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Abstract

Link prediction is a crucial task in graph machine learning with diverse applications.
We explore the interplay between node attributes and graph topology and demon-
strate that incorporating pre-trained node attributes improves the generalization
power of link prediction models. Our proposed method, UPNA (Unsupervised
Pre-training of Node Attributes), solves the inductive link prediction problem by
learning a function that takes a pair of node attributes and predicts the probability
of an edge, as opposed to Graph Neural Networks (GNN), which can be prone to
topological shortcuts in graphs with power-law degree distribution. In this manner,
UPNA learns a significant part of the latent graph generation mechanism since
the learned function can be used to add incoming nodes to a growing graph. By
leveraging pre-trained node attributes, we overcome observational bias and make
meaningful predictions about unobserved nodes, surpassing state-of-the-art perfor-
mance (3× to 34× improvement on benchmark datasets). UPNA can be applied to
various pairwise learning tasks and integrated with existing link prediction models
to enhance their generalizability and bolster graph generative models.

1 Introduction

Graph datasets are prevalent in various domains, such as friendship networks (Ball and Newman,
2013), collaboration networks (Wang et al., 2020), protein interaction networks (Qi et al., 2006),
power grids (Pagani and Aiello, 2011), and transportation networks (Lordan and Sallan, 2020). These
real-world graphs are often sparse and partially observed, making link prediction for unobserved
links an important problem (Liben-Nowell and Kleinberg, 2007). Link prediction appears in many
applications from predicting protein interactions (Kovács et al., 2019), to exploring drug responses
(Stanfield et al., 2017), to recommending products (Lakshmi and Bhavani, 2021), to completing
knowledge graphs (Nickel et al., 2016), and suggesting friends in social networks (Adamic and Adar,
2003).

Link prediction has been extensively studied, resulting in various methods including similarity-based
indices, probabilistic approaches, and dimensionality reduction techniques (Kumar et al., 2020). For
link prediction, latent representations such as Node2Vec (Grover and Leskovec, 2016) are commonly
employed, capturing graph topology in low-dimensional feature vectors (Cao et al., 2015; Perozzi
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et al., 2014; Tang et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2016). Recent research highlights the significance of both
graph topology and node attributes in link prediction (Ai et al., 2022).

Most existing link prediction approaches and benchmarks focus on transductive scenarios, where the
train and test graphs share the same set of nodes (Wang et al., 2019a; Dwivedi et al., 2020; Hu et al.,
2020). However, transductive link prediction is primarily driven by the training graph’s topology
and biased by the observed graph’s degree distribution (Bonner et al., 2022; Chatterjee et al., 2023).
Similar observations have been made in node classification tasks, where label propagation often
achieves comparable or superior performance compared to deep models (Huang et al., 2020b). Real-
world applications often require semi-inductive and inductive link predictions on newly observed
nodes, necessitating learning from node attributes independently of the graph topology. Existing
models like GraIL (Teru et al., 2019) encode neighborhood information. These methods cannot
deal with isolated nodes. To make accurate predictions in semi-inductive and inductive scenarios,
a latent graph generation model without observational bias is crucial. These scenarios resemble
the cold-start problem in recommendation systems, where suggesting a new product to an existing
user resembles a semi-inductive setting, and predicting links with both unseen nodes resembles an
inductive setting (Maksimov et al., 2020; Chatterjee et al., 2023; Menichetti, 2022). Inductive link
prediction in knowledge graphs has gained significant attention recently (Galkin et al., 2022).

Temporal networks necessitate a broader understanding of dynamic complex systems, surpassing
the limitations of static graphs (Holme and Saramäki, 2012). Analyzing networks in a static manner
can yield misleading insights into spreading processes and community structures (Scholtes et al.,
2016). To comprehend the intricate dynamics of processes on networks, it is essential to uncover
the evolution mechanism of temporal graphs. In discrete-time systems, newly arrived nodes connect
to the previous temporal snapshot of the graph, creating semi-inductive or inductive link prediction
scenarios (Holme and Saramäki, 2012; Scholtes et al., 2016).

