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GraphlFE: Rethinking Graph Imbalance Node
Classification via Invariant Learning
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Abstract—The class imbalance problem refers to the disproportionate distribution of samples across different classes within a dataset,
where the minority classes are significantly underrepresented. This issue is also prevalent in graph-structured data. Most graph neural
networks (GNNs) implicitly assume a balanced class distribution and therefore often fail to account for the challenges introduced by
class imbalance, which can lead to biased learning and degraded performance on minority classes. We identify a quality inconsistency
problem in synthesized nodes, which leads to suboptimal performance under graph imbalance conditions. To mitigate this issue, we
propose GraphlFE (Graph Invariant Feature Extraction), a novel framework designed to mitigate quality inconsistency in synthesized
nodes. Our approach incorporates two key concepts from graph invariant learning and introduces strategies to strengthen the
embedding space representation, thereby enhancing the model’s ability to identify invariant features. Extensive experiments
demonstrate the framework’s efficiency and robust generalization, as GraphlFE consistently outperforms various baselines across
multiple datasets. The code is publicly available at https://github.com/flzeng1/GraphIFE.

Index Terms—Graph, imbalance learning, node classification, invariant learning, data augmentation

1 INTRODUCTION

Node classification is a fundamental task in the graph
domain [1], [2]. Graphs are widely used to model complex
relational structures among entities, where nodes typically
represent individual entities (such as individuals, objects,
organizations, or events) and edges denote the relationships
between them. For example, a social network can be mod-
eled as a graph in which each node corresponds to a user,
and the edges capture interactions or relationships among
users. Node classification has a wide range of practical
applications [3], [4]. In social networks, it can be used to
detect malicious users [5], [6], [7], while in protein—protein
interaction networks, it facilitates the prediction of protein
functions or annotations [8]. Graph neural networks (GNNs)
have emerged as a powerful tool to address node classifica-
tion tasks and have shown strong performance in diverse
graph-related applications [9], [10]. However, most existing
GNN approaches assume class-balanced distributions and
therefore fail to adequately address the critical challenge
of class imbalance in real-world graph-structured data [11],
[12], [13]. Class imbalance occurs when the quantity of
samples varies significantly between classes, leading to bi-
ased learning and degraded performance, particularly for
the minority class [13]. In real-world applications, graph-
structured data frequently demonstrates significant class
imbalance, where minority classes are substantially under-
represented relative to majority classes [14], [15]. A repre-
sentative example emerges in Netflix’s user-item interaction
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graph, where the node distribution exhibits pronounced
structural imbalance: the cardinality of user nodes signifi-
cantly exceeds video nodes by orders of magnitude. When
applied to class-imbalanced graphs, conventional GNNs
exhibit a systematic tendency to underrepresent minority
classes, leading to biased representations and degraded gen-
eralization performance on underrepresented nodes [16].
This limitation underscores the critical need for specialized
techniques that explicitly address class imbalance in graph-
based learning [13], ensuring robust and equitable model
performance across all classes.

Currently, research on graph imbalance has proposed
many methods. These methods can be roughly categorized
into two distinct types, which are node synthesis methods
[17], [18], [19] and loss-modified methods [20], [21], [22].
Node synthesis methods aim to address class imbalance
by augmenting the training data through the generation of
synthetic nodes that belong to the minority classes. In con-
trast, loss-modification strategies address class imbalance by
adaptively reweighting the loss function to prioritize the mi-
nority class during training, thereby correcting the training
bias inherent in imbalanced datasets while preserving the
original data distribution. In this paper, node synthesis is
the focus of our research. After reviewing the entire process
of node synthesis, we have found that the synthesized nodes
exhibit the quality inconsistency problem. The problem
means that the feature of the synthesized nodes may raise
a potential Out-Of-Distribution (OOD) issue. Based on the
results of our experiment, we discovered that the problem
would lead to the performance degradation of the model for
minority classification.

The primary challenge of addressing the quality incon-
sistency problem lies in mitigating the feature OOD of
synthesized nodes. Although the objective is clear, resolv-
ing this issue remains formidable. Current methodologies
lack an effective mechanism to ensure that the synthesized
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nodes maintain fidelity to the original data distribution.
Moreover, existing approaches struggle to precisely detect
which synthesized nodes exhibit distributional divergence.
The quality inconsistency problem in synthesized nodes
manifests itself primarily in the following. The features of
synthesized nodes exhibit a statistically distributed bias
relative to the original training set. This bias propagates
through the learning process as synthesized nodes dominate
the minority class training, ultimately resulting in systemat-
ically distorted feature representations and degraded gen-
eralization performance for minority-class prediction. These
challenges necessitate the development of robust method-
ological frameworks to effectively address them.

To address the challenge, we propose GraphlFE for
(Graph Invariant Feature Extraction), a framework designed
to mitigate the quality inconsistency of the synthesized
nodes. GraphlFE strategically circumvents the need to di-
rectly assess whether each synthesized node aligns with
the original data distribution. It integrates concepts from
invariant learning and the generative adversarial network
(GAN) [23] to directly extract the invariant node features
while employing an adversarial attacker to enhance the
model’s ability to distinguish minority classes. We adopt
two key concepts from graph invariant learning [24]: 1)
Invariant features, which remain stable across different do-
mains or structures and preserve predictive semantics under
varying conditions. 2) Environment features, which vary
across domains or graph structures but are not causally
related to the prediction target. GraphlIFE leverages both
types of features to address these challenges. It introduces a
representation alignment strategy that encourages seman-
tically and topologically similar nodes to be close in the
embedding space. Additionally, it proposes a gated mixing
mechanism to support an aggressive learning strategy while
simultaneously preventing noise from dominating the train-
ing process. We evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed
method across a diverse range of benchmark datasets, in-
cluding citation networks (Cora, Citeseer, and PubMed) [25]
and Amazon co-purchase networks (Amazon-Computers,
Amazon-Photo, and Coauthor-CS) [14]. These datasets are
adapted to long-tailed and imbalanced settings, following
GraphENS [18] and GraphSHA [17] to better simulate real-
world scenarios. Furthermore, we assess the generalizability
of our approach across multiple GNN backbones, including
GraphSAGE [26], GCN [27], and GAT [28]. We also conduct
experiments under different hyperparameter configurations
to analyze their impact on model performance. In summary,
the key contributions are as follows:

e We identified that the quality inconsistency issue
in the node synthesis methods, where the features
of synthesized nodes may exhibit a potential OOD
behavior, leading to suboptimal performance.

o We revisit the graph imbalance problem through the
lens of invariant learning and propose GraphlFE, a
GAN-like framework that incorporates the principles
of invariant learning. GraphlIFE extracts the invariant
node features and employs an attacker to enhance
the model’s ability to distinguish minority classes,
effectively mitigating.

o Through extensive experiments, we demonstrate that
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GraphlFE not only effectively mitigates the qual-
ity inconsistency issue but also achieves excellent
performance across various datasets. It consistently
outperforms baseline models, showcasing robust and
stable results.

Following the introduction, a brief review of related
work on the graph imbalance problem and graph invariant
learning is provided in Section 2. The details of the quality
inconsistency issue are analyzed in Section 3. Then, the
preliminaries of this paper are provided in Section 4, includ-
ing the comprehensive notation, the concise introduction
of the node classification task, and the problem definition.
The detailed implementation of GraphlFE is introduced in
Section 5. The architecture and proposed mechanism are
also introduced in this section. In Section 6, we present a
comprehensive experimental evaluation to assess the effec-
tiveness of GraphlFE. In addition to performance bench-
marking, we conduct an in-depth analysis that includes
ablation studies, visualizations, and an investigation of the
sensitivity of GraphlFE to key hyperparameters. Addition-
ally, we evaluate the performance of GraphlFE in large-
scale graphs. Finally, we present our conclusions and outline
future research work in Section 7.

2 RELATED WORK

In this section, we provide a concise review of relevant
prior work, including graph imbalance methods and graph
invariant learning methods.

2.1 Graph Imbalance Problem

The class imbalance problem represents a pervasive chal-
lenge in real-world datasets, particularly in domains requir-
ing complex pattern recognition, such as protein-molecule
interaction studies [29], [30]. This issue arises when the
quantity of different classes exhibits a significantly uneven
distribution, often leading models to bias predictions to-
ward the majority class while underrepresenting the minor-
ity class [18], [22]. Such an imbalance can substantially de-
grade model performance, particularly in classification tasks
[22]. While the class imbalance problem in graph-structured
data shares similarities with its counterpart in conventional
data settings, it also introduces unique complexities. In
addition to disparities in class quantity, the graph class im-
balance problem is characterized by topological imbalances,
i.e., differences in structural connectivity between classes
[18], [22]. In graph-based learning, two major approaches
have been developed to address this issue: node synthesis
and loss modification [20], [21], [22].

Node synthesis methods aim to mitigate class imbal-
ance by generating synthetic nodes for minority classes,
thus addressing the uneven quantity issue. For example,
GraphSMOTE [11] synthesizes new minority nodes by in-
terpolating features of two existing nodes from the same
class, followed by an edge prediction step to preserve graph
connectivity. GraphENS [18] constructs synthetic nodes by
merging the ego-network of a minority node with that of
a randomly selected node. GraphSHA [17] introduces a
more discriminative approach by generating nodes from
hard-to-classify samples. Methods such as InGAGN [31]



and DR-GCN [32] apply Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANSs) [33] to create synthetic nodes. However, many of
these methods inadequately capture the intricate topological
structures inherent in real graphs. In particular, synthesizing
nodes from topologically ambiguous regions can hinder
model performance, as the message-passing mechanisms
in GNNs tend to propagate and amplify such noise. In
contrast, loss modification methods adjust the training ob-
jective to compensate for class or topological imbalances.
For instance, TAM [22] introduces class-specific weights
based on the distribution of node labels, while ReNode
[20] adaptively modulates the contribution of each node by
considering its proximity to class boundaries in the graph
topology. Additionally, other recent approaches leverage
contrastive learning frameworks [34], [35] or mathematical
modeling techniques [36], [37] to tackle the graph class
imbalance problem from alternative perspectives.

