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ABSTRACT
Unsupervised graph alignment finds the one-to-one node corre-

spondence between a pair of attributed graphs by only exploiting

graph structure and node features. One category of existing works

first computes the node representation and then matches nodes

with close embeddings, which is intuitive but lacks a clear objective

tailored for graph alignment in the unsupervised setting. The other

category reduces the problem to optimal transport (OT) via Gromov-

Wasserstein (GW) learning with a well-defined objective but leaves

a large room for exploring the design of transport cost. We propose

a principled approach to combine their advantages motivated by

theoretical analysis of model expressiveness. By noticing the limita-

tion of discriminative power in separating matched and unmatched

node pairs, we improve the cost design of GW learning with feature

transformation, which enables feature interaction across dimen-

sions. Besides, we propose a simple yet effective embedding-based

heuristic inspired by the Weisfeiler-Lehman test and add its prior

knowledge to OT for more expressiveness when handling non-

Euclidean data. Moreover, we are the first to guarantee the one-

to-one matching constraint by reducing the problem to maximum

weight matching. The algorithm design effectively combines our OT

and embedding-based predictions via stacking, an ensemble learn-

ing strategy. We propose a model framework named CombAlign
integrating all the above modules to refine node alignment progres-

sively. Through extensive experiments, we demonstrate significant

improvements in alignment accuracy compared to state-of-the-art

approaches and validate the effectiveness of the proposed modules.

1 INTRODUCTION
The unsupervised graph alignment problem predicts the node cor-

respondence between two attributed graphs given their topolog-

ical structure and node features as inputs. It has a wide range of

applications such as linking the same identity across different so-

cial networks (e.g., Facebook and Weibo) [21, 44, 63], matching

scholar accounts between multiple academic platforms (e.g., ACM

and DBLP) [43, 67], various computer vision tasks including image

alignment [2] and shape model learning [13], as well as the approx-

imate computation of graph edit distance [23, 33]. Since the nodes

to be aligned do not necessarily have identical graph structure and
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node features, which is referred to as the structure and feature in-
consistency [44], the problem remains a challenge, especially in the

unsupervised setting without any known node correspondence.

Another observation is that most existing studies adopt the one-
to-one setting of node alignment, namely, each node is matched to

at most one node in the other graph.

Numerous efforts have been devoted to unsupervised graph

alignment in recent years [4, 11, 44, 47, 50, 55]. One prominent

category of the existing works [11, 47, 50] relies on the “embed-
then-cross-compare” paradigm. To be more precise, these methods

first learn the embedding of each node in both graphs by exploiting

the graph structure and node feature information, for example, with

graph neural networks (GNNs). Then, two nodes are matched if

their embeddings are close according to some specific metric such

as cosine similarity [50]. In other words, the intuition is to make

the embeddings of two aligned nodes closer in the latent space.

However, for the unsupervised scenario, it is non-trivial to design

an optimization objective that is fully suitable for the graph align-

ment task without any known node correspondence, which poses

challenges for learning high-quality embeddings. Representative

embedding-based methods [11, 47] adopt the learning objective that

does not directly correspond to node alignment (see Section 2.2 for

more details) and employ heuristic strategies such as reweighting

of graph edges [47, 50] to enable feedback in the learning process.

Nonetheless, a loss that is not tailored for the specific task may lead

to suboptimality of model performance. The most recent work [50]

thus employs a parameter-free approach without an explicit objec-

tive to achieve state-of-the-art performance. It is obvious that the

absence of supervision and a clear objective leads to the limitation

of model capability under the embedding-based framework.

Another recent line of research [4, 44, 46, 55] generally mod-

els the graph alignment problem via optimal transport (OT), which
achieves promising accuracy due to its well-defined objective. Given

the marginal distributions on two finite sets, and a predefined func-

tion named transport cost to describe the cost of transformation

between two distributions, the OT problem finds the joint distribu-

tion to minimize the total transport cost [49]. It has been shown that

unsupervised graph alignment can be reduced to OT with the help

of Wasserstein discrepancy (WD) and Gromov-Wasserstein discrep-

ancy (GWD) [32, 44, 55]. Particularly, the GW discrepancy shares

similar ideas with node alignment [44, 55] given the marginals
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on both node sets, and thus, it plays a critical role in the learning

process. For approaches of this paradigm, the crux lies in the cost

definition between a pair of nodes, which is predefined for the

OT problem but needs to be specified for graph alignment. For the

well-adopted GWD, it is sufficient to define the pairwise cost within

each graph (referred to as the intra-graph cost), then the inter-graph
cost (i.e., the transport cost for OT) is computed accordingly (see

Section 2.1 for more details). The advantage has been demonstrated

to alleviate the effect of structure and feature inconsistency [44].

We have witnessed an increasingly sophisticated design for the

concrete form of intra-graph cost, moving from hand-designed

functions and learnable node embeddings [55] to node feature prop-

agation across neighbors [44], with a combination of multiple cost

terms employed by state-of-the-art algorithms [4, 44]. However, as

we will elaborate in the following, to extend optimal transport to

the graph alignment problem, we still lack the theoretical under-

standing of the added modules, i.e., the cost design and the setting

of marginal distributions.

By noticing the advantages and limitations of both types of solu-

tions, we are motivated to investigate the expressive power of OT

and embedding-based techniques for unsupervised graph alignment

from a more theoretical perspective. Firstly, as state-of-the-art OT-

based algorithms [4, 44] essentially facilitate cost learning by node

feature propagation on graphs, we take a step further to incorporate

feature transformation along with propagation for intra-graph cost

design. It is proved that by equipping with transformation layer,

the Gromov-Wasserstein learning process gains more discrimina-

tive power, in that our cost helps to better separate matched and

unmatched node pairs. Meanwhile, the provable convergence is

still guaranteed under this condition.

As our empirical study shows, with this single optimization, our

model outperforms existing OT and embedding-based state of the

art.

Secondly, instead of proposing complicated heuristics under the

embedding-based framework, which lacks a clear objective suit-

able for the unsupervised setting, we opt for a simple yet effective

approach to improve the well-formed OT perspective by taking

the embedding-based strategy as prior knowledge. The key observa-

tion is that existing OT-based solutions simply adapt the uniform

distribution for the marginals on the node sets, while it is well

known that graphs are typical non-Euclidean data and the nodes

are not independent and identically distributed but associated with

edges. Specifically, we use GNNs with randomized parameters to

simulate the Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) algorithm [36] and compute

prior distributions for two node sets, which affects the OT-based

procedure as additional inputs. We also theoretically prove that the

learning process is more expressive by optimizing an orthogonal

aspect to feature transformation.

Thirdly, we regret to find that none of the existing solutions

guarantees the property of one-to-one matching. These methods are

inherently incapable of satisfying the constraint because they first

compute an alignment probability matrix containing the matching

possibility for every pair of nodes and then take the row/column-

wise maximum as the prediction. Therefore, two nodes might be

aligned to the same node in the other graph as indicated by the

probabilities. We tackle this problem via reducing graph alignment

to the maximum weight matching problem [10, 18] by establishing

Table 1: Table of notations.

Notation Description
G𝑠 , G𝑡 The source and target graphs

A𝑝 ,X𝑝 Adjacency matrix and node feature matrix (𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 )

𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑣𝑘 , 𝑣𝑙 Nodes with 𝑢𝑖 ,𝑢 𝑗 ∈ G𝑠 and 𝑣𝑘 , 𝑣𝑙 ∈ G𝑡
Z𝑝 ,H𝑝 ,R𝑝 Node embeddings computed by GNN, GNN w/o train-

ing, and feature propagation, respectively (𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 )

C𝑠 ,C𝑡 ,C𝑔𝑤𝑑 Intra-graph and inter-graph costs for GW learning

T𝑊𝐿,T𝐺𝑊 The alignment probability matrices

𝑓 ( ·), 𝑔 ( ·) Functions with and without learnable parameters

a set of weighted edges between two node sets and applying the off-

the-shelf algorithms for maximum weight matching. To define the

edge weights, which determine the matching accuracy, we combine

the predictions of our OT and embedding-based procedures via an

ensemble learning strategy [8, 70] named stacking. Our model not

only holds the one-to-one matching constraint but also improves

prediction accuracy by combining the best of both worlds.

Fourthly, we present a model framework named CombAlign to
unify our OT and embedding-based procedures with the traditional

algorithm-inspired stacking module in a principled way. Our pro-

posed modules interact with each other to enhance alignment ac-

curacy. Despite its more expressive power, by theoretical analysis,

the asymptotic complexity of ComAlign is identical to the state-of-

the-art method [44], which ensures model efficiency.

In summary, our contributions are as follows.

• We propose CombAlign, a unified framework for unsupervised

graph alignment to fully integrate the advantages of embedding-

based, OT-based, and traditional algorithm-based solutions.

• We enable feature transformation with learnable GNNs to en-

hance OT-based learning, which demonstrates more expressive

power with theoretical guarantee. By formal analysis, we also

observe the necessity of non-uniform marginals, and exploit

prior knowledge from our embedding-based module, a simple

yet effective heuristic inspired by the Weisfeiler-Lehman test.

• We use an ensemble learning strategy to unify both embedding

and OT-based predictions by reducing unsupervised graph align-

ment to the maximum weight matching problem. To the best of

our knowledge, our solution is the first to guarantee one-to-one

node matching for unsupervised graph alignment.

• Extensive experiments are conducted to evaluate our algorithm

against both embedding and OT-based state of the art. Our

method improves the alignment accuracy by a significant mar-

gin, while a more detailed evaluation shows the effectiveness of

each proposed module.

2 PRELIMINARIES
2.1 Problem Statement
We denote an undirected and attributed graph as G = (V, E,X),
where the node set V contains 𝑛 nodes. The edge set E is repre-

sented by the adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}𝑛×𝑛 . X ∈ R𝑛×𝑑 is the

node feature matrix. We list frequently used notations in Table 1.

