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ABSTRACT

Given an edge-incomplete graph, how can we accurately find the
missing links? The link prediction in edge-incomplete graphs aims
to discover the missing relations between entities when their re-
lationships are represented as a graph. Edge-incomplete graphs
are prevalent in real-world due to practical limitations, such as
not checking all users when adding friends in a social network.
Addressing the problem is crucial for various tasks, including rec-
ommending friends in social networks and finding references in
citation networks. However, previous approaches rely heavily on
the given edge-incomplete (observed) graph, making it challenging
to consider the missing (unobserved) links during training.

In this paper, we propose PULL (PU-LEARNING-BASED LINK PRE-
DICTOR), an accurate link prediction method based on the positive-
unlabeled (PU) learning. PULL treats the observed edges in the
training graph as positive examples, and the unconnected node
pairs as unlabeled ones. PULL effectively prevents the link pre-
dictor from overfitting to the observed graph by proposing latent
variables for every edge, and leveraging the expected graph struc-
ture with respect to the variables. Extensive experiments on five
real-world datasets show that PULL consistently outperforms the
baselines for predicting links in edge-incomplete graphs.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Given an edge-incomplete graph, how can we accurately find the
missing links among the unconnected node pairs? Edge-incomplete
graphs are easily encountered in real-world networks. In social
networks, connections between users can be missing since we do
not check every user when adding friends. In the context of citation
networks, there may be missing citations as we do not review all
published papers for citation. The objective of the link prediction in
edge-incomplete graphs is to discover the undisclosed relationships
between examples when we are provided with a graph that repre-
sents the known relationships among them [20]. Such scenarios
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include finding uncited references in citation networks [21, 28], and
recommending new friends in social networks [5, 33].

The main limitation of previous works [15, 16, 25, 38] for link
prediction is that they rely strongly on the given edge-incomplete
graph. They presume the edges of the given graph are fully observed
ones, and do not consider the unobserved missing links while train-
ing. However, this does not always reflect the real-world scenarios
where the presence of missing edges is frequently observed. This
limits the model’s ability to propagate information through uncon-
nected node pairs, which may potentially form edges, resulting in
overfitting of a link predictor to the given edge-incomplete graph.
Thus, it is important to consider the uncertainties of the given graph
to obtain accurate linking probabilities between nodes.

In this work, we propose PULL (PU-LEARNING-BASED LINK PRE-
DICTOR), an accurate method for link prediction in edge-incomplete
graphs. To account for the uncertainties in the given graph struc-
ture while training a link predictor f, PULL exploits PU (Positive-
Unlabeled) learning (see Section 2.2 for details). We treat the ob-
served edges within the graph as positive examples and the un-
connected node pairs, which may contain hidden connections, as
unlabeled examples. We then construct an expected graph G while
proposing latent variables for the unlabeled (unconnected) node
pairs to consider the hidden connections among them. This enables
us to effectively propagate information through the unconnected
edges, improving the prediction accuracy of f. Since the estimated
linking probabilities of f are the prior knowledge for constructing
the expected graph structure G, the improved link predictor f en-
hances the quality of G. Thus, PULL employs an iterative learning
approach with two-steps to achieve a repeated improvement of
the link predictor f: a) constructing an expected graph structure
G based on the linking probabilities between nodes from the link
predictor f, and b) training f exploiting the expected graph G. Note
that the updated f is used to update G in the next iteration. The
overall structure of PULL is depicted in Figure 1.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

e Method. We propose PULL, an accurate link prediction
method in graphs. PULL effectively overcomes the primary
limitation of previous methods, specifically their heavy re-
liance on the provided graph structure. This is achieved by
training a link predictor with an expected graph structure
while treating the unconnected edges as unlabeled ones.

e Theory. We theoretically analyze PULL, including the rela-
tionship with the EM algorithm and the time complexity.

e Experiments. We perform extensive experiments on five
real-world datasets, and show that PULL achieves the state-
of-the-art link prediction performance.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. Section 2 intro-
duces related works and the formal definition of the problem. Sec-
tion 3 proposes PULL along with its theoretical properties. Section 4
shows experimental results, and we conclude the paper at Section 5.
The symbols used in this paper is in Table 1.
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Figure 1: Overall structure of PULL. Given an edge-incomplete graph Gp with a set £ of observed edges, PULL first computes
the expected graph structure G by proposing latent variables for the edges. Then PULL utilizes G to update the link predictor f.
The marginal linking probabilities i obtained by the updated f are used to compute G in the next iteration.

Table 1: Symbols.

Symbol ‘ Description
Gp = (V,Ep) | Edge-incomplete graph with sets V of nodes and
Ep of observed edges
Eu Set of unconnected node pairs (unconnected edges)
eij Edge between nodes i and j
L(G Corresponding line graph of G
AY Corresponding adjacency matrix of G = (V, &)
WhereAigj =1ife;; € &
X Feature matrix for every node in Gp
fo(-) Link predictor parameterized by 6
L() Objective function that PULL aims to minimize
G Expected graph structure
G’ Approximated version of G

2 RELATED WORKS AND PROBLEM

We present related works on the link prediction in graph and PU
learning. Then we formally define the link prediction problem in
edge-incomplete graph.

2.1 Link Prediction in Graphs

Link prediction in graphs has garnered significant attention in
recent years, due to its successful application in various domains
including social networks [3, 6, 31], recommendation systems [1,
18], and biological networks [22, 29]. Previous approaches for link
prediction are categorized into two groups: embedding-based and
autoencoder-based approaches.

Embedding-based approaches strive to create compact repre-
sentations of nodes within a graph via random walk or propaga-
tion. These representations are subsequently employed to estimate
the probability of connections between nodes. Deepwalk [27] and
Node2Vec [11] create embeddings by simulating random walks on
the graph. The concept is to generate embeddings in a way that
nodes frequently appearing together in these random walks end
up having similar representations. GCN [16], LINE [35], Graph-
SAGE [12], and GAT [30] aggregate information from neighboring

nodes to learn the embeddings, assuming adjacent nodes are simi-
lar. SEAL [39] extends the link prediction problem into a subgraph
classification problem. However, those methods assume that the
edges of the given graph are fully observed. This overfits the node
embeddings to the given edge-incomplete graph, degrading the link
prediction performance.

The autoencoder-based methods exploit autoencoders to train
a link predictor. GAE [14] is an autoencoder-based unsupervised
framework for link prediction. VGAE is a variational graph au-
toencoder, which is a variant of GAE. VGAE explicitly models
the uncertainty by introducing a probabilistic layer. ARGA and
ARGVA [25] exploit adversarial training strategy to improve the
performance of GAE and VGAE, respectively. VGNAE [2] founds
that autoencoder-based methods produce embeddings that con-
verge to zero for isolated nodes, regardless of their input features.
They utilize L2-normalization to get better embeddings for these
isolated nodes. However, those autoencoder-based methods also
have limitations in that they cannot consider the missing edges
during training.

