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ABSTRACT

Graph neural networks (GNNs) are widely applied in graph data modeling. However, existing
GNNs are often trained in a task-driven manner that fails to fully capture the intrinsic nature of the
graph structure, resulting in sub-optimal node and graph representations. To address this limitation,
we propose a novel Graph structure Prompt Learning method (GPL) to enhance the training of
GNNs, which is inspired by prompt mechanisms in natural language processing. GPL employs task-
independent graph structure losses to encourage GNNs to learn intrinsic graph characteristics while
simultaneously solving downstream tasks, producing higher-quality node and graph representations.
In extensive experiments on eleven real-world datasets, after being trained by GPL, GNNs significantly
outperform their original performance on node classification, graph classification, and edge prediction
tasks (up to 10.28%, 16.5%, and 24.15%, respectively). By allowing GNNs to capture the inherent
structural prompts of graphs in GPL, they can alleviate the issue of over-smooth and achieve new
state-of-the-art performances, which introduces a novel and effective direction for GNN research
with potential applications in various domains.

Keywords Graph Neural Networks · Prompt Learning · Node Classification · Graph Classification

1 Introduction

Many real-world datasets are presented as networks or graphs, and various types of graph neural networks (GNNs)
[1] have been developed to address the inherent challenges presented by these datasets. GNNs have gained significant
attention in various fields of data mining applications, such as knowledge representation [2, 3], text classification
[4, 5], traffic prediction [6, 7], molecular classification [8, 9], recommendation systems [10], sentiment analysis
[11, 12], etc. Classic and advanced graph neural networks, including ChebNet [13], graph convolution networks
(GCN) [14], GraphSage [15], graph attention networks (GAT) [16], LightGCN [17], UniMP [18], ARMA [19], Fused
GAT [20], ASDGN [21] etc., were initially designed for node classification tasks. To gather node features for graph
classification tasks, various readout functions and pooling mechanisms have been proposed, such as GIN [22], SortPool
[23], DiffPool [24], TopKPool [25], SAGPool [26], EdgePool [27], ASAPool [28], and MEWISPool [29], GPS [30],
etc. Compared with the thriving models and applications, training methods for improving the performance of the classic
graph neural networks are less discussed. Several works use graph pre-train technologies or heterogeneous attributes
to enhance the performance of certain GNNs [31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36], but these methods heavily rely on extra graph
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datasets or skillfully designed graph patterns, and their improved performances and generalization are also limited in
certain cases.
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The node E is of class Orange,
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(I) The degree of E is __one ;

(II) The neighbor pattern of E is __ ;

(III) ......

Figure 1: A running example of graph structure prompt learning. The color and size represent nodes’ labels and degrees,
respectively. (a) The example graph. (b) Nodes clustered by class labels. (c) Nodes clustered by degrees. (d) Nodes
clustered by neighboring patterns (degree distributions of neighboring nodes in four-dimension). (e) Structure prompts.

Limitations of the representation ability of graph neural networks hinder their performance on node classification, graph
classification, and edge prediction tasks [37, 38, 39]. One of the reasons for the unsatisfactory performance is the
well-known over-smooth problem [40]. Additionally, we found that the expression ability of learned representation
fails to capture the intrinsic structural features of graphs, leading to limited performance in downstream tasks. While
existing graph neural networks mainly focus on learning features that benefit classifying the nodes (or graphs) into
corresponding categories, as shown in Figure 1 (b). The target loss of classic graph neural networks is strictly related
to downstream tasks, e.g., node classification, graph classification, and edge prediction. These approaches ignore the
intrinsic structure characteristics of graphs during the training process, e.g., degree of nodes (represented in Figure 1
(c)), and distributions of neighbors’ degree, one of the neighbor patterns (illustrated in Figure 1 (d)). For instance, after
being trained for the node classification task on the Pubmed dataset [41], the GCN [14] fails to perform well on simple
tasks, such as predicting how many nodes are connected with a node and the sum of neighbors’ degrees, as shown in
Figure 2. The sum of neighbors’ degrees reflects the degree distribution of neighboring nodes to a certain extent. The
phenomenon of GNNs failing to capture the intrinsic graph structure and effectively distinguish the essential structural
characteristics of nodes is referred to as the “graph structure lost” problem in this paper.