However, the above methods ignore the quality incon-
sistency of synthesized nodes during model training. The
quality inconsistency of the synthesized node would re-
sult in a suboptimal performance of the model. GraphIFE
leverages the concept of invariant learning to mitigate the
adverse effects of the quality inconsistency issue.

2.2 Graph Invariant Learning

Invariant learning methods aim to uncover stable and
domain-invariant relationships between input features and
target variables. The purpose of invariant learning is to
solve the problem of out-of-distribution (OOD). The OOD
problem arises when the testing data distribution differs
from, and is unknown relative to, the training distribution.
Various strategies have been proposed to address OOD
generalization [38], [39], [40]. Among them, causal infer-
ence methods seek to learn underlying variables within a
causal graph in either an unsupervised or semi-supervised
manner [41], [42]. By leveraging these learned causal rep-
resentations, models can better capture the latent data-
generating mechanisms. Graph OOD generalization poses
greater complexity compared to its counterparts in other
domains, as distributional shifts in graph data can manifest
in diverse forms, including changes in node attributes, edge
structures, or overall topology. These variations significantly
complicate the identification and extraction of invariant
features. The quality inconsistency of the mix node found
in this paper is also a graph OOD problem. The inconsistent
quality of synthesized nodes is mainly manifested in the
inconsistent features of synthesized nodes with the original
dataset.

Currently, two primary categories of graph-related tasks
are node-level and graph-level. They are typically addressed
using distinct approaches. Node-level tasks focus on pre-
dicting labels for individual nodes, which are inherently
non-independent and identically distributed (non-i.i.d.) due
to the interconnected nature of graph structures. In contrast,
graph-level tasks consider each entire graph as a single in-
stance and often assume that these graph instances are i.i.d.,
despite potential underlying correlations across graphs. This
article mainly discusses the node-level graph OOD problem.
Many methods to deal with node-level OOD have been
proposed. SRGNN [43] employs multiple context generators
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to construct diverse virtual environments and maximizes
the variance of empirical risks across them. This encourages
the model to explore a broader range of feature-context
relationships, thereby enhancing its ability to extrapolate be-
yond the single observed training environment. EERM [44]
is designed to address distributional discrepancies between
biased training data and the true underlying inference dis-
tribution of the graph. FLOOD [41] integrates invariant
representation learning with bootstrapped representation
learning to enhance OOD generalization. The proposed
approach seeks to strike a balance between maintaining
stable representations across diverse training environments
and preserving adaptability to potentially unknown test dis-
tributions. CIA-LRA [42] utilizes the distribution of neigh-
boring labels to selectively align node representations. This
approach enables the model to effectively identify and retain
invariant features while filtering out spurious correlations,
without requiring explicit environment labels.

However, existing methods remain limited in addressing
graph imbalance scenarios. GraphlIFE especially considers
the graph imbalance node classification problem. It also con-
siders the topology imbalance, selecting appropriate neigh-
bors for the synthesized node, and extracts the essential
features of the original nodes and synthesized nodes for
training to mitigate the problem of graph imbalance.

3 QUALITY INCONSISTENCY PROBLEM

In this section, we formally characterize the quality incon-
sistency problem in graph imbalance scenarios and provide
a theoretical analysis of it.

3.1 Rethinking Node Mixup

To address the node classification problem in graphs with
class imbalance, a crucial step is to balance the quantity
of nodes across different classes. One classic method for
balancing node quantities is node mixup, which synthesizes
new nodes by combining existing nodes from the minor-
ity class, thereby achieving a more balanced distribution
across all classes. In recent years, a variety of node mixup
methods have been proposed, including GraphENS [18],
GraphSMOTE [11], and BAT [36], among others. These
methods employ diverse techniques to synthesize new
nodes for the minority class, aiming to balance the graph
and improve classification performance in imbalanced sce-
narios. Nevertheless, although these methods employ met-
rics to evaluate the rationality of synthesized nodes—such
as using KL divergence to measure the distance between
synthesized nodes and original minority nodes—the qual-
ity of the synthesized minority nodes produced by these
methods remains inconsistent. This raises the question of
how to mitigate the impact of such inconsistent quality. The
quality inconsistency issue primarily manifests as a feature
distribution divergence between synthesized and original
nodes.

Feature inconsistency. We conduct an experiment to
evaluate the quality of synthesized nodes on model perfor-
mance by assessing the classification performance of recent
representative node mixup methods, comparing the minor-
ity class to the entire class. The intuition of the experiment is
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Fig. 1. The result of the training curve, test curve, and final accuracy between different node mixup methods. In the illustrated Fig. 1a and Fig.
1b, solid lines denote the learning curve of all classes and dashed lines denote the learning curve of minority classes. In illustrated Fig. 1c, dark
colors represent the test accuracy of all classes, while light colors represent the test accuracy of minority classes. Notice that normal mixup only
utilizes the Beta distribution to determine the mix ratio between the sampling minor node and its corresponding node. Additionally, we select the

final accuracy based on the validation accuracy.

that low-quality synthesized nodes will confuse the model,
leading to poor classification performance on the minority
class. In our experiment, we use GCN as the GNN backbone,
set the imbalance ratio to 100, and train each model for
250 epochs on the Cora dataset to obtain the results. We
follow the Long-Tailed setting proposed by [18] in our Cora
experiments.

As shown in Fig. 1, the training curve, test curve, and
final accuracy (determined by validation accuracy) are pre-
sented. As observed in Fig. 1la and Fig. 1b, solid lines
represent the learning curves for all classes, while dashed
lines represent the learning curves for minority classes.
The “normal mixup” approach synthesizes new nodes by
mixing features in a predetermined proportion, utilizing the
Beta distribution solely to determine the mix ratio between
the sampled minority node and its corresponding node. As
shown in the training curve Fig. la, a notable disparity
exists between the minority node classification accuracy of
GraphSMOTE and its corresponding overall class classifica-
tion accuracy. This suggests that the synthesized minority
nodes are not of sufficient quality to enable the model
to classify the minority class effectively. In contrast, the
minority node classification accuracy and overall class ac-
curacy of other models are relatively consistent. Specifically,
GraphENS, normal mixup, and GraphIFE exhibit similar
gaps between their minority node and overall class accuracy.
As shown in the test curve Fig. 1b, GraphIFE achieves
the best performance, whereas the other methods fail to
maintain their promising results from the training curve.
This suggests that these mix-up methods lack good general-
ization capabilities. Notably, both GraphENS and GraphIFE
exhibit a small gap between their minority class and overall
class test curves, with GraphIFE performing slightly better.
In the accuracy comparison Fig. 1c, dark colors denote the
test accuracy for all classes, whereas light colors represent
the test accuracy for minority classes. A notable observation
is that the classification accuracy of minority nodes for
normal mixup and GraphSMOTE exhibits a significant gap
compared to the whole class accuracy. In contrast, the gap
is smaller for GraphlIFE and GraphENS. This suggests that
the inconsistent quality of synthesized nodes has hindered
the model’s ability to effectively classify the minority class.
Although GraphlFE also exhibits a gap between the minor
class and whole class accuracy, it has successfully narrowed

the accuracy gap between minor nodes and the whole
class, ultimately achieving the top minor class classification
results in this experiment.

In summary, existing node mixup methods often strug-
gle to synthesize minority nodes of uniform quality for
model training. Despite efforts to ensure consistency, the
uneven quality of these nodes can create a significant gap in
the model’s ability to classify minority and majority classes.

3.2 Theoretical Analysis

The quality inconsistency problem primarily arises from the
inconsistent features of synthesized nodes. This affects node
representations, confusing the GNN during training and
leading to performance degradation. The issue is especially
pronounced for the minority class, causing GNN to perform
poorly in imbalanced node classification. A theoretical anal-
ysis of these aspects is provided in the following section.
Initially, we defined the notation in this analysis. Given
a training dataset, Dy, = {X,,, ..., X, }, X denotes the
feature set of the ¢; class. In the imbalance situation, the
training set can be simply divided into D¢, = { Xpmin, Xma; }»
which means the training set is composed of the feature
set of the minority class and the feature set of the majority
class. The label set can be divided into Y = {ci,.., ¢}
= {Cmin, Cmaj} In the same way. Additionally, the letter
with an overline above denotes the feature of a synthesized
node, such as Z denotes the feature of a synthesized node.
The quality inconsistency issue is especially affecting the
minority class. This is due to the quantity of the synthesized
minority nodes being far more than the original minority
nodes. To analyze the issue (1), we have the definition:

Definition 1. The feature inconsistency issue of synthe-
sized nodes would confuse the GNN model, making
the performance of the model unable to distinguish the
minority class. Its mathematical expression is as follows:

1
FI(PXsyn’PXm'i) = 5/:9 |PXsyn(k) - PXUM (k)ldk7 (1)

where S = {k € X'V € cmin, X' = {Xsyn U Xori}},
which is the feature of the minority class after node
mixup. P is a distribution. FI(-,-) is always mathe-
matically bounded within [0, 1]. The formulation above
means that for the minority class, the feature distribution



of the synthesized nodes is potentially different from the
original training set.