2.2 PU Learning

The objective of PU (Positive-Unlabeled) learning is to train a bi-
nary classifier that effectively distinguishes positive and negative
instances when only positive and unlabeled examples are avail-
able. Many algorithms are developed to address the uncertainty
introduced by the lack of labeled negative examples. Unbiased risk
estimator (URE) [8] considers the probability that each unlabeled
example is a positive instance and adjusts the risk estimate accord-
ingly. Non-negative risk estimator [17] improves the classification
accuracy of URE by preventing the risk of unlabeled instances from
going negative. However, those risk-based approaches require the
ratio of real positive examples (class prior) among the whole ones
in advance, which is not realistic.

Many graph-based PU learning approaches have been studied
recently [19, 34, 37]. PU-LP [23] finds relatively positive examples
from the unlabeled ones utilizing the given graph structure, and
treats the rest as relatively negative ones. GRAB [36] is the first
approach to solve the graph-based PU learning problem without
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knowing the class prior in advance. However, those graph-based PU
learning methods cannot be directly used in the link prediction prob-
lem since they aim to classify nodes, not edges, while considering
the edges of the given graph as fully observed ones. PU-AUC [13]
and Bagging-PU [10] proposed PU learning frameworks for link
prediction considering the given edges as observed positive exam-
ples. However, their link prediction performance is constrained by
the propagation of information through the edge-incomplete graph
for obtaining node and edge representations.

2.3 Problem Definition

PrROBLEM 1 (LINK PREDICTION IN EDGE-INCOMPLETE GRAPHS).
We have an edge-incomplete graph Gp = (V,Ep), along with a
feature matrix X € RIVIXd yhere V and Egp are the sets of nodes
and observed edges, respectively, and d is the number of features for
each node. The remaining unconnected node pairs are denoted as a
set Eqq. The objective of link prediction in edge-incomplete graphs
is to train a link predictor f that accurately identifies the connected
node pairs within Eqq.

3 PROPOSED METHOD

We propose PULL (PU-LEARNING-BASED LINK PREDICTOR), an accu-
rate method for link prediction in edge-incomplete graphs. PULL
effectively exploits the missing links for training the link predictor
based on PU-learning approach. We illustrate the entire process of
PULL in Figure 1 and Algorithm 1. The main challenges and our
approaches are as follows:

(1) How can we consider the missing links during train-
ing? We treat the given edges as observed positive examples,
and the rest as unlabeled ones. We then propagate infor-
mation through an expected graph structure by proposing
latent variables to the unconnected edges. (Section 3.1).

(2) How can we effectively model the expected graph struc-
ture? Computing the expected graph structure is compu-
tationally expensive since there are 21&ul possible graph
structures where &qy is the set of unconnected edges. We
effectively compute the expectation of graph structure by
carefully designing the probabilities of graphs (Section 3.2).

(3) How can we gradually improve the performance of
the link predictor? PULL iteratively improves the quality
of the expected graph structure, which is the evidence for
training the link predictor (Section 3.3).

3.1 Modeling Missing Links

In the problem of link prediction in edge-incomplete graph, we are
given a feature matrix X and an edge-incomplete graph Gp consist-
ing of two sets of edges, Ep and Eq;. The set Ep contains observed
edges, and Eqy consists of unconnected node pairs; Ep U Eqq is a
set of all possible node pairs. Then we aim to find unobserved con-
nected edges among Eq; accurately (see Problem 1 in Section 2.3 for
a formal problem definition). Existing link prediction methods treat
the given edges of Ep as fully observed ones, and they propagate in-
formation through it to train a link predictor f. This overfits f to the
edge-incomplete graph, degrading the link prediction performance.

To prevent the overfitting of f to the edge-incomplete graph,
PULL models the given graph based on PU-learning approach. Since
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Algorithm 1: Overall process of PULL.

:Edge-incomplete graph Gp = (V, Ep), feature
matrix X, set &¢; of unconnected edges,
hyperparameter r, and link predictor fy(i, j)
parameterized by 6

Output:Best parameters 6 of link predictor fy (i, j)

Input

1 Randomly initialize 0"V | and initialize K as |Ep|;

2 repeat

3 9 «— enew;

4 G «— Epep(2l%,80.0) [A(2)] = A9 Equations (3), (4)
5 Approximate G to G’ by keeping edges with high
confidence, while removing the rest;

6 K« K+|Ep|*r;

7 0"e¥ — argming L(0;G’, X); // Equations (6), (7)
8 until the maximum number of iterations is reached or the

early stopping condition is met;

there are hidden connections in Eq/, we treat the unconnected
edges in Eqq as unlabeled examples, and the observed edges in Ep
as positive ones. Then we propose a latent variable z;; € {1, 0} for
every edge e;j, indicating whether there is a link between nodes i
and j to consider the hidden connections; z;; = 1foreverye;; € Ep,
but not always z;; = 0 for e;; € Eq;. We denote the graph Gp with
latent variable z = {z;; for e;; € (Ep U Eqq)} as Gp (2).

A main challenge is that we cannot propagate information through
the variablized graph Gp (z) while training f since every edge
eij € Eqq of Gp(z) is probabilistically connected. Instead, PULL
exploits the expected graph structure G over the latent variables z.
This enables us to train a link predictor f accurately, considering
the hidden connections in E¢y. Since the link predictor gives prior
knowledge for constructing the expected graph, improved f en-
hances the quality of G. Thus, PULL trains the link predictor f by
iteratively performing the two steps: a) constructing an expected
graph structure G given marginal linking probabilities of trained
f, and b) updating the link predictor f using G, which is used to
improve the quality of the expected graph in the next iteration. We
use a GCN followed by a sigmoid function as the link predictor
fo(i, )): fo(i, j) = sigmoid(h; - hj) where h; is the hidden represen-
tation of node i computed by the GCN embedding function with
graph G. Other graph-based models can also be used instead of
GCN (see Section 4.3).

3.2 Expectation of Graph Structure

During the training process of a link predictor fp, PULL propagates
information through the expected graph structure G of Go (z)
over the latent variable p(z | X, Ep, 0) where 6 is the learnable
model parameter. G requires computing the joint probabilities
p(z | X,Ep,0) for all possible graph structures Gp (z). This is
intractable since there are 2/&4! possible states of z in Gp (z). In-
stead, PULL efficiently computes the expected graph structure by
carefully designing the joint probability p(z | X, Ep, 0).

We convert the graph G (z) with latent variables z into a line
graph L(Gp(z)) = (V1,EL) where nodes in L(Gp (z)) represent
the edges of Gp(z), and two nodes in L(Gp (z)) are connected if
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their corresponding edges in Gp(z) are adjacent. Note that V,
contains both Ep and E¢; of Gp (z) since every node pair (i, j) in
Gy (z) is correlated with variable z;;. We then consider the line
graph as a pairwise Markov network, which assumes that any two
random variables in the network are conditionally independent
of each other given the rest of the variables if they are not di-
rectly connected [26]. This simplifies the probabilistic modeling on
graph-structured random variables, and effectively marginalizes
the joint distribution of nodes in L(Gp (z)), which corresponds to
the distribution p(z | X, Ep, 0) of edges in Gp (z).

