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ABSTRACT
In the past years, Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have become
the ‘de facto’ standard in various deep learning domains, thanks
to their flexibility in modeling real-world phenomena represented
as graphs. However, the message-passing mechanism of GNNs
faces challenges in learnability and expressivity, hindering high
performance on heterophilic graphs, where adjacent nodes fre-
quently have different labels. Most existing solutions addressing
these challenges are primarily confined to specific benchmarks
focused on node classification tasks. This narrow focus restricts
the potential impact that link prediction under heterophily could
offer in several applications, including recommender systems. For
example, in social networks, two users may be connected for some
latent reason, making it challenging to predict such connections
in advance. Physics-Inspired GNNs such as GRAFF provided a sig-
nificant contribution to enhance node classification performance
under heterophily, thanks to the adoption of physics biases in the
message-passing. Drawing inspiration from these findings, we ad-
vocate that the methodology employed by GRAFF can improve link
prediction performance as well. To further explore this hypothesis,
we introduce GRAFF-LP, an extension of GRAFF to link prediction.
We evaluate its efficacy within a recent collection of heterophilic
graphs, establishing a new benchmark for link prediction under
heterophily. Our approach surpasses previous methods, in most of
the datasets, showcasing a strong flexibility in different contexts,
and achieving relative AUROC improvements of up to 26.7%.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Over the last decade, Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have con-
tributed heavily to several areas of Deep Learning (DL), such as
Recommendation Systems [17, 52, 59, 63], Natural Language Pro-
cessing [6, 11, 37, 44, 48, 62], Computer Vision [19, 27, 50, 56], and
Knowledge graphs [24, 60]. In the DL domain, GNNs work as fea-
ture extractors that can be trained to perform some typical task on
graphs such as link prediction, and node or graph classification.
Among these, link prediction aims to develop a system capable of
computing the probability of two nodes sharing a link.
Most GNNs rely on the message-passing formalism [20] and are
often referred to in the literature asmessage-passing neural networks
(MPNNs) [7, 25, 32, 34, 54]. Despite their popularity, the MPNNs
present some flaws, like over-smoothing [39, 40, 47], which causes
the node representation to be undistinguishable in the limit of many
layers. In addition, in heterophilic graphs where connected nodes
tend to have different labels, MPNNs may struggle in the classi-
fication task as they tend to generate similar representations for
adjacent nodes [43, 46, 68].
Efforts have been made to enhance GNN performance on het-
erophilic graphs [8, 14, 43, 49, 57, 61, 68]. More recently, a physics-
inspired approach to designing MPNNs called gradient flow frame-
work (GRAFF) was introduced [21]. Although GRAFF shows com-
petitive performance in both heterophilic and homophilic graphs,
existing research has solely concentrated on node classification
tasks, not investigating its potential in link prediction— which
has significant applications in recommendation systems. This task
becomes particularly complex for heterophilic graphs, where we
may have links between nodes with both similar and dissimilar
characteristics. In fact, in heterophilic graphs, unlike homophilic
ones where connected nodes are similar, the reason behind con-
nections is latent. For instance, in a financial transaction network
[42], where the fraudsters often engage in transactions with non-
fraudulent users. Or, in a social network, links might exist between
two users who are colleagues but have different interests. Another
practical example is the Amazon Ratings dataset [46], where a
recommendation system might suggest purchasing two products
together despite their differing ratings (labels). Or there may be
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question-answering websites where we want to predict the connec-
tion between two users who are interested in the same topics, but
one is more frequently active on the website than the other, as in
the Questions dataset [46]. To the best of our knowledge, the topic
of link prediction under heterophily has only been discussed and
brought to the community’s attention in [67].
Having become aware of the previous work limitations, both rela-
tive to the message-passing formalism and the poor literature on
link prediction applied to heterophilic graphs, we propose GRAFF-
LP (GRAFF for Link Prediction), a link prediction framework built
upon GRAFF for node classification [21]. We tested our model on
both traditional and new heterophilic datasets introduced in [46]
to overcome the limitations of standard benchmarks. The contribu-
tions of our work are the following.