Our formal definition of the unsupervised graph alignment prob-

lem is as follows.
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Table 2: Comparison of state of the art. For GTCAlign, the GNN parameters are randomly initialized without training.

Method Type Objective Function (𝑝 = {𝑠, 𝑡 }, 𝑘 ∈
[1, 𝐾 ])

Main Idea Alignment Strat-

egy

Techniques Time Complexity

GAlign
[47]

Emb. 𝛼
∑

𝑝 ∥Ã
𝑠𝑦𝑚
𝑝 − Z(𝑘 )𝑝 Z(𝑘 )⊺𝑝 ∥ + (1 −

𝛼 ) ∑(𝑣,𝑣′ ),𝑝 ∥Z(𝑘 )𝑝 (𝑣) − Z(𝑘 )𝑝 (𝑣′ ) ∥
Data augmentation-based

alignment and refinement

Dot product of

emb.

GNN, graph

augmentation

𝑂 (𝐼𝐾 (𝑚𝑑 + 𝑛2𝑑 ) )

WAlign
[11]

Emb. 𝛼
∑
(𝑢,𝑣) 𝑓 (Z𝑠 (𝑢 ) ) − 𝑓 (Z𝑡 (𝑣) ) + (1−

𝛼 ) ∑𝑣,𝑝 ∥ 𝑓𝑟𝑒 (Z𝑝 (𝑣) ) − X𝑝 (𝑣) ∥
Conducting alignment via

the GAN framework

Emb. similarity

w.r.t. 𝑓 ( ·)
GNN, WGAN 𝑂 (𝐼 (𝐾𝑚𝑑 + (𝐼𝑤 +

𝐼𝑟 )𝑛𝑑2 ) )
GTCAlign
[50]

Emb. N/A Minimizing the angle be-

tween matched emb.

Dot product of

emb.

GNN
∗
, graph

augmentation

𝑂 (𝐼𝐾 (𝑚𝑑 + 𝑛2𝑑 ) )

GWL [55] OT ⟨C𝑔𝑤𝑑 ,T⟩ + 𝛼 ⟨C𝑤𝑑 ,T⟩ +
𝛽𝐿 (𝑔 (X𝑠 ,X𝑡 ),C′ )

Converting graph align-

ment to GW learning

Embedding-based

WD and GWD

Proximal point

method (PPM)

𝑂 (𝐼 (𝑛2𝑑 + 𝐼𝑜𝑡𝑛3 ) )

SLOTAlign
[44]

OT ⟨C𝑔𝑤𝑑 ,T⟩ Joint structure learning and

alignment

GWD with feature

propagation

Feature propa-

gation, PPM

𝑂 (𝐼 (𝐾 (𝑚𝑑+𝑛𝑑2 ) +
𝑛2𝑑 + 𝐼𝑜𝑡𝑛3 ) )

UHOT-GM
[4]

OT

∑
𝑘𝑘′ 𝛼 ⟨C

(𝑘𝑘′ )
𝑔𝑤𝑑

,T(𝑘𝑘
′ ) ⟩ + (1 −

𝛼 ) ⟨ ∥X𝑠 − X𝑡 ∥,T(𝑘𝑘
′ ) ⟩

Multiple and cross-modal

alignment

GWD with feature

propagation

Feature propa-

gation, PPM

𝑂 (𝐼 (𝐾 (𝑚𝑑+𝑛𝑑2 ) +
𝐾2𝑛2𝑑 +𝐾2𝐼𝑜𝑡𝑛

3 ) )

Definition 2.1 (Unsupervised Graph Alignment). Given source

graph G𝑠 and target graph G𝑡 , unsupervised graph alignment re-

turns a set of matched node pairsM. For each node pair (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑘 ) ∈
M, we have 𝑢𝑖 ∈ G𝑠 and 𝑣𝑘 ∈ G𝑡 .

We assume that 𝑛1 = |V𝑠 |, 𝑛2 = |V𝑡 |, and 𝑛1 ≤ 𝑛2 w.l.o.g. In

particular, we focus on the setting of one-to-one node alignment,

following most existing studies [3, 4, 11, 31, 44, 47, 50, 55, 58, 61].

That is, every node can appear at most once in M. One impor-

tant observation is that, instead of directly computingM, existing

learning-based approaches [4, 11, 44, 47, 50, 55] predict an align-
ment probability matrix T of size 𝑛1 × 𝑛2, where T(𝑖, 𝑘) denotes the
probability that 𝑢𝑖 ∈ G𝑠 is matched to 𝑣𝑘 ∈ G𝑡 . Next, it is sufficient

to setM(𝑢𝑖 ) = arg max𝑘 T(𝑖, 𝑘). In the following, we briefly discuss
the concepts closely related to graph alignment.

Gromov-Wasserstein (GW) Learning. The discrete form of the

Gromov-Wasserstein discrepancy has demonstrated its effective-

ness in comparing objects across different spaces and is adopted

by a wide range of machine learning tasks [13, 22], including the

graph alignment problem [4, 44, 55, 61].

Definition 2.2 (The Gromov-Wasserstein Discrepancy (GWD)). Given
the distribution 𝝁 (resp. 𝝂 ) overV𝑠 (resp.V𝑡 ), the GW discrepancy

between 𝝁 and 𝝂 is defined as

min

T∈Π (𝝁,𝝂 )

𝑛1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛1∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑛2∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑛2∑︁
𝑙=1

|C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |2T(𝑖, 𝑘)T( 𝑗, 𝑙), (1)

s.t.T1 = 𝝁,T⊺1 = 𝝂 .

Here, C𝑠 ∈ R𝑛1×𝑛1
and C𝑡 ∈ R𝑛2×𝑛2

are the intra-graph costs
for G𝑠 and G𝑡 , respectively, which measure the similarity/distance

of two nodes within each graph [32]. We have

∑𝑛1

𝑖=1

∑𝑛2

𝑘=1
T(𝑖, 𝑘) =

1 according to the constraints in Equation 1, i.e., T is the joint

probability distribution over two node sets.

Following [32, 55], let C𝑔𝑤𝑑 ∈ R𝑛1×𝑛2
be the inter-graph cost

matrix, defined as

C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘) =
𝑛1∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑛2∑︁
𝑙=1

|C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |2T( 𝑗, 𝑙) . (2)

The above definition ofC𝑔𝑤𝑑 can be interpreted as follows. Noticing
that Equation 1 can be reformulated as

⟨C𝑔𝑤𝑑 ,T⟩ =
𝑛1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑛2∑︁
𝑘=1

C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘)T(𝑖, 𝑘). (3)

To minimize this objective with the constraints of T, a negative cor-
relation between the values of C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘) and T(𝑖, 𝑘) is encouraged.

More precisely, for likely matched node pairs (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑘 ) and (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑣𝑙 ),
|C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |2 should be small, i.e., the values of C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) and
C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) are close [44, 55]. Since these intra-graph cost terms are

usually computed from adjacency information and node embedding-

based similarity, the GW discrepancy generally suggests that nodes

with similar features and local structures are aligned.

The Optimal Transport (OT) Problem. Actually, Equation 3 can

be interpreted via optimal transport. Given C ∈ R𝑛1×𝑛2
which

represents the cost of transforming probability distribution 𝝁 to

𝝂 , we compute the joint probability distribution T ∈ R𝑛1×𝑛2
so

that the total weighted cost is minimized. It can be solved by the

Sinkhorn algorithm [7, 38] via an iterative procedure. Note that for

optimal transport, the cost C is usually fixed (i.e., as input).

With learnable costs, existing solutions [4, 44, 55] adopt the

proximal point method [54] to reduce GW learning to OT and to

learn the alignment probability and parameters in the cost term

jointly.

Graph Neural Network (GNN). To integrate the local graph struc-
tures and node features for node representation learning, one promi-

nent approach is the graph neural networks [6, 9, 26]. To put it

simply, classical GNNs compute a 𝑑-dimensional representation

for each node by conducting multiple layers of graph convolution,

which can be simplified as

Z(𝑘+1) (𝑣) = 𝜎 (
∑︁

𝑤∈𝑁 (𝑣)
P𝑣𝑤 · Z(𝑘 ) (𝑤) ·W(𝑘+1) ), 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝐾, (4)

where Z(𝑘 ) (𝑣) is 𝑣 ’s embedding at layer 𝑘 , 𝑁 (𝑣) denotes the neigh-
bors of 𝑣 , P = 𝑔(A) ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 propagates the influence between

nodes based on the graph structure, W(1) , . . . ,W(𝐾 ) ∈ R𝑑×𝑑 are

learnable transformation matrices, and 𝜎 (·) denotes the activation
function. For example, P can be set as D̃−

1

2 ÃD̃−
1

2 with D̃ = Ã1 and
Ã = A + I [19, 48].
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2.2 Analysis of State-of-the-Art Solutions
Existing unsupervised solutions for graph alignment can be roughly

divided into two categories. The first category, referred to as “embed-

then-cross-compare” [5, 11, 24, 47, 50, 57, 58], tackles the problem

by first generating node representation (i.e., node embeddings) for

both graphs. Then, the alignment probability of two nodes is com-

puted by specific similarity measures based on their embeddings.

The second category [3, 4, 31, 44, 55, 61] models graph alignment

as the Gromov-Wasserstein learning process, which predicts the

alignment probabilities given the transport cost between node pairs.

Hence, the crux is how to design and learn the transport cost, which

originates from the optimal transport problem. Table 2 shows the

detailed comparison of state-of-the-art solutions.

2.2.1 Embedding-based Solutions. Given the embeddings of two

nodes Z𝑠 (𝑢) and Z𝑡 (𝑣), the well-adopted alignment strategy is to

compute their dot product Z𝑠 (𝑢)⊺Z𝑡 (𝑣) as the matching probabil-

ity [47, 50]. Note that if the embeddings are normalized, we actually

minimize the cosine angle between them [50]. A more sophisticated

solution [11] is to compute the node score by employing a learnable

function 𝑓 (·), based on which the node alignment is determined.

