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ABSTRACT
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have shown promising results in
modeling graphs in various tasks. The training of GNNs, especially
on specialized tasks such as bioinformatics, demands extensive ex-
pert annotations, which are expensive and usually contain sensitive
information of data providers. The trained GNN models are often
shared for deployment in the real world. As neural networks can
memorize the training samples, the model parameters of GNNs
have a high risk of leaking private training data. Our theoretical
analysis shows the strong connections between trained GNN pa-
rameters and the training graphs used, confirming the training
graph leakage issue. However, explorations into training data leak-
age from trained GNNs are rather limited. Therefore, we investigate
a novel problem of stealing graphs from trained GNNs. To obtain
high-quality graphs that resemble the target training set, a graph
diffusion model with diffusion noise optimization is deployed as
a graph generator. Furthermore, we propose a selection method
that effectively leverages GNN model parameters to identify train-
ing graphs from samples generated by the graph diffusion model.
Extensive experiments on real-world datasets demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of the proposed framework in stealing training graphs
from the trained GNN.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Graph-structured data pervade numerous real-world applications
such as social networks [21], finance systems [54], and molecular
graphs [55]. Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have shown promis-
ing results in modeling graphs by adopting a message passing
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Figure 1: Illustration of GNNs training and releasing.

scheme [31, 53, 62], which updates a node’s representation by ag-
gregating information from its neighbors. The learned representa-
tion can preserve both node attributes and local graph structural
information, facilitating various tasks, such as node classification []
and graph classifications [18].

As shown in Fig 1, generally, abundant training data is required
to train a high-performance GNN model. This becomes particularly
expensive for critical applications such as molecule property pre-
diction, which demands expert annotations. Moreover, the training
data may hold sensitive information belonging to its providers.
Consequently, protecting the privacy of the training data is imper-
ative. After training on the private training data, the trained GNN
model is often released for downstream applications. For example, a
well-trained molecule property predictor may be made open source,
supporting the direct deployment for the designed task or model
initialization for other tasks. However, neural networks can mem-
orize the training data, even when they have great generalization
ability [69]. It is also demonstrated that the trained parameters of
MLP are linear combinations of the derivatives of the network at
a set of training data points [41], causing potential private data
leakage. Our theoretical analysis in Theorem 4.1 further shows that
the above observations can be extended to GNNs. Hence, releasing
GNN models potentially threatens the privacy of the private train-
ing data. Therefore, in this paper, we investigate a novel problem of
stealing training graphs from trained GNN models when the model
architecture and parameters are known/released.

Several initial efforts are made in model inversion attacks, which
aim to reconstruct graph topologies [71] or infer the sensitive node
attributes attributes [16]. However, they are proposed to reconstruct
the train graph/node from node/graph embeddings, which cannot
be applied for training graph stealing as embeddings of private
training data are unavailable for attackers. Recently, GraphMI [74]
proposes to reconstruct the adjacency matrix of the training graph
in a white-box setting where the trained model parameters are
available. However, GraphMI requires all the node attributes of the
training graph to be available for topology reconstruction. This
assumption is impractical in real-world applications. Therefore, in
this paper, we propose to steal the training graphs from the trained
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GNN model without any information of the training data, which is
not explored by existing works.

However, it is non-trivial to perform the graph stealing attack.
There are two major challenges to be addressed. First, it is challeng-
ing to ensure both the realism and quality of graphs reconstructed
from the trained GNN model. Existing model inversion attacks on
GNNs mainly focus at the node level, concentrating on reconstruct-
ing either links [22, 74] or node attributes [16, 71] of the target
graphs. However, this focus is inadequate for graph stealing at-
tacks because graph-structured data comprises both graph topology
and node attributes, rendering these methods insufficient for com-
prehensive graph-level reconstruction. Our empirical analysis in
Sec. 5.2.1 further demonstrates that current methods encounter dif-
ficulties in providing realistic and high-quality graphs during graph-
level reconstruction. Second, how to effectively utilize the trained
GNN model parameters to extract the training graph information?
Previous works on model inversion attacks on GNNs [16, 22, 74]
typically rely on comprehensive side information of target samples
for graph reconstruction. The investigations on extracting training
data information from trained GNN parameters without any partial
training data information poses a new challenge.

In an effort to address the aforementioned challenges, we propose
a novel Graph Stealing attack framework (GraphSteal). Specifically,
to overcome the challenge of reconstructing high-quality graphs,
we employ a graph diffusion model as the graph generator. In
addition, this graph diffusion model used in GraphSteal adopts a
diffusion noise optimization algorithm, which can produce a set
of candidate graphs that more closely resemble the training set of
the target GNN. Moreover, according to our theoretical analysis in
Theorem 4.1, there is a strong connection between the GNN model
parameters and training data. Based on the theorem, we propose a
model parameter-guided graph selection method, which leverages
the parameters of GNNs to identify the training graphs from the
candidate graph set generated by the graph diffusion model. In
summary, our main contributions are:

• We study a new problem of stealing training graphs from a trained
GNN without any partial information on training data;

• We propose GraphSteal, a novel attack framework that can ef-
fectively recreate high-quality graphs that are part of the target
training dataset by leveraging parameters of GNN models; and

• Extensive experiments on various real-world datasets demon-
strate the effectiveness of our proposed GraphSteal in accurately
reconstructing private training graphs of trained GNN models.

2 RELATEDWORK
Graph Neural Networks. Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [28, 31,
33, 37, 39, 61, 67] have shown great power in modeling graph-
structured data, which have been deployed to various applica-
tions such as social network analysis [8, 19, 38, 73], drug discov-
ery [7, 9, 11, 63, 72] and energy network analysis [4]. The suc-
cess of GNNs lies in the message-passing mechanism, which it-
eratively aggregates a node’s neighborhood information to refine
the node’s representations. For example, GCN [31] combines a
node’s neighborhood information by averaging their representa-
tions with the target center nodes. To improve the expressivity of
GNNs, GIN [62] further incorporates a hidden layer in combining

the neighbors’ information. Inspired by the success of transform-
ers in modeling image and text [13, 14, 36], graph transformer is
also proposed [43, 49, 66, 70]. Generally, graph transformer has a
global attention mechanism for graph embedding learning. It shows
promising results, especially in molecule property prediction. De-
spite the great achievements, GNNs could be vulnerable to privacy
attacks, which largely constrain their adoption in safety-critical
domains such as bioinformatics and financial analysis.
Privacy Attacks on GNNs. The training of GNNs requires a large
amount of data. In critical domains such as bioinformatics [34] and
healthcare [35], sensitive data of users will be collected to train a
powerful GNN to facilitate the services. However, recent studies
show that privacy attacks can extract various private information
from GNN models [5, 6, 10, 12, 16, 45], threatening the privacy of
users. For example, membership inference attacks [16, 23, 45, 59]
can identify whether a target sample is in the training set. This is
achieved by learning a binary classifier on patterns such as poste-
riors that training and test samples exhibit different distributions.
Model extract attacks [57] aim to steal the target model by building
a model that behaves similarly to the target model. Model inver-
sion attacks, also known as reconstruction attacks, try to infer the
private information of the test/training data. For example, Duddu
et al. [16] propose to infer sensitive attributes of users from their
node embeddings. The reconstruction of the adjacency matrix from
node embeddings is studied in [71]. GraphMI [74] further considers
a white-box setting for adjacency matrix reconstruction, where
the target GNN model parameters and node features are available
for attackers. Our GraphSteal lies in the model inversion attack.
However, GraphSteal is inherently different from the aforemen-
tioned methods because (i) we focus on a new problem of stealing
training graphs from the trained GNNwithout even partial informa-
tion of training set; (ii) we propose a novel framework GraphSteal
which designs a diffusion noise optimization algorithm and a model
parameter-guided graph selection mechanism to reconstruct high-
quality training graphs of the target GNN model.
Graph Diffusion Models. Diffusion models have showcased their
exceptional performance on various tasks, including image gen-
eration [26, 50], text-to-image generation [2, 48] and video gen-
eration [25]. Generally, a diffusion model has two phases: (i) the
diffusion phase, where noise is incrementally added to the clean
data; and (ii) the denoising phase, where a model learns to predict
and remove the noise. After trained, the denoise module can effec-
tively generate realistic samples with noises as input. Recent works
try to extend diffusion models to graphs. For example, Vignac et al.
[52] proposes DiGress to bridge the gap between the discreteness
of graph structure and the continuity of the diffusion and denois-
ing process. Jo et al. [30] uses a system of stochastic differential
equations to model the joint distribution of nodes and edges. Luo
et al. [40] conduct the graph diffusion process from the spectral
domain. EDM [27] and GeoDiff [64] aim to preserve the equivariant
information of 3D graphs.

