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Abstract—Graph invariant learning (GIL) has been an effective
approach to discovering the invariant relationships between
graph data and its labels for different graph learning tasks under
various distribution shifts. Many recent endeavors of GIL focus
on extracting the invariant subgraph from the input graph for
prediction as a regularization strategy to improve the gener-
alization performance of graph learning. Despite their success,
such methods also have various limitations in obtaining their
invariant subgraphs. In this paper, we provide in-depth analyses
of the drawbacks of existing works and propose corresponding
principles of our invariant subgraph extraction: 1) the sparsity,
to filter out the variant features, 2) the softness, for a broader
solution space, and 3) the differentiability, for a soundly end-
to-end optimization. To meet these principles in one shot, we
leverage the Optimal Transport (OT) theory and propose a novel
graph attention mechanism called Graph Sinkhorn Attention
(GSINA). This novel approach serves as a powerful regularization
method for GIL tasks. By GSINA, we are able to obtain
meaningful, differentiable invariant subgraphs with controllable
sparsity and softness. Moreover, GSINA is a general graph
learning framework that could handle GIL tasks of multiple
data grain levels. Extensive experiments on both synthetic and
real-world datasets validate the superiority of our GSINA, which
outperforms the state-of-the-art GIL methods by large margins
on both graph-level tasks and node-level tasks. Our code is
publicly available at https://github.com/dingfangyu/GSINA,

Index Terms—Graph Invariant Learning, Graph Neural Net-
works, Optimal Transport, Graph Classification, Node Classifi-
cation

I. INTRODUCTION

Graph data is ubiquitous in real-world applications, e.g.
social networks [57]], supply chain networks [52], and chemi-
cal molecules [51]]. Graph machine learning, especially graph
neural networks (GNNs), has shown promising results in
various graph-related tasks [35; [39; 150]. In spite of the suc-
cess, existing approaches often rely on the I.I.D. assumption,
assuming the train and test graph data are drawn from the same
distribution. However, distribution shifts, i.e., the mismatches
between different data domains widely exist especially for
complex graph data. The out-of-distribution (OOD) general-
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ization has become a main obstacle and hot topic in graph
representation learning.

In particular, graph invariant learning (GIL), which aims
to capture the invariant relationships between graph data
and labels for graph OOD generalization, has been exten-
sively studied in various generalization tasks such as graph-
level [55 [8; 245 1265 146]] and node-level [255 145; 58] tasks. GIL
can be roughly divided into two research lines [23]], namely
explicit representation alignment and invariance optimization.
The main idea of the explicit representation alignment methods
is to align graph representations among multiple environments.
These methods are designed to minimize the difference across
various environments with the regularization strategies [S;
45; 158]]. The invariance optimization methods, on the other
hand, are based on the principle of invariance, which assumes
the invariant property inside data or the invariant features
under distribution shifts. Many of the invariance optimization
methods are aimed at handling graph OOD generalization
by discovering graph invariant features (e.g. crucial nodes
and edges) under distribution shifts [8} [26; 46]. As empirical
collateral evidence, crucial graph information usually exists in
a few edges and nodes in real-world scenarios. For instance,
in the chemical field, key functional groups in a molecule
yield a certain property like solubility [44]. In the financial
risk management field, the risk level of a community is often
determined by a few key members [42].

The invariance optimization methods [8} 26; |46] have made
considerable efforts for the sound generalizability and inherent
interpretability of their invariant feature discovery, and there
are two mainstream schemes: 1) the Information Bottleneck
(IB) [36]] scheme [26}154] exploits IB principle to extract label-
relevant graph invariant features with information constraint,
2) the top-k Subgraph Selection scheme [8; 40] intuitively
chooses the top-k most influential edges as the ‘invariant
subgraph’. Despite the success of those studies, there are
still limitations that need to be stated and addressed for the
effectiveness of their methods.

For the IB based methods, they might not proactively guar-
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Fig. 1: Subgraph sparsity of GSAT [26] and our GSINA (r = 0.3) on a batch of data in SPMotif (b = 0.5) dataset. Fig.
demonstrate the learned edge importances (attention values) by GSAT and our GSINA for each edge of the graphs in the batch,
the bottom right black regions are non-edge padding. The X-axis represents edges (sorted by attention values), and the Y-axis
represents graphs. Fig. are the PDF plots of edge attention distributions generated by GSAT and our GSINA for the
edges in Background (label-independent) part and Explanation (label-related) part.

TABLE I: Comparison with SOTA invariance optimization
GIL methods.

Sparse  Soft  Differentiable
GSAT [26] (IB) No Yes Fully
CIGA [8] (top-k) Yes No Partially
Ours Yes Yes Fully

antee the sparsity of subgraphs, which has also been mentioned
in [26]. As shown in Fig. [I] we provide a demonstration with
the latest IB based GIL SOTA: Graph Stochastic Attention
(GSAT) [26], which evaluates the importance of each edge by
assigning edge attention, and as shown in Fig. GSAT
lacks sparsity: the edge attention for the Background part and
the Explanation part are similar, making it difficult to make a
prediction based on the most valuable invariant features, which
are supposed to be more distinguishable.

For the rop-k based methods, they capture the invariant
subgraph in a ‘hard’ way, i.e. only the top-k part is kept for
training and prediction, and the other part is neglected. As only
restricted information is utilized, hard subgraph extraction re-
sults in a restricted solution space to find the optimal invariant
subgraph, and problematically, an ill-posed optimization: the
top-k selection operation itself is not differentiable (it does
not provide gradients for model backward pass), to make
them ‘trainable’, these methods are ‘partially differentiable’
for learning after assigning the differentiable weighting scores
output from their subgraph extractors for top-k selection to the
extracted subgraph (as the practices in [8; 46]). Moreover, as
the top-k selection discards part of the graph structure, these
methods could only be used for the tasks of graph level, for
a grainer task level, e.g. node level, these methods are not
applicable as the graph structure is incomplete (part of the
nodes have been discarded), and there is no way to learn all
of the node representations.

How to extract the invariant subgraph for graph invariant
learning? We summarize 3 principles for an invariant subgraph
extractor to address the above-mentioned issues of invariance
optimization GIL: 1) sparsity (as shown in Fig. [Ib] [Id) to
effectively filter out the variant features, and the invariant
subgraph should be sufficiently distinguishable to avoid con-
fusion with the variant part, 2) softness (compared with the
‘hard selection’ ways) to enlarge the subgraph solution space,

to numerically evaluate the graph feature importances, and
no graph information omissions, and 3) differentiability (also
based on softness) for a soundly end-to-end optimization, and
to ensure the invariant subgraph extractor could be learned to
generate sparse and soft subgraphs.

To achieve these principles, we have also taken inspiration
from the designs and characteristics of the existing GIL
works [8}; [26; 46|, as summarized in Tab. [I, GSAT [26] is soft
and differentiable as it is based on graph attention mechanism,
DIR [46] and CIGA [8] are sparse as their top-k operations
explicitly constrain the proportion of their subgraphs to their
input graphs. Additionally, recent advances in cardinality-
constrained combinatorial optimization [43} 49] illustrate that
the top-k£ problem could be addressed in an approximated
soft version by a series of soft and differentiable iterative
numerical calculations of the Optimal Transport (OT) [29]
theoretic Sinkhorn algorithm [33]], with bounded constraint
violations. Based on these fundamental endeavors, we propose
anovel and general graph attention mechanism [26}40]]: Graph
Sinkhorn Attention (GSINA) for improving GIL tasks of
multiple levels, GSINA evaluates the graph features (nodes and
edges) importance by assigning sparse and soft graph attention
values. As an invariance optimization method, GSINA defines
its invariant subgraph in the manner of graph attention, which
serves as a powerful regularization to improve GIL.

