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Abstract. Cross-graph node classification, utilizing the abundant
labeled nodes from one graph to help classify unlabeled nodes in an-
other graph, can be viewed as a domain generalization problem of
graph neural networks (GNNs) due to the structure shift commonly
appearing among various graphs. Nevertheless, current endeavors
for cross-graph node classification mainly focus on model training.
Data augmentation approaches, a simple and easy-to-implement do-
main generalization technique, remain under-explored. In this pa-
per, we develop a new graph structure augmentation for the cross-
graph domain generalization problem. Specifically, low-weight edge-
dropping is applied to remove potential noise edges that may hinder
the generalization ability of GNNs, stimulating the GNNs to cap-
ture the essential invariant information underlying different struc-
tures. Meanwhile, clustering-based edge-adding is proposed to gen-
erate invariant structures based on the node features from the same
distribution. Consequently, with these augmentation techniques, the
GNNs can maintain the domain invariant structure information that
can improve the generalization ability. The experiments on out-of-
distribution citation network datasets verify our method achieves
state-of-the-art performance among conventional augmentations.

1 Introduction
Recently, Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [8] have become popu-
lar in performing machine learning tasks on graph-structured data,
showing superior performance in various application domains, such
as social network analysis [8], recommendation systems [24], traffic
prediction [7], chemical molecules [28, 33], and so on. Despite the
remarkable success, due to the heavy reliance on the I.I.D assump-
tion that the training and testing data are independently drawn from
an identical distribution[15], GNNs are often brittle and susceptible
to distribution shift, which widely exists in the real-world scenar-
ios. For example, social networks may differ when collected from
different communities, molecules may have different structures, and
transition networks change as time goes by. Graph domain gener-
alization, aiming to improve the generalization performance under
unseen distribution shifts has become a critical problem [12].

Due to the complexity of graph distribution shift type and the di-
versity of graph learning tasks, domain generalization on graphs have
many settings, such as graph classification problem with structure
shifts [2] and single graph node classification problem [31]. In this
paper, we focus on the cross-graph node classification tasks with Out-
Of-Distribution (OOD) graph structures [23]. Specifically, the graph
model will be trained firstly on several graphs in different domains
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by node-level full supervised learning and directly predict the node
labels of graphs from an unseen domain. Formally, suppose that the
node feature distribution is p(X ), the node label distribution is p(Y),
and the graph structure distribution is p(A|E), where E is the envi-
ronment variable and the cause of shift structure distribution can be
considered to be the environment difference. Thus, the task can be
formulated as follows.

min
f

max
∆

E(X,Y )∼p(X ,Y);A∼p(A|E=∆)

∑
v∈V

l(f(G(X,A))v, Yv),

(1)

where p(X ,Y) = p(X )p(Y|X ), f is a GNN with graph G as input
for predicting the class of nodes, and Yv represents the label of node
v. l denotes the classification loss function, such as cross-entropy.
The optimal f that is able to well process the graph from new en-
vironment can be obtained via optimizing the objective Eq. (1). The
task widely exists in the real world [23]. For instance, in citation
networks, the node features are in the same distribution, but each
network formed by different relationships has its own structure dis-
tribution, and the model can be trained on several citation networks
to improve the domain generalization ability.

In general, there exist three perspectives to handle domain gener-
alization problems on graph data [12], including model-level meth-
ods [10, 11], model-training-level methods [13, 25] and data-level
methods [17, 30]. For cross-graph node classification with OOD
structure, from the model-training perspective, [23] proposed an in-
variant learning method EERM, which can be viewed as the exten-
sion of ERM [1]. They focus on designing a new loss involving risk
variance minimization to improve the generalization of the learned
GNN. On the other hand, data-level approaches like data augmen-
tation, a simple and easy-to-implement domain generalization tech-
nique, remains under-explored.

In this paper, from the data-level standpoint, we propose a new
simple and effective graph augmentation for node-level tasks with
OOD structure. Our goal is to utilize data augmentation to expand
the volume and diversity of training samples, and simultaneously en-
hance the ability of models to acquire invariant information between
different environments. Based on the fact that the distribution shift
is caused by the structure, we first utilize an edge sampling method
to boost the volume and variety of the training data. The edge sam-
pling is implemented by a low-weight edge-dropping technique that
will drop out some edges that are potential noise for the OOD tasks,
leaving a subset of the edge that represents the essential structure of
the original graph.