Identifying useful node attributes is crucial for enhancing node classification, link prediction, graph
data augmentation, and graph generative models (Jin et al., 2020; Simonovsky and Komodakis, 2018;
Shi et al., 2020). Deep adversarial learning and variational auto-encoder-based approaches have been
proposed to leverage real-world attributes for improving these tasks (Chen et al., 2019). However,
there is a lack of understanding regarding the interplay between graph topology and node attributes
and the need for a formal quantification of attribute quality to effectively enhance and generalize
these downstream tasks.

Contributions: (1) We address the issue of observational bias and poor performance on low-degree
and unobserved nodes in transductive link prediction, highlighting the influence of topological
shortcuts. (2) We emphasize the significance of learning the latent graph generation mechanism from
node attributes to achieve accurate predictions for newly arrived isolated nodes. (3) We quantify the
generalization power of link prediction models by assessing their inductive test performance and
establishing the relationship with node attribute information. (4) We propose UPNA (Unsupervised
Pre-training of Node Attributes), a method that improves link prediction generalizability by training
on large corpora independent of the training graph. We validate our approach on both static and
time-evolving graphs.

2 Problem Formulation

2.1 Static Graphs

Consider a graph instance G = (V,E,X), where V represents the set of vertices (or nodes), E
represents the set of edges (or links), and the node attributes are captured in the matrix X . We
focus on undirected unipartite graphs, although this formulation can be extended to encompass
directed, bipartite, and multilayered graphs as well. For instance, G could represent a protein-protein
interaction network, where nodes correspond to proteins, links represent interactions between proteins,
and node attributes are molecular structure embeddings obtained using ProtVec (Asgari and Mofrad,
2015).

We construct a link prediction model w using supervised learning on the set of links E. The edge set
is partitioned into observed and unobserved edges during training as E = Eo ∪ Eu. Our goal is to
learn a function that maps the observed nodes and node attributes (Vo, Xo) to the observed edges
Eo, with the hope that it will generalize to the unobserved edges Eu. We also define three types
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of link prediction scenarios based on the observed and unobserved nodes, denoted as Vo and Vu,
respectively:

• Transductive: Predicting (a, b) ∈ Eu, where a, b ∈ Vo,

• Semi-inductive: Predicting (a, b) ∈ Eu, where a ∈ Vo and b ∈ Vu or vice-versa,

• Inductive: Predicting (a, b) ∈ Eu, where a, b ∈ Vu.

In this work, we explore the semi-inductive and inductive link prediction scenarios. The link
prediction model takes input {Vo, Xo, Eo}, and makes predictions on Eu induced by Vu.

Seen during training

Unseen during training

Train Graph Transductive Test Semi-inductive Test Inductive Test

Training Edge

Test Edge
Seen during training

Unseen during training

Training Edge

Semi-Inductive Test Edge

Inductive Test Edge

Train Graph

Gtj Gtj+1

Test Graph(a) (b)

Figure 1: (a) Transductive, semi-inductive, and inductive link prediction tasks in static graphs. (b)
Semi-inductive and inductive link prediction tasks in discrete temporal graphs.

2.2 Temporal Graphs

We consider discrete-time temporal graphs (Holme and Saramäki, 2012), where the graph instances
are captured at intervals of ∆t, with time stamps t0, t1 = t0 +∆t, ..., tn = t0 + (n− 1)∆t.

The temporal graph instances of the evolving network are denoted as Gt0 = (Vt0 , Et0 , Xt0), Gt1 =
(Vt1 , Et1 , Xt1), ..., Gtn = (Vtn , Etn , Xtn), corresponding to time stamps t0, t1, ..., tn, respectively.
We define the unobserved node set from time tj to tj+1 as Vu = Vtj+1

\Vtj , and the unobserved edge
set as Eu = Etj+1

\Etj . In this setting, the link prediction model takes input Gtj = (Vtj , Etj , Xtj )
and makes predictions on Eu induced by Vu.