Therefore, our contributions are as follows successively:

1) We analyze the necessity of sparsity, softness, and dif-
ferentiability in subgraph extraction for GIL, which is lacking
in previous IB and top-k based methods.

2) We propose Graph Sinkhorn Attention (GSINA), a GIL
framework by learning fully differentiable invariant subgraphs
with controllable sparsity and softness to improve multiple
levels of graph generalization tasks.

3) Extensive experiments validate the superiority of our
GSINA, which could outperform the state-of-the-art GIL
methods by large margins.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND RELATED WORKS

The related works cover different aspects of our work,
including the problem formulation of graph out-of-distribution
(OOD) generalization and Graph Invariant Learning (GIL), the
inductive bias behind invariant subgraph extraction, and the



cardinality-constrained combinatorial optimization for a fully
differentiable top-k operation.

A. Graph Invariant Learning

The concept of invariant learning involves utilizing the in-
variant relationships between features and labels across various
distributions while disregarding any spurious correlations that
may arise [24]]. Through this approach, it is possible to attain
a high level of out-of-distribution (OOD) generalization in the
presence of distribution shifts.

Graph OOD problem considers a series of graph datasets
G = {G¢}. collected from multiple environments &,;. For
each dataset G¢ = {(G¢,Y;*)}}¥, collected from environment

e, (GS,Y?) is a graph-label pair sampled from it and N€ is
the number of such pairs in G.. In the graph OOD settings,
the environments of the training and testing datasets, i.e.
& and & are always different, leading to the problem of
distribution shift and the demand for model generalizability.
The environment label e for graphs is always unobserved
since it is expensive to collect for most scenarios. Therefore,
methods that impose requirements on environmental labels
also limit their practical application.

Graph Invariant Learning (GIL) is aimed at learning an
environment-agnostic function f : (JG — ) to predict the
label Y for downstream tasks. The goal of GIL is to train an
optimal f* that it generalizes well on all environments, we
can formulate the problem as:

f = argmin max R(fle), (1)
where R(fle) = E(,yyeg-[I(f(G),Y)] is the empirical risk
of the predictor f on the environment e and [ : Y x Y — R
is the loss function.

As the problem in Eq. [T] is difficult to solve since the
environment variable e is always unobserved, a new line of
research has emerged recently that focuses on subgraphs, with
the goal of identifying an invariant subgraph of the input,
which has a stable relationship to the label; and filtering out
the other part of the input, which is environment-relevant or
spurious. There are existing approaches that aim to explicitly
extract invariant subgraphs (with various definitions), guided
by the information bottleneck (IB) principle [26; 154] or
top-k selection [8; 46l]. In particular, [26] introduces Graph
Stochastic Attention (GSAT), a novel attention mechanism that
constructs inherently interpretable and generalizable GNNs.
The attention is formulated as an information bottleneck by
introducing stochasticity into the attention mechanism, which
constrains the information flow from the input graph to the
prediction. By penalizing the amount of information from
the input data, GSAT is expected to be more generalizable.
[8] proposes a Causality Inspired Invariant Graph LeArning
(CIGA) framework to capture the invariance of graphs under
various distribution shifts. Specifically, they characterize po-
tential distribution shifts on graphs with causal models, which
focus only on subgraphs containing the most information
regarding the causes of labels. Overall, these new approaches
provide exciting opportunities for achieving interpretability

and generalizability in GNNs without requiring expensive
domain labels.

B. Cardinality-Constrained Combinatorial Optimization

Combinatorial optimization (CO) is a fundamental problem
of computer science and operations research [3]. Particularly,
cardinality-constraint optimization is a permutation-based CO
problem that exists widely in real-world applications [65 [7],
whose final solution includes at most k& non-zero entries,
i.e., the cardinality constraint ||x||o < k. Choosing the top-
k most influential edges for the invariant subgraph, which
is a constraint-critical scenario, could also be regarded as a
cardinality-constraint CO problem. Handling the constraint vi-
olation is the core of the cardinality-constraint CO problem as
a tighter constraint violation leads to better performance [43].
Erdos Goes Neural [[19] places a penalty term for a constraint
violation in the loss, but the constraint violation is unbounded.
[48] develops a soft algorithm by recasting the top-k selection
as an optimal transport problem [41] with the Sinkhorn algo-
rithm [33]]. Although the upper limit of constraint violation
is provided, in the worst situation, the bound might diverge.
[43] further addresses the issue and proposes a method with a
tighter upper bound by introducing the Gumbel trick, making
the constraint violation arbitrarily controlled. These studies
provide us with a theoretical basis to formulate the problem
of GIL from the perspective of combinatorial optimization.

III. APPROACH

In this section, we first introduce the optimization, or learn-
ing objective of our Graph Sinkhorn Attention (GSINA) for
Graph Invariant Learning (GIL) at a high level in Sec.
Then in Sec. we present the implementation details of
GSINA: the utilization of the Sinkhorn algorithm to obtain the
sparse, soft, and differentiable invariant subgraph as a kind
of graph attention mechanism, and the general representation
learning framework for GIL of multiple-level tasks.

A. Graph Sinkhorn Attention: Optimization

Aiming at finding the invariant subgraph G'g with a stable
relationship to the label Y, we formulate it as a mutual
information I(Gg;Y’) maximization problem like the practices
in [8 26; 54]. On the other hand, constraints should be
applied on the invariant subgraph G'¢ to ensure its informative
conciseness (i.e., the information of the variant or redundant
part of the input graph G should be damped), the constraints
act as regularizations and improve the generalization of graph
learning tasks. As we discussed in Sec. [l the information
bottleneck (IB) based methods [26; 54] might hardly guarantee
the subgraph conciseness (lack of sparsity), and the partially
differentiable top-k selection based methods [8; 46] generate
hard subgraphs and shrink the subgraph solution space. Differ-
ently, we leverage a subgraph extractor g4(G, r, T) generating
softly cardinality-constrained subgraph G'g, the subgraph ratio
r is the cardinality constraint controlling the sparsity of Gg,
and 7 is a temperature hyperparameter controlling the softness
of G'g, which will be detailedly discussed in Sec.



Our subgraph extractor g4(G,r,7) acts as a sparsity and
softness regularization of Gg, and the mutual information
maximization problem can be formulated as:

mgxI(Gs;Y), st. Gg ~ go(G,r, 7). 2)

As the direct estimation of mutual information I(Gs;Y’)
is intractable, we derive its lower bound with the help of a
variational approximation distribution Py(Y|Gg) parameter-
ized by 6, which also acts as the predictor of label Y given
the invariant subgraph Gg:

P(Gs,Y)log P(Gs, Y )dGde
//c P(Gs)P(Y)

9P
— [ P(Gs) [ PYIGs) o PYIGs)dY
Gs Y
+ KLIP(Y|G)|Pa(Y|G)ldGs + H(Y)
Gg Y
H(Y),

GS7

=Egqy [log Py(Y|Gs)] +
(3)

where H(Y) = — [, P(Y))log P(Y')dY is a constant entropy
of the label distribution P(Y) and can be omitted in the
optimization, the problem in Eq. |2] can be optimized by
maximizing the lower bound item in Eq. |3| and the final
learning objective of GSINA is:

n;z;)x Eg, v [log Po(Y|Gs)], st. Gg ~ go(G,r, 7). (4

It results in an end-to-end forward pipeline: first extracting
the invariant subgraph Gg from the input graph G, then
making prediction Y based on Gg. Note that though sharing
similarities, GSINA is unlike the IB based methods [26; 154]:
the subgraph information of GSINA is constrained by our
subgraph extractor ¢4(G,r,7), which is able to explicitly
control the sparsity r and softness 7 of the invariant subgraph.

