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Abstract

Hypergraph, which allows each hyperedge to encompass an arbitrary number of nodes, is a
powerful tool for modeling multi-entity interactions. Hyperedge prediction is a fundamental task
that aims to predict future hyperedges or identify existent but unobserved hyperedges based on
those observed. In link prediction for simple graphs, most observed links are treated as positive
samples, while all unobserved links are considered as negative samples. However, this full-sampling
strategy is impractical for hyperedge prediction, due to the number of unobserved hyperedges in a
hypergraph significantly exceeds the number of observed ones. Therefore, one has to utilize some
negative sampling methods to generate negative samples, ensuring their quantity is comparable to
that of positive samples. In current hyperedge prediction, randomly selecting negative samples is
a routine practice. But through experimental analysis, we discover a critical limitation of random
selecting that the generated negative samples are too easily distinguishable from positive samples.
This leads to premature convergence of the model and reduces the accuracy of prediction. To over-
come this issue, we propose a novel method to generate negative samples, named as hard negative
sampling (HNS). Unlike traditional methods that construct negative hyperedges by selecting node
sets from the original hypergraph, HNS directly synthesizes negative samples in the hyperedge
embedding space, thereby generating more challenging and informative negative samples. Our
results demonstrate that HNS significantly enhances both accuracy and robustness of the predic-
tion. Moreover, as a plug-and-play technique, HNS can be easily applied in the training of various
hyperedge prediction models based on representation learning.
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1 Introduction

Graphs (i.e., networks) have been widely used to model collections of interacting entities [1–4], demon-
strating immense potential in various domains such as social networks [5–7], transportation net-
works [8–10], and ecological networks [11–14]. However, simple graphs can only capture pairwise
interactions, neglecting the higher-order interactions that are prevalent in both nature and human
society. Examples of such higher-order interactions include collaborations among multiple scientists,
physical contacts among multiple individuals in a confined space, and groups of proteins that form func-
tional complexes [15–21]. To overcome this limitation, the concept of hypergraphs has emerged [22].
Hypergraphs are a generalization of simple graphs, where a hyperedge can contain an arbitrary number
of nodes, thus naturally capturing multi-entity interactions [15,16,18].

In network science, the observed links often represent only a subset of all existent ones. This
phenomenon is particularly pronounced in social networks [23] and biological networks [24, 25]. For
instance, protein-protein interactions and gene regulatory relationships account for only a small fraction
of all interactions that truly exist. Therefore, a fundamental challenge is how to predict existent
but unobserved links based on the observed ones. This problem, known as link prediction, is one
of the core topics in network science [26–30]. Similar to link prediction, hyperedge prediction aims
to infer unobserved yet existent hyperedges based on the observed ones, which can be regarded as a
generalization of link prediction to hypergraphs [31]. As a fundamental task in the study of hypergraph,
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hyperedge prediction has emerged as one of the most active areas, offering significant value in a wide
range of real-world applications [32–35]. A common assumption in hyperedge prediction is that nodes
with similar features tend to appear in the same hyperedge. Existing studies generally adopt two
approaches to quantify the similarity of nodes in hypergraphs: (i) Extending methods to characterize
the similarity between a pair of nodes in simple graphs to hypergraphs [36–38], and (ii) Learning a
high-dimensional embedding space where each node is represented as a point. The similarity between
two nodes is then measured by their distance in space, with a shorter distance typically indicating
stronger similarity [39–43].

To better represent the information of nodes in a high-dimensional embedding space, it is necessary
to ensure that the connected nodes are placed close together, while the unconnected nodes are pushed
farther apart. As a result, when training embedding-based models, unobserved links must be treated
as negative samples. Unfortunately, we do not know which node pairs are truly unconnected, since
some links, despite being unobserved, may actually exist. This uncertainty is precisely the motivation
behind the link prediction. Due to the extreme sparsity of real-world networks [44,45], the proportion
of existent but unobserved links among all missing links is negligible. In fact, for a network with m
nodes, the number of existent links (in simple network) or hyperedges (in hypergraph) typically scales
on the order of O(m). However, the total number of possible links in a simple network is O(m2), while
in a hypergraph, the number of possible hyperedges is exponentially larger, say O(2m). Given this, for
simple networks, particularly when m is relatively small, full-sampling can be employed to construct
negative samples, namely to treat all unobserved links as negative candidates [46, 47]. However, this
method is completely infeasible for hypergraphs, as the number of unobserved hyperedges is about
slightly less than O(2m), which is a ridiculously large number. To make computation feasible, a widely
adopted approach is to perform random sampling from the set of unobserved hyperedges [40, 41, 48],
selecting only a small fraction as negative samples.

Link prediction, as well as hyperedge prediction, can be fundamentally viewed as a binary classi-
fication problem [49]. In such problem, once the positive samples are given, the selection of negative
samples plays a crucial role in model training and classification accuracy. Generally, if negative samples
are difficult to distinguish from positive samples, the trained model tends to exhibit stronger classifica-
tion capability. Conversely, if the negative samples are easily distinguishable from positive ones, even
if the model achieves perfect separation, it may remain mediocre and fail when confronted with more
ambiguous real-world samples, ultimately reducing its prediction accuracy. As a result, improving the
quality of sampling, such as by selecting more challenging positive and negative samples, has been
a central focus in the field of binary classification. Well-known algorithms like AdaBoost [50] and
Gradient Boosting [51] are primarily designed to iteratively adjust the weights of the sample in loss
function. This process emphasizes hard-to-classify samples, thereby enhancing the discriminability of
the model. In a word, the selection of negative samples can significantly impact model performance.
Unfortunately, existing studies on hyperedge prediction have largely ignored this issue. Of course,
if negative samples obtained by random sampling are already highly indistinguishable from positive
samples, researchers may comfortably adopt this straightforward and easy-to-implement method, re-
ducing the practical necessity of exploring alternative negative sampling strategies. Based on these
considerations, the first core question this study aims to address is: In hyperedge prediction, are
the negative samples obtained by random negative sampling easily distinguishable from
the positive samples?

To empirically investigate this question, we extracted a subgraph from a real-world hypergraph
Email-Enron [52], consisting of the 30 nodes with the largest hyperdegrees (a node’s hyperdegree is
defined as the number of hyperedges it participates in). The positive samples are the hyperedges
in this subgraph, while the candidate set of negative samples consists of all possible hyperedges be-
tween 3-order and 5-order that are not included in the positive samples. We applied the node2vec
algorithm [53] to generate node embeddings, aggregated them into hyperedge embeddings, and finally
performed dimensionality reduction for visualization. The results are shown in Figure 1. As illus-
trated in Figure 1, within the space covered by all possible negative sample candidates, all positive
samples (red cross markers) cluster within a very small region in the lower-left corner. Meanwhile,
when a set of negative samples equal in size to the positive samples is drawn randomly (black star
markers), they are distributed far away from the positive samples, making them trivially separable.
These easily distinguishable negative samples provide less useful information during model training,
and using such negative samples is likely to result in incorrect classification criteria. When we applied

2



the same approach to other hypergraphs, we obtained results that are consistent with those presented
in Figure 1 (please see Appendix A in details). Consequently, we can draw a valuable conclusion, which
directly answers our first question: In hyperedge prediction, the randomly selected negative samples
are easily distinguishable from positive samples, limiting their usefulness in training high-performance
classification models.

