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Abstract—Graph Neural Network (GNN) has demonstrated
extraordinary performance in classifying graph properties. How-
ever, due to the selection bias of training and testing data (e.g.,
training on small graphs and testing on large graphs, or training
on dense graphs and testing on sparse graphs), distribution
deviation is widespread. More importantly, we often observe
hybrid structure distribution shift of both scale and density, despite
of one-sided biased data partition. The spurious correlations over
hybrid distribution deviation degrade the performance of previ-
ous GNN methods and show large instability among different
datasets. To alleviate this problem, we propose OOD-GMixup
to jointly manipulate the training distribution with controllable
data augmentation in metric space. Specifically, we first extract
the graph rationales to eliminate the spurious correlations due
to irrelevant information. Secondly, we generate virtual samples
with perturbation on graph rationale representation domain to
obtain potential OOD training samples. Finally, we propose OOD
calibration to measure the distribution deviation of virtual sam-
ples by leveraging Extreme Value Theory, and further actively
control the training distribution by emphasizing the impact of
virtual OOD samples. Extensive studies on several real-world
datasets on graph classification demonstrate the superiority of
our proposed method over state-of-the-art baselines.

Index Terms—Out-of-Distribution Generalization, Graph Neu-
ral Network, Domain Generalization, Data Augmentation.

I. INTRODUCTION

GRAPH Neural Networks (GNN) are powerful techniques
to describe the attributes and relations of nodes, as well

as the properties of whole graphs. Classifying the underlying
labels of graphs is a fundamental problem with applications
across many fields. However, GNN suffers poor domain gener-
alization when exposed to data with out-of-distribution (OOD)
shift in testing. With the widespread application of graph
classification in high-stake fields such as biomedicine and
financial risk management [1]–[3], the potential risks posed
by distribution shifts make graph OOD generalization become
a practical and non-trivial problem.

Compared with Euclidean data (e.g., images), graph dis-
tribution deviation exhibits more complex characteristics due
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(a) Larger Graphs with Varying Density in Testing

(b) Sparser Graphs with Varying Scale in Testing

Fig. 1. (a) Data partition via the number of nodes. (b) Data partition via the
density of graphs. The hybrid structure distribution shifts of graphs make
classical statistical learning paradigms, e.g., Empirical Risk Minimization
(ERM), unable to be generalized to graph OOD scenarios.

to the graph structure. We often observe hybrid structure
distribution shift that both scale shift and density shift occur
simultaneously. Figure 1 depicts the structure distribution (left)
and learning process (right) over two set of graph classification
datasets with one-sided data partition. In Figure 1(a), although
the selection bias is induced by scale (training on small graphs
and testing on large graphs), the distribution of graph still shift
in both scale and density manner. Similarly, in Figure 1(b),
data is partitioned only in density manner (training on dense
graphs and testing on sparse graphs), while the scale of graphs
shows obvious distribution deviation. Due to the ignorance of
this hybrid distribution shift, GNN with Empirical Risk Min-
imization (ERM) shows significant performance degradation
and instability during testing.

Recently, there are some pioneering works on graph OOD
generalization. On one hand, some previous work gain inspi-
ration from the distribution generalization of images. These
works [4], [5] consider the causality and invariance of node
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feature embeddings, but overlook the important role of graph
structure. On the other hand, some methods focus on one-
sided structure distribution shift, such as eliminating non-
causal subgraphs through structure decomposition [6], [7], or
propose regularization strategies for size generalization [8].
However, these methods show large instability across different
graphs due to lack of calibration for training data with hybrid
distribution deviation.

To manipulate the training distribution, data augmentation
is an effective method to enlarge the span of training samples.
However, directly adopting data augmentation approaches for
hybrid graph distribution deviation still face two key chal-
lenges: (i) Single perturbation of data augmentation fails to
generate diverse virtual samples. Graph distribution shift is
complex and even multiple ones. Existing graph data augmen-
tation methods enhance the data from either pre-defined struc-
tural perturbation (e.g., edge perturbation, node dropping [9]–
[11]) or node feature perturbation (e.g., feature corruption,
feature shuffling [12], [13]), which can not effectively adapt to
complicated graph OOD scenarios. (ii) Random perturbation
of data augmentation fails to measure the representation
deviation between ID and OOD distributions. Randomized
perturbation leads to unknown fluctuation of training distri-
bution. Thus, the learning procedure cannot be effectively
evaluated and actively controlled.

To address the aforementioned problems, we propose
OOD-GMixup to jointly perform controllable data augmen-
tation in metric space for OOD generalization, which consists
of three modules: graph rationale extraction, virtual sample
generation, and out-of-distribution calibration. Firstly, in order
to alleviate the model learning shortcuts from confounding
factors, we identify the rationale of graphs by capturing the
task-relevant patterns in both structure and feature. Secondly,
instead of pre-defined single disturbance, we generate virtual
samples with manifold mixup on graph rationale represen-
tations, so as to mimic the hybrid graph distribution shifts
by disturbing representations in metric space. Thirdly, we
propose OOD confidence score to measure the distribution
deviation of virtual samples through Extreme Value Theory
(EVT). A sample reweighting mechanism is further put for-
ward to actively control the training procedure, distinguishing
and strengthening the emphasis on virtual OOD samples. To
summarize, the main contributions are as follows:

• We propose OOD-GMixup to perform controllable data
augmentation to jointly manipulate the training distribu-
tion in metric space, providing a novel perspective to deal
with hybrid structure distribution shift by investigating
training samples.

• To our best knowledge, we are the first to explore Ex-
treme Value Theory in OOD generalization. With the help
of EVT, we propose OOD confidence score to calibrate
the virtual training distribution, reducing the distribution
deviation between ID and OOD graph representations.