B. Graph Sinkhorn Attention: Implementation

To extract a sparse, soft, and differentiable invariant sub-
graph Gg from the input graph G, we leverage a softly
cardinality-constrained subgraph extractor g4(G,r,T) based
on the Sinkhorn Algorithm.

The goal of graph attention mechanisms [26; 40] is to
assign attention coefficients to different parts of the input
graph structure, evaluating their respective importance for the
prediction of the target label Y. Beyond the graph attention
mechanisms designed in [26; 40], we take the sparsity and
softness of the attention distribution into consideration by
applying differentiable top-k [43; 48] to evaluate the impor-
tance of edges. According to Sec. it has a corresponding
popular OT-theoretic solution of the Sinkhorn algorithm [33]],
and the Gumbel re-parameterization trick could be adopted to
enhance the performance according to the practice in [43]]. For
edge attention, GSINA softly highlights the top-r ratio most
influential edges and ‘filters out’ other edges by assigning
sparse edge attention to the input graph G (as shown in
Fig. and provides soft attention distribution. Based on

GSINA edge attention, sparse and soft GSINA node attention
could be designed based on graph neighborhood aggregation
to evaluate the importance of nodes.

We will start by describing the implementation of edge and
node attention in GSINA, and then the general framework for
multiple-level GIL tasks via GSINA.

Edge Attention. As an initial step, a composition of GNN,
and MLP, is leveraged to obtain learnable node features
{n;|i € V} and edge scores s = {s.le € £} of the input
graph G = (V,&):

{n;} = GNN4(G), i € V,
se =MLPy(n;,n;), e = (i, ).

Softly selecting the top-r scored edges as the invariant
subgraph could be interpreted as a relaxed OT problem, whose
setting is to move r N, items to the destination of the invariant
part, and the other (1 —r)N, elements to the other destination
of the variant part, where N, is the number of the edges.
During the training phase, the Gumbel re-parameterization
trick §, = s, — o log(—logue), ue ~ U(0, 1) [17; 43], where
o is the factor of Gumbel noise and ¢ = 0 in validation
and testing phases, could be adopted to enlarge the sampling
space and to improve the generalization performances, i.e. the
Gumbel trick allows less important edges to participate in
training (without being poorly trained due to low attention,
resulting in underfitting), and remains the sampling accuracy.
Defining D as the distance matrix of the OT problem, R and
C as the marginal distributions, and T as the transportation
plan moving r N, items to max(s) (invariant) and (1 — )N,
items to min(s) (variant), the OT problem for GSINA edge
attention can be formulated as follows:

&)

SN, — min(s)
max(s) — Sn,
1T e RNeX1,

So —min(s), ...,
max(s) — §1, max(s)— Sz, ...,

R= [(1 _T)Ntﬂ rNe]Tv C= []—7 ]-7 R
min tr(T'D) — 7H(T),

§1 — min(s),

)

st. Te[0,1]>Y T1=R, T'1=C,

(6)
where T7H(T) is the entropic regularizer [12] of the OT
problem, and 7 is the temperature hyperparameter controlling
the softness of the transportation plan T. The result of T could
be iteratively calculated by the Sinkhorn algorithm:

To = exp <]T)) ; )

T}, = diag (Tr_11 @ R) ™' Tj_1, (8)
Tk = Tk 1 dlag(T 11 (%) C) (9)

where T in Eq. [7] is the initialization, the equations of T}
in Eq. [§] and 0] are alternative iterations of row- and column-
wise normalizations to satisfy the two constraints T1 = R
and T'T1 = C, © is element-wise division.

Eventually, the edge attention o’ = {aZ|e € £} could be
obtained from the procedure above:

[af, of, ..., aN | = T[L,1]. (10)



Fig. 2: Example of GSINA invariant subgraph Gg from
SPMotif dataset. The ground truth (nodes) of the invariant
subgraph is colored red, and the other part is yellow. The
edge widths and node sizes are given by GSINA original
outputs (we do not apply sharpening tricks for visualizations
like GSAT [26] and CIGA [9]). It is shown that our GSINA
assigns sparse and soft attention {a"", ¥} to the nodes and
edges of the input graph G. More visualization results can be
found in https://github.com/dingfangyu/GSINA/vis.

Node Attention. Given the sparse, soft, and differentiable
edge attention o, a natural consideration is to evaluate the
importance of nodes. Hence, the node attention ¥ = {a|i €
V} in our GSINA is proposed, which could be obtained by an
aggregation of the edge attention in the neighborhood of each
node i:

= AGG({afle = (i,j) Ne € E}). (a1

For the ‘hard’ top-k based GIL methods [8 46], only the
selected part is kept to be the invariant subgraph G and the
other part Gg is just discarded. In other words, the node
importance is 1 for nodes in Gg and 0 for nodes in Gs.
Our node attention is a soft and fully differentiable version
to mimic their invariant subgraph extractions.

General Graph Invariant Learning Framework. Our
invariant subgraph extraction results in a graph weighted
by the Graph Sinkhorn (Edge and Node) Attention, with
the properties of sparsity, softness, and differentiability, the
mathematical definition of the invariant subgraph Gg of our
GSINA is in the manner of graph attention:

Gg = {G7av,aE} ~ go(G, 7, T). (12)

Based on the definition of our invariant subgraph in Eq. [12}
the prediction process (the predictor Py(Y|Gg) in Eq.|4) could
be regularized by our GSINA message passing mechanism
in Eq. [13] For the [-th GNN message Passmg layer, GSINA
weights each message mg(h(l) hgl),hm ) by edge attention

5, h( ) is the representation of edge (7, j) (if applicable), D
is any permutatlon invariant ag§regatlon function, -y is the
GNN update function, and h g updated representation. If
the graph representation h¢ is obtained from a readout fy of
node representations output from the L-th (final) GNN layer
{hEL)|i € V}, each node representation hl(-L) is weighted by
our node attention alv in our GSINA, GSINA is general due

to its applicability to multiple-level (i.e. graph-level and node-
level) GIL tasks:

W =95 | W, P af xme(b{",b" n)) |, 3)
JEN;
he = fo ({a}/ «hPliev}). (14)

The procedure of the GSINA training algorithm is shown
in Alg. [I]

Algorithm 1 The training procedure.
Parameters: the number of training epoch F; the number
of batch size B; the sparsity r; the softness 7; the sinkhorn
iterations n.
Input: training dataset G = {G;, Y;}V
Output: the trained parameters ¢ and ¢ in Sec.
1: Initialize parameters 6 and ¢;
/I For each epoch
2. fori=1,...,F do
3:  Sample data batches B = {G1,Go, . ..,
batch size B;
/I For each batch

Gy} from G with

4 forj=1,...,bdo

5: G ={Gn|(Gm,Ym) € G}

6 Y = {Y;nKG’rruKn) € gj};
// Forward: get G = {G,a",af} ~ g4,(G,r,T) by
Eq. [12]

7: Get edge scores s = {s.|le € £} with GNNy and
MLP, by Eq.[5}
Prepare D, R, C of the OT problem by Eq. [6}

: Initialize Ty by Eq.

10: for k=1,...,n do

11: Update T, by Eq. [§] and [0}

12: end for

13: Get GSINA edge and node attention {a",a”} by

Eq. [10] and

/I Forward: get the learning objective log Py(Y'|Gs)

in Eq. @] by Eq. [I3] and [14]

14: if Graph-level GIL task then

15: Get hg by Eq.

