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Abstract

Recent advancements in graph neural networks (GNNs) have
highlighted the critical need of calibrating model predic-
tions, with neighborhood prediction similarity recognized as
a pivotal component. Existing studies suggest that nodes
with analogous neighborhood prediction similarity often ex-
hibit similar calibration characteristics. Building on this in-
sight, recent approaches incorporate neighborhood similarity
into node-wise temperature scaling techniques. However, our
analysis reveals that this assumption does not hold univer-
sally. Calibration errors can differ significantly even among
nodes with comparable neighborhood similarity, depending
on their confidence levels. This necessitates a re-evaluation
of existing GNN calibration methods, as a single, unified ap-
proach may lead to sub-optimal calibration. In response, we
introduce SIMI-MAILBOX, a novel approach that categorizes
nodes by both neighborhood similarity and their own confi-
dence, irrespective of proximity or connectivity. Our method
allows fine-grained calibration by employing group-specific
temperature scaling, with each temperature tailored to ad-
dress the specific miscalibration level of affiliated nodes,
rather than adhering to a uniform trend based on neighbor-
hood similarity. Extensive experiments demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of our SIMI-MAILBOX across diverse datasets on
different GNN architectures, achieving up to 13.79% error re-
duction compared to uncalibrated GNN predictions.

Introduction

Graph neural networks (GNNs) have demonstrated remark-
able performance in modeling graph data and addressing di-
verse graph-based tasks, such as node classification (Kipf
and Welling 2016; Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec 2017;
Xu et al. 2018b; Park, Song, and Yang 2021), link predic-
tion (Zhang and Chen 2018; Yun et al. 2021; Ahn and Kim
2021; Zhu et al. 2021), and graph classification (Lee, Rossi,
and Kong 2018; Sui et al. 2022; Hou et al. 2022). Beyond
achieving correct prediction, precisely quantifying predic-
tion uncertainty is nontrivial for the reliable utilization of
neural networks in downstream decision-making process.
Recognizing such need, numerous calibration studies have
been actively proposed in vision and language domains (Guo

Copyright © 2025, Association for the Advancement of Artificial
Intelligence (www.aaai.org). All rights reserved.

TCorresponding Author.

*Equal Contribution.

et al. 2017; Mukhoti et al. 2020; Zhang, Kailkhura, and Han
2020; Xing et al. 2019; Jiang et al. 2021; Minderer et al.
2021).

Recently, network calibration has also drawn attention in
the field of GNNs (Wang et al. 2021; Hsu et al. 2022; Hsu,
Shen, and Cremers 2022; Shi et al. 2022; Wang, Yang, and
Cheng 2022; Liu et al. 2022), highlighting neighborhood
prediction similarity as a crucial factor for calibration. Con-
temporary studies in GNN calibration, CaGCN (Wang et al.
2021) and GATS (Hsu et al. 2022), suggest that nodes with
similar neighborhood prediction similarity tend to exhibit
analogous calibration characteristics. Specifically, CaGCN
asserts that nodes with disparate neighbors should ideally
have lower confidence levels, as the local message propaga-
tion in GNNs makes accurately classifying such instances
more challenging. Conversely, GATS elucidates the corre-
lation between neighborhood prediction similarity and cal-
ibration errors, indicating the highest errors for nodes with
conflicting neighbors. To account for these trends, they in-
corporate neighborhood similarity into node-wise tempera-
ture scaling, facilitating confidence propagation between ad-
jacent nodes.

However, our analysis reveals that calibration cannot be
effectively addressed by applying a single, unified trend.
Specifically, we observe that calibration errors vary signif-
icantly among nodes with comparable neighborhood simi-
larity, depending on their individual confidence levels. More
critically, both over-confidence and under-confidence can
occur in nodes with similar neighborhood similarity but dif-
fering confidence levels. This phenomenon has not been ef-
fectively captured in previous studies, as they do not fully
account for both factors. Consequently, their assumptions
may lead to sub-optimal calibration, as they are not univer-
sally applicable.

To address this, we introduce SIMI-MAILBOX, a novel
post-hoc calibration method designed to overcome these
limitations. Our method categorizes nodes based on both
neighborhood representational similarity and confidence, ir-
respective of proximity or connectivity. This grouping strat-
egy is grounded on our observation that nodes with com-
parable levels of neighborhood similarity and confidence
exhibit similar calibration errors. SIMI-MAILBOX then as-
signs group-specific temperatures to adjust the predictions
of nodes within each group. This fine-grained approach en-



sures that each group-wise temperature is tailored to address
the specific miscalibration of affiliated nodes, instead of re-
lying on a uniform tendency.

In summary, our contributions are three-fold:

* We elucidate the limitations inherent in current calibra-
tion methods, particularly concerning neighborhood pre-
diction similarity - a recognized key component for GNN
calibration.

* Given these limitations, we propose SIMI-MAILBOX,
a novel calibration method that rectifies miscalibration
by introducing group-specific temperatures. Each group-
wise temperature is focused on adjusting the predictions
of affiliated nodes, rather than scaling all nodes accord-
ing to a unified trend.

e We validate the efficacy of SIMI-MAILBOX through
comprehensive experiments, incorporating both quanti-
tative and qualitative evaluations.

Related Works

Uncertainty Quantification and Post-hoc Calibration.
Network calibration, while sharing the root in uncertainty
quantification with conformal prediction and bayesian meth-
ods, concentrates on aligning model predictions with em-
pirical event frequencies, differing from providing inter-
vals around prediction or modeling uncertainty under prob-
ability distribution. Conformal prediction aims to gener-
ate tight prediction sets that encompass the true outcome
with a pre-specified coverage. Its foundational concept was
presented in (Vovk, Gammerman, and Shafer 2005), and
the study for providing good coverage has been consis-
tently explored, evolving through (Romano, Sesia, and Can-
des 2020; Cauchois, Gupta, and Duchi 2021; Angelopoulos
et al. 2020). Bayesian approaches, on the other hand, use
probabilistic modeling to interpret the uncertainty via pos-
terior distribution. Their representative techniques include
ensembles (Lakshminarayanan, Pritzel, and Blundell 2017;
Wen, Tran, and Ba 2020), dropout (Gal and Ghahramani
2016) and Bayesian Neural Networks (BNNs) for applying
Bayesian inference in neural networks (Depeweg et al. 2018;
Maddox et al. 2019; Dusenberry et al. 2020).

Distinct from the aforementioned approaches, calibration
is focused on refining the trustworthiness of the model pre-
diction. Their goal is focused on adjusting the model’s con-
fidence to match the ground-truth probability. Among di-
verse calibration techniques, post-hoc calibration methods
have found widespread adoption, owing to their compu-
tationally efficiency compared to traditional Bayesian ap-
proaches and model regularization-based methods (Ma and
Blaschko 2021; Jung et al. 2023). Moreover, they imposes
no constraints during the pretraining phase of main models,
thereby enhancing its versatility across diverse architectures.
Techniques such as Platt scaling (Platt et al. 1999), Temper-
ature scaling (TS) (Guo et al. 2017), and Ensemble temper-
ature scaling (ETS) (Zhang, Kailkhura, and Han 2020) have
been developed for this purpose, with TS being notably ef-
fective for its simplicity and effectiveness in multi-class cal-
ibration.

Grouping-based Calibration. Addressing miscalibra-
tions in a group-wise manner has been studied in (Hébert-
Johnson et al. 2018; Perez-Lebel, Morvan, and Varo-
quaux 2022; Yang, Zhan, and Gan 2023). (Hébert-Johnson
et al. 2018) introduced multicalibration strategy, aiming to
achieve calibration within diverse, overlapping subgroups
to enhance both fairness and accuracy in machine learning
models. Meanwhile, (Perez-Lebel, Morvan, and Varoquaux
2022) presented the concept of grouping loss as a novel met-
ric to assess the variance in true probabilities sharing the
same confidence score, challenging existing calibration ap-
proaches. (Yang, Zhan, and Gan 2023) proposed a new se-
mantic partitioning approach for neural network calibration
and utilized learnable grouping function to refine calibration
beyond traditional methods. Nevertheless, these studies do
not provide the specific principles for effective categoriza-
tion, which highlights the distinction of our work from pre-
ceding ones. More unique aspects of our approach in com-
parison to prior works are discussed in the Appendix.

Uncertainty Quantification for GNNs. Recent litera-
ture has increasingly focused on quantifying uncertainty
in GNNs, with methods ranging from conformal predic-
tion using local topologies (Huang et al. 2024; Zargar-
bashi, Antonelli, and Bojchevski 2023) to Bayesian ap-
proaches (Stadler et al. 2021; Rong et al. 2019; Hasan-
zadeh et al. 2020; Elinas, Bonilla, and Tiao 2020; Pal, Re-
gol, and Coates 2019; Zhao et al. 2020) that concentrate
on the interdependent graph data and GNNs. The literature
also highlights post-processing calibration strategies (Wang
et al. 2021; Hsu et al. 2022; Hsu, Shen, and Cremers 2022;
Wang, Yang, and Cheng 2022; Shi et al. 2022; Liu et al.
2022), with (Wang et al. 2021) pioneering in revealing un-
expected underconfidence in GNN predictions. They intro-
duced CaGCN, which employs GCN for node-specific cali-
bration through adjacent predictions. Expanding this, GATS
(Hsu et al. 2022) explored factors leading to GNN calibra-
tion errors and designed GAT-based node-wise calibration
function considering these factors. They further introduced
an edge-wise calibration error metric to capture the non-
iid nature of graphs in (Hsu, Shen, and Cremers 2022). In
a different approach, GCL (Wang, Yang, and Cheng 2022)
addressed the underconfidence of GNNs by integrating a
minimal-entropy regularization with the cross-entropy loss,
up-weighting the loss on highly confident nodes.

Preliminaries

Problem Setup. We focus on calibrating the prediction
uncertainty of GNNs for semi-supervised node classification
in a post-hoc setting. In this context, uncertainty denotes the
model’s confidence level in its predictions, while calibration
aims to align this uncertainty with the true accuracy, enhanc-
ing the model’s reliability. Thus, our objective is to minimize
the gap between the predicted probability and the actual ac-
curacy of given data. During the post-hoc calibration phase,
the validation set is used for training to enhance generaliza-
tion to unseen data, avoiding the overfitting risk associated
with reusing the original training set.

Let an undirected graph be denoted as G(V, £), where V
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Figure 1: Analysis of uncalibrated and calibrated logits via prior works, CaGCN and GATS. The z-axis divides nodes into
sub-intervals based on neighborhood similarity, while the y-axis represents corresponding confidence intervals. Each cell in the
heatmap represents the subtraction of the average confidence from the accuracy, with color intensity indicating the magnitude
of this discrepancy. Contrary to the uniform assumptions in prior works on neighborhood similarity, the results demonstrate that
calibration errors can significantly differ among nodes with comparable neighborhood similarity but different confidence levels.
Moreover, prior approaches exhibit sub-optimal calibration across varying neighborhood similarity levels when predictions are

extended across confidence intervals.

and & indicate the sets of vertices and edges respectively.
The vertex set V is represented by a feature matrix X =
[x], ...,X‘—I;/ﬂ € RIVIXD and the edge set £ is denoted by

an adjacency matrix A € RIVIXIVl Given the node-wise
predictions § = [fj1,...,§y|]" and output confidence p =
(1, ... o))" € RVl from a trained GNN, the GNN fy is
well-calibrated if p; for each node i accurately serves the
ground-truth probability pie, formulated as below:

P(9: = yilpi = Prue) = Purve;  VPwue € [0,1]. (1)

The expected calibration error (ECE) (Naeini, Cooper, and
Hauskrecht 2015) has been recognized as the de facto met-
ric to evaluate the calibration quality of network predictions.
ECE groups nodes according to their confidences into M
equally partitioned confidence intervals {B, ..., By} and
assesses the expected discrepancy between accuracy and av-
erage confidence within individual bins:

M
B,
ECE = Z | Vi | ‘acc(Bm) — conf(B,,)|, 2
m=1

where |B,,| refers to the number of nodes within the m-th
interval. Here, the accuracy and average confidence for the
m-th bin are defined as acc(B,,) = ﬁ >ien,, 1y = il

and conf(B,,) = \B% > icp,, Di» respectively.

