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ABSTRACT

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have established themselves as the preferred methodology in a mul-
titude of domains, ranging from computer vision to computational biology, especially in contexts
where data inherently conform to graph structures. While many existing methods have endeavored
to model GNNs using various techniques, a prevalent challenge they grapple with is the issue of over-
smoothing. This paper presents new Graph Neural Network models that incorporate two first-order
Partial Differential Equations (PDEs). These models do not increase complexity but effectively miti-
gate the over-smoothing problem. Our experimental findings highlight the capacity of our new PDE
model to achieve comparable results with higher-order PDE models and fix the over-smoothing prob-
lem up to 64 layers. These results underscore the adaptability and versatility of GNNs, indicating
that unconventional approaches can yield outcomes on par with established techniques.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, there has been a great demand for the classification and analysis of complex data such as images [1, 2],
citation networks, molecular graphs [3, 4, 5], and social networks [6]. Graphs with nodes representing entities and
edges representing relationships express these network relationships most effectively. Nevertheless, the networks in
real life are intricate, hence how to extract valuable information from these graphs is a challenge.

One of the significant limitations of traditional Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) methods is the over-smoothing prob-
lem [7, 8, 9]. It is caused by multiple layers of graph convolutions applied in the GNN model: after the information
propagates through several layers the representations tend to become indistinguishable [10, 11]. It results in the blend-
ing of node and edge features and lessens expressive strength. Some existing methods have explored strategies to
alleviate or overcome this challenge [9, 12, 13].

2 Related Work

Among the existing methods for GNN, Graph Convolution Network (GCN) models are used most frequently. GCN
was first proposed by Bruna et al. [14], which considers spectral convolutions on graphs. The polynomial of the Lapla-

∗Note: This work was performed for an undergraduate research project from May to August 2023.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2404.03081v1


cian operator acting as the spectral convolution operator is a key consideration in the GCN methods outlined in [15, 16].
The general GCN model structure includes four main components: activation function σ(·); propagation operator P;
feature matrix at lth layer F(l) ∈ R

N×Dl , and layer-specific trainable weight matrix W
(l) ∈ R

Dl×Dl+1[16].

F
(l+1) = σ

(

PF
(l)
W

(l)
)

. (1)

Here, P = D̃
−

1
2 ÃD̃

−
1
2 with degree matrix D ∈ R

N×N and adjacency matrix A ∈ R
N×N , and Ã = A+ IN , D̃ =

D+ IN are the adjacency and degree matrix with self-loops on the original graph. IN ∈ R
N×N is the identity matrix.

The formula presented above is based on the non-negative smoothing operator P, which results in increasingly indis-
tinguishable features as the layer count increases. To address this issue, Eliasof et al. proposed an innovative solution
by introducing a trainable propagation parameter ω to weigh each layer [12]. However, despite the improvement in
GNN results for various tasks like node classification, these improved GNNs still face limitations in their applicability.
For instance, a model that performs exceptionally well in node classification may yield poor results in shape corre-
spondence problems [7, 12]. This problem of restricted applicability arises partly due to the lack of robust theoretical
support for GCN-based graph neural networks.

In recent years, attention has turned towards Partial Differential Equation (PDE)-based convolutional neural networks
for graph neural networks, offering promising avenues for improvement [17]. PDE models, commonly used in com-
puter vision and constructing neural networks, have been adapted to devise notable models for graph neural networks
[17, 18, 19]. The underlying concept is to view the graph neural network as a discretization of a dynamic system
governed by differential equations, where each layer represents a progressive time step from the previous one, and
the step size can be treated as a trainable parameter. By employing forward Euler discretization in time, it becomes
feasible to discretize the parabolic forward propagation effectively. Existing methods have successfully adapted hy-
perbolic and diffusive second-order PDEs [13] for use in GNNs. These methods utilize a trainable parameter α to
control the weighting between the two PDEs. As a result, they have achieved significantly improved results in both
node classification tasks and shape correspondence tasks. The combination of these two PDEs allows the model to
automatically select the most suitable PDE for different scenarios, enhancing the overall performance and versatility
of the GNN. The main goal of the current paper is to explore the relevance of first-order PDEs. Notably, a recent study
by Eliasof et al. [20] introduced an advection-based GNN model that incorporates an advection equation, as well as
diffusion and reaction components, in their investigation of spatiotemporal node forecasting problems, coinciding with
the time of our research.

