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Abstract—Missing attribute issues are prevalent in the graph
learning, leading to biased outcomes in Graph Neural Networks
(GNNs). Existing methods that rely on feature propagation
are prone to cold start problem, particularly when dealing
with attribute resetting and low-degree nodes, which hinder
effective propagation and convergence. To address these chal-
lenges, we propose AttriReBoost (ARB), a novel method that
incorporates propagation-based method to mitigate cold start
problems in attribute-missing graphs. ARB enhances global
feature propagation by redefining initial boundary conditions and
strategically integrating virtual edges, thereby improving node
connectivity and ensuring more stable and efficient convergence.
This method facilitates gradient-free attribute reconstruction
with lower computational overhead. The proposed method is
theoretically grounded, with its convergence rigorously established.
Extensive experiments on several real-world benchmark datasets
demonstrate the effectiveness of ARB, achieving an average
accuracy improvement of 5.11% over state-of-the-art methods.
Additionally, ARB exhibits remarkable computational efficiency,
processing a large-scale graph with 2.49 million nodes in
just 16 seconds on a single GPU. Our code is available at
https://github.com/limengran98/ARB.
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Fig. 1: (a) Cold start examples in attribute-missing graphs.
(b) Real-world datasets present a long-tail distribution, and
tail/cold start nodes are difficult to participate in propagation.

I. INTRODUCTION

The significance of graph data in representing complex
networks is well-established [1]–[5], yet most real-world
scenarios often suffer from missing attribute features that
represent node semantic information in graphs [6]–[9]. There-
fore, the task of reconstructing missing attributes in graphs
becomes essential for comprehensive network analysis [10],
[11]. Recent advancements based Graph Neural Networks
(GNNs) [12]–[14] provide opportunities for effective missing
attribute reconstruction. However, GNNs typically struggle
with oversmoothing and high computational costs [15]. While
Feature propagation methods [16], [17] could address these
issues, they still face a common challenge: the cold start
problem in reconstructing missing attributes.

Two key factors contribute to the cold start problem in
attribute-missing graphs. First, methods like [16], [17] require
resetting known nodes after each feature propagation iteration
to preserve initial attributes. However, as shown in Figure 1(a),
this resetting causes unknown nodes to repeatedly receive the
same initial attributes from known nodes, hindering global
information propagation. Second, while high-quality and rich
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connectivity can facilitate feature propagation, real-world
graphs often contain many low-degree or isolated nodes, leading
to a long-tail distribution of node degrees [18], [19]. As
illustrated in Figure 1(b), approximately 70% of nodes in
each dataset are low-degree, making it difficult for propagation
methods to effectively generalize to these tail or cold start nodes,
thereby impacting the reconstruction of missing attributes.

Inspired by techniques like Feature Propagation (FP) [16]
and Personalized PageRank [20], we propose a novel method
named AttriReBoost (ARB) to enhance attribute reconstruction
and mitigate the cold start problem. ARB improves propagation
connectivity by redefining initial boundary conditions and
introducing effective virtual edges. By redefining boundary
conditions, ARB dynamically transmits attributes from both
nearby and distant known nodes to unknown nodes, avoiding
information loss from repeated resets and ensuring continuous,
updated attribute information. The virtual edges create a
virtually fully connected overlay, allowing low-degree or
isolated nodes to better participate in the propagation process,
ensuring robust connectivity for convergence.

Building on these ideas, we establish an optimization
function and derive ARB’s iterative algorithm, rigorously
proving its convergence using the Banach-Fixed Point Theorem.
ARB’s gradient-free propagation eliminates the computational
load of backpropagation and gradient learning, introducing
only two additional hyperparameters compared to FP [16], thus
achieving attribute reconstruction with lower computational
cost. Experimental validation shows that ARB outperforms
state-of-the-art methods in both feature propagation and node
classification. Compared to FP and Stochastic Gradient Descent
(SGD) methods [21], ARB achieves faster convergence and
early stopping, making it a more efficient choice for large-scale
and cold start-sensitive applications.

The innovations of this paper are summarized as follows:
• To address the cold start problem in attribute-missing

graphs, ARB introduces innovative techniques that re-
define boundary conditions and integrate virtual edges
into the feature propagation process. Grounded in both
empirical insights and rigorous mathematical theory, these
advancements enhance node connectivity and significantly
improve propagation efficiency.

• ARB enhances the efficiency of graph-based learning
by utilizing a gradient-free message passing framework,
which significantly accelerates convergence and enables
early stopping. This method simplifies the computational
process while enabling more efficient and scalable pro-
cessing of large-scale graphs.

• Extensive experiments on real-world datasets demonstrate
the superiority of ARB over state-of-the-art methods,
showing an average accuracy improvement of 5.11%.
Additionally, ARB demonstrates significant computational
efficiency, processing large-scale graphs with 2.49 million
nodes in just 16 seconds on a single GPU, achieving faster
and more stable convergence. which is of significant value
in real-world applications where computational resources
and time are critical.

This paper is structured as follows: Section II provides
a review of related work, Section III outlines the problem,

Section IV introduces the proposed methods, Section V presents
the experimental results, and Section VI concludes with a
discussion of potential future research.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Attribute Missing Graph Learning

In the early work, [22] utilized mean pooling to aggregate
the features of neighboring nodes. [23] proposed the Singular
Value Thresholding (SVT) algorithm, which completed matrix
imputation by adjusting singular values. Besides, incomplete
multi-view learning [24]–[27] has been widely studied as it
addresses the challenge of missing or incomplete data across
multiple views, enabling the development of robust models
that can leverage information from different perspectives even
when some data is missing or corrupted.

GNN based Methods With the advent of deep learning,
[10], [28] used GNNs to generate missing data. [29] and
[30] employed attributed random walk techniques to create
nodes embedded on bipartite graphs with node attributes. [31]
proposed graph denoising autoencoders, where each edge
encoded the similarity between patterns to complete missing
attributes. [32] transformed missing attributes into Gaussian
mixture distribution, enabling Graph Convolutional Networks
(GCN) [33] to be applied to incomplete network attributes.
SAT [12] and SVGA [13] employed separate subnetworks for
nodes attributes and graph structure to impute missing data
with structural information, using GANs and Graph Markov
Random Fields (GMRFs) [34] respectively, guided by shared
latent space assumptions. Amer [35] introduced a unified
framework that combines attribute completion and embedding
learning, leveraging mutual information maximization and a
novel GAN-based attribute-structure relationship constraint to
improve performance. ITR proposed by [14] initially filled in
missing attributes using the graph’s structural information, then
adaptively refined the estimated latent variables by combining
observed attributes and structural information. MAGAE [36], on
the other hand, employed a regularized graph autoencoder that
mitigates spectral concentration issues by maximizing graph
spectral entropy, enhancing the imputation of missing attributes.
For community detection in attribute-missing networks, CAST
[37] adopted a Transformer-based architecture, integrating
contrastive learning, sampling, and propagation strategies to
effectively capture node relationships and address missing
attribute challenges. [38] suggested imputing attributes in the
input space by leveraging parameter initialization and graph
diffusion to generate multi-view information.