3 BACKGROUNDS AND PRELIMINARIES
Notations. Let G = (V, E,X) denote an attributed graph, where
V = {𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑛} is the set of𝑛 nodes, E ⊆ V×V is the set of edges,
and X = {x1, ..., x𝑁 } is the set of node attributes with x𝑖 being the
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node attribute of 𝑣𝑖 . A ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 is the adjacency matrix of G, where
A𝑖 𝑗 = 1 if nodes 𝑣𝑖 and 𝑣 𝑗 are connected; otherwise A𝑖 𝑗 = 0. In
this paper, we focus on graph stealing attack from a GNN classifier
trained on a private labeled graph dataset D𝐿 = {G1, . . . ,G𝑙 } with
Y𝐿 = {𝑦1, . . . , 𝑦𝑙 } being the corresponding labels. 𝑦𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,𝐶}
is the label of G𝑖 , where 𝐶 is the number of classes.

3.1 Graph Diffusion Model
Graph diffusion models have demonstrated a robust capability in
generating realistic graphs. In this paper, we mainly employ Di-
Gress [52], a popular discrete denoising graph diffusion model, as
the graph generator. The diffusion process of DiGress is a Markov
process consisting of successive graphs edits (edge addition or dele-
tion, node or edge category edit) that can occur independently on
each node or edge. As the nodes and edges are considered to belong
to one of the given categories, the noises are modeled as transition
matrices (𝑄1, . . . , 𝑄𝑇 ), where

[
𝑄𝑡

]
𝑖 𝑗
is the probability of jumping

from category 𝑖 to category 𝑗 . To invert this diffusion process, it
trains a graph transformer network to predict the clean graph from
a noisy input. Specifically, DiGress diffuses each node and edge
feature separately by applying transition matrices. The diffusion
process at 𝑡-th step can treated as sampling node type and edge
type of G𝑡 from the categorical distributions X𝑡−1𝑄𝑡X and E𝑡−1𝑄𝑡E ,
respectively, which can be written as

𝑞(G𝑡 | G𝑡−1) = (X𝑡−1𝑄𝑡X, E
𝑡−1𝑄𝑡E ), (1)

where G𝑡 is the noisy graph at 𝑡-th diffusion step with G0 being
the original clean graph and 𝑞 is the noise model. Q𝑡X and Q𝑡E are
the transition matrices for X and E, respectively. Following [52],
with Eq.(1), the diffusion from G0 to G𝑡 can be written as

𝑞(G𝑡 | G0) = (X𝑄𝑡X, E𝑄
𝑡
E ), (2)

where 𝑄𝑡X = 𝑄1
X . . . 𝑄

𝑡
X and 𝑄𝑡E = 𝑄1

X . . . 𝑄
𝑡
E .

In the denoising process, DiGress learns a denoising neural net-
work 𝑅𝜙 parameterized by 𝜙 to predict the clean graph G0 from
the noisy graph G𝑡 . The denoising process is expressed as:

𝑝𝜙 (G𝑡−1 | G𝑡 ) =
∏

1≤𝑖≤𝑛
𝑝𝜙 (x𝑡−1𝑖 | G𝑡 )

∏
1≤𝑖,𝑗≤𝑛

𝑝𝜙 (𝑒𝑡−1𝑖 𝑗 | G𝑡 ), (3)

where 𝑝𝜙 (x𝑡−1𝑖
| G𝑡 ) denotes the probability of predicting x𝑡−1

𝑖

from G𝑡 and 𝑝𝜙 (𝑒𝑡−1𝑖 𝑗
| G𝑡 ) denotes the probability of predicting

𝑒𝑡−1
𝑖 𝑗

from G𝑡 , where 𝑒𝑖 𝑗 is the edge category between node 𝑖 and
node 𝑗 , For simplicity, we define 𝑅𝜙 parameterized by 𝜙 as the
function to denoise G𝑖 and then get the next sampled value as

G𝑡−1𝑖 = 𝑅𝜙 (G𝑡𝑖 , 𝑡) (4)

DiGress is trained to revert the diffusion process to recover the
clean graph, which equips the denoising network with the ability
of generating realistic graphs from input noises.

3.2 Threat Model
3.2.1 Attacker’s Goal. Given a target GNN classifier 𝑓𝜽 trained on
a private target graph dataset D𝑡 = {G1, . . . ,G|D𝑡 | }, the goal of
the adversary in graph stealing attack is to reconstruct graphs in
D𝑡 from the target model 𝑓𝜽 .

3.2.2 Attacker’s Knowledge and Capability. We focus on the graph
stealing attacks in the white-box setting. The information of the
target model 𝑓𝜽 including model architecture and model parame-
ters 𝜽 is available to the attacker. This is a reasonable setting in
real-world as model providers will often release the trained model
to customers for downstream applications. Moreover, we consider a
practical setting that the attacker does not have access to any sensi-
tive information of the target dataset D𝑡 , including graph topology
A𝑖 , node attributes X𝑖 and graph label 𝑦𝑖 of G𝑖 ∈ D𝑡 as the private
data could contain sensitive information or is intellectual property
of the data owner. However, we assume that an auxiliary dataset
D𝑎 = {G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 } |D𝑎 |

𝑖=1 , which shares a similar low dimensional mani-
fold [15] as that ofD𝑡 , is available to the attackers. This assumption
is reasonable because in realistic scenarios, e.g., drug design [52],
the attacker has access to many publicly available molecules and
has high motivation to steal private molecules that are easy to
synthesize and have high activity on specific targets.

3.3 Problem Definition
With the above notations and the description of graph stealing
attack in Sec. 3.2, the objective of graph stealing attack is to re-
construct graphs in the target dataset D𝑡 that are used to train
the target GNN model without any partial information of D𝑡 . This
problem can be formally defined as:

Problem 1 (Graph Stealing Attack). Given a target GNN classifier:
𝑓𝜽 : G −→ y trained on a privately owned datasetD𝑡 = {(G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )} |D𝑡 |

𝑖=1 ,
where y𝑖 ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,𝐶} is G𝑖 ’s label, and an auxiliary dataset D𝑎

that share the same manifold characteristics asD𝑡 withD𝑎∩D𝑡 = ∅,
we aim to extract a subset of private training data D𝑠 ⊂ D𝑡 . The
architecture and model parameters of 𝑓𝜽 are accessible.

4 METHODOLOGY
In this section, we present the details of our GraphSteal, which aims
to reconstruct the training graphs from the target GNN model with-
out even partial information of the target dataset. There are mainly
two challenges to be addressed for achieving better reconstruction
performance: (i) how to ensure both the realism and quality of
graphs reconstructed from the trained GNN model; and (ii) how to
utilize the trained GNN model parameters to extract the training
graph information. To address these challenges, we propose a novel
framework GraphSteal, which is illustrated in Fig. 2. GraphSteal is
composed of a graph generator ℎG , a noise generator ℎ𝑞 , a recon-
structed graph selectorℎ𝑠 and the target GNNmodel 𝑓𝜽 . Specifically,
a graph diffusion model is adopted as the graph generator ℎG to
generate realistic and high-quality graphs. The noise generator ℎ𝑞
takes graphs from the auxiliary dataset D𝑎 as inputs to learn input
noises for the graph generator ℎG , aiming to ensure ℎG can gen-
erate graphs D𝑔 mimic to the graphs within the target dataset D𝑡 .
D𝑡 is the training set of 𝑓𝜽 . Finally, we perform a reconstruction
selection by leveraging parameters 𝜃 of the target classifier 𝑓𝜽 to
select the top-𝑘 most representative graphs from D𝑔 that closely
resemble the target dataset D𝑡 . Next, we give the detailed design
of the proposed framework.
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Figure 2: An overview of proposed GraphSteal.

4.1 Reconstruction Generation
In this subsection, we give the details of reconstruction generation.
We first train a graph diffusion model as the graph generator to
guarantee the quality of the reconstructions in Sec. 4.1.1. We then
propose to devise input noises for the graph diffusion model by
solving an optimization problem in Sec. 4.1.2. Finally, we utilize the
optimized input noises to produce the reconstructions in Sec. 4.1.3.