Second, we need to explore the domain invariant information
among the various structures. Due to the same distribution of nodes
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(i.e. p(X )) in the structure OOD task, it is possible to use the Identity
Distribution node attributes to capture the invariant structure infor-
mation across graphs. Normally, the graph structure is commonly
applied to reflect the relationship between nodes. Two nodes that
are connected usually imply they are similar in the homogeneous
graph, in other words, they are closed in the feature space. Hence,
one promising augmentation operation is to generate new edges that
mark the high similarity of connected nodes with initial features. Be-
cause the node features are sampled from the same feature space
(Figure 1 ), the added edge reflects the essential invariant topology
of the node features, thereby amplifying the capacity of the learned
GNN’s ability to perceive the prototypes underlying the node fea-
tures. In addition, the generated essential topology may not focus
on the domain-specific information, on the contrary, it maintains
the domain-invariant information that can improve the generaliza-
tion ability of GNN. The experiments conducted on citation network
datasets show that the proposed approach achieves the best perfor-
mance among all baselines, validating the effectiveness and general-
ization ability of our method.

In summary, the contributions of this paper can be highlighted as
follows: (1) We propose a new edge-dropping method to remove the
potential noise edges while retaining the key structure of the ini-
tial graph. (2) A spectral clustering-based edge-adding strategy is
developed to boost the learned model to perceive the global node
clusters in the feature space, which is also the invariant informa-
tion in the structure OOD datasets. (3) The extensive experiments
demonstrate the proposed augmentation achieves competitive per-
formance in the cross-graph node classification and state-of-the-art
performance among typical graph augmentations.

2 Related work
Domain Generalization on Graph. Recently, the research of

graph domain generalization (DG) to improve the generalization
ability of Graph Neural Networks under distribution shifts has come
into the spotlight. Mostly, the domain generalization methods can
be divided into three categories[12]: model-level methods [10, 11],
model-training-level methods [13, 25] and data-level methods [17,
30]. Among them, the data-level methods are attractive due to their
simplicity and ease of deployment. The most important data-level
method is data augmentation. However, the existing data augmen-
tations for DG are mainly specifically designed for inductive graph
classification which is a graph-level task [9], or single graph node
classification in which the distribution shift happens in node fea-
ture [16], without considering the inductive cross graph node classifi-
cation that the distribution shift occurs in graph structures. Therefore,
it remains open to using data augmentation to improve the model
generalization ability in cross-graph node classification.

Structure Modification. Existing methods involving edge modi-
fication tend to tailor for i.i.d. data. Those methods aim at dropping
out the potentially task-irrelevant edges from input graphs. For ex-
ample, [14] proposed a topology denoising algorithm for filtering
out the task-irrelevant edges. [34] raised a learnable augmenter to
generate and remove the edges in the graph augmentation, where the
augmenter is optimized by the downstream task, capturing the in-
formation that is highly related to the environment. [35] present a
graph sparsification approach to remove potentially task-irrelevant
edges via deep neural networks. Despite those methods being suc-
cessful in the semi-supervised node classification tasks, it is inappro-
priate to make the modified graph structure only concentrate on the

nodes

datasets

Figure 1: Example of OOD structure. The small circles are utilized to
indicate the node features in the feature space. The three big circles
mean three datasets with different node sets. Each of them can con-
struct its own graph structure. Three node sets can form three graphs
with OOD structures

domain-related task in the cross-graph domain generalization. These
highly domain-related techniques would focus so much on informa-
tion about the current domain that they ignore domain-invariant in-
formation which is critical for domain generalization.

Cross Graph Node Classification. Cross-graph node classifica-
tion is a common task in practice. For example, in protein-protein
interaction networks, one can leverage the abundant functional infor-
mation from a source network to help predict the functionalities of
proteins in a newly formed target network. Many methods [3, 19, 29]
propose to address the cross-graph node classification problem by
integrating graph neural networks and adversarial domain adapta-
tion, in which the graph neural network is used as a feature ex-
tractor to learn discriminative node representation while adversar-
ial learning is utilized to capture domain invariant node representa-
tions. AdaGCN[3] employs GCN[8] to preserve node attribute and
topological structure and uses WDGRL [18] as the adversarial learn-
ing strategy. ACDNE[19] design a deep network embedding mod-
ule with two feature extractors following the DANN [4] adversar-
ial learning strategy. RGDAL[29] inherits the framework and further
filter noisy information via constrained graph mutual information.
Nevertheless, they have not considered the cross-graph node classi-
fication task under the domain generalization context, in which the
target graphs cannot be accessed during training.

s

3 Methodology

3.1 Preliminaries

Notations. Let G(V,E,A,X) denote a graph with node set V ,
edge set E, adjacency matrix A ∈ R|V |×|V | and node feature matrix
X = {x1;x2; · · · ,x|V |} ∈ R|V |×d. We denote the Hadamard prod-
uct by ⊙. Besides, if not specified, we use boldface letter x ∈ Rn to
indicate an n-dimensional vector, where xi is the ith entry of x. We
use a boldface capital letter A ∈ Rm×n to denote an m by n matrix
and use Aij to denote its ij th entry.