• We present GRAFF-LP, the first Physics-Inspired GNN spe-
cialized to perform link prediction under heterophily.

• We demonstrate that GRAFF-LP can achieve competitive
performance w.r.t. the other examined methods, showing
consistent performance across graphs from different con-
texts.

• We set a new link prediction baseline on a recently created
collection of heterophilic graphs [46], initially designed for
node classification. This baseline serves as a foundation for
future work in this area.

• Our work enhances the current, yet not well-explored, liter-
ature on link prediction in heterophilic graphs.

2 RELATEDWORKS
Graph Neural Networks for link prediction. Over the years,
link prediction algorithms have evolved and can easily be distin-
guished between non-neural-based and neural-based methods. The
former mainly consists of heuristics [1, 5, 9, 64] that rely on strong
assumptions on the link prediction process. On the other hand,
neural-based methods imply the use of learning systems, in particu-
lar GNNs. Even though some GNNs cannot be as expressive as most
of the heuristics [65], they can learn graph structure features and
content features in a unified way, outperforming previous works.
An instance of this class are the node-based methods, where the
objective is to learn the node representations in a vector form, and
then estimate the link existence accordingly. Graph Auto-Encoders
are an example of this class [31], and several variants have been
proposed in recent years [16, 41, 55].
Most recently, the subgraph-based paradigm, pioneered by SEAL
[65], pushed the state-of-the-art beyond node-based methods. Com-
puting subgraph representations increases GNN expressivity but
makes this approach inefficient and impractical for real-world
graphs. [13] tried to alleviate the efficiency-related issues using
subgraph sketches. Despite these efforts, the node-based baselines
remain a more efficient and scalable solution. For this reason, we
designed the GRAFF-LP architecture according to the node-based
paradigm.
Link predictionmethods have predominantly been comparedwithin
homophilic benchmarks, biasing progress in that direction. The
heterophilic scenario became a subject of interest for link prediction
only recently in [67], where an ‘ad hoc’ method to handle link pre-
diction under heterophily is proposed. This approach outperforms

previous node-based baselines but poorly scales to larger datasets
because of the multiple set of features associated with each node.
Physics-Inspired vs. Physics-Informed. Physics-Inspired (PIrd)
neural networks belong to the class of Physics-Informed (PI) neural
networks. However, a preliminary distinction must be made for clar-
ity’s sake. Generally, the PI paradigm has the objective of providing
priors to machine learning models to let them intuit the underlying
physical process that can help to improve the task performance.
These priors can benefit the neural network training in several
ways: through better efficiency in training data requirements, faster
training convergency, or the model’s generalizability and inter-
pretability [4, 29, 38]. The methodologies that have been employed
to transfer such physical knowledge differ widely [23, 28, 29, 35],
and take the form of different types of biases. Among this, we have
a bias of the inductive type. Which is what we refer to as PIrd. Some
of these are [12, 15, 21, 23].
Physics-Inspired Graph Neural Networks. The class of meth-
ods that can be associated with PIrd GNNs are models where the
physics bias is encompassed within the network’s architecture in
the form of ‘hard’ constraints. From this perspective, we report
some examples.
In [21], the GNN is interpreted as a gradient flow, namely, its for-
ward pass minimizes a parametrized energy functional, respecting
the properties of gradient flows. In [15], GNNs resemble reaction-
diffusion equations which are typically used to model the spatial
and temporal change of one or more chemical substance concentra-
tions. These works are experimentally limited to node classification
benchmarks, and no practical feedback on their application to link
prediction is currently available in the literature. In this work, we
provide the first perspective on PIrd biases applied in the context
of link prediction.

