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Abstract
Pretrained Graph Neural Networks have been
widely adopted for various molecular property pre-
diction tasks. Despite their ability to encode struc-
tural and relational features of molecules, tradi-
tional fine-tuning of such pretrained GNNs on the
target task can lead to poor generalization. To ad-
dress this, we explore the adaptation of pretrained
GNNs to the target task by jointly training them
with multiple auxiliary tasks. This could enable the
GNNs to learn both general and task-specific fea-
tures, which may benefit the target task. However,
a major challenge is to determine the relatedness
of auxiliary tasks with the target task. To address
this, we investigate multiple strategies to measure
the relevance of auxiliary tasks and integrate such
tasks by adaptively combining task gradients or by
learning task weights via bi-level optimization. Ad-
ditionally, we propose a novel gradient surgery-
based approach, Rotation of Conflicting Gradients
(RCGrad), that learns to align conflicting auxiliary
task gradients through rotation. Our experiments
with state-of-the-art pretrained GNNs demonstrate
the efficacy of our proposed methods, with im-
provements of up to 7.7% over fine-tuning. This
suggests that incorporating auxiliary tasks along
with target task fine-tuning can be an effective way
to improve the generalizability of pretrained GNNs
for molecular property prediction.

1 Introduction
Accurate prediction of molecular properties is pivotal in drug
discovery [Wieder et al., 2020], as it accelerates the identi-
fication of potential molecules with desired properties. De-
veloping computational models for property prediction relies
on learning effective representations of molecules [David et
al., 2020]. In this regard, Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)
have shown impressive results in learning effective represen-
tations for molecular property prediction tasks [Gasteiger et
al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022b; Guo et al., 2023]. Inspired by
the paradigm of pretraining followed by fine-tuning, widely
recognized for its impact in natural language understand-
ing [Radford et al., 2018; Wei et al., 2022], molecular GNNs

are often pretrained [Hu et al., 2019] on a large corpus of
molecules. Such a corpus might encompass irrelevant data for
the target property prediction task. This can lead the GNNs
to learn features that do not benefit the target task. Conse-
quently, pretrained GNNs are fine-tuned with the target task
to encode task-specific features. However, vanilla fine-tuning
can potentially lead to poor generalization, particularly when
dealing with diverse downstream tasks, limited data, and the
need to generalize across varying scaffolds [Wu et al., 2018].

To improve generalization, auxiliary learning has recently
garnered attention [Liebel and Körner, 2018; Liu et al.,
2019a; Dery et al., 2022]. Auxiliary learning leverages infor-
mative signals from self-supervised tasks on unlabeled data,
to improve the performance of the target tasks. However,
its application in the context of molecular graphs, specifi-
cally for molecular property prediction, remains largely un-
explored. Following this line of work, in this paper, we ex-
plore how to adapt pretrained molecular GNNs by combining
widely-used self-supervised tasks with the target task using
respective task-specific data (with self-supervised and target
task labels). However, a critical challenge in such an adap-
tation is caused by negative transfer[Rosenstein et al., 2005],
where auxiliary tasks might impede rather than aid the target
task [Ruder, 2017; Du et al., 2018].

To address this challenge, we develop novel gradient
surgery-based adaptation strategies, referred to as Rotation
of Conflicting Gradients (RCGrad) and Bi-level Optimization
with Gradient Rotation (BLO+RCGrad). Such strategies miti-
gate negative transfer from auxiliary tasks by learning to align
conflicting gradients. Overall, our adaptation strategies im-
proved the target task performance by as much as 7.7% over
vanilla fine-tuning. Moreover, our findings indicate that the
developed adaptation strategies are particularly effective in
tasks with limited labeled data, which is a common chal-
lenge in molecular property prediction tasks. Our compre-
hensive investigation of multiple adaptation strategies for pre-
trained molecular GNNs represents a notable contribution in
addressing the limited benefit of pretrained GNNs [Sun et al.,
2022], and in improving generalizability across a diverse set
of downstream tasks with limited data.
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2 Related Work
2.1 Pretraining and fine-tuning GNNs
Pretraining followed by fine-tuning is widely used to leverage
knowledge gained from related tasks and to improve model
generalization. Typically, it involves training a model on
large-scale data with self-supervised or supervised tasks, and
then fine-tuning it on a small-scale labeled data. Following
the success of pretraining and fine-tuning paradigm in vari-
ous domains [Liu et al., 2019b; Floridi and Chiriatti, 2020],
researchers have extended it to molecular GNNs [Hu et al.,
2019; Hu et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022b].
In this regard, researchers have designed a number of self-
supervised tasks as pretraining tasks that focus on capturing
diverse chemical rules, connectivities, and patterns at vary-
ing granularities: on node, subgraph and graph levels [Xia
et al., 2022b]. Although pretrained GNNs showed promise
in capturing diverse chemical knowledge, the challenge lies
in effectively extracting this knowledge relevant to the target
task, which is often non-trivial through vanilla fine-tuning.
Specifically, such fine-tuning often leads to overfitting [Xia
et al., 2022a]. Contrary to the observations in domains such
as natural language processing (NLP) and computer vision,
where pretrained models consistently yield substantial im-
provements, pretrained GNNs do not exhibit such improve-
ment [Sun et al., 2022].

This could be due to a notable research gap in determining
what self-supervised molecular tasks can better benefit the
downstream target tasks. In fact, prior studies in pretraining
molecular GNNs mostly leverage one or two self-supervised
task(s), thereby resulting in a plethora of multiple pretrained
GNNs. Interestingly, such pretrained GNNs capture differ-
ent knowledge [Wang et al., 2022a] and excel in different
downstream molecular property prediction tasks [Sun et al.,
2022]. Additionally, Sun et al. [Sun et al., 2022] recently
demonstrated that self-supervised graph pretraining does not
consistently/significantly outperform non-pretraining meth-
ods across various settings. Overall, although pretrained
GNNs hold promise for molecular property prediction, their
benefit over non-pretrained models seems limited. To address
this, some recent attempts [Xia et al., 2022a; Zhang et al.,
2022] to fine-tune pretrained GNNs have largely relied on
existing ideas like regularization [Xuhong et al., 2018] or up-
date constraints [Houlsby et al., 2019] during fine-tuning. In
contrast, our proposed approaches leverage auxiliary tasks to
learn generalizable knowledge and prevent overfitting to the
training set.