4.1.1 Building Graph Generator. To ensure that we can reconstruct
the high-quality and realistic training graphs from trained GNN
model, one promising direction is to utilize graph diffusion models
that have powerful generation capability to generate graphs. Graph
diffusion models are usually trained on a specific dataset to learn its
distribution. The trained graph diffusion model can then generate
diverse realistic samples that are representatives of the learned data
distribution. As the auxiliary datasetD𝑎 share a similar distribution
as the target dataset D𝑡 , we first train a graph diffusion model ℎG
onD𝑎 to learn the underlying data distribution. After ℎG is trained,
it can generate high-quality graphs that are likely to follow the
distribution of D𝑡 . We adopt DiGress introduced in Sec. 3.1 as the
graph diffusion model due to its effectiveness.

4.1.2 Diffusion Noise Optimization. Though we can use ℎG to
generate realistic graphs, there are two issues: (i) If we use random
noise as input to ℎG to generate graphs, the chance of hitting the
training graph in D𝑡 is very low as the noise input space is very
large; and (ii) Though the auxiliary dataset D𝑎 shares a similar
low dimensional manifold with D𝑡 , they might have a slightly
distribution shift from each other. Hence, directly applying ℎG
trained on D𝑎 to generate the reconstructed graphs may still not
accurately represent the graphs in D𝑡 due to the distribution shift.

To address this issue, inspired by [3, 42], we propose to first find
input noises that are likely to results in graphs closely resembling
those inD𝑡 , which reformulates the problem of generating training
graphs in D𝑡 as noise optimization problem, i.e., how to design the
input noise G′ for the graph diffusion model ℎG such that ℎG can
generate graphs closely resembling those in D𝑡 ?

To solve the above problem, we propose a novel diffusion noise
generator to learn the input noise to guide the generation of the
graph diffusion model to generate graphs better represent those in
the target dataset. Our intuition is that given a graph G𝑖 with the
ground-truth label𝑦𝑖 , if G𝑖 has higher probability to be predicted to
the target class 𝑦𝑖 by the GNN model 𝑓𝜽 , G𝑖 is more likely to be the
training graph of 𝑓𝜽 . Moreover, as the auxiliary dataset is available
to the attackers, to improve the efficiency of learning input noise,
we can then select graphs with higher prediction scores as the input

noises to guide the graph diffusion model in generating graphs with
similar characteristics to those in target dataset [42].

Therefore, we first use a metric to measure the prediction score
of the graphs with the target model 𝑓𝜃 for selecting graphs from
D𝑎 as the input noises for the graph diffusion model ℎG . Formally,
given a graph G𝑖 ∈ D𝑎 , the metric score is defined as:

𝑠 (G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 ; 𝑓𝜽 ) = 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 (5)

where 𝑦𝑖 denotes the ground-truth label of G𝑖 . After getting the
metric score of each graph in D𝑎 , we select graphs with the top-
𝑚 highest score in each class. The set of the selected graphs are
denoted as D𝑐 = {G1, . . . ,G𝑀 }, where𝑀 = 𝐶 ·𝑚.

To further ensure the similarity of selected graphs to the target
graphs, thereby improving reconstruction performance, we treat the
adjacency matrix A𝑖 and the node attributes X𝑖 of the graph G𝑖 ∈
D𝑐 as variables to be optimized. Specifically, they are optimized by
minimizing the loss between the prediction 𝑓𝜃 (G𝑖 ) and 𝑦𝑖 as:∑︁𝑀

𝑖=1
min

G𝑖 ∈D𝑐

L(𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ), 𝑦𝑖 ), (6)

where L is the training loss (e.g., cross-entropy loss) of 𝑓𝜃 . The
optimized graphs are then denoted as D′

𝑐 = {G1, . . . ,G𝑀 }

4.1.3 Generating Graphs. After generating optimized graphs based
on Sec. 4.1.2, one straightforward way of reconstruction is to use
these optimized graphs directly as the reconstructed ones. How-
ever, such optimized graphs often fall short in terms of realism and
validity when applied to real-world scenarios, rendering the recon-
struction process ineffective. This shortfall is further evidenced by
the experimental results in Sec. 5.4, which show the unrealistic na-
ture and invalidity of these optimized graphs. To address this issue,
inspired by [42, 65], we propose to apply SDEdit [42] to generate
graphs to enhance the generation quality and the resemblance of
the generated graphs to those within the target dataset. The key
idea of SDEdit is to “hijack” the generative process of the graph
diffusionℎG by adding a suitable amount of noise to smooth out the
undesirable details. This noise addition aims to blur out unwanted
details while preserving the key structure of the input graphs. The
noised graphs are then fed back into ℎG to progressively elimi-
nate the noise, yielding denoised outputs that are both realistic and
closely resemble the graphs in the target dataset D𝑡 . Specifically,
given an input noise G𝑖 ∈ D′

𝑐 optimized in Sec. 4.1.2, we first diffuse
G𝑖 for 𝐾 steps to obtain G𝐾

𝑖
using diffusing module of ℎG as

G𝐾𝑖 ∼ 𝑞(G𝐾𝑖 |G𝑖 ) (7)

where 𝑞(·|·) is the noise function in Eq. (2). We then run the reverse
denoising process 𝑅𝜙 in the graph diffusion model ℎG according to
Eq. (3) in Sec. 3.1 as

ℎG (G𝑖 ) = 𝑅𝜙 (. . . 𝑅𝜙 (𝑅𝜙 (G𝐾𝑖 ), 𝐾 − 1) . . . , 0), (8)

It bridges the gap between the input data distribution (which is
usually close to the target data distribution) and the auxiliary data
distribution, ensuring that the generated graphs are realistic and
closely similar to the target graphs in D𝑡 . The set of the generated
graphs are denoted as D𝑔 = {G1, . . . ,G𝑀 }.
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4.2 Reconstruction Selection
With the above process in Sec. 4.1, we can get a collection of high-
quality labeled graphs that follow a similar distribution with the
target dataset D𝑡 . However, it is possible that some generated
graphs, while resembling the distribution of D𝑡 , do not precisely
match the graphs in D𝑡 . Thus, to further refine the performance
of our graph stealing attack and enhance the accuracy of our re-
constructions, we propose a novel model parameter-guided graph
selection method to select the most representative samples among
the generated graphs, prioritizing those that most closely approxi-
mate the actual graphs in D𝑡 . Our major intuition comes from the
strong correlation between the model parameters and the training
data throughout the training process of neural networks [29, 41].
Building upon this insight, we leverage the parameters 𝜽 of the tar-
get GNN classifier 𝑓𝜽 to select the graphs that most closely resemble
the target training graphs of 𝑓𝜽 . Specifically, we first introduce the
connection between model parameters and the training data in
Sec. 4.2.1. Then, we present a novel approach based on the above
connection to select samples from D𝑔 that most closely resemble
to graphs in the target dataset D𝑡 in Sec. 4.2.2.

4.2.1 Connections between Model Parameters and Training Data.
We begin by formally defining homogeneous neural networks:

Definition 4.1 (Homogeneous Neural Networks [41]). Let 𝑓 be a
neural network with model parameters as 𝜽 . Then 𝑓 is a homogeneous
neural network if there is a number 𝐿 > 0 such that the model output
𝑓 (G;𝜽 ) satisfies the following equation:

𝑓 (G;𝜎𝜽 ) = 𝜎𝐿 𝑓 (G;𝜽 ), ∀𝜎 > 0 (9)

Note that essentially any message-passing based GNNs (e.g.
GCN [31] and SGC [58]) with ReLU activations is homogeneous
w.r.t the parameters 𝜽 if it does not have any skip-connections (e.g.,
GraphSage [21]) or bias terms, except possibly for the first layer.
More details of the proof and discussion is in Appendix A.2.