Neighborhood Similarity in Prior Studies. The concept
of neighborhood similarity has been recognized as a pri-
mary element in the field of GNN calibration (Wang et al.
2021; Hsu et al. 2022; Hsu, Shen, and Cremers 2022; Liu
et al. 2022). Among them, CaGCN (Wang et al. 2021) ad-

vocates that given the challenges GNNs encounter in accu-
rately classifying nodes with conflicting neighbors, the con-
fidence levels in such cases should ideally remain still or de-
crease. Conversely, confidence for nodes linked to agreeing
nodes should elevate, addressing the prevalent underconfi-
dence in GNNs. Stemmed from this insight, they employ
GCN (Kipf and Welling 2016) as a node-wise calibration
function to propagate the confidence to neighboring coun-
terparts. In parallel, GATS (Hsu et al. 2022) underscores
the correlation between neighborhood prediction similarity
and calibration error, demonstrating an increment in error
with a decrement in similarity. This relationship is incorpo-
rated into the normalized attention coefficients within their
GAT (Velickovi¢ et al. 2017)-founded node-level tempera-
ture function.

In-depth Analysis on Neighborhood Similarity

In this section, we provide a comprehensive analysis of both
uncalibrated and calibrated predictions from existing stud-
ies, CaGCN and GATS, using the CoraFull dataset (Bo-
jchevski and Giinnemann 2017). Leveraging GCN as the
backbone architecture, we first partition nodes into 10 equal
intervals { B, ..., B19} based on the proportion of neigh-
bors sharing the same predicted labels, denoted as neighbor-
hood prediction similarity s(%):

S(’L) _ ZjeNi 1[yAl = :gj] 3)

il ’

where A; represents the set of neighbors associated with
node 4. For each subgroup B(), we calculate the calibration
error as the discrepancy between their average confidence




and the accuracy, i.e., acc(B")) — conf(B(")). These dis-
crepancies are depicted as heatmap bars in the second row
of Figure 1.

Furthermore, we also analyze predictions by considering
both neighborhood similarity and confidence. We begin by
grouping confidence into 10 equal intervals { By, ..., B1o},
and then further categorize nodes within each confidence in-
terval into 10 equal-width intervals based on s(%). The sub-
group within the /-th similarity interval and m-th confidence

interval is denoted as Bﬁ,ll). For each subgroup B,(fl), the cal-

ibration error is computed as acc(B,,,) — conf(By(,ll)). These
discrepancies are illustrated as heatmap matrices in the last
row of Figure 1, with p representing uncalibrated confidence
and p representing calibrated confidence.

In Figure 1, the heatmap elements represent the differ-
ences between accuracy and average confidence. Deeper
shades of red indicate that the calibrated confidence is lower
than the accuracy (under-confident), while deeper shades of
green indicate that confidence exceeds the accuracy (over-
confident). Our findings show that calibration errors can
vary significantly among nodes with the same level of neigh-
borhood similarity but different confidence. Notably, both
under- and over-confidence are observed in uncalibrated pre-
dictions within s(¢) € (0.1,1.0] similarity intervals of the
heatmap matrices.

Moreover, our analysis reveals that existing methods,
which apply a unified policy to nodes with similar levels
of neighborhood similarity, fail to achieve consistent cali-
bration across diverse neighborhood similarity levels. While
these methods may appear well-calibrated according to the
heatmap bars in the second row, they demonstrate subopti-
mal results when their predictions are extended across confi-
dence intervals. Specifically, CaGCN exhibits severe under-
confidence in p; € (0.9,1.0] confidence interval, with a
maximum discrepancy of approximately 16.34% within the
s(i) € (0.1,0.2] similarity range. GATS, on the other hand,
demonstrates suboptimal calibration in regions of low pre-
diction similarity, particularly in the p; € (0.2,0.4] and
p;i € (0.6,0.8] ranges, where the average discrepancies are
7.45% and 7.17% in the s(i) € (0,0.4] intervals, respec-
tively. Hence, our observations suggest that a unified as-
sumption to calibrating predictions based on neighborhood
similarity cannot effectively achieve fine-grained calibra-
tion. We also provide an algorithmic perspective on the limi-
tations of previous work, along with additional investigation
results on more benchmark datasets, in the Appendix.

Proposed Method

Given the limitation of earlier studies, we introduce SIMI-
MAILBOX, a post-hoc calibration method designed to rectify
miscalibration in GNNs across varying levels of neighbor-
hood similarity. Building on our novel observation, SIMI-
MAILBOX categorizes nodes based on both neighborhood
similarity and confidence levels, ensuring that nodes within
the same cluster exhibit similar calibration errors. Subse-
quently, our method employs group-specific temperature
scaling to adjust the predictions of nodes in the designated
cluster. These group-wise temperatures are tailored to cor-

rect the specific miscalibration associated with each group,
instead of relying on a uniform tendency. The temperatures
are optimized by directly minimizing the discrepancy be-
tween average confidence and accuracy within each cluster.

Intuition: Topology Grouping Matters

Table 1: Variance of calibration errors (x100) involving
neighborhood similarity sub-intervals (Neig. Sim.), confi-
dence intervals (Conf), and total nodes (Node-wise).

GNNs Cora |Citeseer | Pubmed | Computers | Photo CsS Physics | CoraFull
Node-wise | 6.139 | 1.957 | 1.370 | 40.370 | 7.200 |31.470 | 3.312 | 34.560

Conf. |0.065 | 0.060 | 0.068 | 0.060 |0.052 | 0.058 |0.041 | 0.064
Neig. Sim. | 0.057 | 0.046 | 0.061 | 0.062 |0.047 | 0.052 |0.040 | 0.057
Node-wise | 8.656 | 2.570 | 1.614 | 44.980 |14.550|42.660 |3.346 | 58.67

Conf. |0.068 | 0.062 | 0.068 | 0.048 |0.053 | 0.050 [0.035 | 0.062
Neig. Sim. | 0.056 | 0.044 | 0.055 | 0.045 |0.047 | 0.044 |0.035 | 0.055

GCN

GAT

For effective group-wise calibration, it is essential to cat-
egorize nodes in a manner that ensures they share a similar
degree of miscalibration. This allows each group’s temper-
ature to be precisely tailored to address specific miscalibra-
tion levels rather than applying a broad, generalized adjust-
ment. To this end, we present a novel observation suggesting
that nodes with similar neighborhood prediction similarity
s(4) and confidence p; share similar magnitudes of calibra-
tion errors. To substantiate this, we evaluate the variance of
calibration errors under three different scenarios: (1) node-
wise variance involving all nodes (specified as Node-wise),
(2) variance within each confidence interval (specified as
Conf.), and (3) variance within each neighborhood similar-
ity sub-interval within each confidence interval (specified as
Neig. Sim.).

To explore the third scenario, we assess the variability in
calibration errors across neighborhood similarity intervals

within each confidence interval. Let Bffl) represent the set
of nodes in [-th neighborhood similarity interval and m-th
confidence interval. The calibration error for each node ¢, de-
fined as the absolute difference between its confidence and
the accuracy associated with its confidence interval, is de-
noted as D(4). We first calculate the variance of calibration

error within each qul@), denoted as V(B,(,ZL)):
1 _
VBY) = —p—— 3 (D(i) - DY),
B —1 55 @)
D(Z) = ‘ACC(Bm) - ﬁz|
where D,(fl) represents the mean calibration error for nodes
in BSL). We then average these variances over the collection
Bsim = {BF), B%Q), cery Bél), B§2), ...}, which incorporates
all Bﬂ) spanning the entire confidence intervals:

— 3 vsY), (5)

|Bsim‘
By(,ll) eBsim

Vsim _

Similarly, to assess the second scenario, we calculate the
variability in calibration errors across confidence intervals



B = {B;, By,...} by computing the variance within
each B,,

: > (DG) - Dw)? (6

V(Bm) =1
|Brm| — 1 i€Bn

where D,, refers to the average calibration error for nodes
within B,,,. Following the approach used in GATS, we con-
ceptualize node-wise calibration error as the calibration er-
ror of the confidence interval to which each node belongs.
Consequently, the variance in calibration error related to in-
dividual nodes (the first scenario) is defined as the variance
of all node-wise calibration errors.

As outlined in Table 1, the variance within Neig. Sim.
shows the lowest, particularly when compared to the vari-
ance across all nodes (Node-wise). This demonstrates that
nodes with comparable neighborhood predictions and confi-
dence levels exhibit similar calibration error.

SIMI-MAILBOX: A Topology-Grouping Strategy
for Refining GNNs
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Figure 2: Overall framework of our SIMI-MAILBOX.

Building on the observation discussed in previous sec-
tion, SIMI-MAILBOX categorizes nodes by considering both
neighborhood similarity and confidence levels. We estimate
the neighborhood similarity for each node ¢ by computing
the average representational similarity with its neighbors,
denoted as MAILBOX M %9 (4):

o 1

Mszmz(i) - = Z O'(Z;I—Zj) @)
JEN;

where z; represents the output logits for node ¢ from trained
GNN, and o is a sigmoid function. Nodes with similar
MAILBOX values and confidence levels are then grouped
into N distinct clusters. More precisely, SIMI-MAILBOX
constructs a feature vector Ff™ = [p;, M5™i(i)]T for
each node 7, with the first dimension representing normal-
ized confidence p; and the second dimension representing
a normalized MAILBOX value via min-max scaling. Subse-
quently, KMeans clustering is applied to F**™ to construct
N similarity-based clusters C' = {C1, ..., C }, ensuring the
categorization adheres to both neighborhood similarity and
confidence.

Once the categorization is completed, the original predic-
tions for nodes within each cluster C,, are scaled by a group-
specific temperature T),, a learnable parameter designed to
rectify the miscalibration within the n-th cluster:

o
Di = el R, i€eC,. 8
D m]?XO’Sm (Tn>k€ (S (®)

The group-wise temperature T € RY is then optimized with
a new loss L;,,; with standard cross-entropy loss Lcg:

L = Lck + Msimis

©))
szmz ZH val ‘Cn| Z szQ

where A is a scaling factor for Lg;,,;. During calibration,
Lcg encourages the reduction of entropy for correctly pre-
dicted classes while increasing it for the incorrectly pre-
dicted ones. In parallel, L;,,; minimizes the discrepancy
between the average scaled confidence of all nodes and the
accuracy of validation nodes aval™ within each cluster.
This approach directly adjusts the group-specific tempera-
tures, with each T, focused on minimizing the correspond-
ing level of miscalibration. The overall pipeline of SIMI-
MAILBOX is illustrated in Figure 2.

On Accuracy Preservation. The post-hoc group-wise
temperatures in SIMI-MAILBOX ensures that the relative or-
dering of predictions remains unchanged. Let f : RX —
RX as a calibration function and z; = [z;1, 2o, ..., Zik| "
represents the logit vector for node ¢. We denote the group-
specific temperature for the group to which node 7 belongs as
Ty, . Since the group-wise temperature T}, is uniformly ap-
phed to all elements of z;, the order between elements in the
calibrated logit f,(z;) remains unchanged when subjected
to the softmax operation ogy,.

fg(Zz) = [Zil/Tgw Zi?/Tgiv e
Pi = Osm (fg(zz)) .
Thus, our method preserves the original classification accu-

racy, as the softmax function is order-preserving and scaling
by Ty, does not alter the relative ranking of logits.

ZiK/TiL (10)

Comparison with Prior Studies. While our work shares
the post-hoc temperature scaling framework with previ-
ous GNN calibration methods, SIMI-MAILBOX introduces
group-specific temperatures independent of node proximity
or connectivity, thereby capturing high-level miscalibration
patterns. Our method enables a more efficient optimization
via Lg;m; due to its simplified number of parameters, com-
pared to CaGCN and GATS requiring distinct temperatures
for individual nodes. Moreover, the key distinction of our
method lies in our discovery that nodes with similar neigh-
borhood prediction similarity and confidence exhibit compa-
rable calibration errors. This insight has not been explored
in prior studies, as they do not fully consider the interplay
between neighborhood similarity and confidence.

