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Abstract

Although many real-world applications, such as disease prediction, and fault detection
suffer from class imbalance, most existing graph-based classification methods ignore the
skewness of the distribution of classes; therefore, tend to be biased towards the majority
class(es). Conventional methods typically tackle this problem through the assignment of
weights to each one of the class samples based on a function of their loss, which can lead
to over-fitting on outliers. In this paper, we propose a meta-learning algorithm, named
Meta-GCN, for adaptively learning the example weights by simultaneously minimizing
the unbiased meta-data set loss and optimizing the model weights through the use of
a small unbiased meta-data set. Through experiments, we have shown that Meta-GCN
outperforms state-of-the-art frameworks and other baselines in terms of accuracy, the
area under the receiver operating characteristic (AUC-ROC) curve, and macro F1-Score
for classification tasks on two different datasets.
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1. Introduction

Graph-based data structures are ubiquitously used for modeling the pair-wise relation
between the entities in a variety of real-world applications, including social networks [1],
citation networks [2], and protein-protein interactions [3]. Graph structures are effectively
capable of describing the complex relationship between the objects, i.e. nodes, through
edges. Besides, Graph-based representation is an effective method for feature dimensionality
reduction [4, 5]. GNNs, as powerful tools for representational learning on graph-structured
data, have attracted increasing attention in recent years. GNNs are used for effective deep
representational learning to perform graph analysis for tasks such as node classification,
link prediction, and clustering in Euclidean and non-Euclidean domains [6]. Among the
proposed methods for learning representations on graphs, GCNs proposed by Kipf et al. [7]
proved to be a simple and effective GNN model. This model is able to learn hidden rep-
resentations comprising both node features and local graph structure while scaling linearly
relative to the number of edges in the given graph. Most classification algorithms, in GNNs,
tend to minimize the average loss over all training examples which produces reasonable out-
comes for class-balanced datasets. However, various real-world classification tasks, such as
disease prediction [8], fraud detection [9], and fault detection [10] manifest highly-skewed
class distribution. In settings that exhibit such class imbalance, these methods favor the
majority classes while neglecting the minority ones. In addition, over-smoothing, which is a
general issue in the GNN, can be aggravated in the case of data imbalance, as minority class
nodes’ representations become similar to that of majority ones [11]. Hence, these classifiers
cannot well-differentiate the boundary between the minority and majority classes. How-
ever, in applications like disease prediction, fault detection, and fraud detection, minorities
are important, and classifying them correctly is crucial. Alternative to the existing meth-
ods, aiming to alleviate class imbalance for node classification on graph-structured data,
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we proposed an algorithm-based method, called Meta-GCN, that uses a meta-learning al-
gorithm that adaptively assigns weights to the training examples in a way that minimizes
the aggregated loss of an unbiased example set sampled from a meta-data set.

Our contributions are threefold:

(1) Proposing a general-purpose online re-weighting algorithm for semi-supervised node
classification in graphs that learns weighted loss function which is parameterized by
weights that are learned in a meta-learning manner through the use of a small
unbiased meta-data set.

(2) Proposing a novel graph-based sampling method from the designated portion of the
dataset to construct the meta-data set.

(3) Through our experiment, we demonstrated that Meta-GCN outperforms state-of-
the-art frameworks and other baselines in terms of accuracy, the area under the
receiver operating characteristic (AUC-ROC) curve, and macro F1-Score for classi-
fication tasks on two different datasets.

2. Related Work

Proposed methods for addressing class imbalance issues on both graph and non-graph
data fall into data-level, algorithm-level, or hybrid methods. Over-sampling and under-
sampling are among the data-level solutions. While over-sampling methods aim to bal-
ance the ratio of classes by having more examples from minority classes in training, under-
sampling solutions remedy the disproportion by removing the majority class(es) instances.
Over-sampling with replicating the examples is known to tend to overfit; hence, a syn-
thetic minority over-sampling technique (SMOTE) [12] has been proposed to overcome this
issue by generating synthetic minority examples through interpolating neighboring minor-
ity examples. To improve SMOTE, several variants of it have been proposed. However,
over-sampling methods are error-prone by synthesizing examples close to the boundary.
Therefore, under-sampling methods are often preferred [13], however, removing examples
can lead to losing valuable instances required for discrimination, and as a result poor gen-
eralization. On the other hand, re-weighting methods, as algorithm-level solutions, aim to
minimize a weighted loss on the training samples by assigning weights in a manner that
pays more attention to minority examples. AdaBoost [14] is a re-weighting-based approach
that creates an ensemble of classifiers and assigns higher weights to misclassified instances.
In [15], authors proposed improvement to AdaBoost by a hybrid method that first com-
bines it with over-sampling and then uses an optimization algorithm that further tunes the
class-specific weights. [16] proposed an algorithm that re-weights the training examples
online based on gradient direction using a small clean validation set. Alternatively, in [17],
authors proposed a generic method for evaluating the semantic completeness of datasets.
Since these methods assume that the data is i.i.d they are not applicable to graph-based
representations. As GNN-based classifiers are newly emerged, few works have instigated
solving class imbalance issues in this area. GraphSMOTE [18], a data-level approach for
graph-structured data, has been proposed that generates the synthetic data in the embed-
ding space. These methods proved to be error-prone. DR-GCN [19] is an algorithm-level
approach that uses class-conditioned adversarial regularizers to overcome the imbalance in
graphs. This approach, as a hybrid method with adversarial training, is shown to suffer
from instability and is unable to scale to large graphs. Alternatively, Meta-GCN unlike
most of the proposed approaches that deal with data imbalance is for semi-supervised node
classification in graphs and we do not assume that the data is i.i.d. Unlike GraphSMOTE,
our proposed method is an algorithm-level approach and does not generate synthetic data.
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3. Method

