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Abstract

Learning from longitudinal electronic health
records is limited if it does not capture the
temporal trajectories of the patient’s state
in a clinical setting. Graph models allow
us to capture the hidden dependencies of
the multivariate time-series when the graphs
are constructed in a similar dynamic man-
ner. Previous dynamic graph models re-
quire a pre-defined and/or static graph struc-
ture, which is unknown in most cases, or
they only capture the spatial relations be-
tween the features. Furthermore in health-
care, the interpretability of the model is
an essential requirement to build trust with
clinicians. In addition to previously pro-
posed attention mechanisms, there has not
been an interpretable dynamic graph frame-
work for data from multivariate electronic
health records (EHRs). Here, we propose
DynaGraph, an end-to-end interpretable con-
trastive graph model that learns the dy-
namics of multivariate time-series EHRs as
part of optimisation. We validate our model
in four real-world clinical datasets, ranging
from primary care to secondary care set-
tings with broad demographics, in challeng-
ing settings where tasks are imbalanced and
multi-labelled. Compared to state-of-the-art
models, DynaGraph achieves significant im-
provements in balanced accuracy and sen-
sitivity over the nearest complex competi-
tors in time-series or dynamic graph mod-
elling across three ICU and one primary care
datasets. Through a pseudo-attention ap-
proach to graph construction, our model also
indicates the importance of clinical covariates
over time, providing means for clinical vali-
dation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The increasing availability of electronic health records
(EHRs) and time-series data offers unprecedented op-
portunities to assist clinicians in diagnosing diseases
and predicting patient outcomes, ultimately improv-
ing treatment plans (Siontis et al., 2021; Smith et al.,
2014; Shamout et al., 2020). However, robustly mod-
elling EHRs requires addressing significant challenges,
including noisy, sparse, irregularly sampled, and com-
plex multivariate time-series data, while simultane-
ously predicting multiple outcomes. Beyond handling
these complexities, interpretability is critical, as clini-
cian trust in model predictions is essential to influence
treatment decisions (Lauritsen et al., 2020).

Traditional classification methods rely on manual fea-
ture extraction, which is limited by domain expertise
and time constraints. Deep learning approaches, such
as long- and short-term memory (LSTM) networks,
gated recurrent units (GRUs), transformers, and
temporal convolutional networks, have been widely
adopted to automatically extract temporal patterns
from EHRs for tasks such as risk prediction, pheno-
typing, and clustering (Duffy et al., 2022; Lee and
Van Der Schaar, 2020; Aguiar et al., 2022; Rafiei et al.,
2021; Tan et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020; Kok et al., 2020).
However, these methods often fail to explicitly capture
hidden dependencies between multivariate time-series
or model the intricate spatial and temporal interde-
pendencies (Duan et al., 2022; Fan et al., 2025).

Graph representation learning offers a promising so-
lution by modelling these dependencies through dy-
namic graph structures. Recent approaches in tempo-
ral graph learning, such as sequence-based models and
graph neural networks (GNNs), often rely on prede-
fined graph structures, limiting their ability to capture
evolving relationships in EHR data (Wang and Aste,
2022; Bogaerts et al., 2020; Rocheteau et al., 2021;
Zhou et al., 2020; Huang et al., 2023). Spatio-temporal
GNNs, which integrate spatial and temporal informa-
tion, have shown potential but are constrained by their
reliance on static or manually constructed graphs (Han
et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2023). We propose constructing
dynamic, adaptive graph structures that learn spatio-

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

22
25

7v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 2

8 
M

ar
 2

02
5



Munib Mesinovic1, Soheila Molaei1, Peter Watkinson2, Tingting Zhu1

temporal representations through information propa-
gation and node/edge completion to address these lim-
itations. Our approach aggregates temporal embed-
dings from sequential modules with learnable graph
matrices, capturing feature correlations over time. Ad-
ditionally, we introduce a pseudo-attention mechanism
during graph construction to focus on the most impor-
tant temporal patterns, enabling the model to learn
meaningful representations without assuming a prede-
fined graph structure.

In this work, we present DynaGraph, a contrastive,
interpretable dynamic graph model designed for chal-
lenging multi-label imbalanced prediction settings for
multivariate EHR time-series data. DynaGraph ad-
vances the state-of-the-art by:

• Introducing a novel spatio-temporal graph ap-
proach that combines sequential embeddings,
information propagation, and pseudo-attention.
Our model dynamically constructs graphs with-
out predefined structure or constraints to capture
hidden dependencies in multivariate time-series.

• Combining interpretable dynamic graph learning,
temporal recurrence, and variational graph learn-
ing into a unified end-to-end framework for joint
optimisation, ensuring robust predictive perfor-
mance.

• Proposing an intuitive interpretability mechanism
for learning dynamic graph representation, en-
abling time-resolved feature importance analysis.

• Exploring a novel graph augmentation strategy
coupled with contrastive loss to enhance predic-
tion performance.

• Combining focal and structural losses to stabilise
dynamic graph learning in time-series imbalanced
multi-label settings.

We evaluated DynaGraph in four real-world healthcare
datasets from the secondary ICU and primary care set-
tings, demonstrating superior performance over state-
of-the-art methods in broad EHR time-series tasks, as
well as dynamic graph models. Our results highlight
the model’s potential for clinical applications, partic-
ularly in settings requiring interpretability and robust
performance on imbalanced tasks.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Multivariate EHR Time-Series
Classification

Multivariate time-series classification in electronic
health records (EHRs) presents unique challenges due

to the high dimensionality, irregular sampling, and in-
herent missingness of the data. Traditional approaches
often rely on recurrent neural networks (RNNs), such
as LSTMs and GRUs, which have been widely applied
to EHR tasks (Harutyunyan et al., 2019; Sheikhal-
ishahi et al., 2019). Transformer-based architectures
have emerged as powerful alternatives, demonstrat-
ing improved performance in capturing long-range de-
pendencies and complex temporal patterns in EHR
datasets (Wang et al., 2022; Luo et al., 2023). Spe-
cialised models, such as T-LSTM, RETAIN, and BiT-
MAC, have also been proposed, extending these archi-
tectures to better handle the unique characteristics of
the EHR data (Baytas et al., 2017; Choi et al., 2016;
Wang et al., 2023). In particular, Medformer intro-
duced a patching transformer designed to capture in-
tricate temporal dynamics in multivariate time-series
(Wang et al., 2024). However, these methods often
fail to explicitly model inter-feature dependencies or
address the pervasive issue of missing data. Further-
more, extending these approaches to multi-label classi-
fication, where patients may experience multiple con-
current outcomes, remains a significant challenge, as
most models are designed for single-label tasks.

2.2 Graph Neural Networks

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) offer a promising
framework to address these limitations by explicitly
modelling structural dependencies between time-series
features, even in the presence of missing data (Wu
et al., 2020; Bai et al., 2020). In GNNs, node repre-
sentations are transformed and aggregated with their
neighbours, allowing the capture of complex depen-
dencies across features and time steps (Xu et al.,
2021). By representing each time-series as a node in
a graph, GNNs can effectively model spatial-temporal
relationships. Popular variants, such as Graph Convo-
lutional Networks (GCNs), Graph Attention Networks
(GATs), and GraphSAGE, introduce different mecha-
nisms for node transformation and neighbourhood ag-
gregation (Kipf and Welling, 2016; Veličković et al.,
2017; Hamilton et al., 2017). However, these methods
typically require a predefined graph structure, which
is often unavailable in real-world scenarios, limiting
their applicability. Moreover, these approaches lack
interpretability and are constrained by their reliance
on static graph structures. Here, interpretability refers
to the ability to establish clear associations between
time-series features and model predictions.