Propagation based Methods In addition to the afore-
mentioned deep learning-based methods, some propagation-
based methods have been widely focused on due to their
low complexity and high scalability. [16] introduced the FP
method, which reconstructed missing features by minimizing
Dirichlet energy and diffusing known features across the graph
structure. [17] proposed the Pseudo-Confidence Feature Impu-
tation (PCFI) method, which enhanced feature propagation by
incorporating a pseudo-confidence-based weighting mechanism
during propagation.
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B. Cold Start Problem

The cold start problem, which arises in scenarios such
as recommendation systems and information pushing, is a
significant challenge due to the lack of sufficient user or
item data at the initial stages. To mitigate this issue, several
approaches have been proposed. For instance, [39] and [40]
explored transfer learning methods to leverage knowledge from
related tasks or domains, aiming to improve the performance
of models with limited data. Additionally, [41] combined multi-
task learning for graph pre-training, allowing for the transfer
of useful representations across different tasks to enhance
the model’s ability to generalize from sparse information.
Meanwhile, [42] and [43] focused on specialized distillation
methods to transfer knowledge from well-trained models to
improve the training of models with insufficient data. However,
despite the success of these approaches in addressing cold start
problems, they do not specifically tackle the issue of attribute-
missing graphs, where the challenge lies in recovering missing
or incomplete node attributes while maintaining graph structure
and learning performance.

C. Summary

Although GNN-based methods generally perform well with
attribute-missing graphs, they suffer from high computational
complexity and resource demands, limiting their scalability.
Additionally, GNNs are prone to the oversmoothing problem,
where node representations become indistinguishable as layers
increase. In contrast, propagation-based methods are simpler
and more scalable but struggle with the cold start problem,
as they rely heavily on existing graph structure and known
attributes, leading to suboptimal feature reconstruction and
difficulty in capturing nuanced relationships.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Problem Definition

We define an attribute-missing graph G = (V, E ,X, k),
where V = Vk ∪ Vu. Vk and Vu denote the sets of nodes with
known and unknown (missing) attribute features, respectively.
The node attribute matrix is denoted by X ∈ RN×F . For the
total nodes N , only nodes k possess attributes. The adjacency
matrix is A ∈ {0, 1}N×N , diagonal degree matrix is D, sym-
metric normalized adjacency matrix is Ã = D−1/2AD−1/2,
ãij represent the individual elements of Ã, and symmetric
normalized Laplacian matrix L = I−Ã. The goal of this work
is to reconstruct the missing attribute feature and apply it to
downstream classification tasks.

B. Feature Propagation

To reconstruct the missing attributes Xu based on the known
attribute features Xk and the graph G, the optimization function
of Feature Propagation (FP) [16] can be expressed as a process
of minimizing the Dirichlet energy [44], [45]. For distinction,
define the matrix Z as the initial attribute feature matrix of the

graph, encompassing both known and unknown node attributes.
The optimization function can be expressed as:

min
X
L=

∑
(i,j)∈E

ãij (xi − xj)
2
= tr

(
X⊤LX

)
. s.t. Xk = Zk

(1)
Solving the optimization function yields:

∇L(X) = LX = (I− Ã)X = 0. s.t. Xk = Zk (2)

Initially, we set X(0) = Z. The number of iterations is defined
as l, The attributes are updated by Ã, and the known nodes
are reinitialize after current propagation:{

X(l+1) = ÃX(l) ▷ Propagation

X
(l+1)
k = Zk ▷ Reset

(3)

Although traditional feature propagation methods lay a founda-
tion for reconstructing missing features, they struggle to address
the cold start problem. Motivated by this, the following section
introduces the proposed ARB.

IV. PROPOSED METHOD

A crucial prerequisite for attribute-missing graph learning
is the accurate and effective recovery of missing attributes.
However, the cold start problem worsen recovery, as low-degree
and isolated nodes in the graph can hinder iteration convergence.
This paper proposes a novel AttriReBoost (ARB) method.
To address the cold start problem, ARB boosts propagation
based methods, redefines the initial boundary conditions of
FP, and establishes virtual edges to enhance node connectivity,
reconstructs missing attributes accurately and effectively. The
overall framework is illustrated in Figure 2.

Fig. 2: The overall framework of ARB. ARB address the cold
start problem in attribute-missing graph learning by enhancing
node connectivity through virtual edges and redefining initial
boundary conditions. ARB boosts propagation-based methods
to accurately and effectively recover missing attributes.

A. Redefinition of Boundary Conditions

An intuitive method to reconstructing missing attributes is
to converge to an optimal value by iterative approximating
during propagation. However, the repetitive resetting of known
node attributes in propagation disrupts the smooth flow of
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information. As shown in Figure I(a), for unknown nodes,
they receive same information stems from the initial attributes
Zk of known nodes during each iteration, if the majority of
their neighbors are known nodes, hindering the propagation of
global information. To address this, ARB redefines the boundary
conditions of the optimization Equation (1) and dynamically
adjust the initialization of known nodes.

Statement 1: The New Boundary Conditions term in
Equation (4) incorporates known node attributes into the
optimization process. This term is expressed in Lagrangian
form as a sum of squared differences, weighted by the
parameter η.

min
X
L =

∑
(u,v)∈E

ãuv(xu − xv)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Feature Propagation

+ η
∑
v∈Vk

(xv − zv)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
New Boundary Conditions

= tr(X⊤LX+ η(Xk − Zk)
⊤(Xk − Zk)).

(4)

B. Virtual Edges for Connectivity

In real-world graphs, many nodes are sparsely connected,
and some are even isolated, resulting in a long-tail distribution
of node degrees. Consequently, it struggles to effectively
generalize to tail or cold start nodes for feature propagation.
Observing the iterative Equation (3), X(l+1)

k = ÃX(l), since
Ã is a symmetric normalized matrix, its spectral radius is not
strictly less than 1, which could not guarantee convergence. To
address this issue, a fully connected graph G =

(
V, E ,Z, k

)
is

introduced, where the virtual edge set E assumes that all node
pairs are connected.

Statement 2: Extending the New Boundary Conditions
term, the Virtual Edges term in Equation (5) introduces
additional connectivity via E to enhance global information.
This term is represented as Dirichlet energy, incorporated as
a penalty term, weighted by the parameter θ.

min
X
L =

∑
(u,v)∈E

ãuv(xu − xv)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Feature Propagation

+ η
∑
v∈Vk

(xv − zv)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
New Boundary Conditions

+ θ
∑

(i,j)∈E

aij(xi − xj)
2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
Virtual Edges

= tr
(
X⊤LX+ η(Xk − Zk)

⊤(Xk − Zk) + θX⊤L1X
)
,
(5)

where aij is the element of the normalized adjacency matrix
of G, L1 = N

N−1I−
1

N−1J, and J is an all-ones matrix.

