
1

AKBR: Learning Adaptive Kernel-based
Representations for Graph Classification

Feifei Qian, Lixin Cui, IEEE Member Ming Li, IEEE Member Yue Wang, Hangyuan Du, Lixiang Xu,
Lu Bai∗, IEEE Member Philip S. Yu, IEEE Fellow Edwin R. Hancock, IEEE Fellow

Abstract—In this paper, we propose a new model to learn
Adaptive Kernel-based Representations (AKBR) for graph classi-
fication. Unlike state-of-the-art R-convolution graph kernels that
are defined by merely counting any pair of isomorphic substruc-
tures between graphs and cannot provide an end-to-end learning
mechanism for the classifier, the proposed AKBR approach
aims to define an end-to-end representation learning model to
construct an adaptive kernel matrix for graphs. To this end,
we commence by leveraging a novel feature-channel attention
mechanism to capture the interdependencies between different
substructure invariants of original graphs. The proposed AKBR
model can thus effectively identify the structural importance of
different substructures, and compute the R-convolution kernel
between pairwise graphs associated with the more significant
substructures specified by their structural attentions. Since each
row of the resulting kernel matrix can be theoretically seen as
the embedding vector of a sample graph, the proposed AKBR
model is able to directly employ the resulting kernel matrix
as the graph feature matrix and input it into the classifier for
classification (i.e., the SoftMax layer), naturally providing an end-
to-end learning architecture between the kernel computation as
well as the classifier. Experimental results show that the proposed
AKBR model outperforms existing state-of-the-art graph kernels
and deep learning methods on standard graph benchmarks.

Index Terms—Graph Kernels; Graph Representation Learn-
ing; Graph Classification

I. INTRODUCTION

Graph-based representations are powerful tools for encapsu-
lating structured data characterized by pairwise relationships
among its components [1], and have been widely employed in
various research fields, such as the analysis of social networks
[2], financial transactions [3] and biological networks [4].
The main challenge arising in graph data analysis is how to
learn representative numeric characteristics for discrete graph
structures. One of the most effective methods for learning
graph-structured data is to employ graph kernels.

Broadly speaking, graph kernels aim to describe the struc-
tural information in a high-dimension Hilbert space, typically
defining a positive definite similarity measure between graphs.
In 1999, Haussler [5] proposed a generic way, namely the
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R-convolution framework, to define graph kernels. This is
achieved by decomposing two graphs into substructures and
evaluating the similarity between the pairs of substructures.
Specifically, given two sample graphs Gp and Gq , assume
S = {g1, ..., gM} is the set of their all possible substructures
based on a specified graph decomposing approach, the R-
convolution kernel KR between Gp and Gq is defined as

KR(Gp, Gq) =
∑
g⃗p∈S

∑
g⃗q∈S

k(g⃗p, g⃗q), (1)

where the function k is defined as the Dirac kernel, and
k(g⃗p, g⃗q) is equal to 1 if the substructures g⃗q and g⃗q are
isomorphic to each other, and 0 otherwise.

In recent years, the R-convolution framework has proven
to be an effective way to define novel graph kernels and most
state-of-the-art R-convolution graph kernels can be categorized
into three main categories, i.e., the R-convolution kernels
based on the walks, paths, and subgraph or subtree structures.
For instance, Gartner et al., [6] have proposed a Random
Walk Graph Kernel (RWGK) based on the similarity measures
between random walks. Since the RWGK kernel relies on iden-
tifying isomorphic random walks between each pair of graphs
associated with their directed product graph, this kernel usually
requires expensive computational complexity. Moreover, the
random walks suffer from the notorious tottering problem and
allow the repetitive visiting of vertices, leading to significant
information redundancy for the RWGK kernel. To overcome
the shortcomings of the RWGK kernel, graph kernels based
on paths have been developed. For instance, Borgwardt et
al., [7] have proposed a Shortest Path Graph Kernel (SPGK)
by counting the pairs of shortest paths with the same length.
Since the shortest paths are typically non-backtrack paths and
can be computed in a polynomial time, the SPGK kernel can
significantly overcome the drawbacks of the RWGK kernel.
Unfortunately, both the shortest path and the random walk are
structurally simple, the resulting SPGK and RWGK kernels
can only reflect limited structure information.