3 PRELIMINARIES
Notation. Let G = (V, E) be an undirected graph, with V the
set of nodes and E ⊆ V × V be the set of edges. |V| = 𝑁 is the
number of nodes that belong to G, and |E | be the number of edges.
Γ(𝑖) is the set of the neighborhood of the node 𝑖 , and |Γ(𝑖) | denotes
its degree. D is the diagonal matrix in R𝑁×𝑁 , such that 𝐷𝑖 = |Γ(𝑖) |.
x𝑖 ∈ R𝑑 represents the features of node 𝑖 . The node representations
can be ordered in a unique matrix, which we refer to as the instance
matrix X ∈ R𝑁×𝑑 . X is defined as

X =
[
x1 x2 x3 · · · x𝑁

]𝑇
. (1)

A ∈ {0, 1}𝑁×𝑁 is the adjacency matrix, with 𝐴𝑖 𝑗 = 1 if nodes 𝑖 and
𝑗 are connected, and 𝐴𝑖 𝑗 = 0 otherwise. Moreover, we specify 𝑦𝑖 as
the label associated with node 𝑖 .
Homophily measures. The homophily assumption in graphs
refers to the tendency of similar nodes to be connected. However, an
unambiguous similarity measure is missing in the literature. Those
that have been used the most with GNNs are edge homophily 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒
[69] and node homophily 𝜉𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 [43]. Between these, the former
was more considered within the node classification benchmarks
[8, 21, 36, 49], and can be computed as

𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 =
| (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ E : 𝑦𝑖 = 𝑦 𝑗 |

|E | (2)
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Figure 1: General overview of the link prediction pipeline. The pipeline is organized in three main phases. In the Encoding
phase, the initial graph representation is encoded through a linear MLP. In the Message-Passing phase, an update rule in the
form of Equation (9) is iteratively applied. Finally, the decoding phase is used to compute the final prediction.

Both 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 , and 𝜉𝑛𝑜𝑑𝑒 , are based on the labels associated with the
nodes. As an example, Equation (2) measures the fraction of edges
that connect nodes from the same class.
Generally, if we record a low homophily, we consider the graph as
heterophilic.
More recently, [45, 46] showed that these specific measures are
not sufficiently representative of homophily. Even though they are
intuitive to compute, they hinder the comparison across different
datasets, as they are sensitive to the number of classes and their
balance among samples. To bridge this gap, adjusted homophily 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗
was introduced in [45], allowing to compare properly the homophily
level between different graphs. 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 is defined as follows:

𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 =
𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 −

∑
𝑘∈S D2

𝑘
/(2|E |)2

1 −∑
𝑘∈S D2

𝑘
/(2|E |)2

, (3)

S = {1, ....,𝐶} is the set of possible labels associated to each node,
and D𝑘 =

∑
𝑖:𝑦𝑖=𝑘 𝐷𝑖 . While this measure is comparable across

graphs and upper-bounded at 1, it lacks a lower bound and doesn’t
incorporate node features into the similarity.
Graph Neural Networks as gradient flow. Let us consider an
𝑁 -dimensional dynamic system that follows a certain differential
equation ¤X(𝑡) = 𝐹 (X(𝑡)), with X(𝑡) ∈ R𝑁×𝑑 , and X(0) as the
initial conditions of the system. Provided that exists a function
𝐸 : R𝑁×𝑑 → R, s.t. 𝐹 (X(𝑡)) = −∇𝐸 (X(𝑡)), we refer to the evolu-
tion equation ¤X(𝑡) as the gradient flow of the energy 𝐸. Gradient
flows are useful to study the underlying dynamics of the system,
provided the knowledge of 𝐸.
In our specific case, the physical interpretation of the dynamic
system is attached to a graph. 𝑁 are the nodes in the graph, that
evolve their representations X(𝑡) through a GNN over time, while
𝐸 (X(𝑡)), is an energy functional associated with the node repre-
sentations. For instance, if we consider 𝐺𝑁𝑁 : R𝑑 → R𝑑 as an
intermediate layer of a generic GNN, and the time variable 𝑡 as
the continuous version of its layers s.t. 𝐺𝑁𝑁 (X(𝑡)) = −∇𝐸 (X(𝑡)),
this can be described as the gradient flow of the energy functional
𝐸 (𝑋 (𝑡)). 𝐸 can be selected as the Dirichlet Energy 𝐸𝑑𝑖𝑟 , which is

defined as follows.