In this section, we introduce the definitions, state the problem, and present our solution.
Assume a feature matrix X ∈ RN×F , with an imbalanced distribution of labels, where N
and F are respectively the numbers of examples in the dataset and the number of features
assigned to them. Let A ∈ {0, 1}N×N be a binary adjacency matrix, showing the connec-
tivity between the examples in the dataset. For given examples i and j the entry Ai,j is 1
iff the examples are connected and 0 otherwise. Given the feature matrix X and the adja-
cency matrix A, we construct the undirected and unweighted graph G = (V,E,X ), where
V = {1, . . . , N} stands for the set of vertices while E is the edge set of the graph. Let the
matrix Y ∈ RN be the ground-truth class labels corresponding to each vertex of the graph
G.

Let’s assume a graph Gmeta = (V meta, Emeta,Xmeta) be meta-graph constructed by an
unbiased meta-data set Xmeta of size M with the adjacency matrix Ameta. The feature
set Xmeta is constructed through unbiased sampling from a separate portion of the whole
dataset apart from the training and validation set. V meta is a set of vertices where each
of its items corresponds to each entry of the set Xmeta. There is an edge emeta

i,j in the
edge set Emeta if and only if i, j ∈ V meta. We represent the ground-truth label set for the
meta-data set by Ymeta ∈ RM . Given the adjacency matrix A and the feature matrix X ,
we define a GCN model fθ(X , A), where θ is the set of learnable model parameters. Let
ŷ = fθ(X , A) and ŷmeta = fθ(Xmeta, Ameta) be the predicted labels for the training set
and meta-data set, respectively. Assume that L(Ŷ,Y) is the loss function for training data,
and Lmeta(Ŷmeta,Ymeta) be that for the meta-data set. For the evaluation of this semi-
supervised node classification problem, we use the cross-entropy loss function. We define
an individual losses li(ŷi, yi) for each training example i and lmeta

j (ŷmeta
j , ymeta

j ) for each
meta-data example j, where yi ∈ Y, ymeta

i ∈ Ymeta, ŷi ∈ Ŷ, and ŷmeta
i ∈ Ŷmeta. We define

our problem as minimizing a weighted loss parameterized with w = {wi|1 ≤ i ≤ N}, as

θ∗(w) = argmin
θ

N∑
i=1

wili(θ). (3.1)

At each step, θ is updated as estimated weights are updated through:

θt+1(w) = θt(w)− α∇
N∑
i=1

wi,tli(fθ(X , A), yi), (3.2)

θ̂t+1(γ) = θt(γ)− α∇
N∑
i=1

γi,tli(fθ(X , A), yi), (3.3)

w̃i,t = max(0,−η
∂

∂γi,t

1

m

m∑
j=1

lmeta
j (fmeta

θ̂
(Xmeta, Ameta), ymeta

i )), (3.4)

wi,t =
w̃i,t

(
∑M

j=1 w̃j,t) + δ(
∑M

j=1 w̃j,t)
, (3.5)

where δ(z) is 1 if z = 0 and 0 otherwise. η is the meta-learning rate. γ is the weight
perturbing parameter. For the GCN model, we define the normalized adjacency matrix
as Ã = A + IN . A degree matrix D̃i,i =

∑N
j=1 Ãi,j can be defined for each node i. We

also calculate the renormalized graph Laplacian Â = D̃− 1
2 ÃD̃− 1

2 . Considering an n-layer
graph-based neural network GCN model for node classification, we compute the output for
the layer l as

Zl = σ(ÂZl−1θl), (3.6)
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where σ(.) and θl are respectively corresponding to the layer’s activation function and
weights. Finally, we compute the neural networks classifier’s results through fθ(X , A) =
Simoid(Zn). Figure 1 depicts the overall training process of Meta-GCN.

Figure 1. The overall procedure of Meta-GCN’s training in a meta-learning manner using
a small unbiased meta-data set.

