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Abstract
Existing Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) are limited to process graphs each of whose vertices is represented
by a vector or a single value, limited their representing capability to describe complex objects. In this paper,
we propose the first GNN (called Graph in Graph Neural (GIG) Network) which can process
graph-style data (called GIG sample) whose vertices are further represented by graphs. Given a set of graphs
or a data sample whose components can be represented by a set of graphs (called multi-graph data sample),
our GIG network starts with a GIG sample generation (GSG) module which encodes the input as a GIG
sample, where each GIG vertex includes a graph. Then, a set of GIG hidden layers are stacked, with each
consisting of: (1) a GIG vertex-level updating (GVU) module that individually updates the graph
in every GIG vertex based on its internal information; and (2) a global-level GIG sample updating
(GGU) module that updates graphs in all GIG vertices based on their relationships, making the updated
GIG vertices become global context-aware. This way, both internal cues within the graph contained in each
GIG vertex and the relationships among GIG vertices could be utilized for down-stream tasks. Experimental
results demonstrate that our GIG network generalizes well for not only various generic graph analysis tasks
but also real-world multi-graph data analysis (e.g., human skeleton video-based action recognition), which
achieved the new state-of-the-art results on 13 out of 14 evaluated datasets. Our code is publicly available
at https://github.com/wangjs96/Graph-in-Graph-Neural-Network.
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1 Introduction
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [1] are deep neu-
ral networks specifically designed to process graph-
structured data. Recent advances in GNNs (e.g.,
Graphormer [2], EGNN [3], SIGN [4] and GatedGCN
[5]) can effectively extract task-specific features from
non-Euclidean graphs (e.g., Graph data, Tree struc-
tures, Manifolds and Mesh networks), where each
graph vertex describes the mathematical abstrac-
tion of an object [6]. Consequently, GNNs have been
successfully developed for a diverse range of real-
world applications such as social network analysis
[7, 8], drug discovery [9], recommendation systems

[10, 11], object recognition and segmentation [12–15],
and human behaviour understanding [16–22].

To extract task-specific patterns from graph ver-
tices and their connections (i.e., edges) for analysis,
most early GNNs [23–26] were built upon anisotropic
operations, which updates vertices based on their
first-order vertex neighbours, while others [26–31]
extended Convolution Neural Networks (CNNs) to
the graph domain, allowing each vertex to exchange
messages with its higher-order neighbours. Recently,
more advanced GNNs are proposed to process graphs
that have not only different typologies (heterogeneous
graphs), e.g., Heterogeneous Graph Neural Network
[32], Heterogeneous Graph Attention Network [33],
etc., but also multi-dimensional edge features (e.g.,
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The proposed GIG network can process graphs whose vertices are graphs
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Fig. 1: Comparison between existing GNNs and our
GIG network based on the example of human skeleton
video-based action recognition task. While existing
GNNs can only process graphs whose vertices carry-
ing vectors or single values, they require to reduce
each graph-style human skeleton frame as a vector.
Our approach can directly include every graph-style
frame in a GIG vertex in the proposed GIG sample,
which is then processed by our GIG network that can
process GIG samples whose vertices carrying more
comprehensive graphs.

EGNNs [34], ME-GCN [35], and MDE-GNN [36],
etc.), aiming for more comprehensive and effec-
tive vertex and edge feature extraction/updating.
Dwivedi et al. [37] further integrated the advanced
heterogeneous graph and multi-dimensional edge fea-
ture processing mechanisms into several widely-used
GNNs (e.g., Graph Attention Network (GAT) [38],
Gated Graph ConvNets (GatedGCN) [39], etc.).

While there have been significant advancements
in vertex and edge updating mechanisms for recent
GNNs, to the best of our knowledge, no previ-
ous work has attempted to enhance another crucial
aspect of GNNs, i.e., their vertex representing capa-
bility, which enables these GNNs to process more
structured vertex representations (i.e., graphs). More
specifically, since existing GNNs can only handle
vertices represented by single values or vectors of
a fixed dimension, previously proposed GNN-based
real-world data analysis approaches largely depend
on a data-specific pre-processing step that transform
the target real-world data sample (e.g., video) as a
graph, where each object/component (e.g., a video
frame [16]) of the data sample is usually encoded as
a graph vertex represented by either a vector or a
single value. This restricts the capability of GNNs to
handle more complex scenarios, such as those where
multiple complex objects are presented (e.g., a video
consisting of multiple human face or skeleton frames),

i.e., when representing each human face or skeleton,
a graph may be a more powerful representation than
a vector/value [17, 40, 41] (Motivation 1). Addi-
tionally, recent studies found that the relationships
among graph samples in the same dataset can pro-
vide crucial cues to further enhance their analysis
performance (i.e., enhancing performances for generic
graph analysis tasks) [42, 43], where contrastive
learning strategies have been frequently extended to
model such relationships [44]. Such strategies usu-
ally utilize loss functions to maximise the similarity
among graphs/vertices belonging to the same cate-
gory while minimising the similarity among graphs
belonging to the different categories, which are lim-
ited to model a specific relationship among graphs
based on the manually-defined loss function. As a
result, a more effective, comprehensive and task-
specific strategy for modelling the relationship among
graphs may further improve GNNs’ performances in
generic graph analysis tasks (Motivation 2).

In this paper, we propose a novel Graph in
Graph (GIG) Neural Network which can pro-
cess a more comprehensive graph-style data structure
(called GIG sample) whose vertices can carry more
powerful representations (i.e., graphs). The proposed
GIG network is flexible to incorporate advanced ver-
tex and edge updating functions from various existing
GNNs, making it capable of handling GIG samples
carrying multiple heterogeneous graphs and graphs
containing multi-dimensional edge features. The com-
parison between the proposed GIG network and
existing GNNs are visualised in Fig. 1. Our GIG
network starts with a GIG sample generation
(GSG) layer which encodes the input data sample
(a batch of graphs or a non-graph data sample whose
components can be effectively represented by multi-
ple graphs (called multi-graph data sample in this
paper)) as a GIG sample consisting of multiple GIG
vertices, where each vertex contains a graph. Then, a
set of GIG hidden layers are stacked, where each
is composed of two modules: a GIG vertex updating
(GVU) module that independently updates the graph
in each GIG vertex based on its internal information,
and a global-level GIG sample updating (GGU) mod-
ule that updates the graph in each GIG vertex based
on its relationships with graphs in other GIG vertices.
Finally, a GIG output layer is attached to pro-
duce the updated local and global context-aware GIG
latent representation. The full pipeline of our GIG
network is also illustrated in Fig. 2. The main contri-
butions and novelties of this paper are summarised
as follows:
• The proposed GIG Network is a large improvement

over existing GNNs, as it can process graph-style
data (i.e., GIG samples) whose vertices can carry
more structured representations (i.e., graphs). This
diverges from existing GNNs [26, 32, 33, 37, 39]
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that can only handle graphs with vertices contain-
ing vectors or single values (Novelty 1).

• We propose a novel and efficient two-stage updat-
ing strategy to define the GIG hidden layer, where
GVU and GGU modules can repeatedly and explic-
itly learn both internal cues within the graph
contained in each GIG vertex as well as the rela-
tionship cues between graphs in different GIG
vertices in an end-to-end manner. This enables our
GIG network to process complex scenarios where
each data sample can be effectively described by
multiple graphs (Novelty 2).

• Our GIG network is suitable for analyzing real-
world multi-graph data (i.e., a data sample that
can be effectively represented by multiple graphs),
as well as a batch of graph samples for generic
graph analysis tasks, where each input graph is
contained in a GIG vertex. This differs from exist-
ing sub-graph GNNs [45–50] which divide each
input graph into multiple sub-graphs. The results
show that our GIG network achieved state-of-
the-art performances on 13 out of 14 datasets,
highlighting its potential for a broad range of graph
analysis tasks.