To overcome the above problem, more complicated sub-
structures need to be adopted to capture more structural
information, thus some subgraph-based or subtree-based R-
convolution graph kernels have been developed. For instance,
Shervashidze et al., [8] have proposed a Graphlet Count
Graph Kernel (GCGK) by counting the frequency of graphlet
subgraphs of sizes 3, 4 and 5. Since the GCGK kernel
cannot accommodate the vertex attributes, Shervashidze et
al., [9] have further developed the Weisfeiler-Lehman Subtree
Kernel (WLSK) based on subtree invariants. Specifically, the
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WLSK kernel first assigns an initial label to each vertex,
then each vertex label is updated by mapping the sorted sets
of its neighboring vertex labels into the new label. These
procedures are repeated until the condition meets to the largest
iteration. Since the new labels from the different iterations
correspond to the subtree invariants of different heights, the
WLSK kernel is defined by counting the number of pairwise
isomorphic subtrees through the new labels, naturally realizing
labeled graph classification. Moreover, since the WLSK kernel
can efficiently and gradually aggregate the local topological
substructure information (i.e., the vertex labels corresponding
to subtree invariants) between neighbor vertices to further
extract subtrees of large sizes, this kernel not only has better
computational efficiency but also has superior effectiveness for
graph classification, being one of the most popular graph ker-
nels by now. Other graph kernels based on the R-convolution
also include: (1) Optimal Assignment Kernel [10], (2) the
Wasserstein Weisfeiler-Lehman Subtree Kernel [11], (3) the
Subgraph Alignment Kernel [12], etc.

Although state-of-the-art R-convolution graph kernels have
demonstrated their performance on graph classification tasks,
they still suffer from three common problems. First, these
R-convolution graph kernels only focus on measuring the
similarity or the isomorphism between all pairs of substruc-
tures, completely disregarding the importance of different
substructures. As a result, some redundant structural infor-
mation that is unsuitable for graph classification may also
be considered. Second, these R-convolution graph kernels
focus solely on the similarity between each pair of graphs,
neglecting the common patterns shared among all sample
graphs. Third, all these R-convolution graph kernels tend to
employ the C-SVM classifier [13] for classification, and the
phase of training the classifier is entirely separated from that
of the kernel construction, i.e., it cannot provide an end-to-
end graph kernel learning framework. This certainly influences
the classification performance of existing R-convolution graph
kernels. To overcome the first shortcoming, Aziz et al., [14]
have employed the feature selection method to discard redun-
dant substructure patterns associated with zero for the GCGK
kernel, significantly improving the classification performance.
However, this kernel method requires manually enumerating
all possible graphlet substructure sets to compute the mean
and variance, and still cannot provide an end-to-end learning
framework to adaptively compute the kernel-based similarity.
Overall, defining effective kernel-based approaches for graph
classification remains challenging.

The objective of this work is to address the drawbacks of the
aforementioned R-convolution graph kernels, by developing
a novel framework to compute the Adaptive Kernel-based
Representations (AKBR) for graph classification. One key
innovation of the proposed AKBR model is that it can provide
an end-to-end kernel-based learning framework to discriminate
significant substructures and thus compute an adaptive kernel
matrix between graphs. The main contributions are summa-
rized as threefold.

First, to resolve the problem of ignoring the importance
of different substructures that arise in existing R-convolution
graph kernels, we propose to employ the attention mechanism

as a means of feature selection to assign different weights
to the substructures represented as features. In other words,
we model the interdependency of different substructure-based
features in the feature-channel attention mechanism to focus
on the most essential part of the substructure-based feature
vectors of graphs.

Second, with the above substructure attention mechanism to
hand, we define a novel kernel-based learning framework to
compute the Adaptive Kernel-based Representations (AKBR)
for graphs. This is achieved by computing the R-convolution
kernel between pairwise graphs associated with the discrim-
inative substructure invariants or features identified by the
attention mechanism. Inspired by the graph dissimilarity or
similarity embedding method presented by Bunke and Bai et
al., [15], [16], the resulting kernel matrix can be seen as a kind
of kernel-based similarity embedding vectors of all sample
graphs, with each row of the kernel matrix corresponds to the
embedding vector of a corresponding graph. Thus, the kernel
matrix can be directly input into the classifier for classification
(i.e., the SoftMax layer), naturally providing an end-to-end
learning architecture over the whole procedure from the initial
substructure attention layer to the final classifier. As a result,
the proposed AKBR model can adaptively discriminate the
structural importance of different substructures, and further
compute the adaptive kernel-based representations for graph
classification, significantly overcoming the three aforemen-
tioned theoretical drawbacks arising in existing R-convolution
graph kernels.

Third, we evaluate the proposed AKBR model on graph
classification tasks. The experimental results demonstrate that
the proposed model can significantly outperform state-of-the-
art graph kernels and graph deep learning methods.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we review some state-of-the-art R-
convolution kernels that are related to our work. Moreover,
we review some classical Graph Neural Networks (GNNs).
Finally, we theoretically analyze the drawbacks arising in these
existing approaches, enlightening the proposed method.