C. Optimization Function of ARB

To optimize the Equation (5), we first define the matrix

I0k = diag({λ1, λ2, · · · , λN}), λi =

{
1 if i ∈ Vk
0 otherwise

, repre-

senting the known and unknown nodes, and explores the
gradient ∇L(X):

∇L(X) = LX+ η(Xk − Zk) + θL1X = 0

=⇒ (I+ ηI0k + θI)X = ÃX+ ηI0kZ+ θ(
N

N − 1
X− 1

N − 1
X)

=⇒ (
θN +N − 1

N − 1
I+ ηI0k)X = ÃX+ ηI0kZ+

θN

N − 1
X,

(6)
where X represents the mean of X. Considering unknown
nodes and known nodes separately, Equation (6) is further
simplified to:[
Xk

Xu

]
=


[

η
θN+N−1

N−1 +η
Z+ 1

θN+N−1
N−1 +η

ÃX+
θN

N−1
θN+N−1

N−1 +η
X

]
k

[ N−1
θN+N−1ÃX+ θN

θN+N−1X]u

 .

(7)
Let α = N−1

θN+N−1 and β = 1/α
1/α+η , both of which belong to

the open interval (0, 1), we have:[
Xk

Xu

]
=

[
[((1− β)Z+ β(αÃX+ (1− α)X)]k

[αÃX+ (1− α)X]u

]
. (8)

We then relate ARB recursively as follows:{
X(l+1) = αÃX(l) + (1− α)X

(l)
▷ Global Propagation

X
(l+1)
k = βX

(l)
k + (1− β)Zk ▷ Moving Reset

(9)
ARB process is shown in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 AttriReBoost

Require: known attribute matrix Zk, normalized adjacency
matrix Ã, hyperparameters α, β and l

1: X← 0,Xk ← Zk

2: for l iterations do
3: X← αÃX+ (1− α)X ▷ Global Propagation
4: Xk ← βXk + (1− β)Zk ▷ Moving Reset
5: end for
6: Until X convergence

Ensure: Reconstructed attributes X̂u

D. ARB Convergence and Steady State Proof

The ultimate goal is to demonstrate that the proposed ARB
can iteratively approach the optimal value to achieve attribute
reconstruction. By introducing metric space, the convergence of
the proposed ARB has been rigorously proven at the theoretical
level.
□ Convergence Proof: Since Ã be the symmetric normalized

adjacency matrix, ρ(Ã) ≤ 1 [46]. Let B = αÃ+ (1− α) 1
N J

is a strong connection matrix (irreducide matrix), ρ(B) =
∥B∥2 ≤ α∥Ã∥2 + (1− α)∥J∥2 = αρ(Ã) + (1− α)ρ(J) ≤ 1.

Equation (9) can be written as:[
Xk

Xu

]
=

[
βBkk βBku

Buk Buu

] [
Xk

Xu

]
+

[
(1− β)Zk

0

]
. (10)

Let K =

[
βBkk βBku

Buk Buu

]
,C =

[
(1− β)Zk

0

]
, 0 ≤ K ≤ B

elementwise. Because β < 1, which means K ̸= B, therefore
0 ≤ K < B.
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Given that B is a strongly connected matrix, and K ≥
0,B ≥ 0, K + B is also a strongly connected matrix and
therefore irreducible. And with 0 ≤ K ≤ B elementwise
and K ̸= B, we can deduce that ρ(K) < ρ(B). Therefore
ρ(K) < ρ(B) ≤ 1, that is, ρ(K) < 1.

Additionally, if B can be expressed as a diagonal matrix
composed of a series of strongly connected matrices Bi.
Responsive, K can also be decomposed into a series of
0 ≤ Ki ≤ Bi elementwise, and there exists at least one
Kj that satisfies Kj ̸= Bj , so ρ(Kj) < 1, and

ρ(K) = max X⊤KX
X⊤X

= max
∑

x⊤
i Kixi∑
x⊤
i xi

< max
∑

x⊤
i xi∑

x⊤
i xi

= 1.

(11)
According Equation (10), Let f(X) = KX+C. Take the

spectral norm ∥X∥2 =
√
ρ(X⊤X) as the measure. From

ρ(K) < 1, we know ρ(K⊤K) < 1. And use the feature vector
{v1,v2, ...,vn} of K⊤K to represent ∆X =

∑
i wivi, where

wi are the coefficients. Then:

∥∆f(X)∥2 = ∥K∆X∥2 = ∆X⊤K⊤K∆X

=
∑
ij

wiwjviλjvj ≤ ρ(K⊤K)
∑
ij

wiwjvivj

= ρ(K⊤K)∆X⊤∆X = ρ(K⊤K)∥∆X∥2 < ∥∆X∥2.

(12)

That is, f is a contraction mapping, and according to Banach
Fixed Point Theorem [47], X = f(X) has a unique fixed-point.
Therefore, the recursive expression X(l+1) = KX(l) + C
converges to a unique value. ■
□ Steady State Proof: According to Equations (5) and (6),

the steady state of ARB can be given as follows:

∇L(X) = LX+ η(Xk − Zk) + θL1X = 0

=⇒ (L+ ηI0k + θL1)X = ηZk

=⇒ X = (L+ ηI0k + θL1)
−1ηZk

(13)

Consider the Rayleigh quotient:

R =
X⊤(L+ ηI0k + θL1)X

X⊤X

=

∑
(i,j)∈E ãij(xi − xj)

2 + η
∑

i∈Vk
x2
i +

∑
(i,j)∈E aij(xi − xj)

2∑
i∈V x2

i

> 0.

(14)
In fact, X⊤(L + ηI0k + θL1)X = 0 ⇐⇒ ∀i, j ∈

V, s.t. Xi = Xj = 0, but X ̸= 0. Thus, all eigenvalues of
L+ ηI0k + θL1 are positive, making the matrix invertible. ■

E. Complexity, Scalability, and Learning

The goal of ARB is to reconstruct missing attributes.
Compared to FP, it introduces only two additional adjustable
hyperparameters, α and β, thereby retaining all the advantages
of FP in terms of low complexity O(|E|+F |V|) and scalability
[16]. ARB is a gradient-free method that can be run as
preprocessing on the CPU for large graphs and integrated
with any graph learning model, like GCN [33] and GAT [48],
to generate predictions for downstream tasks [49].