Spectral Clustering. Spectral clustering in multivariate statistics
involves using the eigenvectors of a matrix based on the similarity
matrix (affinity matrix) to cluster data points. The technique con-
ventionally requires computing the k smallest eigenvalues and cor-
responding eigenvectors of the affinity matrix. The eigenvectors are



then used to form a new lower-dimensional space in which k-means
clustering or another clustering algorithm can be applied to separate
the data points into clusters.

More specifically, the process of spectral clustering involves find-
ing the k smallest eigenvalues and corresponding eigenvectors of the
normalized Laplacian matrix Ls = D

−1/2
s SD

−1/2
s , where S is the

affinity matrix (similarity matrix) and Ds is the diagonal matrix with
element Ds(i, i) =

∑
j Sij . The the k eigenvectors will be Concate-

nated together to form a matrix U′ = [u1,u2, . . . ,uk]. Ultimately,
the rows of U′, in which each row represents a data point, will be
clustered by a specific clustering algorithm such as k-means.

3.2 Graph Augmentation for Cross Graph DG

In order to make the graph neural network able to perceive the essen-
tial distribution of node features in the feature space, we propose a
two-step strategy. First, remove the minor edges and leave the major
ones. Intuitively, the removed edges contain potential noise that hin-
ders the GNN from capturing the node feature distribution while the
left edges should mainly maintain the key structure of the graph that
embeds the essential information of the data.

Second, add some edges by clustering. The remaining edges in the
first step may only be the partial edges of the key topology, which
would be insufficient to reflect the node feature distribution. There-
fore, adding some crucial edges that can reflect the node feature
distribution is a natural operation to improve invariant information
learning in GNN.

Actually, the second step can be canceled if the edges remaining
in the first step is good enough for GNN to perceive the essential
information underlying the node features.

3.2.1 Low-Weights Edge Dropping

This part proposes an edge-sampling strategy for sampling the core
graph structure. The edge sampling is implemented by a low-weight
edge-dropping operation. Intuitively, when dropping edges from a
graph, we can use a Bernoulli distribution to determine whether each
edge exists or not, based on some probability parameter ρ. For the
whole graph, we need a compute a weight matrix to assign the sam-
pling probability for each edge.

Edge Weights Computation. The graph Laplacian is commonly
used to represent graphs and drive the graph spectral convolution
neural networks. The elements in the graph Laplacian matrix in-
dicate the connection relations between the vertices in the corre-
sponding graph. Specifically, the Laplacian matrix denote as L =

I−D− 1
2AD− 1

2 , which can be rewritten as:

L = I−A⊙


1√

d1
√
d1

1√
d1

√
d2

· · · 1√
d1

√
dn

1√
d2

√
d1

1√
d2

√
d2

· · · 1√
d2

√
dn

...
...

. . .
...

1√
dn

√
d1

1√
dn

√
d2

· · · 1√
dn

√
dn

 . (2)

The graph Laplacian can be understood from the Total Variation of
the graph signal. Given the signal x ∈ R|V | on graph G, its total
variation can be expressed as follows:

x⊤Lx = x⊤x− x⊤D− 1
2AD− 1

2 x =

|V |∑
i=1

x2
i −

|V |∑
i=1

|V |∑
j=1

1√
didj

xixj

=
1

2

 |V |∑
i=1

x2
i − 2

|V |∑
i=1

|V |∑
j=1

1√
didj

xixj +

|V |∑
j=1

x2
j


=

1

2

|V |∑
i=1

|V |∑
j=1

(
xi√
di

− xj√
dj

)2

.

(3)
In particular, we consider using the Laplacian matrix to determine

which edges should be removed from the original graph. From the
last line in Eq. (3), we know the 1√

di
can be viewed as the impor-

tance of the signal on node i. Assume that the edge connecting two
significant nodes is more vital for representing the key structure of
the graph. Thus the product of 1√

di
and 1√

dj
can be used to measure

the criticality of edge eij . Formally, the edge weight matrix is:

P = D− 1
2AD− 1

2 , (4)

with elements Pij = 1√
didj

if Aij > 0, otherwise 0. The intuition

behind it is that the edge is crucial if its incident nodes have a low
degree. In other words, the edges connected to low-degree nodes are
more likely to affect the properties of the graph, such as connectivity.
This is because, if a graph is disconnected, these low-degree nodes
are often the first to be disconnected and thus can be an important
indicator of the graph’s connectivity. In addition, from the GCN per-
spective, the proposed edge weight matrix P is actually the message
aggregation matrix, thereby elements with relatively large values in
P indicate the key process of message passing. Remaining the key
message passing paths and removing the minor paths are likely to
avoid aggregating noise that may hurt the generalization of GNNs.