A. Classical R-convolution Kernels

We briefly review two classical R-convolution kernels, in-
cluding the Weisfeiler-Lehman Subtree Kernel (WLSK) [9]
and the Shortest Path Graph Kernel (SPGK) [7]. We com-
mence by introducing the definition of the WLSK kernel that
focuses on aggregating the structural information from neigh-
boring vertices iteratively to capture subtree invariants through
the classical Weisfeiler-Lehman Subtree-Invariant (WL-SI)
method [17]. Given two sample graphs Gp and Gq , assume
l0(u) represents the initial label of vertex u. Specifically, for
unlabeled graphs, the degree of each vertex is considered as the
initial label. Then, for each iteration i, the WLSK constructs
the multi-set label Li

N for each vertex u by aggregating and
sorting the labels of u as well as its neighborhood vertices,
i.e.,

Li
N (u) = sort({li−1(v)|v ∈ N (u)}), (2)
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where N (u) is the set of the neighborhood vertices of u. The
WLSK kernel merges the multi-set label Li

N of each vertex u
and into a new label li(u) through a Hash function as

li(u) = Hash(li−1(u),Li−1
N (u)), (3)

where Hash is the hash mapping function that relabels Li
N as

a new single positive integer, and each li(u) corresponds to
a subtree rooted at u of height i. The iteration i ends when
the number of iterations is met to the largest one (i.e., Imax).
The WLSK kernel KWL(Gp, Gq) between the pair of graphs
Gp and Gq can be defined by counting the number of shared
pairwise isomorphic subtrees corresponding by li(u), i.e.,

KWL(Gp, Gq) =

Imax∑
i=0

|Li|∑
j=0

N (Gp, l
j
i )N (Gq, l

j
i ), (4)

where Imax denotes the maximum number of the iteration i,
lji ∈ Li is the j-th vertex label of Li, and N (Gp, l

j
i ) represents

the number of the subtrees corresponded by the label lji and
appearing in Gp.

The idea of the SPGK kernel is to compare the similarity
between a pair of graphs by counting the number of shared
shortest paths with the same lengths. The first step of com-
puting the SPGK kernel is to extract all shortest paths from
each graph by using the classical Floyd algorithm [18]. Given
the pair of graphs Gp and Gq , the SPGK is defined as

KSP(Gp, Gq) =
∑
si∈S

N (Gp, si)N (Gq, si), (5)

where si ∈ S is the shortest path of length i, S is the set of all
possible shortest paths appearing in all graphs, and N (Gp, si)
represents the number of si appearing in Gp.

Remarks: Although the WLSK and SPGK kernels associ-
ated with the C-Support Vector Machine (C-SVM) [19] have
effective performance for graph classification, they still have
some serious theoretical drawbacks that also arise in other
classical R-convolution graph kernels. First, Eq.(4) and Eq.(5)
indicate that both the WLSK and the SPGK kernels focus
on all pairs of isomorphic substructures, without considering
the importance of different substructures. Since some sub-
structures may be redundant and ineffective to discriminate
the structural information between graphs, this drawback will
significantly influence the classification performance. Second,
the WLSK and SPGK kernels only consider the similarity
measure between each individual pair of graphs, ignoring
the common patterns shared among all sample graphs in the
dataset. Third, since the computation of the kernel matrix is
separated from the training process of the C-SVM classifier,
the kernel matrix can not be changed once the substructure
invariants have been extracted. As a result, both the WLSK
and SPGK kernels cannot provide an end-to-end learning
architecture to adaptively compute the kernel matrix, limiting
the effectiveness of existing R-convolution kernels.

B. Classical Graph Neural Networks

One way to overcome the aforementioned problems of R-
convolution graph kernels is to adopt the GNN models, that are

developed by generalizing the classical Deep Neural Networks
(DNNs) to the graph domain based on the spectral or spatial
strategy. Since the spectral-based GNN models usually require
that the graphs should have the same size, and are only suitable
for node classification [?]. The spatial-based GNN models are
widely developed for graph classification. Under this scenario,
Xu et al. [31] have developed the Graph Isomorphism Network
(GIN) that has the same expressive power with the WLSK ker-
nel in terms of capturing the substructure information. James
et al. [27] have proposed the Diffusion Convolution Neural
Network (DCNN) that uses different weights to propagate the
neighborhood information from different hops to the center.
Niepert et al. [28] have developed the Graph Convolution
Neural Network (PATCHY-SAN) to extract the features by
converting the graph structure into fixed-sized patches, so that
the standard convolution operation can be directly employed.
Zhang et al [26] have proposed the Deep Graph Convolu-
tion Neural Network (DGCNN) that directly propagates the
node information through the adjacency matrix. Moreover,
the DGCNN model sorts the nodes based on the substructure
information extracted from the last graph convolutional layer
and preserves predetermined numbers of nodes, resulting in
the fixed-sized grid structure for the traditional convolution
operation.

Remarks: Although the above GNNs can naturally provide
an end-to-end framework between the substructure informa-
tion extraction (i.e., the graph convolution operation) and
the classifier (i.e., the SoftMax) based on the deep learning
architecture that is not available for classical R-convolution
kernels. These GNNs still suffer from some similar drawbacks
with the R-convolution kernels. First, to provide the fix-sized
graph representation for the classifier, the GIN and DCNN
models tend to directly sum up the local vertex features as the
global graph representation through the SumPool operation,
discarding the importance of the different local structure
information residing on different nodes. Second, although
the PATCHY-SAN and DCNN model can form the fix-sized
grid structure for the classifier, they only preserve the local
structure information residing on the top ranked nodes based
on the SortPool operation, resulting in significant information
loss. In fact, these drawbacks also appear in other alternative
GNNs, influencing the performance for graph classification.

