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ABSTRACT
Real-world graphs exhibit increasing heterophily, where nodes no
longer tend to be connected to nodes with the same label, challeng-
ing the homophily assumption of classical graph neural networks
(GNNs) and impeding their performance. Intriguingly, we observe
that certain high-order information on heterophilous data exhibits
high homophily, which motivates us to involve high-order informa-
tion in node representation learning. However, common practices
in GNNs to acquire high-order information mainly through increas-
ing model depth and altering message-passing mechanisms, which,
albeit effective to a certain extent, suffer from three shortcomings:
1) over-smoothing due to excessive model depth and propagation
times; 2) high-order information is not fully utilized; 3) low com-
putational efficiency. In this regard, we design a similarity-based
path sampling strategy to capture smooth paths containing high-
order homophily. Then we propose a lightweight model based on
multi-layer perceptrons (MLP), named PathMLP, which can encode
messages carried by paths via simple transformation and concate-
nation operations, and effectively learn node representations in
heterophilous graphs through adaptive path aggregation. Extensive
experiments demonstrate that our method outperforms baselines
on 16 out of 20 datasets, underlining its effectiveness and superior-
ity in alleviating the heterophily problem. In addition, our method is
immune to over-smoothing and has high computational efficiency.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Graphs are used to model various interaction scenarios in the real
world, such as social networks [9], recommendation systems [35],
financial transactions [38], etc. Based on this, graph neural net-
works (GNNs) have been widely explored and developed in order
to efficiently process non-Euclidean graph structured data. GNNs
propagate, aggregate, and transform node and edge features via
message-passing mechanisms to learn node and edge representa-
tions, and have achieved excellent performance in various tasks
such as node classification and link prediction.

Classical GNNs [12, 14, 33] obey homophily assumption, i.e.,
nodes with similar features or the same labels are more likely to
be connected. The phenomenon of graph homophily is markedly
exemplified in social networks and citation networks. For example,
people in social networks are more likely to make friends with
those sharing similar interests; in citation networks, researchers
are more likely to cite papers within their field [23]. However,
real-world graphs are exhibiting increasing heterophily, where con-
nected nodes possess dissimilar features or labels. For example,
fraudulent accounts in financial networks generally interact with a
large number of victim (normal) accounts; there is cross-disciplinary
interactions in scientific collaboration networks [5]. Such phenom-
ena challenge the homophily assumption of classical GNNs, hinder
their performance, and raises the heterophily problem.

Existing studies [32, 41] argue that low-order information sur-
rounding the target node contains more noise in heterophilous
scenarios. Unfiltered aggregation of low-order information can se-
verely interfere with the representations of node. To confirm this,
we count the average homophily of different orders in homophilous
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Figure 1: Edge homophily in different order.

and heterophilous datasets, as shown in Fig. 1, from which we
can observe that higher-order information in heterophilous graphs
(e.g., Texas, Cornell and Wisconsin) indeed exhibits stronger ho-
mophily than lower-order information. This inspires us to utilize
higher-order information to alleviate the heterophily problem.

Some classical GNNs such as GAT [33] first consider the impor-
tance of different neighbors, and then stack convolutional layers
to obtain higher-order information. Although this approach can
explicitly reduce the impact of heterophilous noise, the layer stack-
ing leads to the over-smoothing problem, i.e., features of different
nodes become indistinguishable as the number of convolutional
layers increases, thus diminishing model performance. Other ap-
proaches introduce high-order message-passing mechanisms, i.e.,
using high-order information during message passing. H2GCN [40]
and Mixhop [1] aggregate information from first-order and second-
order neighbors during message passing, and GPRGNN [7] learns a
generalized PageRanks (GPR) weight to adaptively aggregate node
features and high-order information after multiple propagation.
However, the former models still obtain high-order information by
stacking, failing to circumvent the over-smoothing problem caused
by excessive model depth. The latter claims they obtain the high-
order information by self-multiplication of adjacent matrix, but the
weight of high-order nodes has been overly averaged, limiting their
contribution to the target nodes.

Path-based approaches believes that node behavior preferences
are implied in path information, and realizes message aggregation
by path sampling and using recurrent neural network (RNN)-like
models to extract features from paths. For example, RAWGNN [13]
uses Node2Vec [11] to simulate breadth-first search (BFS) and
depth-first search (DFS), attempting to obtain homophilous and het-
erophilous information. PathNet [30] employs the entropy increase
idea to guide path sampling and obtain different preference paths
for different nodes. However, these approaches have obvious draw-
backs: 1) unreasonable sampling strategies. Both sampling strate-
gies tend to capture structural information around target nodes
rather than homophilous or heterophilous information, failing to
effectively guide node representation learning in heterophilous sce-
narios; 2) inefficiency. Each sampled path needs to be processed by
RNN-like models, leading to huge computational cost.

To alleviate the heterophilous problem while avoiding the afore-
mentioned drawbacks, we propose a PathMLP method. Specifically,
we first design a similarity-based path sampling strategy to obtain
smooth paths with high-order homophily for target nodes. Then,

the PathMLP model can encode path information through concate-
nation and transformation operations, and generate highly expres-
sive node representations in heterophilous scenarios through adap-
tive message aggregation. We conduct extensive experiments on
five homophilous datasets and fifth heterophilous datasets to evalu-
ate our methods, and the results show that our methods achieves the
best performance on 16 out of 20 datasets, verifying its effectiveness
and superiority in alleviating the heterophily problem. Addition-
ally, our method can obtain higher-order information through path
sampling without relying on model stacking, effectively avoiding
the over-smoothing problem. Meanwhile, in our framework, all
feature extraction, propagation, aggregation, and transformation
are implemented through MLP only, making PathMLP highly com-
putationally efficient. Finally, our contributions can be summarized
as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to propose a path
sampling strategy based on feature similarity to obtain high-
order information for alleviating heterophily problem.

• We implement a PathMLP model via MLP only, which can ef-
ficiently encode path features for node classification in het-
erophilous scenarios through adaptive message aggregation.

• Extensive experiments on 20 benchmarks verify the effectiveness
and superiority of PathMLP in alleviating heterophily problems.
Meanwhile, PathMLP is not disturbed by the over-smoothing
problem and has high computational efficiency.

2 PRELIMINARIES
2.1 Notations
An attributed graph can be represented as 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸,𝑿 ), where 𝑉
and 𝐸 are node set and edge set respectively, 𝑿 ∈ R |𝑉 |×𝑓 is node
feature matrix. Here we use |𝑉 |, |𝐸 | and 𝑓 to denote the number of
nodes and edges, and the dimension of node feature. The structure
elements (𝑉 , 𝐸) can also be denoted as an adjacency matrix 𝑨 ∈
R |𝑉 |× |𝑉 | that encodes pairwise connections between the nodes,
whose entry 𝑨𝑖 𝑗 = 1 if there exists an edge between 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗 ,
and 𝑨𝑖 𝑗 = 0 otherwise. Based on adjacency matrix, we can define
the re-normalized affinity matrix as �̃�sym = �̃�

−1/2
�̃� �̃�

−1/2, where
�̃� = 𝑨 + 𝑰 and �̃� = 𝑫 + 𝑰 . Finally we define a path that starts from
node 𝑣𝑖 and is within its ℎ-order neighborhood:

𝑝𝑖 = [𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣1, 𝑣2, · · · , 𝑣 𝑗 , · · · , 𝑣𝑑 ]
with 𝑣 𝑗 ∈ Nℎ

𝑖
∪ {𝑣𝑖 }, 1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 𝑑 (1)

where Nℎ
𝑖
is the neighbor set within ℎ-order neighborhood of 𝑣𝑖 .