Closely related to the first question, the second core question of this study is: Does there exist a
method to generate negative samples that are challenging yet distinguishable from posi-
tive samples? For hyperedge prediction, there are three main challenges: (1) Graph is non-Euclidean,
making it impossible to directly quantify the distances between hyperedges; (2) The discrete nature of
graph indicates that when we choose unobserved hyperedges as negative samples, there is no method
to continuously adjust the distance between negative and positive samples and the positive samples;
(3) The exponentially large pool of unobserved hyperedges imposes prohibitive computational costs
for identifying negatives close to positives. Beyond completely random selection from unobserved
hyperedges, researchers have proposed heuristic algorithms like motif negative sampling (MNS) [48]
and clique negative sampling (CNS) [48] that generate negatives by replacing some nodes in positive
samples. Both these heuristics and the random sampling method implicitly follow an axiomatic rule
that all negatives must originate from unobserved hyperedges. We argue that this seemingly natural
rule actually imposes unnecessary constraints since embedding-based methods represent each hyper-
edge as a point in an Euclidean space [54], and thus we can measure distance and create negative
samples within this continuous space. Building on this insight, we propose a novel method to generate
negative samples that injects positive sample information to synthesize challenging negatives. Unlike
conventional methods selecting negatives directly from unobserved hyperedges, our innovation lies in
generating hard-to-distinguish negatives within the hyperedge embedding space. Specifically, we first
learn continuous high-dimensional embeddings for hyperedges, then compute similarity scores between
positive and negative samples based on these embeddings, and finally synthesize negative samples by
injecting positive sample information. This approach not only offers greater flexibility than traditional
sampling methods but also enables precise control over classification difficulty (i.e., the shorter the
average distance between positive and negative samples, the more challenging to classify the samples
accurately). Consequently, we term this method hard negative sampling (HNS). As illustrated in Fig-
ure 1, the negative samples produced by HNS (blue nodes) are notably closer to the positive samples
than those obtained via random sampling (star-shaped nodes). Furthermore, the findings from other
real-world hypergraphs align with those presented in Figure 1 (please see Appendix A for more details).
Therefore, regarding the second core question, our answer is that such a method does indeed exist.

After obtaining affirmative answers to the previous two questions, we naturally arrive at the third
core question: Can utilizing hard-to-distinguish negative samples significantly improve
model’s prediction accuracy? Intuitively, negatives closer to the boundaries of classification (i.e.,
more challenging samples) should contribute more to model training [55]. However, this hypothesis
has not yet been thoroughly analyzed in hyperedge prediction. In this paper, we conduct a compara-
tive analysis of prediction accuracy across different negative sampling methods using seven real-world
hypergraphs and four state-of-the-art graph embedding-based hyperedge prediction algorithms. The
results show that the prediction accuracy achieved by HNS is significantly higher than that obtained
through random negative sampling and other current state-of-the-art heuristic methods. Therefore,
our answer to the third core question is also YES.

Our proposed method is plug-and-play, which means it is not constrained by the implementation
details of other parts of the model and does not affect the usability of other components. Therefore,
this approach is applicable to any method that involves representing links in a graph as vectors.
Furthermore, our proposed novel method of “generating hard negatives through fusion of positive
samples and easy negatives in the embedding space” can be extended to deal with node-level and
subgraph-level negative sampling tasks. We believe that this methodology will advance graph analysis
and mining research.
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Figure 1: Visualization of hyperedge embeddings in reduced dimensionality. This figure
displays distributions of four different types of samples for the Email-Enron dataset, projected into
2D space using high-dimensional embeddings obtained through self-supervised learning: (1) Possible
Negatives: All potential negative samples with orders ranging from 3 to 5; (2) Positives: The set
of positive samples; (3) Random Negatives: Negative samples randomly selected from all possible
neighbors; and (4) Hard Negatives: Negative samples obtained by the HNS method.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Problem Description

We formally define a hypergraph G as a binary tuple (V, E), where V = {v1, v2, . . . , vm} denotes the
node set and E = {e1, e2, . . . , en} represents the hyperedge set [22,56]. Node features are encoded in a
matrix X ∈ Rm×d, where each row vector xi ∈ Rd corresponds to the intrinsic d-dimensional features
of node vi. Unlike simple graphs where a link connects only two nodes, a hyperedge ej ⊆ V can be an
arbitrary non-empty subset of nodes, enabling the representation of higher-order interactions among
multiple entities. The structural information of the hypergraph is captured by an incidence matrix
H ∈ {0, 1}m×n, where the element hij is set to 1 if and only if vi ∈ ej ; conversely, if vi does not
belong to ej , then hij is set to 0. The degree di of node vi ∈ V, representing the number of hyperedges
containing it, is di =

∑n
j=1 hij . Correspondingly, the order cj of hyperedge ej ∈ E , indicating the

number of nodes it contains, is cj =
∑m

i=1 hij .
Hyperedge prediction aims to infer unobserved or future hyperedges based on the observed hyper-

edge set E and node features X (generally speaking, the former is essential, while the latter may or
may not be present). Let the target hyperedge set (i.e., unobserved or future hyperedges) be E ′ such
that E ′ ∩ E = ∅. This task can be formalized as a binary classification problem: Given a hypergraph
G(V, E) and node features X ∈ Rm×d, for any candidate hyperedge e /∈ E , the objective is to predict
whether e belongs to E ′.
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2.2 Pipeline of Hyperedge Prediction

A

D C

BE

Hypergraph

Node features

A
B
C
D
E

A
B
C
D
E

Incidence Matirx

1 2 3 4

A
B
C
D
E

Node Embeddings

Positves
{A, D, E}
{A, B, E}
{B, C, D}

{C, D}

Negatives
{A, B, C}
{B, D, E}

...

...

Negative
Sampling

(1) Node Embedding

Training Data
{A, D, E}
{A, B, E}
{B, C, D}

{C, D}
{A, B, C}
{B, D, E}

...

...

Query Node Embeddings

... , ... ,

... , ... ,

... , ... ,
... ,

... , ... ,

... , ... ,
...

Encoder

Aggregator

Hyperedge
Embeddings

......
(2) Hyperedge

Embedding

Classifier

TruthPredicted

...... ......

LOSS

(3) Hyperedge
Predict

(4) Update

(4) Update

(4) Update

Figure 2: The flowchart of a learning-based hyperedge prediction framework. This frame-
work consists of four sequential stages: (1) Node Embedding: Using hypergraph neural networks to
embed nodes; (2) Hyperedge Embedding: Generating hyperedge embeddings through neighborhood
aggregation; (3) Prediction: Classifying hyperedge embeddings to predict the existence of hyperedges;
and (4) Loss Calculation and Model Update: Computing the loss between predicted values and true
labels, and updating model parameters accordingly.

The embedding-based hyperedge prediction framework comprises three core components [40–42]:
An encoder, an aggregator, and a classifier. The overall architecture is illustrated in Figure 2. The
encoder maps nodes into a high-dimensional vector space. These embeddings capture both attribute
similarity (reflecting intrinsic node properties) and structural similarity (reflecting topological
closeness), forming the foundation for subsequent hyperedge prediction. The aggregator integrates
the embeddings of all nodes involved in a candidate hyperedge to generate a unified hyperedge em-
bedding. Finally, based on the aggregated embedding, the classifier achieves a likelihood score that
determines whether the candidate hyperedge belongs to the target set E ′. Next, we elaborate on the
implementation details of each component.

The encoder aims to capture the similarity between nodes and represent nodes as high-dimensional
embedding vectors. Node similarity can be categorized into two types: Attribute similarity and struc-
tural similarity. Attribute similarity depends on the intrinsic attributes of nodes, such as occupation
and interests of an individual in a social network, which are contained in the node feature matrix
X. Structural similarity depends on the roles that nodes play within the network topology, which is
captured by the incidence matrix H. The output of the node encoder is the embedding vectors of all
nodes. Formally, the encoder can be defined as:

V = Encoder(H,X), (1)

where V ∈ Rm×h is the representation matrix of all node, and h is the dimensionality of the embed-
ding vectors. There are multiple choices for the encoder, it can be manually constructed based on
prior knowledge, such as SEHP [42], or it can automatically learn from data using hypergraph neural
networks, such as HGNN [57], HGNNP [58], HNHN [39] and NHP [40].