4. Experiments

To compare the node classification performance of our method with that of the baselines,
we ran experiments on two medical datasets, namely Haberman and Diabetes using Meta-
GCN and the five other baselines. For the SMOTE method, we used the scikit-learn library
in Python [20]. For training, validation, testing, and meta-set generation we respectively
used 60%, 10%, 20%, and 10% of the data. For the GraphSMOTE and GCN, we used the
same hyperparameters in the publications and the evaluations are done by the source codes
shared by the authors. For both oversampling methods, SMOTE and GraphSMOTE, we
used an over-sampling scale of 0.8, as it is the best value. We adopted two layers GCN
model with 32 hidden units. For the activation function of the layers, we used Rectified
Linear Unit (ReLU). We summarized the resources for the three metrics, accuracy, macro
F1, and AUC-ROC, in Table 1. It is perceivable that our method, Meta-GCN, outperformed
all five baselines on all three metrics. Meta-GCN’s higher macro F1-score on both datasets
suggests that our approach has better performance for minorities as well as the majorities.
MLP performed worse than other graph-based baselines which are methods on both datasets
for all three metrics. Since SMOTE oversampling method simply performs the interpolation
on neighboring nodes without considering the graph structure, its performance is worse than
the GCN without oversampling.

For the Diabetes dataset, it is evident that utilizing the graph structure led to substantial
improvement. Since GraphSMOTE constructs an embedding space for interpolation and
considers the graph structure, its performance is significantly better than SMOTE on this
dataset, where much information can be gained from the graph information. However, in
terms of accuracy, GraphSMOTE does not perform significantly better than GCN-Weighted.
It performs even worse compared to the standard GCN in terms of macro F1 and AUC-ROC.
For Haberman, nodes have less number of features compared to Diabetes. By comparing
the results between GCN and GCN-Weighted on macro F1, it can be concluded that the
weighting effect is more considerable in this dataset. Judging by insignificant improvement
on three metrics it can be inferred that gaining from the graph information in this dataset
is limited. Limited information gain from the graph structure can also explain why the
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Diabetes Haberman
Methods Accuracy Macro F1 AUC-ROC Accuracy Macro F1 AUC-ROC

MLP 0.58 ± 0.07 0.43 ± 0.07 0.55 ± 0.07 0.71 ± 0.03 0.46 ± 0.04 0.45 ± 0.17
GCN 0.70 ± 0.10 0.65 ± 0.09 0.72 ± 0.07 0.74 ± 0.04 0.47 ± 0.05 0.55 ± 0.06

GCN-Weighted 0.71 ± 0.05 0.64 ± 0.24 0.66 ± 0.19 0.71 ± 0.05 0.57 ± 0.05 0.46 ± 0.09
SMOTE 0.65 0.57 0.58 0.71 0.50 0.52

GraphSMOTE 0.72 ± 0.14 0.65 ± 0.09 0.70 ± 0.27 0.74 ± 0.24 0.47 ± 0.05 0.54 ± 0.12
Meta-GCN (ours) 0.74 ± 0.17 0.70 ± 0.12 0.75 ± 0.15 0.76 ± 0.17 0.65 ± 0.07 0.62 ± 0.09

Table 1. Comparison of different methods for imbalanced node classification.

improvement of using GraphSMOTE compared to SMOTE is insignificant. However, in
this case, Meta-GCN through the use of the meta-set was able to significantly improve
the performance on all three different metrics. Considerable improvement of macro F1 by
Meta-GCN demonstrates its superior performance in classifying both minority classes and
majority classes. Judging by the improvement of macro F1-score on Diabetes compared to
Haberman, which has a higher imbalance ratio, the gain from weighting is more significant.

Based on the results of this experiment, it can be concluded that: 1) For a better compar-
ison and understanding of models none of the metrics are sufficient by themselves. 2) De-
pending on the dataset the performance can be increased by gaining information from graph
structure. 3) Higher performance by the weighting method can be gained with datasets with
a higher imbalance ratio. 4) Using the Meta-GCN method significantly improved the clas-
sification performance in all three metrics, suggesting that not only improves the overall
accuracy of the model in the classification of the examples but also improves the discrimi-
nation power of the model for classifying both majorities and minorities.

5. Conclusion and Future Works

In this paper, we proposed a meta-learning-based method, name Meta-GCN for dealing
with label class imbalance for semi-supervised node classification. The proposed method
leverages a small unbiased meta-data set to adaptively learns the example weights through
minimization of the meta-data set loss simultaneous to optimizing the model weights. This
approach is general purpose and applicable to any graph-structured dataset that suffers
from class imbalance. Compared to the other traditional re-weighting methods, Meta-GCN
is an end-to-end method and does not require any manual weight setting and extra hy-
perparameter searching. Our empirical results demonstrate the superiority of Meta-GCN
compared to the representative and state-of-the-art approaches in terms of accuracy, macro
F1, and AUC-ROC. The comparison of experimental results shows that our model is ef-
fective in semi-supervised node classification for graph-structured datasets with the class
imbalanced distribution. There are several avenues for further investigation. Firstly, in this
paper, we proposed a graph-based sampling method that chooses examples for each class
with equal probability without considering the graph structure. Therefore, we intend to im-
prove the sampling method for gaining better performance. Second, the proposed method
is for node classification and we intend to extend our approach to other applications such
as edge prediction or regression tasks.
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