2.2 Homophily
Homophily refers to the fact that nodes with similar attributes are
more likely to be connected, or furthermore, nodes are more likely
to be connected to nodes with the same label. This phenomenon is
reflected in many real social networks and information networks.

2.2.1 Edge Homophily. Edge homophily [40] defines the propor-
tion of edges that connect two nodes of the same class (i.e., intra-
class edges) in a graph:

𝐻edge (𝐺) =
��{(𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣 𝑗 ) ∈ 𝐸 | 𝑦𝑖 = 𝑦 𝑗 }

��
|𝐸 | (2)
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where 𝑦 is the label of node. The lower 𝐻edge (𝐺) implies more
inter-class edges in the graph, i.e., stronger heterophily.

2.2.2 Adjusted Homophily. Edge homophily metric cannot mea-
sure the homophily of imbalanced datasets well, as it tends to
be affected by majority class nodes. To address this, adjusted ho-
mophily [25] has been proposed, which further considers the rela-
tionship between edge and node degrees based on edge homophily,
and can better measure the homophily of imbalanced datasets.

𝐻adj (𝐺) =
𝐻edge −

∑𝐶
𝑐=1𝐷

2
𝑐 /(2|𝐸 |)2

1 −∑𝐶
𝑐=1𝐷

2
𝑐 /(2|𝐸 |)2

(3)

where 𝐷𝑐 denotes the sum of the degrees of all nodes belonging to
class 𝑐 , and 𝐶 is the number of node classes.

In this paper, we use edge homophily to measure the all datasets
except imbalanced datasets Questions and Tolokers.

3 RELATEDWORK
Previous studies have extensively explored the graph heterophily
problem, and we categorize some existing studies into four classes:
based on high-order information [1, 7, 40], graph structural infor-
mation [16, 17, 21], paths [13, 30], and others [3, 10, 19, 24, 41].

High-order information is considered beneficial for alleviating
heterophily in graphs, hence some methods have designed high-
order message-passing mechanisms to exploit higher-order infor-
mation. H2GCN [40] and Mixhop [1] incorporate both first- and
second-order neighborhood information during message-passing.
GPRGNN [7] learns GPR weights to adaptively aggregate node
features and high-order information. Several other studies tend to
focus on the graph structural information. LINKX [17] combines
the adjacency matrix with MLP and node features for node clas-
sification. GloGNN [16] use the adjacency matrix like LINKX and
learns correlations between nodes to aggregate information from
global nodes. FSGNN [21] tries to select features for propagation
using the adjacency matrix, investigating the impact of features of
different orders on performance.

Moreover, a considerable number of studies consider that path
information can effectively capture the behavior patterns of nodes,
aiding in characterizing node features in heterophilous scenarios.
GeniePath [18] proposes adaptive breadth and depth functions to
select important nodes in first-order and higher-order neighbors. It
aggregates neighbors like GAT to get breadth information and then
adopts RNN-like architecture with adaptive depth to process nodes
from different orders. SPAGAN [37] exploits the shortest path to
explore latent graph structure and conducts path-based attention
to achieve a more effective aggregation. PathNet [30] use maximal
entropy-based random walk to capture heterophily of neighbors
and retain useful structural information. RAWGNN [13] utilizes
Node2Vec [11] to simulate BFS and DFS to capture homophily
and heterophily information respectively. However, the sampling
strategies of these methods can only capture the structural features
around nodes, and their computational efficiency is also constrained
by RNN-like aggregators.

Other methods aim to alleviate the heterophily problem from
spectral or spatial domain. FAGCN [3] adaptively integrates low-
frequency and high-frequency signals to learn node representations.

ACMGCN [19] adaptively aggregates the three channels of high-
pass, low-pass, and identity to extract richer information and can
adapt to more different heterohpilous scenarios. Geom-GCN [24]
updates node features by aggregating structural neighborhoods
in the continuous latent space behind the network. SNGNN [41]
replaces the edge weights with similarity of nodes and utilizes a
topk-based strategy to select useful neighbors. GGCN [36] learns
new signed edge weight by structure-based edge correction and
feature-based edge correction to adjust the influence of neighbors.
NHGCN [10] proposes a new metric, named neighborhood ho-
mophily, to guide a multi-channel neighbor aggregation.

4 METHOD
In this section, we will detail our PathMLP framework, including
the similarity-based path sampling and the model. Fig. 2 illustrates
the overall framework.

4.1 Path Sampling
To address the weaknesses of existing path sampling strategies, we
propose a new feature similarity-based sampling strategy, which
progressively acquires paths starting from target nodes, guided
by hop-by-hop similarity. This strategy ensures the features along
paths will not deviate from start nodes excessively. The smoothness
of feature is proved beneficial to node representation [41].

Our path sampling proceeds as follows: For a node path 𝑝𝑖 =

[𝑣𝑖 , 𝑣1, 𝑣2, · · · , 𝑣 𝑗 , · · · , 𝑣𝑑 ] of length 𝑑 + 1, the head node ( 𝑗 = 0)
is the target node 𝑣𝑖 . The second node ( 𝑗 = 1, denoted as 𝑣1)
is one of the two most similar neighbors to 𝑣𝑖 . The third node
( 𝑗 = 2, denoted as 𝑣2) is one of the three most similar neighbors
to 𝑣1, and so forth; the fifth node ( 𝑗 = 4, denoted as 𝑣4) is one
of the five most similar neighbors to 𝑣3. Starting from the sixth
node ( 𝑗 = 5, denoted as 𝑣5), each subsequent node ( 𝑗 ≥ 5) is the
most similar neighbor to the previous one. The sampling process
stops when the path reaches the specified length (𝑑 + 1). From the
above process, when d is {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, · · · }, we can respectively ob-
tain {2, 6, 24, 120, 120, 120, · · · } candidate paths. As can be observed,
when the length of the path to be sampled is greater than 5, the
number of candidate paths no longer increases, preventing expo-
nential growth in the number of candidate paths due to too large
sampling parameters. Finally, nodes on the path can be formally
represented as follows:

𝑝𝑖 [ 𝑗] ∈


{𝑣𝑖 } for 𝑗 = 0
top( 𝑗 + 1) (N1

𝑖
| 𝒙⊤

𝑖
· 𝒙 𝑗 ) for 𝑗 = 1

top( 𝑗 + 1) (N1
𝑗−1 | 𝒙⊤

𝑗−1 · 𝒙 𝑗 ) for 2 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ 4

top(1) (N1
𝑗−1 | 𝒙⊤

𝑗−1 · 𝒙 𝑗 ) for 𝑗 ≥ 5

(4)

where 𝒙 𝑗 is the feature of node 𝑣 𝑗 ∈ N1
𝑖
orN1

𝑗−1, top( 𝑗) (N | func)
means to get the largest 𝑗 elements from the set N according to
the similarity defined by func. Note that we use inner product here
to calculate the node similarity.