2.2 Knowledge Transfer with Auxiliary Learning
Knowledge transfer through auxiliary learning has demon-
strated its effectiveness across a spectrum of domains [Trinh
et al., 2018; Nediyanchath et al., 2020; Lee, 2021]. This
paradigm, distinct from multi-task learning, aims to opti-
mize the target task’s performance while leveraging auxil-
iary tasks to bolster generalization [Shi et al., 2020]. Prior
research in other domains has developed multiple methods
to automatically learn task weights, such as using gradi-
ent similarity [Dery et al., 2021a; Du et al., 2018], us-
ing parameterized auxiliary network [Navon et al., 2020;

Dery et al., 2022], using bi-level optimization and implicit
differentiation [Navon et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2022], min-
imizing distances between task embeddings [Chen et al.,
2021], or from the perspective of Nash equilibrium [Sham-
sian et al., 2023]. However, the application of auxiliary learn-
ing for adapting molecular GNNs to target tasks, particularly
in the context of molecular property prediction, remains an
under-explored area. In this study, we adopt and explore gra-
dient similarity, gradient scaling, and bi-level optimization
strategies.

3 Preliminaries
Motivated by the success of continued pretraining and task-
specific adaptation in pretrained Large Language Models
(LLMs) [Gururangan et al., 2020; Dery et al., 2021b;
Yang et al., 2022], we investigate adaptation of off-the-shelf
pretrained molecular GNNs to target molecular property pre-
diction tasks. Via such an adaptation, we aim to leverage
existing self-supervised (SSL) tasks designed for molecular
GNNs and transfer learned knowledge from such tasks to
the target task. We employ the existing SSL tasks typically
used in molecular pretraining such as masked atom prediction
(AM), context prediction (CP) [Hu et al., 2019], edge predic-
tion (EP) [Hamilton et al., 2017], graph infomax (IG) [Sun et
al., 2019], and motif prediction (MP) [Rong et al., 2020]. We
refer to these tasks as auxiliary tasks. Intuitively, these auxil-
iary tasks can potentially capture diverse chemical semantics
and rich structural patterns at varying granularities. By uti-
lizing SSL objectives on target task-specific data, auxiliary
tasks augment the pretrained GNNs with richer representa-
tions. Such representations, in turn, can improve the gener-
alizability of the target property prediction task. Henceforth,
the term “GNN” refers to an off-the-shelf pretrained molecu-
lar GNN.

Figure 1 presents an overview of the adaptation setup. For-
mally, we adapt a GNN with parameters Θ to optimize the
performance on the target task Tt. We achieve this by jointly
training Tt with auxiliary tasks {Ta,i}ki=1 through solving the
following optimization problem:

min
Θ,Ψ,Φi∈{1..k}

Lt +

k∑
i=1

wiLa,i, (1)

where Lt and La,i denote the target task loss and i-th auxil-
iary task loss, respectively, Ψ and Φi∈{1,...,k} denotes task-
specific learnable parameters for the target and i-th auxiliary
task, respectively, and w is the weight indicating the influence
of the auxiliary tasks on the target task. Through the above
optimization, all the parameters are simultaneously updated
in an end-to-end manner. Note that the above optimization
does not optimize w– we will introduce an approach that can
additionally learn win Section 4.2. In fact, the key to effec-
tive adaptation lies in accurately determining w, such that the
combined task gradients can backpropagate relevant training
signals to the shared GNN as follows:

Θ(t+1) := Θ(t) − α

(
gt +

∑k

i=1
wiga,i

)
,

where gt = ∇ΘLt, and ga,i = ∇ΘLa,i denote the gradi-
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Figure 1: Off-the-shelf available pretrained GNNs are transferred
for target task-specific adaptation.

ents updating Θ from the target and i-th auxiliary task, re-
spectively, and α denotes the learning rate. Our proposed
adaptation strategies focus on learning such w in an end-to-
end manner, to dynamically combine task gradients during
each update. These strategies contrast with those using fixed
weights or conducting expensive grid-search to explore all
possible w.

3.1 Gradient Cosine Similarity (GCS)
The first strategy to meaningfully combine task gradients is
based on gradient cosine similarity (GCS) [Du et al., 2018].
Intuitively, GCS measures the alignment between task gradi-
ents during training, providing insights into the relatedness of
auxiliary tasks with the target task. A high GCS indicates that
the auxiliary tasks provide complementary information, and
thus, can benefit the target task. Conversely, low GCS indi-
cates potential orthogonality or even conflict between tasks.
Thus, GCS can naturally quantify the relatedness of auxiliary
tasks with the target task over the course of training. We com-
pute GCS and update Θ as:

Θ(t+1) := Θ(t)−α
(
gt +

∑k

i=1
max (0, cos (gt,ga,i))ga,i)

)
,

where, max operator takes the maximum out of the two val-
ues, thereby, dropping the tasks with conflicting gradients
(i.e., with negative GCS).

(a) SIDER (b) BACE (c) Tox21

Figure 2: Large variations of scales among task gradients are ob-
served when Sup-CP is adapted with all auxiliary tasks using MTL.

