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Abstract
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) demonstrate ex-
cellent performance on graphs, with their core
idea about aggregating neighborhood information
and learning from labels. However, the prevail-
ing challenges in most graph datasets are twofold
of Insufficient High-Quality Labels and Lack of
Neighborhoods, resulting in weak GNNs. Ex-
isting data augmentation methods designed to
address these two issues often tackle only one.
They may either require extensive training of gen-
erators, rely on overly simplistic strategies, or
demand substantial prior knowledge, leading to
suboptimal generalization abilities. To simultane-
ously address both of these two challenges, we
propose an elegant method called IntraMix. In-
traMix innovatively employs Mixup among low-
quality labeled data of the same class, generating
high-quality labeled data at minimal cost. Addi-
tionally, it establishes neighborhoods for the gen-
erated data by connecting them with data from
the same class with high confidence, thereby en-
riching the neighborhoods of graphs. IntraMix ef-
ficiently tackles both challenges faced by graphs
and challenges the prior notion of the limited ef-
fectiveness of Mixup in node classification. In-
traMix serves as a universal framework that can
be readily applied to all GNNs. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate the effectiveness of IntraMix
across various GNNs and datasets.

1. Introduction
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have shown great ability
in various graph tasks (Zhou et al., 2020). The essence of
GNN lies in the propagation mechanism, where information
is gathered from neighbors, and involves supervised learn-
ing with labels (Xu et al., 2019). However, most graphs
suffer from the absence of high-quality labeled data and
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incomplete node neighbors, which precisely pinpoint the
pain points of GNN, i.e., the dual demands for high-quality
labels and rich neighborhoods (Ding et al., 2022).

Data augmentation is one way to address these issues. How-
ever, graphs are non-Euclidean data, making it challeng-
ing to apply augmentation methods developed for regular
Euclidean data such as images to graphs due to the seman-
tic and topological structure of graphs (Han et al., 2022).
Therefore, unique augmentation methods need to be pro-
posed for graphs. The first step is to clarify the objective
of graph augmentation: generating high-quality nodes and
enriching neighborhoods. However, most current methods
can only solve one aspect. Moreover, some require train-
ing generators for the node or edge, incurring extensive
costs (Zhao et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2022), while others rely
on overly simplistic methods such as random drops that
result in marginal improvement (Fang et al., 2023). Addi-
tionally, some methods require excessive prior knowledge,
leading to weak generalization abilities (Yoo et al., 2022).
Therefore, current methods are insufficient to address the
two problems. So there is an urgent need for an efficient
method that can generate nodes with high-quality labels and
construct reasonable neighborhoods for node classification.

We observe that existing methods mostly overlook low-
quality labels. The distribution of low-quality data often
slightly differs from high-quality data and may contain fea-
tures not present in current data. Extracting information
from low-quality data would contribute to enriching data
diversity. In general, noise diverges in all directions, leading
the data beyond the expected distribution, and resulting in
low-quality data (Frénay & Verleysen, 2013). A natural idea
is to blend noisy data, utilizing the directionality of noise
to neutralize noise and generate high-quality data within
the correct distribution. Therefore, Mixup (Zhang et al.,
2018) comes into our view as a data augmentation method
that involves mixing data. Mixup is mathematically defined
as x̂ = λxi + (1 − λ)xj , ŷ = λyi + (1 − λ)yj , where
(xi, yi), (xj , yj) are randomly selected, and y represents the
label. However, although Mixup excels in Euclidean data,
experiments commonly suggest that Mixup is hard to be
effective in node classification (Wu et al., 2023). Therefore,
a natural question emerges: Can Mixup solve the graph
augmentation problems for node classification?
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Figure 1. a). Vanilla Mixup may retain noise in labels, and con-
necting generated nodes to nodes used for their generation leads to
incorrect propagation. b).IntraMix generates high-quality labels by
Intra-Class Mixup and enriches the neighborhood while preserving
correctness by connecting generated nodes to high-quality nodes.

Due to the characteristics of graphs, using Mixup is highly
challenging. Typically, Mixup randomly mixes two data in
proportion. In node classification, its poor performance can
be attributed to two reasons, as illustrated in Figure 1(a):
Mixup relies on existing labeled data to generate data, and
some graphs have extremely sparse labels, leading to the
information bottleneck in generation (Li et al., 2020). Even
if there are enough labeled nodes, based on the assumption
that nodes of the same class are more likely to appear as
neighbors (neighborhood assumption) (Zhu et al., 2020), us-
ing Mixup between random classes generating nodes whose
distribution lies in the middle of the distributions of two
classes (Wu et al., 2023). This makes it hard to confirm the
neighbors of the generated nodes, and connecting them to
any class of nodes is inappropriate, potentially confusing the
GNNs. The second problem highlights the fact that Mixup
cannot seamlessly integrate into node classification.

To address the aforementioned issues, we propose IntraMix,
a novel graph augmentation method for node classification,
as shown in Figure 1(b). The basic idea is to Mixup within
nodes of the same class while the generated single labels
facilitate neighbor selection, addressing the primary chal-
lenge faced by Mixup. After obtaining low-quality labels by
pseudo-labeling (Lee et al., 2013), we apply Mixup among
data of the same class. The labels of generated data are of
much higher quality than the original nodes. Intuitively, if
we simplify the labeled noise as ϵ ∼ N(0, σ2), the mean

distribution of two noises ϵ̄ ∼ N(0, 1
2σ

2), with a smaller
variance, increases the likelihood that the label of generated
data is accurate. Therefore, we address the issue of sparse
high-quality labeled data in graphs by Intra-Class Mixup.

For neighbors of the node v generated by Intra-Class Mixup,
we connect v to two nodes with high confidence of the same
class with v. This has two benefits. Firstly, based on the
neighborhood assumption mentioned above, we accurately
find neighbors for v, providing it with information gain.
Secondly, by connecting v to two nodes that may belong to
the same class, we not only bring message interaction to the
neighborhoods of these two nodes, but also reduce the noise
impact that arises from inaccurate labels. In this way, we
construct rich and reasonable node neighborhoods.

Therefore, IntraMix simultaneously addresses two data is-
sues in node classification. It is a data augmentation method
decoupled from GNNs and exhibits strong generalization
capabilities. Our key contributions are as follows:

• For the first time, we introduce Intra-Class Mixup as the
core data augmentation in node classification, highlighting
its effectiveness in generating high-quality labeled data.

• The proposed IntraMix tackles sparse labels and incom-
plete neighborhoods in GNNs through a simple but efficient
way of Intra-Class Mixup and neighborhood selection.

• Extensive experiments show that IntraMix improves the
performance of GNNs on diverse datasets. Theoretical anal-
ysis elucidates the rationale behind IntraMix.

2. Preliminaries
Notations: Given a graph G = (V,E), where V = {vi}Ni=1

is the set of nodes, and E represents the set of edges,
the adjacency relationship between nodes can be repre-
sented by A ∈ {0, 1}N×N , where Aij = 1 if and only
if (vi, vj) ∈ E. We use X ∈ RN×D to denote the fea-
ture of nodes. The labels of nodes are represented by Y .
Based on the presence or absence of labels, the node set
can be divided into Dl = {(xl1 , yl1), ...(xlN , ylN )} and
Du = {xu1

, ...xuN
}. We can use pseudo-labeling meth-

ods to assign low-quality labels Yu to nodes in Du, getting
a low-quality set Dp = {(xu1

, yu1
), ...(xuN

, yuN
)}. We

define Ni = {vj |Aij = 1} as the neighboring nodes of vi.

Node Classification with GNNs: Given a graph G, the
node classification involves determining the category of
nodes on G. GNNs achieve this by propagating messages on
G, representing each node as a vector hv . The propagation
for the k-th layer of a GNN is represented as follows:

hk
v = COM(hk−1

v , AGG({hk−1
u |u ∈ Nv})) (1)

where COM and AGG are COMBINE and AGGREGATE
functions, respectively, and hk

v denotes the feature of v at
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Figure 2. The workflow of IntraMix involves three main steps. First, it utilizes pseudo-labeling to generate low-quality labels for unlabeled
nodes. Following that, Intra-Class Mixup is employed to generate high-quality labeled nodes from low-quality ones. Additionally, it
identifies nodes with high confidence in the same class and connects them, thus constructing a rich and reasonable neighborhood.

the k-th layer. The output hv in the last layer of GNN is
used for classification as yv = softmax(hv), where yv is
the predicted label for v.

3. Methodology
In this section, we provide a detailed explanation of In-
traMix. Firstly, we present the Intra-Class Mixup in 3.1.
This method generates high-quality labeled data from low-
quality data, addressing the issue of label sparsity. Then,
we show the method for finding neighbors for nodes in 3.2.
Next, in 3.3, we present the workflow and conduct complex-
ity analysis in 3.4. The framework is illustrated in Figure 2.

