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ABSTRACT Empirically, a diverse range of strategies have been explored

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have shown promising perfor-
mance in various graph learning tasks, but at the cost of resource-
intensive computations. The primary overhead of GNN update
stems from graph propagation and weight transformation, both
involving operations on graph-scale matrices. Previous studies at-
tempt to reduce the computational budget by leveraging graph-level
or network-level sparsification techniques, resulting in downsized
graph or weights. In this work, we propose UNIFEWS, which unifies
the two operations in an entry-wise manner considering individual
matrix elements, and conducts joint edge-weight sparsification to
enhance learning efficiency. The entry-wise design of UNIFEWS en-
ables adaptive compression across GNN layers with progressively
increased sparsity, and is applicable to a variety of architectural
designs with on-the-fly operation simplification. Theoretically, we
establish a novel framework to characterize sparsified GNN learning
in view of a graph optimization process, and prove that UNIFEWS
effectively approximates the learning objective with bounded er-
ror and reduced computational load. We conduct extensive experi-
ments to evaluate the performance of our method in diverse settings.
UNIFEWS is advantageous in jointly removing more than 90% of
edges and weight entries with comparable or better accuracy than
baseline models. The sparsification offers remarkable efficiency
improvements including 10 — 20X matrix operation reduction and
up to 100X acceleration in graph propagation time for the largest
graph at the billion-edge scale.

1 INTRODUCTION

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have undergone extensive devel-
opment for learning from graph-structure data and have achieved
remarkable performance on a variety of tasks [18, 26, 51, 61]. The
power of GNNs is mainly attributed to their message-passing scheme
that each node in the graph aggregates information from its neigh-
bors, namely graph propagation, and then updates its own represen-
tation accordingly by trainable weights as feature transformation.
Iteratively performing the two-stage scheme enables the model to
learn from the graph topology inclusively.

Despite their success, canonical GNNs are recognized for their
high resource consumption, especially when scaling up to large
graphs [57]. The performance bottleneck arises from the sequence
of matrix multiplications integral to message passing stages, i.e.,
graph propagation and feature transformation, which alternatively
apply to the node representation and lead to computational com-
plexities directly proportional to the numbers of edges and nodes
in the graph, respectively [8]. Hence, the essence of improving
GNN learning efficiency lies in reducing the number of operations
associated with graph diffusion and model weights [38, 62].

for saving computational cost by sparsifying the graph as well as
the model. In efforts to simplify graph computation, prior research
utilizes graph sparsification techniques [39]. This typically entails
removing graph components based on either predetermined [40,
59, 66] or learned [25, 30, 31] criteria. However, the persistence
of a static graph through all propagation hops causes a dilemma:
the topology may become overly coarse, thereby omitting crucial
information for GNN feature extraction, or the graph structure may
be under-sparsified and model efficiency is scarcely improved.

Another direction is to exploit compression on the model ar-
chitecture by integrating neural network pruning approaches [11],
which gradually sparsifies weight elements during GNN training
based on performance assessments [9, 55, 58, 67]. Regardless of
the improved flexibility, their scalability for large graphs remains
limited, as full-graph computation is still necessary at certain stages
of the pipeline. Moreover, there is a noticeable gap in the theoreti-
cal interpretation of GNN sparsification despite its practical utility.
Existing works are either constrained to the layer-agnostic graph
approximation [7, 70], or only provide straightforward represen-
tation error analysis [40, 49]. The impact of simplified graphs on
the GNN learning process, particularly through multiple layers,
remains inadequately addressed.

To mitigate the above drawbacks of current compression solu-
tions, we propose to rethink both graph propagation and feature
transformation from an entry-wise perspective, i.e., examining indi-
vidual matrix elements. As illustrated in Figure 1, the two operations
are performed by employing the diffusion and weight matrices,
respectively. Directly sparsifying entries in these two matrices en-
ables us to reduce the number of entry operations. The entry-wise
mechanism functions adaptively, that it not only simplifies the cur-
rent computation dynamically, but also transmits the outcome to
succeeding GNN layers and facilitates further sparsification.

In this paper, we propose UNIFEWS, a UNIFied Entry-wise sparsi-
fication framework for GNN graph and weights. Theoretically, we
establish a high-level framework for characterizing the unified
sparsification. To our knowledge, we are the first to associate joint
sparsification with the GNN optimization process. Our analysis
elucidates the effect of sparsification across iterative GNN layers,
which differs from the previous approach focusing on a particu-
larized metric for approximation. Based on the theory, we derive
a quantitative guarantee for UNIFEWS on the error bound with
respect to the graph learning objective, and demonstrate that the
amount of reduced operations is at least linear to the sparsity.

In practice, UNIFEWS is capable of jointly removing unnecessary
operations in both graph propagation and feature transformation to-
wards improved model efficiency. The entry-wise strategy is adeptly
integrated into matrix computations on the fly without incurring
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(a) An example graph and the corresponding diffusion matrix.

Attribute Graph Diffusion Embedding Model Weight Representation
T F\ Propagate Transform
. ® ' g— N ® —
i Sparsity: 25% . ,
J ¢ C SRR Sparsity: 32%
AEF G ’ G G
Graph Sparsification [X]Pruned Entry Weight Sparsification [ Pruned Entry

fe————— Graph Propagation ————{}«—————— Feature Transformation ———>|

(b) UNIFEWs sparsification on graph and model entries.

Figure 1: (a) Within one hop of aggregation to the center
node, messages from neighbors with larger diffusion values
are associated with greater importance. (b) UNIFEWS jointly
applies sparsification to both graph propagation and feature
transformation stages in each GNN layer. Color intensity of
an entry denotes its relative magnitude. Unimportant entries
of the diffusion and weight matrices are pruned in order to
reduce computational operations.

additional overhead. The progressive sparsification across layers
further fosters an increase in sparsity for both stages, which recipro-
cally augments their efficiency. Consequently, UNIFEWS is powerful
in conducting personalized propagation as well as transformation
for each node and each layer, effectively balancing the operational
reduction while retaining precision. The theoretical and implemen-
tation framework of UNIFEWS is applicable to a broad family of
message-passing GNNs, covering the representative models of both
iterative and decoupled architectures.
Our main contributions are outlined as the following:

e We propose UNIFEWS as a unified GNN sparsification, which
employs a dedicated entry-wise scheme on both graph connections
and model weights. UNIFEWSs is adaptable to common GNN designs
to reduce graph-scale operations and alleviate computational cost.
o We develop novel theoretical analysis and guarantee of UNIFEWS
approximation through the comprehensive lens of GNN learning
process. UNIFEWs enhances sparsity by adaptively simplifying the
current operation and accumulating it in future layer updates.

e We experimentally evaluate UNIFEWS with a wide range of GNN
architectures and graph datasets. Our method outperforms state-of-
the-art GNN compressions by reaching over 90% of joint sparsity
without compromising accuracy. On the billion-scale graph pa-
pers100M, UNIFEWS is able to boost the computation time by 100x.

