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ABSTRACT

Foundation models like ChatGPT and GPT-4 have revolutionized
artificial intelligence, exhibiting remarkable abilities to generalize
across a wide array of tasks and applications beyond their initial
training objectives. However, graph learning has predominantly fo-
cused on single-graph models, tailored to specific tasks or datasets,
lacking the ability to transfer learned knowledge to different do-
mains. This limitation stems from the inherent complexity and
diversity of graph structures, along with the different feature and
label spaces specific to graph data. In this paper, we recognize
text as an effective unifying medium and employ Text-Attributed
Graphs (TAGs) to leverage this potential. We present our UniGraph!
framework, designed to learn a foundation model for TAGs, which
is capable of generalizing to unseen graphs and tasks across di-
verse domains. Unlike single-graph models that use pre-computed
node features of varying dimensions as input, our approach lever-
ages textual features for unifying node representations, even for
graphs such as molecular graphs that do not naturally have textual
features. We propose a novel cascaded architecture of Language
Models (LMs) and Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) as backbone
networks. Additionally, we propose the first pre-training algorithm
specifically designed for large-scale self-supervised learning on
TAGs, based on Masked Graph Modeling. We introduce graph in-
struction tuning using Large Language Models (LLMs) to enable
zero-shot prediction ability. Our comprehensive experiments across
various graph learning tasks and domains demonstrate the model’s
effectiveness in self-supervised representation learning on unseen
graphs, few-shot in-context transfer, and zero-shot transfer, even
surpassing or matching the performance of GNNs that have under-
gone supervised training on target datasets.

!The code is available at https://github.com/yf-he/UniGraph
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1 INTRODUCTION

Foundation models in artificial intelligence are large-scale pre-
trained models that provide a versatile base, enabling a wide range
of applications and tasks [2]. However, in the graph learning com-
munity, the long-standing practice is to train a model specific to
one graph at a time [27], which we call a single-graph model. These
models often can only handle one or a few tasks and lack the ability
to transfer to other graphs. Also, single-graph models typically
require a substantial amount of labeled data for each specific task,
which can be a significant limitation in data-scarce scenarios.

Challenges in building a graph foundation model. The success
of language and vision foundation models is built upon invariances
across their respective application domains, such as a unified vo-
cabulary or raw pixels. The major challenge in learning a graph
foundation model is the diversity of graph domains and, further-
more, how to learn the invariances across different domains. Firstly,
graphs from different domains have distinct feature spaces and
label spaces. In NLP, texts from different domains, despite having
vastly different semantics, can still be encoded using the same dic-
tionary, thereby generating transferable representations. However,
for graphs from different domains, their nodes and edges have dif-
ferent types and semantics, leading to incompatibility between their
features, making it very difficult to unify model inputs. Further-
more, graph models like GNNSs [27], use a static softmax classifier
for prediction, lacking the capability for zero-shot prediction on
unseen classes in different label spaces.

Secondly, as a universal data structure applied across various do-
mains, graphs exhibit significant structural differences. Citation net-
works are directed and often acyclic, with nodes representing schol-
arly articles and edges representing citations. In contrast, knowl-
edge graphs are more complex, with nodes representing entities
and diverse edges representing relations, often forming intricate
patterns like cycles and cliques. It is challenging for graph models
to transfer learned structural knowledge across different domains.

Presented work. Motivated by these challenges, in this work, we
propose the UniGraph framework to design and train a foundation
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model capable of generalizing to a variety of tasks on unseen graphs
across diverse domains.

To align the feature spaces of different graphs, we use text as a
unifying medium. Many graphs in the real world contain textual
features, such as citation networks and Wikipedia networks, and
are known as Text-Attributed Graphs (TAGs). Compared to pre-
processed vector features, textual features provide a consistent
representation across different domains, which is beneficial for the
transferability of the model. In addition to natural TAGs, we also
explore using text to represent features of non-natural TAGs, such
as molecular graphs, making it possible for the model to generalize
to a broader range of domains.

To learn transferable invariances across different graphs and
tasks, we design a universal template to unify different tasks by
contextualizing the nodes/edges/graphs on which we make predic-
tions. Some perspectives suggest that representative local graph
structural patterns are universal and transferable across different
graphs [38]. For node/edge-level tasks on large-scale graphs, we
adopt the Personalized PageRank (PPR) algorithm to sample sub-
graphs, thereby mitigating differences in graph structures across
different domains, while also making the model scalable.

We propose a cascaded architecture of LMs and GNNs and new
pre-training objectives based on Masked Graph Modeling (MGM),
specifically tailored for self-supervised learning on TAGs at scale.
To further endow our model with zero-shot capabilities, we con-
catenate pre-trained graph embeddings with natural language in-
structions and perform instruction tuning on LLMs, allowing us to
unify the label spaces of graphs from different domains through
natural language in a generative manner.

To summarize, our work makes the following contributions:

o We identify the challenges in developing a cross-domain graph
foundation model and present the use of TAGs to unify graphs
from diverse domains. We propose a foundation model for TAGs,
named UniGraph, which incorporates a novel cascaded LM and
GNN backbone. Additionally, we propose the first pre-training
algorithm specifically designed for large-scale self-supervised
learning on TAGs.

e We explore the use of graph instruction tuning to leverage the
powerful generalization capabilities of LLMs for making zero-
shot predictions on graph learning tasks.

e We conduct experiments on node/edge/graph-level tasks across
11 different graph datasets from 5 distinct domains, with the
largest graph comprising 111 million nodes. In cross-domain set-
tings, UniGraph outperforms not just other cross-domain meth-
ods, but also supervised methods trained on the target dataset.

2 RELATED WORK

Cross-graph learning. For graph transfer learning within the
same domain, the most successful are pre-trained models on molec-
ular graphs [33], benefiting from similar node/edge semantics. In
addition, techniques such as fine-tuning [18, 21], domain adapta-
tion [7], and prompt graphs [25] are used to achieve cross-graph
transfer within the same domain. However, all these methods re-
quire the alignment of different graphs in both vector feature and
label space. For cross-domain graph learning, GCC [39] and UL-
TRA [11], by ignoring node features and pretraining structural
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representations, achieve transfer learning for specific tasks, such as
knowledge graph reasoning. OFA [32] leverages pre-trained LMs to
align the feature spaces of TAGs from different domains, while also
transforming all downstream classification tasks into binary classi-
fication tasks, enabling it to conduct supervised training across all
graphs.

Connections to existing methods. As a foundation model for
TAGs, our UniGraph framework is distinct from OFA in three main
aspects: 1) UniGraph performs end-to-end representation learning
on TAGs, whereas OFA’s training is decoupled, using frozen LMs to
generate features and then training GNNs separately. 2) UniGraph
is a self-supervised learning framework, whereas OFA is a super-
vised learning framework that requires specific downstream task
labels. 3) UniGraph, after pretraining, can generalize to any unseen
target TAGs. In contrast, OFA co-trains on multiple target graphs
simultaneously and then infers on each separately. Another type of
existing graph learning models on TAGs are LLMs-only methods
like LLaGA [4] and GraphGPT [43], which use instruction tuning
to map graph data into the LLM embedding space. UniGraph can
integrate with these methods, offering high-quality embeddings
that improve LLMs’ understanding of graph structures. For con-
ventional LMs+GNNs models that are not cross-domain models,
they differ from UniGraph in both the target research problem and
technical details. For example, GLEM [62] and TAPE [17] are su-
pervised learning models on TAGs; they decouple LMs and GNNGs,
optimizing them separately. G2P2 [52] uses a CLIP [40]-like con-
trastive learning algorithm and employs prompt tuning to adapt to
different downstream tasks.

3 PRELIMINARIES

3.1 Text-Attributed Graphs (TAGs)

Definition 3.1. A Text-Attributed Graph (TAG) is defined as a
graph G = (V, &, T4, Tg), where V represents the set of nodes
and & represents the set of edges. For each node v € V, there is an
associated text t, € 7« representing node-level textual information.
For each edge ey € & connecting nodes v and u, there is an associ-
ated text to,, € Tg representing edge-level textual information. It
is possible for a TAG to have only 7.