3.2 Gradient Scaling (GNS)
We also adopt a simpler strategy of gradient scaling [He et al.,
2022] to adjust the influence of auxiliary tasks with respect to
the target task. Our preliminary experiments as presented in
Figure 2 revealed significant differences in the scales of the
task gradient norms, and thus requiring careful adjustments.
This is because if the gradient of an auxiliary task is much
larger than that of the target task, Θ updates will be most
dominated by such auxiliary tasks, thereby potentially result-
ing in worse target performance. On the other hand, if the gra-
dient of an auxiliary task is relatively small, the training sig-
nals from such auxiliary tasks will be too weak to encode any
relevant features in Θ. Thus, following [Chen et al., 2018;
He et al., 2022], we use a simple gradient scaling to dynami-
cally adjust the influence of auxiliary tasks during updates of
Θ as follows:

Θ(t+1) := Θ(t)−α

(
gt +

k∑
i=1

max

(
1,
||gt||
||ga,i||

)
ga,i

)
, (2)

where || · || denotes the ℓ-2 norm.

4 Methods
4.1 Rotation of Conflicting Gradients (RCGrad)
While both conflicting directions and magnitude differences
of task gradients can lead to negative transfer, GCS and GNS
focus separately on homogenizing either the direction or
magnitude of gradients, rather than in a unified manner. To
address these limitations, we develop Rotation of Conflict-
ing Gradients (RCGrad) – a novel extension of PCGrad [Yu
et al., 2020] – that aligns gradients both in terms of direction
and magnitude. RCGrad, which builds upon PCGrad, does
not completely discard gradients conflicting with the target
task, unlike GCS. Instead, RCGrad only negates the compo-
nent of the conflicting gradient that is completely opposite
to the target task gradient. Additionally, RCGrad explicitly
learns how much of the non-conflicting component should be
incorporated for the most effective knowledge transfer. This
mitigates negative transfer by not only removing the conflict-
ing component but also by learning to incorporate a portion
of the non-conflicting component.

Figure 3 demonstrates the difference between PCGrad and
RCGrad. Formally, RCGrad learns to rotate auxiliary gradient
ga,i by angle θi to yield a rotated gradient R(θi)ga,i, which
is followed by an orthogonal projection in case of conflicts



(a) PCGrad (b) RCGrad (c) Scaling gp
a,i by si (d) Scaling gp

a,i and gt

Figure 3: (a) PCGrad projects conflicting gradient ga,i onto the normal plane of gt. (b) RCGrad applies a rotation to ga,i, followed by
projection.(c) Rotation followed by orthogonal projection is equivalent to scaling gp

a,i. (d) If the rotated gradient does not conflict with gt,
the projection of the rotated gradient onto gt is incorporated as scaling gt by (1 + st).

(Figure 3b). The orthogonally projected component is com-
puted as gr

a,i = oprojt R(θi)ga,i, where R(θi) is the rota-
tion matrix parameterized by θi, and oprojt is the orthogonal
vector projection operator as defined in Equation 3. Via such
an operator (Figure 3a), PCGrad projects the conflicting aux-
iliary gradient ga,i onto the normal plane of the target task’s
gradient gt to yield gp

a,i as follows:

gp
a,i = oprojt ga,i = ga,i −

ga,i · gt

||gt||
· gt

||gt||
, (3)

where oprojt denotes the orthogonal projection operator
with respect to gt. This enables effective knowledge trans-
fer from auxiliary tasks, even if they share some dissimilarity
to the target task. However, PCGrad does not explicitly learn
how much of the non-conflicting component should be incor-
porated for the most effective knowledge transfer. To address
this limitation, RCGrad learns an appropriate rotation to be
applied to the auxiliary gradient ga,i, followed by the pro-
jection of the rotated gradient. Such a learnable rotation in
an end-to-end manner enables dynamic knowledge transfer
from auxiliary tasks such that the target task performance can
be improved.

Moreover, as shown in Figures 3c and 3d, the rotation fol-
lowed by the projection of gradients is equivalent to applying
appropriate scaling factors si and st on the projected gradi-
ents gp

a,i and gt, respectively. Additionally, different from
PCGrad, RCGrad accounts for large differences in gradient
magnitudes by adjusting the magnitudes of non-conflicting
auxiliary task gradients relative to that of the target task gra-
dient (Equation 2). To summarize, Θ is updated as follows:
Θ(t+1) := Θ(t) − αg, where

g =

{
(1 + st)× gt +

∑k
i=1 si × gp

a,i, if gt · ga,i < 0

gt +
∑k

i=1 max
(
1,

||gt||
||ga,i||

)
ga,i, otherwise

(4)
where gp

a,i is computed via equation 3. Note that the set of
scaling factors s = {{si}ki=1, st} is learned in an end-to-end
manner during the optimization of the combined losses from
all tasks.

4.2 Bi-Level Optimization (BLO)
Unlike the previous approaches that directly manipulate task
gradients, BLO learns task weights w (Equation 1) in an end-

to-end manner, such that the GNN generalizes well to the tar-
get task. Note that BLO does not directly intervene in the gra-
dient computation process. Instead, BLO learns w that mini-
mizes the target validation loss while ensuring that the GNN
is optimized with a weighted combination of losses:

w∗ = argminw Lt
(A)(Θ∗(w)),

s.t. Θ∗(w) = argminΘ Lf (Θ,w)
(5)

where, Lf = Lt +
∑k

i=1 wiLa,i is the combined loss on the
training set, and Lt

(A) is the loss on the target task computed
with a held-out auxiliary dataset A, and Θ∗(w) is the best-
response of Θ with current w. This formulation is a bi-level
optimization problem: updating w in the upper-level opti-
mization requires computing ∇wL(A)

t = ∇ΘL(A)
t · ∇wΘ∗,

where the latter gradient requires back-propagation through
the inner-level optimization of Θ. Following [Lorraine et al.,
2020], we leverage the Implicit Function Theorem (IFT) to
compute∇wΘ∗ = −(∇2

ΘLf )
−1 ·∇w∇ΘLf . Intuitively, IFT

allows us to evaluate the ∇wΘ∗ locally around the approxi-
mate best-response Θ∗. Using the above, we can compute the
gradients∇w L(A)

t as:

∇wL(A)
t (Θ∗(w)) = ∇ΘL(A)

t · ∇wΘ∗(w)

= −∇ΘL(A)
t · (∇2

ΘLf )
−1 · ∇w∇ΘLf .