3 Topological Shortcuts

The influence of observation bias on link prediction in static graphs is significant. We demonstrate
that state-of-the-art models heavily rely on graph topology, which can be replicated by simpler non-
machine learning algorithms. Our experiments on Open Graph Benchmark (OGB) datasets (Hu et al.,
2020) reveal that top deep models’ performance on the ogbl-ddi link prediction benchmark (drug-drug
interaction network) can be matched by traditional configuration models (such as the traditional
configuration model (Barabási, 2016) and unipartite duplex configuration model (Menichetti et al.,
2014)). These simpler models ignore node attributes and rely solely on the degree sequence of the
training graph, indicating a dependence on topological shortcuts while disregarding node attributes.
However, such reliance on graph topology hinders generalization to unseen nodes in semi-inductive
and inductive tests. Chatterjee et al. (Chatterjee et al., 2023) demonstrated that even a duplex
bipartite configuration model, using only degree sequences of proteins and ligands in the training
drug-target interaction network, achieves comparable test performance in predicting transductive
protein-ligand interactions compared to state-of-the-art deep neural networks (Huang et al., 2020a,c).
Similar observations have been made for block-approximated exponential random graph models
(Adriaens et al., 2020; Mara et al., 2022) and simple link prediction heuristics (Mara et al., 2020;
Ferrari Dacrema et al., 2019).

Table 1 compares the performance of traditional and duplex configuration models with three top-
performing models: Adaptive Graph Diffusion Networks (AGDN, (Sun et al., 2020)), Path-aware
Siamese Graph Neural Network (PSG, (Lv et al., 2022)), and Pairwise Learning for Neural Link Pre-
diction (PLNLP, (Wang et al., 2021)) in the transductive setting using the OGB-provided benchmark
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train-validation-tests split. Notably, the configuration models outperform the state-of-the-art neural
network models. A recent work (Stolman et al., 2022) demonstrates that classic graph structural
features outperform graph embedding-based methods in community labeling, specifically in terms
of Hits@Top K. Similar observations regarding topological shortcuts are made in the Deep Graph
Library (DGL) benchmark (Wang et al., 2019b) as well (here). These shortcuts also manifest in other
performance metrics such as AUROC and AUPRC (Chatterjee et al., 2023).

Table 1: The traditional and duplex configuration models outperform state-of-the-art neural network
models in Hits@Top K on the ogbl-ddi dataset, using K=20 as recommended by the OGB benchmark.

Model Hits@Top K(%)
Traditional Configuration Model 0.99± 0.00
Duplex Configuration Model 0.99± 0.00
AGDN 0.95± 0.01
PSG 0.93± 0.01
PLNLP 0.91± 0.03

3.1 Degree Bias in Topological Shortcuts

The presence of high-degree nodes (hubs) (Barabási and Alber, 1999) in power-law degree distri-
butions creates a topological shortcut that influences link prediction performance. Link prediction
models primarily learn from the degree information of hubs, resulting in accurate predictions for
hub-related links and excellent overall test performance. However, this leads to poor performance
for low-degree nodes, as shown in Figure 2 for the ogbl-ddi dataset using a multi-layer perceptron
(MLP) model (Check here for model description and reproducibility). In semi-inductive and inductive
settings, where there is limited topological information, relying solely on topological shortcuts fails to
make predictions for newly arrived nodes. Therefore, inductive tests unveil the true power of machine
learning in link prediction, and understanding the latent graph generation mechanism becomes crucial
in these scenarios, motivating the focus of this work.
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Figure 2: The transductive test performance on the ogbl-ddi dataset varies across degree bins. Low-
degree nodes, which have less influence on topological shortcuts, exhibit poorer test performance
compared to high-degree nodes (hubs).

4 State-of-the-art Models in Inductive Link Prediction

We investigate semi-inductive and inductive link prediction settings after addressing the limitations
of transductive tests. We propose methods for inductive tests on the OGB link prediction benchmark
datasets by using a random node split (Teru et al., 2019). In this train-test-validation split method, we
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randomly split the nodes of the original graph V into three groups (Vtrain, Vvalidation, and Vtest) at
an 80:10:10 ratio. Then, we obtain the subgraphs Gtrain, Gvalidation, and Gtest corresponding to
Vtrain, Vvalidation, and Vtest, respectively.