V. EXPERIMENTATION AND ANALYSIS

To thoroughly verify ARB’s effectiveness in attribute recon-
struction and downstream tasks, we address the following key
questions:

Q1: How does ARB perform in attribute reconstruction?
Q2: How does ARB perform in downstream tasks after

attribute-missing reconstruction?
Q3: How does ARB address the cold start problem and

convergence issues?
Q4: Are all components of ARB effective?
Q5: How does ARB perform under different missing rates?
Q6: How is the computational efficiency of ARB?

TABLE I: Data statistics.

Dataset Type Nodes Edges Feature Classes Subgraphs
Cora Binary 2,708 5,278 1,433 7 78

CiteSeer Binary 3,327 4,228 3,703 6 438
Computers Binary 13,752 245,861 767 10 314

Photo Binary 7,650 119,081 745 8 136
PubMed Continuous 19,717 44,324 500 3 1

CS Continuous 18,333 81,894 6,805 15 1
Ogbn-Arxiv Continuous 169,343 1,166,243 128 40 1

Ogbn-Products Continuous 2,449,029 61,859,140 100 47 1

A. Experimental Setup

1) Dataset: We chose eight public graph datasets included
Cora, CiteSeer, PubMed [50], CS [51], Computers, Photo [51],
and large-scale datasets Ogbn-Arxiv and Ogbn-Products [52]
for this study, each containing vital information like nodes,
edges and attribute features. Table I shows data statistics for
each dataset.

2) Baseline: We compare ARB with several baseline meth-
ods. NeighAgg [22] aggregates features of one-hop neighbors
using mean pooling. GNN* refers to the best-performing
models among GCN [33], GraphSAGE [53], and GAT [48].
GraphRNA [29] and ARWMF [30] are recent feature generation
methods. SAT [12] uses a shared latent space for features and
graph structure. Amer [35] integrates attribute completion and
embedding learning using GAN-based constraints. SVGA [13]
employs Gaussian Markov random fields for feature estima-
tion. ITR [14] fills missing attributes using graph structure
and refines them iteratively. FP [16] uses Dirichlet energy
minimization to impute features. PCFI [17] introduces pseudo-
confidence for feature imputation. MAGAE [36] mitigates
spectral concentration via a graph autoencoder. CAST [37] is a
Transformer-based method combining contrastive learning and
propagation. MATE [38] enhances attribute imputation through
graph diffusion and multi-view information.

3) Implementation Details: Unless otherwise stated, we
allocate 40% of the observable data as the training set
and consider 60% of the attribute-missing nodes as target
nodes. We split target nodes into validation and test sets in
a 1:5 ratio, consistent with previous work [13], [14]. ARB
performs missing attribute reconstruction according to the
process outlined in Algorithm 1, executing l iterations. In
each iteration, the neighborhood information of each node is
first gathered through 3rd line in Algorithm 1, filling in the
missing features, during which known features are also updated.
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TABLE II: Evaluation of ARB and baseline methods on binary features for attribute reconstruction. Best results are indicated in
blue, second best results are green.

Metric Method Venue Cora CiteSeer Computers Photo
@10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50

Recall

NeighAgg / 0.0906 0.1413 0.1961 0.0511 0.0908 0.1501 0.0321 0.0593 0.1306 0.0329 0.0616 0.1361
GNN* / 0.1350 0.1812 0.2972 0.0620 0.1097 0.2058 0.0273 0.0533 0.1278 0.0295 0.0573 0.1324

GraphRNA KDD’19 0.1395 0.2043 0.3142 0.0777 0.1272 0.2271 0.0386 0.0690 0.1465 0.0390 0.0703 0.1508
ARWMF NeurIPS’19 0.1291 0.1813 0.2960 0.0552 0.1015 0.1952 0.0280 0.0544 0.1289 0.0294 0.0568 0.1327

SAT TPAMI’22 0.1653 0.2345 0.3612 0.0811 0.1349 0.2431 0.0421 0.0746 0.1577 0.0427 0.0765 0.1635
Amer TCYB’22 0.1584 0.2220 0.3368 0.0814 0.1333 0.2248 0.0425 0.0739 0.1523 0.0435 0.0772 0.1617
SVGA KDD’22 0.1718 0.2486 0.3814 0.0943 0.1539 0.2782 0.0437 0.0769 0.1602 0.0446 0.0798 0.1670

ITR IJCAI’22 0.1656 0.2372 0.3652 0.0972 0.1552 0.2679 0.0446 0.0780 0.1530 0.0434 0.0778 0.1635
FP LOG’22 0.1620 0.2268 0.3406 0.0850 0.1380 0.2311 0.0425 0.0741 0.1544 0.0434 0.0773 0.1627

PCFI ICLR’23 0.1609 0.2261 0.3434 0.0812 0.1342 0.2294 0.0429 0.0750 0.1547 0.0436 0.0774 0.1618
MEGAE AAAI’23 0.1730 0.2355 0.3660 0.0958 0.1497 0.2619 0.0431 0.0748 0.1543 0.0433 0.0768 0.1610
CAST TCSS’24 0.1720 0.2475 0.3703 0.0949 0.1506 0.2577 0.0427 0.0749 0.1558 0.0438 0.0774 0.1623
MATE IF’24 0.1731 0.2460 0.3768 0.1000 0.1589 0.2716 0.0447 0.0782 0.1618 0.0442 0.0795 0.1649
ARB Ours 0.1856 0.2599 0.3851 0.1046 0.1643 0.2823 0.0449 0.0784 0.1627 0.0455 0.0804 0.1681

nDCG

NeighAgg / 0.1217 0.1548 0.1850 0.0823 0.1155 0.1560 0.0788 0.1156 0.1923 0.0813 0.1196 0.1998
GNN* / 0.1791 0.2099 0.2711 0.1026 0.1423 0.2049 0.0673 0.1028 0.1830 0.0712 0.1083 0.1896

GraphRNA KDD’19 0.1934 0.2362 0.2938 0.1291 0.1703 0.2358 0.0931 0.1333 0.2155 0.0959 0.1377 0.2232
ARWMF NeurIPS’19 0.1824 0.2182 0.2776 0.0859 0.1245 0.1858 0.0694 0.1053 0.1851 0.0727 0.1098 0.1915

SAT TPAMI’22 0.2250 0.2723 0.3394 0.1385 0.1834 0.2545 0.1030 0.1463 0.2346 0.1047 0.1498 0.2421
Amer TCYB’22 0.2254 0.2690 0.3301 0.1364 0.1817 0.2415 0.1048 0.1468 0.2307 0.1062 0.1513 0.2408
SVGA KDD’22 0.2381 0.2894 0.3601 0.1579 0.2076 0.2892 0.1068 0.1509 0.2397 0.1084 0.1549 0.2472

ITR IJCAI’22 0.2288 0.2770 0.3448 0.1645 0.2129 0.2870 0.1086 0.1612 0.2415 0.1069 0.1526 0.2440
FP LOG’22 0.2306 0.2755 0.3359 0.1427 0.1891 0.2497 0.1063 0.1491 0.2345 0.1066 0.1514 0.2411