(6)

We described the entire training process in Algorithm 1
(Supplementary Section A). To compute the Hessian inverse
and vector products efficiently, we use the iterative algorithm
by Lorraine et al. [Lorraine et al., 2020], which is summa-
rized in Algorithm 2 (Supplementary Section A). Intuitively,
it uses a Neumann series expansion to approximate the Hes-
sian inverse with unrolling differentiation for M steps around
locally approximate best-response Θ∗. Following [Navon et
al., 2020], in practice, we don’t train Θ till convergence (i.e.,
Θ∗ such that ∇ΘLf = 0). Instead, we approximate Θ∗ by
simultaneously training both Θ and w, and alternately opti-
mizing w for every r updates of Θ. We refer the readers to
[Lorraine et al., 2020] for theoretical considerations on ap-
proximations and convergence. Note that we use 20% of the
training set as A instead of using the validation set to avoid
data leakage and unfair comparison with baselines. Optimiz-
ing w on a held-out A rather than on the training set aligns
with the goal of improving target task generalizability.



4.3 BLO with Gradient Rotation (BLO+RCGrad)
In the previous sections, we discussed RCGrad, which learns
to project and scale conflicting gradients using s, and BLO,
which learns task weights w but does not explicitly han-
dle gradient conflicts. In this section, we introduce a novel
approach BLO+RCGrad that combines the strengths of both
RCGrad and BLO. Instead of learning the scaling factors s
by minimizing the combined loss on the training split as in
RCGrad, BLO+RCGrad learns s that minimizes the target val-
idation loss, which is similar to the optimization of w in
BLO. This enables learning s that can effectively homogenize
conflicting task gradients based on the generalization perfor-
mance of the target task. In BLO+RCGrad, the bi-level opti-
mization is employed for learning s not to balance task losses
but to best align conflicting task gradients. This addresses the
limitation of BLO in handling gradient conflicts by incorporat-
ing the rotational alignment strategy of RCGrad. To summa-
rize, BLO+RCGrad leverages the learned scaling factors s via
BLO (Algorithm 1) to guide the gradient surgery process in-
troduced by RCGrad (Equation 4). This dynamically controls
the knowledge transfer from auxiliary tasks, ensuring that the
influence of each task is optimally tuned to benefit the target
task learning.

5 Experiments
5.1 Experimental Materials
We perform experiments on 8 benchmark classification
datasets from MoleculeNet [Wu et al., 2018]. We com-
pare our adaptation strategies with simple baselines such
as traditional fine-tuning (FT), and vanilla multi-task learn-
ing (MTL) that assigns equal weights to all auxiliary tasks;
and a more advanced state-of-the-art regularization-based
fine-tuning with optimal transport (GTOT) [Zhang et al.,
2022]. Additionally, we consider other state-of-the-art gradi-
ent surgery-based methods (GCS, GNS, PCGrad) as baselines.
We refer to this group of baselines collectively as GS meth-
ods. We use the official publicly available checkpoints1 of
two GNNs: 1) supervised contextpred [Hu et al., 2019], de-
noted as Sup-CP, which is pretrained via self-supervised con-
text prediction and supervised graph-level multi-task learn-
ing, and 2) supervised [Hu et al., 2019], denoted as Sup,
which is pretrained only via supervised graph-level multi-task
learning. Using such different pretrained GNNs allows a con-
trolled comparison to understand how different pretraining
objectives (with and without self-supervised context predic-
tion task) can influence the adaptation. Details on auxiliary
tasks and datasets are presented in Section B in Supplemen-
tary.

5.2 Reproducibility and Implementation Details
Following the prior line of research [Hu et al., 2019; Liu et
al., 2021], we use scaffold-split for the downstream target
tasks, and use the same atom and bond features as in GTOT.
All experimental details for the FT baseline follow the GTOT
fine-tuning setup. Specifically, we initialized a linear projec-
tion layer on top of the pretrained GNN as the target task

1https://github.com/snap-stanford/pretrain-gnns

classifier. Across all methods, both the pretrained GNN and
task-specific layers are trainable. For FT and adaptation meth-
ods, we train the models for 100 epochs with Adam optimizer
with an initial learning rate α of 0.001, we use a batch size
of {32, 64, 256}, an embedding dimension of 300, and a
dropout probability of 0.5 for the GNN module. For GTOT
experiments, we use the optimal hyper-parameters provided
for each dataset, when finetuned on Sup-CP. For MTL experi-
ments, we assign equal weights to all auxiliary tasks. For BLO
and BLO+RCGrad experiments, we use M = 3 in Algorithm
2, update w every r = {5, 10, 20} update of Θ, and use Adam
optimizer with learning rate β of 0.001 to update w. The code
is available at https://github.com/vishaldeyiiest/GraphTA.

5.3 Comparison using Sup-CP as the pretrained
GNN

Table 1 presents an overall comparison when all the aux-
iliary tasks are used with Sup-CP as the pretrained GNN.
Our proposed adaptation strategies, specifically RCGrad and
BLO+RCGrad, outperform all baselines, including other GS-
based adaptation strategies, across all datasets (except Clin-
Tox). Specifically, compared to the best fine-tuning method,
GTOT, RCGrad demonstrated significant improvement of
2.4% and 4.8% in BACE and BBBP, respectively. This indi-
cates the efficacy of our proposed rotational alignment in mit-
igating negative transfer and improving the generalizability of
the pretrained GNN. Furthermore, BLO+RCGrad exhibits sig-
nificant improvement over fine-tuning methods FT and GTOT
in small-scale datasets of as much as 6.3% and 4.1%, respec-
tively. This highlights the efficacy of bi-level optimization
combined with gradient rotation in improving generalizabil-
ity, especially in limited data regimes.