The aforementioned “graph structure lost” issue inspires us to design some task-independent graph structure prompts to
guide graph structure learning in the training process of GNNs. In this way, structural feature learning of graphs can
be enhanced and may benefit downstream tasks. Recently, prompt-based tuning methods [42, 43, 44, 45] in natural
language processing (NLP) represent a powerful performance by bridging gaps between the pre-training stage and
downstream task fine-tuning stages. For instance, given an input sentence of “The story of the movie is well arranged.”,
one can build a prompt template, e.g., “I __ the movie.” to facilitate pre-training NLP models. The answer can be
chosen from “like, dislike, ...”. Motivated by prompt-based methods and multi-task learning, task-independent losses,
including first-order and second-order graph structure losses, are proposed in this paper to augment graph structure
learning in training GNNs. For example, as shown in Fig 1 (e), after obtaining the node representation of the orange
node E, we design some graph structure prompts and encourage the model to predict “The degree of E” is “one” and the
neighbor pattern (e.g., degree distribution) of E during model training. The first-order graph structure loss considers the
structure features of the nodes themselves. The second-order graph structure loss comprises the neighboring structural
features (neighboring patterns). The computationally intensive higher-order graph structure losses are promising fields
to be explored in future works, as the first- and second-order graph structure losses already achieve notable performance.
The graph structure prompts in losses are similar to the text prompts in NLP that enable graph neural networks to guide
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Figure 2: Using node features learned by GCN [14] on the Pubmed dataset [41] to predict (a) nodes’ degree and (b) the
sum degree of nodes’ neighbors.

the model to know more about the basic graph structure and learn a better structural representation. We called this
training method as Graph structure Prompt Learning (GPL).

Note that the prompt mechanism was initially used to reduce the gaps between pretraining and inferences in natural
language models [44] or a transfer learning paradigm to unify pre-training and downstream tasks for GNNs [46, 47]. In
contrast, we employ graph prompts to train graph neural networks directly without pretraining and relying on extra
graph datasets. GPL facilitates the graph neural networks to learn the intrinsic graph structures and work more efficiently
in downstream tasks, such as node classification, graph classification, edge prediction, etc. Few works can significantly
increase the performance of a wide range of classic graph neural networks without highly improving computation
complexity and using extra datasets. Our main contributions are three-fold:

1) We identify a new problem that limits the performance of classic graph neural networks: the lack of intrinsic graph
structure learning during training. This is the pioneering work to identify the problem and solve it by involving graph
structure prompts.

2) A novel training method, graph structure prompt learning, is proposed to train graph neural networks with graph
structure-aware and task-independent losses. With GPL, there is no need to add extra graph data. The effective strategy
significantly improves the potential of advanced GNNs and allows them to achieve new state-of-the-art performances.

3) Extensive experiments on eleven real-world datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of GPL. The accuracy of GNNs
is improved up to 10.28%, 16.5%, and 24.15% in node classification, graph classification, and edge prediction tasks,
respectively.

2 Related Works

Graph Neural Networks. Graph neural networks have been widely applied in many applications [1]. Based on
graph spectral theory, ChebNet [13] and GCN [14] represent superior learning performance to convolutional neural
networks on graph format datasets. Hamilton et al. [15] introduced a general inductive framework GraphSAGE that
leverages neighboring node feature information to generate node representation for unseen data. GAT [16] applies a
self-attention mechanism when calculating the weights between neighboring nodes to improve the performance of
GCN [14]. LightGCN [17] accelerates the computations by a light-weight framework. UniMP [18] unifies incorporate
feature and label propagation at both training and inference time. Wang et al. [48] proposed the LCNN to address
the challenge of CNN in constructing receptive fields in graph classification, which learns the location of each node
based on its embedding, demonstrating effective task-oriented pattern learning. ARMA [19] provides a better global
graph structure representation by auto-regressive and moving average filters to provide a more flexible frequency.
MM-GNN [49]calculates the multi-order moments of the neighbors for each node as signatures, and then uses an
element-wise attention-based moment adaptor to assign larger weights to important moments for each node and
update node representations. IEA-GNN [50]constructs the candidate anchor point set according to the information
entropy of the node, and then obtains the feature information of the node based on the nonlinear distance-weighted
aggregate learning strategy of the anchor points of the candidate set, fuses the global position information into the
node representation with the selected anchor points. For graph classification, Hu et al. [22] verify that the graph
representation ability of the current graph neural networks is as powerful as the Weisfeiler-Lehman graph isomorphism
test. SortPool [23] sorts the node features in ascending order along the feature dimension and selects the features of the
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sorted top-k node to remove influences of unrelated nodes. DiffPool [24] applies a differentiable graph pooling module
that generates hierarchical representations of graphs. SAGPool [26] leverages a self-attention graph pooling layer based
on hierarchical graph pooling, which can learn hierarchical representation in an end-to-end manner with relatively
few parameters. Recent advanced graph neural networks also include EdgePool [27], TopKPool [25], ASAPool [28],
MEWISPool [29], GPS [30]. The well-known over-smooth problem prevents the layers of GNNs from going deeper.
To solve the problem, DeepGNN [51] applies residual networks to increase the depth of graph neural networks. The
PPNP [52] decouples dimension transformation and feature propagation. In addition to the over-smooth problem, we
found there is another important reason that constraints the expression ability of GNNs, no matter deep or shallow
layers. Solving the problem offers great potential for node and graph representation learning.