Adaptive Sampling Strategies. There exist many approaches that
can be used to construct sampling strategies [5] based on the edge
weights matrix P. The principle of the sampling strategies is the
larger-weight edges have a higher probability to remain because
those undropped edges represent the key structure of the original
graph.

• Threshold Cutoff: We determine a threshold τ for edge weights
based on their distribution and use it to decide whether to sample
each graph edge with the default probability ρ or to preserve it as
an undropped critical edge. In particular, edges with weights be-
low τ are sampled using the default probability, while those with
weights above τ are critical and preserved to maintain the graph
key structure. This can be formulated as:

PD
ij =


ρ, if Pij < τ and (vi, vj) ∈ E,
1, if Pij ≥ τ and (vi, vj) ∈ E,
0, otherwise.

(5)

In practice, in order to control the edge dropping rate, we use
the kth-smallest edge weight to determine the threshold τ , i.e.
τ = fmin(e

D, α|E|), where fmin(·, k) is the kth-smallest value
function, eD ∈ R|E| is the edge weight vector unfolded from PD

and the α ∈ [0, 1] is the edge dropping ratio.
• Division Normalization: We employed a division function to nor-

malize the edge weights to a range of [0, 1], and subsequently used
the normalized weights to determine the sampling matrix PD . To
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Figure 2: The comparison between random edge-dropping and low weight dropping.(backbone: GIN, AD → C)

calculate the probability of edge sampling given an edge weight
of ω and a function parameter of τ , we can apply the formulation
PD
ij = 1− (1− Pij) ∗ τ/(τ + ω).

• CDF Normalization: Our approach involves the normalization of
edge weights, using the cumulative distribution function (CDF),
which transforms them to a range of [0, 1]. Next, we determine
the sampling matrix PD using the normalized weights. By utiliz-
ing our method’s equation that requires the edge weight ω and its
corresponding CDF f(ω), we can compute the probability of edge
sampling, represented as PD

ij = Pij + (1− Pij) ∗ f(ω).

Low-weights Edge Dropping Augmentation. The PD can be
used as the probability matrix in the Bernoulli distribution for gen-
erating the binary matrix. Specifically, the augmenter is represented
as:

A′ = A⊙M, (6)

M ∼ Bernoulli(PD), (7)

where Mij ∼ Bernoulli(PD
ij ). Eventually, the new graph can be led

by the low-weight edge-dropping augmentation:

GD(V,ED,AD,X) = G(V,E,A′,X). (8)

The augmenter would generate different augmentation GD(t) at each
epoch t, which increases the diversity of the training data.

Although the low-weight edge dropping remove the potential
noise edge that may hurt the generalization of the learned GNNs, the
remaining edges are not always adequate to reflect the whole invari-
ant structure that benefits the OOD task. Inspired by this, we con-
sider using a clustering-based method to add some edges into GD

for improving the GNN perceive the global node feature distribution
(clustering prior), which is the invariant information on node-level
tasks with OOD structure.

3.2.2 Spectral Clustering Based Edge Adding

As we all know, the node in the feature space has its own position.
The nodes with similar features are usually closed in the feature
space. In the node-level tasks with OOD structure, the node feature
distribution is invariant (c.f. Figure 1).. We consider generating the
invariant structure from node features. A simple and effective ap-
proach is to employ a clustering method to get the essential structure
of the homogeneous graph. Using the cluster graph as the training
data will promote the capacity of the GNN to perceive the prototypes
underlying the node features, thereby enhancing the learned GNN
generalized ability.

Cluster Induced Graph Generation. Here we apply spectral
clustering. Let the number of clusters be K > 1. By spectral cluster-
ing of node features, we can obtain which cluster each node belongs
to. For each cluster, we assign it a pseudo label k (k = 1, 2, 3, ...,K).
Let the pseudo label of node vi denote as C(vi). After getting the
cluster label of each node, the nodes with the same label can connect
to each other, that is to say, each cluster will be transformed into a
complete subgraph. We first use a matrix B ∈ R|V |×K to formulate
the cluster information:

Bij =

{
1, if C(vi) = j,
0, otherwise.