For any candidate hyperedge eq = {vq1 , vq2 , . . . , vqcq }, the goal of the aggregator is to take these cq
d-dimensional embedding vectors as input and output a single d-dimensional vector as the embedding
vector for eq. Formally, the aggregator can be defined by:

eq = Aggregator(Vq), (2)

where Vq =
{
vq1 , . . . ,vq2 , . . . ,vqcq

}
represents the embeddings of the nodes in eq, and eq ∈ Rh is the

embedding vector for the hyperedge eq. Common node aggregation functions include: Sum (summing
the embedding vectors of the nodes along each dimension), Mean (averaging the embedding vectors
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of the nodes along each dimension), and MaxMin (computing the difference between the maximum
and minimum values of the embedding vectors along each dimension) [40].

The core task of the classifier is to use the embedding vector of a candidate hyperedge to predict
whether it belongs to the target set E ′. Usually, The classifier can be defined as:

pq = Classifier(eq), (3)

where pq is the likelihood that the candidate hyperedge belongs to E ′. In practice, the classifier is
typically implemented using a feedforward neural network [59].

3 Methods

This paper proposes a negative sampling method named HNS (hyperedge negative sampling). The
core idea of HNS is to inject positive sample information into negative samples in the high-dimensional
embedding space, thereby generating more challenging negative samples. Specifically, the method
consists of three main steps: Firstly, hypergraph neural networks are utilized to map hyperedges into
dense embedding vectors, capturing high-order topological structures and node attribute information.
Secondly, an embedding perturbation strategy is employed, which injects the embedding features of
positive samples into the embedding vectors of simple negative samples, thus creating more difficult-
to-discriminate negative samples in the embedding space. Finally, the generated negative samples are
used to train the hyperedge prediction model, thereby improving the model’s prediction accuracy.

3.1 Hyperedge Representation

Hyperedge representation aims to map hyperedges into a high-dimensional embedding space, where
the similarity between nodes is measured by the distance between their vectors: Nodes that are similar
in terms of attributes or structure are mapped close to each other, while dissimilar nodes are mapped
far apart. This embedding approach transforms hyperedges from a complex and often discrete non-
Euclidean space into a continuous Euclidean space, allowing the similarity between hyperedges to be
quantified by directly computing distances. This provides a foundation for generating negative samples
in subsequent steps. For example, if an HGNN encoder is chosen, the encoding process is defined as:

V = HGNN(H,X;Θ), (4)

where Θ represents the learnable parameters of HGNN. It is worth emphasizing that HNS is plug-and-
play and does not impose specific requirements on the hypergraph encoder. Therefore, any hypergraph
neural network capable of generating node embeddings can be combined with HNS.

Similar to ordinary graph neural networks, the fundamental idea of hypergraph neural networks
is also to iteratively update embedding vectors by combining information from a node itself and its
neighboring nodes. The mathematical framework is as follows: Initially, let V0 = X. For the κ-th
layer, where κ = 1, 2, . . . ,K, we have:

aκv = AGGERATORκ
{
Vκ−1

u : u ∈ N(v)
}
, (5)

Vκ
v = COMBINEκ

{
Vκ−1

v ,aκv
}
, (6)

where the function AGGERATE aggregates information from the neighboring nodes of each node,
and the function COMBINE updates the current node’s embedding by combining the aggregated
information from neighboring nodes with the current node’s embedding. N(v) is the set of neighboring
nodes of node v. The final node embeddings VK from the last layer can be considered the ultimate
output of node embeddings.

After generating node embeddings, we can construct the representation of any candidate hyperedge
through aggregation. Given a candidate hyperedge eq = {vq1 , vq2 , . . . , vqcq }, we can aggregate the
embeddings of these nodes to generate the embedding vector for hyperedge eq. Previous study has
shown that the MaxMin function is effective for this purpose [40], so we adopt this function (note
that HNS or other negative sampling methods do not impose specific requirements on the choice of
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aggregation functions). The process is as follows:

Max =

(
max

i=q1,q2,...,qcq
v
(1)
i , max

i=q1,q2,...,qcq
v
(2)
i , . . . , max

i=q1,q2,...,qcq
v
(h)
i

)
, (7)

Min =

(
min

i=q1,q2,...,qcq
v
(1)
i , min

i=q1,q2,...,qcq
v
(2)
i , . . . , min

i=q1,q2,...,qcq
v
(h)
i

)
, (8)

MaxMin = Max−Min. (9)

The embedding vector of the candidate hyperedge is then given by eq = MaxMin.

3.2 Negative Sample Generation

ê′i e1 e2 e3 e4

...

Training Data

Synthetic 
Positive

2. Synthesize Positives

e1 e2 e3 e4

si1

si2

si3

si4

e′i

1. Calculate weight

Negative
Embeddings

Positive
Embedding

e1

e2

e3

e4

Weights
si1

si2

si3

si4

Softmax
([

êi·eT1√
h
,
êi·eT2√

h
, . . .

])

êi

3. Inject Positives
α

1− α

Harder 
Negative

ê′i
e′i

êi

Figure 3: Illustration of how to generate negative samples by HNS. This framework operates
through three sequential stages: (1) Weight Calculation: Compute the normalized weights between
positive and negative sample embeddings, which will be further utilized to determine the contribution
of each positive sample to the synthesis process. (2) Positive Sample Synthesis: Generating syn-
thetic positive samples by weighted aggregation of multiple positive samples; and (3) Negative Sample
Augmentation: Inject the synthetic positive samples into randomly sampled negative samples with a
coefficient α to control the proportion of positive sample information.

Compared to traditional heuristic hyperedge prediction algorithms, learning-based hyperedge pre-
diction algorithms introduce a mapping function that embeds discrete nodes into a continuous vector
space, allows the assessment of node similarity through vector distances. The core of this process lies
in constructing an efficient mapping function that ensures similar nodes in the original network are
close to each other in the vector space, while dissimilar nodes are far apart. To achieve this goal, the
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model must use both similar and dissimilar information during training. In hyperedge prediction tasks,
it is typically assumed that nodes that have already formed or can form hyperedges are similar, while
nodes that cannot form hyperedges are dissimilar. However, in a hypergraph, we can only observe
the existing set of hyperedges E , and we do not know which nodes cannot form hyperedges, making it
impossible to obtain the necessary dissimilar information for building an efficient mapping function.
Fortunately, real-world hypergraphs are extremely sparse, with the number of existent but unobserved
hyperedges being far fewer than the possible hyperedges. Therefore, random negative sampling over
all possible samples ensures a high probability that sampled negative samples are true negatives (i.e.,
they indeed cannot form hyperedges). However, as shown in Figure 1, randomly sampled negative
samples are mostly easily distinguishable simple negatives, providing limited value for model training.
Although some heuristic negative sampling methods exist, such as generating difficult-to-distinguish
negative samples by merging multiple hyperedges or replacing one node within a hyperedge, these
methods may generate false negatives (i.e., negative samples that actually constitute or should con-
stitute hyperedges but have not been observed yet). Additionally, due to the different mechanisms of
hyperedge formation across various scenarios, these heuristic methods lack generalizability.

To address the trade-off between authenticity and difficulty in negative sampling, the HNS method
enhances the difficulty of negative samples by injecting the representations of positive samples into
those of simple negative samples. As show in Figure 3, the core of the HNS method lies in performing
positive sample injection on hyperedge representations, involving three key steps: Positive sample
selection, positive sample synthesis, and hard negative sample generation.

Before injecting positive samples into negative samples, it is crucial to address the matching problem
between positive and negative samples. Specifically, for a given simple negative sample, we need to
determine which positive samples are suitable for injection. In the hyperedges embedding space, the
positions of different positive samples relative to a particular negative sample determine their similarity,
which in turn affects the difficulty of the generated negative samples. HNS employs a weighted selection
strategy that considers influences of all positive samples for each negative by assigning different weights
based on their distances (i.e., similarities to the target negative samples). Specifically, positive samples
closer to the negative sample are assigned higher weights. This strategy is designed based on two
considerations: Firstly, positive samples with shorter distances to the negative sample are typically
closer to the classification decision boundary. The hyperedge prediction classifier aims to learn the
boundary between positive and negative samples, and those positive samples near the negative sample
are often located around this decision boundary. These samples are more valuable during model
training, hence they should be given higher weights during injection. Secondly, positive samples that
are farther from the negative sample generally exhibit greater differences in feature space. If such
distant positive samples are given high weights during injection, their information may dominate the
training process, potentially overshadowing or even replacing the features of the original negative
sample. This could lead to the generation of false negative samples, misleading the classifier and
degrading its discriminability.