3 Method

Existing methods have almost exclusively focused on second-order PDEs within their models, with first-order PDEs
remaining unexplored until recently. Our objective is to incorporate first-order PDEs into our framework and assess
their effectiveness. First-order PDEs, such as the linear advection equation and the nonlinear Burgers equation, offer
several advantages in the context of GNNs. A first advantage is that first-order PDEs are often simpler to implement
and computationally more efficient compared to higher-order PDEs. They involve only first derivatives with respect
to space or time, which can lead to more straightforward numerical schemes. Second, first-order PDEs often involve
conservation laws, which can help ensure that important quantities (e.g., mass, energy, momentum) are conserved
during simulations. This is crucial for maintaining physical realism in simulations and predictions. In this paper, we
will integrate two first-order PDE models, namely the advection and Burgers equations, into GNNs for examination
and evaluation.

3.1 Advection Model

The advection equation, as cited in [21], stands as a quintessential example of a first-order hyperbolic PDE frequently
harnessed in fluid dynamics modeling. The general formulation for the linear advection equation in two spatial dimen-
sions is expressed as Equation 2:

ut + aux + buy = 0. (2)

Here, u represents the quantity being transported, and t represents time, ut is the partial derivative of u with respect to
time, while a and b are constants that affect the rate of change of u with respect to the horizontal and vertical direction
respectively. The Advection equation models how u changes as time progresses. Within the framework of GCNs, we
let this advection equation undergo a transformation. It adapts to the dynamic context of graph structures illustrating
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how information flows across the nodes of a graph. The integration of the advection equation into GCNs may offer
some advantages.

First and foremost, the advection equation may emerge as an adept guardian of spatial information, surpassing its
diffusion-based counterparts like the heat equation. In the realm of information propagation, it excels at preserving
sharp, localized features [22]. The GCN may benefit from this characteristic, ensuring that pertinent spatial nuances
remain intact throughout the dissemination process.

Second, as a first-order PDE, the advection equation may help with the over-smoothing predicament that is often en-
countered in higher-order PDEs. It produces a controlled flow of information while safeguarding the unique identities
of individual nodes. Consequently, even in the depths of intricate GCN architectures, the risk of information loss is
curtailed.

Last but not least, the advection equation’s remarkable simplicity makes the model easier to implement. The advection
equation involves a simple first-order derivative. This simplicity significantly reduces the complexity of implementing
the model within a GNN framework, making it accessible to a broad range of researchers and practitioners.

The adoption of the advection equation in our model is further informed by discretizing equation 2 on a 2D regular
grid and transforming this to a graph with n nodes and m edges.

ul+1
ij − ul

ij

∆t
+∇ · (a, b)ul = 0 (3)

ul+1
− ul = −hσ(GTATulKl) (4)

Equation 4 emerges as a result of the forward Euler discretization technique, offering practical applicability to the
evolving dynamics of graph-based information diffusion. Here, ul ∈ R

n×d denotes the node features residing within
layer l, h is the hyperparameter reflecting the discretization step size, and Kl ∈ R

d×d embodies the 1× 1 convolution
kernel positioned at layer l. Notably, ReLU is used as the activation function σ in our experimental setup. Furthermore,
the averaging operator AT , with dimension m×n, executes a pivotal role in the conversion of node features from their
intrinsic node-centric space to a broader edge-centric perspective by averaging [13]. Finally, G ∈ R

n×m is the graph
incidence matrix, and left multiplication by GT encodes the divergence operator on the graph.

