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DeepHGCN: Toward Deeper Hyperbolic Graph
Convolutional Networks
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Abstract—Hyperbolic graph convolutional networks (HGCN)
have demonstrated significant potential in extracting information
from hierarchical graphs. However, existing HGCNs are lim-
ited to shallow architectures, due to the expensive hyperbolic
operations and the over-smoothing issue as depth increases.
Although in GCNs, treatments have been applied to alleviate
over-smoothing, developing a hyperbolic therapy presents distinct
challenges since operations should be carefully designed to fit
the hyperbolic nature. Addressing the above challenges, in this
work, we propose DeepHGCN, the first deep multi-layer HGCN
architecture with dramatically improved computational efficiency
and substantially alleviated over-smoothing effect. DeepHGCN
presents two key enablers of deep HGCNs: (1) a novel hyperbolic
feature transformation layer that enables fast and accurate linear
maps; and (2) Techniques e.g., hyperbolic residual connections
and regularization for both weights and features facilitated by
an efficient hyperbolic midpoint method. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that DeepHGCN obtains significant improvements
in link prediction and node classification tasks compared to both
Euclidean and shallow hyperbolic GCN variants.

Index Terms—Graph neural networks, Riemannian manifold,
hyperbolic operations, deep model architecture.

I. INTRODUCTION

Graph convolutional networks (GCN) [1], [2], [3] have
emerged as a promising approach for analyzing graph-
structured data, e.g., social networks [4], protein interaction
networks [5], human skeletons [6], drug molecules [7], to
name a few. Conventional GCN methods embed node rep-
resentations into Euclidean latent space for downstream tasks.
However, Bourgain’s theorem [8] indicates that the Euclidean
space with arbitrary dimensions fails to embed hierarchical
graphs with low distortion, suggesting the inadequacy of the
Euclidean space to accommodate complex hierarchical data
[4], [9], [10].

Recently, the hyperbolic space a.k.a. Riemannian manifold
of constant negative sectional curvature [11], [12], [13], has
gained increasing attention in processing non-Euclidean data.
Since the exponentially expanding capacity of hyperbolic
space satisfies the demand for hierarchical data that requires
an exponential amount of branching space, embedding graphs
to such a manifold naturally promotes learning hierarchical
information. Based on two prevalent isomorphic models for
hyperbolic space (Fig. 1), [14] and [15] introduced the basic
operations for constructing hyperbolic neural networks (HNN).
Subsequently, the researchers generalized GCN operations to
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hyperbolic domains and derived a series of hyperbolic graph
convolutional network (HGCN) variants [16], [17], [18], [19],
[20], [21]. These hyperbolic models are more capable of
generating high-quality representations with low embedding
dimensions, making them particularly advantageous in low-
memory circumstances.

Despite their popularity, most HGCNs only achieve compet-
itive performance with a 2-layer model. This limitation hinders
their ability to effectively gather information from higher-
order neighbors. However, developing a deeper HGCN model
faces two main challenges. First, the computational complexity
involved in hyperbolic operations, particularly feature transfor-
mation, prevents HGCNs from going deeper. Second, when
more layers are added, node representations within the same
connected component become increasingly indistinguishable.

This phenomenon is inherited from their GCN counterparts,
known as over-smoothing [22], which could severely degrade
the performance of multi-layer GCNs. For Euclidean GCNs,
the over-smoothing problem has been defined and extensively
studied in [23], [24], [25], [26], where the proposed techniques
ensure that the deep Euclidean GCNs outperform the shallow
counterparts as the depth increases. Given the hyperbolic
representation, it is evidenced empirically that HGCNs still
suffer from over-smoothing issues as network depth increases.

Aiming to address above challenges, in this paper, we
propose a HGCN variant that is adaptive to depth variation,
namely the DeepHGCN (Fig. 4(b)), by stacking a number
of carefully constructed HGCN layers with computationally-
efficient feature transformation, which can effectively prevent
over-smoothing and deliver improved accuracy over state-of-
the-art models with a deep architecture. Our contributions
toward deep HGCNs are summarized as follows:

• Backbone. To deal with the computational complexity
when increasing the depth of multi-layer HGCNs, we
derive a novel hyperbolic fully connected layer that
offers better efficiency and expressiveness for Poincaré
feature transformation. In addition, Möbius gyromidpoint
[27], [28] is also carefully incorporated as an accurate
hyperbolic midpoint method that serves as the basis for
not only message aggregation, but also all hyperbolic
operations in our proposed techniques within the Deep-
HGCN architecture.

• Techniques. To address the over-smoothing issue, we
generalize the concept of Dirichlet energy to the hyper-
bolic space, effectively tracking the smoothness of hyper-
bolic embeddings. Guided by the measure of hyperbolic
Dirichlet energy, DeepHGCN is specifically powered
by three techniques, namely the initial residual, weight
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come increasingly indistinguishable. This phenomenon is
inherited from their GCN counterparts, known as over-
smoothing [28], which could severely degrade the perfor-
mance of multi-layer GCNs. For Euclidean GCNs, the over-
smoothing problem has been defined and extensively stud-
ied in [6, 41, 49, 54], where the proposed techniques ensure
that the deep Euclidean GCNs outperform the shallow coun-
terparts as the depth increases. Given the hyperbolic repre-
sentation, it is evidenced empirically that HGCNs still suf-
fer from over-smoothing issues as network depth increases.

Aiming to address these challenges, in this paper, we
propose a deep HGCN framework, DeepHGCN (Fig. 1b),
by stacking a number of carefully constructed HGCN lay-
ers with computationally-efficient feature transformation,
which can effectively prevent over-smoothing and deliver
improved accuracy over the state-of-the-art models with a
deep network architecture. Our contributions toward deep
HGCNs are summarized as follows:

• To deal with the computational complexity when in-
creasing the depth of multi-layer HGCNs, we derive
a novel hyperbolic FC layer that offers better effi-
ciency for Poincaré feature transformation. In addi-
tion, Möbius gyromidpoint [43,44] is also carefully in-
corporated as an accurate hyperbolic midpoint method
that serves as the basis for not only message aggrega-
tion, but also all hyperbolic operations in our proposed
techniques within the DeepHGCN architecture.

• To address the over-smoothing issue, we generalize the
concept of Dirichlet energy to the hyperbolic space,
effectively tracking the smoothness of hyperbolic em-
beddings. Guided by the measure of hyperbolic
Dirichlet energy, DeepHGCN is specifically powered
by three techniques, namely the initial residual, weight
alignment and feature regularization. Evidently, Deep-
HGCN effectively alleviates the over-smoothing prob-
lem occurred in the Poincaré ball and can be naturally
generalized to the Lorentz model.

• Extensive experimental results on benchmark datasets
(Tab. 3 and Tab. 4) have validated the efficacy of our
method for both node classification and link prediction
under various layer settings. Additionally, Fig. 6 and
Fig. 7 demonstrate that all techniques are necessary for
resolving the over-smoothing issue.

2. Notations and Preliminaries

2.1. Brief Review of Riemannian Geometry

A manifoldM of n-dimension is a topological space that
is locally-Euclidean. The tangent space TxM is a real vec-
tor space of the same dimension as M that is attached to
every point x ∈ M. TxM contains all tangent vectors that
tangentially pass through x. The metric tensor gx on point
x defines an inner product on the associated tangent space,
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Figure 2: Left: Two prevalent hyperbolic models, isometric pro-
jection through the red line, where PD→L: • → • and PL→D:
• → •. The Poincaré ball results from stereographic projection of
the hyperboloid. Right: Performance over training time on Air-
port dataset in 5k epochs. DeepHGCN(2-layer) outperforms exist-
ing hyperbolic models and is more time efficient. Increasing depth
to DeepHGCN(8) further improves the performance.

i.e., gx : TxM×TxM→ R. A Riemannian manifold is de-
fined as a manifold equipped with Riemannian metric [40],
i.e., (M, g). The metric tensor gives local notion of angle,
length of curves, surface area and volume. A geodesic is the
shortest path between two points on the manifold. The ex-
ponential map Expx : TxM→M defines a mapping of an
arbitrary vector x ∈ TxM toM, and the logarithmic map
is the inverse Logx : M → TxM. An extended review is
given in Appendix A.1.

2.2. Hyperbolic Geometry

The hyperbolic space Hn
K (n ≥ 2) is a smooth Rie-

mannian manifold with a constant negative sectional cur-
vature K [3]. It is usually defined via five isometric hyper-
bolic models, among which the n-dimensional Poincaré ball
model Dn

K = (Dn
K , gD

n
K ) and the Lorentz model (hyper-

boloid) Ln
K = (Ln

K , gL
n
K ) are frequently used. The mani-

folds of Dn
K is the projections of Ln

K onto the n-dimensional
space-like hyperplanes (Fig. 2 left). In this paper, we align
with [12] and build our model upon the Poincaré ball model.