• Extensive experiments on 6 real-world graph classifica-
tion benchmarks with hybrid distribution shift demon-
strate the superiority of our proposed methods over state-
of-the-art baselines.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We start
by reviewing related work in the next section. We then
present the preliminary in Section III and the details of our
proposed OOD-GMixup in Section IV. Experimental setup
and discussion of results are provided in Section V. Finally,
we conclude the paper and give some directions for future
work in the last section.

II. RELATED WORK

In this section, we discuss the relevant research closely
related to our work: graph out-of-distribution generalization,
graph data augmentation and extreme value theory.

A. Graph Out-of-Distribution Generalization

In recent years, out-of-distribution generalization on graph
has attracted increasing attention. Existing works can be cat-
egorized into three types: (1) improving the expressive power
of GNN: To enhance the graph representation, DisenGCN [14]
and FactorGCN [15] aim to learn disentangled representation,
which demonstrates to be more resilient to complex variants.
TopKpool [16], SAGpool [17] and PNA [18] improve pooling
method to enhance the extraction of graph features. However,
these works achieve satisfied results under i.i.d assumption, but
fail to generalize in out-of-distribution scenarios. (2) invariant
learning: these approaches consider to learn domain invariant
representations across different environments. Invariant Risk
Minimization (IRM) [19] integrates variance over different
domains in training to mitigate the over-reliance on data bias.
Moreover, GroupDRO [20] intend to regularize the worst-
group cases. Whereas, invariant learning methods requires the
annotation of different environment, which is high-cost and
even infeasible for graph due to its hybrid distribution shift.
(3) causality-based methods: DIR-GNN [6] combines causal
intervention to generate graph distributional perturbations, but
the separation of graphs may destroy the connectivity of
graphs. Others suggest cofounder balancing theory in causal
inference. StableNet [21] proposes sample reweighting via
Hilbert-Schmidt Independence Criterion (HSIC) to eliminate
correlation between features. OOD-GNN [4] and GNN-DVD
[5] apply the similar idea to GNN. GNN-DVD explores
graph generalization in node-level, and propose a decorrelation
regularizer to eliminate the spurious correlation among labeled
nodes. However, these approaches can only cope with graph
feature shift or have large instability.

B. Graph Data Augmentation

Data augmentation is an effective method to improve the
quantity and quality of training data. It is theoretically proved
to improve the generalization by playing a regularization
effect [22], [23]. Existing graph data augmentation methods
are mainly applied to graph self-supervised learning, especially
graph contrastive learning, to generate different views [24],
[25]. Ding et al. [26] recently review representative graph
data augmentation techniques, which can be mainly divided
into structure-oriented, label-orientated and feature-oriented
augmentation. For instance, DropEdge [10] randomly removes
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a certain number of edges from the input graph at each training
epoch. FLAG [13] adversarially conduct feature corruption
to generate various challenging samples. VirtualNode [9]
connects all existing nodes to enhance long-distance mes-
sage propagation. However, existing graph data augmentation
mainly rely on one-sided and random perturbations to generate
virtual samples. The effective control of data generation for
hybrid distribution shift deserves further exploration.

C. Extreme Value Theory

Extreme Value Theory (EVT) is firstly proposed in statis-
tical mathematics dealing with the extreme deviations from
the median of probability distributions [27], which is further
applied to a series optimization problems in disaster prediction,
risk assessment, and human biology [28]–[30].

In recent years, some researchers combine EVT with deep
learning problems, such as robustness analysis [31], cluster-
ing [32], and open set recognition [33]–[35]. Specifically,
Weng et al. [31] convert robustness analysis into a local Lip-
schitz constant estimation problem, thereby utilizing EVT for
estimation. Zheng et al. [32] propose the concept of centroid
margin distance for clustering and use EVT to describe its
distribution. As for open set recognition problem, Scheirer et
al. [36] take the lead in applying EVT, and develop a new
statistical predictor based upon the Weibull distribution. Open-
Max [34] use EVT to evaluate the open set risk and modify
the classification probability. C2AE [35] follow the Picklands-
Balkema-deHaan formulation, and propose to use EVT to
model the reconstruction error distribution. To the best of our
knowledge, we are the first to apply Extreme Value Theory to
OOD generalization. With the help of EVT, we provide a new
perspective to measure the distribution deviations of generated
samples, and further reweight these virtual training samples to
improve the generalization performance.

III. PRELIMINARY

In this section, we first go over the notations used in this
paper, and then introduce the problem definition of graph clas-
sification and graph out-of-distribution generalization. Then
we provide a brief introduction of manifold mixup and extreme
value theory, which will be used in our methodology design.

A. Notations

Given an input graph G(V, E ,X), V and E denotes the node
set {v1, v2,⋯, vn} and edge set {e1, e2,⋯, em} representing
the topology of graph. X = [x1;x2;⋯,xn] ∈ Rn×d is the
node feature matrix, and each node v ∈ V is associated with
a feature vector xv ∈ R1×d. More generally, the attributed
network can also be represented as G(A,X). A = {aij}n×n ∈

Rn×n is the adjacency matrix of graph. aij = 1 indicates that
there is an edge between node vi and vj ; otherwise, aij = 0.
Meanwhile, we summarize the main notations used throughout
the paper in Table I. For the other additional notations, we will
illustrate them in the corresponding section.

TABLE I
TABLE OF MAIN SYMBOLS

Symbols Definitions

G input attributed graph
V Node set of input graph
E Edge set of input graph
X attribute matrix
A adjacency matrix
M structure masking
η learnable feature masking
Gr graph rationale of graph G
pk class prototype of class k
zi latent representation of graph Gi in metric space
z̃ virtual graph representation via manifold mixup
λ manifold mixup ratio
ω OOD confidence score
ω normalized OOD confidence score

B. Problem Formulation

Definition 1. Graph Classification. Given a set of graphs,
graph classification task aims to assign a class label of the
entire graph. The goal of graph classification is to learn a
mapping function f ∶ G → y, where y is the target label or
category associated with the entire graph.