3.2 Problem Definition

This paper introduces a cross-domain foundation model for TAGs,
pre-trained in a self-supervised manner. Our model’s generalization
ability is evaluated across domains using unseen datasets through
three machine learning problems. The pre-trained model, denoted
as fp, operates on a TAG and generates an embedding for each
node. Formally, the model’s function can be expressed as: fp : G —

RIVIXd where d is the dimensionality of the embedding space.

Self-supervised representation learning. The primary aim of
self-supervised learning is to produce embeddings that are useful
in downstream tasks. We adopt a linear probing setting to evaluate
the representation learning ability of a frozen pre-trained model fy.

Few-shot transfer. In the Few-Shot Transfer problem, N-way
K-shot tasks evaluate the model’s in-context learning ability to
apply its pre-learned knowledge to a new task with N classes, each
represented by only K labeled examples.
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Figure 1: Overview of UniGraph framework. 1) In pre-training, we employ a self-supervised approach, leveraging TAGs to
unify diverse graph data. This phase involves a cascaded architecture combining LMs and GNNs. We propose Graph Siamese
Masked Autoencoders as the training architecture, which learns to reconstruct the masked text of each node using the text of its
neighbors. 2) In few-shot transfer, the pre-trained model can make predictions with minimal data by comparing the embeddings
of the query and support graphs. 3) Zero-shot transfer is achieved through graph instruction tuning with LLMs, enabling it to
understand category labels in natural language and make predictions on unseen graphs without any graph-specific training.

Zero-shot transfer. In N-way K-shot tasks, K is set to 0, indicating
no prior exposure to support samples from the target classes. This
setting is to evaluate a pre-trained model’s ability to generalize and
apply its learned knowledge to unseen data categories.

4 THE UNIGRAPH APPROACH

In this section, we present the UniGraph framework, as illustrated
in Figure 1.

4.1 Unifying Graphs and Tasks from Diverse
Domains

Graphs from different domains often have different applications,
corresponding to different tasks. Graph learning tasks can generally
be divided into node, edge, and graph-level tasks, each focusing on
different parts of the graph. The key to using one model to handle
any task on any graph lies in finding a universal function acting as
a versatile mapping tool, adaptable to different graph learning tasks.
In this paper, we utilize the concept of Anchor Node(s) and their
contextual subgraph(s) to construct this universal function. The
unification of node, edge, and graph-level tasks can be achieved
through a general contextual subgraphs processing and Anchor
Nodes embedding refinement operation, denoted by h = g(X, A),
where h represents the output vector representation for a node, an

edge or a graph, X denotes the set of contextual subgraphs, and A
signifies the set of Anchor Node(s). Formally, we define the function
g with our pre-trained model fy using the format:

h = g(X, A) = R(fy(X), A), 1)

R is the task-specific readout function that aggregates the output
of fp and produces the final vector representation h.

Node-level. The Anchor Node in node-level task is a single node
v for which we aim to generate the embedding, X = {G,} and
A = {v}. Ryode simply extracts its embedding.

Edge-level. The Anchor Nodes in edge-level tasks are the nodes
v and u forming an edge, X = {Go, Gu} and A = {v,u}. Regge
extracts their corresponding embeddings and concatenates them.

Graph-level. In graph-level tasks, since the graphs for graph-level
tasks are often smaller, all nodes in G are Anchor Nodes, X = {G}
and A = V. Rgpaph is a pooling function such as average pooling.

PPR for subgraph sampling. For a given Anchor Node v on
a graph G = (V, &), we utilize the top-k Personalized PageRank
algorithm to sample its contextual subgraph for node and edge-level
tasks. The PPR algorithm computes a relevance score for each node
in G with respect to the Anchor Node v. The contextual subgraph
Gy is then composed of the top-k nodes with the highest PPR
scores, including their connecting edges. Formally, Cy, is the set of
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top-k nodes based on PPR scores, then: G, = (Vy, Ey) where V, =
{0} UCyand E, = {(u,w) € E 1 u,w € V,}.
By adopting Personalized PageRank (PPR) as the sampling strat-

egy, we can construct the most structurally relevant [1] and information-

rich [12] local subgraphs for Anchor Nodes, while also enabling
our model to scale to web-scale graphs. Compared to other local
sampling strategies like k-hop neighbors, PPR can identify crucial
nodes and structures that are important in a broader context, which
can be more universally transferable [35].

4.2 Graph Siamese Masked Autoencoders on
TAGs

The existing graph self-supervised learning methods [21, 28, 44,
48] adopt GNNss as the backbone networks and use pre-processed
vector features as input. In this part, we propose an end-to-end
self-supervised learning method on TAGs. We cascade a pre-trained
language model (LM) and a GNN as the backbone network. In this
paper, we adopt DeBERTa-base [16] as our LM and GAT [47] as our
GNN. Inspired by successful self-supervised learning techniques
such as masked modeling [15, 26] and siamese networks [53], we
designed Graph Siamese Masked Autoencoders, enabling large-
scale self-supervised pre-training on TAGs.

Masking,. In the training, a (sub)graph G = (V, &, 7y) is processed
in each batch, where V represents the set of nodes, & the set of
edges, and 7« the textual features associated with each node. The
textual features for each node are extended with a [CLS] token at
the beginning and a [SEP] token at the end. The [CLS] token is
treated as the embedding of the sentence/node. Let t, denote the
textual feature sequence for node v € V, extended with [CLS] and
[SEP] tokens. The sequence for each node is then tokenized into
a sequence of tokens ty = [[CLS], Ty, Tz, . . ., Tp,, [SEP]], where n,
is the number of tokens for node v. The masking process involves
randomly replacing a subset of tokens in each t, with a [MASK]
token, defined by the masking function:

my = Mask(ty) = [[CLS], M1, My, ..., Mp,, [SEP]], (2)

[MASK], with probability p

where M; = )
T;, otherwise.

Encoder. Our encoder consists of an LM fi\1 and a GNN fgNN-
For each node v € V, the masked textual feature sequence my is
processed through the LM fi 1 to get the hidden representations:
E, = fim(my). Then, we extract embedding of the [CLS] token
€, € R? from the masked output E, € R("*2)%d The GNN
fGNN propagates embeddings of the [CLS] tokens across the graph.
The input to fgNN is a matrix Egg € RIVIxd consisting of em-
bedding of the [CLS] token for all nodes. The output of the GNN,

Eé s € R'q}'Xd, is another matrix of embeddings, representing the
propagated features: Eéls = fonn(G, Ecls)

Decoder. In decoding, we adopt the masked language modeling
(MLM) [26] as objective. The intuition behind designing such train-
ing objectives is that the model can learn to reconstruct the masked
text of each node using the text of its neighbors, thereby fully ex-
ploring the graph structure while learning to understand the text.
For each node v, the embeddings of masked textual feature E, from
the masked forward pass and the GNN output of [CLS] token €,
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are concatenated and linearly transformed:
H, = Linear(E, ® (e, ® 1;ﬂ+2)), (3)

where 1, 4 is a column vector of ones with a length of n, + 2. ®
in this context represents the outer product, which replicates the
vector €, to form a matrix whose number of rows matches the

number of tokens in E,. The resulting matrix of e, ®17 , has

same dimensions as E, € R("*2)%d_ The concatenation operation
@ in this context is the horizontal joining of two matrices, taking
two matrices of dimensions (n, + 2) X d each and resulting in a
single matrix of dimensions (ny+2) X 2d. The linear function can be
expressed as: Linear(x) : R2d — R9. Then, we use an MLMHead,
which is an MLP, to map transformed embeddings to vocabulary
space, producing probability distributions: P, = MLMhead(Hy).

The training loss is computed using a CrossEntropy loss function
for each node v on the graph, aiming to predict the original tokens
at the masked positions:

—m 3 1) logPuli T (@)
AT veV i=1

where I(v, i) is an indicator function that is 1 if the i-th token in
the sentence/node v is a [MASK] token and 0 otherwise. P,[i, T;]
refers to the probability assigned to the true token T; for the i-th
token in the sentence/node v.

