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ABSTRACT
Subgraph classification is an emerging field in graph representa-

tion learning where the task is to classify a group of nodes (i.e., a

subgraph) within a graph. Subgraph classification has applications

such as predicting the cellular function of a group of proteins or

identifying rare diseases given a collection of phenotypes. Graph

neural networks (GNNs) are the de facto solution for node, link, and

graph-level tasks but fail to perform well on subgraph classification

tasks. Even GNNs tailored for graph classification are not directly

transferable to subgraph classification as they ignore the external

topology of the subgraph, thus failing to capture how the subgraph

is located within the larger graph. The current state-of-the-art mod-

els for subgraph classification address this shortcoming through

either labeling tricks or multiple message-passing channels, both of

which impose a computation burden and are not scalable to large

graphs. To address the scalability issue while maintaining gen-

eralization, we propose Stochastic Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling
(SSNP), which jointly aggregates the subgraph and its neighborhood
(i.e., external topology) information without any computationally

expensive operations such as labeling tricks. To improve scalability

and generalization further, we also propose a simple data augmen-

tation pre-processing step for SSNP that creates multiple sparse

views of the subgraph neighborhood. We show that our model is

more expressive than GNNs without labeling tricks. Our extensive

experiments demonstrate that our models outperform current state-

of-the-art methods (with a margin of up to 2%) while being up to

3× faster in training.

KEYWORDS
Graph Neural Networks, Subgraph Classification, Subgraph Neigh-

borhood Pooling.

1 INTRODUCTION
Graph-structured data is prevalent in many domains such as social

networks, biological networks (e.g., protein-interaction networks),

or technological networks (e.g., information networks or computer

networks). Structural properties of graph data have been exploited

for drug repurposing/discovery [16, 25], recommender systems

[30, 38, 42], medical diagnosis [3], peer assessment [26], and many

more. Graph representation learning has continuously progressed

in recent years with the advent of more expressive graph neural

networks (GNNs) [13, 19, 34, 39], focusing on various downstream

tasks such as node classification [11], link prediction [44], and graph

classification [45].

Subgraph classification is an emerging problem in graph rep-

resentation learning where one intends to predict the properties

associated with a group of nodes (i.e., a subgraph) of the larger

observed base graph [2, 36]. Subgraph classification finds applica-

tion in various domains such as finding toxic (or violence-inciting)

communities in social networks, drug discovery, group recommen-

dation, diagnosis of rare diseases, and many others. As subgraphs

may contain any number of nodes ranging from one node to all

nodes of the base graph, typical downstream tasks (e.g., node classi-

fication, link prediction, or graph classification) can be considered

as specific instances of subgraph classification.

Subgraph classification, as a more general problem, requires so-

lutions that can learn, combine, and contrast topological properties

and the connectivity between the nodes within and outside the

subgraph. Learning these complex intra-connectivity and inter-

connectivity patterns of the subgraph and the base graph renders

this problem challenging. As a result, existing GNN models that

perform well on node classification, link prediction, and graph clas-

sification does not perform well on subgraph classification [36].

Also, learning solely on segregated subgraphs that ignore the topol-

ogy of the base graph is shown to be ineffective [36], thus under-

pinning the importance of the global topology of the base graphs

for the subgraph classification task. Recent state-of-the-art work

(e.g., GLASS [36] and SubGNN [2]) alleviates this shortcoming of

the lack of global topology information through the use of labeling

tricks [36] or artificially-crafted message passing channels [2].

While GLASS [36] and SubGNN [2] enhance the expressive-

ness of subgraph embeddings, their deployed approaches of label-

ing tricks and additional artificially-crafted message passing chan-

nels are computationally intensive, especially when dealing with

larger (sub)graphs. In some cases, these computational bottlenecks

have made these approaches require some careful hyperparam-

eter tuning. For example, the performance of the max-zero-one

labeling trick in GLASS is sensitive to the batch size and there-

fore, requires extensive and careful hyperparameter tuning of the

batch size. To overcome the computational overhead of GLASS and

SubGNN, it is essential to devise a model that can learn the interac-

tions between subgraph nodes and the external nodes without any

computationally-costly subgraph-level operations.

We introduce a simple computational-friendly model for sub-

graph classification that does not use any labeling trick or artificially

fabricated computationally expensive message-passing channels.

Operating on the original graph, our model does not require any

subgraph extractions. We first utilize transformation layers on the

node features of all nodes in the base graph for dimensionality

reduction and node feature smoothing/refinement. The transfor-

mation layers can be message-passing layers such as GCN [19],

GraphSAGE [13], GIN [39], or a simple graph structure-agnostic

model such as MLP. Then, for each subgraph, we aggregate the

node features of the subgraph and its neighborhood through our
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proposed Stochastic Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling (SSNP) to gen-

erate the subgraph embedding, and consequently the subgraph

classification output. The addition of subgraph neighborhood in-

formation in our pooling function enhances the expressiveness of

subgraph embeddings by capturing their external topology within

a base graph. We show that our model is more expressive than a

plain GNN (i.e., a simple graph neural network such as GCN [19]

without any labeling tricks). To prevent neighborhood explosion for

large graphs and keep computation under control, our SSNP uses

random walks to sample the neighborhood of each subgraph. As a

data augmentation strategy, our neighborhood sampling method

can be conducted multiple times in a pre-processing stage to create

multiple sparse views of the subgraph neighborhood. We conduct

comprehensive experiments on real-world datasets to show the

performance and scalability of our model against various baselines

including the current state-of-the-art GLASS [36]. In all datasets

(except one), our model outperforms others with a gain of up to

2% while having a speedup of up to 3× compared to GLASS. Ex-

perimental results on real-world datasets demonstrate our model

is effective, yet simple and computationally efficient. Moreover,

the utilization of subgraph neighborhoods in the pooling layer

enhances the power of the subgraph representations without the

requirement for any labeling trick.