Experiments

We validate the effectiveness of the proposed method un-
der extensive experiments, leveraging two representative
GNN architectures: GCN (Kipf and Welling 2016) and
GAT (Velickovié et al. 2017). The performance of our SIMI-
MAILBOX is evaluated across eight small- and medium-
scale benchmark graphs adopted in (Hsu et al. 2022):



Table 2: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines. A lower ECE indicates better
calibration performance. The best and second best performances are represented by bold and underline texts.

Methods UnCal. TS VS ETS CaGCN GATS Ours
Cora GCN | 1243 +4.24 |3.87£1.22|430£1.28 |3.78 £ 1.25|5.22 + 1.45|3.55 £ 1.28 | 1.97 £ 0.44
GAT | 14.88 £4.30|3.42£1.00 345+ 1.13|3.32+0.92 |3.81 £ 1.00 | 3.05 £ 0.78 | 2.08 £+ 0.45
Citescer GCN | 12.54 +8.58 527 £1.70|5.15£ 146 |5.10 £ 1.76 | 6.60 + 1.76 | 4.49 £ 1.53 | 2.66 £ 0.53
GAT | 16.65 £ 7.98|5.08 £ 1.48 | 4.62 +1.58 |5.01 & 1.46|4.86 £ 1.68|4.01 £ 1.42|2.86 & 0.56
Pubmed GCN| 730£1.56 |1.27£0.30|1.46 £0.29 | 1.26 + 0.31 | 1.05 £ 0.33 | 0.95 £ 0.32 | 0.75 £+ 0.15
GAT | 1038 £1.89|1.15£0.46 | 1.05 £ 0.36 | 1.13 £ 0.47 | 0.99 £ 0.34 | 0.98 £ 0.36 | 0.69 £ 0.16
Computers GCN | 296 £0.76 |2.62 £0.55|2.70 £0.61 |2.59 £ 0.72 | 1.70 £ 0.53 | 2.15 £ 0.52 | 1.02 £ 0.26
GAT | 1.58 £0.56 | 1.44£0.35 /144 +0.40|1.424+0.43]1.82+£0.63|1.36 £0.340.95 £+ 0.37
Photo GCN | 2.11£097 |1.68 £0.68|1.75£0.67 | 1.63 = 0.84 | 1.98 + 0.53 | 1.46 £ 0.51 | 1.01 £ 0.36
GAT | 2.18 = 1.54 | 1.56 £0.63 | 1.65 +0.70 | 1.57 £ 0.78 | 2.04 £ 0.74 | 1.49 £ 0.65 | 0.97 £ 0.53
Cs GCN| 1.72£1.28 |1.01 £0.24|0.94 £0.28 | 0.97 £ 0.22 1 2.32 + 1.120.90 £ 0.29 | 0.58 £ 0.19
GAT | 1.484+0.79 | 1.07 £0.34 | 1.0l £0.40|1.03 £ 0.31 |2.27 £1.13|0.85 £ 0.23 | 0.72 £ 0.43
Physics GCN | 0.56 £0.33 |0.51 £0.19|0.46 £0.15|0.51 £ 0.19 | 0.88 + 0.47 | 0.45 £ 0.15| 0.28 = 0.11
GAT | 0.554+0.24 |0.56 £0.20 | 0.56 +0.21 | 0.55 & 0.20 | 1.06 £ 0.40 | 0.43 £ 0.16 | 0.48 £ 0.22
CoraFull GCN | 6.49 £1.28 [5.55+£0.45|5.79 £0.43 549 +0.46 592 +2.84|3.74 £ 0.63 | 3.46 = 1.31
GAT | 5254+ 1.32 |4.41 £0.50 1 4.42 +0.49 | 4.36 + 0.50 | 6.80 £+ 3.81 | 3.46 £ 0.46 | 2.64 £ 1.02

Table 3: ECE results (in percentage) for our method and

baselines on large-scale datasets.

baselines on large-scale datasets.

Table 4: Calibration duration (in seconds) for our method and

Methods UnCal. CaGCN GATS Ours Methods CaGCN GATS Ours
Arxiv GCN | 4924+ 0.36 [1.97+0.16[0.75 + 0.06 | 0.71 & 0.13 Arxiv GCN | 20.84 +2.69 | 48.89 +11.39 | 7.10 + 0.94 (-41.79 sec)
SAGE | 3.00 4 0.89 |1.84 4+ 0.19 | 2.05 4 0.28 | 0.98 & 0.23 SAGE | 23.02 +4.44 | 61.67 +16.89 | 4.85 + 0.65 (-56.82 sec)
Reddit GCN | 855+ 1.28 [1.86+0.19 |2.56 & 0.59 | 0.35 & 0.05 Reddit GCN [55.98 £13.76| 72.90 +19.98 |11.04 -+ 0.30 (-61.86 sec)
SAGE | 11.30 + 1.99 | 2.14 4+ 0.35 | 4.66 4+ 0.57 | 0.73 £ 0.15 SAGE | 78.13 +27.35|192.01 +177.57| 9.91 + 0.95 (-182.1 sec)

Cora, Citeseer, Pubmed (Sen et al. 2008), CoraFull (Bo-
jchevski and Giinnemann 2017), Coauthor CS, Comput-
ers, and Photo (Shchur et al. 2018). To further demonstrate
the versatility, we extended our experiments to large-scale
graphs, Arxiv (Hu et al. 2020) and Reddit (Zeng et al. 2019).
More experiments including comparison with recent base-
lines, evaluations on heterophilous graphs and other GNN
backbones, and hyperparameter robustness are provided in
the Appendix.

Baselines. In alignment with precedent studies, we com-
pare our method against classical calibration methods: tem-
perature scaling (TS), vector scaling (VS) (Guo et al. 2017),
and ensemble temperature sclaing (ETS) (Zhang, Kailkhura,
and Han 2020) and GNN-specialized calibration baselines:
CaGCN (Wang et al. 2021) and GATS (Hsu et al. 2022).
We provide an additional experiments to compare SIMI-
MAILBOX and GPN (Stadler et al. 2021) and GNNSafe (Wu
et al. 2023) for out-of-detection task in the Appendix.

Experimental Setup. We undertake our experiments fol-
lowing the experimental protocols of GATS (Hsu et al. 2022)
in the scope of semi-supervised node classification. Details
of the experiment configurations are provided in the Ap-
pendix. To assess the calibration performance, we use ECE
as a principal metric (Naeini, Cooper, and Hauskrecht 2015),
following the common practice (Wang et al. 2021; Hsu et al.
2022). The optimal calibration models are chosen based

on the lowest validation ECE on training set. Additional
calibration metrics, including class-wise ECE (Kull et al.
2019; Nixon et al. 2019), Kernel Density Estimation-based
ECE (Zhang, Kailkhura, and Han 2020), Brier Score (Brier
et al. 1950), and Negative Log-likelihood, are provided in
the Appendix.

Results on Small- and Medium-scale Graphs. Table 2
shows that SIMI-MAILBOX outperforms baselines in 15 of
16 settings. Notably, our method pioneers in achieving an
error rate below 3% on Cora and Citeseer datasets, with a
significant lead on Cora using GCN, breaking into the 1%
error range. SIMI-MAILBOX also demonstrates marked im-
provements on Pubmed and CS datasets, first achieving ECE
reductions to within the [0.5, 0.8] range. Even on Comput-
ers and Photo datasets, where the original predictions are al-
ready well-calibrated, SIMI-MAILBOX further reduces cali-
bration errors to below 1% with GAT. Additionally, consis-
tent improvement is observed on the CoraFull dataset, with
our method achieving the first 2% error range using GAT.

Results on Large-scale Graphs. To further demonstrate
the versatility of our method, we extended our experi-
ments to large-scale graphs, following the evaluation pro-
tocol in (Hu et al. 2020). We employed GCN and Graph-
SAGE (SAGE)(Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec 2017), which
are representative architectures for large-scale benchmark
datasets. As shown in Table3, SIMI-MAILBOX outperforms



-75 =50 =25 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 -75 =50 25

0.0

2.5 5.0 7.5 75 =50 -25 0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5

i |

) [ |

Overconfident Underconfident Overconfident

0
0

Underconfident Overconfident Underconfident

Calibrated Confidence p;

Calibrated Confidence p;
10 09 08 07 06 05 04 03 02 01

10 09 08 07 06 05 04 03 02 01

0

Calibrated Confidence p;

1.0 09 08 07 06 05 04 03 02 01

0 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 0

Neighborhood Similarity s()
(a) CoraFull (CaGCN)

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 0

Neighborhood Similarity s(7)
(b) CoraFull (GATS)

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10

Neighborhood Similarity s(7)
(¢c) CoraFull (Ours)

Figure 3: Qualitative analysis of our calibration results on CoraFull dataset, compared with CaGCN and GATS. Each cell in the
heatmap represents the subtraction of the average confidence of calibrated nodes from the accuracy, with color and intensity
indicating the magnitude of this discrepancy. Throughout diverse neighborhood similarity levels, our method facilitates a better
reduction in the gap between accuracy and confidence compared to baselines.

all baselines to a considerable extent, achieving an error rate
below 1% in all examined settings. This superiority is par-
ticularly notable in the Reddit dataset with SAGE, where
our method reduces miscalibration by 10.57% compared to
the uncalibrated baseline. In addition to calibration perfor-
mance, we also measured the total execution time for each
run, as presented in Table 4. Our method significantly im-
proves time efficiency across all experiments, with a notable
reduction in execution time on the Reddit dataset, decreas-
ing by 61.86 and 182.10 seconds with GCN and SAGE. This
gain is attributed to the simplified group-wise temperature
approach, which allows for rapid optimization with only few
parameters (IV clusters), in contrast to baselines that rely on
complex GNNs for deriving node-wise temperature.

SIMI-MAILBOX on Self-training. In addition to improv-
ing calibration, calibrated predictions can be applied in
self-training, utilizing pseudo-labels generated from unla-
beled samples. As evidenced by (Rizve et al. 2021), poorly-
calibrated models have a risk to choose pseudo-labeled
samples with high confidence but incorrect classifications.
Hence, confidence adjusted through calibration methods can
lead to the selection of more accurate and high-confidence
samples, improving classification accuracy. We broaden our
evaluation of SIMI-MAILBOX to self-training scenarios, ini-
tially explored in CaGCN. Adhering to the same evaluation
protocol in (Wang et al. 2021), we validate the effectiveness
of our method in generating qualified pseudo-labels over
baselines. Detailed results of this experiment are provided
in the Appendix.

Effectiveness on Diverse Neighborhood Topology. To
further validate the effectiveness of our method across
different levels of neighborhood similarity, we present a
qualitative comparison in Figure 3, utilizing a consistent
dataset (CoraFull) and architecture (GCN) in preceding sec-
tion. Similar to earlier analyses, the x-axis partitions nodes
into intervals based on neighborhood prediction similarity,

while the y-axis categorizes them by confidence intervals.
Each cell in the heatmap represents the subtraction of av-
erage confidence of calibrated nodes from the accuracy.
Deeper shades of red indicate that calibrated confidence is
lower than accuracy (under-confident), while deeper shades
of green signify that confidence exceeds accuracy (over-
confident). Ideally, a perfectly calibrated model would pro-
duce a uniformly white heatmap, indicating perfect align-
ment between confidence and accuracy. As illustrated, STMI-
MAILBOX significantly reduces the discrepancy between ac-
curacy and average confidence across varying similarity lev-
els compared to baseline methods. This improvement is par-
ticularly evident in the patterns identified in the previous
analysis, where our method mitigates discrepancies in the
s(i) € (0.1, 0.2] range within the p; € (0.9, 1.0] interval for
CaGCN, and addresses the prevalent under-confidence ob-
served with GATS in the s(i) € (0.0, 0.4] range within the
p; € (0.6,0.8] intervals.