Our findings reveal that state-of-the-art link prediction models perform poorly in inductive tests,
achieving lower performances than a simple MLP trained on the node attributes. The non-overlapping
topological information between the train and test graphs in the inductive setting necessitates models
to rely solely on node attributes to make accurate link predictions for unseen nodes during training.

4.1 State-of-the-art Link Prediction Models Fail in Inductive Tests

We evaluate the importance of node attributes in inductive link prediction using OGB-defined MLPs
(here). These MLPs take concatenated attributes of the two nodes at the end of each edge as input. We
compare their performance with the state-of-the-art model PLNLP (Wang et al., 2021) on the OGB
link prediction leaderboard. In the case of ogbl-ppa, we use 58-dimensional one-hot feature vectors
representing the associated species with proteins. For ogbl-collab, we use 128-dimensional features
obtained by averaging word embeddings of authors’ published papers. For ogbl-ddi, we utilize 300-
dimensional Mol2vec (Jaeger et al., 2018) embeddings of drug structures. Our findings, summarized
in Table 2, demonstrate that the inductive performance of PLNLP is significantly lower compared to
its transductive performance, while the MLP performs better in the inductive test scenario.

Table 2: PLNLP performs worse in inductive tests compared to its transductive performance and is
outperformed by an MLP trained solely on node attributes. Hits@Top K is evaluated with default
values: K=100 for ogbl-ppa, K=50 for ogbl-collab, and K=20 for ogbl-ddi. We conduct a 5-fold
cross-validation for each dataset.

Dataset PLNLP in Transductive Test PLNLP in Inductive Test MLP on node attributes
Hits@Top K(%) Hits@Top K(%) Hits@Top K(%)

ogbl-ppa 32.38± 2.58 0.09± 0.03 0.39± 0.03
ogbl-collab 70.59± 0.29 11.56± 0.93 36.44± 3.11
ogbl-ddi 90.88± 3.13 0.01± 0.02 0.39± 0.02

5 Theoretical Background

In this section, we delve into the theoretical foundations of our proposed node attribute engineering
approach, aiming to enhance the performance of semi-inductive and inductive link prediction. Build-
ing upon the established framework of statistical learning theory (Shalev-Shwartz and Ben-David,
2014; Xu and Raginsky, 2017), we formalize the performance of semi-inductive and inductive link
prediction as the measure of generalization power exhibited by a link prediction model. To this end,
we define the instance space, denoted as E, which represents the set of edges, and the hypothesis
space, denoted as W , which encompasses the link prediction hypotheses. The loss function, denoted
as l : W × E −→ R+, is a non-negative function that quantifies the discrepancy between the pre-
dicted and true edges. Given an input of n edges, represented as the n-tuple E = (e1, ..., en), which
are assumed to follow an unknown distribution with mean µ characterizing the underlying graph
generation process, we can express the population risk (i.e., the expected loss) of a link prediction
hypothesis w ∈ W as follows:

Lµ(w) ≜ E[l(w,E)] =

∫
E

l(w, e)µ(de) (1)

The parameter µ in the aforementioned formulation is closely associated with the underlying graph
generation process. In the context of inductive link prediction, the generalization error quantifies the
capability of the link prediction algorithm to capture and learn the graph generation mechanism based
on the finite set of observed edges E. Specifically, the generalization error on µ can be assessed
by examining the discrepancy between Lµ(w) and LE(w). Considering the expected value of this
generalization error, we obtain the following expression:
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gen(µ, Pw|E) ≜ E[Lµ(w)− LE(w)], (2)

which measures the gap between learning the latent generation mechanism and learning from the
finite set of observed edges.