Poincaré ball model. The n-dimensional Poincaré ball
is defined as the Riemannian manifold Dn

K = (Dn
K , gDK ),

with point set Dn
K = {x ∈ Rn : ∥x∥ < − 1

K } and Rie-
mannian metric gDK

x = (λK
x )2gE, where λK

x = 2
1+K∥x∥2

(the conformal factor) and gE = In. The Poincaré metric
tensor induces various geometric properties e.g. distances
dD(x,y), inner products ⟨u,v⟩Kx , geodesics γx,v(t) [34]
and more. The geodesics also induces the definition of
exponential and logarithmic maps, which are denoted at
x ∈ Dn

K as ExpKx and LogKx , respectively. The Möbius gy-
rovector space [45] offers an algebraic framework to treat
the Poincaré coordinates as vector-like mathematical ob-
jects (gyrovectors). The gyrovectors are equipped with se-
ries of operations, e.g. the vector addition ⊕K and matrix-
vector multiplication ⊗K . For brevity, we give instruction
to Poincaré operations in Appendix A.2 and Tab. 5.

ii

Fig. 1. Left: Two prevalent hyperbolic models, isometric projection through
the red line, where PD→L: • → • and PL→D: • → •; Right: Performance
over training time on Airport in 5k epochs. DeepHGCN(2-layer) outperforms
existing hyperbolic models and is more efficient. Increasing depth to Deep-
HGCN(8) bring further improvements.

alignment, and feature regularization. Evidently, Deep-
HGCN effectively alleviates the over-smoothing problem
occurred in the Poincaré ball and can be naturally gener-
alized to the Lorentz model.

• Extensive Experiments. Results on benchmark datasets
(Tab. IV and Tab. V) have validated the efficacy of our
method for both node classification and link prediction
under various layer settings. Additionally, ablation study
in Fig. 6-5 demonstrate that all techniques are necessary
for mitigating the over-smoothing issue.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Brief Review of Riemannian Geometry

A manifold M is a topological space that is locally Eu-
clidean. The tangent space TxM is a real vector space of the
same dimension as M attached to every point x ∈ M. All
vectors in TxM pass tangentially through x. The metric tensor
gx at point x defines an inner product on the associated tangent
space, i.e., gx : TxM× TxM→ R. A Riemannian manifold
(M, g) is defined as a manifold equipped with Riemannian
metric g. The metric tensor provides local geometric properties
such as angles and curve lengths. A geodesic is the shortest
path between two points on the manifold. The exponential map
expx : TxM → M defines a mapping of a tangent vector
to a point on the manifold, and the logarithmic map is the
inverse logx :M→ TxM. Extended reviews are provided in
Appendix A.

B. Hyperbolic Geometry

The hyperbolic space Hn
κ is a smooth Riemannian manifold

with a constant sectional curvature κ < 0 [29]. It is usually
defined via five isometric hyperbolic models, among which the
n-dimensional Poincaré ball model Dn

κ = (Dn
κ , g

D) and the
Lorentz model (hyperboloid) Ln

κ = (Ln
κ, g

L) are frequently
used. The manifolds of Dn

κ are the projections of Ln
κ onto

the n-dimensional space-like hyperplanes (Fig. 1 left). In
this paper, we align with [14] and build our model upon
the Poincaré ball model. As we still need the knowledge of
the Lorentz model to complete our theories, we delegate the
instruction and basic operations to Appendix A and Tab. VI.

1) Poincaré Ball Model: The n-dimensional Poincaré ball
is defined as the Riemannian manifold Dn

κ = (Dn
κ , g

D), with
point set Dn

κ = {x ∈ Rn : ∥x∥ < − 1
κ} and Riemannian metric

gDκ (x) = (λκ
x)

2gE, where λκ
x = 2

1+κ∥x∥2 (the conformal factor)
and gE = In. The Poincaré metric tensor induces various
geometric properties, e.g., distances dκD(x,y), inner products
⟨u,v⟩κx, geodesics γx,v(t) [30], and more. The geodesics
also induce the definition of exponential and logarithmic
maps. which are denoted at x ∈ Dn

κ as expκx and logκx,
respectively. The Möbius gyrovector space [13] offers an al-
gebraic framework to treat the Poincaré coordinates as vector-
like mathematical objects (gyrovectors). The gyrovectors are
equipped with series of operations, e.g. the vector addition
⊕κ and matrix-vector multiplication ⊗κ. For brevity, we give
instruction to Poincaré operations in Appendix A and Tab. VI.

III. AUGMENTED HGCN BACKBONE

A. Efficient Feature Transformation

Training multi-layer GCNs requires a fast and accurate
linear transformation F : Rd1 → Rd2 as backbone. However,
an obvious deficiency of traditional hyperbolic linear layer is
the propagation efficiency. In this paper, we propose a better
unified linear layer Fκ

D for efficient feature transformation
within the Poincaré ball. With synthetic hyperbolic dataset,
we show that Fκ

D is faster and more expressive than both the
naive HNN [14] and PFC layer [27].

Theorem 1. Given h ∈ Dd1
κ , Euclidean weight and bias

parameter W ∈ Rd2×d1 and b1,b2 ∈ Rd2 . A more
computational-efficient and expressive feature transformation
Fκ

D : Dd1
κ → Dd2

κ within high dimensional Poincaré ball can
be formulated by

Fκ
D(h;W,b) :=

ϕ(h;W,b)

1 +
√
|κ|∥ϕ(h;W,b)∥2 + 1

, (1)

where ϕ(·) is formulated as

ϕ(h;W,b) =
2
√
|κ|Wh+ b1(1− κ∥h∥2)√
|κ|(1 + κ∥h∥2)

+ b2. (2)

Given a point x on the hyperboloid, an arbitrary trans-
formation matrix W ∈ Rd2×(d1+1) can be multiplied to x.
The Lorentzian re-normalization trick ensures x still lies in
the hyperboloid. Specifically, given x ∈ Ld1

κ (⊂ Rd1+1) and
W ∈ Rd2×(d1+1), multiplying them gives Wx ∈ Rd2 which
is not essentially in the hyperboloid. To force the Lorentz
constraint ∀x ∈ Lκ : ⟨x,x⟩L = 1

κ , we re-normalize the time

axis as
√
∥Wx∥2 − 1

κ , such that the point set constraint is
not violated. Thus a simple Lorentz transformation with re-
normalization trick is expressed as

x′ ←

[√
∥Wx∥2 − 1

κ

Wx

]
. (3)

In a more general setting with bias parameter, Wx can be
ϕ(x,W,b) : Ld1 → Rd2 . It is easy to verify the Lorentzian
constraint of Eq. (3). Next, we give the bijection between an

arbitrary point on the hyperboloid z =

[
zt
zs

]
∈ Ln

κ and the
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corresponding point on the Poincaré ball x ∈ Dn
κ (Fig. 1 left)

as follows

Ln
κ → Dn

κ : PL→D(z) =
zs

1 +
√
|κ|zt

, (4)

Dn
κ → Ln

K : PD→L(x) =

[
1−κ∥x∥2√

|κ|+κ
√

|κ|∥x∥2

2x
1+κ∥x∥2

]
. (5)

Therefore using Eq. (5), given a point x ∈ Dd1
κ , we

derive the corresponding point on the hyperboloid x̂ =[
1−κ∥x∥2√

|κ|+κ
√

|κ|∥x∥2

2x
1+κ∥x∥2

]
∈ Ld1

κ (⊂ Rd1+1). Employing Eq. (3), with

a transformation matrix W ∈ Rd2×(d1+1), we get x′ ←[√
∥ϕ(x̂)∥2 − 1

κ

ϕ(x̂)

]
∈ Ld2

κ (⊂ Rd2+1), where ϕ(x̂) = Wx̂+b.

Applying the reverse mapping Eq. (4) gives

PL→D(x
′) = ϕ(x̂)

(
1 +

√
|κ|∥ϕ(x̂)∥2 − sgn(κ)

)−1

, (6)

which gives us the form in Eq. (1) as κ < 0 in the Poincaré
ball model. Since W is an arbitrary parameter in R, we
slice W ∈ Rd2×(d1+1) as concat

[
Wt ∈ Rd2∥Ws ∈ Rd2×d1

]
,

therefore term Wx̂ can be reformulated as

2
√
|κ|Wsx+Wt(1− κ∥x∥2)√
|κ|+ κ

√
|κ|∥x∥2

, (7)

which arrives at the form in Eq. (2). Eq. (6-7) together
concludes Thm. 1.

Proposition 2. Given the i-th node representation hi ∈
Dd1

κ , the hyperbolic feature transformation in Thm. 1 hi ←
Fκ

D(hi;W,b) yields more expressive node embeddings.

To verify Prop. 2, we seek the connection of our approach
to the formulation of PFC layer [27], which is expressed as

x′ ← Fκ
PFC(x;W,b) :=

ω

1 +
√
|κ|∥ω∥2 + 1

, (8)

where ω :=

(
1√
|κ|

sinh
(√
|κ|νκj (x)

))d2

j=1

. (9)

where νκi (x) is the unidirectional re-generalization of hyper-
bolic multinomial logistic regression.

Proposition 3. Given x ∈ Dd1
κ and x′ = Fκ

PFC(x) ∈ Dd2
κ , the

corresponding point of x′ on the hyperboloid via stereographic

projection is h′ =

[
ht

hs

]
∈ Ld2+1 where hs = ω and ht =√

∥ω∥2 − 1
κ .

Proof. We start with h← Fκ
PFC(x) (where x ∈ Dd1

κ and h ∈
Dd2

κ are respectively the input and output within the Poincaré
ball) in Eq. (8), applying stereographic projection in Eq. (5)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(a) Euc (97.3%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(b) HNN (94.7%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(c) PFC (98.8%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(d) Ours (99.8%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(e) Euc (82.4%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(f) HNN (90.6%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(g) PFC (80.3%)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

(h) Ours (98.1%)

Fig. 3 Decision hyperplane of various feature transformations on synthetic binary classification tasks
(Task #1: (Fig. 3(a))-(Fig. 3(d))) and Task #2: (Fig. 3(e))-(Fig. 3(h))).

