
Layer-wise training for self-supervised learning on graphs

Oscar Pina
Universitat Politècnica de Catalunya - BarcelonaTech (UPC)

oscar.pina@upc.edu

Verónica Vilaplana
Universitat Politècnica de Catalunya - BarcelonaTech (UPC)

veronica.vilaplana@upc.edu

Abstract

End-to-end training of graph neural networks (GNN) on large graphs presents sev-
eral memory and computational challenges, and limits the application to shallow
architectures as depth exponentially increases the memory and space complexi-
ties. In this manuscript, we propose Layer-wise Regularized Graph Infomax, an
algorithm to train GNNs layer by layer in a self-supervised manner. We decouple
the feature propagation and feature transformation carried out by GNNs to learn
node representations in order to derive a loss function based on the prediction of
future inputs. We evaluate the algorithm in inductive large graphs and show similar
performance to other end to end methods and a substantially increased efficiency,
which enables the training of more sophisticated models in one single device. We
also show that our algorithm avoids the oversmoothing of the representations,
another common challenge of deep GNNs.

1 Introduction
Graph neural networks (GNN) learn high order node representations by iteratively propagating
and transforming node features. At every convolutional layer, a node aggregates and projects the
information from its one-hop neighborhood. This procedure defines a tree-like computational graph
for every node, which grows exponentially with the depth of the GNN. Therefore, end-to-end training
of graph neural networks on large graphs presents several memory and computational challenges,
limiting the application to shallow GNNs.

Traditionally, sampling strategies [1] are carried out in order to reduce the exponentially growing size
of the nodes’ receptive field. However, it comes at expense of a loss of information if the amount
of samples is not sufficiently large. The most widely used methodology is neighborhood sampling,
which leverges the tree-like computational graph and samples fixed-size neighborhoods for every
node for each convolutional layer of the original architecture.

Deep GNNs present other challenges characteristic of graph learning. For instance, as the number
of layers increases, the exponentially growing neighborhood can lead to an oversmoothing of the
representations, in which node embeddings are very similar to each other so that it is unfeasible to
distinguish between them.

To overcome the aforementioned challenges, we propose an algorithm to train GNNs layer by layer in
a self-supervised manner. Layer-wise training reduces the tree-like computational graphs to a one-hop
graph, so that the memory and computational constraints are avoided. We decouple the feature
propagation and feature transformation carried out by GNNs at each convolutional layer to learn node
representations and derive a loss function based on predictive coding (PC), a biologically plausible
framework to train neural networks locally rather than from a global loss function. According to
PC, we train every layer of the GNN by maximizing the mutual information between output node
representations and their propagation through the graph, which will be the input of the next layer.
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This objective function leads to a layer-wise extension of Regularized Graph Infomax [2], so that we
call our algorithm LRGI: Layer-wise Regularized Graph Infomax.

We show that our algorithm is able to efficiently fit GNNs on large graphs by training layer-wise
while preserving the performance of its end-to-end counterpart. We quantify the memory and
computational benefits of layer-wise training, and also demonstrate that our algorithm is able to
avoid the oversmoothing of the representation despite the depth of the encoder leading to meaningful,
useful representations. Our contributions are:

• We propose the algorithm LRGI: Layer-wise regularized graph infomax, a self-supervised
learning algorithm for graphs. LRGI trains the distinct layers of a GNN encoder as independent
modules employing the RGI [2] algorithm.

• We argument and empirically show that LRGI reduces the training time and memory complexities
which enables to train faster and increase the model’s capacity in one single device.

• We show that layer-wise training also overcome other challenges of deep GNNs, such as
vanishing gradients and oversmoothing.

This article is organised as follows, we first provide some background on PC for other deep learning
domains, sampling strategies for GNNs and self-supervised learning on graphs in Section 2. Then, we
motivate and detail our algorithm LRGI and provide insights into its benefits in Section 3. In Section
4 we evaluate the performance and training efficiency of LRGI. Finally, we address the limitations
and conclude the work in Section 5 and Section 6, respectively.