2 Related Work
2.1 Graph Neural Networks
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) are effective models
to process graph-structured data, which models the
intricate patterns and relationships inherent within
graphs. Existing GNNs can be categorized as Mes-
sage Passing GNNs (MPNNs) and Weisfeiler Lehman
GNNs [37]. Specifically, MPNNs usually aggregate
feature information from each vertex’s nearest neigh-
bours to update its state, potentially followed by a
nonlinear transformation. For example, the Graph
Convolution Network (GCN) [51] is built on a
straightforward message-passing mechanism, which
aggregates information from each vertex’s neighbour-
ing vertices to update it. GraphSAGE [52] extends
such neighbour aggregation mechanism by learning a
function for inductive feature aggregation from each
vertex’s local neighbouring vertices. Graph Attention
Network (GAT) [53] introduces an attention mecha-
nism to weigh neighbours’ contributions dynamically.
Simple Graph Convolution (SGC) [54] simplifies the
attention calculation by condensing consecutive con-
volutional layers into a single linear transformation,
aiming to reduce computational demands. Jump-
ing Knowledge Networks (JKN) [55] offer flexibility
in aggregation by allowing features from various
sizes of neighbour to be combined, to address the
commonly faced over-smoothing issue in MPNNs.
However, these MPNNs usually suffer from scala-
bility challenges and might struggle with capturing
global graph properties as they are focusing on local
information aggregation.

Weisfeiler-Lehman GNNs (WLGNNs), on the
other hand, push the boundaries of graph represen-
tation learning by capturing higher-order structural
information. A typical example is the Graph Isomor-
phism Network (GIN) [56] which maximizes the rep-
resentational limit to match the Weisfeiler-Lehman
isomorphism test, and thus enables the distinction
of complex graph structures. Besides, K-GNN [57]
expands maximization mechanism by generalizing
the aggregation mechanism to higher-order vertex
tuples, which can encapsulate more detailed struc-
tural information. DGCNN [58] is proposed for point
clouds analysis, which adapts the Weisfeiler-Lehman
(WL) principle to sort the vertex features in a way
that corresponds to the order implied by the WL test.
PAN [59] enhances the learning capacity of GNNs by
augmenting graph structures with paths that encap-
sulate higher-order connectivity patterns, which is
similar to the WL kernel’s attempt. This allows it
to capture more complex graph structures beyond
the nearest neighbours as the way employed in the
GCN. Despite the advanced capabilities in captur-
ing detailed and nuanced graph features, WLGNNs
generally face the challenges including the increased
computational demands as well as the higher prob-
ability to trigger overfitting during their training.
Such drawbacks may make them harder to be imple-
mented and optimized compared to their MPNNs
counterparts.

2.2 Graph vertex representation
learning

To utilise GNNs for real-world data analysis, a large
number of graph representation learning strategies
have been proposed to represent various types of
data as graphs, where the key component/objects
in the target data are usually represented as ver-
tices in the graph. In the realm of graph-based image
analysis, each image region or region containing an
object is typically treated as a vertex feature vec-
tor. For example, Li et al. [60] and Han et al. [61]
propose scene graph generation approaches, where
the image patch of each object in the scene image
is encoded as a vertex vector in the corresponding
scene graph, which are then processed by a GNN
to model each scene’s layout and its object inter-
actions. Wang et al. [62] introduce an graph-based
video action recognition approach which represents
each video as a graph. Specifically, each video frame
(i.e., an image) is represented as a vertex feature vec-
tor in the graph. These vertices are then connected
based on the temporal proximity of the corresponding
frames and the similarity of their contents, to model
their temporal relationships. Similar strategies have
been proposed by Yan et al. [16] and Chen et al. [63],
which also represent each video frame as a vertex vec-
tor in the graph. While spatial cues and relationships
between different objects/components contained in
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each image patch or each video frame may be cru-
cial for the downstream analysis, representing these
cues within a vector may lead to significant informa-
tion loss or distortion, and thus limit GNNs’ analysis
performances.

Graphs also have been used to represent audio
data as valuable relationship exists among audio
segments. In the work by Purwins et al. [64], a graph-
based representation for music recommendation sys-
tems was proposed. Features of audio segments are
extracted using signal processing techniques and then
encoded into vectors to generate vertices. Similarly,
An et al. [65], Zhang et al. [66] and Singh [67] also
generated vertices through directly encoding each
audio segment as a vertex feature vector. While
each audio segment typically possesses the abundant
types of features extracted from different perspec-
tives [68, 69], e.g., the time domain, the frequency
domain and the Mel-Spectrogram etc, compressing
all types of features within a vector could cause
GNNs failing to well explore relationships among
features extracted from different perspectives dur-
ing the propagation, and thus limit their learning
capability. Besides, graphs can also represent doc-
uments. For instance, Huang et al. [70] introduced
a graph-based text summarization method, where
each sentence is encoded as a vertex feature vec-
tor. However, structural relationships (e.g., semantic
characteristics, emotional status, or logical coher-
ence) among words in each sentence could not be well
represented within a vector, i.e., important contex-
tual cues would be losing before the formal learning
stage starts.

3 Preliminaries
Given a graph sample G(V, E), where V is a set of
vertices with vn ∈ V and E is a set of edges connect-
ing adjacent vertices, existing message-passing GNN
(MPNN) layers usually output an updated graph
Ĝ(V̂ , Ê) as:

Ĝ(V̂ , Ê) = f(G(V, E), A), (1)

where A is an adjacent matrix describing the topol-
ogy of G(V, E). Each edge connecting vertex vn to vm

is represented by en,m = (vn, vm) ∈ E. The generic
function for updating each edge feature en,m can be
formulated as:

ên,m =
{

fe(en,m, vn, vm) Updating edge
en,m Otherwise

(2)

where fe is a differentiable edge feature updating
function fed with the initial edge feature en,m and
corresponding vertex features vn and vm. By updat-
ing all edges, the updated edge feature set Ê is
obtained. Here, some GNNs (e.g., vanilla GCN [51],

AdaGPR [71], GATv2 [72]) do not update edge fea-
ture, and thus the input and output graphs share
same edge features. Then, each vertex feature vn is
updated as:

v̂n = fv(vn, mN (vn)),
mN (vn) = Agg(gv(vm, ên,m)|vm ∈ N (vn))

(3)

where fv is a differentiable vertex updating func-
tion that takes vn and its adjacent vertices N (vn)
as the input, while the operation Agg involves aggre-
gating the information passed from adjacent vertices
in a graph. Here, each adjacent vertex vm affects
the target vertex vn via the edge that connects
them, represented as em,n, and the the impact is also
determined by the function gv.

4 Graph in Graph Neural
Network

This section presents our novel GIG network. As
demonstrated in Fig. 2 and Algorithm 1, it starts with
a GIG Sample Generation (GSG) layer (Sec.
4.1), which transforms an arbitrary input data D to
a GIG sample G(S, Pl, Pg, EP , EG). In an obtained
GIG sample, each key component/object of the input
data is summarised in a graph contained in a GIG
vertex Si(V i

S , Ei
S) ∈ S. Besides, this module also

defines a local proxy vertex P i
l ∈ Pl (represented as

a vector or a single value) to summarise the graph
contained in each GIG vertex, as well as a global
proxy vertex P i

g ∈ Pg aiming at collecting global
and contextual information from graphs contained in
other GIG vertices. To facilitate message exchanging
among GIG vertices, the GSG layer initialises a set
of undirected GIG edges ei,j ∈ EG to connect each
pair of GIG vertices via their local and global proxy
vertices. Then, a set of GIG hidden layers are
stacked to process the GIG sample output from the
GSG layer, with each composed of a GIG vertex level
updating (GVU) module (Sec. 4.2.1) and a global-
level GIG sample updating (GGU) module (Sec.
4.2.2). The GVU module individually updates the
graph contained in each GIG vertex by leveraging the
internal (local) information within the graph, while
the GGU module (Sec. 4.2.2) updates each GIG
vertex based on its relationship with other GIG ver-
tices, thereby updating GIG edges connecting GIG
vertices. Finally, a GIG output layer is attached
at the top of the GIG network to produce the final
prediction.