This amalgamation of mathematical principles and adaptable techniques characterizes the innovation driving our
model, extending the horizons of graph-based machine learning.

3.2 Burgers Equation

Similar to the advection model, the introduction of the nonlinear Burgers equation into the framework of GNN presents
an approach to use the inherent characteristics of this first-order partial differential equation to augment the perfor-
mance of graph-based models. The Burgers equation models the behaviors of fluid flow and the formation of shock-
waves. Equation 5, the Burgers equation, encapsulates these dynamics:

ut + (u2/2)x = 0. (5)

Here, u represents the velocity of the fluid or the quantity being transported. In the context of fluid dynamics, it
represents the fluid’s velocity in the x-direction. To integrate this equation into the GNN paradigm, we employ a
forward Euler discretization technique applied to Equation 5, yielding Equation 6. This discretization process allows
us to adapt Burgers equation to the dynamic landscape of evolving graphs, where node quantities evolve over time:

ul+1 − ul

h
+

1

2
GTAT (ulKl ⊙ ulKl) = 0. (6)

Here, ul denotes the node feature within layer l, and the hyperparameter h corresponds to the step size applied during
the discretization process. Furthermore, Kl represents the 1 × 1 convolution kernel at layer l, while AT represents a
m × n averaging operator that plays a pivotal role in transforming the node features from the individual nodes to the
edge space.

The use of the element-wise multiplication operator (⊙) signifies the element-wise multiplication of the node feature
matrices, reflecting the interplay of these components within the context of our adapted Burgers equation. On the other
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hand, this elementwise square function also makes the model nonlinear. Hence a nonlinear activation function is no
longer needed in this model.

This adaptation uses a model from fluid dynamics in GNNs, endowing our model with a different capability to capture
and predict dynamic changes in complex networks.

3.3 Mixing models

We have integrated elements from diffusion and wave equations into our advection model. Drawing inspiration from
Eliasof et al. [13], we have introduced a trainable parameter, denoted as α. This parameter holds the key to dynamically
selecting the most suitable model, whether it is based on advection, diffusion, or wave dynamics, depending on the
specific characteristics of the problem at hand.

The nonlinear diffusion equation 7, and the wave equation 8 are two building blocks for this adaptive framework:

ul+1 = ul
− hGTσ(GulKl)K

T
l , (7)

ul+1 = 2ul
− ul−1

− h2GTσ(GulKl)K
T
l . (8)

The innovation lies in our ability to blend these equations with our linear advection equation, leading to the two mixed
dynamics expressed as Equations 9 and 10:

ul+1
− ul = −(1− α)h2GTσ(DDGulKl)K

T
l − hαGTσ(DWATulKl), (9)

(1 − α)(ul+1
− 2ul + ul−1) + α(ul+1

− ul) = −(1− α)h2GTσ(DDGulKl)K
T
l − hαGTσ(DWATulKl). (10)

Here, α is a dynamic parameter, subject to training during the model’s learning process, with a range between 0 and 1.
This parameter orchestrates the fusion of advection, diffusion, and wave dynamics, ensuring that the model adaptively
selects the most suitable mechanism for the specific problem under consideration.

Moreover, we have also introduced trainable diagonal weighting parameters, D, somewhat similar to the methodology
established in [12]. This edge-wise parameter plays a pivotal role in modulating the propagation and diffusion oper-
ators, further enhancing the model’s adaptability and its ability to effectively capture the underlying dynamics of the
data. The incorporation of the parameter D in the second-order operators introduces anisotropic diffusion, and in the
first-order operator, it models the wave speed along the edge. Anisotropic diffusion and varying edge-directed wave
speed, in this context, allow the model to capture and leverage directional dependencies within the graph structure, en-
abling more accurate and contextually relevant diffusion and propagation, ultimately enhancing performance in tasks
where understanding the diffusion and flow of information along specific edges or connections is pivotal for achieving
superior results in graph neural networks.