To quantify the weights of positive samples relative to negative samples, HNS employs Scaled Dot-
Product Attention [60]. Specifically, the weight sij of a positive sample ej for a given negative sample
êi is calculated using the following formula:

sij = softmax

(
êi · eTj√

h

)
=

exp
((

êi · eTj
)
/
√
h
)

∑n
l=1 exp

((
êi · eTl

)
/
√
h
) . (10)

Here, 1/
√
h is used to prevent gradient explosion or vanishing gradients, ensuring the stability during

training. The softmax function [61] normalizes the scores. Notably, the calculation of sij is syn-
chronized with the model’s training process, meaning that sij will be dynamically adjusted in the
optimizing process of the model.

After computing the weights sij of different positive samples ej relative to a negative sample êi,
HNS synthesizes a corresponding positive sample e′i for êi using linear weighting, as:

e′i =

N∑

j=1

sijej . (11)

Next, HNS employs a convex combination to inject the synthesized positive sample e′i into the simple
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negative sample êi, generating a hard negative sample ê′i:

ê′i = (1− α)êi + αe′i, (12)

where α ∈ (0, 1) controls the proportion of positive sample information in the synthesized hard negative
sample. By adjusting the injection strength α, one can precisely control the difficulty of the generated
negative sample: The larger of α, the harder it is to distinguish the generated negative sample.
Specifically, α = 0 corresponds to no injection, and then the simple negative sample is used directly as
the final negative sample. In this case, the HNS method degenerates into a random sampling method.
The optimal value of α depends on different hypergraph datasets and hyperedge prediction algorithms,
which can be determined experimentally.

3.3 Training and Prediction

The hard negative samples ê′i generated by HNS, along with the original positive samples ej , form
the training set ET , which is then fed into a multilayer perceptron (MLP)-based classifier [62] for end-
to-end training. This process jointly optimizes the parameters of both the encoder and the classifier.
Specifically, for a candidate hyperedge eq (with its embedding representation denoted as eq), the model
predicts its existence probability as:

ŷq = σ
(
W(2) · ReLU

(
W(1)eq + b(1)

)
+ b(2)

)
, (13)

where W(1) ∈ Rh×d and W(2) ∈ R1×h are learnable weight matrices; b(1) and b(2) are bias terms;
ReLU(·) is the activation function that introduces non-linearity to the model, and σ(·) is the Sigmoid
function, which maps the logit values to probability values in the range [0, 1].

To enhance the model’s robustness, we introduce an L2 term into the loss function to prevent
overfitting. The optimization objective of the model is defined as a weighted binary cross-entropy loss:

Lpred = − 1

|ET |
∑

q∈E′

[yq log ŷq + (1− yq) log(1− ŷq)] + λ∥Θ∥22, (14)

where yq ∈ {0, 1} is the true label of hyperedge eq, ŷq is the predicted probability for hyperedge
eq, λ is the regularization strength, and Θ represents all learnable parameters. This loss function
aims to maximize the prediction scores for positive samples and minimize the predicted scores for
negative samples, thereby improving the model’s discriminability. During the training process, the
backpropagation algorithm [63] is used to continuously adjust parameters of both the encoder and the
classifier to minimize the loss function Lpred.

3.4 Algorithm Complexity

When generating more challenging negative samples, the HNS method does not introduce additional
model parameters, thus maintaining the same space complexity as the original model. Although some
intermediate results are generated during the computation, they only temporarily occupy memory
during calculation and are not stored long-term. Compared to the number of parameters in the model
itself, the impact of these intermediate results on space complexity is negligible.

In terms of time complexity, the primary additional overhead of the HNS comes from the com-
putation of weights sij between positive and negative sample pairs. Specifically, for each generated
simple negative sample, the model needs to compute its similarity with all positive samples. The time
complexity of this process is O(m1 × m2 × h), where m1 represents the number of positive samples,
m2 represents the number of simple negative samples, and h is the dimensionality of the hyperedge
embedding representation. Since similarity calculations are required for every pair of positive and
negative samples, this computation can become quite time-consuming on large hypergraph datasets.
To reduce computational load and avoid the model getting stuck in local minima, neural networks
typically employ batch training. Specifically, in each iteration, the model processes only a small batch
of samples rather than the entire dataset [64]. Therefore, in the time complexity expression, m1 and
m2 actually refer to the numbers of positive and negative samples within a batch, which are much
smaller than the total number of samples in the entire dataset. This batch processing approach allows
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the HNS to maintain high performance even on large-scale datasets. Additionally, similarity compu-
tations can be implemented using matrix operations and can take full advantage of GPU acceleration,
further reducing computational cost. This ensures that the HNS remains highly efficient and scalable
in practical applications.

4 Experiments

To evaluate the effectiveness and robustness of HNS in hyperedge prediction tasks, we designed a series
of experiments. Firstly, we compared the prediction accuracy of HNS with that of random negative
sampling and state-of-the-art heuristic negative sampling methods using multiple evaluation metrics.
Secondly, we conducted robustness experiments by analyzing the impact of different positive-negative
sample matching strategies on model performance, and the effect of the injection strength α on model
performance.

4.1 Data Description

Dataset m n ⟨k⟩ ⟨c⟩ cmax d

Citeseer [65] 1458 1079 2.3683 3.2002 26 3703
Cora [65] 1434 1579 3.3375 3.0310 5 1433
Pubmed [66] 3840 7963 9.0180 4.3487 362 500
Email-Enron [52] 148 1544 33.0140 3.0576 37 148
NDC-Class [52] 1149 1049 5.6292 6.1658 39 1149
Human-Disease [67] 330 516 1.8934 2.9606 11 22
Plant-Pollinator [68] 423 240 8.8958 5.0473 33 78

Table 1: Statistical information of the datasets used in experiments. There lists the following
statistics for each dataset: The number of nodes m, the number of hyperedges n, the average degree
of node ⟨k⟩, the average size of hyperedge ⟨c⟩, the maximum size of hyperedge cmax, and the dimen-
sionality of node features d.

In the experiment, we select seven real hypergraphs from three different domains: Literature ci-
tation, social communication, and biomedicine. Citeseer [65], Cora [65] and Pubmed [66] were con-
structed based on citation co-occurrence relationships, where nodes represent academic papers and
hyperedges represent sets of papers that are cited together in one paper. For node features, Citeseer
and Cora use binary bag-of-words models to construct 3, 703-dimensional and 1, 433-dimensional bi-
nary feature vectors, respectively. Each dimension takes a value of either 0 or 1, indicating the presence
or absence of specific words in the vocabulary. Pubmed uses TF-IDF [69] weighting to generate 500-
dimensional feature vectors, where each dimension is a non-negative real number. Email-Enron [52]
was built from internal email communication records of Enron Corporation, where hyperedges are
defined as communication groups consisting of a single sender and all recipients. Since this dataset
lacks inherent node features, we assigned each node a 148-dimensional one-hot encoded vector, with
each dimension uniquely corresponding to an employee’s email address. A node’s feature vector has a
value of 1 in its corresponding dimension and 0 in the other 147 dimensions. NDC-Class [52] describes
a drug classification system, where the hyperedges correspond to specific drug products, and nodes
represent drug category labels. Node features are based on hierarchical one-hot encoding, resulting in
1, 149-dimensional binary vectors that directly indicate the drug category identity. Human-disease [67]
originates from a disease-gene association network, where nodes represent diseases and hyperedges con-
nect sets of diseases sharing the same pathogenic genes. Node features include 22-dimensional one-hot
encoded vectors, with each dimension corresponding to a disease type (e.g., skeletal system diseases,
cardiovascular diseases, and so on.). Plant-Pollinator [68] records ecological interactions between plants
and pollinators, where nodes represent plant species and hyperedges represent sets of plants associated
with a particular pollinator. Node features use 78-dimensional one-hot encoded vectors to indicate the
biological classification of the plants. For data splitting strategies: Citeseer, Cora, Pubmed, Email-
Enron, NDC-Class, and Plant-Pollinator adopt a split ratio of 60% training set, 20% validation set,
and 20% test set. Due to the smaller sample size of the Human-disease dataset, a 6 : 2 : 2 split would
result in a fragmented training set. Therefore, we adjusted the split ratio to 8 : 1 : 1 for this dataset,
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ensuring statistical efficacy in validation/test sets while maintaining the integrity of the hypergraph
structure. Basic statistics of each hypergraph are summarized in Table 1.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