Spatio-temporal GNNs extend this paradigm by cap-
turing spatial dependencies through graph convolu-
tions and temporal dependencies via recurrent neu-
ral networks or temporal convolutions. However, ex-
isting models, such as STFGNN and TAGNet, are
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limited by their reliance on predefined graph struc-
tures, which can hinder their ability to capture intrin-
sic data dynamics (Li and Zhu, 2021; Wang and Liu,
2020). SimTSC addresses some of these limitations
by leveraging Dynamic Time Warping to model pair-
wise feature similarities, improving time-series classi-
fication through similarity patterns across time points
and features (Zha et al., 2022). However, it still relies
on predefined graph structures and DTW constraints.
TodyNet, while addressing some of these constraints,
suffers from computational inefficiency, limited tempo-
ral embedding capabilities, and lack of interpretabil-
ity (Liu et al., 2023). MedGNN proposes a multi-
resolution approach to non-EHR multichannel time-
series such as EEGs and ECGs, where the graphs are
pre-defined by embeddings from channel-wise convo-
lutions, similar to TodyNet, and do not address the
interpretability challenge (Fan et al., 2025).

In this work, we propose a novel spatio-temporal
graph modelling framework that dynamically con-
structs graph representations directly from complex,
heterogeneous multivariate time-series in an end-to-
end manner. Our approach addresses the limitations
of predefined graph structures, enhances interpretabil-
ity, and adapts to challenging multi-label imbalanced
classification scenarios, offering a significant advance-
ment over existing methods in the literature.

3 Data

We evaluated our proposed framework on four publicly
available longitudinal electronic health record (EHR)
datasets that include both ICU and primary care set-
tings. The MIMIC-III v1.4 ICU dataset comprises
53,423 distinct hospital admissions (Johnson et al.,
2016). Following the preprocessing pipeline proposed
by (Wang et al., 2020), we extract a subcohort of
17,279 patients, each characterised by static variables
(age and sex) and 42 laboratory measurements in time-
series. The prediction tasks include ten binary clas-
sification outcomes: ICU mortality (7.65% positive
cases), hospital mortality (9.65%), 30-day readmission
(2.19%), shock (7.57%), acute cerebrovascular disease
(8.99%), acute myocardial infarction (10.26%), car-
diac dysrhythmias (32.60%), chronic kidney disease
(12.14%), chronic obstructive pulmonary disease and
bronchiectasis (11.82%), and congestive heart failure
(24.15%). The eICU Collaborative Research Database
is a multi-centre ICU dataset containing over 200,859
patient unit encounters from 139,367 unique patients
across 335 ICUs in 208 hospitals in the United States
(Pollard et al., 2018). We focus on a subset of heart
attack patients admitted to critical care units, such as
the coronary care unit (CCU), who were monitored
for potential complications. Among these patients,

16.00% developed at least one of the following compli-
cations: peripheral vascular disease (1.10%), heart fail-
ure (10.26%), atrial fibrillation (28.49%), arrhythmias
(23.14%), or death (12.00%) (Elbadawi et al., 2019).
The HiRID-ICU dataset includes more than 33,000 pa-
tient admissions to an intensive care unit. We used the
imputed staging dataset provided by the original in-
vestigators, with prediction tasks that focused on ICU
mortality (8.39%), respiratory failure (38.12%), and
circulatory failure (3.10%) (Hyland et al., 2020; Yèche
et al., 2021). EHRSHOT is based on primary care data
from the Stanford Medicine Research Data Repository
and Stanford Health Care of 6,739 patients (Wornow
et al., 2024). After removing patients with fewer than
24 time-stamped measurements, no time-series vital
signs or laboratory values, outliers, and no missing la-
bels of interest, 2,378 remain. Our labels include the
first occurrence of heart attack (9.52%), lupus (5.73%),
celiac disease (3.45%), pancreatic cancer (9.30%), hy-
perlipidemia (14.84%), and hypertension (16.39%) af-
ter 1 year post-discharge.

For all datasets, we divide the data into training, val-
idation, and test sets based on patient IDs, using an
8: 1: 1 ratio. Additional details on preprocessing are
provided in Supplementary Section 1.

4 METHODS

4.1 Dynamic Graph Construction

Figure 1 shows the overall framework of DynaGraph.
Input is defined as a collection of multivariate time-
series measurements for N patients. A patients is
then described by X = {x1, x2, . . . , xd} ∈ Rd×l with
d features of length l. Given a group of m patients
X = {X1, X2, . . . , Xm} ∈ Rm×d×l, their correspond-
ing labels Y = {y1, y2, . . . , ym} mean y is a prede-
fined class vector of binary labels for each patient, and
m ∈ N∗. The final graph construction consists of three
components:

Graph Construction Through Information
Propagation. We dissect the time-series into s
equal-sized time-windows T = [t1, t2, . . . , ts], X now
becomes X ∈ Rd×l×s, where the first window t1 is
used to construct an initial static graph representation
with nodes representing the time-series features and
the edges the hidden associations between the features.
The graph representation is captured in an adjacency
matrix with the rows and columns corresponding to
the features and nodes, respectively. All elements of
the adjacency matrix are learnable parameters in the
model, initialised randomly. Each node is assigned
two values, the source and target nodes. We generate
vectors Θ and Ψ with length d (number of features)
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Figure 1: Our DynaGraph model framework. The multivariate time-series x1, x2, . . . , xd are divided into s equal-
length time windows t1, t2, . . . , ts. A: Each window t1, t2, . . . , ts has a corresponding feature matrix represented
by a dynamic graph A1, A2, . . . , As, whose adjacency matrices are learnable through information propagation.
The node and edge vectors of the previous graph slice, θt−1, ψt−1, respectively, inform the corresponding nodes
and edges of the next graph slice θt, ψt. The connection (expressed as dotted lines) from node to node between
graph slices corresponds to information propagation across time. An embedding matrix from the LSTM output
E1, E2, ..., Es for the same time windows as for the graph construction ensures the pairing between the graphs
and the temporal embeddings. B: The adjacency matrix is paired with an interpretability weight matrix I
whose weights are learnable for every slice with a Hadamard product. The interpretability weights measure the
impact of the different parts of the graph on the final loss Ltotal. The adjacency matrix is also augmented with
graph augmentation techniques for contrastive loss computation, such as shuffling across the s time dimension,
random node masking, and edge perturbations. The adjacency matrix, interpretability matrix, and embeddings
are aggregated to produce the final spatio-temporal graph representation of the multivariate time-series, namely
G1, G2, . . . , Gs. C: Finally, Gs is passed through a VGAE with GINs as the encoder-decoder and its output
graph representation is clustered temporally with CNNs before being flattened for a standard MLP for multi-
label classification.

for each time window t, and all elements are learnable
parameters that are initialised randomly. The initial
adjacency matrix is then the multiplication of these
vectors for a time slot:

A = ΘT ·Ψ ∈ Rd×d (1)

where Θ = [θt,1, θt,2, . . . , θt,d] ,Ψ = [ψt,1, ψt,2, . . . , ψt,d]
represent the random initialization of learnable node
embeddings. The adjacency matrix is made more
sparse to reduce the computational costs by using the
top-k largest values of the adjacency matrix:

idx, idy = argtopk(A[:, , ]) idx ̸= idy

A[−idx,−idy] = 0
(2)

Subsequent time windows are used to construct
dynamic graph representations, aggregated node-wise
through message passing. For each time slot, new
vertices are added to represent features from the

previous time slot, resulting in a set of vertices{
v(t,1), v(t,2), . . . , v(t,D), v(t−1,1), v(t−1,2), . . . , v(t−1,D)

}
.