Task
Euclidean HNN PFC Ours

Acc Time Acc Time Acc Time Acc Time

# 1 97.3±3.2e-04 81.8±4.1e+01 95.6±5.8e-04 465.6±3.1e+02 99.8±1.7e-02 291.3±1.8e+01 100.0±2.6e-04 197.6±4.9e+00

# 2 82.6±4.3e-03 77.7±1.2e+00 90.6±2.2e-16 447.7±6.4e+01 94.8±5.7e-02 290.0±1.5e+01 98.2±5.3e-04 198.7±6.0e+00

Table 1 Comparison of accuracy and calculation time (ms) of various hyperbolic FC layers. 2k+2k
points are sampled within high dimensional Poincaré ball. We report mean±std.

3 Efficient and Expressive Backbone

3.1 Efficient Feature Transformation

Training multi-layer GCNs requires a fast and accurate linear transformation F :
Rd1 → Rd2 as backbone. However, an obvious deficiency of traditional hyperbolic linear
layer is the propagation efficiency. In this paper, we propose a better unified linear
layer Fκ

D for efficient feature transformation within the Poincaré ball. With synthetic
hyperbolic dataset, we show that Fκ

D is faster and more expressive than both the naive
HNN [14] and PFC layer [27].
Theorem 1. Given h ∈ Dd1

κ , Euclidean weight and bias parameter W ∈ Rd2×d1 and
b1,b2 ∈ Rd2 . A more computational-efficient and expressive feature transformation
Fκ

D : Dd1
κ → Dd2

κ within high dimensional Poincaré ball can be formulated by

Fκ
D(h;W,b) :=

ϕ(h;W,b)

1 +
√
|κ|∥ϕ(h;W,b)∥2 + 1

, (1)

where ϕ(·) is formulated as

ϕ(h;W,b) =
2
√
|κ|Wh+ b1(1− κ∥h∥2)√
|κ|(1 + κ∥h∥2)

+ b2. (2)

5

Fig. 2. Decision hyperplane of various feature transformations on synthetic
binary classification tasks (Task #1: (a)-(d)) and Task #2: (e)-(h)).

we gets the corresponding point on the hyperboloid hL =[
ht

hs

]
∈ Ld2+1, where

hs = 2
h

1 + κ∥h∥2
(10)

=

2ω
γ

1 + κ∥ωγ ∥2
where γ = 1 +

√
1− κ∥ω∥2 (11)

=
2ωγ

γ2 + κ∥ω∥2
(12)

=
ω(2 + 2

√
1− κ∥ω∥2)

1 + 2
√
1− κ∥ω∥2 + 1− κ∥ω∥2 + κ∥ω∥2

(13)

=
ω(2 + 2

√
1− κ∥ω∥2)

2 + 2
√
1− κ∥ω∥2

= ω, (14)

and similarly

hs =
1− κ∥h∥2√
|κ|+ κ

√
|κ|∥h∥2

=

√
∥ω∥2 − 1

κ
. (15)

This concludes the proof.

According to Prop. 3, geometrically, the ω in Eq. (8) can
be interpreted as a special feature transformation of the spatial
component hs. The time component ht is a re-normalization
according to hs which stabilizes the point on the correspond-
ing hyperboloid. The formulation in Eq. (8) and, identically,
Eq. (1) ensures that any definition of ω will not violate the
Lorentzian constraint.

In essence, PFC breaks down to three core stages: 1. Project
Poincaré ball points to their hyperboloid equivalents via
Eq. (5); 2. Apply transformation ω to the spatial component
and re-normalize the time segment; 3. Reposition back to
the Poincaré ball via Eq. (4). We hold the view that step
2, thanks to the re-normalization trick, with arbitrary ω, the
transformed points will still adhere to the point set constraint
after stereographic projection. Consequently, ω can be an
arbitrary linear transformation. Therefore, we argue to let
ω = MLP(x) be a Euclidean neural net instead of Eq. (9),
finally leading us to the expression in Eq. (2).



4

324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368
369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377

378
379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386
387
388
389
390
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430
431

ICCV
#10321

ICCV
#10321

ICCV 2023 Submission #10321. CONFIDENTIAL REVIEW COPY. DO NOT DISTRIBUTE.

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

(a) Tangential (n=2)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

(b) Gyromid (n=2)

1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0
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Figure 4: Visualization of tangential midpoint [5], Möbius gy-
romidpoint [45] and differentiable Fréchet mean [31] in the 2-
dimension Poincaré disk. For each method we illustrate the
weighted midpoint (blue point) for double and multiple randomly
sampled points (red points) with randomly initialized weights.

Definition 3.3 (Möbius gyromidpoint [45]). Given the gy-
rovectors {xi ∈ Dd

K}Ni=1 and the weights {wi ∈ R}Ni=1, the
weighted gyromidpoint in the Poincaré ball fDK

MG : DN×d
K ×

RN → Dd
K is defined as

fDK

MG ({xi}Ni=1, {wi}Ni=1) =
1

2
⊗K

( ∑N
i=1 wiλ

K
xi
xi∑N

i=1 |wi|(λK
xi
− 1)

)
.

(5)
Remark. The Möbius gyromidpoint exactly matches the
Lorentz centroid (fLK

LC Appendix B), albeit in dif-
ferent coordinate systems [43]. Specifically, given
PL→D({xi ∈ Ld+1}Ni=1) = {yi ∈ Dd}Ni=1, we have
PL→D(f

LK

LC ({xi}Ni=1)) = fDK

MG ({yi}Ni=1), and vice versa for
the transformation from D to L.

We demonstrate the precision and calculation time of three
methods in Tab. 2, regarding the standard Frechét mean
[19, 20] as baseline. We observe: (1) the tangential aggre-
gation is efficient but inaccurate (comparing Fig. 4a to 4b
and 4c), where the resulting midpoint is no longer on the
geodesic between the inputs; (2) computing the differen-
tiable Frechét mean [31] requires iterative solver, and ob-
taining accurate result requires considerable computation;
(3) Möbius gyromidpoint gives close solution to Fréchet
mean while significantly reducing the complexity.

3.1.3 Hyperbolic Neighborhood Aggregation

The neighbourhood aggregation mechanism enables the
GCN to capture graph topological information and inter-
feature relationships. Given the node feature matrix H(l) ∈
R|V|×d, the aggregation can be achieved via multiplying
H(l) by the augmented normalized adjacency matrix P̃ ∈

Table 2: Comparison of various hyperbolic averaging methods
on precision and calculation time (ms) vs the baseline (1000-iter
Frechét mean). 4k points are randomly sampled within high di-
mensional Poincaré ball. We report mean ± std.

Dim Baseline Tangential Möbius Gyro Frechét-Early

Time MSE Time MSE Time MSE Time

8 152.4±0.5 4.8e-5±4.7e-6 3.4±0.3 1.5e-6±1.5e-7 2.3±0.3 6.2e-29±2.8e-29 2.3±0.0
16 219.4±1.1 6.5e-5±4.7e-6 2.8±0.3 9.1e-7±6.8e-8 1.7±0.2 6.9e-30±1.9e-30 2.8±0.1
64 371.1±15.1 3.5e-5±1.2e-6 3.3±0.4 2.4e-10±8.9e-12 2.2±0.3 3.1e-31±1.4e-31 3.9±0.2

R|V|×|V|. Since P̃ is renormalized, multiplying P̃ by H(l)

can be viewed as a weighted summation of {h(l)
i }di=1 where

the weights are row elements of P̃. Therefore, the hyper-
bolic weighed average methods in Sec. 3.1.2 can be applied.
We adopt hyperbolic gyromidpoint for neighbourhood ag-
gregation in our proposed model instead of the tangential
mean in the original HGCN, expressed as follows:

fDK

NA (P̃,H) =

(
1

2
⊗K

( ∑d
j=1 P̃iλ

K
hj
hj∑d

j=1 |P̃i|(λK
hj
− 1)

))|V|

i=1

.

(6)

3.2. Toward Deeper Hyperbolic GCN

3.2.1 An Over-Smoothing Metric for HGCN

We propose the hyperbolic Dirichlet energy fD
DE(·) as a

measure of smoothness for the Poincaré embeddings.

Definition 3.4. Given the representation matrix H(l) =

{h(l)
i ∈ Dd}|V|

i=1 of l-th layer HGCN, the hyperbolic Dirich-
let energy fD

DE(H
(l)) of node representation is defined as:

fD
DE(H

(l) ∈ D) := (7)

1

2

∑
i,j

aijd
2
D

(
1√

1 + di
⊗K h

(l)
i ,

1√
1 + dj

⊗K h
(l)
j

)
,

where aij is the edge weight of node pair (i, j) in adjacency
A, and di denotes the node degree of node i, i.e., the sum
of i-th row of A. The distance dD(x,y) between two points
x,y ∈ D is the geodesic length. Closed form solutions of
geodesic lengths are detailed in Appendix A.4.

Proposition 3.5. Hyperbolic message aggregation reduces
the Dirichlet energy. i.e. fD

DE(P̃⊗K H(l)) ≤ fD
DE(H

(l)).

The Dirichlet energy of node representation in each layer
can be viewed as the weighted-sum of distance between
normalized node pairs. Prop. 3.5 indicates that the energy
of node representation will shrink after the aggregation step.
When multiple aggregations in Eq. (2) are performed, the
energy of node representation will converge to zero, in-
dicating lower embedding expressiveness which may lead
to over-smoothing. Notably, the hyperbolic Dirichlet en-
ergy shares the same physical meaning with the Euclidean
Dirichlet energy [4, 54]. In particular, when K → 0,
Def. 3.4 reduces to Def. 3.1 in [4].

iv

Fig. 3. Compare tangential midpoint [17], Möbius gyromidpoint [13] and
differentiable Fréchet mean [31] in the 2-dimension Poincaré disk. For each
method we illustrate the weighted midpoint (blue) for double and multiple
randomly sampled points (red) with randomly initialized weights.