Recent studies have shown that different evaluation metrics exhibit only moderate correlation in binary
classification problems [70]. This implies that different metrics can often provide varying rankings of
algorithms, and thus to use a single metric for evaluation may lead to biased conclusions. Therefore,
this paper employs four different metrics to compare and analyze the prediction accuracy of various
sampling methods. By combining the true hyperedge status in the network with the predictions made
by the algorithm, we can derive the values in the confusion matrix. Assume that the set of positive
samples in the test set is denoted as EP , and the set of negative samples in the test set is denoted
as EN . In EP , the number of hyperedges correctly predicted as positive is True Positive (TP), while
the number of hyperedges incorrectly predicted as negative is False Negative (FN). Similarly, in EN ,
the number of hyperedges correctly predicted as negative is True Negative (TN), while the number
of hyperedges incorrectly predicted as positive is False Positive (FP). In this study, we utilize two
evaluation metrics based on the confusion matrix:

The Area under the Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) Curve (AUC, also known as AUROC)
is composed of coordinate points (FPR, TPR) at different thresholds, where FPR = FP

FP+TN denotes

the False Positive Rate (FPR), and TPR = TP
TP+FN denotes the True Positive Rate (TPR) [71]. AUC

can also be interpreted as the probability that a randomly selected hyperedge from EP has a higher
score ŷq than a randomly selected hyperedge from EN . This can be expressed as:

AUC =
t1 + 0.5t2

t
, (15)

where t1 is the number of times in t independent comparisons that a hyperedge from EP has a higher
score than a hyperedge from EN , and t2 is the number of times the scores are equal. The value of
AUC ranges between 0 and 1. If predictions are made by random guessing, the AUC value is 0.5. In
contrast, if the predictions are perfect, the AUC value is 1.

The Area under the Precision-Recall Curve (AUPR) is composed of coordinate points (Recall,Precision)
at different thresholds [72,73]. Here, Recall is the proportion of all hyperedges in EP that are correctly
predicted as positive, and Precision is the proportion of predicted positive hyperedges that actually
belong to EP . AUPR can be calculated using the following formula [70]:

AUPR =
1

2 · |EP |




|EP |∑

i=1

i

ri
+

|EP |∑

i=1

i

ri+1 − 1


 , (16)

where ri denotes the rank of the i-th positive sample in the test set.
Additionally, we considered two evaluation metrics from the perspective of ranking quality. Nor-

malized Discounted Cumulative Gain (NDCG) is a commonly used metric in information retrieval to
evaluate the performance of ranking algorithms. This metric assigns higher weights to higher-ranked
positions, thus capturing both the accuracy of the predictions and the reasonableness of the rank-
ing [74]. Intuitively, if a negative sample is incorrectly classified as positive, the higher its rank (i.e.,
the higher its score), the more it penalizes the NDCG metric. NDCG can be calculated using the
following formula [70]:

NDCG =

∑|EP |
i=1

1
log2(1+ri)∑|EP |

r=1
1

log2(1+r)

. (17)

Finally, we use the Mean Reciprocal Rank (MRR) metric that calculates the mean of the reciprocal
ranks of the positive samples in the predicted ranking [75]. It measures how well the model can
efficiently locate effective hyperedges, defined as:

MRR =
1

|EP |

|EP |∑

i=1

1

ri
. (18)
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The value of MRR ranges between 0 and 1. A higher MRR indicates better performance, meaning
that the algorithm is more effective at ranking relevant hyperedges at higher positions.

AUC is one of the most popular evaluation metrics for hyperedge prediction [40, 41]. Although
its effectiveness in handling imbalanced learning problems has been questioned, in this study, after
negative sampling, the prediction task becomes a balanced learning problem. Furthermore, recent
studies have shown that AUC has high discriminability [76–78]. Therefore, the main text primarily
presents results based on AUC, while results from other metrics are provided in the Appendix B.

4.3 Benchmarks

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed HNS method in the negative sampling task, we
compared HNS with several other negative sampling methods in our experiments. The comparison
methods were primarily drawn from three heuristic strategies proposed in [48], namely Sized Negative
Sampling (SNS), Motif Negative Sampling (MNS), and Clique Negative Sampling (CNS).

1
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5

Observed Hypergraph

SNS

1

2

3

4

5

Randomly select nodes 2 and 5

MNS

Merge connected hyperedges 
A and B

1

2

3

4

5
A

B

Replace node 4 with node 2 , 
a neighbor of both 1 and 3

CNS

1

2

3

4

5

Figure 4: Illustration of the three negative sampling methods for comparison.

The basic idea of the SNS method is to construct candidate negative samples by randomly selecting
a predetermined number of nodes, ensuring that the generated hyperedges are not in the observed
positive sample set. For example, as illustrated in Figure 4, if the target hyperedge size is 2, two nodes
(e.g., nodes 2 and 5) are randomly chosen from the node set {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}, forming the hyperedge
{2, 5}. In practice, the distribution of hyperedge sizes in the negative samples is typically set to be
consistent to the distribution of hyperedge sizes in the positive samples. This means that the size of
each negative sample can be obtained by independently sampling from the distribution of hyperedge
sizes in positive samples. The method is computationally simple and efficient, making it suitable for
large-scale hypergraphs. Because the candidate sampling set covers the entire possible hyperedge set,
given the sparsity characteristic of real networks, the sampled negative samples are likely to be true
negatives. However, since this method completely ignores the internal structural information of the
hypergraph, the generated negative samples may significantly differ in structure from the existent
hyperedges, making the negative samples overly simplistic and less valuable for improving model
performance.

We define two hyperedges as mutual neighbors if they share at least one common node. The MNS
method begins by randomly selecting a positive hyperedge as the starting point, then it randomly
selects other neighboring positive hyperedges. It continuously merges the nodes from these neighboring
hyperedges into the current set until the generated hyperedge reaches the predetermined size. For
example, in Figure 4, we first randomly select the hyperedge {1, 3, 4} from the positive samples as the
starting point, and then randomly choose a neighboring hyperedge {4, 5} from the set of neighboring
hyperedges. By merging these two hyperedges, we construct a negative sample {1, 3, 4, 5}. The negative
samples generated in this manner are structurally closer to positive hyperedges, making them more
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Model/Data CiteSeer Cora Pubmed NDC-Class Email-
Enron

Human-
Disease

Plant-
Pollinator

HGNN(SNS) 0.9333 0.8899 0.9502 0.9870 0.9755 0.9636 0.9921
HGNN(MNS@V) 0.9558 0.8648 0.9374 0.9745 0.9748 0.9215 0.9924
HGNN(CNS@V) 0.9284 0.8567 0.9446 0.9745 0.9766 0.9581 0.9920
HGNN(MNS@T) 0.8434 0.9221 0.7497 0.9777 0.9590 0.9625 0.9901
HGNN(CNS@T) 0.5887 0.4330 0.3265 0.7595 0.8304 0.4582 0.7008
HGNN(HNS) 0.9597 0.9537 0.9661 0.9881 0.9806 0.9706 0.9928