2 Background and related work
2.1 Predictive coding for neural network training

Predictive coding is a theoretical framework used in neuroscience to explain how the brain processes
sensory information, learns and makes predictions about the external world. It proposes that the brain
generates predictions about future incoming sensory data and learns by minimizing the error signal
between the prediction and the actual sensory inputs it receives. Contrastive Predictive Coding (CPC)
[3] and Deep InfoMax (DIM) [4] are self-supervised learning frameworks that capture invariant
features useful for downstream tasks. CPC focuses on maximizing the mutual information between
temporally close (audio) or spatially adjacent (image) patches, that is, between neighbors, whereas
DIM targets the information shared between local patches and the global structure of an image.
Greedy InfoMax (GIM) [5] bases on neuroscience evidence that the predictive coding learning in the
brain is carried out locally rather than from a global objective to extend CPC by training a neural
network layer by layer and learning features that are predictive of its future inputs [5].

2.2 Sampling strategies for graph neural networks

Graph neural networks (GNN) iteratively aggregate node features of local neighborhoods to update the
central node’s representation. This procedure implicitly defines a tree-like computational graph that
captures the information propagation unique to each node. After L convolutional layers, every node
will have received information from its L-hop neighborhood. Therefore, the number of neighbors
needed to obtain the final representation for a given node grows exponentially with respect to the
depth of the encoder. In large graph scenarios where mini-batching is required, a sampling strategy
is defined to reduce the computational complexity and memory footprint. Neighbor sampling [1]
consists of sampling fixed-size neighborhoods for every layer of the architecture and node of the
mini-batch. Taking the full size neighborhoods without sampling, the worst case space complexity
for one single batched node is O(N), where N is the number of nodes of the graph. Instead, with
neighbor sampling, this complexity is reduced to O(

∏L
l=1 S(l)), where S(l) is the number of nodes

sampled for layer (l), so that the final complexity can be controlled by tuning the hyperparameters
S(l).

2.3 Self-supervised learning on graphs

Early work in self-supervised graph representation learning is based on contrastive learning [6–8]
extending works from other domains such as computer vision [4, 9]. Deep Graph Infomax (DGI) [6]
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Algorithm 1 Layer-wise RGI

Input: node features X; adjacency matrix A; backbone fL,Θ; global view function gK ; recon-
struction networks {h(l),ϕ}Ll=1 and {h(l),ψ}Ll=1; propagation steps K.
// use node features as first input
U(0) ← X
// fit layers one after the other
for l = 1...L do

// apply RGI to fit layer (l)
U(l) ← RGI(U(l−1),A, f(l),Θ, gK , h(l),ϕ, h(l),ψ)

end for
return U(L)

trains a graph neural network encoder by maximizing the mutual information between node-level
(local) and graph-level (global) views. The algorithm targets node-level tasks, in which only one
graph is available. The negative pairs are constructed by applying a random permutation on the
node features and obtaing alternative graph-level representations. Other methods train the encoder
to be invariant to random graph transformations [10–13]. This is accomplished by obtaining two
views of the same graph by applying these random transformations and then forcing the encoder to
output similar representations for the two views. However, contrastive learning usually requires a
large number of negative samples to perform competitively. Instead, BGRL [11] adopts a negative
sampling-free scheme by constructing a teacher-student asymmetric architecture and training tricks.
G-BT [12] and CCA-SSG [13] employ a more intuitive method to prevent the encoder outputting
constant representations: regularization on the covariance matrix of the representation space. The
invariance approach includes strong assumptions, as it is assumed that the downstream task is also
invariant to these transformations. Nonetheless, it has been argued that transformations such as edge
sampling modify the graph semantics so the assumptions may be incorrect in particular domains
[7, 14]. Alternatively, methods leveraging graph diffusion [7], or the local structure of the graph data
[8], between others, have been proposed.