With the Markov property, the joint distribution of nodes in the
line graph L(Gp (z)) = (Vr, EL) is computed by the multiplication
of all the node and edge potentials:

1
plX8p.0) =2 [ ¢ X0 []  vijn(aipzin | X.0)
ijeVvy (ij,jk)e&
(1)

where ¢;; and ;; ;. are node and edge potentials for each trans-
formed node ij and edge (ij, jk), respectively. The node potential
¢ij represents the unnormalized marginal linking probability be-
tween nodes i and j in the original graph G (z). The edge potential
¥;j,jk denotes a degree of homophily between the edges containing
a common node in Gp (z). F is the normalizing factor that ensures
the distribution adds up to one. For simplicity, we omit X in ¢;;
and ;; j in the rest of the paper.

We define the node potential ¢;; of L(Gp (2)) as follows to make
nodes in Gp (z) with similar hidden representations have a higher
likelihood of connection:

1 ife;j €&

¢ij(2ij=1|9)={ SN ader g ! ~¢)

fo(i, j) = sigmoid(h; - hj) otherwise
where h; is the hidden representation of node i in Gp (z) param-
eterized by 6, and ¢;j(z;j =0 ] 0) =1 - ¢;j(z;j = 1 | ). We set
$ij(zij = 1] 0) = 1for e;; € Ep since the linking probability of an
observed edge of Gp is 1. We define y;; ;i as a constant ¢ to make
the joint distribution focus on the marginal linking probabilities.
Then the normalizing constant F in Equation (1) becomes clécl
since 3, [1;je, ¢ij(zij | 6) =1 (see Lemma 1 in Appendix A for
proof).

As a result, the joint probability p(z | X, Ep, 0) is expressed by
the multiplication of node potentials of the line graph:

p(21XEp,0)= [ iz 10)

ijeVy

2
$ij(zij | 0) = 1_[ $ij(zij | 0).
eiye(EpUEY)

e,«je&u

Using the marginalized joint probability p(z | X, Ep, 0) in Equa-
tion (2), we express the expected graph structure G with regard to
the latent variables z. Let A(z) be the adjacency matrix representing
the state z where the (i, j)-th component of A(z), which we denote
as A(z);j, is zij € {1,0}. Then the corresponding weighted adja-
cency matrix A9 of the expected graph G is computed as follows:

A9 =B, paix6p.0) [AD] = ) p(2] X Ep. O)A()
z

=3 [ duti0ac.

Z e;€8y

Junghun Kim, Ka Hyun Park, Hoyoung Yoon, and U Kang

The (i, j)-th component Ag of AY is simply expressed as follows:

AS=gyi=110 Y ] dula | 0AG)
z|zij=1 ex1€Eq\ {eij } (4)
=¢ij(zij=1]0)

since A(z);j = 1forzij = 1, and Yp 7, =1 [ley e\ (er;} Phi 2k |
0) = 1 (see Lemma 1 in Appendix A for proof). As a result, we
simply express the expected graph G by an weighted adjacency
matrix A9 where Ag =¢ij(zij=1]0).

Using the expected graph G directly to train the link predictor
f may lead to oversmoothing problem, as G is a fully connected
graph represented by A9 Moreover, the training time increases ex-
ponentially with the number of nodes. To address these challenges,
PULL utilizes an approximated one of G for training f, which con-
tains edges with high confidence. Specifically, we approximate G by
keeping the top-K edges with the largest weights, while removing
the rest. This effectively reduces the number of message passing
operation for each layer of f from V? to & + K where V and &
are sets of nodes and edges in the given graph Gp. We denote this
approximated one as G’, and its adjacency matrix as AY.

Another challenge lies in the need to compute weights for every
node pairs in each outer iteration of Algorithm 1 to acquire the top-
K edges, which results in computational inefficiency. To address this,
we define a set of candidate edges determined by the node degrees.
This stems from the observation that in real world networks, nodes
with higher degrees exhibit a greater likelihood of forming new
connections (preferential attachment) [4]. The candidate edge set
consists of node pairs where at least one node has top-M degree
among all the nodes. We set M = 100 in our experiments. PULL
selects top-K edges among the candidate edge set instead of all
node pairs to approximate G.

We gradually increase the number K of selected edges in propor-
tion to that of observed edges through the iterations, which is ex-
pressed by K «— K +r|Egp|, giving more trust in the expected graph
structure G. This is because the quality of G improves through the
iterations (see Figure 2). We set r = 0.05 in our experiments.

3.3 Iterative Learning

At each iteration, PULL computes the expected graph G given a
trained link predictor fp with current parameter 6. Then PULL
propagates information through G’, instead of the given edge-
incomplete graph Gp to train a new link predictor fy with new
parameter 0"V, This prevents PULL from overfitting to Gp, thus
improving the link prediction performance.

To optimize the new parameter "¢V, we propose the binary
cross entropy loss L in Equation (5) by treating the given edges
in &p and the unconnected edges in Eqy as positive and unlabeled
(PU) examples, respectively. For the unconnected edges, we use the

expected linking probabilities Ag,, which are obtained from the
current link predictor fp, as pseudo labels for e;;:

Lp=- ) loggij— ). log(1-4i)

e €Ep ej€8],

- > (AZ log i+ (1- AT log(1 - §y))

eijES;,

©)
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where i = fynew (i, j). 8;) is the set of relatively connected edges
selected from E¢; when approximating the expected graph struc-
ture G by G’ in Section 3.2, and SIL( =8q \ 8;).

However, in real-world graphs, there is a severe imbalance be-
tween the numbers of connected edges and unconnected ones. We
balance them by randomly sampling |Ep U Ef, | unconnected edges
among &g, for every epoch. Then Equation (5) is written as follows:

Lip== ) loggy— ) log(1-i)

eij€Ep eij €&y,
. ; G
- Z (A7} loggij + (1 - A7) log(1 = §ij))
EijES;

where Sﬁu is the set of randomly sampled edges among SIH with
the size |8ﬁu| =18p U EL|.

If the current parameter 6 of the link predictor is inaccurate, the
quality of the expected graph structure deteriorates, leading to the
next iteration’s parameter 6”¢V becoming even more inaccurate.
Thus, we propose another loss term £ for correction, which mea-
sures the binary cross entropy for all observed edges and randomly
sampled unconnected edges from 8fu:

Le=— ) logiy— ) log(1-1i) )

eij€Ep ekIES,Z’

where 6’7’1 is the set of randomly sampled node pairs from 821
with size |8ﬁL’1| = |Ep|. §ij is fygnew (i, j) computed with the given
graph Gp instead of G. L effectively prevents excessive self-
reinforcement in the link predictor of PULL (see Figure 3).