HNHN(SNS) 0.9573 0.9342 0.9415 0.9931 0.9781 0.9627 0.9789
HNHN(MNS@V) 0.9540 0.8977 0.9367 0.9843 0.9715 0.9450 0.9774
HNHN(CNS@V) 0.9505 0.8808 0.8460 0.9841 0.9706 0.9647 0.8956
HNHN(MNS@T) 0.8840 0.8762 0.8324 0.9198 0.9627 0.9619 0.9597
HNHN(CNS@T) 0.7033 0.4837 0.2629 0.9150 0.8808 0.3399 0.8336
HNHN(HNS) 0.9601 0.9451 0.9426 0.9940 0.9823 0.9657 0.9772

NHP(SNS) 0.9589 0.9137 0.9414 0.9974 0.9780 0.9570 0.9746
NHP(MNS@V) 0.9628 0.9291 0.9326 0.9952 0.9781 0.9219 0.9757
NHP(CNS@V) 0.9480 0.9124 0.9240 0.9887 0.9762 0.9273 0.7374
NHP(MNS@T) 0.8681 0.9261 0.5252 0.9748 0.9680 0.9343 0.8866
NHP(CNS@T) 0.0702 0.1558 0.2932 0.6595 0.7618 0.1475 0.5846
NHP(HNS) 0.9638 0.9359 0.9415 0.9977 0.9814 0.9620 0.9741

HGNNP(SNS) 0.9719 0.9172 0.9406 0.9963 0.9845 0.9550 0.9797
HGNNP(MNS@V) 0.9539 0.8886 0.9325 0.9911 0.9839 0.8825 0.9785
HGNNP(CNS@V) 0.9605 0.8977 0.9319 0.9867 0.9840 0.8790 0.8709
HGNNP(MNS@T) 0.9127 0.8580 0.8433 0.9654 0.9666 0.9535 0.9638
HGNNP(CNS@T) 0.7918 0.3815 0.2058 0.9630 0.8783 0.2195 0.8347
HGNNP(HNS) 0.9828 0.9308 0.9354 0.9965 0.9857 0.9574 0.9775

Table 2: Performance comparison of hypergraph negative sampling strategies across mul-
tiple datasets and model architectures, subject to AUC. The best and second-best results are
highlighted in black bold and underlined, respectively.

challenging for classification tasks. However, due to the similarity between this merging process and
the mechanism in generating positive samples, there is a risk of introducing false-negative samples,
which can affect the authenticity of negative samples.

The CNS method constructs negative samples by replacing one node in a positive hyperedge.
Specifically, the method first randomly selects a positive sample hyperedge, then randomly chooses
one of its nodes, and finally replaces it with a node randomly selected from the common neighbors
of the remaining nodes. For example, as illustrated in Figure 4, suppose we randomly select node 4
from the hyperedge {1, 3, 4} for replacement. The common neighbors of the remaining nodes 1 and
3 are nodes 2 and 4. Since node 4 is to be replaced, only node 2 can be chosen. Therefore, the
resulted negative hyperedge is {1, 2, 3}. This strategy largely preserves the structural characteristics
of the original hyperedge while introducing only minor perturbations, thus generating structurally
similar negative samples that are highly challenging for classification tasks. However, this method
also has some practical drawbacks: Firstly, similar to MNS, it may generate false negative samples.
Secondly, when the hypergraph is sparse, the set of common neighbors of the remaining nodes may be
empty, making it impossible to generate valid negative hyperedges. Last but not least, this method
requires traversing the neighbor sets of all nodes in the hyperedge, leading to significant computational
overheads on large datasets.

In our experiments, we used different negative sampling methods to generate both the training set
and the validation set. We use the SNS method as the baseline, which means that, unless otherwise
specified, SNS is the default negative sampling method. When an experiment is labeled as SNS, it
indicates that both the training set and the validation set are generated using the SNS method. Our
proposed HNS method is primarily applied during the generation of the training set, while for the
validation set generation, we simply use SNS. We also applied the MNS and CNS methods to either
the training set or the validation set generation, resulting in four different comparison methods: (1)
MNS@T, using the MNS method for training set generation; (2) MNS@V, using the MNS method
for validation set generation; (3) CNS@T, using the CNS method for training set generation; and (4)
CNS@V, using the CNS method for validation set generation. Experiments were conducted on four
different network architectures: HGNN [57], HNHN [39], NHP [40], and HGNNP [58].

Table 2 presents the experimental results using AUC as the evaluation metric. The results for
other metrics are very similar and can be found in Appendix B. From Table 2, we can observe the
following four phenomena: (1) In 28 experiments, HNS achieved the best performance in 24 experi-
ments, demonstrating its significantly better overall performance compared to other negative sampling
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methods. This advantage stems from that fact that HNS can adaptively improve the quality of neg-
ative samples as the embeddings of positive and negative samples are continuously optimized during
training. Furthermore, HNS can control the difficulty of the generated negative samples by adjusting
the hyperparameter α, tailoring them to match the learning requirements of different models and the
characteristics of different hypergraphs. (2) MNS@T and MNS@V outperform CNS@T and CNS@V.
This is likely due to the fact that the CNS method generates negative samples by replacing only one
node in a positive hyperedge. Such generated negative samples might still resemble positive samples
or conform to the mechanisms used to generate positive samples, leading to false negative samples.
These false negatives can negatively impact the performance of the model. (3) MNS@T and CNS@T
perform poorly in some experiments, with results sometimes even worse than random guessing. We
believe this is because, during training, the model learns the distribution patterns of both positive
and negative samples simultaneously. When using negative samples generated by MNS or CNS, the
model implicitly fits the distribution characteristics inherent to these methods. Since the distribution
patterns of negative samples generated by MNS and CNS may highly overlap with those of positive
samples, this ultimately disrupts the model’s ability to distinguish between positive and negative sam-
ples, sometimes even misclassifying the real positive samples as negatives. (4) Compared to other
methods, HNS exhibited more stable performance in experiments. Even when it did not achieve opti-
mal performance, its results remained relatively high. This stability underscores the robustness of the
HNS method in different scenarios.

4.4 Robustness Analysis

To evaluate the robustness of the HNS method, we explore it from two perspectives. Firstly, we
compare the impact of different positive sample selection strategies on the final prediction results. This
comparison aims to validate the rationality of using a similarity-based selection strategy in weighting
positive samples in HNS. By examining how various selection strategies influence performance, we
can better understand the effectiveness and reliability of the similarity-based approach. Secondly, We
investigate the influence of the hyperparameter α on prediction performance. Specifically, we analyze
how the optimal value of α varies across different hypergraph neural network models and datasets. This
provides valuable insights and guidelines for selecting appropriate values of α under various conditions,
ensuring optimal performance for different scenarios. By conducting these analyses, we aim to provide
a comprehensive understanding of the robustness of HNS and offer practical guidance for its application
in diverse settings.

To further investigate the impact of selecting positive hyperedges on the HNS, we introduced a
variant of HNS that uses a random positive hyperedge selection strategy for comparison. Specifically,
we randomly select one hyperedge from the set of positive hyperedges and inject it into the candidate
negative hyperedge set, and then use grid search to select the weight coefficients that yield the best
performance on the validation set. Additionally, we used a baseline method that does not employ any
specific injection strategy as the baseline for comparison. These two comparative methods are labeled
as “Random” and “Without”, respectively. The latter is equivalent to SNS in Table 2. As shown in
Figure 5, the method using a similarity-based selection strategy for positive sample (labeled as HNS)
achieved the best performance in 21 out of 28 tests. Moreover, both the method using a similarity-
based selection strategy (HNS) and the one using a random selection strategy (Random) performed
overall better than the method without any negative sample processing (SNS). This further validates
the effectiveness of introducing hard negative samples for improving model performance.