The features of the synthesized node have a significant
impact on the representation of the minority class and can
dominate the training process. The goal of the imbalanced
node classification is to balance an imbalanced dataset. Ini-
tially, the quantitative parity are ensured to be equal by node
mixup. To the majority class, it has | Xq;| > |X maj|. On the
contrary, to the minority class, it has | X,,in| < | Xmin|- The
letter with an overline above means it belongs to the syn-
thesized node. In the node mixup process, there is always a
mixup method to synthesize nodes. To a synthesized node
v, the feature of v is synthesized as:

T = MIXUP(xsample/ xtarget)
= PZsample + (]- - p)l‘targeb

p is the mix ratio of the different node mix-up methods.
The above equation means that in the node mixup method,
there always exists a different ratio to determine the mix
proportion of the candidate nodes. The question that exists
in this process is whether the synthesized feature would
be out of distribution potentially, and without a stable
quality. Additionally, due to | X,,in| < |Xminl, the whole
training process of the minority class would dominate by
the synthesized node. Without the stable feature quality,
the model’s performance for the minority class would be
affected. The feature quality inconsistency problem can be
formally represented through the following mathematical
process:
Proof: The inconsistency issue of the node feature.
After applying class balancing techniques, the resulting bal-
anced dataset exhibits the following characteristics: [X, ;|
= X in] => | Xmaj U Xmajl = [Xmin U Xpinl. To the
majority class, |Xmqe; > Xpmej|, the training process is
dominated by the original feature. To the minority class,
| Xmin < Xomin|, the training process is dominated by the

synthesized feature. Because, Z = pZsampie + (1 — P)Trarget,
resultin T # x. A
To the GNN model: fo =

a,rgminE(v7c'min)ND£7, [‘C(fe (U))7 C'"L'L"’L] .

. _ [ Xoril _
Among others, assuming a = (P OmmESS omn P fa =

Pro](h(l)) 1\ means the representation of node v at level [.
Ignore the number of layers, ¢ denotes AGG, to the rep-
resentation of the minority node v in the balanced dataset:

= “¢ [ il Z i, B
UEN(U) tE./\/ (®)
|Xor7,"
has hs, (a = ——xoril )
|t‘ tE;(u) |X$yn| =+ |Xom"

The whole representation of the minority class is domi-
nated by the synthesized minority node. To the model, the
above issue results in

]E(uvcmin)’\"D;T ['C(fe (U)), Cmi’n,]

:E(v,c,mn)wD{T, [L(fb (U))a C'rnin} + ]E(T),cmm)~D§,,, [L(fQ (17))7 Cm’i'n}

QE(f’ycmm)N'D{T [‘C(fe (5))7 cmin}

D, denotes the balanced training set after node mixup,
and u € Dj,. Therefore, the classification ability of the

5

model for the minority class tends to be completely trained
by the synthesized node. O

4 PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we introduce the notation and core concepts
used in this paper. The overvirew of GNN for node classifi-
cation and problem definition is also introduced here.

4.1 Notation and Concept

In this paper, we focus on the node classification task
performed on an undirected graph G = (V, X', A, ), where
V = {v1,v9,...,v,} denotes the set of n nodes. The node
features are represented by the matrix X € R"*?, where
d is the dimensionality of the feature space, and X (the
i-th row of X) corresponds to the feature vector of node
v;. The graph structure is encoded in the adjacency matrix
A € R™*™. The set of class labels is denoted by Y = {1, 2, .. .,
¢}, comprising c classes, where }); represents the i-th class,
and Y(v;) denotes the label assigned to node v;. We also use
v; ; to refer to the node v; with the label j. Furthermore,
we define NV (v;) as the set of one-hop neighbors of the
node v;. Additionally, we define the imbalance ratio p as
the ratio of the number of nodes in the most frequent
class to the number of nodes in the least frequent class,
given by p = EZEEI%EZE%;’:E;::N Vinost freg denotes the
class with the highest frequency of occurrence, that is, the
class with the largest quantity. Vst fe; denotes the class
with the least frequency of occurrence. This ratio provides
a measure of the class imbalance in the graph. Moreover,
GraphlFE leverages both features to address the challenges:
1) invariant features, which remain stable across different
domains or structures and preserve predictive semantics
under varying conditions; and 2) environment features vary
across domains or graph structures but are not causally
related to the prediction target.

4.2 GNN for Node Classification

Node classification is one of the fundamental tasks in graph-
based machine learning, where the objective is to predict
the labels of nodes based on their features and the graph
topology. Given a graph G = (V, X, A,Y), and a set of
labeled nodes Vi, C V), the goal is to infer the labels of the
remaining unlabeled nodes f(X, A) — ) € RN*C,

GNNs have emerged as powerful models for the node
classification task by effectively combining node features
with topological information through message passing
mechanisms. At each layer, a node aggregates information
from its neighbors and updates its representation. For a
given node v, its representation 1) at the I-th layer of GNN
is updated according to the following formulation:

h{) = uPDATE (hq(f*l), AGG ({hq(ffl) jue N(”)})) ’

O]

where hy’ denotes the representation of node v at the I-

th layer, and h7Y s the representation from the previous
layer. The function AGG performs an aggregation over the set

of neighboring node representations {hg - lueN (U)},
where NV (v) denotes the set of immediate neighbors of node



v. The UPDATE function then combines the node’s previous
representation RSTY with the aggregated neighborhood
information to produce the updated embedding hP . Tt s
noticed that the initial node representation is defined as hY
= X,, where X, is the input feature vector of the node v.

After computing the final-layer node embeddings, a
projector is applied to map each embedding to a prediction
vector §J; over the target classes. The model is then trained
using cross-entropy [13] to compute over the labeled nodes
in the training set Virain:

1

L=——
|‘4rain|

Z CrossEntropy (#;, yi), )
1€ Virain

where y; denotes the ground-truth label of node ¢, and g; is
the predicted class label output by the model.

4.3 Problem Definition

The primary objective of imbalance graph node classifi-
cation is to address the class imbalance problem by syn-
thesizing minority class nodes, thereby creating a more
balanced graph structure and mitigating the detrimental
effects of class imbalance on the original graph G. To achieve
this, a data augmentation strategy generates an augmented
graph G’. This augmented graph is then used as input for
a GNN, that performs a standard node classification task.
By leveraging the augmented graph G’, the GNN is able
to learn more robust and balanced node representations. In
this paper, GraphIFE extracts the invariant feature of both
synthesized and original nodes to mitigate the inconsistent
quality of the synthesized nodes.

5 METHODOLOGIES

This section details the GraphlIFE architecture, including
its core components and the employed training strategies.
GraphlIFE is a GNN model designed within a Generative
Adversarial Network (GAN) framework. It comprises two
key components: an invariant feature extractor and an envi-
ronmental feature extractor. The overall architecture of the
framework is depicted in Fig. 2.

5.1 Implementations of GraphIFE

GraphlFE consists of the following components: (1) a two-
layer GNN that encodes the input graph data into node-
level embeddings; (2) an invariant feature extractor, which
extracts invariant features from the embeddings; (3) an en-
vironment feature extractor, which extracts the environment
features from the embeddings; (4) a gated augmentor, which
employs a gating mechanism to adaptively combine the in-
variant and environmental features for data augmentation;
and (5) a projector, which maps the augmented features to
the output space for downstream tasks. Note that the data
augmentation strategy draws partial inspiration from AIA
[24]. While GraphlIFE performs feature-level augmentation
by introducing controlled noise to node attributes, AIA
operates at the graph-level.

We detail the architecture of the feature extractor and de-
scribe the complete process of feature extraction within the
proposed framework. The invariant feature extractor and
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environment feature extractor share a common architectural
framework M, yet maintain independent parameterizations
through 0; and 0, respectively. Each extractor is optimized
according to distinct objective functions that align with its
specialized roles in feature representation. The architecture
of the feature extractor is based on a one-layer GNN denoted
as f’. Given an imbalanced input graph G, a GNN encoder
f first processes the input to generate node representations
Z. These representations are then utilized to synthesize
new nodes and select appropriate neighbors, resulting in
a transformed and more balanced graph G’, from which
balanced node representations Z’ are derived. Subsequently,
the feature extractor M is applied to both the original and
synthesized nodes in Z’ to extract the final set of features F.

The overall feature extraction process can be formally
summarized as follows:

Z = f(G), Z'=NodeMixup(Z),

It is important to note that Node Mixup refers to the
entire balancing procedure, which encompasses both node
synthesis and neighbor selection.

F=r(2).