(9)

Then the adjacency matrix of the cluster-induced graph
GG(V,EG,AG,X) can be expressed as:

AG = sign(BB⊤), (10)

where sign(·) signifies the symbolic function. A simple way to get
the edge from AG is randomly sampling edges in GG.

Alternatively, we can assign a weight matrix of edges to GG so
that the sampling can be based on a meaningful probability, thus im-
proving the interpretation of the edge-adding operation.

Edge Weights Computation for Edges Sampling. We can gen-
erate the edge weights based on the B in Eq. (9). Actually, the ele-
ment in BB⊤ is

∑
k BikBjk. We can consider involving the num-

ber of nodes in each cluster. Assume that the fewer the number of
nodes contained in a cluster, the more important the edges formed by
the cluster. This is because those small clusters contain more critical
topology information, such as connectivity. On the other hand, the
big clusters are easily sampled due to the dense connections in the
complete subgraph. Thus, define the number of nodes in cluster j as
δj :=

∑|V |
i=1 Bij and add it into the edge weight computation, we

have PG
ij =

∑
k

1
δk
BikBjk, which can be rewritten as matrix form

BD−1
e B⊤. Formally, the edge weights in GG can be calculated as

follows:

PG = BD−1
e B⊤, (11)

where De ∈ R|K|×|K| is a diagonal matrix with element De(j, j) =
δj . The PG can be viewed as the transition matrix in the hypergraph
random walk [32] (each cluster is a hypergraph edge and B is the
incidence matrix) and the higher transition probability between two
nodes means the edge connecting the nodes is more important. Next,
based on the edge weights PG, we can use the sampling strategies
as subsection 3.2.1 to sample the edges. Taking threshold cutoff as



Table 1: The prediction accuracy on the Citation benchmark (A: ACM, D: DBLP, C: Citation)

Methods
AD → C AC → D CD → A

Micro F1 Macro F1 Micro F1 Macro F1 Micro F1 Macro F1

GCN [8] 63.64 ± 0.64 61.16 ± 0.80 64.86 ± 0.42 61.56 ± 0.46 59.77 ± 0.53 57.78 ± 0.81
GIN [26] 63.02 ± 1.31 56.55 ± 1.65 63.73 ± 1.31 58.63 ± 2.41 56.45 ± 1.45 53.55 ± 2.64
GAT [21] 61.44 ± 1.07 57.93 ± 0.77 64.26 ± 0.94 60.80 ± 0.94 59.11 ± 0.83 56.21 ± 0.89
SGC [22] 66.12 ± 1.07 61.93 ± 1.22 67.15 ± 0.75 63.42 ± 1.02 61.92 ± 0.92 57.06 ± 1.79

GCN+(Ours) 71.62 ± 0.75↑7.98 66.09 ± 0.56↑4.93 71.45 ± 0.55↑6.59 67.19 ± 0.72↑5.63 66.44 ± 0.52↑6.67 60.70 ± 0.70↑2.92
GIN+(Ours) 74.77 ± 0.60↑11.75 71.79 ± 1.18↑15.24 72.55 ± 0.60 ↑8.82 70.05 ± 1.71↑11.42 69.43 ± 0.65 ↑12.98 68.77 ± 1.07↑15.22

an example, given the probability ϵ, ρ where ϵ < ρ, the sampling
probability is:

PG
ij =


ϵ, if PG

ij < τ and AG
ij = 1,

ρ, ifPG
ij ≥ τ and AG

ij = 1,
0, otherwise.

(12)

PG
ij =

{
ρ, if PG

ij < τ and AG
ij = 1,

1, otherwise.
(13)

where the threshold τ is determined by the kth-largest value, which
can be implemented by kth-smallest value function, i.e. τ =
−fmin(−eG, β|EG|), where fmin(·, k) is the kth-smallest value
function, eG ∈ R|EG| is the edge weight vector and the β ∈ [0, 1] is
the edge adding ratio.

The PG can be used as the probability matrix in the Bernoulli dis-
tribution for generating the binary matrix. Specifically, the augmenter
is represented as:

A′′ = AG ⊙M, (14)

M ∼Bernoulli(PG), (15)

where Mij ∼ Bernoulli(PG
ij ). Ultimately, the amended cluster-

induced graph is:

GC(V C , EC ,AC ,XC) = G(V,EG,A′′,X). (16)

Note that the GC is a separate graph augmentation that can be di-
rectly applied to the domain generalization tasks.