The hyperparameter α represents the proportion of positive sample information in the synthesized
negative samples. The optimal value of α to some extent reflects how challenging the negative samples
need to be for a given dataset and a given algorithm. Figure 6 shows the average AUC values obtained
from four different hypergraph neural network models as the parameter α varies. Here, α = 0 indicates
that no negative samples are injected. When α approaches 1, the high similarity between negative and
positive samples leads to false negative effects, making it difficult for the model to correctly distinguish
between positive and negative samples, which significantly degrades prediction performance. To avoid
making the fluctuations in AUC at smaller α values difficult to observe due to very low AUC values
when α = 1, we did not plot the range where α > 0.5 (AUC with monotonically decrease from 0.5 to
1). Instead, we only show the AUC values at α = 1 in this figure. As shown in Figure 6, the AUC
changes with α in a unimodal manner; the predictive performance is poor at both extremes (α = 0 and
α = 1). In cases where the specific network structure is unknown and α cannot be determined based

14



HNS
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Figure 5: Comparison of model performance under different positive sample selection
strategies. The X-axis represents different hypergraph neural networks, and the Y-axis shows the
values of AUC. Subplots (1) to (7) represent the experimental results for the seven real hypergraphs.
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Figure 6: The average AUC values with different α. Four colors represent four different methods.
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Figure 7: Optimal hyperparameter α across different datasets and hyperedge prediction
methods. The central part of the figure is a heatmap where rows correspond to different datasets and
columns correspond to different hyperedge prediction methods. The values in the heatmap indicate
the optimal α values for each method on each dataset. Above and to the left of the heatmap are box
plots showing the distribution of α values for different methods and datasets. In these box plots, solid
lines represent the median, and red dashed lines represent the mean.
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on the network, for different hypergraph neural networks, the search range for the hyperparameter α
can be set between 0.2 and 0.4 as suggested by Figure 6. The optimal α value can then be determined
through grid search [79] on the validation set. Figure 7 directly presents the optimal α values for
given hypergraph neural network models and datasets. Compared to the sensitivity to the hypergraph
neural network models used for representation learning, the optimal α value is more sensitive to the
dataset. This highlights the value of introducing the hyperparameter α, that is, by adjusting α, one
can modulate the difficulty of predicting negative samples to better fit different datasets.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

This paper proposes a negative sampling method named HNS, which is based on hyperedge embed-
dings. Unlike traditional negative sampling methods, HNS synthesizes hard-to-classify negative sam-
ples directly in the embedding space by injecting positive sample information into negative samples.
Experimental results demonstrate that compared to existing hyperedge negative sampling methods,
HNS can significantly enhance the performance of hyperedge prediction models. The core advantage of
HNS lies in its flexibility and generality. As a plug-and-play method, HNS does not depend on specific
model architectures or task scenarios, allowing it to be seamlessly integrable into most embedding-
based hypergraph link prediction models. As long as the model can generate node embeddings, HNS
can construct high-quality negative samples based on these embedding vectors. Furthermore, by syn-
thesizing negative samples in the embedding space, HNS greatly expands the construction space for
negative samples, theoretically enabling the generation of an infinite number of negative samples. Be-
cause it is not constrained by graph space, the HNS method or its variants can generate negative
samples with specific requirements according to the needs of the problem. This provides richer and
more diverse training samples for the model.

Although HNS demonstrates outstanding performance, it still has some limitations. Firstly, the
effectiveness of HNS heavily relies on the quality of the embedding representations. If the embedding
space fails to adequately capture the structural information, the generated negative samples may not
effectively enhance model performance. This underscores the importance of high-quality embeddings in
ensuring the success of HNS. Secondly, HNS introduces a hyperparameter α to regulate the difficulty
of classifying negative samples. This parameter allows HNS to generate appropriately challenging
negative samples based on the requirements of different tasks and datasets, thereby enhancing its
flexibility and adaptability. However, this also increases the complexity of using HNS, as the parameter
α needs to be tuned for specific tasks. The necessity to adjust α can add to the overall complexity
of applying the method in various scenarios. In future research, we plan to explore methods for
adaptively adjusting α. By developing techniques that can automatically optimize this parameter,
we aim to further improve the usability and robustness of this method. This will make HNS more
accessible and effective in a wider range of applications.

In summary, HNS provides a novel and effective solution to sample negatives in hyperedge predic-
tion. Unlike traditional negative sampling methods, the uniqueness of HNS lies in two key aspects:
Generating negative samples through synthesis rather than simple sampling, and synthesizing these
samples in the embedding space rather than in the original graph space. Given the plug-and-play
characteristic of HNS, these innovative concepts are not limited to the specific problem of hyperedge
prediction. We believe that both the specific methodologies and the perspective underlying HNS can be
easily extended to other graph learning tasks, such as node classification, community detection, graph
classification, and more. This versatility makes HNS a promising tool for a wide range of applications
in graph-based machine learning.

References

[1] Wang XF, Chen G. 2003. Complex networks: Small-world, scale-free and beyond. IEEE Circuits
and Systems Magazine. 3(1): 6-20.

[2] Newman MEJ, Barabási AL, Watts DJ. 2011. The structure and dynamics of networks. Princeton
University Press.

[3] Barabási AL. 2016. Network science. Cambridge University Press.

17

https://doi.org/10.1109/MCAS.2003.1228503
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/9781400841356/html
https://networksciencebook.com/


[4] Newman MEJ. 2018. Networks. Oxford University Press.

[5] Newman MEJ, Watts DJ, Strogatz SH. 2002. Random graph models of social networks. PNAS.
99: 2566-2572.

[6] Jackson M, Wolinsky A. 1996. A strategic model of social and economic networks. Journal of
Economic Theory. 71: 44-74.

[7] Newman MEJ. 2001. The structure of scientific collaboration networks. PNAS. 98: 404-409.

[8] Kurant M, Thiran P. 2005. Layered complex networks. Physical Review Letters. 96: 138701.

[9] Ding R, Ujang N, Hamid H, Manan MAA, Li R, Albadareen SSM, Nochian A, Wu J. 2019.
Application of complex networks theory in urban traffic network researches. Networks and Spatial
Economics. 19: 1281-1317.

[10] An X, Zhang L, Li Y, Zhang J. 2014. Synchronization analysis of complex networks with multi-
weights and its application in public traffic network. Physica A: Statistical Mechanics and its
Applications. 412: 149-156.

[11] Yuan MM, Guo X, Wu L, Zhang Y, Xiao N, Ning D, Shi Z, Zhou X, Wu L, Yang Y, Tiedje
JM, Zhou J. 2021. Climate warming enhances microbial network complexity and stability. Nature
Climate Change. 11: 343-348.

[12] Proulx SR, Promislow DE, Phillips PC. 2005. Network thinking in ecology and evolution. Trends
in Ecology & Evolution. 20: 345-353.
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Appendix A Visual Comparison of Different Samples
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Figure A1: Visualization of hyperedge embeddings in reduced dimensionality. Using self-
supervised learning methods, we performed representation learning on hyperedges from high-frequency
subgraphs across various datasets and projected the high-dimensional embeddings into a 2D space.
The figure displays the distribution of four types of samples: (1) Possible Negatives: All potential
negative samples with orders ranging from 3 to 5; (2) Positives: The set of positive samples; (3)
Random Negatives: Negative samples randomly selected from all possible negatives and (4) Harder
Negatives: negative samples obtained by the HNS method.
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Appendix B Results for Alternative Evaluation Metrics

Model CiteSeer Cora Pubmed NDC-Class Email-
Enron

Human-
Disease

Plant-
Pollinator

HGNN(SNS) 0.9361 0.8955 0.9506 0.9878 0.9708 0.9554 0.9916
HGNN(MNS@V) 0.9558 0.8718 0.9415 0.9767 0.9702 0.9256 0.9921
HGNN(CNS@V) 0.9239 0.8593 0.9313 0.9767 0.9727 0.9603 0.9917
HGNN(MNS@T) 0.8708 0.9353 0.7724 0.7584 0.9810 0.9569 0.9636
HGNN(CNS@T) 0.6955 0.5338 0.4207 0.7772 0.8488 0.5462 0.6357
HGNN(HNS) 0.9577 0.9623 0.9649 0.9902 0.9781 0.9663 0.9925