For node embedding computation, representative methods adopt

GNN to learn the graph structures and node features jointly. Based

on this, GAlign [47] incorporates the idea of data augmentation

into the learning objective to obtain high-quality node embeddings.

In particular, it encourages the node embeddings Z(𝑘 )𝑝 (𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 ) of

each GNN layer 𝑘 to retain graph structures, as well as to be robust

upon graph perturbation (see the objective in Table 2, where 𝑣 ′ is
the node in the perturbed graph that corresponds to 𝑣). Afterward,

the alignment refinement procedure augments the original graph

by first choosing the confident node matchings and then increasing

the weight of their adjacency edges. This serves as an effective

unsupervised heuristic to iteratively match node pairs.

GTCAlign [50], which arguably has the best accuracy among

embedding-based solutions, simplifies the idea of GAlign with the

following observation. First, it uses a GNN with randomized param-

eters for node embedding computation, as it is intricate to design

an embedding-based objective that directly corresponds to the goal

of node alignment. Second, the iterative learning process is empow-

ered by graph augmentation, i.e., to adjust edge weights according

to confident predictions. By normalizing the node embeddings to

length 1, the learning process gradually decreases the cosine angle
between confident node matchings.

Another recent work named WAlign [11] conducts unsupervised
graph alignment via the idea of generative adversarial network

(GAN). Specifically, it designs a discriminator following the idea

of Wasserstein GAN to minimize the distance between scores of

matched node pairs, where the node score is computed from the

node embedding via a learnable module (i.e., an MLP). Generally,

the main challenge of embedding-based solutions lies in the absence

of an objective specially tailored for graph alignment, partially due

to the unsupervised setting.

2.2.2 OT-based Solutions. Instead of designing sophisticated align-
ment rules based on node embeddings, representative OT-based

solutions [4, 44, 55] share the well-defined objective of minimizing

Gromow-Wasserstein discrepancy (GWD) (Equation 3). Most of

them employ the proximal point method [54, 55] to solve the learn-

ing objective, which essentially models the problem via optimal

transport and computes an alignment probability matrix. To this

end, these methods mainly differ in the specific form of the learn-
able transport cost, which is further reduced to the intra-graph cost

design. Particularly, they all adopt the joint learning process for

both the cost and alignment probabilities, while the cost can be com-

puted via predefined functions, learnable node embeddings [55], or

node feature propagation [4, 44].

GWL [55] is the first work following this paradigm and incorpo-

rates Wasserstein discrepancy (WD) and reconstruction loss for

regularization
1
. As the state-of-the-art approach, SLOTAlign [44]

extends GWL by incorporating multi-view structure modeling, which

includes the linear combination of adjacency information, node fea-

tures, and node representations computed via feature propagation
(referred to as parameter-free GNN in [44]). A few learnable coef-

ficients are introduced to balance their contributions to the cost.

The most recent work, UHOT-GM [4], generalizes this idea with the

notion of multiple and cross-modal alignment. To be specific, the

node embeddings in each graph propagation layer of both graphs

are fully interacted. For a 𝐾-layer propagation, it resembles con-

ducting 𝐾2
independent GW learning procedures considering both

WD [49] and GWD [44, 55], resulting in better practical accuracy.

We note that the node feature propagation in [4, 44] is funda-

mentally different from a parameter-free GNN, as it does not allow

feature transformation (i.e., it has no transformation matrix). There-

fore, the former only enables feature interaction across neighbors

dimension-by-dimension, whereas the latter also facilitates the in-

teraction across different dimensions. We will elaborate on their

differences in expressive power in the following section.

Remark. Unfortunately, both types of solutions cannot guarantee

a one-to-one prediction of node alignments. As the final node match-

ings are predicted according to the alignment probability matrix T
(i.e., by finding the row/column-wise maximum), we might align

both𝑢𝑖 and𝑢 𝑗 in the source graph to 𝑣𝑘 in the target graph (and vice

versa), if we have 𝑖 = arg max𝑖′ T(𝑖′, 𝑘) and 𝑗 = arg max𝑗 ′ T( 𝑗 ′, 𝑘).

2.2.3 Complexity Analysis. We also compare the time complexity

of representative solutions in Table 2. (We assume thatmax(𝑛1, 𝑛2) =
𝑂 (𝑛).) Since they have common building blocks such as GNN and

the GW learning procedure, their complexities also share some

terms. In particular, the term𝑂 (𝐾 (𝑚𝑑 +𝑛𝑑2)) comes from the GNN

module, while the dot product of two 𝑛 × 𝑑-sized embedding matri-

ces takes 𝑂 (𝑛2𝑑) time. The cost computation of GW learning can

be done in𝑂 (𝑛3) according to [55]. We use 𝐾 to denote the number

of GNN (or graph propagation) layers. All methods have the term 𝐼 ,

which represents the number of iterations, while 𝐼𝑤 , 𝐼𝑟 and 𝐼𝑜𝑡 come

from the inner-loop iterations ofWasserstein discriminator [11], the

reconstruction loss, and the Sinkhorn algorithm for optimal trans-

port [4, 44, 55], respectively. In general, embedding-based methods

have slightly lower asymptotic complexities. However, in practice,

they tend to have comparable or longer running time than the OT-

based ones (see Section 4). We speculate that the excessive time is

attributed to sophisticated procedures such as graph augmentation

1
In this case, GWD dominates the learning process while WD becomes one term of

the transport cost.
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Figure 1: The overall framework of CombAlign.

and GAN, while the matrix multiplications in OT-based learning

can be efficiently processed in parallel.

3 CombAlign: THE COMBINED APPROACH
3.1 Model Overview
We present an overview of our model named CombAlign, which
fully incorporates embedding-based, OT-based, and traditional tech-

niques to solve the unsupervised graph alignment problem with

theoretical improvements. The overall framework is shown in Fig-

ure 1.

Given graphs G𝑠 and G𝑡 , CombAlign (see Algorithm 1) first pre-

dicts the alignment probabilities by employing two separate ap-

proaches. Specifically, theWL-then-Inner-Product (WL) module ob-

tains node embeddings H𝑠 and H𝑡 via a GNN without training,

which essentially resembles the Weisfeiler-Leman (WL) algorithm

(Line 1). The embedding-based alignment probability T𝑊𝐿 can

be easily computed by embedding-based similarity via the Non-
Uniform Marginal (NUM) module (Line 2). Meanwhile, the Unsuper-
vised GW Learning with Feature Transformation (GRAFT) module

derives an OT-based prediction T𝐺𝑊 by improving existing ap-

proaches [4, 44, 55] (Line 3). Also note that the NUM module has

an important impact on the GRAFT module by controlling its input,

i.e., the marginal distributions. Finally, the Ensemble Learning with
Maximum Weight Matching (EL) module combines both alignment

matrices and employs a traditional algorithm-based solution to

further improve matching accuracy, as well as to guarantee the

constraint of one-to-one matching (Lines 4-5).

Algorithm 1: CombAlign
Input: Two attributed graphs G𝑠 and G𝑡
Output: The set of predicted node matchingM

1 H𝑠 ← WL(A𝑠 ,X𝑠 ), H𝑡 ← WL(A𝑡 ,X𝑡 ); // Algorithm 3

2 𝝁,𝝂,T𝑊𝐿 ← NUM(H𝑠 ,H𝑡 ); // Algorithm 4

3 T𝐺𝑊 ← GRAFT(A𝑠 ,X𝑠 ,A𝑡 ,X𝑡 , 𝝁,𝝂); // Algorithm 2

4 M ← EL(V𝑠 ,V𝑡 ,T𝑊𝐿,T𝐺𝑊 ); // Algorithm 5

5

6 returnM;

Figure 2: Illustration of the GRAFT module.

3.2 The GW Learning (GRAFT) Module
We first describe the OT-based module named GRAFT (shown in

Figure 2), which is composed of the feature propagation and trans-

formation step followed by the GW learning step.

3.2.1 Feature Propagation and Transformation. As pointed out

by [44], for OT-based approaches, the alignment quality heavily de-

pends on the specific design of intra-graph costs C𝑠 and C𝑡 . Given
the cost matrices as input, the GW learning procedure follows the

standard proximal point method [54, 55] and the optimal transport

solutions, e.g., the Sinkhorn algorithm [7, 38]. Consequently, apart

from directly exploiting the adjacency and node feature informa-

tion, representative methods [4, 44, 55] study the integration of

graph structures and node features, which can be generalized as

the following equation:

R𝑝 = 𝑔𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝 (A𝑝 )X𝑝 , 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡, (5)

where 𝑔𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝 (·) is a general function without learnable parameters.

For example, we can set it to the standard propagation of GCN [19],

i.e., 𝑔𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝 (A𝑝 ) = D̃
− 1

2

𝑝 Ã𝑝 D̃
− 1

2

𝑝 (see Section 2.1). We use R𝑠 ∈ R𝑛1×𝑑

and R𝑡 ∈ R𝑛2×𝑑
to denote the result, and the process is referred to

as feature propagation2.
We observe that this step only enables the propagation of fea-

tures between a node and its neighbors in a dimension-by-dimension
manner. However, interaction between different feature dimensions

is not considered, which is also important, for example, when two

feature dimensions share similar semantics. We put forward fea-

ture propagation and transformation, which is widely adopted by

classical GNNs [19, 48, 56] and is formulated as

Z𝑝 = 𝑓𝐺𝑁𝑁 (A𝑝 ,X𝑝 ,W), 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 . (6)

Here, 𝑓𝐺𝑁𝑁 is a learnable function, andW denotes the learnable

transformation matrices and is shared by two graphs, which en-

ables feature interaction across dimensions. The following theorem

demonstrates that by simply adding a learnable transformation

matrix for feature interaction, the intra-graph cost matrices have

more discriminative power under the GW learning framework.