The edges are directed from previous time vertices
to their counterparts in the current time window,
connecting v(t−1,d) to v(t,d) for d = 1, 2, . . . , D where
D is the total number of features or nodes. Since
the number of features, nodes, or vertices does not
change over time, the new set of nodes is connected
to the previous set, signifying the addition of time
connections in the graph. To prevent an exponen-
tial increase in the number of nodes, new node
embeddings are aggregated, and redundant vertices
are removed. The graph representation is a set of
adjacency matrices A = {A1, A2, . . . , As} ∈ Rd×d×s

with d features or nodes and for s time-windows cap-
turing spatio-temporal patterns in the multivariate
time-series.
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LSTM Embeddings. X ∈ Rd×l×s is also, in paral-
lel, processed by a Long-Short Term Memory (LSTM)
unit to derive an embedding matrix for each time slice,
encapsulated as E = {E1, E2, ..., Es} ∈ Rd×d×s. The
LSTM embeddings help capture the long-term intra-
feature temporal patterns of individual time-series
whereas the graph learns efficient inter-feature corre-
lations in discrete time slices.

Interpretability. We used a paired weight matrix
for each graph with learnable weights that would up-
date itself based on the contribution of each node or
edge of the adjacency matrix to the total loss. The
adjacency matrix of each graph is paired with a uni-
formly initialised weight matrix I of the same dimen-
sion d×d×s whose weights are updated depending on
which node or edge contributes the most to the down-
stream loss computation. This allows us to use the
weights in this matrix as ’pseudo-attention’ weights,
telling us which parts of the adjacency matrix, and
thus the graph, contributed the most to the prediction.
A visualisation of this can be seen in Supplementary
Figure 1 where the learnable weights are paired with
the node columns or features.

We define a set of interpretability weight matrices
I = {I1, I2, . . . , Is} ∈ Rd×d×s on top of the adjacency
matrices for each time slice whose weights are updated
based on the graph nodes or edges contributing to the
loss gradient update. More details are described in
Supplementary Section Graph Isomorphism Network
(GIN) and Interpretability.

The total contribution of a feature (node) v, Iv, is
quantified by combining its direct importance with the
average importance of its connections (edges) to other
nodes. This can be expressed as:

Iv = α · Ivv + (1− α) · Īvu (3)

where α is a balancing parameter. The node and edge
importances are elements in the interpretability matrix
and are computed as follows:

Ivv = ∥∇hv
L∥ (4)

Ivu = ∥∇ev,u
L∥ (5)

where hv denotes the feature vector of node v, ev,u rep-
resents the edge between nodes v and u, and L is the
loss function of the model. Average Edge Importancev
is the average of the gradients for the edges connected
to node v. After iteration, the final values of the im-
portance weights are normalised across all features to
ensure comparability. We show how the interpretabil-
ity weight matrix I converges under certain loss and
learning rate assumptions in Supplementary Section
Graph Isomorphism Network (GIN) and Interpretabil-
ity.

The adjacency, embedding, and interpretability ma-
trices are aggregated for a final graph representation
G:

G(i) =
(
A(i) ∥ I(i) ∥ E(i)

)
(6)

The embeddings are added to the adjacency matri-
ces, and the interpretability weights are multiplied
with a Hadamard product, respectively. This final
representation then captures both the temporal pat-
terns within individual time-series from the LSTM, the
spatio-temporal patterns between time-series features
from the graph construction, and the time-feature im-
portance. Details are described further in Supplemen-
tary Sections 3 and 5.

4.2 Graph Augmentation, Model Training
and Interpretation

We introduce graph augmentations to help our model
generalise and learn temporal variability. We cou-
ple this with a contrastive loss which encourages the
model to capture both spatial (inter-node) and tem-
poral (intra-node) dependencies. This approach is de-
scribed in Supplementary Figure 1 and augmentations
include shuffling along the time axis and perturbing
the adjacency matrix A through node dropping or edge
perturbations, creating an augmented graph pair A+.
A negative sample A− is also created for each original
graph pair A. The augmented and negative samples
are compared to the original graph using cosine simi-
larity, forming the contrastive loss:

Lcontrast = −E

[
log

eSimθ(A,A+)

eSimθ(A,A+) +
∑

A−
eSimθ(A,A−)

]

(7)
Simθ represents the cosine similarity
Simθ (xn,i,xn,j) = x⊤

n,ixn,j/ ∥xn,i∥ ∥xn,j∥ for the
pair of nodes i, j of the nth graph or adjacency matrix
in the minibatch.

To address the class imbalance in multi-label predic-
tion, we employ a focal loss:

Lfocal (ŷ) = −(1− ŷ)γ · log(ŷ), γ ≥ 0 (8)

where the γ parameter accounting for the class weight-
ing is considered as a hyperparameter.

A regularization term penalizes large variations in
node features to preserve smoothness:

Lreg = λ
∑

(i,j)∈E

∥hi − hj∥2 (9)

where λ is a hyperparameter controlling the strength of
the regularization, (i, j) represents an edge connecting
nodes i and j, and hi, hj are the feature representa-
tions of nodes i and j, respectively.
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Additionally, we define a structural similarity loss to
ensure that the learned graph structure remains close
to the original (previous timepoint) structure:

Lstructure = µ


1−

∑
i,j Aij ·A′

ij√∑
i,j A

2
ij ·

√∑
i,j A

′2
ij


 (10)

where A is the original adjacency matrix, A′ is the ad-
jacency matrix after augmentation, and µ is a hyper-
parameter. The structural loss aids in the convergence
of the adjacency matrix throughout learning. The fi-
nal loss is the sum of these losses where the balancing
parameters ϵ, λ, µ, and β are considered as hyperpa-
rameters:

Ltotal = LBCE + αLcontrast + ϵLfocal + λLreg +

µLstructure + βLVGAE

(11)

As described earlier in this section, focal loss is a com-
mon adjustment made in cases of strong class imbal-
ance as in our healthcare scenarios. Contrastive loss
aids in predictive performance by allowing for more di-
verse or augmented representations of the input graphs
in learning downstream tasks. The regularisation loss
term is added to reduce overfitting and stabilise the
loss within bounds. The structural loss ensures that
next time-step graph representations do not deviate
too far from the previous representation to stabilise
the dynamic graphs through time.

After integrating the embeddings with the augmenta-
tions, Gs is passed through a variational graph autoen-
coder (VGAE) whose encoder-decoder structure fol-
lows a GIN architecture. The latent features are graph
representations of the mean and variance vectors, and
further details, as well as on the loss formulation due
to space constraints, can be found in Supplementary
Section VGAE. The output of the VGAE is a graph
reconstruction which is pooled temporally to reduce
the number of nodes with dynamic clustering and de-
crease the computational costs of the training. The
reduced graph is then flattened and passed through a
multilayer perceptron for the final multilabel classifi-
cation.