2 RELATED WORK

GNNs with Graph Simplification. The motivation of graph sim-
plification is to modify the graph components, i.e., nodes and edges,
and augment the learning process [38]. Among them, a large por-
tion of works utilize graph sparsification for accuracy improvement,
typically through deleting edges. NeuralSparse [66] and LSP [28]

drop edges based on k-neighbor metric for each node and layer-
wise local graph topology, respectively, while AdaptiveGCN [30]
and SGCN [31] choose to implement sparsity by learnable edge fea-
tures and graph adjacency. In comparison, FastGAT [49] and DSpar
[40] relate graph modification to spectral sparsification mainly as
an attempt to boost efficiency. FastGAT eliminates connections in
the GAT [51] model by calculating the Effective Resistance [46]
but at the expense of high computational time. DSpar employs a
loose approximation and successfully applies to larger datasets.
Graph coarsening describes another simplification approach that re-
duces the graph size by contracting nodes into subsets. GraphZoom
[12], GOREN [4], and Huang et al. [24] explore various coarsen-
ing schemes and enhance training scalability, while GCond [25]
alternatively adopts an analogous condensation strategy. Most of
the simplification techniques, however, conduct graph modifica-
tion in a one-time and layer-agnostic manner, resulting in limited
flexibility and utility under the trade-off between efficiency and
efficacy. Additionally, we distinguish these methods from graph
sampling [7, 15, 23, 44, 60, 70] that does not produce a deterministic
sparsified graph and is usually constrained for solely enhancing
the training process.

GNN Propagation Personalization. To make use of the itera-
tive model propagation and perform more adaptive maneuvers,
some studies design fine-grained optimizations on each diffusion
step in a node-dependent fashion to resolve GNN defects such
as inefficiency [8, 10] and over-smoothing [32]. NDLS [64] and
NIGCN [22] personalize the hop number per node in the decoupled
GNN design as an approach to acknowledge the local structure and
mitigate over-smoothing. SCARA [34, 35] replaces the hop-base
message-passing with a graph-oriented pushing scheme and eager
termination, while Shadow-GNN [59] explicitly selects the appro-
priate node-wise aggregation neighborhood. Another set of works
[29, 42, 47, 65] achieves customized diffusion by gradually learning
the hop-level importance of nodes at the price of introducing more
overhead, which are less relevant to the efficient GNN computation.
These personalizations can be equivalently regarded as modifica-
tions on graphs with more flexible and dedicated arrangements, as
depicted in Figure 2(a). Our UNIFEWS is akin to this idea, but with
a more detailed entry-wise scheme and a better suitability for both
iterative and decoupled propagations.

GNN Architecture Compression. The concept of GNN pruning
takes the neural network architecture into account and exploits
sparsification for efficiency without hindering effectiveness [63].
Zhou et al. [67] consider structural channel pruning by reducing
the dimension of weight matrices, while CGP [36] appends a prune-
and-regrow scheme on the graph structure. A line of research refers
to the lottery ticket hypothesis [16] in the context of graph learning
in search of a smaller yet effective substructure in the network.
Their general pipeline, as outlined in Figure 2(b), involves a model
compressor and a static graph sparsifier. Among these approaches,
GEBT [58] finds the initial subnetwork with simple magnitude-
based pruning on both adjacency and weight matrices, whilst ICPG
[50] learns the importance of edges as an external task. GLT [9]
and DGLT [55] employ an alternative optimization strategy that
progressively processes the graph and network components. Other
compression techniques such as quantization [1, 13, 54] are also



investigated. We mark the difference between our work and com-
pression methods that the latter graph and network sparsification
are loosely coupled, usually entailing a training procedure on the
full-size graph and model to identify sparsification components,
which prevents their application to large-scale data.

3 BACKGROUND

In Section 3.1, we introduce the preliminary message-passing scheme
of GNN architectures by distinguishing two mainstream designs
known as the iterative and decoupled GNNs. Then, we formulate the
overall GNN learning process utilizing a graph smoothing frame-
work in Section 3.2. Table 1 summarizes the primary symbols and
notations used in the paper.

3.1 Graph Neural Network

Consider a self-looped graph [26] G = (V, &) with n = |'V| nodes
and m = |&| edges. The neighborhood of anode u € V is N(u) =
{v|(u,v) € }, and its degree d(u) = [N (u)|. The self-looped graph
adjacency matrix is A € R™ " and the diagonal degree matrix is
D = diag(d(u1),d(uz),- -+ ,d(un)). Note that diagonal entries of
A are all 1, and self-loop edges are included in D. We adopt the
general graph normalization with coefficient r € [0, 1], where the
normalized adjacency matrix is A = D"~ AD~" and the normalized
Laplacian matrix is L = I — A.

We identify two categories of GNN architectures. An iterative
GNN, represented by GCN [26], takes the node attribute matrix X €
RS as input, and recurrently computes the node representations
by applying diffusion T. The representation matrix H;,q) of the
(I'+ 1)-th layer is thus updated as:

H(l+1) :O'(TH(I)W(1>), [=01,---,L—1, (1)

where o (-) denotes the activation function such as ReLU or softamx.
Eq. (1) implies two consecutive steps of iterative GNN updates, that
the graph propagation computes the layer embedding P(;y = TH ),
and the feature transformation multiplies the learnable weight W(;).
For GCN, the diffusion matrixis T = ;1, whereas in the case of GAT
[3, 51], the diffusion matrix T is composed of the attention weights.
For simplicity, we assume the width of node representations is
uniformly f across all layers.

The other variant of GNN architecture, namely decoupled GNN,
aims to simplify Eq. (1) by separating the propagation from iterative
updates [17, 33, 53, 56]. The graph-related propagation operations
can be computed in advance as the embedding matrix P(y), and
the transformation is as simple as an MLP. Here we formulate the
decoupled GNN with the two consecutive stages as:

P(l+1) :T(l) 'P(l)’ l=0,1,---,L -1, (2)
H) ZO'(H(I)W(I)), I=0,1,---,L -1, 3)

where the boundary conditions are P(g) = X and H(g) = P(r). As
an exemplar, in SGC [56], there is T = A and P(L) = ALX. For
personalized propagation methods [34, 64], the diffusion matrix
T 1y varies across different layers. Note that the hop number L in
Eq. (2) and Eq. (3) can be different, while we use the same notation
L interchangeably unless specifically mentioned.

Table 1: Summary of primary symbols and notations.

Notation ‘ Description

G,V,& | Graph, node set, and edge set
N(u) Neighboring node set of node u

n,m, f Node, edge, and feature size
L Number of propagation hops and network layers
c Graph smoothing regularization coefficient
b Graph smoothing gradient descent step size
€ Graph spectral approximation rate
Sas O Thresholds for graph and weight sparsification
as Qw Numbers of removed edges and weight entries
Nas Nw Graph sparsity and weight sparsity

AA Self-looped and normalized adjacency matrix of graph G
L L Raw and normalized Laplacian matrix of graph G
AL Approximate adjacency and Laplacian matrix of graph G
T, W Graph diffusion matrix and weight matrix
Message entry corresponding to edge (u, v)
Network entry corresponding to neuron (j, i)

X, x Node attribute matrix and feature-wise vector
Py, p1) | Embedding matrix and feature-wise vector of layer
H;), h(;) | Representation matrix and feature-wise vector of layer [

3.2 Graph Smoothing

A broad scope of canonical GNN learning processes including both
iterative and decoupled architectures can be characterized by a
graph smoothing process with a unified optimization objective
[41, 68]. We employ this framework as an approach to study GNN
by examining the overall learning objective:

Definition 3.1 (Graph Laplacian Smoothing [41]). Given a
weighted graph G = (V, &) with Laplacian matrix L. Based on
an input signal vector x € R”, the Graph Laplacian Smoothing
problem aims to optimize vector p € R” with the goal:

pr=argminl, L=|p-x|*+c-p'Lp, (4)
p
where || - || is the vector Ly norm and c is chosen from [0, 1].