2
Note that [44] uses parameter-free GNN to denote this process. In this paper, we

propose strict definitions for both terms and formally analyze their differences.
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Theorem 3.1. We are given the graph structuresA𝑠 ,A𝑡 and node fea-
turesX𝑠 ,X𝑡 as input. Denote feature propagation asR𝑝 = 𝑔(A𝑝 )X𝑝 , 𝑝 =

𝑠, 𝑡 , where 𝑔(·) is a function without learnable parameters. Denote the
additional linear transformation as Z𝑝 = R𝑝W, where W ∈ R𝑑×𝑑
is the learnable matrix. Assume that we set the intra-graph cost ma-
trices as C′𝑝 = R𝑝R

⊺
𝑝 and C𝑝 = Z𝑝Z

⊺
𝑝 for 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 , respectively,

and let (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑘 ), (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑣𝑙 ) ∈ M∗𝑎𝑛𝑑 (𝑢 𝑗 ′ , 𝑣𝑙 ) ∉ M∗ whereM∗ is the
ground truth. Then, there exists a case that |C′𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C′𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) | =
|C′𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗 ′) − C′𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) | and |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) | ≠ |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗 ′) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |.

Proof. First note that if an algorithm is able to separate |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗)−
C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) | and |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗 ′) −C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |, or more specifically, to learn that

|C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) −C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) | < |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗 ′) −C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |, it is more likely to make

the correct prediction (T( 𝑗, 𝑙) > T( 𝑗 ′, 𝑙)). Now assume that X𝑠 con-
tains different one-hot features for each node, and the distance

between 𝑢𝑖 and 𝑢 𝑗 (resp. 𝑢 𝑗 ′ ) is beyond 𝐾 , the maximum step of fea-

ture propagation. For simplicity, let 𝑖 , 𝑗 , and 𝑗 ′ be the corresponding
index. Since𝑢𝑖 cannot propagate any information to𝑢 𝑗 and𝑢 𝑗 ′ (and

vice versa), we have R𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑗) = 0,R𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑗 ′) = 0,R𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑖) = 0, and

R𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ′ , 𝑖) = 0. Thus, we have R𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )⊺R𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) = R𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )⊺R𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ′ ) = 0,

i.e., C′𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) = C′𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗 ′) = 0.

With the linear transformation matrix W, since the one-hot fea-

tures are directly interacted, we might have Z𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )⊺Z𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ≠ 0

andZ𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )⊺Z𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ′ ) = 0 by setting the corresponding columns ofW.

More generally, by learningW, it is possible to haveZ𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )⊺Z𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ) ≠
Z𝑠 (𝑢𝑖 )⊺Z𝑠 (𝑢 𝑗 ′ ), and the theorem follows. □

By Theorem 3.1, if we adopt the intra-graph cost design by com-

bining multiple terms with respect to structure and feature informa-

tion [4, 44], the following corollary says that feature transformation

still provides more discriminative power.

Corollary 3.2. Assume that the intra-graph cost matrix C𝑝 is the
linear combination of graph structure A𝑝 , node feature information
X𝑝X

⊺
𝑝 , and node embedding information Z𝑝Z

⊺
𝑝 , i.e.,

C𝑝 = 𝛽
(1)
𝑝 A𝑝 + 𝛽 (2)𝑝 X𝑝X

⊺
𝑝 + 𝛽

(3)
𝑝 Z𝑝Z

⊺
𝑝 , 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡, (7)

where we use 𝜷𝑝 to represent learnable coefficients. If feature transfor-
mation is applied to compute Z𝑝 , the costs have more discriminative
power in separating the matched and unmatched node pairs.

Proof. Recall the example in the proof of Theorem 3.1. In this

case, the first two terms of Equation 7 are equal to 0. Then the

corollary holds following Theorem 3.1. □

Corollary 3.3. Let Z𝑝 = 𝑓𝐺𝑁𝑁 (A𝑝 ,X𝑝 ,W) denote the feature
propagation and transformation step where 𝑓𝐺𝑁𝑁 is a learnable func-
tion implemented via graph neural networks (GNNs). If 𝑓𝐺𝑁𝑁 has
more expressive power in distinguishing node embeddings, the intra-
graph cost has more discriminative power in separating node pairs.

Proof. For two graphswithmax(𝑛1, 𝑛2) = 𝑂 (𝑛), note that there
exists at most 𝑂 (𝑛) node matchings and 𝑂 (𝑛2) unmatched pairs.

In other words, we intend to simultaneously hold up to 𝑂 (𝑛2) con-
straints described in Theorem 3.1 by learning the GNN parameters

in the cost. As shown by the proof of Theorem 3.1, with a more pow-

erful GNN to distinguish the node embeddings Z𝑝 , the intra-graph
cost terms for different node pairs become more separable. □

Motivated by the above theoretical results, we employ three

specific GNN models for feature propagation and transformation:

• Lightweight GCN [53] with a single linear transformation layer:

Z = Concat(X, PX, . . . , P𝐾X)W, P = D̃−
1

2 ÃD̃−
1

2 . (8)

• Graph Convolutional Network (GCN) [19]:

Z(𝑘+1) = 𝜎 (PZ(𝑘 )W(𝑘+1) ), 𝑘 ∈ [1, 𝐾] . (9)

• Graph Isomorphism Network (GIN) [56]:

Z(𝑘+1) = MLP
(𝑘+1) ((1 + 𝜀 (𝑘+1) )Z(𝑘 ) + AZ(𝑘 ) ), 𝑘 ∈ [1, 𝐾] . (10)

For GCN and GIN, we use the skip connection to combine node

embeddings of all layers:

Z𝑝 =

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

Z(𝑘 )𝑝 , 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 . (11)

3.2.2 Gromov-Wasserstein Learning. Our GW learning step follows

the well-adopted approach in [4, 44, 55] by using the proximal point

method and reducing the learning problem to optimal transport.

Specifically, denote by 𝐿(T, 𝜷,W) the learning objective in Equa-

tion 3, where 𝜷 = (𝜷𝑠 , 𝜷𝑡 ) is the learnable coefficients to combine

multiple terms for the intra-graph cost, andW denotes the set of

parameters in feature transformation. The proximal point method

updates T and 𝚯 = {𝜷,W} alternatively [44, 55]:

𝚯
(𝑖+1) = arg min

{
∇
𝚯
𝐿(T(𝑖 ) , 𝜷 (𝑖 ) ,𝚯(𝑖 ) )⊺𝚯 + 1

2𝜏Θ
∥𝚯 − 𝚯(𝑖 ) ∥2

}
,

T(𝑖+1) = arg min

{
∇T𝐿(T(𝑖 ) , 𝜷 (𝑖 ) ,𝚯(𝑖 ) )⊺T +

1

𝜏𝑇
KL(T∥T(𝑖 ) )

}
.

(12)

Note that KL(·| |·) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. Next, we

demonstrate that with the simplified version of feature transfor-

mation, i.e., by adopting the lightweight GCN with one layer of

linear transformation, the GW learning procedure theoretically

guarantees the convergence result as in [44, 55].

Theorem 3.4. Denote by 𝐿(T, 𝜷,W) the learning objective in Equa-
tion 3. Suppose that 0 < 𝜏𝑇 < 1

𝐿𝑇
𝑓

, 0 < 𝜏𝛽 < 1

𝐿
𝛽

𝑓

, and 0 < 𝜏𝑊 < 1

𝐿𝑊
𝑓

,

where 𝐿𝑇
𝑓
, 𝐿𝛽
𝑓
, and 𝐿𝑊

𝑓
are the gradient Lipschitz continuous modulus

of 𝐿(T, 𝜷,W) respectively. If the following conditions hold, i.e.,
T = {T ≥ 0 : T1 = 𝝁,T⊺1 = 𝝂}, (13)

B = {(𝜷𝑠 , 𝜷𝑡 ) ≥ 0 :

3∑︁
𝑖=1

𝛽
(𝑖 )
𝑝 = 1, 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡}, (14)

W = {W(𝑘 ) ≥ 0 :

∑︁
𝑖=1

W(𝑘 )
𝑖 𝑗

= 1,∀𝑗 ∈ [1, 𝑑], 𝑘 ∈ [1, 𝐾]}, (15)

then the GW learning process converges to a critical point of𝐿(T, 𝜷,W),
with 𝐿(T, 𝜷,W) = 𝐿(T, 𝜷,W) + I𝑇 (T) + I𝐵 (𝜷) + I𝑊 (W), where
I𝐶 (·) denotes the indicator function on the set 𝐶 .

Proof (Sketch). Note that by our definition, T ,B, andW are

bounded sets, and𝐿(T, 𝜷,W) is a bi-quadratic functionwith respect
to T, 𝜷 , andW. To guarantee thatW satisfies the above constraint

in each iteration, it is sufficient to apply an activation function (e.g.,

ReLU) followed by column-wise normalization. The proof then
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generally follows that of Theorem 5 in [44], where we can compute

the gradient of 𝐿 w.r.t. T, 𝜷 , andW to update the parameters with

provable convergence. □

Algorithm 2: Unsupervised Gromov-Wasserstein Learning

with Feature Transformation (GRAFT)

Input: A𝑠 ,X𝑠 ,A𝑡 ,X𝑡 , marginal distributions 𝜇 and 𝜈

Output: The OT-based alignment probability T𝐺𝑊
// feature propagation and transformation

1 Z(0)𝑠 ← X𝑠 ,Z
(0)
𝑡 ← X𝑡 ;

2 for 𝑘 = 1 to 𝐾 and 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 do
3 Z(𝑘 )𝑝 ← 𝑔𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑝 (A𝑝 ,Z(𝑘−1)

𝑝 );
4 Z(𝑘 )𝑝 ← 𝜎 (Z(𝑘 )𝑝 W(𝑘 ) );

5 Z𝑠 ←
∑𝐾
𝑘=1

Z(𝑘 )𝑠 ,Z𝑡 ←
∑𝐾
𝑘=1

Z(𝑘 )𝑡 ;