After similarity-based path sampling, each target node obtains
a set of candidate paths, where the possible number of paths is
{2, 6, 24, 120}, determined by the path length. Considering that us-
ing too many candidate paths for message aggregation at the target
nodes poses the over-squashing problem [2] when the paths are
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Figure 2: Illustration of the PathMLP framework.

long, we randomly sample a number of candidate paths (parameter-
ized by 𝑁 ) to participate in the subsequent message aggregation.

4.2 Model
These candidate paths are subsequently engaged in message ag-
gregation, updating the features of the target nodes. Previous stud-
ies [13, 30] utilize RNN-like models as aggregators to process paths,
which encounters two issues: 1) the features of all nodes on the
path are squeezed into the target node, causing the over-squashing
inevitably; 2) each sequence needs to be processed separately with
RNN-like models, leading to a huge computational cost.

4.2.1 PathMLP. To address the aforementioned issues, in this pa-
per, we first use only MLPs as the aggregators for path to node
message aggregation and propose a PathMLP model. It can encode
the message carried by the paths through simple concatenation
operations, and adaptively aggregates the paths start from one node
to obtain its representation.

Step 1: Encoding Path Message. After path sampling, each node
𝑣𝑖 obtains 𝑁 paths {𝑝𝑘

𝑖
| 𝑘 = 1, · · · , 𝑁 }, containing high-order

homophilous information of the target node. For each path 𝑝𝑘
𝑖
of

the target node 𝑣𝑖 , we encode its information. Specifically, we first
encode each node on the path using a linear transformation and
non-linear activation:

�̄�𝑣 = 𝜎 (MLP1 (𝒙𝑣)) for 𝑣 ∈ 𝑝𝑘𝑖 (5)

whereMLP1 is parameterized by𝑾1 ∈ R𝑓 ×𝑓 ′ , and 𝜎 is the activa-
tion function. The path features are obtained by concatenating the
features of the nodes on the path:

𝒉(1)
𝑝𝑘
𝑖

= ∥
𝑣∈𝑝𝑘

𝑖
�̄�𝑣 (6)

To improve the expressiveness of the path features, we again en-
code the path features using linear transformation and nonlinear
activation:

𝒉(2)
𝑝𝑘
𝑖

= 𝜎

(
MLP2

(
𝒉(1)
𝑝𝑘
𝑖

))
(7)

where MLP2 is parameterized by𝑾2 ∈ R(1+𝑑 ) ·𝑓 ′×𝑓ℎ , and 𝑓ℎ is the
hidden dimension.

Step 2: Adaptive Path Aggregation. Different paths of the target
node capture different high-order features. To better learn the rep-
resentations of the target node, path message are generated here

by adaptively aggregating different path features.

𝒉𝑝𝑖 =
𝑁∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜖𝑘𝑖 · 𝒉(2)
𝑝𝑘
𝑖

with
𝑁∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜖𝑘𝑖 = 1 (8)

where 𝜖𝑘
𝑖
is the learnable weight for the 𝑘-th path of node 𝑣𝑖 .

Step 3: State Update. After obtaining the path message for target
node, PathMLP updates its state by adding the path message to the
original feature of the target node:

𝒉(1)
𝑖

= 𝜎 (MLP3 (𝒙𝑖 ))

𝒉(2)
𝑖

= 𝒉(1)
𝑖

+ 𝒉𝑝𝑖
(9)

whereMLP3 is parameterized by𝑾3 ∈ R𝑓 ×𝑓ℎ .

Step 4: Fusing Topological Information. Topological information
is crucial for characterizing node features. To alleviate the short-
comings of MLP in capturing topological information, we further
incorporate topological information into the representation of tar-
get nodes in a controlled manner:

𝒉𝐴𝑖
= 𝜎 (MLP4 (𝑨𝑖 ))

𝒉𝑖 = 𝛽 · 𝒉𝐴𝑖
+ (1 − 𝛽) · 𝒉(2)

𝑖

(10)

where MLP4 is parameterized by𝑾4 ∈ R |𝑉 |×𝑓ℎ , and 𝛽 ∈ [0, 1] is a
scalar weight to balance node feature and topological information.

Step 5: Model Training. We employ cross-entropy as the classifi-
cation loss:

�̂�𝑖 = Softmax (MLP5 (𝒉𝑖 ))

L = − 1
|𝑉train |

∑︁
𝑣𝑖 ∈𝑉train

𝒚𝑖 · log(�̂�𝑖 )
(11)

whereMLP5 is parameterized by𝑾5 ∈ R𝑓ℎ×𝐶 , 𝐶 is the number of
node classes, and 𝒚𝑖 is the one-hot label of 𝑣𝑖 . Algorithm 1 shows
the process of training PathMLP.

4.2.2 Variant based on Feature Augmentation: PathMLP+. Previ-
ous studies [15, 34] pointed out that, as a special case of Laplacian
smoothing, the GCN-like graph convolution operation improve the
smoothness between the target node and its surrounding neighbors
by mixing their features. This indicates that simply multiplying the
raw features and the adjacent matrix can also provide the smooth-
ness we need to some extent. Thus we introduce graph feature
augmentation [39] based on the GCN-like graph convolution to fur-
ther improve the smoothness of the path features. Specifically, we
first apply the GCN-like convolution to the raw features of nodes,
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then concatenate the smoothed features with the raw features to
achieve feature augmentation.

�̃�𝑣 = 𝒙𝑣 ∥ �̃�𝑚
sym𝒙𝑣 (12)

where �̃�𝑣 is the augmented node feature, and𝑚 ∈ {1, 2}.

Algorithm 1: Training PathMLP.
Input: Graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸,𝑿 ), length parameter of path 𝑑 ,

number of paths 𝑁 .
/* Sampling paths */

1 for 𝑣𝑖 ∈ 𝐾 do
2 Get all candidate paths for 𝑣𝑖 via Eq. (4) ;
3 Sampling 𝑁 paths for 𝑣𝑖 : {𝑝𝑘𝑖 | 𝑘 = 1, · · · , 𝑁 } ;
4 end
/* Training model */

5 Train PathMLP via Eq. (5) - (11) ;

5 EXPERIMENTS
5.1 Dataset
Current heterophilous benchmarksmainly includeChameleon, Squir-
rel, Texas,Cornell,Wisconsin, andActor. In recent years, most studies
have focused on improving the performance of models used to alle-
viate heterophily problem on these benchmarks, while neglecting
to consider the benchmarks themselves. Platonov et al. [26] found
serious data leakage issues in Chameleon and Squirrel, where some
nodes exhibit identical adjacency relationships and labels. Addi-
tionally, we argue that the scale of some benchmarks such as Texas,
Cornell andWisconsin is rather small, whichmakes them susceptible
to variations in the results based on different data splitting settings.
In this regard, we collect benchmarks used in current studies on
the heterophily problem and divided them into two groups:
• Normal Group: This group comprises datasets that are free
from data leakage issues, of normal scale, and have undergone
de-duplication. Specifically, they areCora,Citeseer, Pubmed,Cora-
full, Actor, Chameleon-f, Squirrel-f, Tolokers, Penn94, and Electron-
ics. Notably, Chameleon-f and Squirrel-f are the de-duplicated
versions of Chameleon and Squirrel.