III. THE PROPOSED AKBR MODEL FOR GRAPHS

In this section, we develop a novel Adaptive Kernel-based
Representations (AKBR) model. We commence by introduc-
ing the detailed definition of the proposed AKBR model.
Moreover, we discuss the advantages of the proposed AKBR
model, explaining its effectiveness.

A. The Framework of the AKBR Model

In this subsection, we define the framework of the proposed
AKBR approach. Specifically, the computational architecture
of the proposed AKBR model is shown in Fig. 1, mainly
consisting of four procedures.

For the first step, we construct the feature vector φ(Gi)
for each sample graph Gi based on the substructure invariants
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Fig. 1. The Framework of the Proposed AKBR Model.

extracted with a specific R-convolution graph kernel, and each
element of the feature vector corresponds to the number of
a corresponding substructure appearing in the graph. In this
work, we propose to adopt the classical WLSK and SPGK
kernels for the framework of the proposed model. This is
because the subtree and shortest path invariants associated with
the two kernels can be efficiently extracted from original graph
structures. Moreover, both the WLSK and SPGK kernels have
effective performance for graph classification, indicating that
their associated substructures are effective in representing the
structural characteristics of original graphs.

For the second step, unlike the classical WLSK and SPGK
kernels that are computed based on all possible specific sub-
structures, we adaptively select a family of relevant substruc-
tures for the proposed AKBR model, i.e., we propose to select
the most effective features for the graph feature vector φ(Gi).
This is based on the fact that some substructures are redun-
dant or not effective in reflecting the kernel-based similarity
between pairwise graphs [14], influencing the performance of
the R-convolution kernels. To this end, we employ an attention
layer to assign different weights to the substructure features,
and the critical features will be associated with larger weights
through the attention mechanism, resulting in an attention-
based feature vector for each graph.

For the third step, based on the attention-based feature vec-
tors of all graphs computed from the second step, the resulting
kernel matrix between pairwise graphs can be computed as the
dot product between their attention-based substructure feature
vectors.

For the fourth step, inspired by the graph dissimilarity or
similarity embedding method presented by Bunke and Bai et
al., [15], [16], we employ the resulting kernel matrix from the
third step as the kernel-based similarity embedding vectors
of all sample graphs, where each row of the kernel matrix
corresponds to the embedding vector of a corresponding graph.

We directly input the kernel matrix into the classifier for
classification. To provide an end-to-end learning framework
for the proposed AKBR model, we propose to employ the
Multi-Layer Perceptron classifier (MLP) for classification, and
the MLP consists of two fully connected layers associated with
an activation function (i.e., the SoftMax).

The output of the MLP is the predicted graph label Ŷ ,
and the loss is the error between the predicted label Ŷ and
the real graph label Y using the cross-entropy. The attention-
based weights for the features of the feature vector φ(·)(Gi)
and the trainable parameter matrix for the MLP will be
updated when the loss is backpropagated. As a result, the
framework of the proposed AKBR model can provide an end-
to-end learning architecture between the kernel computation
as well as the classifier, i.e., the proposed AKBR model can
adaptively compute the kernel matrix associated with the most
effective substructure invariants.

B. The Definition of the AKBR Model

In this subsection, we give a detailed definition of the
four computational steps described in Section 3.1. Specifically,
Section 3.2.1 introduces the construction of graph feature vec-
tors based on substructure invariants. Section 3.2.2 introduces
the feature-channel attention mechanism for feature selection.
Subsequently, the construction of the adaptive kernel matrix is
presented in Section 3.2.3. Finally, Section 3.2.4 shows how
the kernel matrix can be seen as a kind of similarity embedding
vector of graph structures for classification.

1) The Construction of Substructure Invariants:
We employ the classical WLSK and SPGK kernels to extract
the subtrees and the shortest paths as the substructure invari-
ants. For the WLSK kernel, the subtree-based feature vector
φWL(G) of a sample graph G is defined as

φWL(G) = [n(G, l1), . . . ,n(G, li), . . . ,n(G, l|L|)], (6)



5

Attention Score
1x 2x 3x1x 2x 3x

softmax

1x
2x

3x

1G

2G

3G

4G

11x

21x

31x

41x

12x

22x

13x

32x

42x

23x

33x

43x

XGraph Feature:

aggregateF

1x
2x

3x

1G

2G

3G

4G

11x

21x

31x

41x

12x

22x

13x

32x

42x

23x

33x

43x

X Graph Feature:

1x 2x 3x

1FC
2FC

Feature Selection
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where li is the vertex label defined by Eq.(3) and corresponds
to a subtree invariant, each element n(G, li) is the number of
the corresponding subtree invariants appearing in G, and |L|
is a positive integer and refers to the number of all distinct
subtree invariant labels. Similarly, for the SPGK kernel, the
feature vector φSP(G) of the graph G is defined as