16: Modelize the distribution Pp(Y|Gg) with hg;

17: else if Node-level GIL task then

18: Get {hZ|v € V} by Eq.

19: Modelize the distribution Py(Y|Gg) with {hL|v €
vV}

20: end if

21 Get the learning objective log Py(Y'|Gs) in Eq.

/I Backward

22: Optimize parameters 6 and ¢ via gradient descent;

23:  end for

24: end for

25: Output the parameters 6 and ¢;
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IV. EXPERIMENTS

To demonstrate our GSINA’s superiority, we conduct ex-
periments on various graph invariant learning tasks, includ-
ing graph-level and node-level OOD generalizations. For the
graph-level GIL, we compare with both IB and top-k based
SOTAs, i.e. GSAT [26] and CIGA [8]], respectively. It is worth
noting the reason for performing separate experiments is for
fair comparisons, as the experimental settings of these two
benchmarks of GSAT and CIGA are quite different, including
differences in datasets, GNN backbones, baselines, etc. Be-
sides, both GSAT and CIGA involve extensive hyperparameter
tuning, all these present challenges in unifying the bench-
marks. Nevertheless, our separate experiments have demon-
strated our superiority over each of them. For the node-level
GIL, we make a comparison with EERM [45]. Furthermore,
we provide 1) hyperparameter studies, 2) ablation studies of
GSINA components, 3) runtime and complexity analysis, and
4) interpretability analysis of the extracted invariant subgraph.
We introduce the datasets, baselines, evaluation metrics, and
experiment settings and provide results analysis in this section.
All experiments are conducted for 5 runs on RTX-2080Ti
(11GB) GPUs, and the average and standard deviation are
reported.

A. On Graph-Level Tasks: versus IB Based GIL

To make a direct and fair comparison with the IB based GIL
methods, we choose GSAT [26] as the baseline, we perform
evaluations strictly in line with its original experiment settings,
including the datasets, GNN backbones, metrics, and optimiza-
tion settings. To compare with GSAT, the hyperparameter r for
GSINA is chosen according to our validation performances.
The statistics and evaluation metrics of these datasets are
shown in Tab. [[I| and and the experiment results are given
in Tab.

Datasets. We use the synthetic Spurious-Motif (SPMotif)
datasets from DIR [46]], where each graph is constructed
by a combination of a motif graph directly determining the
graph label, and a base graph providing spurious correlation
to graph label, and we use datasets with spurious correlation
degree b = 0.5, 0.7 and 0.9. For real-world datasets, we use
MNIST-75sp [21]], where each image in MNIST is converted
to a superpixel graph, Graph-SST2 [34; 155, which is a
sentiment analysis dataset, and each text sequence in SST2 is
converted to a graph, following the splits in DIR [46], Graph-
SST2 contains degree shifts, and molecular property predic-
tion datasets from the OGBG [15; 47] benchmark (molhiv,
molbace, molbbbp, molclintox, moltox21, molsider).

Metrics. We test the classification accuracy (ACC) for
SPMotif datasets, MNIST-75sp, Graph-SST2, and ROC-AUC
for OGBG datasets following [26].

Baselines. Following the baselines and the corresponding
settings in GSAT [26], we compare with interpretable GNNs
GIB [54] and DIR [46], and we use GIN [50] and PNA [10]
as backbones for GSAT and GSINA.

GNN Backbone Architectures. For GSINA with GIN and
PNA backbones for the experiments on GSAT benchmark

(reported in Tab. [ITT} [V]), our GNN backbone settings of GIN
and PNA are strictly in line with those in GSAT settings. We
use 2 layers GIN with 64 hidden dimensions and 0.3 dropout
ratio. We use 4 layers PNA with 80 hidden dimensions, 0.3
dropout ratio, and no scalars are used. We directly follow PNA
and GSAT using (mean, min, max, std) aggregators for OGBG
datasets, and (mean, min, max, std, sum) aggregators for all
other datasets.

More Architecture Settings. For all experiments of
GSINA and for simplicity, the MLP in our subgraph extrac-
tor g4 is a 2-layer MLP, MLP4(n;,n;) is implemented by
inputting concatenated [n;, n;], and outputting a 1-dim edge
score s;;, then a batch normalization layer (s := %&")M) is
applied to normalize the edge scores to a stable value range;
and the aggregator of GSINA node attention to aggregate the
edge attention values in a node’s neighborhood is the ‘max’
aggregator.

Batch Size. In line with GSAT, we use a batch size of 128
for all datasets.

Optimization. We use Adam optimizers for graph classifi-
cation experiments reported in Tab. [V] strictly in line with
the settings of GSAT. Our GSINA with GIN backbone uses
0.003 learning rate for Spurious-Motifs and 0.001 for all other
datasets. Our GSINA with PNA backbone uses 0.003 learning
rate for Graph-SST2 and Spurious-Motifs, and 0.001 learning
rate for all other datasets.

Epoch. For graph classification experiments on GSAT and
CIGA benchmarks, we perform early stopping to avoid over-
fitting. Based on the difficulty of fitting the dataset, we set the
early stopping patience to 10 for the SPMotif (both GSAT and
CIGA benchmarks) datasets, DrugOOD-Size and TU datasets,
3 for Graph-SST2 and Graph-SST5, 5 for Twitter, 20 for
DrugOOD-Assay/Scaffold and 30 for MNIST-75sp. We do
not use early stopping for OGBG datasets (molhiv, molbace,
molbbbp, molclintox, moltox21, molsider), and simply train
them to the end of epochs (200 epochs for GIN + GSINA,
100 for PNA + GSINA) to achieve better performances.
For TU datasets, like the practices of pre-training in CIGA,
we pretrain them for 30 epochs to avoid underfitting. For
EERM benchmark, we do not perform early stoppings or pre-
trainings, we follow the epochs used in EERM work and train
to the end, which is 200 epochs for all datasets except for 500
epochs for OGB-Arxiv.

Hyperparameter Settings of r. We perform r selection
based on the validation performances. For GIN backboned
GSINA, we set 7 = 0.9 for OGBG-Molhiv, 0.2 for Graph-
SST2, 0.5 for MNIST-75sp, 0.6 for SPMotif-0.5, 0.6 for
SPMotif-0.7, and 0.4 for SPMotif-0.9. For PNA backboned
GSINA, we set » = 0.7 for OGBG-Molhiv, 0.5 for OGBG-
Molbace, 0.8 for OGBG-Molbbbp, 0.7 for OGBG-Molclintox,
0.7 for OGBG-Moltox21, 0.8 for OGBG-Molsider, 0.8 for
Graph-SST2, 0.6 for MNIST-75sp, 0.1 for SPMotif-0.5, 0.3
for SPMotif-0.7, and 0.5 for SPMotif-0.9.

Performances Analysis. Tab. reports the graph classi-
fication performances on GSAT benchmark, GSINA achieves
better performances than the baselines of interpretable GNNs



TABLE II: Dataset Statistics of the GSAT benchmark used in Tab. [I[II} following the datasets used in DIR [46].

Spurious-Motif MNIST-75sp (reduced) Graph-SST2 OGBG-Molhiv
Train Val Test Train Val Test Train Val Test Train Val Test
Classes# 3 10 2 2
Graphs# 9,000 3,000 6,000 20,000 5,000 10,000 28,327 3,147 12,305 32,901 4,113 4,113
Avg. N# 254 26.1 88.7 66.8 67.3 67.0 17.7 17.3 345 25.3 27.79 25.3
Avg. E# 354 36.2 131.1 539.3 545.9 540.4 33.3 33.5 4.89 54.1 61.1 55.6
Metrics ACC ACC ACC ROC-AUC

TABLE III: Comparision with the IB based GIL, graph-level OOD generalization performances on GSAT [26] benchmark.