3.1. Intra-Class Mixup

Motivation: In supervised learning, labels aid in helping the
model to explore classification boundaries, and having more
labels typically allows for learning finer boundaries (Van En-
gelen & Hoos, 2020). However, in node classification, the
scarcity of high-quality labels hampers GNNs from effec-
tively learning, resulting in poor performance. Nevertheless,
directly utilizing low-quality labels from pseudo-labeling
introduces noise detrimental to learning. As we know, low-
quality labeled data are often closer to the boundaries that
GNNs can learn from the current data, containing distribu-
tion information (Lee et al., 2013). There is the possibility
of generating high-quality data from them as mentioned in
Sec 1. We aim to neutralize data noise in different directions
by blending data. Considering that data generated using
Vallina Mixup lies between two existing classes, making

it hard to determine neighbors, we innovatively propose
Intra-Class Mixup. It not only generates high-quality data
but also facilitates the determination of neighbors.

Approach: We use pseudo-labeling to transform the unla-
beled nodes Du into a set of nodes with low-quality labels
Dp. Then, we get D = Dl∪Dp = {(x1, y1), ..., (xN , yN )},
where there are a few high-quality labels and lots of low-
quality labels. In contrast to the Vallina Mixup performed
between random samples, to overcome noise, we perform
Mixup among nodes with the same low-quality labels to
obtain high-quality labeled data guaranteed by Theorem 3.1.
The generated dataset is represented as:

Dm = {(x̂, ŷ)|x̂ = Mλ(xi, xj), ŷ = yi = yj} (2)

where

Mλ(xi, xj) = λxi+(1−λ)xj , (xi, yi), (xj , yj) ∈ D (3)

The number of generated nodes is manually set. The labels
in Dm are of higher quality compared to D, a guarantee
provided by Theorem 3.1. The proof can be found in Ap-
pendix A.1. In other words, the generated labels exhibit less
noise than those of their source nodes. Through Intra-Class
Mixup, we obtain a dataset with high-quality labels, leading
to improved performance of GNNs.

Theorem 3.1. Assuming different classes of data have
varying levels of noise, i.e., Pnoise(yi|x) = P (yi|x) + ϵi,
where Pnoise(yi|x) and P (yi|x) represent the label dis-
tribution of class i with and without noise, respectively,
and ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2

i ) is the noise. For Intra-Class Mixup
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satisfying Equation 2, the probability that the noise is
smaller in the generated data than in the original data
is 2

π arctan[λ2 + (1 − λ)2]−
1
2 > 0.5. The ratio of the ex-

pected noise in the generated data to the expected noise in
the original data is [λ2 + (1− λ)2]

1
2 < 1, indicating that

the noise in the generated data is smaller.

3.2. Neighbor Selection

Motivation: The strength of GNN lies in gathering informa-
tion from the neighborhoods to generate node embeddings,
making the neighborhood crucial for GNNs (Hamilton et al.,
2017). After generating the node v in Sec 3.1, to leverage
the advantages of GNN, it is necessary to find neighbors for
v. We aim to construct a neighborhood that satisfies two re-
quirements: a). The neighborhood is accurate for v; b). The
neighbors of v can obtain richer information through v. If v
is simply connected to the node that generated it, since the
nodes used for Mixup are mostly labeled with low quality,
it is prone to unreasonably connecting two nodes, resulting
in incorrect propagation. Since nodes of the same class are
more likely to appear in the neighborhood in homogeneous
graphs, a natural idea is to connect v with nodes of high
confidence in the same class. In this way, we can find the
correct neighbors for v and, acting as a bridge, connect the
neighborhoods of two nodes of the same class through v to
obtain more information, as shown in Figure 1(b).

Approach: As mentioned above, neighborhood selection
involves two steps. First, finding nodes highly likely to be of
the same class as v, and second, determining how to connect
v with these nodes. We will now introduce them separately.

In the process of finding high-quality nodes, we ingeniously
design an ensemble learning approach without additional
training costs. We employ the GNN utilized for pseudo-
labeling to predict nodes under n different dropout rates.
The nodes consistently predicted in all n trials are consid-
ered high-quality. This is essentially an ensemble approach
using n GNNs but with only n inference costs, significantly
reducing consumption. The selection is expressed as:

Dh = {(x, y)|f1(x) = ... = fn(x), (x, y) ∈ D} (4)

where fi represents GNNs with different dropout rates. Af-
ter obtaining the high-quality set Dh, it is time to estab-
lish the neighborhoods between Dh and Dm generated by
Mixup. To ensure the correctness of the neighborhoods, we
adopt the approach of randomly connecting the generated
data to high-quality nodes of the same class. The augmented
edge set Ê of the original edge set E can be expressed as:

Ê = E ∪ {e(x̂, xi)|(x̂, y) ∈ Dm, (xi, y) ∈ Dh} (5)

where e(a, b) represents en edge between nodes a and b.
In this way, we not only find reasonable neighbors for the
generated nodes but also establish an information exchange

Algorithm 1 Workflow of IntraMix
Input: Graph G = (V,E), V can be divided into Dl and

Du as Sec 2, Class category of nodes C, GNN model f
1: Pre-train f on G according to Equation.6
2: Generate pseudo labels for Du using f , get D̂u

3: D = Dl ∪ D̂u

4: Generate Mixup set Dm = {Vm, Em} as Equation.2
5: V = V ∪ Vm

6: Generate high-quality set Dh according to Equation.4
7: for (x̂, ŷ) ∈ Dm do
8: E ∪ {e(x̂, xi), e(x̂, xj)}, where (xi/xj , ŷ) ∈ Dh

9: end for
Output: the augmented graph G = (V,E)

path between two nodes of the same class. Additionally,
by not directly connecting the two nodes, potential noise
impacts are avoided. The elimination effect of noise is
guaranteed by Theorem 3.2. The detailed proof can be
found in Appendix A.2. Through this method, the issue
of missing neighborhoods in the graph is alleviated, and a
graph with richer structural information is constructed.
Theorem 3.2. The label noise can be equivalently repre-
sented as node noise, i.e., Pnoise(x|yi) = P (x|yi) + δi,
where δi ∼ N(0, σ2

xi). Assuming Equation 1 can be simpli-
fied as hk

v = MLP k[(1 + ηk)h
k−1
v + 1

|Nv|
∑

u∈Nv
hk−1
u ],

where ηk is a learnable variable. Let m and n be nodes
from the i-th class, xm ∼ P (x|yi), xn ∼ Pnoise(x|yi). In a
two-layer GNN, the ratio of the expected impact of n’s noise
on m when nodes connected through Intra-Class Mixup to
the expected impact when directly connecting m and n is√

(λ2 + (1− λ)2) + 1
4(2+η1+η2)

. This ratio can be con-
trolled to be less than 1 by adjusting learnable η, indicating
that our method leads to a smaller noise impact.

3.3. Workflow

In this section, we will briefly introduce the loss function in
training and the overall workflow of IntraMix.

Firstly, we demonstrate the most commonly used cross-
entropy loss, and it can be replaced with any function based
on the task. Given the node feature X , the node labels Y ,
and the training set DT , the loss function is as follows:

L = − 1

|DT |
∑

(xi,yi)∈DT

C∑
c=1

I[yi = c] logP (c|xi, θ) (6)

where C is the class number, θ denotes the GNN parameters,
and P (c|xi, θ) is the probability of xi belonging to class c.

Next, we introduce the workflow of IntraMix. For detailed
steps, refer to Algorithm 1. The process begins by generat-
ing low-quality labels for unlabeled nodes through pseudo-
labeling (lines 1-3). Following that, high-quality labeled
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Table 1. Node Classification accuracy(%) with semi-supervised Graphs. The average result of 30 runs is reported.