5 RESULTS

5.1 Models Comparision

We compare DynaGraph with the state-of-the-art
models for time series classification in healthcare.
We looked at two main groups of models drawing
from related recent work: time-series models and dy-
namic graph models. LSTMs, Gates Recurrent Units

(GRUs), Temporal Convolution Networks (TCNs),
Transformers, T-LSTM, RETAIN, and BiT-MAC
were from the first group. The graph models we used
were Graph Convolutional Networks (GCNs), Graph
Attention Networks (GATs), TodyNet, SimTSC, and
MedGNN. We compare these models using metrics
of balanced accuracy (due to high-class imbalance
present in these tasks and cohorts), F1-score (com-
monly used in multi-label settings), and sensitivity to
detect the propensity of these models to identify high-
risk patients. The details of their implementations can
be found in Supplementary Section 1. All experiments
are implemented using PyTorch 3.8 and are performed
on a NVIDIA A100 Tensor Core GPU. The repository
to implement the model can be found here: https://
github.com/munibmesinovic/DynaGraph.git. Ta-
ble 1 presents a comparison of DynaGraph with bench-
mark models across four datasets. As shown, Dy-
naGraph consistently outperforms all other models
across all datasets and various care settings, with the
most notable improvement observed in sensitivity. Us-
ing contrastive and focal losses along with graph aug-
mentations, DynaGraph enhances the detection of pos-
itive cases without compromising specificity, as re-
flected in a comparable F1 score. Furthermore, its
superior balanced accuracy in highly imbalanced sce-
narios highlights not only its accuracy but also its ro-
bustness in handling imbalanced healthcare tasks.

5.2 Model Interpretability

Normalised importance scores, as described in the
Methods section, are visualised in a heatmap (Figure
2), providing a time-resolved representation of the sig-
nificance of the features. Corresponding interpretabil-
ity weights for each edge and node highlight the im-
portance of that edge or node to the final loss com-
putation. Larger weight magnitudes mean stronger
importance. Each heatmap reveals how the impor-
tance of specific features evolves across different time
steps of the prediction horizon, with each step corre-
sponding to a segment of the time-series (e.g., 4-hour
intervals for ICU datasets or 4 days in the primary
care dataset). The learnt interpretability matrices,
visualised at varying time points, offer granular in-
sights into the spatio-temporal patterns captured by
the model. Notably, these matrices exhibit some spar-
sity, reflecting the model’s ability to learn meaning-
ful, task-specific correlations rather than relying on
high-level feature aggregations. The weight distribu-
tions also demonstrate variability across time steps
within the same dataset, highlighting the dynamic na-
ture of feature relationships as learned by the graph
model. Figure 3 illustrates the changes in important
features for the patient’s journey (i.e., an ICU stay).
Larger nodes mean those nodes had a higher corre-
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Table 1: Test results on different datasets for time-series and graph models in multi-label classification. For
accuracy, we used balanced accuracy due to severe class imbalance. Sens stands for sensitivity averaged across
all labels. For all metrics, the higher the better. The best results are in bold. The results are an average of five
random seeds.

(a) MIMIC-III

Model Acc* F1 Sens

LSTM 65.18 ±0.31 38.46 ±0.20 47.12 ±0.69

GRU 68.38 ±0.53 47.55 ±0.47 42.70 ±0.74

Transformer 69.16 ±0.54 44.63 ±0.46 48.81 ±0.79

TCN 70.94 ±0.43 45.88 ±0.47 59.03 ±0.88

T-LSTM 67.30 ±0.48 40.50 ±0.58 48.92 ±0.85

RETAIN 70.67 ±1.37 45.97 ±1.45 66.30 ±2.39

BiT-MAC 68.32 ±1.22 43.60 ±1.30 47.25 ±2.06

GAT 66.47 ±0.51 41.79 ±0.59 47.16 ±0.99

GCN 69.30 ±0.54 42.83 ±0.66 51.24 ±1.03

TodyNet 71.80 ±0.32 44.67 ±0.25 59.91 ±0.73

SimTSC 70.91 ±0.78 42.38 ±0.42 57.75 ±1.15

MedGNN 77.63 ±0.37 46.08 ±0.28 73.20 ±0.94

DynaGraph 79.29 ±0.31 47.04 ±0.23 85.22 ±0.76

(b) eICU

Model Acc* F1 Sens

LSTM 60.33 ±0.36 30.07 ±0.19 39.58 ±0.59

GRU 58.43 ±0.63 29.91 ±0.52 30.09 ±0.79

Transformer 61.72 ±0.52 32.74 ±0.48 35.49 ±0.78

TCN 64.12 ±0.47 38.61 ±0.40 40.83 ±0.77

T-LSTM 63.90 ±0.46 32.48 ±0.51 40.76 ±0.78

RETAIN 63.72 ±1.40 36.00 ±1.48 40.10 ±2.57

BiT-MAC 62.40 ±1.07 35.55 ±1.18 39.44 ±1.84

GAT 66.10 ±0.47 31.84 ±0.53 36.74 ±0.82

GCN 68.80 ±0.49 32.96 ±0.60 37.91 ±0.93

TodyNet 69.92 ±0.32 40.25 ±0.26 78.11 ±0.75

SimTSC 69.33 ±0.72 39.80 ±0.44 70.29 ±1.31

MedGNN 73.11 ±0.36 44.67 ±0.37 81.22 ±0.99

DynaGraph 73.52±0.29 45.96 ±0.23 86.00±0.65

(c) HiRID-ICU

Model Acc* F1 Sens

LSTM 78.22±0.46 42.48±0.29 67.10±0.70

GRU 77.30±0.59 44.11±0.49 66.60±0.90

Transformer 77.57±0.56 46.47±0.63 65.20±0.80

TCN 81.98±0.52 52.29±0.57 70.80±0.80

T-LSTM 78.81±0.54 43.27±0.56 69.00±0.97

RETAIN 80.33±1.05 51.89±1.11 69.27±1.93

BiT-MAC 78.90 ±1.28 49.31±1.30 67.10±1.92

GAT 73.48 ±0.47 40.95 ±0.53 61.30 ±0.82

GCN 74.36±0.55 41.80±0.61 66.50±0.97

TodyNet 79.91±0.45 57.13±0.40 78.22 ±0.89

SimTSC 77.75±0.84 54.12±0.51 71.90 ±1.20

MedGNN 81.29±0.39 52.57±0.41 82.55 ±1.07

DynaGraph 84.30±0.34 59.37±0.27 86.20±0.83

(d) EHRSHOT

Model Acc* F1 Sens

LSTM 56.70±0.39 31.91±0.30 53.40±0.70

GRU 57.51±0.50 32.24±0.47 54.73±0.76

Transformer 56.29±0.59 30.88±0.49 52.90±0.80

TCN 61.27±0.48 37.30±0.45 60.11±0.85

T-LSTM 65.17±0.49 40.08±0.55 64.82±0.86

RETAIN 69.48±1.39 42.33±1.47 67.96±2.38

BiT-MAC 68.36±1.23 41.23±1.28 66.14±2.07

GAT 64.55 ±0.50 37.82 ±0.58 62.39 ±0.98

GCN 64.79±0.55 39.74±0.67 63.21±1.01

TodyNet 69.25±0.33 41.98±0.26 66.82±0.76

SimTSC 71.41±0.77 42.96±0.41 69.37±1.14

MedGNN 77.46±0.36 44.91±0.27 74.23±0.95

DynaGraph 79.83±0.32 46.10±0.24 79.44±0.71
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sponding weight in the interpretability matrix (graph)
and darker edges mean those edges had a higher corre-
sponding weight in the same matrix. This behaviour
shows that static risk factors, such as age and sex,
tend to dominate early in the stay due to the limited
temporal information available at that stage. As the
stay progresses, the model increasingly incorporates
dynamic vital signs, revealing correlations that align
with clinical evidence on the importance of age- and
sex-adjusted risk stratification in intensive care (Can-
del et al., 2022). This temporal adaptability under-
scores the model’s capacity to capture evolving clini-
cal dynamics, which is critical for tasks such as patient
outcome prediction.