Spurious-motif

MolHiv (AUC)  Graph-SST2  MNIST-75sp b=05 b=07 b=0.9
GIB [54] 76.434+2.65 82.9940.67 93.10+1.32 54.3647.09 48.51+5.76 46.19+5.63
DIR [46] 76.344+1.01 82.3240.85 88.5142.57 45.49+3.81 41.134+2.62 37.6142.02
GIN [50] 76.69+1.25 82.734+0.77 95.74+0.36 39.87+1.30 39.04+1.62 38.57+2.31
GIN+GSAT [26] 76.47+1.53 82.95+0.58 96.2440.17 52.7444.08 49.1243.29 44.2245.57
GIN+ours 77.99+0.97 83.66+0.37 96.73+0.16 55.16+5.69 56.83+6.32 49.86+6.10
PNA [10] 78.91+1.04 79.87+1.02 87.20+5.61 68.15+2.39 66.35+3.34 61.40+3.56
PNA+GSAT [26] 80.24+0.73 80.9240.66 93.9640.92 68.7442.24 64.3843.20 57.014+2.95
PNA+ours 80.55+0.97 82.18+1.01 95.48+0.37 76.39+1.85 73.96+2.87 62.51+5.86

TABLE IV: Statistics of ogbg-mol* datasets of GSAT bench-
mark in Tab. For all the datasets, we use the scaffold split
with the split ratio of 80/10/10.

Average  Average Task

Name #Graphs #Nodes #Edges #Tasks Type Metric

bace 1,513 34.1 36.9 1 Binary class. ROC-AUC
bbbp 2,039 24.1 26.0 1 Binary class. ROC-AUC
clintox 1,477 26.2 279 2 Binary class. ROC-AUC
tox21 7,831 18.6 193 12 Binary class. ROC-AUC
sider 1,427 33.6 354 27  Binary class. ROC-AUC

TABLE V: Comparision with the IB based GIL, graph-
level OOD generalization performances on other OGBG-Mol
datasets in GSAT [26] benchmark.

molbace molbbbp molclintox moltox21 molsider
PNA [10] 73.52+3.02 67.214+1.34 86.72+2.33 75.08+0.64 56.51+1.90
GSAT [26]  77.41+2.42 69.17+1.12  87.80+2.36 74.96+0.66 57.58+1.23
ours 79.57+1.38  67.86+0.91  90.08+2.06 75.47+0.55 58.61+1.09

GIB, DIR, and GSAT. GSINA outperforms GSAT by large
margins on all 6 datasets for both GNN backbones GIN and
PNA. Tab. [V]reports the graph classification performances for
another 5 OGBG-Mol datasets with smaller sizes than those in
Tab. Following GSAT, we compare with PNA backboned
baselines, and GSINA mostly outperforms.

These improvements demonstrate the effectiveness of our
sparsity compared with GSAT (based on IB constraint). Espe-
cially, we observe relatively big improvements on SPMotif
datasets. There are about at most 10% improvements than
GSAT in classification accuracy on SPMotif (b = 0.7) in
Tab. which indicates the superiority of our GSINA on the
datasets with more distinguishable subgraph properties, such
as the SPMotif datasets, where the invariant subgraphs can be
clearly separable due to their data generation processes.

B. On Graph-Level Tasks: versus Top-k Based GIL

To make a comparison with the top-k based GIL methods,
we choose CIGA [8] as the baseline. The statistics and
evaluation metrics of these datasets are shown in Tab. [VI] and
the experiment results are given in Tab.

Datasets. We use the synthetic SPMotif datasets from DIR,
with structural shift degrees b = 0.33, 0.6 and 0.9, denoted

as SPMotif (-struc). Besides, we use the SPMotif (-mixed)
from CIGA [8], whose distribution shifts are additionally
mixed with attribute shifts. For real-world datasets, in line with
CIGA, to validate the generalization performance with more
complicated relationships under distribution shifts, we use
sentiment analysis datasets Graph-SST5 [55]] and Twitter [[13]
with degree shifts, DrugOOD datasets [18], which is from
Al-aided Drug Discovery, the split schemes including assay,
scaffold and size, and the datasets from TU [27] benchmarks
(ncil, ncil09, proteins, dd) to examine the OOD generalization
under graph size shifts.

Metrics. We test the classification accuracy (ACC) for
SPMotif datasets, Graph-SST5, Twitter, ROC-AUC for Dru-
gOO0D datasets, and Matthews correlation coefficient (MCC)
for TU datasets following [45 [8]].

Baselines. Following the baselines and the corresponding
settings in CIGA [8], in addition to ERM [38]], we also com-
pare with interpretable GNNs GIB, DIR, ASAP Pooling [30],
as well as the invariant learning methods IRM [2f], V-Rex [22],
IB-IRM [1], EIIL [11] and CNC [56l, and the Oracle (IID)
performances on the datasets without distribution shifts are
also reported, we use the GNN architectures in line with CIGA
to test GSINA.

GNN Backbone Architectures. For GSINA with GCN
or GIN layers for the experiments on CIGA benchmark
(reported in Tab. [VITI), our GNN backbone settings are
also strictly in line with those in CIGA settings. We use 3-
layer GNN with Batch Normalization between layers and JK
residual connections at last layer. We use GCN with mean
readout for all datasets except Proteins and DrugOOD datasets.
For Proteins, we use GIN and max readout. For DrugOOD
datasets, we use 4-layer GIN with sum readout. The hidden
dimensions are fixed as 32 for SPMotif, TU datasets, and 128
for SSTS, Twitter, and DrugOOD datasets.

Batch Size. In line with CIGA, we use a batch size of 32
for all datasets, except for DrugOOD datasets, where we use
128.



TABLE VI: Dataset statistics of CIGA benchmark used in experiments of Tab. and [VIII

Datasets # Training  # Validation # Testing # Classes # Nodes # Edges Metrics
SPMotif 9,000 3,000 3,000 3 44.96 65.67 ACC
SST5 6,090 1,186 2,240 5 19.85 37.70 ACC
Twitter 3,238 694 1,509 3 21.10 40.20 ACC
DrugOOD-Assay 34,179 19,028 19,032 2 32.27 70.25 ROC-AUC
DrugOOD-Scaffold 21,519 19,041 19,048 2 29.95 64.86 ROC-AUC
DrugOOD-Size 36,597 17,660 16,415 2 30.73 66.90 ROC-AUC
PROTEINS 511 56 112 2 39.06 145.63 MCC
DD 533 59 118 2 284.32 1,431.32 MCC
NCI1 1,942 215 412 2 29.87 64.6 MCC
NCI109 1,872 207 421 2 29.68 64.26 MCC

TABLE VII: Comparision with top-k based GIL, graph-level OOD generalization on synthetic datasets of CIGA benchmark.