4.1 GIG sample generation (GSG)
layer

GIG sample definition. We first introduce a novel
graph-style structure called Graph in Graph (GIG)
sample (denoted as G), which is made up of a
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Fig. 2: Illustration of the propagation of the GIG network. Given a real-world multi-graph sample or a
set of graph samples as the input, the GSG layer first transforms the input as a GIG sample, where each
graph/graph sample is represented by a GIG vertex and each GIG vertex is represented by a proxy vertex.
Then, a set of GIG layers are stacked, where each consists of (i) a GVU module which individually updates
each GIG vertex (i.e., its graph edges, graph vertices, directed proxy edges starting from graph vertices, and
local proxy vertex) based on its internal cues; and (ii) a GGU module which further updates each GIG vertex
based on its relationship with other GIG vertices (i.e., updating global-edges, global proxy vertices, directed
proxy edges starting from global proxy vertices, and graph vertices).

set of GIG vertices S and GIG edges EG. Specif-
ically, each GIG vertex Si in G contains a graph
Si(V i

S , Ei
S) that is made up of Ni vertex vectors

V i
S = {vi

1, vi
2, · · · , vi

Ni
} (called graph vertices in this

paper), and a set of edges (called graph edges in this
paper), where each graph edge ei

n,m ∈ Ei
S connects a

pair of graph vertices vi
n and vi

m in Si (illustrated in
Fig. 2). To facilitate efficient communication between
graphs contained in different GIG vertices, the GIG
sample also defines a local proxy vertex P i

l ∈ Pl and a
global proxy vertex P i

g ∈ Pg for each GIG vertex Si,
where P i

l integrates local features from the graph con-
tained in Si, while the global proxy vertex P i

g receives
contextual cues from other GIG vertices, aiming to
further pass them to update graph vertices of the Si.
As a result, each local proxy vertex P i

l / global proxy
vertex P i

g is linked to a set of graph vertices contained
in its GIG vertex Si (e.g., directed edge ei

n,Pl
from the

graph vertex vi
n to local proxy vertex P i

l / directed
edge ei

Pg,n from global proxy vertex P i
g to the graph

vertex vi
n). Meanwhile, each pair of connected GIG

vertices Si and Sj exchange messages via a pair of
directed global-edges ei,j ∈ EG and ej,i ∈ EG, where
ei,j starts from the local proxy vertex P i

l of Si to
the global proxy vertex P j

g of Sj passes the cues of
Si to the GIG vertex Sj . Thus, a GIG sample can
be represented as G(SG(VS , ES), Pl, Pg, EP , EG). The
definitions of employed notations are listed in Table
1.

GSG layer. The GSG layer transforms an arbi-
trary input data sample D (i.e., real-world multi-
graph data or a batch of graph samples) to a GIG
sample accordingly, where each GIG vertex contains
either a graph representation representing an object/-
component of the input multi-graph data or a graph
sample of the input graph batch. For example, for
human skeleton video-based action recognition tasks,
each human skeleton frame will be summarised as a
graph and contained in a GIG vertex. Consequently,
the GIG sample is constructed on the basis of mul-
tiple frames, with each GIG vertex representing a
skeleton frame. For generic graph analysis tasks, a
batch of graph samples will be combined as a GIG
sample, with each GIG vertex containing a graph
sample. After defining all GIG vertices, the GSG layer
initialises each local proxy vertex P i

l by averaging
all graph vertices in its corresponding GIG vertex
Si, and each global proxy vertex P i

g as a zero vec-
tor. Then, the GSG defines a set of directed proxy
edges to connect a set of graph vertices with its cor-
responding local proxy vertex P i

l and global proxy
vertex P i

g, and initialises them as zero vectors. For
each GIG vertex, its proxy edges are connected: (i)
from a set of its graph vertices that are least similar
to its local proxy vertex; and (ii) from its global proxy
vertex to a set of its graph vertices that are most
similar to the local proxy vertex, where cosine simi-
larity is empirically used in this paper (the influence
of different similarity measurements are evaluated
in Supplementary Material). The experimental anal-
ysis for various connection strategies are reported
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Algorithm 1 Pseudocode of the GIG network prop-
agation

Input: A original multi-graph data sample or a set
of graph samples D = {S1, · · · ,SI}.
Output: An updated GIG sample consisting of I

GIG vertices: GL(SG(V S , ES), Pg, EP , EG)
Model: GIG network equipped with a GSG layer,
L hidden GIG layers, and an output GIG layer.

—————————————————————–
The propagation process of the GIG net-
work:
GSG layer: Producing a GIG sample from the
input: G(SG(VS , ES), Pl, Pg, EP , EG)← GSG(D)
GIG hidden layers:
for l = 1:L do

GVU module: Locally and individually
updating the graph edges ei

n,m ∈ Ei
S , graph

vertices vi
n ∈ V i

S , proxy edges ei
n,P ∈ Ei

P

and local proxy vertices P i
l ∈ Pl in each GIG

vertex Si as: Ĝl(ŜG(V̂S , ÊS), P̂l, Pg, ÊP , EG) ←
GVU(Gl−1(SG(VS , ES), Pl, Pg, EP , EG))

GGU module: Globally updating GIG
edges ei,j ∈ EG and global proxy ver-
tices P i

g ∈ Pg, and then pass global con-
texts to each GIG vertices by updating its
proxy edges ei

P,n ∈ Ei
P and graph vertices

v̂i
n ∈ V̂ i

S as: Gl(SG(V S , ÊS), P̂l, P g, EP , EG) ←
GGU(Ĝl(ŜG(V̂S , ÊS), P̂l, Pg, ÊP , EG))
end for
GIG output layer: First applying the GVU
module to individually update each GIG ver-
tex, and then the GGU+ is employed to
not only updates GIG edges, global proxy
vertices and graph vertices in each GIG
vertex but also additionally updates graph
edges as: GL(SG(V S , ES), P̂l, P g, EP , EG) ←
GGU+(ĜL(ŜG(V̂S , ÊS), P̂l, Pg, ÊP , EG))

in Table 6 and 7, indicating that our approach is
robust to not only different numbers of graph vertices
connected to local/global proxy vertices but also dif-
ferent local proxy vertex initialisation strategies. In
comparison to directly connect graph vertices con-
tained in different GIG vertices, our proxy vertex and
GIG edge-based strategy avoids the GIG sample to
have extremely large number of edges to construct
associations between GIG vertices. In summary, the
GSG layer encodes the input data D as an GIG sam-
ple G(SG(VS , ES), Pl, Pg, EP , EG) (denoted as G in
the following sections).

4.2 GIG hidden layer
In the proposed GIG network, a set of GIG hidden
layers are stacked after the GSG layer to learn down-
stream task-related features from the obtained GIG

Table 1: Notations for describing the initial GIG
sample.