Graph Pretraining. Many new GNNs in recent years [40] design the model to address the current issues. However,
fewer works focus on proposing a general strategy to improve the training of GNNs. Due to the expensive labeling
works of graphs, the benchmark graph datasets are mostly on small scales, which leads to the over-fitting of neural
networks. Some works leverage extra unlabeled data to facilitate graph representational learning by developing graph
pretraining technologies, including Hu et al. [31], GCC [32], GPT-GNN [33], L2P-GNN [34], SUGAR [35], and
CasANGCL [53]. Xia et al. [54] found the limitations of current AttrMask-based pre-training tasks for molecular
prediction, and proposed a novel atom-level pre-training method called Masked Atoms Modeling (MAM). These works
suggest that the pretraining and fine-tuning paradigm is a potential way for graph representation learning.

Prompt-Based Learning. In recent two years, prompt-based learning methods [42, 43, 45] have shown strong
capabilities to improve the downstream tasks of NLP. Schick et al. [42] utilize prompt templates to provide label hints
of models for classification and generation language tasks. Liu et al. [45] propose prefix-based continuous prompts that
support automated template learning in low resources tasks. More works about prompt mechanisms are referred to in
the review [44]. To reduce the gap between the pretraining objective and the downstream task objective, the GPPT [46]
employs a masked edge prediction task to pre-train the GNNs and reconstructs the downstream node classification task
into a link prediction task. However, the major drawback of graph pretraining methods is that they need ingeniously
designed structure patterns that preserve invariant properties of graphs as well as extra graph datasets and expensive
training resources. The performance of most current graph pretraining methods relies heavily on certain tasks and
domains, not as general and powerful as that in natural language processing [55] since the nodes and edges have diverse
meanings in different graphs and domains. Motivated by prompt learning and multi-task learning, we design graph
structure prompts that benefit the training of GNNs.

3 Preliminaries

Most current graph neural networks follow the message-passing framework [56]. They can be described as followings:

A general graph is represented as G = (V,E), where V denotes the node set, and E denotes the edge set.

In node classification, every node v ∈ V has a corresponding label yv . The objective is to learn a representation vector
hv for each node, such that the node’s label yv can be predicted as f(hv). Message-passing aggregations update a node’s
representation by combining the representations of its neighbors. By iterating this process k times, a central node’s
representation captures the structural information within its neighborhood subgraph. This process can be expressed as:

h(k)
v = COMB(k){AGG(k)(h(k−1)

u : u ∈ N(v)), a(k)v }, (1)

where h
(k)
v is the feature of v in the k(th) iteration and N(v) is the neighbors of v. COMB and AGG are the

combination and aggregation functions, respectively.

For the graph classification, the readout function aggregates node features during the final iteration to generate a
representation hG of the entire graph. The general format can be expressed as:

hG = READOUT (h(k)
v |v ∈ G), (2)

the READOUT can be a sum, average, max, and other complicated pooling operations.

GCN [14] is a common aggregation based on message-passing, the layer is computed as:

H(l+1) = σ(ÂH(l)W (l)), (3)

where Â denotes the normalized adjacency matrix with self-loop. GCN can also be used to apply for the graph
classification with a global mean pooling. The equation is:

ri =
1

Ni

Ni∑
n=1

xn, (4)
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where ri is the graph representation, x is the result of aggregated features, and Ni is global nodes.

Message-passing-based aggregations rely on gathering information from node features and their neighbors. This
method is insufficient in learning graph structural information from a broad view. We believe that building proper graph
structure prompts facilitates the training of graph neural networks.