Additionally, RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad consistently out-
perform other gradient surgery-based (GS) methods. Specif-
ically, compared to PCGrad, RCGrad demonstrates statisti-
cally significant improvements in ROC-AUC by 2.5%, 4.7%,
0.9% and 1.0% in ClinTox, BBBP, Tox21, and ToxCast, re-
spectively. This improvement can be attributed to the rota-
tion component in RCGrad, which not only resolves gradi-
ent conflicts but also actively aligns them in a direction fa-
vorable to the target task. Moreover, our proposed methods
RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad learn to retain a component of the
conflicting task gradients, unlike GCS which completely dis-
cards conflicting gradients. This ensures that valuable infor-
mation from auxiliary tasks is not discarded, thus facilitating
more effective knowledge transfer.

Conversely, BLO, which learns task weights without ex-
plicitly handling gradient conflicts, performs comparably or
slightly worse than RCGrad, BLO+RCGrad, and other GS-
based baselines. The suboptimal performance of BLO, es-
pecially in smaller datasets (e.g., SIDER), may be attributed
to the noisy nature of task gradients, potentially leading to a
poor approximation of hyper-gradients. In contrast, GNS is
more robust to noisy gradients since it adjusts the scale of
gradient magnitudes relative to the target task. Overall, our
proposed methods consistently outperform all baselines on
smaller datasets (except ClinTox), while achieving competi-
tive performance on larger ones.

In contrast, MTL, which assigns equal weights to all aux-

https://github.com/vishaldeyiiest/GraphTA


Table 1: Test ROC-AUC using Ta={AM,CP,EP,IG,MP} and Sup-CP

Method SIDER ClinTox BACE BBBP Tox21 ToxCast HIV MUV

FT 61.82 (0.53) 71.10 (1.40) 82.86 (0.87) 67.57 (1.39) 77.05 (0.34) 66.02 (0.18) 78.70 (0.80) 80.64 (0.51)
GTOT 62.24 (0.34) 70.03 (1.58) 83.67 (1.75) 69.01 (1.95) 77.08 (0.66) 65.45 (0.45) 80.05 (0.57) 82.09 (3.13)
MTL 56.22 (0.82) 56.41 (3.43) 80.04 (1.48) 64.88 (1.23) 74.42 (0.34) 64.53 (0.38) 76.79 (0.26) 81.68 (0.49)
GCS 59.94 (0.53) 62.77 (2.17) 85.60 (0.63) 71.16 (0.52) 74.76 (0.42) 66.05 (0.19) 76.94 (1.30) 76.65 (1.17)
GNS 62.48 (0.56) 67.94 (1.02) 84.80 (0.34) 70.94 (0.86) 76.44 (0.24) 66.19 (0.21) 78.23 (0.44) 83.50 (1.14)
PCGrad 62.09 (0.62) 67.60 (1.88) 84.42 (1.23) 69.14 (1.25) 76.58 (0.77) 65.81 (0.61) 77.76 (1.08) 78.62 (0.29)
BLO 60.70 (2.37) 68.29 (3.02) 85.14 (1.23)* 69.80 (0.68) 76.57 (0.44) 65.80 (0.79) 79.16 (0.47) 82.19 (1.40)
RCGrad 62.49 (0.65) 70.07 (1.70)† 85.65 (0.60)* 72.35 (1.28)*† 77.26 (0.38)† 66.49 (0.30)*† 79.39 (0.63) 83.07 (1.26)
BLO+RCGrad 62.94 (0.66)* 69.59 (2.12)† 86.10 (0.35)* 71.81 (1.57)* 76.62 (0.29) 66.38 (0.29)* 79.03 (1.12) 83.92 (1.03)

We report the mean (and standard deviation) over 10 different seeds with scaffold splitting. Best- and second best-performing models are
in bold and bold. Tasks are presented in increasing order of size. * and † indicate statistical significance compared to the best finetuning
and GS baselines, respectively. Statistical significance is determined based on the Wilcoxon signed rank test with p < 0.05.

iliary tasks regardless of their relevance to the target task,
results in worse performance across all downstream tasks.
Compared to FT, MTL exhibits deteriorations of as much as
9.1% and 20.6% in SIDER and ClinTox, respectively. This
indicates that MTL leads to drastic negative transfer, where the
auxiliary tasks hurt the performance of the target task. On the
contrary, all adaptation strategies (including GS-based base-
lines) perform better than MTL with significant improvements
of up to 24.2%. Furthermore, upon analyzing gradient sim-
ilarities of auxiliary tasks with the target task (Figure 4), we
hypothesize that AM, IG, and MP may benefit the target task
better than the other auxiliary tasks.

(a) SIDER (b) BACE

(c) BBBP (d) Tox21

Figure 4: Target task gradient conflicts with EP and CP tasks.
Sup-CP is adapted with all auxiliary tasks in a MTL setting.

Table 2 presents an overall comparison using only AM, IG,
and MP as auxiliary tasks. Compared to fine-tuning-based
methods (FT and GTOT), our proposed methods RCGrad and
BLO+RCGrad demonstrate better performance across 6 out of
8 datasets. Specifically, compared to GTOT, RCGrad achieves
significant improvements of 2.6% and 5.4% in BACE and

BBBP, respectively. Furthermore, RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad
exhibit better performance than GS baselines with signifi-
cantly improved ROC-AUC of as much as 9.9% in ClinTox.
Overall, our proposed methods demonstrate significantly im-
proved performance in smaller datasets compared to fine-
tuning and GS baselines. Such consistently superior perfor-
mance underscores the robustness of our methods, particu-
larly in settings where data is limited and the alignment of
gradients is crucial.

In contrast with the previous setup, GS baselines such as
GCS and GNS exhibit better performance across almost all
datasets. This implies that these methods can be more ef-
fective with fewer conflicting tasks, and may struggle to han-
dle a large number of conflicting tasks (Table 1). Similarly,
with fewer tasks in this setup, MTL exhibits improved perfor-
mance compared to the previous setup, thereby indicating di-
minished negative transfer. This suggests that a smaller and
more focused set of auxiliary tasks can lead to more efficient
and less conflicting learning dynamics. However, PCGrad,
RCGrad, and BLO+RCGrad, which partially utilize conflict-
ing gradients, show mixed responses to the reduction in the
number of auxiliary tasks in this setup. Specifically, RCGrad
demonstrates improved performance in smaller datasets (ex-
cept ClinTox) but a slight decrease in performance in larger
datasets, compared to their performance in the previous setup.
This can be attributed to the reduced diversity in learning sig-
nals provided by a smaller set of auxiliary tasks.