Notations Descriptions
GIG sample Graph-style data whose vertices

can directly include graphs
GIG network/layer Graph Neural Network (layer)

that can process GIG samples
G(SG, Pl, Pg, EP , EG) GIG sample
SG(VS , ES) the vertex/GIG vertex set of G
Si(V i

S , Ei
S) a vertex/GIG vertex in G

V i
S the graph vertex set in GIG

vertex Si

vi
n a graph vertex in V i

S
Ei

S the graph edge set in GIG
vertex Si

ei
n,m a graph edge in Ei

S connecting
vi

n and vi
m

Pl the local proxy vertex set in G
Pi

l the local proxy vertex
representing Si

Pg the global proxy vertex set in G
Pi

g the global proxy vertex of Si

collecting information from other
GIG vertices Sj

Ei
P the set of directed proxy edges

for Si

ei
n,Pl

/ ei
Pg ,n a pair directed proxy edges

connecting vi
n and Pi

l or Pi
g and

vi
n

EG the set of GIG edges in G
ei,j a GIG edge in EG connecting

Pi
l and Pj

g

sample. Specifically, each GIG hidden layer consists
of a GVU module which individually updates the
graph contained in each GIG vertex based on its
internal/local information, as well as a GGU mod-
ule which enables the graphs contained in different
GIG vertices to exchange their task-related cues. This
allows each GIG hidden layer jointly models local
information contained in each GIG vertex and rela-
tionships among GIG vertices, facilitating effective
and global context-aware message exchanging during
reasoning.

4.2.1 GIG Vertex Updating (GVU)
module

Let the input to the GVU module be a GIG sample
G, it first independently updates the graph contained
in each GIG vertex Si, including its graph edges and
graph vertices, and then passes such updated local
cues to the corresponding local proxy vertex P i

l via
the updated directed proxy edges starting from a set
of graph vertices vi

n to P i
l .

Locally updating graph edges and graph
vertices: This module first updates each graph
edge feature ei

n,m in a GIG vertex Si by consid-
ering: (i) the ei

n,m itself; and (ii) the corresponding
graph vertices vi

n and vi
m as:

êi
n,m = fGVU

e (ei
n,m, vi

n, vi
m) (4)
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Fig. 3: Illustration of the propagation of the GVU and GGU module.

where fGVU
e represents the graph edge feature updat-

ing function employed by the GVU. It then updates
each graph vertex feature vi

n by considering: (i)
the graph vertex feature vi

n; (ii) vi
n’s adjacent graph

vertex features vi
m ∈ Nlocal(vi

n) in the correspond-
ing GIG vertex Si; and (iii) the updated graph edge
êi

n,m that connects vi
n and its adjacent graph vertices

Nlocal(vi
n). This can be formulated as:

v̂i
n = fGVU

v (vi
n, Agg(gv(êi

n,m, vi
m)|vi

m ∈ Nlocal(vi
n)))

(5)
where fGVU

v is a differentiable vertex feature updat-
ing function in the GVU; gv is a differentiable mes-
sage passing function that passes the impact of each
vertex feature to its neighbours; and Agg denotes an
aggregation operation.

Locally updating proxy edges and local
proxy vertices: Once all graph edges and graph
vertices are updated, the GVU also updates each
directed proxy edge ei

n,Pl
starting from each graph

vertex vi
n to its local proxy vertex P i

l by consider-
ing: (i) the proxy edge ei

n,Pl
; (ii) the corresponding

updated graph vertices v̂i
n; and (iii) the local proxy

vertex P i
l , which can be denoted as:

êi
n,Pl

= fGVU
e (ei

n,Pl
, v̂i

n, P i
l ) (6)

where the fGVU
e is re-employed as the proxy edge

feature updating function. Finally, the local proxy
vertex P i

l is updated by aggregating messages
passed from selected graph vertices (which are least
similar to the local proxy vertex) through the cor-
responding updated directed proxy edges êi

n,Pl
(n =

1, 2, · · · , Ni). This process can be formulated as:

P̂ i
l = fGVU

v (P i
l , Agg(gv(êi

n,Pl
, v̂i

n))) (7)

where fGVU
v is re-employed as the local proxy vertex

updating function. This way, each local proxy vertex
P̂ i

l summarises the locally updated graph informa-
tion contained in its corresponding GIG vertex Ŝi. It
should be emphasised that we follow previous GNNs
[5, 73–76] to first update edges (e.g., graph edges
/ proxy edges), and then updates the correspond-
ing vertices (graph vertices / local proxy vertices
/ global proxy vertices). Also, we found that first
updating graph edges/vertices and and then updat-
ing proxy edges/vertex lead to similar performances

as simultaneously updating them.

4.2.2 Global-level GIG Sample Updating
(GGU) Module

After individually updating each GIG vertex, the
GGU module aims to exchange messages among GIG
vertices. It first passes locally updated cues from
the local proxy vertex of each GIG vertex to the
global proxy vertices of its adjacent GIG vertices,
via the updated GIG edges. Then, the contextual
information received in each global proxy vertex (i.e.,
containing cues passed from local proxy vertices of
other GIG vertices) is further passed to its corre-
sponding GIG vertex, enabling the contained graph
to be updated based on contextual cues provided by
graphs contained in other GIG vertices.

GIG edge and global proxy vertex updat-
ing: Given a directed GIG edge ei,j ∈ EG starting
from the locally updated local proxy vertices P̂ i

l of
the GIG vertex Si to the global proxy vertex P j

g

of the GIG vertex Sj , the GGU updates it via a
differentiable GIG edge updating function fGGU

e as:

ei,j = fGGU
e (ei,j , P̂ i

l , P j
g ) (8)

Then, the GGU exchanges messages among GIG
vertices by updating their global proxy ver-
tices P̂ i

g as P
i

g based on: (i) the global proxy
vertex feature P i

g; (ii) the local proxy vertices P̂ j
l ∈

Nglobal(P̂ i
g) (j = 1, 2, · · · , I and j ̸= i) of its neigh-

bouring GIG vertices, which summarises the locally
updated graphs in their corresponding GIG vertices;
and (iii) the corresponding globally updated directed
GIG edges ei,j (j = 1, 2, · · · , I and j ̸= i) as:

P
i

g = fGGU
v (P i

g, Agg(gv(ei,j , P̂ j
l )|P̂ j

l ∈ Nglobal(P i
g)))

(9)
where fGGU

v denotes a differentiable global proxy
vertex feature updating function in the GGU. This
way, each updated global proxy vertex would contain
messages received from other locally updated GIG
vertices, i.e., the updated global proxy vertices are
global context-aware.

Globally updating proxy edges and graph
vertices: Finally, the GGU passes the global contex-
tual information received in each globally updated
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global proxy vertex P
i

g to the graph in the corre-
sponding GIG vertex Ŝi. This is achieved by first
updating each directed proxy edge feature ei

Pg,n

starting from P
i

g to each of its connected graph vertex
v̂i

n by considering: (i) the P
i

g that contains messages
received from other GIG vertices; (ii) the directed
proxy edge ei

Pg,n; and (iii) the locally updated graph
vertex v̂i

n as:

ei
Pg,n = fGGU

e (ei
Pg,n, P

i

g, v̂i
n) (10)

where fGGU
e is employed for updating directed proxy

edges starting from global proxy vertices.
Then, the GGU updates graph vertex features

that are connected with its global proxy vertex P
i

g

based on the global contextual information by consid-
ering: (i) each locally updated graph vertex v̂i

n that
is connected with the global proxy vertex P

i

g; (ii) the
globally updated global proxy vertex P

i

g; and (iii) the
corresponding globally updated proxy edge ei

Pg,n as:

vi
n = fGGU

v (v̂i
n, Agg(gv(ei

Pg,n, P
i

g))) (11)

where fGGU
v updates these graph vertices based on

the global contextual information encoded in the cor-
responding global proxy vertex. Since a GIG network
would contain multiple GIG hidden layers, the global
contextual information encoded in graph vertices that
are connected with their global proxy vertices at the
lth hidden layer will be further utilized to update
their related graph edges and the rest graph vertices
by the GVU module at the l + 1th hidden layer or
the GIG output layer. Therefore, the GGU module
of each GIG hidden layer does not need to globally
update graph edges and rest graph vertices.