Linask =

Latent space regularization. Some recent works suggest that de-
signing new pretext tasks in the latent space helps stabilize the train-
ing of masked autoencoders, further enhancing the quality of the la-
tent space representations [5, 9, 19, 59, 60]. In this work, we propose
the use of a target network to impose regularization constraints on
the latent space. The target network shares the same architecture as
the encoder, comprising an LM f/,; and a GNN f ., with param-
eters not updated through gradients. The parameters of f{',, (+;6")
and fim(*;6) are shared, while the parameters of f (*;¢’) are
updated through exponential moving average (EMA) of fonN(*; €)
using weight decay 7 to avoid collapse in negative-free SSL frame-
works [3,13]: ' <« § and & « & +(1-1)&

During training, f{’,; processes the original, unmasked textual
feature t,:E, = fim(ty). We feed the embeddings of [CLS] tokens
for all nodes E, into the i\ tg get the propagated embeddings
Eéls' Then the encoding results E s of the masked graph are pro-
jected to representation space by a linear projector, resulting in Z
for latent regularization with a latent loss:

|V| 7Te’
1 i “cls;
Liatent = 757 ) (1= 5=7——) ©)
atent = [ Z BB

The encoder and projector network are trained to match the output
of the target network.

Then we obtain the overall loss by fusing the two losses with a
mixing coefficient A:

L= -Emask +A- -Elatent' (6)
Inference. In inference, we discard the decoder and target network,

using only the encoder to generate embeddings. Given an unseen
(sub)graph G’ = (V’,&’, 7y+) and the Anchor Nodes for which
we want to obtain embeddings, we first utilize fi\ to encode the
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raw text of all nodes on the graph. Subsequently, we feed the [CLS]
tokens of all nodes into fgNN to obtain the propagated representa-
tions, which serve as the final embeddings of each node. Finally,
we extract the embeddings corresponding to the Anchor Nodes.

Enabling in-context learning. A dataset after generating embed-
dings, comprising node/edge/graph embedding-label pairs (h, y).
An N-way K-shot transfer task involves a support set S = {(h;, yi) };1]
and a query set Q. For each class c, the model computes an average
embedding e; = % 2 (hy)eS,y=c h- The classification of a query
data sample hg in Q is determined by comparing its embedding to
these average embeddings using the cosine similarity. The perfor-
mance of the model is evaluated using a metric M, which could be
accuracy, defined as:

hy &
— é 1lare max —2 < = . @
Q%% l & ety Ilhgllizl ~ %
q

4.3 Graph Instruction Tuning

Graphs from different domains have distinct label spaces, making
it challenging to directly transfer to unseen graphs without fine-
tuning the pre-trained graph models using a substantial number of
labels [20]. To enhance zero-shot capabilities, we propose using a
graph instruction tuned open-ended generative LLM to unify the
label spaces of different graphs. In instruction tuning, we provide
textual instructions to the model which vary for different domains,
to facilitate adaptation to each domain. To train the model to use
these instructions, we fine-tune the model on instruction tuning
datasets where we have labels.

Instruction prompts. For instruction tuning, we design prompt
templates that include graph embeddings, graph structure, and
natural language instructions, as summarized in Appendix G.

Training. Our instruction tuning pipeline is shown in Figure 1.
Given a query graph, we first generate embeddings for it using our
pretrained model fy. We apply a linear projector to map the graph
embeddings into the LLM’s embedding space. Then we combine
graph embeddings and natural language instructions as inputs to
the LLM. We select Llama-7B [45] as our LLM and adopt LoRA [22]
for fine-tuning the LLM while keeping the word embeddings frozen.
We fine-tune the LLM to generate labels in natural language and
the loss is computed only on the predicted target.

5 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the cross-domain generalization ability
of our UniGraph framework on three distinct research problems.
Table 10 shows all the datasets in the experiments.

5.1 Self-Supervised Representation Learning

Setup. We adopt the most commonly used linear probing protocol
to evaluate the representation learning ability of self-supervised
pre-trained models on unseen datasets. We train a linear classifier
on top of the embeddings from a frozen model. Our model and all
self-supervised learning baseline methods are first pre-trained on
the large-scale citation network ogbn-Papers100M [24]. Then, we

NXxK
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evaluate on nine graphs from five domains with different tasks. De-
tailed settings and hyper-parameters can be found in Appendix C.

For the baselines, we compare UniGraph with state-of-the-art
generative graph self-supervised learning methods: GraphMAE [21]
and GraphMAE2 [20], constrastive methods: DGI [48] and BGRL [44].
As they are not designed for cross-domain purposes, we utilize shal-
low LM word2vec [37] and pre-trained LM DeBERTa-base [16] to
unify the input node features of different graphs. Consistent with
our approach, all baseline methods use GAT [47] as the backbone
GNN. We also compare with supervised models GCN [27] and GAT,
which are separately trained on the target datasets. For baseline
methods that take TAGs as input, we select GIANT-XRT, which
fine-tunes language models using graph structure, and GIANT-
XRT+GraphMAE2, which conducts second pre-training based on
embeddings generated by GIANT-XRT.

Results. Table 1 presents the results. We interpret these results from
three perspectives: (1) UniGraph outperforms state-of-the-art graph
self-supervised learning methods by a large margin. This indicates
that our framework possesses a stronger generalization ability in
cross-domain graph learning scenarios, enabling it to generate more
discriminative embeddings for unseen graphs. (2) Compared to
using pre-processed features, learning directly from TAGs is more
advantageous for cross-domain transfer. UniGraph and GIANT-
XRT, which take text as input, demonstrate stronger performance
than GNN-based methods that use LMs to pre-encode text features.
(3) As a single pre-trained model applied to various downstream
datasets, UniGraph exhibits better or comparable performance than
supervised learning models trained directly on those downstream
datasets. This further suggests the feasibility and effectiveness of
training a self-supervised graph foundation model.

5.2 Few-Shot Transfer

Setup. In this part, we evaluate the ability of the pre-trained models
to perform few-shot in-context transfer without updating the model
parameters. For baseline methods, in addition to the pre-trained
models mentioned in section 5.1, we also compared two latest
graph in-context learning methods: the self-supervised pre-training
method Prodigy [25] and the supervised pre-training method OFA [32].
They each utilize different LMs to unify the input features of dif-
ferent graphs. Unlike our setting, Prodigy is pre-trained on the
MAG240M [23] or Wiki datasets [25] for corresponding down-
stream Arxiv or FB15K237 datasets, while OFA is pre-trained on
Arxiv, FB15K237, and ChEMBL. We also compare UniGraph with
graph prompt learning methods, such as GPF [10], All in One [42],
and GraphPrompt [34]. Additionally, we compare UniGraph with
graph meta-learning methods, including GPN [8], TENT [51], and
GLITTER [50].

For evaluation, we strictly follow the setting of Prodigy [25]. For
an N-way K-shot task, we adopt the original train/validation/test
splits in each downstream classification dataset, and construct a K-
shot prompt for test nodes (or edges) from the test split by randomly
selecting K examples per way from the train split. By default in all
experiments, we sample 500 test tasks with 3-shot prompts.

Results. In table 2, the results demonstrate that our UniGraph
framework consistently outperforms all the baselines. In particular,
compared to Prodigy and OFA, which are pre-trained on the same
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Table 1: Experiment results in self-supervised representation learning. We report accuracy (%) for node/edge classification
tasks and ROC-AUC score (%) for graph classification tasks. The performance of supervised methods, which are trained on the
individual target dataset, is marked in gray . UniGraph and other self-supervised baselines (rows in white) are pretrained on

ogbn-Papers100M, and then evaluated on the individual target dataset. NoPretrain represents a randomly initialized model in
our framework without any pre-training.