These visualisations improve our understanding of the
model decision-making process and provide actionable
insights for clinicians. The model can guide clinical
decision-making and resource allocation by identify-
ing which features become critical at different stages
of patient care. A more in-depth discussion of these
results and their implications for patient management
is presented in the Discussion section.

5.3 Model Evaluation

5.3.1 Ablation Studies

To empirically validate the contributions of individ-
ual components within the DynaGraph framework,
we performed comprehensive ablation studies on the
MIMIC-III, eICU, and HiRID-ICU datasets. The re-
sults presented in Figure 4 illustrate the impact of ex-
cluding specific components, with each subfigure cor-
responding to a distinct ablation. Our findings demon-
strate that the full DynaGraph architecture, which in-
corporates all components, consistently achieves supe-
rior performance across the majority of experimental
settings. Notably, temporal graph pooling not only
reduces computational complexity, but also enhances
model performance, highlighting its dual role in ef-
ficiency and effectiveness. We specifically evaluate
the impact of our proposed dynamic graph augmen-
tation strategy, which integrates random node mask-
ing and edge perturbations with a contrastive loss ob-
jective. To assess its efficacy, we compare two vari-
ants of the model: one with the augmentation strategy
and one without. The augmented variant exhibits sig-
nificant improvements in balanced accuracy, demon-
strating the model’s ability to learn robust representa-
tions that are invariant to irrelevant transformations
while preserving sensitivity to semantically meaning-
ful variations in the graph structure. In addition, we
analyse the contributions of structural loss and focal
loss through independent ablation experiments, eval-
uating the model performance with and without each

loss term. The results indicate that both losses pos-
itively influence DynaGraph performance. The fo-
cal loss effectively addresses class imbalance, as ev-
idenced by a notable increase in balanced accuracy.
Meanwhile, structural loss ensures temporal stabil-
ity in graph representations, mitigating abrupt vari-
ations between consecutive graph snapshots. To fur-
ther enhance generalisation, we introduce a regulari-
sation loss, which significantly reduces overfitting and
improves performance on test sets, particularly given
the large parameterisation of the model.

5.3.2 Out-Of-Distribution Experiments

Figure 5 compares the performance of DynaGraph
with that of its closest competitor, MedGNN, in terms
of balanced accuracy across various out-of-distribution
(OOD) experimental settings. To evaluate robust-
ness, we construct test sets that contain different
subgroups of data (e.g., specific patient demograph-
ics or timepoints) and exclude these subgroups from
the training set. Then both models are evaluated on
these OOD test sets under each scenario. In all set-
tings, DynaGraph consistently outperforms MedGNN,
demonstrating superior generalisability. In particu-
lar, MedGNN exhibits a higher vulnerability to OOD
samples, particularly in the early timepoint quartile
and specific age groups, where its balanced accuracy
degrades significantly. These results highlight Dyna-
Graph’s robustness to distribution shifts and its ability
to maintain reliable performance in challenging OOD
scenarios.

6 DISCUSSION

A common simplifying assumption in prior work on
dynamic graph learning is that a static graph rep-
resentation can sufficiently capture the temporal and
structural information required for downstream tasks.
Models such as GCNs and GATs often adopt this ap-
proach, but they fail to account for potential associa-
tions that arise when time-series data are represented
by multiple graphs over time (Kipf and Welling, 2016;
Cao et al., 2020). Our ablation studies demonstrate
that combining dynamic graph representations with
sequential modelling techniques, such as LSTMs, sig-
nificantly improves predictive performance. This im-
provement stems from the model’s ability to jointly
capture spatial and temporal patterns in multivari-
ate time-series, as well as hidden feature codependen-
cies over time. DynaGraph is also free from the con-
straining assumptions of predefined graph constructs
required in other dynamic graph models as it effec-
tively learns the graph constructions from random ini-
tialisation.
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(a) MIMIC-III (b) eICU (c) HiRID-ICU

Figure 2: Heatmaps of the pseudo-attention weight matrices for DynaGraph during training on (a) MIMIC-III, (b) eICU,
and (c) HiRID datasets, highlighting the globally top 10 features. The weights are normalized and smoothed using a
Gaussian kernel (σ = 0.6). Higher values indicate greater feature importance for the corresponding time-period in the final
multi-label prediction tasks: heart attack complications (eICU), phenotype classification (MIMIC-III), and ICU mortality
with heart/respiratory failure prediction (HiRID).

(a) t=1 (b) t=4 (c) t=6

Figure 3: Learned graph representations during DynaGraph training on the MIMIC-III dataset at two distinct timesteps:
(a) t = 1, (b) t = 4, and (c) t = 6, each corresponding to the first, fourth, and last 4-hour interval of a 24-hour ICU
stay. The visualization highlights the evolving patterns captured by the model, including changes in individual feature
importance and correlations between features. Node size corresponds to node weight magnitude, while edge darkness
reflects edge weight magnitude, as derived from the interpretability matrices. These representations demonstrate the
model’s ability to dynamically adapt to temporal changes in the data.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 4: The ablation studies for (a) eICU, (b) MIMIC-III, (c) HiRID-ICU, and (d) EHRSHOT datasets under
the balanced accuracy metric. The x-axis contains the different modules excluded for the ablations, namely, AUG
for graph augmentation and contrastive loss, FOC for the focal loss, LSTM for the LSTM embedding module,
REG for the regularisation loss, STRUC for the structural loss, and TGP for the temporal graph pooling. The
legend contains the name of the dataset used, wout stands for the model performance without that module
included, and Ref is the best-performing model with all the modules included.
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Figure 5: Generalisation performance of DynaGraph and MedGNN on out-of-distribution (OOD) settings, eval-
uated using balanced accuracy. OOD test sets were constructed by excluding specific subgroups like age groups:
< 20 to > 80; gender: male and female; and time quartiles: Q1 (first 6 hours of stay) to Q4 (last 6 hours of stay)
from the training data on the eICU and MIMIC-III datasets. DynaGraph demonstrates superior robustness
across all OOD scenarios compared to MedGNN.

DynaGraph achieves reliable performance on the chal-
lenging task of multi-label multivariate time-series
classification, outperforming both traditional time-
series models and graph-based approaches. By bal-
ancing focal, contrastive, and structural losses, Dy-
naGraph maintains robust predictive performance
even in the presence of severe class imbalance across
datasets. In particular, the model exhibits a substan-
tial improvement in sensitivity, demonstrating its abil-
ity to identify positive samples in multi-label settings
better. This is attributed to the class imbalance strate-
gies embedded in the multi-loss framework.

The interpretability of DynaGraph, as illustrated in
Figure 2, aligns with established clinical knowledge.
For example, age and sex are identified as stable pre-
dictors of cardiovascular outcomes in patients with
heart attack, consistent with previous literature (De-
sai et al., 2011). In addition, dynamic features such
as blood pressure, potassium, and calcium levels are
highlighted as consistent indicators of a higher risk
of complications in the ICU (Damluji et al., 2021;
Hou et al., 2024). In particular, DynaGraph identifies
sodium and haemoglobin levels as critical predictors
closer to the time of complication events, a finding
supported by medical research suggesting their rele-
vance in at-risk patients (Sakr et al., 2013; Huang and
Hu, 2016). These results highlight the ability of our
model to capture clinically significant risk factors and
their temporal variability.