As aresult, PULL finds the best parameter "¢V for each iteration
by minimizing the sum of the two loss terms in Equations (6) and (7).
We denote the final loss function as £(6"¢V; G’,X) = L+ Lc. The
new parameter 0"V is used as the current 6 for the next iteration.
The iterations stop if the maximum number of iterations is reached
or the early stopping condition (see Section 4.1) is met.

3.4 Theoretical Analysis

We theoretically analyze PULL in terms of its connection to the EM
(Expectation-Maximization) algorithm, and the time complexity.

Connection to EM algorithm. EM (Expectation-Maximization)
[7] is an iterative method used for estimating model parameter
0 when there are missing or unobserved data. It assigns latent
variables z to the unobserved data, and maximizes the expectation
of the log likelihood log p(y, z | X, 0) in terms of z to optimize 6
where y and X are target and input variables, respectively.

In our problem, the target variables are represented as Ep. Thus,
the expectation of the log likelihood given the current parameter 6
is written as follows:

Q(0™Y | 0) = Eyep(2|X,Ep,0) [log p(Ep,z | X, 67V)] (8)

where 0"¢V is the new parameter. The EM algorithm finds "¢V that
maximizes Q(6"V|0), and they are used as 0 in the next iteration.
The algorithm is widely used in situations involving latent variables
as it always improves the likelihood Q through the iterations [24].

PULL iteratively optimizes the parameter 6 of a link predictor f
by minimizing both £, and L where L7, is the approximation of
L in Equation (5). We compare Equations (5) and (8) to show the
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similarity between the iterative minimization of L in PULL and
the iterative maximization of Q(6™¢V | €) in the EM algorithm.

PULL effectively expresses the distribution p(z | X, Ep,0) in
Equation (8) by the multiplication of node potentials in Equation (2).
For the joint probability p(Ep,z | X, 0"¢V) in Equation (8), we
approximate it using a link predictor fpnew with new parameter
6"V, We consider the link predictor fy  as a marginalization
function that gives marginal linking probabilities for each node
pair. We also assume that the marginal distributions obtained by
f6,,.,, are mutually independent. Then the joint probability p(Ep, z |
X, 6"¢V) is approximated as follows:

pEmal Xy~ [ iy [] (et + (1= 20— ) ©
eijebp  eijeby
where §;; = fonew (i, j), and z;; € {1, 0} represents the connectivity
between nodes i and j.
Using Equations (2) and (9), we derive Theorem 1 that shows the
similarity between the iterative minimization of L in PULL and
the iterative maximization of Q(6™€" | 6) in the EM algorithm.

THEOREM 1. Given the assumption in Equation (9), the expected
log likelihood Q(6™¢V | 0) of the EM algorithm reduces to the negative
of the loss function Lg of PULL with the expected graph G:

QO™ 0)~ . logii+ . (AFlog gi+(1-AF) log(1- i)
eij€ép eijeby
(10)
where i) is the estimated linking probability between nodes i and
j by fonew, and A9 is the corresponding adjacency matrix of G (see
Appendix B.1 for proof).

Complexity of PULL. PULL is scalable to large graphs due to
its linear scalability with the number of nodes and edges. Let n,
and n; be the number of outer and inner iterations in Algorithm 1,
respectively. For simplicity, we assume PULL has m layers where
the number d of features for each node is the same in all layers.

THEOREM 2. The time complexity of PULL (Algorithm 1) is
O (nod((nim + rnonim)|Ep| + (nimd + M)|V1)) ,

which is linear to the numbers |'V| and |Ep| of nodes and edges in
the given graph Gp, respectively (see Appendix B.2 for proof).

4 EXPERIMENTS

We conduct extensive experiments on real-world datasets to provide
answers to the following questions.

Q1. Link prediction performance (Section 4.2). How accurate
is PULL compared to the baselines for predicting links in
edge-incomplete graphs?

Q2. Applying PULL to other baselines (Section 4.3). Does
applying PULL to other methods improve the link prediction
performance?

Q3. Effect of iterative learning (Section 4.4). How does the
accuracy change over iterations?

Q4. Effect of additional loss (Section 4.5). How does the addi-
tional loss term L¢ of PULL contribute to the performance?

Q5. Scalability (Section 4.6). How does the runtime of PULL
change as the graph size grows?
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Table 2: The link prediction accuracy of PULL and baselines in terms of AUROC and AUPRC. Bold numbers denote the best
performance, and underlined ones represent the second-best accuracy. PULL outperforms all the baselines in most of the cases.

Missing ratio rp, = 0.1

Model PubMed Cora-full Chameleon Crocodile Facebook
AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC
GCN+CE 96.45 £ 0.23  96.58 + 0.21 95.77 £0.65 95.77 £0.74  96.77 £ 0.35 96.67 £0.40 9691 £0.46  97.22 £ 0.45 97.06 +£ 0.18  97.33 £0.19
GAT+CE 90.99 £0.40 89.64 £0.49 94.27 £ 038 93.74 £ 043  91.55 + 1.82 91.39 + 1.72 90.65 + 1.83 91.67 £1.40 9243 £0.62  92.04 £ 0.77
SAGE+CE 87.22+£1.14 88.34+099 9435+054 9477 £0.60 96.30 £ 048  95.87 + 0.63 96.00 + 0.61 96.55 + 0.55 95.17 £ 0.52  95.34 + 0.54
GAE 96.35+0.17 96.46 £0.15  95.51 £ 0.31 9552 £0.32 96.88 £0.48 96.80 £0.54  96.67 £0.70  96.78 + 1.17 97.00 +£ 0.17  97.27 £ 0.13
VGAE 94.61 £ 1.01 94.74 £ 1.00 92.37 £ 3.89 92.40 + 3.68 96.32 £ 0.27 96.20 + 0.26 95.29 + 0.40 95.45 + 0.82 96.29 + 0.27 96.49 + 0.28
ARGA 93.67 £ 0.71 93.35 £0.73 91.39 £ 1.02 90.72 £ 1.15 94.76 £ 0.51 94.37 £ 0.71 96.03 + 0.38 95.65 + 0.35 92.03 + 0.59 92.19 £ 0.48
ARGVA 93.56 £ 1.21 93.80 £ 1.11 89.88 £3.13 89.59 + 2.88 94.26 £ 0.74 94.32 £ 0.70 95.04 + 0.18 94.32 + 0.59 92.35 + 2.58 92.76 £ 2.36
VGNAE 95.99 £+ 0.63 95.99 £ 0.55 95.42 £1.23 95.14 + 1.34 97.46 £ 0.43 97.17 £ 0.53 96.34 + 0.76 95.29 + 1.87 95.79 + 0.52 95.89 + 0.54
Bagging-PU 94.55 £ 0.39 94.88 + 0.37 92.74 £ 0.62 94.20 £ 0.77 97.27 £ 0.77 97.14 £ 0.89 97.47 + 0.44 97.75 £ 0.39 97.02 + 0.15 97.38 £ 0.14
PULL (proposed) ‘ 96.59 + 0.19 96.83 £ 0.18 96.06 + 0.34 96.25 +0.35 97.87 £0.33 97.83 £0.33 98.31+0.20 98.36 £0.22 97.41+0.11 97.67 + 0.09
Missing ratio rp, = 0.2
Model PubMed Cora-full Chameleon Crocodile Facebook
AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC

GCN+CE 96.14 £ 0.19 96.25 £ 0.21 94.92 £ 0.64 95.01 £ 0.75 96.85 £ 0.36 96.78 + 0.45 97.06 + 0.46 97.37 £ 0.40 97.00 + 0.23 97.26 £ 0.22
GAT+CE 90.67 £+ 0.37 89.32 £ 0.45 93.99 + 0.35 93.47 £ 0.40 91.75 £ 1.65 91.28 + 1.42 91.09 + 1.50 91.80 + 1.09 92.41 + 0.48 92.19 £ 0.56
SAGE+CE 85.90 + 0.67 87.22 £ 0.93 93.71 £ 0.60 94.25 + 0.66 96.11 £ 0.51 95.68 + 0.63 95.92 + 0.67 96.48 + 0.62 94.96 + 0.46 95.06 £+ 0.55
GAE 96.10 £+ 0.15 96.22 £ 0.21 95.15 £ 0.39 95.24 + 0.48 96.76 + 0.42 96.60 £ 0.57 96.36 + 0.65 96.74 + 0.56 96.87 + 0.38 97.12 £ 0.37
VGAE 94.12 £ 1.13 94.17 £ 1.10 91.71 £ 3.94 91.73 £ 3.72 96.21 £ 0.22 96.01 + 0.32 95.21 + 0.45 95.40 + 0.86 95.89 + 0.54 96.11 £+ 0.52
ARGA 93.00 £0.58 9243 £0.54 90.93 £0.62 90.40 £ 0.63  94.72 £ 0.34  94.37 +£ 0.41 95.98 + 0.47 95.63 £0.39  91.90 £ 0.51 91.98 + 0.46
ARGVA 93.19 £ 130 9338 +£1.17 87.56 £4.49 87.53 £4.21 94.07 £ 0.51 94.09 £ 0.40 94.85+0.14 94.00 £ 0.15 92.68 +£1.82  93.11 + 1.69
VGNAE 95.70 £ 0.39  95.62 +£0.38 9540+ 1.04 95.13+1.06 9745+030 97.13+0.35 96.41 + 0.77 95.91 + 1.36 95.22 +£0.88  95.33 £ 0.87
Bagging-PU 94.02 + 0.34 94.38 + 0.41 92.56 + 0.54 94.48 + 0.67 97.13 £ 0.47 97.08 + 0.54 97.48 + 0.41 97.79 + 0.37 96.95 + 0.21 97.31 £ 0.21
PULL (proposed) ‘ 96.28 + 0.13 96.47 +0.17 9539+0.32 95.65+0.31 97.89+0.14 97.87 £0.16 98.19 £0.13 98.29 £0.16 97.30 +£0.07 97.59 £ 0.06

Table 3: Summary of datasets.

Datasets ‘ Nodes Edges Features Description

PubMed! 19,717 88,648 500 Citation
Cora-full®> | 19,793 126,842 8,710 Citation
Chameleon® 2,277 36,101 2,325 Wikipedia
Crocodile® | 11,631 191,506 500 Wikipedia
Facebook* 22,470 342,004 128 Social

! https://github.com/kimiyoung/planetoid

2 https://www.cs.cit.tum.de/daml/g2g/

3 https://snap.stanford.edu/data/wikipedia-article-networks.html
4 https://github.com/benedekrozemberczki/MUSAE

4.1 Experimental Settings

Datasets. We use five real-world datasets from various domains
which are summarized in Table 3. PubMed and Cora-full are cita-
tion networks where nodes correspond to scientific publications
and edges signify citation relationships between the papers. Each
node has binary bag-of-words features indicating the presence or
absence of specific words from a predefined dictionary. Chameleon
and Crocodile are Wikipedia networks, with nodes representing
web pages and edges representing hyperlinks between them. Node
features include keywords or informative nouns extracted from
the Wikipedia pages. Facebook is a social network where nodes
represent users, and edges indicate mutual likes. Node features
represent user-specific information such as age and gender.

Baselines. We compare PULL with previous approaches for
link prediction in graphs. GCN+CE, GAT+CE, and SAGE+CE use
GCN [16], GAT [30], and GraphSAGE [12] for computing linking

probabilities, respectively. Cross entropy (CE) loss is utilized for
training and |Ep | non-edges are sampled randomly from Eq¢; every
epoch to balance the ratio between edge and non-edge examples.
GAE [15] utilizes an autoencoder to compute the linking proba-
bilities, forcing the predicted graph structure to be similar to the
given graph. VGAE [15] exploits a variational autoencoder to learn
the embedding of edges based on the given graph structure and
node features. ARGA and ARGVA [25] respectively improve the
performance of GAE and VGAE by introducing adversarial train-
ing strategy. VGNAE [2] utilizes L2-normalization to obtain better
node embeddings for isolated nodes. Bagging-PU [10] classifies
node pairs into observed and unobserved, and approximates the
linking probabilities using the ratio of observed links. More imple-
mentation details are described in Appendix C.

Evaluation and Settings. We evaluate the performance of
PULL and the baselines in classifying edges and non-edges correctly.
We use AUROC (AUC) and AUPRC (AP) scores as the evaluation
metrics following [16]. The models are trained using graphs that
lack some edges, while preserving all node attributes. The valida-
tion and test sets consist of the missing edges and an equal number
of randomly sampled non-edges. We vary the ratio ry, of test miss-
ing edges in {0.1, 0.2}. The ratio of valid missing edges are set to 0.1
through the experiments. The validation set is employed for early
stopping with patience 20, and the number of maximum epochs is
set to 2,000. The epochs are not halted until 500 since the accuracy
oscillates in the earlier epochs. For PULL, we set the number of in-
ner loops as 200, and the maximum number of iterations as 10. The
iterations stop if the current validation AUROC is smaller than that
of the previous iteration. We use Adam optimizer with a learning
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Table 4: The performance improvement of baselines with the integration of PULL. The best performance is indicated in bold.
Note that PULL enhances the performance of baseline models.