2 RELATEDWORK
We discuss related work relevant to our line of research. We first

review recent work on GNNs that have been successful in other

downstream tasks, and then discuss prominent work in subgraph

classification and scalability.

Graph Neural Networks. The early work in graph representation

learning was shallow encoders such as DeepWalk [29] and node2vec

[12]. DeepWalk uses randomwalks to understand the neighborhood

around each node and encodes the sequence of random walks as

node representations. An extension of Deepwalk, node2vec [12]

introduced two hyperparameters to control the trade-off between

breadth-first and depth-first exploration for random walks. Due

to the inapplicability of such methods in inductive settings and

their negligence of nodal features, message-passing graph neural

networks (MPGNNs) [5, 9] were introduced and popularized. GCN

[19], one of the most popular MPGNN models, iteratively updates

nodal representations by aggregating messages from its neighbors.

However, GCN suffers from the exploding neighborhood problem

with a high number of node feature updates. To overcome this,

GraphSAGE [13] used a neighborhood sampling method during

message passing that allowed for the model to be inductive as

well as scalable. The continuing body of research on MPGNNs has

two main directions: (i) improving the message passing scheme

by computing different weights or attention [34] for node feature

aggregation in a neighborhood; or (ii) enhancing the expressiveness

of graph neural networks by applying a multi-layer perceptron to

the nodes after message passing [39].

Subgraph Representation Learning. Despite their success on

the node and graph classification tasks, MPGNNs fail to uniquely

capture pairwise nodal interactions [7, 35]. To circumvent this,

SEAL [44] converts link prediction to a graph classification prob-

lem by extracting enclosing subgraphs around each pair of target

nodes, which are then used to predict the existence/absence of the

link. To understand the structure of the enclosing subgraph, SEAL

injects distance information as nodal features of the subgraph nodes

using double-radius node labeling (based on distances of nodes in a

subgraph to the target nodes). Labeling tricks (e.g., double-radius)

are shown to allow the underlying model to learn the dependency

between the target nodes in their neighborhood subgraphs [47].

Subgraph representation learning approaches (SGRLs), by using

the enclosing subgraphs around the target pair and labeling tricks,

have enhanced the expressive power of MPGNNs for link prediction

[6, 21, 27, 44]. This success even has extended to other downstream

tasks. For example, shaDow-GNN [43] extract 𝐾-hop subgraphs

around each node and operate on them for node classification.

Similarly, NGNN [46] aggregates the node features in the 𝐾-hop

rooted subgraphs around each node to increase the expressiveness

of representations for graph classification. Recently, I
2
-GNNs [15]

extended NGNN by using both labeling tricks and subgraph-level

information to improve graph classification and cycle counting in

graphs. I
2
-GNNs does this by labeling the root node and one of its

neighbors in the 𝐾-hop subgraph before message passing, thereby

increasing the nodal representational power of MPGNNs.

Subgraph Classification. Subgraph classification [2, 36] is an

emerging problem, which extends subgraph representation learn-

ing. SubGNN [2] samples anchor patches from the base graph and

propagates messages between anchors to the subgraph in multiple

channels to learn the internal and external topologies of subgraphs.

The anchor patches are sampled to encode properties such as neigh-

borhood, position, and structure of a subgraph in the base graph.

While SubGNN learns the different topological properties of the

subgraphs, sampling of channel-specific anchor patches followed

by propagation is computationally expensive. The state-of-the-art

GLASS [36] uses the zero-one labeling trick [47] to differentiate

between the internal and external nodes of a subgraph and thereby

encode various topological properties of the subgraph. GLASS fur-

ther modifies zero-one labeling to max zero-one labeling to enable

mini-batch training. Sub2Vec [1], as a subgraph embedding model,

is deployed for community detection and graph classification; how-

ever, it can be adapted for the subgraph classification task. Sub2Vec

samples random walks from a node within each subgraph to learn

its structure and neighborhood. This information is then fed into

Paragraph2Vec [20] to create the final subgraph embeddings. Some

recent work on subgraph classification includes PADEL [22] and

Subgraph-To-Node (S2N) [17]. PADEL uses data augmentation and

contrastive learning techniques along with position encodings of

nodes during message passing. Subgraph-To-Node (S2N) [17] trans-

lates the subgraphs to nodes to coarsen the base graph, and casts

the subgraph classification task to a node classification task.