Models Strategy Cora CiteSeer Pubmed CS Physics

GCN

Original 81.51 ± 0.42 70.30 ± 0.54 79.06 ± 0.31 91.24 ± 0.43 92.56 ± 1.31
GraphMix 82.29 ± 3.71 74.55 ± 0.52 82.82 ± 0.53 91.90 ± 0.22 90.43 ± 1.76

CODA 83.47 ± 0.48 73.48 ± 0.24 78.50 ± 0.35 91.01 ± 0.75 92.57 ± 0.41
DropMessage 83.33 ± 0.41 71.83 ± 0.35 79.20 ± 0.25 91.50 ± 0.31 92.74 ± 0.72

MH-Aug 84.21 ± 0.38 73.82 ± 0.82 80.51 ± 0.32 92.52 ± 0.37 92.91 ± 0.46
LA-GCN 84.61 ± 0.57 74.70 ± 0.51 81.73 ± 0.71 92.60 ± 0.26 93.26 ± 0.43

NodeMixup 83.47 ± 0.32 74.12 ± 0.35 81.16 ± 0.21 92.69 ± 0.44 93.97 ± 0.45
IntraMix 85.25 ± 0.42 74.80 ± 0.46 82.98 ± 0.54 92.86 ± 0.04 94.27 ± 0.14

GAT

Original 82.04 ± 0.62 71.82 ± 0.83 78.00 ± 0.71 90.52 ± 0.44 91.97 ± 0.65
GraphMix 82.76 ± 0.62 73.04 ± 0.51 78.82 ± 0.44 90.57 ± 1.03 92.90 ± 0.42

CODA 83.36 ± 0.31 72.93 ± 0.42 79.37 ± 1.33 90.41 ± 0.41 92.09 ± 0.62
DropMessage 82.20 ± 0.24 71.48 ± 0.37 78.14 ± 0.25 91.02 ± 0.51 92.03 ± 0.72

MH-Aug 84.52 ± 0.91 73.44 ± 0.81 79.82 ± 0.55 91.26 ± 0.35 92.72 ± 0.42
LA-GAT 84.72 ± 0.45 73.71 ± 0.52 81.04 ± 0.43 91.52 ± 0.31 93.42 ± 0.45

NodeMixup 83.52 ± 0.31 74.30 ± 0.12 81.26 ± 0.34 92.69 ± 0.21 93.87 ± 0.30
IntraMix 85.03 ± 0.45 74.50 ± 0.24 81.76 ± 0.32 92.40 ± 0.24 94.12 ± 0.24

SAGE

Original 78.12 ± 0.32 68.09 ± 0.81 77.30 ± 0.74 91.01 ± 0.93 93.09 ± 0.41
GraphMix 80.09 ± 0.82 70.97 ± 1.21 79.85 ± 0.42 91.55 ± 0.33 93.25 ± 0.33

CODA 83.55 ± 0.14 73.24 ± 0.24 79.28 ± 0.46 91.64 ± 0.41 93.42 ± 0.36
MH-Aug 84.50 ± 0.39 75.25 ± 0.44 80.68 ± 0.36 92.27 ± 0.49 93.58 ± 0.53

LA-SAGE 84.41 ± 0.35 74.16 ± 0.32 80.72 ± 0.42 92.41 ± 0.54 93.41 ± 0.31
NodeMixup 81.93 ± 0.22 74.12 ± 0.44 79.97 ± 0.53 91.97 ± 0.24 94.76 ± 0.25

IntraMix 84.72 ± 0.34 74.37 ± 0.45 81.02 ± 0.49 92.80 ± 0.26 94.87 ± 0.04

APPNP

Original 80.03 ± 0.53 70.30 ± 0.61 78.67 ± 0.24 91.79 ± 0.55 92.36 ± 0.81
GraphMix 82.98 ± 0.42 70.26 ± 0.43 78.73 ± 0.45 91.53 ± 0.61 94.12 ± 0.14

DropMessage 82.37 ± 0.23 72.65 ± 0.53 80.04 ± 0.42 91.25 ± 0.51 93.54 ± 0.63
MH-Aug 85.04 ± 0.41 74.52 ± 0.32 80.71 ± 0.31 92.95 ± 0.34 94.03 ± 0.25

LA-APPNP 85.42 ± 0.33 74.83 ± 0.29 81.41 ± 0.55 92.71 ± 0.47 94.52 ± 0.27
NodeMixup 83.54 ± 0.45 75.12 ± 0.33 79.93 ± 0.12 92.82 ± 0.24 94.34 ± 0.22

IntraMix 85.99 ± 0.48 75.25 ± 0.42 81.96 ± 0.34 93.24 ± 0.21 94.79 ± 0.14

data is generated by Intra-class Mixup. Subsequently, a
reasonable neighborhood is constructed (lines 6-8). The
output is a graph better suitable for node classification.

3.4. Complexity Analysis

Assuming the number of generated nodes determined during
the Mixup generation process is m, the time cost incurred
during the generation and finding neighbors of nodes is
O(m). Since our Intra-Class Mixup for node classification
does not incur additional computations, its complexity is
the same as the original GNNs. Assuming the original time
complexity of the GNN is O(|V | × F × F ′) + O(|E| ×
F ′), where F denotes the input feature dimension of nodes,
and F ′ is the hidden layer dimension of GNN. The time
complexity after using IntraMix is O(|V | × F × F ′) +
O(|E| × F ′) + O(m× F × F ′) + O(2m× F ′) + O(m).
As in most cases, m ≪ |V |, the time complexity is in the
same order of magnitude as the original GNN.

4. Experiment
In this section, we show the excellent performance of In-
traMix in both semi-supervised and full-supervised node
classification using various GNNs across multiple datasets.
Sec 4.3 shows the inductive learning ability of IntraMix. The
analysis includes how IntraMix overcomes over-smoothing,
and we conduct ablation experiments for in-depth analysis.

4.1. Semi-supervised Learning

Datasets: We evaluate IntraMix on commonly used
semi-supervised datasets for node classification, includ-
ing Cora, CiteSeer, Pubmed (Sen et al., 2017), CS, and
Physics (Shchur et al., 2018). We follow the original splits
for these datasets. Details can be found in Appendix B.1.

Baselines: We utilize four popular GNNs: GCN (Kipf &
Welling, 2017), GAT (Veličković et al., 2018), GraphSAGE
(SAGE) (Hamilton et al., 2017), and APPNP (Gasteiger
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et al., 2019). Additionally, we compare IntraMix with vari-
ous mainstream graph augmentation methods (Verma et al.,
2021; Duan et al., 2023; Fang et al., 2023; Park et al., 2021;
Liu et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2023). Details can be found in
Appendix B.2. For each graph augmentation applied to each
GNN, we use the same hyperparameters for fairness. When
comparing with other methods, we use the settings from
their open-source code and report the average results over
30 runs. All experiments are conducted on an RTX-3090.

Result: It is crucial to note that semi-supervised experi-
ments are more important than fully supervised ones. This
is primarily due to the sparse labels in most real-world
scenarios of graphs. The results of semi-supervised ex-
periments reflect the method’s potential when applied to
real-world situations. Observing the results in Table 1, it is
evident that IntraMix demonstrates superior performance
across almost all GNNs and datasets. This indicates that
the IntraMix generation of high-quality labeled nodes and
neighborhoods, enriches the knowledge on the graph, mak-
ing the graph more conducive for GNNs. Additionally, it
is noteworthy that IntraMix exhibits greater advantages on
SAGE and APPNP. This is attributed to the use of neigh-
bor sampling for message aggregation of SAGE and the
customized message-passing of APPNP, both of which pri-
oritize the correct and richness of the neighborhood of nodes
in comparison to GCN and GAT. The superiority on these
two models further validates the rationality and richness of
the neighborhoods constructed by IntraMix and the correct-
ness of the high-quality labeled generated nodes.

4.2. Full-supervised Learning

Datasets: To evaluate IntraMix on fully supervised datasets,
we utilized the well-known ogbn-arxiv (Hu et al., 2020) and
Flickr (Zeng et al., 2020) datasets, following standard parti-
tioning methods. For detailed information on the datasets,
please refer to the Appendix B.1.

Baselines: In this part, we consider three GNNs: GCN,
GAT, and GraphSAGE. Additionally, we compare IntraMix
with various mainstream methods, and details about the
comparative methods can be found in Appendix B.2.

Results: Observing the results in Table 2, it is evident
that in fully supervised experiments, IntraMix consistently
demonstrates superior performance across almost all GNNs
and datasets, aligning with the outcomes in semi-supervised
learning. This further affirms the rationale behind IntraMix.
Despite the abundance of labeled data in fully supervised
learning, which diminishes the improvement of high-quality
labeled nodes provided by IntraMix, the rich and accu-
rate neighborhoods constructed by IntraMix still enhance
the quality of the graph. IntraMix constructs richer paths
for propagation by connecting nodes with label similar-
ity, thereby enhancing node representations. Consequently,

Table 2. Node Classification accuracy(%) with full supervised
graphs. The average result of 10 runs is reported.