In our experimentation and analysis, we anticipate that the diffusion mixing, owing to its anisotropic diffusion proper-
ties, will excel in scenarios such as node classification tasks, where preserving the local spatial information is crucial.
By adopting this approach, we aim to transcend the limitations of traditional fixed models and pave the way for dy-
namic graph analysis that tailors its behavior to the idiosyncrasies of each problem it encounters. We denote the
advection and diffusion model in equation 9 as AD and the advection wave mixing model in equation 10 as AW.

4 Experiments

In this section, we will delve into the experimental phase, where the capabilities of our proposed models across three
distinct problems are assessed: semi-supervised node classification, fully-supervised node classification inspired by
the work of London et al. [23], and the challenging 3D shape correspondence task, as motivated by Wu et al. [24], see
also [13].

For semi-supervised node classification, the conventional approach has long favored diffusion models as the primary
mechanism, aiming to preserve localized features and spatial information, which are often of paramount importance in
node-classification problems. Consequently, the fusion of diffusion dynamics with advection is posited in our model
of equation 9, since it is expected to outperform other alternatives.

Conversely, in the context of the dense shape correspondence problem, the prevailing wisdom dictates a departure
from traditional smoothing processes [13]. Unlike node classification, this problem benefits from the retention of raw,
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unaltered data, since the intricate details are crucial. Therefore, the wave equation is anticipated, when integrated with
the advection equation, to exhibit superior performance. This conjecture arises from the intrinsic nature of the wave
equation, which is adept at propagating, high-fidelity information, harmonizing with the demands of the dense shape
correspondence task.

For all experiments, we followed the architecture presented in [13]. For semi and fully-supervised node classification,
we used the architecture in Table 4. For dense shape correspondence, we used the architecture in Table 5.

Dataset Cora Cite. Pubm. Cham.
Classes 7 6 3 5
Node 2,708 3,327 19,717 2,277
Edge 5,429 4,732 44,338 36,101
Features 1,433 3,703 500 2,325

Table 1: Statistics of datasets used in semi-and fully supervised node-classification experiments.

4.1 Semi-supervised node-classification

For the semi-supervised node classification task, we evaluated the performance of our model across three benchmark
datasets: Cora, CiteSeer, and PubMed [23]. To maintain consistency with established practices [25], we adopted the
standard training/validation/testing split for all three datasets, featuring 20 nodes per class for training, 500 nodes for
validation, and 1,000 nodes for testing. The statistics are presented in table 1. The main purpose of the validation set
is to provide an unbiased evaluation of a model fit while tuning hyperparameters and preventing overfitting. The best
parameters are presented in table 2. We executed our experiments following the training protocol outlined in [7].

Our findings, as shown in Table 6, illuminate several key insights. Most notably, we observed that our advection
and combined models effectively mitigated the over-smoothing problem, as evidenced by the sustained accuracy with
increasing layers. This underscores the efficacy of the approach in preserving crucial local information.

Moreover, in line with our expectations, the advection and diffusion mixing model outperformed its counterpart, the
advection and wave mixing model. Although our models fall short of achieving the same level of accuracy as previous
methods, we posit that this disparity can be attributed to the common understanding that diffusion models are more
optimal approaches for node classification tasks and advection processes are not beneficial in this context.

Dataset Loss LR WD Channels Dropout h
Cora Relu 4.6× 10−5 1.2× 10−4 64 0.5 0.6
Cite Relu 1.0× 10−5 8.1× 10−3 256 0.7 0.3
Pubm Relu 2.4× 10−5 1.2× 10−4 256 0.6 0.7

Table 2: Semi-Supervised classification hyper-parameters

4.2 Fully-supervised node-classification

In accordance with the methodology established by Pei et al. in their work on Geometric Graph Convolutional Net-
works ([26]), we conducted our experiments on four distinct datasets, namely Cora, CiteSeer, PubMed, and Chameleon.
To maintain consistency, we adhered to the identical data partitioning scheme, allocating 60% of the data for training,
20% for validation, and the remaining 20% for testing. Furthermore, to ensure the robustness of our findings, we
adopted the practice of averaging performance metrics over 10 random data splits, as previously recommended by Pei
et al. ([26]).