Definition 2. Graph Out-of-Distribution Generalization.
Given a set of training graphs of N instances D =

{(Gi, yi)}Ni=1 that are drawn from the training distribution
Ptrain(G, Y ). The goal of graph out-of-distribution general-
ization for graph classification is to learn an optimal graph
predictor f with parameter θ

∗ that can achieve the best
generalization on the data drawn from an unknown testing
distribution Ptest, where Ptrain(G, Y ) ≠ Ptest(G, Y ).

θ
∗
= argmin

θ
E(Gi,yi)∼Ptest

L(fθ(Gi), yi). (1)

Unlike domain adaptation, we are not exposed to a specific
target domain during training while generalize to multiple
unseen domains, which makes it more challenging but more
realistic in practice.

C. Manifold Mixup

Mixup [37] is a simple but effective data augmentation
technique to construct virtual training samples by linear in-
terpolations of raw data as follows:

x̃ = λxi + (1 − λ)xj , ỹ = λyi + (1 − λ)yj , (2)

where (xi, yi) and (xj , yj) are two samples randomly selected
from training data, λ ∈ [0, 1] is sampled from a Beta
distribution Beta(α, β). However, due to the irregularity in
the structure and scale of graph data, mixup cannot be directly
conducted, so we adopt the idea of manifold mixup [12], [38]
to generate virtual graph representations z̃:

z̃ = λϕ(Gi) + (1 − λ)ϕ(Gj), ỹ = λyi + (1 − λ)yj (3)

where (Gi, yi) and (Gj , yj) are two graph samples, ϕ(⋅) ∶ G →

Z is the GNN backbone for graph representation. In our work,
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Fig. 2. The framework of proposed OOD-GMixup, which consists of the following three steps: (1) Graph Rationale Extraction: graph masking retrieves the
rationale part Gr from the input graph G to eliminate the spurious correlations due to irrelevant graph information. (2) Virtual Sample Generation: Virtual
training samples are generated with manifold mixup on two graph representations with the same label. (3) Out-of-Distribution Calibration: Extreme value
theory is utilized to establish a probability model to measure distribution deviation for sample reweighting.

we only conduct manifold mixup on graph representations
within the same label. We hope to generate a new data
distribution P̂ from the training data distribution Ptrain, so that
we can actively generate various OOD data in training, thereby
improving the generalization performance.

D. Extreme Value Theory

Extreme value theory is a statistical branch that studies the
behavior of extreme events, which model their occurrence
probabilities and estimate extreme quantiles in datasets. In
this paper, we follow the Picklands-Balkema-deHaan formu-
lation of the extreme value theory [27]. It considers modeling
probabilities conditioned on random variable exceeding a high
threshold. Given a sequence of independent and identically
distributed random variables X1, X2,⋯, Xn with cumulative
distribution function (CDF) F (x). Assuming that there is a
sufficiently large threshold u, Xi − u is the excess, then the
CDF of the excess Fu is

Fu(x) = P (X − u ⩽ x ∣ X > u) = F (x + u) − F (u)
1 − F (u) , (4)

where x ≥ 0. Further, given a large enough u, Fu can be well
approximated by the Generalized Pareto Distribution:

G(x) = 1 − (1 + ξ
x − µ
σ )

−1/ξ
, (5)

where x ≥ µ, 1 + ξ x−µ
σ

> 0. µ, σ, ξ are location, scale and
shape parameter respectively, and µ ∈ R, σ > 0, ξ ∈ R. In
Section IV-C, guided by EVT, we propose how to calibrate
distribution deviation of virtual samples and further improve
OOD generalization.

IV. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we elaborate OOD-GMixup as shown in
Figure 2. The main idea of our model is to investigate the
rationale of graphs, generate and distinguish efficient virtual

OOD training samples through controllable augmentation, so
as to continuously improve OOD generalization.

A. Graph Rationale Extraction

Existing post-hoc GNN explainability studies [39], [40]
typically build an explainer model to decompose the input
graphs according to their importance and sample the salient
features as an explanatory subgraph. The spurious structure
information (e.g. noisy links, non-causal subgraphs) induces
biased representation and further lead to the failure of OOD
generalization. Hence, we first propose graph masking to
discover the graph rationale Gr for the input graph G, which
consists of structure masking and feature masking.

We first generate a soft structure mask M ∈ R∣V ∣×∣V ∣

according to the semantic correlation of two adjacent nodes
on A, where Mij indicates the importance of edge aij .

H = NN(X), Mij = σ(HT
i Hj), (6)

where H ∈ R∣V ∣×p represents the p-dimensional represen-
tations of all nodes. NN(⋅) denotes a neural network and
we use a one-layer perceptron. σ(⋅) is the sigmoid function,
which project the edge importance into the range of (0, 1).
A weighted adjacency matrix of graph rationale is obtained
by A

r
= M ⊙A. Then, we use a learnable feature masking

η ∈ Rd to drop features that are irrelevant to the downstream
task, which is formulate as X

r
= η ⊙ X . Intuitively, if a

particular feature is an irrelevant factor, the corresponding
weight in η takes value close to zero.