5.2

The invariant feature extractor is employed to capture the
stable, environment-invariant features of each node, thereby
mitigating the potential quality inconsistency arising from
synthesized nodes. Incorporating the invariant feature ex-
tractor enhances the model’s capability to effectively dis-
tinguish minority class nodes during training. The whole
process can be summarized as: F; = f7(Node Mixup(f(G)))
where f(G) denotes the initial encoding of the input
graph, and Node Mixup(-) represents the node synthesis
and neighbor selection process. Subsequently, the invariant
feature representation F; is passed through a projector to
generate the predicted outputs. These predictions are then
compared against the ground-truth labels using the loss
function, yielding the invariant feature loss defined as:

Invariant Feature Extractor

n
Lir =3 yilogpros(fiy, (NodeMixup(£(9)), )
i=1

Here n denotes the number of samples, y; represents the
ground-truth, and Proj denotes a projector which is applied

to map each embedding to a prediction vector.
Representation alignment. For the minority class, an-
other critical challenge lies in the quality disparities of syn-
thesized node representations during training. This variance
can hinder model stability and reduce the effectiveness of
synthesized nodes in mitigating class imbalance. To address
this issue, we propose a representation alignment mecha-
nism. Specifically, GraphIFE computes an adaptive weight
for the invariant feature loss associated with each node.
This weighting strategy mitigates representation variance
within the minority class, thereby enhancing the consis-
tency and quality of the synthesized node representations.
GraphlFE first computes the mean feature representation for
each class. Subsequently, it calculates the similarity score
S; between each intra-class node and its corresponding
class mean. To mitigate the quality disparities, those with
similarity scores below the class-wise average similarity .S,
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Fig. 2. The overview of the GraphIFE framework. The explanation of the notation used in the Figure is located in the bottom left. The training process
consists of two distinct phases: (1) the training of the invariant feature extractor, and (2) the training of the environment feature extractor. Initially,
the input imbalanced graph is processed through a shared GNN encoder, which simultaneously generates both local node embeddings and global
graph embeddings. In phase (1), the invariant feature F; of the global embeddings is extracted by IFE; Then, the EFE extracts the environment
features Fg of the graph. F; and Fg are combined through the gated augmentor to produce mixed features F,,. The final loss computation
incorporates both F,,, and Fr, where the invariant feature loss undergoes representation alignment postprocessing. In phase (2), the environment
feature Fg of global embedding is extracted by EFE. Then, the local and global embedding both calculate the Wasserstein distance with 5. The

final loss function incorporates both Fr and Wasserstein distance results.

are assigned a weight of 1 + (S,, — S;). This adaptive
weighting scheme enables the model to focus more on
intra-class nodes with higher representational variance. The
weight W assigned to each node is defined as follows:

Y14 (S — Sh),

Finally, the representation alignment invariant loss is
computed as L)p = Lip © W, where © denotes the
Hadamard product.

Neighbor sampling. Neighbor sampling is a strategy
used to determine the set of nodes to which a newly
synthesized node, denoted as v, should be connected. The
primary objective of this approach is to expose minority-
class nodes to a more diverse set of structural and semantic
neighborhoods. In this work, we construct the adjacent node
distribution p(u | ) following the approach proposed in
GraphENS [18]. In addition, we extend this formulation
by incorporating the neighbor label distribution (NLD),
which captures the label distribution within a node’s lo-
cal neighborhood. While conventional approaches account
only for first-order neighborhood frequencies, they fail to
leverage the structural information encoded in the NLD.
We argue that incorporating NLD is crucial for constructing
a more informative and balanced sampling distribution, as
it potentially addresses the neighbor memorization prob-
lem highlighted in GraphENS, wherein the model tends to
overfit to the labels of frequently encountered neighbors. We
formally define the NLD as follows:

Definition 2. The neighbor labels distribution (NLD), repre-
sented as D € R V‘XC, quantifies the label distribution
within each node’s neighborhood. It is defined as:

D= |J{veNw)|j=Vw)} (5)

JEY

4
S; < Sp,. @

D, denotes the set of neighbor labels distribution of v;,
and D; ; denotes the element in D; where class = j.

Specifically, GraphlFE calculates the class average NLD
ratio O',., and the identical label proportion O’ of each
node, where ¢ denotes the ¢ — th class. Then, GraphlFE uti-
lizes Min-Max normalization to calculate the NLD weights,
which are then integrated into the adjacent node distribu-

tion. The NLD weight Wy;p process can be represented as:

i O(izve B Oimn 4
Wy p = 0i —0Oi wip € [0,1]. (6)

The intuition is that the closer the vectors in space
are, the more correlated they are [45]. Finally, we have
the brand new adjacent node distribution p'(v | Umixed)
= p(u | Umixed) ® Wip. It is noteworthy that GraphIFE
also adopts duplicated neighbors [18] as an initial warm-up
strategy.

5.3 Environment Feature Extractor

The environment feature extractor is used to obtain the
environment features of each node. These extracted fea-
tures are subsequently employed to introduce controlled
perturbations that challenge the model, thereby enhanc-
ing its capacity to discern class boundaries with greater
precision, particularly for minority classes. Specifically, the
environment feature extractor derives the embedding repre-
sentation of environment features within the latent space,
formally expressed as Fr = f (Node Mixup (f(9))).
The extracted representation Fg is then passed through a
projector to generate the corresponding predictions. These
predictions are then compared against the ground-truth
labels using the loss function, yielding the environment
feature loss defined as:

L= _% ZyZ logProj(fle,(NodeMixup(f(G))). (7)

i=1



Additionally, the extracted environment feature Fg is
utilized to compute the Wasserstein distance between the
local representation Rj,c,; (encodes the structural infor-
mation of a target node and its one-hop neighborhood)
and the global representation Rgjopq; (captures the node’s
topological characteristics within the entire graph).

EDS - DS(]:Ea Rlocal) + DS(]:Ea Rglobal)- (8)

Here, Dg(-,-) denotes the function used to compute the
Wasserstein distance. The underlying intuition of the ob-
jective function is to encourage the extracted environment
features to diverge from both the local structural patterns of
individual classes and the global structural characteristics
of the entire graph. This design aims to mitigate the impact
of topological imbalance by promoting structural indepen-
dence in the generated environmental features. The overall
training objective of the environmental feature extractor can
be formulated as:

Lerg = —Lg +dLps. )

It is important to note that d is a hyperparameter. The
objective of this formulation is to enhance the identifica-
tion of environmental features. Specifically, the objective
encourages the model to extract diverse environmental rep-
resentations that remain consistent with the original data
distribution. L5 promotes the extraction of environment
features that diverge from the invariant, stable represen-
tations, thereby introducing variability. In contrast, Lpg
guides the model to maintain alignment with the underlying
data distribution while capturing subtle and latent struc-
tural variations. Through joint optimization of these com-
plementary objectives, the model learns more generalized
and robust feature representations that account for inherent
environmental heterogeneity.

5.4 Gated Augmentor

To further enhance the model’s discriminative capabil-
ity, GraphlIFE incorporates a data augmentation strategy.
Specifically, the augmentor generates an augmented feature
representation, denoted as JF,,, by proportionally mixing
invariant features with environment features. This com-
bination enables the model to learn from a richer set of
representations, thereby improving its ability to generalize
across diverse and imbalanced graph structures. However,
determining the optimal proportion for mixing invariant
and environment features is non-trivial. To address this
challenge, GraphlFE employs a gated augmentor module,
denoted as fg, which is designed to learn the appropriate
mixing ratio.

The gated augmentor introduces controlled noise (envi-
ronment feature) into the invariant features to perturb the
model’s discriminative capability and encourage general-
ization. Specifically, the augmentor incorporates a learnable
linear layer that takes the environment features as input to
produce a gating value g. This gating value is then passed
through a sigmoid activation function o to compute the
mixing proportion. Finally, the gated augmentor generates
the augmented feature JF,,, by combining the invariant and
environmental features according to the learned proportion.
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The overall mechanism of the Gated Augmentor can be
formally summarized as follows:

9= O'(fG(FIvFE))v

In the aforementioned data augmentation process, the
model autonomously determines the extent to which en-
vironment features should be integrated into each feature
dimension. During this process, the model dynamically
learns dimension-specific weighting coefficients that govern
the integration of environmental features into each feature
representation. By doing so, the augmentor can mitigate
issues such as non-convergence of the loss function or the
dominance of environmental features that may result from
direct, unregulated feature superposition. Subsequently, the
data augmentation loss is computed to guide the model in
learning robust and discriminative feature representations:

Fm =Fr+gFg.

n
Lpa = *% Zyi logProj(Fr + o(fa(Fr, Fg))FE), (10)
i=1

Regulation. During training, the gate value may be-
come excessively large, causing the environmental features
to dominate the representation and introduce noise. Con-
versely, if the gate value is too small, the environmental
features may be effectively ignored, rendering the augmen-
tation ineffective and limiting the model’s ability to leverage
environmental information. To mitigate excessive influence
from environmental features, we introduce a regularization
term that encourages the gate values to remain close to zero,
thereby minimizing unnecessary interference. Specifically,
this regularization is implemented as an ¢; sparsity con-
straint, denoted as ¢'.

Given that the invariant feature extractor must simulta-
neously optimize multiple loss functions for effective con-
vergence, we employ Dynamic Weight Averaging (DWA)
[46] to adaptively generate the weighting vector Wp =
[wg1, wgz). This approach enables balanced training and
promotes more stable and efficient model convergence. The
overall training objective for the invariant feature extractor
can be formally expressed as follows:

Lirg = wallip +walpa+ ag, (11)

where wq; and wgz denote the adaptive weights generated
by DWA, and « is a hyperparameter that controls the
influence of the regularization term ¢’.

5.5 Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we illustrate how GrphlFE mitigates the
feature inconsistency of the synthesized node from a the-
oretical perspective. To mitigate the feature inconsistency
issue of the synthesized node, GraphlIFE would extract the
invariant feature of nodes, including the original training
set and the synthesized node. GraphlIFE doesn’t change the
quantity relationship of the original and the synthesized
node. It decouples the quality and quantity of nodes and
mitigates the feature inconsistency issue by making the node
representation of intra-class as consistent as possible. Al-
though P(Xyn|Ymin) # P(Xori|Ymin), GraphIFE achieve
P(Rsyn|Ymin) =~ P(RorilYmin) in embedding space, R
denotes representation.



In summary, GraphlFE would affect the representation

of nodes as follows:
Proof: The representation after GraphIFE. Given v €
Vori, U € Vyn. To the representation of the minority class,

we have:
h = a¢ Z hu, h Z h’l“ h
| ueN (v) tEN (®)
= |Xm\
I P, ha] —— —0)
| fG;(v) |Xsyn| + | Xoril

In GraphlFE, it optimizes qﬁ[ﬁ Ey EN(@) h.,, which is the
representation of AGG in message-passing mechanism, by
NLD weight. It also utilizes different strategies to optimize
h,, which is the representation of the node itself.