Node Classification Edge Classification Graph Classification

Cora PubMed Arxiv Products Wiki-CS FB15K237  WN18RR HIV PCBA
Use word2vec to encode raw text as input features.
Linear 50.12+0.12  61.99+0.21  50.11+0.17  66.29+0.21  66.23+0.11  81.21+0.21  69.03+0.32  60.99+0.31  54.35+1.34
DGI 51.99+0.45  55.76+£0.56  55.21+0.21  64.21+0.32  67.11+0.12  26.99+0.22  52.04+0.22  60.12+0.32  54.22+1.23
BGRL 56.73+0.23  63.77+0.23  62.21+0.21  66.22+0.39  70.12+0.15  64.91+0.22  56.44+0.21  60.67+0.39  54.89+1.11
GraphMAE 60.12+0.87 66.22+0.35 65.22+0.22 67.19+0.39 68.11+0.12 61.11+0.12 59.76+0.29 59.21+0.31 52.10+1.24
GraphMAE2 61.19+0.45  65.99+0.21  67.19+0.11  67.73+0.12  68.84+0.37  63.76+0.12  60.24+0.23  60.23+0.35  53.90+0.99
GCN 71.98+1.33  69.86+1.01  70.11+0.14  79.12+0.12  78.12+0.37  90.21+0.56  74.21+0.63  70.11+1.35 60.23+0.45
GAT 72.42+1.21  70.45+1.21  70.89+0.43  79.67+0.34  79.09+0.67  88.65+0.26  74.80+0.64 71.12+1.34  56.24+1.01
Use DeBERTa-base to encode raw text as input features.
Linear 29.34+0.11  48.51+0.22  43.22+0.25  41.29+0.21  41.09+0.10  78.11+0.32  65.03+0.11  60.11+0.34  53.46+1.02
DGI 30.36+0.36  52.91+0.51  49.15+0.21  56.18+0.36  63.15+0.52  29.12+0.13  51.98+0.53  59.12+0.34  53.23+0.47
BGRL 40.10+0.34  52.99+0.41  56.19+0.22  60.15+0.44  66.87+0.32  45.69+0.25 46.15+0.39  61.33+0.62  54.22+1.04
GraphMAE 43.11+0.51  54.14+0.32  57.11+0.64  65.22+043  69.01+0.33  56.21+0.21  53.22+0.39  62.01+0.65  51.45+1.01
GraphMAE2 42.87+0.43  53.98+0.31  59.39+0.49 67.91+048  70.47+0.13  55.82+0.28  51.78+0.24  61.42+0.61  52.35+0.35
GCN 48.42+133  60.33+1.98  60.76+2.42  66.98+2.32  77.43+0.43  85.23+0.65 72.04+0.32  66.24+131  58.21+1.04
GAT 47.99+1.89  61.01+1.18  63.11+2.24 67.02+2.11  78.10+0.34  83.01+1.01  73.98+0.23  67.12+1.23  56.45+0.45
Use raw text as input features.

GIANT-XRT 70.23+0.87  64.35+0.43  70.87+0.11  66.93+0.32  70.13+0.88  89.65+0.85  72.78+0.66  65.14+0.32  51.34+1.98
+GraphMAE2  80.11+0.35  69.43+0.45 72.01+0.24  75.23%0.34  76.58+0.21  76.12+1.03  57.32+0.66  67.23+£0.98  52.01+0.45
NoPretrain ~ 40.98+032  53.01£035  62.22+0.20  67.12+0.21  73.21+0.15  23.19+0.21  51.03%0.29  58.01x021 5101043
UniGraph 81.43+0.55 74.33+0.23 72.91+0.42 80.11+0.23 79.98+1.21 94.81+1.32 85.45+0.34 71.23+1.93 57.67+0.85

tasks as the downstream tasks, our model still achieves superior
performance. This suggests that our graph foundation model is
capable of learning effective general knowledge from pre-training
tasks and can learn in the context of downstream tasks. For graph
prompt learning and graph meta learning methods, we can observe
that although these baseline methods are fine-tuned on downstream
datasets, UniGraph is still able to outperform these baselines with-
out modifying the model parameters.

5.3 Zero-Shot Transfer

Setup. For zero-shot transfer, we mainly compare with general-
purpose LLMs such as Llama [45], Llama2 [46] and vicuna-7B-
v1.5 [6], as well as graph-based LLM methods! GraphGPT [43],
ZeroG [30] and G2P2 [52]. Also, we compare with OFA mentioned
in section 5.2. Consistent with OFA, we select ogbn-Arxiv and
FB15K237 as instruction tuning datasets. Note that there is no
overlap between their label categories and those of the downstream
datasets. We report the average accuracy on the original test set
with 3 random initializations for each downstream dataset.

Results. In table 3, we can observe that our proposed UniGraph
significantly outperforms open-source LLMs, confirming that our

!Due to the use of different pre-training datasets, comparisons with other graph zero-
shot learning baselines, such as LLaGA [4] and OpenGraph [54], can be found in
Appendix J.

framework can effectively align graph embeddings with natural
language representations. Also, LLMs are capable of learning trans-
ferable graph structure and graph learning task knowledge from our
designed graph instruction tuning. Additionally, compared to other
graph zero-shot learning methods, UniGraph also demonstrates
consistent advantages.

5.4 Comparisons With Dataset-Specific Graph
Self-Supervised Learning

Table 4 shows the performance under self-supervised representa-
tion learning setting, where "-single" indicates self-supervised train-
ing on the target dataset, and "-cross” signifies self-supervised pre-
training on the pre-training dataset Papers100M. For DGI, BGRL,
GraphMAE, and GraphMAFE2, word2vec features are used as model
inputs, whereas for UniGraph, text is directly used as input.

From the experimental results, we observe that UniGraph still
outperforms dataset-specific Graph SSL, further illustrating the
potential and feasibility of foundation models. At the same time,
the performance of UniGraph with dataset-specific self-supervised
training exceeds that of cross-domain UniGraph to some extent.
This indicates the effectiveness of the proposed SSL algorithm and
suggests that there is still room for improvement in cross-domain
pre-training. Note that cross-domain UniGraph avoids the need for
collecting additional task-specific data for training.
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Table 2: Experiment results in few-shot transfer. We report
accuracy (%) for both datasets. Performance of OFA, which
is directly trained on test datasets with labels, is marked
in gray . Prodigy is pre-trained on the MAG240M or Wiki.
UniGraph and other self-supervised learning baselines are
pre-trained on ogbn-Papers100M, and then evaluated on in-
dividual target dataset.

Arxiv FB15K237

40-way 5-way 3-way 40-way 10-way 5-way

Use word2vec to encode raw text as input features.

word2vec 14.42 4324 5424 3393 6824 75.80
DGI 15.67 46.12 5733 31.67 67.75 74.26
BGRL 17.98 4843 60.24 29.24 67.23 74.14

GraphMAE 19.12  49.24 6234 32.07 69.75 77.24
GraphMAE2 18.45 50.01 6135 33.01 7045 78.01

GPN 7.24 3453 49.23 = = =
TENT 10.34 41.24 60.98 = = =
GLITTER 14.23 4424 60.21 = = =
Use LMs to encode raw text as input features.

Prodigy 25.13  61.52 73.09 59.58 81.1 83.02
OFA 22.13 60.12 7217 65.23 83.01 90.11
GPF+ 18.01 56.12 65.23 60.12 80.12 86.23
All in One 19.87 57.24 7134 6224 69.23 87.24

GraphPrompt 16.23 59.23 7219 66.32 67.21 85.23

Use raw text as input features.
GIANT-XRT 20.12 5433 5998 52.63 77.21 85.57
+GraphMAE2 2735 6691 74.62 47.73 7433 80.17

NoPretrain 12,57 39.46 49.16 2739 6294 74.84
UniGraph 31.35 74.12 83.24 68.76 85.32 91.12

5.5 Model Analysis

We choose four datasets from different domains to conduct more
in-depth studies. We adopt self-supervised representation learning
for evaluation.

Ablation on key components. Table 6 shows the performance of
the UniGraph framework after removing some key designs. "W/o
GNN" represents that we use standard MLM loss to finetune the
LM. "W/o MLM loss" represents that we only use the latent loss for
pre-training, while "w/o latent loss" refers to the opposite. "W/o
PPR sampling" refers to not using PPR for sampling and instead
employing neighbor sampling. The overall results confirm that all
key designs contribute to the performance of UniGraph.

Ablation on pre-training datasets. Table 7 shows the impact of
including graphs from different domains in the pre-training datasets
on downstream performance. We can observe that pre-training
on graphs from the same domain enhances the performance of
downstream tasks. This suggests that in-domain transfer remains
simpler than cross-domain transfer. However, this paper primarily
focuses on the generalization ability of the graph foundation model
in cross-domain transfer. For fair comparison with baselines that
train only on a single dataset, we restrict our pre-training to ogbn-
Papers100M.
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Analysis of LMs and GNN s choices. In table 8, we study the influ-
ence of different choices of LMs and GNNs that constitute the back-
bone network on performance. Compared to DeBERTa-base(50K),
DeBERTa-V3-base has a larger dictionary size(128K). DeBERTa-
large has a larger backbone(350M) than DeBERTa-base(100M). We
also try E5-large-v2, which is a text embedding LM. The results
show that larger LMs can achieve better performance, but practical
experiments may need to consider the trade-off between perfor-
mance and speed.