E[Lµ(w)] = E[LE(w)) + gen(µ, Pw|E ] (3)

Theorem 1: If L(w) is σ-subgaussian under PE,w = µ
⊗

n
⊗

Pw|E , where
⊗

represents the product
of two marginal distributions, then

|E[Lµ(w)]−E[LE(w)]| ≤
√

2σ2I(E;w)

where I(E;w) quantifies the information shared between the edges and the information learned by
the link prediction model.

Proof: Please refer to Appendix B.

Rewriting the above inequality in terms of the generalization error of the link prediction models, we
get:

|gen(µ, Pw|E)| ≤
√
2σ2I(E;w) (4)

The mutual information I(E;w) quantifies the shared information between the link prediction
hypothesis and the training data. Specifically, the link prediction hypothesis w consists of two distinct
components: wt, which utilizes the graph topology, and wa, associated with the node attributes.
Consequently, we can partition the mutual information in the following manner:

I(E;w) = I(E;wt, wa) = I(wt, wa)− I(wt, wa|E) (5)

To minimize the generalization error of the link prediction model, we aim to minimize the mutual
information I(wt, wa) between node attributes and graph topology, independent of the training
dataset E. This requires leveraging node attributes to improve semi-inductive and inductive link
prediction performance. Unsupervised pre-training using unlabeled data has been shown to enhance
generalization when labeled data is limited (Blum and Mitchell, 1998). Similarly, pre-training node
attributes on a large corpus improves the generalizability of link prediction models on unseen nodes.
This pre-training enables models to converge faster and achieve better generalization (Erhan et al.,
2010).

We measure information in different node attributes using unsupervised clustering and Davies-Bouldin
score (Davies and Bouldin, 1979) to identify attributes suitable for inductive link prediction. Adjusted
mutual information is used to quantify shared information between graph topology and node attributes,
validating the theoretical background developed in Section 5.

6 Experiments

6.1 Methodology

Real-world graphs often exhibit community structures, representing groups with shared characteristics
or functions. Social networks have communities based on interest groups, while protein-protein
interaction networks organize proteins into communities based on their metabolic functions (Radicchi
et al., 2004). Traditional community detection algorithms can identify communities formed by locally
dense subgraphs (Girvan and Newman, 2002; Rosvall et al., 2009). Additionally, unsupervised
clustering on node attributes aids in detecting communities beyond the graph’s topology (Yang et al.,
2013).

UPNA utilizes k-means clustering (MacQueen, 1967) on node attributes to create unsupervised
clusters. The quality of the clusters is evaluated using the Davies-Bouldin score (Davies and Bouldin,
1979), where lower scores indicate higher information content in the node attributes. Adjusted mutual
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information (AMI) (Vinh et al., 2010) is measured between pre-trained attribute-based clusters and
Node2Vec-based clusters to quantify I(wt, wa) (Section 5). Low AMI values indicate that the node
attributes contain distinct information from the graph topology, making them suitable for inductive
prediction. The UPNA methodology is illustrated in Figure 3.

We evaluate the quality of unsupervised node clusters using different node features: (a) Node2Vec
encodes graph topology, (b) Pre-trained node attributes independent of the graph topology, (c)
Randomly shuffled pre-trained node attributes for each node, and (d) Pre-trained node attributes
replaced with random entries from a uniform distribution. Random and shuffled attribute versions
provide insights into the relationship between attribute information and inductive link prediction
performance.

Different

Node 

Attributes

Unsupervised 

Node 

Clustering

Davies-

Bouldin 

Score

Adjusted 

Mutual 

Information
Node2vec

AMI << 1

Lowest DB 

Score

Node attributes suitable for:

(i) Link prediction in static graphs 

for never-before-seen nodes 

(e.g., cold start in recommender 

systems)

(ii) Link prediction in temporal 

graphs for newly arrived nodes 

(iii) Node attributes for graph 

generative models

Applications of UPNA

Figure 3: UPNA methodology selects node attributes essential for various downstream applications
by capturing the graph generation mechanism.

6.2 Observations on Inductive Link Prediction

We apply the UPNA methodology to multiple link prediction benchmark datasets and compare it
with state-of-the-art models in inductive link prediction.