• AnomalyGroup: This group comprises datasets that suffer from
data leakage issues or are of smaller scale. Specifically, they are
Chameleon, Squirrel, Texas, Cornell,Wisconsin, NBA, Questions,
Amazon-ratings, and BGP. Remarkably, although Platonov et al.
pointed out the data leakage issues in some existing benchmarks
and proposed some new benchmarks, they did not seem to check
these new benchmarks such as Questions and Amazon-ratings,
which also have data leakage. Please refer to Appendix A.3 for
data leakage detection.

For all datasets, we consider datasets with graph homophily (the
average homophily of all nodes) below 0.5 as heterophilous graphs.
For detailed descriptions of these benchmarks and their data leakage
status, please refer to Appendix A.

5.2 Baselines
We compare our PathMLP and PathMLP+ with 14 various base-
lines, which can be categorized into five groups: 1) Classical GNNs:

MLP [27], GCN [14], GraphSAGE [12] and GAT [33]; 2) High-order
methods: GPRGNN [7] and H2GCN [40]; 3) Path-based methods:
RAWGNN [13]; 4) Methods using both node feature and graph struc-
ture: LINKX [17], FSGNN [21], GloGNN [16]; 5) Other methods:
FAGCN [3], ACMGCN [19], GCNII [6], SNGNN [41].

5.3 Settings
For most datasets, we use random splitting (48%/32%/20% for train-
ing/validation/testing) which is different from [24]. For Tolokers,
Questions, Roman-empire and Amazon-ratings, we use the split-
ting setting (50%/25%/25% for training/validation/testing) accord-
ing to [26]. We evaluate all methods with 10 runs and report the
average test accuracies (or AUC for Questions and Tolokers). We
set the optimizer to Adam, the maximum epochs to 500 with 100
epochs patience for early stopping, and the hidden dimension 𝑓ℎ to
64. The search spaces of weight decay, learning rate and dropout
rate are shared by all methods. Refer to the Appendix B for details
on the hyper-parameter settings of our methods and baselines.

5.4 Node Classification
We evaluate the performance of our PathMLP and its variants via
node classification tasks on 20 benchmarks. For fair comparison,
we measure the expressive power of different models based on their
performance on the normal group.

Table 1 presents the node classification results of all methods on
the normal group. We can see that our methods achieve the best
performance on 3 out of 5 homophilous graphs (Citeseer, Cora-full,
and Electronics) and on 5 out of 6 heterophilous graphs (except
Roman-empire). Moreover, PathMLP and PathMLP+ achieve the top
two average performance rankings, demonstrating the effectiveness
and superiority of our methods across datasets with varying levels
of homophily. Notably, PathMLP+ outperforms PathMLP on most
datasets, indicating the effectiveness of our feature augmentation.
In addition, classical GNNs, for they comply with the homophily
assumption, perform poorly on heterophilous graphs, while other
models exhibit fluctuating performance across different datasets.

Table 2 presents the node classification results of all methods
on the anomaly group. We observe that our methods can achieve
the optimal performance on most datasets and get the top two
average performance rankings. We first focus on datasets with data
leakage problems (Chameleon, Squirrel, Questions, Amazon-ratings
and BGP), where nodes with identical neighbors and labels are
distributed among the training, validation and testing sets. For these
datasets, methods that use graph structure information (LINKX,
GloGNN, FSGNN and our models) will learn shortcuts, i.e., use
graph structure information (𝑨) to match the neighbors of the
target node without using node features. In particular, LINKX, as
a simple model, can achieve better performance on these datasets
than models specifically designed for heterophilous graphs.

For these small-scale datasets (Texas, Cornell, Wisconsin, and
NBA), our methods achieve superior performance with high stabil-
ity, as evidenced by lower standard deviations. Meanwhile, MLP
performs well on Texas, Cornell andWisconsin, beating almost all
other baselines, implying that nodes in these three datasets tend to
rely on their own features.
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Table 1: Node classification results on real-world benchmarks (Normal Group). Boldface letters are used to mark the best
results while underlined letters are used to mark the second best results. † represent the homophily is evaluated by adjusted
homophily.

Cora Citeseer Pubmed Cora-full Electronics Actor Chamenlon-f Squirrel-f Tolokers Roman-empire Penn94

Av
g.
Ra

nk

Homophily 0.81 0.74 0.80 0.57 0.58 0.22 0.25 0.22 0.09 0.05† 0.47
#Nodes 2708 3327 19717 19793 42318 7600 890 2223 11758 22662 41554
#Edges 10556 9104 88648 126842 129430 30019 13584 65718 1038000 65854 2724458

#Features 1433 3703 500 8710 8669 932 2325 2089 10 300 4814
#Classes 7 6 3 70 167 5 5 5 2 2 3
MLP 76.32 ± 0.99 72.56 ± 1.32 88.06 ± 0.4 60.12 ± 0.92 76.84 ± 0.39 37.14 ± 1.06 33.31 ± 2.32 34.47 ± 3.09 53.18 ± 6.35 65.98 ± 0.43 75.18 ± 0.35 13.4
GCN 88.41 ± 0.77 76.68 ± 1.00 88.19 ± 0.48 71.09 ± 0.62 65.52 ± 0.43 30.65 ± 1.06 41.85 ± 3.22 33.89 ± 2.61 70.34 ± 1.64 50.76 ± 0.46 80.45 ± 0.27 11.9

GraphSAGE 87.93 ± 0.94 76.74 ± 1.05 89.03 ± 0.34 71.37 ± 0.52 76.77 ± 0.27 37.60 ± 0.95 44.94 ± 3.67 36.61 ± 3.06 82.37 ± 0.64 77.77 ± 0.49 OOM 8.0
GAT 87.78 ± 1.17 76.38 ± 1.23 87.80 ± 0.29 69.21 ± 0.52 65.82 ± 0.39 30.58 ± 1.18 43.31 ± 3.42 36.27 ± 2.12 79.93 ± 0.77 57.34 ± 1.81 78.10 ± 1.28 12.7

GPRGNN 88.83 ± 1.13 77.46 ± 0.77 89.55 ± 0.52 71.78 ± 0.69 70.22 ± 0.36 36.89 ± 0.83 44.27 ± 5.23 40.58 ± 2.00 73.84 ± 1.40 67.72 ± 0.63 84.34 ± 0.29 6.9
H2GCN* 88.43 ± 1.50 77.35 ± 1.04 89.67 ± 0.42 70.98 ± 0.76 76.89 ± 0.47 37.27 ± 1.27 43.09 ± 3.85 40.07 ± 2.73 81.34 ± 1.16 79.47 ± 0.43 75.91 ± 0.44 6.5
RAWGNN 86.19 ± 1.22 75.79 ± 1.23 89.12 ± 0.47 65.75 ± 0.98 73.45 ± 0.50 37.30 ± 0.77 46.24 ± 4.07 37.44 ± 2.35 80.56 ± 0.73 82.19 ± 0.33 74.90 ± 0.52 9.3
LINKX 83.33 ± 1.86 72.63 ± 0.80 86.99 ± 0.64 66.68 ± 0.96 75.01 ± 0.44 31.17 ± 0.61 44.94 ± 3.08 38.40 ± 3.54 77.55 ± 0.80 61.36 ± 0.60 84.97 ± 0.46 11.2