1) Performance Evaluation: In Fig. III-A1, we illustrate the
decision hyperplane of different single transformation layers
with randomly sampled two batches of points in D2

κ. Evidently,
our approach gives the best boundaries among the four FC
layers. In Tab. I, we evaluate the performance of transfor-
mation layers and observe that our approach achieves the
best accuracy on two simple classification tasks. Notably, our
approach requires approximately 2 times of the computation
time of Euclidean linear layer, while other approaches require
3 times and more.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF ACCURACY AND CALCULATION TIME (MS) OF VARIOUS

HYPERBOLIC FC LAYERS. 2K+2K POINTS ARE SAMPLED WITHIN HIGH
DIMENSIONAL POINCARÉ BALL. WE REPORT MEAN ± STD.

Task Euclidean HNN PFC Ours

Acc Time Acc Time Acc Time Acc Time

# 1 97.3±3.2e-04 81.8±4.1e+01 95.6±5.8e-04 465.6±3.1e+02 99.8±1.7e-02 291.3±1.8e+01 100.0±2.6e-04 197.6±4.9e+00
# 2 82.6±4.3e-03 77.7±1.2e+00 90.6±2.2e-16 447.7±6.4e+01 94.8±5.7e-02 290.0±1.5e+01 98.2±5.3e-04 198.7±6.0e+00

B. Efficient Message Aggregation

Definition 1 (Möbius gyromidpoint [13]). Given the gyrovec-
tors {xi ∈ Dd

κ}Ni=1 and the weights {wi ∈ R}Ni=1, the weighted
gyromidpoint in the Poincaré ball fκ

MG : DN×d
κ × RN → Dd

κ

is defined as

fκ
MG({xi}Ni=1, {wi}Ni=1) =

1

2
⊗κ

( ∑N
i=1 wiλ

κ
xi
xi∑N

i=1 |wi|(λκ
xi
− 1)

)
.

The mean operator is an essential building block for neural
networks. In non-Euclidean geometries, the mean computation
cannot be performed simply by averaging the inputs, as the
averaged vector may be out of manifold. Basically, there are
three types of generalized weighted mean to hyperbolic space
that can be used to guarantee the summed vectors on the
manifold and to be differentiable, namely, the tangential aggre-
gation [17], hyperbolic gyromidpoint [13] and differentiable
Frechét mean [31]. In this work, we employ the hyperbolic
gyromidpoint as the unified faster and accurate mean operator,

defined in Def. 1. With Def. 1, we define the convolution
for hyperbolic node feature h(l) ∈ D|V|×d

κ upon Möbius
gyromidpoint. Given the augmented normalized adjacency
matrix P̃ ∈ R|V|×|V|, we define our message aggregation as

fκ
NA(P̃,h) =

(
1

2
⊗κ

( ∑d
j=1 P̃iλ

κ
hj
hj∑d

j=1 |P̃i|(λκ
hj
− 1)

))|V|

i=1

. (16)

TABLE II
COMPARE VARIOUS HYPERBOLIC AVERAGING METHODS ON PRECISION
AND CALCULATION TIME (MS) VS THE BASELINE (1000-ITER FRECHÉT

MEAN). 4K POINTS ARE RANDOMLY SAMPLED WITHIN HIGH
DIMENSIONAL POINCARÉ BALL. WE REPORT MEAN ± STD.

Dim Baseline Tangential Möbius Gyro Frechét-Early

Time MSE Time MSE Time MSE Time

8 152.4±0.5 4.8e-5±4.7e-6 3.4±0.3 1.5e-6±1.5e-7 2.3±0.3 6.2e-29±2.8e-29 2.3±0.0
16 219.4±1.1 6.5e-5±4.7e-6 2.8±0.3 9.1e-7±6.8e-8 1.7±0.2 6.9e-30±1.9e-30 2.8±0.1
64 371.1±15.1 3.5e-5±1.2e-6 3.3±0.4 2.4e-10±8.9e-12 2.2±0.3 3.1e-31±1.4e-31 3.9±0.2

1) Performance Evaluation: We demonstrate the precision
and calculation time of three methods in Tab. II, regarding the
standard Frechét mean [32], [33] as baseline. We observe: (1)
the tangential aggregation is efficient but inaccurate (compar-
ing Fig. 3a to 3b and 3c), where the resulting midpoint is no
longer on the geodesic between the inputs; (2) computing the
differentiable Frechét mean [31] requires iterative solver, and
obtaining accurate result requires considerable computation;
(3) Möbius gyromidpoint gives close solution to Fréchet mean
while significantly reducing the complexity.

IV. TOWARD DEEPER HYPERBOLIC GCN

A. Over-Smoothness Analysis

First, we derive the hyperbolic Dirichlet energy fD
DE(·) as

a measure of smoothness for the Poincaré embeddings.

Definition 2. Given the embedding h = {hi ∈ Dd
κ}

|V|
i=1, the

hyperbolic Dirichlet energy fκ
DE(h) is defined as

1

2

∑
(i,j)∈E

dκD

(
expκo

(
logκo(hi)√
1 + di

)
, expκo

(
logκo(hj)√
1 + dj

))2

,

where di/j denotes the node degree of node i/j. The distance
dκD(x,y) between two points x,y ∈ D is the geodesic length,
we detail the closed form expression in Appendix A.

Proposition 4. Hyperbolic message aggregation reduces the
Dirichlet energy. i.e. fκ

DE(P̃⊗κ h(l)) ≤ fκ
DE(h

(l)).

The Dirichlet energy of node representation in each layer
can be viewed as the weighted sum of the distances between
normalized node pairs. Prop. 4 indicates that the energy of
node representation will decay after the aggregation step.
When multiple aggregations in HGCN are performed, the
energy will converge to zero, indicating lower embedding
expressiveness, which may lead to oversmoothing.
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(a) Existing HGCN architecture.
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(b) The proposed DeepHGCN architecture.

Fig. 4. Comparison between the existing HGCN architecture and the proposed
DeepHGCN. At the l-th layer, (a) performs linear transformation directly
after the aggregation and regards the transformed feature as next layer’s
input, causing over-smoothing as l increases; (b) performs hyperbolic residual
connection after aggregation and linear layer to alleviate over-smoothing, such
that the hyperbolic residual operator retains the feature on the manifold and
the global hyperbolic geometry is preserved.

B. Hyperbolic Graph Residual Connection

We define the hyperbolic graph residual connection fκ
HR

upon the notion of Möbius gyromidpoint. Given the node
embedding matrices h1,h2 ∈ D|V|×d

K and residual weight
coefficients w1, w2 ∈ R, define

fκ
HR(h

1,h2;w1, w2)

=

(
1

2
⊗κ

(
w1λκ

h1
i
h1
i + w2λκ

h2
i
h2
i

|w1|(λκ
h1

i
− 1) + |w2|(λκ

h2
i
− 1)

))|V|

i=1

.
(17)

This operation ensures the feature after residual connection
still lies in the Poincaré ball. One also recovers the arithmetic
mean as κ→ 0.

1) Hyperbolic Initial Residual: The graph residual connec-
tion is firstly introduced in the standard GCN [2], in which
the current layer representation σ(P̃h(l)W(l)) is connected to
previous layer h(l) to facilitate a deeper model. Some works
[34], [23] empirically find the efficacy of adding residual
connections to initial layer h(0). It was also claimed in [26]
that residual connections to both initial layer h(0) and previous
layer h(l) can prevent the Dirichlet energy being below the
lower energy limit that causes over-smoothing. Based on these
studies, we formulate the hyperbolic residual layer by

ĥ(l) = fκ
HR

(
h(t), fκ

NA(P̃,h(l));αl, 1− αl

)
, (18)

where t in this case can be 0 (initial layer) or l− 1 (previous
layer). Empirically, we find that adding previous residual does
not contribute to the overall performance than adding only
initial residual. Therefore, we set t = 0 in all case of our
study. fHR and fNA are respectively defined in Eq. (17) and
(16). The hyperparameter αl for the l-th layer indicates the
proportion of residual representation that the current layer
retains. In practice, this value could be relatively small so it
does not conceal the variation of embedding whilst alleviating
over-smoothing.

2) Hyperbolic Weight Alignment: It is shown in [2], [23],
however, that simply applying residual operation to initial/pre-
vious layer only partially relieves the over-smoothing issue and

still degrades the performance when more layers are stacked.
To fix such deficiency, [23] borrows the idea from ResNet [35]
to align the weight matrix W(l) in each layer to an identity
matrix I, which can be formulated as

h(l+1) = ĥ(l)
(
βlW

(l) + (1− βl)I|V|

)
(19)

= βl(ĥ
(l)W(l)) + (1− βl)ĥ

(l), (20)

where ĥ(l) ∈ D|V|×d
K is the aggregated feature. If βl is

sufficiently small, the model ignores the weight matrix and
simulates the behaviour of APPNP [36]. Further, it forces a
small ∥W∥, which implies a small sL (s is the maximum
singular value of W(L)). According to [37], the loss of
information in the L-layer GCN is relieved.