4.3 GIG output layer
The GIG output layer has a similar architecture as
the GIG hidden layer, which stacks a GVU mod-
ule and a GGU+ module. Specifically, its GVU
module individually updating each GIG vertex (i.e.,
locally updating graph edges and graph vertices of
the graph) as well as its corresponding proxy edges
and local proxy vertices based on the same func-
tions defined by the GIG hidden layer. Then, the
GGU+ module follows the same manner as the GGU
module defined in the GIG hidden layer to first glob-
ally update GIG edges, global proxy vertices, proxy
edges starting from global proxy vertices and graph
vertices. In addition, it further updates each locally
updated graph edge êi

n,m as ei
n,m in each GIG vertex

by considering: (i) the êi
n,m itself; and (ii) the corre-

sponding globally updated graph vertices vi
n and vi

m

as:
ei

n,m = fGVU
e (êi

n,m, vi
n, vi

m) (12)

where fGVU
e is re-employed. Subsequently, the graph

vertices that are not connected with global proxy
vertices are also updated based on these globally
updated graph vertices vi

n and vi
m as well as other

globally updated graph vertices (i.e., graph vertices
connected with global proxy vertices) under the same
rule of Eqa. 5. This way, all graph vertices and graph
edges of graphs contained in the final output GIG
sample are locally and globally updated. Note that
our GIG network allows for flexible customization of
its edge and vertex updating functions from existing
GNNs (e.g., GatedGCN [39] and GAT [38]) and thus
it can jointly handle graphs with varying typologies
and multi-dimensional edge graphs. To keep a sim-
ple form, this paper maintains a consistent function
for all edges’ updating (i.e., fGVU

e and fGGU
e have

the same form), as well as the same vertex updating
function for all types of vertices’ updating (i.e., fGVU

v

and fGGU
v are the same).

4.4 Model complexity analysis
The GIG network consists of a GSG layer, a set of
GIG hidden layers and a GIG output layer. Specifi-
cally, the GSG layer defines each local proxy vertex
through averaging all graph vertex features of the cor-
responding GIG vertex. The averaging calculation for
each GIG vertex consists of one summation operation
and one division operation. The summation operation
requires O(n) and division operation requires O(1).
Then the time complexity for local proxy vertex gen-
eration procedure can be defined as O(|G|×n). In this
paper, the generation of proxy-edges are totally based
on the cosine similarity between graph vertices and
their corresponding local/global proxy vertex, which
is defined as:

CosSim(P i
l , vi

n) = P i
l · vi

n

∥P i
l ∥∥vi

n∥

=
∑n

i=1 P i
l,iv

i
n,i√∑n

i=1 P i
l,i

2
√∑n

i=1 vi
n,i

2
(13)

where P i
l represents a local proxy vertex feature

and vi
n represents one of its graph vertex feature,

i.e., P i
l,i and vi

n,i denote the ith element in P i
l and

vi
n, respectively. Specifically, this calculation process

involves three steps: (i) Dot Product calculation:
The dot product P i

l · vi
n necessitates n multiplica-

tion operations (one for each pair of corresponding
elements from vectors P i

l and vi
n) and n − 1 addi-

tion operations to sum these products. Hence, the
time complexity for computing the dot product is
O(n); (ii) Norm calculation: The norm of a vector,
∥P i

l ∥ or ∥vi
n∥, requires n squaring operations, n − 1

addition operations to aggregate these squares, and
a square root operation. Since both vectors undergo
this process, the complexity remains O(n) for each
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norm calculation; and (iii) Division operation: divid-
ing the dot product by the product of the norms
involves a single division operation, which is consid-
ered as O(1) in complexity. In summary, the overall
time complexity for computing the cosine similarity
between two n-dimensional vectors is O(n). Contin-
uously, the main operation in proxy edge generation
is to calculate the cosine similarity between local
proxy vertex and graph vertices in each GIG vertex.
Since the numbers of graph vertices in different GIG
vertices could be different, they can be represented
as VS = {|V 1

S |, |V 2
S |, |V 3

S |, ..., |V N
S |}. Consequently,

the time complexity of proxy edge generation pro-
cedure can be defined as O(|G| × max(VS) × n),
where |G| represents the number of GIG vertices in
the GIG sample. Then, the connections (GIG edges)
between global proxy vertices and local proxy vertices
from other GIG vertices are defined by comput-
ing self-cosine similarity on the matrix consisted of
|G| local proxy vertex features (GSG module only
works before training, while the global proxy ver-
tex features are set as zero vectors here), resulting
in the time complexity of O(|G|2 × n). Consequently,
the overall time complexity of the GSG module is
O(|G| ×max(VS) × n + |G|2 × n). The GSG module
will only be called once before the starting of train-
ing to generate the GIG sample. Then, each GIG
hidden layer is made up of a GVU and a GGU
module, whose exact time complexity is determined
by the edge/vertex updating algorithms chosen here.
Assuming that the total time complexity of the GVU
and GGU are O(f1) and O(f2), respectively, the time
complexity of each GIG hidden layer can be defined
as O(f1 + f2). Finally, GIG output layer addition-
ally updates graph vertices that are not connected
with global proxy vertices as well as graph edges com-
pared to GIG hidden layer, whose time complexity
can be denoted as O(f3) and O(f4). As a result, the
total time complexity of each GIG output layer can
be defined as O(f1+f2+f3+f4). The time complexity
analysis of example GIG-GatedGCN and GIG-GAT,
practical time consumption of our GIG network and
the influence of the numbers of proxy edges and
GIG edges on the GVU and GGU’s complexity are
provided in the Supplementary Material.

5 Experiment
This section comprehensively evaluates our GIG on
14 different datasets (explained in Sec. 5.1), where
the implementation details and evaluation metrics
are detailed in Sec. 5.2. We show that our GIG-GNNs
which represent each vertex as a graph are superior
to existing GNNs that represent each vertex as a
vector/single value in Sec. 5.3. Finally, Sec. 5.4 com-
prehensively evaluate various aspects of our GIG in
terms of both effectiveness and efficiency.

5.1 Datasets
This paper evaluate our approach on 14 graph and
non-graph datasets. Firstly, 12 benchmark graph
datasets are employed to evaluate the performance
of the proposed GIG network on generic graph
analysis, including (i) MNIST [77] and CIFAR10
[78] image classification datasets (i.e., their images
are converted into graphs by a widely-used graph
benchmark [37]), three TU datasets [79–81], and
the OGBG-PPA biological graph dataset (describing
protein-protein associations) dataset for graph clas-
sification; (ii) ZINC [82], ZINC-full [82] and AQSOL
[83] molecular graph datasets for graph regression;
(iii) PATTERN node-level graph pattern recognition
[37] and CLUSTER semi-supervised graph clustering
[37] datasets for node (vertex) classification; and (iv)
TSP city route plan dataset [84] for the link predic-
tion. Then, our GIG is evaluated on two non-graph
real-world multi-graph datasets, i.e., two sub-
sets of the NTU RGB+D human skeleton video-based
action recognition dataset which contains 56,880
skeleton action clips belonging to 60 classes (per-
formed by 40 different participants). Here, each clip is
recorded through three Microsoft Kinect v2 cameras
at horizontal angles of 45◦, 0◦, −45◦, and contains
human actions performed by one or two subjects. The
employed two subsets are: (i) Cross-Subject (X-Sub)
dataset, where clips of 20 subjects are used for train-
ing, and clips of the remaining 20 subjects are used
for validation; and (ii) Cross-View (X-View) dataset,
where two of the three camera-views are utilized for
training, and the other is utilized for validation.

5.2 Implementation details
To demonstrate the effectiveness of our GIG net-
work, we apply it to 14 datasets for 5 different tasks,
where different vertex and edge updating algorithms
inherited from GNNs are employed. Detailed training
settings (e.g., hyper-parameter settings) are provided
in the Supplementary Material.