Edge Adding Augmentation. A simple way to add edges to GD

is to select edges from AC and merge them directly into AD , i.e.

AN = sign(AC +AD). (17)

Alternatively, we also can use other mix-up [6] methods to export a
mix-up augmenter, formally,

AN = mix-up(AC ,AD), (18)

where mix-up is mix up function. For example, if mix-up is a
weighted sum function, we have AN = ηAC + (1− η)AD .

Remark. Note that our method is a computationally efficient
method. In practice, spectral clustering, edge weights matrix, as well
as edge weights sorting in threshold cutoff can be calculated before
training. So our approach does not impose any additional computa-
tional burden during training and testing.

3.3 Overall Loss.

Given the source graphs {(GS
i ,Yi)}Di=1, and one target graph

(GT ,Y) with different structure distribution from source graphs ,
the optimized objective of the node classification with OOD struc-
ture is:

argmin
f

L(f, {GS
i ,Yi}Di=1)

= argmin
f

1

D

D∑
i=1

∑
v∈GS

i

l(f(T (GS
i ))v,Yiv),

(19)

where T (·) represents the augmenter, f(·) is a GNN that predicts
the node class, and l(·) is the Cross-Entropy loss for classification or
Binary Cross-Entropy loss for multi-class classification.

4 Experiment

We organized the experiments on full-supervised node classification
tasks with structure OOD to answer the following questions: 1) Does
the proposed augmentation technique work within the SOTA GNN
frameworks? 2) How does the proposed augmentation technique
compare with typical graph augmentation methods regarding accu-
racy? 3) How does the proposed low-weight edge-dropping compare
with random edge-dropping methods under different dropping rates?
4) How do different components impact the overall performance?

4.1 Experiment Settings

In the experiment, we focus on node classification problems with
distribution shifts existing among the structure of different citation
networks.

Dataset. The Citation benchmark we use comprises three real-
world paper citation networks [19], namely ACMv9, Citationv1, and
DBLPv7, where ACMv9 network consists of papers published af-
ter 2010 from ACM, Citationv1 network is collected from Microsoft
Academic Graph with papers published before 2008, and DBLPv7
network contains papers published between 2004 and 2008 on DBLP.
Each node corresponds to a paper in the citation networks, and edges
signify the citation relationships. Each node belongs to some of the
five categories: Computer Vision, Databases, Networking, Informa-
tion Security, and Artificial Intelligence. Table 3 has listed the de-
tailed statistics of the citation network dataset. For simplicity, we
use A, C, and D to represent ACMv9, Citationv1, and DBLPv7, re-
spectively. More details regarding experiments can be found in the
appendix.



Table 2: The comparison with different graph augmentations. The backbone is GIN. ( A: ACM, D: DBLP, C: Citation)

Methods Augmenters Micro F1 Macro F1 Acc

AD → C

baseline 63.02 ± 1.31 56.55 ± 1.65 86.35 ± 0.62
edge dropping 70.67 ± 1.24 67.55 ± 1.60 88.46 ± 0.43
edge adding 69.04 ± 0.65 65.32 ± 0.78 88.88 ± 0.24

feature masking 72.17 ± 0.76 68.11 ± 1.17 89.66 ± 0.23
feature dropout 70.14 ± 1.60 63.20 ± 2.54 89.69 ± 0.43

Low weight dropping (ours) 73.45 ± 0.89 70.04 ± 1.27 89.23 ± 0.44
low weight + clustering (ours) 74.77 ± 0.60 ↑11.75 71.79 ± 1.18 ↑15.24 89.77 ± 0.30 ↑3.42

AC → D

baseline 63.73 ± 1.31 58.63 ± 2.41 86.54 ± 0.41
edge dropping 71.19 ± 0.99 68.28 ± 1.01 88.66 ± 0.51
edge adding 67.83 ± 0.49 64.71 ± 1.04 88.53 ± 0.18

feature masking 71.31 ± 0.37 68.28 ± 0.65 89.46 ± 0.12
feature dropout 70.11 ± 0.98 65.88 ± 1.88 89.43 ± 0.27

Low weight dropping (ours) 72.55 ± 0.60 69.61 ± 1.22 88.54 ± 0.30
Low weight + clustering (ours) 72.46 ± 0.78 ↑8.73 70.05 ± 1.71 ↑11.42 88.52 ± 0.41 ↑1.98

CD → A

baseline 56.45 ± 1.45 53.55 ± 2.64 83.04 ± 0.94
edge dropping 64.72 ± 1.95 63.91 ± 2.22 85.63 ± 0.77
edge adding 61.54 ± 0.73 60.86 ± 0.84 86.14 ± 0.20

feature masking 62.28 ± 1.99 60.47 ± 2.64 85.95 ± 0.61
feature dropout 61.53 ± 1.04 59.64 ± 1.44 85.90 ± 0.38