According to above two soft masking, we derive the graph
rationale Gr(Ar

,X
r) of each input graph, which eliminates

the confounding shortcuts caused by spurious graph structure.
The identification of graph rationale enables task-relevant
structural learning, thereby obtaining more accurate graph
representations.
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B. Virtual Sample Generation

Secondly, after the graph rationale is obtained, we discuss
how to effectively generate virtual training samples that re-
flects different graph distribution shifts.

a) Graph Prototype Network (GPN): Prototype network
is a classification method by measuring the feature distance
with each class prototype [41], [42] in metric space. Com-
pared with classical classifier, prototype network classifies
by pairwise sample comparison, which is more robust to
the distribution deviation of representations. In our work, we
adopt this idea to transform the graph classification problem
into the distance measurement between sample representations
and class prototypes. The graph rationale of Gi is encoded
into representation zi ∈ RM through an embedding function
ϕ(⋅) ∶ Gr

→ z. Generally, ϕ(⋅) is a multi-layer GNN followed
by a pooling layer (e.g., mean pooling, max pooling, etc.),
or other graph-level representation learning methods. Each
class prototype {p1,⋯,pK} is K mean vector of the graph
embedding belonging to its class.

pk =
1

Nk
∑

{Gr
i ,yi=k}

Nk
i=1

ϕ(Gr
i ), (7)

where Nk is the number of graphs with label y = k in training
data. Furthermore, a distance function d(⋅, ⋅) is defined to
calculate the distance between graph representation and class
prototype. Commonly, squared Euclidean distance is a simple
and effective way. Therefore, the prediction probability over
label can be defined as the average negative log-likelihood
probability of true class y = k:

pϕ(ŷi = k∣zi) =
exp−d(zi,pk)

∑k′ exp−d(zi,pk′) . (8)

b) Manifold Mixup: Due to the complex graph distribu-
tion shift, single perturbation of graph augmentation methods
fail to express diverse distribution deviation. Therefore, we
consider the disturbance from graph representation level. Ac-
cording to Vicinal Risk Minimization (VRM) principle [43],
we propose to sample graphs within same label from training
distribution Ptrain, and use manifold mixup [12], [38] to obtain
virtual graph representations through linear interpolation.

z̃ = λzi + (1 − λ)zj , ỹ = λyi + (1 − λ)yj , (9)

where (zi, yi) and (zj , yj) are two graph representation pairs
with same label yi = yj . λ ∈ [0, 1] is sampled from a
Beta distribution Beta(α, β). Therefore, the generated graph
representation distribution P̂ is approximated by

P̂(z̃, ỹ) = 1
n

n

∑
i=1

µ(z̃, ỹ∣zi, yi), (10)

µ(z̃, ỹ∣zi, yi) =
1

Ni
∑

yi=yj

Eλ[δ(z̃ = λzi + (1 − λ)zj , ỹ = yi)],

(11)

where Nk is the sample number of class k, δ(z̃, ỹ) is a
Dirac mass centered at (z̃, ỹ). We hope to actively strengthen
virtual OOD samples from the generated graph representation
distribution P̂ , so that the model can gradually improve

generalization performance during training. However, random
manifold mixup cannot evaluate the distribution deviation,
which leads valuable OOD samples to be hidden in the in-
distribution virtual samples. Therefore, an effective measure-
ment for the distribution deviation of virtual samples are
desired for controllable augmentation.

C. Out-of-Distribution Calibration

In this subsection, we discuss how to calibrate the distri-
bution deviation of virtual samples and further enhance the
adaptability of GNN to OOD samples.

a) OOD Confidence Score: Since we use graph prototype
network for classification, the distance between virtual mixup
samples and class prototype indicates the distribution shift
relative to the in-distribution samples. In particular, samples
with a larger prototype distance in training indicate a larger
distribution deviation and are more likely to be OOD data.
Therefore, we model the distributions of distances to class pro-
totype over a threshold by Generalized Pareto Distribution in
Extreme Value Theory (EVT). Correspondingly, we establish a
probability model for each class, and perform the evaluation of
distribution deviation based on our proposed OOD confidence
score.

Algorithm 1 EVT calibration for out-of-distribution samples,
with per class Weibull fitting to τ largest distance between
virtual graph embedding and class prototype.
Input: FitHigh function from libMR.
Input: For each class k, let G(k) = {Gi, yi = k} denote each
correctly classified training sample.
Output: Class prototype pk for each class k.
Output: libMR models ρk, which includes location µ, scale
σ and shape ξ.

1: for k = 1,⋯, n do
2: Derive the graph rationale Gr of each graph;
3: Calculate class prototype pk in Eq. 7;
4: EVT Fit ρk = {µk, σk, ξk} = FitHigh(d(Gr(k),pk), τ );

// Maximum Likelihood Estimation
5: end for
6: return Class prototypes pk, and libMR models ρk.

To be specific, we use the libMR [36] FitHigh function
to do Weibull fitting on τ largest of the distances between
all correct positive training samples and class prototype. The
EVT model parameters ρk per class are obtained as shown
in Algorithm 1. Then, we utilize the Weibull CDF probability
on the distance between virtual graph representation and class
prototype to estimate the probability of falling into out-of-
distribution data, which is denoted as the OOD confidence
score ω. For example, the confidence score of manifold mixup
sample z̃i with label y = k can be calculated as follows:

ω(z̃i) = 1 − exp(−(d(z̃i, pk) − µk

σk
)ξk) (12)

where µk, σk, ξk are EVT model parameter of class y = k.
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Algorithm 2 The training procedure of OOD-GMixup
Input: Training data Dtrain = {G,Y}.
Output: OOD-GMixup model parameter.
Initialization: Initialize model parameter ϕ with random uni-
form distribution.