In Eq. (4), L is the general Laplacian matrix, as normalization
only causes a difference in coefficient. The first term of objective £
reflects the closeness to the input signal, which is generally node
attributes representing their identity. The second term is associated
with the graph structure, acting as a regularization that constrains
the representation values of connected node pairs to be similar. In
other words, the implication of Eq. (4) optimization process is to
strike a balance between the attribute and structural information of
the graph as the produced embedding. The regularization coefficient
c is employed to control the relative strength between the two terms.
The closed-form solution p* of Eq. (4) can be inferred when the
derivative of optimization goal equals 0:

[?)
%:2(p—x)+2ch=O = p* =T +cl) !x (5)
More generally, when there are f input vectors, i.e., the input
matrix is X € R™, then the matrix form of graph Laplacian
smoothing corresponding to Eq. (4) is:
P* = argmin ||P - X||% +c - tr(PTLP), (6)
P

where || - || is the matrix Frobenius norm and P* = (I + cL)~1X.



Although Eq. (5) derives the converged solution of the graph
smoothing problem, it is prohibitive to directly acquire it due to the
inverse calculation on the large graph-scale matrix. Hence, GNN
models employ an iterative approach to learn the representation
by stacking multiple layers as described in Section 3.1. Their archi-
tectural designs differentiate from each other regarding the exact
smoothing settings. For example, GCN convolution corresponds
to ¢ = 1, while GAT embraces a variable coefficient c[u, v] related
with the attention of each node pair (u,v) [41].

4 UNIFEWS SPARSIFICATION

This section presents the UNIFEWs framework by respectively de-
veloping its application to the two categories of GNN architectures.
Initially, we investigate the decoupled design in Section 4.1, where
the graph propagation stage is isolated, offering an ideal context
featuring the graph sparsification approach in UNIFEws. Weight
sparsification is then incorporated into the iterative model trans-
formation, as described in Section 4.2.

4.1 Applying to Decoupled GNN

Key Intuition: Entries in Graph Computation. Conventional
graph sparsification methods for GNNs only provide fixed and uni-
form graph-level adjustments through the entire learning process.
This lack of flexibility hinders their performance when employing
to the recurrent update design with multiple GNN layers. Contrarily,
node-wise models aim to personalize the graph-based propagation,
but come with additional explicit calculations and impaired run-
time efficiency. We are hence motivated to design a sparsification
approach that (1) enables modifications in a fine-grained manner
to further simplify the computation; and (2) can be seamlessly inte-
grated into the operation with negligible overhead.

The core concept of our UNIFEWS sparsification is to evaluate
and prune elements at the entry level. As illustrated in Figure 1(a),
in a single hop of GNN diffusion, each graph connection carries a
propagation message from the source node to target. Presenting
the procedure by the diffusion matrix T, each entry T[u, v], i.e., the
element in the row u and column v of the matrix T, corresponds to
a graph edge, and its value represents the weight of edge propaga-
tion. Without loss of generality, we express this entry-wise graph
propagation by rewriting Eq. (2) for the embedding on node u as:

Py lul = Z oy [wo] = Z Toylwol-paylol. (1)
ve N (u) veN(u)

where p[v] is the individual embedding value of node v, and the
product 7(;)[u,0] = T(;)[u.v]p)[v], ie., the propagation mes-
sage from node v to u, is regarded as an entry. Eq. (7) presents an
entry-centric view of graph propagation, where messages are first
calculated for each edge, and subsequently aggregated to the center
node. Similar to propagation personalization approaches, we also
denote the graph diffusion T(j) in a layer-specific fashion.

Importance-based Pruning. The example in Figure 1(a) suggests
that, edges carrying propagation messages exert varying impacts
on neighboring nodes, influenced by the graph topology. Messages
with minor significance are usually considered redundant and can
be eliminated to facilitate sparsity. From the perspective of matrix
computation, this is achieved by omitting the particular message

t[u,v] in Eq. (7) aggregation for the current layer based on an
importance indicator such as its magnitude.

However, the message entry 7[u,v] is dependent on the variable
embedding p[v]. To rigidly record the pruning information for
future use, we opt to utilize the diffusion matrix. This approach
equates the removal of a message to zeroing out the corresponding
entry T [u, v]. We hence propose the entry-wise graph sparsification
scheme that alters the graph diffusion entry as:

Tlu,0] = thrs, (t[u,0]) - T[u, 0], (8)
where §, denotes the sparsification threshold parameter, and the
pruning function with an arbitrary threshold § is:

1, |x|>§6
thra(x):{ 0 :x:sé

In certain practical scenarios, dropping entries during propa-
gation calculation by Eq. (8) may be difficult due to the fixed im-
plementation of matrix multiplication operators. However, as the
values of T and p are known in prior, the edges for diffusion can
be equivalently processed beforehand with a node-wise threshold:

Tlu,0] = thrg, (T[u,0]) - Tu,0], &, = 8a/|plo]l. )

Sparsification by Eq. (8) and Eq. (9) can be applied interchange-
ably depending on the specific implementation. It has two concur-
rent effects: for graph computation, messages with small magni-
tudes are prevented from propagating to neighboring nodes and
composing the output embedding; for graph topology, correspond-
ing edges are removed from the graph diffusion process. An ex-
ample on the real-word graph cora is shown in Figure 3(a), which
demonstrates that the distribution of message values is correlated
with the diffusion entries. Hence, message magnitude is effective
in representing edge importance and determining entry removal.

Accumulation across Layers. Thanks to the adaptive property of
the entry-wise pruning scheme, we are able to perform fine-grained
and gradual sparsification across propagation layers. Intuitively, a
message deemed of minor significance in the current propagation
is unlikely to propagate further and influence more distant nodes
in subsequent layers. Therefore, if an edge is pruned in layer I,

Algorithm 1: UNIFEWs on Decoupled Propagation

Input: Graph G = (V, &), diffusion T(l), attribute X, propagation
hop L, graph sparsification threshold J,
Output: Approximate embedding 13( L)
1 ﬁ(O) <—X, 8(—1) — &
2 fori=0toL—-1do

s Puy <Py

1 8u) < &y Ty < Ty

5 forallu € V do

6 N(l)(u) — {AU|(u, l)) € 8(1)}

7 for allv € N(;)(u) do

8 if |TA(I) [u,0]| > 53/||P(z> [U]IIAthen )

5 - Paan [u] « Py [o] + T [w o] - Py [o]
10 else

ul o Ep <& \{wo)}, Tplwo] —o

-

2 return f’( L)
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(c) UNIFEWs on Iterative GNN

Figure 2: Comparison of GNN learning pipelines between conventional simplification techniques and our UNIFEws framework.
(a) The approach of personalized propagation iteratively simplifies the node-dependent graph diffusion but is only applicable
to decoupled GNNs. (b) Joint model compression can sparsify both graph and weight, whereas the same diffusion is uniformly
utilized across all layers. (c) In contrast, our UNIFEws framework implements on-the-fly unified sparsification of both graph
and weights for each layer. The adaptive entry-wise scheme enjoys fine-grained control and improved sparsity.

it can be excluded from all following layers | > Iy. By this means,
UNIFEWS ensures progressively increasing sparsity throughout the
iterative updates of GNN layers.