PCFI ICLR’23 0.2272 0.2723 0.3342 0.1367 0.1829 0.2445 0.1061 0.1487 0.2341 0.1063 0.1511 0.2406
MEGAE AAAI’23 0.2440 0.2858 0.3552 0.1611 0.2062 0.2798 0.1063 0.1487 0.2337 0.1063 0.1507 0.2401
CAST TCSS’24 0.2401 0.2877 0.3505 0.1606 0.2071 0.2771 0.1044 0.1447 0.2335 0.1062 0.1510 0.2410
MATE IF’24 0.2373 0.2861 0.3550 0.1720 0.2212 0.2950 0.1090 0.1535 0.2424 0.1086 0.1553 0.2465
ARB Ours 0.2594 0.3043 0.3749 0.1768 0.2267 0.3043 0.1107 0.1553 0.2450 0.1104 0.1565 0.2493

Fig. 3: Specific implementation process of attribute reconstruc-
tion and node classification.

Then, in 4th line of Algorithm 1, the known node attributes are
reset, allowing them to participate in the next iteration. After
completing the iterations, the final output Xu, representing
the reconstructed missing attributes, is denoted as X̂u. Both
our attribute reconstruction and node classification tasks solely
use X̂u as input, with no other inputs involved. This method
ensures that we assess the usability of the reconstructed features
in isolation. For the node classification task, all methods use a
two-layer MLP as the classifier, with an Adam optimizer set
to a learning rate of 1e-2, a hidden channel dimension of 256,
and a maximum training epoch of 1000, performing five-fold
cross-validation [16]. The overall implementation process is
illustrated in Figure 3.

TABLE III: Evaluation of ARB and baseline methods on
continuous features for attribute reconstruction. Best results
are blue, second best results are green.

Method Venue
PubMed CS

RMSE CORR RMSE CORR

NeighAgg / 0.0186 -0.2133 0.0952 -0.2279
GNN* / 0.0168 -0.0010 0.0850 0.0179

GraphRNA KDD’19 0.0172 -0.0352 0.0897 -0.1052
ARWMF NeurIPS’19 0.0165 0.0434 0.0827 0.0710

SAT TPAMI’22 0.0165 0.0378 0.0820 0.0958
Amer TCYB’22 0.0185 0.0123 0.0826 0.0233
SVGA KDD’22 0.0166 0.0280 0.0824 0.0740

ITR IJCAI’22 0.0164 0.0324 0.0832 0.0543
FP LOG’22 0.0165 0.0778 0.0798 0.1657

PCFI ICLR’23 0.0166 0.0729 0.0883 0.1571
MAGAE AAAI’23 0.0185 -0.1010 0.0854 0.1656

CSAT TCSS’24 0.0165 0.0710 0.0886 0.1101
MATE IF’24 0.0165 0.0345 0.0832 0.0645
ARB Ours 0.0161 0.0981 0.0777 0.1811

Method Venue Ogbn-Arxiv Ogbn-Products

FP LOG’22 0.1101 0.0028 0.5847 0.1574
PCFI ICLR’23 0.1101 0.0030 0.5848 0.1574
ARB Ours 0.1002 0.0170 0.5840 0.1577

B. Attribute Reconstruction Results (Q1)

To evaluate the quality of attribute reconstruction, the
similarity probability between the reconstructed attributes and
the true attributes at each dimension is the main target. To
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TABLE IV: Evaluation of the Accuracy (%) of ARB and
baseline methods on node classification. Best results are blue,
second best results are green.

Dataset SAT SVGA ITR FP PCFI ARB

Cora 76.44 78.70 81.43 84.37 84.64 85.78
CiteSeer 60.10 62.33 67.15 66.21 66.83 67.20
PubMed 46.18 62.27 72.36 80.62 80.73 82.21

Computers 74.10 72.56 83.88 83.71 84.02 86.08
Photo 87.62 88.55 90.75 87.41 89.56 91.74

CS 76.72 82.93 85.67 89.30 89.60 91.54
Ogbn-Arxiv 22.44 21.59 24.72 51.50 51.21 52.48

Ogbn-Products 27.61 27.30 28.12 75.01 76.23 81.28

Average 58.90 62.03 66.76 77.27 77.85 79.79

TABLE V: Semi-supervised node classification accuracy (%)
at various missing rates. Best results are blue.

Dataset
50% 90%

FP PCFI ARB FP PCFI ARB

Cora 80.71 80.51 81.38 79.09 78.84 80.20
CiteSeer 65.58 68.32 67.55 66.10 66.13 66.77
PubMed 74.87 75.12 75.97 74.28 74.06 75.08

Photo 91.07 90.38 91.43 88.67 88.32 90.01
Computers 83.81 81.76 84.07 81.21 81.12 81.78

Average 79.21 79.22 80.08 77.87 77.69 78.77

Dataset
99% 99.5%

FP PCFI ARB FP PCFI ARB

Cora 77.73 77.87 78.62 76.81 76.91 77.12
CiteSeer 66.06 65.26 66.61 64.10 65.45 66.90
PubMed 72.09 73.42 73.46 72.12 72.20 72.99

Photo 88.13 87.98 88.44 87.29 87.80 88.09
Computers 79.37 79.75 79.78 78.06 79.51 79.05

Average 76.68 76.85 77.38 75.67 76.37 76.83

achieve this, we follow the experimental setup of [13], using
Recall@k and nDCG@k as metrics to assess binary feature
datasets with k set to {10, 20, 50}. For continuous feature
datasets, we use RMSE and CORR as metrics. The results of
the attribute reconstruction are summarized in Tables II and
III. Our method consistently outperforms the baseline method,
with an average improvement of 2.87% and 9.96% over the
second-best method, respectively.

Further analysis of comparison shows that GNN based
methods, such as SVGA, ITR and MATE, achieve competitive
results on binary feature datasets compared to propagation-
based baselines like FP and PCFI. However, in continuous
feature datasets, propagation methods demonstrate a stronger ad-
vantage. This indicates that feature propagation-based methods
have superior capabilities in complex attribute reconstruction.
Additionally, since these methods do not provide effective
solutions for the cold start problem, their performance remains
consistently suboptimal compared to ARB.

Thus, in response to Q1, our conclusion is: ARB exhibits
strong performance in reconstructing features for attribute-
missing graphs, effectively recovering missing attributes
with high accuracy across various datasets.