Despite these strengths, our work has several limita-
tions. We plan to investigate interpretability weights
by stratifying patient characteristics, such as age,
sex, and admission criteria, to estimate potential bi-

ases and uncover group-specific associations with out-
comes. There are still some

In summary, DynaGraph outperforms state-of-the-art
time-series and dynamic graph models on two real-
world EHR datasets, demonstrating its ability to learn
clinically meaningful patterns through its pseudo-
attention interpretability framework. Future work will
focus on evaluating the model in more diverse datasets
and advancing the interpretability methodology fur-
ther to bridge the gap between machine learning and
clinical practice.
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Ö. Sir, H. Lameijer, R. Hessels, R. Reijnen, E. W.
van Zwet, E. de Jonge, et al. The association be-
tween vital signs and clinical outcomes in emer-
gency department patients of different age cate-
gories. Emergency Medicine Journal, 39(12):903–
911, 2022.

D. Cao, Y. Wang, J. Duan, C. Zhang, X. Zhu,
C. Huang, Y. Tong, B. Xu, J. Bai, J. Tong, et al.
Spectral temporal graph neural network for mul-
tivariate time-series forecasting. Advances in neu-
ral information processing systems, 33:17766–17778,
2020.

E. Choi, M. T. Bahadori, J. Sun, J. Kulas, A. Schuetz,
and W. Stewart. Retain: An interpretable predic-
tive model for healthcare using reverse time atten-
tion mechanism. Advances in neural information
processing systems, 29, 2016.

A. A. Damluji, S. Van Diepen, J. N. Katz, V. Menon,
J. E. Tamis-Holland, M. Bakitas, M. G. Cohen,
L. B. Balsam, J. Chikwe, T. American Heart Asso-
ciation Council on Clinical Cardiology; Council on
Arteriosclerosis, V. B. C. on Cardiovascular Surgery,
Anesthesia;, C. on Cardiovascular, and S. Nursing.
Mechanical complications of acute myocardial in-
farction: a scientific statement from the american
heart association. Circulation, 144(2):e16–e35, 2021.

S. V. Desai, T. J. Law, and D. M. Needham. Long-
term complications of critical care. Critical care
medicine, 39(2):371–379, 2011.

Z. Duan, H. Xu, Y. Wang, Y. Huang, A. Ren, Z. Xu,
Y. Sun, and W. Wang. Multivariate time-series clas-
sification with hierarchical variational graph pool-
ing. Neural Networks, 154:481–490, 2022.

G. Duffy, P. P. Cheng, N. Yuan, B. He, A. C. Kwan,
M. J. Shun-Shin, K. M. Alexander, J. Ebinger, M. P.
Lungren, F. Rader, et al. High-throughput pre-
cision phenotyping of left ventricular hypertrophy
with cardiovascular deep learning. JAMA cardiol-
ogy, 7(4):386–395, 2022.

A. Elbadawi, I. Y. Elgendy, K. Mahmoud, A. F.
Barakat, A. Mentias, A. H. Mohamed, G. O. Ogun-
bayo, M. Megaly, M. Saad, M. A. Omer, et al. Tem-
poral trends and outcomes of mechanical complica-
tions in patients with acute myocardial infarction.
JACC: Cardiovascular Interventions, 12(18):1825–
1836, 2019.

W. Fan, J. Fei, D. Guo, K. Yi, X. Song, H. Xi-
ang, H. Ye, and M. Li. Medgnn: Towards
multi-resolution spatiotemporal graph learning for
medical time series classification. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2502.04515, 2025.

W. Hamilton, Z. Ying, and J. Leskovec. Inductive
representation learning on large graphs. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 30, 2017.

L. Han, B. Du, L. Sun, Y. Fu, Y. Lv, and H. Xiong. Dy-
namic and multi-faceted spatio-temporal deep learn-
ing for traffic speed forecasting. In Proceedings of
the 27th ACM SIGKDD conference on knowledge
discovery & data mining, pages 547–555, 2021.

H. Harutyunyan, H. Khachatrian, D. C. Kale,
G. Ver Steeg, and A. Galstyan. Multitask learn-
ing and benchmarking with clinical time series data.
Scientific data, 6(1):96, 2019.

J. Hou, Z. Huang, W. Zeng, Z. Wu, and L. Zhang.
Serum calcium is associated with sudden cardiac
arrest in stroke patients from icu: a multicenter
retrospective study based on the eicu collaborative
research database. Scientific Reports, 14(1):1700,
2024.

Q. Huang, J. Jiang, X. S. Rao, C. Zhang, Z. Han,
Z. Zhang, X. Wang, Y. He, Q. Xu, Y. Zhao, et al.
Benchtemp: A general benchmark for evaluating
temporal graph neural networks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2308.16385, 2023.

Y.-L. Huang and Z.-D. Hu. Lower mean corpuscular
hemoglobin concentration is associated with poorer
outcomes in intensive care unit admitted patients
with acute myocardial infarction. Annals of trans-
lational medicine, 4(10), 2016.

S. L. Hyland, M. Faltys, M. Hüser, X. Lyu, T. Gumb-
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Supplementary Materials

1 Code and Data

1.1 Data Description

The pre-processing pipeline for MIMIC-III was based on MIMIC-Extract and the eICU was based in part on work
done by Rocheteau et al. (??). Since we are working with custom labels for complications and outcomes, some
parts of the label extraction component were changed. We used the imputation as suggested by the pipeline.
Data extract samples will be made available in the GitHub repository, but if readers wish to build on these results,
we recommend following the above sources for data extraction.

For the time-series variables, we use forward filling as clinicians in practice would only consider the last recorded
measurement. If the first set of measurements is missing for some time-varying features, instead of dropping those
features or patients, we backward-fill from the closest measurement in the future. The time-series features were
resampled to 1-hour intervals except in the case of HiRID which was 5 minutes. We considered only observations
collected up to 24 hours before the registered outcome. Patient admissions were randomly split into train,
validation and test sets (8:1:1). Details of the features included can be found in Supplementary Tables 1, 2, and 3.

Since the data contains de-identified patient electronic health records data, it can only be obtained given the
ethical review of the proposed analysis on the PhysioNet page. Some certification of training modules is also
required for access. We have cited the sources for the datasets in the text accordingly under Data. Consent for
data use has been obtained by the providers, de-identification and licencing are in line with HIPAA requirements
and compatible with the research conducted which has passed ethical review and certification for data access.
Due to potential re-identification risks, the data was not shared outside of the organisation’s systems, and the
sample data provided in the repository is a feature subset without IDs.

The most relevant feature distributions for eICU and MIMIC-III can be found in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of demographics and variables used for external validation across training and testing datasets.
MIMIC-IV has been used separately as an external validation source with the entire dataset used as a test set.