Conclusion

In this study, we presented a novel analysis that identi-
fies the limitations of uniform design principles in existing
GNN calibration methods, particularly based on neighbor-
hood similarity. To address these limitations, we proposed
SIMI-MAILBOX, a novel calibration method that employs
group-specific temperatures to refine miscalibration in nodes
categorized by both neighborhood similarity and confidence.
Comprehensive experiments have demonstrated the effec-
tiveness of SIMI-MAILBOX, supported by extensive empiri-
cal and technical analysis. As for future work, we are dedi-
cated to developing a theoretical foundation for our method.
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Supplementary Materials

Detailed Experimental Setup
Dataset Statistics

Table 5 provides comprehensive statistics of the datasets
used in our experiments, including the number of nodes,
edges, classes, and features.

Table 5: Statistics of benchmark datasets.

Dataset #Nodes #Edges #Classes
Cora 2,708 10,556 7
Citeseer 3,327 9,104 6
Pubmed 19,717 88,648 3
CoraFull 19,793 126,842 70
Computers 13,752 491,722 10
Photo 7,650 238,162 8
CS 18,333 163,788 15
Physics 34,493 495,924 5
Arxiv 169,343 1,166,243 40
Reddit 232,965 23,213,838 41

Implementation Details

We implement GNN models and the proposed method using
PyTorch (Paszke et al. 2019) and PyTorch Geometric (Fey
and Lenssen 2019). The experiments are conducted on RTX
2080ti (11GB) and RTX 3090ti GPU (24G). The experimen-
tal settings and evaluation protocols are largely consistent
with those used in the GATS framework (Hsu et al. 2022).
We split the labeled and unlabeled data by 15% and 85%,
respectively, and perform three-fold cross-validation on the
former, 10% for training and the remaining 5% for vali-
dation. We conduct 75 runs in total for each experiment,
considering 5 random splits, 5 random initializations, and
three-fold cross-validation. For optimization, we select the
Adam optimizer with an initial learning rate of 0.01. The
weight decay values are set to Se-4 for Cora, Citeseeer, and
Pubmed and O for the remaining datasets. The GNN ar-
chitectures are configured as follows: for GCN (Kipf and
Welling 2016), we employ two GNN layers with 64 hidden
units; for GAT (Velickovié et al. 2017), the number of atten-
tion heads is set to 8, with 8 hidden units per head. We train
GNNs in a maximum of 2000 epochs with early stopping
based on a patience of 100 epochs. A dropout rate of 0.5 is
applied uniformly across all backbones. To ensure fair com-
parisons, we refer to the implementation and setup details
provided in the released code of GATS (Hsu et al. 2022) for
the baseline methods. In our method, the greedy KMeans++
algorithm (as implemented under the KMeans in the scikit-
learn) is chosen for clustering. The number of clusters N
is selected from the range [5, 30]. The regularization coeffi-
cient A is explored in the range of [1, 50] During the evalua-
tion, we set the number of bins for ECE and class-wise ECE
measurements as 15, following prior works.

For experiments on large-scale datasets with GCN and
SAGE (Hamilton, Ying, and Leskovec 2017), we adhere to
the same split ratio and evaluation protocol in (Hu et al.
2020), and report ECE results based on the best validation

performance, averaged over ten random seeds. We employ
three-layer and two-layer GNN on Arxiv and Reddit, re-
spectivly, while fixing the hidden dimension as 256 across
both GCN and SAGE. Analogous to the regular-scale exper-
iment, we select the Adam optimizer with an initial learn-
ing rate of 0.01 and weight decay as O uniformly across all
large-scale settings. Meanwhile, we construct hyperparame-
ter search spaces for proposed SIMI-MAILBOX as follows.

For the comparison between GPN (Stadler et al. 2021)
and SIMI-MAILBOX, we used the benchmark datasets
and configurations from Stadler et al. (2021). In the
out-of-distribution detection experiments, we followed the
same experimental setup as GNNSafe (Wu et al. 2023).
The source code of SIMI-MAILBOX is provided via
anonymous link: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/Simi_
Mailbox-04B4

Further Discussions and Experiments

Algorithmic Point of View on Previous GNN
Calibration Studies

This subsection provides the limitation of previous GNN
calibration approaches for addressing varying similarity lev-
els in the algorithmic perspective. To begin with, the node-
wise temperature TN for [ layers in CaGCN (Wang et al.
2021) is defined as below:

TCaGCN :0'+ (AO'ReLU(...AO'ReLU(AZW(l))

w®_ ywhy e RV, (an

where o and og. .y denote softplus and ReLU operation,
while Z and W represent logits from trained GNNs and
trainable weights, respectively.

The core assumption behind CaGCN’s use of GCN as
a temperature function is that the confidence of nodes
connected to similar neighbors should increase, while the
confidence of those with dissimilar neighbors should de-
crease. CaGCN argues that GCN can achieve such confi-
dence adjustment by propagating predictions to their neigh-
bors. However, our findings suggest that this assumption
does not hold universally. Moreover, based on the formula-
tion, the temperature function does not consistently produce
higher temperatures for nodes with dissimilar neighbors or
lower temperatures for those with similar neighbors. Conse-
quently, this may lead to vague and inconsistent calibration
outcomes.

Meanwhile, for an individual node ¢, the temperature
function in GATS (Hsu et al. 2022), denoted as TiGATS, is
formulated as:

H
1
TOATS — = Z o (w 8¢+ Z aij’ijjh)—‘rTo eR. (12)
h=1 JEN;

Here, H represents the number of attention heads, and Tpis
an initial bias term. The coefficient w is a learnable parame-
ter that scales the relative confidence d¢; of node 7 against its
neighborhood. The scaling factor v leverages the distance-
to-training-nodes property, while 7; refers to the logits z; of
neighboring nodes, transformed by a linear layer and then
sorted class-wise within each node’s logits.



Table 6: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and GC with the holdout set. A lower ECE
indicates better calibration performance. Note that Simi-Mailbox does not have an access to the holdout data.

Datasets Cora Citeseer Pubmed | Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull
GC+TS w/HO | 3.59 £1.01 | 4.16 £1.09 | 1.27 +£0.31 | 3.17 £ 0.81 | 2.09 £ 0.84 | 0.99 +0.20 | 0.49 £ 0.18 | 5.57 £ 0.52
GCN | GC+ETS w/HO | 3294+ 094 | 3.69 £1.02 | 1.15+040 | 1.45+0.45 | 1.24 £0.45 | 0.90 £ 0.24 | 0.48 £ 0.20 | 4.05 + 0.47
Ours 2.06 + 0.44 | 2.76 +0.56 | 0.77 +0.15 | 1.06 +0.26 | 1.04 = 0.35 | 0.60 = 0.19 | 0.29 + 0.11 | 3.47 +£1.32
GC+TSw/HO | 3.13+£097 | 3.85+1.16 | 1.02+0.41 | 1.53 £048 | 1.63 £0.79 | 0.91 +£0.25 | 0.47 +0.17 | 4.32 £ 0.50
GAT | GC+ETS w/HO | 3.15+0.98 | 3.60 = 1.05 | 1.07 £0.45 | 1.26 £0.37 | 1.34 £0.52 | 0.84 £ 0.27 | 0.51 £0.23 | 3.55 +0.48
Ours 2.15+0.44 | 297 £ 0.58 | 0.73 +0.17 | 0.98 +0.38 | 1.00 = 0.52 | 0.75 +0.43 | 0.49 +0.21 | 2.66 + 1.01

Table 7: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method with GPN and uncalibrated GPN, averaged
over 10 random splits.

Datasets | CoraML Cora Citeseer Pubmed Computers Photo CS Physics
GPN 993+ 1.28 593 £2.38|5.76 £2.744.82 +1.50|9.94 + 1.86 | 12.16 £ 0.81 | 18.48 - 0.60 | 10.69 + 0.68
Ours |3.91 + 0.57 |3.76 + 0.50 | 4.35 + 0.49 | 1.07 £+ 0.28 | 4.19 - 0.46 | 2.40 = 0.39 | 4.79 + 1.14 | 0.69 £ 0.09

GATS introduces the attention coefficient «;; to account
for the observed increase in calibration error with decreasing
representational similarity. While «;; is designed to capture
the affinity between nodes, the model’s ability to accurately
adjust for varying levels of similarity is limited. This limita-
tion arises because the complex integration of factors, such
as the initial bias term 7; and wdé;, may obscure the in-
fluence of neighborhood similarity. As a result, the model
might not adequately address the distinct calibration needs
of nodes in different similarity contexts.

Contribution of Loss Components in
SIMI-MAILBOX

In this section, we provide a comprehensive explanation on
distinct roles of our loss functions, Lcg and Lg;,,;. Specif-
ically, Lg;m; is designed to directly minimize the discrep-
ancy between per-bin average confidence and accuracy. In
contrast, Lcg targets minimizing the prediction entropy.

The important component of our method is the minimiza-
tion of Lg;m;, a direct objective that ensures each temper-
ature focuses on reducing specific calibration errors within
individual groups, thereby guiding the optimal adjustment
of group-specific temperatures. Previous GNN calibration
approaches (Wang et al. 2021; Hsu et al. 2022) employed
GNN architectures to design node-wise calibration func-
tions, requiring distinct temperatures for different nodes.
Due to their complexity, it is challenging to be directly opti-
mized via a loss function that targets minimizing the discrep-
ancy between confidence and accuracy. In contrast, SIMI-
MAILBOX requires a simplified, manageable number of pa-
rameters, which is merely the number of clusters /N. The
relationship between our group-specific temperatures and
model calibration is more straightforward, facilitating the
effective adjustment of these temperatures via minimizing
calibration error from Lg;,,;.

Nevertheless, for datasets like CoraFull and heterophilous
graphs where the original GNNs’ accuracies are low, incor-
porating Lcg in calibration is crucial, since Lcg promotes
reducing the entropy of the correctly predicted class while
increasing it for the incorrectly predicted class.

Discussion on GNNs and Substructure Patterns

Extensive literature on GNNs has explored how graph struc-
tural patterns influence their performance. One area of focus
has been the impact of graph homophily on GNN effective-
ness (Mao et al. 2024; Ma et al. 2021; Luan et al. 2022). For
instance, Mao et al. (2024) examines performance of GNNs
concerning structural disparities in both homophilous and
heterophilous graphs.

While our investigation also leverages structural informa-
tion to understand GNN prediction behavior, it is important
to emphasize the distinct methodologies and objectives that
set our SIMI-MAILBOX apart from the work of Mao et al.
(2024). Whereas Mao et al. (2024) explores the varying per-
formance of GNNs across nodes with different structures
within the same graph, our work uses graph structure to cali-
brate GNN predictions. Our goal is to enhance prediction re-
liability without compromising original performance. Mao
et al. (2024) introduces the concept of structural disparity,
which mixes homophilous and heterophilous patterns based
on the node homophily ratio—the proportion of neighbors
with the same ground-truth label. In contrast, our approach
focuses on neighborhood prediction similarity based on pre-
dicted labels, offering a different perspective on node simi-
larity.

Another line of research (Tang et al. 2020) investigates the
performance of GCNSs across different node degree distribu-
tions. While both our work and Tang et al. (2020) explore
the relationship between local topology and GNN prediction
behavior, the specific goals and methodologies differ signif-
icantly.

Tang et al. (2020) employs an uncertainty scoring mech-
anism to generate pseudo-labels, with the goal of provid-
ing additional supervision for low-degree nodes to mitigate
degree-related bias. In contrast, our work uses pseudo-labels
in self-training experiment to demonstrate the utility of cali-
brated confidence. Additionally, Tang et al. (2020) quantifies
the impact of node degree on GCN performance using influ-
ence functions from statistical fields. This approach differs
conceptually from our metric, which measures neighbor-
hood prediction similarity based on the proportion of neigh-
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Figure 4: Hyperparameter sensitivity of scaling factor A and the number of bins IV across all benchmark datasets and GNN

architectures.

bors sharing the same predicted labels.