Scalability of SGRLs. SGRLs are computationally demanding due

to the extraction of subgraphs around target nodes, applying label-

ing tricks, and running GNNs on each subgraph. To address this

computational bottleneck, a recent line of research has emerged in

scalable SGRLs. SaGNN [37] enhances the expressiveness of a graph

neural network by aggregating node representations in the rooted

subgraph around each node in the base graph to make the model

subgraph-aware. SaGNN does not use the subgraphs for message

passing but only at the aggregation step. ScaLed [23] extends SEAL

2



Stochastic Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling for Subgraph Classification

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

h

j

i

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

h

j

i

C
la
ss

P
ro
b
a
b
il
it
ie
s

M
L
P

a

b

c

d

e

f

g

h

j

pools

pooln

Stochastic Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling

qs

T
ra
n
sf
o
rm

i

Figure 1: Architecture of our model. Subgraph nodes are shaded in purple. The initial node features are transformed using
transformation layers such as Nested Network convolutions, GCN convolutions, or MLP. The stochastic subgraph neighbor-
hood pooling poolSSNP is applied inmultiple steps. The subgraph neighborhood nodes (shaded in brown) are sampled by rooted
random walks (red dashed arrows). The subgraph and its sampled neighborhood are separately pooled by 𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠 and 𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑛 ,
which are simple graph pooling operators (e.g., mean, sum, etc.). The pooling outputs are concatenated to form the subgraph
representation q𝑠 , which is passed to an MLP for generating class probabilities.

by sparsifying the enclosing subgraphs around the target nodes to

reduce the computational overhead associated with large subgraph

sizes. The random-walk-induced subgraphs approximate the en-

closing subgraphs without substantial performance compromises.

SUREL [41], similar to ScaLed, uses pre-computed random walks

around each pair of nodes to approximate the subgraph, however,

does not use MPGNNs. ELPH/BUDDY [7] uses computationally-

light algorithms to derive subgraph sketches for approximating the

neighborhood overlap and unions around target nodes for faster

message-passing without explicit subgraph extractions. S3GRL [24]

models speed up the training and inference of SGRL methods by

simplifying the underlying GNN message-passing and aggregation

steps. S3GRL does this by removing the non-linearity in-between

graph convolutions, thus allowing precomputation of the subgraph-

level message passing, and consequently faster training and infer-

ence.

3 PRELIMINARIES
Let 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) represent a simple, undirected graph where 𝑉 =

{1, . . . , 𝑛} is the set of nodes (e.g., users, scientists, articles, proteins,
etc.), and 𝐸 ⊆ 𝑉 × 𝑉 represents the edge set (e.g., friendships,

collaborations, citations, interactions, etc.). We sometimes represent

𝐺 by the adjacency matrix A ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 where 𝑎𝑖 𝑗 = 1 if an edge

exists between nodes 𝑖 and 𝑗 , and 0 otherwise. We also assume each

node 𝑖 ∈ 𝑉 possesses a 𝑑-dimensional feature x𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 (e.g., user

information, research profile, keywords, protein characteristics).

We sometimes stack all nodal features, row-by-row in the feature

matrix X whose 𝑖-th row contains x𝑖 . We consider a subgraph

𝑆 = (𝑉𝑆 , 𝐸𝑆 ) in base graph𝐺 where𝑉𝑆 ⊆ 𝑉 and 𝐸𝑆 ⊆ (𝑉𝑆 ×𝑉𝑆 ) ∩𝐸.
SubgraphClassification Problem. The goal is to learn amapping

function 𝑓 (𝐺,X, 𝑆) which takes the base graph𝐺 , its node feature

matrix X, and a subgraph 𝑆 as an input, and outputs the subgraph

class label 𝑦 ∈ {1, . . . ,𝐶}, where 𝐶 is the number of classes. The

class labels of the subgraph could represent the toxic friendship

communities, cellular functions (e.g., metabolism, development,

etc), or metabolic/neurological disorders.

4 STOCHASTIC SUBGRAPH
NEIGHBORHOOD POOLING (SSNP)

We first discuss the various components of our proposed solution

for subgraph classification. We then detail an important part of this

solution, our proposed Stochastic Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling

(SSNP).
Our proposed solution for subgraph classification is depicted in

Figure 1. The initial node features X are transformed to learned

embeddings Z through the use of a transformation function 𝑓𝑇 :

Z = 𝑓𝑇 (𝐺,X) (1)

The transformation function 𝑓𝑇 can be multi-layers of graph con-

volutions (with message passing) for feature smoothing or a simple

multi-layer perceptron (without any explicit message passing) for

dimensionality reduction. We have considered three different types

of transformation layers: Nested Network convolution [32], GCN

convolution [19], and Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP). Nested Net-

work convolution and GCN convolution are message-passing layers

whereas MLP is a graph-agnostic transformation method (see more

details in Section 4.1). After obtaining node embeddings Z, our pro-
posed poolSSNP function is used to aggregate the target subgraph’s

internal and external topological properties into a latent subgraph

representation:

q𝑠 = poolSSNP (Z,𝐺, 𝑆) (2)

This subgraph representation q𝑠 is fed to an MLP to output class

probabilities for the subgraph classification task. The MLP, in addi-

tion to giving the class probabilities, learns how to mix the pooled

subgraph and its neighborhood representations. Our proposed so-

lution does not require computationally-expensive labeling tricks

(as opposed to GLASS [36]), or artificially-crafted message passing

channels (as opposed to SubGNN [2]). This computational reduction

is achieved by applying transformation on the base graph (rather

than on subgraphs) and our proposed SSNP function. Detailed in-

formation on transformation layers and our proposed poolSSNP

function follows.