5.6 Efficiency Analysis.

For UniGraph pre-training, we denote the maximum sequence
length of node textual feature as L and the number of nodes pro-
cessed in each batch as N.

Time complexity. The time complexity for pre-training is dom-
inated by the LM processing, which scales as O(N - (L?d + Ld?)),
where d is the dimensionality of the embeddings. The GNN adds
a complexity of O(N - d?) for immediate neighborhood aggrega-
tion, potentially increasing to O(N - d? + N2 - d) for dense graphs.
Latent loss calculation, such as cosine similarity, adds O(N - d).
Thus, the overall complexity is primarily driven by the LM with
O(N - (L2d+Ld?)), with the GNN contributing a secondary, though
not negligible, cost.

Space complexity. The space complexity for the LM includes stor-
age for intermediate activations and model parameters, amounting
to O(N - L - d) for activations and O(N - L?) for the self-attention
mechanism, leading to a total ofO(N-Lz +N-L-d). For the GNN, the
space requirement is primarily for storing node features, approxi-
mated as O(N? +d? + N - d) for dense graphs. Therefore, the overall
space complexity is dominated by the LM, with O(N - L2+ N - L - d),
while the GNN adds a relatively smaller contribution.

Pretraining efficiency. In Table 9, we can observe that the time
and space overhead of training UniGraph is comparable to only
training an LM with the MLM task. We can conclude that the
computation cost of our framework is dominated by LM cost, and
our method’s running time is similar to other LM-based methods if
they use similar LMs.

Computational costs as a foundation model. UniGraph, de-
signed as a foundation model, incurs significant computational
costs primarily during the pre-training phase. However, it offers
the advantage of applicability to new datasets in the inference phase
without necessitating retraining. We conduct comparisons of the
training/inference costs between our model and GNN-based models.
GAT [47] is a supervised trained GNN. GraphMAE2 [20] is a self-
supervised learning method with GAT as the backbone network.
We choose ogbn-Arxiv and ogbn-Papers100M, two datasets of dif-
ferent scales for experiments. From the results in the table 5, we
can observe that although UniGraph has a long pre-training time,
its inference time on downstream datasets is comparable/shorter
than the training plus inference time of GNN-based methods. This
advantage further increases with the size and potential quantity of
downstream datasets. The same conclusion also applies to space
complexity. Although LM has a larger number of parameters, since
we only need to perform inference on the downstream dataset, we
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Yufei He, Yuan Sui, Xiaoxin He, and Bryan Hooi

Table 3: Experiment results in zero-shot transfer. We report accuracy (%) for all datasets. UniGraph-IT represents our self-

supervised pre-trained model with our instruction tuned LLM.

Cora PubMed Products! Wiki-CS WN18RR

7-way 2-way  3-way 47-way 10-way 5-way 10-way 5-way 1l-way 10-way 5-way
Llama-7B 3343 5732 46.33 13.45 32.53 40.24 15.32 26.32 12.53 13.56 27.21
Llama2-7B 3421  58.99 43.57 16.53 35.25 42.29 20.34 31.24 14.21 14.98 29.29
vicuna-7B-v1.5 4523  72.21 62.14 20.24 41.23 54.45 29.46 45.21 23.24 26.24 34.14
OFA 24.01  56.92 54.01 - - - - 18.43 19.98 30.96
GraphGPT - - 70.11 - - - - - - -
G2pP2? 54.29 8241 68.23 30.82 48.20 70.91 30.11 47.12 26.24 27.42 42.14
ZeroG? 64.21  87.83 67.23 31.24 51.24 71.29 31.26 48.25 31.42 30.21 43.28
UniGraph-IT 69.53 89.74 72.48 38.45 66.07 75.73 43.45 60.23 36.73 38.24 54.32

The results of open-source models not reported are due to being unavailable in their papers or source code.

1 Since the test set of Products is quite large, we randomly sample 50,000 nodes from it for evaluation.

2 Due to the difference between the pre-trained datasets used in their original paper and ours, we re-run the experiments using their open-source code. Comparisons between UniGraph and their method using their

original pre-trained datasets can be found in Appendix J.

Table 4: Performance comparison with dataset-specific graph self-supervised learning.

Method Cora PubMed  Arxiv  Products Papers100M Wiki-CS FB15K237 WN18RR HIV PCBA  ChEMBL
DGI-single 69.24+042  68.24+024  69.76+033  78.11x0.24 55.21+049 77.76+024  85.27+064  52.04x022  68.42+000 51.24x087 61.24+053
BGRL-single 71.24+011  69.01+03¢ 70.87x024  79.01x032 64.45+032 78.24+024  87.24x025 72.11x068 68.23+033 55.82+123  62.04+054
GraphMAE-single  73.24z076  69.23x007  72.01x024  78.24x037 65.43+0.76 79.24+022  86.35:035  72.34x024 69.23x023 56.22+187  63.28+076
GraphMAE2-single  72.23:033  69.87043 71.21x024 79.11x024 66.24+054 79.21+034  87.22+024  70.45x024 68.34x034 56.87+043 63.54+073
UniGraph-cross 81.43+055 74.33+023 7291042 80.11:023  67.89+021  79.98+121 94.81+132 85451034 71.23+193 57.67x085 64.29+1.01
UniGraph-single 84.23+024 80.11:021 73.97+022 82.24:024 67.89+021 81.22:024 95.24+023 87.21+076 75.24+124 60.23+011 65.32:+021

Table 5: Comparison of computational costs and performance on ogbn-Arxiv and ogbn-Papers100M.

Dataset Method Pre-training Time Downstream Training Time Downstream Inference Time Test Accuracy
. GAT - 23.2 mins 5.5 mins 70.89 + 0.43
ogbn-Arxiv GraphMAE?2 48h 5.1 mi 7121 + 0.24
(169,343 nodes) rap . -1 mins 21 £0.
UniGraph 234h - 10.2 mins 72.91 + 0.42
oo paerons o s e
- +
(111,059,956 nodes) 2P : > TS S
UniGraph 234h - 41.2 mins 67.89 £ 0.21

Table 6: Ablation studies of UniGraph key components.

Arxiv Products WN18RR HIV
UniGraph 72.91x042 80.11+0.23 85.45+034 71.23+1.93
w/o GNN 68.24+0.52 64.24+0.66 76.24+0.24 56.11+1.18
w/o MLM loss 67.86+0.52 68.53+0.91 78.22+0.21 53.25+1.01

w/o latent loss 72.24+0.24 78.99+090 84.72+0.32 70.53+1.34
w/o PPR sampling 72.01+0.21 79.23+054 83.53+031 70.64+1.01

avoid the additional space occupation in the backward propagation
during training.

6 CONCLUSION

In this work, we present UniGraph framework, aimed at design-
ing and training a novel foundation model for TAGs that enables
cross-domain generalization. We have demonstrated that through
large-scale pre-training, our framework can effectively learn and

Table 7: Ablation studies of UniGraph pre-training datasets.
’citation’, ’KG’, and ’MOL’ respectively refer to ogbn-
Papers100M, FB15K237, and ChEMBL.