6.2.1 Static Graphs

We train the node attributes of the OGB graphs in an unsupervised manner. For ogbl-ppa, we use
100-dimensional ProtVec vectors (Asgari and Mofrad, 2015) trained on 546,790 amino acid sequences
from the Swiss-Prot database (Bairoch, 1996). For ogbl-collab, we use 128-dimensional Word2Vec
embeddings trained on approximately 6 billion tokens from Google news articles (Mikolov et al.,
2013). For ogbl-ddi, we use the pre-trained 300-dimensional Mol2vec embeddings (Jaeger et al.,
2018) trained on a corpus of 19.9 million chemicals from ZINC (Irwin et al., 2012) and ChEMBL
(Gaulton et al., 2011) libraries.

Comparing the Davies-Bouldin scores for different node attributes reveals that pre-trained node
attributes achieve the lowest score, indicating more meaningful node clustering (see Figure 4). This
suggests that pre-trained node attributes contain valuable information beyond the graph topology,
making them suitable for inductive tests. Additionally, Table 3 shows low adjusted mutual information
(AMI) between the pre-trained node attributes and Node2Vec, indicating limited shared information
with the graph topology and low I(wt, wa). This confirms that pre-trained node attributes capture
minimal topological information from the training graph, enhancing the generalization power of link
prediction models (Eq. 4).

Using the aforementioned node features, we perform inductive link prediction on the OGB benchmark
using the provided MLP architectures (here). Figure 5 demonstrates that the pre-trained node
attributes, which exhibit the lowest Davies-Bouldin scores and yield the best unsupervised node
clustering, achieve superior performance in inductive link prediction.

6.3 Temporal Graphs

We evaluate UNAP on temporal networks for link prediction on newly arrived nodes (see Subsection
2.2.2). We utilize the reddit hyperlink network dataset (Kumar et al., 2018), which spans 3 years
(2014-2017) and consists of subreddit communities. The pre-trained node attributes are generated

7

https://github.com/ChatterjeeAyan/UPNA


D
av

ie
s-

B
o
u
ld

in
 s

co
re

ogbl-ppa

k
-M

ea
n
s 

w
it

h
 k

=
5

ogbl-collab ogbl-ddi

0

2

4

6

8

Node2vec Random Shuffled UPNA Node2vec Random Shuffled UPNA Node2vec Random Shuffled UPNA

10

8

6

4

2

0

10

8

6

4

2

0

10

12

Figure 4: Comparing the unsupervised clusters using Davies-Bouldin score on OGB link prediction
benchmarks, the pre-trained node attributes consistently yield the lowest score. This indicates their
suitability for inductive link prediction tasks across different graph datasets. The K-means algorithm
with K=5 is employed, and similar observations hold for different K values.

Table 3: We compare the adjusted mutual information between the unsupervised clusters obtained
using only Node2vec and the pre-trained node attributes. Node2vec uses the graph topology to create
the node clusters. Low AMI values (≪ 1) indicate that the pre-trained attributes share minimal
information with the graph topology.

Dataset I(wt, wa)

ogbl-ppa 0.17
ogbl-collab 0.08
ogbl-ddi 0.22

from post content using GloVe word embeddings trained on 840B words (Pennington et al., 2014).
For prediction, we employ a 3-layer MLP decoder with hidden layer sizes of 100, a learning rate of
0.001, 200 epochs, ReLU activation, and ADAM solver. The pre-trained node attributes with the
lowest Davies-Bouldin score outperform others in predicting links for newly arrived nodes across
different years. We also compare UNAP with DyHATR (Xue et al., 2020), a state-of-the-art temporal
link prediction model, in inductive link prediction. Table 4 summarizes these findings.

Table 4: We evaluate link prediction performance on newly arrived nodes across various temporal
instances of the subreddit network. The performance is correlated with the Davies-Bouldin scores
(DB) of node attributes (with K-means clustering, K = 5). Lower scores indicate more informative
attributes and higher prediction performance. Pre-trained node attributes yield the best performance.