Beyond node homophily and degree, we extend our dis-
cussion to studies that investigate GNNs through the lens of
graph curvatures (Nguyen et al. 2023; Topping et al. 2021;
Bober et al. 2023). For instance, Nguyen et al. (2023) pro-
poses a comprehensive framework using Ollivier-Ricci cur-
vature to explain both over-smoothing and over-squashing
in GNNS.

While our work, like Nguyen et al. (2023), focuses on
GNN behaviors within local geometries, their study inves-
tigates graph curvature from a differential geometry per-
spective to define the aforementioned issues. In contrast,
we introduce neighborhood prediction similarity as a metric
to evaluate the consistency of predictions among a node’s
neighbors, rather than measuring the curvature or bending
of space. Additionally, while Ollivier-Ricci curvature exam-
ines the inherent graph structure alone, our metric integrates
model predictions, offering a distinct perspective. Moreover,
Nguyen et al. (2023) employs edge rewiring to address over-
smoothing and over-squashing. In contrast, SIMI-MAILBOX
utilizes neighborhood similarity to categorize nodes for pre-
cise group-specific temperature scaling.

Discussion on Grouping-based Calibrations

‘We highlight the key differences between our work and pre-
vious categorization-aware calibration approaches in the im-
age domain (Hébert-Johnson et al. 2018; Perez-Lebel, Mor-
van, and Varoquaux 2022; Yang, Zhan, and Gan 2023).
While our approach shares the objective of addressing mis-
calibrations from a group-wise perspective, SIMI-MAILBOX
is distinct in its design and focus on the unique challenges
posed by graph structures. The methods and analyses in our
work are deeply rooted in the properties of graph data, such
as neighborhood affinity, which have no direct parallel in the
grouping mechanisms discussed in (Hébert-Johnson et al.
2018; Perez-Lebel, Morvan, and Varoquaux 2022; Yang,
Zhan, and Gan 2023). We will elaborate on these distinc-
tions one by one.

First, the primary difference between our work and
Hébert-Johnson et al. (2018) lies in the grouping mecha-
nism. While Hébert-Johnson et al. (2018) employs decision
tree partitioning, our method uses a more sophisticated cate-
gorization based on neighborhood similarity and confidence
levels. The approach in Hébert-Johnson et al. (2018) is not
designed to capture neighborhood similarity, a critical fac-
tor in GNN calibration. Moreover, their work does not pro-
vide principles for effective categorization, whereas we in-
troduce criteria based on the novel observation of the cor-



Table 8: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our original calibration method with min-max scaling (specified as Ours)
and standard scaling (specified as Ours w/ standard scaling), compared to GATS. A lower ECE indicates better calibration
performance. The best and second best performances are represented by bold and underline texts, respectively.

Datasets Cora Citeseer | Pubmed |Computers| Photo CS Physics | CoraFull
GATS 3.55+1.28/4.49 +£1.53/0.95 £0.32|2.15 £ 0.52| 1.46 + 0.51| 0.90 £ 0.29 | 0.45 + 0.15|3.74 £ 0.63
GCN Ours 1.97 +0.44 | 2.66 + 0.53 | 0.75 + 0.15| 1.02 + 0.26 | 1.01 & 0.36| 0.58 + 0.19 | 0.28 & 0.11 | 3.46 + 1.31

Ours w/ standard scaling | 2.02 + 0.54 |2.67 +0.52|0.75 + 0.14 | 1.06 4 0.24 | 1.01 + 0.34 | 0.63 £ 0.18 {0.30 + 0.10 | 3.53 £+ 1.30

GAT Ours

GATS 3.054+0.784.01 £1.42/0.98 £0.36|1.36 £ 0.34 | 1.49 £ 0.65|0.85 +0.23 | 0.43 + 0.16 | 3.46 + 0.46
2.08 + 0.45[2.86 4 0.56 | 0.69 + 0.16 | 0.95 4 0.37 | 0.97 + 0.53 | 0.72 £ 0.43 | 0.48 + 0.22 | 2.64 + 1.02
Ours w/ standard scaling | 2.23 4+ 0.41 {2.93 £ 0.58 | 0.69 + 0.19 | 0.94 + 0.37 |0.98 +0.52|0.73 £ 0.43|0.49 +0.21 | 2.82 4+ 1.06

relation between neighborhood affinity and miscalibration
levels. Additionally, the grouping scheme in Hébert-Johnson
et al. (2018) is used to quantify grouping loss rather than to
develop a new calibration method based on the grouping al-
gorithm.

Furthermore, there are key differentiators that distin-
guish our work from Perez-Lebel, Morvan, and Varoquaux
(2022). While both approaches emphasize subgroup cali-
bration, our method uses a different grouping mechanism.
Specifically, we cluster nodes based on neighborhood pre-
diction similarity and confidence levels within the graph.
In contrast, Perez-Lebel, Morvan, and Varoquaux (2022)
proposes a more generalized framework for multicalibra-
tion without a specific focus on how ideal subgroups should
be formed. Moreover, the core principle of group-wise cal-
ibration is to categorize instances based on similar lev-
els of miscalibration. However, Perez-Lebel, Morvan, and
Varoquaux (2022) does not place particular emphasis on
this aspect. Our method, on the other hand, introduces
clear criteria—neighborhood similarity and confidence lev-
els—stemming from our novel observation of the strong cor-
relation between nodes with similar neighborhood affinity
and confidence.

Lastly, our approach also differs from the method pro-
posed by GC in Yang, Zhan, and Gan (2023), particularly
in the grouping mechanism. Our method employs a so-
phisticated categorization based on neighborhood similar-
ity and confidence levels, tailored specifically to the unique
properties of GNNs. This careful binning, facilitated by
KMeans clustering, leads to effective categorization. In con-
trast, Yang, Zhan, and Gan (2023) proposes a learning-based
grouping function that does not explicitly account for the
inherent characteristics of GNNs. While it performs well
in the vision domain, the learning-based grouping func-
tion—essentially a single linear layer—is insufficient to cap-
ture neighborhood affinity in GNNs.

To further demonstrate the efficacy of our method over
existing grouping-based strategies, we conducted additional
experiments to compare SIMI-MAILBOX and GC (Yang,
Zhan, and Gan 2023). Since GC requires the holdout set to
train the calibration function, we adopted GC with the hold-
out set (specified as GC w/ HO). We adopted two configu-
rations, GC combined with TS or ETS, following the same
combination as in the original paper. On the comparison be-
tween our method and GC (Yang, Zhan, and Gan 2023), we
randomly sample 10% of test data and allocate them as the

holdout set for GC, adjusting the original evaluation pro-
tocol in Yang, Zhan, and Gan (2023). Accordingly, we re-
evaluate our method in the remaining 90% of the test data.
Note that unlike GC, our method is trained solely on the
validation set, without access to the holdout data.

As aresult, table 6 further confirms the superiority of our
method across 15 out of 16 settings, validating the efficacy
of our proposed grouping strategy against GC, even without
the access to the holdout set. Specifically, our method is dis-
tinguished as the only approach to achieve error rates within
the 2% range for Cora and Citeseer datasets and 0.7% for
Pubmed dataset. This indicate that the learning-based group-
ing function does not fully encompass the intrinsic proper-
ties of GNNS.

Comparison with Recent GNN Calibration
Methods

We further evaluated our method with recent GNN calibra-
tion approaches, SimCalib (Tang et al. 2024), DCGC (Yang
et al. 2024), and GETS (Zhuang et al. 2024), to verify its
effectiveness. Since the experimental settings in DCGC and
GETS differ significantly from ours, we reproduced these
methods under our setup to ensure a fair comparison. Addi-
tionally, we used GCN and GraphSAGE as backbone GNNs
for DCGC, as it is designed for GNNs capable of processing
edge weights as inputs. For SimCalib, we reported results
from the original paper, as their experimental configurations
align with ours.

As shown in Table 13, our method demonstrates state-
of-the-art performance in 13 of 16 settings, with perfor-
mance improvements that reach 0.96% compared to GETS,
the strongest baseline. A similar trend is evident in Table
2, where SIMI-MAILBOX consistently outperforms DCGC
in all cases, achieving a gap of up to 3.49%. These results
confirm the efficacy of our approach in comparison to recent
methods.

Comparison with Bayesian Calibration Approach

We provide additional experiments to compare SIMI-
MAILBOX and GPN (Stadler et al. 2021), a representative
Bayesian GNN uncertainty quantification approach, on the
same benchmark datasets used in Stadler et al. (2021). On
comparison with GPN, we adhere to the evaluation settings
in Stadler et al. (2021).

As shown in Table 7, our method demonstrates a sig-
nificant enhancement in calibrating GPN, with the most



Table 9: ECE results (reported in percentage) on heterophilous datasets for our proposed calibration method and baselines,

averaged over 50 runs. A lower ECE indicates better calibration performance.

Datasets Chameleon Squirrel Actor Texas Wisconsin Cornell

UnCal. | 939+190 | 723 4+1.46 | 2.69+0.88 | 18.154+4.13 | 17.76 2697 | 19.17 £4.94

GCN TS 9424194 | 718 £1.37 | 2.82+£0.95 | 18.12 £4.95 | 1541 £5.08 | 19.93 +5.31
GATS | 825+2.15 | 6.854+1.09 | 2.824+1.01 | 18.734+4.34 | 15.76 £5.33 | 21.60 4+5.28

Ours | 7.50 +1.40 | 540 +1.04 | 2.73 +0.89 | 15.50 +4.44 | 15.19 +3.58 | 18.66 + 5.24

UnCal. | 727+ 143 | 6.42+130 | 349+ 1.11 | 1851 +447 | 16.12 +4.36 | 14.89 +£6.35

GAT TS 723 4+1.44 | 643 4+131 | 329 +£1.15 | 18.62 £3.99 | 15.64 +3.25 16.00 +6.72
GATS | 779 +£195 | 6.66+1.63 | 341 +1.14 | 1891 +:4.49 | 15.16 +£2.86 | 18.08 4+ 6.74

Ours | 6.75+1.73 | 545+1.30 | 2.64 +0.99 | 1553 +3.48 | 1490 +3.29 | 18.54 +£6.35

Table 10: ECE results (reported in percentage) on broader range of heterophilous datasets for our proposed method and base-

lines, averaged over 50 runs. A lower ECE indicates better calibration performance.

Datasets Roman-empire | Amazon-ratings | Minesweeper Tolokers Questions
UnCal. 4.11 +£0.38 3.04 +0.68 1.71 £ 0.88 390+094 | 1.06 +0.66

GCN TS 4.07 +0.40 2.97 +0.64 1.65 +£0.79 3.63+075 | 1.17 +£0.74
GATS 248 +0.35 2.24 +0.56 1.85 £0.90 3.33+059 | 1.09 £0.52

Ours 4.72 +£0.54 3.01 £0.72 1.36 + 0.41 1.20 +£0.32 | 0.32 +0.14

UnCal. 14.46 £0.82 3.04 +0.63 3.51 +1.08 473 +£1.76 | 1.53 +£0.38

GAT TS 3.13 £0.74 2.35 £0.60 2.82 +0.80 398 £0.90 | 0.27 £0.29
GATS 3.88 +0.67 2.78 £ 0.60 2.97 £0.89 397 +1.01 | 0.51 £0.23

Ours 1.79 £ 0.51 1.42 +0.36 1.30 +0.43 124 +£0.44 | 0.13 +0.06

substantial improvements observed within the CS, where it
achieved a remarkable reduction in GPN’s calibration error
by 13.69%. Interestingly, in Physics, our method success-
fully lowers the error rate to below 1%. These results col-
lectively demonstrate the effectiveness of our method across
various graphs and architectures.