Arxiv Products WNI18RR HIV
citation 72.91+0.42 80.11+0.23 85.45+034 71.23+1.93
citation+MOL 72.83+0.55 80.01+0.21 84.37+0.24 77.84+1.01
citation+KG 72.96+0.57 79.36+0.75 91.01+0.34 69.24+1.12

citation+tKG+MOL 72.78+0.23 79.53+0.74 83.25+0.22 75.43+0.86

transfer knowledge across diverse graph domains. The experimental
results, covering a wide range of graph learning tasks and scenarios,
validate the robustness and versatility of UniGraph. This work not
only addresses a critical gap in graph learning but also lays down a
foundational framework that can be further explored and refined
for broader applications.
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Table 8: Analysm of LMs and GNNs choices. [16] Pengcheng He, Xiaodong Liu, Jianfeng Gao, and Weizhu Chen. 2020. De-
berta: Decoding-enhanced bert with disentangled attention. arXiv preprint
Arxiv Products WN18RR HIV arXiv:2006.03654 (2020).
[17] Xiaoxin He, Xavier Bresson, Thomas Laurent, Adam Perold, Yann LeCun, and
DeBERTa-base 72.91+0.42 80.11+0.23 85.45+0.34 71.23+1.93 Bryan Hooi. 2024. Harnessing Explanations: LLM-to-LM Interpreter for Enhanced
DeBERTa-v3-base 72.73+0.53 80.34+021 84.99+055 70.87+1.76 Text-Attributed Graph Representation Learning. International Conference on

Learning Representations (2024).
DeBERTa'large 73.21+0.55 81.24+0.21 85.99+055 71.68+1.54 [18] Yufei He, Zhenyu Hou, Yukuo Cen, Feng He, Xu Cheng, and Bryan Hooi. 2024.
E5—large—v2 73.19+035 81.27+024 86.21+031 71.56+1.22 Generalizing Graph Transformers Across Diverse Graphs and Tasks via Pre-
Training on Industrial-Scale Data. arXiv preprint arXiv:2407.03953 (2024).
GAT 72.91+042 80.11+0.23 85.45+034 71.23+1.93 [19] Yufei He and Yao Ma. 2022. Sgkd: A scalable and effective knowledge distilla-
tion framework for graph representation learning. In 2022 IEEE International
GCN 72.25+054 79432035 86.11x035 72.86+1.21 Conference on Data Mining Workshops (ICDMW). IEEE, 666-673.
[20] Zhenyu Hou, Yufei He, Yukuo Cen, Xiao Liu, Yuxiao Dong, Evgeny Kharlamov,
Table 9: Efﬁciency comparison of our method versus only and Jie Tang. 2023. GraphMAE2: A Decoding-Enhanced Masked Self-Supervised
. . Graph Learner. In Proceedings of the ACM Web Conference 2023. 737-746.
using LM for pretralnlng on an NVIDIA A100 (40G) GPU. Zhenyu Hou, Xiao Liu, Yukuo Cen, Yuxiao Dong, Hongxia Yang, Chunjie Wang,
and Jie Tang. 2022. Graphmae: Self-supervised masked graph autoencoders. In
#parameters Speed memory Proceedings of the 28th ACM SIGKDD Conference on Knowledge Discovery and
Data Mining. 594-604.
DeBERTa-base 180,209,243 2.48it/s 38397 MB [22] Edward J Hu, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, Shean Wang, Lu
UniGraph 181,984,093  2.43it/s 38724 MB Wang, Weizhu Chen, et al. 2021. LoRA: Low-Rank Adaptation of Large Language
Models. In International Conference on Learning Representations.
[23] Weihua Hu, Matthias Fey, Hongyu Ren, Maho Nakata, Yuxiao Dong, and Jure
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A DATASETS

Cora [17]. The Cora dataset consists of 2708 scientific publications
classified into one of seven classes — case based, genetic algorithms,
neural networks, probabilistic methods, reinforcement learning,
rule learning, and theory. The citation network consists of 5429
links. We collect raw text from [17].
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PubMed [17]. The Pubmed dataset consists of 19,717 scientific pub-
lications from PubMed database pertaining to diabetes classified
into one of three classes — Experimental induced diabetes, Type 1
diabetes, and Type 2 diabetes. As in [32], we ask ChatGPT to gen-
erate a detailed description of each category. The citation network
consists of 44,338 links. We collect raw text from [17].

ogbn-Arxiv [24]. The ogbn-arxiv dataset is a directed graph, rep-
resenting the citation network between all Computer Science (CS)
arXiv papers. Each node is an arXiv paper and each directed edge
indicates that one paper cites another one. The task is to predict
the 40 subject areas of arXiv CS papers, e.g.,, cs.Al ¢s.LG, and cs.0S.
We collect raw text from [24].

ogbn-Papers100M [24]. The ogbn-papers100M dataset is a di-
rected citation graph of 111 million papers. We collect raw text
from [24].

ogbn-Products [24]. The ogbn-products dataset is an undirected

and unweighted graph, representing an Amazon product co-purchasing

network. Nodes represent products sold in Amazon, and edges
between two products indicate that the products are purchased
together. The task is to predict the category of a product in a multi-
class classification setup, where the 47 top-level categories are used
for target labels. We collect raw text from [24].

Wiki-CS [32]. Wiki-CS is a Internet link network with each node
represent a Wikipedia page and each edge represent the reference
link. Each node’s label corresponds to the category of the entry. We
collect raw text from [32].

FB15K237 [32]. FB15K237 is a kowledge graph that contains knowl-
edge base relation triples and textual mentions of Freebase entity
pairs. We collect raw text from [32]. Given that we propose a self-
supervised learning framework, and the edge text features are the
labels to be predicted, we solely utilized node text features and did
not employ edge text features.

WN18RR [32]. WN18RR is a knowledge graph, which is a subset
of WordNet that consists of 11 relations and 40943 entities. We
collect raw text from [32]. Given that we propose a self-supervised
learning framework, and the edge text features are the labels to be
predicted, we solely utilized node text features and did not employ
edge text features.

PCBA [32]. PCBA is a widely used molecule property prediction
dataset. It contains 1,310 prediction target labels of molecules from
biological assays for drug discovery. We collect raw text from [32].

HIV [32]. HIV is a subset of the BioChem BioAssay dataset consist-
ing of 128 labels on the biological activities of small molecules. We
collect raw text from [32].

ChEMBL [32]. ChEMBL contains over 40,000 compounds labeled
for their ability to inhibit HIV replication. We collect raw text
from [32].

Example for PCBA, HIV and ChEMBL:

Node textual features: atom. <element name >, <atom chirality >,
degree of <atom degree >, formal charge of <formal charge >, num
of hydrogen is <number of hydrogen >, num of radical electron is
<number of radical electrons >, hybridization is <hybridization >,
(is/is not) aromatic, (is/is not) in ring.

Edge textual features: chemical bond. <bond type>bond, bond
stereo is <bond stereo>, (is/is not) conjugated
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Table 10: Statistics of all eleven text-attributed graph datasets.

Dataset Domain  Task #Graphs Avg. #Nodes Avg. #Edges Raw Texts

Cora Citation  Node 1 2,708 5,429 paper titles and abstracts
PubMed Citation  Node 1 19,717 44338 paper titles and abstracts
ogbn-Arxiv Citation  Node 1 169,343 1,166,243 paper titles and abstracts
ogbn-Papers100M Citation  Node 1 111,059,956 1,615,685,872 paper titles and abstracts
ogbn-Products Product Node 1 2,449,029 61,859,140 product descriptions
Wiki-CS Web link  Node 1 11,701 216,123 wikipedia entry names and contents
FB15K237 Knowledge Edge 1 14,541 310,116 entity names and descriptions
WN18RR Knowledge Edge 1 40,943 93,003 entity names and descriptions
PCBA Molecule Graph 437,929 26.0 28.1  textual descriptions of atoms/bonds
HIV Molecule Graph 41,127 25.5 27.5 textual descriptions of atoms/bonds
ChEMBL Molecule Graph 365,065 25.9 55.9  textual descriptions of atoms/bonds

B THE ACQUISITION OF TEXT-ATTRIBUTED
GRAPHS

TAGs are not a newly emerged, narrowly applied research topic. The
benchmark datasets widely used in the field of graph learning (such
as Cora, PubMed, OGB, etc.) are inherently TAGs, but researchers
have pre-encoded them into vector features using methods like
word2vec. This is also a major motivation for us to attempt to train
a graph foundation model from TAGs: a large amount of graph data
is collected from the web, where text and graphs naturally have a
close relationship.

Automatic Textual Description Generation. Using natural lan-
guage to replace vector encoding for representing graph semantic
features, converting non-TAGs to TAGs can be an effective method.
Although our model can only be used on TAGs, in the paper we
also explored the effects of converting non-TAGs, such as molecular
graphs, into TAGs. We further conduct experiments to demonstrate
that this method of constructing features is comparable, or even
superior, to standard vector features. In Table 11, “Standard” refers
to standard 9-dimensional node features, containing atomic num-
ber and chirality, as well as other additional atom features such as
formal charge and whether the atom is in the ring or not. “Text”
represents the corresponding textual features we construct, while
“text+word2vec” indicates that we use word2vec to encode these
texts into vectors.

Table 11: Performance comparison of different feature con-
struction methods on HIV and PCBA datasets.