5.4 Comparison using Sup as the pretrained GNN
Table 3 presents an overall comparison of adaptation of Sup
as the pretrained GNN using all auxiliary tasks. Similar to
our findings in the previous section, MTL again results in
worse performance compared to fine-tuning methods, thus in-
dicating negative transfer. On the other hand, our proposed
methods, specifically RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad, demonstrate
improved performance over fine-tuning and GS baselines.
Notably, compared to the best fine-tuning baseline GTOT,
BLO+RCGrad improved ROC-AUC by 6.8%, 2.2%, and 4.8%
in ClinTox, BACE, and BBBP, respectively. Similarly, com-
pared to the best GS baseline GNS, BLO+RCGrad demonstrates
notable improvement of 3.0%, 11.1%, and 1.0% in SIDER,
ClinTox, and BACE, respectively. Furthermore, compared to



Table 2: Test ROC-AUC using Ta={AM,IG,MP} and Sup-CP

Method SIDER ClinTox BACE BBBP Tox21 ToxCast HIV MUV

FT 61.82 (0.53) 71.10 (1.40) 82.86 (0.87) 67.57 (1.39) 77.05 (0.34) 66.02 (0.18) 78.70 (0.80) 80.64 (0.51)
GTOT 62.24 (0.34) 70.03 (1.58) 83.67 (1.75) 69.01 (1.95) 77.08 (0.66) 65.45 (0.45) 80.05 (0.57) 82.09 (3.13)
MTL 59.15 (1.84) 62.01 (1.87) 83.60 (0.43) 71.67 (4.44) 75.64 (0.37) 65.14 (0.21) 78.18 (1.07) 81.26 (1.90)
GCS 62.83 (0.70) 64.62 (1.83) 84.17 (0.87) 70.49 (4.26) 77.35 (0.20) 66.03 (0.12) 77.59 (1.24) 80.17 (3.26)
GNS 62.62 (0.49) 63.42 (2.19) 84.29 (0.97) 71.79 (3.72) 76.50 (0.39) 66.12 (0.20) 78.25 (0.60) 82.42 (0.47)
PCGrad 61.42 (1.69) 63.44 (2.90) 83.92 (1.23) 70.86 (4.54) 76.73 (0.89) 65.96 (0.71) 77.38 (1.10) 80.45 (2.34)
BLO 62.85 (0.77) 67.52 (3.27)† 84.79 (0.62) 71.93 (3.19)* 76.88 (0.26) 66.29 (0.26)* 79.21 (0.33) 81.86 (1.19)
RCGrad 63.12 (0.38)*† 69.91 (1.22)† 85.86 (0.38)*† 72.76 (1.05)* 76.86 (0.38) 66.37 (0.16)*† 79.17 (0.32) 82.68 (1.92)
BLO+RCGrad 62.44 (0.28) 70.99 (2.31)† 84.75 (0.53) 72.03 (3.83)* 76.64 (0.28) 66.25 (0.22)*† 79.75 (0.81) 82.65 (3.36)

Best- and second best-performing models are in bold and bold. * and † indicate statistical significance compared to the best baselines
based on the Wilcoxon signed rank test with p < 0.05.

Table 3: Test ROC-AUC using Ta={AM,CP,EP,IG,MP} and Sup

Method SIDER ClinTox BACE BBBP Tox21 ToxCast HIV MUV

FT 61.85 (0.68) 54.16 (5.25) 75.76 (0.65) 66.34 (0.82) 75.64 (0.22) 63.52 (0.23) 72.84 (0.85) 80.46 (0.19)
GTOT 62.38 (0.39) 55.64 (7.49) 75.82 (2.10) 66.26 (1.87) 75.25 (1.11) 64.00 (0.55) 74.93 (1.50) 80.42 (0.42)
MTL 55.18 (0.96) 47.33 (1.84) 64.84 (2.43) 63.62 (1.08) 73.15 (0.44) 62.06 (2.00) 63.25 (5.15) 69.21 (8.51)
GCS 58.39 (0.59) 50.05 (1.48) 74.59 (0.61) 66.67 (2.41) 74.36 (0.43) 63.94 (0.35) 72.23 (0.24) 62.99 (5.35)
GNS 60.57 (2.04) 53.52 (5.44) 76.69 (0.88) 68.67 (0.42) 75.37 (0.34) 63.49 (0.12) 74.41 (0.19) 79.72 (0.17)
PCGrad 59.83 (0.53) 53.07 (5.12) 71.17 (6.65) 67.18 (1.12) 74.26 (0.53) 63.95 (0.42) 71.80 (0.45) 79.31 (0.74)
BLO 60.65 (2.66) 56.10 (4.77) 75.11 (1.19) 67.81 (1.09)* 74.57 (0.59) 64.20 (0.44) 75.05 (0.74)† 78.12 (0.68)
RCGrad 61.38 (0.74) 57.36 (3.75) 77.00 (1.03) 68.73 (0.76)* 75.67 (0.49) 63.91 (0.23) 75.60 (0.26)† 79.37 (1.74)
BLO+RCGrad 62.41 (0.81) 59.45 (3.33)† 77.47 (0.79) 69.45 (0.70)* 76.08 (0.34)† 64.60 (0.28)*† 75.80 (0.41)† 79.97 (1.11)

Best- and second best-performing models are in and bold. * and † indicate statistical significance compared to the best baselines based
on the Wilcoxon signed rank test with p < 0.05.