To optimize our model’s hyperparameters across varying depths, we conducted an exhaustive grid search, the best
parameters are presented in table 3. The results of our models are summarized in Table 7. Our analysis indicates
that our approach yields comparable performance to existing methods, suggesting the efficacy of our methodology in
addressing the specific task at hand.

4.3 Dense Shape Correspondence

Within the realm of hyperbolic dynamics, the pursuit of identifying dense correspondences between shapes represents
a well-established avenue of exploration. This pursuit is primarily driven by our interest in modeling localized motion
dynamics. In essence, the task of unearthing these correspondences among shapes closely mirrors the endeavor to
understand how one shape can be systematically mapped onto another through a transformation process.
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Dataset Loss LR WD Channels Dropout h
Cora Relu 2.3× 10−5 1× 10−4 64 0.5 0.2
Cite Relu 2.1× 10−4 1.1× 10−4 64 0.6 0.3
Pubm Relu 4.3× 10−5 2.6× 10−4 64 0.5 0.4
Cham Relu 8× 10−4 9.2× 10−5 64 0.6 0.5

Table 3: Fully-Supervised classification hyper-parameters

Input Size Layer Output Size
n× cin 1× 1 droupout n× cin
n× cin 1× 1 convolution n× c
n× c Relu n× c
n× c Advection/Burgers Block n× c
n× c 1× 1 droupout n× c
n× c 1× 1 convolution n× cout

Table 4: Architecture used for semi-and fully-supervised node classification

To facilitate this investigation, we make use of the FAUST dataset, as initially introduced by Bogo et al. [27]. This
dataset encompasses ten distinct human shapes, each scanned in ten different poses, culminating in a total of 6,890
nodes per individual per pose In accordance with the data partitioning methodology prescribed by Monti et al. [1], we
designate the initial 80 subjects for the purpose of training, reserving the remaining 20 subjects for the testing phase.
In our pursuit, we have adopted the training and testing methods outlined in the work of Eliasof et al. [13].

The results of our experiment are presented in Table 8. We can notice that the wave mixing model consistently
outperforms the diffusion mixing model, aligning with our expectations. Although our findings align with those of
other researchers, indicating the efficacy of our approach for this particular task, it is important to acknowledge the
challenge posed by surpassing existing methods, which have achieved an accuracy level of 99.9%.

Input Size Layer Output Size
n× 4 1× 1 convolution n× c
n× c Relu n× c
n× c Advection/Burgers Block n× c
n× c 1× 1 convolution n× c
n× c Relu n× c
n× c 1× 1 convolution n× 512
n× 512 ELU n× 512
n× 512 Fully-connected n× n

Table 5: Architecture used for dense shape correspondence.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we have introduced a novel approach by formulating a first-order PDE model for GNNs. Our motivation
was to explore alternative avenues for enhancing GNNs’ interpretability and performance and reducing their complex-
ity. We rigorously tested our proposed model against existing methods, seeking to uncover any potential advantages.

Surprisingly, our results demonstrated an intriguing similarity in performance with second-order PDEs. This suggests
that our first-order PDE model can indeed rival established methods in terms of predictive accuracy and effectiveness.

This study underscores the versatility and adaptability of GNNs, suggesting that even unconventional approaches, such
as our first-order PDE models, can achieve comparable results.