φSP(G) = [n(G, s1), . . . ,n(G, si), . . . ,n(G, s|S|)], (7)

where each element n(G, si) is the number of the shortest
paths with the length si in the graph G, and |S| denotes
the greatest length of the shortest paths over all graphs.
With the substructure-based feature vectors of all graphs in
G = {G1, . . . , GN} to hand, we can derive the feature matrix
X ∈ RN×L for the entire graph dataset G, i.e.,

X(·) =


φ(·)(G1)

...
φ(·)(Gj)

...
φ(·)(GN )

 , (8)

where N denotes the number of graphs in G, L denotes the
dimension of each feature vector φ(Gj) for the graph Gj ∈ G,
and (·) corresponds to either the WLSK or the SPGK kernel.

2) Attention Mechanism for Feature Selection: As we
have stated previously, some substructure-based features may
be more prevalent in some graphs. These features naturally
encapsulate more significant and discriminative structural in-
formation for classification. Thus, assigning a more substantial
weight to these features is preferred. On the other hand, some
features may be less effective for classification, it is reasonable
to assign smaller weights to these ineffective features. As a
result, it is necessary to perform a thorough examination to
evaluate the importance of different features across all graphs.
To this end, we propose to employ the attention mechanism
as a means of feature selection, and adaptive identify the most
effective features of the feature matrix X(·) ∈ RN×L defined
by Eq.(8).

There have been various types of attention mechanisms,
including the self-attention [20], the external attention [21],

and channel attention [22]. Inspired by the recent attention-
based work [22] that proposes to squeeze the global spatial
information into a channel descriptor, we commence by using
the SumPooling operation to aggregate the information of
all graphs and squeeze them into a feature channel. Given
the feature matrix X(·) ∈ RN×L of all graphs in G, the
aggregation information h ∈ R1×L can be calculated as

hl = Faggregate(xl) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

xl,i, (9)

where hl is the l-th element of h. With h to hand, we use
two fully connected linear layers associated with the non-
linear activation function to calculate the attention scores.
Specifically, we use W1 ∈ RL×C to denote the weight of
the first fully connected layer and W2 ∈ RC×L to represent
the weight of the second dense layer, where C denotes the
hidden feature dimension.

The resulting attention-based scoring matrix α ∈ RN×L for
the feature matrix X(·) ∈ RN×L can be computed as

α = softmax(W2σ(W1h)), (10)

where σ is the ReLU function, and α records the attention
scores.

With attention-based scoring matrix α that encapsulates
adaptive weights for the different features of each graph,
the substructure-based feature matrix X(·) can be updated
as the weighted substructure-based feature matrix X′

(·) by
multiplying the attention scores, i.e.,

X′
(·) = α⊗X(·), (11)

where ⊗ refers to the feature-wise multiplication. An instance
of the attention mechanism for feature selection is shown
in Fig.2. In summary, the attention mechanism can assign
substructures of each graph with different weights according
to their importance.

3) The Adaptive Construction of the Kernel Matrix:
Based on the definition in [9], any R-convolution graph kernel
can be computed as the dot product between the substructure-
based feature vectors of pairwise graphs. For an instance, the
WLSK kernel KWL defined by Eq.(4) between a pair of graphs
Gp and Gq can be rewritten as

KWL(Gp, Gq) = ⟨φWL(Gp), φWL(Gq)⟩, (12)

where each φWL(Gp) is the substructure-based feature vector
defined by Eq.(6). Thus, with the weighted substructure-based
feature matrix X′

(·) of all graphs in G defined by Eq.(11)
to hand, we can compute the attention-based kernel matrix
K(·) ∈ RN×N by directly dot-multiplying the feature vectors
in X′ as

K(·) = X′
(·)·X′

(·)
T
, (13)

where (·) indicates that the kernel matrix K(·) can be com-
puted using either the WLSK or the SPGK kernel.
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4) The Kernel-based Graph Embedding Vectors:
We show how the attention-based kernel matrix K(·) defined
by Eq.(13) can be seen as the embedding vectors of all graphs
for the classifier. Specifically, Riesen and Bunke [?] have
proposed a (dis)similarity graph embedding method that can
embed or convert each graph structure into a vector, so that
any standard machine learning and pattern recognition for
vectors can be directly employed. For a sample graph G and
a set of prototype graphs Gp = (Gp

1 , . . . , G
p
m, . . . , Gp

M ), the
embedding vector ϕ(G) of G is defined as

ϕ(G) = [f(G,Gp
1), . . . , f(G,Gp

m), . . . , f(G,Gp
M )], (14)

where each element f(G,Gp
m) can be a (dis)similarity mea-

sure between the sample graph G ∈ G and the m-th prototype
graph Gp

m ∈ Gp. Inspired by this graph embedding method,
we propose to employ all sample graphs as the prototype
graphs and use the graph kernel as the means of the similarity
between each sample graph G and each other graph Gq ∈ G
(including G itself). Thus similar to Eq.(14), the kernel-based
embedding vector ϕ(·)(G) of G can be defined as