Attributes eICU (N = 1,433) MIMIC-III (N = 17,279)

Age (mean ± SD) 67.2 (± 12.42) 74.1 (± 13.41)
Sex (male) 924 (64.51%) 9,866 (57.13%)
Ethnicity (Caucasian) 1,108 (77.31%) 12,287 (71.11%)
Ethnicity (African American) 152 (10.61%) 1,382 (8.02%)
Ethnicity (Hispanic) 53 (3.72%) 518 (3.08%)
Ethnicity (Asian) 23 (1.63%) 346 (2.04%)
Lactate 2.5 (± 2.30) 2.01 (± 1.52)
SBP 120.0 (± 16.33) 126.32 (± 18.81)
Glucose 147.3 (± 56.72) 136.50 (± 49.30)
WBC 15.1 (± 9.31) 10.61 (± 7.42)
RDW 15.0 (± 2.04) 14.43 (± 2.11)
Urea Nitrogen 22.8 (± 13.41) 22.8 (± 17.04)
Bicarbonate 24.8 (± 4.40) 23.3 (± 3.10)
Mortality 172 (12.00%) 1,667 (9.65%)
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Table 2: Features extracted from the MIMIC-III database. The features include demographic data collected for
all patients, ICU unit-specific information like the type of unit, hospital information, vital signs, and biochemical
measurements.

Static Variables

Feature Type Feature Type

Sex binary Admission Type categorical
Age integer Insurance categorical
ICU Type categorical Ethnicity categorical

Time-series Variables

Feature Type Feature Type

Anion Gap continuous WBC continuous
Weight continuous Temperature continuous
SBP continuous DBP continuous
Sodium continuous Respiratory Rate continuous
RBC continuous Prothrombin Time PT continuous
Prothrombin Time INR continuous Potassium continuous
Platelets categorical Phosphorous continuous
Phosphate continuous Partial Thromboplastin Time continuous
Oxygen Saturation continuous MCGC continuous
Magnesium continuous Hemoglobin continuous
Hematocrit continuous Heart Rate continuous
Glucose continuous Chloride continuous
Creatinine continuous Calcium continuous
BUN continuous Bicarbonate continuous
Vent binary Vaso binary
Adenosine binary Dobutamine binary
Dopamine binary Epinephrine binary
Isuprel binary Milrinone binary
Norepinephrine binary Phenylepinephrine binary
Vasopressin binary Colloid binary
Crystalloid binary Intervention Duration binary

1.2 Code, Benchmark Models, and Training Details

Sample data and code implementations can be found here: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/
DynaGraph-6344. The requirements.txt file contains the relevant packages and versions.

We coded the implementations of LSTMs, GRUs, Transformer, and TCNs using PyTorch and these can be found
in the GitHub repository. We used two layers for all of the models, a dropout of 0.5, 4 heads for the Transformer,
and 44 channels with a maximum sequence length of 24 for the TCNs. We used one attention head to match the
representative power of the graph models.

eICU and MIMIC-III were divided into a training, validation, and test set at an 8:1:1 ratio and using a stratified
split per patient based on outcomes. Randomness was controlled for by the setting of seeds throughout the data
pre-processing and training stages with the following seeds used: 42, 1992, 1709, 250, 213.

All models were trained using the Adam optimizer, and the validation set performance was used to select the
final model before the test set results. Batch sizes for benchmark models were 32 for eICU, and 64 for MIMIC-III.
DynaGraph was tuned for batch sizes [32, 64, 128] and 128 was found to be optimal. Convergence was sufficient
after 100 epochs for eICU, and 150 epochs for MIMIC-III. All models were implemented in PyTorch with an
NVIDIA V100 and 50GB of RAM. About 50GB of storage is required to store the data and pre-trained models
to run all of the provided notebooks. A full run takes almost 20 minutes on the larger MIMIC III dataset.



All models were trained for 100 epochs with early stopping and a learning rate scheduler with patience of 5
epochs. We used an Adam optimiser with a learning rate of 0.001.

We implemented grid search hyperparameter tuning on all models with the MIMIC-III dataset. All benchmark
models had two layers. Hyperparameters for DynaGraph (Grid search on the validation set) are included with
the optimal parameters in bold:

• batch size: 32, 64, 128

• learning rate: 0.01, 0.001, 0.0001

• groups of graphs or time-slices: 6, 8, 12

• dropout: 0.5, 0.7, 0.9

• loss scaling parameters: 0.001 (structural), 0.01 (contrastive), 0.1, 0.5 (regularisation), 1 (the rest)

• number of layers in GIN: 2, 3, 4

• number of layers in MLP: 2, 4, 6

Hyperparameters for LSTM tuning include batch size (32, 64, 128), learning rate (0.01, 0.001, 0.0001), dropout
(0.5, 0.7, 0.9). For GRU, batch size (32, 64, 128), learning rate (0.01, 0.001, 0.0001), dropout (0.5, 0.7, 0.9).
For Transformer, batch size (32, 64, 128), learning rate (0.01, 0.001, 0.0001), dropout (0.5, 0.7, 0.9). For TCN,
batch size (32, 64, 128), learning rate (0.01, 0.001, 0.0001), dropout (0.5, 0.7, 0.9). For GAT, batch size (32, 64,
128), learning rate (0.01, 0.001, 0.0001), dropout (0.5, 0.7, 0.9). For GCN, batch size (32, 64, 128), learning
rate (0.01, 0.001, 0.0001), dropout (0.5, 0.7, 0.9). For GIN, batch size (32, 64, 128), learning rate (0.01, 0.001,
0.0001), dropout (0.5, 0.7, 0.9).

2 Graph Augmentations

A visualisations of the graph augmentations can be seen in Figure 1.

3 Graph Isomorphism Network (GIN) and Interpretability

Graph Isomorphism Networks (GINs) (?) represent a significant advancement in graph neural networks by
approximating the Weisfeiler-Lehman (WL) test through its learnable framework. GINs effectively learn powerful
node embeddings that capture the topology of the graph, making it possible to distinguish between different
graph structures.

The update rule for GIN is given by:

h(k)v = MLP(k)


(1 + ϵ(k))h(k−1)

v +
∑

u∈N (v)

h(k−1)
u


 (1)

where h(k)v is the node representation of v at layer k, N (v) denotes the neighbours of v, ϵ(k) is a learnable
parameter that adjusts the weighting of the node’s own features relative to its neighbours, and MLP(k) is a
multi-layer perceptron. In DynaGraph, the GIN is used to obtain graph representations at the latent level for
mean and variance computation in variational inference for the VGAE as well as a decoder for the final graph
output before temporal pooling for downstream tasks.

In the context of DynaGraph, we propose a novel approach to enhance the interpretability of predictions in EHR
multivariate time-series data. Our model employs a pseudo-attention mechanism that operates on the graph
construction phase. This mechanism allows the model to dynamically adjust the graph’s structure, thus enhancing



Figure 1: The augmentation and interpretation steps in DynaGraph learning. The dynamic graph constructs
represented as adjacency matrices are shuffled along the time axis for added dynamism and noise. This is done
per sample. Each graph or adjacency matrix is used to generate an augmented and negative sample pair and
measured against either pair using cosine similarity. The similarity score is used in calculating the contrastive loss
term. Each original graph will also be paired with an initially uniform interpretability weight matrix where the
weights act as indicators for which part of the graph or adjacency matrix contributed the most to the downstream
prediction. The weights are a function of the magnitude of the gradient update for that node or edge in the
adjacency matrix.

the interpretability of the learned representations. The interpretability function for a node v, for example, can be
expressed mathematically as:

Scorev =
K∑

k=1

∥grad(y, h(k)v )∥2 (2)

where y is the prediction output, and grad(y, h(k)v ) represents the gradient of the loss function at y with
respect to the node embedding h(k)v . This gradient highlights the influence of each node on the prediction, al-
lowing clinicians and researchers to identify critical features in the graph that significantly impact patient outcomes.

Moreover, by integrating this interpretability function directly into the dynamic graph learning process,
DynaGraph not only adapts to changes in data over time but also provides insights into how these changes
influence predictive outcomes. This method bridges the gap between complex model predictions and clinical
decision-making by providing a transparent view of feature importance over time.