1: Iteration t ← 0;
2: while not converged or t < maxIter do
3: for j = 1,⋯, n do
4: Calculate class prototype pj and fit EVT model

parameter ρj according to Algorithm 1;
5: end for
6: Generate virtual graph representations distribution P̂

with graph manifold mixup from Ptrain via Eq. 10;
7: for z̃ in virtual training distribution P̂ do
8: Calculate its OOD confidence score ω(z̃) and sample

weights ω(z̃) via Eq. 12 and Eq. 13;
9: Optimize GNN model parameter ϕ to minimize

LOOD-GMixup in Eq. 14.
10: end for
11: t = t + 1;
12: end while
13: return OOD-GMixup model parameter ϕ∗

b) Sample Reweighting: Furthermore, we propose a sam-
ple reweighting strategy to enhance the learning of these OOD
virtual graph representation. Our intuition is that a virtual
sample with a larger OOD confidence score should contribute
more to promote the OOD generalization. Therefore, instead
of averaging the sample loss in each batch, we normalize the
confidence score in each mini-batch of batch size B as:

ω(z̃i) =
ω(z̃i)

1
B
∑B

j=1 ω(z̃j)
. (13)

The loss function is further reweighted as follows:

LOOD-GMixup = ∑
(z̃i,ỹi)∼P̂

ω(z̃i) ⋅ log pϕ(ŷi = ỹi∣z̃i), (14)

where ŷi is the prediction label given z̃i. In order to explain
the learning of OOD-GMixup more clearly, we summarize the
training procedure in Algorithm 2.

V. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed
OOD-GMixup on six real-world datasets and conduct exten-
sive ablation studies. More comprehensive in-depth analysis
(including learning patterns and insight, hyperparameter sen-
sitivity, etc.) are presented in detail with the aim of answering
the following four research questions.

• RQ1: How does OOD-GMixup perform against other
baselines in out-of-distribution generalization?

• RQ2: How effective is each part of the proposed method?
• RQ3: What are the learning patterns and insights of
OOD-GMixup during training?

• RQ4: How does each major hyperparameter affect the
performance during training process?

A. Datasets
We conducted experiments on 6 real-world datasets. We

introduce the basic information, data division method and the
hyperparameter setting of each dataset as follows. In Table II,
we summarize the detailed statistics. It is worth noting that we
select three different one-sided data partition method based on
the number of nodes, number of edges, and graph density, and
all datasets show hybrid distribution shifts, which is consistent
with our observations.

• Movie collaboration datasets: IMDB-BINARY is a
movie collaboration dataset where each graph represents
a movie and the nodes denote actors/actresses, and an
edge exists if they appear in the same movie. The task
is to predict whether the movie belongs to the romance
genre or the action genre. To simulate the selection bias,
we choose 400/100 of the graphs with less than 20
nodes as training, validation, and the rest are divided
into testing sets. IMDB-MULTI is multi-class version
of IMDB-BINARY and contains a balanced set of ego-
networks derived from Comedy, Romance and Sci-Fi
genres. Similarly, we choose 600/150 of the graphs with
more than 10 nodes as training, validation, and the rest
are divided into testing sets.

• Social Network datasets: REDDIT-BINARY corresponds
to the discussion network in Reddit: nodes in each graph
represent users, and edges exist if there is communica-
tion between users, and the graphs correspond to two
types: question/answer-based community and discussion-
based community. Based on the edge density, we select
1200/200 graphs with density less than 2.4 for training
and validation, and the rest are used as the testing set.
REDDIT-MULTI is a larger variant of REDDIT-BINARY
from five different subreddits, namely, worldnews, videos,
AdviceAnimals, aww and mildlyinteresting. We select
3000/500 graphs with density more than 2.1 for training
and validation, and the rest are used as the testing set.

• Scientific collaboration dataset: COLLAB graph repre-
sents the central network of researchers: researchers are
nodes and edges represent the existence of collaboration
between two people. The task is to divide the graph into
the following three categories: High Energy Physics, Con-
densed Matter Physics, and Astro Physics, representing
the domain to which the researchers belong. We select
1500/500 in graphs with less than 1000 edges as training
and validation, and the rest as testing set.

• Bioinformatics datasets: D&D is a dataset containing
1178 protein structures. Each protein is represented as
a graph where nodes are amino acids and two nodes
are connected if the distance between them is less than
6Å. The prediction task is to classify the structure of
proteins into enzymes and non-enzymes. We spilt the
dataset according to the number of edges per graph, and
for graphs with less than a specific threshold number of
edges 400/100 were selected for training and validation,
and the rest for testing.

All above datasets are public1, and thanks to PyTorch Geo-

1https://pytorch-geometric.readthedocs.io/en/latest/modules/datasets.html
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TABLE II
DETAILED STATISTICS OF EXPERIMENT DATASETS.

Dataset Bias Split #Graphs Avg.N Avg.E Avg.D

IMDB-B #Node
Train 400 14.96 128.05 8.56
Val 100 15.12 121.22 8.02
Test 500 24.57 259.82 10.57

IMDB-M #Node
Train 600 17.49 200.70 9.57
Val 150 18.31 230.31 9.80
Test 750 8.32 56.91 6.58

REDDIT-B Density
Train 1200 454.41 1014.59 2.23
Val 200 490.45 1083.81 2.21
Test 600 359.79 927.91 2.58

REDDIT-M Density
Train 3000 554.59 1318.76 2.31
Val 500 563.95 1330.54 2.30
Test 1500 397.81 884.60 2.11

COLLAB #Edge
Train 1500 43.77 551.75 12.61
Val 500 43.44 564.71 13.00
Test 3000 95.03 7820.73 82.30

D&D #Edge
Train 400 180.11 875.26 4.86
Val 100 167.66 821.88 4.90
Test 678 363.00 1849.26 5.09

metric (PyG) library for providing an easy-to-use method to
load all the datasets.