3
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4.1 Transformation Layer
In addition to deploying MLP as a transformation function, we

have considered two graph convolution layers. We discuss their

formulations in this section.

Nested Network Convolution. Our Nested Network (NN) con-

volution follows a Network in Network architecture [32] as a way

of deepening a GNN model by adding multiple non-linear layers

within a convolution layer to increase model capacity while pre-

venting overfitting and oversmoothing. The first step of the NN

convolution layer is to transform the current layer’s node embed-

dings h(𝑙−1)𝑢 using one linear layer with an activation function

𝜎 :

ĥ(1)𝑢 = 𝜎

(
W(𝑙)

1
h(𝑙−1)𝑢

)
(3)

Following this, we perform simplemessage passingwith summation

aggregation followed by graph normalization and dropout:

ĥ(2)𝑢 = 𝑓𝐺𝐷
©­«

∑︁
𝑣∈𝑁 + (𝑢)

ĥ(1)𝑣
ª®¬ (4)

where 𝑁 + (𝑢) contains the neighbors of 𝑢 and the node 𝑢 itself and

𝑓𝐺𝐷 is a sequential function of graph normalization followed by

dropout. The recently updated representation ĥ(2)𝑢 is then concate-

nated with the original layer’s input representation h(𝑙−1)𝑢 (similar

to residual connections [14, 40]) to be linearly transformed to the

output representation of the layer:

h(𝑙)𝑢 = W(𝑙)
2

(
ĥ(2)𝑢 ⊕ h(𝑙−1)𝑢

)
(5)

Equations 3, 4 and 5 constitute a single layer of convolution in

our NN model with two learnable weight matrices W(𝑙)
1

and W(𝑙)
2

.

GCN Convolution: Our implemented GCN convolution layers

exactly follows GCN [19]. Neighborhood features are aggregated

through message-passing by

h(𝑙)𝑢 = 𝜎
©­«W(𝑙)

∑︁
𝑣∈𝑁 + (𝑢)

h(𝑙−1)𝑣
ª®¬ , (6)

whereW(𝑙)
is a learnable weight matrix, and 𝑁 + (𝑢) contains the

neighbors of 𝑢 and itself.

4.2 Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling and
Variants

Our proposed pooling is built based on the idea that the represen-

tations of subgraphs and their neighborhoods are both important

for capturing the internal and external topology of subgraphs. We

first define the ℎ-hop subgraph neighborhood as:

Definition 1 (ℎ-hop Subgraph Neighborhood). Given the
base graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) and its subgraph 𝑆 = (𝑉𝑆 , 𝐸𝑆 ), the ℎ-hop
subgraph neighborhood 𝑁 (ℎ)

𝑆
is the induced subgraph created from

the node set { 𝑗 ∈ 𝑉𝑁 |𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑖∈𝑆𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗) ≤ ℎ}, where 𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑗) is the geodesic
distance between node 𝑖 and 𝑗 , and 𝑉𝑁 = 𝑉 \𝑉𝑆 are nodes of 𝐺 that
do not belong to 𝑆 .

a
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Subgraph

2-hop
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Figure 2: ℎ-hop subgraph neighborhood.

In simple words, the ℎ-hop subgraph neighborhood is the sub-

graph of𝐺 whose nodes do not belong to 𝑆 and are within a distance

of ℎ to at least one of the nodes of 𝑆 . An example of 1-hop and 2-hop

subgraph neighborhood is shown in Figure 2. Our ℎ-hop subgraph

neighborhood can be viewed as an extension (or generalization)

of the enclosing subgraphs for pair of nodes [44] but with two dis-

tinctions: (i) the ℎ-hop neighborhood is defined for any subgraph

size (rather than just a pair of nodes) and (ii) the subgraph 𝑆 is

excluded from its neighborhood subgraph. Given this ℎ-hop sub-

graph neighborhood definition, we first consider a simple subgraph
neighborhood pooling:

poolSNP (Z,𝐺, 𝑆, ℎ) = pool𝑠 (Z𝑆 , 𝑆) ⊕ pool𝑛

(
Z𝑁 , 𝑁

(ℎ)
𝑆

)
, (7)

where Z𝑆 and Z𝑁 denote the matrix node embeddings of the sub-

graph 𝑆 and its neighborhood 𝑁
(ℎ)
𝑆

. Here, ⊕ is the concatenation

operator, and 𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠 and 𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑛 can be any order invariant graph

pooling function (e.g., sum, mean, max, size, or SortPooling [45]).

The main idea here is simple: treat the subgraph and its neighbor-

hood as two separate graphs, then pool their information, and then

concatenate their representations to capture both the internal and

external topology of the subgraph. Current subgraph representa-

tion learning models (e.g., GLASS, SubGNN) only use 𝑝𝑜𝑜𝑙𝑠 , while

ignoring the rich information of the neighborhood subgraph.

However, consuming the complete subgraph neighborhoods is

computationally problematic as the subgraph neighborhoods can

become extremely large and dense with many uninformative and

noisy nodes, thus hindering the model’s learning capability and

slowing down the running time. To overcome this limitation, we

define ℎ-hop sparsified subgraph neighborhood:

Definition 2 (ℎ-hop Sparsified Subgraph Neighborhood).