Attributes 2014-2015 2016-2017 2017-2018
DB AUROC AUPRC DB AUROC AUPRC DB AUROC AUPRC

UPNA 2.9 0.70 0.66 0.2 0.63 0.60 2.8 0.69 0.65
Shuffled 20.5 0.66 0.62 15.04 0.59 0.55 16.9 0.60 0.56
Random 21.9 0.5 0.5 22.3 0.5 0.5 21.3 0.51 0.51
DyHATR - 0.45 0.25 - 0.45 0.48 - 0.46 0.28

7 Related work

Machine Learning models in link prediction utilize both graph topology and node attributes (Ai et al.,
2022). In transductive tests, GraphSAGE (Hamilton et al., 2017) and similar methods perform well
when train and test graphs have similar topologies and neighborhood information is known for newly
arrived nodes. Random edge splits create similar topologies between train and test graphs, making
basic topological features (e.g., degree, centrality) adequate for link prediction (Ghasemian et al.,
2020).
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Figure 5: We compare AUROC, AUPRC and Hits@Top K performances for different node attributes
in inductive tests. The pre-trained node attributes show the highest performance in all of the OGB
link prediction datasets.

Joachims (Joachims, 1999) first highlighted the difficulty of inductive tests in various machine
learning domains, including graph-based link prediction. Planetoid (Yang et al., 2016), GraIL (Teru
et al., 2019), and GraphSAGE (Hamilton et al., 2017) are notable methods for inductive link prediction
that rely on neighborhood link information and exploit topological shortcuts. DEAL (Hao et al.,
2021) combines topological information and node attributes for link prediction in both transductive
and inductive settings. SEG (Ai et al., 2022) employs a one-layer GCN for topology encoding and an
MLP on node attributes, improving transductive performance. Recent challenges like ILPC (Galkin
et al., 2022) have spurred the development of state-of-the-art inductive models, such as CascadER
(Safavi et al., 2022) and Inductive NodePiece (Galkin et al., 2021).

Node attributes play a crucial role in graph stream problems, dynamic network research (Jiang
et al., 2015; Li et al., 2018), and cold-start scenarios (Gantner et al., 2010; Li et al., 2021). While
pre-training has been used in dynamic network research (Shao et al., 2022) and cold-start problems
(Liu et al., 2023; Hao et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2022), it has primarily focused on training GNN model
parameters rather than node attributes. Our method, UPNA, introduces pre-training for node attributes
using large corpora, enabling generalizable embeddings. By integrating UPNA into existing models
for link prediction in dynamic networks and cold-start problems, we enhance their generalizability.

8 Conclusion and Future Work

Our work derives motivation from the tendency of link prediction models to harness the train
graph’s topology, yielding outstanding performance in transductive tests. We have underscored the
significance of inductive link prediction, devising a prediction framework for both static and temporal
graphs. We have observed a notable decline in the performance of state-of-the-art link prediction
models when confronted with the challenges of inductive tests. Astonishingly, their performance
often pales in comparison to that of a simple MLP operating solely on the node attributes.

To provide a theoretical underpinning for inductive link prediction, we have delved into the intrinsic
relationship between the shared information of node attributes and the graph topology. Addition-
ally, we have crafted a method to quantify the quality of node attributes and conducted empirical
experiments that demonstrate the exceptional suitability of pre-trained node attributes in enhancing
generalizability for link prediction and capturing the intricate nuances of graph generation.

Moving forward, UPNA can be extended by integrating pre-trained node attributes into multiple
state-of-the-art link prediction models, aiming to achieve improved overall performance in link
prediction. Moreover, we intend to incorporate the Davies-Bouldin score of node attributes into the
pre-training objective function, facilitating the attainment of optimal pre-training outcomes. Lastly,
delving into the impact of the training corpus size for pre-trained node attributes on inductive link
prediction performance will further enrich our understanding of the hypotheses put forth by Erhan et
al. regarding unsupervised pre-training (Erhan et al., 2010).
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In summary, UPNA stands as a powerful tool capable of selecting the most fitting node attributes to
enhance the generalizability of link prediction models for newly arrived nodes, while concurrently
elevating the capabilities of graph generative models.