Features Method HIV PCBA

Standard GAT 70.89+1.23  56.11x1.23
Text+word2vec GAT 71.12+1.34 56.24+1.01
Text UniGraph 71.23+1.93 57.67+0.85

Similarly, for graph data without features, the traditional ap-
proach is to construct vector features from each node’s structural
features (such as node degree, etc.). We can also use natural lan-
guage to describe these semantics, thereby converting them into
TAGs.

C IMPLEMENTATION NOTES

Running environment. All experiments are conducted on Linux
machine with 945G RAM, and 8 NVIDIA A100 with 40GB GPU mem-
ory. For software versions, we use Python 3.11, Pytorch 2.0.1, DGL
1.1.2, transformers 4.32.1 and CUDA 11.8. Our code and datasets
will be available.

Hyper-parameters. The detailed pre-training hyper-parameters
are listed in Table 12. For linear probing, we train the linear classifier
using adam optimizer with Ir=0.01 for 5000 epochs, and report the
early-stopping results. The detailed graph instruction tuning hyper-
parameters are listed in Table 13.

Baselines. To have a fair comparison, we download the public
source code. For methods can not scale, we adapt their code to
integrate with sampling algorithms to run on large-scale graphs.
The sources of the codes used are as follows:
o word2vec: https://huggingface.co/fse/word2vec-google-news-
300
e DeBERTa-base: https://huggingface.co/microsoft/deberta-base

o DGI: https://github.com/dmlc/dgl/blob/master/examples/pytorch/

dgi/dgi.py

BRGL: https://github.com/Namkyeong/BGRL_Pytorch
GraphMAE: https://github.com/THUDM/GraphMAE
GraphMAE2: https://github.com/THUDM/GraphMAE2
GIANT-XRT: https://github.com/amzn/pecos/tree/mainline/
examples/giant-xrt

e Prodigy: https://github.com/snap-stanford/prodigy

o OFA: https://github.com/LechengKong/OneForAll

e GraphGPT: https://github.com/HKUDS/GraphGPT

Datasets splits. For Cora and PubMed, we follow commonly used
data splits, using 20 labeled nodes per class as the training set,
30 nodes per class as the validation set, and the rest as the test
set. We report the average accuracy on test set with 20 random
initialization.

For Arxiv and Products, we follow the official splits [24]. Follow-
ing the experimental procedure suggested by OGB, we repeat each
experiment for 10 times with random seeds and report the average
accuracy.


https://huggingface.co/fse/word2vec-google-news-300
https://huggingface.co/fse/word2vec-google-news-300
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https://github.com/dmlc/dgl/blob/master/examples/pytorch/dgi/dgi.py
https://github.com/dmlc/dgl/blob/master/examples/pytorch/dgi/dgi.py
https://github.com/Namkyeong/BGRL_Pytorch
https://github.com/THUDM/GraphMAE
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https://github.com/HKUDS/GraphGPT
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Table 12: Pre-training hyper-parameters for our framework on ogbn-Papers100M.

mask rate hidden_size Ir

weight_decay dropout optimizer num_epochs num_gnn_layers ppr topk ema decay coefficient A

0.75 768 2e-5 0.001 0.2 adamw

1 3 128 0.996 0.1

Table 13: Graph instruction tuning hyper-parameters for our framework on ogbn-Arxiv and FB15K237.

LLM hidden_size Ir

weight_decay dropout optimizer num_epochs warmup_ratio clip_grad_norm batch_size max_text_length

Llama 4096 8e-5 0.0 0.0 adamw 2 0.05 1.0 4 1024
Table 14: Analysis of LLMs Choices. We report accuracy (%) for all datasets.
Cora PubMed Products! Wiki-CS WN18RR

7-way 2-way 3-way 47-way 10-way 5-way 10-way 5-way 11-way 10-way 5-way
Llama-7B 33.43 5732 4633 1345 3253 40.24 1532 2632 1253 1356 27.21
Llama2-7B 34.21 5899 43,57 16.53 35.25 42.29 20.34 31.24 14.21 1498 29.29
Llama2-13B 37.34 62.43 50.11 24.23 37.98 44.24 2532 36.56 17.35 1893 34.12
vicuna-7B-v1.5 45.23 7221 62.14 20.24 41.23 5445 2946 4521 23.24 26.24 34.14
OFA 24.01 56.92 54.01 - - - - - 18.43 19.98 30.96
GraphGPT - - 70.11 - - - - - - - -
UniGraph-Llama-7B  69.53 89.74 72.48 38.45 66.07 7573 43.45 60.23 36.73 38.24 54.32
UniGraph-Llama2-7B  66.39 86.35 74.45 39.23 68.98 76.11 44.21 5845 37.86 40.21 55.19
UniGraph-Llama2-13B 70.24 89.99 74.98 40.37 70.34 78.44 45.90 65.65 38.21 42.01 56.12

The results of open-source models not reported are due to being unavailable in their papers or source code.

1 Since the test set of Products is quite large, we randomly sample 50,000 nodes from it for evaluation.

Table 15: Results of zero-shot transfer compared to ChatGPT. We report accuracy (%) for all datasets.

Cora PubMed Products! Wiki-CS WN18RR
7-way 2-way 3-way 47-way 10-way 5-way 10-way 5-way 11-way 10-way 5-way
GPT-3.5 Turbo 67.69 - 93.42 74.40 - - - - - - -
UniGraph-Llama-7B  69.53 89.74 7248 3845 66.07 75.73 4345 60.23 36.73 38.24 54.32
UniGraph-Llama2-7B  66.39 86.35 74.45 39.23 6898 76.11 44.21 5845 37.86 40.21 55.19
UniGraph-Llama2-13B 70.24 89.99 74.98 40.37 70.34 78.44 45.90 65.65 38.21 42.01 56.12

1 Since the test set of Products s quite large, we randomly sample 50,000 nodes from it for evaluation.

For Wiki-CS, we follow the official splits [36] with 20 different
training splits, we report the average accuracy on the 20 different
training splits with 20 random initialization. In each split, 5% of the
nodes in each class are used for training.

For FB15K237 and WN18RR, we follow splits in OFA [33]. For
FB15K237, training set has 272115 edges, validation set has 17535
edges and test set has 20466 edges. For WN18RR, training set has
86835 edges, validation set has 3034 edges and test set has 3134
edges. We repeat each experiment for 10 times with random seeds

and report the average accuracy.
For HIV and PCBA, we follow the official splits [24]. We repeat

each experiment for 10 times with random seeds and report the
average accuracy.

Linear probing. The dataset D after generating embeddings, com-
prising embedding-label pairs (h, y), is divided into training, val-
idation, and test sets. A linear classifier with weight matrix W €
R¥*IY1 s trained at top the embeddings from the frozen model,
aiming to minimize the loss function L, typically cross-entropy,
over the training set: minw X (p,y)e Dyun LW - b, y). The perfor-
mance of the model is evaluated based on a performance metric M,
which can be defined generically as M(Deyal, fo, W), where Deyal

refers to either the validation or test set.

Few-shot transfer. Our method follows our in-context learning
approach in section 4.2, and for baselines we either follow the



UniGraph: Learning a Unified Cross-Domain Foundation Model for Text-Attributed Graphs

same approach or use their already proposed in-context learning
methods (Prodigy, OFA). We repeat each experiment for 10 times
with random seeds and report the average accuracy. All the other
experimental details (pre-training) follow those for the previous
experiment (i.e., linear probing).

Zero-shot transfer. For LLM-based baselines, we use the same
prompts as our method without graph embeddings as input instruc-
tion prompts. The performance of zero-shot transfer is quantified
using the accuracy of the LLM’s generated text labels against the
true labels. For LLM base models like our method, Llama-7B and
Llama2-7B, we take their outputs directly as predicted labels. For
LLM chat model like vicuna-7B-v1.5, we use regular expressions to
extract predicted labels from its answers.

D GRAPH NEURAL NETWORKS (GNNS)

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) are a class of deep learning models
designed for processing data in graph form. A graph is defined by
G = (V, E), where V denotes the set of nodes, each with a feature
vector x, and & represents the edges, connecting two nodes, which
may or may not have associated with a feature x..