Low weight dropping (ours) 69.08 ± 0.82 68.10 ± 1.28 87.22 ± 0.49
Low weight + clustering (ours) 69.43 ± 0.65 ↑12.98 68.77 ± 1.07 ↑15.22 87.36 ± 0.34 ↑4.32

Table 3: Real-world graph datasets used in domain generalization

Dataset # Nodes # Edges # Features # Classes

Citation 8935 15113 6775 5
DBLP 5484 8130 6775 5
ACM 9360 15602 6775 5

Parameter settings. 1) For low-weight edge dropping, without
loss of generality, the sampling strategies use the threshold cutoff
(Eq. (5)), and the hyper-parameter α, ρ is adjusted via the grid search
strategy. 2) For spectral clustering-based edge adding, The similarity
matrix in spectral cluster employs the Gaussian kernel function RBF,
i.e.

Sij = exp(−∥xi − xj∥22
2ζ2

), (20)

where ζ is a hyper-parameter that controls the distance flatness. The
default number of clusters K is set to 100, which also can be adjusted
during training. We use the threshold cutoff (Eq. (12)) strategy to
generate the sampling probability and use the simple graph merge
method (Eq. (17)) to generate the new graph augmentation, which
corresponds to the "low weight + clustering" in our experiments. The
hyper-parameter β, ϵ, ρ is selected by the grid search strategy. 3) For
model optimization, we use Adam optimizer with a learning rate of
0.001 for all experiments.

Evalutaion. We adopt the leave-one-domain-out evaluation proto-
col in alignment with previous works[27], i.e. select one domain as
the test domain and train the model on all other domains. Thus, three
domain generalization tasks can be constructed: AC → D, AD → C,
and CD → A.

As the citation networks used are multi-class data, we utilize
Micro-F1 and Macro-F1 as the evaluation metrics to showcase the
classification performance. Micro-F1 and Macro-F1 are two various
average forms of the F1 score, a measure that emerges to take bal-
ance between the two significant but contradictory measures: preci-
sion and recall under the binary classification problem.

The formula is as follows:

F1 =
2× Precision × Recall

Precision + Recall
=

2× TP

2× TP + FP + FN
, (21)

where, TP , FP , and FN are the numbers of true positive samples,
false positive samples and false negative samples. In multi-class clas-
sification problems, which also can be seen as a combination of mul-
tiple binary classifications, the Micro-F1 calculates the overall F1
score of these binary classifications by first averaging each item TP ,
FP , and FN in the above Eq. (21), while the Macro-F1 score aver-
ages the F1 score obtained from each binary classification problem.
To put it simply, the Micro-F1 score emphasizes the performance of
the classifier on individual samples; whereas the Macro-F1 score ac-
centuates the classifier performance on each class irrespective of the
number of instances it has.

4.2 Comparison with SOTA

In this part, we combine our proposed augmentation methods with
different graph neural network frameworks to evaluate the effective-
ness of our methods. We adopt the proposed augmentation tech-
niques in GCN and GIN to compare with the classical models:
GCN [8], GIN [26], GAT [21], SGC [22], and the results are shown
in Table 1. According to the results, we have the observation both
GCN and GIN with the proposed augmentation technique exceed
largely their counterparts and the other two frameworks. The sig-
nificant performance improvement demonstrates the effectiveness of
our augmented technique in tackling the graph domain generalization
problems. This can be attributed to two aspects: (i) the augmentation
technique increases the number of training samples; (ii) the proposed
augmentation technique generates more samples out of the domain.

4.3 Comparison with Various Augmentations

In this experiment, we intend to evaluate the power of our pro-
posed graph augmentation technique with other graph augmenta-
tion methods. Since we have not found related works tailored for



Table 4: The comparison with different graph augmentations ( CD → A, A: ACM, D: DBLP, C: Citation)

Methods Augmenters Micro F1 Macro F1 Acc

GIN

w/o both (baseline) 56.45 ± 1.45 53.55 ± 2.64 83.04 ± 0.94
only clustering edge 69.23 ± 0.72 68.37 ± 0.99 86.80 ± 0.39
w/o clustering edge 69.08 ± 0.82 68.10 ± 1.28 87.22 ± 0.49

w/o low weight dropping 56.89 ± 3.33 52.50 ± 3.34 87.08 ± 0.63
low weigh + clustering (ours) 69.43 ± 0.65 68.77 ± 1.07 87.36 ± 0.34

cross-graph node classification with OOD structure, we adopt sev-
eral typical graph augmentations, including random Edge Dropping,
random Edge Adding, random Feature Masking and random Feature
Dropout.
• Edge Dropping. The edge dropping is a widely used simple aug-

mentation method that only randomly removes the existing edges
in the graph with a certain proportion.