Our software and information about the data used in the experiments are at https://github.com/
ChatterjeeAyan/UPNA.
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Appendix

A Topological Sense Features

Table 5: In the context of ogbl-ddi, we examine the factors that significantly impact the test perfor-
mance of link prediction. Our findings reveal that the node degree (represented by k) and the triangle
count (∆) for each node emerge as the most influential contributors. Additionally, we consider
the local clustering coefficient (CC) and the betweenness centrality (CB) as higher-order network
properties. To conduct our analysis, we utilize the established benchmark train-validation-test split
from OGB, ensuring a standardized evaluation setup.

Features AUROC AUPRC
k+CC+∆+CB 1.0 0.99
CC+∆+CB 0.98 0.98
CC+CB 0.57 0.62

B Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Using Corollary 4.15 in (Boucheron et al., 2013) for the duality of the entropy of general
random variables, we can write the following measure-theoretic bounds:
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I(E;w) = sup{
∫
µ

L(w)dµ− log

∫
E

exp(L(w))de} (6)

Now, replacing the integrals with expectations and replacing the supremum with ≥, we get:

I(E;w) ≥ E[λLµ(w)]− logE[eλLE(w)] ≥ λ(E[Lµ(w))]−E[LE(w)])−
λ2σ2

2
, (7)

where λ ∈ R and the second step is derived from the subgaussian nature of L(w) (see Appendix D
for the empirical validation of the subgaussain nature of the loss function in link prediction):

logE[eλ(LE(w)−E[LE(w)]] ≤ λ2σ2

2
,∀λ ∈ R (8)

The inequality in Equation 7 generates a non-negative parabola in λ, which has a non-positive
discriminant. Thus, we get:

|E[Lµ(w)]−E[LE(w)]| ≤
√

2σ2I(E;w) (9)

C Random Node Split on OGB for Inductive Tests

Our investigation reveals a notable discrepancy between the random node split and random edge split
methods in terms of the number of lost edges. Specifically, the random node split approach exhibits
considerably fewer lost edges. Leveraging this insight, we adopt the random node split method to
construct inductive tests for the OGB link prediction datasets. To provide a comprehensive overview,
we present the statistics regarding the number of nodes in Table 6 and the number of edges in Table
7 for each of the undirected link prediction datasets. These tables offer valuable insights into the
dataset characteristics and facilitate a thorough understanding of the experimental setup.

Table 6: Number of nodes in different OGB datasets for inductive tests.

Dataset Train Nodes Validation Nodes Test Nodes
ogbl-ppa 461,031 57,629 57,629
ogbl-collab 188,694 23,587 23,587
ogbl-ddi 3,413 427 427

Table 7: Edges in OGB link prediction datasets for inductive tests.

Dataset Train Edges Validation Edges Test Edges Edges lost
ogbl-ppa 19,460,915 296,195 303,563 10,265,600
ogbl-collab 821,974 12,739 12,826 437,926
ogbl-ddi 864,478 13,869 11,433 445,109

D Subgaussian nature of the loss function in link prediction

We delve into an empirical investigation of the subgaussian nature exhibited by the loss function
employed in the link prediction model on the subreddit network. The subgaussianity of the loss
function leads to the formulation of Eq. 7, which, in turn, enables the derivation of the parabolic
form depicted in Eq. 8. Our analysis, as showcased in Figure 6, demonstrates that the loss function
during the training phase of the link prediction model decays at a more rapid pace than the Gaussian
tail characterized by L = Ae−σx2

, where we determine A = 0.78 and σ = 0.001 through an
exponential fit. Consequently, we can ascertain that the loss function exhibits a subgaussian nature
with a parameter of σ = 0.001.
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Figure 6: The loss function in link prediction decays faster than a Gaussian tail, creating a subgaussian
behavior.
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