Hyperparameter Sensitivity

We present the comprehensive sensitivity analysis on robust-
ness of SIMI-MAILBOX with respect to its hyperparameters
and the choice of scaling functions. We compare the ECE
results of the strongest baseline GATS (specified as dark
brown) and ours across varying values of a scaling factor A
(specified as green) and the number of bins IV (specified as
pink) within the range of [5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30]. The results
on both GCN and GAT across whole benchmark datasets is
depicted in Figure 4.

As demonstrated in the figure, SIMI-MAILBOX consis-
tently outperforms the baseline across all hyperparameter
configurations throughout diverse settings, with the num-
ber of bins N demonstrating particularly stable performance
trends. This robustness is attributed to our method’s design,
which accounts for the correlation between neighborhood
similarity and the degree of miscalibration.

Meanwhile, the choice of min-max scaling is rooted in the
intuition of potential disparity in distributions of neighbor-
hood similarity and confidence. For instance, while neigh-
borhood similarity can be evenly distributed between 0 and
1, confidence in high-accuracy datasets might be concen-
trated at higher values. In this situation, min-max scaling is
an effective technique for normalizing data, especially when
the values are concentrated in a specific range.

However, our method can accomplish prominent per-

formance when equipped with different scaling functions.
To verify this, we conducted additional experiment on our
method with standard scaling (standard normalization) for
constructing a feature vector, illustrated in Table 8. Accord-
ing to the table, SIMI-MAILBOX equipped with standard
scaling consistently outperforms the strongest baseline in 15
of the 16 settings. Moreover, the performance gap between
our method with standard scaling and the original SIMI-
MAILBOX is marginal, suggesting that SIMI-MAILBOX is
resilient to different choices of scaling method as well.

SIMI-MAILBOX on Heterophilous Graphs

We conducted additional evaluations to further demonstrate
the efficacy of SIMI-MAILBOX on heterophilous graphs,
comparing it with uncalibrated GNNs (UnCal.), tempera-
ture scaling (TS) (Guo et al. 2017), and GATS. The bench-
mark datasets for these experiments included Chameleon,
Squirrel, Actor, Texas, Wisconsin, and Cornell from Pei
et al. (2020), as well as Roman-empire, Amazon-ratings,
Minesweeper, Tolokers, and Questions from Luan et al.
(2022). For the datasets from Pei et al. (2020), we used 10
different train/validation/test splits provided in the official
PyTorch Geometric Library (Fey and Lenssen 2019). For the
datasets from Luan et al. (2022), we adopted 10 splits from
their official GitHub repository. For each split, we conducted
5 random initializations, resulting in 50 runs in total.

As shown in Table 9, our method outperforms the base-
lines in 14 out of 16 settings. Notably, on the Texas dataset,
SIMI-MAILBOX reduces ECE by 2.65% and 2.98% for
GCN and GAT, respectively, compared to uncalibrated re-
sults. In contrast, TS and GATS showed limited effective-
ness in reducing calibration error on the Texas dataset; in
fact, GATS increased ECE beyond the uncalibrated results.



Table 11: Average node classification accuracy of various label
rate (L/C) for our proposed calibration method and baselines

on GCN.

Datasets | L/C UnCal. CaGCN Ours
20 81.46 £029 | 82.94 +0.19 | 82.98 +0.37
Cora 40 83.70 £ 026 | 84.12 +0.27 | 84.58 +0.12
60 84.40 £ 024 | 85.54+0.19 | 86.06 +0.16
20 | 71.64 £0.16 | 74.90 +0.23 | 74.44 +0.19
Citeseer 40 | 72.02+026 | 7526 +0.36 | 75.30 +0.32
60 | 73.32+0.8 | 76.12 +0.16 | 76.16 +0.23
20 | 79.52 £026 | 81.20 033 | 81.32 +0.48
Pubmed 40 80.42 +£ 026 | 82.78 £0.35 | 82.82 +0.21
60 83.32 £0.15 | 84.12 +0.28 | 84.28 +£0.40

Table 12: Average node classification accuracy of various label
rate (L/C) for our proposed calibration method and baselines

on GAT.

Datasets | L/C UnCal. CaGCN Ours
20 81.78 £035 | 81.98 +0.73 | 84.14 +£0.39
Cora 40 83.48 £0.36 | 84.324+1.08 | 85.64 +0.45
60 84.72 £032 | 85204075 | 86.48 +0.32
20 | 70.82 £034 | 73.86 £0.66 | 74.40 & 0.44
Citeseer 40 | 71.64 +£034 | 7528 £0.34 | 75.82 £0.25
60 | 73.20 £021 | 76.04 £037 | 76.42 +0.13
20 | 79.38 £0.35 | 80.14 +£0.36 | 80.50 & 0.24
Pubmed 40 80.84 +£0.36 | 82.60 +0.81 | 82.82 +0.12
60 83.42 £ 028 | 83.36+0.38 | 83.78 +0.12

Table 13: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our method, compared to recent baselines. A lower ECE indicates better

calibration performance.

Datasets Cora Citeseer Pubmed | Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull

SimCalib | 3.32 £0.99 | 3.94 +1.12 1093 £ 032 | 1.37 £ 0.33 | 1.36 +0.59 | 0.81 £ 0.30 | 0.39 +0.14 | 3.22 + 0.74

GCN DCGC |4.27 +£1.69|5.304+2.79|3.05 +1.50 | 2.67 £ 1.24 | 1.54 £0.55 | 1.78 £ 0.59 | 0.60 + 0.30 | 4.78 4 0.96
GETS |2.87+£053|3.62+1.13|0.98 £0.35|1.84 £0.37| 1.32 £0.17 | 1.08 £ 0.08 | 0.76 £ 0.10 | 2.71 + 0.29

Ours 1.97 +£0.44 | 2.66 +0.53 | 0.75 4+ 0.15 | 1.02 4 0.26 | 1.01 £ 0.36 | 0.58 +=0.19 | 0.28 + 0.11 | 3.46 + 1.31

SimCalib | 2.90 +0.87 | 3.95 +1.30 | 0.95 £ 0.35| 1.08 £ 0.33 | 1.29 +£0.55 | 0.83 +£0.32 | 0.40 +0.13 | 3.40 + 0.91

GAT GETS [2.60+£0.82|3.48 +£032|0.81+0.18|1.04 £0.32|1.13 £0.36 | 0.83 £0.11 | 0.34 £ 0.31 | 2.02 + 0.51
Ours |2.08 +0.45|2.86 +0.56 | 0.69 +0.16 | 0.95 + 0.37 | 0.97 +0.53 | 0.72 £ 0.43 | 0.48 +0.22 | 2.64 £+ 1.02

SAGE DCGC |4.15+2.17|6.32+£2.02|1.05+041|1.96 £047|1.95+0.67|1.80+050 OOM |4.94+1.55
Ours | 2.08 +0.52 | 2.83 +0.80 | 0.91 +0.17 | 1.33 + 0.57 | 0.82 £ 0.34 | 0.87 + 0.34 | 0.79 £ 0.31 | 4.60 + 0.90

Consistent with our prior findings, SIMI-MAILBOX sig-
nificantly enhances calibration across various benchmarks
and models, achieving a notable ECE reduction of 12.67%
for GAT on the Roman-empire dataset. Demonstrating su-
periority over baselines in 8 out of 10 cases, our method val-
idates its efficacy and adaptability to low homophily levels.
Interestingly, our method also improves calibration in GNN's
that are already considered well-calibrated, as seen with the
Questions dataset, where we achieved an error rate below
1%. This underscores the versatility of our method, regard-
less of the original GNNs’ miscalibration degree.

SIMI-MAILBOX in Self-training

The efficacy of SIMI-MAILBOX was further evaluated in
self-training scenarios, initially conducted in in CaGCN. For
the fair comparisons, we adhered to the same datasets, split
ratios, and evaluation protocols in Wang et al. (2021), also
ensuring the uniform five random seeds across all experi-
mental setups.

As presented in Table 11 and 12, SIMI-MAILBOX demon-
strates superior performance over both uncalibrated GNNs
and CaGCN across 17 out of 18 settings in total. This is es-
pecially evident in GAT on the Citeseer dataset, where our
method achieves a performance increase of 4.18% compared
to uncalibrated GAT when label rate (L/C)=40. These results
underscore the efficacy of our method in generating refined
pseudo-labels through its sophisticated calibration process.

SIMI-MAILBOX in Sparse Label Scenario

We performed additional experiments in sparse label sce-
nario, where 20 nodes per class were randomly selected for
training, as adopted in Chen et al. (2024); Wang et al. (2021).
Following the common protocols in (Chen et al. 2024; Wang
et al. 2021), we utilized 500 random nodes for validation
and 1000 nodes for testing, averaging results over 10 ran-
dom splits. We benchmarked our method alongside uncali-
brated GNNs (UnCal.) and the GATS, the most competitive
baseline.

According to the results in Table 14 and 15, our method
consistently achieves notable enhancements, especially on
Cora and Citeseer datasets, with error reductions of 24.48%
and 19.84% on average. Notably, our method shows stable
calibration across diverse splits against uncalibrated GNNZs,
evidenced by the marked decrease in standard deviation.
These results affirm the robustness of our SIMI-MAILBOX
to label sparsity, highlighting its efficacy.

SIMI-MAILBOX in Out-of-distribution Detection

In this subsection, we explore the potential of SIMI-
MAILBOX for out-of-distribution (OOD) detection, com-
paring its performance against specialized OOD methods,
GNNSafe (Wu et al. 2023) and GPN (Stadler et al. 2021).
For this evaluation, we selected the Cora, Photo, and Physics
datasets, using GCN as the backbone architecture, consis-
tent with the setup in GNNSafe. In this experiment, we ap-
plied two perturbation strategies to generate OOD data: (1)
structure manipulation, where a stochastic block model was
used to randomly generate graph structures, and (2) feature



Table 14: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines on GCN under sparse label
scenario (label rate = 20).

GCN Cora Citeseer Pubmed Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull

UnCal. | 22.15 £ 1232 | 22.14 £1094 | 791 £1.34 | 11.00 £5.10 | 5.89 £3.80 | 28.93 £27.04 | 19.95 £17.81 | 13.27 £4.43
GATS 4.01 +0.88 5.81 £1.59 4.16 +0.98 7.62 +1.84 3.45 +0.88 2.66 +0.48 2.87 +£2.22 9.29 +1.56
Ours 2.95 £0.99 399 +1.06 | 3.02+097 | 3.35+083 | 1.97 £ 037 | 2.34 £0.65 1.81 + 045 7.53 £2.77

Table 15: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines on GAT under sparse label
scenario (label rate = 20).

GAT Cora Citeseer Pubmed Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull
UnCal. | 33.39£1878 | 2577 £11.88 | 6.51 £391 | 15.06 £19.85 | 3.22 = 1.44 | 28.15 £33.97 | 13.20 £ 1427 | 10.17 £ 4.61
GATS 5.04 +£4.19 5.64+126 | 3394069 | 5.01+143 | 2.83+£147 | 2.68 £0.69 233 +071 | 8.04+1.18

Ours 3.64 +2.17 424 +091 | 2.83+080 | 3.59+1.05 | 2.10 +£043 | 2.61 +0.78 291 +1.23 7.90 +1.07

Table 16: Out-of-distribution detection performance evalu- MAILBOX.

ated by AUROC for our proposed calibration method and
baselines. A lower AUROC indicates better detection per-
formance.

Datasets | Perturbation | GPN | GNNSafe | Ours
Cora Feature 85.88 93.44 83.92
Structure 77.47 87.52 68.91

Photo Feature 8791 98.55 97.79
Structure 97.17 99.58 99.39

Physics Feature 72.56 99.64 98.63
ST Structure 34.67 99.60 97.94

manipulation, where random feature interpolation was em-
ployed to generate node features.

We adhered to the same experimental configurations and
evaluation protocols as GNNSafe, ensuring a fair compar-
ison. The performance of each method was assessed using
the Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (AU-
ROC) metric, with the results summarized in Table 16.