As depicted in Figure 2(c), UNIFEWS sparsification iteratively
applies Eq. (8) to each GNN layer, and the pruned diffusion matrix
f( 1) is inherited to the next layer for further edge removal. Denote
the edge set corresponding to T(l) as 8(1), there is 8(1) « 8(1_1) c
- C é(o) C &, which indicates a diminishing number of propa-
gation operations for deeper layers in the network. Consequently,
Eq. (7) is modified as the following to represent entry-level diffusion
on the sparsified graph:

Pl = > Tyluolpglel =
veN (u)

Z () [u,0], (10)
veE N(l) (u)
where the neighborhood composed by remaining connections is
N(l)(u) = {o|(u,0) € é(l)}. For each layer, denote the number
of removed edges as q; = m — |8(1) |, the graph sparsity is 4 =
qa/m. Thence the computation complexity for layer propagation is
reduced from O(m) to O((1 — ng)m).

We summarize the UNIFEWS graph sparsification process applied
to the propagation process in decoupled GNNs in Algorithm 1. For
the matrix with feature dimension f, the threshold function Eq. (9)
is performed by replacing the absolute value | p[v]| with the norm of
corresponding node representation vector ||P[v]|| across all feature
dimensions. Note that we adopt skip connections to each layer in
the algorithm by initializing P(;,1) explicitly with the value in the
previous hop, in order to preserve at least one meaningful value for
each node embedding in case all connected edges are pruned.

Comparative Discussion. We highlight three advantages of the
entry-wise approach in the context of GNN learning. Firstly, re-
alistic implementations for graph propagation and feature trans-
formation are also conducted in an entry-centric fashion, by first
computing the values of all entries and then performing aggregation
for each node to acquire the feature vector. Therefore, entry-level
operations can be naturally inserted into the computation on the fly
without additional overhead. Secondly, different from previous spar-
sification strategies introduced in Section 3 such as node-dependent
schemes on the product vector p or edge pruning only considering
T, our entry-wise sparsification operates on the exact messages that

are being passed during propagation, which inherently carries the
information that can be utilized for pruning. It hence offers more
adaptive and fine-grained control on graph connections for better
efficiency-efficacy trade-off. Lastly, the incremental pruning across
layers is capable of promoting greater graph sparsity and filtering
only important messages during learning, thereby alleviating intrin-
sic drawbacks of the GNN architecture including over-smoothing
and neighborhood explosion as analyzed in Section 5.

Moreover, the feature transformation stage Eq. (3) in decoupled
GNN:s is feasible to the weight pruning described in the follow-
ing section, which is similar to classical irregular pruning with
magnitude-based thresholds for MLP networks [19, 48].

4.2 Applying to Iterative GNN

Compared to decoupled designs, graph propagation and feature
transformation in iterative GNN models are tightly integrated in
each layer. Traditionally, this poses a challenge to GNN sparsi-
fication methods depicted in Figure 2(b), as specialized schemes
are necessary for simultaneously modifying the two components
without impairing the performance. On the contrary, our UNIFEWS
approach takes advantage of the opportunity for jointly sparsify-
ing the model towards a win-win situation in graph learning. Its
framework within and between iterative GNN layers is shown in
Figures 1(b) and 2(c), respectively.

The sparsification of iterative UNIFEWs for the entire message-
passing scheme is presented in Algorithm 2. Its graph propaga-
tion stage is identical to Algorithm 1 for each hop, except that
the embedding is initialized by previous representation H and the
corresponding entry is r[u,v] = T[u, 0] H[v].

After obtaining embedding P( 1) for the current layer, feature
transformation is performed by multiplying the weight matrix. We
similarly rewrite Eq. (1) with respect to each column i, i.e., the i-th
feature dimension of the representation matrix:

f f
Hyy[51] = U(Z @) [Js i]) = G(Z Wy lj.i] - Py [:,j]), (11)
J=1 =1

where Hy,1)[:, i] denotes the i-th column vector of all nodes in
H(1,1), and the weight entry W(;y [ j, i] symbolizes the neuron map-
ping the j-th embedding feature to the i-th representation feature.
UNIFEWS sparsification on the weight matrix can thus be presented



in the entry-wise manner following weight threshold d,,:
W) i] = thrg, (WLiil) -Wjiil, &, =6w/IP[ 1l (12)

Given the shapes of matrices P, H € R™S and W € RF*S, Jet
the pruning ratio of weight matrix be 1,,. The sparsification scheme
at least reduces complexity to O((1 - nyy)nf?). The favorable merit
of joint graph and weight sparsification by UNIFEWS is that, both
the propagation result P and the weight multiplication product
H enjoy sparsity from the previous input alternatively. In fact, as
proven by [63], the scale of reduced computational operation can
be advanced to be quadratic in (1 — 74,).

5 THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

In order to characterize UNIFEWs for GNN learning, we firstly
introduce a dedicated graph sparsifier for the approximate graph
smoothing problem in Section 5.1. We subsequently examine the
graph sparsification for decoupled GNN and the joint sparsification
for iterative GNN in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, respectively. The insights
derived from our following analysis are summarized as below:

e UNIFEWS can be described as a graph spectral sparsifier on
both decoupled and iterative GNN architectures. Its sparsification
strength is determined by the threshold of entry removal.

e When applied across multiple GNN layers, UNIFEWS provides an
effective approximation to the graph smoothing optimization. Its
output representation is close to the original objective.

e UNIFEWS offers inherent advantages in terms of GNN efficacy
and efficiency, notably mitigating the over-smoothing issue and
facilitating enhanced joint sparsity.

5.1 Approximation by Graph Sparsification

Graph sparsification methods such as edge removal apply modifica-
tions to the graph structure. We hereby look into a measure capable
of quantitatively assessing the extent of graph changes induced by
these sparsifiers. For this purpose, we introduce a variant of spectral
similarity in light of its relevance to the overall GNN optimization
goal. Consequently, our analysis highlights the impact of graph

Algorithm 2: UNIFEWS on Iterative GNN

Input: Graph G = (V, &), diffusion T(l), attribute X, network
layer L, graph and weight sparsification thresholds dg, 5.y
Output: Approximate representation H (L)
1 I:I(O) — X, é(_l) — &
2 for[=0toL —1do
s Huwy <0, Pgy —Hyy
4 Acquire sparsified P(;), &(;), T(j) as in Algorithm 1
5 fori «— 1to f do

6 for j — 1to f and Wy [.i] # 0 do

7 if Wy [).1]] > 8w/l1P(;) [ j]|| then

8 ‘ Hjon)[5 0] Hp) [ ]+ Wiy L] - Py 1]
9 else

10 t W([)[],l] «—0

1m | H(Z+1) — U(I:I(l+1))
12 return Hp)

sparsifier throughout the learning process, rather than approxi-
mating specific feature values as in previous GNN sparsification
theories [49, 63].

Definition 5.1 (e-Spectral Similarity). The matrix L is said to
be e-spectrally similar to the matrix L if:

x'(L-eDx <x'Lx<x'"(L+elx, VxeR"  (13)
or, equivalently:
|xT(L-L)x| <e-|lx[|®, VxeR™ (14)

Spectral sparsification [2, 46] identifies a family of operations
maintaining certain spectral properties such as eigenvalues of the
graph during changes. Compared to the common multiplicative
spectral similarity [5, 6, 45], Definition 5.1 possesses an additive
tolerance applied onto the graph Laplacian, which allows for modi-
fication on specific entries of the matrix L and suits our scenario.