Models Strategy ogbn-arxiv Flickr

GCN

Original 71.74 ± 0.29 51.88 ± 0.41
FLAG 72.04 ± 0.20 52.05 ± 0.16

LAGCN 72.08 ± 0.14 52.63 ± 0.16
NodeMixup 73.26 ± 0.25 52.54 ± 0.21

IntraMix 73.51 ± 0.22 53.03 ± 0.25

GAT

Original 73.65 ± 0.11 49.88 ± 0.32
FLAG 73.71 ± 0.13 51.34 ± 0.27

LAGAT 73.77 ± 0.12 52.63 ± 0.16
NodeMixup 73.24 ± 0.32 52.82 ± 0.36

IntraMix 73.85 ± 0.12 53.49 ± 0.09

SAGE

Original 71.49 ± 0.27 50.47 ± 0.21
FLAG 72.19 ± 0.21 52.39± 0.28

LASAGE 72.30 ± 0.12 54.24 ± 0.25
NodeMixup 72.01 ± 0.35 53.49 ± 0.24

IntraMix 73.61 ± 0.09 54.65 ± 0.26

Table 3. Node Classification with inductive settings.

Models Strategy Cora CiteSeer

GAT

Original 81.3 ± 0.5 70.4 ± 1.2
LAGAT 82.7 ± 0.8 72.1 ± 0.7

NodeMixup 83.1 ± 0.5 71.8 ± 0.9
IntraMix 83.8 ± 0.6 72.9 ± 0.6

SAGE

Original 80.1 ± 1.7 69.1 ± 2.9
LAGSAGE 81.7 ± 0.8 73.0 ± 1.1
NodeMixup 81.9 ± 0.5 73.1 ± 1.3

IntraMix 82.9 ± 0.4 73.9 ± 0.8

even in fully supervised datasets where labeled data is suffi-
cient, IntraMix demonstrates excellent capabilities.

4.3. Inductive Learning

The experiments mentioned above are conducted in a trans-
ductive setting. To demonstrate the reliability of IntraMix in
inductive learning setups, we conduct inductive experiments
on Cora and CiteSeer, combining GraphSAGE and GAT.
The results are presented in Table 3. In inductive learning,
GNNs can only observe non-test data during training, which
aligns more closely with real-world scenarios. From the
results, it is evident that IntraMix also exhibits excellent
performance in inductive learning. This strongly validates
that the nodes with more accurate labels and rich neighbor-
hoods constructed by IntraMix indeed provide the graph
with richer information. As a result, GNNs trained with
IntraMix can learn more comprehensive patterns and make
accurate predictions even for unseen nodes, confirming In-
traMix as a generalizable graph augmentation framework
applicable to real-world scenarios.
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Table 4. Ablation of Intra-Class Mixup on GCN. w con connects
the generated nodes with nodes used in generation, and sim con is
the similar connection. ↑ means an improvement to the original.

Strategy Cora CiteSeer Pubmed
Original 81.5 ± 0.4 70.3 ± 0.5 79.0 ± 0.3
Only PL 82.9 ± 0.2 72.3 ± 0.3 79.5 ± 0.2

Only UPS 83.1 ± 0.4 72.8 ± 0.6 79.7 ± 0.4
Mixup(w/o con) 58.9 ± 22.3 52.3 ± 17.6 70.0 ± 10.8
Mixup(w con) 83.0 ± 1.2 71.3 ± 3.5 79.4 ± 1.1

Mixup(sim con) 83.1 ± 1.8 71.5 ± 1.9 79.8 ± 3.8
Intra-Class Mixup 85.2 (↑3.7) 74.8 (↑4.5) 82.9 (↑3.9)

Table 5. Explore the effect of generating node with Intra-Class
Mixup. Zeros means replacing the generated nodes with an all-
zero vector, and Ones means replacing them with an all-one vector.

Strategy Cora CiteSeer Pubmed
Original 81.5 ± 0.4 70.3 ± 0.5 79.0 ± 0.3

Ones 31.9 (↓ 49.6) 21.5 (↓ 48.8) 38.1 (↓ 40.9)
Zeros 83.8 (↑ 2.3) 73.6 (↑ 3.3) 80.7 (↑ 1.7)

IntraMix 85.2 (↑3.7) 74.8 (↑4.5) 82.9 (↑3.9)

4.4. Ablation Experiment

To demonstrate the effects of each IntraMix component, we
conduct ablation experiments using GCN on Cora, CiteSeer,
and Pubmed. All other parts of IntraMix are kept unchanged
except for the mentioned ablated components.

Intra-Class Mixup: We discuss the effectiveness of Intra-
Class Mixup. We compare it with methods that do not use
Mixup, relying solely on pseudo-labeling(PL), and intro-
duce an advanced PL method called UPS (Rizve et al., 2021).
Additionally, we compare Intra-Class Mixup with Vallina
Mixup, which employs various connection methods for gen-
erated nodes. The results are shown in Table 4. Among these
methods, Intra-Class Mixup demonstrates the best perfor-
mance, demonstrating nearly 3.5% improvement in accuracy
compared to the original GCN. This is because, compared
to methods using only pseudo-labels, Intra-Class Mixup
generates higher-quality labeled nodes and constructs richer
neighborhoods, enabling GNNs to get more information.
Regarding Mixup, we utilize three connecting methods:
treating generated nodes as isolated (w/o con), connecting
them with nodes used for generation (w con), and connect-
ing them with nodes with similar embeddings (sim con).
However, none of these methods perform well.

As Theorem 3.1 suggests, Intra-Class Mixup ensures the
improvement of label quality for each class, a guarantee that
Mixup cannot provide. Furthermore, the fact that Intra-Class
Mixup data have a single label makes it convenient to select
similar neighbors. In contrast, Mixup generates data with
mixed labels, introducing the risk of connecting to any class
of node and potentially causing errors in propagation. This

Table 6. Effects of Neighbor Selection on GCN. ↑ means improve-
ment compared to the original, while ↓ indicates a reduction.

Strategy Cora CiteSeer Pubmed
Original-GCN 81.5 ± 0.4 70.3 ± 0.5 79.0 ± 0.3

Direct Con 83.6 (↑ 2.1) 73.4 (↑ 3.1) 78.0 (↓ 1.0)
Random Con 76.7 (↓ 4.8) 67.0 (↓ 3.3) 65.1 (↓ 13.9)
Without Con 82.9 (↑ 1.4) 72.8 (↑ 2.5) 79.4 (↑ 0.4)
Vallina Con 84.3 (↑ 2.8) 73.6 (↑ 3.3) 79.8 (↑ 0.8)
Similar Con 84.5 (↑ 3.0) 74.0 (↑ 3.7) 80.3 (↑ 1.3)

IntraMix 85.2 (↑ 3.7) 74.8 (↑ 4.5) 82.9 (↑ 3.9)

is a key reason for the poor performance of Mixup in node
classification. Simultaneously, in Table 5, when replacing
the node generated by IntraMix with an all-zero vector and
an all-one vector, both perform worse than IntraMix. This
phenomenon indicates that, when excluding the influence
of neighbor selection, the nodes generated by IntraMix are
also effective for graph augmentation.

Neighbor Selection: This part shows the importance of
Neighbor Selection. We compare various selection methods
together with the direct connection of high-quality labeled
nodes of the same class (Direct con) in Table 6. We observe
that these methods are less effective than IntraMix. Direct
con is not effective because, despite high-quality labeling,
noise is still present. However, IntraMix avoids this problem.
The experimental results validate Theorem 3.2.

Compared to other neighbor selection methods, IntraMix
proposes a simple way to select nodes more likely to serve
as neighbors, leading to more accurate information passing.
Among the methods, Vallina Con indicates connecting the
generated node to the nodes used for generation. Similar
Con (SC) denotes connecting the nodes to nodes with simi-
lar embeddings. SC performs great, highlighting the impor-
tance of selecting similar nodes as neighbors, aligning with
our intuition about the same class among neighborhoods.
However, SC is not as good as IntraMix, mainly because the
initial neighbors for generated nodes are empty, making it
hard to provide accurate embeddings for similarity measure-
ment. Even if the similarity could be determined, connecting
overly similar nodes resulted in insufficient neighborhood
information. In comparison, IntraMix connects nodes with
the same label, maintaining neighborhood correctness while
connecting nodes that are not extremely similar. IntraMix
enriches the knowledge within the neighborhood.

In Table 5, using an all-zero vector to eliminate the influence
of Mixup still shows a performance improvement. This
reflects the rationality of our proposed Neighbor Selection
method, which is effective for graph augmentation.

Utilization of unlabeled data: In this part, we show the
importance of using unlabeled nodes to obtain low-quality
data, and the results are shown in Figure 3(a). The poor
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Figure 3. a) Experimental results using different proportions of unlabeled nodes show that performance improves as more unlabeled nodes
are utilized. b) Sensitivity analysis of λ indicates that the best performance is achieved when λ = 0.5. c) Analysis reveals that IntraMix
demonstrates effective capabilities in overcoming over-smoothing with deep GNNs.

performance of Mixup only within sparsely labeled nodes is
due to the limited nodes. Even though Mixup can augment
the label information to some extent, the insufficient nodes
used for generation create a bottleneck in information gain,
hindering GNNs from learning enough knowledge. Despite
the low-quality labels provided by pseudo-labeling for un-
labeled data, Intra-Class Mixup enhances the label quality,
thus providing GNNs with ample knowledge space.