// unsupervised Gromov-Wasserstein learning

6 Randomly initializeW(1,...,𝐾 ) and set T𝐺𝑊 ← 𝜇𝜈⊺ ,

𝜷𝑠 , 𝜷𝑡 ← (1, 1, 1)⊺ ;
7 for 𝑖 = 1 to 𝐼 do
8 C𝑝 ← 𝑓𝜷 (A𝑝 ,X𝑝 ,Z𝑝 ), 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 ; // intra-graph cost

9 C𝑔𝑤𝑑 ← 𝑓𝑔𝑤𝑑 (C𝑠 ,C𝑡 ,T𝐺𝑊 ); // inter-graph cost

10 Use (stochastic) gradient descent to update

𝚯 = {𝜷,W(1) , . . . ,W(𝐾 ) } and invoke the proximal

point method to update T𝐺𝑊 alternatively;

11 return T𝐺𝑊 ;

Algorithm Description. The pseudocode of the GRAFT module

is shown in Algorithm 2. Given graph structures A𝑠 ,A𝑡 and node

features X𝑠 ,X𝑡 , we initialize the 0-th layer embedding Z(0)𝑝 as X𝑝
for 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 (Line 1). Next, a 𝐾-layer graph convolution is conducted

(Lines 2-4) while we have multiple choices of the GNN model. We

then use the skip connection to sum up embeddings of all layers and

get Z𝑠 and Z𝑡 (Line 5). For the GW learning process, we randomly

initialize the learnable transformationmatrix (W(1) , . . . ,W(𝐾 ) ) and
set the alignment probability T𝐺𝑊 according to the input marginals.

The learnable coefficients 𝜷 in the intra-graph cost are uniformly

initialized (Line 6). The learning process computes the intra and

inter-graph costs, and updates T𝐺𝑊 by up to the maximum number

of iterations (Lines 7-11).

Remark. Practically, we relax the theoretical constraints (Equa-

tion 14 & 15) and use more powerful GNNs to achieve better

matching accuracy. Note that the objective is nonconvex and non-

smooth [4, 55], and the theoretical analysis only guarantees the

convergence to a critical point.

3.3 The WL-then-Inner-Product (WL) Module
Generally speaking, the WL module uses a GNN with randomized

parameters (also referred to as parameter-free GNNs) to simulate

the Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) test [36]. The advantage is that the

structure and feature can be embedded jointly even without an

easily-defined objective. As demonstrated in Algorithm 3, we first

initialize 𝐾 random matrices Ŵ(1) , . . . , Ŵ(𝐾 ) to resemble the hash

functions in WL test (Line 1). Taking node features as input (Line 2),

the algorithm conducts 𝐾 layers of graph convolution (Lines 3-4),

and we get the final embeddings by summing up those in each layer

(Lines 5-6). For simplicity, we use the classic GCN [19]. The only

difference is that the parameters will not be updated. We denote by

H𝑠 and H𝑡 the node representations in order to distinguish them

from those obtained via a learnable GNN (i.e., Z𝑠 and Z𝑡 ).

Algorithm 3:WL-then-Inner-Product (WL)

Input: A𝑠 ,X𝑠 ,A𝑡 ,X𝑡
Output: Node embeddings H𝑠 and H𝑡

1 Let Ŵ(1) , . . . , Ŵ(𝐾 ) be 𝐾 randomly initialized matrices;

2 H(0)𝑠 ← X𝑠 ,H
(0)
𝑡 ← X𝑡 ;

3 for 𝑘 = 1 to 𝐾 and 𝑝 = 𝑠, 𝑡 do

4 H(𝑘 )𝑝 ← 𝜎 (D̃−
1

2

𝑝 Ã𝑝 D̃
− 1

2

𝑝 · H(𝑘−1)
𝑝 · Ŵ(𝑘 ) );

5 H𝑠 ←
∑𝐾
𝑘=0

H(𝑘 )𝑠 ,H𝑡 ←
∑𝐾
𝑘=0

H(𝑘 )𝑡 ;

6 return H𝑠 ,H𝑡 ;

Once we get the node embeddings, it is easy to compute the align-

ment probability by their inner product (see Section 3.4). Although

the prediction of WL is not as precise as GRAFT due to its simplicity,

as we will show in the following, it serves as the prior knowledge

for the OT-based component to boost matching accuracy.

3.4 The Non-Uniform Marginal (NUM) Module
This module is for two purposes. First, givenH𝑠 andH𝑡 , we compute

the embedding-based alignment probability T𝑊𝐿 ∈ R𝑛1×𝑛2
by a

simple dot product followed by normalization. (To guarantee its non-

negativity, we first set T𝑊𝐿 = max(T𝑊𝐿, 0)). Second, we present a
simple yet effective heuristic to improve the GRAFT module.

We observe that the OT-based component takes two marginal

distributions onV𝑠 andV𝑡 as input, which is commonly assumed

to be uniformly distributed [4, 44, 55]. Since graphs are typical non-

Euclidean data where nodes are not i.i.d. generated, this assumption

is less motivated. An illustrative example is shown in Figure 3(a).

Both G𝑠 and G𝑡 contain two clusters with nodes marked as triangles

and squares, respectively. We omit the edges within clusters for

presentation clarity and assume that there is no edge between

clusters in each graph. The nodes marked as circles denote the hubs

connecting two clusters. Suppose that the correspondence between

nodes is consistent with their shapes; namely, the ground truth

only aligns nodes with the same shape. Note that if the pair of hubs

is correctly aligned, it might eliminate a large amount of impossible

alignments. In this case, a non-uniform distribution over the node

set is more reasonable.

To incorporate the prior knowledge of structures and features

into the GRAFT module, one strategy is to affect the marginal dis-

tributions of both graphs. We show that this observation indeed

enhances the expressive power of GW learning for graph alignment.

Theorem 3.5. Consider the case that (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑘 ) ∈ M∗ and (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑘 ′ ) ∉
M∗. For GW learning (e.g., GRAFT), under the mild assumption of the
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Algorithm 4: Non-Uniform Marginal (NUM)

Input: Node embeddings H𝑠 and H𝑡
Output: Two marginal distributions 𝝁,𝝂 and the

embedding-based alignment probability T𝑊𝐿

1 S← H𝑠H
⊺
𝑡 ;

2 T𝑊𝐿 ← S/∑𝑖 𝑗 𝑆𝑖 𝑗 ;
3 𝝁 ← T𝑊𝐿 · 1,𝝂 ← T⊺

𝑊𝐿
· 1;

4 return 𝝁,𝝂,T𝑊𝐿 ;

(a) An illustrative example (b) An inseparable case

Figure 3: Motivation of non-uniform marginals.

intra-graph cost, i.e.,

C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑖) = 𝑎,∀𝑢𝑖 ,C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑘) = 𝑏,∀𝑣𝑘 , (16)

C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) = C𝑠 ( 𝑗, 𝑖),C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) = C𝑡 (𝑙, 𝑘),∀𝑢𝑖 , 𝑢 𝑗 , 𝑣𝑘 , 𝑣𝑙 , (17)

C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) = C𝑡 (𝑘′, 𝑙),∀𝑣𝑙 ∈ V𝑡\{𝑣𝑘 , 𝑣𝑘 ′ }, (18)

with uniformmarginals 𝝁 = (1/𝑛1, . . . , 1/𝑛1)⊺ and𝝂 = (1/𝑛2, . . . , 1/𝑛2)⊺ ,
the first iteration of the GW learning process with T(0) = 𝝁𝝂⊺ cannot
determine whether 𝑢𝑖 is matched to 𝑣𝑘 or 𝑣𝑘 ′ .

Proof. First, we show that there exists such a case satisfying

our assumption. If the embeddings in both X𝑝 and Z𝑝 are nor-

malized, we have X𝑝 (𝑣)⊺X𝑝 (𝑣) = Z𝑝 (𝑣)⊺Z𝑝 (𝑣) = 1, thus the

first constraint holds. The second constraint is satisfied for undi-

rected graphs if each term of C𝑝 is computed by the dot product of

node embeddings. For the third constraint, refer to Figure 3(b). For

two nodes 𝑣𝑘 and 𝑣𝑘 ′ in G𝑡 that are automorphism to each other

but with different one-hot encodings, after feature propagation,

we have R𝑡 (𝑣𝑙 , 𝑘) = R𝑡 (𝑣𝑙 , 𝑘′) for each 𝑣𝑙 because the propaga-

tion strategy is shared by each dimension. Therefore, we have

R𝑡 (𝑣𝑙 )⊺R𝑡 (𝑣𝑘 ) = R𝑡 (𝑣𝑙 )⊺R𝑡 (𝑣𝑘 ′ ), and the constraint follows. Note

that the above discussion also holds for feature transformation if the

GNN module cannot separate Z𝑡 (𝑣𝑙 )⊺Z𝑡 (𝑣𝑘 ) and Z𝑡 (𝑣𝑙 )⊺Z𝑡 (𝑣𝑘 ′ ).
Second, we categorize the terms in C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘) as the following

cases (Cf. Equation 2). Note that we have T(0) (𝑖, 𝑘) = 1

𝑛1𝑛2

,∀𝑖, 𝑘 .
Denote by 𝑐𝑖𝑘 ( 𝑗, 𝑙) the terms in C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘), we have

• 𝑙 = 𝑘 : 𝑐𝑖𝑘 ( 𝑗, 𝑘) = |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑘) |2 T( 𝑗, 𝑘),
• 𝑙 = 𝑘′: 𝑐𝑖𝑘 ( 𝑗, 𝑘′) = |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑘′) |2 T( 𝑗, 𝑘′),
• 𝑙 ≠ 𝑘, 𝑘′: 𝑐𝑖𝑘 ( 𝑗, 𝑙) = |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |2 T( 𝑗, 𝑙).