Then we amend the graph Laplacian smoothing problem Defi-
nition 3.1 to conduct on the sparsified graph. If the corresponding
Laplacian matrix adheres to the e-spectral similarity constraint in
Definition 5.1, we have the following theorem for bounding the
optimization goal of the approximate smoothing problem:

THEOREM 5.2 (Approximate Graph Laplacian Smoothing).
Given two graphs G = (V,E) and G = ("V,é), where & is the
sparsified edge set. The Laplacian matrix L ofé is e-similar to L of
G. Then the solution p* to the problem Eq. (4) using L is called an

e-approximation of the solution p* using L , and:
5" = p"II < cellpll. (15)
Proor. By using the closed-form solution in Eq. (5) and the fact
that A= = B~! = B~1(B - A)A~!, we have:
P —p = ((I +el) - (I+ cL)_l) x
=T +cL)y YL —cL)(I +cL) *x =c(I+cL)" (L - L)p*.
From Eq. (13), we can acquire the difference between the raw
and approximate Laplacian matrices based on the spectral property:
IL-L|s = ||Slﬁp x (L-L)x = x(;r(L —L)xp < ex(-)rIxo =€, (16)
x||=1
where || - ||2 is the matrix spectral norm, and the supremum is

achieved when x = xj.
The distance between p* and p* follows the consistency of spec-

tral norm ||Ax|| < ||Allz]lx||. By substituting Eq. (16) and utilizing

the property of spectral norm, we have:
15" = p*ll < cll(T+el) ™ Iz - IL = Lll2 - |p"I
el max | | = <AL
i \Ai(I+cl) 1+cA1(L)
where 1;(A) denotes the i-th smallest eigenvalue of matrix A. O

= cellp”|l.

Given the additive nature of the graph specifier, the bound for
graph smoothing problem Theorem 5.2 is dissimilar to the approxi-
mation setting with multiplicative similarity bounded by the qua-
dratic form O(cep' Lp) [5, 45], but instead correlates with the
embedding vector norm || p*||. Theorem 5.2 establishes an interpre-
tation for the smoothing procedure under a sparsified graph, that
if a sparsifier complies with the spectral similarity Definition 5.1,
it is capable of effectively approximating the iterative graph opti-
mization and achieving a close output with bounded error.
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||I3( 1) = P*ll/|IP*||F to the converged embedding against the strength of UNIFEWs and propagation hops.

5.2 Decoupled Case: Graph Sparsification

In this section, we primarily focus on UNIFEWs applying to the
decoupled propagation stage, where only graph sparsification Algo-
rithm 1 takes effect. It provides a solitary scenario to inspect GNN
propagation with the pruned graph.

We outline the diffusion in this case by the general graph adja-
cency T = A. The entry-wise difference matrix for the sparsified
diffusion can be derivedas Y = A— A =1 — L. Additionally, the
pruned edges form the complement set &y = & \ &, and the number
of removed edges is g, = |Ey/|. If an edge is pruned (u,v) € &y, the
entry Y[u,v] = A[u,v]. By the following theorem, we show that
the UNIFEWS graph pruning for an arbitrary propagation layer can
be considered as a spectral sparsification:

THEOREM 5.3. Given graph G and embedding p, let & be the edge
set achieved by graph sparsification Eq. (8) with threshold 64. The
number of removed edges is qq. Then, the sparsified Laplacian matrix
L is e-similar to L when qada < €|lpll.

Proor. For a current embedding p, its product with the dif-
ference matrix Yp only correlates with entries that have been
pruned. Based on the Minkowski inequality and sparsification
scheme Eq. (8), the L1 norm of the product vector satisfies:

elli= Y| >, Alwslplol|= Y| > rlwoll

ueV veNy(u) ueV wveNy(u)
< Z Z ‘r[u,v]) < Z Z Sa = qada.
ueV veNy(u) ueV veNy(u)
Employing the relationship between vector norms given by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality ||x|| < ||x||1, the difference of quadratic
forms with regard to graph Laplacian can be bounded as:

lpTLp - p"Lpl=Ip T Xpl < lIpll - IXpll < gadallpll-
Referring to Definition 5.1, when the condition q,6, < €l|p|| is
met, the sparsified L is spectrally similar to L with approximation
rate denoted by e. O

The implication of Theorem 5.3 is that, the adaptive graph spar-
sification by UNIFEWS for a single layer qualifies as a graph spectral
sparsifier. The strength of sparsification represented by d4, or equiv-
alently, the relative threshold d,/|| p||, determines the similarity to
the raw graph matrix. As in Figure 3(a), a larger J, results in a
greater quantity g, and consequently a further distance e.

Practical GNNs are composed of multiple layers, which under-
scores the need of characterizing the sparsifier across layers. Con-
sider consecutively sparsifying the diffusion for each hop by Eq. (10).
Intuitively, as the edges are gradually removed from the original
graph, there is g, (1,) < qq 1) for li < Iz with the same relative
threshold. If the sparsest graph Ty satisfies Definition 3.1, then the
multi-layer update is also bounded. The following proposition states
that, pruning and transmitting the sparsified graph still guarantees
the approximation of the graph smoothing problem Theorem 5.2:

PRrOPOSITION 5.4. For an L-hop propagation with respective diffu-
sion matrices T(y), Algorithm 1 sparsification is applied to produce
edge sets é(l). If the final sparsification in hop L satisfies e-similarity,
then the overall graph smoothing process is an e-approximation to
the original problem.

We briefly explain the statement as below. Recall that common
GNN learning can be expressed by the graph smoothing process
Definition 3.1. Such optimization problem can be iteratively solved
by employing a gradient descent scheme [41], where each iteration
derives the I-th hop of graph propagation as in Eq. (4):

b oL

P+1) =P — Pe 5
P=P(1)

where b/2 is the step size and initially there is p(g) = x. Eq. (17) is
expressive to represent various propagation operations in decou-
pled GNN models. For example, APPNP [27] can be achieved by
letting b = ¢ and ¢ = (1 — )/, while SGC [56] is the edge case
with only the graph regularization term.

Now consider the layer-wise graph sparsification under Eq. (17)
updates. For the initial state, there is p(g) = p(o) = x. If in the I-th
hop, Eq. (8) edge sparsification is applied to the graph L, then the
approximation gap is:

Py — Pasry = (1=0)(pay = pry) +be(Lpy — Lppy)- (18)
To demonstrate that p(;,) is an e-approximation, we use induction
by assuming f)(l) - P(l) = Ap, ”AP/P(I)” ~ 0(6). Then:

lp@e) = Paenll =l = (L = B)Ap + be(Lp(py + LAp — Lp )|l

< |I(beL = (1 = b)Dl2l1Ap || + bellL = Lilzll pry + Apll

<0() - llpayll +bee(1+ O(eNlpy Il
where the inequalities follows from the property of matrix spec-
tral norm and Eq. (16). Hence, the relative error of approximate
representation p ;1) is constrained by O(e).