Missing ratio rp, = 0.1

Model PubMed Cora-full Chameleon Crocodile Facebook
AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC
GAE 96.35 + 0.17 96.46 £+ 0.15 95.51 + 0.31 95.52 + 0.32 96.88 + 0.48 96.80 £ 0.54  96.67 £0.70  96.78 £ 1.17 97.00 £ 0.17 97.27 £ 0.13
GAE+PULL 96.64 +£ 0.22 96.86 + 0.21 96.00 + 0.48 96.12 + 0.58 98.04 +0.18 98.05+ 0.15 98.22 +0.18 98.31 +£0.17 97.41+0.14 97.67 = 0.11
VGAE 94.61 + 1.01 94.74 £+ 1.00 92.37 £3.89 9240 + 3.68 96.32 £ 0.27 96.20 + 0.26 95.29 £ 040  95.45 + 0.82 96.29 + 0.27 96.49 + 0.28
VGAE+PULL 95.81 £ 0.51 95.92+0.50 93.75+3.17 93.85+3.01 97.24+0.47 97.29+0.49 97.17+0.73 97.33 £0.64 96.56 +£ 0.25 96.72 + 0.26
VGNAE 95.99 + 0.63 95.99 + 0.55 95.42 + 1.23 95.14 + 1.34 97.46 + 0.43 97.17 £ 0.53 96.34 £ 0.76  95.29 + 1.87 95.79 + 0.52 95.89 + 0.54
VGNAE+PULL | 96.22 +£ 0.37 96.23 + 0.37 96.02 + 0.64 95.75+0.70 97.75+0.36 97.46 +0.43 97.23 +0.73 96.91+0.79 95.83+0.46 9591+ 0.44
Missing ratio ry, = 0.2
Model PubMed Cora-full Chameleon Crocodile Facebook
AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC
96.10 + 0.15 96.22 £ 0.21 95.15 £+ 0.39 95.24 + 0.48 96.76 + 0.42 96.60 £+ 0.57 96.36 + 0.65 96.74 + 0.56 96.87 £ 0.38 97.12 £ 0.37
GAE+PULL 96.23 £0.10 9647 £0.12 9544 +0.41 95.69 +£0.51 98.00 +£0.15 98.03 +0.15 98.18 £ 0.19 98.31+0.17 97.26 +0.12 97.53 + 0.12
9412+ 1.13 94.17 £ 1.10 91.71 £ 3.94 91.73 £ 3.72 96.21 £ 0.22 96.01 + 0.32 95.21 + 0.45 95.40 + 0.86 95.89 + 0.54 96.11 £+ 0.52
VGAE+PULL 95.30 £ 0.65 95.35+0.66 93.19 +£3.46 93.37 £3.30 96.97 £0.56 96.97 +£0.63 97.24 +0.67 97.44 +0.54 96.51+0.23 96.67 + 0.23
VGNAE 95.70 + 0.39 95.62 £+ 0.38 95.40 £+ 1.04 95.13 + 1.06 97.45 £ 0.30 97.13 £ 0.35 96.41 + 0.77 95.91 + 1.36 95.22 £ 0.88 95.33 £ 0.87
VGNAE+PULL | 95.84 £+ 0.31 95.74 +0.26 95.65 +0.70 95.42 +0.73 97.70 +0.31 97.36 +0.36 96.67 + 1.32 96.13 +2.18 95.72 + 0.44 95.78 + 0.41
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Figure 2: AUC score of PULL through the iterations. The dashed gray lines denote the ground-truth numbers of edges. The
performance of PULL increases as the iteration proceeds. The accuracy converges or slightly increases as the number K of
sampled edges exceeds the ground-truth one.

rate of 0.01, and set the numbers of layers and hidden dimensions as
2 and 16, respectively, following [16] for fair comparison between
the methods. For the hyperparameters of the baselines, we use the
default settings described in their papers. To ensure robustness and
reliability of experimental results, we repeat the experiments ten
times with different random seeds and present the results in terms
of both average and standard deviation.

graph structure, whereas the propagation of GCN+CE with the
given graph leads to overfitting.

4.3 Applying PULL to Other Methods (Q2)
PULL can be applied to other GCN-based methods including GAE,
VGAE, and VGNAE that use GCN-based propagation scheme. It is

not easy for PULL to be directly applied to other baselines such as
GAT, GraphSAGE, ARGA, and ARGVA. This is because they use

4.2 Link Prediction Performance (Q1)

We compare the link prediction performance of PULL with the
baselines for various ratio rp, of missing edges in Table 2. Note that
PULL achieves the highest AUROC and AUPRC scores among the
methods in most of the cases. Furthermore, PULL presents the low-
est standard deviation compared to the baselines. This highlights the
significance of considering the uncertainty of the provided graph
structure during the training of the link predictor f to enhance
the prediction performance. It is also noteworthy that GCN+CE
model, which propagates information through the edge-incomplete
graph using GCN, shows consistently lower performance than
PULL. This shows that the propagation of PULL with the expected
graph structure effectively prevents f from overfitting to the given

different propagation schemes instead of GCN, posing a challenge
for PULL in propagating information through the expected graph
structure during training. For example, GAT propagates informa-
tion only through the observed edges using the attention scores
as weights. GraphSAGE performs random walks to define adja-
cent nodes. ARGA and ARGVA use a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
adversarial model.

To show that PULL improves the performance of existing models,
we conduct experiments by applying PULL to GAE, VGAE, and
VGNAE. We propagate information through the expected graph
structure. Table 4 summarizes the results. Note that PULL improves
the accuracy of the baselines in most of the cases, demonstrating
its effectiveness across a range of different models.
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Figure 4: The runtime on sampled subgraphs for each dataset.
The time increases linearly with the number of edges.

4.4 Effect of Iterative Learning (Q3)

For each iteration, PULL computes the expected graph G utilizing
the trained link predictor f from the previous iteration. Then PULL
retrains f with G to prevent the link predictor from overfitting to
the given graph, thus enhancing the link prediction performance.
We study how the prediction accuracy of PULL evolves as the itera-
tion proceeds in Figure 2. PULL increases the number K of selected
edges for the approximation of G as the iteration progresses. The
dashed gray lines indicate the points at which K becomes equal to
the ground-truth number of edges for each dataset.

The AUC score of PULL in Figure 2 increases through the it-
erations, reaching its best performance when the number K of
selected edges closely matches the ground-truth one. This shows
that PULL enhances the quality of the expected graph as the it-
erations progress, and eventually makes accurate predictions of
the true graph structure. In PubMed, Cora-full, and Chameleon,
the accuracy converges or slightly decreases when the number
K exceeds those of ground-truth edges. This is due to the over-
smoothing problem caused by propagating information through
a graph with more edges than the true graph. In Crocodile and
Facebook, the prediction accuracy increases even with larger num-
ber of edges than the ground-truth one. This observation indicates
that the ground-truth graph structures of Crocodile and Facebook
inherently contain missing links.

4.5 Effect of Additional Loss (Q4)

We study the effect of the additional loss term L of PULL on the
link prediction performance. We report the AUC scores through

the iterations in Figure 3. PULL- L represents PULL trained by
minimizing only L. Note that PULL- L consistently shows lower
prediction accuracy than PULL. This indicates that the loss term
L contributes to the link prediction performance. In PubMed
and Crocodile, the AUC scores of PULL-L¢ drop rapidly after the
fifth iteration, where the number K of selected edges exceeds the
ground-truth one. This indicates that L¢ effectively safeguards
PULL against performance degradation when the expected graph
structure contains more number of edges than the actual one.