For each 𝑗 , by constraint 1 and 2, the summation of the first and

second cases are equal for C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘) and C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘′). By constraint
3, for each term in the third case, the values are the same for 𝑣𝑘 and

𝑣𝑘 ′ . Then we have C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘) = C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘′) in the first iteration of

GW learning for each 𝑢𝑖 ∈ G𝑠 , which completes the proof. □

Figure 4: A toy example for one-to-many matching.

By setting non-uniform marginals 𝝁 and 𝝂 , according to the

constraint in Equation 1, the row/column-wise summation of the

alignment probability prediction always follows this prior through-

out the learning process. In particular, we implement the prior

knowledge by the idea of WL test, and the pseudocode is shown

in Algorithm 4. We compute the dot product S (Line 1) and nor-

malize it to get the embedding-based alignment probability T𝑊𝐿

(Line 2). The returned marginals for GRAFT are then generated by

row/column-wise summation of T𝑊𝐿 (Lines 3-4). Thus, the embed-

ding part provides prior knowledge to the OT-based part.

Remark. Compared to the GRAFT module, the NUM module offers

another perspective to enhance the expressive power of GW learn-

ing. Recall the concrete form of C𝑔𝑤𝑑 (𝑖, 𝑘) in Equation 2. While

GRAFT improves the discriminative power via the first part of each

term, i.e., |C𝑠 (𝑖, 𝑗) − C𝑡 (𝑘, 𝑙) |2, NUM increases the model capability

by investigating the second term T( 𝑗, 𝑙).

3.5 The Ensemble Learning (EL) Module
One critical drawback is observed for both embedding-based [11,

47, 50] and OT-based approaches [4, 44, 55]. Let us consider the

toy example in Figure 4. Assume that the ground truth isM∗ =
{(𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑖 ), 𝑖 ∈ [1, 3]}, and we compute the alignment probability ma-

trixT in the figure. For each𝑢𝑖 , we predictM(𝑢𝑖 ) = arg max𝑘 T(𝑖, 𝑘).
Then, both 𝑢2 and 𝑢3 are matched to 𝑣2. We note that this phenom-

enon is prevalent in real-world datasets. For representative OT and

embedding-based solutions, we eliminate the one-to-many align-

ments by randomly keeping one of them and demonstrate the ratio

of the remaining set in Figure 5. Obviously, the inability to hold the

one-to-one constraint becomes a limit for model performance.

Algorithm 5: Ensemble Learning via Maximum Weight

Matching (EL)

Input: Node setsV𝑠 andV𝑡 , embedding-based prediction

T𝑊𝐿 , OT-based prediction T𝐺𝑊
Output: The refined (one-to-one) predictionM
// build bipartite graph G𝑏 between V𝑠 and V𝑡

1 V𝑏 ←V𝑠 ∪V𝑡 ;
2 Construct E𝑏 by row-wise top-𝑟 prediction of T𝐺𝑊 ;

3 E𝑏 .𝑤𝑒𝑖𝑔ℎ𝑡 ← 𝑔𝐸𝐿 (T𝑊𝐿,T𝐺𝑊 );
// maximum weight matching

4 Compute the maximum weight matchingM for G𝑏 ;
5 returnM;

Interestingly, we find that maximum weight matching is a feasi-

ble solution to the problem discussed above. The maximum weight

matching problem takes a bipartite graph with weighted edges as

input and finds a set of edges so that their total weight is maximized,

on condition that selected edges do not share any endpoint (i.e.,
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Figure 5: The ratio of the remaining set after eliminating
one-to-many alignments.

Figure 6: Illustration of the ELmodule.

node). The graph alignment problem can be reduced to maximum

weight matching as follows. We first construct a bipartite graph

from the node sets of two graphs and then establish an edge be-

tween each pair of nodes. Intuitively, the edge weight represents the

probability that two adjacent nodes are aligned. To this end, finding

the maximum weight matching is equivalent to graph alignment

with the additional benefit of one-to-one matching.

The crux of this approach is the concrete form of the edge weight,

which determines the alignment accuracy. We adopt stacking, an
ensemble learning method to take the best of both worlds from

OT and embedding-based predictions. In particular, we view both

GRAFT and WL as base learners and form the ensemble learner via

maximum weight matching. We present our EL module as follows,

which is shown in Figure 6 and Algorithm 5.

Bipartite Edge Construction. To construct the bipartite graph G𝑏 ,
we setV𝑏 = V𝑠 ∪V𝑡 (Line 1 of Algorithm 5). Instead of building

edges for all node pairs, we empirically observe that in most cases,

the ground truth matching is contained in the top-𝑟 predictions of

the base learners. As the GRAFT module generally achieves better

performance, for each node 𝑢𝑖 ∈ G𝑠 , we connect it to the nodes

in G𝑡 with top-𝑟 largest T𝐺𝑊 (𝑖, ·) (Line 2 of Algorithm 5). This

step reduces the edge number from 𝑛1𝑛2 to 𝑟𝑛1 and significantly

improves practical efficiency.

Edge Weight Computation. Recall that we would like the edge

weight to be close to the (ground truth) alignment probability.

We employ a simple yet effective parameter-free method to com-

bine OT and embedding-based predictions, which is denoted as

𝑔𝐸𝐿 (T𝑊𝐿, T𝐺𝑊 ) (Line 3 of Algorithm 5). We consider the following

concrete forms and use the “both confident” setting by default:

• “Both learners are confident”: 𝑔𝐸𝐿 (T𝑊𝐿,T𝐺𝑊 ) = T𝑊𝐿 ⊙ T𝐺𝑊 ,

• “At least one is confident”: 𝑔𝐸𝐿 (T𝑊𝐿,T𝐺𝑊 ) = (T𝑊𝐿 + T𝐺𝑊 )/2.
Maximum Weight Matching. Note that any maximum weight

matching algorithmwith real-value weights can be invoked to solve

the problem (Line 4 of Algorithm 5). We employ the Edmonds &

Karp algorithm [10, 18], which incurs 𝑂 (𝑛3) time. Note that the

algorithm returns a set of one-to-one matched node pairs instead

of the alignment probability matrix (Line 5 of Algorithm 5).

The following proposition shows the effectiveness of the EL
module, which is guaranteed by the property of ensemble learning.

Proposition 3.6. The EL module tends to obtain more accurate
predictions than the embedding-based (i.e., WL) and OT-based (i.e.,
GRAFT) solutions.

Theorem 3.7. With the EL module, the CombAlign algorithm pre-
dicts one-to-one node alignments betweenV𝑠 andV𝑡 .

Proof. The conclusion is easily obtained according to the prop-

erty of the maximum weight matching algorithms. □

Complexity Analysis. We analyze the complexity of CombAlign
in brief. The WL module takes 𝑂 (𝐾 (𝑚𝑑 + 𝑛𝑑2)) time, the same as

classical message-passing GNNs. The NUM module incurs 𝑂 (𝑛2𝑑)
because we multiply two matrices of size 𝑛 × 𝑑 . The GRAFT module

has the same asymptotic complexity with SLOTAlign [44], since

the additional feature transformation only needs 𝑂 (𝐾𝑑2) time. For

the EL module, the bipartite graph construction step takes linear

time, and the complexity is dominated by the 𝑂 (𝑛3) term of maxi-

mum weight matching. Overall, the asymptotic complexity is still

𝑂 (𝐼 (𝐾 (𝑚𝑑 + 𝑛𝑑2) + 𝑛2𝑑 + 𝐼𝑜𝑡𝑛3)) (Cf. Table 2).

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Experimental Settings
4.1.1 Datasets. Our experimental evaluation uses six well-adopted

datasets for unsupervised graph alignment [4, 11, 44, 50, 55], includ-

ing three real-world datasets Douban Online-Offline [65], ACM-

DBLP [66], Allmovie-Imdb [47], as well as three synthetic ones,

i.e., Cora [35], Citeseer [35], and PPI [71]. Their statistics, such as

the size of both graphs, are listed in Table 3, while the anchors

denote the number of ground truth matchings. The datasets re-

late to various domains, including social networks, collaboration

networks, and protein interaction networks
3
. For three synthetic

datasets, following all previous works, we obtain a pair of graphs

by conducting node permutation of the original graph.

4.1.2 Baselines and Evaluation Metrics.
Baselines. We compare our CombAlign algorithm with three repre-

sentative embedding-based solutions, i.e., WAlign [11], GAlign [47],
and GTCAlign [50], two state-of-the-art OT-based algorithms in-

cluding GWL [55] and SLOTAlign [44], along with a latest arXiv

paper named UHOT-GM [4]. We choose them as baselines because

WAlign and GWL are the early works of this problemwith remarkable

accuracy, while the other four methods have the best performance

among existing approaches.

Please see Section 2.2 for more details.

3
More details are referred to the full version of our paper, which is available at

https://github.com/SongyangChen2022/CombAlign.
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Table 3: Datasets and their statistics.

Dataset 𝑛1, 𝑛2 𝑚1,𝑚2 Features Anchors

Douban [65]

1, 118 3, 022

538 1, 118

3, 906 16, 328

ACM-DBLP [66]

9, 872 39, 561

17 6, 325

9, 916 44, 808

Allmovie-Imdb [47]

6, 011 124, 709

14 5, 174

5, 713 119, 073

Cora [35]

2, 708 5, 028

1, 433 2, 708

2, 708 5, 028

Citeseer [35]

3, 327 4, 732

3, 703 3, 327

3, 327 4, 732

PPI [71]

1, 767 16, 159

50 1, 767

1, 767 16, 159

For all baselines except UHOT-GM, we obtain the codes from the

authors. We report the performance of UHOT-GM according to its

latest arXiv version. All experiments are conducted on a high-

performance computing server with a GeForce RTX 4090 GPU.