To generalize Eq. (19-20) to hyperbolic setting, one can
leverage the power of Möbius gyromidpoint as Def. 1. Fol-
lowing the expanded Eq. (20), whose form is the weighted
average between ĥ(l) and ĥ(l)W(l), thus midpoint can be
employed to calculate the weighted mean between hyperbolic
representation ĥ(l) and the hyperbolic transformed represen-
tation W ⊗K ĥ(l). Define

h
(l+1)
MR = fκ

HR

(
W(l) ⊗K ĥ(l), ĥ(l);βl, 1− βl

)
, (21)

where fκ
HR is defined in Eq. (17). Finally, we augment vanilla

Möbius transformation W ⊗κ ĥ by our proposed FK for
the Poincaré ball-based model, which yields the proposed
hyperbolic weight alignment

h(l+1) = fκ
HR

(
Fκ(ĥ(l);W(l)), ĥ(l);βl, 1− βl

)
. (22)

3) Hyperbolic Feature Regularization: Notably, [38] empir-
ically finds that the learnt embeddings near the boundary of the
hyperbolic ball are easier to classify. To push the nodes to the
boundary, [39] proposed a regularization that first identifies
a root node in hyperbolic space and then encourages the
embeddings to move away from the root. We employ a similar
approach to regularize the training of DeepHGCN. Firstly, the
root node can be identified using the gyromidpoint in Def. 1
as

h
(l)
root =

1

2
⊗κ

 ∑|V |
i=1 λ

κ

h
(l)
i

h
(l)
i∑|V |

i=1(λ
κ

h
(l)
i

− 1)

 , (23)

where hi is the row-vector of embedding matrix H(l). Each
node is aligned with the root by h̄

(l)
i = h

(l)
i ⊖κ h

(l)
root. By the

definition of the Poincaré ball we have ∥h̄(l)
i ∥ < 1

|κ| . Pushing
the aligned embeddings to the boundary deduces the norm
of aligned embeddings ∥h̄(l)

i ∥ → 1
|κ| , which is equivalent to

minimizing the inverse of the norm. The regularization term
can therefore be defined as the inverse quadratic mean of the
norms, formulated as

L(l)
reg =

1√
1

|V |
∑|V |

i=1 ∥h̄
(l)
i ∥2

. (24)

In practice, computing L(l)
reg for a L-layer deep network is

costly. Since the embedding is densely connected through
each layer in DeepHGCN, we can consider only the last
layer regularization L(L)

reg . Hence, the optimization target is
formulated as L+ γL(L)

reg where γ is a hyperparameter.
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Algorithm 1 DeepHGCN forward propagation

Input: graph G = (V, E); node embeddings {xi}|V|
i=1; number

of layers L; feature dim df , hidden dim dh and class dim dc;
activation σ(·); hyper-params {αl, βl}Ll=1 and γ
Parameter: {W(l)}Ll=0 and {b(l)}Ll=1

Output: Loss for back-propagation
1: generate hyperbolic representation {h(0)

i }
|V|
i=1 via exponen-

tial map Eq. (28) transform h(0) → h(1) from df to dh
via Eq. (1)

2: for l = 0 to L do
3: neighborhood aggregation on h(l) via Eq. (16)
4: residual connect h(1) and h(l) via Eq (18)
5: if l == L then
6: break the loop
7: end if
8: transform h(l) → h(l+1) within Ddh via Eq. (1)
9: weight alignment on h(l) and h(l+1) via Eq. (22)

10: end for
11: compute task-oriented loss L and feature regularization
Lreg via Eq. (24) with final embedding H(L)

12: return L+ γLreg

4) Rethinking DeepHGCN With Dirichlet Energy: As per
Def. 2, Dirichlet energy is essentially the weighted average
of distances between normalized node pairs. To prevent over-
smoothing, we want the energy of the last layer to be suf-
ficiently large. On one hand, the initial residual and weight
alignment ensure that the final representation contains at least
a portion of the initial and previous layers. Since the energy
of the starting layers is high, the residual connection mitigates
the degradation of energy and retains the energy of the final
layer at the same level as the previous layers. On the other
hand, hyperbolic feature regularization encourages the node
representation to move away from the center. This increases
the distance between nodes and thus also alleviates the energy
degradation.

C. Training

The DeepHGCN forward pass is described in Alg. 1. For
link prediction (LP) and node classification (NC) task, we
employ the same downstream decoders and loss in [17], i.e.
Fermi-Dirac decoder for LP and cross entropy for NC. Since
all DeepHGCN parameters are resided in Euclidean space, a
standard optimizer (e.g. Adam [40]) instead of Riemannian
optimizers [41] can be leveraged.

V. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

A. Experiment Setup

1) Datasets: Four benchmark datasets are considered for
node classification and link prediction: Airport [17], PubMed
[42], CiteSeer [43] and Cora [44], with statistics in Tab. III.
Airport dataset is a transductive dataset in which nodes rep-
resent airports and edges indicate airline routes as derived
from OpenFlights. The labels of nodes are determined by
the population of the country to which the airport belongs.

Cora, PubMed, and CiteSeer are benchmarks for citation net-
works, where nodes represent papers connected by citations.
We report the hyperbolicity of each datatset (lower is more
hyperbolic) as defined in [11].

TABLE III
STATISTICS OF THE BENCHMARK DATASETS.

Dataset # Nodes # Edges Classes Features δ

Disease 1,044 1,043 2 1,000 0
Airport 3,188 18,631 4 4 1
PubMed 19,717 44,338 3 500 3.5
CiteSeer 3,327 4,732 6 3,703 5
Cora 2,708 5,429 7 1,433 11

2) Baselines: Both (1) Euclidean-hyperbolic comparison
and (2) deep model comparison are conducted in the exper-
iment. For (1), we compare our model to 2 feature-based
models, 4 Euclidean and 4 hyperbolic graph-based models.
Feature-based models: without utilizing graph structure, we
feed node feature into MLP and its hyperbolic variant HNN
[14] to predict node labels or links. Graph-based models: we
consider GCN [45], GAT [46], GraphSAGE [3], and SGC [47]
as Euclidean GNN methods. We consider HGNN [16], HGCN
[17], HGAT [18] and HyboNet [21] as hyperbolic variants
GNNs. For (2), we compare our model to the state-of-the-art
deep GCN model GCNII [23], and also show the performance
of vanilla GCN and HGCN under different layer settings.

3) Parameter Settings: For node classification, the train-
ing/validation/test percentage for Airport is 70/15/15% and
standard splits [45], [48] on citation networks. For link pre-
diction, we employ 85/5/10% edge splits on all datasets. All
models are 16-dimension to ensure a fair comparison. We use
Adam for training DeepHGCN, for other methods, we use
the Adam and Riemannian Adam optimizer, respectively, for
Euclidean and hyperbolic models. We set α to 0.1 and βl

for the l-th layer to log(λl + 1) following [23]. The other
hyperparameters are obtained via grid search, where λ: [0.4,
0.5, 0.6], γ: [1e-3, 1e-4, 1e-5], weight decay: [1e-3, 5e-4, 1e-
4], and dropout: [0.0-0.6]. We conduct experiments averaging
10 sets of embeddings using different random seeds. More
details are listed in the Appendix.

B. Experiment Results
1) Comparison with Hyperbolic Models: In Tab. IV, we

report the averaged ROC AUC for link prediction and F1 score
for node classification on different datasets. The dimensions
for all models are (16) except for HyboNet (64) since it cannot
be trained stably with low embedding dimension. We present
our model with the hyperparameter settings that produce the
best outcomes. Compared with the baselines, the proposed
DeepHGCN achieves the best NC and LP performance among
all datasets with high hyperbolicity. On the Cora dataset
with low hyperbolicity, the DeepHGCN does not outperform
the attention-based model on LP and only outperforms the
Euclidean GCN on NC by a small margin, trading off the
expense of training time. This suggests attention and Euclidean
geometry are more suitable for non-hierarchical graph struc-
tures.
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TABLE IV
ROC AUC RESULTS (%) FOR LINK PREDICTION (LP) AND ACCURACY (%) FOR NODE CLASSIFICATION (NC). δ REFERS TO GROMOVS

δ-HYPERBOLICITY. A GRAPH IS MORE HYPERBOLIC AS δ → 0 AND IS A TREE WHEN δ = 0. RESULTS PARTIALLY FROM [49].

Dataset (δ) Airport (δ = 1) PubMed (δ = 3.5) CiteSeer (δ = 5) Cora (δ = 11)

Task LP NC LP NC LP NC LP NC

MLP 89.81±0.56 68.90±0.46 83.33±0.56 72.40±0.21 93.73±0.63 59.53±0.90 83.33±0.56 51.59±1.28
HNN 90.81±0.23 80.59±0.46 94.69±0.06 69.88±0.43 93.30±0.52 59.50±1.28 90.92±0.40 54.76±0.61

GCN 89.31±0.43 81.59±0.61 89.56±3.66 78.10±0.43 82.56±1.92 70.35±0.41 90.47±0.24 81.50±0.53
GAT 90.85±0.23 82.75±0.36 91.46±1.82 78.21±0.44 86.48±1.50 71.58±0.80 93.17±0.20 83.03±0.50
GraphSAGE 90.41±0.53 82.19±0.45 86.21±0.82 77.45±2.38 92.05±0.39 67.51±0.76 85.51±0.50 77.90±2.50
SGC 89.83±0.32 80.59±0.16 94.10±0.12 78.84±0.18 91.35±1.68 71.44±0.75 91.50±0.21 81.32±0.50

HGNN 96.42±0.44 84.71±0.98 92.75±0.26 77.13±0.82 93.58±0.33 69.99±1.00 91.67±0.41 78.26±1.19
HGCN 96.43±0.12 89.26±1.27 95.13±0.14 76.53±0.64 96.63±0.09 68.04±0.59 93.81±0.14 78.03±0.98
HGAT 97.86±0.09 89.62±1.03 94.18±0.18 77.42±0.66 95.84±0.37 68.64±0.30 94.02±0.18 78.32±1.39
HyboNet 97.30±0.30 90.90±1.40 95.80±0.20 78.00±1.00 96.70±0.80 69.80±0.60 93.60±0.30 80.20±1.30

DeepHGCN 98.13±0.33 94.70±0.90 96.15±0.17 79.43±0.92 97.45±0.44 73.31±0.70 93.90±0.78 83.64±0.40

TABLE V
TEST ACCURACY OF DIFFERENT 16-DIM MODELS WITH VARIOUS DEPTH.
NUMBERS IN bold DENOTE THE BEST OF EACH MODEL, AND IN red bold

HIGHLIGHT THE BEST MODELS FOR EACH DATASET.