4 Proposed Method

4.1 Problem Statements

Formally, a graph is denoted as G = (V,E). E is presented by an adjacency matrix A ∈ RN×N , N is the number of
nodes in a graph. The initial node features are represented as X ∈ RN×F . The vi = Xi is the input feature vector of
the node i and F is the dimension size.

In the node classification task, the goal of graph neural networks is to learn a model fn that maps nodes’ features X
into a vector with a new dimension X ′ ∈ RN×Mn , the Mn is the length of learned features (hidden size of the output
layer) by model fn. The vfni = X ′

i is the output vector of node i by model fn as vfni = fn(vi, A,X). The model fn
contains the graph kernels and aggregation functions of graph neural networks. The probability distribution of class
labels is calculated as:

p(ŷin|A,X) = Softmax(Wnv
fn
i )), (5)

where Wn ∈ RMn∗Cn , Mn is the output dimension and Cn is the number of node classes. The goal of node classification
is cross-entropy, denoted as:

Ln =
∑
X,Yn

∑
i

logP (ŷin = yin|A,X), (6)

where ŷn and yn are the predicted and actual labels of nodes, respectively.

Graph classification is another basic task of graph neural networks. The model learns a feature vector for each graph.
The loss of graph classification task is also cross-entropy, which is expressed as:

p(ŷig|A,X) = Softmax(Wg(fpool{fg(A,X)}),

Lg =
∑
X,Yg

∑
i

logP (ŷig = yig|A,X), (7)

where fg is the graph neural network for graph classification. fg can be the same as fn or designed differently. Xg is
the output features of fg . In some models, e.g., GIN [22], the Xg is the sum of features from multiple layers, similar to
residual networks. The fpool is the readout function or pooling function of graph neural networks. Wg ∈ RMg×Cg is
the output dimension of graph neural networks and Cg is the number of graph classes. ŷg and yg are the predicted and
actual graph labels.

4.2 Graph Structure Prompt Learning

Graph structure prompt learning is not used to pre-train graph neural networks. Instead, it applies task-independent
graph structure losses to force the graph neural networks to learn better representation vectors that contain rich intrinsic
structure information of graphs.

4.2.1 Node Classification.

In graph neural networks, the feature aggregation function is written as:

X l = Aggregate(W l−1X l−1), (8)

where W is the weight of lth neural networks, X l is the node feature matrix after l layers that depend on the special
implementation of different graph neural networks. L is the set number of graph convolution layers. Specifically, in
GCN [14], we have:

X l
gcn = σ(D̂−1/2ÂD̂−1/2X l−1W l−1

gcn ), (9)

where Â = A+ I , X0 = X . σ is the activation function (set to Relu in this paper). We apply two graph convolution
layers (L=2) and residual networks to combine the input and output features from the last graph convolution layer. The
final node representations are calculated by: X ′

gcn = XL
gcn +XW r

gcn, where W r ∈ RF×Mn .
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In GCN [14], the aggregate function can be seen as the average of neighboring vectors of nodes. In traditional
training methods, the output feature X ′

gcn is taken into Equation 6 for model training. Other graph neural networks in
experiments follow a similar modification approach.

The first-order graph structure loss is defined as:

L1st =
1

N

∑
i

(W1vi − log2(di + ϵ))2, (10)

where W1 ∈ RM×1, the parameters of L1st. the M is Mn and Mg in node and graph classification tasks, respectively.
ϵ is set to 1.0 in this paper, di is the degree of node i.

The second-order graph structure loss is defined as:

Ln
2nd =

1

N ×K

∑
i∈V

∑
K

(log2(Di + ϵ)−W2vi)
2, (11)

where W2 ∈ RM×K , the parameters of L2nd, the M can be Mn. N=∥V ∥. K is the maximum number of neighbors in a
graph. If the node has fewer neighbors than K, the data is padded by zeros to keep the same feature length. Di is the
logarithm neighboring degree distribution of node i. For example, a vector [1, 0, 0, 3, · · · ] means the node i has one
neighbor of degree one and four neighbors of degree three.

For the node classification task, the final loss is:

L′
n = Ln + L1st + Ln

2nd, (12)

4.2.2 Graph Classification.

For the graph classification task, the readout or pooling mechanism is denoted as:

hg = fpool({X l
v, v ∈ V }), (13)

where l can be L or in a set {0, 1, ..., L}. The pooling mechanism or readout function fpool is different in GNNs. For
example, GIN [22] aggregates all nodes’ features at the same layer as:

hl
v = MLPl

hl−1
v +

∑
u∈N (v)

hl−1
u

 , (14)

where, hl
v is the feature vector of a node v in lth layer. We apply sum of hl

v in GIN [22] before pooling layer as the
input vector vi of L1st .