Evaluation Metrics. We adopt Hits@𝑘 with 𝑘 = {1, 5, 10} follow-
ing most previous studies. Given the ground truthM∗, for each
(𝑢, 𝑣) ∈ M∗ with 𝑢 ∈ G𝑠 and 𝑣 ∈ G𝑡 , we check if 𝑣 belongs to

the top-𝑘 predictions ordered by alignment probability, denoted as

𝑆𝑘 (𝑢). Then, Hits@𝑘 is computed as follows:

Hits@𝑘 =

∑
(𝑢,𝑣) ∈M∗ 1[𝑣 ∈ 𝑆𝑘 (𝑢)]

|M∗ | , (19)

where 1[·] is the indicator function which equals 1 if the condition

holds. Particularly, we focus on Hits@1, which is essentially the

alignment accuracy. We omit other metrics such as mean average

precision (MAP) for space limit, as the performance w.r.t. both

metrics are consistent. Please refer to the full paper for more details.

4.2 Experimental Results
4.2.1 Overall Performance. The matching accuracy of each method

is demonstrated in Table 4.We use the bold font to highlight the best

result and underline the second-best values. The reported figures

are the average of five independent rounds, and we omit the stan-

dard errors following most existing works because the prediction

accuracy is highly concentrated for this problem. Among the em-

bedding and OT-based algorithms for comparison, note that GAlign
achieves the best performance on ACM-DBLP while SLOTAlign has
the highest accuracy on Allmovie-Imdb. For the Douban dataset,

GTCAlign and UHOT-GM are the two best baselines. It can be con-

cluded that neither OT-based methods nor embedding solutions

can consistently outperform the other.

Meanwhile, for the embedding-based algorithms, we note that

there does not exist a clear winner between GAlign and GTCAlign
on the real-world datasets, demonstrating the limitation of the

embedding-only heuristics in the unsupervised setting. Nonethe-

less, both of them outperform WAlign, while the training process
of the latter encounters significant oscillations, partially due to the

challenges in training GANs [1, 12]. For the OT-based methods,
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Figure 7: Ablation study on three real-world datasets.

it is clear that more sophisticated design of intra-graph costs by

considering multiple terms (i.e., SLOTAlign) and cross-modal com-

parison (i.e., UHOT-GM) results in better practical accuracy. This not

only demonstrates the importance of intra-graph cost design but

also proves that feature propagation is a more powerful tool than

node feature similarity and hand-crafted cost functions.

For our CombAlign algorithm, it consistently achieves the best

performance for all values of 𝑘 on all three real-world datasets. In

terms of Hits@1, i.e., the alignment accuracy, our improvements

over the best baseline are 12.1%, 4.5% and 6.6% for Douban, ACM-

DBLP, and Allmovie-Imdb, respectively. For the synthetic datasets,

CombAlign also has the highest performance except for Hits@10

on PPI.

Though most baselines achieve performance close

to 100% on Cora and Citeseer for Hits@1, CombAlign manages

to further reduce this gap.

4.2.2 Ablation Study. To test the effectiveness of each module, we

progressively remove EL, NUM, and feature transformation in GRAFT.
The resulting model variants are as follows. For CombAlign w/o EL,
we predictM via T𝐺𝑊 because it generally achieves higher accu-

racy by combining the prior knowledge from NUM. CombAlign w/o
EL+NUM further eliminates the NUM and WL modules, therefore, the

uniform marginal is adopted. The CombAlign w/o EL+NUM+FT vari-
ant removes feature transformation as well as feature propagation,

resulting in a model theoretically weaker than SLOTAlign.
We show the results of the ablation study in Figure 7. It is

clear that all proposed modules have non-negligible contributions

to model accuracy. More specifically, EL boosts the accuracy on

Douban (resp. ACM-DBLP) by more than two (resp. one) points.

Notably, the non-uniform marginal and feature transformation sig-

nificantly increase the performance of CombAlign. For CombAlign
w/o EL+NUM+FT, the accuracy is close to SLOTAlign, which coin-

cides with the fact that the two models have minor differences.

4.2.3 Evaluation of Different Modules. We conduct a more exten-

sive investigation of the proposed modules. First, we incorporate

different GNN models into GRAFT. According to the theoretical re-

sults of Corollary 3.3, more expressive GNNs should lead to better

model accuracy. As shown in Table 5, we employ the CombAlign
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Table 4: Comparison of model performance on six datasets.

Datasets Metrics GAlign WAlign GTCAlign GWL SLOTAlign UHOT-GM CombAlign

Douban Online-Offline

Hits@1 45.26 39.45 61.79 3.29 51.43 62.97 70.57
Hits@5 67.71 62.35 76.83 8.32 73.43 71.47 87.84
Hits@10 78.00 71.47 82.29 9.93 77.73 75.76 91.41

ACM-DBLP

Hits@1 70.20 63.43 60.92 56.36 66.04 69.53 73.35
Hits@5 87.23 83.18 75.60 77.09 85.84 86.97 88.98
Hits@10 91.36 86.58 79.97 82.18 87.76 90.26 92.63

Allmovie-Imdb

Hits@1 82.14 52.61 84.73 87.82 90.60 - 96.57
Hits@5 86.35 70.91 89.89 92.31 92.75 - 97.66
Hits@10 90.03 76.52 91.32 92.83 93.14 - 97.89

Cora

Hits@1 99.45 98.45 99.35 86.19 99.48 99.41 99.56
Hits@5 100 100 100 93.61 100 100 100
Hits@10 100 100 100 94.57 100 100 100

Citeseer

Hits@1 99.73 97.81 99.68 57.05 99.25 - 99.82
Hits@5 100 100 100 65.04 100 - 100
Hits@10 100 100 100 65.95 100 - 100

PPI

Hits@1 89.20 88.51 89.25 86.76 89.30 87.10 89.70
Hits@5 90.64 93.10 92.81 88.06 92.53 91.06 93.15
Hits@10 94.16 94.17 94.07 88.62 93.49 92.13 93.85

Table 5: The performance of GRAFT with different GNNs for
Hits@1.

Douban ACM-DBLP Allmovie-Imdb

GRAFT w/ LGCN 57.07 68.87 93.39

GRAFT w/ GCN 61.45 69.68 94.57

GRAFT w/ GIN 63.15 71.64 95.61

w/o EL+NUM variant to test the lightweight GCN, GCN, and GIN (Cf.

Section 3.2). The result nicely matches our theoretical conclusion.

Note that by default the GRAFT module uses GCN (e.g., for Ta-

ble 4). We also point out that the GIN variant in Table 5 has already

outperformed all baselines shown in Table 4. We believe there is

still room for further improvements with more powerful GNNs.

Second, we validate the one-to-one matching property of the

EL module. For the model variants of CombAlign, we show the

ratio of the remaining set compared to the ground truth set after

eliminating one-to-many predictions. This step is the same as in

Figure 5 (see Section 3.5), in which we demonstrate the ratio of our

baselines (except for UHOT-GM). Recall that even with EL, the result
size of CombAlignmight still be smaller than the ground truth. This

is because the maximum weight matching of two graphs with 𝑛

nodes (and without complete bipartite edges) typically gives less

than 𝑛 matched pairs. However, the performance on Douban and

Allmovie-Imdb is remarkable. It can be seen that the ratio is gener-

ally consistent with model accuracy, and our results significantly

outperform the baselines in Figure 5.

Third, the two different ensemble strategies (Cf. Sections 3.5) are

evaluated, namely, “both confident” and “at least one being confi-

dent”. It turns out that “both confident”, the most intuitive strategy,

Table 6: The ratio of the remaining set over |M∗ | after elimi-
nating one-to-many predictions.

Douban ACM-DBLP Allmovie-Imdb

CombAlign 99.70% 94.57% 100%
- w/o EL 94.18% 88.36% 98.54%

- w/o EL+NUM 94.36% 86.50% 97.60%

- w/o EL+NUM+FT 91.32% 83.27% 96.25%

Table 7: The performance of different ensemble strategies in
terms of Hits@1.

Douban ACM-DBLP Allmovie-Imdb

(T𝑊𝐿 + T𝐺𝑊 )/2 66.90 72.86 96.57
T𝑊𝐿 ⊙ T𝐺𝑊 70.57 73.35 96.57

has better performance, which is our default setting. However, the

other setting is still comparable in most cases. It is interesting to

study other strategies of ensemble learning in future work.

Fourth, we use the idea of ensemble learning to enhance existing

OT-based solutions. We substitute the GRAFT module with GWL and

SLOTAlign, and use the final prediction of EL. The result is illus-
trated in Table 8. Both methods obtain a significant enhancement

of Hits@1 on three real-world datasets.

4.2.4 Model Efficiency. We compare the running time of all algo-

rithms in Figure 8. The model accuracy generally converges except

for WAlign. Note that all baselines, as well as the GRAFT, WL, and NUM
modules, run on the GPU. While the EL module, which acts as the

post-processing step, resides in the CPU. Therefore, we report the

running time of CombAlign w/o EL, which also outperforms the
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Table 8: Improving other OT-based models with EL. (Hits@1
is demonstrated.)

Douban ACM-DBLP Allmovie-Imdb

GWL 3.29 56.36 87.82

GWL+EL 5.81 63.46 90.07

SLOTAlign 51.43 66.04 90.60

SLOTAlign+EL 60.01 69.20 91.03
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Figure 8: Running time of different methods. The time of
CombAlign w/o EL is reported.

16 32 64 128 256
Feature Dim

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Hi
ts

@
1

Douban 
ACM-DBLP 
Allmv-Tmdb

2 3 4 5
Layer K

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Hi
ts

@
1

Douban 
ACM-DBLP 
Allmv-Tmdb 

0.01 0.05 0.1 0.5 1
Lr ×10 2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Hi
ts

@
1

Douban
ACM-DBLP
Allmv-Tmdb

Figure 9: Impact of hyper-parameters on CombAlign.

baselines by a significant margin. Generally speaking, all baselines

have comparable running times apart from GTCAlign. We specu-

late that the sophisticated graph augmentation in each iteration is

time-costly. For our method, the running time is low because fewer

iterations are needed, partially due to its more expressiveness. We

leave the parallelization of maximum weight matching algorithms

as future work.