We then present Lemma 4.1 below to show the connection be-
tween model parameters and the training data of homogeneous
neural networks. Essentially, the lemma shows that the process
of training GNNs with gradient descent or gradient flow can be
formulated as a constrained optimization problem related to margin
maximization, which is formally given as:

Lemma 4.1 ([41]). Let 𝑓𝜽 be a homogeneous ReLU neural network
with model parameters 𝜽 . Let D𝑡 = {(G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )} |D𝑡 |

𝑖=1 be the classifica-
tion training dataset of 𝑓𝜽 , where𝑦𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝐶}. Assume 𝑓𝜽 is trained
byminimizing the cross entropy lossL𝑐𝑒 =

∑ |D𝑡 |
𝑖=1 log(1 +∑

𝑗≠𝑦𝑖 𝑒
−𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) )

overD𝑡 using gradient flow, where 𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) = 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 − 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 and
𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 denotes the𝑦𝑖 -th entry of the logit score vector 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) before
applying the softmax normalization. Then, gradient flow converges
in direction towards a first-order stationary point of the following
max-margin optimization problem:

min
𝜽

1
2
| |𝜽 | |22, s.t. 𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) ≥ 1, ∀𝑖 ∈ [|D𝑡 |], 𝑗 ∈ [𝐶]\{𝑦𝑖 }. (10)

Lemma 4.1 guarantees directional convergence to a Karush-
Kuhn-Tucker point (or KKT point). More details of KKT points
can be found in Appendix A.1.

As described in Sec. 4.2.1, we can extend Lemma 4.1 to homoge-
neous GNNs. Formally, given a target GNN classifier 𝑓𝜽 that satisfy
Eq. (9) in Def. 4.1, the formal theorem is presented as follows:

Theorem 4.1. Let 𝑓𝜽 be the target GNN classifier that preserves
the homogeneity in Def. 4.1. 𝑓𝜽 is trained on the labeled set D𝑡 =

{(G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )} |D𝑡 |
𝑖=1 , where 𝑦𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝐶}. After convergence of training

𝑓𝜽 using gradient descent, the converged model parameter �̃� satisfies
the following equation:

�̃� =

|D𝑡 |∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (∇𝜽 𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 − ∇𝜽 max
𝑗≠𝑦𝑖

{𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 }), (11)

where

𝛽𝑖 (�̃� ) = 𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 −max
𝑗≠𝑦𝑖

{𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 } ≥ 1,∀𝑖 ∈ |D𝑡 |, (12)

𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆 |D𝑡 | ≥ 0, (13)

𝜆𝑖 = 0 if 𝛽𝑖 (�̃� ) ≠ 1,∀𝑖 ∈ |D𝑡 |. (14)

The proof is in Appendix A.3. Eq. (11) implies that the parameters
�̃� are a linear combination of the derivatives of the target GNN 𝑓𝜽
at the training graphs G𝑖 ∈ D𝑡 . Especially, according to Eq. (14),
it is possible that 𝜆𝑖 = 0 for some training graph G𝑖 ∈ D𝑡 , which
implies that such G𝑖 has no impact on the final model parameters
of 𝑓𝜽 . Thus, to recover training dataset D𝑡 from 𝑓𝜽 , it is natural
to identify graphs {G1, . . . ,G𝑘 } from D𝑔 with 𝜆𝑖 > 0 to satisfy
Eq. (11), which means they contribute to 𝜽 .

4.2.2 Optimizing Selection Mask. Based on Theorem 4.1, the se-
lection of the reconstructed graphs can be reformulated as finding
optimal graph selection masks Λ = {𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆𝑀 } for the set of gen-
erated graphs D𝑔 = {G1, . . . ,G𝑀 } in Sec. 4.1.3. Specifically, our
objective is to optimize Λ to select graphs from D𝑔 to closely ap-
proximate the model parameters 𝜽 for 𝑓𝜽 . The objective function
for selection can be written as:

min
Λ

L𝑠 (D𝑔,Λ, 𝜽 ) =
𝜽 −

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖

(
∇𝜽 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 − ∇𝜽 max

𝑗≠𝑦𝑖
{ 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 }

)2
2

,

s.t. 𝜆𝑖 ≥ 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑀 }
(15)

where 𝜽 and G𝑖 ∈ D𝑔 are known and {𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆𝑀 } is the set of
graph selection mask to be optimized. 𝜆𝑖 can be view as the metric
score of selecting G𝑖 as the final reconstructed graphs. Since this
is a constrained optimization problem, to fulfill the constraint in
Eq. (15), we introduce a constraint loss L𝜆 (Λ), which is defined as:

L𝜆 (Λ) =
∑︁𝑀

𝑖=1
max{−𝜆𝑖 , 0}. (16)

Therefore, the final objective function for selection is:

min
Λ

L𝑠 (D𝑔,Λ, 𝜽 ) + 𝛼L𝜆 (Λ), (17)

where𝛼 is the hyperparameter to balance the contribution ofL𝜆 (Λ).
After L𝜆 (Λ) is learned, we select graphs with the top-𝑘 highest
scores as the final reconstructed graphs, which are denoted as
D𝑟 = {G1, . . . ,G𝑘 }.
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Algorithm 1 Reconstruction Algorithm of GraphSteal
Input: Auxiliary datasetD𝑎 , trained target GNN classifier 𝑓𝜽 with

parameters 𝜽 , hyperparameter 𝛼 and the selection number 𝑘
Output: Reconstructed graphs set D𝑟

1: Train a graph generator ℎG on D𝑎

2: Select input graphs from D𝑎 based on Eq. (5) and obtain D𝑐

3: Optimize D𝑐 to get D′
𝑐 based on Eq. (6)

4: Generate graphs D𝑔 based on Eq. (8)
5: while not converged do
6: Calculate L𝑠 (D𝑔,Λ, 𝜽 ) based on Eq. (15)
7: Calculate L𝜆 (Λ) based on Eq. (16).
8: Update the selection masks Λ with gradient decent on

∇Λ (L𝑠 + 𝛼L𝜆) based on Eq. (17).
9: end while
10: Select graphs with the top-𝑘 highest value in Λ as D𝑟

4.3 Reconstruction Algorithm
The reconstruction algorithm of GraphSteal is in Alg. 10. Specifi-
cally, we train a graph diffusion model ℎG as the graph generator
(line 1), and select graphs from the auxiliary datasetD𝑎 as the input
graphs D𝑐 (line 2). D𝑐 is then optimized based on Eq. (6) (line 3) to
use to generate D𝑔 based on Eq. (8) (line 4). From line 5 to line 8,
we learn the graph selection masks Λ based on Eq. (15). Finally, we
select graphs with the top-𝑘 highest value in Λ as D𝑟 (line 9).

5 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we conduct experiments on various real-world
datasets to answer the following research questions: (i) Q1: Can
GraphSteal effectively reconstruct private training graphs of GNNs
by leveraging the parameters of GNNs? (ii)Q2: How do the number
of final selected graphs affect the performance of reconstruction?
(iii) Q3: How does each component of GraphSteal contribute to the
effectiveness in stealing training graphs?

5.1 Experimental Setup
5.1.1 Datasets. We conduct experiments on 3 public real-world
datasets, i.e., FreeSolv, ESOL and QM9 [60]. FreeSolv and ESOL
are small-scale molecular datasets. QM9 is a large-scale-molecular
dataset. For each experiment, 20% of randomly selected graphs
from the original dataset serves as the target dataset for training
the target GNN classifier. Additionally, another 10% of the graphs
are set as the validation set, while the remaining 70% are assigned
as the test set. Note that we set the test set as the auxiliary datase for
attackers to train the graph generator and conduct reconstruction.
The statistics of the datasets are summarized in Tab. 1. More details
of the dataset settings are shown in Appendix B.1.

5.1.2 Baselines. To the best of our knowledge, GraphSteal is the
first graph stealing attack to extract training graphs without access
to the private graph-level dataset. To demonstrate the effectiveness
of GraphSteal, we first propose three variants:

• BL-Rand: It randomly generates graphs using Erdos-Renyi (ER)
models, where node features are randomly sampled from the
graphs in the auxiliary dataset.

Table 1: Statistics of Datasets

Datasets #Graphs #Avg.
Nodes

#Avg.
Edges

#Avg.
Feature

#Classes

FreeSolv 642 8.7 16.8 9 2
ESOL 1,128 13.3 27.4 9 2
QM9 130,831 8.8 18.8 11 3

• BL-Conf: This method directly selects the top-𝑘 most confidence
graphs from the auxiliary dataset as the reconstructed graphs.

• BL-Diff: It applies the graph diffusion model trained on the
auxiliary datasets to generate graphs without any modification
and selection.

Moreover, we compare GraphSteal with a state-of-the-art model
inversion attack method for graph neural networks:
• GraphMI-G: This method is extended fromGraphMI [74], which
is designed for node classification. Specifically, GraphMI aims
to reconstruct the adjacency matrix of the target graphs based
on the node features and labels of the target graphs. To adapt
it to our setting, where there is no partial information about
the target dataset, we randomly select graphs from the auxiliary
dataset as input graphs. We then apply GraphMI to modify the
adjacency matrices of these graphs. The modified graphs are
finally regarded as the reconstructed graphs.