𝐸𝑑𝑖𝑟 (X) :=
∑︁

(𝑖, 𝑗 ) ∈E
∥(∇X)𝑖 𝑗 ∥2, where (∇X)𝑖 𝑗 :=

x𝑗

𝐷 𝑗
− x𝑖
𝐷𝑖

. (4)

It is commonly believed that poor performances on heterophilic
graphs and over-smoothing can be related to the Dirichlet energy
of the features decaying to zero as the number of layers increases
[10, 66]. In fact, from Equation (4), we deduce that decreasing
𝐸𝑑𝑖𝑟 (X) over time brings adjacent nodes closer in the feature space.
Conversely from what was commonly thought, [21] proved that
linear graph convolutions with symmetric weights shared among
layers can induce edge-wise attraction (repulsion) through their
positive (negative) eigenvalues. This control mechanism effectively
influences whether the features are smoothed or sharpened, mak-
ing the model successful in handling node classification within
heterophilic graphs. This was possible thanks to a specific choice
for a parametrized Dirichlet energy, and a gradient flow that mini-
mize it accordingly. Such gradient flow evolves the node features
as follows.

¤X(𝑡) = −X(𝑡)Ω +AAAX(𝑡)W − X(0)W̃, (5)

which can be further modified according to the Euler discretization:

X(𝑡 + 𝜏) − X(𝑡) = 𝜏 (−X(𝑡)Ω +AAAX(𝑡)W − X(0)W̃), (6)

X(𝑡 + 𝜏) = X(𝑡) + 𝜏 (−X(𝑡)Ω +AAAX(𝑡)W − X(0)W̃), (7)

where 𝜏 is the integration step, 𝑇 = 𝜏𝐿 is the total integration time
andAAA = D̃− 1

2 ÃD̃− 1
2 , since self-loops are included in A and D (i.e.

Ã = I + A). Let’s denote without loss of generalization: X(𝑡) ≡ H𝑙 .
It follows that (7) becomes

H𝑙+𝜏 = H𝑙 + 𝜏 (−H𝑙Ω +AAAH𝑙W − H0W̃) (8)

Equation (8), takes the form of a residual network [26], where Ω, W
and W̃ are the trainable matrices, they are symmetric and shared
over layers. The interpretation of GNNs as gradient flows is referred
to in the literature as PIrd GNN and has proved to be successful
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within heterophilic graphs, but confined to node classification ex-
periments. In this paper, we take advantage of these results and
build upon this architecture to deal with link prediction.

4 PROPOSED FRAMEWORK: GRAFF-LP
After having described our notation and the concept of PIrd GNNs,
we delve into the specifics of our link prediction architecture GRAFF-
LP.

4.1 Physics-Inspired Link Prediction
Figure 1 presents a general overview of our approach. The frame-
work operates in a transductive setting, where the graph retains
all the nodes both in training and inference. The whole scheme
is designed as a node-based method for link prediction [64] and
consists of three different phases.
Encoding phase. This is the transition between X and H0. So far
we considered it as the identity, but in the experiments, we used
one linear layer followed by dropout for all the models taken into
examination. Such relation is expressed as H0 = 𝐹enc (X).
Message-Passing phase. This phase is formalized following Equa-
tion (8). 𝐿, 𝜏 and 𝑑ℎ , are hyperparameters of our architecture. The
latter is the dimensionality of the intermediate representation that
is kept fixed across the layers to keep the dynamic system interpre-
tation. Moreover, we follow the non-linear gradient flow approach
denoted in [21], which consists of interleaving non-linear functions
between the layers, in particular, we adopt the Rectified Linear Unit
(ReLU). With nonlinear activations, the network is no longer a dis-
cretized gradient flow but still preserves the physics interpretation
of the weight matrices [21]. We chose to follow this strategy due
to the improved performance w.r.t. the linear counterpart in node
classification experiments. Hence, Equation (8) becomes