4.2.5 Sensitivity Analysis. To examine the impact of different hyper-

parameters on our model, experiments are conducted for feature

dimension 𝑑 , the number of graph convolution layers 𝐾 , and the

learning rate. In general, the model performance is stable w.r.t. 𝑑 .

Meanwhile, the accuracy declines when 𝐾 exceeds 3, consistent

with the oversmoothing problem of GNNs. This phenomenon is

more pronounced for Douban because one graph is very sparse.

Our model is robust for a wide range of learning rates.

5 OTHER RELATEDWORK
Unsupervised Graph Alignment. Earlier works for the unsu-

pervised setting focus on the consistency principle [65] and adopt

various methods including matrix factorization [15, 16], locality

sensitive hashing [14], and random walk with restart (RWR) based

feature propagation [65]. The research focus then gradually moves

on to embedding-based [5, 11, 24, 29, 30, 40, 47, 50, 58] and optimal

transport-based solutions [4, 44, 46, 55] for better model capability.

Refer to Section 2.2 for a more detailed discussion of recent studies.

Supervised Graph Alignment. With a set of anchor node pairs

as input, the main idea of supervised methods is to fully utilize the

anchor information. A line of consistency-based algorithms [20, 37,

62, 65, 67] is proposed to first define the neighborhood topology and

attribute consistency followed by devising a procedure to propagate

the anchor information across graphs, e.g., via RWR. Follow-up

works resort to embedding-based approaches [5, 15, 17, 58, 68, 69],

i.e., by learning node embeddings to make the anchor pairs close

while preserving the graph structure in the latent space. A very

recent work [61] incorporates the idea of optimal transport to

better model the alignment consistency. Along with the RWR-based

transport cost design, state-of-the-art performance is achieved.

Knowledge Graph (KG) Entity Alignment. We also note that

a similar problem has been extensively studied [41, 42, 51, 52, 60],

which aligns the entities across knowledge graphs [64]. For this

problem setting, both topological structures and the semantics of

features are important. Existing literature can be roughly catego-

rized into the traditional heuristics [34, 39], the self-supervised

methods [25, 59], and some optimization-based solutions [27, 28].

The up-to-date study [45] employs optimal transport and proposes

a fused WD and GWD framework to tackle this problem.

6 CONCLUSION
We propose CombAlign, a unified model framework to combine

the advantages of embedding-based, optimal transport (OT)-based,

and traditional algorithm-based techniques. Our model consists

of GRAFT, the OT-based module which has a well-defined learn-

ing objective and is enhanced by feature transformation. The two

embedding-based modules, WL and NUM, use a simple yet effective

heuristic for alignment probability prediction and then provide

prior knowledge to GRAFT. The ELmodule is considered as the post-

processing step to reduce graph alignment to maximum weight

matching following the idea of stacking, an ensemble learning

technique. Our proposed modules are equipped with theoretical

guarantees of more expressiveness, including more discriminative

power and one-to-one matching. The effectiveness of our model is

confirmed by extensive experiments.
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7 APPENDIX
7.1 More Experiments
7.1.1 Datasets. Douban Online-Offline [65]. In this context, we

align two social network graphs, the online graph and the offline

graph. In the online graph, nodes correspond to users, and edges

depict interactions between users (such as replies to messages)

on the website. The offline graph is constructed based on user co-

occurrence in social gatherings, with the location of a user serving

as node features in both graphs. The online graph is larger and

encompasses all users in the offline graph. For this dataset, 1,118

users appearing in both graphs are utilized as the ground truth.

ACM-DBLP [66]. The co-author networks, ACM and DBLP, are de-

rived from publication data in four research areas. In both networks,

nodes represent authors and edges signify co-author relations. Node

features indicate the number of papers published in various venues.

There are 6,325 common authors shared between the two networks.

Allmovie-Imdb [47] The Allmovie network is derived from the

Rotten Tomatoes website, where two films are connected by an

edge if they share at least one common actor. The Imdb network is

constructed from the Imdb website using a similar approach. The

alignment indicates film identity, incorporating 5,174 anchor links.

Cora and Citeseer [35] are two citation networks where nodes

correspond to scientific publications and edges represent citation

links. Each publication node in the graph is characterized by a

0/1-valued word vector, indicating the absence/presence of the

corresponding word from the dictionary.

PPI [71] represents a protein-protein interaction network where

nodes represent proteins and edges represent interactions between

proteins. The node features include motif gene sets and immuno-

logical signatures.

7.1.2 More EvaluationMetrics. Apart fromHits@𝑘 ,mean average
precision (MAP) is employed to evaluate the accuracy of the

predicted node rankings. Specifically, it is calculated as follows:

MAP =

∑
(𝑢𝑖 ,𝑣𝑘 ) ∈M∗

1

𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑢𝑖 ,𝑣𝑘 )
|M∗ | , (20)

where 𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑢𝑖 , 𝑣𝑘 ) denotes ranking of 𝑣𝑘 according to T(𝑖, ·) by
descending order.

7.1.3 Implementation Details. All experiments are conducted on

a high-performance computing server equipped with a GV-4090-

24GD GPU. We successfully replicate the results of all baselines

except UHOT-GM and report their highest matching accuracy in the

learning process.

For our model, the number of GNN layers (in the GRAFT and

WL modules) are set to 2, the learning rate is fixed to 0.01, and the

feature dimension is 32. In the ELmodule, we construct the bipartite

graph edges by setting 𝑟 = 5.

Since the maximumweight matching algorithm of the ELmodule

returns a one-to-one matching, in Table 4, the Hits@5 and Hits@10

values of CombAlign are obtained from the model variant without

EL.

7.1.4 Evaluation of Accuracy via Mean Average Precision (MAP). In
Table 9, we present a comparative analysis of the MAP values for

various models, showcasing the efficacy of the CombAlign model.

Generally speaking, the MAP results show similar qualitative con-

clusions as Hits@1, while CombAlign consistently achieves the best
performance.

7.1.5 Convergence Analysis. We simultaneously visualize the pre-

diction accuracy and the model loss (i.e., the Gromov-Wasserstein

discrepancy) on three real-world datasets at different epochs, as

shown in Figure 11. With the increase of epochs, the loss gradually

decreases to almost approaching zero, meanwhile, the Hits@1 value

gradually converges.

7.1.6 Impact of Hyper-parameters. In addition to the sensitivity

experiments in the main paper, we also conduct experiments to

evaluate the robustness of the model in terms of MAP by varying

feature dimensions and the number of GNN layers. Additionally,

we also evaluate the choice of 𝑟 in bipartite edge construction of

the EL module. As shown in Figure 10, our model performs well

across different feature dimensions. However, as the number of

GNN layers increases, the performance has a notable decrease on

the Douban dataset. This phenomenon may be attributed to over-

smoothing caused by excessive layer stacking. As for the selection

of 𝑟 , there is a slight improvement when its value increases from 3

to 5, followed by relatively stable performance.

7.2 The Proximal Point Method
Following the previous work [4, 44, 55], we employ the proxi-

mal point method [54, 55] to iteratively learn the optimal trans-

port. Algorithm 6 gives the details of the proximal point method.

Specifically, by replacing the KL-divergence in Equation 12 with

an entropic regularizer H(T), the problem can be solved by the

Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm [7, 38]. The 𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑔(·) function converts a

𝑑-dimensional vector to a diagonal matrix of size 𝑑 ×𝑑 , while ⊙ and

·
· represent element-wise multiplication and division, respectively.

Algorithm 6: Proximal Point Method for GW Discrepancy

Input: Intra-graph cost matrices C𝑠 and C𝑡 , marginals 𝝁
and 𝝂 , 𝜏𝑇 , the number of inner iterations 𝐼𝑜𝑡

Output: T(𝑖 )
𝐺𝑊

, the OT-based alignment probability in the

𝑖-th iteration

1 Initialize T(0) ← 𝝁𝝂⊺ and a← 𝝁;

2 for 𝑖′ = 1 to 𝐼𝑜𝑡 do
3 Calculate the C𝑔𝑤𝑑 following Equation 2;

4 Set G← exp

(C𝑔𝑤𝑑

𝜏𝑇

)
⊙ T(𝑖

′ )
;

// Sinkhorn-Knopp algorithm

5 for 𝑗 = 0 to 𝐽 do
6 b← 𝝂

G⊺a ;

7 a← 𝝁
Gb ;

8 T(𝑖
′+1) ← diag(a)Gdiag(b);

9 T(𝑖 )
𝐺𝑊
← T(𝐼𝑜𝑡 ) ;

10 return T(𝑖 )
𝐺𝑊

;
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Figure 10: Sensitivity analysis of CombAlign on three real-world datasets.
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Figure 11: Convergence analysis on three real-world datasets.

Table 9: Comparison of model performance in terms of MAP.

Datasets Metrics GAlign WAlign GTCAlign GWL SLOTAlign UHOT-GM CombAlign

Douban Online-Offline

Hits@1 45.26 39.45 61.79 3.29 51.43 62.97 70.57
MAP 56.32 46.22 69.77 5.79 61.29 - 77.08

ACM-DBLP

Hits@1 70.20 63.43 60.92 56.36 66.04 69.53 73.35
MAP 77.49 70.76 67.67 64.82 73.76 - 79.55

Allmovie-Imdb

Hits@1 82.14 52.61 84.73 87.82 90.60 - 96.57
MAP 84.96 61.17 87.12 89.64 91.61 - 97.31

Cora

Hits@1 99.45 98.45 99.35 86.19 99.48 99.41 99.56
MAP 99.69 99.18 99.69 89.71 99.71 - 99.75

Citeseer

Hits@1 99.73 97.81 99.68 57.05 99.25 - 99.82
MAP 99.84 98.88 99.89 61.31 99.62 - 99.91

PPI

Hits@1 89.20 88.51 89.25 86.76 89.30 87.10 89.70
MAP 90.72 89.02 90.80 87.74 90.76 - 91.12
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