximately 100Hz for fine-grained motion data; depth camera (dc) recordings sampled at around
15Hz and it is downsampled from 240 x 320 to a 12 x 16 resolution using OpenCV for low-resolution spatial posture
tracking; and a pressure mat (pm) capturing 32 x 16 spatial pressure distributions at 15 Hz to monitor contact patterns.
This rich modality data supports robust spatiotemporal modeling for physiotherapy movement analysis.

6.1.2 Data Preprocessing and Segmentation

Sensor timestamps were standardized to Unix epoch format with microsecond precision for all sensor modalities.
Sampling rates were normalized using linear interpolation: act, acw at 100Hz, and dc and pm data were resampled to 15
Hz. Z-score normalization was applied independently to each modality, and timestamps were discard after alignment.
Time series were segmented using a 5-second sliding window with a 2-second stride (60% overlap), yielding 500 frames
per widow for act, acw and 75 for dc and pm. dc and pm features were extracted using a fully connected autoencoder
(layers: 512 — 256 — 64, ReLU activations), with the 64-dimensional latent vector used as the final embedding, Discrete
Cosine Transformation (DCT) was applied per axis for act and acw data, retaining 60 coefficients, resulting in a
180-dimensional feature vector per window.

6.1.3 Experimental Setup

The experiments were performed using Python 3.12, with Pytorch 2.6.1 serving as the primary deep learning framework.
Additional dependencies included scikit-learn 1.5.1 for data pre-processing and evaluation metrics, as well as pandas
and Numpy for data manipulation and numerical computation. The experiments were carried out on a desktop with
Intel(R) Core(TM) i7 — 12700(2.10 GHz) CPU with 16 GB RAM running Windows-11.

6.2 Model Architecture
6.2.1 Model Specification

In this work, a Multi-modal Graph Convolutional Network (MultiModalGCN) is used to effectively integrate multiple
graph-structured modalities. Each modality is independently passes through a dedicated GCN layer that transforms node
features into a shared hidden space, followed by normalization, Relu activation, and dropout. An attention-based fusion
mechanism is used to compute per-node attention weights for each modality, allowing the most informative signals
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to emphasized before fusion into unified node embedding. Nodes are each timestamp window and edges are created
between the nodes based on the similarity distance function using threshold based tuning. The model is configured with
modality-specific input sizes, a fixed hidden dimension 64, and a dropout rate of 0.5.

6.2.2 Baseline Model

As a baseline, a Multimodal Feedforward Neural Network (MultiModalFFN) is designed without utilizing graph
convolutional using same configuration as the MultiModalGCN.

6.2.3 Training and Learning algorithms

For both Centralized and Federated learning settings, local training was performed on each client using supervised
learning approach with cross-entropy loss and Adam optimizer at a learning rate of 0.01. During training, forward
passes are performed on graph-structured data to generate predictions, and the cross-entropy is backpropagated. In
scenarios where Differential Privacy (DP) is enabled, a differentially private stochastic gradient decent (DP-SGD)
mechanism was adopted. Specifically, gradients are clipped to a maximum norm and Gaussian noise sampled is added
to each gradient. This ensures individual data contributions remain private. After local training, we evaluated the
model performance on a held-out test dataset. Federated Learning, each client’s local dataset is split into 70% training
and 30% testing. After training, model updates are sent to a central server, where they are averaged using FedAvg on
update the global model. Centralized Learning, the dataset is split into 70% for training and 30% for testing and 500
local epochs are used to maintain the same DP configuration in Federated Learning. The model hyper-parameters are
described in Table[1l

Table 1: Hyper-parameters for Federated and Centralized Learning

Hyper-parameter Federated Centralized
Learning rate 0.01 0.001
Number of layers 2 2
Hidden units per layer 64 128
Dropout rate 0.5 0.5
Batch size 32 32
Local epochs per client 20 —
Total rounds 50 —
Gradient clipping 1 1
Sampling rate for DP 0.01 0.01
Delta for DP 1x1073 1x1073
Number of epochs (centralized) — 500