B. Implementation Details

The number of epochs is set to 200. We train our model
via the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001 By
default, we use GCN as the feature extractor. The dimension
of graph representation is chosen from {32, 64, 128}. The
num of GNN layers is chosen from {1,2,3}. We set the
parameter of Beta(α, β) distribution in manifold mixup as
α = 2 and β ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. All models are trained with
early stopping strategy (i.e., monitoring the performance on
validation dataset and stopping the training process when the
model’s performance starts to deteriorate).

To support the reproducibility of the results, we have
released our code2. We implement the OOD-GMixup model
based on Pytorch 1.8.1 framework and PyG (PyTorch Geomet-
ric 2.0.2) library. Weibull fitting functionality is implemented
in LibMR 0.1.9 library. All the evaluated models are imple-
mented on a server with two CPUs (Intel Xeon E5-2630 × 2)
and four GPUs (NVIDIA GTX 2080 × 4, 12GB memory).

C. Baselines

In the experiment, we compared with ERM and other 16
baseline models. Here we introduce each baseline model in
detail. In general, these baseline models can be divided into
the following four categories.

(1) Improving the expressive power of GNN
• Attention [44]: Calculate the node feature correlations

with the attention mechanism for feature aggregation,
which is a widely used GNN backbone in many applica-
tions.

• TopKpool [16]: Using a projection vector to transform
nodes into corresponding scores, and only nodes with Top

2https://anonymous.4open.science/r/OOD-GMixup/

K scores along with related edges are remained for each
pooling.

• SAGPool [17]: A hierarchical graph pooling method,
which utilizes self-attention mechanism to calculate
whether nodes should be deleted or retained for global
pooling.

(2) Graph data augmentation

• Virtual Node [9]: Add a virtual node connected with
all the nodes in graph, so that it can contain the global
information for better graph representation.

• DropoutEdge [10]: Randomly remove a certain number
of edges from the input graph at each training epoch.

• DroputNode [11]: Randomly remove a certain number
of nodes from the input graph at each training epoch.

• Mixup [12]: Mix up graphons of different classes for
data augmentation, realizing the topology interpolation
of different graphs.

• FLAG [13]: Augment the features of graph nodes by
introducing adversarial perturbations in training.

(3) Domain Generalization

• IRM [19]: Integrate the variance of different pre-defined
domains in the training process to reduce the over-
reliance on data bias.

• Group DRO [20]: Minimize the worst-case training loss
over a set of pre-defined groups.

• V-REx [45]: Negative weighting is proposed to achieve
interpolation between distributions, thus achieving better
generalization performance under distribution bias.

• IB-IRM [46]: Combine information bottleneck theory
with invariant learning to improve the generalization
performance of the model.

• CAD [47]: Provide minimal sufficient objectives whose
optima achieve optimal DG under covariate shift that
preserves the Bayes predictor.

(4) Graph OOD Generalization Methods

• DIR-GNN [6]: DIR-GNN divides the graph into causal
and non-causal subgraphs for causal intervention, so that
generating distribution perturbations adaptively to remove
spurious correlations.

• OOD-GNN [4]: OOD-GNN employs a novel nonlinear
graph representation decorrelation method utilizing ran-
dom Fourier features.

• SizeShiftReg [8]: SizeShiftReg proposes a regulariza-
tion strategy to solve size-shift problem which generates
coarsened graph and minimizes the distribution differ-
ences between coarsened embeddings with the original
embeddings.

It should be noted that we do not compare GNN-DVD [5]
and EERM [48] as baselines, because both methods are aimed
at node classification, and we pay more attention to out-of-
distribution generalization in graph classification. In addition,
the graphs we considered in the experiment all have node
features, while G-Mixup [49] only applies to undirected graphs
without node features, and therefore is not within the scope
of our baselines.
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TABLE III
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF GRAPH OOD GENERALIZATION ON 6 DATASETS, WHERE WE ABBREVIATE BINARY AS B AND MULTI AS M. BOLD

INDICATES THE BEST RESULTS, AND UNDERLINED INDICATES SECOND-BEST RESULTS. THE LAST COLUMN RECORDS THE AVERAGE RANKING ON EACH
DATASET. OUR PROPOSED OOD-GMIXUP OUTPERFORMS OTHER STATE-OF-THE-ART BASELINES.

Baseline IMDB-B IMDB-M REDDIT-B REDDIT-M COLLAB D&D Rank

ERM 52.34±3.69 33.43±4.15 62.26±4.62 44.70±4.31 43.61±4.19 63.61±3.70 16

Attention [44] 54.59±3.03 34.17±4.09 63.40±4.95 43.81±4.78 43.46±4.80 62.54±3.50 13
Top-K Pooling [16] 47.84±9.96 31.23±1.65 58.83±5.43 38.81±2.68 47.02±4.17 66.27±5.94 15

SAGPooling [17] 44.25±6.70 32.99±3.48 61.91±6.92 37.06±8.99 46.29±4.05 63.39±2.28 18

Virtual Node [9] 45.21±5.49 34.91±3.60 62.43±1.56 28.81±0.97 46.45±4.66 56.64±1.59 17
DropoutEdge [10] 52.32±3.13 33.55±2.67 68.66±1.04 28.77±9.15 31.26±4.68 60.28±1.65 14
DropoutNode [11] 54.23±4.92 35.27±3.14 70.17±4.12 27.59±8.59 43.42±4.27 61.46±8.20 12

FLAG [13] 46.42±4.53 34.61±2.82 60.29±2.91 38.45±0.70 51.20±1.88 58.35±1.08 11
Mixup [12] 58.44±8.49 34.98±4.69 67.60±2.01 48.53±2.54 47.56±4.28 71.53±1.27 6

Group DRO [20] 56.12±4.32 34.37±2.56 30.17±5.77 39.17±3.17 30.17±5.77 71.74±1.13 10
IRM [19] 52.78±6.92 35.15±2.68 34.47±6.07 31.91±6.94 34.47±6.07 69.22±3.19 9