Although OOD detection is not the primary focus of
SIMI-MAILBOX, our method demonstrates commendable
performance. Notably, SIMI-MAILBOX outperform GPN
on the Photo and Physics datasets across all perturbation
strategies. Furthermore, it is worth highlighting that S1™MI-
MAILBOX achieves performance levels comparable to the
recent state-of-the-art approach, GNNSafe, particularly on
the Photo dataset under structural perturbation, where the
gap in AUROC is 0.19%.

SiMI-MAILBOX with Broader GNN Architectures

We extended our evaluations to include MLP, SAGE (Hamil-
ton, Ying, and Leskovec 2017), and GIN (Xu et al. 2018a) to
verify the versatility of SIMI-MAILBOX. We compared our
method against uncalibrated GNNs (UnCal.) and GATS, us-
ing the same experimental configurations as in the main ex-
periments on GCN and GAT, resulting in a total of 75 runs.

As shown in Tables 17, 18, and 19, our method outper-
forms the baselines in 22 out of 24 settings. Notably, on the
Citeseer dataset, SIMI-MAILBOX achieves significant ECE
reductions of 8.75%, 4.25%, and 6.99% for MLP, SAGE,
and GIN, respectively. Additionally, in calibrating MLP,
our method surpasses all baselines by an average margin
of 3.37%, highlighting the model-agnostic nature of SIMI-

Results from Different Evaluation Metrics

Here, we provide supplementary results evaluated with dif-
ferent calibration metrics, including class-wise ECE (Kull
et al. 2019), kernel density estimation-based ECE (KDE-
ECE) (Zhang, Kailkhura, and Han 2020), negative log-
likelihood (NLL), and Brier Score (Brier et al. 1950).

* KDE-ECE utilizes a smoothing kernel function denoted
as K, with a fixed bandwidth h to estimate the accura-
cies 7 and marginal probabilities f. The calibration error
is then quantified through the integration of the absolute
difference between the estimated accuracy and predicted
confidence p, formulated as follows:

— | f(p)dp,

N 1 C R
>iev i = 0l [1i=1 Kn(P — pik)

KDE-ECE = / #(p)

ﬁ(ﬁ) = N C — —,
Ziev Hk 1Kh(p—pi,k) (13)
1 N C
Z 11 5n( = pix)
i€V k=1

Following the precedent (Hsu et al. 2022), we implement
the Triweight Kernel function Kp(v) = (1/h) 35(1 -
(v/h)?)3 (de Haan 1999), where the bandwidth is calcu-
lated as b = 1.060N~1/5 (Scott 2015), with o repre-
senting the standard deviation of the confidence here.

* Class-wise ECE extends the general concept of ECE to
class-wise perspective. It measures the discrepancy be-
tween the ground-truth frequency and the average pre-
dicted probability within each confidence bin for each
class k, defined as:

Z

ECE(k

\freq m.k) — conf(By, 1)l

>y

ZGBm k

freq( B, 1) | B

(14)



Table 17: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines on MLP, averaged over 75

runs.
MLP Cora Citeseer Pubmed Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull
UnCal. | 593 £1.77 | 11.79 £5.97 | 510 £2.59 | 7.02 £0.51 | 401 £1.15 | 1.67 = 1.18 | 0.66 £ 0.50 | 7.02 £ 2.54
GATS | 404+£1.14 | 431136 | 1.12+032 | 556 £1.66 | 3.64 £0.78 | 1.18 £0.39 | 0.56 £ 0.17 | 3.03 £ 0.58
Ours | 294+0.79 | 3.04 £0.67 | 1.01 +0.16 | 3.28 =1.94 | 1.98 £0.62 | 0.86 +0.35 | 0.38 +0.11 | 2.75 + 0.99

Table 18: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines on SAGE, averaged over 75

runs.
SAGE Cora Citeseer Pubmed Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull
UnCal. | 8.15£445 | 7.08 £4.87 | 1.47+£0.85 | 207 £0.36 | 1.47+£0.67 | 1.11 £0.45 | 091 £0.35 | 524 £ 0.69
GATS | 3.61£095 | 485+£1.60 | 1.10+0.44 | 1.76 £0.33 | 1.24+0.49 | 0.97 £0.26 | 0.51 £ 0.17 | 4.13 + 0.50
Ours | 2.08+0.52 | 2.83+0.80 | 091 £0.17 | 1.33+0.57 | 0.82 £ 0.31 | 0.87 =0.34 | 0.79 £ 0.31 | 4.60 = 0.90

Table 19: ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines on GIN, averaged over 75

runs.

GIN Cora Citeseer Pubmed Computers Photo CS Physics CoraFull
UnCal. | 11.82 +£5.41 | 1390 £5.02 | 7.16 £291 | 8.16 £3.54 | 6.18 £6.59 | 7.23 £2.06 | 4.79 £2.22 | 19.74 £ 1.09
GATS | 834217 | 1025£2.67 | 447+£1.86 | 573 +£2.36 | 3.85+£2.72 | 6.93+£1.59 | 3.55+1.11 | 17.88 £ 1.60
Ours 6.09 £2.00 | 691+2.80 | 1.70 £ 0.43 | 1.50 £ 0.62 | 1.55 +1.61 | 3.18 = 0.93 | 1.18 = 0.42 | 8.23 +4.52

The overall class-wise ECE is obtained by averag-
ing ECE(k) across all classes, i.e. Class-wise ECE =

& Simt ECE(R).

e NLL is frequently used for evaluating calibration to as-
sess the overall miscalibration, computed by the average
of logarithms of the predicted probability for each correct
class, formulated as follows:

N
1
NLL = = > —vilogpiy, (15)

%

* Brier Score is widely employed metric to quantify the
model calibration. It measures the accuracy of model pre-
diction by comparing the predicted probabilities p; with
the ground-truth occurrences o;:

N C
) 1
Brier Score = ~ Z Z(pzk - Oi,k) (16)
i€V k=1

Here, o; represents a one-hot vector encoding the
ground-truth class label.

We report the calibration results assessed by KDE-ECE,
class-wise ECE, NLL, and Brier Score in Table 20, 21, 22,
and Table 23, respectively. The results demonstrate that our
SIMI-MAILBOX generally outperforms state-of-the-art cal-
ibration methods on majority of the metrics, including all
metrics, particularly when assessed via KDE-ECE, accom-
plishing state-of-the-art calibration performance across all
settings.

Additional Qualitative Results

In this section, we provide additional qualitative com-
parisons on the Citeseer (co-citation), Photo (Amazon),
Physics (co-authored), and CoraFull (co-citation) datasets,

as illustrated in Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8. As shown, our
method generally achieves better reduction on the discrep-
ancy between per-confidence accuracy and average confi-
dence across varying neighborhood similarity sub-intervals,
outperforming the baselines.

Additional Observation Results

We present additional in-depth analysis on Citeseer, Photo,
Physics, and CoraFull, as illustrated in Figure 9, 10, 11, 12.
Taking everything into account, the results show that our
findings are not limited to the single case discussed in the
analysis section, challenging the uniform assumption of pre-
vious GNN calibration studies on neighborhood similarity.



Table 20: KDE-ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines, averaged over 75

repetitions (£ STD). A lower value indicates better calibration performance.

Methods UnCal. TS VS ETS CaGCN GATS Ours
Cora GCN | 12.76 £4.09|3.13 £1.11 | 3.52 +£1.17 | 3.16 = 1.11 | 4.01 £1.40|2.95 £1.23 | 1.88 & 0.26
GAT | 15.02 £4.23|2.854+0.80|2.84 £0.85|2.86 +0.76 | 3.38 +£1.29 | 2.64 +0.77 | 1.98 + 0.42
Citeseer GCN | 12.59 +853[490+1.67 479 +£1.47 474 £1.7216.07 £1.76 | 4.25 £ 1.49 | 2.40 + 0.43
GAT | 16.64 +7.96 | 4.74 £1.42 1429 £1.15|4.67 £1.40 |4.57 £1.79 | 3.84 £ 1.45 | 2.66 + 0.50
Pubmed GCN | 744 +£1.53 | 1.33+028|1.58+0.38|1.38+0.29|1.254+0.35|1.06 £0.26 | 0.93 + 0.12
GAT | 1038 +1.88|1.18 £035|1.13 +£0.31|1.18 £0.35|1.08£0.29 | 1.11 £0.34 | 0.79 £ 0.12
Computers GCN | 3.01 £091 |2.60 +0.65|2.72+0.74|2.73 £0.76 | 1.58 £ 0.45 | 2.12 £ 0.60 | 1.27 & 0.15
GAT | 1.70 £063 |1.56 +0.42|1.59 £046 | 1.63 £0.47 | 1.64 £0.46 | 1.52 £0.40 | 1.10 - 0.20
Photo GCN | 245+123 |1.81+£092|1.95+095|1.88+098|1.64 +0.42|1.65+0.68|1.13 +0.18
GAT | 242 +1.60 |1.70 073|179 £0.78 | 1.77 £0.80 | 1.73 £0.62 | 1.72 £0.70 | 1.19 + 0.29
cS GCN | 2.194+1.33 |1.12+0.10|1.124+0.18 | 1.12 +0.10 | 1.94 £0.90 | 1.08 £ 0.12 | 0.94 + 0.11
GAT | 1.77+091 |1.12+023|1.12+025|1.13 £0.23|1.90+0.97|1.13 £0.20 | 0.95 £+ 0.22
Physics GCN | 0.97 £0.31 | 0.83 £0.09 | 0.82 +0.07 | 0.83 £0.09 | 0.93 +0.19 | 0.85 £ 0.09 | 0.70 & 0.61
GAT | 0.86 +0.15 | 0.84 £0.10| 0.86 £0.09 | 0.84 +0.10 | 1.03 +£0.21 | 0.82 £ 0.08 | 0.80 + 0.11
CoraFull GCN | 644 +133 |546+044|5.68 041|542 +£0.46|5.74 £0.46 |3.70 £ 0.65 | 3.43 +1.27
GAT | 526 £1.38 |4.34 +0.48 | 4.36 £0.46 | 4.30 +0.48 | 6.59 +3.62 | 3.46 = 0.45 | 2.64 - 0.98

Table 21: Class-wise ECE results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines, averaged over 75

repetitions (£ STD). A lower value indicates better calibration performance.

Methods UnCal. TS VS ETS CaGCN GATS Ours
Cora GCN [ 4.14 £1.1012.03 £0.23 | 2.09 £0.27 | 2.03 £0.23 | 2.21 +£0.28 | 1.99 +£0.24 | 1.82 + 0.19
GAT |4.78 £1.18[1.95+0231.94 £025|1.94 +0.23|2.10+£0.29| 1.92 +0.24 | 1.80 + 0.22
Citeseer GCN |5.11 £2.7712.97 £0.65 | 2.80 £0.43 | 2.94 £ 0.69 | 3.24 £0.78 | 2.88 £ 0.78 | 2.53 £+ 0.55
GAT [ 6.39 +252(3.03+047|2.85+0.48|3.02+048|3.07 £0.69|2.96 +£0.54|2.71 + 0.44
Pubmed GCN | 504 £1.04|1.394+0.28 | 1.54 £031|1.40 +£0.27|1.33 +£0.32|1.26 £0.28 | 1.17 + 0.23
GAT | 7.19+122|1.77 £040| 1.75 £0.30|1.77 £0.40 | 1.67 £0.39| 1.79 £ 0.36 | 1.63 + 0.32
Computers GCN | 0.96 £0.16 | 0.92 £0.11 | 0.91 £0.13 | 0.94 £0.13 | 0.83 £0.10 | 0.88 = 0.08 | 0.81 + 0.08
GAT | 0.80 +£0.13 |0.78 +£0.10 | 0.76 £ 0.09 | 0.80 +0.11 | 0.80 £ 0.10 | 0.78 + 0.10 | 0.74 + 0.09
Photo GCN | 0.86 £0.21 | 0.78 £0.14 | 0.81 £0.15|0.78 £0.16 | 0.79 +0.08 | 0.76 £ 0.11 | 0.67 + 0.05
GAT | 0.96 £0.36 | 0.84 £0.17 | 0.82 +£0.16 | 0.84 +0.19 | 0.86 +0.13 | 0.83 +0.18 | 0.74 &+ 0.10
CS GCN | 0.40 +£0.15 | 0.30 +0.03 | 0.32 £+ 0.03 | 0.29 £ 0.03 | 0.42 £0.10 | 0.29 +0.03 | 0.29 + 0.03
GAT | 0.39 +£0.10 | 0.34 +0.03 | 0.34 +£0.03 | 0.34 +0.03 | 0.44 £ 0.10 | 0.34 £+ 0.04 | 0.33 + 0.03
Physics GCN | 0.41 £0.3310.36 £0.06 | 0.34 £ 0.04 | 0.36 £ 0.06 | 0.46 +0.14 | 0.36 £+ 0.05 | 0.33 + 0.04
GAT | 0.40 £0.08 | 0.39 £0.07 | 0.37 £ 0.05 | 0.39 £+ 0.07 | 0.52 +0.13 | 0.38 4 0.07 | 0.38 4 0.06
CoraFull GCN | 0.354+0.04 | 0.33 +0.02 | 0.34 +0.01 | 0.33 £0.02 | 0.34 £0.05 | 0.33 £0.02 | 0.32 + 0.01
GAT | 0.34 +£0.03 [ 0.32 +0.01 | 0.32 £0.01 | 0.32 +0.01 | 0.35 £ 0.07 | 0.31 + 0.01 | 0.31 + 0.01




Table 22: NLL results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines, averaged over 75 repetitions
(£ STD). A lower value indicates better calibration performance.