Sensitivity Analysis of λ: This part discusses the impact
of λ in Intra-Class Mixup. The experiment is conducted
using GCN on Cora, and detailed results are presented in
Figure 3 (b). According to Theorem 3.1, the best noise
reduction in each class label is achieved when λ = 0.5. The
results validate our theoretical analysis, showing that the
performance of GCN gradually improves as λ varies from 0
to 0.5. This indicates that when λ is closer to 0.5, the quality
of the generated data labels is higher. Therefore, we choose
λ ∼ B(2, 2), where B denotes Beta Distribution.

4.5. Over-smoothing Analysis

As is well known, deep GNNs can result in over-smoothing,
a phenomenon characterized by the convergence of node em-
beddings. We show the ability to alleviate over-smoothing
of IntraMix in Figure 3(c). We use MADgap (Chen et al.,
2020) as the metric, where a larger MADgap indicates a
milder over-smoothing. Surprisingly, although IntraMix
is not specifically designed to address over-smoothing, it
shows a strong ability to counteract over-smoothing, reach-
ing a level similar to GRAND (Feng et al., 2020), a method
specialized in addressing over-smoothing. This is attributed
to the bridging effect of the generated nodes, connecting
nodes of the same class with high confidence in a random
manner. This process resembles random propagation, pro-
viding effective resistance against over-smoothing. Addi-
tionally, the richer neighborhood and node features inher-
ently mitigate over-smoothing issues (Keriven, 2022).

5. Related Work
Graph Augmentation: The primary purpose of graph aug-
mentation is to address two common challenges in graphs
encountered by GNN, scarcity of labels and incomplete
neighborhoods (Ding et al., 2022). Graph augmentation can
be categorized into Node Manipulation (Verma et al., 2021),
Edge Manipulation (Rong et al., 2020), Feature Manipula-
tion (Feng et al., 2019), and Subgraph Manipulation (Park
et al., 2022). However, existing methods either require com-
plex generators (Liu et al., 2022) or extensive empirical
involvement (Wang et al., 2020), failing to effectively ad-
dress the two issues. The proposed IntraMix offers a simple
solution to simultaneously tackle the two challenges faced
by GNNs. Details can be found in Appendix C.2.

Mixup: Mixup is a promising data augmentation medthod
(Zhang et al., 2018), enhancing the generalization of vari-
ous tasks (Verma et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2020). However,
there has been limited focus on the application of Mixup in
node classification. We address the shortcomings of Mixup
in node classification, proposing IntraMix, which involves
Intra-Class Mixup. IntraMix provides richer information
for the graph, improving the performance of GNNs in node
classification. Details can be found in Appendix C.1.

6. Conclusion
This paper presents IntraMix, an elegant graph augmenta-
tion method for node classification. We utilize Intra-Class
Mixup to generate high-quality labels to address the issue of
sparse high-quality labels. To address the problem of limited
neighborhoods, we connect the generated nodes with nodes
that are highly likely from the same class. IntraMix provides
an elegant solution to the dual challenges faced by graphs.
Moreover, IntraMix is a flexible method that can be applied
to all GNNs. Future work will focus on exploring neighbor
selection methods to construct more realistic graphs.
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Impact Statements
This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field
of Machine Learning. There are many potential societal
consequences of our work, none which we feel must be
specifically highlighted here.
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Carratino, L., Cissé, M., Jenatton, R., and Vert, J.-P. On
mixup regularization. The Journal of Machine Learning
Research, 23(1):14632–14662, 2022.

Chen, D., Lin, Y., Li, W., Li, P., Zhou, J., and Sun, X.
Measuring and relieving the over-smoothing problem for
graph neural networks from the topological view. In Pro-
ceedings of the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence,
volume 34, pp. 3438–3445, 2020.

Ding, K., Xu, Z., Tong, H., and Liu, H. Data augmenta-
tion for deep graph learning: A survey. ACM SIGKDD
Explorations Newsletter, 24(2):61–77, 2022.

Duan, R., Yan, C., Wang, J., and Jiang, C. Class-homophilic-
based data augmentation for improving graph neural net-
works. Knowledge-Based Systems, 269:110518, 2023.

Fang, T., Xiao, Z., Wang, C., Xu, J., Yang, X., and Yang,
Y. Dropmessage: Unifying random dropping for graph
neural networks. In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference
on Artificial Intelligence, volume 37, pp. 4267–4275,
2023.

Feng, F., He, X., Tang, J., and Chua, T.-S. Graph adver-
sarial training: Dynamically regularizing based on graph
structure. IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data
Engineering, 33(6):2493–2504, 2019.

Feng, W., Zhang, J., Dong, Y., Han, Y., Luan, H., Xu, Q.,
Yang, Q., Kharlamov, E., and Tang, J. Graph random
neural networks for semi-supervised learning on graphs.
Advances in neural information processing systems, 33:
22092–22103, 2020.

Frénay, B. and Verleysen, M. Classification in the presence
of label noise: a survey. IEEE transactions on neural
networks and learning systems, 25(5):845–869, 2013.

Gasteiger, J., Bojchevski, A., and Günnemann, S. Com-
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Liò, P., and Bengio, Y. Graph attention networks. In
International Conference on Learning Representations,
2018. URL https://openreview.net/forum?
id=rJXMpikCZ.

Verma, V., Lamb, A., Beckham, C., Najafi, A., Mitliagkas,
I., Lopez-Paz, D., and Bengio, Y. Manifold mixup: Better
representations by interpolating hidden states. In Interna-
tional conference on machine learning, pp. 6438–6447.
PMLR, 2019.

Verma, V., Qu, M., Kawaguchi, K., Lamb, A., Bengio, Y.,
Kannala, J., and Tang, J. Graphmix: Improved training
of gnns for semi-supervised learning. In Proceedings of
the AAAI conference on artificial intelligence, volume 35,
pp. 10024–10032, 2021.

Wang, Y., Wang, W., Liang, Y., Cai, Y., Liu, J., and Hooi, B.
Nodeaug: Semi-supervised node classification with data
augmentation. In Proceedings of the 26th ACM SIGKDD
International Conference on Knowledge Discovery &
Data Mining, pp. 207–217, 2020.

Wang, Y., Wang, W., Liang, Y., Cai, Y., and Hooi, B. Mixup
for node and graph classification. In Proceedings of the
Web Conference 2021, pp. 3663–3674, 2021.

Wu, L., Xia, J., Gao, Z., Lin, H., Tan, C., and Li, S. Z.
Graphmixup: Improving class-imbalanced node classifi-
cation by reinforcement mixup and self-supervised con-
text prediction. In Machine Learning and Knowledge
Discovery in Databases: European Conference, ECML
PKDD 2022, Grenoble, France, September 19–23, 2022,
Proceedings, Part IV, pp. 519–535, Berlin, Heidelberg,

10

https://openreview.net/forum?id=HJgExaVtwr
https://openreview.net/forum?id=HJgExaVtwr
https://openreview.net/forum?id=-ODN6SbiUU
https://openreview.net/forum?id=-ODN6SbiUU
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Hkx1qkrKPr
https://openreview.net/forum?id=Hkx1qkrKPr
http://dx.doi.org/10.1609/aimag.v29i3.2157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1609/aimag.v29i3.2157
https://aclanthology.org/2020.coling-main.305
https://aclanthology.org/2020.coling-main.305
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rJXMpikCZ
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rJXMpikCZ


IntraMix: Intra-Class Mixup Generation for Accurate Labels and Neighbors

2023. Springer-Verlag. ISBN 978-3-031-26411-5. doi:
10.1007/978-3-031-26412-2 32. URL https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-031-26412-2_32.

Xu, K., Hu, W., Leskovec, J., and Jegelka, S. How powerful
are graph neural networks? In International Conference
on Learning Representations, 2019. URL https://
openreview.net/forum?id=ryGs6iA5Km.

Yoo, J., Shim, S., and Kang, U. Model-agnostic augmenta-
tion for accurate graph classification. In Proceedings of
the ACM Web Conference 2022, pp. 1281–1291, 2022.

Zeng, H., Zhou, H., Srivastava, A., Kannan, R., and
Prasanna, V. Graphsaint: Graph sampling based in-
ductive learning method. In International Conference
on Learning Representations, 2020. URL https://
openreview.net/forum?id=BJe8pkHFwS.