BLO, which does not explicitly handle conflicting task gra-
dients, BLO+RCGrad yields consistent improvement across
most datasets. Such consistently superior performance of
BLO+RCGrad implies that aligning and extracting informative
components out of conflicting task gradients is crucial to im-
prove the generalizablity of pretrained GNNs, regardless of
the specific pretraining objective.

Following the similar setup of Sup-CP experiments with
a selected subset of auxiliary tasks, Table 5 in Supplemen-
tary presents an overall comparison using Sup as the pre-
trained GNN. Compared to the previous setup with all aux-
iliary tasks, almost all GS baselines and our proposed method
RCGrad exhibit improved performance with fewer auxiliary
tasks. This suggests that using a smaller and relevant set of
auxiliary tasks can lead to more efficient adaptation, which
holds true across different pretrained GNNs. Furthermore,
compared to the best GS baseline, GNS, our proposed meth-
ods RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad achieve better or comparable
performance, particularly on smaller datasets. Additionally,
BLO+RCGrad exhibits significant improvement over GCS in
Tox21 and ToxCast.

However, it’s worth noting that when using Sup as
the pretrained GNN, all methods, including RCGrad and
BLO+RCGrad, yield slightly worse performance compared to
when Sup-CP is used as the pretrained GNN. This observa-
tion suggests that the Sup pretrained GNN might not capture
contextual chemical relationships as effectively as Sup-CP,
which was pretrained additionally on the context prediction

task. This subtle difference in performance indicates that the
choice of pretrained GNN can have an impact on the overall
adaptation process. Additional results are presented in Sec-
tion B in Supplementary materials.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this study, we explored multiple adaptation strategies to
improve the performance of pretrained GNNs on downstream
molecular property prediction tasks. To address the poor gen-
eralization performance to such diverse downstream tasks,
we introduced two novel methods, RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad,
that learn to align conflicting task gradients. Our experiments
demonstrate that our proposed methods consistently outper-
form all fine-tuning and gradient surgery-based approaches,
especially on smaller datasets (except ClinTox). This sug-
gests that the adaptation of pretrained GNNs can be a promis-
ing direction to boost target task performance, especially with
limited labeled data. Our study serves as the first step in ex-
ploring the adaptation of pretrained GNNs in molecular prop-
erty prediction. In future work, we will explore other adap-
tation strategies to alleviate noisy gradients and to improve
task selection with sparser task weights. We will further in-
vestigate the benefit of adapting GNNs to diverse downstream
molecular regression tasks.
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A Details on BLO

Algorithm 1 describes the training process of BLO, and Algo-
rithm 2 describes the computation of the gradient ∇w L(A)

t
via approximated Hessian Inverse and vector products.

Algorithm 1 Learning Task Weights with BLO

1: Input: N , r, α
2: Initialize w with 1/k, Θ from pretrained GNN, Ψ and Φ

with default Xavier initializer
3: for epoch from 1 to N do
4: Compute Lf = Lt +

∑k
i=1 wiLa,i

5: Θ ← Θ − α∇ΘLf , Φ ← Φ − α∇ΦLa, Ψ ← Ψ −
α∇ΨLt

6: if epoch%r == 0 then
7: w← w −∇wL(A)

t (Θ(w)) ▷ Algorithm 2
8: end if
9: end for

10: Return Θ, w

Algorithm 2 Computing∇wL(A)
t (Θ(w))

1: Input: Lf , L(A)
t , current w, Θ from Algorithm 1, M ,

β

2: Initialize p = q = ∇ΘL(A)
t |(w,Θ) ▷ Hessian inverse

approximation
3: for j from 1 to M do
4: p = p− βp∇2

ΘLf

5: q = q + p
6: end for
7: Return −q∇w∇ΘLf |(w,Θ)

B Experimental Details
B.1 On Auxiliary Tasks
We describe the auxiliary tasks and share key insights behind
using them:

• Masked Atom Prediction (AM): AM [Hu et al., 2019]
involves predicting the identity of masked atoms within
a molecular graph. It helps the GNN to learn the lo-
cal chemical context and relationships between atoms
and bonds, which are crucial for understanding molec-
ular structure and function. The embedding out of GNN
is fed to a linear classifier to predict the atom type of
masked atoms.

• Edge Prediction (EP): EP [Hamilton et al., 2017] fo-
cuses on predicting the presence or absence of bonds
(edges) between pairs of atoms in a molecular graph. It
helps the GNN to capture essential local structural in-
formation, including connectivity and spatial arrange-
ment of atoms within molecules. Following existing
design[Sun et al., 2022], the dot product of node em-
beddings is used to predict the existence of a bond.

• Context Prediction (CP): CP [Hu et al., 2019] requires
the model to predict neighboring graph structures (con-
text) based on an anchor structure. This aids the GNN in
distinguishing molecular contexts, enabling the model to
capture subgraph-level information. The setup of Hu et
al.[Hu et al., 2019] is followed to extract and distinguish
positive and negative subgraph contexts.

• Graph Infomax (IG): IG [Sun et al., 2019] maximizes
the mutual information between local (node) and global
(subgraph) representations. This helps the GNN to cap-
ture structural patterns, allowing it to understand how
atoms form functional groups and larger molecular sub-
structures. The existing setup [Sun et al., 2019] is fol-
lowed to train a discriminator model that distinguishes
between node embeddings from the same molecular
graph and those from a different graph.

• Motif Prediction (MP): MP [Rong et al., 2020] focuses
on predicting the presence of specific recurring substruc-
tures (motifs) within a molecule. It helps the GNN to
identify structural motifs indicative of chemical proper-
ties or functions. This task is formulated as a multi-label
binary classification problem with each of 85 motifs2 ex-
tracted from RDKIT [RDKit, online, ] as labels.

Each of these tasks focuses on different aspects of molec-
ular graphs, such as local connectivity, spatial arrangement,
contextual information, hierarchical organization, and recur-
ring structural patterns. In essence, these tasks are designed
to equip the model with a richer understanding of molecu-
lar structures, ultimately improving its ability to generalize
and make accurate predictions. Note that designing auxiliary
tasks is beyond the scope of this study.