=(1-b)p) —beLp(y +bx. (17)



An empirical evaluation of Proposition 5.4 is shown in Figure 3(b),
which validates that the approximation error is decided by the spar-
sification threshold as well as propagation hops. Additionally, we
would like to remark that the “error” induced by UNIFEWS is not
necessarily harmful. Examining Eq. (4), GNNs aim to reach the
optimization goal through multi-layer propagation, in which the
first loss term representing the distance to original input attributes
is increased, and graph smoothing is emphasized by a decreasing
second term. Excessive propagation can lead to a decline in perfor-
mance known as the over-smoothing issue [32, 69], where the graph
regularization is dominant and meaningful node identity is lost.
Conversely, by eliminating a portion of graph diffusion, UNIFEWS
allows for alleviating the issue for deeper layers. We showcase its
effect by depicting the embedding difference to optimization con-
vergence in Figure 3(c). With an increased number of hops, the
output embedding tends towards an over-smoothed state. However,
a stronger sparsification prevents the rapid smoothing and hereby
contributes to better graph learning performance.

5.3 Iterative Case: Joint Sparsification
To apply the approximation analysis to iterative GNNs, we first
extend the analysis to multi-feature input matrix. Since graph oper-
ations among feature dimensions are mutually independent, results
in Section 5.2 are still valid in their matrix forms. In iterative models,
the gradient update similar to Eq. (17) is instead employed to the
representation matrix H(;) and derives each layer as:
Py =(1-b)H() —bcLH(}) + bX.

As detailed in [41, 68], the update scheme is able to describe an
array of iterative GNNs. For instance, when H =X and b = 1/c,
it yields the GCN propagation P(;) = AH( 0

To interpret the effect of UNIFEWS sparsification, we first investi-
gate the entry-wise graph pruning in Algorithm 2 and its outcome,
i.e., the embedding matrix 13( 1)- For simplicity, we assume the sparsi-
fication is only employed upon the (I+ 1)-th layer and I:I(l) = Hp).
Invoking Eq. (16) and the fact that || AB||r < || Al|2]|B||F, the margin
of approximate embeddings can be written as:

1Py = PayllF < bellL = Lilz |Hp llF < beellHpy llF-

Then, consider the weight pruning Eq. (12). The entry-wise error

is a composition of joint embedding and weight approximation:

dany L il = @41y Ui il = Wipy U i1y [ 1 =Wy s i1 Py L -
Let M) = W) — W(l). Recalling Eq. (1), the total difference on
linear transformation H’ = P(;yW(;) is built up by:

f
H'-H' = Z (Pey L J1=Pgy [ i)Wy L i1+ Py [ F1M gy [ 1.
i,j=1
Its first term corresponds to the embedding approximation:
Ap < ||Pgy = Py llp WIIF < beel HpllFIW I,
and the second term adheres to weight sparsification as per Eq. (12):

f f
Ay < Z Z 1oy [ 1My [ 11| < g
i=1 j=1
where ¢y, is the number of pruned weight entries. Finally, the
representation matrix in the (I + 1)-th layer can be bounded by:

1H(141) = Hian)llF < Lobeel| Hgy |EIW I E + &G,

where £ is the Lipschitz constant representing the non-linearity
of activation function o [52].

The above analysis shows that UNIFEWS with unified graph and
weight pruning produces a good approximation of the learned
representations across GNN layers, and the margin of output rep-
resentations is jointly bounded by the graph sparsification rate €
and weight threshold §,,. A recent work [63] offers a theoretical
evaluation specifically on model weight pruning throughout train-
ing iterations, under more narrow assumptions and the particular
GCN scheme. We believe their results could be supplemental to our
theory whose focus is the graph perspective.

6 EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

We implement UNIFEWS for sparsifying various GNN architectures
and evaluate its performance against strong competitors. In Sec-
tions 6.2 and 6.3, we separately conduct comparison for iterative
and decoupled models, respectively highlighting the accuracy and
efficiency improvement of our approach. The joint pruning and
related parameters are discussed in Sections 6.4 and 6.5.

6.1 Experiment Settings

Dataset. We adopt 3 representative small-scale datasets: cora, cite-
seer, and pubmed [26] as well as 3 large-scale ones: arxiv, products,
papers100m [21]. Statistics of the datasets can be found in Table 2,
where we follow the common settings including the graph prepar-
ing and training set splitting pipeline in these benchmarks. In the
table, we incorporate self-loop edges and count undirected edges
twice to better reflect the propagation overhead.

Metrics. We uniformly utilize transductive node classification ac-
curacy as the evaluation metric of model prediction. To precisely
observe and compare the number of operations in GNN learning,
the efficiency is assessed by computation time and floating-point
operations (FLOPs), and 1FLOPs ~ 2MACs. The graph and weight
sparsities are calculated as portions of pruned entries compared to
the original matrices. For layer-dependent methods, the average
sparsity across all layers is used. Evaluation are conducted on a
server with 32 Intel Xeon CPUs (2.4GHz), an Nvidia A30 (24GB
memory) GPU, and 512GB RAM.

Backbone Models. Since UNIFEWS is adaptable to a range of GNN
architectures, we select 4 classic GNNs as our backbones, i.e., sub-
jects of UNIFEWS and baseline sparsification methods. We divide
them into two categories based on GNN designs introduced in
Section 3.1. Iterative backbone models include:

Table 2: Statistics of graph datasets. f and N, are the numbers
of input attributes and label classes, respectively. “Train”
column is the percentage of nodes for training.

Dataset ‘ Nodes n Edges m f N: Train
cora 2,485 12,623 1433 7 50%
citeseer 3,327 9,228 3703 6 50%
pubmed 19,717 88,648 500 3 50%
arxiv 169, 343 2,315,598 128 40 54%
products 2,400,608 123,718,024 100 47 8%

papers100m | 111,059,956 3,228,124,712 128 172 78%
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Figure 4: Accuracy results of UNIFEws and baseline methods applied on iterative backbone models GCN and GAT over three
small datasets. Columns of “Edge” and “Weight Sparsity” present the average results of models with solely edge and weight
sparsification, respectively. Black dashed lines are the performance of backbone models with full graph and weights.

e GCN [26] is the representative message-passing GNN with a
diffusion matrix T = A across all layers.

e GAT [3] learns a variable diffusion T for each layer by multi-head
attention. We set the number of heads to 8 for hidden layers.
For decoupled designs, we implement the pre-propagation version

[53] of the following models:

e SGC [56] corresponds to GCN in spectral smoothing, but com-
putes the propagation P = ALX separately in advance.

o APPNP [27] accumulates and propagates the embedding with a
decay factor P = Z{“:_Ol a(1-a)lAlX.

Baseline Methods. Our selection of baselines is dependent on

their applicable backbones. We mostly utilize their public source

codes and retain original implementations. For iterative models, we

consider state of the arts in graph and joint compression, which

are methods with the capability to produced sparsified graphs with

smaller edge sets for both GNN training and inference:

e GLT [9] proposes concurrently sparsifying GNN structure by
gradient-based masking on both adjacency and weights.

e GEBT [58] gradually discovers the small model during training.
Its implementation is limited to the GCN backbone.

o CGP [36] iteratively prunes and regrows graph connections while
exploiting irregular compression on weights.

e DSpar [40] employs one-shot graph sparsification according to a
degree-based metric, which implies an upper bound for pruning
rate. It does not perform weight pruning.

e Random refers to the sparsification method that removes entries
with uniform probability based on the specified sparsity.