The second-order graph structure loss for graph classification is slightly different from Ln
2nd by considering the overall

degree distribution of a graph, as the equation:

Lg
2nd =

1

K
(
1

N

∑
i∈V

∑
K

(log2(Di + ϵ)−W2vi)
2

+
∑
K

(log2(Dg + ϵ)−W g
2 hg)

2)
(15)

The final loss for graph classification is:
L′
g = Lg + L1st + Lg

2nd, (16)

In this paper, we only apply the first-order and second-order graph structure losses, which are enough to achieve a
notable performance. In the node classification task, GPL applies L′

n and L′
g to train models in the node and graph

classification task, respectively.

5 Experimental Analysis

5.1 Datasets

We verify the performance of GPL on classic graph datasets, several representative graph datasets are chosen for each
task.
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For the node classification and edge prediction tasks, the datasets are as follows:

Cora [41]: It includes 2708 scientific publications on machine learning, and nodes are divided into seven categories.
Edges are the citations between papers.

Citeseer [41]: It includes 3327 scientific publications, and nodes are divided into six categories.

Pubmed [41]: It includes 19717 scientific publications on diabetes from the Pubmed database, and nodes are divided
into three categories.

Photo: The Amazon Photo network from [57]. Nodes represent goods and edges represent that two goods are frequently
bought together.

Computers: The Amazon Computers network from [57] with same node and edge formats as the Photo.

DBLP [58]: The DBLP is a heterogeneous graph containing four types of entities - authors (4,057 nodes), papers
(14,328 nodes), terms (7,723 nodes), and conferences (20 nodes).

For Cora, Citeseer, and Pubmed, there are two ways of dividing the training set, one is following the setups as GCN
[14] and another is random selecting.

For the graph classification task, the following datasets are used:

MUTAG [59]: The MUTAG is a dataset of chemical molecules and compounds, with atoms representing junctions and
bonds representing edges.

PROENTIENS [60]: Each node is a secondary structure element, and an edge exists if two nodes are adjacent nodes in
the amino acid sequence or 3D space.

DD [61]: Nodes are amino acids, and an edge connects two nodes if the distance between them is less than 6 Angstroms.

NCI1 and NCI109 [62]: Datasets on chemical molecules and compounds, where nodes represent atoms and edges
represent bonds.

The statistics of graphs are summarized at the top of Table 1 and Table 3.

Table 1: Performance on the node classification task.

Datasets CORA Citeseer Photo Computers DBLP Pubmed
|V | 2,708 3,327 7,650 13,752 17,716 19,717
|E| 5,429 4,732 238,162 491,722 105,734 44,338

# classes 7 6 8 10 4 3
Avg.#clustering 0.24 0.14 0.40 0.34 0.13 0.06

GPPT 81.71±0.19 70.31±0.39 92.76±0.26 87.83±0.28 - 85.28±0.12
ChebNet 82.80±0.69 68.18±0.85 85.71±9.48 79.09±4.17 85.75±0.12 86.33±0.16

ChebNet+GPL 84.69±0.01 73.14±0.21 93.67±0.22 85.73±0.74 86.33±0.02 87.22±0.03
GCN 82.73±0.01 69.58±0.36 93.52±0.62 88.49±3.29 85.17±0.05 86.05±0.18

GCN+GPL 85.05±0.01 73.50±0.31 94.01±0.14 90.67±0.25 86.80±0.01 88.34±0.21
GAT 82.49±0.88 70.84±0.75 85.07±0.25 90.12±0.31 85.07±0.47 83.87±0.30

GAT+GPL 84.87±0.01 73.84±0.07 95.35±0.14 90.76±0.17 86.73±0.23 85.62±0.35
GraphSage 82.10±0.45 71.61±1.08 85.96±10.20 83.99±1.38 85.62±0.26 85.57±0.21

GraphSage+GPL 84.40±0.37 74.32±0.52 94.56±0.15 86.35±0.81 86.07±0.26 86.60±0.28
LightGCN 80.74±0.41 67.35±0.65 91.58±0.05 83.88±0.01 84.44±0.04 82.56±0.13