Experiments on graph datasets: We individ-
ually apply the vertex/edge updating mechanisms
of the widely-used GatedGCN (the default setting),
GAT and GCN implemented by [37], as well as the
DeeperGCN [85] to construct our GIG network for
generic graph analysis experiments. Here, a batch of
input graph samples are combined as a GIG sample
by the GSG layer, where each GIG vertex includes a
graph sample. The initial feature of each local proxy
vertex is obtained through averaging all of its graph
vertex features, while the initial feature of each global
proxy vertex/proxy edge is set as a zero vector. Then,
we customize the edge/vertex updating functions of
GVU and GGU modules based on the GatedGCN,
GAT, GCN and DeeperGCN, respectively. During
training, we follow the same training settings (e.g.,
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loss functions, hyper-parameters, and AdamW opti-
mizer []) as the benchmarking [37] and DeeperGCN.
The detailed evaluation metrics for these generic
graph analysis tasks are: (i) graph classification
results on MNIST [77], TUs [37] and CIFAR10 [78]
datasets are measured by classification accuracy; (ii)
graph regression results on ZINC, ZINC-full [82] and
AQSOL [83] datasets are measured by Mean Absolute
Error (MAE); (iii) node (vertex) classification results
on PATTERN [37] and CLUSTER [37] are measured
by classification accuracy; (iv) link prediction results
on TSP [84] and OGBG-PPA [86] are measured by
F1-score and classification accuracy, respectively.

Experiments on human skeleton video-
based action recognition datasets: This paper
additionally customize our GIG based on the edge/n-
ode updating algorithms of the state-of-the-art CTR-
GCN [63] and widely-used ST-GCN [16], resulting
in GIG-CTR-GCN and GIG-ST-GCN models for
human skeleton video-based action recognition task.
Here, each human skeleton video is encoded as a GIG
sample by the GSG layer, where each skeleton frame
is described as a graph contained in a GIG vertex
while initial local/global proxy vertices and proxy
edges are defined following the same rule described
above. For fair comparsion, we follow the same train-
ing settings as the original ST-GCN and CTR-GCN,
and the evaluation metrics is the Top-1 classification
accuracy.
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Fig. 4: (a) Comparison between original GNNs
and GIG-GNNs with the same vertex/edge updating
functions;(b) t-SNE visualisation of features learned
on CLUSTER dataset (a six classes vertex classifica-
tion dataset), where each dot represents a vertex and
each colour represents a category label.

5.3 Comparison with state-of-the-art
methods

This section compares our GIG network with existing
approaches on various tasks. Fig. 4(a) first validates
that our GIG network is flexible to be customized
by edge/vertex updating strategies defined by various
existing GNNs. Importantly, with the same edge/ver-
tex updating strategies, our graph vertex-based GIG
consistently achieved performance gains over exist-
ing vector vertex-based GNNs for all evaluated tasks.
Besides, Fig. 4(b) demonstrates that representations
learned by our GIG networks are more discriminative
than baseline GNNs that have the same edge/vertex
updating functions. This indicates that relationships
among graph samples encoded by our GIG can pro-
vide complementary and task-specific cues for generic
graph analysis, as well as representing and process-
ing multiple objects (graphs) in multi-graph data
samples.

5.3.1 Evaluation on NTU RGB+D
datasets

ST-GCN

Original frames

GIG-ST-GCN

GIG-ST-GCN

ST-GCN

Original frames

(a) Tai-Chi

(b) Handshake

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

Fig. 5: Visualization of features learned by GIG-ST-
GCN and ST-GCN, where sizes of white circles rep-
resent their importance for action recognition defined
by networks. GIG-ST-GCN paid similar attentions to
all joints throughout all frames with more attentions
to crucial joints than ST-GCN.
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Table 2: Experimental results on 11 benchmark datasets from [37]. Bolder results denote the best performance.
Unfilled cells denote that these publications haven’t evaluated their methods on the corresponding datasets.

Task Graph classification
Dataset MNIST CIFAR10 ENZYMES DD PROTEINS
Method Acc(%) ↑
GCN[31] 90.12 ± 0.15 54.14 ± 0.39 65.833 ± 4.610 72.758 ± 4.083 76.098 ± 2.406
GIN[87] 96.49 ± 0.25 55.26 ± 1.53 65.333 ± 6.823 71.910 ± 3.873 74.117 ± 3.357
δ-2-GNN[88] - - - - -
δ-2-LGNN[88] - - - - -
GAT[38] 95.54 ± 0.21 64.22 ± 0.46 68.500 ± 5.241 75.900 ± 3.824 76.277 ± 2.410
GatedGCN[39] 97.34 ± 0.14 67.31 ± 0.31 65.667 ± 4.899 72.918 ± 2.090 76.363 ± 2.904
PNA[89] 97.94 ± 0.12 70.86 ± 0.27 - - -
DGN[90] - 72.84 ± 0.42 - - -
EGT[91] 98.17 ± 0.09 68.70 ± 0.41 - - -
ARGNP[92] - 73.90 ± 0.15 - - -
EXPHORMER[93] 98.55 ± 0.04 74.69 ± 0.13 - - -
GNAS-MP[94] 98.01 ± 0.10 70.10 ± 0.44 - - -
GIG-GatedGCN 98.80 ± 0.03 77.11 ± 0.05 80.25 ± 2.770 89.09 ± 3.151 85.12 ± 1.982

Graph regression Node classification Edge classification
ZINC(10K) ZINC-full AQSOL PATTERN CLUSTER TSP

MAE ↓ Acc(%) ↑ F1↑
0.113 ± 0.002 0.278 ± 0.003 1.333 ± 0.013 85.61 ± 0.03 69.03 ± 1.37 0.643 ± 0.001
0.088 ± 0.002 0.387 ± 0.015 1.894 ± 0.024 85.59 ± 0.01 64.72 ± 1.55 0.656 ± 0.003

- 0.042 ± 0.003 - - - -
- 0.045 ± 0.006 - - - -

0.111 ± 0.002 0.384 ± 0.007 1.403 ± 0.008 78.27 ± 0.19 70.59 ± 0.45 0.671 ± 0.002
0.214 ± 0.013 - 0.996 ± 0.008 85.57 ± 0.09 73.84 ± 0.33 0.838 ± 0.002

- - - 86.57 ± 0.08 - -
- - - 86.68 ± 0.03 - -

0.108 ± 0.009 - - 86.82 ± 0.02 79.23 ± 0.35 0.853 ± 0.001
0.136 ± 0.002 - - - 77.35 ± 0.05 0.855 ± 0.001

- - - 86.74 ± 0.02 78.07 ± 0.04 -
0.242 - - 86.80 ± 0.10 62.21 ± 0.20 -

0.125 ± 0.001 0.029 ± 0.001 0.927 ± 0.018 86.87 ± 0.01 79.34 ± 0.03 0.863 ± 0.001

Table 3: Results on two human skele-
ton video-based action recognition datasets.
Bolder denotes the best performance.