2.4 Regularized graph infomax (RGI)

Regularized graph infomax (RGI) [2] trains a graph neural network (GNN) encoder in a self-
supervised manner by propagating the embeddings output by the encoder as self-supervision signals
via mutual information maximization. Formally, for a graph of N nodes, being X ∈ RN×d the d-
dimensional node features, A ∈ RN×N the adjacency matrix, U = fL,Θ(X,A) the node embeddings
output by the encoder and V = gK(U,A) their propagation through the graph, RGI optimizes the
loss function:

Lu =
λ1
N

N∑
i=1

∥ ui − hϕ(vi) ∥22 +
λ2
D

D∑
n=1

(1− Cnn)2 +
λ3
D

D∑
n=1

∑
m ̸=n

C2nm (1)

where hϕ is a fully-connected neural network parametrized by ϕ, which is jointly trained with the
encoder to predict the node embedding ui from the propagated embedding vi, C is the sample
covariance matrix of U, and λ1, λ2, λ3 ∈ R are weight loss hyperparameters. The first term is the
reconstruction error between the two representations, which promotes context-aware embeddings,
whereas the second and third terms are the variance-covariance regularization proposed in [15] to
avoid the collapse of the representations. In practice, this loss is symmetrized by predicting vi
form ui with another auxiliary network hψ and regularizing the covariance matrix of the propagated
embeddings. A complete explanation of the algorithm is provided in Appendix B.

3 Method
In this section, we first theoretically motivate the layer-wise training of graph neural networks and the
usage of RGI algorithm in Section 3.1, then, we detail our algorithm LRGI - Layer-wise regularized
graph infomax in Section 3.2 and finally provide extra practical advantages of the method in Section
3.3.
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3.1 Layer-wise training on graphs

We propose layer-wise training as a solution to overcome computational and memory challenges of
end-to-end training of graph neural networks and rely on self-supervised learning to do so. We base
our solution on the observation that a L layer GNN encoder, denoted as fΘ, can be seen as a sequence
of L local aggregation and projection operations which could be trained locally, layer by layer. As
predictive coding provides a framework for local training of neural networks based on neuroscience,
we extend this approach to graphs and show that RGI is a good proxy.

fΘ as a sequence of L local aggregations. GNNs iteratively perform feature aggregation and
transformation in order to learn node representations. Concretely, to compute node i’s representation
at layer (l), the network employs the aggregation of its one-hop neighborhood after the previous
convolutional layer, which can be expressed as:

u(l),i ← f(l),Θ(u(l−1),i, AGG{u(l−1),j |j ∈ Ni}) (2)

where AGG is a permutation invariant aggregation function. After L layers of graph convolutions,
the node representations encode their L-hop neighborhood. A key insight driving our work is the
realization that if each one of the inner layers f(l),Θ exhibits expressiveness, the overall network will
show this property as well.

Predicting the next hop. Predictive coding states that the brain learns locally by minimizing the
prediction error of future inputs rather than from a global loss. Although we do not define a notion of
future inputs for graph structured data, we target what will be the input of the next layer: the next
hop, or aggregation of one-hop neighbors. Formally, given the node embeddings obtained according
to Equation 2, the output of the current layer is u(l),i, whereas the input to the next layer f(l+1),Θ to
update node i’s representation will be AGG{uj,(l)|j ∈ Ni}. Therefore, under the predictive coding
framework, the training of the layer f(l),Θ can be addressed with the maximization of:

I(u(l),i;AGG{u(l),j |j ∈ Ni}) (3)

Intuitively, AGG{u(l),j |j ∈ Ni} contains information of the next hop of node i, that is, about unseen
nodes for u(l),i, so that this objective function would force the node representation to be able to
predict future hops. RGI [2] provides a framework to efficiently maximize the mutual information
between node embeddings (U) and their propagation through the graph (V) for K steps, which
encode the local and global context of the nodes in the graph, respectively. Fixing the value K = 1,
we obtain the proposed objective function. This idea is developed and the RGI algorithm is extended
to our layer-wise setting in Section 3.2.