GloGNN* 85.16 ± 1.76 74.84 ± 1.35 89.35 ± 0.54 66.10 ± 1.10 76.93 ± 0.36 37.30 ± 1.41 41.46 ± 3.89 37.66 ± 2.12 58.74 ± 13.41 66.46 ± 0.41 85.63 ± 0.27 9.9
FSGNN 88.39 ± 1.16 77.16 ± 0.89 89.94 ± 0.55 60.12 ± 0.92 OOM 37.14 ± 1.06 45.79 ± 3.31 38.25 ± 2.62 83.87 ± 0.98 79.76 ± 0.41 83.87 ± 0.98 6.8
FAGCN 88.21 ± 1.20 76.63 ± 1.13 89.89 ± 0.36 71.61 ± 0.54 73.42 ± 1.61 37.59 ± 0.95 45.28 ± 4.33 41.05 ± 2.67 81.38 ± 1.34 75.83 ± 0.35 79.01 ± 1.09 6.5

ACMGCN 88.50 ± 0.97 76.72 ± 0.70 90.03 ± 0.44 71.59 ± 0.78 76.91 ± 0.27 36.89 ± 1.13 43.99 ± 2.02 36.58 ± 2.75 83.52 ± 0.87 79.57 ± 0.35 83.01 ± 0.46 6.1
GCNII* 87.84 ± 1.07 77.25 ± 0.92 90.21 ± 0.42 70.57 ± 0.98 76.73 ± 0.35 37.67 ± 1.10 44.66 ± 5.40 38.56 ± 2.88 83.71 ± 1.86 78.85 ± 0.54 75.20 ± 0.33 6.4
SNGNN* 88.23 ± 1.19 76.63 ± 0.75 89.02 ± 0.44 70.52 ± 0.74 72.84 ± 0.52 36.47 ± 0.79 43.76 ± 3.31 36.97 ± 2.70 76.90 ± 1.19 65.19 ± 0.57 75.22 ± 0.36 11.2
PathMLP 88.04 ± 1.06 77.13 ± 0.73 89.24 ± 0.48 70.88 ± 0.72 76.97 ± 0.46 37.95 ± 0.73 46.46 ± 5.20 40.61 ± 2.31 79.65 ± 0.83 77.74 ± 0.52 85.97 ± 0.20 5.4
PathMLP+ 88.71 ± 0.91 77.55 ± 0.92 89.75 ± 0.43 71.79 ± 0.57 76.08 ± 0.32 36.86 ± 0.79 46.74 ± 3.15 41.17 ± 3.00 84.25 ± 1.08 79.36 ± 0.46 86.18 ± 0.24 3.5

Table 2: Node classification results on real-world benchmarks (Anomaly Group). Boldface letters are used to mark the best
results while underlined letters are used to mark the second best results. † represent the homophily is evaluated by adjusted
homophily.

Chameleon Squirrel Questions Amazon-ratings BGP Texas Cornell Wisconsin NBA

Av
g.
Ra

nk

Homophily 0.23 0.22 0.02† 0.38 0.25 0.09 0.12 0.19 0.40
#Nodes 2277 5201 48921 24492 63977 183 183 251 403
#Edges 62792 396846 307080 186100 673866 574 557 916 21645

#Features 2325 2089 301 300 287 1703 1703 1703 95
#Classes 5 5 2 5 8 5 5 5 2
MLP 49.76 ± 2.74 31.85 ± 1.44 54.08 ± 3.13 45.29 ± 0.56 65.20 ± 0.68 83.89 ± 4.50 79.68 ± 4.80 88.02 ± 4.64 52.22 ± 8.61 10.4
GCN 66.46 ± 2.89 46.31 ± 2.61 64.22 ± 1.36 47.52 ± 0.56 61.42 ± 0.81 61.67 ± 5.83 56.94 ± 5.44 61.76 ± 5.00 72.22 ± 5.46 11.6

GraphSAGE 65.87 ± 3.01 47.80 ± 2.20 75.46 ± 1.19 49.20 ± 0.60 65.74 ± 0.81 83.33 ± 4.72 77.78 ± 4.90 87.25 ± 3.95 72.22 ± 4.44 6.8
GAT 66.42 ± 2.72 47.99 ± 2.58 76.43 ± 0.98 48.55 ± 0.76 64.64 ± 0.81 57.78 ± 8.26 53.33 ± 4.50 61.76 ± 4.16 65.87 ± 8.57 10.6

GPRGNN 66.29 ± 2.64 47.08 ± 1.42 59.55 ± 2.39 48.19 ± 0.92 64.47 ± 0.89 82.50 ± 5.08 78.89 ± 6.31 86.67 ± 4.22 70.16 ± 5.28 10.0
H2GCN* 54.66 ± 2.31 34.02 ± 1.20 75.85 ± 1.41 46.31 ± 0.44 65.16 ± 0.90 83.89 ± 6.25 76.94 ± 5.56 86.86 ± 2.78 72.06 ± 5.35 9.7
RAWGNN 53.71 ± 4.43 37.44 ± 1.73 74.05 ± 0.94 47.82 ± 0.65 64.95 ± 0.71 76.11 ± 3.97 73.89 ± 7.43 82.75 ± 3.50 72.54 ± 5.65 11.2
LINKX 73.93 ± 2.94 65.88 ± 1.06 75.07 ± 1.61 52.68 ± 0.44 65.21 ± 0.69 68.33 ± 6.95 63.06 ± 8.29 61.18 ± 5.90 73.02 ± 4.10 7.7

GloGNN* 74.04 ± 2.92 45.73 ± 4.25 OOM 52.46 ± 0.81 OOM 81.94 ± 6.96 79.44 ± 4.57 88.04 ± 2.84 71.27 ± 8.07 8.0
FSGNN 65.12 ± 2.93 46.86 ± 1.45 77.15 ± 1.20 50.82 ± 0.76 OOM 83.89 ± 5.52 79.17 ± 7.55 87.45 ± 4.73 70.63 ± 3.68 7.1
FAGCN 58.84 ± 3.54 39.13 ± 1.72 76.39 ± 1.83 47.69 ± 0.77 65.15 ± 1.19 83.61 ± 5.31 79.64 ± 6.86 87.45 ± 3.48 70.48 ± 4.38 8.2