SPMotif-Struc SPMotif-Mixed
bias=0.33 bias=0.60 bias=0.90 bias=0.33 bias=0.60 bias=0.90
ERM [38] 59.49+3.50 55.48+4.84 49.64+4.63 58.18+4.30 49.2948.17 41.36+3.29
IRM [2] 57.154+3.98 61.7441.32 45.6844.88 58.20+1.97 49.2943.67 40.734+1.93
V-Rex [22] 54.6443.05 53.60+3.74 48.8649.69 57.824+5.93 48.25+2.79 43.27+1.32
EIIL [11] 56.48+42.56 60.07+4.47 55.7946.54 53.91+3.15 48.4145.53 41.754+4.97
IB-IRM [1]] 58.30+6.37 54.37+7.35 45.144+4.07 57.70+2.11 50.83+1.51 40.2743.68
CNC [56] 70.44+42.55 66.7949.42 50.25+10.7 65.754+4.35 59.27+5.29 41.58+1.90
ASAP [30] 64.87+13.8 64.85+10.6 57.29+14.5 66.88+15.0 59.78+6.78 50.4544.90
DIR [46] 58.73+11.9 48.724+14.8 41.9049.39 67.284+4.06 51.66+14.1 38.5845.88
CIGAv1 [8] 71.07+3.60 63.2349.61 51.7847.29 74.35+1.85 64.54+8.19 49.0149.92
CIGAv2 [8] 77.33+9.13 69.29+3.06 63.41+7.38 72.4244.80 70.83+7.54 54.25+5.38
ours 75.49+4.26 74.254+2.53 73.54+5.54 82.70+6.28 77.03+2.66 68.89+8.17
Oracle (IID) 88.7040.17 88.7040.17 88.7040.17 88.7340.25 88.7340.25 88.7340.25

TABLE VIII: Comparision with top-k based GIL, graph-level OOD generalization on real-world datasets of CIGA [8]]
benchmark, bold font for the best performance on each dataset and underline for the second.

Graph-SST5 Twitter Drug-Assay Drug-Sca Drug-Size NCII NCI109 PROT DD
ERM [38] 43.8941.73 60.814+2.05 71.7940.27 68.8540.62 66.7041.08 0.15+0.05 0.1640.02 0.2240.09 0.2740.09
IRM [2] 43.69+1.26 63.50+1.23 72.1240.49 68.69+0.65 66.5440.42 0.17+0.02 0.14+0.01 0.2140.09 0.2240.08
V-Rex [22] 43.2840.52 63.214+1.57 72.05+1.25 68.92+0.98 66.33+0.74 0.1540.04 0.1540.04 0.2240.06 0.2140.07
EIIL [11]] 42.98+1.03 62.764+1.72 72.6040.47 68.4540.53 66.3840.66 0.14+0.03 0.1640.02 0.2040.05 0.23+0.10
IB-IRM [1] 40.85+2.08 61.26+1.20 72.5040.49 68.50+0.40 66.6440.28 0.1240.04 0.1540.06 0.21+40.06 0.154+0.13
CNC [56] 42.7841.53 61.0342.49 72.4040.46 67.2440.90 65.7940.80 0.16+0.04 0.1640.04 0.1940.08 0.27+0.13
ASAP [30] 44.1641.36 60.68+2.10 70.5141.93 66.1940.94 64.1240.67 0.16+0.10 0.154+0.07 0.2240.16 0.21+0.08
GIB [54] 38.64+4.52 48.08+2.27 63.01+1.16 62.01+1.41 55.50+1.42 0.13+0.10 0.1640.02 0.1940.08 0.01+0.18
DIR [46] 41.1241.96 59.8542.98 68.2541.40 63.9141.36 60.4041.42 0.21+0.06 0.13+0.05 0.2540.14 0.20+0.10
CIGAv1 [8] 44.714+1.14 63.6640.84 72.7140.52 69.0440.86 67.2440.88 0.22+0.07  0.23+0.09  0.404+0.06 0.2940.08
CIGAvV2 [8] 45.25+1.27 64.45+1.99 73.17+0.39 69.70+0.27 67.78+0.76 0.27+0.07 0.22+0.05 0.31+0.12 0.2640.08
ours 45.84+0.52 64.64+1.71 72.8440.50 69.5740.39 67.4840.33 0.2840.07 0.21+0.04 0.41+0.07 0.29+0.07
Oracle (IID)  48.18+1.00 64.2141.77 85.5641.44 84.7141.60 85.83+1.31 0.32+0.05 0.3740.06 0.3940.09 0.33+0.05

Optimization. We use Adam optimizers for graph classifi-
cation experiments reported in [VII] [VII strictly in line with the
settings of CIGA. We use 0.001 learning rate for all datasets.

Epoch. We perform early stopping to avoid overfitting.
Based on the difficulty of fitting the dataset, we set the early
stopping patience to 10 for the SPMotif datasets, DrugOOD-
Size and TU datasets, 3 for Graph-SSTS, 5 for Twitter, and
20 for DrugOOD-Assay/Scaffold. For TU datasets, like the
practices of pre-training in CIGA, we pretrain them for 30
epochs to avoid underfitting.

Hyperparameter Settings of ». As CIGA also performs
top-r subgraph extractions, we regard its settings of r as
reasonable and follow them, which are 0.25 for SPMotif, 0.3
for Proteins and DD, 0.6 for NCI1, 0.7 for NCI109, 0.5 for
SST5 and Twitter, and 0.8 for DrugOOD datasets, respectively.

Performances Analysis. Tab. [VII, [VII]| report the OOD
generalization performances on CIGA benchmark. Our GSINA
outperforms all the baselines of interpretable GNNs (ASAP,
GIB, and DIR) by large margins. For the invariant learning
baselines, our GSINA also achieves better performances. Com-
pared with CIGA, GSINA achieves the best performances on
SPMotif (except for -struct, b = 0.33), Graph-SST5, Twitter,
proteins and dd. On ncil, ncil09, and DrugOOD datasets,
GSINA produces results comparable to CIGA, indicating the
difficulties of these OOD generalization tasks, meanwhile,
the improvements of CIGA compared to ERM on DrugOOD
datasets are also by little margin.

These improvements demonstrate the effectiveness of our
softness and fully differentiability compared with CIGA (based
on top-k). There are also large improvements observed on SP-
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Fig. 3: Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of the sparsity 7 in GSINA.
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Fig. 4: Hyperparameter sensitivity analysis of the temperature 7 (for softness) in GSINA.

Motif datasets. Similar to Sec. [[V-A] about 15% improvement
than CIGA in classification accuracy on SPMotif (-mixed, b =
0.9) in Tab. is observed.

C. Hyperparameter Studies

As shown in Fig. 3] for the 6 datasets used in the
GSAT benchmark and reported in Tab. [Ill there are rough
‘increasing-decreasing’ patterns in the curve of predictive
performance and subgraph ratio (i.e. sparsity) r, which reflects
our GSINA is sensible to the hyperparameter r. The patterns
of the curves in Fig. 3] show that a too-small or a too-large r
results in worse generalization. When r is too small, it is more
likely that the extracted subgraph Gg is too sparse and lacks
information; when 7 is too large, it also results in a Gg lack
of information, as more redundant parts of the input graph G
would be selected, which results in a Gg with little difference
with G, and when r» = 1.0, GSINA degenerates to ERM with
all edge attention set to 1.

As shown in Fig. [ we analyze the hyperparameter sensi-
tivity of the Sinkhorn temperature 7 € {0.2,0.5,1,2,5} on
the SPMotif datasets (of GSAT benchmark, with both GIN
and PNA backboned GSINA), which demonstrates 7 = 1 is
a reasonable and effective choice. When 7 is too small, the
model lacks softness and generates too ‘hard’ subgraphs; when

T is too large, the model is too soft and generates subgraphs
that are too smooth and lack information. Both cases lead to
reduced performances.

More Hyperparameter Settings. In our GSINA frame-
work, we globally fix the Sinkhorn temperature 7 (for softness)
and Gumbel noise factor ¢ (for randomness) to 1, and the
Sinkhorn iteration numbers to 10.

More Discussions. Our GSINA’s model selection procedure
is simpler than CIGA (the ‘hard’ top-k based GIL SOTA),
with other settings fixed, what is required to tune to achieve
SOTA performances in GSINA is just the sparsity r, while
CIGA has additional loss balancing hyperparameters (2 losses
corresponding to CIGAv1 and CIGAv2) to tune.