3.2 Layer-wise RGI

In order to train every f(l),Θ based on the expression of Equation 3, we introduce LRGI : Layer-wise
Regularised Graph Infomax, a layer-wise, self-supervised learning algorithm that locally trains each
layer f(l),Θ, l ∈ {1, ..., L} of a GNN encoder. This is achieved by employing a particular case of RGI
[2] algorithm (see Section 2.4) and applying it independently to every layer. To match the objective
function of Equation 3, we must set K = 1 to only incorporate one-hop neighbors.

In the layer-wise scenario, following the original algorithm’s notation, we define local and global
embeddings for every layer (l), denoted as U(l) = f(l),Θ(U(l−1),A) and V(l) = gK(U(l),A),
respectively. We implement gK by setting K = 1 and employing the degree normalized adjacency
matrix to propagate the embeddings rather than the symmetrically normalized matrix proposed in
the original paper, so that v(l),i = AGG{u(l),j |j ∈ Ni} =

∑
j∈Ni

u(l),j/di. In addition, although
the same architecture is employed, the weights of the auxiliary reconstruction networks h(l),ϕ and
h(l),ψ are different for every layer, and they are removed after training. The algorithm is described in
Algorithm 1.

3.3 Practical advantages

Computational benefits. As it has been stated, layer-wise training is especially advantageous
in scenarios involving large graphs where batching and sampling are required. Following the
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Figure 1: Visual illustration of LRGI.
The layer f(l),Θ is trained by maximizing the mutual information between the output node representations u(l),i

and the input to the next layer, that is, the aggregation of the one-hop neighbors: v(l),i = AGG{u(l),j |j ∈ Ni}

neighbor sampling strategy [1], each batch comprises a subset of target nodes and its sampled L-hop
neighborhood for which intermediate representations are computed, but the loss function is only
applied to the target nodes. Layer-wise training, instead, decouples the amount of sampled nodes
per batch from the depth of the encoder, that is, the per-batch space and memory complexities are
reduced from O(

∏L
l=1 S(l)) to O(SL), assuming that a fixed-size neighborhood (SL) is sampled for

every layer. However, training f(l),Θ employing LRGI requires a two-hop neighborhood, as not only
the target node representations but also their neighbors are needed to propagate them and create the
self-supervision signals, so the actual complexity for LRGI is O(SLSK), where SK is the amount of
sampled neighbors to compute the propagated embeddings, SK < SL.

Other training benefits. Vanishing gradients is a common problem faced when training deep
neural networks in which gradients at initial layers vanish when backpropagated from deeper layers.
Nonetheless, LRGI trains every layer locally, so that gradients are computed independently for
every layer and no backpropagation through deep layers is required, overcoming then the vanishing
gradients.

Representation benefits. The efficiency of layer-wise training provides more flexibility when
designing GNN architectures as computational and memory constraints are overcome. For instance,
the depth and dimensionality of the architectures can be increased, giving more representation power
to the model. Additionally, oversmoothing is another well known problem of GNNs, in which
if the network is too deep, node representations tend to be similar, or oversmoothed, so that it
becomes unfeasible to carry on discrimination tasks between nodes. However, with LRGI, variance-
covariance regularization is applied to the output of every layer, forcing the layers to output spread
out, uncorrelated node representations so that oversmoothing is avoided. This statement is empirically
shown in Section 4.5.

4 Experiments
In this section we evaluate our algorithm in multiple graph benchmarks. In Section 4.1 we compare
LRGI with other state-of-the-art methods in terms of performance on downstream tasks under the
linear evaluation protocol. Then, we also evaluate the space and time complexity of these algorithms
in Section 4.2 and based on the efficiency of LRGI we show that either the batch complexity or the
model’s capacity can be increased in Section 4.3 and Section 4.4, respectively. Finally, we show that
LRGI also avoids the oversmoothing of the representations in Section 4.5.