H𝑙+𝜏 = H𝑙 + 𝜏𝜎 (−H𝑙Ω +AAAH𝑙W − H0W̃), (9)

where 𝜎 (·) is the ReLU operation. To enforce the symmetry in the
trainable parameters, we follow the diagonally-dominant approach
used in [21].
Equation (9), characterizes themessage-passing ofGRAFF-LP (GRAFF
for Link Prediction), which is our instance for PIrd GNNs.
Decoding phase. Let zi = H𝐿

𝑖
be the output of the message passing

phase for node 𝑖 . The probability of nodes 𝑖 and 𝑗 sharing a link is
predicted as:

𝑦 (zi, zj) = 𝐹𝑑𝑒𝑐 (zi ⊙ zj), (10)

⊙ is the hadamard product. 𝐹𝑑𝑒𝑐 is an MLP of 𝐿𝑀𝐿𝑃 layers with
width 𝑑𝑀𝐿𝑃 and nonlinear activations (see Figure 1).

5 EXPERIMENTS
In this Section, we detail our experimental set-up and the results
aimed at addressing the following research questions:
RQ1: What is the performance of GRAFF-LP when used on graphs

with a high level of heterophily?
RQ2: What is the efficiency improvement due to the introduction

of PIrd link prediction models when compared to existing
non-PIrd solutions?

RQ3: What is the correlation between adjusted and edge homophily
and GNN-based solutions for link prediction?

Table 1: Dataset Information

Datasets 𝑁 |E | 𝑑 |𝐶 | 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗
Texas 183 574 1703 5 0.09 -0.26
Wisconsin 251 916 1703 5 0.20 -0.15
Cornell 183 557 1703 5 0.13 -0.21
Amazon Ratings 24492 186100 300 5 0.38 0.14
Roman Empire 22662 65854 300 18 0.05 -0.05
Minesweepers 10000 78804 7 2 0.68 0.01
Questions 48921 307080 301 2 0.84 0.02

5.1 Experimental Set-up
5.1.1 Datasets. Table 1 lists some statistics of the graphs used in
the experiments. They are computed after the graphs were made
undirected, which is a standard procedure with GNNs. The datasets
are selected from two collections, one is the WebKB collection
[43], which has been extensively used within GNNs benchmarks,
specifically to test models in heterophilic settings [21, 43, 67]. The
other collection is more recent, and all the datasets within it were
introduced in [46] to enrich the current dataset availability for the
experimental setting under heterophily. However, they have not
been considered for the task of link prediction yet. The details fol-
low.
Texas, Wisconsin, and Cornell [43]: These are heterophilic
graphs, where nodes are web pages and the edges represent the hy-
perlinks between them. Due to the reduced size in both the number
of nodes and edges, this collection leads to unstable and statistically
insignificant results [46]. However, we decided to consider them
anyway, since both 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 , and 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 remain low. The datasets from
[46] are:
Amazon Ratings: Nodes are Amazon products and edges connect
them when they are frequently bought together. The class associ-
ated with the nodes represents the ratings of each product.
Roman Empire: This graph has been constructed based on the
Roman Empire’s Wikipedia article [33]. Here nodes are non-unique
words, and they share a link whether there is a connection in the
dependency tree of each sentence, or if two nodes are consequent
in the text. This graph resembles almost a chain, except for addi-
tional shortcuts. The class associated with the words represents
their syntactic roles.
Minesweeper: This is a synthetic dataset in the form of a regular
grid 100 × 100. Each cell in the grid is a node, and the edges for each
cell are at most 8. The cells can be labeled as mines or traversable
ones. Since mines tend to be connected to the regular cells 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 is
close to zero.
Questions: This graph is based on data from a question-answering
website. Nodes represent users, while edges connect them if they
have interacted during a certain interval. The users are classified
as active or non-active depending on whether they remained so
during that interval of time.
We did not include the Tolokers dataset from this collection because
of constraints in our memory capacity.
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Table 2: AUROC % for each model in the evaluation datasets. OOM denotes ‘Out Of Memory’. The top result for each dataset is
in bold. GRAFF-LP is significantly different from all the baselines if marked with * (Wilcoxon signed-rank test, 𝑝 < 0.01).