C. Node Classification Results (Q2)

In our node classification experiments, our primary focus is
to validate the effectiveness of the reconstructed features for
downstream tasks. Therefore, we only use the reconstructed
attribute features X̂u of the unknown nodes Vu for five-fold
cross-validation, a choice influenced by methods like SAT [12]
and SVGA [13]. We input the features that achieve the highest
Recall@10 and CORR metrics in attribute reconstruction into a
linear classifier for five-fold cross validation. The results of the
node classification are summarized in Table IV. Our method
consistently outperforms the baseline method, with an average
improvement of 2.49% over the second-best method.

Further analysis reveals that while deep generative meth-
ods like SAT and SVGA demonstrate certain advantages in
attribute reconstruction, they underperform in downstream node
classification tasks, particularly on continuous feature datasets.
Notably, a key advantage of propagation-based methods like FP
and PCFI is their independence from gradient descent, enabling
efficient training on CPU [16]. This eliminates the need for
memory-intensive graph partitioning and batch processing,
providing a natural advantage on large-scale datasets like
Ogbn-Arxiv and Ogbn-Products. Moreover, ARB outperforms
other propagation-based algorithms, demonstrating its strong
reconstructed attributes in downstream tasks.

However, we note that the experimental setup differs from
those used in FP [16] and PCFI [17], where semi-supervised
node classification includes all nodes V with known attributes.
Additionally, these methods follow the standard dataset splits
and settings from PyG 1 and OGBN 2 and achieve competitive
results even under extreme missing rates (99% and 99.5%). To
ensure a fair comparison and to assess ARB’s effectiveness in
semi-supervised node classification, we conducted additional
experiments under these conditions. As shown in Table V,
ARB outperforms other methods, demonstrating superior per-
formance across both regular and extreme missing conditions.

Thus, in response to Q2, our conclusion is: ARB demon-
strates strong adaptability in downstream tasks after
attribute reconstruction, outperforming baseline methods,
particularly in large-scale datasets.

D. Convergence Speed to Verify Cold Start (Q3)

Judging ARB’s performance in mitigating the cold start
problem could be done by evaluating its early stopping and
convergence speed capabilities.

As shown in Figure 4(a), in weakly connected graphs like
Cora, ARB reaches the optimal solution in fewer epochs (Epoch
≈ 10), demonstrating faster attribute reconstruction. Similarly,
in strongly connected graphs like PubMed (Figure 4(b)), ARB
adapts and approaches the optimal solution by Epoch ≈ 15,
highlighting its efficiency in resolving the cold start problem
with minimal training.

During the iterative process, ARB converges faster than deep
generative methods. As shown in Figure 4(c), it outperforms
SVGA and FP in both convergence speed and reconstruction

1https://pyg.org/
2https://ogb.stanford.edu/docs/nodeprop/
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TABLE VI: Evaluation of ARB and baseline methods on binary features for attribute reconstruction. Best results are indicated
in blue. NA means not available.

Metric Method Node Type Cora CiteSeer Computers Photo
@10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50

Recall

w/o BC&VE isolated NA NA NA 0.0000 0.0052 0.0151 0.0120 0.0259 0.0609 0.0125 0.0285 0.0653
ARB isolated NA NA NA 0.0457 0.0916 0.1701 0.0308 0.0616 0.1441 0.0332 0.0611 0.1390

w/o BC&VE low degree 0.1504 0.2075 0.3117 0.0777 0.1286 0.2171 0.0463 0.0802 0.1611 0.0382 0.0696 0.1487
ARB low degree 0.1757 0.2475 0.3735 0.0981 0.1569 0.2710 0.0497 0.0841 0.1715 0.0481 0.0855 0.1739

w/o BC&VE other 0.1839 0.2482 0.3708 0.1250 0.1870 0.2990 0.0430 0.0750 0.1566 0.0436 0.0775 0.1629
ARB other 0.1903 0.2771 0.4055 0.1257 0.1915 0.3175 0.0442 0.0771 0.1604 0.0441 0.0790 0.1657

nDCG

w/o BC&VE isolated NA NA NA 0.0000 0.0107 0.0108 0.0325 0.0462 0.0795 0.0358 0.0534 0.0895
ARB isolated NA NA NA 0.0613 0.1001 0.1525 0.0687 0.1057 0.1848 0.0766 0.1128 0.1934

w/o BC&VE low degree 0.2086 0.2457 0.3029 0.1271 0.1708 0.2306 0.1059 0.1469 0.2255 0.0879 0.1272 0.2037
ARB low degree 0.2451 0.2928 0.3593 0.1645 0.2135 0.2888 0.1109 0.1529 0.2375 0.1118 0.1581 0.2453

w/o BC&VE other 0.2623 0.3061 0.3720 0.2141 0.2674 0.3438 0.1073 0.1506 0.2387 0.1069 0.1516 0.2417
ARB other 0.2695 0.3272 0.3968 0.2177 0.2742 0.3592 0.1098 0.1562 0.2460 0.1081 0.1548 0.2497

(a) Early stop on Cora (b) Early stop on PubMed

(c) Convergence speed compari-
son of baselines on Computers

(d) Convergence speed compari-
son on PubMed

Fig. 4: Training process and convergence speed.

accuracy, achieving satisfactory results early (Epoch=2) and
enabling early stopping. This rapid convergence reduces overall
computation time, making ARB more efficient for large-
scale and time-sensitive applications. Similar to SGD-based
methods, ARB initializes unknown node attributes to zero while
preserving known ones. However, ARB’s dynamic propagation
method significantly outperforms SGD in terms of convergence
speed, as shown in Figure 4(d), by adjusting the boundary of
known nodes and propagating information without the need
for backpropagation.

Furthermore, we conduct a separate evaluation of isolated
nodes and low-degree nodes to verify the effectiveness of the
ARB method in the attribute reconstruction task. Table VI
shows a significant performance improvement when comparing
the FP and ARB models, particularly for isolated nodes and
low-degree nodes. The proposed ARB method substantially
enhances the attribute reconstruction performance for these
nodes, effectively addressing the cold-start problem. This
further validates the effectiveness and practicality of our

method.
Thus, in response to Q3, our conclusion is: ARB is able to

effectively tackle the cold start problem and convergence
difficulty, ensuring more stable and rapid convergence.

E. Ablation and Hyperparameters Experiments (Q4)

Tables VII and VIII present the results of the ablation study
for ARB. In the tables, “w/o BC” denotes the removal of
the new boundary condition mechanism in ARB, and “w/o
VE” indicates the removal of the virtual edge mechanism in
ARB. The results show that ARB always achieves optimal
performance across various scenarios, outdoing the other
schemes in performance. Further analysis reveals that the
new boundary conditions contribute more significantly to
performance improvement compared to the virtual edges. While
the virtual edge mechanism enhances global connectivity, it
inevitably brings some noise. Therefore, to fully leverage its
benefits, proper tuning of the parameters α and β is necessary.