Model Layers

2 8 16 32 64

A
ir

po
rt GCN 78.1±1.5 83.2±4.7 47.0±1.4 47.0±1.4 47.0±1.4

GCNII 86.9±2.1 88.3±2.1 88.3±1.2 86.6±1.2 86.6±2.3

HGCN 89.3±1.2 86.9±4.3 52.8±8.6 47.2±1.2 44.5±1.6

DeepHGCN 89.7±1.9 94.7±0.9 92.9±1.2 93.1±0.9 92.5±1.3

Pu
bM

ed GCN 78.1±0.5 40.7±0.0 40.7±0.0 40.7±0.0 40.7±0.0

GCNII 77.9±0.8 76.9±2.5 78.5±1.0 79.4±0.5 79.1±0.8

HGCN 76.5±0.6 56.0±5.2 54.2±7.5 45.3±6.9 43.7±1.5

DeepHGCN 78.0±0.4 78.1±0.7 78.5±0.5 79.4±0.9 79.0±0.6

C
ite

Se
er GCN 71.0±1.0 18.1±0.0 18.1±0.0 18.1±0.0 18.1±0.0

GCNII 54.7±7.4 56.1±6.1 66.5±6.2 69.4±1.8 68.6±1.8

HGCN 68.0±0.6 39.5±7.1 30.3±3.7 31.2±4.9 24.7±1.3

DeepHGCN 72.7±0.5 70.8±0.8 71.9±0.8 72.7±0.5 73.3±0.4

C
or

a

GCN 81.9±1.1 31.9±0.0 31.9±0.0 31.9±0.0 31.9±0.0

GCNII 78.0±3.0 76.4±2.2 77.2±3.5 83.7±0.9 84.0±1.3

HGCN 78.1±0.9 33.5±5.5 30.8±3.9 24.1±7.3 21.7±7.8

DeepHGCN 82.5±0.5 83.6±0.4 82.7±1.0 82.4±0.6 83.1±0.7

2) Comparison with Deep Models: In Tab. V, we evaluate
the deep models with different numbers of layers. Instead of
using 64-dimensional hidden layers like [23], we apply 16-
dimensions for all models. We observe that the performance
of GCN and HGCN rapidly degrades when the number of
layers surpasses 8, indicating that they are susceptible to over-
smoothing. On the other hand, the GCNII does not outperform
the shallow models with 2 layers, while consistently improving
with more layers and achieving the best result on Cora and
PubMed. The DeepHGCN performs sufficiently well with 2
layers and outperforms all models on Airport and CiteSeer
with 8 and 64 layers, respectively. This result suggests our
model can alleviate the over-smoothing issue of vanilla HGCN
and retrieve information from higher-order neighbors.

3) Over-Smoothing Analysis: In Fig. 5, we show the Dirich-
let energy at each layer of a 64-layer DeepHGCN, comparing
with GCN, HGCN and GCNII. Due to the over-smoothing
issue, the energy of node embeddings in GCN and HGCN
converges rapidly to zero. By fine-tuning the initial residual
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Fig. 5. Dirichlet energy variation through layers of different models on Cora
(Left) and CiteSeer (Right) dataset.

and weight alignment coefficients, the proposed DeepHGCN
is able to obtain energy levels comparable to GCNII on Cora
and CiteSeer. We also notice the feature regularized model
tends to have higher energy through all layers compared with
the unregularized ones. This validates our arguments in our
rethinking.
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Fig. 6. Ablation study on hyperbolic initial residual, weight alignment and
feature regularization on Cora (Left) and CiteSeer (Right) dataset. HGCN∗

denotes the HGCN with the proposed efficient backbone.

4) Ablation Study: We study the contributions of our in-
troduced techniques. In Fig. 6, we show the performance of
DeepHGCN with different depths compared to HGCNs with
one of the proposed techniques applied, further, we provide
ablation studies on various component permutation on Airport
and Cora datasets in Fig. 7. We find that hyperbolic initial
residual is the most effective method for alleviating over-
smoothing, although performance of the 2-layer model still
dominates. Directly applying weight alignment and feature
regularization also relieves over-smoothing but the models
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settings that produce the best outcomes. Compared with the
baselines, the proposed DeepHGCN achieves the best NC
and LP performance among all datasets with high hyper-
bolicity. On the Cora dataset with low hyperbolicity, the
DeepHGCN does not outperform the attention-based model
on LP and only outperforms the Euclidean GCN on NC by a
small margin, trading off the expense of training time. This
suggests attention and Euclidean geometry are more suit-
able for non-hierarchical graph structures.
Comparison with Deep Models. In Tab. 4, we evalu-
ate the deep models with different numbers of layers. In-
stead of using 64 dimensional hidden layers like [6], we
apply 16-dimension for all models. We observe that the
performance of GCN and HGCN rapidly degrades when
the number of layers surpasses 8, indicating that they are
susceptible to over-smoothing. On the other hand, the GC-
NII does not outperform the shallow models with 2 layers,
while consistently improving with more layers and achiev-
ing the best result on Cora and PubMed. The DeepHGCN
performs sufficiently well with 2 layers and outperforms all
models on Airport and CiteSeer with 8 and 64 layers re-
spectively. This result suggests our model can alleviate the
over-smoothing issue of vanilla HGCN and retrieve infor-
mation from higher-order neighbors.

4.2.2 Over-Smoothing Analysis

Dirichlet Energy Analysis. In Fig. 6, we show the Dirich-
let energy at each layer of a 64-layer DeepHGCN, com-
paring with GCN, HGCN and GCNII. Due to the over-
smoothing issue, the energy of node embeddings in GCN
and HGCN converges rapidly to zero. By fine-tuning the
initial residual and weight alignment coefficients, the pro-
posed DeepHGCN is able to obtain energy levels compara-
ble to GCNII on Cora and CiteSeer. We also notice the fea-
ture regularized model tends to have higher energy through
all layers compared with the unregularized ones. This vali-
dates our arguments in Sec. 3.2.6.
Ablation Study. We study the contributions of our in-
troduced techniques. In Fig. 7, we show the perfor-
mance of DeepHGCN with different depths compared to
HGCNs with one of the proposed techniques applied. We
find that hyperbolic initial residual is the most effective
method for alleviating over-smoothing, although perfor-
mance of the 2-layer model still dominates. Directly ap-
plying weight alignment and feature regularization also re-
lieves over-smoothing but the models degrade significantly
after depth beyond 23. Applying three techniques simul-
taneously assures that performance improves as network
depth increases. This suggests that all of the techniques are
indispensable for resolving the over-smoothing problem.
Embedding Visualization. We visualize 16-dimension
node embeddings of HGCNs vs DeepHGCNs using t-SNE
[46]. As illustrated in Fig. 8, when depth increases, the em-
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Figure 6: Dirichlet energy variation through layers of different
models on Cora (Left) and CiteSeer (Right) dataset.
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Figure 7: Ablation study on hyperbolic initial residual, weight
alignment and feature regularization on Cora (Left) and Cite-
Seer (Right) dataset. HGCN∗ denotes the augmented HGCN by
Poincaré FC layer and Möbius gyromidpoint.
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Figure 8: Node embeddings variation through layers on CiteSeer.

beddings of distinct classes on HGCN tend to converge and
yield indistinguishable representation. Our model instead
can obtain an embedding of nodes that is more clearly de-
fined within high layer number settings.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed for the first time a deep hy-
perbolic GCN model, DeepHGCN, powered by computa-
tionally efficient hyperbolic linear layers, initial residual,
weight alignment and feature regularization. Not only do
our proposed techniques preserve the manifold constraint,
but they also effectively prevent the over-smoothing prob-
lem. Experiments show that our model achieves compara-
ble results to the state-of-the-art models on both hierarchical
(low δ) and non-hierarchical (high δ) datasets. Interesting
directions for future work include speeding up hyperbolic
midpoint method, generalizing the model to Riemannian
product manifolds and semi-Riemannian manifolds, etc.

viii

Fig. 8. Visualize of node embeddings (after t-SNE) variation through layers
on CiteSeer dataset.

degrade significantly after depth beyond 23. Applying three
techniques simultaneously assures that performance improves
as network depth increases. This suggests that all of the
techniques are indispensable for resolving the over-smoothing
problem.

5) Embedding Visualization: We visualize 16-dimension
node embeddings of HGCNs vs DeepHGCNs using t-SNE
[50]. As illustrated in Fig. 8, when depth increases, the
embeddings of distinct classes on HGCN tend to converge
and yield indistinguishable representation. Our model instead
can obtain an embedding of nodes that is more clearly defined
within high layer number settings.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper present for the first time a deep hyperbolic
GNN model, DeepHGCN, powered by a computationally-
efficient and expressive backbone, and extensive techniques,
which effectively prevent the over-smoothing problem whilst
preserving the manifold constraint. Experiments show that
our model achieves comparable results to the state-of-the-art
models on both hierarchical (low δ) and non-hierarchical (high
δ) datasets, evidencing the efficacy of our approach. Interesting
directions for future work include generalizing the model to
mixed-curvature manifolds and semi-Riemannian manifolds.