4.6 Scalability (Q5)

We investigate the running time of PULL on subgraphs with dif-
ferent sizes to show its scalability to large graphs in Figure 4. To
generate the subgraphs, we randomly sample edges from the orig-
inal graphs with various portions r, € {0.1,...,0.9}. Thus, each
induced subgraph has r,|&| edges where & is the set of edges of the
original graph. Figure 4 shows that the runtime of PULL exhibits
a linear increase with the number of edges, showing its scalabil-
ity to large graphs. This is because PULL effectively approximates
the expected graph G with |'V|?> weighted edges by a graph G’
with (1 +0.05¢)|Ep| edges where V and Ep are sets of nodes and
observed edges, respectively, and ¢ is the number of iterations.

5 CONCLUSION

We propose PULL, an accurate method for link prediction in edge-
incomplete graphs. PULL addresses the limitation of previous ap-
proaches, which is their heavy reliance on the observed graph, by
iteratively predicting the true graph structure. PULL proposes la-
tent variables for the unconnected edges in a graph, and propagates
information through the expected graph structure. PULL then uses
the expected linking probabilities of unconnected edges as their
pseudo labels for training a link predictor. Extensive experiments
on real-worlds datasets show that PULL shows superior perfor-
mance than the baselines. Future works include extending PULL to
multi-relational graphs that incorporate richer relationships, such
as like or hate between nodes.
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A LEMMA

LEMMA 1. We are given a graph Gp and its corresponding line
graph L(Gp) = (Vi,EL) where Vi, and &, are sets of nodes and
edges in L(Gp), respectively. We are also given node potentials ¢;j(zj |
0) of nodes ij in graph L(Gp). Then 3., [1;jeqy, ¢ij(zij | 0) =1 for
Dz Pij(zij 1 0) = 1.

PrOOF. Let N = [V |, and & be the set of all observed edges and
unconnected edges in Gp. Then the sum of [];jeq, $ij(2ij10) for
all possible z is computed as follows:

Z l_[ $ij(zij | 0) = Z l_[ $ij(zij | 0)

z ijeVp z ;€8
=3 [] ¢uG10) ¢utnle
z\{z11} ejj€E\{e11} z11 (11)
= [T ¢ 10 duizl0)
z\{z11.212} ejj€E\{e11.e12} Z12
== Z énN(znN | 0) =1

ZNN
which ends the proof. Similarly, ZZ|Zij:1 Hekze&u\{eij} Or1(zrr |
0) = 1 holds for Zzlj $ij(zij | 0) = 1. O
B PROOFS

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proor. Using Equations (2) and (9), the expected log likelihood
Q(6™V | 9) is expressed as follows:

Q0™ 1 0) = Y p(2| X, Ep,0) log p(Ep,z | X, 07)

z

Zp(z|X,8¢>,9)( > loggi+ ) log(ﬁij(zw')))

X

eijESp eijESru
= > toggii+ Y, [] a0 D logld(zi)
e;;€Ep Z er€Eqy e;j€&Eqy

where 9 (zij) = zijgij + (1 - zij) (1 = Jij).
The last term 3, [T, e, 9x1(2k1 | 0) Ze; e 4, 10g(8ij (2i5)) in
Equation (B.1) is expressed as follows:

ST Gl 0) D) togldis(zi))

Z e €&y eijES(u
= Z 1—[ Pri (21 | 0) Z $ij(zij | 0) log(9ij (zi)))
Z e e&y\leij} e;j€Ey

Z (i) (zij = 11 0) log gij + $ij(zij = 0 | 0) log(1 = §ij))

e,-je&u

> (8G loggij + (1~ AG) log(1 - 5i))

e,-je&u

(12)

where the second equality uses the fact that Zz\{z,-j} [1e,, €Eq\ei)
¢r1(zg; | 0) = 1 (from Lemma 1), and the third equality uses
Equation (4).

Using the result of Equation (12), the expected log likelihood
Q(6™V | 0) in Equation (B.1) reduces to the negative of the loss
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function L of PULL:

QO™ 1 0)~ Y loggi+ ., (AFlog gy+(1-A%) log(1- 1))

€jj€Ep ejj€&qy
(13)
which ends the proof. Note that Equation (13) uses G which is
approximated to G’ in PULL. o

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

PRrROOF. Let n, be the number of iterations in Algorithm 1, and n;
be the number of gradient-descent updates for obtaining the model
parameter 0"V in line 7 of the algorithm. Each iteration of PULL
consists of two steps: 1) generating the expected graph structure G,
and 2) training the link predictor f using the approximated one of
G. The time complexity of generating the expected graph structure
is O(d(M|V])) since we compute the linking probabilities for node
pairs where at least one node of each pair belongs to the set of nodes
with top-M largest degree. The time complexity for training f in
the k-th iteration is O (n;md((1 + rk)|Ep| + d|V|)) where r is the
increase factor of edges for approximating the expected graph struc-
ture G. Note that the complexity for training f is upper-bounded
by O (nimd((1 +rny)|Ep| +d|V])) since 1+rk < 1+rn,. As a
result, the time complexity of PULL is computed as

O (nod((nim + rnonim)|Ep| + (nimd + M)|V])), (14)

which ends the proof.

C DETAILED SETTINGS OF EXPERIMENTS

We provide detailed settings of implementation for PULL and the
baselines. All the experiments are conducted under a single GPU
machine with GTX 1080 Ti.

GCN+CE. We use the GCN code implemented with torch-geometric
package. For each epoch, the model randomly samples |Ep| neg-
ative samples (unconnected node pairs), and minimizes the cross
entropy (CE) loss.

GAT+CE. We use the GAT code provided by torch-geometric
package. For each epoch, GAT+CE randomly samples |Ep | negative
samples, and minimizes the cross entropy loss. We set the multi-
head attention number as 8 with the mean aggregation strategy,
and the dropout ratio as 0.6 following the original paper [30].

SAGE+CE. We use the GraphSAGE code implemented with
torch-geometric package. For each epoch, the model randomly
samples |Ep | negative samples, and minimizes the cross entropy
loss. We use the mean aggregation following the original paper [12].

GAE & VGAE. We use the GAE and VGAE codes implemented
with torch-geometric package. We use GCN-based encoder and
decoder for both GAE and VGAE following the original paper [15].
The number of layers and units for decoders are set to 2 and 16,
respectively.

ARGA & ARGVA. We use the ARGA and ARGVA codes imple-
mented with torch-geometric package. We use the same hyperpa-
rameter settings for the adversarial training of them as presented
in the original paper [25].

VGNAE. We use the VGNAE code implemented by the au-
thors [2]. The scaling constant s is set to 1.8 following the original

paper.
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Bagging-PU. We reimplement Bagging-PU since there is no pub-
lic implementation of authors. We use GCN instead of SDNE [32]
for the node embedding model since SDNE is an unsupervised
representation-based method, which limits the performance. We
use the mean aggregation following the original paper [10], and
set the bagging size as 3.