The virtual edges and new boundary conditions add a
propagation channel but may also introduce noise. To address
this, the hyperparameter α regulates their influence weight.
Additionally, the number of propagation layers l also impacts
the results. Therefore, the three key hyperparameters—α, β,
and l—are critical to ARB’s performance and require careful
tuning.

Regarding hyperparameter tuning, we propose the Heuristic
Hyperparameter Searcher, using nDCG or CORR as the target
metric. Starting at (α, β) = (0.5, 0.5), neighboring points at
distance d are evaluated, and the best-scoring point becomes
the new center. The process repeats, halving d when no better
points are found, until the stopping condition is met.

Concluded from Figure 5, the optimal result suggests setting
α within the range of 0.9 to 1. β is crucial for the redefinition
of boundary conditions in ARB, and must be tuned for each
specific dataset to achieve optimal performance. At lower l
values, the focus is on local neighborhood structures, which is
crucial for nodes in small components with limited connectivity.
As l increases, global propagation enriches the feature space
with structural information from distant parts of the network.
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TABLE VII: Ablation experiments for attribute reconstruction. Best results are blue.

Metric Method
Cora CiteSeer Computers Photo

@10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50 @10 @20 @50

Recall

w/o BC 0.1555 0.2199 0.3303 0.0821 0.1339 0.2266 0.0430 0.0750 0.1557 0.0436 0.0773 0.1622
w/o VE 0.1771 0.2488 0.3693 0.0927 0.1482 0.2470 0.0442 0.0770 0.1595 0.0447 0.0793 0.1655

ARB 0.1856 0.2599 0.3851 0.1046 0.1643 0.2823 0.0449 0.0784 0.1627 0.0455 0.0804 0.1681

nDCG

w/o BC 0.2195 0.2637 0.3220 0.1373 0.1828 0.2444 0.1060 0.1488 0.2349 0.1064 0.1512 0.2411
w/o VE 0.2491 0.2968 0.3611 0.1576 0.2059 0.2712 0.1086 0.1522 0.2402 0.1087 0.1544 0.2458

ARB 0.2594 0.3043 0.3749 0.1768 0.2267 0.3043 0.1107 0.1553 0.2450 0.1104 0.1565 0.2493

TABLE VIII: Ablation experiments for node classification. Best
results are blue.

Method Cora CiteSeer PubMed Computers

w/o BC 84.42 66.89 81.61 84.65
w/o VE 84.86 66.54 82.12 85.83

ARB 85.78 67.20 82.81 86.08
Method Photo CS Ogbn-Arxiv Ogbn-Products

w/o BC 90.23 90.38 49.91 79.56
w/o VE 90.56 89.57 52.01 80.44

ARB 91.74 91.54 52.48 81.28

Figure 6 shows that ARB effectively addresses propagation
barriers and oversmoothing issues across depths from l = 1
to l = 10, significantly outperforming algorithms like FP and
PCFI. In contrast, SVGA suffers from oversmoothing as l
increases, leading to performance degradation, while ARB
consistently maintains or improves performance with deeper
propagation.

Thus, in response Q4, our conclusion is: Each component
of ARB has been validated and proven effective. Removing
any component, including boundary conditions or virtual
edges, leads to a drop in performance. The hyperparameters
α, β and l need to be adjusted for different datasets to
achieve the best results.

(a) Cora (b) CiteSeer (c) Computers

(d) Photo (e) PubMed (f) CS

Fig. 5: Hyperparameter value α and β validation.

F. Sensitivity Analysis on Missing Rates (Q5)

We conduct a series of attribute reconstruction experiments
to validate the robustness of ARB, with missing attribute rates

(a) Cora (b) CiteSeer

Fig. 6: Comparison of different propagation times l.

ranging from 40% to 99%, using Recall@10 as the primary
evaluation metric. As shown in Table IX, ARB demonstrates
exceptional performance in attribute reconstruction tasks,
particularly under high missing rates, confirming its robustness.
Additionally, we observe that FP outperforms SVGA and ITR
at higher missing rates, further highlighting the robustness of
feature propagation-based methods.

Therefore, for Question 5, our conclusion is: ARB maintains
robust performance across different missing rates, even
when the missing rate is as high as 99%.

TABLE IX: Comparison of methods under different missing
rates (%). MR stands for missing rate. Best results are blue.

Cora Recall@10 CiteSeer Recall@10

MR SVGA ITR FP ARB MR SVGA ITR FP ARB

40% 0.1876 0.1771 0.1675 0.1953 40% 0.1041 0.1059 0.1021 0.1184
50% 0.1804 0.1737 0.1632 0.1893 50% 0.0996 0.1016 0.0933 0.1094
60% 0.1718 0.1656 0.1620 0.1856 60% 0.0943 0.0972 0.0850 0.1046
70% 0.1650 0.1546 0.1607 0.1781 70% 0.0846 0.0863 0.0830 0.0983
80% 0.1586 0.1425 0.1582 0.1681 80% 0.0742 0.0740 0.0821 0.0897
90% 0.1376 0.1102 0.1487 0.1602 90% 0.0607 0.0589 0.0623 0.0844
99% 0.1121 0.0987 0.1420 0.1534 99% 0.0425 0.0423 0.0530 0.0765

Avg. 0.1590 0.1461 0.1574 0.1757 Avg. 0.0800 0.0809 0.0801 0.0973

Computers Recall@10 Photo Recall@10

MR SVGA ITR FP ARB MR SVGA ITR FP ARB

40% 0.0430 0.0430 0.0435 0.0459 40% 0.0440 0.0428 0.0442 0.0465
50% 0.0430 0.0429 0.0430 0.0458 50% 0.0440 0.0425 0.0441 0.0459
60% 0.0437 0.0446 0.0425 0.0449 60% 0.0446 0.0434 0.0434 0.0455
70% 0.0412 0.0420 0.0425 0.0446 70% 0.0433 0.0425 0.0432 0.0447
80% 0.0410 0.0408 0.0429 0.0450 80% 0.0427 0.0416 0.0430 0.0445
90% 0.0369 0.0377 0.0418 0.0434 90% 0.0394 0.0382 0.0423 0.0437
99% 0.0284 0.0264 0.0410 0.0420 99% 0.0268 0.0278 0.0412 0.0434

Avg. 0.0415 0.0396 0.0427 0.0449 Avg. 0.0430 0.0418 0.0434 0.0451
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G. Training Time Comparison Verification (Q6)

Since propagation methods do not require gradient descent
operations, they naturally have an advantage over deep genera-
tive methods. Figure 7 shows that, under the same hardware
conditions (NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 24G) and with
SVGA’s loss converged, as well as 20 propagation iterations
for both PCFI and ARB, ARB significantly outperforms the
baseline methods SVGA (deep learning method) and PCFI
(propagation method) in terms of training speed. Specifically,
ARB is approximately 163 times faster than SVGA and 4.4
times faster than PCFI on average.