6.2.4 Evaluative metrics

Model performance in both federated and centralized setups was assessed on a held-out set of set using Accuracy and
F1 Score. Accuracy measures overall classification correctness, while F1 Score captures the balance between precision
and recall. For modals trained under differential privacy, utility loss was additionally calculated to quantify performance

degradation introduced by privacy constraints. Utility loss was defined as (1 — Aﬁg#:;zf;), where Accuracypp and

Accuracyy, pp denote the accuracies of the differentially private and non-private models, respectively. This metric
captures the trade-off between privacy preservation and model utility. A lower utility loss indicates that privacy had
minimal effect on accuracy, while a higher values reflect greater performance degradation.

6.3 Result and Discussion

6.3.1 Impact of DP on Multimodal GCN and FFN Models

Table 2] highlights the performance trade-off induced by differential privacy across centralized and federated training
for MultiModalFFN and MultiModal GCN models using all four modalities act, acw, dc, and pm. The DP mechanism
was implemented using Gaussian noise € = 0.5, = 1.4216,6 = 1 x 103 for strong DP, e = 1.5,0 = 0.8629, 6 =
1 x 102 for weak DP settings. In the non-private setting, both models perform well, with the GCN outperforming
the FFN, especially in the federated settings. However, when DP is applied, a clear performance drop is observed
most severe in centralized training. For example, under strong DP (¢ = 0.5), centralized GCN accuracy drops by over
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Table 2: Performance Comparison of GCN and FFN Models with and without Differential Privacy (DP) in Centralized
and Federated Settings

Centralized Federated
Model DP Setting Accuracy Fl

Accuracy F1

MultiModalFFN ¢ = oo 0.9650  0.9652  0.9850  0.9850
e=0.5 0.6708  0.6672  0.8126  0.8132
e=15 0.7308  0.7297  0.8863  0.8878

MultiModalGCN € = oo 0.9878  0.9879  0.9941  0.9943
e=0.5 0.8075  0.8077  0.8917  0.8955
e=15 0.9011  0.9018  0.9562  0.9579

18%, and FFN by over 29%. In contrast, the federated setting demonstrates subtantial resilience on DP-introduced
performance degradation. With strong DP, the federated GCN retains 10% loss in accuracy and 9.88% loss for F1
Score. This demonstrates that GCN outperforms FFN across all conditions, federated learning is more resilient to
privacy constraints, and multi modal inputs enhance model robustness, especially in privacy-preserving scenarios.

6.3.2 Visualization of Fused Embedding under DP via t-SNE
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Figure 1: t-SNE visualization under Weak DP (¢ = 2.0, 0 = 0.7852) for MultiModalFFN and MultiModalGCN in
centralized and federated paradigms.
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Figure 2: t-SNE visualization under Strong DP (¢ = 0.5, 0 = 1.4216) for MultiModalFFN and MultiModalGCN in
centralized and federated paradigms.

Figure (T)) and (2) present the t-SNE projections of fused multi modal embeddings (act, acw, dc, pm) learned under
both weak and strong DP settings. In the centralized setting, both model suffer from noise-induced degradation. The
centralized FFN shows significant class overlap and poor clustering, while the centralized GCN offers slightly more
structure but remains diffuse, reflecting limited resistance to DP noise. In contrast, the federated setting results in
noticeably better embeddings. The federated FFN shows improved class separation, and the federated GCN produces
the most distinct and compact clusters, even under strong DP consideration. These results reinforce the quantitative
findings: federated learning significantly mitigates the impact of DP noise and also preserves embedding quality
and class discriminability, and the integration of graph-based architectures and multimodal inputs further enhances
robustness in privacy-preserving scenarios.