Inductive learning. Current works on self-supervised learning on graphs mainly focus on transduc-
tive settings, requiring all nodes of the graph to be present during training. This limits the landscape
of self-supervised learning on graphs, as the goal of self-supervised learning is to fit a function that
output useful representations to carry out downstream tasks even for unseen data. In order to better
assess how self-supervised learning algorithms for graphs generalize, we focus on inductive learning
settings. Although some of the graph bencharks we are using are proposed for transductive scenarios,
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we perform our experiments under an inductive setting, which is closer to real world scenarios, are
generally more challenging and the performance gap with respecto to supervised learning is wider.

Datasets. We evaluate our algorithm on four popular graph bencharks under an inductive setting:
PPI, Reddit and ogbn-products. Table 1 shows the size and statistics of the datasets.

Linear evaluation. Based on previous works of self-supervised learning on graphs [6], we rely
on the linear prove to assess the quality of the learned representations. As we are dealing with
inductive settings, we train the encoder in a self-supervised manner with exclusively the training
nodes’ induced subgraph, in except of the PPI dataset, for which we also include the validation graphs.
Then, we obtain the training node representations using the corresponding subgraph and finally the
validation and test node embeddings using the entire graph. A linear classifier is fit and evaluate on
the downstream task without backpropagating the gradients through the encoder.

Table 1: Datasets statistics

Dataset #Graphs #Nodes #Node features #Edges #Classes

PPI 24 2,245 50 61,318 121 (ML)
Reddit 1 232,965 602 114,615,892 41
ogbn-products 1 2,449,029 100 61,859,140 47

Architecture. As proposed in previous works [2, 11, 12, 16], the architecture we have employed
for inductive settings is a composition of Graph Attention Network (GAT) [17] with linear skip
connections and ELU activation. The default depth (L) and width (D) of the architecture, as well as
the propagation steps (K), the batch size (B), sampling factor for the first L hops (SL) and sampling
factor for the next K hops (SK ) employed for the experiments of Section 4.1 can be found in Table 2.
In order to simplify the architecture, we slightly modify related works’ implementations and design
every layer equally, being their output a D-dimensional feature vector divided into 4 heads.

Table 2: Default architecture hyperparameters of the reported experiments of Section 4.1

Dataset L D K B SL SK

PPI 3 1024 1 1 (graph) - -
Reddit 2 512 1 128 10 5
ogbn-products 3 128 1 512 10 5

4.1 Numerical results

Table 3 shows the performance comparison in terms of accuracy (micro-average F-Score for PPI
dataset) of distinct state of the art methods under the linear evaluation protocol. LRGI achieves similar
performance to state-of-the-art, and even outperforms other methods on the large scale ogbn-products,
despite it requires much less computation and memory resources to be trained, as shown in Section
4.2. Note that we do not add relevant works to the comparison table such as GRACE [10], BGRL
[11] and CCA-SSG [13] since they are based on the same invariance via data augmentation principle
than G-BT [12], but their objective function is not originally defined nor they provide the code for
batched, inductive scenarios. GraphMAE [16] on ogbn-products is not reported as the code is not
prepared for batched scenarios and the full training subgraph leads to out-of-memory (OOM) error.

4.2 Time and memory complexities

Table 4 shows the space complexity of a batch of one node of ogbn-products for a network of L = 3
layers and sampling SL = 10 nodes per layer. Theoretical is the theoretical space complexity for a
batch of one node, #Nodes and #Edges are the average number of nodes and edges sampled in a batch
with batch size B = 512 used for training as reported in Table 2, and Time is the training time for
100 epochs. For RGI and LRGI, we assume K = 1 and SK = 5. We ommit GraphMAE [16] from
the table as it is not originally defined for batched scenarios and the extension may be non-trivial.
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Table 3: Classification accuracy (Reddit and ogbn-products) and micro-average F1 score (PPI)
averaged for 5 weight initializations.