LightGCN+GPL 81.47±0.52 70.71±0.12 92.48±0.02 84.28±0.05 85.55±0.02 87.67±0.01
UniMP 82.71±0.89 71.67±0.99 94.90±0.37 89.16±1.54 85.37±0.21 85.68±0.26

UniMP +GPL 84.30±0.76 74.05±0.40 95.13±0.62 89.84±0.67 86.22±0.18 86.73±0.04
ARMA 82.47±0.75 71.13±1.39 90.00±4.95 83.83±0.58 85.81±0.13 86.78±0.21

ARMA+GPL 83.19±0.03 74.13±0.61 94.52±0.19 85.07±0.10 86.25±0.06 87.62±0.05
FusedGAT 82.39±0.86 70.21±0.81 92.69±0.44 91.05±0.67 93.40±0.20 83.65±0.13

FusedGAT+GPL 85.75±1.16 73.92±0.64 95.27±0.30 91.61±0.31 95.44±0.23 88.06±0.21
ASDGN 81.01±0.89 73.31±0.45 92.22±0.69 83.48±8.47 80.39±0.28 88.84±0.78

ASDGN+GPL 82.34±0.53 74.86±0.59 93.69±0.26 88.31±0.10 81.21±0.20 89.03±0.12
Avg. Improvement 1.66 3.17 4.11 2.17 1.06 1.95
Max. Improvement 2.38 4.96 10.28 6.64 1.66 5.11
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5.2 Baselines

For node classification and edge prediction, we have the following strong baselines:

ChebNet [13]: It generalizes convolutional operation to graph networks and simplifies calculations based on Chebyshev
polynomials.

GCN [14]: A commonly used graph convolution network that updates features of a node by averaging its neighboring
nodes’ attributes.

GraphSAGE [15]: The first inductive graph neural network that aggregates node features by sampling neighbor nodes,
it predicts graph context and labels using aggregated information.

GAT [16]: Based on GCN [14] and self-attention mechanism [63], the model aggregates neighbor features via
multi-attention heads. GAT has achieved SOTA performance on many datasets in the node classification task.

LightGCN [17]: LightGCN learns user and item embeddings by linearly propagating features across the user-item
interaction graph.

UniMP [18]: A unified message passing model that effectively combines GNNs and label propagation algorithm (LPA)
to incorporate feature and label propagation at both training and inference time. It was named as TansformerConv in
PyG [64].

ARMA [19]: A graph convolutional layer by auto-regressive and moving average filters to provide a more flexible
frequency response and better global graph structure representation.

Fused GAT [20]: An optimized version of GAT based on the dgNN [65] that fuses message passing computation for
accelerated execution and lower memory footprint.

ASDGN [21]: A framework for stable and non-dissipative DGN design, conceived through the lens of ordinary
differential equations.

GPPT [46] uses the masked edge prediction task to pre-train the GNN, and reconstructs the downstream node
classification task into a link prediction. We compare it as a baseline for the node classification task.

For graph classification, we consider the following classic graph neural networks:

GIN [22]: A simple graph neural framework that has the same powerful discriminative and representational capabilities
as the Weisfeiler-Lehman test.

SortPool [23]: A pooling layer that sorts the node features in ascending order along the feature dimension and selects
the features of the sorted top-k nodes.

DiffPool [24]: A differentiable graph pooling module that can generate hierarchical representations of graphs and can
be combined with various graph neural network architectures in an end-to-end fashion.

EdgePool [27]: A graph pooling layer relying on the notion of edge contraction that learns a localized and sparse hard
pooling transform and considers the graph structure without completely removing nodes.

TopKPool [25]: A TopK graph pooling layer to calculate the attention weights of nodes in a graph in a weakly-supervised
fashion.

SAGPool [26]: A self-attention graph pooling layer based on hierarchical graph pooling, which learns hierarchical
representations in an end-to-end manner with relatively few parameters.

ASAPool [28]: A pooling layer utilizes a novel self-attention network with a modified GNN to capture the importance
of each node in a given graph.

MEWISPool [29]: A graph pooling method based on maximizing mutual information between the pooled graph and
the input graph. It employs the Shannon capacity of the graph as an inductive bias during the pooling process.