6.3.3 Convergence Under Noise: a comparison of the behaviors under Centralized Learning and Federated
Learning

Figure (3) and (@) clearly illustrate a strong privacy-utility trade-off: tighter privacy (smaller ¢) significantly slows
convergence and reduces accuracy, while larger € narrows the gap with non-DP baselines. In the federated learning,
models without DP achieves > 95% accuracy within a few rounds, whereas DP enforced models show & dependent
behavior € = 2.5 reaches 90%, but € = 0.1 struggles to exceed 50%. The centralized setting magnifies these effects
models improve gradually and more oscillatory convergence, while federated models stabilize early. Across both
settings, GCN proves more resilient than FFN. The key insights are model architecture and training paradigm strongly
influence the privacy performance balance.
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Figure 3: Impact of privacy level (¢) on model convergence in Centralized Learning.

6.3.4 Comparative Evaluation: Graph-based vs FeedForward Architectures with DP

Figures (3) and (6) provide a comparative analysis of graph-based and feedforward models under strong and weak DP
cases. In centralized learning, GCN consistently outperforms than FFN. Under federated paradigm, FFN shows a slight
early advantage, surpassing GCN only up to 15 rounds for weak DP and 26 rounds for strong DP, after which GCN
dominates, highlighting its superiority to privacy-induced noise and sustained performance.

6.3.5 Utility Loss

Table III presents boxplots of the Utility Loss for Federated and Centralized learning. It is observed that federated
learning outperforms centralized learning under strict privacy budgets, demonstrating resilience to DP noise, but
centralized learning delivers superior stability and consistency as privacy constraints relax. This contrast highlights the
trade-off: federated learning is stronger for privacy while centralized learning is stronger for robustness.

6.3.6 Ablation Study on Fraction of Client’s Participation at Each Round

Figure (7) under strong DP budgets, increasing the fraction of participating clients significantly boosts accuracy by
averaging out the amplified noise, whereas under weak DP, client’s participation has a smaller marginal effect since the
noise impact is already reduced. This highlights that high client participation is crucial for utility preservation when
privacy guarantees are strict, but less critical when privacy is relaxed.
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Figure 4: Impact of privacy level (¢) on model convergence in Federated Learning.

6.3.7 Ablation study of Modality Combinations Across Privacy Levels and Learning setting

From Table @), (3, and (6) multi-modal combinations significantly boost performance, especially in federated learning
under strict privacy constraints. In contrast, single modality model, notably show lower performance, especially pm
modality case. Integrating multiple modalities boosts clarity and enriches better understanding about the model.

Table 3: Utility loss distributions across privacy budgets for centralized vs. federated training. 500 epochs for centralized
and 50 rounds for federated

.
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Figure 5: Performance metrics under Weak DP (¢ = 2.0, 0 = 0.7852) for centralized and federated models.

Table 4: Ablation Study of Three Modality Combinations
Centralized Federated

Modality DP Setting

Accuracy F1 Accuracy F1

€ =00 09867 09869  0.9925  0.9928
act, acw, dce = 0.5 0.8143  0.8108  0.9363  0.9385
e=2.0 0.9069  0.9080  0.9576  0.9595

€ =00 0.9905 0.9907  0.9905  0.9908
act, acw, png = 0.5 0.8146  0.8114  0.9314  0.9335
e=2.0 09120 09134 09575  0.9595

€ =00 09814 09816  0.9917 0.9917
act,dc,pme = 0.5 0.7377  0.7327  0.8970  0.8981
e=2.0 0.8894  0.8989  0.9450  0.9466

€ =00 09814 09816 09192 09194
acw, dc, pme = 0.5 0.7440  0.7397 0.6740  0.6743
e=20 0.8921  0.8942  0.7569  0.7585

6.3.8 The Cost of Privacy: Error Trends in Exercise Classification

To better understand the trade-off between privacy and utility in federated learning, Figure (8) shows the confusion
matrices under varying privacy budgets, revealing how DP noise reshapes class-level errors.