Dataset X-Sub X-View
Acc(%)

ST-GCN[16] 81.5 88.3
AS-GCN[95] 86.8 94.2
SGN[96] 89.0 94.5
DGNN[41] 89.9 96.1
ST-TR-agcn[97] 90.3 96.3
shift-GCN[98] 90.7 96.5
DC-GCN+ADG[99] 90.8 96.6
Dynamic GCN[100] 91.5 96.0
MS-G3D[101] 91.5 96.2
MST-GCN[102] 91.5 96.6
CTR-GCN(4-ensemble)[63] 92.4 96.8
InfoGCN(4-ensemble)[103] 92.7 96.9
HD-GCN(4-ensemble)[104] 93.0 97.0
GIG-ST-GCN 83.6 91.4
GIG-CTR-GCN(4-ensemble) 93.1 97.1

Table 3 evaluate our GIG on skeleton video
(multi-graph data sample)-based action recognition
task. Although the advanced CTR-GCN already
achieved classification accuracy of 92.4% and 96.8%

on X-Sub and X-View datasets, incorporating its
vertex and edge updating strategies into our GIG
network results in significant (refer to the Supple-
mentary Material for statistical difference analysis)
and consistent improvements of 0.8% and 0.3% on X-
Sub and X-View datasets, respectively. Specifically,
GIG-ST-GCN outperformed the original ST-GCN
with more than 2.5% and 3.5% improvements on two
datasets, while GIG-CTR-GCN achieved the state-of-
the-art performance on both datasets, despite that all
competitors were specifically designed for skeleton-
based action recognition task while the GIG is a
generic GNN that accommodates various tasks. Fig.
5 highlights the superiority of GIG-ST-GCN over
ST-GCN in paying relatively similar attentions to
all joints throughout all frames, with greater atten-
tion paid to crucial joints (e.g., elbows). In contrast,
the original ST-GCN focuses on less important joints
(e.g., lower limbs which remained almost still in the
action) and ignores crucial joints (e.g., joints moved
in the next frame). This indicates our GIG network’s
ability in exchanging information between GIG ver-
tices (skeleton frames), which considers each human
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action as a whole-body movements, thereby learned
more effective representations.

Table 4: Experimental results on
OGBG-PPA large-scale datasets from
[79]. Bolder results denote the best
performance.

Datasets OGBG-PPA
Models Acc(%)
GPS [105] 0.8015
ExpC [106] 0.7976
DeeperGCN+FLAG [107] 0.7752
DeeperGCN [85] 0.7712
GIG-DeeperGCN 0.8017

5.3.2 Evaluation on generic graph analysis
datasets

Table 2 and 4 compares our GIG with widely-
used GNNs on all typical graph analysis tasks
(graph/vertex/edge-level analysis), which highlights
the following observations: (i) GIG achieved state-
of-the-art performances on 11/12 datasets, demon-
strating its scalability and effectiveness for various
graph analysis tasks. While GIG ranked second on
the ZINC(10K) dataset, it still largely improves its
baseline GatedGCN from 0.214 to 0.125. However, on
the ZINC-full dataset that has the same distribution
as ZINC(10k) but larger number of samples, our GIG
reached out the state-of-the-out results, suggesting
the small number of training samples in ZINC(10K)
limited the performance of our GIG; (ii) Comparing
GIG-GatedGCN with GatedGCN, we found that our
GIG-GatedGCN obtained more than 10% average
improvement on all datasets. This directly confirms
the effectiveness of GIG vertex communication in the
proposed GIG, which also maintains the superiority
of GatedGCN; and (iii) our GIG outperforms GNAS-
MP that employs Neural Architecture Search (NAS)
to explore task-specific weights and optimal architec-
ture, showing that GIG can potentially advance the
state-of-the-art performance on this benchmark using
more advanced vertex/edge updating strategies.

5.4 Ablation Studies
The default vertex/edge updating strategies for
generic graph analysis and action recognition abla-
tion experiments are inherited from GatedGCN and
ST-GCN, respectively.

5.4.1 Impacts of individual modules
Table 5 indicates that the variant V5, which inte-
grated both GVU and GGU on V2, achieved the
highest performance on all tasks, especially better
than V1. Here, V1 refers to the system that treats
each GIG vertex in a GIG sample as a vector, which

Table 5: Ablation results achieved by V1: treating
each GIG vertex of the GIG sample as a vector; V2:
combining all GIG vertices as a large graph; V3: using
GVU only; V4: using GGU only; and V5: the full GIG
network.

Modules Datasets
GSG GVU GGU MNIST TSP NTU X-Sub

Acc(%) F1 Acc(%)
V1 ✗ ✗ ✗ 26.32 ± 0.01 − 13.4
V2 ✓ ✗ ✗ 94.75 ± 0.01 0.853 ± 0.001 76.3
V3 ✓ ✗ ✓ 96.42 ± 0.03 0.567 ± 0.006 57.0
V4 ✓ ✓ ✗ 97.32 ± 0.08 0.835 ± 0.003 81.5
V5 ✓ ✓ ✓ 98.80 ± 0.03 0.863 ± 0.001 83.6

is obtained by averaging all graph vertex features
in the corresponding GIG vertex, (i.e., a skeleton
frame or a graph sample). This finding suggests that
graphs are better vertex representations than vectors
for various types of data. Furthermore, the GVU
contributes significantly to the final performance, as
evidenced by the improved performance of V5 com-
pared to V3. The results that V5 outperformed V4
also indicate that the GIG network can better model
temporal correlations among GIG vertices derived
from human action clips, as well as underlying rela-
tionship cues among multiple graph samples, thus
providing more discriminative information for both
action recognition and generic graph analysis tasks.
Finally, V5 outperformed V2 which treat all local/-
global proxy vertices and graph vertices as standard
graph vertices, and all edges as standard graph edges,
i.e., all vertices are simultaneously processed using
GatedGCN/ST-GCN, validated the superiority of
our local-global updating strategy (GGU and GVU).

5.4.2 Impacts of proxy edge number

Table 6: Ablation study for different proxy edge
numbers.

Datasets MNIST PATTERN TSP
Proportion Test Acc(%) ↑ Test F1 ↑

10% 98.80 ± 0.03 86.87 ± 0.01 0.863 ± 0.001
40% 98.72 ± 0.04 86.83 ± 0.02 0.859 ± 0.001
70% 98.61 ± 0.07 86.80 ± 0.05 0.860 ± 0.003
100% 98.71 ± 0.05 86.72 ± 0.02 0.857 ± 0.006

Table 6 presents the results achieved by con-
necting each local/global proxy vertex with different
proportions of graph vertices, showing that the per-
formance of our GIG is robust to this variable,
where the best performance is achieved when each
local/global proxy vertex connects 10% of its graph
vertices.
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Table 7: Results achieved by different settings.
Dataset MNIST PATTERN TSP
# GIG layers Test Acc(%) ↑ Test F1 ↑
1 97.82 ± 0.02 86.79 ± 0.01 0.842 ± 0.001
2 98.50 ± 0.04 86.87 ± 0.01 0.858 ± 0.001
3 98.80 ± 0.03 86.79 ± 0.01 0.863 ± 0.001
Proxy edge def. Test Acc(%) ↑ Test F1 ↑
Proxy edge def. (i) 98.80 ± 0.03 86.87 ± 0.01 0.863 ± 0.001
Proxy edge def. (ii) 98.72 ± 0.04 86.83 ± 0.02 0.859 ± 0.001
Proxy edge def. (iii) 98.61 ± 0.07 86.80 ± 0.05 0.860 ± 0.003
Proxy edge def. (iv) 98.71 ± 0.05 86.72 ± 0.02 0.857 ± 0.006
GIG edge def. Test Acc(%) ↑ Test F1 ↑
GIG edge def. (i) 98.76 ± 0.05 86.82 ± 0.03 0.861 ± 0.005
GIG edge def. (ii) 98.78 ± 0.04 86.85 ± 0.02 0.859 ± 0.001
GIG edge def. (iii) 98.80 ± 0.03 86.87 ± 0.01 0.863 ± 0.001
Proxy vertex init. Test Acc(%) ↑ Test F1 ↑
Random graph vertex 98.72 ± 0.02 86.84 ± 0.01 0.857 ± 0.001
Largest L2 norm 98.60 ± 0.03 86.49 ± 0.02 0.781 ± 0.001
Smallest L2 norm 98.59 ± 0.03 86.48 ± 0.01 0.830 ± 0.001
Avg. graph vertices 98.80 ± 0.03 86.87 ± 0.01 0.863 ± 0.001