ACMGCN 68.26 ± 2.47 54.11 ± 1.28 72.78 ± 1.51 49.06 ± 0.32 65.83 ± 1.43 84.17 ± 6.55 79.44 ± 6.03 87.45 ± 3.94 70.48 ± 5.41 5.8
GCNII* 59.16 ± 2.96 43.30 ± 1.25 74.16 ± 0.76 47.98 ± 0.83 65.62 ± 1.01 85.00 ± 6.44 78.06 ± 4.23 86.86 ± 2.78 70.48 ± 5.25 8.6
SNGNN* 62.75 ± 2.63 34.99 ± 1.42 75.42 ± 0.72 47.35 ± 0.88 64.44 ± 1.22 64.44 ± 6.78 54.72 ± 8.39 67.06 ± 6.46 73.17 ± 4.46 11.6
PathMLP 74.40 ± 2.03 66.17 ± 1.80 74.50 ± 1.12 52.66 ± 0.60 66.10 ± 0.67 85.28 ± 5.56 79.44 ± 5.43 88.43 ± 2.84 73.49 ± 5.75 2.7
PathMLP+ 74.04 ± 2.66 66.30 ± 1.63 77.21 ± 1.13 52.76 ± 0.60 66.32 ± 0.94 82.50 ± 9.17 75.28 ± 7.91 84.51 ± 2.52 74.76 ± 4.20 4.2

5.5 Analysis of Path Sampling
To verify the effectiveness and superiority of our path sampling
strategy, we compare it with the BFS and DFS samplers provided
by RAWGNN. Fig. 3 counts the average order of candidate paths for
each node obtained by different path samplers on partial datasets,

from which we can observe that: 1) our similarity-based path sam-
pler can extract more paths with higher-order information; 2) our
sampler can extract paths with a broader range of orders. Com-
bining with Fig. 1, we can conclude that our sampler is better at
capturing higher-order homophily compared to BFS and DFS.
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Table 3: Impact of path sampling strategies on PathMLP.

Path Sampler Cora Citeseer Pubmed Cora-full Actor Chameleon-f Squirrel-f Tolokers Roman-empire Penn94 Count

Our 88.22 ± 0.46 76.32 ± 0.71 88.22 ± 0.46 70.59 ± 1.13 36.34 ± 1.02 43.65 ± 3.84 39.06 ± 2.08 78.54 ± 1.63 73.53 ± 0.30 84.80 ± 0.35

Our: 14

DFS: 4

BFS: 2

DFS 86.97 ± 1.12 76.51 ± 0.93 88.07 ± 0.49 70.42 ± 0.84 35.34 ± 1.02 43.59 ± 3.90 36.99 ± 2.31 78.54 ± 1.65 75.29 ± 0.42 84.79 ± 0.26

BFS 87.30 ± 1.14 76.06 ± 0.66 88.17 ± 0.52 70.56 ± 0.93 35.27 ± 1.00 43.52 ± 3.44 38.29 ± 2.40 78.47 ± 1.64 81.28 ± 0.37 84.78 ± 0.30

Path Sampler Electronics Chameleon Squirrel Texas Cornell Wisconsin NBA Questions Amazon-ratings BGP

Our 76.68 ± 0.39 69.47 ± 2.51 62.41 ± 1.35 82.50 ± 3.22 78.06 ± 4.43 86.67 ± 2.23 72.38 ± 6.13 73.54 ± 1.20 51.93 ± 0.57 64.85 ± 0.99

DFS 76.36 ± 0.38 69.82 ± 2.31 63.43 ± 1.53 81.94 ± 4.39 76.11 ± 5.27 86.56 ± 3.59 72.06 ± 4.44 73.15 ± 0.97 51.93 ± 0.62 65.27 ± 1.11

BFS 76.39 ± 0.34 68.75 ± 2.07 62.79 ± 1.26 83.33 ± 6.55 74.44 ± 4.50 85.49 ± 4.05 71.11 ± 5.12 72.54 ± 0.82 51.92 ± 0.65 65.00 ± 1.08

Table 4: Impact of path sampling strategies on PathMLP+.

Path Sampler Cora Citeseer Pubmed Cora-full Actor Chamenlon-f Squirrel-f Tolokers Roman-empire Penn94 Count

Our 88.30 ± 1.56 76.66 ± 1.38 88.67 ± 0.41 71.38 ± 0.65 35.11 ± 1.28 44.49 ± 3.56 40.65 ± 2.17 78.49 ± 1.08 76.97 ± 0.40 84.70 ± 0.34

Our: 13

DFS: 3

BFS: 4

DFS 87.99 ± 0.87 76.72 ± 1.61 88.80 ± 0.66 71.10 ± 0.77 34.82 ± 0.77 43.09 ± 3.11 39.44 ± 1.73 78.76 ± 1.02 82.99 ± 0.26 84.59 ± 0.40

BFS 87.71 ± 1.46 76.75 ± 1.49 88.60 ± 0.52 71.06 ± 0.71 34.58 ± 0.89 43.88 ± 3.97 39.21 ± 2.35 78.64 ± 0.99 78.35 ± 0.46 84.64 ± 0.29

Path Sampler Electronics Chameleon Squirrel Texas Cornell Wisconsin NBA Questions Amazon-ratings BGP

Our 75.76 ± 0.41 69.65 ± 2.47 62.89 ± 1.73 75.00 ± 6.80 74.44 ± 4.86 81.37 ± 3.95 72.86 ± 7.76 74.55 ± 1.66 51.99 ± 0.49 65.59 ± 0.95

DFS 75.64 ± 0.47 69.62 ± 2.38 62.17 ± 1.26 76.11 ± 6.31 70.83 ± 5.44 80.39 ± 3.81 71.27 ± 5.10 68.73 ± 1.29 51.96 ± 0.60 65.51 ± 0.93

BFS 75.70 ± 0.40 70.29 ± 1.84 63.44 ± 1.39 77.22 ± 5.04 72.50 ± 5.47 80.98 ± 2.27 71.75 ± 5.88 68.64 ± 1.36 51.91 ± 0.61 65.49 ± 1.12
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Figure 3: Statistics of the average order of candidate paths
for each node obtained by different path sampling strategies.

Furthermore, we replace our sampler in our framework with
DFS and BFS respectively, and conduct comparison experiments
on all datasets. Table 3 and Table 4 illustrate the impact of different
sampling strategies on PathMLP and its variant, respectively. As
can be seen, our sampling strategy aids the models in achieving the
best performance on most datasets, suggesting that our sampler can
relatively acquire more helpful high-order homophily information,
while also demonstrating better versatility. The other two samplers
only perform well on a small portion of the datasets, displaying
limited versatility.

5.6 Parameter Analysis
We further investigate the effect of two important hyper-parameters,
i.e., the path length 𝑑 + 1 and the number of paths 𝑁 , on the perfor-
mance of our methods. We make 𝑑 vary in {3, 4, 5, 6, 7} and make 𝑁
vary in {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18}. Fig. 4 shows the performance varia-
tion of PathMLP with different combinations of hyper-parameters,
from which it can be observed that: 1) on the homophilous dataset
Cora, better performance is obtained by using shorter paths; 2) on
the heterophilous datasets Chameleon-f and Wisconsin, better per-
formance is obtained by using longer paths. These phenomena are

consistent with our intuition that on homophilous graphs, shorter
paths are sufficient to capture rich low-order homophily informa-
tion, while on heterophilous graphs, longer paths are needed to
capture more high-order information. Moreover, the impact of the
number of paths on the model does not show a clear pattern.