APPENDIX A
HYPERBOLIC MODEL DETAILS

A. Extended Review of Riemannian Geometry

A manifold M of n-dimension is a topological space that
is locally-Euclidean, i.e. each point’s neighborhood can be
approximated by Euclidean space Rn. The tangent space TxM

at x ∈ M is the vector space of all tangent vectors at x, the
tangent space is isomorphic to Rn. A Riemannian manifold
(M, g) is a manifold M equipped with Riemannian metric
g = (gx)x∈M, g is a smooth collection of inner products on
the tangent space of x ∈M, i.e. gx : TxM×MxM→ R. It
is natural to deduce Riemannian norm using metric g, i.e. for
any vector v ∈ TxM, ∥v∥gx =

√
gx(v,v). The definition

of inner-product and the induced norm can induce various
geometric notions such as distances between points on M,
and angles between vectors on TxM.

1) Length of Curve and Geodesic: In the notion of dif-
ferential geometry, a curve γ is defined as a mapping from
an interval to the manifold, i.e. γ : [a, b] → M. The length
of curve is defined as L(γ) =

∫ t2
t1

√
gγ(t)(γ′(t), γ′(t))dt

where t ∈ [a, b]. Given the curve, let x = γ(a) ∈ M and
y = γ(b) ∈ M, the minimum distance between x and y on
the manifold is called the geodesic

d(x,y) := inf
γ

L(γ) = inf
γ

∫ b

a

√
gγ(t)(γ′(t), γ′(t))dt, (25)

it can be considered as a curve that minimizes the length.

Fig. 9. Exponential and logarithmic maps of non-Euclidean (Riemannian)
manifolds. Illustration from [51].

2) Exponential and Logarithmic Map: The exponential
map expx : TxM → M at point x defines a way to
project a vector v of tangent space TxM at point x, to a
point y = expx(v) ∈ M on the manifold. The exponential
map is generally used to parameterize a geodesic γ uniquely
defined by γ(0) = x and γ′(0) = v. The logarithmic map
logx : M → TxM is the inverse of exponential map, it
defines a mapping of an arbitrary vector on M to the tangent
space TxM. Different manifolds have different ways to define
exponential maps and logarithmic maps.

3) Parallel Transport: For two points x,y ∈ M, the
parallel transport PT x→y : TxM→ TyM defines a mapping
from a vector v in TxM to TyM that moves v along the
geodesic from x to y. The parallel transport preserves the
metric tensors.

B. Poincaré Ball Model

The Poincaré ball is defined as the Riemannian manifold
Dn

κ = (Dn
κ , g

D), with point set Dn
κ = {x ∈ Rn : ∥x∥ < − 1

κ}
and Riemannian metric

gDx = (λκ
x)

2gE, (26)

where λκ
x = 2

1+κ∥x∥2 (the conformal factor) and gE = In (the
Euclidean metric tensor). κ < 0 is a hyperparameter denoting
the sectional curvature of the manifold.
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TABLE VI
SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS IN THE POINCARÉ BALL MODEL AND THE LORENTZ (HYPERBOLOID) MODEL (κ < 0)

Poincaré Ball Model D Lorentz Model L
Point Set Dn

κ =
{
x ∈ Rn : ∥x∥ < − 1

κ

}
Ln
κ =

{
x ∈ Rn+1 : ⟨x,x⟩L = 1

κ

}
Metric Tensor gDκ

x = (λκ
x)

2gE, where λκ
x = 2

1+κ∥x∥2 and gE = I gLκ
x = η, where η is I except η0,0 = −1

Geodesic Length dκD(x,y) =
2√
|κ|

tanh−1
(√

|κ|∥ − x⊕κ y∥
)

dκL(x,y) =
1√
|κ|

cosh−1 (κ⟨x,y⟩L)

Exponential Map expκx(v) = x⊕κ

(
tanh(

√
|κ|λ

κ
x∥v∥
2

v√
|κ|∥v∥

)

)
expκx(v) = cosh

(√
|κ|∥v∥L

)
x+ v

sinh
(√

|κ|∥v∥L
)

√
|κ|||v∥L

Logarithmic Map logκx(y) =
2√

|κ|λκ
x

tanh−1(
√

|κ|∥ − x⊕κ y∥) −x⊕κy
∥−x⊕κy∥ logκx(y) =

cosh−1(κ⟨x,y⟩L)

sinh(cosh−1(κ⟨x,y⟩L))
(y − κ⟨x,y⟩Lx)

Parallel Transport PT κ
x→y(v) =

λκ
x

λκ
y
gyr[y,−x]v PT κ

x→y(v) = v − κ⟨y,v⟩L
1+κ⟨x,y⟩L

(x+ y)

1) Gyrovector Addition: Existing studies [14], [27], [52]
adopt the gyrovector space framework [28], [13] as a non-
associative algebraic formalism for hyperbolic geometry. The
gyrovector operation ⊕κis termed Möbius addition

x⊕κ y :=
(1− 2κ⟨x,y⟩ − κ∥y∥2)x+ (1 + κ∥x∥2)y

1− 2κ⟨x,y⟩+ κ2∥x∥2∥y∥2
,

(27)

where x,y ∈ Dn
κ . The Möbius addition defines the addition of

two gyrovectors that preserves the summation on the manifold.
The induced Möbius subtraction ⊖κ is defined as x ⊖κ y =
x⊕κ (−y).

2) Tangent Space Operations: As described in Sec. II-A,
the exponential map projects a vector v ∈ TxDκ in the tangent
space at x to a point on Dκ, while the logarithmic map projects
the manifold vector back to the tangent space

expκx(v) = x⊕κ

(
tanh(

√
|κ|λ

κ
x∥v∥
2

)
v√
|κ|∥v∥

)
, (28)

logκx(y) =
2 tanh−1(

√
|κ|∥ − x⊕κ y∥)(−x⊕κ y)√
|κ|λκ

x∥ − x⊕κ y∥
, (29)

where λκ
x = 2

1+κ∥x∥2 is the conformal factor at point x.
3) Gyrovector Multiplication: ⊗κ is the Möbius scalar

multiplication. It defines the multiplication between scalar
r and a gyrovector. As provided in [14], [17], the scalar
multiplication can be obtained by

r ⊗κ x = expκo(r log
κ
o(x)), (30)

where x ∈ Dn
κ/Ln

κ . One can further extend Eq. (30) to matrix-
vector multiplication, formulated by

M⊗κ x = expκo(M logκo(x)), (31)

where M ∈ Rm×n. With broadcasting mechanism [53], we
can derive the Möbius addition and matrix-vector multiplica-
tion manipulating on batched representations.

4) Distance Metric: Since the geodesic is the generalized
straight line on Riemannian manifold, the distance between
two points is essentially the geodesic length. For x,y ∈ Dn

κ ,
the distance is given by:

dκD(x,y) =
2√
|κ|

tanh−1
(√
|κ|∥ − x⊕κ y∥

)
. (32)

C. Lorentz Model

The Lorentz model, a.k.a. the hyperboloid model is defined
as the Riemannian manifold Ln

κ = (Ln
κ, g

L), with point set
Ln
κ = {x ∈ Rn+1 : ⟨x,x⟩L = 1

κ} and Riemannian metric:

gL = diag(−1, 1, · · · , 1). (33)

The point set Ln
κ is geometrically the upper sheet of hy-

perboloid in an (n + 1)-dimensional Minkowski space with
the origin (

√
− 1

κ , 0, · · · , 0). Each point in Ln
κ has the form

x =

[
xt

xs

]
, where xt ∈ R is a scalar and xs ∈ Rn. Given

x,y ∈ Ln
κ , the Lorentzian inner product

⟨x,y⟩L = −xtyt + xT
s ys (34)

= xT diag(−1, 1, · · · , 1)y. (35)

D. Summary of Operations

We summarize the hyperbolic operations of the Poincaré
ball model and Lorentz model in Tab. VI. We denote ∥ · ∥ and
⟨x,y⟩2 as the Euclidean L2-norm and inner product, ⟨x,y⟩L
as the Lorentzian inner product xT diag(−1, 1, · · · , 1)y and ∥·
∥L as Lorentzian norm where ∥x∥2L = ⟨x,x⟩L. For systematic
gyrovector space treatment, please refer to [13].

APPENDIX B
IMPLEMENTATION NOTES

A. Fixing Numerical Instability via Clipping

In our implementation, 32-bit float tensors are used for
all manipulations. In practice, computing the square of a
float tensor x requires lower numeric limit, for instance, if
x = 10−a, the precision required for x2 is at least 10−2a.
The smallest value for a 32-bit float tensor is approximately
1.175494 × 10−38, thus if a > 19, x2 will likely be out of
memory and result in Nan value. In such cases, the tensors
are out of hyperbolic space and could mislead the training. To
avoid numerical instability, we employ feature clipping:

Clip(x; a, κ) =


1−ϵ√
|κ|∥x∥

x, ∥x∥ ≥ 1−ϵ√
|κ|

a
∥x∥x, ∥x∥ < a

x, otherwise

(36)
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where the a is usually fixed to 10−15. The feature clipping is
adopted in many parts of our implementation where we are
likely to get Nan values.

B. Dropout

Dropout is an essential technique for preventing over-fitting
in hyperbolic models. In our implementation, we perform
dropout on ω = ϕ(·) in Eq. (1). In the following, we verify
that the hyperbolic representation in the Poincaré ball model
after dropout is manifold-preserving.