V-REx [45] 55.36±4.84 35.33±1.62 32.60±5.17 34.58±5.90 32.60±5.17 71.17±1.63 7
IB-IRM [46] 53.91±4.32 34.61±2.49 42.34±9.86 30.04±4.69 42.34±9.86 68.96±2.72 8

CAD [47] 55.31±5.25 35.03±2.04 65.38±0.61 37.99±0.90 48.22±2.45 65.80±2.68 5

DIR-GNN [6] 47.94±6.21 32.87±3.75 65.08±6.99 39.77±4.77 51.01±1.50 65.28±2.13 4
OOD-GNN [4] 58.64±3.30 20.27±1.57 64.10±2.58 28.53±0.74 49.51±3.46 74.42±2.22 3

SizeShiftReg [8] 51.46±4.23 35.35±4.32 65.23±5.53 33.02±0.87 45.78±3.51 70.55±2.02 2

OOD-Mixup (Ours) 66.79±3.59 38.40±4.00 70.55±2.08 50.46±1.41 57.50±1.81 79.41±0.57 1
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Fig. 3. Performance Comparison on different GNN backbone: GCN, GAT, GraphSage, GIN. OOD-GMixup shows consistent improvement over ERM.

D. Performance Comparison (RQ1)
We run OOD-GMixup and other baselines more than 10

times with different random seeds and report the average test
accuracy and standard deviation on different distribution shift
in Table III. We have the following observations:

First, OOD-GMixup significantly outperforms other base-
lines on 6 datasets, and rank the first on the averaging
performance over all datasets, demonstrating the superiority of
our proposed method. Notably, for IMDB-BINARY, COLLAB,
IMDB-MULTI and D&D datasets, our model achieves 13.90%,
12.30%, 8.62%, and 6.71% improvements over state-of-the-
art model respectively. This performance boost suggests that
OOD-GMixup can achieve stable results over hybrid distribu-
tion shift.

Second, data augmentation shows its effectiveness, while
the controllable strategy of OOD-GMixup further promote
its stability. Some data augmentation methods (e.g., Mixup,
DropoutNode, FLAG) show suboptimal performance on some
datasets, and partially surpass many advanced OOD general-

ization algorithms, indicating that a suitable pre-defined data
augmentation method can improve OOD generalization to
some extent, which is neglected in previous studies. However,
due to their single and random disturbance, these methods
show large instability among different datasets.

Third, OOD-GMixup can deal with hybrid distribution
shifts more effectively. Overall, three graph OOD generaliza-
tion methods achieve 2nd to 4th place in average rankings.
However, the performance of these methods fluctuates greatly
on different datasets. SizeShiftReg is specifically designed to
generalize from small to large graph data, but ignores the influ-
ence of density. DIR-GNN intervenes the distribution through
graph structure, while the separation of graphs may destroy
the connectivity of graphs. OOD-GNN decorates the feature
embedding, but the spurious structure information may lead
to poor generalization. Our proposed OOD-GMixup attempts
to generate diverse virtual samples and calibrate the OOD
samples by EVT, demonstrating more stable performance.

On the other hand, we replace different GNN backbones,
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Fig. 4. Ablation studies of OOD-GMixup with different variants on REDDIT-MULTI, D&D and COLLAB dataset.

i.e., GCN, GAT, GraphSage and GIN on three representative
datasets. As shown in Figure 3, OOD-GMixup significantly
improve performance compared to ERM, with smaller vari-
ance. The performance improvement is between 12.84.14%
- 17.36% on REDDIT-MULTI dataset, 11.84% - 24.84% on
D&D dataset, and 7.07% - 31.85% on COLLAB dataset,
which indicates the consistent enhancement of OOD gener-
alization for different backbones.

E. Ablation Studies (RQ2)

In order to verify the effectiveness of different modules
in our proposed OOD-GMixup, we conduct ablation studies
with following two groups of variants: (M1) Variants of Graph
Rationale Extraction, and (M2) Variants of OOD Calibration.
Due to space limitations, the ablation studies are conducted
on three representative datasets, i.e. REDDIT-MULTI, D&D,
and COLLAB.

• (M1a) w/o Graph Masking: Removing graph masking
(both feature and structure) strategy.

• (M1b) w/o Structure Masking: Removing graph struc-
ture masking, only retaining feature masking.

• (M1c) w/o Feature Masking: Removing graph feature
masking, and only retaining structure masking.

• (M2a) w/o EVT-based Sample Reweighting Loss: Re-
moving EVT-based OOD calibration, and use normalized
prototype distance directly to calculate sample weights.

• (M2b) Focal Loss: Due to the imbalance of virtual
training samples, using focal loss [50] instead of EVT-
based method.

As shown in Figure 4, first of all, due to the possibility of
spurious correlation in both feature and structure, the best re-
sult is obtained when using joint graph masking. In particular,
the structure rationale plays a more important role owing to
the message-passing nature of GNN. Secondly, by comparing
different learning strategy, OOD-GMixup is more effective
than other variants. Compared with using prototype distance
directly or entropy-based focal loss, distribution modeling
based on extreme distance can depict out-of-distribution de-
viation better, and further reduce the representation deviation
between ID and OOD distributions.

F. Model Analysis (RQ3)

In order to better analyze the learning patterns and insight
of OOD-GMixup, we propose the following three questions
for in-depth study.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of confidence scores between manifold mixup samples
and test data based on ERM. Mixup can effectively generate virtual graph
representation under various distribution shift. Simultaneously, modeling the
distance distribution based on EVT can effectively evaluate and detect out-
of-distribution data.