Models Texas Wisconsin Cornell Amazon Ratings Roman Empire Minesweepers Questions
GCN 80.75 52.02 91.42 71.41 52.7 81.03 96.22
GraphSAGE 74.99 50.52 82.11 50.52 55.55 92.47 74.08
GAT 74.33 53.35 93.45 50.25 51.13 91.42 65.53
DisenLink 76.37 55.23 91.78 OOM OOM OOM OOM
GRAFF-LP ∗83.43 ∗75.38 93.13 ∗72.96 ∗71.04 90.33 ∗96.54

5.1.2 Baselines. Now we briefly describe the baselines that we
compare against GRAFF-LP. We limit our benchmark to node-
based methods, that are not physics-inspired and we do not include
subgraph-based approaches, since these are built upon MPNNs like
node-based ones but additionally include a subgraph feature ex-
traction module that helps improve their expressivity at the cost of
efficiency. Our baselines are:
GCN and GraphSAGE [25, 32]: These are both MPNNs of the
convolutional type [53]. For GraphSAGE [25] we consider both its
mean and max variants.
GAT [54]: This is an example of MPNNs of the attentional type [53],
since it uses an attention mechanism [3] to aggregate the neighbors
features. We decided to take into examination this method since the
attention mechanism is more appropriate for heterophilic graphs
by design.
Disenlink [67]: This is an example of a node-based method with
disentangled representations. The idea is to compute multiple and
finite representations for each node in the graph, in order to capture
its different aspects and deal better with heterophily. This method is
the only one designed specifically for link prediction in heterophilic
scenarios among our baselines, and also the only one available in
literature.

5.1.3 Data Preprocessing and Hyperparameters. Graphs have been
split into training, validation, and test positive edges (𝑁𝑝𝑜𝑠 ) with
80%, 10%, and 10% percentages. Negative edges (𝑁𝑛𝑒𝑔) for each split
were also sampled, and in the experiments, several ratios𝑁𝑛𝑒𝑔/𝑁𝑝𝑜𝑠

we adopted since there is not a specific policy to follow when select-
ing𝑁𝑛𝑒𝑔 [2]. We select negative edges through the random negative
sampling routine implemented by PyTorch Geometric [18]. To re-
duce the variance in the test splits of the WebKB datasets, we used
60%, 20%, and 20% as percentages.

5.1.4 Implementation Details. We chose AUROC since is com-
monly used in link prediction tasks with GNNs [51, 65]. We trained
them using negative log-likelihood. The loss function is optimized
using Adam [30] with early stopping [22], with patience of 10
epochs, monitoring the AUROC.

5.2 Results
5.2.1 Effectiveness. To address RQ1, we refer to Table 2, which re-
ports the performance of the models for all the datasets. As regards
the results on theWebKB datasets [43], the mean is computed based
on 50 trials: 5 train splits and 10 random seeds each. While in the
remaining datasets, the performance is averaged from 10 random

seeds. We adopted a single split since the graphs are larger and
less sensitive to high variance in the data. GRAFF-LP significantly
outperforms the baselines in 5 out of 7 datasets, and in most cases,
the gap from the second best model is neat, specifically in Wiscon-
sin and the Roman Empire, where the percentage differences are
26.7% and 21.08%, respectively. As reported in Table 2, theWilcoxon
test [58], computed on the accuracy of positive and negative edges
in the test set, supports the statistical significance of GRAFF-LP
performing equally or worse than the other baselines; details can
be found in the code. In the datasets where GRAFF-LP is not the
best-performing model, consistently ranks among the top 3 models,
exhibiting a natural adaptability to diverse contexts. In Table 2,
DisenLink goes out of memory due to implementation issues in its
official repository [67].