Additionally, we also consider a state-of-the-art model-level expla-
nation method as the baseline:
• XGNN [68]: It generates representative graphs for each class
that the target classifier is most confident with as model-level
explanations. To adapt it to our setting, we treat these generated
representative graphs as reconstructed training graphs.

5.1.3 Implementation Details. In this paper, we conduct experi-
ments on the inductive supervised graph classification task, where
the adversary aims to extract training graphs from the privately
owned dataset. To demonstrate the transferability of GraphSteal,
we target GNNs with various architectures, i.e., 2-layer GCN [31],
2-layer GIN [62] and 9-layer Graph Transformer (GTN) [17]. Di-
Gress [52] is set as the basic graph diffusion model to generate
graphs. All hyperparameters of the compared methods are tuned
for fair comparisons. Each experiment is conducted 5 times on an
A6000 GPU with 48G memory and the average results are reported.

5.1.4 Evaluation Metrics. First, we adopt the following metrics to
evaluate the realism and quality of the reconstructed graphs:
• Validity calculates the fraction of the reconstructed molecular
graphs adhering to fundamental chemical rules and principles as
Validity = 𝑉 (D𝑟 )/|D𝑟 |, where 𝑉 (D𝑟 ) is the number of graphs
in D𝑟 adhering to fundamental chemical rules and principles
measured by RDKit 1. A larger validity score implies the better
quality and realism of the reconstructed graphs.

• Uniqueness measures the proportion of graphs that exhibit
uniqueness within the entire set of reconstructed graphs, which
is calculated by Uniqueness = 𝑈 (D𝑟 )/|D𝑟 |, where𝑈 (D𝑟 ) is the
number of unique graphs within D𝑟 . A larger uniqueness score
implies a better diversity in reconstruction.

1https://www.rdkit.org/
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Table 2: Comparison with baselines in stealing training graphs on various graph datasets against GCN.

Dataset Metrics BL-Rand BL-Conf BL-Diff XGNN GraphMI-G GraphSteal

FreeSolv

Validity (%) ↑ 20.3±5.4 100±0 99.3±0.8 17.0±2.5 33.0±1.2 98.8±0.8
Uniqueness (%) ↑ 97.4±3.6 95.6±0.3 77.0±3.2 100±0 66.7±0.5 81.8±1.8
Recon. Rate (%) ↑ 4.0±3.4 2.2±0.8 39.4±4.2 1.9±1.8 4.5±0.9 50.4±2.3
FCD ↓ 16.9±1.2 9.5±0.9 6.6±0.3 23.4±1.1 16.6±0.5 5.7±0.5

ESOL

Validity (%)↑ 15.0±2.8 100±0 98.7±1.2 14.7±1.7 14.3±0.5 96.7±2.2
Uniqueness (%)↑ 100±0 95.0±0.4 94.5±0.9 100±0 86.0±0.5 95.6±0.8
Recon. Rate (%) ↑ 0±0 0±0 4.8±0.8 0±0 0±0 8.6±1.4
FCD ↓ 27.0±2.7 17.6±0.1 4.9±0.5 29.9±0.5 27.8±7.9 4.5±0.3

QM9

Validity (%) ↑ 3.3±0.5 100±0 98.4±1.7 57.0±1.6 4.7±0.5 98.8±0.8
Uniqueness (%) ↑ 100±0 82.6±3.1 98.2±2.7 98.2±1.5 100±0 100±0
Recon. Rate (%) ↑ 0±0 1.9±0.9 19.4±2.8 0±0 0±0 29.2±3.1
FCD ↓ 21.6±2.3 9.6±0.8 2.8±1.8 12.2±0.5 19.9±1.1 2.0±0.2

Second, we apply the following metrics to evaluate the fidelity of the
reconstructed graphs in mirroring the graphs in the target dataset:

• Reconstruction Rate represents the fraction of reconstructed
graphs matching those in the target dataset as Reconstruction
rate = |D𝑟 ∩D𝑡 |/|D𝑟 |, where |D𝑟 ∩D𝑡 | denotes the number of
reconstructed graphs exactly matched with those in D𝑡 . A larger
reconstruction rate indicates a better reconstruction method.
More details of the exact graph matching are in Appendix B.2.2.

• Fréchet ChemNet Distance (FCD) [47] quantifies the distance
between the distributions of the representations of the recon-
structed dataset and the target dataset. The representations are
learned from the pre-trained ChemNet [20] neural networks.
More details of the computation process of FCD is in Appen-
dix B.2.1. A lower FCD indicates a better reconstruction method.

5.2 Reconstruction Results
To answer Q1, we compare GraphSteal with baselines in recon-
structing private graphs from the target training dataset on three
molecular graph datasets. We also evaluate the performance of
GraphSteal against various GNN models to validate its flexibility.
Moreover, the impacts of the training/auxiliary set distribution shift
and split ratio are further investigated in Appendix D.

5.2.1 Comparisons with Baselines. We focus on attacking theGNNs
for the graph classification task. The target GNN is set as GCN with
a sum pooling layer. The final selection number is set as 100. The
average reconstruction results on FreeSolv, ESOL, and QM9 are
reported in Tab. 2. Note that a lower FCD indicates a better recon-
struction performance. From Tab. 2, we can observe that:

• Existing baselines give poor performance in validity, reconstruc-
tion rate and FCD among all datasets. It implies the necessity of
developing graph stealing attacks for reconstructing realistic and
high-quality graphs from the privately owned training dataset.

• GraphSteal gives superior validity and uniqueness than baselines.
It indicates the effectiveness of GraphSteal in reconstructing
realistic graphs that are valid in real-world scenarios even on the
large-scale dataset QM9.
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Figure 3: Reconstruction results on QM9 for various GNNs.

• GraphSteal shows a much better reconstruction rate and FCD
than baselines. This demonstrates GraphSteal can obtain high-
quality reconstructions by generating and selecting graphs that
closely match those in the target dataset.

5.2.2 Flexibility to Model Architecture. To show the flexibility of
GraphSteal to different GNN models, we consider two more GNNs,
i.e., GIN [62] and GTN [17], as the target models to conduct graph
stealing attack. The number of selected reconstructed graphs is
set as 100. All other settings are the same as that in Sec. 5.1.3. We
compare GraphSteal with baselines on QM9. The average results of
validity, and reconstruction rate are reported in Fig. 3. Similar trends
are also observed on other datasets. From the figure, we observe
that GraphSteal consistently achieves better reconstruction rate,
while maintaining high validity, compared to baselines for both GIN
and GTN models. It demonstrates the effectiveness of GraphSteal in
reconstructing realistic and high-quality graphs for various GNN
models, which shows the flexibility of GraphSteal to steal graphs
from various GNN classifiers.

5.3 Impact of the Number of Selected Graphs
To answer Q2, we conduct experiments to explore the attack per-
formance of GraphSteal given different budgets in the numbers
of selected graphs after reconstruction. Specifically, we vary the
number of selected graphs as {10, 20, 50, 100, 200, 500}. GCN is set as
the target GNN model. The other settings are the same as Sec. 5.1.3.
Fig. 4 reports the validity and reconstruction rate on QM9 datasets.
More results on other datasets can be found in Appendix C. From
the figure, we observe that:
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Figure 4: Impact of the numbers of selected graphs on QM9

• As the number of selected graphs increases, the reconstruction
rate of our method would slightly decrease. However, it is worth
noting that the absolute number of the matched reconstructed
graphs (# Selected Graphs × Recon. Rate) increases, which satis-
fies our expectation. This is because according to Theorem 4.1,
the trained GNN classifier 𝑓𝜽 is regarded as a weighted combina-
tion of a subset of the derivative of training graphs. Thus, there
is a theoretical upper bound to the number of graphs that can be
reconstructed based on 𝜽 . Moreover, our proposed reconstruc-
tion selection method can effectively identify the reconstructed
graphs that are more likely to be training graphs, leading to
a high reconstruction rate when the selected graph number is
small. As the number of selected graphs increases, the number
of matched reconstructed graphs will gradually reach its upper
bound, resulting in a diminished reconstruction rate. More details
of the absolute number of matched reconstructed graphs are in
Appendix C.

• Our method consistently outperforms BL-diff in terms of recon-
struction rate as the number of selected graphs increases, while
still maintaining high validity, which demonstrates the effective-
ness of our method in reconstructing realistic and high-quality
graphs in real-world scenarios.