Zhang, H., Cisse, M., Dauphin, Y. N., and Lopez-Paz,
D. mixup: Beyond empirical risk minimization. In
International Conference on Learning Representations,
2018. URL https://openreview.net/forum?
id=r1Ddp1-Rb.

Zhao, T., Liu, Y., Neves, L., Woodford, O., Jiang, M., and
Shah, N. Data augmentation for graph neural networks.
In Proceedings of the aaai conference on artificial intelli-
gence, volume 35, pp. 11015–11023, 2021.

Zhou, J., Cui, G., Hu, S., Zhang, Z., Yang, C., Liu, Z., Wang,
L., Li, C., and Sun, M. Graph neural networks: A review
of methods and applications. AI open, 1:57–81, 2020.

Zhu, J., Yan, Y., Zhao, L., Heimann, M., Akoglu, L., and
Koutra, D. Beyond homophily in graph neural networks:
Current limitations and effective designs. Advances in
neural information processing systems, 33:7793–7804,
2020.

11

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-26412-2_32
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-26412-2_32
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ryGs6iA5Km
https://openreview.net/forum?id=ryGs6iA5Km
https://openreview.net/forum?id=BJe8pkHFwS
https://openreview.net/forum?id=BJe8pkHFwS
https://openreview.net/forum?id=r1Ddp1-Rb
https://openreview.net/forum?id=r1Ddp1-Rb


IntraMix: Intra-Class Mixup Generation for Accurate Labels and Neighbors

A. Proofs
A.1. Theorem 3.1

In this section, we will prove Theorem 3.1. We will start by introducing the notation used in the proof process.

A.1.1. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

The category-specific noise is represented as:

Pnoise(yi|x) = P (yi|x) + ϵi (7)

where ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2
i ).

For simplification of the solution, we use the expression involving the label matrix transfer (Müller et al., 2019), denoted as
(x, y) ∼ Q. And get the noise label matrix transfer as:

Qnoise = T tQ (8)

where Ty,y′ ≥ 0 represents the probability, under the influence of noise, that data with the true label y is mislabeled as y′.

And T can be represented as :
T = (1− f(ϵ))I + f(ϵ)J (9)

Here, ϵ = ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2
i )

|C|
i=1 represents the noise for each class, I denotes the diagonal matrix, and J represents the matrix

of all ones. Therefore, f(ϵ)J is the noise matrix, and the purpose of f is to control the range of noise. It satisfies three
properties: 1).0 ≤ f(x) ≤ 1; 2).f(x) exhibits the same monotonicity as |x|; 3).f(x) + f(y) = f(x+ y);

Satisfying property 1 is essential because, in Equation 9, f is used to control the range of noise, and probabilities represented
by matrix entries should remain within the meaningful range of [0, 1].

Satisfying property 2 is due to the representation in Equation 7, where |ϵi| represents the magnitude of the deviation from
the correct distribution, indicating larger noise for greater magnitudes. The positive or negative sign of ϵi indicates the
direction of the noise, but in Equation 9, this directionality is not explicitly represented. Therefore, using the absolute value
captures the magnitude of noise.

Satisfying property 3 is because the noise in Equation 7 has directionality; two noises may cancel each other out due
to opposite directions. When represented using Equation 9, considering the directional of noise, operations need to be
performed first, which might lead to cancellation due to different directions. Afterward, applying f is necessary to ensure
the result falls within the (0, 1) range, adhering to the definition of probabilities. For simplicity, we assume that f directly
satisfies property 3.

A.1.2. DETAILS OF PROOF

When we use Intra-Class Mixup, According to Equation 7, the distribution of labels for the generated data by Intra-class
Mixup can be expressed as:

Pintra(yi|x̂) = λ(P (yi|x̂) + ϵi) + (1− λ)(P (yi|x̂) + ϵ′i) (10)

where ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2
i ), ϵ

′
i ∼ N(0, σ2

i ), and x̂ represents the generated sample.

According to the definition of Intra-class Mixup and equation 9, the label transition matrix for the results of Intra-class
Mixup can be expressed as:

Tintra = (1− f(λϵ1 + (1− λ)ϵ2))I + f(λϵ1 + (1− λ)ϵ2)J (11)

where ϵ1 = {ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2
i )}

|C|
i=1 and ϵ2 = {ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2

i )}
|C|
i=1.

The measurement of noise in T and Tintra is essentially comparing f(ϵ) with f(λϵ1 + (1− λ)ϵ2). According to property 2
satisfied by f , this can be transformed into comparing |ϵ| with |λϵ1 + (1− λ)ϵ2|. A larger value in this comparison indicates
greater noise. For the i-th class label, it is a calculation of:

P (|λϵi1 + (1− λ)ϵi2| < |ϵi|) (12)
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where ϵi ∼ N(0, σ2
i ), ϵi, ϵi1, ϵi2 are independent and identically distributed variables, and |ϵ| follows the folded normal

distribution (Leone et al., 1961), let c = λ2 + (1− λ)2, we have:

P (|λϵi1 + (1− λ)ϵi2| < |ϵi|) =
∫ +∞

0

√
2√

πσi
e−

x2

2σ2 (

∫ +∞

0

√
2√

πcσi
e−

y2

2c2σ2 dy)dx

u= x
σi=====

v= y
σi

2

πc

∫ +∞

0

∫ u

0

e−
u2

2 − v2

2c2 dvdu

u=rcosθ
=======
v=rsinθ

2

πc

∫ π
4

0

∫ +∞

0

re−
r2

2 − 1−c2

2c2
r2sin2θdrdθ

=
2

πc

∫ π
4

0

c2

c2 + (1− c2)sin2θ
dθ

t=tanθ
======

2c

π

∫ 1

0

1

c2 + t2
dt

=
2

π
arctan

1

c

=
2

π
arctan(λ2 + (1− λ)2)−

1
2 > 0.5

(13)

Proof completed. This establishes that the likelihood of improving label quality after Intra-Class Mixup for each class is
greater than 0.5, demonstrating its effectiveness in enhancing label quality.

Next, let’s consider the expectation of noise, which can be equivalently expressed in terms of the expectation of |ϵ|. Then we
have:

E(|λϵi1 + (1− λ)ϵi2|) =
∫ +∞

0

x

√
2√

πcσi
e
− x2

2c2σ2
i dx

u= x
cσi======

√
2cσi√
π

∫ +∞

0

ue−
u2

2 du

=

√
2σi√
π

(14)

Similarly, we have: E(|ϵi|) =
√
2σ√
π

.

Therefore, the ratio of the expected noise after Intra-Class Mixup to the original noise in class i is given by:

E(f(λϵi1 + (1− λ)ϵi2))

E(f(ϵi))
∼ E(|λϵi1 + (1− λ)ϵi2)|

E(|ϵi|)
=

√
λ2 + (1− λ)2 < 1 (15)

This implies that the expected noise in each class is reduced after Intra-Class Mixup.

When we use Vallina Mixup, i.e., performing Mixup randomly between samples, it can be expressed according to the
derivation in (Carratino et al., 2022) and Equation 9 as follows:

Tmixup = (1− f(λϵ1 + (1− λ)ϵ))I + f(λϵ1 + (1− λ)ϵ)J (16)

where ϵ = 1
|C|

∑|C|
i=1 ϵi.

Then, following similar derivations of Equation 13, let σi2 =
√

λ2σ2
i + (1− λ)2σ2, σ = 1

|C|
∑|C|

i=1 σi, we have:

P (|λϵ1 + (1 + λ)ϵ| < |ϵ|) =
∫ +∞

0

√
2√

πσi
e−

x2

2σ2 (

∫ +∞

0

√
2√

πcσi
e
− y2

2c2σ2
i2 dy)dx

=
2

π
arctan

σi√
λ2σ2

i + (1− λ)2σ2

(17)
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The Equation 17 cannot guarantee that it is greater than 0.5 for all σi. This implies that although Vallina Mixup acts as a
form of regularization during training, implicitly introducing data denoising (Zhang et al., 2018), it does not ensure label
quality improvement for every class. In this regard, it has limitations compared to our proposed Intra-Class Mixup.

A.2. Theorem 3.2

In this section, we will prove Theorem 3.2. We will begin by introducing the notation used in the proof process.