5.2.2 Efficiency. Unlike GCN andGraphSAGEmethods, ourmethod,
GAT, and DisenLink have an intrinsic mechanism to tackle het-
erophily, which is what wemainly refer to as expressivity. GAT uses
attention, DisenLink allows for multiple node representation, and
GRAFF-LP uses the gradient flow bias. Among these, GRAFF-LP is
more consistent in performance within the variety of network types
in our benchmark (see Table 2). Generally, in terms of computational
complexity, all node-based methods are comparable. However, Dis-
enLink requires computing multiple and finite representations for
each node, while GRAFF-LP requires a single one. Similarly, GCN,
GraphSAGE, and GAT require increasing the number of parameters
as the network’s depth increases. Differently, GRAFF-LP uses sym-
metric and shared weights, allowing for scaling efficiency in terms
of space complexity and mitigating the over-smoothing phenome-
non [21]. Thanks to this specific PIrd architecture, we can increase
the number of layers without increasing the number of parameters
by enhancing the long-range dependencies between nodes and the
model’s capacity. This is an advantage in the specific case of link
prediction under heterophily, where the reasons for a connection
could be associated with further nodes rather than closer ones. In
our experiments with GRAFF-LP, we have empirical evidence of
better performance correlated with deeper architectures. In fact,
GRAFF-LP performs better using values of 𝐿 = 12 in Amazon Rat-
ings and 𝐿 = 9 in Roman Empire, while the baselines achieve their
best performance with limited and smaller 𝐿. According to these
considerations, we answer to RQ2.

5.2.3 Measuring homophily in link prediction. To address RQ3 we
need to understand whether our current homophily measures, orig-
inally designed for the node classification task, are also appropriate
for link prediction. Results show that GCN and GraphSAGE, not
designed to handle heterophily, achieve competitive performance
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on Amazon Ratings, Minesweepers, and Questions. These datasets
exhibit low 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 while having the highest 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 . To shed light on
this, we decided to quantify how the gap in performance between
GRAFF-LP and the best between GCN and GraphSAGE correlates
with 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 or 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 . Utilizing Pearson correlation we found that
both 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 and 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 negatively correlate with the performance
gap, with 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 (-0.49) showing a stronger correlation than 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗
(-0.20). This suggests that 𝜉𝑒𝑑𝑔𝑒 correlates more with link prediction
performance than 𝜉𝑎𝑑 𝑗 , questioning adjusted homophily for link
prediction. Our analysis emphasizes more qualitative assessment
over quantitative evaluation since it is conducted on a small set of
datasets. Nevertheless, we contend that introducing new homophily
measures tailored for link prediction and relying on node attributes
more relevant to link prediction rather than labels is needed.

6 CONCLUSIONS
This paper presented GRAFF-LP, a link prediction model built upon
GNNs and driven by a PIrd bias. Our method is designed to han-
dle heterophilic graphs, enriching the current literature available,
which is often confined to node classification. By merging past
benchmarks with a more recent one [46], we showed through an
extensive set of experiments that GRAFF-LP significantly outper-
forms the baselines in 5 out of 7 datasets, ranking within the best 3.
We also argue that our method has enhanced expressivity and effi-
ciency due to its architectural design. Further analysis of the results
highlighted that some models not designed to handle heterophily
perform similarly to those specialized. Moreover, our experiments
show that GRAFF-LP and the other baselines perform similarly for
graphs with high edge homophily, while the gap increases under
heterophily. Future works should bridge the need for consistent
homophily measures among tasks, possibly based on node features.
Additionally, we advocate that investigating link prediction, node,
and graph classification under heterophily as a whole may steer
toward developing models suitable for multiple contexts and tasks.
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