Methods UnCal. TS VS ETS CaGCN GATS Ours
Cora GCN | 0.6199 £ 0.0444 | 0.5613 + 0.0302 | 0.5747 £ 0.0380 | 0.5591 £ 0.0291 | 0.6622 + 0.0742 | 0.5566 =+ 0.0310 | 0.5429 + 0.0249
GAT | 0.6087 £ 0.0507 | 0.5162 + 0.0238 | 0.5228 + 0.0332 | 0.5151 £ 0.0232 | 0.5420 + 0.0360 | 0.5124 £ 0.0209 | 0.5040 + 0.0201
Citeseer GCN | 0.9265 £ 0.1038 | 0.8800 + 0.0428 | 0.8734 £ 0.0234 | 0.8770 £ 0.0386 | 0.9204 + 0.0578 | 0.8702 =+ 0.0404 | 0.8599 + 0.0419
GAT | 0.9602 +0.1025 | 0.8762 + 0.0330 | 0.8729 + 0.0254 | 0.8752 £ 0.0324 | 0.8752 £ 0.0291 | 0.8715 +0.0290 | 0.8611 + 0.0283
Pubmed GCN | 0.3939 40.0160 | 0.3676 + 0.0072 | 0.3679 4 0.0073 | 0.3659 + 0.0073 | 0.3582 + 0.0073 | 0.3638 £ 0.0069 | 0.3627 + 0.0067
GAT | 0.4382 4 0.0120 | 0.3871 £ 0.0078 | 0.3864 + 0.0070 | 0.3870 =+ 0.0078 | 0.3845 + 0.0072 | 0.3866 =+ 0.0077 | 0.3844 + 0.0075
Computers GCN | 0.4297 £ 0.0119 | 0.4295 £ 0.0116 | 0.4291 £+ 0.0113 | 0.4130 £ 0.0146 | 0.4333 + 0.0356 | 0.4243 £ 0.0134 | 0.4080 + 0.0104
GAT | 0.3739 £ 0.0145 | 0.3734 £ 0.0142 | 0.3725 +0.0132 | 0.3687 £ 0.0148 | 0.3961 + 0.0284 | 0.3730 £ 0.0145 | 0.3670 + 0.0137
Photo GCN | 0.2877 +£0.0108 | 0.2892 +0.0110 | 0.2913 £ 0.0122 | 0.2725 £ 0.0133 | 0.3717 £ 0.0737 | 0.2867 £ 0.0113 | 0.2750 + 0.0117
GAT | 0.2712 £ 0.0205 | 0.2703 + 0.0166 | 0.2692 + 0.0161 | 0.2657 £ 0.0185 | 0.3228 + 0.0563 | 0.2704 £ 0.0172 | 0.2638 + 0.0156
cs GCN | 0.2196 £ 0.0119 | 0.2142 + 0.0056 | 0.2162 4 0.0049 | 0.2141 £ 0.0055 | 0.2778 + 0.0583 | 0.2132 £ 0.0057 | 0.2127 + 0.0054
GAT | 0.2451 £ 0.0084 | 0.2432 + 0.0057 | 0.2425 + 0.0053 | 0.2428 + 0.0057 | 0.2786 + 0.0350 | 0.2422 =+ 0.0054 | 0.2416 + 0.0051
Physics GCN | 0.1199 £ 0.0043 | 0.1190 + 0.0035 | 0.1190 £ 0.0033 | 0.1190 + 0.0035 | 0.1289 + 0.0114 | 0.1188 £ 0.0033 | 0.1185 + 0.0034
GAT | 0.1288 £ 0.0045 | 0.1287 £ 0.0043 | 0.1283 + 0.0041 | 0.1287 £ 0.0043 | 0.1334 + 0.0055 | 0.1286 £ 0.0042 | 0.1285 + 0.0042
CoraFull GCN | 1.4310 +0.0221 | 1.4270 +0.0185 | 1.4300 £ 0.0199 | 1.4210 £ 0.0182 | 1.4780 =+ 0.1769 | 1.4010 + 0.0189 | 1.4070 + 0.0120
GAT | 1.3670 £ 0.0217 | 1.3620 £ 0.0176 | 1.3630 +0.0177 | 1.3610 £ 0.0175 | 1.4570 £ 0.1953 | 1.3550 4 0.0170 | 1.3490 =+ 0.0174

Table 23: Brier score results (reported in percentage) for our proposed calibration method and baselines, averaged over 75
repetitions (£ STD). A lower value indicates better calibration performance.

Methods UnCal. TS VS ETS CaGCN GATS Ours
Cora GCN | 0.2828 +0.0189 | 0.2555 +0.0092 | 0.2564 £ 0.0096 | 0.2555 =+ 0.0091 | 0.2607 =+ 0.0097 | 0.2552 + 0.0100 | 0.2541 -+ 0.0086
GAT | 0.2766 4 0.0222 | 0.2416 £ 0.0084 | 0.2419 £+ 0.0105 | 0.2416 £ 0.0083 | 0.2462 + 0.0086 | 0.2412 4 0.0080 | 0.2402 -+ 0.0080
Citescer GCN | 0.4377 £ 0.0494 | 0.4094 + 0.0097 | 0.4104 £ 0.0099 | 0.4092 + 0.0099 | 0.4157 + 0.0129 | 0.4082 =+ 0.0097 | 0.4044 + 0.0084
GAT | 0.4517 £ 0.0508 | 0.4099 + 0.0090 | 0.4108 + 0.0102 | 0.4098 =+ 0.0090 | 0.4107 + 0.0094 | 0.4097 £ 0.0087 | 0.4063 + 0.0078
Pubmed GCN | 0.2135 £ 0.0078 | 0.2020 + 0.0039 | 0.2024 =+ 0.0040 | 0.2020 =+ 0.0038 | 0.2002 =+ 0.0039 | 0.2017 £ 0.0039 | 0.2014 + 0.0038
GAT | 0.2377 £0.0103 | 0.2181 +0.0042 | 0.2178 £+ 0.0040 | 0.2181 £ 0.0042 | 0.2172 £ 0.0042 | 0.2180 + 0.0042 | 0.2168 -+ 0.0042
Computers GCN | 0.1856 £ 0.0083 | 0.1850 + 0.0073 | 0.1842 4 0.0069 | 0.1850 + 0.0073 | 1.1812 + 0.0074 | 0.1841 £ 0.0070 | 0.1814 + 0.0068
GAT | 0.1709 £ 0.0083 | 0.1707 £ 0.0080 | 0.1692 + 0.0065 | 0.1707 £ 0.0080 | 0.1712 + 0.0078 | 0.1708 £ 0.0079 | 0.1691 -+ 0.0077
Photo GCN | 0.1166 £ 0.0062 | 0.1156 + 0.0067 | 0.1157 £ 0.0060 | 0.1156 + 0.0057 | 0.1161 +0.0049 | 0.1151 £ 0.0054 | 0.1141 + 0.0050
GAT | 0.1167 £ 0.0100 | 0.1155 £ 0.0079 | 0.1143 + 0.0068 | 0.1156 =+ 0.0080 | 0.1166 + 0.0072 | 0.1156 £ 0.0079 | 0.1140 =+ 0.0072
cs GCN | 0.1032 + 0.0040 | 0.1028 + 0.0023 | 0.1020 £ 0.0020 | 0.1018 £ 0.0023 | 0.1065 =+ 0.0043 | 0.1016 + 0.0024 | 0.1014 + 0.0023
GAT | 0.1133 £0.0034 [ 0.1126 + 0.0025 | 0.1122 + 0.0023 | 0.1126 £ 0.0025 | 0.1152 £ 0.0037 | 0.1126 =+ 0.0024 | 0.1123 + 0.0025
Physics GCN | 0.0614 £ 0.0020 | 0.0614 + 0.0019 | 0.0614 £ 0.0018 | 0.0614 + 0.0019 | 0.0625 + 0.0022 | 0.0613 £ 0.0019 | 0.0612 + 0.0019
GAT | 0.0657 £ 0.0018 | 0.0657 + 0.0018 | 0.0656 + 0.0018 | 0.0657 + 0.0018 | 0.0665 + 0.0018 | 0.0656 =+ 0.0018 | 0.0657 + 0.0018
CoraFull GCN | 0.5231 £ 0.0074 | 0.5208 + 0.0052 | 0.5201 £ 0.0050 | 0.5207 + 0.0052 | 0.5221 + 0.0138 | 0.5159 =+ 0.0054 | 0.5176 + 0.0054
GAT | 0.5117 £ 0.0072 | 0.5099 + 0.0057 | 0.5080 =+ 0.0057 | 0.5098 + 0.0057 | 0.5178 + 0.0162 | 0.5089 =+ 0.0057 | 0.5080 + 0.0057
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Figure 5: Qualitative analysis of our calibration results (right) on the Citeseer dataset, compared with CaGCN (left) and GATS
(center). Each cell in the heatmap represents the subtraction of the average confidence of calibrated nodes from the accuracy,
with color and intensity indicating the magnitude of this discrepancy.
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Figure 6: Qualitative analysis of our calibration results (right) on the Photo dataset, compared with CaGCN (left) and GATS
(center). Each cell in the heatmap represents the subtraction of the average confidence of calibrated nodes from the accuracy,
with color and intensity indicating the magnitude of this discrepancy.
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Figure 7: Qualitative analysis of our calibration results (right) on the Physics dataset, compared with CaGCN (left) and GATS
(center). Each cell in the heatmap represents the subtraction of the average confidence of calibrated nodes from the accuracy,
with color and intensity indicating the magnitude of this discrepancy.
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Figure 8: Qualitative analysis of our calibration results (right) on the CoraFull dataset, compared with CaGCN (left) and GATS
(center). Each cell in the heatmap represents the subtraction of the average confidence of calibrated nodes from the accuracy,
with color and intensity indicating the magnitude of this discrepancy.
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Figure 9: Investigation results comparing uncalibrated and calibrated logits on the Citeseer dataset using CaGCN and GATS,
with GCN in the upper plot and GAT in the lower plot.
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Figure 10: Investigation results comparing uncalibrated and calibrated logits on the Photo dataset using CaGCN and GATS,
with GCN in the upper plot and GAT in the lower plot.
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Figure 11: Investigation results comparing uncalibrated and calibrated logits on the Physics dataset using CaGCN and GATS,
with GCN in the upper plot and GAT in the lower plot.
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Figure 12: Investigation results comparing uncalibrated and calibrated logits on the CoraFull dataset using CaGCN and GATS,
with GCN in the upper plot and GAT in the lower plot.