In GNNs, the feature vector of each node is iteratively updated
based on the features of its neighboring nodes and the connecting
edges. The feature vector of a node v at the I-th layer, represented

as Hzgl), is updated as follows, initializing with H§°) =Xyt

H <ol fO@ED) + Y o (O D) %) |,

ueN(v)

where o denotes a non-linear activation function, f D (%) represents
a function applied at layer I, N'(v) indicates the neighborhood of v,
and ¢ combines the weighted features of neighboring nodes with
edge features. If edge features are not exist, ¢ may solely rely on
node features. The combination function ¢, incorporating edge
features if available, is defined as:

$ (10 D) x) = o (10 D) 03, )

here, ayy is a scaling coefficient function, and ©® symbolizes an
element-wise operation, such as multiplication or concatenation.

In our framework, when dealing with datasets containing edge
text features (molecule graphs), we pre-process the edge text fea-
tures using our language model.

E EXTENDED RELATED WORK

Single graph learning. Graph Neural Networks(GNNs) [27, 47]
take node features as input and aggregate local neighbor represen-
tations using the message-passing paradigm, directly optimizing for
specific downstream tasks, achieving superior performance. With
GNNs as the backbone, graph self-supervised learning [28, 48]
learns representation extractors on unlabeled graphs, subsequently
applying the representations to downstream tasks or fine-tuning
the pretrained GNNSs. Unlike NLP tasks, graph learning tasks ex-
hibit considerable diversity in their forms, making it a challenge
to adapt a graph model to different downstream tasks. Recently,
graph prompt learning has attempted to unify all tasks into either
edge-level [34] or graph-level [42] tasks.
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Large language models on graphs. Many real-world graphs nat-
urally come with text as node or edge features, which we refer to as
Text-Attributed Graphs(TAGs). To facilitate the learning of graph
models, using language models to encode text into low-dimensional
vectors is a common practice [24]. Furthermore, recent Large Lan-
guage Models(LLMs), represented by ChatGPT, demonstrate exten-
sive common knowledge and capabilities as general task solvers.
Some works transform graph structures into text and combine them
with task descriptions to form prompts as input for LLMs, attempt-
ing to directly use LLMs as predictors for handling graph learning
tasks [14, 31, 49]. Furthermore, some research attempts to enhance
the ability of LLMs to understand graph structures and tasks by
employing instruction tuning [41, 43, 55, 57, 58].

Technical contributions of UniGraph. Existing graph learning
models on TAGs are either GNN-nested Transformers like Graph-
Formers [56] or models like GLEM [62] and TAPE [17] that decouple
LMs and GNNs, optimizing them separately. The primary reasons
are due to the large parameter size of LMs and the connectivity of
graph structures making the model difficult to scale. Additionally,
simultaneously optimizing LMs and GNNs with a significant dis-
parity in parameter size can lead to phenomena such as overfitting.
Papers like GLEM [62] have mentioned the difficulties in training
such a model. In UniGraph, we utilized subgraph sampling and
a self-supervised learning loss function based on MLM to effec-
tively mitigate these issues, making this type of backbone network
a viable option.

F CONNECTIONS TO GRAPH
OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION (OOD)
GENERALIZATION

While they share a common ground in aiming to enhance the
model’s generalization capabilities, they have distinct objectives,
methodologies, and applications.

F.1 Similarities

Both approaches aim to improve the model’s generalization capabil-
ities. Our model seeks to create a robust, pre-trained model that can
be adapted to various specific tasks or domains. Similarly, Graph
OOD Generalization focuses on ensuring that models perform well
on graph data that follow a different distribution from the training
set.

F.2 Differences

Objectives: UniGraph, while capable of generalizing across do-
mains, primarily focuses on leveraging large-scale data for compre-
hensive self-supervised pre-training, with less emphasis on specific
distributional shifts. Graph OOD Generalization places a strong em-
phasis on the model’s ability to handle data from distributions that
are not represented in the training set, usually supervised learning.

Model architecture and training: UniGraph is a large, pre-trained
model that learns from vast amounts of graph data, capturing a
wide variety of patterns and features. The training process involves
self-supervised pre-training. In contrast, Graph OOD Generaliza-
tion strategies may be integrated into various model architectures
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without the necessity for a large-scale pre-training phase. Tech-
niques such as domain adaptation, invariant feature learning, or
meta-learning are often employed to improve OOD performance.

Application scope: UniGraph aims to serve as a versatile founda-
tion for a wide range of downstream tasks and domains by lever-
aging the power of pre-training. As discussed in our paper, the
difficulty lies in the fact that graphs from different domains have
different features and label spaces; we choose to use text to unify
these spaces. Existing methods for graph OOD (Out-Of-Domain)
generalization often focus on the same domain and the same fea-
ture/label dimensions, where the training and test sets have in-
consistent graph structures and feature distributions [29, 61]. This
is primarily represented by transfer learning tasks on molecular
graphs [29]. To the best of our knowledge, there is currently no
paper focused on addressing the issue of cross-domain graph fea-
ture/label space misalignment.

G INSTRUCTION PROMPTS

Citation networks. Given a citation graph, node represents aca-
demic paper with a specific topic. <node,> is featured with its con-
tent: [Title], [Abstract]. <node,> and its contextual neighbor nodes
{< node, >;u € V] are highly correlated. Question: Which category
should <nodey> be classified as? Please strictly classify the paper into
one of the following categories:[Candidate Labels]. Answer:

Products networks. Given a products graph, node represents a
product sold in Amazon with a specific category. <node,> is featured
with its content: [Content]. <node,> and its contextual neighbor nodes
{< node, >;u € V] are highly correlated. Question: Which category
should <node,> be classified as? Please strictly classify the product
into one of the following categories:[Candidate Labels]. Answer:

Web networks. Given a Wikipedia graph, node represents Wikipedia
page with a specific category. <nodey,> is featured with its content:
[Name],[Content]. <node,> and its contextual neighbor nodes {<
node, >;u € V} are highly correlated. Question: Which category
should <node, > be classified as? Please strictly classify the Wikipedia
page into one of the following categories:[Candidate Labels]. Answer:

Knowledge graphs. Given a knowledge graph, edge between two en-
tities represents a relation with a specific category. Node one <node,>
is featured with its content: [Name],[Content]. Node two <node, > is
featured with its content: [Name],[Content]. Question: Which category
should the relation between node one Node one <node,> and node two
<nodey > be classified as? Please strictly classify the Wikipedia page
into one of the following categories:[Candidate Labels]. Answer:

H ANALYSIS OF LLMS CHOICES

In Table 14, we report zero-shot transfer results with different LLMs.
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I RESULTS OF ZERO-SHOT TRANSFER
COMPARED TO CHATGPT.

In table 15, ChatGPT(gpt-3.5-turbo) achieves better performance
on most datasets, which we speculate is due to its large number of
parameters and extensive pre-training data.

J ON INCORPORATING ADDITIONAL GRAPH
ZERO-SHOT LEARNING BASELINES

Table 16: Zero-shot results comparison between UniGraph
and OpenGraph on Cora and PubMed datasets.

Method Cora PubMed

OpenGraph 75.04  68.69
UniGraph 7824 7421

Table 16 compares the zero-shot results of UniGraph and Open-
Graph [54] on the Cora and PubMed datasets. We adopt an experi-
mental setup strictly consistent with OpenGraph, pre-training on
the pre-training datasets provided by OpenGraph.

Table 17: Zero-shot results comparison between UniGraph
and LLaGA on Arxiv, Products, Cora and PubMed datasets.

Method Arxiv Products Cora PubMed

LLaGA 74.29 82.21 92.42 87.82
UniGraph  76.01 82.41 93.12 87.98

Table 17 compares the zero-shot results of UniGraph and LLaGA [4]
on the Arxiv, Products, Cora and PubMed datasets. We adopt an
experimental setup strictly consistent with LLaGA, pre-training on
the pre-training datasets provided by LLaGA.

Table 18: Zero-shot results comparison between UniGraph
and ZeroG on Cora and PubMed datasets.

Method Cora PubMed

ZeroG 68.72 78.02
UniGraph 72.19  81.23

Table 18 compares the zero-shot results of UniGraph and Ze-
roG [30] on the Cora and PubMed datasets. We adopt an experi-
mental setup strictly consistent with ZeroG, pre-training on the
pre-training datasets provided by ZeroG.
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