A.2.1. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

In the proof of this section, the labeling noise in Equation 7 is transformed into equivalent node feature noise as follows:

Pnoise(x|yi) = P (x|yi) + δi (18)

where δi ∼ N(0, σ2
xi). The equivalence proof with Equation 7 is as follows:

Pnoise(x|yi) = Pnoise(yi|x)
P (x)

P (yi)

P (x|yi) = P (yi|x)
P (x)

P (yi)

(19)

Therefore, from Equation 18, we have:

Pnoise(x|yi) = Pnoise(yi|x)
P (x)

P (yi)

= (P (yi|x) + ϵi)
P (x)

P (yi)

= (P (x|yi)
P (yi)

P (x)
+ ϵi)

P (x)

P (yi)

= P (x|yi) +
P (x)

P (yi)
ϵi

(20)

P (x)
P (yi)

is a constant related to the dataset. Thus, the equation Pnoise(x|yi) = P (x|yi)+ δi holds, where δi ∼ N(0, σ2
xi). The

equivalence between label noise and feature noise holds.

In this section, for the sake of convenience in derivation, the information propagation formula of the GNN in Equation 1 at
the k-th layer is simplified to:

hk
v = MLP k[(1 + ηk)h

k−1
v +

1

|Nv|
∑
u∈Nv

hk−1
u ] (21)

Where hk
v is used to represent the feature representation of node v at the k-th layer, ηk represents the learnable variable at

the k-th layer, Nv denotes the set of neighboring nodes of node v. Wk can be used to represent the parameter matrix of the
MLP in the k-th layer of the GNN, and bk represents the bias term of the MLP in the k-th layer.

In this part, consider two nodes m and n, both belonging to class yi under high-confidence labeling. Node m has a node
feature xm following the distribution P (x|yi), while the node feature xn of node n follows the distribution Pnoise(x|yi).
We have:

P (xm|yi) = P (x|yi), P (xn|yi) = Pnoise(x|yi) = P (x|yi) + δi (22)

For convenience in derivation, without loss of generality, we can assume that m and n have no neighbors in their initial
states. We will prove that in a two-layer GNN: 1). By the approach proposed through IntraMix, connecting m and n through
the node v = (x̂, yi) generated by Intra-Class Mixup. 2). Connecting nodes m and n directly. The ratio of the expected
impact of n’s noise on m in case 1) to the expected noise impact in case 2) can be controlled to be less than 1 by adjusting
learnable η. Therefore, the connection approach in IntraMix can to some extent overcome the potential noise disturbance
that may exist when connecting high-quality labeled nodes directly.
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A.2.2. DETAILS OF PROOF

When connecting nodes m and n directly, we have:

P (h1
m|yi) = W1[(1 + η1)P (xm|yi) + P (xn|yi)] + b1

= W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δi] + b1
(23)

Similarly, we have:
P (h1

n|yi) = W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + (1 + η1)δi] + b1 (24)

Then, after the second-layer message passing, node m can be represented as:

P (h2
m|yi) = W1[(1 + η2)P (h1

m|yi) + P (h1
n|yi)]

= W2{(1 + η2)[W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δi] + b1] +W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + (1 + η1)δi] + b1}+ b2

= W2{(2 + η1)[(1 + η2)W2W1 +W1]P (x|yi) + (2 + η2)b1}+ b2︸ ︷︷ ︸
value

+W2W1(2 + η1 + η2)δi︸ ︷︷ ︸
noise

(25)

When connecting through Intra-Class Mixup with the node v, we have:

According to Equation 18 and Equation 11, the feature distribution of the node v generated by Intra-Class Mixup satisfies
P (x̂|yi) = P (x|yi) + δ′i, where δ′i ∼ N(0, (λ2 + (1− λ)2)σ2

xi).

Following the same reasoning as above, we have:

P ′(h1
m|yi) = W1[(1 + η1)P (xm|yi) + P (x̂|yi)] + b1

= W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δ′i] + b1

P ′(h1
n|yi) = W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δ′i + (1 + η1)δi] + b1

P ′(h1
v|yi) = W1[(1 + η1)P (x̂|yi) +

1

2
P (h0

m|yi) +
1

2
P (h0

n|yi)] + b1

= W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δ′i +
1

2
δi] + b1

(26)

Then, after the second-layer message passing, m can be represented as:

P ′(h2
m|yi) = W1[(1 + η2)P

′(h1
m|yi) + P ′(h1

v|yi)]

= W2{(1 + η2)[W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δ′i] + b1] +W1[(2 + η1)P (x|yi) + δ′i +
1

2
δi] + b1}+ b2

= W2{(2 + η1)[(1 + η2)W2W1 +W1]P (x|yi) + (2 + η2)b1}+ b2︸ ︷︷ ︸
value

+W2W1[(2 + η1 + η2)δ
′
i +

1

2
δi]︸ ︷︷ ︸

noise

(27)

Assuming the parameters of MLP are the same, the value parts of Equation 25 and Equation 27 are the same. Now, what
needs to be compared is the ratio of the expected values of the noise parts in the two equations. Similar to property 3
mentioned in Sec A.1.1, when comparing noise expectations, absolute values should be considered. That is, the farther the
noise is from the 0, the larger it is, and the sign indicates the direction. Let noisem and noise′m represent the noise terms in
Equation 25 and Equation 27, respectively. We have:

E(noise′m)

E(noisem)
=

E{|(2 + η1 + η2)δ
′
i +

1
2δi|}

E{|(2 + η1 + η2)δi|}
(28)

Similar to the derivation in Equation 14, we have:

E{|(2 + η1 + η2)δi|} =

√
2(2 + η1 + η2)σxi√

π

E{|(2 + η1 + η2)δ
′
i +

1

2
δi|} =

√
2σxi

√
1
4 + (2 + η1 + η2)2(λ2 + (1− λ)2)

√
π

(29)
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Then, Equation 28 can be represented as:

E(noise′m)

E(noisem)
=

√
1

4(2 + η1 + η2)
+ (λ2 + (1− λ)2) (30)

As η1 and η2 are learnable parameters, by controlling them, the value of Equation 30 can be made less than 1. This indicates
that connecting nodes obtained through Intra-Class Mixup leads to smaller noise compared to directly connecting them.

B. Reproducibility
In this section, we present detailed information about the datasets used in the experiments, including the split method.
Additionally, we provide a thorough introduction to the comparative methods and the setups of GNNs in the experiments.

B.1. Datasets

In this part, we introduce the datasets used in this paper. Detailed information can be found in Table 7.

Table 7. Data statistics

Category Name Graphs Nodes Edges Features Classes Split Ratio Metric

Semi-Supervised

Cora 1 2,708 5,429 1,433 7 8.5/30.5/61 Accuracy
CiteSeer 1 3,327 4,732 3,703 6 7.4/30.9/61.7 Accuracy
Pubmed 1 19,717 44,338 500 3 3.8/32.1/64.1 Accuracy

CS 1 18,333 163,788 6,805 15 1.6/2.4/96 Accuracy
Physics 1 34,493 495,924 8,415 5 0.28/0.43/99.29 Accuracy

Full-Supervised ogbn-arxiv 1 169,343 1,166,243 128 40 54/18/28 Accuracy
Flickr 1 89,250 899,756 500 7 50/25/25 Accuracy

In semi-supervised learning, we utilized five datasets: Cora, CiteSeer, Pubmed (Sen et al., 2017), CS, and Physics (Shchur
et al., 2018). All five datasets are related to citation networks. The first three datasets are standard citation datasets,
where nodes represent papers, edges between nodes indicate citation relationships between papers, and node features are
constructed by extracting key information from the papers, such as a one-hot vector indicating the presence of specific words
in the paper. Node classification on these three datasets involves assigning papers to their respective categories. During the
dataset split process, we follow the standard partitioning method outlined in the literature (Sen et al., 2017), using a minimal
amount of samples for training to adhere to the semi-supervised configuration.

On the other hand, CS and Physics datasets represent datasets related to collaboration among researchers. In these datasets,
each node represents a researcher, and edges denote collaborative relationships between researchers in co-authored papers.
Node features capture partial characteristics of researchers’ papers. The process of node classification involves assigning
researchers to their respective research directions. During the dataset split process, we follow the standard partitioning
method (Shchur et al., 2018), randomly selecting 20 samples from each class as training samples and using 1000 samples in
total for the training set to meet the semi-supervised configuration.

In the supervised learning, we utilized two datasets: ogbn-arxiv (Hu et al., 2020) and Flickr (Zeng et al., 2020). The
ogbn-arxiv is a dataset of the ogb standard dataset, where each node represents an Arxiv paper, and directed edges indicate
citations between papers. Each paper is associated with a 128-dimensional feature vector obtained by averaging embeddings
of words in the title and abstract. The classification task involves predicting the primary category of Arxiv papers, constituting
a 40-class classification problem. The dataset partitioning follows the original paper (Hu et al., 2020), with papers published
until 2017 serving as the training set, papers published in 2018 as the validation set, and papers published after 2019 as the
test set. Unlike the limited training set in semi-supervised learning, the training set here is relatively larger.