* ¢ = 0.1 (Strong DP): Accuracy collapses as heavy noise erases fine-grained motion cues; subtle exercise
(Pelvic tilt, Clam, Prone punches) collapse into dominant classes like Repeated Extension.

* ¢ = 0.5 (Moderate DP): Accuracy improves, but residual noise still blurs biomechanically similar classes,e.g.,
Bridging«> Pelvic tilt.
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Figure 6: Performance metrics under Strong DP (¢ = 0.5, 0 = 1.4216) for centralized and federated models.

Table 5: Ablation Study of Two Modality Combinations

Modality DP Setting Centralized Federated
Accuracy F1 Accuracy F1
€ =00 09874 09875  0.9909  0.9912
act,acw € =0.5 0.8837 0.8824 0.9282 0.9293
e=2.0 0.9445  0.9454 09635  0.9644
€=00 09799 09800  0.9846  0.9848
act, dc e=0.5 0.8090  0.8067  0.9280  0.9294
e=2.0 09016  0.9025  0.9499  0.9505
€ =00 09546 09521  0.9794 09797
act,pm £=0.5 0.8445  0.8498  0.9207 0.9231
e=2.0 0.8999  0.8998  0.9453  0.9466
€=00 09190  0.9202 0.8898  0.8905
acw,dc £=0.5 0.6583  0.6186  0.6680  0.6723
e=2.0 0.6927  0.6684  0.7303  0.7347
€ =00 0.9062 0.9055 0.8830  0.8827
acw,pm ¢ =0.5 0.6993  0.6998  0.6523  0.6526
e=2.0 0.7898  0.7998  0.7024  0.7058
€ =00 09856 09875  0.9940  0.9938
dc, pm e=0.5 0.8355 0.8299  0.8417  0.8424
e=2.0 0.8963  0.8974 09108  0.9124

movement similarity rather than privacy noise.
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Figure 7: Effect of client participation on accuracy under DP.

Table 6: Ablation Study of Uni-modality

Modality DP Setting

Centralized

Federated

Accuracy F1

Accuracy F1

€ =00 09806 0.9807 09787  0.9790
act e=0.5 0.8214  0.8209 09134  0.9152
=20 0.9068  0.9083  0.9457  0.9469
€ =00 09136 09152  0.8457  0.8489
acw e=0.5 0.6099  0.5848  0.6434  0.6419
e=2.0 0.6947  0.6962  0.7211  0.7227
€ =00 0.9968  0.9967 0.9947  0.9946
dc e=0.5 0.8672  0.8696  0.8695  0.8704
e=2.0 0.9000 09018  0.9231  0.9243
€ =00 0.7088  0.6998  0.6902  0.6728
pm e=0.5 0.3856  0.3896 0.3748  0.3219
e=2.0 0.4299  0.4395 04146  0.3766

* ¢ = 0o (No DP): Clear class separation, proving accuracy loss stems from DP noise rather than model limits.
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Figure 8: Confusion matrices under varying privacy budgets (¢).

7 Conclusion

This article presented GraMFedDHAR, a graph-based multimodal differentially private federated learning framework
for privacy-preserving human activity recognition (HAR). Sensor modalities were embedded using DCT (for act,
acw) and autoencoder-based method (for dc, pm). This embedded modalities were then modeled as modality-specific
graphs and processed through residual GCNs layers, after which their embeddings were fused via an attention-based
mechanism. The fused representations were used for GNN-based activity classification at the client level. Integrating
differential privacy into the federated training process ensures strong privacy guarantees while mitigating the risk of
information leakage. Extensive experiments demonstrated that GCNs are more resilient to privacy-induced performance
degradation, consistently outperforming baseline models in both centralized and federated settings. GraMFedDHAR
safeguards privacy, boosts performance, and will evolve with larger dataset, adaptive privacy, and smarter fusion.
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