GPS [30]: It proposes a general, powerful, scalable (GPS) graph Transformer with linear complexity by decoupling the
local real-edge aggregation from the fully-connected Transformer.
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5.3 Model Training

The learning rate is set from {0.003, 0.005, 0.0075, 0.01, 0.015, 0.02}. We use warm training [55] with a small learning
rate of 0.00025 for 200 epochs in the task of node classification. The training process continues after warm training
stops when 50 epochs no longer reduce validation loss. In practice, different hyperparameters produce relatively stable
performance. We simply set the learning rate to 0.003 in most cases. Slightly adjusting hyperparameters produces
positive gains in some cases. Some graph neural networks have additional parameters, which we keep the same to
produce comparable results. We ran each model ten times and reported the average accuracy and standard deviation.
Since the implementation of models is mostly based on PyG [64], the results may differ from the performances in the
original papers. However, the performance is compared fairly.

5.4 Node Classification

Table 2: Node classification by fixed train set.

Datasets CORA Citeseer Pubmed
GPPT 81.40±0.48 69.21±0.48 75.07±0.93

ChebNet 78.71±0.19 64.34±1.72 73.27±3.55
ChebNet+GPL 79.90±0.30 69.68±1.07 74.58±2.10

GCN 82.00±0.01 68.05±0.05 78.50±0.20
GCN+GPL 83.90±0.02 70.46±0.14 79.20±0.02

GAT 84.70±0.01 66.70±2.02 76.95±0.05
GAT+GPL 85.30±0.04 70.50±0.20 78.00±0.05
GraphSage 78.46±1.11 64.52±1.39 76.10±1.11

GraphSage+GPL 79.56±0.24 70.59±0.21 77.80±0.03
LightGCN 77.90±0.73 63.43±0.89 75.10±0.20

LightGCN+GPL 78.27±0.37 64.30±0.57 77.69±0.45
UniMP 78.48±0.22 67.10±2.62 75.81±0.29

UniMP +GPL 79.34±0.16 70.95±0.05 76.85±0.05
ARMA 77.11±0.19 64.34±1.91 76.71±1.62

ARMA+GPL 78.07±0.23 70.37±0.23 78.00±0.20
FusedGAT 74.82±1.52 64.04±1.13 71.59±2.03

FusedGAT+GPL 76.55±1.05 65.29±1.41 77.46±0.27
ASDGN 60.55±1.90 56.08±2.49 72.81±1.19

ASDGN+GPL 63.59±1.60 59.81±1.28 74.94±0.43
Avg. Improvement 1.31 3.71 1.98
Max. Improvement 1.90 6.07 2.59

Table 1 represents the results of node classification by randomly dividing datasets into training, valid, and test sets. If the
dataset division is fixed as in the papers [14, 16], the results are represented in Table 2. From Table 1, the GPL improves
the accuracy of GCN from 82.73 to 85.05 on the Cora. The performance of GCN on the Citeseer improves from
69.58 to 73.5 by a gap of around 4.0. The accuracy of GAT on Cora and Citeseer is improved by a gap of 2.4 and 3.0,
respectively. Although GCN and GAT were proposed several years ago, they still have stable high performance on many
graph datasets. GPL further improves the results of GCN and GAT. From the results in the tables, after being trained by
GPL, the graph neural networks produce better results in all cases. Some models achieved new SOTA performances via
GPL. The average clustering and number of classes impact the difficulty of tasks and the effects of GPL, but no strict
relationships between them exist. The GPPT performs better than most graph neural networks without GPL in Citeseer
by fixing the train sets. However, after being trained by GPL, most GNNs outperform GPPT, indicating significant
improvements by GPL. The best performance of GPL is constantly better than GPPT in all datasets and it can be easily
applied to all the GNNs.

5.5 Graph Classification

In the task of graph classification, as shown in Table 3, we can see that GPL improves the performance of GIN [22] and
SortPool [23] is improved from 78.5 to 95.0 and 90.0 to 96.0 on the dataset MUTAG, respectively, which indicates they
have a higher performance potential after applying GPL during training. The accuracies of EdgePool [27] and ASAPool
[28] on the dataset DD are increased from 58.4 to 71.09 and 62.18 to 70.34, respectively, with significant margins. The
performance of MEWISPool and EdgePool [27] in NCI109 is improved by a gap of 8.4 and 5.61, respectively. The
improvements vary across models and datasets. But GPL consistently improves the performance of all the graph neural
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Table 3: Performance on the graph classification.