• Edge Adding. The edge adding is to randomly add extra edges to
the graph with a certain proportion.

• Feature Masking. Feature masking aims to set several columns
of the feature attribute matrix to be zero randomly and use the
remaining attribute for model learning.

• Feature Dropout. Feature dropout aims to set a part of the feature
attribute to be zero randomly and use the remaining attribute for
model learning.

Notably, node-level augmentations cannot be used as baselines, be-
cause our task is full-supervised node classification.

Results. We report the comparisons with the above typical aug-
mentations upon the GIN backbone in Table 2. From the results, we
can know that our augmentation techniques: low weight dropping
and low weight dropping + spectral clustering consistently outper-
form the considered augmentation methods in all three tasks, regard-
ing the classification Micro F1 score and Macro F1 score, suggesting
that our methods achieve start-of-the-art performance among con-
ventional augmentations. The results also reveal that in addition to
improving the diversity and quantity of training samples, the pro-
posed method is capable of boosting the cross-graph node classi-
fication performance of the graph model by investigating domain-
invariant information.

4.4 Ablation Studies

Comparison with Random Edge Dropping. We construct ab-
lation studies on the effect of different drop rates in the low-weight
edge-dropping augmentation and meanwhile make comparisons with
the most related augmentation method: random edge-dropping. The
results are shown in Figure 2. The results suggest that the low-
wight edge dropping outperforms random edge dropping consis-
tently. When the ratio of dropped edges is within a certain range, the
performance increases as the ratio of dropped edges increases, indi-
cating some edges in the original graph involve noise that may hurt
the generalization of the learned GNN. Further, the low-weight edge
dropping achieves better than random edge dropping with respect to
noise edge removal.

Effect of Different Components. We conduct ablation studies
to evaluate the performance of the two proposed methods. The re-
sults are shown in Table 4. From the table, we have the follow-
ing observation: Observation (1): Joining low-weight edge dropping
and spectral clustering-based edge adding achieves the best perfor-
mance, suggesting the two strategies can work in tandem. Observa-
tion (2): Adding the clustering edges into the original graph without

low weight dropping leads to poor performance, implying that the
edges in the original graph may contain some edge that will destroy
the invariant structure constructed by spectral clustering. Moreover,
when we only use the clustering edge as the graph structure, namely,
removing all edges in the original graph, we get a competitive perfor-
mance. This also suggests that the clustering edge can really improve
the GNN’s ability to perceive the global node feature distribution.

5 Conclusion and Future Work

This paper introduces a simple and effective graph augmentation
strategy for cross-graph node classification with OOD structure.
There are still several directions that are worth exploring in the fu-
ture: 1) the edge-dropping weight can be considered the more com-
prehensive method that can measure the significance of each edge. 2)
The proposed augmentation can be extended to test time training.
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Appendix

A Details of experiments
A.1 Dataset

The node classification benchmark with structured OOD for real-world citation networks is constructed based on the data in ArnetMiner[20],
with papers published in various time ranges and collected from various sources. The Citation benchmark comprises three real-world paper
citation networks, namely ACMv9, Citationv1, and DBLPv7, where ACMv9 network consists of papers published after 2010 from ACM,
Citationv1 network is collected from Microsoft Academic Graph with papers published before 2008, and DBLPv7 network contains papers
published between 2004 and 2008 on DBLP. In the citation networks, each node corresponds to a paper and edges signify the citation rela-
tionships. As for the node attributes, we generate bag-of-words vectors utilizing all the keywords from the paper titles. Each node belongs to
some of the five categories: Computer Vision, Databases, Networking, Information Security, and Artificial Intelligence. Table 3 has listed the
detailed statistics of the citation network dataset. and Figure 4 is the visualization of the DBLP dataset. In practical, we use the data from a
public (GitHub repository)[19].
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Figure 3: The comparison between random edge-dropping and low weight dropping (backbone: GCN, AD → C)

A.2 Additional Experiments

Figure 3 shows the results concerning the comparison between our low weight dropping and random edge-dropping.

https://github.com/shenxiaocam/ACDNE/tree/master/ACDNE_codes/input


Figure 4: The visualization of the DBLP dataset
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