For the decoupled scheme, we mainly evaluate the graph sparsifica-

tion. There are two propagation personalization techniques, both

only available for the SGC backbone:

e NDLS [64] determines the hop number by calculating the dis-
tance to convergence, which produces a customized propagation.

e NIGCN [22] offers better scalability by performing degree-based
estimation on the node-wise propagation depth.

Hyperparameters. We commonly utilize graph normalization
r = 0.5, model layer depth L = 2, and layer width f3,;44.n, = 512. For
decoupled models, the number of propagation hops is 20. We employ
full-batch and mini-batch training for iterative and decoupled meth-
ods, respectively. The total number of training epochs is uniformly
200 for all models, including pre-training or fine-tuning process
in applicable methods. The batch size is 512 for small datasets and
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16384 for large ones. We tune the edge and weight sparsity of eval-
uated models across their entire available ranges, and the pruning
ratio of UNIFEWsS is controlled by adjusting 8, and J,,.

6.2 Accuracy on Iterative GNN

Overview. In this section, we first focus on separately applying one
part of the sparsification, i.e., either edge or weight pruning, and
compare the model performance. Figure 4 presents accuracy results
of iterative backbones and compression methods over cora, citeseer,
and pubmed datasets. GEBT encounters out of memory error on
pubmed. For larger graphs, most of the baselines suffer from the out
of memory error due to the expense of trainable adjacency matrix
design and full-graph training process, hence the results are not
presented. In contrast, we demonstrate the ability of Un1rFEWS for
boosting models on large graphs in later sections.

As an overview, for both graph and weight sparsification, our
UNIFEWS approach successfully removes up to 90%-95% of entries
while consistently attaining comparable or better prediction accu-
racy. Considering that the number of operations is proportional to
density, it indicates that UNIFEWS is capable of achieving 10-20x
computational reduction for GNN training and inference.

--- Raw Random GLT GEBT CGP Unifews (Ours)
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Figure 6: Accuracy results of joint UNIFEws and baseline
methods on GCN over cora. Columns of “Edge” and “Weight
Sparsity” respectively present the results of models with
varying edge and weight sparsification, while fixing the other
sparsity at 30%. Black dashed lines are the performance of
backbone GCN with full graph and weights.

Edge Sparsification. As specifically shown in Figures 4(a) and 4(c),
UNIFEWS outperforms state-of-the-art graph and joint compression
approaches in most backbone-dataset combinations. Typically, for
relatively small ratios n, < 80%, models with UNIFEWS pruning
achieve comparable or exceeding accuracy, aligning with our ap-
proximation analysis. For higher sparsity, UNIFEWS benefits from
the skip connection design, which carries essential information of
node identity and therefore retains accuracy no worse than the
trivial transformation. On the contrary, most of the competitors
experience significant accuracy drop on one or more datasets. On
cora and citeseer where graph topology is important, an aggressive
pruning causes noticeable performance loss, which limits their ap-
plication to highly-sparsified graphs. CGP and DSpar exhibit poor
utility on the GAT backbone since its variable connections are more
vulnerable to removal. Additionally, the comparison with random
sparsification indicates that, the entry-wise scheme is particularly
effective for small ratios, as the randomized pruning even surpasses
dedicated methods for some circumstances. For high edge sparsity,
the UNIFEWS preservation of dominant edges and identity mapping
is critical to accuracy, which validates the advantage of our design.

Table 3: Evaluation results of , = 50% graph sparsification on decoupled models. UNIFEws is applicable to both SGC and APPNP
backbones, while two baseline methods are only available on the former one. “Acc” and “Time” are the prediction accuracy
(%) and propagation time (in seconds), respectively. “FLOPs” separately presents the operational complexity (in GMACs) for
propagation and transformation on all nodes. “OOM” stands for out of memory error. “Improvement” is the comparison
between UNIFEwS and the corresponding backbone model, where improved accuracy is marked in bold fonts.

Dataset cora citeseer pubmed arxiv products papers100m
Acc Time FLOPs | Acc Time FLOPs | Acc Time FLOPs | Acc Time FLOPs | Acc Time FLOPs Acc  Time FLOPs
SGC 85.8 0.13 0.36+2.2 |67.7 0.44 0.68+2.8 |83.0 0.36 0.89+2.3 |68.8 3.9 5.9+15.0 |79.1 289.6 247.4+434.4|63.3 19212 17.7+253.6
+NDLS 80.3 1362 0.19+2.7 | 64.7 1940 0.33+4.3 | 77.0 4717 0.42+2.0 (OOM) (OOM) (OOM)

+NIGCN 84.2 0.45 0.22+3.0 [70.4 0.47 0.28+2.1 |85.0 9.2 0.44+2.0 |63.7 87.6 15.6+14.7|77.9 1026 137.2+182.0(53.7 1770 110.7+238.6
+UNIFEWS (Ours)|86.0 0.10 0.18+1.2 [73.0 0.26 0.35+1.7 | 83.0 0.24 0.47+2.0 |69.4 1.5 3.0+13.3 |78.5 203.1 124.0+186.9|63.1 1924 5.3+143.8
Improvement 0.2 1.3x 2.0x,1.9x| 53 1.7x 2.0x,1.7x| 0.0 1.5x 1.9x,12x| 0.6 2.6x 2.0x,1.1x|-0.5 1.4x 2.0x,23x |-0.2 99.8x 3.3x,1.8x
APPNP 86.2 0.15 0.36+2.2 |71.6 0.43 0.68+2.8 |87.6 0.33 0.89+2.3 |64.8 2.6 5.9+20.9 |72.5 248.5 247.4+269.4|60.9 15305 17.7+247.7
+UNIFEWS (Ours)|86.5 0.08 0.18+1.8 [73.7 0.21 0.31+2.3 |88.0 0.26 0.43+1.8 |65.0 0.93 3.0+15.0 [76.9 58.5 31.7+186.9 |62.8 178.5 8.9+241.8
Improvement 0.4 1.8x 2.0x,1.2x| 2.1 2.0x 2.2x,1.2x| 0.4 1.3x 2.1x,13x| 0.2 2.8x 1.9x,14x| 4.5 4.2x 7.8x,1.4x | 1.9 857x 2.0x, 1.0x
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Figure 7: Composition of full-graph inference FLOPs with
respect to propagation and transformation operations, un-
der varying UNIFEWs edge and weight thresholds. Iterative
models: (a) GCN and (b) GAT over arxiv. Decoupled models:
SGC over (c) arxiv and (d) products datasets. For better pre-
sentation, model width is set to 64 in this experiment.

Weight Sparsification. Figures 4(b) and 4(d) display the efficacy
of network pruning. For all combinations of models and graphs,
UNIFEWS achieves top-tier accuracy with a wide range of weight
sparsity. For small ratios, the model produces up to 3% accuracy
gain over the bare GNN, resembling the Occam’s hill phenomenon
for general neural network compression [20]. In short, it is hypoth-
esized that pruning can be regarded as a weight regularization pro-
cess that improves model generality and alleviates over-fitting, and
thus favorable for network transformation. Most evaluated base-
lines also maintain low error rate compared to their performance
in graph pruning, indicating that the GNN weights are relatively
redundant and are suitable for substantial compression.