In summary, our research introduces new PDE-based models for Graph Neural Networks. We recognize that there
is room for further refinement and optimization to enhance performance, an avenue we intend to explore in future re-
search endeavors. Our method shows that new models can match established techniques. This study encourages further
exploration of unconventional approaches to advance GNNs and enhance our understanding of their capabilities.
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Table 6: Semi-supervised node classification accuracy (%). The best results in each method are bolded.

Layers

Dataset Method 2 4 8 16 32 64

Cora

GCN 81.1 80.4 69.5 64.9 60.3 28.7
GCN(Drop) 82.8 82.0 75.8 75.7 62.5 49.5

GCNII 82.2 82.6 84.2 84.6 85.4 85.5
GCNII* 80.2 82.3 82.8 83.5 84.9 85.3

PDE-GCN(Diffusion) 82.0 83.6 84.0 84.2 84.3 84.3

Advection 70.10 71.1 72.1 71.3 72.3 73.1
Burgers 71.10 70.1 72.3 70.0 72.4 73.1

Mix(AD) 77.2 78.1 77.1 78.3 78.6 80.1
Mix(AW) 76.3 75.3 76.2 74.0 74.3 72.9

Citeseer

GCN 70.8 67.6 30.2 18.3 25.0 20.0
GCN (Drop) 72.3 70.6 61.4 57.2 41.6 34.4

GCNII 68.2 68.8 70.6 72.9 73.4 73.4
GCNII* 66.1 66.7 70.6 72.0 73.2 73.1

PDE-GCN(Diffusion) 74.6 75.0 75.2 75.5 75.6 75.5

Advection 74.3 72.4 75.1 75.0 72.3 75.6
Burgers 72.3 71.1 74.3 72.4 71.4 74.3

Mix(AD) 73.10 74.2 75.2 75.0 75.3 75.5
Mix(AW) 72.2 72.5 72.8 73.1 73.3 74.1

Pubmed

GCN 79.0 76.5 61.2 40.9 22.4 35.3
GCN (Drop) 79.6 79.4 78.1 78.5 77.0 61.5

GCNII 78.2 78.8 79.3 80.2 79.8 79.7
GCNII* 77.7 78.2 78.8 80.3 79.8 80.1

PDE-GCN(Diffusion) 79.3 80.6 80.1 80.4 80.2 80.3

Advection 70.10 71.1 72.1 71.3 72.3 73.1
Burgers 71.10 70.1 72.3 70.0 73.1 72.4

Mix(AD) 77.2 77.8 78.3 79.9 78.73 79.1
Mix(AW) 76.5 77.1 76.6 77.3 78.3 76.1

Method Cora Cite. Pubm. Cham.
GCN 85.77 73.68 88.13 28.18
GAT 86.37 74.32 87.62 42.93
Geom-GCN 85.19 77.99 90.05 60.31
APPNP 87.87 76.53 89.40 54.30
Incep (Drop) 86.86(8) 76.83(8) 89.18(4) 61.71(8)
GCNII 88.49(64) 77.08(64) 89.57(64) 60.61(8)
GCNII II 88.01(64) 77.13(64) 90.30(64) 62.48(8)
PDE-GCN (Diffusion) 88.51(16) 78.36(64) 89.6(64) 64.12(8)
PDE-GCN (Wave) 87.71(32) 78.13(16) 89.16(16) 61.57(64)
PDE-GCN (Mixing) 88.60(16) 78.48(32) 89.93(16) 66.01(16)
Advection 77.47(32) 76.45(64) 87.23(64) 60.42(32)
Burgers 78.60(32) 75.76(64) 88.68(64) 64.34(32)
Mix(AD) 79.92(64) 77.65(64) 89.98(32) 65.89(16)
Mix (AW) 77.54(32) 77.89(64) 87.16(64) 60.29(32)

Table 7: Fully-supervised node classification accuracy (%). The best results in each dataset are bolded.
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Method FAUST
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Table 8: Dense Shape Correspondence (%). The best results in others’ methods and our methods are bolded.
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