D. On Node-Level GIL Tasks

Datasets. We follow the datasets and protocols used in
EERM [43], which involve 3 types of distribution shifts:
1) “Artificial Transformation”: synthetic spurious features are
added to Cora and Amazon-Photo, and there are 8 test-
ing graphs (T1 ~ T8) for both datasets, 2) “Cross-Domain
Transfers”: each graph in Twitch-explicit and Facebook-100
corresponds to distinct domains; for Twitch-explicit, DE is
used for training, ENGB for validation and 5 graphs ES, FR,
PTBR, RU, TW for testing; for Facebook-100, 3 different



TABLE IX: Dataset statistics of EERM benchmark used in experiments of Fig. |§I and

Dataset Distribution Shift #Nodes #Edges #Classes  Train/Val/Test Split Metric Adapted From
Cora e . . 2,703 5,278 10 by graphs Accuracy 53]
Amazon-Photo Artificial Transformation 7,650 119,081 10 by graphs Accuracy [32]
Twitch-explicit Cross-Domain Transfers 1,912 - 9,498 31,299 - 153,138 2 by graphs ROC-AUC [31]
Facebook-100 769 - 41,536 16,656 - 1,590,655 2 by graphs Accuracy 137]
Elliptic Temporal Evolution 203,769 234,355 2 by time F1 Score 281!
OGB-Arxiv P 169,343 1,166,243 40 by time Accuracy [16]
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Fig. 5: Node-level OOD generalization performances for ‘Artificial Transformation’.
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Fig. 6: Node-level OOD generalization performances for ‘Cross-Domain Transfers’.

training sets are used, we denote them as A = (Johns Hopkins,
Caltech, Ambherst), B = (Bingham, Duke, Princeton), C =
(WashU, Brandeis, Carnegie), the validation set is (Cornell,
Yale), and the testing set is (Penn, Brown, Texas), 3) “Tempo-
ral Evolution™: train/val/test splits for Elliptic and OGB-Arxiv
are made by time, Elliptic provides 9 test graphs (T1 ~ T9),
and OGB-Arxiv provides 3 time windows (14-16, 16-18, 18-
20). The dataset details are shown in Tab.

Metrics. We test the node classification accuracy (ACC) on
Cora, Amazon-Photo, Facebook-100, OGB-Arxiv, ROC-AUC
for Twitch-explicit, and F1-score for Elliptic.

Baselines. We compare our GSINA with ERM [3§]]
and EERM [45], following the settings in EERM, we use
GCN [20] as backbone subgraph extractors, predictors and
spurious features generators (if applicable) for Cora, Amazon-
Photo, Twitch-explicit and Facebook-100, SAGE [14] for
Elliptic and OGB-Arxiv.

GNN Backbone Architectures. For GSINA with GCN and
SAGE backbones for the experiments on EERM benchmark
(reported in Fig. 5] [6] [7), our GNN backbone settings of GCN
and SAGE are strictly in line with those in EERM settings,
where we use ReLLU as the activation, add self-loops and use
batch normalization for graph convolution in each layer. We

use 2 layers GCN with hidden size 32 for Cora, Amazon-
Photo, Twitch-explicit, and Facebook-100; and 5 layers SAGE
with hidden size 32 for Elliptic and OGB-Arxiv.

Optimization. For all datasets, we follow the AdamW
optimizers used in EERM. To reproduce EERM results, we
strictly follow the original settings of EERM. For the setting
of our GSINA, we use the same settings with the experi-
ments of ERM, where we use 0.01 learning rate for Cora,
Amazon-Photo, and Twitch-explicit, 0.001 for Facebook-100,
and 0.0002 for Elliptic.

Epoch. We follow the epochs used in EERM work and train
to the end, which is 200 epochs for all datasets except for 500
epochs for OGB-Arxiv.

Hyperparameter Settings of r. According to the hyper-
parameter studies in Sec. we regard r = 0.5 as a rea-
sonable choice and uniformly set it for all node classification
experiments with our GSINA for simplicity.

Performances Analysis. Fig. 5] [6] [7] reports the generaliza-
tion performance for the distribution shifts of ‘Artificial Trans-
formation’, ‘Cross-Domain Transfers’, and ‘Temporal Evolu-
tion’, respectively. Under most testing scenarios, our GSINA
outperforms ERM for node classification. We achieve better
results than EERM on Cora, Amazon-Photo, Elliptic, and
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TABLE X: Ablation studies on SPMotif datasets. to compute soft top-r just once for the entire batch (which
- - can be considered as a large graph composed of several
Spurious-motif . K R
b=0.5 b=0.7 b=0.9 smaller graphs), which is faster, we use it on Graph-SST5,
GIN+ours 55.1645.69 56.83+£6.32  49.86+6.10 Twitter, Drug-Assay, Drug—Sca, Drug-Size, TU-NCII, TU-
w/o Gumbel 48.27+4.80  45.25+7.15  50.28+2.83 NCI109, OGBG-Molhiv, OGBG-Molbace. The macro setting
Wjo gz?emm 117-34i7~99 24-23i6~99 32-4115116 computes the top-r for the whole graph and relaxes the
w/o N 6.28+5.67 5.40+3.22 .4446.56 : ST : .
GIN+GSAT 52744408 49124500  44.994s o7 constraint Qf tf)p—r. on CE.lCh 1nd1v1dua1. graph, wthh is useful
when the distribution shifts are complicated, and in that case,
PNA-+ours 76.39+1.85 73.96+2.87 62.51+5.86 it is difficul fi i | f h h
wio Gumbel  69.9542.76  69.6743.44  62.14-44.64 it is difficult to find a uni orm reasonable r for each graph.
w/o NodeAttn ~ 71.60+1.89  58.70+3.82  58.20+2.70 Therefore, the macro vs micro model selection in GSINA is
wlo G&N 71.75+2.42  67.50+4.51  61.34+1.72 highly dependent on the characteristics of the dataset, and we
PNA+GSAT 68.74+2.24 64.38+3.20 57.01+2.95

comparable results to EERM on Twitch-explicit, Facebook-
100, and OGB-Arxiv. Especially, our GSINA achieves an
improvement of about 20% for classification accuracy on Cora.

E. Ablation Studies

We provide our ablation studies on both graph and node
classification tasks. Tab. [X] reports detailed experiment results
on SPMotif datasets in the GSAT benchmark, the ablation
versions of our GSINA are without (w/0) the Gumbel noise,
Node Attention, or both (denoted as G & N), with the same
r as the full GSINA (note that it is not necessary the optimal
r for these ablation versions). As the Node Attention is not
required for node classification tasks, the ablation studies in
Fig.[5} [6] [7] only provide the version without the Gumbel noise.

From the ablation studies, we observe performance degra-
dations for graph and node level tasks when learning GSINA
without Gumbel noise, Node Attention, or both, demonstrating
the effectiveness of the proposed components of GSINA.
Moreover, in the node classification tasks, the ablation versions
provide higher variances on Cora, Amazon-Photo, and OGB-
Arxiv, which demonstrate the Gumbel trick could stabilize the
learning of GSINA.

F. Runtime and Complexity Analysis

Our GSINA has two different settings for subgraph ex-
traction in a batch (we always selected the better one for
experiments). The first (denoted as micro) setting is to compute
soft top-r for each graph in the batch, which is slower, we
use it on Spmotif, TU-PROT, TU-DD, Graph-SST2, MNIST-
75sp, OGBG-Molbbbp, OGBG-Molclintox, OGBG-Moltox21,
OGBG-Molsider. The second (denoted as macro) setting is

select the one with better performance for each dataset. On
the other hand, CIGA uses hard top-k selection for subgraph
extraction for each graph (similar to the micro setting) in the
batch. And we have implemented GSAT (note that it is without
hyperparameter tuning) on the CIGA benchmark for training
time comparison, GSAT is similar to the macro setting to an
extent, GSAT models the probability p of each edge belonging
to the invariant part, while does not consider how many graphs
are in the batch.