B.2 Dataset Overview
We perform our adaptation experiments on 8 benchmark clas-
sification datasets from MoleculeNet [Wu et al., 2018]. In
this section, we give a brief overview and provide prelimi-
nary statistics of these datasets.

• BBBP: measures whether a molecule permeates the
blood-brain barrier.

• BACE: measures whether a molecule inhibit the β-
secretase 1 (BACE-1) enzyme.

• ClinTox: contains toxicity labels for clinical drugs, facil-
itating the assessment of drug safety profiles across vari-
ous targets. It is important to note that these labels reflect
both FDA approval outcomes and clinical trial failures
due to toxicity. Such outcomes are determined by not
just the molecular structures of the drugs. but also by
external factors such as genetic predispositions, evalua-
tion methodologies, and environmental conditions. This
complexity can make methodological comparisons chal-
lenging.

• HIV: measures whether a molecule can prevent antiviral
activity against the HIV virus.

• MUV: compiled and refined from PubChem bioassays,
evaluating compound activity across multiple targets.

2http://rdkit.org/docs/source/rdkit.Chem.Fragments.html



Table 4: Overview of benchmark molecular property prediction datasets

Dataset BBBP Tox21 ToxCast SIDER ClinTox MUV HIV BACE

No. mols 2,039 7.831 8,575 1,427 1,478 93,087 41,127 1,513
No. tasks 1 12 617 27 2 17 1 1
Avg. atoms 24.06 18.57 18.78 33.64 26.16 24.23 25.51 34.09
Avg. diameter 11.32 9.62 9.49 14.14 12.39 12.79 11.98 15.22

• Tox21: measures toxicity across a range of biological
pathways used in the 2014 Tox21 challenge.

• ToxCast: measures compound toxicity across a range of
biological systems.

B.3 Additional Figures
Figure 5 demonstrates the varying scales of auxiliary task
gradient magnitudes when Sup-CP is adapted using all aux-
iliary tasks in a MTL setting across all datasets. This indicates
the need to adjust the gradient norms as proposed in GNS and
RCGrad. This prevents some auxiliary tasks to dominate over
target tasks.

(a) SIDER (b) ClinTox

(c) BACE (d) BBBP

(e) Tox21 (f) ToxCast

Figure 5: Large variations of scales among task gradients observed
across multiple tasks.

Figure 6 demonstrates that target task gradient conflicts

with that of EP and CP tasks across all datasets. This moti-
vates our experimental comparison of all adaptation strategies
using a smaller set of more relevant auxiliary tasks.

(a) SIDER (b) ClinTox

(c) BACE (d) BBBP

(e) Tox21 (f) ToxCast

Figure 6: Target task gradient conflicts with EP and CP tasks.
Sup-CP is adapted with all auxiliary tasks in a MTL setting.

B.4 Additional Tables
Table 5 presents an overall comparison when Sup is adapted
using only AM, IG, and MP as auxiliary tasks. Compared
to fine-tuning-based methods (FT and GTOT), our proposed
methods RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad demonstrate better per-
formance across 7 out of 8 datasets. Specifically, compared
to GTOT, both RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad achieve significant
improvements of up to 5.1% and 1.8% in BBBP and Tox-
Cast, respectively. Furthermore, RCGrad and BLO+RCGrad



Table 5: Test ROC-AUC using Ta={AM,IG,MP} and Sup

Method SIDER ClinTox BACE BBBP Tox21 ToxCast HIV MUV

FT 61.85 (0.68) 54.16 (5.25) 75.76 (0.65) 66.34 (0.82) 75.64 (0.22) 63.52 (0.23) 72.84 (0.85) 80.46 (0.19)
GTOT 62.38 (0.39) 55.64 (7.49) 75.82 (2.10) 66.26 (1.87) 75.25 (1.11) 64.00 (0.55) 74.93 (1.50) 80.42 (0.42)
MTL 56.24 (2.79) 53.25 (2.60) 75.92 (1.06) 68.72 (0.73) 72.22 (0.62) 62.94 (0.32) 71.84 (0.95) 74.81 (0.48)
GCS 61.31 (0.65) 50.22 (1.60) 75.54 (1.12) 65.23 (1.89) 75.01 (0.30) 64.45 (0.27) 74.03 (0.52) 75.20 (1.99)
GNS 62.47 (0.49) 55.08 (4.51) 77.28 (1.38) 69.55 (1.10) 74.95 (0.41) 63.94 (0.23) 74.13 (0.34) 77.05 (1.53)
PCGrad 57.66 (2.41) 52.20 (3.22) 76.55 (0.96) 69.11 (0.62) 73.01 (0.90) 63.59 (0.48) 71.88 (1.15) 75.28 (1.32)
BLO 61.70 (0.86) 56.79 (3.67) 75.25 (1.54) 68.00 (0.88)* 74.53 (0.33) 64.44 (0.73) 75.15 (0.35)† 76.97 (3.12)
RCGrad 62.10 (1.04) 58.64 (1.66)† 77.64 (0.80) 69.63 (0.84)* 75.08 (0.53) 65.09 (0.37)*† 75.63 (0.24)† 78.08 (2.78)
BLO+RCGrad 62.55 (0.85) 59.31 (3.59)† 77.22 (1.53) 69.67 (0.93)* 75.74 (0.58)† 65.18 (0.44)*† 75.78 (0.21)† 78.37 (2.31)

Best- and second best-performing models are in bold and bold. * and † indicate statistical significance compared to the best baselines
based on the Wilcoxon signed rank test with p < 0.05.

exhibit better performance than GS baselines with signifi-
cantly improved ROC-AUC of as much as 7.7% and 2.2%
in ClinTox and HIV, respectively. Overall, both RCGrad and
BLO+RCGrad outperform fine-tuning methods, while achiev-
ing competitive or better performance than GS baselines
across all datasets. Such consistently superior performance
across multiple setups and pretrained GNNs underscores the
robustness of our methods.
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