To simplify the representation, we set ®(x) =
(b[l%l > yeN(z) hus ha]. In GraphIFE we have ®;p(V) ~
O (Vsyn) = ®(Vori). Under ideal conditions, we can think
that @7p (V) = ®(Vsyn) = ®(Vori). Thus, the representation
of the minority class can be represented as:

h =a®(v) + (1 —a)P(?)
~ O(v)
~ Orp(v).
To the model, we have:

]E(uy)ND;T [E(f(u)v y)]
=E(y,y)~;, [L(f1(0), )] UE Gy ~pr, [L(f1(D),y)]
%E(my)wD,’”. [‘c(f} (U)a y)]
That is, with the help of GraphlFE, the representation of
synthesized and non-synthesized nodes can be captured by
their invariant feature. Consequently, the model is not af-

fected by the quality and inconsistent distribution of nodes,
preventing confusion in the GNN.

Umin

O

6 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present a comprehensive empirical
evaluation of GraphIFE’s performance on class-imbalanced
node classification tasks. The code is publicly available at
https:/ /github.com/flzeng1/GraphlIFE.

6.1 Datasets and Settings

Datasets. We evaluate the effectiveness of GraphlFE on six
benchmark datasets, encompassing both citation networks,
Amazon-based co-purchasing, and collaboration graphs.
The citation network datasets include (1) Cora, a network
in which nodes represent scientific publications and edges

TABLE 1
Statistics of benchmark datasets.

Dataset Nodes Edges Features Classes
Cora 2,078 10,556 1,433 7
CiteSeer 3,327 9,104 3,703 6
PubMed 19,717 88,648 500 3
Photo 7,650 119,081 745 8
Computer 13,752 245,861 767 10
CSs 18,333 81,894 6,805 15
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denote citation relationships between them; (2) CiteSeer, a
similarly structured network with a different scale and sta-
tistical properties; and (3) PubMed, a larger citation graph
focused on biomedical literature. These datasets are sourced
from [25]. The Amazon datasets consist of (4) Photo and
(5) Computer, both of which are product co-purchasing
networks derived from Amazon, where nodes represent
products and edges indicate frequently co-purchased item
pairs. Additionally, we include the (6) CS dataset, a col-
laboration network extracted from the Microsoft Academic
Graph, where nodes represent authors and edges denote
co-authorships [14]. For experimental settings, we follow
the Long-Tail setup for citation networks in [18], and adopt
the step-setting configuration for the Amazon datasets, as
introduced by [17]. Detailed statistics of all datasets are
provided in Table 1.

Baselines. We evaluate the performance of GraphIFE by
comparing it against baseline methods across three widely
used GNN backbones: GCN [27], GAT [28], and Graph-
SAGE [26]. The comparison includes the following methods:
(1) Reweight, which applies class-balanced reweighting by
adjusting loss weights inversely proportional to class fre-
quencies; (2) Upsampling, which directly replicates sam-
ples from the minority class to balance the dataset; (3)
GraphSMOTE [11], which generates synthetic minority
nodes by interpolating features of two nodes from the
same minority class; (4) GraphENS [18], which creates new
minority nodes by merging the ego-networks of minority
nodes with those of randomly selected nodes; (5) TAM [22],
which compares the structural connectivity patterns of each
node with a class-averaged counterpart and adaptively ad-
justs the classification margin accordingly; (6) ReNode [20],
which reduces the contribution of nodes near class bound-
aries by down-weighting their loss based on topological
proximity; and (7) BAT [19], which addresses topological
imbalance by applying dynamic topological augmentation
during training. In our experiments, we specifically adopt
the BATO variant. (8) GNN-CL [47] incorporates curriculum
learning by adaptively generating interpolated nodes and
edges, while jointly optimizing graph classification loss and
metric learning. We set the class imbalance ratio to p =
100 for the citation network datasets (Cora, PubMed, and
CiteSeer), and p = 80 for the Amazon datasets (Amazon-
Photo, Amazon-Computer, and CS).

Evaluation metrics. We describe the evaluation metrics
used to assess model performance across different datasets.
Specifically, three metrics are employed: (1) Accuracy (Acc.),
which measures the proportion of correctly classified sam-
ples relative to the total number of samples; (2) Balanced
Accuracy (bAcc.), which accounts for class imbalance by
computing the average recall across all classes, thereby pro-
viding a more equitable evaluation in imbalanced settings;
and (3) F1 Score (F1), defined as the harmonic mean of
precision and recall, which offers a balanced assessment
of the model’s ability to correctly identify both positive
and negative instances. These three metrics are consistently
applied to evaluate the performance of all baseline methods
across the considered datasets.
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TABLE 2
The parameter settings of GraphlIFE applied across different GNN backbones and datasets in the main results.

Dataset Cora-LT  Citeseer-LT = PubMed-LT Photo-ST Computer-ST CS-ST
Distance ratio d 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Regulation ratio « 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1
5 IFE learning rate 71 le-3 le-3 le-3 le-3 le-3 le-3
O | EFE learning rate r le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2
DWA temperature ¢ 2 2 2 2 2 2
Warmup w 10 10 5 100 100 1
Distance ratio d 1 1 1 2 1 2
Regulation ratio o 1 0.5 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.8
z IFE learning rate 71 le-2 le-3 le-2 le-3 le-3 le-4
O | EFE learning rate r2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2
DWA temperature ¢ 1 2 2 2 2 1
Warmup w 1 1 1 150 100 1
Distance ratio d 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
i Regulation ratio o 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1
O | IFE learning rate r le-2 le-3 le-3 le-3 le-3 le-3
g EFE learning rate 2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2 le-2
DWA temperature ¢ 1 2 2 2 2 2
Warmup w 1 10 1 100 100 1

—e— Vanilla
Reweight
—e— Upsampling
—e— GraphSMote
—o— ReNode
—e— GraphlFE

F1%

imbalance ratio

Fig. 3. Changing trend of F1-score with the increase of imbalance ratio
on PubMed-LT with GCN.

6.2 Main Results

We illustrate the performance of GraphlFE in six different
datasets compared with various baselines. It should be
noted that the citation network datasets (Cora, CiteSeer, and
PubMed) follow the LT class imbalance setting [18], while
the Amazon datasets (Photo, Computer) and collaboration
network datasets (CS) utilize the step class imbalance setting
[20]. Additionally, the imbalance ratio p = 100 in the LT class
imbalance setting, while p = 80 in the step class imbalance
setting. The parameter settings of GraphIFE are summarized
in Table 2. For all experiments, the feature dimension of each
GNN is fixed at 256, and the number of attention heads in
GAT is set to 8.

The performance of various baselines compared with
GraphlFE on the citation networks is presented in Table 3. In
the LT class imbalance setting, GraphIFE achieves the best
performance in accuracy, balanced accuracy, and Fl-score
for both GCN and SAGE. Specifically, in GCN, GraphIFE
attains improvements of 1.50% in accuracy, 3.15% in bal-
anced accuracy, and 3.27% in F1-score on Cora-LT compared
with GraphENS. Additionally, GraphIFE obtains 1.42% Acc,
1.47% bAcc, and 1.02% F1 improvement in Citeseer-LT
compared with GraphENS. GraphlIFE also obtains 0.09%

Acc, 2.70% bAcc, and 1.71% F1 improvement in PubMed-LT
compared with GraphENS. In SAGE, GraphlIFE only obtains
a slight improvement compared with other baselines. While
using GAT as the backbone, GraphlIFE achieves the best per-
formance in Cora-LT and PubMed-LT. In Citeseer, GraphIFE
has a slight gap compared with GraphENS in bAcc. and F1,
which [0.01% and [0.20%, respectively. Nevertheless, many
baselines, like Reweight and Upsampling, struggle in the LT
setting.

The performance of various baselines compared with
GraphIFE on the Amazon datasets and collaboration net-
work datasets is presented in Table 4. Under the step class
imbalance setting, the results demonstrate that GraphIFE
achieves competitive performance when implemented with
both GCN and GAT, while attaining the best performance
when combined with SAGE. In GCN, GraphlIFE generally
achieves the best performance, although it shows minor
deficiencies on certain specialized metrics. For example,
GraphlFE has slight gaps compared with GraphENS, 10.53%
of bAcc. in Photo; 10.12% of F1 in Computer and [0.04%
of bAcc. in CS. In GAT, GraphlFE achieves the second
best performance with slight gaps compared with other
baselines. In SAGE, GraphlFE achieves the best performance
across all baselines, especially obtaining 1.71% and 1.95%
improvement of Photo-ST in bAcc. and F1, respectively;
1.42% and 1.41% improvement of Computer-ST in bAcc. and
F1; 1.23% improvement of CS-ST in Acc. It is noticed that
BAT especially struggles in Amazon datasets and collabo-
ration network datasets. The above experiments show that
GraphlFE is an effective method for solving the supervised
graph imbalance node classification task.

6.3 Results on Large-scale Graph

The class imbalance problem is also prevalent in real-
world large-scale graphs. To evaluate the generalizability
of GraphlFE, we test its performance on a naturally im-
balanced large-scale graph. Specifically, we conduct exper-
iments on the OGB-Arxiv dataset [48], which exhibits se-
vere class imbalance, with imbalance ratios of 775 in the
training set, 2,282 in the validation set, 2,148 in the test
set, and 942 overall. Due to the large scale of OGBN-Arxiv,
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TABLE 3
Imbalance node classification result of GraphlFE compared with other baselines. We set the imbalance ratio in an extreme setting (o = 100) with
standard errors five times. The best-performing result is highlighted in bold, while the second-best result is indicated with underlining.