ϕ(·)(G) = [K(·)(G,G1), . . . ,K(·)(G,Gq), . . . ,K(·)(G,GN )],
(15)

where each element K(·)(G,Gq) represents the kernel value
between G and Gp, and (·) indicates that Eq.(15) can be
computed with either the WLSK kernel or the SPGK kernel.
Clearly, if G ∈ G is the p-th sample graph Gp ∈ G (i.e.,
G = Gp), the kernel-based embedding vector ϕ(·)(G) is
essentially the p-th row of the kernel matrix K(·). As a result,
the kernel matrix K(·) can be theoretically seen as the kernel-
based embedding vectors over all graphs from G.

We propose to directly input the kernel matrix K(·) into
the MLP classifier for classification. Since the attention-based
weights for computing the kernel matrix K(·) and the trainable
parameter matrix for the MLP can be adaptively updated
when the loss is backpropagated, the computational framework
of the proposed AKBR model can naturally provide an end-
to-end learning mechanism, that can adaptively compute the
kernel matrix K(·) associated with more effective substructures
for graph classification.

C. Discussion of the Proposed Model

The proposed AKBR model has several important properties
that are not available for most existing R-convolution graph
kernels, explaining the theoretical effectiveness.

First, unlike existing R-convolution graph kernels, the
proposed AKBR model can assign different weights to the
substructure-based features to identify the importance between
different substructures, based on the attention mechanism. By
contrast, the existing R-convolution graph kernels focus on
measuring the isomorphism between all pairs of substructures,
without considering the importance of different substructures.
Thus, the proposed AKBR model can compute a more effec-
tive kernel matrix for classification.

Second, unlike existing R-convolution graph kernels that
only reflect the similarity between each individual pair of
graphs, the proposed AKBR model can capture the common

patterns over all graphs in the dataset. This is because employ-
ing the attention-based feature selection for the substructure-
based feature vectors needs to evaluate the effectiveness of all
possible substructures over all graphs, the proposed AKBR
model can potentially accommodate the structural information
over all graphs. Moreover, since the proposed AKBR model
is defined as associated with an end-to-end computational
framework, all graphs will be used for the training, capturing
the main characteristics of all graphs.

Third, the R-convolution graph kernels tend to employ the
C-SVM classifier for classification, and the phase of training
the classifier is entirely separated from that of the kernel matrix
construction. As a result, these kernels cannot provide an end-
to-end learning framework, and the kernel matrix can not be
adaptively updated during the training process. By contrast,
the proposed AKBR model is defined based on an end-to-end
learning framework, the loss of the associated MLP classifier
can be backpropagated to update the attention-based weights
of all substructures, adaptively computing the kernel matrix
for graph classification.

Forth, unlike the GNNs discussed in Section II-B, the
proposed AKBR model can either identify the importance of
the different local structure information residing on all local
substructure invariants or provide an end-to-end framework
between the structure information extraction (i.e., the kernel-
based embedding) and the classifier (i.e., the SoftMax).

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed
AKBR model against state-of-the-art graph kernels and deep
learning methods. We use six standard graph datasets extracted
from bioinformatics (Bio), social networks (SN), and computer
vision (CV). These datasets from bioinformatics and social
networks can be directly downloaded from [23]. The Shock
dataset can be obtained from [24]. Detailed descriptions of
these six datasets are shown in Table I.

A. Comparisons with Graph Kernels

1) Experimental Setups: We compare the performance of
the proposed AKBR model with several state-of-the-art graph
kernels for graph classification tasks as Table II: (1) the
Graphlet Count Graph Kernel (GCGK) [8] with graphlet of
size 3, (2) the Random Walk Graph Kernel (RWGK) [6], (3)
the Shortest Path Graph Kernel (SPGK) [7] (4) the Shortest
Path Kernel based on Core-Variants (CORE SP) [?] (5) the
Weisfeiler-Lehman Subtree Kernel (WLSK) [9], and (6) the
WLSK kernel associated with Core-Variants (CORE WL) [25],
(7) Valid Optimal Assignment Kernel (WL-OA) [10]. We
perform a 10-fold cross-validation using the C-SVM classifier
for each alternative graph kernel. We repeat the experiments
ten times and the average accuracy is reported in Table II.
We search the optimal hyperparameters for each graph kernel
on each dataset. Since some methods are not evaluated by
the original paper on some datasets, we do not provide
these results. For the proposed AKBR model, we conduct
the experiment based on the SPGK and WLSK kernels to
demonstrate the effectiveness. We use the AKBR i(WL) to
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TABLE I
INFORMATION OF THE GRAPH DATASETS

Datasets MUTAG PTC(MR) PROTEINS IMDB-B IMDB-M Shock
Max # vertices 28 109 620 136 89 33
Mean # vertices 17.93 25.56 39.06 19.77 13 13.16

# graphs 188 344 1113 1000 1500 150
# classes 2 2 2 2 3 10

Description Bio Bio Bio SN SN CV

TABLE II
CLASSIFICATION ACCURACY (IN % ± STANDARD ERROR) COMPARISONS WITH GRAPH KERNELS.