Method PPI Reddit ogbn-products

Raw ft. 42.20 58.50 50.90

Rdm-Init 62.60 ± 0.20 93.30 ± 0.00 39.91 ± 4.01
DGI [6] 63.80 ± 0.20 94.00 ± 0.10 58.25 ± 3.70
G-BT [12] 74.13 ± 0.13 94.93 ± 0.09 69.47 ± 0.13
GraphMAE [16] 74.50 ± 0.29 96.08 ± 0.08 -
RGI [2] 82.40 ± 0.09 95.82 ± 0.06 69.32 ± 0.57

LRGI (ours) 79.74 ± 0.25 95.44 ± 0.07 70.77 ± 0.53

Table 4: Space and time complexities on ogbn-products.

Method Theroretical #Nodes #Edges Time

Original O(
∏L

l=1 S(l)) 129,200 381,056 -

DGI [6] O(
∏L

l=1 S(l)) 129,200 381,056 01h15m

G-BT [12] O(2×
∏L

l=1 S(l)) 258,400 762,112 01h30m

RGI [2] O(SK ×
∏L

l=1 S(l)) 169,862 834,140 01h24m

LRGI (ours) O(SK × SL) 23,769 28,727 01h00m

Augmentation-based methods such as G-BT [12] do not increase the depth of the batch but they
double its complexity, as they obtain two different graph views via random transformations. DGI
[6], instead, do not increase the complexity of the original raw batch. With layer-wise training, we
only need to sample 1-hop neighborhoods, substantially reducing the batch complexity and memory
footprint. Therefore, as the number of intermediate representations that are computed is reduced, the
layer-wise training time is the lowest among the methods.

4.3 Increasing the batch complexity

Neighbor sampling and mini-batching are two different sources of noise that may increase the variance
and information loss during training. Moreover, small batch sizes also increases the training time.
With layer-wise training, it is possible to get rid of neighbor sampling as the space complexity is
still feasible, or also to increase the batch size to accelerate training. Table 5 shows the effect of the
batch size and the sampling factor on the training time when training layer-wise. |Ni| denotes full
neighborhood sampling. As expected, increasing B substantially reduces the training time, enabling
training on large graphs in about half an hour. Layer-wise training makes it feasible to train with
full-sized neighborhoods, although it comes at expense of an increased time complexity.

Table 5: Training time with larger batch size and/or no neighbor sampling.

B SL SK #Nodes #Edges Time

512 10 5 23,769 28,727 01h00m
512 |Ni| 5 73,377 152,894 02h15m

2048 10 5 71,047 107,037 00h38m
2048 |Ni| 5 141,932 483,078 00h53m

4.4 Increasing models’ capacity

As layer-wise training decouples the batch space complexity from the depth of the encoder, it
enables to increase its capacity but still being able to fit it in one single device. Additionally, self-
supervised learning algorithms generally benefit from high dimensional embeddings [15, 18], which
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(a) Effect of D and L on RGI and LRGI. (b) MAD values on the hidden layers of the encoder.

Figure 2: Effects of depth and width on RGI and LRGI performance and oversmoothing.
(a) LRGI is able to train deeper and wider models without running into out-of-memory issues due to its memory
efficiency. Additionally, it does not suffer from oversmoothing of the node representations and performance is

kept, and even improved, when more layers are stacked. On the other hand, while achieving state-of-the-art
performance when both the dimensionality and depth are optimal, RGI collapses when the model is too deep.

Additionally, the widest model cannot be fit with RGI for deeper models due to memory constraints. (b) MAD
values when fΘ,L is trained with RGI and LRGI for distinct values of L = {1, 3, 5, 10, 15}. LRGI is able to

avoid oversmoothing and keep a constant MAD value whereas RGI on deep models collapses.

also demands more memory. Figure 2a shows the effect of the encoder’s depth (L) and width (D)
on the PPI dataset as micro-average F-score performance with the linear evaluation protocol. As it
is expected, the dimensionality has a significant impact on the downstream performance for both
RGI and LRGI. In Figure 2a it can be observed that the widest model outperforms the supervised
baseline whereas the models with lower dimensionalities are unable to capture all the necessary
information to fit the downstream task. On the other hand, RGI converges faster than LRGI to its best
performance when the number of layers is optimal, that is, between 3 and 5 layers. Note, however,
that RGI with a dimensioanlity of D = 4096 cannot be trained with a model deeper than L = 5
due to out-of-memory error. Moreover, as the number of layers increases, RGI’s performance drops
for all dimensionalities, but LRGI’s performance does not. This is due to the oversmoothing of the
representations, as shown in Section 4.5.