Given the base graph 𝐺 = (𝑉 , 𝐸) and subgraph 𝑆 = (𝑉𝑆 , 𝐸𝑆 ), we
define the ℎ-hop sparsified subgraph neighborhood 𝑁̂ (ℎ,𝑘)

𝑆
, as the

subgraph induced from the nodes in 𝑉 (ℎ,𝑘)
𝑆

∈ {𝑊 (ℎ,𝑘)
𝑆

\𝑉𝑆 }, where
𝑊

(ℎ,𝑘)
𝑆

is the set of nodes visited by 𝑘 many ℎ-length random-walk(s)
from the nodes in 𝑉𝑆 .

Compared to the exact subgraph neighborhood which can get

extremely large, the size of the sparse subgraph neighborhoods is

bounded by ℎ𝑘 , which is the product of the length and number of

4
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(a) Subgraph Pooling, Iter. 1
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(b) Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling, Iter. 1

S1 S2

(c) Subgraph Pooling, Iter. 2

neighborhood

S1 S2

S1 neighborhoodS2

(d) Subgraph Neighborhood Pooling, Iter. 2

Figure 3: Comparison of subgraph pooling vs subgraph neighborhood pooling for MPGNNs on distinguishing two non-
isomorphic subgraphs 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 without any distinguishing node features. (a) After one iteration of 1-WL coloring/MPGNN
followed by subgraph pooling (shown by pink shaded area), 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 has the same representation (the nodes involved in the
pooling step are in dotted boxes). (b) After one iteration of 1-WL followed by subgraph neighborhood pooling including both
subgraph pooling (shown by pink shaded area) and neighborhood pooling (shown by blue shaded area), 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 have dif-
ferent representations. (c) After two 1-WL iterations followed by subgraph pooling, 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 still are not distinguishable. (d)
After two 1-WL iterations followed by subgraph neighborhood pooling, 𝑆1 and 𝑆2 have different representations.

random walks. The rooted random walks allow sampling “impor-

tant" external nodes to a subgraph (similar to rooted PageRank [4]),

which encapsulates information on the border structure and neigh-

borhood. The randomness in the neighborhood subgraph also adds

some regularization effect to the training of the model (similar to

what was observed in ScaLed [23]). Our ℎ-hop sparsified subgraph

neighborhood has a resemblancewith random-walk sampled enclos-

ing subgraphs [23], but differs in two ways: the neighborhood does

not include the original subgraph, and the neighborhood is defined

over arbitrary-sized subgraphs (rather than pair of nodes). Given

the computational and learning advantages of specified neighbor-

hood subgraphs, we introduce stochastic subgraph neighborhood
pooling (SSNP) by a slight modification of Eq. 7:

poolSSNP (Z,𝐺, 𝑆, ℎ, 𝑘) = pool𝑠 (Z𝑆 , 𝑆) ⊕ pool𝑛

(
Z𝑁 , 𝑁̂

(ℎ,𝑘)
𝑆

)
, (8)

where Z𝑆 and Z𝑁 denote the matrix node embeddings of the sub-

graph 𝑆 and its sparsified neighborhood 𝑁̂
(ℎ,𝑘)
𝑆

by 𝑘-many ℎ-length

random walks. In the absence of distinguishing node features, our

model with poolSSNP is more expressive than a plain GNN (which

only pools subgraph embeddings without its neighbors). Figure

3 shows an example of two subgraphs that are distinguishable

under our model, but not under the plain GNN. This additional

expressiveness is just an outcome of simple low-cost neighborhood

pooling.

Random walks are effective in approximating and sparsifying

subgraphs around a node [23, 41]. However, the sampling of the

sparsified subgraph neighborhood in each training epoch might in-

troduce undesirable instability and stochasticity in gradient compu-

tations and optimization procedures. To account for this instability

as well as manage the sampling overhead, we introduce and distin-

guish three different stochastic subgraph neighborhood sampling

strategies.

Online Stochastic Views (OV): The ℎ-hop sparsified subgraph

neighborhood is sampled in each epoch. This stochasticity over

training intends to add implicit regularization to the model but

might have undesirable outcomes of gradient instability. Also, the

epoch-level sampling adds computational overhead to the training.

This computational overhead is due to sampling potentially redun-

dant sparsified subgraph neighborhoods as many times as the total

number of epochs.

Pre-processed Stochastic Views (PV): To overcome the addi-

tional overhead created by sampling during training, we propose

pre-processed stochastic views (PV) for which a fixed number 𝑛𝑣 of

sparsified subgraph neighborhood is sampled for each subgraph

before training (i.e., during preprocessing). These sampled neighbor-

hood subgraphs can be viewed as data augmentation that provides

𝑛𝑣 views of the subgraph neighborhood. Similar to other data aug-

mentation strategies, PV improves the generalization of our model

and makes it more robust to noise and overfitting.
1
. However, the

1
The impact of multi-view augmentations on subgraphs has also been studied recently

[22, 31]. However, our augmentation techniques create multiple views of the subgraph

neighborhoods rather than subgraphs.
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# nodes # edges # Subgraphs # Classes Multi-label

ppi-bp 17080 316951 1591 6 No

hpo-metab 14587 3238174 2400 6 No

hpo-neuro 14587 3238174 4000 10 Yes

em-user 57333 4573417 324 2 No

Table 1: Statistics of all real-world datasets.

dataset size and training time grows linearly with the number of

views 𝑛𝑣 .