We conducted experiments on the training time of the
models on all datasets of the CIGA benchmark. In Tab.
we report experimental results of training time comparison on
CIGA benchmark, ERM is always the fastest, and our second
setting (GSINA-macro) is often much faster than CIGA and
a bit slower than GSAT due to iterative computations (Eq.
6); while the first setting (GSINA-micro), also due to iterative
computations (Eq. 6) in subgraph extraction, is slower than
CIGA’s hard top-k selection. However, since we can set the
number of iterations to a relatively small value (we uniformly
used 10), GSINA does not introduce a significant computing
overhead and is always within 2 x CIGA’s complexity.

G. Further Discussions

Subgraph Interpretability Discussions. In addition to the
generalizability detailedly discussed above, for the complete-
ness of this paper, here we discuss the interpretability of our
GSINA with regard to the accuracy of the invariant subgraph
extraction, although our interpretability is inferior. The inter-
pretability is evaluated based on SPMotif datasets, which have
labeled ground truths of explanation subgraphs (a.k.a invariant
subgraphs Gg). The interpretability evaluation metrics are
following previous studies DIR [46] and GSAT [26] for the



TABLE XI: Training time comparison on CIGA benchmark, we record the training time in terms of s/epoch.

Spmotif Graph-SST5  Twitter Drug-Assay  Drug-Sca Drug-Size TU-NCI1 TU-NCI109 TU-PROT TU-DD
ERM 5.80+0.22 3.99+0.10 2.12+0.29 9.77+2.12 6.70+0.66 10.81+1.10 1.2640.07  1.2240.08 0.40+0.08  0.3740.09
GSAT 11.08+0.29  7.74+0.08 4.1340.14 17.03+0.66  10.85+0.60  17.95+1.07 2.45+0.10  2.39+0.08 0.71+0.08  0.7240.09
GSINA-macro  14.804+0.32  9.5040.23 5.214+0.13 19.83+1.24  12.68+0.67 23.154+1.54 3.14+0.12  3.0040.09 0.89+0.07  1.04+40.06
CIGA 21.66+0.91  14.34+0.25 7.964+0.21 54.83+1.22  33.7440.62  58.45+0.92 5.01+0.13  4.4840.05 1.1940.08 1.36+0.11
GSINA-micro 34.5840.63  24.5240.37 13.04+0.21  97.43+3.12  59.47+0.69 101.28+0.75  7.43+0.11  7.3740.13 1.9340.09 2.1440.11

TABLE XII: Interpretation Performance (AUC).

Spurious-motif

b=0.5 b=0.7 b=0.9
GNNExplainer  62.62+1.35 62.25+3.61 58.8641.93
PGExplainer 69.54+5.64 72.3349.18 72.3442.91
GraphMask 72.06+5.58 73.06+4.91 66.68+6.96
GIB [54] 57.294+14.35 62.89+15.59  47.29+13.39
DIR [46] 78.154+1.32 77.68+1.22 49.08+3.66
GIN+GSAT 78.45+4+3.12 74.07+5.28 71.97+4.41
GIN+ours 65.134+10.00 60.78+8.09 55.86+3.56
PNA+GSAT 83.34+2.17 86.94+4.05 88.66+2.44
PNA+ours 75.66+1.56 80.47+1.06 80.10+42.04

TABLE XIII: Interpretation precision@5 of with the GNN
backbone ‘SPMotifNet’ in DIR [46]].

Spurious-motif

b=0.5 b=0.7 b=0.9
GNNExplainer  0.20340.019 0.167+0.039 0.066+0.007
DIR [46] 0.25540.016 0.2474+0.012 0.19240.044
GSAT [26] 0.519+0.022 0.503+0.034 0.416+0.081
ours 0.41940.030 0.401+40.046 0.429+0.040

performance of explanation subgraph recognition, which is a
problem of binary classification for each edge. Following DIR
and GSAT, we perform edge binary classifications, for metrics,
we evaluate ROC-AUC (with GIN and PNA backbones, fol-
lowing the setting of GSAT) and precision@5 (with the GNN
backbone ‘SPMotifNet’ used in DIR [46]).

As shown in Tab. our GSINA (PNA and SPMo-
tifNet backbones) mostly outperform interpretable GNNs DIR
and GIB as well as other post-hoc [26] GNN explainers, show-
ing our inherent interpretability to extract invariant subgraphs.
However, our GSINA is inferior to GSAT in interpretability,
we tend to believe that it is due to the innate characteristics of
top-k based methods: intuitively, for a ‘hard’ top-k, the output
value is binary (0/ 1), meaning an item belongs to top-k or not,
‘hard’ top-k does not consider the relative ranking of items at
all, while the prevalent metrics for binary classification (e.g.
AUC, precision@5) always do. Hence, it is not natural to
evaluate the subgraph recognition performance of top-k based
methods. However, GSAT does not restrict edge predictions to
(approximated) binary like top-k methods, so that it achieves
more flexible edge attention weights and better performance in
interpretability. Due to the utilization of soft top-r operation in
GSINA, it places more mathematical constraints on the graph
attention value distribution compared to GSAT. The choice of
r in GSINA significantly impacts the attention distribution,
whereas GSAT is not subject to this issue. To sum up, the
design of GSAT, as mentioned above, is a tradeoff. It excels

in interpretability, but it falls short in effectively filtering out
variant parts (as described in Sec. [, Fig. [I). This leads to
GSAT having a less optimal ability to make predictions using
subgraphs compared to GSINA.

Subgraph Property Discussions. In this paper, we have
taken three meaningful properties: sparsity, softness, and
differentiability, into consideration to improve the invariant
subgraph extraction for GIL methods. However, it is definitely
not the final solution of the GIL subgraph extraction. There
might be other interesting considerations of how the extracted
invariant subgraph should be, such as subgraph connectivity or
completeness, as it might be expected that the invariant regions
should represent coherent structures and patterns rather than
disjoint disconnected components. For such considerations, we
would like to provide elementary solutions and discuss the
difficulties of the problems.

Regarding the issue of subgraph connectivity, we believe
it depends on the characteristics of the data. The crucial
subgraphs might be either connected or not, for example, a
molecule may have multiple disconnected functional groups
playing a key role. Connectivity was not explicitly considered
in our GSINA design, if desired, a penalty loss (like the
connectivity loss in GIB [54]) could be added to our learning
objective in Sec. to enhance connectivity. However, the
subgraph is latent and inferred by the GNN from data, the
understanding of data by the model does not necessarily have
to be consistent with that of humans. On the other hand,
what humans consider a ‘complete subgraph’ may still have
redundant parts in the model’s learning process. It is difficult
for us to determine definitively which nodes or edges should be
included in a ‘complete invariant subgraph’. Moreover, since
many datasets may lack ground-truth information about the
invariant subgraph, it is also challenging to define a metric
or penalty loss for completeness. Currently, even without a
guarantee of subgraph connectivity or completeness, GSINA
could still improve GIL performances based on its extracted
subgraphs.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed Graph Sinkhorn Attention
(GSINA), a general invariance optimization framework for
Graph Invariant Learning (GIL) to improve the generalization
for both graph and node level tasks by extracting the sparse,
soft, and differentiable invariant subgraphs in the manner
of graph attention. Extensive experiments have shown the
superiority of GSINA against the state-of-the-arts on both
graph and node level GIL tasks.
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