Dataset Cora-LT CiteSeer-LT PubMed-LT
p=100 Acc. bAcc. F1 Acc. bAcc. F1 Acc. bAcc. F1
Vanilla 73.60+£0.43 64.13+£0.71 63.78+0.68 | 54.564-0.41 47.7940.38 43.17+0.57 | 69.48+0.98 56.544-0.79 51.0640.73
Reweight 72.38+0.18 64.86+0.28 65.23+0.29 | 54.60+0.71 48.09+0.81 43.67+1.17 | 67.90+£0.73 55.26+0.58 49.92+0.50
Upsampling | 71.64+049 63.63+£0.68 63.97+0.85 | 54.62+0.66 48.03+0.68 43.53+1.01 |65.76+0.15 53.54+0.12 48.26+0.11
- GraphSMOTE | 71.48+0.21 62.94+0.22 63.39+0.17 | 53.80+£0.17 47.25+0.19 42.91+0.37 | 67.90+0.24 55.84+0.18 51.66+0.42
% GraphENS 76.64+0.40 71.29+0.69 71.01£0.67 | 62.224-0.48 56.1640.59 55.09+0.72 | 76.90+£0.30 71.1141.23 72.07+1.14
BAT 75.32+0.49 66.57+0.73 66.09+£0.88 | 57.46+0.61 51.00+£0.66 47.50 +1.04 | 68.58 +0.50 56.17+0.47 51.55+0.67
GNNCL 70.88+0.32 60.20+0.57 58.13+£0.70 | 52.70+0.21 46.14+0.21 40.96+0.35 |43.24+2.42 35.31+1.89 23.77+3.20
ReNode 70.82+1.04 63.08+1.46 64.95+1.78|53.90+1.63 49.94+1.17 48.68+1.42 | 68.76+1.32 68.14+1.50 66.06+1.42
TAM 70.12+£1.27 62.29+1.65 64.10+£2.18 | 56.4041.31 52.3841.04 51.72+1.03 | 68.86+£1.68 66.704+1.86 65.7441.86
GraphIFE 78.14+0.23 74.44+0.22 74.28+0.26 | 63.64+0.85 57.63+0.65 56.11+0.62 | 76.96+0.44 73.81+1.19 73.78+0.99
Vanilla 73.54+0.33 64.44+053 64.06+£0.77 | 56.80+0.32 50.23+0.29 46.65+0.35 | 70.55+£0.25 57.40+0.20 51.92+0.18
Reweight 73.62+0.79 66.19+£1.19 66.54+1.37 | 53.92+0.22 47.40+0.22 41.91+043 | 63.16+0.42 51.45+0.34 46.28+0.34
Upsampling | 72.944+0.67 65.90+£0.96 66.19+1.09 | 54.46:£0.20 47.92+0.19 42.78+0.29 |64.10+0.28 52.21+0.23 47.04+0.23
. GraphSMOTE | 73.764+0.51 66.23+£0.63 67.07+£0.92 | 54.90+0.16 48.234+0.16 43.78+0.32 | 67.82+043 55.91+0.52 51.96+0.85
EED GraphENS 77524021 72.18+0.44 71.9840.65 | 63.76+0.15 57.62+0.22 56.27+0.33 | 76.10+0.10 69.88+0.39 70.7740.44
BAT 76.244+0.17 67.55+£0.26 65.69+0.17 | 57.50+0.52 50.70+0.55 47.10+0.82 | 64.52+1.84 52.54+1.48 47.29+1.54
GNNCL 71.84+0.36 61.68+0.37 59.76+0.37 | 54.824+0.12 48.16+0.10 43.55+0.16 | 63.28+0.49 51.59+0.43 46.47+0.51
ReNode 66.98+0.82 58.77+0.77 60.43+1.13 | 48.3043.34 44.4842.59 41.73+2.68 | 66.62+2.47 68.2942.60 63.62+3.15
TAM 66.84+1.15 58.78+1.14 59.754+1.37 | 54.88+2.38 51.21+1.72 49.34+1.90 | 66.94+328 68.11+3.45 64.15+4.00
GraphIFE 77.62+0.47 72.97+0.56 72.91£0.73 | 63.90+0.51 57.61+0.51 56.07+£0.44 | 76.24+0.09 71.07+0.13 71.98+0.10
Vanilla 71.56+0.29 60.27+0.36 60.57+£0.29 | 50.30+0.40 44.00+0.35 39.34+0.55 | 63.50+1.10 51.72+0.88 46.45+0.92
Reweight 72.66+0.57 63.23+0.85 63.77+0.86 | 54.88+0.33 48.26+0.32 43.47+0.34 | 69.80+1.64 57.79+1.63 54.10+2.07
Upsampling 71.624+0.66 62.24+0.85 62.76+0.95 | 54.98+0.25 48.44+0.17 44.04+0.19 |73.444+0.93 63.20+1.72 62.04+2.31
iq GraphSMOTE | 73.32+£0.84 64.11+0.96 64.86+0.91 | 54.02+£0.35 47.78+0.37 44.56+0.55 | 73.60+1.46 63.85+£1.85 63.66+2.41
% GraphENS 76.46+0.29 70.30+£0.37 69.83+0.39 | 63.58+0.33 57.12+0.32 55.21+0.19 | 77.80+£1.20 71.214+2.06 72.35+2.20
< BAT 76.68+0.53 69.72+0.73 70.39+0.84 | 56.70+0.54 50.81+0.59 46.56+0.84 | 70.58+0.42 57.59+0.27 52.50+0.18
GNNCL 71.8440.36 61.68+0.37 59.76+0.37 | 54.82+0.12 48.164+0.10 43.55+0.16 | 63.2840.49 51.59+0.43 46.47+0.51
ReNode 65.66+1.02 55.09+1.39 53.954+2.01|40.48+2.44 36.70+1.82 33.25+1.38 |58.44+0.64 60.01+0.50 52.3840.94
TAM 66.08+£0.76 56.70+£0.98 56.31+£1.41 |56.56+2.36 52.19+1.70 51.53+1.70 | 58.00+£1.12 59.46+0.91 52.02+1.56
GraphIFE 76.90+0.19 70.75+0.13 70.79-+0.14 | 63.80+0.37 57.52+0.37 55.83+0.32 | 78.58+0.80 75.29+1.95 75.37+1.76

GraphlFE encounters out-of-memory (OOM) issues during
runtime. To address this limitation, we employ GraphlIFE-
Light, a simplified variant that reduces the complexity of
the neighbor sampling strategy in node mixup. Specifically,
GraphlIFE-Light directly duplicates the neighbors of minor-
ity nodes during sampling, thereby reducing GPU memory
consumption. However, such direct duplication may impair
the message-passing mechanism of GNNs, as many nodes
exhibit anomalous connectivity patterns within their class
[22]. To compensate for this limitation, GraphIFE-Light in-
corporates a filtering mechanism that removes anomalous
connectivity nodes during both training and node sampling
stages. Concretely, it excludes nodes whose label proportion
satisfies R’ < ¢, where € is a hyperparameter.

We apply GraphlFE-Light with GCN as the backbone.
The baseline results are taken from GraphSHA [17] and
the OGB leaderboard [48]. Experimental results are sum-

marized in Table 5, where “OOM” denotes out-of-memory
errors. We report validation accuracy, test accuracy, balanced
accuracy, and test F1 score. The results show that, except
for test BAcc., GraphIFE-Light consistently outperforms all
baselines. These findings demonstrate the effectiveness of
GraphlIFE-Light on large-scale graphs.

6.4 Hyperparameter Analysis

In this section, we explore the influence of the main hy-
perparameter to the performance of different datasets. The
imbalance ratio p, the distance ratio d, and the regulation
ratio v are analyzed in the subsequent section.

Imbatio ratio analysis. We analyze the impact of class
imbalance ratio p on model performance, with particular
focus on Fl-score variations across different methods. The
experiment is conducted in the PubMe-LT dataset with GCN
as GNN backbone, and the p ranges from 5 to 100. As illus-
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TABLE 4
Imbalance node classification results of GraphlFE compared with other baselines. We set the imbalance ratio in an extreme setting (p = 80) with
standard errors five times. The best-performing result is highlighted in bold, while the second-best result is indicated with underlining.