HNHN(SNS) 0.9555 0.9298 0.9366 0.9942 0.9774 0.9355 0.9747
HNHN(MNS@V) 0.9600 0.9243 0.9420 0.9854 0.9739 0.9458 0.9738
HNHN(CNS@V) 0.9443 0.8660 0.8126 0.9851 0.9720 0.9281 0.8895
HNHN(MNS@T) 0.9160 0.8931 0.8645 0.9346 0.9629 0.9628 0.9564
HNHN(CNS@T) 0.7480 0.4699 0.3654 0.9274 0.8942 0.4341 0.8219
HNHN(HNS) 0.9633 0.9459 0.9472 0.9949 0.9817 0.9422 0.9724

NHP(SNS) 0.9653 0.9156 0.9469 0.9975 0.9763 0.9416 0.9749
NHP(MNS@V) 0.9677 0.9274 0.9258 0.9952 0.9771 0.9036 0.9756
NHP(CNS@V) 0.9483 0.9048 0.9126 0.9886 0.9765 0.9136 0.7311
NHP(MNS@T) 0.8993 0.9355 0.4925 0.9728 0.9666 0.9399 0.8716
NHP(CNS@T) 0.3185 0.3329 0.3880 0.7190 0.7191 0.3446 0.5868
NHP(HNS) 0.9721 0.9467 0.9473 0.9978 0.9817 0.9410 0.9747

HGNNP(SNS) 0.9748 0.9146 0.9340 0.9966 0.9848 0.9321 0.9769
HGNNP(MNS@V) 0.9623 0.9205 0.9390 0.9916 0.9843 0.8765 0.9743
HGNNP(CNS@V) 0.9586 0.8938 0.9208 0.9872 0.9845 0.8718 0.8629
HGNNP(MNS@T) 0.9368 0.8816 0.8751 0.9682 0.9690 0.9586 0.9608
HGNNP(CNS@T) 0.8108 0.4276 0.3487 0.9658 0.8848 0.3689 0.8257
HGNNP(HNS) 0.9855 0.9456 0.9409 0.9967 0.9855 0.9309 0.9734

Table A1: Performance comparison of hypergraph negative sampling strategies across
multiple datasets and model architectures, subject to AUPR. The best and second-best
results are highlighted in black bold and underlined, respectively.

23



Model/Data CiteSeer Cora Pubmed NDC-Class Email-
Enron

Human-
Disease

Plant-
Pollinator

HGNN 0.993381 0.984322 0.993506 0.998183 0.995255 0.988728 0.998732
HGNN(MNS@V) 0.993546 0.981088 0.988324 0.996459 0.995155 0.982109 0.998810
HGNN(CNS@V) 0.990172 0.973998 0.988163 0.996459 0.995662 0.991706 0.998751
HGNN(MNS@T) 0.977982 0.989144 0.962949 0.997098 0.992750 0.992099 0.998368
HGNN(CNS@T) 0.947312 0.897898 0.867618 0.953742 0.974394 0.828020 0.876932
HGNN(HNS) 0.994288 0.985681 0.993879 0.998507 0.996594 0.992357 0.998884

HNHN 0.994992 0.983027 0.992289 0.999139 0.996600 0.975534 0.995695
HNHN(MNS@V) 0.994122 0.987618 0.992269 0.997818 0.996130 0.986982 0.995630
HNHN(CNS@V) 0.986838 0.976114 0.982045 0.997782 0.995833 0.969119 0.980542
HNHN(MNS@T) 0.986812 0.979409 0.982132 0.989454 0.994304 0.992040 0.992711
HNHN(CNS@T) 0.966680 0.830281 0.837277 0.988183 0.982767 0.715290 0.962297
HNHN(HNS) 0.995191 0.985147 0.992241 0.999235 0.997243 0.980612 0.994595

NHP 0.995185 0.988283 0.992278 0.999640 0.996327 0.979775 0.996146
NHP(MNS@V) 0.995185 0.989081 0.989527 0.999302 0.996481 0.966290 0.996242
NHP(CNS@V) 0.991357 0.984486 0.986443 0.998303 0.996372 0.973072 0.944069
NHP(MNS@T) 0.983254 0.989849 0.887630 0.995803 0.994797 0.986991 0.968961
NHP(CNS@T) 0.769260 0.755913 0.852096 0.917166 0.919789 0.640560 0.888956
NHP(HNS) 0.995504 0.990547 0.993197 0.999687 0.997263 0.976132 0.996074

HGNNP 0.995138 0.985837 0.991448 0.999511 0.997763 0.973502 0.996258
HGNNP(MNS@V) 0.993309 0.987086 0.991871 0.998768 0.997686 0.961408 0.995534
HGNNP(CNS@V) 0.991538 0.985467 0.987300 0.998110 0.997717 0.960091 0.975209
HGNNP(MNS@T) 0.988355 0.980969 0.982363 0.995127 0.995342 0.991332 0.993567
HGNNP(CNS@T) 0.960648 0.813327 0.836595 0.994729 0.980405 0.649688 0.964830
HGNNP(HNS) 0.995484 0.988446 0.992024 0.999528 0.997735 0.973707 0.995530

Table A2: Performance comparison of hypergraph negative sampling strategies across
multiple datasets and model architectures, subject to NDCG. The best and second-best
results are highlighted in black bold and underlined, respectively.

Model/Data CiteSeer Cora Pubmed NDC-Class Email-
Enron

Human-
Disease

Plant-
Pollinator

HGNN 0.027216 0.019543 0.004938 0.028049 0.020211 0.121530 0.029838
HGNN(MNS@V) 0.027226 0.019459 0.004903 0.027990 0.020208 0.120434 0.029841
HGNN(CNS@V) 0.027058 0.019225 0.004864 0.027990 0.020233 0.122462 0.029839
HGNN(MNS@T) 0.026506 0.019712 0.004636 0.028014 0.020088 0.122482 0.029823
HGNN(CNS@T) 0.025139 0.015323 0.002200 0.025604 0.019627 0.083865 0.016811
HGNN(HNS) 0.027245 0.019591 0.004944 0.028062 0.020268 0.122424 0.029844

HNHN 0.027293 0.019497 0.004927 0.028083 0.020278 0.117189 0.029675
HNHN(MNS@V) 0.027271 0.019713 0.004940 0.028037 0.020275 0.121322 0.029683
HNHN(CNS@V) 0.026779 0.019114 0.004789 0.028035 0.020265 0.115037 0.029000
HNHN(MNS@T) 0.027047 0.019291 0.004883 0.027754 0.020213 0.122486 0.029555
HNHN(CNS@T) 0.025919 0.008246 0.001459 0.027697 0.019896 0.049550 0.027389
HNHN(HNS) 0.027296 0.019227 0.004896 0.028086 0.020295 0.118928 0.029529

NHP 0.027302 0.019699 0.004930 0.028099 0.020260 0.118579 0.029741
NHP(MNS@V) 0.027302 0.019691 0.004864 0.028087 0.020267 0.115082 0.029743
NHP(CNS@V) 0.027121 0.019544 0.004766 0.028051 0.020265 0.117352 0.026804
NHP(MNS@T) 0.026901 0.019744 0.002492 0.027954 0.020218 0.121610 0.027058
NHP(CNS@T) 0.008287 0.003470 0.001801 0.022154 0.013763 0.029357 0.020933
NHP(HNS) 0.027313 0.019734 0.004941 0.028101 0.020296 0.117100 0.029737

HGNNP 0.027301 0.019512 0.004863 0.028095 0.020313 0.116507 0.029724
HGNNP(MNS@V) 0.027247 0.019702 0.004940 0.028069 0.020311 0.115259 0.029659
HGNNP(CNS@V) 0.027081 0.019511 0.004855 0.028046 0.020312 0.114966 0.028731
HGNNP(MNS@T) 0.027097 0.019459 0.004885 0.027944 0.020252 0.122424 0.029608
HGNNP(CNS@T) 0.025708 0.007102 0.001520 0.027929 0.019738 0.030374 0.027808
HGNNP(HNS) 0.027312 0.019632 0.004914 0.028095 0.020298 0.116668 0.029677

Table A3: Performance comparison of hypergraph negative sampling strategies across
multiple datasets and model architectures, subject to MRR. The best and second-best results
are highlighted in black bold and underlined, respectively.
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