5.7 Efficiency Analysis
To compare the computational efficiency of our methods and base-
lines (especially path-based methods), we perform efficiency anal-
ysis experiments on Pubmed. For path-based methods (PathMLP,
PathMLP+, RAWGNN), we set the number of paths used per node
to 𝑁 = 12 and the path length to 𝑑 + 1 = 4. Fig. 5 shows the average
running time of all methods for each epoch, from which we can
see that our methods have about 11.8 times efficiency improvement
relative to RAWGNN, and this improvement grows as the number of
paths (𝑁 ) increases. This phenomenon indicates that our methods
using MLP to encode path features is much more computationally
efficient than these methods using RNN-like models (RAWGNN,
PathNet). In addition, our methods is close to GloGNN++, FSGNN,
ACMGCN, GPRGNN and lower than SNGNN+ in terms of compu-
tational efficiency. In summary, PathMLP exhibits relatively high
computational efficiency.

5.8 Over-smoothing Analysis
To verify that our method is immune to the over-smoothing prob-
lem, we conduct model depth experiments on four datasets. Specif-
ically, we compare classical methods (GCN, GAT) and high-order
methods (H2GNN), which obtain high-order information through
stacking, while our method obtains high-order information by in-
creasing path length. Fig. 6 shows the performance of all methods
at different model depths (path lengths). As can be seen, the perfor-
mance of classical GNNs rapidly decrease with increasing model
depth, showing a significant over-smoothing phenomenon. For
H2GCN, as the model depth increases from 2 layers to 8 layers, the
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4 88.06 88.47 88.30 87.78 87.86 88.35 88.19 88.06 4 43.82 44.55 44.27 44.16 44.04 43.88 43.88 44.04 4 82.94 82.94 81.57 81.76 83.14 81.37 80.98 80.98

5 87.43 87.78 87.63 87.80 88.00 87.78 87.95 87.91 5 44.21 44.27 44.49 44.21 43.65 45.00 43.99 44.16 5 81.96 80.20 81.57 81.37 79.61 81.57 82.94 81.18

6 87.97 87.69 87.80 87.69 88.10 87.69 87.58 88.06 6 44.66 44.27 44.55 44.94 44.44 44.33 44.44 45.34 6 82.75 80.78 83.33 83.53 81.18 81.96 81.57 82.16

7 87.67 87.52 87.69 87.52 87.67 87.73 87.74 87.97 7 44.83 44.94 45.11 44.49 45.28 44.10 45.06 44.60 7 82.94 83.53 82.55 82.55 81.96 82.94 81.96 80.00

8 88.06 87.58 87.86 87.49 87.80 87.65 87.76 87.74 8 43.60 43.99 44.27 44.38 45.06 44.78 44.21 44.49 8 80.98 81.76 83.14 83.33 82.94 82.16 82.75 82.55

2 4 6 8 10 12 15 18 2 4 6 8 10 12 15 18 2 4 6 8 10 12 15 18
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Figure 4: Impact of hyper-parameters in PathMLP+.

Av
er

ag
e 

ru
nn

in
g 

tim
e 

pe
r e

po
ch

 (m
s)

0

125

250

375

500

M
LP

G
C

N

LIN
KX

G
C

N
II*

H
2G

C
N

G
raphSAG

E

G
loG

N
N

++

G
AT

FAG
C

N

PathM
LP+

PathM
LP

G
PRG

N
N

AC
M

G
C

N

FSG
N

N

SN
G

N
N

+

RAW
G

N
N

Average running time per epoch (ms)

表格 1
Pubmed MLP GCN LINKX GCNII* H2GCN GraphSAGE GloGNN++ GAT FAGCN PathMLP+ PathMLP GPRGNN ACMGCN FSGNN SNGNN+ RAWGNN

Average running time 
per epoch (ms) 5.75 5.39 5.76 7.36 15.08 15.29 30.68 20.03 21.6 38.92 37.25 27.52 30.3 41.58 80.14 438.4

Average total running 
time (s) 1.08 1.33 1.55 1.87 2.34 3.38 3.7 3.75 5.9 6.22 6.51 7.15 7.76 11.61 12.53 80.32

表格 2
Pubmed MLP GCN LINKX GCNII* H2GCN GraphSAGE GloGNN++ GAT FAGCN PathMLP+ PathMLP GPRGNN ACMGCN FSGNN SNGNN+

Average running time 
per epoch (ms) 5.75 5.39 5.76 7.36 15.08 15.29 30.68 20.03 21.6 38.92 37.25 27.52 30.3 41.58 80.14
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Figure 5: Average running time per epoch (ms).

表格 1
Cora GCN PathMLP+ GAT H2GCN GPRGNN

2 87.45 88.15 85.86 86.69 87.50
4 86.99 88.08 54.25 86.23 87.67
8 84.82 87.69 31.4 84.44 88.75

16 47.84 87.58 29.67 0 88.76
32 29.67 87.23 29.94 0 88.13
64 30.06 87.21 29.67 0 88.08

表格 2
Citeseer GCN PathMLP+ GAT H2GCN GPRGNN

2 76.27 76.62 73.22 74.33 76.98
4 74.62 76.26 46.15 74.03 77.38
8 72.23 76.39 23.14 71.85 76.54

16 65.64 75.56 21.82 0 76.99
32 31.26 75.79 22.3 0 75.82
64 22.51 75.47 22.12 0 74.65

表格 3
Chameleon GCN PathMLP+ GAT H2GCN GPRGNN

2 65.16 70.15 65.03 63.43 65.14
4 63.19 69.34 38.37 62.77 63.49
8 54.55 70.15 24.99 61.57 64.18

16 45.60 70.75 22.97 0 64.66
32 44.81 70.86 22.95 0 64.68
64 44.02 70.98 22.62 0 64.90

表格 4
Cornell GCN PathMLP+ GAT H2GCN GPRGNN

2 55.00 77.50 49.17 62.78 75.83
4 46.67 77.57 46.11 58.33 78.33
8 46.94 77.22 45.83 50.18 76.94

16 45.56 77.22 45.83 0 75.00
32 44.17 76.94 46.11 0 51.94
64 46.67 77.78 46.21 0 45.56
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Figure 6: The performance of GNNs with increasing model
depths (or path length).

performance declines gradually, hinting at the suspicion of falling
into over-smoothing. When the model depth exceeds 16 layers,
memory overflow occurs in the model. In contrast, our method
shows stable performance with increasing path length, indicating
its immunity to the over-smoothing problem.

6 CONCLUSION
To obtain high-order homophily on heterophilous graphs, we pro-
pose a path sampling strategy based on feature similarity. This
paves a way for a lightweight model named PathMLP, which can
encode messages carried by paths via simple transformation and
concatenation operations, and effectively learn node representa-
tions. Experiments demonstrate that our path sampling strategy is
able to obtain higher-order information, effectively avoiding the
over-smoothing problem caused by layer stacking. Meanwhile, all
feature extraction, propagation, aggregation, and transformation
are implemented through MLP only, making PathMLP highly com-
putationally efficient. Finally, our methods achieves SOTA on 16 out
of 20 real-world datasets, underlining its generality across datasets.