Pre-processed Online Stochastic Views (POV): To reduce the

training time on the augmented datasets, we propose pre-processed
online stochastic views (POV) that leverages both the pre-processed

and online subgraph neighborhood sampling method. In the pre-

processing stage similar to PV, POV creates 𝑛𝑣 multiple sparsified

subgraph neighborhoods (i.e., multiple views) for each subgraph.

But, during each epoch of training, for each subgraph only 𝑛𝑣𝑒 of

the precomputed views are randomly sampled for training. POV

allows data augmentation with multiple views while keeping the

number of training instances per epoch independent of the number

of views 𝑛𝑣 . To do so, we have introduced the number of views per

epoch 𝑛𝑣𝑒 .
2

5 EXPERIMENTS
We compare our model with SSNP and its variants against different

subgraph classification baselines on four real-world datasets to

evaluate our model in terms of performance and scalability.

Datasets. We perform experiments on four publicly-available real-

world datasets that have been the main subject of study in other

subgraph classification works [2, 36]. The dataset statistics are

available in Table 1. In the ppi-bp dataset, the goal is to predict

the cellular function of a group of genes, whereas, in hpo-metab

we wish to predict the metabolic disease corresponding to a group

of phenotypes. The classification task in hpo-neuro is to predict

the neurological disease corresponding to a group of phenotypes.

In em-user, we wish to predict the gender of the user given the

workout history subgraph. We follow the same dataset split as

GLASS [36]: 80/10/10 for train, validation, and test splits.

Baselines. We consider the GLASS model [36] as our state-of-the-

art baseline. Other baselines include SubGNN [2], graph-agnostic

MLP, andGBDT (gradient-boosted decision trees), GNN-plain, Sub2Vec

[1], and GNN-seg (learning on segregated subgraphs) [36]. All the

baseline results, except for GLASS, are taken from [36]. The GLASS

model is rerun by us to capture the timing values and verify that

our setup is identical to the setup of reported results.

Setup. For GLASS, we use the best-performing reported hyper-

parameters to reproduce their results. For our model, we set the

transformation layers/functions to either MLP, Nested Network

(NN), or Graph Convolution Network (GCN), and the correspond-

ing models are called SSNP-MLP, SSNP-NN and SSNP-GCN, respec-
tively. We use the ELU activation [8] for all transformation layers.

We always set the number of walks per node 𝑘 = 1, and let the

2
Unlike contrastive learning methods, our model does not jointly learn from the

different subgraph neighborhood views. As a result, our model is much faster than

contrastive learning models.

pooling method for the subgraph and neighborhood be the same

(i.e., pool𝑠 = pool𝑛). Unless noted otherwise, we use the POV for

creating subgraph neighborhood views, where we set the number

of views 𝑛𝑣 = 20 and the number of views per epoch 𝑛𝑣𝑒 = 5. The

other hyperparameters are searched over validation datasets tomax-

imize micro-F1 scores. The search spaces are pool𝑠 ∈ {𝑠𝑢𝑚, 𝑠𝑖𝑧𝑒},
length of walks ℎ ∈ {1, 5}, and the number of transformation layers

∈ {1, 2, 3}. Similar to GLASS, we set the learning rate for ppi-bp

to 0.0005 and hpo-neuro to 0.002 whereas, for both hpo-metab

and em-user, we set it to 0.001. Our model, similar to GLASS and

SubGNN, uses pre-trained 64-dimensional nodal features as the

initial features for all datasets. We use Adam optimizer [18] paired

with ReduceLROnPlateau learning rate scheduler, which reduces

the learning rate on plateauing validation dataset loss values. We

set dropout [33] to 0.5 for all models. We use a single-layer MLP

to output the class probabilities and always use the cross-entropy

loss in our model. Our models with NN and GCN transformation

layers are trained for a maximum of 300 epochs in each run with a

warm-up of 50 epochs for ppi-bp, hpo-metab and hpo-neuro and

warm-up of 10 epochs for em-user. We set patience to 50 epochs

for hpo-metab and hpo-neuro and 20 for em-user. Our models with

the MLP transformation layer are run for 100 epochs. Our model is

implemented in PyTorch Geometric [10] and PyTorch [28].
3
Our

results are reported with an average F1-score over 10 runs with

different random seeds.

Results: F1-Score and Runtime. Table 2 shows the mean micro-

F1 results for all datasets. On ppi-bp, hpo-neuro, and em-user, our

SSNP-NN model outperforms all others with a gain of 0.018, 0.011,

and 0.004, respectively. For hpo-metab, SSNP-NN ranks third with

a small margin of 0.011 compared to GLASS ranked first. This

relatively low performance could be attributed to the fact that

subgraphs in hpo-metab are dense and therefore, do not need ex-

ternal topological information. Surprisingly, both SSNP-NN and

SSNP-GCN outperform SubGNN across all the datasets. Even, our

simplest model SSNP-MLP (even without message passing) outper-

forms SubGNN in all datasets except for ppi-bp for which it has

a comparable result. SSNP-MLP also appears to be relatively com-

petitive by being ranked third in hpo-neuro and em-user. All these

results indicate that our models with simple transformation layers

but the expressive pooling function of SSNP can easily outperform

more complicated and computationally intensive models.