Whether manifold mixup can generate virtual out-of-
distribution samples? We conduct the following experiments
to validate that manifold mixup can generate valuable virtual
graph representations. We train the GNN model based on ERM
principle and calculate confidence scores on mixup samples
and test data accordingly. As depicted in Figure 5, the mixup
sample covers numerous confidence score intervals in test
samples, suggesting that the mixup method may successfully
widen the distribution of training data. This enables additional
samples that are originally outside the training data distribu-
tion to join the training procedure and improves the OOD
generalization ability.

Whether OOD confidence score can measure the adapt-
ability of GNN to OOD samples? In order to further analyze
the OOD confidence score of OOD-GMixup, we take D&D
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Fig. 6. A t-SNE visualization of virtual training samples on D&D dataset. The color indicates OOD confidence score of virtual samples.
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Fig. 7. Performance Comparison on two one-sided distribution deviation datasets. Our proposed OOD-GMixup shows competitive performance.

TABLE IV
STATISTICS OF TWO ONE-SIDED DISTRIBUTION SHIFT DATASETS

Dataset Bias spilt #Graphs Avg.N Avg.E Avg.D

ENZYMES Density
Train 280 33.12 133.97 4.05
Val 220 32.46 131.36 4.05
Test 220 32.09 108.71 3.39

PROTEINS #Node
Train 400 15.35 57.14 3.72
Val 100 15.45 57.74 3.74
Test 613 58.44 217.94 3.73

dataset as an example, and visualize its training process as
shown in Figure 6. The element in each figure denotes the
virtual graph representations, and the color represents the
confidence score per epoch. When the score is closer to 0,
it means that the mixup samples belong to the in-distribution
data, and the adaptability of GNN is better, which can be
better classified; On the contrary, when the score is closer to
1, it means that it tends to the out-of-distribution data, and the
GNN model has poor performance. In the early stage of model
training, the classification ability of mixup samples is poor due
to the poor adaptability to OOD data. With the continuous
training of the model, more and more virtual samples can be
effectively identified (dark colored samples), but there are still
many OOD samples that are difficult to distinguish. When
it comes to the 40th epoch, most of the mixup samples can
be accurately classified, and the model gradually converges,
realizing the adaptability to OOD samples.

How does OOD-GMixup perform on graph datasets with
one-sided distribution deviation? Although we observe a
large amount of data with hybrid distribution shift, a few data
do have one-sided distribution deviation, e.g. ENZYMES and
PROTEINS. In Table IV, we illustrate the statistics information
of two datasets. As shown in Figure 7, we compare our
proposed method with ERM and three latest graph OOD
generalization methods. On ENZYMES dataset, the distribution
of graph density shifts but the scale remains consistent. Our
proposed OOD-GMixup achieve the state-of-the-art perfor-
mance among all baselines, which demonstrates the consistent
advantage of hybrid distribution deviation. PROTEINS dataset
exhibits one-sided distribution deviation of graph scale, but
the average density remains. SizeShiftReg [8] achieves the best
results with accuracy 77.42±1.54%, which shows its capability
in generalizing from small to large graph data through regu-
larization. Our proposed OOD-GMixup shows the competitive
performance with accuracy 76.62±0.40%, outperforming other
graph OOD generalization baselines.

G. Hyperparameter Sensitivity (RQ4)

We investigate the hyperparameter sensitivity of OOD-
GMixup, including the parameter β in Beta distribution, tail
size η for EVT modeling and the layer of GNN. We show the
experiment results on REDDIT-MULTI, D&D and COLLAB
datasets, and other datasets have the similar patterns.
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First, when we use manifold mixup to generate virtual
training samples, λ is randomly sampled from a Beta(α, β)
distribution. We fix α = 2 to select the value of β from
{1,2,3,4}. Figure 8 demonstrates that β is not sensitive and
have little impact on the overall OOD generalization perfor-
mance. Through our experiment, it is generally recommended
to set this value as 2 or 3.
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Fig. 8. Hyperparamter study on β in virtual sample generation.

Additionally, we conduct a hyperparameter study on the tail
size η of EVT as shown in Figure 9. Due to various data
distributions, the choice of tail length varies. For the D&D
dataset, tail size η is not sensitive, and the optimal result is
reached when tail is equal to 5. However, REDDIT-MULTI
and COLLAB dataset is sensitive to this parameter. A suitable
tail size setting can assist in determining the deviation of
manifold mixup samples from the in-distribution data.
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Fig. 9. Hyperparamter study on tail size τ in OOD calibration.

Finally, we investigate the impact of GNN backbone layer,
as shown in Figure 10. Due to the size and density of different
graphs, the impact of number of GNN layers is different. The
REDDIT-MULTI dataset performs best at one layer, while
D&D and COLLAB perform best at two layers and three
layers, respectively.

1 2 3 4
Layer of GNN Backbone

50

52

54

Ac
cu

ra
cy

REDDIT-MULTI

1 2 3 4
Layer of GNN Backbone

79.0

79.5

80.0

Ac
cu

ra
cy

D&D

1 2 3 4
Layer of GNN Backbone

40

50

60

Ac
cu

ra
cy

COLLAB

Fig. 10. Hyperparamter study on layer of GNN backbone.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose OOD-GMixup to improve graph
OOD generalization by manipulating the training distribution
with controllable data augmentation. We propose to extract the
graph rationales and generate virtual training samples with
manifold mixup, thereby eliminating the selection bias and
structure shortcuts of graphs. Through sample reweighting

based on OOD confidence score, the representation deviation
between ID and OOD distributions is gradually reduced.
Extensive experiments on 6 real-world datasets demonstrate
the superiority of our proposed method. In the future, we
will continue to investigate graph domain generalization with
hybrid graph distribution deviations, time-evolving patterns,
etc.
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