6.3 Efficiency on Decoupled GNN

FLOPs. Decoupled models are born with the capability of large-
scale task. Hence, we evaluate the performance by Table 3, partic-
ularly focusing on the efficiency aspect of graph propagation. We
utilize a representative graph sparsification ratio n, = 50%, and
compare the running time as well as FLOPs for decoupled mod-
els. Evaluation on the propagation FLOPs implies that, UNIFEwS
is effective in producing operational reduction proportional to the
sparsity, i.e., saving 50% computation FLOPs. Contrarily, NDLS suf-
fers from out of memory error on large datasets due to its complex
calculation and implementation, while NIGCN does not guarantee
decreased computation because of its expansionary propagation
design. Table 3 also presents the transformation FLOPs for refer-
ence, where the sparsified embedding of UNIFEWS also benefits the
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Figure 8: Density of intermediate results during joint edge
and weight sparsification at varying threshold values, eval-
uated by the ratio of matrix norm to the unpruned one on
a 2-layer GCN over cora. (a) Density of edge-wise message
170y Il/ll7(0) |l relative to the raw one in the first layer [ = 0.
(b) Density of node-wise representation |Iﬁ(1) lr/IlH1)llF rel-
ative to the raw one output by the first layer.

downstream computation. We nonetheless remark that, although
the FLOPs value for transformation stage appears to be on the same
level with propagation, in practice it can be efficiently processed
utilizing parallel computation on devices such as GPU [14, 37, 43].
Hence the GNN scalability bottleneck, especially on large datasets,
is still the graph propagation. In this context, the ability of UNIFEWS
in reducing propagation operations is of unique importance.

Runtime Analysis. Within each method in Table 3, the propaga-
tion time is correlated with its FLOPs, and escalates rapidly with the
data size due to the nature of graph operations. Comparison across
methods demonstrates that UNIFEWs excels in efficiently conduct-
ing graph propagation with regard to both FLOPs and execution
time. It realizes significant acceleration on large graphs by favor-
ably reducing the graph scale across all layers, which benefits the
system workload such as better entry-level access. The papers100m
result highlights the superiority of UNIFEWS with 85 — 100X im-
provement over the backbone and 9x speed-up over NIGCN. We
examine the effectiveness of decoupled propagation in Figure 5 as
well. Similarly, UNIFEWS is able to preserve remarkable accuracy
even with high sparsity. On citeseer, it also raises SGC accuracy by
2% through mitigating the over-smoothing issue.

6.4 Ablation Study on Joint Simplification

Accuracy. We then showcase the ability of UNIFEWS in conducting
unified pruning on graph edges and network weights concurrently.
Accuracy comparison is provided by Figure 6 with GCN backbone
over cora as the example. Similar to Figure 4, the figures display
the performance across varying edge and weight sparsity range,
but with the other sparsity fixed at = 30%. It is noticeable that
UNIFEWS retains comparable or better accuracy than the backbone
GCN with up to 3% improvement. Most baseline methods only ob-
tain suboptimal accuracy especially in Figure 6(b), which is affected
by their comparatively poor graph sparsification. The evaluation
further highlights the advantage of UNIFEWS in considering the
two GNN operation stages in a unified manner.

FLOPs. The efficiency enhancement is explained by Figure 7, where
we separately assess the FLOPs related to graph propagation and
network transformation for different backbone models and datasets
under UNIFEWS sparsification. For iterative models, Figures 7(a)
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Figure 9: Sensitivity of joint sparsification thresholds on four
models over cora. We respectively set the weight ratio ,, to 0
and 0.5, then evaluate the accuracy, edge sparsity, and weight
sparsity of the model. Note that the x-axis representing dif-
fusion threshold is on a logarithmic scale.

and 7(b) imply that the majority of computational overhead is
network transformation, even on graphs as large as arxiv. Conse-
quently, weight compression is essential for remarkably reducing
GNN operations. On the other hand, graph propagation becomes
the bottleneck in decoupled designs, and is increasingly significant
on graphs with greater scales. This is because of the larger num-
ber of propagation hops L = 20 for these structures. In this case,
UNIFEWS is effective in saving operational cost by simplifying the
propagation and bypassing unnecessary computation, with over
20X and 5X joint reduction on arxiv and products, respectively. By
combining these two sparsifications, we summarize that the unified
scheme of UNIFEWS is capable of mitigating the computational
overhead for both propagation- and transformation-heavy tasks.

Sparsity. Additionally, we investigate the entry-wise sparsity of
specific intermediate results in the process of GNN computation.
Figure 8 displays the relative density of the edge message and node
representation matrices, respectively. It can be clearly observed
that the entry sparsity is enhanced with the increase of both two
pruning ratios, signifying our theoretical analysis that UNIFEWS
not only directly shrinks edges and weights, but promotes the
sparsity of the product matrix as well. It also supports our claim
that UNIFEWS is superior in employing dual sparsification where
the two stages benefit each other alternatively and enjoy a win-win
situation brought by the increased sparsity.

6.5 Effect of Hyperparameters

Sparsification Thresholds §, and §,,. We here perform a more in-
depth analysis on the selection of the thresholds which are pivotal
parameters in UNIFEWs compression. Figure 9 denotes the changes
of inference accuracy and dual sparsity of GNN models under graph
and joint sparsification. Accuracy in the plot follows the conclusion
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Figure 10: Sensitivity of propagation and network transfor-
mation layers evaluated on SGC over cora. (a) Impact on
prediction accuracy and average edge sparsity of varying
numbers of propagation hops. (b) Impact on prediction ac-
curacy and average weight sparsity of varying numbers of
network layers. Note that the x-axis representing layers is
on a logarithmic scale.

in previous evaluation, that it only degrades above extreme sparsity
Na > 95%. The experiment reveals that, edge sparsity is positively
related to the adjacency threshold §,, and decoupled models require
a larger range of threshold to traverse the sparsity range, which is
because of the wider distribution of their entry values throughout
the deeper propagation. Interestingly, the weight sparsity when
dw = 0.5 also increases under high edge pruning ratios. The pattern
is also observed in the reverse case. We deduce that the reciprocal
enhancement in graph and model sparsity is brought by the unified
sparsification of UNIFEWS, which conforms to our analysis as well
as previous studies [63].

Network and Propagation Layer L. Since UNIFEWs adopts layer-
dependent graphs with incremental sparsity for GNN propagation,
we additionally evaluate its performance on models with varying
layers. Figure 10(a) is the result of iteratively applying UNIFEWS
edge sparsification to SGC with different propagation depths. The
backbone model without pruning §, = 0 typically suffers from the
over-smoothing issue under large hop numbers. On the contrary, as
elaborated in Section 5.2, UNIFEWS is powerful for identifying and
eliminating unimportant propagations, especially for larger hops,
and thereby prevents information loss. With respect to architectural
compression Figure 10(b), it is noticeable that UNIFEWS promotes
model performance and average weight sparsity at the same time
for deeper layers, effectively reducing network redundancy.

7 CONCLUSION

In this work, we present UNIFEWS, an entry-wise GNN sparsifica-
tion with a unified framework for graph edges and model weights.
Un1rews adaptively simplifies both graph propagation and fea-
ture transformation throughout the GNN pipeline and remarkably
improves efficiency with little expense. In theory, we showcase
that the layer-dependent UNIFEWS provides an effective estimation
on the graph learning process with a close optimization objective,
which is favorable for multi-layer GNN updates. Comprehensive
experiments underscore the superiority of UNIFEWS in terms of
efficacy and efficiency, including comparable or improved accuracy,
90 — 95% operational reduction, and up to 100X faster computation.
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