For arbitrary ω, following Eq. (1) we have

∥Fκ
D(·)∥ = ∥

ω

1 +
√
1− κ∥ω∥2

∥ (37)

=

√
∥ω∥2

(1 +
√
1− κ∥ω∥2)2

(38)

=

√
∥ω∥2

1 + 2
√

2− κ∥ω∥2 − κ∥V ∥2
(39)

=

√
∥ω∥2

1 + 2
√

2 + |κ|∥ω∥2 + |κ|∥V ∥2
(40)

=

√√√√ 1

1
∥ω∥2 + 2

√
2

∥ω∥4 + |κ|
∥ω∥2 + |κ|

(41)

<
1√
|κ|

. (42)

Notably, ∥Fκ
D(·)∥ reaches 1√

|κ|
and 0 respectively when ω

approximate infinity and when ω = 0. Thus the range of each
component in ω is [−∞,∞], which is in coincidence with
the Euclidean space representation. Hence, the dropout can be
directly applied to ω without further generalization.

C. Non-linear Activation

The non-linear activation prevents multi-layer GCNs from
collapsing into single-layer networks. Activation functions are
typically applied after neighborhood aggregation and before
linear transformation step for optimal performance [45]. In the
Poincaré ball model, applying ReLU is manifold-preserving
(i.e. ∀x ∈ Dn

κ we have σ(x) ∈ Dn
κ) since ReLU only cut-off

the negative half and remain the positive half unchanged.

APPENDIX C
PROOFS AND DERIVATIONS

A. Proof of Proposition 4

Proof. We start the proof from the definition of hyperbolic
Dirichlet energy on the Poincaré ball model. Given the closed
form solution of the distance function dD, we have

fD
DE(P̃⊗κ H) = (43)

1

2

∑
i,j

aijd
2
D

(
1√

1 + di
⊗κ P̃⊗κ hi,

1√
1 + dj

⊗κ P̃⊗κ hj

)

=
1

2

∑
i,j

aij

(
2√
|κ|

tanh−1
(√
|κ|∥ρ(H)∥

))2

, (44)

where function ρ can be expanded as

ρ(H) =(
− 1√

1 + di
⊗κ (P̃⊗κ hi)

)
⊕κ

(
1√

1 + dj
⊗κ (P̃⊗κ hj)

)
(45)

=

(
− P̃√

1 + di
⊗κ hi

)
⊕κ

(
P̃√
1 + dj

⊗κ hj

)
(46)

= P̃

((
− 1√

1 + di
⊗κ hi

)
⊕κ

(
1√

1 + dj
⊗κ hj

))
.

(47)

One can easily prove that for all A ∈ Rn×n and x ∈ Rn,
∥Ax∥ ≤ ∥A∥F ∥x∥, thus the ∥ρ(P̃,H(l))∥ in Eq. (44) can be
further written as

∥ρ(H)∥

=

∥∥∥∥∥P̃
((
− 1√

1 + di
⊗κ hi

)
⊕κ

(
1√

1 + dj
⊗κ hj

))∥∥∥∥∥
(48)

≤ ∥P̃∥F

∥∥∥∥∥
(
− 1√

1 + di
⊗κ hi

)
⊕κ

(
1√

1 + dj
⊗κ hj

)∥∥∥∥∥ .
(49)

Since P̃ is normalized (can be row normalize or diagonal
normalize), the Frobenius norm ∥P̃∥F ≥ 1 always establish,
thus the norm of ρ:

∥ρ(H)∥

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
(
− 1√

1 + di
⊗κ hi

)
⊕κ

(
1√

1 + dj
⊗κ hj

)∥∥∥∥∥ . (50)

Known that tanh−1(·) is a monotonically increasing function,
Eq. (44) can be further derived as

1

2

∑
i,j

aij

(
2√
|κ|

tanh−1
(√
|κ|∥ρ(P̃,H)∥

))2

(51)

≤ 1

2

∑
i,j

aij

(
2√
|κ|

tanh−1

(√
|κ|
∥∥∥∥(− 1√

1 + di
⊗κ hi

)

⊕κ

(
1√

1 + dj
⊗κ hj

)∥∥∥∥))2

(52)

=
1

2

∑
i,j

aijd
2
D

(
1√

1 + di
⊗κ hi,

1√
1 + dj

⊗κ hj

)
(53)

= fD
DE(H). (54)

Eq. (43-54) concludes the proof.

APPENDIX D
APPENDIX D: ADDITIONAL EVALUATIONS

A. Additional Experiments on DISEASE Dataset

We provide the performance comparisons of models in
Disease dataset in Tab. VII. We observed that, when increas-
ing the depth of GCNII, the validation accuracy of node
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TABLE VII
MODEL EVALUATION IN DISEASE.

Dataset (δ) Disease (δ = 0)

Task LP NC

GCN 58.00±1.41 69.79±0.54
GAT 58.16±0.92 70.04±0.49
GraphSAGE 65.93±0.29 70.10±0.49
SGC 65.34±0.28 70.94±0.59
GCNII (8) / 88.83±1.32
GCNII (16) / 96.71±2.78

HGNN 81.54±1.22 81.27±3.53
HGCN 90.80±0.31 88.16±0.76
HGAT 87.63±1.67 90.30±0.62
HyboNet 96.80±0.40 96.00±1.00

DeepHGCN (2) 92.10±0.44 89.90±1.33
DeepHGCN (8) 95.70±0.32 92.51±2.10
DeepHGCN (16) 95.51±1.52 93.70±1.52

classification will reach almost 99%, suggesting Euclidean
space is also capable for embedding DISEASE. Although
the hyperbolic space is more capable for embedding tree-like
data and therefore could yield improved performance on the
DISEASE dataset, it looks the potential improvement we could
expect over GCNII is marginal.

According to our experiments, GCNII, HyboNet and Deep-
HGCN are all capable of fitting the data, that is, the training
accuracy can reach 100% while other models are unable to
fit the data even without dropout and weight regularization.
We infer that the performance gap observed in the test set
is attributed to the poor generalization ability of hyperbolic
classifiers, thereby suggesting an intriguing direction for future
research.
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[5] M. Zitnik, R. Sosič, M. W. Feldman, and J. Leskovec, “Evolution of
resilience in protein interactomes across the tree of life,” Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences, vol. 116, no. 10, pp. 4426–4433,
2019.

[6] S. Yan, Y. Xiong, and D. Lin, “Spatial temporal graph convolutional
networks for skeleton-based action recognition,” in Thirty-second AAAI
conference on artificial intelligence, 2018.

[7] D. K. Duvenaud, D. Maclaurin, J. Iparraguirre, R. Bombarell, T. Hirzel,
A. Aspuru-Guzik, and R. P. Adams, “Convolutional networks on graphs
for learning molecular fingerprints,” Advances in neural information
processing systems, vol. 28, 2015.

[8] N. Linial, E. London, and Y. Rabinovich, “The geometry of graphs and
some of its algorithmic applications,” Combinatorica, vol. 15, no. 2, pp.
215–245, 1995.

[9] D. Krioukov, F. Papadopoulos, M. Kitsak, A. Vahdat, and M. Bo-
guná, “Hyperbolic geometry of complex networks,” Physical Review
E, vol. 82, no. 3, p. 036106, 2010.

[10] F. Papadopoulos, M. Kitsak, M. Serrano, M. Boguná, and D. Krioukov,
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[17] I. Chami, Z. Ying, C. Ré, and J. Leskovec, “Hyperbolic graph convo-
lutional neural networks,” Advances in neural information processing
systems, vol. 32, 2019.

[18] C. Gulcehre, M. Denil, M. Malinowski, A. Razavi, R. Pascanu, K. M.
Hermann, P. Battaglia, V. Bapst, D. Raposo, A. Santoro et al., “Hyper-
bolic attention networks,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1805.09786, 2018.

[19] Y. Zhang, X. Wang, C. Shi, N. Liu, and G. Song, “Lorentzian graph
convolutional networks,” in Proceedings of the Web Conference 2021,
2021, pp. 1249–1261.

[20] J. Dai, Y. Wu, Z. Gao, and Y. Jia, “A hyperbolic-to-hyperbolic graph
convolutional network,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2021, pp. 154–163.

[21] W. Chen, X. Han, Y. Lin, H. Zhao, Z. Liu, P. Li, M. Sun, and J. Zhou,
“Fully hyperbolic neural networks,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.14686,
2021.

[22] Q. Li, Z. Han, and X.-M. Wu, “Deeper insights into graph convolu-
tional networks for semi-supervised learning,” in Thirty-Second AAAI
conference on artificial intelligence, 2018.

[23] T. Chen, S. Kornblith, M. Norouzi, and G. Hinton, “A simple framework
for contrastive learning of visual representations,” in International
conference on machine learning. PMLR, 2020, pp. 1597–1607.

[24] K. Xu, C. Li, Y. Tian, T. Sonobe, K.-i. Kawarabayashi, and S. Jegelka,
“Representation learning on graphs with jumping knowledge networks,”
in International Conference on Machine Learning. PMLR, 2018, pp.
5453–5462.

[25] Y. Rong, W. Huang, T. Xu, and J. Huang, “Dropedge: Towards deep
graph convolutional networks on node classification,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1907.10903, 2019.

[26] K. Zhou, X. Huang, D. Zha, R. Chen, L. Li, S.-H. Choi, and X. Hu,
“Dirichlet energy constrained learning for deep graph neural networks,”
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, vol. 34, 2021.

[27] R. Shimizu, Y. Mukuta, and T. Harada, “Hyperbolic neural networks++,”
arXiv preprint arXiv:2006.08210, 2020.

[28] A. A. Ungar, Analytic hyperbolic geometry: Mathematical foundations
and applications. World Scientific, 2005.

[29] R. Benedetti and C. Petronio, Lectures on hyperbolic geometry.
Springer Science & Business Media, 1992.

[30] M. Nickel and D. Kiela, “Poincaré embeddings for learning hierarchical
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