For propagation methods, Table X is conducted with the
same number of propagation iterations l = 20. It can be
observed that our ARB method incurs almost no additional
runtime compared to FP. However, PCFI is approximately
four times slower than FP. This is primarily because PCFI
introduces confidence calculation, which involves searching
neighborhood distances and computing the correlation matrix,
thereby increasing computational complexity. Additionally, this
method exceeded memory capacity on the Ogbn-Products
dataset, forcing it to switch to CPU computation, which limited
its scalability on large graphs. Overall, the analysis indicates
that while ARB has computational efficiency comparable to
FP, it significantly outperforms FP in terms of reconstruction
accuracy.

Thus, in response to Q6, our conclusion is: ARB is highly
computationally efficient and low in complexity, making it
well-suited for scaling to large graphs.

(a) Cora (b) Computers

Fig. 7: Comparison of running time.

TABLE X: Comparison of running time (s). Best improvement
is blue.

Method Cora CiteSeer PubMed Computers

FP 0.2327 0.2653 0.2434 0.3152
PCFI 1.1521(×4.95) 1.2196(×4.60) 1.2136(×4.99) 1.2383(×3.93)
Ours 0.2351(×1.01) 0.2654(×1.01) 0.2549(×1.05) 0.3160(×1.01)

Method Photo CS Ogbn-Arxiv Ogbn-Products

FP 0.2548 0.8377 0.3659 16.2063
PCFI 1.1614(×4.56) 2.1147(×2.52) 1.3760(×3.76) OOM.
Ours 0.2560(×1.01) 0.8850(×1.06) 0.3700(×1.01) 16.5091(×1.02)

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper presents AttriReBoost (ARB), a novel method
for reconstructing missing attributes in graph data through

a propagation-based approach. ARB introduces two key in-
novations: redefining boundary conditions and incorporating
virtual edges, which are specifically designed to address the
cold start problem in attribute-missing graphs. The method
operates without relying on gradient-based learning, offering a
simplified and computationally efficient solution. Theoretical
analysis rigorously proves ARB’s convergence, and empirical
evaluations demonstrate its superior performance in attribute
reconstruction and downstream node classification, with a
notable reduction in training time. ARB’s efficiency and
scalability position it as a competitive solution in the field
of graph-based learning.

Future research will focus on three main directions. First,
we will explore the relationship between missing attributes
and propagation dynamics, aiming to understand how attribute
sparsity impacts information flow and design more robust prop-
agation mechanisms. Second, we will investigate alternative
methods for constructing virtual edges, such as using graph
generative models, structural similarities, or domain-specific
heuristics. Finally, we plan to integrate ARB with GNNs as
a pre-filling processor, developing adaptive mechanisms to
handle varying levels of attribute incompleteness and diverse
graph structures, expanding ARB’s applicability to a wider
range of real-world scenarios.
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SUPPLEMENTARY APPENDIX

A. Proof of New Boundary Conditions

Statement 1: presents the optimization loss for Redef-
inition of Boundary Conditions to dynamically adjust the
initialization of known nodes.

Define:

I0k = diag({λ1, λ2, · · · , λN}), λi =

{
1 if i ∈ Vk
0 otherwise

(15)

I0u = diag({λ1, λ2, · · · , λN}), λi =

{
0 if i ∈ Vk
1 otherwise

(16)

Then:
∇L(X) = LX+ η(Xk − Zk) = 0

=⇒ LX+ ηI0k(X− Z) = 0

=⇒ (I+ ηI0k)X = ÃX+ ηI0kZ

=⇒ ((1 + η)I0k + I0u)X = ÃX+ ηI0kZ

=⇒ X = (
1

1 + η
I0k + I0u)(ÃX+ ηI0kZ)

=⇒ X = I0uÃX+ I0k(
1

1 + η
ÃX+

η

1 + η
Z)

=⇒ X = I0uÃX+ I0k(βÃX+ (1− β)Z)

=⇒
[
Xk

Xu

]
=

[
β(ÃX)k + (1− β)Zk

(ÃX)u

]

=⇒ X = βÃX+ (1− β)

[
Zk

(ÃX)u

]

(17)

So: {
X = ÃX,

Xk = βXk + (1− β)Zk

(18)

□ Convergence Proof
The Equation (18) can be written as:[

Xk

Xu

]
=

[
βAkk βAku

Auk Auu

] [
Xk

Xu

]
+

[
(1− β)Zk

0

]
(19)

Let

K =

[
βAkk βAku

Auk Auu

]
, C =

[
(1− β)Zk

0

]
(20)

Here β ∈ [0, 1), then 0 ≤ K ≤ Ã elementwise and K ̸= Ã.
According to Section III D in this paper, ρ(K) < 1, Equation
(23) converges. This completes the proof. ■

B. Proof of Virtual Edges

Statement 1: presents the optimization loss for Virtual
Edges, to ensure robust connectivity in the attribute-missing
graph.

Define:

I0k = diag({λ1, λ2, · · · , λN}), λi =

{
1 if i ∈ Vk
0 otherwise

(21)

Then:

∇L(X) = 0

=⇒ I0k(LX+ θL1X) = 0

=⇒ I0k

[
(1 + θ)X− (Ã+ θÃ1)X

]
= 0

=⇒ I0k

[
(1 + θ)X− ÃX− θ(

1

N − 1
JN×N −

1

N − 1
I)X

]
= 0

=⇒ I0k

[
(1 + θ)X− ÃX− θ(

N

N − 1
X− 1

N − 1
X)

]
= 0

=⇒ I0k

[
(1 + θ +

θ

N − 1
)X− (ÃX+ θ

N

N − 1
X)

]
= 0

=⇒ I0k

[
X− N − 1

N + θN − 1
ÃX− θN

N + θN − 1
X

]
= 0

=⇒ I0k

[
X− αÃX− (1− α)X

]
= 0

(22)
So: {

X = αÃX+ (1− α)X

Xk = Zk

(23)

□ Convergence Proof
Let:

B = αÃ+ (1− α)
1

N
J (24)

where J is an all-ones matrix, ρ( 1
N J) = 1. So B is a strongly

connected matrix. According to ρ(Ã) ≤ 1, ρ(B) ≤ 1. Equation
(23) can be written as:

X =

[
0 0

Buk Buu

]
X+

[
Zk

0

]
(25)

Let:

K =

[
0 0

Buk Buu

]
C =

[
Zk

0

]
(26)

Then 0 ≤ K ≤ B elementwise and K ̸= B. According to
Section III D in this paper, ρ(K) < 1, Equation (23) converges.
This completes the proof. ■

From the above proofs, our ARB can be simplified into two
forms, represented by Equations (23) and (18), each tailored to
different graph structures. The hyperparameters α and β are not
set based on intuition but are derived through the optimization
equation. Moreover, when both are set to 1, ARB degenerates
into FP.