Our results in Table 2 also provide strong evidence in demon-

strating how effective neighborhood pooling (and information) is

for subgraph classification. The key difference between GNN-plain

and SSNP-NN is the pooling of neighborhood subgraphs in SSNP-
NN as both use NN architecture. Similarly, SSNP-MLP surpasses

MLP by a significant margin too.

The average of dataset preparation time, training time per epoch,

inference time per epoch, and total runtime are captured in Table 3.

Our models for all datasets require at most twice the preprocess-

ing times of GLASS due to the sampling of multiple views of the

neighborhood subgraphs.
4
However, in return, the training and

3
Our code is available at https://github.com/shweta-jacob/SSNP. We run our experi-

ments on servers with 50 CPUs, 377GB RAM, and 11GB GPUs.

4
One can easily reduce the preparation time by tweaking the total number of views

created for each subgraph.
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Model ppi-bp hpo-metab hpo-neuro em-user

MLP 0.445±0.003 0.386±0.011 0.404±0.006 0.524±0.019
GBDT 0.446±0.000 0.404±0.000 0.513±0.000 0.694±0.000
GNN-plain 0.613±0.009 0.597±0.012 0.668±0.007 0.847±0.021
Sub2Vec 0.388±0.001 0.472±0.010 0.618±0.003 0.779±0.013
GNN-seg 0.361±0.008 0.542±0.009 0.647±0.001 0.725±0.003
SubGNN 0.599±0.008 0.537±0.008 0.644±0.006 0.816±0.013
GLASS 0.618±0.006 0.598±0.014 0.675±0.007 0.884±0.008
SSNP-MLP 0.591±0.006 0.571±0.006 0.669±0.004 0.853±0.012
SSNP-GCN 0.607±0.005 0.553±0.011 0.667±0.003 0.843±0.014
SSNP-NN 0.636±0.007 0.587±0.010 0.682±0.004 0.888±0.005

Table 2: The mean micro-F1 scores (average of 10 runs) with standard error for all models. The top 3 models are indicated by
First, Second, and Third.

ppi-bp hpo-metab

Model Preproc. Training Inference Runtime Preproc. Training Inference Runtime

SSNP-NN 8.94±0.54 0.38±0.02 0.02±0.00 129.35±3.27 25.20±0.84 0.73±0.02 0.05±0.001 159.56±18.86
SSNP-GCN 8.89±0.71 0.42±0.02 0.03±0.00 142.38±3.85 26.13±1.53 0.94±0.03 0.06±0.00 209.20±43.15
SSNP-MLP 8.79±0.63 0.06±0.02 0.00±0.00 16.00±0.94 24.81±0.75 0.10±0.02 0.00±0.00 35.00±1.72
GLASS 3.93±0.10 0.78±0.02 0.05±0.00 207.99±24.76 15.99±0.88 2.15±0.03 0.13±0.00 239.48±33.22
Speedup 0.44/0.45 1.86/13 1.67/25 1.46/13 0.61/0.64 2.29/21.5 2.17/43.33 1.14/6.84

hpo-neuro em-user

Model Preproc. Training Inference Runtime Preproc. Training Inference Runtime

SSNP-NN 29.67±1.54 1.27±0.03 0.05±0.00 202.28±26.01 27.93±1.41 3.00±0.04 0.08±0.00 156.81±32.10
SSNP-GCN 28.14±0.81 1.58±0.05 0.06±0.00 344.14±44.14 27.62±0.91 1.61±0.04 0.08±0.00 108.30±18.62
SSNP-MLP 28.37±1.13 0.21±0.01 0.01±0.00 50.00±1.05 27.52±1.54 0.16±0.01 0.00±0.00 44.00±1.71
GLASS 16.56±0.84 4.20±0.04 0.25±0.00 511.54±94.40 25.11±1.61 4.93±0.04 0.56±0.00 212.28±23.51
Speedup 0.56/0.59 2.66/20 4.17/25 1.49/10.23 0.90/0.91 1.64/30.81 7/140 1.35/4.82

Table 3: Our model vs GLASS: dataset preparation time, training time per epoch, inference time per epoch, and total runtime
in seconds (mean over 10 runs). The total runtime includes preprocessing, training and inference times. Themin/max speedup
is the ratio of time taken by GLASS to the time of the slowest/fastest SSNP model (in italics/bold). The runtimes are rounded
to two decimal places; but, the speedups are computed from actual runtimes.

inference times are 1.5-137× faster depending on the model varia-

tions and datasets. Our best-performing SSNP-NN has a training

speedup of 1.5-3.3× (min. for em-user and max. for hpo-neuro) and

an inference speedup of 2.5-7× (min. for ppi-bp and max. for em-

user). Notably, our SSNP-MLP is the fastest with maximum training

and inference (resp.) speedups of 30× and 140× (resp.) in em-user.

Cross-examining Tables 2 and 3, we can observe that SSNP-MLP vs.