Datasets MUTAG PTC(MR) PROTEINS IMDB-B IMDB-M Shock
GCGK3 82.04±0.39 55.41±0.59 71.67±0.55 – – 26.93±0.63
RWGK 80.77±0.72 55.91±0.37 74.20±0.40 67.94±0.77 46.72±0.30 2.31±1.13
SPGK 83.38±0.81 55.52±0.46 75.10±0.50 71.26±1.04 51.33±0.57 37.88±0.93

CORE SP 88.29 ±1.55 59.06 ±0.93 – 72.62 ±0.59 49.43±0.42 –
WLSK 82.88±0.57 58.26±0.47 73.52±0.43 71.88±0.77 49.50±0.49 36.40±1.00

CORE WL 87.47±1.08 59.43±1.20 – 74.02±0.42 51.35±0.48 –
WL-OA 84.5±1.70 63.6±1.5 76.40±0.40 – – –

AKBR (SP) 86.17±1.12 64.56±1.08 77.07±0.75 75.19±0.47 52.61±0.44 41.22±3.98
AKBR 1(WL) 90.75±0.58 64.86±0.71 77.34±0.29 75.35±0.57 52.06±0.49 44.43±3.01
AKBR 2(WL) 90.87±0.51 64.85±1.47 76.38±0.48 75.07±0.53 51.48±0.42 41.01±2.58
AKBR 3(WL) 90.26±0.79 64.45±1.37 76.59±0.21 74.21±1.25 51.24±0.51 38.58±2.66

TABLE III
THE HYPER-PARAMETERS FOR AKBR

Datasets lr epoch wd att hid nhid1 nhid2
MUTAG 0.006 500 5.00E-08 50 150 300

PTC(MR) 0.004 500 5.00E-08 50 50 300
PROTEINS 0.0004 500 5.00E-06 50 50 300

IMDB-B 0.006 500 5.00E-08 50 150 300
IMDB-M 0.006 500 5.00E-08 50 150 300

Shock 0.006 500 5.00E-08 50 50 300

denote the AKBR model based on the WLSK kernel, with
i to denote the iteration parameters. Besides, we use the
AKBR(SP) to represent the AKBR model based on the SPGK.
The classification accuracies of the proposed AKBR model are
also based on the 10-fold cross-validation strategy. Finally,
we set other parameters of the proposed AKBR model for
different datasets as shown in Table III, including the learning
ratio (lr), the weighted decay (wd), the training epoch, hid-
den dimensions for the attention mechanism (atthid, nhid1,
nhid2). For the classifier, we employ three fully connected
linear layers associated with the RELU function as the non-
linear activation function.

2) Experimental Results and Analysis: Compared to the
classical graph kernels, the family of the proposed AKBR
models achieves highly competitive accuracies in Table II,
demonstrating that the proposed AKBR framework is effective.
Specifically, we observe that the family of the proposed
AKBRi(WL)s can outperform state-of-the-art graph kernels
on all datasets. Note that, for the proposed AKBRi(WL)s, we
set the iteration as 1, 2, and 3, and the accuracy is still higher
than the original optimal WLSK kernel. On the other hand,
the proposed AKBR(SP) also significantly outperforms the
original SPGK kernel. These observations demonstrate that the
proposed AKBR model can adaptively identify more effective
substructure-based features, and achieve better classification
performance than the WLSK and the SPGK kernels. The
experimental results demonstrate the theoretical advantages of

the proposed AKBR model, i.e., adaptively identifying the im-
portance of different substructures and computing the adaptive
kernel matrix through an end-to-end learning framework can
tremendously improve the classification performance.

B. Comparisons with Deep Learning

1) Experimental Settings: We further compare the family
of our proposed AKBR models with some state-of-the-art
graph deep learning methods, including (1) the Deep Graph
Convolution Neural Network (DGCNN) [26], (2) the Diffusion
Convolution Neural Network (DCNN) [27], (3) the PATCHY-
SAN based Graph Convolution Neural Network (PATCHY-
SAN) [28], (4) the Deep Graphlet Kernel (DGK) [29], (5) the
Random Walk Graph Neural Networks (p-RWNN) [30] asso-
ciated with three different random walk length p (p = 1, 2, 3),
and (6) the Graph Isomorphism Network (GIN) [31]. These
deep learning methods were also evaluated using the same
10-fold cross-validation strategy with ours, thus we directly
report the results from the original papers in Table IV. Note
that, Errica et al. [32] have stated that some popular graph
deep learning methods often lack rigorousness and are hardly
reproducible. To overcome this problem, they have provided
some fair experimental evaluations for these methods with the
same experimental settings, and Nikolentzos et al. [30] also
compare their p-RWNN model with other methods associated
with the results reported in [30]. For a fair comparison, we
also directly cite the results from [30] for the GIN model.
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TABLE IV
CLASSIFICATION ACCURACY (IN % ± STANDARD ERROR) COMPARISONS WITH DEEP LEARNING METHODS.