Through this approach, DynaGraph leverages the strengths of GIN in a dynamic setting while also addressing the
crucial need for interpretability in models used in healthcare. This dual focus on performance and transparency
is especially vital in clinical applications where understanding the reasoning behind model predictions can
significantly impact patient care and treatment strategies.



4 Convergence Proof for the Interpretability Matrix in DynaGraph

Definitions and Assumptions

Let Gt = (V,Et,Wt) denote the graph at epoch t, where:

• V is the set of nodes.

• Et is the set of edges.

• Wt are the node and edge interpretability weights from Is for a time slice s at epoch t.

Convergence Definition: We define convergence of the interpretability matrix in terms of the weights:

lim
t→∞

∥Wt −Wt−1∥F = 0,

where ∥ · ∥F denotes the Frobenius norm.

Assumptions:

1. The weights Wt are updated by an optimization algorithm aimed at minimizing a loss function L, which is
differentiable and has Lipschitz continuous gradients.

2. The learning rate η used in the updates satisfies ηt → 0 as t→ ∞, and
∑∞

t=1 ηt = ∞,
∑∞

t=1 η
2
t <∞.

Proof of Convergence

Consider the gradient update rule for the weights:

Wt =Wt−1 − ηt∇WL(Wt−1).

Using the Taylor expansion of L around Wt−1, we have:

L(Wt) ≈ L(Wt−1) +∇WL(Wt−1)
⊤(Wt −Wt−1)+

1

2
(Wt −Wt−1)

⊤H(Wt −Wt−1),

where H is the Hessian matrix of L.

Substituting the update rule, we get:

L(Wt) ≈ L(Wt−1)− ηt∥∇WL(Wt−1)∥2F+

1

2
η2t ∥∇WL(Wt−1)∥2F ∥H∥F .

Since ηt → 0 and assuming ∥H∥F is bounded, the second-order term vanishes faster than the first-order term.
Therefore, the change in the loss function due to weight updates diminishes over time, implying:

lim
t→∞

∥∇WL(Wt−1)∥F = 0,

and thus:
lim
t→∞

∥Wt −Wt−1∥F = 0.

Conclusion: Under the assumptions of Lipschitz continuity of gradients and appropriate conditions on the
learning rate, the explainable graph’s weights converge, indicating stability and reliability in the graph-based
explanations generated by the model.



5 VGAE

Continuing from the notation in the Methods section, the aggregation of the different components from the
adjacency, interpretability, and embeddings matrices is performed as:

G(i) =
(
A(i) ∥ I(i) ∥ E(i)

)
(3)

where ∥ denotes the concatenation operation along the feature dimension for a sample i.

GIN operates by transforming the dynamic graph data through a series of graph isomorphism layers that adapt to
temporal shifts in the graph structure. The encoder within the VGAE is formulated to compute the parameters
of the latent variables as:

µ(i), log σ2(i) = GINencoder(G
(i)) (4)

These parameters facilitate sampling of the latent representation z(i) using the reparameterization trick:

z(i) = µ(i) + σ(i) ⊙ ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I) (5)

where ⊙ denotes element-wise multiplication. The decoder part of the VGAE attempts to reconstruct the
adjacency matrix from the latent representations, thereby capturing the evolving graph structure:

Â(i) = σ(GINdecoder(z
(i))) (6)

where σ is the sigmoid activation function, converting output values to probabilities. The loss function for
the VGAE incorporates the reconstruction error of the adjacency matrix and the Kullback-Leibler divergence,
promoting efficient graph structure learning:

LVGAE = BCE(A(i), Â(i)) + KL(N (µ(i), σ2(i))∥N (0, I)) (7)

where BCE represents the binary cross-entropy loss, and KL is the Kullback-Leibler divergence. Details on
temporal pooling which follows after the VGAE reconstructs the graph can be found in Appendix section 6.
The pooled graph is then flattened as input into a multi-layer perceptron for downstream task classification, ie.
multi-label classification.

6 Temporal Pooling

The output of the VGAE module is a complex graph representation which to be used in the downstream prediction
task can be pooled. Usual approaches would flatten this representation and thus lose important temporal patterns
that could be useful for the prediction task. Taking inspiration from (?), we use a 2-dimensional convolutional
neural network to cluster the nodes in these graph representations thereby reducing the dimensionality of the
problem while preserving information given by VGAE. The convolutional weights are then used to reconstruct
the adjacency matrices for the lower-level representations. A 2D CNN layer is designed given the pooled ratio
and nodes are considered as the channels to extract features.

Given an input node embedding Xl at l-th layer (note this l is different from the previous one for time-steps),
the CNN gives an output embedding Xl+1 as: X l+1 =

∑N l−1
j=0 W

(
N l+1, j

)
⋆ X l + b

(
N l+1

)
where W is the

convolutional weight, b is the bias term, ⋆ is the cross-correlation operator, N l denotes the input nodes and N l+1

the output nodes for l-th layer.

We use the output tensor X l+1 to then compute the corresponding adjacency matrix of a lower-dimensional graph.
Assuming the shape of the learnable weights W l is

[
N l+1, N l, 1 , kernelsize], then the vector of the learnable

parameters in layer l is V l ∈ R1×k. Define a learnable matrix M l =W l ·V l ∈ RN l+1 ×N l with rows corresponding
to N l+1 nodes or clusters and columns corresponding to N l clusters. Given matrix M and adjacency matrix Al

for input data in layer l, the output adjacency matrix Al+1 is:

Al+1 =M lAlM lT ∈ RNl+1×Nl+1



In summary, X l+1 represents the output cluster embeddings after aggregating input embeddings and Al+1

denotes the connections and weights of the new clusters. Each element Al+1
ij represents the edge weight between

i and j, thus ensuring a graph representation. This pooling approach is hierarchical and differentiable while
preserving temporal information and optimising the clusters during training.



Table 3: Features extracted from the eICU database. The features include demographic data collected for all
patients, ICU unit-specific information like type and number of beds, hospital information like regional location
and teaching status, vital signs including respiratory rate and blood pressure, and biochemical measurements
including troponin and levels of potassium and protein in the blood.

Feature Type Feature Type

Sex binary Unit Stay Type categorical
Age integer Num Beds Category categorical
Height continuous Region categorical
Weight continuous Teaching Status binary
Ethnicity categorical Physician Speciality categorical
Unit Type categorical Unit Type categorical
Unit Admit Source categorical Mechanical Ventilation binary
Unit Visit Number categorical

Time-series Variables

Feature Type Feature Type

Base Excess continuous
-basos continuous FiO2 continuous
-eos continuous HCO3 continuous
-monos continuous Hct continuous
-polys continuous Hgb continuous
ALT continuous MCH continuous
AST continuous MCHC continuous
BUN continuous MCV continuous
O2 Sat (%) continuous MPV continuous
PT-INR continuous PT continuous
RBC continuous PTT continuous
RDW continuous WBC continuous
Alkaline ph. continuous Albumin continuous
Bedside Glucose continuous Anion Gap continuous
Calcium continuous Bicarbonate continuous
Creatinine continuous Glucose continuous
Lactate continuous Magnesium continuous
pH continuous paCO2 continuous
paO2 continuous Phosphate continuous
Platelets continuous Potassium continuous
Sodium continuous Bilirubin continuous
Protein continuous Troponin - I continuous
Urinary s. Gravity continuous mean BP continuous
SBP continuous DBP continuous