4.5 Avoiding oversmoothing

Figure 2a shows that the downstream task performance of LRGI slightly improves with the depth
of the encoder, whereas it drops for the end-to-end RGI when L > 5. The reason is that the LRGI
trained model is able to avoid the oversmoothing of the node representations regardless its depth, as
the layer-wise objective promotes the node features to be uncorrelated at each single layer. Figure 2b
shows an analysis of the oversmoothing of the representations when the GNN encoder is trained with
RGI and LRGI, D = 2048. To quantify the oversmoothing, we employ the mean average (cosine)
distance (MAD) measure between the representations of neighbor nodes [19]. When the model is
too deep and trained end-to-end, the node representations at the hidden layers are oversmoothed
(low MAD values). Note that at the output layer the representations show high MAD values due to
the variance-covariance regularization, but as they have collapsed in the inner layers, they are not
meaningful and the performance is dropped. Instead, with layer-wise training the MAD values at the
output of every layer are constant, so that the oversmoothing effect is avoided and the representations
are useful for downstream tasks.

5 Limitations and future work
In this manuscript, we have presented an algorithm for layer-wise training of graph neural networks
in a self-supervised manner. We have shown the computational benefits of layer-wise training
with respect to its end-to-end counterpart while keeping a similar performance. Here, we address
some of the shortcomings of our algorithm. First of all, layer-wise training increases the number
of hyperparameters, as every layer is trained as an independent module so distinct loss weight
hyperparameters, for example, could be set. For simplicity, in our experiments we have employed
the same hyperparameters for every layer, but the reported performance could be improved with an
exhaustive hyperparameter search. Our algorithm is also limited to self-supervised scenarios, as it
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remains unclear how to train layer-wise using the ground truth label signals in supervised scenarios.
We will address this line of research in future work.

6 Conclusions
In this work we have presented Layer-wise Regularized Graph Infomax (LRGI), an algorithm to
train graph neural networks (GNN) layer by layer in order to overcome the computational challenges
of training GNNs end-to-end on large graphs. LRGI’s motivation is based on neuroscience and is
also self-supervised, avoiding the need of exhaustive annotations. We have shown that our method
achieves comparable performance with other state-of-the-art methods for self-supervised learning on
graphs, while being much more efficient to train as the space and time complexity are substantially
reduced. Therefore, our algorithm enables more sophisticated GNN architectures to be trained
without computational constraints.
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A Implementation details
All our experiments have been developed and run with PyTorch [20] and PyTorch Geometric [21].
Table 6 shows all the hyperparameters of the experiments. For simplicity and better generalization,
have set the architectural (L, D, K) and mini-batching hyperparameters based on existing literature
and the training hyperparameters epochs, learning rate and weight decay have been fixed. Note that
the number of epochs in PPI is larger as the number of batches is smaller, so that not enough gradient
updates would be executed by fixing it to 100. Finally, the loss function hyperparameters (λ1,λ2,λ3)
have been set with a small grid search.

Table 6: Hyperparameters

Dataset L D K B SL SK epochs learning rate weight decay λ1 λ2 λ3

PPI 3 1024 1 1 (graph) - - 1000 1e-4 1e-5 25 25 20
Reddit 2 512 1 128 10 5 100 1e-4 1e-5 50 25 10
ogbn-products 3 128 1 512 10 5 100 1e-4 1e-5 25 10 1

B Regularized graph infomax (RGI)
The mutual information (MI) between two random variables I(U ;V ) quantifies the amount of
information shared between them. It can be lower bounded by the reconstruction error:

I(U ;V ) = H(U)−H(U |V ) ≥ H(U)−R(U |V ) (4)
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Regularized graph infomax (RGI) [2] trains a graph neural network (GNN) encoder in a self-
supervised manner by maximizing the mutual information between local and global node views,
U, V , respectively. Afterwards, the local views are employed to fit downstream tasks more efficiently.
Alternatively, the pre-trained encoder fL,Θ can be fine-tuned with the task.