Datasets MUTAG PTC(MR) PROTEINS IMDB-B IMDB-M
DGCNN 85.83±1.66 – 75.54±0.94 70.03±0.86 47.83±0.85
DCNN 66.98 56.60 61.29±1.60 49.06±1.37 46.72±0.30

PATCHY-SAN 88.95±4.37 62.29 ± 5.68 75.00±2.51 71.00±2.29 45.23±2.84
DGK 82.66±1.45 60.08 ± 2.55 71.68±0.50 66.96±0.56 44.55±0.52

1-RWNN 89.2± 4.3 − 70.8± 4.8 70.8± 4.8 47.8± 3.8
2-RWNN 88.1± 4.8 − 74.7± 3.3 70.6± 4.4 48.8± 2.9
3-RWNN 88.6± 4.1 − 74.1± 2.8 70.7± 3.9 47.8± 3.5

GIN 84.7± 6.7 − 74.3± 3.3 71.23± 3.9 48.53± 3.3
AKBR (SP) 86.17±1.12 64.56±1.08 77.07±0.75 75.19±0.47 52.61±0.44

AKBR 1(WL) 90.75±0.58 64.86±0.71 77.34±0.29 75.35±0.57 52.06±0.49
AKBR 2(WL) 90.87±0.51 64.85±1.47 76.38±0.48 75.07±0.53 51.48±0.42
AKBR 3(WL) 90.26±0.79 64.45±1.37 76.59±0.21 74.21±1.25 51.24±0.51
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0.0146 0.0082 0.0015 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002

0.0500 0.0057 0.0013 0.0021 0.0032 0.0032
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0.1151 0.1221 0.0501 0.0046 0.0002 0.0002

0.0163 0.0583 0.0008 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002

0.1293 0.0127 0.0055 0.0510 0.1474 0.1474

0.0153 0.0025 0.0005 0.0002 0.0001 0.0001
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Fig. 3. The Attention Distribution for MUTAG.

2) Experimental Results and Analysis: Table IV indicates
that the proposed AKBRi(WL) models outperform the al-
ternative graph deep learning methods on all five datasets.
Although the accuracy of our proposed AKBR(SP) method
is not the best on the MUTAG dataset, the AKBR model
based on SPGK is still competitive. In fact, similar to our
methods, all these alternative graph deep learning methods can
also provide an end-to-end learning framework, and have more
learning layers than ours. However, the proposed methods still
have better classification performance than these graph deep
learning methods, again demonstrating the effectiveness of the
kernel-based framework, i.e., considering the common patterns
shared between all sample graphs.

C. The Attention Mechanism Analysis

In this subsection, we investigate the attention distribution
of different substructure invariants. For a more intuitive com-
parison and to further show the effectiveness of our proposed
model, we visualize the attention distribution of the MUTAG
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Fig. 4. AKBRi(WL) with Different Iterations

dataset in Fig. 3. We select the first thirteen substructure
invariants, as well as feature ID 0-12. Besides, we choose
the iteration times between 1 to 6. We can observe that
some important substructure invariants have been assigned
larger attention scores. Moreover, as the number of iterations
increases, the importance of different substructures is different,
demonstrating our proposed model can adaptively learn the
weights of substructure invariants.

D. The Further Analysis for AKBR(WL)

In this subsection, we explore how the classification ac-
curacies of the proposed AKBRi (WL) vary with different
iterations i ranging from 1 to 10 on the MUTAG and PTC
datasets, and the results are shown in Fig.4. Note that, for other
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datasets we can observe the similar phenomenon. Specifically,
we find that the AKBRi(WL)s with the iterations i from 1
to 3 usually have optimal performance. When the number of
iterations further increases, the performance will be lower. On
the other hand, the proposed AKBR(WL) can outperform the
WLSK kernel associated with any iteration i. This is due to
the fact that there may be more redundant feature information,
when the number of substructures increases with the larger
iterations. Since the proposed AKBR(WL) model can adap-
tively identifying the most effective substructure invariants
associated with different iterations i, the proposed model still
has better classification performance than the WLSK kernel,
again demonstrating the effectiveness.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have proposed a novel AKBR model
that can extract more effective substructure-based features and
adaptively compute the kernel matrix for graph classification,
through an end-to-end learning framework. Thus, the pro-
posed AKBR model can significantly address the shortcomings
arising in existing R-convolution graph kernels. Experimental
results show that our proposed AKBR model outperforms the
existing state-of-the-art graph kernels and graph deep learning
methods. Since the proposed AKBR model can be applied
to any R-convolution graph kernel, our future work is to
further employ the proposed AKBR model associated with
other classical graph kernels.
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