Dataset Photo-ST Computer-ST CS-ST
p=80 Acc. bAcc. F1 Acc. bAcc. F1 Acc. bAcc. F1
Vanilla 38.851+0.09 46.82+0.09 31.08+0.46 | 60.254+0.45 48.73+1.40 33.1940.18 | 36.924+0.68 52.03+0.59 26.21+1.24
Reweight 44414417 50.12+2.24 32.77+2.86 | 61.87+£0.09 49.62+0.54 33.18+0.43 | 39.32+0.84 51.35+1.26 25.47+2.05
Upsampling | 42.98+3.84 48.96+1.98 32.19+2.15|61.77+0.12 50.06+0.56 33.29+0.28 | 39.66+2.25 52.39+1.67 27.80+2.73
- GraphSMOTE | 45.91+3.79 50.40+1.96 32.09+2.41 | 61.83+0.09 50.47+0.38 33.78+0.40 | 39.86+1.37 52.234+0.85 26.56+1.28
8 GraphENS 81.174+0.38 83.40+0.42 78.64+0.90 | 75.364+0.27 82.72+0.16 69.7240.35 | 85.054+0.54 85.45+0.30 74.68+0.34
BAT 38.47+0.19 46.41+0.11 30.34+0.50 | 61.15+0.09 45.641+0.06 26.8210.05 | 32.53+0.07 47.84+0.24 18.74+0.39
GNNCL 38.68+0.31 46.63+0.32 29.07+1.10 | 49.74+7.97 37.11+£545 22.60+4.13 | 31.83+0.21 46.73+0.24 19.24+0.99
ReNode 71.20£0.27 77.03+£0.23 67.7240.33 | 74.56:£0.33 82.25:£0.15 70.70+0.71 | 86.21:£0.35 86.64::0.13 75.57+0.19
TAM 66.961+0.39 72.04+0.39 63.41+0.44 | 68.85+0.44 74.96+0.55 63.62+1.10 | 84.164+0.55 84.54+0.17 72.49+0.24
GraphIFE 81.92+1.06 82.83+0.79 80.03+£0.97 | 75.96+0.42 83.65+0.20 70.58+0.52 | 86.61+0.45 86.60+0.29 76.69+0.41
Vanilla 39.55+0.04 47.54+0.04 25.33+0.09 | 62.66+0.31 48.56+1.88 32.62+3.11 | 43.66+2.82 58.14+2.47 34.99+4.01
Reweight 61.78+05 60.73+£0.09 47.89+0.26 | 62.92+0.05 46.80+0.06 29.72+0.11 | 43.62+1.52 54.44+1.28 30.40+2.01
Upsampling | 62.32+0.24 61.35+0.31 49.40+0.78 | 62.85+0.04 46.76+0.03 29.62+0.07 | 40.16+2.06 53.12+1.45 27.11+2.00
. GraphSMOTE | 62.41+0.24 61.53+0.65 49.95+1.58 | 62.84+0.02 46.87+0.02 29.64+0.10 | 41.37+2.62 54.89+1.57 30.13+2.59
5 GraphENS 83.45+0.20 85.93+0.38 82.08+0.29 | 76.20+£0.50 83.63+0.3¢ 71.2610.65 | 87.54+0.31 87.81+0.28 76.17+1.41
BAT 39.03+0.11 47.08+0.09 30.78+0.80 | 62.92+0.25 45.98+0.10 32.07+0.59 | 32.304+0.07 47.254+0.13 20.93+1.10
GNNCL 39.87+0.71 47.90+0.77 30.73+0.70 | 60.95+1.85 42.37+4.25 28.53+1.96 | 32.79+0.36 47.74+0.75 18.66+1.02
ReNode 66.96+1.33 66.75+1.27 63.90+1.10 | 64.36+0.82 66.08+0.70 55.52+1.67 | 85.53+0.73 81.25+0.71 66.17+1.16
TAM 58.39+1.72 61.11+1.89 53.34+1.76 | 64.69+0.44 64.43+1.99 54.88+1.82 | 81.20+1.80 76.62+0.98 62.7540.72
GraphIFE 83.15+0.18 84.62+0.41 81.48+0.23 | 76.50+0.55 83.251+0.64 70.8610.63 | 88.15+0.76 87.14+0.80 74.43+2.24
Vanilla 43.37+1.51 49.62+0.78 29.58+1.35| 63.46+0.19 46.89+0.11 29.91+0.17 | 43.49+1.04 56.441+0.66 32.04+1.15
Reweight 54314235 56.52+0.95 41.88+1.75 | 61.47+0.62 49.12+1.32 34.27+0.20 | 53.18+1.39 61.52+0.78 40.91+1.43
Upsampling | 56.29+1.16 57.67+1.20 43.97+1.70 | 62.8040.03 52.404+1.90 37.24+2.38 | 51.994£1.99 62.634+0.64 41.62+1.13
EJD GraphSMOTE | 56.68+1.27 56.24+0.54 41.52+1.04 | 61.35+0.45 48.73+1.40 33.19+1.80 | 53.08+1.72 63.64+0.88 40.93+1.19
c</€ GraphENS 81.87+0.38 83.40+0.42 78.64+0.90 | 72.51+0.35 79.16+0.71 65.441+0.72 | 85.61+£0.55 86.53+0.24 75.05+0.74
BAT 45.9942.04 53.04+1.22 35.04+2.15| 63.01+£0.60 46.83+0.29 30.43+0.22 | 63.01+0.60 46.83+0.29 30.431+0.22
GNNCL 39.44:+£0.09 47.10£0.10 28.56+0.78 | 60.10£1.21 44.82:£0.91 26.8340.54 | 39.48+1.23 52.97+0.52 28.06:1.06
ReNode 56.82+0.86 64.254+0.97 49.47+0.64 | 69.70+0.72 74.90+0.13 62.89+0.77 | 79.83+0.24 81.83+£0.19 68.60+0.12
TAM 54.33+0.69 62.02+0.77 46.87+0.72 | 66.18+0.60 66.64+0.63 51.87+0.76 | 82.11+0.51 82.21+0.17 69.90+0.30
GraphIFE 82.02+0.57 85.11+0.65 80.59+0.44 | 73.17+0.46 80.58+0.88 66.85+0.81 | 86.84+0.85 87.19+0.69 75.98+1.32
TABLE 5 conditions, whereas competing methods show statistically

Node classification results (£std) on large-scale naturally
class-imbalanced dataset ogbn-arXiv. OOM indicates Out-Of-Memory.

Method | Val Acc. Test Acc. Test bAcc. Test F1
Reweight 67.49+0.32  66.07+£0.55 53.34+0.30  48.07+0.77
CB Loss 65.75+0.23  64.73+0.86 52.66+0.72  47.24+1.25
Focal Loss 67.36+0.24  65.93+0.58 53.06+0.21  48.89+0.72
ReNode 66.44+0.51 65.91+0.20 53.39+0.40 48.18+0.52
TAM (ReNode) 67.91+0.27  66.63+0.66  53.40+0.24  48.71+0.49
Upsample 70.53+0.08  69.55+0.37 46.82+0.07  45.49+0.20
GraphSmote OOM OOM OOM OOM
GraphENS OOM OOM OOM OOM
GraphIFE | OOM OOM OOM OOM
GraphIFE-Light 71.41+0.35 70.78+0.21 53.06+0.17 51.89+0.46

trated in Fig. 3, we can observe that F1-scores exhibit statisti-
cally significant degradation as p increases. While GraphIFE
does not achieve peak performance initially, it demonstrates
remarkable robustness as p increases. GraphIFE maintains
consistent performance stability under increasing imbalance

significant F1-score degradation. These experimental results
highlight GraphIFE’s robust performance under extreme
class imbalance conditions.

Distance ratio analysis. We experiment to analyze the
influence of the Wasserstein distance to the performance of
the model. The parameter d governs the relative contribu-
tion of the Wasserstein distance between local and global
representations in the environment feature training process.
The experiment is conducted on Photo-ST dataset with GCN
as a backbone by controlling the value of d, systematically
examining the impact of parameter d. As shown in Fig. 4a
and Fig. 4c, with a fixed «, the overall accuracy generally ex-
hibits an upward trend. However, for « € {0.5,0.6,0.7}, the
accuracy first increases, then decreases, and subsequently
rises again. In Fig. 4c, it is evident that larger values of
d lead to better model performance. For instance, when
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(c) Perspective of accuracy

Fig. 4. The experiment results of exploring the combined effects of distance ratio d and regulation ratio o on the performance of GraphlFE. The
experiment is conducted on Photo-ST with GCN as the GNN backbone. Accuracy is utilized as the performance metric. The color denotes the

performance change. The deeper the color, the better the performance.
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Fig. 5. Ablation study of different GraphlFE variants on three datasets.

d > 0.5, the figure displays a deeper color, indicating higher
accuracy.

Regulation ratio analysis. We conducted the experi-
ment to analyze the regularization term’s impact within
the invariant feature extractor. « is the hyperparameter that
controls the proportion of regulation. The experiment is
conducted on the Photo-ST dataset with GCN as a backbone
through controlling the value of o. As shown in Fig. 4b
and Fig. 4c, when d is fixed, the performance does not
exhibit a clear linear trend with increasing o. Instead, the
overall results display a fluctuating pattern, characterized
by an initial increase, followed by a decrease, and then a
subsequent increase.

In summary, as illustrated in Fig. 4c, the closer a region
is to the middle or lower-right side of the figure, the darker
its color becomes, indicating improved performance. This
suggests that combining a larger value of d with a moderate
value of « yields better overall results.

6.5 Ablation Study

This subsection presents an ablation study evaluating the in-
dividual contributions of GraphlIFE’s core components. We
assess model performance across three established bench-
mark datasets (Cora-LT, PubMed-LT, and Citeseer-LT) us-
ing GCN as the backbone and balanced accuracy as the
evaluation metric. GraphlFE is employed as the baseline to

TABLE 6
Classification accuracy for each class on Cora-LT.

Class Co (&1 Cs Cs Cy Cs Cs
Distribution (0.5%) (1.1%) (24%) (54%) (11.6%) (25.0%) (54.0%)
Reweight 329 70.9 75.0 67.5 78.6 93.5 879
PC Softmax 29.7 78.0 70.9 66.2 812 93.8 825
CB Loss 313 74.7 72.8 69.2 819 94.0 834
Focal Loss 299 75.9 722 719 82.6 94.6 832
ReNode 359 73.6 72.8 66.9 83.9 95.1 88.1
Upsample 12.5 58.2 65.1 67.5 76.5 92.4 89.7
GraphSmote 222 66.4 68.9 62.1 79.4 93.4 89.4
GraphENS 37.7 722 732 63.5 74.6 94.7 823
TAM (G-ENS) 326 76.3 68.9 715 74.2 95.1 86.9
GraphIFE 343 79.1 69.9 684 77.8 93.7 81.8

facilitate comparative analysis with the component-ablated
variants. The following variants of GraphIFE are considered:
(1) “w/o repr”: GraphlFE without representation align-
ment during the training of the invariant feature extractor;
(2)”w/o aug”: GraphlFE without data augmentation during
the training of the invariant feature extractor; (3)“w/o reg”:
GraphIFE without regulation during the training of the
invariant feature extractor; and (4)“w/o nld_w”: GraphIFE
without neighbor label distribution weight Wyip in the
neighbor sampling process.