5.4 Ablation Study
To answer Q3, we conduct ablation studies to understand the ef-
fects of the reconstruction generation and reconstruction selection
method. (i) To demonstrate the effectiveness of the diffusion noise
optimization in Sec.4.1.2, we implement a variant GraphSteal/O
that replaces the optimized graphs with the Gaussian noise as the
input to the graph diffusion model. (ii) GraphSteal deploys a graph
diffusion model to improve the realism and quality of reconstruc-
tion. To prove its effectiveness, we directly regard the optimized
graphs in Sec.4.1.2 as the reconstructed graphs and train a variant
named GraphSteal/D. (iii) A variant named GraphSteal/S is trained
by replacing the reconstruction selection component with the ran-
dom selection. (iv) We also propose a variant named GraphSteal/G
by directly conducting selection from the auxiliary dataset based
on Eq. (15) without generating graphs to show the effectiveness of
the overall reconstruction generation. BL-Diff is also adopted as
a reference. GCN is set as the target GNN model. The number of
selected graphs is set as 100.

The average results on FreeSolv and QM9 are reported in Fig. 5.
From the figure, we observe that: (i) GraphSteal/O and Graph-
Steal/S perform significantly worse than GraphSteal in terms of
reconstruction rate, while they still outperform BL-Diff. It shows
the effectiveness of our proposed diffusion noise optimization and
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Figure 5: Ablation studies on QM9 and FreeSolv.

GraphSteal:

GraphMI-G:

Figure 6: Reconstructed training graphs of QM9.

graph selection mask optimization, respectively; (ii) GraphSteal
outperforms GraphSteal/D and GraphSteal/G by a large margin in
reconstruction rate. This demonstrates the proposed graph gener-
ator can effectively enhance the realism and quality of the recon-
structed graphs; and (iii) GraphSteal/D exhibits extremely lower
validity than all other methods. This aligns with our description in
Sec. 4.1.3 that directly using graphs optimized based on Sec. 4.1.2 as
reconstructions would encounter issues of unrealism and invalidity.

5.5 Reconstruction Visualization
In this subsection, we conduct a case study to further demonstrate
the effectiveness of GraphSteal. We conduct graph stealing attack
using both GraphMI-G and GraphSteal on QM9 and then visualize
the top-8 representative reconstructed graphs. The visualizations
are plotted in Fig. 6. From the figure, we observe that the graphs
reconstructed by GraphMI-G appear unrealistic and invalid, which
implies the poor performance of GraphMI-G in graph stealing at-
tacks. In contrast, the graphs reconstructed by our method exhibit
both high quality and realism, thereby verifying the effectiveness
of our method in reconstructing high-quality graphs by leveraging
the model parameters of GNNs.
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6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK
In this paper, we study a novel privacy attack problem of stealing
training graphs from trained GNNs. We propose a novel frame-
work, GraphSteal, to reconstruct training graphs by leveraging the
parameters of GNNs. Specifically, we apply a graph diffusion model
as the graph generator to reconstruct graphs realistically. We then
implement a diffusion noise optimization to enhance the resem-
blance of the graphs generated by the graph generator to the target
training data. Moreover, a model parameter-guided graph selection
method is proposed to identify the training graphs from the gen-
erated graphs by leveraging the parameters of GNNs. Extensive
experiments on different real-world datasets demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of GraphSteal in reconstructing realistic and high-quality
training graphs from trained GNNs. There are two directions that
need further investigation. First, in this paper, we only focus on
performing graph stealing attack in the white-box setting. Thus, it
is also interesting to in investigate how to conduct the black-box
graph stealing attack effectively. Second, it is also worthwhile to
investigate how to defend against the graph stealing attack. The dis-
cussions of the potential countermeasures and ethical implications
are in Appendix E and Appendix F, respectively.
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A DETAILED PROOFS
A.1 Preliminaries of KKT Conditions
In this subsection, we present the backgrounds of the Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker (KKT) condition.

Consider the following optimization problem:
min
x
𝑓 (x)

s.t. 𝛿𝑛 (x) ≤ 0 ∀𝑛 ∈ [𝑁 ],
(18)

where 𝑓 , 𝛿1, . . . , 𝛿𝑛 : R𝑑 → R are locally Lipschitz functions. We
say that x ∈ R𝑑 is a feasible point of Eq. (18) if x satisfies 𝛿𝑛 (x) ≤ 0
for all 𝑛 ∈ [𝑁 ]. This constrained optimization problem can then
form the Lagrangian function:

𝐿 = 𝑓 (x) +
𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝜆𝑛𝛿𝑛 (x), (19)

if there exist 𝜆𝑛 ∈ 𝜆 satisfies the following conditions:

∇x𝐿 = ∇𝑓 +
𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

∇𝛿𝑛 = 0 (20)

𝛿𝑛 (x) ≤ 0, (21)
𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆𝑁 ≥ 0, (22)
𝜆𝑛𝛿𝑛 (x) = 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ [𝑁 ], (23)

where Eq. (20) to Eq. (23) are the stationarity, primal feasibility,
dual feasibility and complementary slackness of KKT conditions,
respectively. Then we give the definition of KKT point as follows:

Definition A.1 (KKT point). A feasible point x of the optimization
problem in Eq. (18) is KKT point if x satisfies KKT conditions in Eq. (20)
to Eq. (23).

Note that a global minimum of Eq. (18) may not be a KKT
point, but under some regularity assumptions (e.g., Mangasarian-
Fromovitz Constraint Qualification), the KKT conditions will then
be the necessary condition for global optimality.

A.2 Homogeneity of Graph Neural Networks
Before we start to discuss the homogeneity of GNNs, we recall the
definition of homogeneous neural networks in Sec. 4.2.1 as follows:

Definition 4.1 (Homogeneous Neural Networks [41]). Let 𝑓 be a
neural network with model parameters as 𝜽 . Then 𝑓 is a homogeneous
neural network if there is a number 𝐿 > 0 such that the model output
𝑓 (G;𝜽 ) satisfies the following equation:

𝑓 (G;𝜎𝜽 ) = 𝜎𝐿 𝑓 (G;𝜽 ), ∀𝜎 > 0. (24)

Following [41, 44], any fully-connected or convolutional neural
network with ReLU activations is homogeneous w.r.t the mode
parameters 𝜽 if it does not have any bias terms or skip-connections.
To extend to GNNs, themessage passing in GNNs can be regarded as
a generalized form of convolution from the spectral perspective [31].
Therefore, we can claim that any message-passing based GNNs (e.g.
GCN [31] and SGC [58]) with ReLU activations is homogeneous
w.r.t the parameters 𝜽 if it does not have any skip-connections
(e.g., GraphSage [21]) or bias terms, except possibly for the first
layer. Our experimental results in Sec. 5.2.2 also demonstrate the
effectiveness of GraphSteal across various GNN architectures.

We further take SGC [58] and GCN as examples.

A.2.1 Proof for SGC. Given a 𝐾-layer SGC, the model output
𝑓 (G;𝜽 ) is:

𝑓 (G;𝜽 ) = S𝐾X𝜽 , (25)

where S = D̃−1/2ÃD̃−1/2, Ã = A + I and D̃ is the degree matrix of
Ã. 𝜽 = 𝜽 (1)𝜽 (2) . . . 𝜽 (𝐿) Therefore, for 𝑓 (G;𝜎𝜽 ), we have:

𝑓 (G;𝜎𝜽 ) = 𝜎S𝐾X𝜽
= 𝜎 𝑓 (G;𝜽 ) .

(26)

Thus, 𝑓 (G;𝜽 ) satisfies Eq. (24) when 𝐿 = 1, which shows that SGC
is a homogeneous GNN.

A.2.2 Proof for GCN. GCN [31] can also be proved as a homoge-
neous GNN in a similar way as GCN is the ReLU version of SGC.We
first prove the homogeneity of a single layer of GCN. Specifically,
for the 𝑖-th layer of GCN, the output is:

𝑓 (𝑖 ) (H(𝑖−1) ;𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = ReLU(SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ), 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝐾} (27)

where H(𝑖−1) = 𝑓 (𝑖−1) (H(𝑖−2) ;𝜽 (𝑖−1) ) is the output from the (𝑖 −
1)-th layer of a K-layer GCN, and H(0) = X.