GLASS has a speedup of 13-140× (for both training and inference)

with a small negative gain of 0.006–0.031 in F1-score. Similarly, we

see a runtime speedup of 4.8-13× (min. for em-user andmax. for ppi-

bp) with SSNP-MLP. These results suggest that our simple models

outperform all baselines or were comparable while being multiple

magnitudes faster than the current state-of-the-art baselines.

Results: Multi-viewHyperparameter Analyses.We first study

the effect of the number of views 𝑛𝑣 in the PV variant of our SSNP-
NN model. For this analysis, we fix 𝑘 = 1 and ℎ = 1 for all datasets

(except for em-user and hpo-metab with ℎ = 5) while changing

𝑛𝑣 ∈ {1, 3, 5, 10, 15, 20}. As shown in Figure 4a, the F1 score for

all datasets sharply increases from 1 to 3 and then stabilizes. For

hpo-metab, we observe a slight downgrade for a relatively large

number of views (e.g., 15 or 20) whereas the F1 score of em-user

achieves its highest score on 20 views. These results suggest that

the number of views should be a few (e.g., 𝑛𝑣 = 3 or 𝑛𝑣 = 5), but not

so high (e.g, 𝑛𝑣 = 20) to perform consistently over all the datasets.

We further our analyses by studying the effect of the number of

views per epoch 𝑛𝑣𝑒 in the POV variant for a fixed number of views

𝑛𝑣 = 10. Figure 4b shows that the F1 score increases with 𝑛𝑣𝑒 , but

it has a diminishing return pattern. However, an increase in 𝑛𝑣𝑒
directly increases the time taken for training and thereby increases
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Figure 4: Multi-view hyperparameter analyses of SSNP-NN model variants: (a) The effect of the number of views on F1 score
for Pre-processed Stochastic Views (PV). The impact of the number of views per epoch on (b) F1 score and (c) runtime for
Pre-processed Online Stochastic views (POV).

Sampling Strategy ppi-bp hpo-metab hpo-neuro em-user

OV 0.527±0.008 0.443±0.055 0.681±0.002 0.906±0.009
PV (5 views) 0.628±0.007 0.569±0.015 0.680±0.003 0.878±0.015
PV (20 views) 0.635±0.003 0.553±0.013 0.671±0.003 0.902±0.007
POV 0.638±0.008 0.577±0.017 0.686±0.004 0.902±0.007

Table 4: F1-score (avg. over 5 runs) for various sampling strategies, SSNP-NN.
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Figure 5: The effect of sampling strategies on pre-processing time (left) and training time per epoch (right) in SSNP-NN.

the total runtime (see Figure 4c). Surprisingly, 𝑛𝑣𝑒 = 4 offers almost

the same F1 score as what 𝑛𝑣𝑒 = 10 can offer, while requiring

considerably less computation time. We believe this performance is

primarily due to accessing large enough augmented training data

and the regularization offered through the stochasticity of sampled

views per epoch. Cross-examination of Figures 4b and 4c suggest

that setting 𝑛𝑣𝑒 to 2 or 4 offers a good F1-score with manageable

computational overhead.

Results: Stochastic Pooling Strategies.We intend to study the

effect of various stochastic sampling strategies on our SSNP-NN
model. We fix all hyperparameters as was reported above except

those related to our pooling strategies. We set the number of views

per epoch 𝑛𝑣 to 1 for online views (OV), to 5 or 20 for pre-processed

views (PV), and to 20 for pre-processed online views (POV). For

POV, we also set the number of views per epoch 𝑛𝑣𝑒 to 5.

The micro-F1 scores are captured in Table 4. The effect of the

sampling on the pre-processing and training times are captured

in Figure 5. For all datasets (except em-user), POV provides the

best F1-scores (see Table 4). For em-user, OV suppresses POV with

a small margin of 0.004. In Figure 5, we can see that the average

training time for OV in ppi-bp, hpo-metab and hpo-neuro is higher

than PV with 5 views and POV. However, pre-processing of OV is

faster than all other sampling strategies. For PVs and POV, the pre-

processing times are comparable; however, POV offers much faster

training time and a higher F1-score (see Table 4). In all datasets

(except em-user), the F1 score of PV with 5 views is higher than

that of PV with 20 views, implying that a higher number of views
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does not necessarily improve performance for PV. However, POV,

with 5 views per epoch and a total of 20 views, has the highest F1

score. This means that the stochasticity in the views across epochs

allows a better generalization for our model.

6 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTUREWORK
The state-of-the-art subgraph classification solutions are not scal-

able due to the use of labeling tricks or artificial message-passing

channels for subgraphs. In this paper, we propose a simple yet pow-

erful model that has our proposed stochastic subgraph neighbor-

hood pooling (SSNP) in its core. Leveraging SSNP , our model learns

the internal connectivity and border neighborhood of subgraphs.

We also present simple data augmentation techniques that help to

improve the generalization of our model. Our model combined with

our data augmentation techniques outperforms current state-of-

the-art subgraph classification models on 3 out of 4 datasets with a

speedup of 1.5-3×. For future work, we plan to explore alternative

ways to approximate neighborhood subgraphs and combine sub-

graphs and their neighborhoods during pooling. Another promising

direction might be contrastive learning on the different stochastic

views of neighborhood subgraphs.
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