PULL. We use torch-geometric [9] package to implement the
weighted propagation of GCN. The number of inner epochs is set
to 200, while that of outer iteration is set to 10. We increase the
number K of edges in the approximated version of expected graph
G in proportion to that of observed edges through the iterations:
K « K+r|Ep| where r is the increasing ratio. We set r = 0.05 in our
experiments. For the number M of candidate nodes for generating
the candidate edges, we set M = 100. The code and data for PULL
are available at https://github.com/graphpull/pull.

D FURTHER EXPERIMENTS

D.1 Link Prediction in Larger Network

We additionally perform link prediction on larger graph datasets
compared to those discussed in Section 4. The ogbn-arxiv dataset is
a citation network consisting of 169,343 nodes and 1,166,243 edges,
where each node represents an arXiv paper and an edge indicates
that one paper cites another one. Each node has 128-dimensional
feature vector, which is derived by averaging the embeddings of
the words in its title and abstract. Physics is a co-authorship graph
based on the Microsoft Academic Graph from the KDD Cup 2016
challenge 3. Physics contains 34,493 nodes and 495,924 edges where
each node represents an author, and they are connected if they
co-authored a paper. For PULL, we set the maximum number of
iterations as 20. For the baselines, we set the maximum number of
epochs as 4,000. This is because a larger data size requires a greater
number of epochs to train the link predictor. PULL incorporates the
early stopping with a patience of one, for more stable learning. For
other cases, we used the same experimental settings as in Section 4.1.
We conduct experiments five times with random seeds.

Table 5 presents the link prediction performance of PULL and the
baselines in ogbn-arxiv and Physics. Note that PULL consistently
shows superior performance than the baselines in terms of both
AUROC and AUPRC. This indicates that PULL is also effective in
handling larger graphs.

D.2 Weighted Random Sampling for
Constructing G’

PULL keeps the top-K edges with the highest linking probabilities
to approximate G. In this section, we compare PULL with PULL-WS
(PULL with Weighted Sampling) that constructs the approximated
version G’ by performing weighted random sampling of edges from
G based on the linking probabilities. As the weighted random sam-
pling empowers PULL to mitigate the excessive self-reinforcement
in the link predictor, we additionally exclude the loss term Lc,
which serves the same purpose. We conduct experiments five times
with random seeds, while using the same experimental settings as
in Section 4.1.

Table 6 shows that PULL-WS presents marginal performance
decrease compared to PULL. This indicates that keeping the top-K
edges having the highest linking probabilities with an additional
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Table 5: The link prediction accuracy of PULL and the base-
lines in larger datasets. Bold numbers denote the best per-
formance, and underlined ones denote the second-best per-
formance. Note that PULL gives the highest accuracy among

the methods, showing its efficacy in larger graphs.

Missing ratio rp, = 0.1

Physics ogbn-arxiv

Model AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC

GCN+CE 96.90 £ 0.19  96.65+0.23  80.58 +0.13  85.11 % 0.10
GAT+CE 93.58 = 0.46 9223 +0.52 8231 +022 7946 + 0.43
SAGE+CE 95.40 £ 0.47  94.95+0.49 83.07+1.60 8101+ 1.07
GAE 96.81 =+ 0.13 9656 +0.14 80.62 % 0.14  85.20 + 0.11
VGAE 95.00 = 0.82 9451+ 0.89 80.29 +032  83.83 +0.27
ARGA 9172 £ 0.61 9057 +0.51 83.09 +1.18  86.13 % 0.77
ARGVA 92.56 +138 9184+ 147 8277171 8574+ 1.77
VGNAE 94.68 £ 0.69 93.87+0.74 77.37£0.10 8143 +0.07
Bagging-PU 95.86 =020  96.00+0.27 81.25+024 8547 +0.10
PULL (proposed) | 97.27 £ 0.07 97.12+0.10 84.18 +4.62 87.33 £ 3.05

Missing ratio ry, = 0.2
Physics ogbn-arxiv

Model AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC

GCN+CE 96.60 £ 0.09 9632011  80.36 =020 84.99 +0.14
GAT+CE 9355+ 041 9219+ 049 8249 +0.07  79.64 +0.22
SAGE+CE 9513 035 94.67+0.42 83.31+203 8130 + 1.42
GAE 96.57 £ 0.20 9631+0.25 8043 044  85.06 + 0.28
VGAE 9430 £059 9373+0.60 79.38 £030  83.29 +0.26
ARGA 9175+ 039 9049 +0.52 8291 +0.79  86.04 + 0.47
ARGVA 92.65+1.19 9194+ 1.26 81.57 155 8443 % 0.90
VGNAE 94.48 £ 071  93.69 +0.69  76.58 £0.15 8101+ 0.12
Bagging-PU 95.59 £ 0.12 9577 +0.14  80.84 £ 035  85.26 + 0.22
PULL (proposed) | 97.01+ 0.05 96.89 + 0.07 83.79 £4.07 87.12 * 2.62

Table 6: The link prediction accuracy of PULL and its variant
PULL-WS. PULL-WS is PULL that approximates G by per-
forming weighted random sampling of edges based on the
linking probabilities. Bold numbers denote the best perfor-
mance. PULL slightly outperforms PULL-WS in every case.

Missing ratio rp, = 0.1

Dataset PULL-WS PULL (proposed)
atase AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC
PubMed 96.54 £ 0.18 96.80 + 0.14 | 96.59 + 0.19 96.83 + 0.18
Cora-full 95.94 +£0.31 96.12 + 0.32 | 96.06 + 0.34 96.25 + 0.35
Chameleon | 97.69 + 0.28 97.68 + 0.28 | 97.87 + 0.33 97.83 + 0.33
Crocodile 97.38 £ 0.31 97.66 + 0.26 | 98.31 + 0.20 98.36 + 0.22
Facebook 97.05+0.15 97.30 +£0.14 | 97.41 + 0.11 97.67 + 0.09
Missing ratio rp, = 0.2
Dataset PULL-WS PULL (proposed)
AUROC AUPRC AUROC AUPRC
PubMed 96.24 +£0.14 96.43 +0.14 | 96.28 + 0.13 96.47 + 0.17
Cora-full 9531+ 0.35 95.62 +0.33 | 95.39 + 0.32 95.65 + 0.31
Chameleon | 97.66 = 0.18  97.65 + 0.18 | 97.89 + 0.14 97.87 + 0.16
Crocodile 97.28 £0.22 97.57 +£0.21 | 98.19 + 0.13 98.29 + 0.16
Facebook 96.95 £ 0.10 97.20 £ 0.09 | 97.30 +£ 0.07 97.59 + 0.06

loss term L shows better link prediction performance than per-
forming weighted random sampling of edges without L. However,
PULL-WS is an efficient variant of PULL that uses only a single
loss term L7, instead of the proposed loss £ = L + Lc.


https://github.com/graphpull/pull
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