Then, we apply the positive scalar 𝜎 > 0 to 𝜽 (𝑖 ) and obtain

𝑓 (𝑖 ) (H(𝑖−1) ;𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = ReLU(SH(𝑖−1) · 𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) )

= ReLU(𝜎 · SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ).
(28)

If SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) > 0, we have

ReLU(𝜎 · SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = 𝜎 · SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 )

= 𝜎 · ReLU(SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ).
(29)

And if SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ≤ 0, we have

ReLU(𝜎 · SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = 0 (30)

for all 𝜎 > 0, which is consistent with ReLU(SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = 𝜎 ·
ReLU(SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = 0.

Combining these two cases, for the 𝑖-th GCN layer 𝑓 (𝑖 ) (H(𝑖−1) ;𝜽 (𝑖 ) )
= ReLU(SH(𝑖−1)𝜽 (𝑖 ) ), we have

𝑓 (𝑖 ) (H(𝑖−1) ;𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = 𝜎 · 𝑓 (𝑖 ) (H(𝑖−1) ;𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) . (31)

Therefore, there exist 𝐿 = 1 such that 𝑓 (𝑖 ) (H(𝑖−1) ;𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) = 𝜎𝐿 𝑓 (𝑖 )
(H(𝑖−1) ;𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) ). Hence, 𝑓 (𝑖 ) (G;𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) ) is a homogeneous function.

With this, we extend the proof to multiple layers of GCN. Since
the output of one layer becomes the input to the next layer, based
on Eq. (27), for the (𝐾 − 1)-th GCN layer 𝑓 (𝐾−1) (G;𝜃 ), we have

𝑓 (𝐾 ) (G;𝜽 (𝐾 ) ) = ReLU(S𝑓 (𝐾−1) (G;𝜽 (𝐾−1) )𝜽 (𝐾 ) )

= ReLU(SH(𝐾−1)𝜽 (𝐾 ) ) .
(32)

When the parameter 𝜃 (1) of the first layer GCN is scaled by 𝜎 , we
have

𝑓 (1) (G;𝜎𝜽 (1) ) = ReLU(SH(𝑖−1) · 𝜎𝜽 (𝑖 ) )

= 𝜎 𝑓 (1) (G;𝜽 (1) )

= 𝜎H(1)

(33)
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Table 3: Averaged results of the absolute number of the reconstructed graphs.

Dataset 10 20 50 100 200 500

FreeSolv 5.9 11.4 27.5 50.4 92.6 216.0
QM9 3.8 6.7 15.6 29.2 100 121.5

Then, when input Eq. (33) to the second layer GCN, we have

𝑓 (2) (𝜎H(1) ;𝜽 (2) ) = ReLU(S · 𝜎H(1)𝜽 (2) )

= ReLU(SH(1) · 𝜎𝜽 (2) )

= 𝑓 (2) (H(1) ;𝜎𝜽 (2) )

= 𝜎 · ReLU(SH(1)𝜽 (2) )

= 𝜎 𝑓 (2) (H(1) ;𝜽 (2) )

= 𝜎H(2) .

(34)

Similarly, we can easily conclude that the output of the (𝐾 − 1)-th
layer is

𝑓 (𝐾−1) (𝜎H(K−2) ;𝜽 (𝐾−1) ) = 𝜎H(𝐾−1) . (35)
By using the homogeneity of the single-layer GCN, we can have

𝑓 (𝐾 ) (H(K−1) ;𝜎𝜽 (𝐾 ) ) = ReLU(S · 𝜎H(𝐾−1)𝜽 (𝐾 ) )

= ReLU(SH(𝐾−1) · 𝜎𝜽 (𝐾 ) )

= 𝜎 · ReLU(SH(𝐾−1)𝜽 (𝐾 ) )

= 𝜎 · 𝑓 (𝐾 ) (H(K−1) ;𝜽 (𝐾 ) ).

(36)

Hence, we can conclude that for the 𝐾 layer GCN, 𝑓 (G;𝜎𝜽 ) =
𝜎 · 𝑓 (G;𝜽 ), the homogeneity of the 𝐾 layer GCN is then proved.

Note that our theorem is also applicable to LeakyReLU activation
function. The proof is similar to the above.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 4.1
Before beginning our proof, we first recall Lemma 4.1 in Sec. 4.2.1.
Lemma 4.1 ([41]). Let 𝑓𝜽 be a homogeneous ReLU neural network
with model parameters 𝜽 . Let D𝑡 = {(G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )} |D𝑡 |

𝑖=1 be the classifica-
tion training dataset of 𝑓𝜽 , where𝑦𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝐶}. Assume 𝑓𝜽 is trained
byminimizing the cross entropy lossL𝑐𝑒 =

∑ |D𝑡 |
𝑖=1 log(1 +∑

𝑗≠𝑦𝑖 𝑒
−𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) )

overD𝑡 using gradient flow, where 𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) = 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 − 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 and
𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 denotes the𝑦𝑖 -th entry of the logit score vector 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) before
applying the softmax normalization. Then, gradient flow converges
in direction towards a first-order stationary point of the following
max-margin optimization problem:

min
𝜽

1
2
| |𝜽 | |22, s.t. 𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) ≥ 1, ∀𝑖 ∈ [|D𝑡 |], 𝑗 ∈ [𝐶]\{𝑦𝑖 }. (37)

Given a homogeneous ReLUGNNmodel 𝑓𝜽 , according to Lemma 4.1,
the training of 𝑓𝜽 using gradient descent can be viewed as solv-
ing a max-margin optimization problem to maximize the margin
𝑞𝑖 𝑗 (𝜽 ) = 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 − 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 over all possible directions.

Moreover, the optimization problem in Eq. (37) can be reformu-
lated to the following constrained optimization problem:

min
𝜽

1
2
| |𝜽 | |22, s.t. 𝛽𝑖 (𝜽 ) ≥ 1, ∀𝑖 ∈ [|D𝑡 |], (38)

where 𝛽𝑖 (𝜽 ) = 𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 −max𝑗≠𝑦𝑖 {𝑓𝜽 (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 } indicates the margin
of 𝑓𝜽 for a single data point (G𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 ). Following from [41], it can
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Figure 7: Impact of the numbers of selected graphs on Free-
Solv
be proved that Eq. (38) satisfies the Mangasarian-Fromovitz Con-
straint Qualification (MFCQ). KKT conditions are then first-order
necessary conditions for the global optimality of Eq. (38). Thus,
after convergence of training 𝑓𝜽 in direction to a KKT point �̃� using
gradient descent, there exist 𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆 |D𝑡 | ∈ R such that:

�̃� =

|D𝑡 |∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜆𝑖 (∇𝜽 𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 − ∇𝜽 max
𝑗≠𝑦𝑖

{𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 }), (39)

𝛽𝑖 (�̃� ) = 𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 )𝑦𝑖 −max
𝑗≠𝑦𝑖

{𝑓�̃� (G𝑖 ) 𝑗 } ≥ 1, ∀𝑖 ∈ [|D𝑡 |] (40)

𝜆1, . . . , 𝜆 |D𝑡 | ≥ 0, (41)

𝜆𝑖 = 0 if 𝛽𝑖 (�̃� ) ≠ 1,∀𝑖 ∈ |D𝑡 |, (42)

where G𝑖 ∈ D𝑡 denote the graph with ground-truth label 𝑦𝑖 for
training 𝑓𝜽 . Eq. (39) to Eq. (42) are the stationarity, primal feasibility,
dual feasibility and complementary slackness of KKT conditions,
respectively. Therefore, the KKT point �̃� is the point that satisfy
Eq. (11) in Theorem 4.1. This completes our proof.

B ADDITONAL DETAILS OF EXPERIMENT
SETTINGS

B.1 Dataset Settings
We conduct experiments on 3 well-known datasets, i.e., FreeSolv,
ESOL and QM9 [60], that are widely used for various graph-level
tasks, including graph generation and graph regression. Given our
focus on graph classification, we adapt these datasets to our setting
by categorizing each graph according to the magnitude of its regres-
sion values and ensuring an equal division of graphs within each
class. More specifically, for FreeSolv and ESOL, we partition the
datasets into two classes, maintaining an equal number of graphs
in each. To further validate the performance of GraphSteal in the
multi-class graph classification task, we divide the QM9 dataset into
three classes, also ensuring each class contains an equal number of
graphs.