Based on Equation 4, the maximization of I(U ;V ) can be addressed with a generative model by
minimizing the reconstruction error of U given V , R(U |V ). Nonetheless, the entropy of the local
views H(U) is not fixed, and directly minimizingR(U |V ) would also decrease the value of H(U),
leading to a representation collapse. Consequently, RGI addresses both the maximization of H(U)
and the minimization ofR(U |V ) in order to maximize the MI between the two views.

Reconstruction error. To minimizeR(U |V ), RGI includes a fully-connected network hϕ param-
eterized by ϕ, that, for every node i ∈ G, reconstructs its local view ui given the global vi. The
reconstruction is quantified with the square loss:

Lrec(U |V ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥ ui − hϕ(vi) ∥22 (5)

The reconstruction network hϕ is jointly optimized with the GNN encoder fL,Θ during training, but
hϕ is ignored for inference.

Entropy regularization. The maximization of H(U) is tackled by regularizing the covariance
matrix of the representation space. The authors follow the variance-covariance regularization proposed
in Barlow Twins and VICReg [15, 22, 23] to regularize the entropy. Concretely, two main loss terms
are defined. Firstly, the variance term maximizes the diagonal elements of C, or variances, to a desired
value (i.e. 1):

Lvar(U) =
1

D

D∑
n=1

(1− Cnn)2 (6)

where D is the number of dimensions of the embedding space. Intuitively, this term avoids the
collapse to a constant representation by spreading out the data points. The second term is the
covariance minimization, which forces the non-diagonal elements of C to be close to 0. Consequently,
the encoder is encouraged to leverage the whole capacity of the representation space rather than
projecting the points to a lower dimensional subspace, also known as dimensional collapse [24]:

Lcov(U) =
1

D

D∑
n=1

∑
m ̸=n

C2nm (7)

For convenience they are kept as two separate loss terms, but their combination is equivalent to
minimizing the Frobenius norm of the difference matrix between C and the identity matrix.

Loss function. The loss function is a weighted combination of the reconstruction error, the variance
and the covariance regularization.

Lu = λ1Lrec(U ;V ) + λ2Lvar(U) + λ3Lcov(U) (8)

where λ1, λ2, λ3 ∈ R are non-learnable weight parameters. In practice, this loss is symmetrized by
maximizing H(V ) with the entropy regularization applied to the sample covariance of the global
views and minimizingR(V |U), which requires an additional fully-connected network, hψ, that is
trained to reconstruct vi from ui:

Lv = λ1Lrec(V ;U) + λ2Lvar(V ) + λ3Lcov(V ) (9)

This symmetrization is carried out because despite the fact that I(U ;V ) is symmetric, the approxima-
tions are not. Finally, the final loss function is a combination of them:

L = Lu + Lv (10)
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Algorithm 2 RGI

Input: node features X; adjacency matrix A; backbone fL,Θ; global view function gK ; recon-
struction networks hϕ and hψ .
repeat

// obtain local views
U = fΘ(X,A)
// propagate during K steps
V = gK(U,A)
// reconstruction between views
V′ = hϕ(U)
U′ = hψ(V)
// covariance matrices
Cu = 1

N ŪT Ū

Cv = 1
N V̄T V̄

// loss function
Lrec =∥ U−U′ ∥2F + ∥ V −V′ ∥2F
Lvar = (1−diag(Cu))2 + (1−diag(Cv))2
Lcov = (off-diag(Cu))2 + (off-diag(Cv))2
L = λ1Lrec + λ2Lvar + λ3Lcov
// update parameters
Θ, ϕ, ψ ←▽Θ,ϕ,ψL

until convergence
return U
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