As illustrated in Fig. 5, the experimental results demon-
strate that the complete GraphIFE consistently outperforms
all invariants. The performance declines when eliminate the
specific component of GraphlFE is eliminated. The ablation
study reveals consistent performance degradation when
removing individual components from GraphlFE, which
demonstrates each component’s essential contribution to the
framework’s overall effectiveness. The impact of different
parts on performance varies in different datasets. w/o repr,
w/o aug, and w/o reg obtain a notable decline in per-
formance of the model. Especially without representation
alignment, w/o repr [0.56%, }1.11%, |0.98% in Cora-LT,
PubMed-LT, and Citeseer-LT, respectively, compared with
GraphlIFE. Without data augmentation, w/o aug |1.48% in
PubMed-LT. The impact of Wyrp on performance varies
with different datasets. This is mainly because of the dif-
ferent NLD of different datasets. For example, Wyxip is
essential on Cora-LT, w/o nld_w |3.88% on Cora-LT, while
the performance degradation is relatively small on PubMed-
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LT and Citeseer-LT. In summary, GraphlFE demonstrates
superior performance compared to all variants, while other
variants have achieved varying degrees of performance
degradation.

We further present a case study on per-class accuracy
for baseline methods and GraphlFE with a GCN back-
bone on Cora-LT, as reported in Table 6. The results for
other methods were sourced from a previous study [17].
GraphSmote yields only marginal improvements for mi-
nority classes compared to simple Upsampling, indicating
that synthesizing nodes within minority classes alone is
insufficient to substantially expand the decision boundary.
In contrast, GraphENS achieves relatively high accuracy
for minority classes; however, this improvement comes at
the expense of reduced performance on major classes, sug-
gesting that GraphENS may excessively generate minor-
ity nodes. GraphIFE demonstrates balanced performance
across both minority and major classes, thereby narrowing
the overall accuracy gap. Nonetheless, a performance drop
is observed in classes C'2 and C6.

TABLE 7
Complexity comparison of GraphlFE and different models.

Dataset Vanilla GraphENS GraphIFE
Time Memory Time Memory Time Memory
Cora 00m35s  6.67MB [ 0Im00s  60.14 MB 0Tm 35s  178.34 MB
CiteSeer 00m 36s 1554 MB | 0Ilm 11s  127.84 MB | 01m 35s  327.96 MB
5 PubMed 0Im02s 328 MB | 05m38s 1511.28 MB | 07m 40s  4668.59 MB
O | Photo 0lm 56s 399 MB | 02m24s  251.09 MB 04m 54s  858.26 MB
Computer | 03m33s  4.11MB | 04m 17s  769.77 MB 09m 16s  2004.93 MB
(&) 02m 43s  27.74 MB | 04m 05s 182891 MB | 07m 32s  3404.69 MB
Cora 00m32s  6.68 MB [ 00m55s  60.15 MB 0Im 57s  552.56 MB
CiteSeer 00m 33s 1555MB | 0Im05s  127.85MB | 02m 07s  544.51 MB
2 | PubMed 0Im15s  329MB | 06m 04s 1511.30 MB | 12m 28s  6377.69 MB
O | Photo 02m 16s 400 MB | 02m4ls  251.10 MB 13m 14s  4224.71 MB
Computer | 04m 26s  4.13MB | 05m 15s  769.79 MB 28m 14s  8993.25 MB
cs 03m 01s 2776 MB | 04m 28s 182892 MB | 16m 00s  5590.39 MB
Cora 00m 27s  1326MB [ 00m53s  66.14 MB 0Tm22s  288.08 MB
1 | CiteSeer 00m 38s 31.00MB | 0Im20s 14330 MB | 0lm56s  621.91 MB
O | PubMed 00m 54s 623 MB | 05m23s 1554.23 MB | 07m 15s  4673.54 MB
% Photo 0lm46s 790 MB | 02m26s  255.00 MB 04m 23s  1067.68 MB
Computer | 03m31s 8.11MB | 04m49s  773.77 MB 08m 54s  2486.06 MB
cs 10m 19s 5533 MB | 14m 31s 1857.04 MB | 07m 38s  8719.30 MB

6.6 Complexity Analysis

In this subsection, we analyze the time, peak GPU mem-
ory consumption, and calculate the time complexity of
GraphIFE. We compare the complexity of our method with
Vanilla and GraphENS to explore its efficiency and scalabil-
ity. As shown in Table 7, GraphIFE consumes more time and
memory compared with Vanilla and GraphENS for better
comparison. In terms of the GNN backbone, GCN consumes
the least amount of time and memory. GraphIFE consumes
most memory on PubMed-LT and most time on CS-ST with
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GCN as a backbone, while GAT consumes most resources
because of its calculation of attention. GraphIFE consumes
most time and memory on Computer-ST with GAT as the
backbone.

Finally, we analyze the time complexity of GraphlFE in
the training process. We first denote the number of nodes
and edges in the dataset are n and e. Then, we formally
denote the architectural parameters as follows: (1) Layer
configurations, [, l;r, {gr denote the layers of the GNN
backbone, invariant feature extractor, and environment fea-
ture extractor, respectively; (2) Hidden dimensions: d, d;r,
dgr denote the dimensions of hidden layers in the GNN
backbone, invariant feature extractor, and environment fea-
ture extractor, respectively; (3) Operational frequencies: s
denotes the time of the node synthesis process. a denotes
the time of the gated mixup mechanism.

Using the notation above, we first calculate (i) the time
complexity of the invariant feature extractor, then (ii) the
environment feature extractor, and finally (iii) the complex-
ity of the entire training process. Specifically, to calculate
(i), the time complexity of the invariant feature extractor
training process includes: the calculation of invariant fea-
ture extraction O((dl + drrlir)(n + €)); the calculation of
environment feature extraction O((dgrlgr)(n + €)); the
regulation term O(n); and the calculation of representation
alignment O(nd). Note that the invariant feature extrac-
tor and the environment feature extractor share the same
architecture, then drr = dgr and l;r = lgr. The time
complexity of the invariant feature extractor training pro-
cess is O((n + e)(dl + 2d;rlir) + a + n + s). To calculate
(ii), the complexity of the environment feature extractor
training includes the calculation of environment feature
extraction O((n + e)(dl + dlgr)) and the calculation of
Wasserstein distance O(2nd). Therefore, the time complex-
ity of environment feature extractor training process is
O((n + e)(dl + dgrlgr) + 2nd). Finally, to calculate (iii),
the overall time complexity of the full training process is
O((n+e€)(2dl + 3dprlgr) +2nd +a+n+s).

6.7 Visualization and Limitation

As shown in Fig. 6, this section presents a visualization
of node representations in embedding space using T-SNE.
The visualization depicts the representation of nodes in the
Cora-LT dataset before the final projector layer. We show
the node representations for GraphENS and GraphlFE, re-
spectively. Different colors denote different classes. In Fig.
6a, some confusion is observed in GraphENS classification;
for example, the classification boundaries between classes
pink, blue, brown, and yellow classes are unclear and even
overlap. As shown in Fig. 6b, the boundaries issue has
eased a lot in IFE while still existing, like the pink and
brown overlap in the top right. In this paper, we found that
the quality inconsistency issue exists in graph imbalance
node classification, and proposed GraphlFE to tackle it. Our
experimental results demonstrate that GraphlIFE achieves
effective performance. However, we also acknowledge and
reflect on the limitations of our approach. The primary
limitation is its substantial computational overhead. Due to
the GAN framework, GraphlFE requires training an addi-
tional model for data augmentation to mitigate the topology



imbalance. While GraphlFE achieves better performance
compared with other baselines, it incurs significantly higher
computational costs than the vanilla approach. We expect
to optimize GraphlFE’s computational efficiency while pre-
serving its performance advantage.

7 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we explore the graph imbalance node clas-
sification problem and identify the quality inconsistency
issue, where the feature of synthesized nodes may be out
of distribution during the node synthesis process. To ad-
dress this issue, we propose a GAN-like framework called
GraphlIFE, which leverages an invariant feature generator
to extract the invariant features of both original and syn-
thesized nodes and an environment feature extractor to
obtain environment features for data augmentation while
mitigating topology imbalance. Additionally, GraphIFE em-
ploys a gated mechanism to generate mixed features, en-
hancing the model’s ability to distinguish invariant node
features. Moreover, we proposed two strategies to mitigate
the quality inconsistency issue: (1) representation alignment,
which align the representation of intra-class nodes, partic-
ularly for the minority class; and (2) neighbor label dis-
tribution weighting for neighbor sampling, which ensures
that the neighbors of synthesized nodes better conform to
the distribution of the original dataset. GraphIFE demon-
strates its superior performance on the citation network,
co-purchasing, and collaboration datasets. For future work,
we aim to further optimize GraphlFE to reduce compu-
tational overhead while maintaining strong performance.
A key limitation is that GraphIFE can encounter out-of-
memory (OOM) issues when applied to large-scale graphs,
largely due to the high cost of neighbor sampling, which
is the most time-consuming stage. Therefore, improving the
efficiency of neighbor sampling strategies is an important
direction. Moreover, we expect GraphlFE to generalize to
other quantity-based heterogeneous information network
that exhibit imbalanced node types.
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