B.2 Additional Details of Evaluation Metrics
B.2.1 Fréchet ChemNet Distance (FCD). FCD [47] is a popular met-
ric used to calculate the distance between the distribution 𝑝𝑤 (·) of
real-world molecules and the distribution 𝑝 (·) of molecules from
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a generative model. To calculate this distance, firstly, we use the
activations of the penultimate layer of ChemNet [20] to obtain the
representation of each molecule. We then calculate the mean and
covariance of these activations for the two distributions. The two
distributions (𝑝 (·), 𝑝𝑤 (·)) are compared using the Wasserstein-2
distance [51]. Formally, FCD 𝑑 (·, ·) is given by:

𝑑2 ((m,C), (m𝑤 ,C𝑤)) = | |m−m𝑤 | |22 + Tr(C +C𝑤 − 2 · (CC𝑤)1/2),
(43)

where (m𝑤 ,C𝑤) are the mean and covariance of Gaussian 𝑝𝑤 (·)
obtained from real-world, and (m,C) are the mean and covariance
of Gaussian 𝑝 (·) obtained from the generative model. Note that
FCD here is reported as 𝑑2 (·, ·) analogously to [24].

B.2.2 How To Evaluate the Exactly Graph Matching? We utilize
SMILES strings of molecule graphs for graph matching. SMILES
(SimplifiedMolecular Input Line Entry System) [56] is a widely used
notation in chem-informatics for encoding the structure of chemical
molecules using short ASCII strings, thereby facilitating efficient
representation and manipulation of chemical structures. The recon-
structed graph is matched with the target graph if their SMILES
strings are identical [32, 46]. Specifically, let T𝑟 = {𝜏1, . . . , 𝜏𝑚}
and T𝑡 = {𝜏1, . . . , 𝜏𝑚} denote the SMILES strings sets of recon-
structed graphs D𝑟 and training graphs D𝑡 , respectively. Then,
Reconstruction rate = |T𝑟 ∩ T𝑡 |/|T𝑟 |, where |T𝑟 ∩ T𝑡 | denotes the
number of the SMILES strings of reconstructed graphs exactly
matched with those of graphs in D𝑡 . This method is efficient and
reasonable for matching molecule graphs as SMILES strings cover
various aspects of molecular structure, encoding information about
atoms, bonds, and connectivity within a molecule.

C ADDITIONAL RESULTS OF THE IMPACT OF
SELECTED GRAPHS

We report the validity and reconstruction rate on FreeSolv in Fig. 7.
Moreover, we also report the absolute number of the reconstructed
graphs of GraphSteal on FreeSolv and QM9 in Tab. 3. The observa-
tions are similar to those of Fig. 4 in Sec. 5.3.

D IMPACT OF THE TRAINING/AUXILIARY
SET

D.1 Training/Auxiliary Set Distribution Shift
To investigate performance where there is a distribution shift be-
tween the auxiliary and target training datasets, we propose to
divide QM9 in the following way to make the auxiliary and target
training datasets have a distribution shift. Specifically, we first train
a GCN with graph labels and use the trained GCN to obtain graph
representations. We then apply K-Means to cluster these graphs
into 8 groups, setting 1 group as the training set and the remaining
groups as the auxiliary set. Hence, there is a significant distribution
shift between the two sets. The results on the QM9 dataset are
reported in Tab. 5. From the table, we can observe that GraphSteal
still outperforms the baselines in this setting, demonstrating its
effectiveness in the case of there is a significant distribution shift
between the training and auxiliary datasets.

D.2 Training/Auxiliary Set Split Ratio
In this section, we investigate the impact of the training/auxiliary
dataset split (T/A split). We set the T/A split at {10%/70%, 50%/30%,
60%/20%}. Specifically, 50%/30% means that 50% and 30% of the
original dataset serve as the training set for the GNN classifier and
the auxiliary set, respectively. The target GNN model is set as GCN.
All other settings are the same as that in Sec. 5.3. The results on
QM9 are reported in Tab. 6. From the table, we observe that:
• GraphSteal achieves good performance across all T/A split set-
tings. This demonstrates the effectiveness of GraphSteal in vari-
ous T/A split ratios, especially when the size of the auxiliary set
is small.

• As the T/A split ratio increases, the reconstruction rate rises. We
analyze that the reason is that although the size of the auxiliary
dataset decreases as the T/A split ratio increases, it remains suffi-
cient for the graph diffusion model to acquire enough knowledge
to generate novel and valid graphs for the reconstruction selec-
tion to identify the generated graphs that belong to the target
training graphs. Moreover, as the size of the training dataset also
increases, our framework can better match the reconstructed
graphs with more training graphs, leading to an increase in the
reconstruction rate.
We further fix the training dataset at 10% of the original dataset

and vary the size of the auxiliary dataset to {20%, 30%, 70%} of the
original dataset. The results on QM9 are reported in Tab. 7. From
the table, we observe that GraphSteal consistently achieves good
performance across all auxiliary dataset sizes, further validating
the effectiveness of GraphSteal in various auxiliary dataset sizes.

E POTENTIAL COUNTERMEASURES
In this section, we explore the potential countermeasures of graph
stealing attacks. Since graph stealing attacks represent a new type
of privacy attack that steals private training graphs from trained
GNN classifiers, there is no existing work studying the defense
against this attack. One potential defense could be differential pri-
vacy (DP). Here, we investigate the effectiveness of DP against
graph stealing attacks. Following [1], we add Gaussian noise to the
gradients in each training iteration of target GNN classifier training
to ensure (𝜖, 𝛿) − DP. We fix 𝛿 = 10−5 and vary the noise scale to
{1.0, 5.0, 10.0}. The reconstruction results on QM9 are reported in
Tab. 4. From the table, we can observe that as the privacy budget
𝜖 decreases, GraphSteal consistently shows good validity, unique-
ness, and FCD but only a slight drop in the reconstruction rate. This
indicates that applying differential privacy to GNNs cannot prevent
graph stealing attacks effectively. Therefore, there is an emerging
need to design more effective countermeasures against GraphSteal.

F ETHICAL IMPLICATIONS
In this paper, we study a novel privacy attack problem of extracting
private training graphs from the trained GNN. Our work uncovers
the vulnerability of GNNs to the graph stealing attack and discusses
potential countermeasures against this attack. Our work aims to
raise awareness about the privacy issues inherent in GNNs and
inspire the following works to develop more advanced privacy-
preserving methods to protect against graph stealing attacks. All
datasets we used in this paper are publicly available, no sensitive
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Table 4: Reconstruction results of GraphSteal against GCN trained with differential privacy on QM9 dataset.

Metrics 𝜖 = 1.0 𝜖 = 5.0 𝜖 = 10.0 no DP

Validity (%) ↑ 98.6±1.1 99.2±1.1 98.8±1.3 98.8±0.8
Uniqueness (%) ↑ 100±0 100±0 100±0 100±0
Recon. Rate (%) ↑ 22.4±2.4 24.0±3.6 26.0±0.7 29.2±3.1
FCD (%) ↓ 2.3±0.1 2.3±0.2 2.1±0.2 2.0±0.2

Table 5: Reconstruction results on QM9 for GCN when train-
ing and auxiliary sets have a significant distribution shift.

Metrics Valid. (%) Unique.
(%)

Recon. (%) FCD (%)

BL-Rand 3.2±1.1 100±0 0±0 18.8±0.8
BL-Diff 100±0 99.6±0.5 1.8±0.8 9.0±2.4
GraphMI-G 10.0±9 100±0 0±0 11.5±0.5
Ours 100±0 100±0 7.0±1.8 6.2±0.3

Table 6: Impact of the T/A split on QM9 dataset.

T/A split 10%/70% 50%/30% 60%/20%

Validity (%) ↑ 98.8±0.8 99.0±0.7 99.4±0.5
Unique. (%) ↑ 100±0 98.8±0.4 100±0
Recon. (%) ↑ 29.2±3.1 45.0±1.8 60.6±4.0
FCD (%) ↓ 2.0±0.2 1.8±0.3 1.9±0.3

Table 7: Impact of the size of the auxiliary dataset on QM9
dataset.

Auxiliary size 20% 30% 70%

Validity (%) ↑ 99.2±0.7 99.2±0.8 98.8±0.8
Unique. (%) ↑ 100±0 100±0 100±0
Recon. (%) ↑ 23.2±2.0 25.1±2.3 29.2±3.1
FCD (%) ↓ 1.8±0.2 1.7±0.3 2.0±0.2

or private dataset from individuals or organizations was used. Our
work is mainly for research purposes and complies with ethical
standards. Therefore, it does not have any negative ethical impact
on society.
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