A DETAILS OF DATASETS
A.1 Normal Group
• Cora, Citeseer and Pubmed [28] are homophily literature
citation network datasets which nodes represent papers and
edges represent the citation relationship between papers. Node
features are the bag-of-words which describe whether each word
exists in the paper, and node label denotes the academic topic.

• Cora-full [4, 29] contains more papers and academic topics. The
definition of nodes, edges and node features are same as Cora.

• Actor [31] is a heterophily actor subgraph in co-occurrence
network. Each node represents an actor and edge denotes co-
occurrence on the sameWikipedia page. The graph utilizes some
keywords in the Wikipedia pages as node features.

• Chameleon-f and Squirrel-f [26] are obtained by de-duplication
opeartions on Chameleon and Squirrel.

• Tolokers [26] is a social network from Toloka crowdsourcing
platform. Nodes represent workers and edges will be connected if
tolokers works on same task. Node features include the worker’s
profile information and task performance statistics. The label
denotes whether the worker is banned in one project.

• Roman-empire [26] is constructed by the Roman Empire article
from Wikipedia. Each node is a word of the article and edges
are based on dependency of words. The method of FastText
extracts the embeddings of words. And the node is classified by
its syntactic role.

• Penn94 [17] is a friendship social network from Facebook. Each
node represents a student and is labeled with the gender of user.
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Edges represent the relationship of students. Node features con-
sist of basic information about student which are major, second
major/minor, dorm/house, year and high school.

• Electronics [22] is a network of amazon product. Nodes rep-
resent the product of Electronics and edges represent the as-
sociation of various products. The dataset classifies electronic
products into 167 categories, while node features represent prod-
uct information.

A.2 Anomaly Group
• Chameleon and Squirrel [17] are Wikipedia page-page net-
works which nodes represent articles and edges represent links
of nodes. Node features are indicated by nouns in article.

• Texas, Cornell and Wisconsin [24] are heterophily webpage
datasets which nodes represent webpages and edges represent
hyperlinks. Node features are the bag-of-words and node labels
are pages categories.

• NBA [8] is a social network about NBA basketball players. Each
node represent a NBA basketball players and edges denote the re-
lationship of these basketball players. The statistics information
of players consist of node features and the players are divided
into U.S. players and oversea players.

• Questions [26] collect the question-answering data from web-
site Yandex Q. Nodes indicate users and edges represent the link
relationship of two users. Questions use FastText embeddings to
describe node features. The label denotes whether users remain
active on the website.

• Amazon-ratings [26] is a amazon co-purchasing network. Nodes
are products and edges connect the nodes which are frequently
bought together. The dataset utlize FastText embeddings to de-
scribe node features like Questions. The task is to predict the
rating values for products in five classes.

• BGP [20] is a Border Gateway Protocol Network. The BGP net-
work consists of many router nodes, which are connected by
BGP sessions.

A.3 Data Leakage Detection
Here, we design simple methods to detect and verify data leakage.
Specifically, for the detection experiments, we first concatenate the
adjacency matrix 𝑨 and label matrix 𝒀 , then check for the duplica-
tion rate of each vector (𝑨𝑖 ∥ 𝒀 𝑖 ). For the verification experiment,
we design a two-layer MLP, incorporating features from a mapped
adjacency matrix after the first layer, similar to LINKX. If its perfor-
mance significantly surpasses that of the MLP, it is likely that the
model is utilizing topological information for matching rather than
node features, i.e., it has learned shortcuts. We detect and verify all
datasets, with results displayed in Table 5.

B DETAILS OF HYPER-PARAMETERS
B.1 PathMLP and PathMLP+
For the transformation dimension 𝑓 ′ of MLP1, we search in {12,
24, 32} to avoid the dimensional explosion problem introduced by
node feature concatenation. For the number of paths 𝑁 introduced
to preventing information over-squashing, we search in {2, 4, 6, 8,
10, 12, 15, 18}. For the path length parameter 𝑑 , we search in {3, 4,
5}, corresponding to path lengths of 𝑑 + 1 = {4, 5, 6}, respectively.

Table 5: Results for detecting and verifying data leakage.
The top two rows represent the results of duplication rate
detection, while the bottom three rows display the results of
the verification experiment (accuracy ± standard deviation)
and performance gain.

Chameleon Squirrel Questions Amazon-ratings BGP

𝑨 46.29% 36.42% 42.69% 16.50% 44.86%

𝑨 + 𝒀 46.03% 36.28% 42.06% 15.69% 43.03%

MLP 48.31 ± 3.69 30.55 ± 0.98 50.92 ± 1.48 44.19 ± 0.61 64.41 ± 0.83

MLP+𝑨 73.56 ± 3.05 65.68 ± 1.48 72.18 ± 1.27 52.65 ± 0.48 64.91 ± 0.60

gain 52.26% ↑ 114.99% ↑ 41.75% ↑ 19.14% ↑ 0.77% ↑

For the balance coefficient between node features and topological
information, we search in {0, 0.3, 0.5}, where 0 means no topologi-
cal information is used. The search spaces for all parameters are
summarized as follows:

• transformation dimension 𝑓 ′: {12, 24, 32};
• number of paths 𝑁 : {2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 15, 18};
• length parameter of path 𝑑 : {3, 4, 5};
• balance coefficient 𝛽 : {0, 0.3, 0.5};
• augmentation index𝑚: {1, 2};

B.2 Baselines
We also use the NNI (Neural Network Intelligence) tuning tool in
baselines with the same settings as our methods except for the spe-
cific hyper-parameters of baselines. The seaech spaces for specific
hyper-parameter are as follow:

• FAGCN: 𝜖 ∈ {0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5};
• GPRGNN: 𝐾 ∈ {10}, dropout ∈ {0.5}, 𝛼 ∈ {0.5}, Init ∈ {PPR};
• ACMGCN: variant ∈ {False}, is_need_struct ∈ {False};
• GCNII*: 𝛼 ∈ {0.5}, 𝜆 ∈ {0.5}, variant ∈ {𝑇𝑟𝑢𝑒};
• H2GCN-1: num_layers ∈ {1}, num_mlp_layers ∈ {1};
• FSGNN: aggregator ∈ {cat, sum};
• GloGNN++: norm_layers ∈ {1, 2, 3}, orders ∈ {2, 3, 4},
𝛼 ∈ {0.0, 1.0}, 𝛽 ∈ {0.1, 1.0, 0.05, 800, 1000},
𝛾 ∈ {0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9}, 𝛿 ∈ {0, 0.9, 1.0};

• SNGNN+: 𝑘 ∈ {1, 2, 5, 10, 30, 50}, num_layers ∈ {1, 2},
𝜃 ∈ {0.99, 0.9, 0.8, 0.5, 0.0,−0.5,−1.0}.

B.3 Common Hyper-parameter for All Methods
To make a relatively fair comparison, we set the common hyper-
parameter search space of all methods to be consistent.

• learning rate: {0.005, 0.01, 0.05, 0.1};
• weight decay: {5e-5, 1e-5, 5e-4, 1e-4, 5e-3};
• dropout: {0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9};
• hidden dimension 𝑓ℎ : {64};
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