5.4.3 Impacts of different proxy edge
connection strategies

Table 7 presents the comparison among different
proxy edge connection strategies: (i) connecting
directed proxy edges from graph vertices that are
least similar to each local proxy vertex to it, and
each global proxy vertex to graph vertices that are
most similar to the corresponding local proxy ver-
tex; (ii) connecting directed proxy edges from graph
vertices that are least similar to each local proxy
vertex to it, and each global proxy vertex to graph
vertices that are least similar to the correspond-
ing local proxy vertex; (iii) connecting directed proxy
edges from graph vertices that are most similar to
each local proxy vertex to it, and each global proxy
vertex to graph vertices that are most similar to
the corresponding local proxy vertex; and (iv) con-
necting directed proxy edges from graph vertices that
are most similar to each local proxy vertex to it,
and each global proxy vertex to graph vertices that
are least similar to the corresponding local proxy
vertex. Although there are very small performance
variations, the strategy (i) achieved the best perfor-
mance, which has been utilized in this paper. Further
visualization results and analysis can be found in the
Supplementary Material. Note that the generation of
proxy edge are only achieved in the GSG module,
where every global proxy vertex will be set as zero vec-
tor. Then, the similarity calculation mentioned above
will actually build on the feature of local proxy vertex.

5.4.4 Impacts of different GIG edge
connection strategies

Table 7 also compares different GIG edge connection
strategies: (i) connecting bidirectional directed edges
from each global proxy vertex to local proxy vertices
that are most similar to it; (ii) connecting bidirec-
tional directed edges from each global proxy vertex
to local proxy vertices that are least similar to it;
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Fig. 6: Visualization of: (a) GIG edges constructed
for the action recognition tasks; and (b) GIG edges
constructed for generic graph analysis tasks.

and (iii) half of bidirectional directed edges are con-
nected from each global proxy vertex to local proxy
vertices that are most similar to it, while the rest
bidirectional directed edges are connected from each
global proxy vertex to local proxy vertices that are
least similar to it. Here, we found that the strat-
egy (iii) outperformed other strategies, which is the
default setting adopted in the paper. Such results
again show that our GIG is robust to this variable.
We also illustrate the characteristics of the initial
GIG edges learned for skeleton-based action recog-
nition in Figure 6(a), where each connects a pair of
GIG vertices (frames). It can be seen that the GIG
edges connecting similar frames (i.e., greater tem-
poral proximity) are typically represented by larger
weights. Besides, Figure 6(b) further visualizes that
GIG edges learned between GIG vertices containing
two hand-written numbers (described by superpixel-
based graphs/GIG vertices [37]) are associated with
their similarity. These suggest that the learned GIG
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edges can partially represent correlations between
GIG vertices.

5.4.5 Effects of the number of stacked
GIG hidden layers

Table 7 demonstrates the robustness of our GIG
in terms of the number of GIG layers it contains.
Although the optimal number of layers and input
samples varied across datasets, the performances
remains relatively stable, with less than 0.1% vari-
ation on vertex classification task when stacking
three different numbers of GIG layers. Although even
shallow GIG networks outperformed existing deep
GNNs (e.g., 2 or 3 layer-GIG outperformed 16 layer-
GatedGCN on PATTERN, CLUSTER and TSP),
the complexity of GIG networks are practically not
more than existing GNNs with the same edge/ver-
tex updating functions (discussed in 4.4 and the
section named Ŕuntime Analysiśın Supplementary
Material). Here, one-layer GIG-ST-GCN and GIG-
CTR-GCN are used for human skeleton-based action
recognition, following their original proposals.

5.4.6 Effects of different local proxy
vertex initialization strategies

Table 7 indicates that while the initializing each local
proxy vertex by averaging all of its graph vertices
yielded highest performances across all three tasks,
the differences for four initialization methods were
negligible. These suggest that the GSG layer can
maintain robust performances across different local
proxy vertex initialization methods.

 

Number of GIG vertices

Fig. 7: Results achieved for GIG samples consisting
of different numbers of GIG vertices.

5.4.7 Effects of the GIG vertex number in
each GIG sample.

Figure 7 illustrates the capability of our GIG net-
work in simultaneously handling different numbers of
input graph samples for generic graph analysis, which
shows that its performances remain stable or slightly
varied when the number of input graph samples varies
from 27 to 200 on all tasks. This highlights that the

potential of the proposed GIG network for real-world
applications that require jointly analysing different
numbers of graphs.

Table 8: Results achieved for GIG layers with
varying arrangements of stacking GGU and GVU
modules.

Datasets MNIST TSP NTU X-Sub
Variants Acc(%) F1 Acc(%)

GGU → GVU 98.59 ± 0.02 0.855 ± 0.001 57.1
GVU → GGU 98.80 ± 0.03 0.863 ± 0.001 83.6

5.4.8 Effects of GVU and GGU’s order in
GIG layers.

Table 8 presents a comparison between two vari-
ants of the GIG layer, namely locally updating first
(i.e., GVU module is placed at the first) and glob-
ally updating first (i.e., GGU module is placed at
the first). The results demonstrate that the order
of updating local and global information has little
impact on the performances for the generic graph
analysis tasks where no temporal correlations among
GIG vertices.

6 Conclusion and discussion
This paper proposes a novel GIG network which can
process graph-style data (i.e., GIG sample) whose
vertices are represented by graphs rather than vectors
or single values, allowing to effectively analyze real-
world multi-graph data or a batch of graph samples.
It also provides flexibility in vertex / edge updat-
ing functions by allowing customization from existing
GNNs. Experimental results show that: (i) our GIG
achieved the state-of-the-art performances on 13 out
of 14 benchmark datasets corresponding to different
tasks; (ii) our approach is robust to all of its main
variables (e.g., proxy edge connection strategies, GIG
edge connection strategies, proxy vertex initializa-
tion strategies, the number of GIG hidden layers,
etc.), validating and emphasizing its generalization
capability, i.e., our GIG is easy to be deployed; (iii)
the proposed GVU and GGU modules can effectively
learn task-related and complementary cues from each
graph as well as the relationships among graphs; (iv)
Connecting more graph vertices for each local proxy
vertex, including more GIG vertices for each global
proxy vertex, or adding more GIG layers did not
guarantee an absolute improvement in performance,
suggesting that the performance of GIG is largely
independent to its complexity; and (v) the perfor-
mance of GIG is basically robust when the order of
GVU and GGU is changed.

The main limitation of our approach is that
its GSG layer requires an additional task/data-
dependent graph representation transformation step
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to convert multiple non-graph frames/objects con-
tained in real-world data samples into a set of GIG
vertices. Besides, the superior performance of our
model is at the cost of its relatively high com-
putational complexity despite that practically its
runtime is not clearly higher than standard GNNs.
As a result, our future work will focus on not only
developing an effective and generic graph represen-
tation learning module to replace the additional
task/data-dependent graph representation transfor-
mation step/reducing the model complexity, but also
evaluating our GIG on more related tasks/data.

Data Availablity Statement. The authors
affirm that the data supporting the findings
of this study are openly accessible at GitHub
project https://github.com/graphdeeplearning/
benchmarking-gnns for MNIST, CIFAR10, DD,
PROTEINS, ENZYMES, ZINC-10K, ZINC-full,
AQSOL, PATTERN, CLUSTER, and TSP, at
https://ogb.stanford.edu/docs/graphprop/ for
OGBG-PPA, and at https://rose1.ntu.edu.sg/
dataset/actionRecognition for NTU RGB+D.
Our code can be accessed at https://github.com/
wangjs96/Graph-in-Graph-Neural-Network.
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[26] Veličković, P., Fedus, W., Hamilton, W.L., Liò,
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