On the other hand, Flickr is constructed by forming links between shared public images on Flickr. Each node in the graph
represents an image uploaded to Flickr. If two images share certain attributes (e.g., the same geographic location, the
same gallery, comments posted by the same user), there is an edge between the nodes representing these two images. The
dataset is collected from various sources, and images are represented using SIFT-extracted features. A 500-dimensional
bag-of-visual-words representation from NUS-wide serves as the node feature. For labels, the paper (Zeng et al., 2020)
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scans 81 tags for each image and manually merges them into 7 categories. Each image belongs to one of the 7 categories.
The dataset partitioning follows the approach proposed in the paper (Zeng et al., 2020), with 50% of the nodes as the training
set, 25% as the validation set, and 25% as the test set.

B.2. Baselines

This section introduces the methods compared in the experiments. For the fairness of the experiments, we maintain consistent
GNN structures when testing different augmentation methods. The configurations of GNNs are kept consistent with those
described in (Liu et al., 2022). We introduce several data augmentation methods compared in this paper:

GraphMix (Verma et al., 2021): This is an effective exploration of using the Mixup method in graphs, attempting to perform
Mixup in the hidden layer outputs of GNN to mitigate the impact of the topological structure of graphs on the Mixup.
However, it overlooks the core issue we analyzed regarding Mixup on graphs: the inability to determine neighborhood
relationships. The method used in this paper connects the generated sample with the samples used for generation, resulting
in poor performance and only addressing the issue of missing high-quality nodes.

CODA (Duan et al., 2023): The paper proposes to extract all nodes of the same class to generate a dense graph for each
class, using dense graphs of each class as generated graphs. However, this approach simplifies the topological relationships
on the graph, as not every node of the same class can appear as neighbors. Connecting each node of the same class makes
the neighborhood very rich, but it leads to excessive message transfer that should not occur, resulting in poor performance.

FLAG (Kong et al., 2022): This is a data augmentation method that uses advertisal learnable noise perturbations, quite
effective on large graphs. It incorporates learnable noise into node features and optimizes GNN training by finding the most
challenging noise in each iteration. However, inevitably, it requires fine-tuning between the magnitude of noise and its
effectiveness in training, which can ultimately lead to noise being either too small or too large, both hindering learning.
Moreover, it only addresses the issue of missing high-quality nodes.

DropMessage (Fang et al., 2023): In this method, random dropout of information during message passing is considered,
representing a unified form for drop node/drop edge-like strategies. However, as analyzed in the paper, this strategy is overly
simplistic and fails to adapt well to graph augmentation tasks that require nuanced operations, resulting in poor performance.

MH-Aug (Park et al., 2021): This approach formulates a target distribution based on the existing graph, samples a series
of augmented graphs from the distribution using a sampling method proposed in the paper, and trains using a consistency
approach. However, this method introduces certain prior knowledge, which may lead to suboptimal generalization.

GRAND (Feng et al., 2020): Strictly speaking, this is not a data augmentation method, but it shares some similarities in
terms of ideas. Grand randomly propagates information on the graph, significantly mitigating issues like over-smoothing.
While it presents a novel solution, the strategy used is overly simplistic and requires further optimization based on dataset
characteristics to achieve better performance. Additionally, it only addresses the problem of neighborhood deficiency.

LA (Liu et al., 2022): This method employs the conditional variational autoencoder (CVAE) as the generator to learn
information about neighborhoods and generates features for nodes with sparse neighbors to compensate for the lack of
information that cannot be obtained from the neighborhood, thereby obtaining better node representations for classification.
This approach incurs a training cost for the generator and only addresses the issue of missing high-quality nodes.

NodeMixup (Lu et al., 2023): This is an exploratory approach to Mixup on graphs. However, it faces the challenge of
not proposing an elegant and concise graph Mixup method. It focuses more on accurately determining node similarity to
perform Mixup on similar nodes. The issue arises from the fact that the generated samples are excessively similar to each
other, resulting in generated samples being relatively similar to their parent samples. Generated samples that are overly
similar to the original samples fail to provide sufficient information gain. We will provide a detailed explanation in the
following section C.2. Additionally, NodeMixup only addresses the issue of missing high-quality nodes.

In summary, existing methods often address only one aspect of the two challenges faced by graph data, failing to effectively
solve the graph data augmentation problem. In contrast, our proposed method, IntraMix, presents a concise yet powerful
solution that efficiently tackles both challenges, making it a highly promising approach.

C. Connection to Existing works
In this section, we present an expanded version of the related work section 5.
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C.1. Mixup

Mixup is a data augmentation method that has demonstrated excellent performance in classical Euclidean data such as
images (Zhang et al., 2018), text (Sun et al., 2020), and audio (Meng et al., 2021). The idea is to randomly sample data
from the original dataset and mix the features and labels proportionally, generating new data. Both theoretically and
experimentally, Mixup has been proven to enrich the distribution of the current data, allowing deep learning models to learn
richer information (Carratino et al., 2022; Beckham et al., 2019; Kim et al., 2020). Mixup can also be approximated as an
implicit regularization during the training process, providing constraints for better model performance (Guo et al., 2019).

However, in the case of images, each data exists independently, and there is no assumed relationship between individual
samples. The independence and identical distribution (i.i.d.) assumption holds for image data. In contrast, graph data
exhibits a neighbor relationship, and GNNs perform well due to this characteristic. This directly implies that when applying
Mixup to graph data, the connectivity between generated samples and existing samples needs to be considered (Wu et al.,
2023). The full potential of GNNs can be realized only by constructing a reasonable neighborhood. This crucial aspect has
been largely overlooked in almost all current Mixup approaches used in graphs.

Due to the necessity to consider connectivity and the assumption that neighboring nodes in the graph are more similar, a
challenge arises when applying Vallina Mixup: the generated data distribution often falls between the existing distributions of
the two classes (Sohn et al., 2022), making it difficult to resemble any specific class. Determining neighborhood relationships
becomes challenging in this scenario. Hence, we innovatively propose conducting Mixup within the same class. Through
this approach, the generated sample distribution substantially overlaps with the class used for generation, making it easier
to determine neighborhoods. Existing Mixup methods typically discourage intra-class Mixup to preserve the diversity of
generated samples. However, we break away from the empirical practice of existing Mixup techniques that only blend
random samples from two different classes, presenting an elegant solution for graph data augmentation.

C.2. Graph Augmentation Methods

Graph data augmentation is a method aimed at addressing issues such as missing label data and incomplete neighborhoods
in graph data. As mentioned in Sec 5, existing methods often suffer from various problems and are typically capable of
addressing only one aspect of the problems, leaving the other unresolved (Ding et al., 2022). This limitation is insufficient
for the challenges posed by graph data augmentation. We believe that generating high-quality labeled data from low-quality
samples holds potential as mentioned in Section 1. As noise in low-quality samples often causes the data distribution to
diverge in various directions (Lukasik et al., 2020), exceeding the intended distribution range, we plan to leverage this
directionality of noise. By blending multiple samples through the direction of noise, we aim to neutralize the noise and
generate high-quality samples. Thus, we propose IntraMix.

Although there are a few works that have recently focused on Mixup in the context of graph augmentation (Verma et al.,
2021; Wu et al., 2023; Lu et al., 2023; Guo & Mao, 2021; Wang et al., 2021), they tend to overlook the unique characteristics
of graphs, specifically the topological structure mentioned earlier. Most Mixup methods applied to graphs borrow strategies
from image-based approaches, randomly mixing samples from different classes (Wu et al., 2023). These approaches
directly lead to the challenge of determining the neighborhood of generated samples. These works often choose to connect
generated samples with the samples used for generation. This can result in problems due to the low-quality annotations on
graphs, leading to incorrect message propagation. The subpar experimental results of these methods also substantiate this
point (Verma et al., 2021).

While some works have attempted to use intra-class Mixup (Lu et al., 2023), they often treat it merely as a regularization
component and do not realize its full potential. Similar to the use of inter-class Mixup, these approaches attempt to overcome
the connectivity issues of Mixup by connecting nodes that have similar embeddings. However, this results in connected
nodes being overly similar, providing limited meaningful information gain and leading to minimal performance improvement.
These attempts highlight the inappropriate application of Mixup on graphs. Our proposed connection method ensures
correctness in connections, while still providing rich information to a node’s neighborhood since the similarity in labels
does not necessarily imply high similarity in node features.

In summary, the proposed IntraMix elegantly addresses both the challenges of scarce high-quality labels and neighborhood
incompleteness in graphs through a sophisticated Intra-Class Mixup approach and a high-confidence neighborhood selection
method. The theoretical justification provided further supports the rationale behind this method.
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