Datasets MUTAG PROTEINS DD NCI1 NCI109
#graphs 188 1113 1178 4110 4127

Avg.#nodes 17.93 39.06 284.32 29.87 29.68
Avg.#edges 19.79 72.82 715.66 32.30 32.13

#classes 2 2 2 2 2
GIN 78.50±2.29 76.07±3.07 73.45±2.41 81.07±0.44 77.15±1.59

GIN+GPL 95.00±4.47 80.98±2.08 74.11±2.12 81.17±1.07 78.21±1.02
SortPool 90.00±2.24 75.98±1.76 73.70±2.66 74.96±1.34 75.22±0.99

SortPool+GPL 96.00±2.00 76.25±0.91 75.71±1.21 75.38±0.86 75.94±1.15
DiffPool 86.00±5.39 81.61±2.32 - 72.41±1.07 72.27±1.64

DiffPool+GPL 89.00±3.00 81.96±2.86 - 73.14±1.31 73.07±1.33
EdgePool 72.50±2.50 58.40±2.10 58.40±2.10 71.70±0.49 67.31±1.09

EdgePool+GPL 80.50±1.50 73.84±1.33 71.09±0.94 73.31±0.81 72.90±0.77
TopKPool 70.00±3.87 73.39±1.25 71.93±1.56 70.29±1.11 68.41±1.58

TopKPool+GPL 80.50±5.22 76.96±0.78 74.79±1.35 71.14±2.37 71.26±1.21
SAGPool 68.00±4.58 75.71±1.08 76.47±3.36 71.80±2.90 73.82±1.78

SAGPool+GPL 73.00±8.71 78.21±2.15 78.82±3.53 72.60±1.37 74.93±2.36
ASAPool 65.00±4.47 72.32±2.91 62.18±0.01 65.94±0.57 69.49±0.94

ASAPool+GPL 79.50±3.50 76.70±1.29 70.34±2.84 66.40±1.08 69.71±0.70
MEWISPool 80.00±3.16 69.40±1.44 69.60±3.40 56.34±4.86 59.00±7.90

MEWISPool+GPL 89.47±3.33 70.60±2.86 71.00±4.00 67.43±6.00 67.40±6.60
GPS 66.50±8.08 64.46±4.26 53.11±0.63 62.24±7.66 56.98±5.22

GPS+GPL 76.50±3.20 67.85±7.15 58.61±6.57 63.23±7.84 65.41±6.16
Avg. Improvement 9.21 4.00 4.45 1.89 3.24
Max. Improvement 16.5 15.44 12.69 11.09 8.40

networks. Few known methods can be so effective in improving the performance of graph neural networks on the graph
classification task.

Table 4: Performance of edge prediction.

Datasets CORA Citeseer Photo Computers DBLP Pubmed
ChebNet 85.34±1.56 80.05±1.31 75.61±0.05 80.31±3.45 91.76±0.33 85.93±0.41

ChebNet+GPL 89.04±1.32 92.70±0.85 86.71±0.77 84.14±0.75 93.27±0.26 87.85±0.32
GCN 92.90±0.76 92.98±0.52 92.73±2.2 91.40±1.26 96.67±0.14 95.70±0.14

GCN+GPL 93.50±0.9 93.40±0.73 93.71±0.89 91.62±1.56 96.71±0.2 96.66±0.27
GAT 92.04±0.84 91.97±0.74 94.27±0.18 90.38±1.10 95.83±0.21 93.37±0.16

GAT+GPL 93.10±0.87 93.05±0.25 94.85±0.36 90.78±0.25 96.07±0.21 94.27±0.18
GraphSage 90.69±1.03 87.90±1.81 65.46±10.40 84.92±2.49 94.78±0.21 89.06±0.04

GraphSage+GPL 92.54±0.94 93.00±0.75 89.61±0.44 86.65±0.32 95.40±0.24 90.54±0.16
LightGCN 89.49±1.06 84.31±1.03 85.56±0.42 89.95±4.05 93.03±0.19 85.56±0.42

LightGCN+GPL 92.13±0.66 93.19±0.76 90.93±0.76 93.25±1.17 94.98±0.23 87.66±0.31
UniMP 90.18±0.45 87.81±1.05 85.00±3.08 84.92±2.49 95.05±0.20 87.17±0.65

UniMP +GPL 91.55±0.98 93.26±1.07 88.69±1.25 85.52±0.61 95.48±0.15 88.37±0.39
ARMA 87.23±1.38 81.99±1.09 75.56±3.85 78.13±1.87 92.36±0.25 88.37±0.44

ARMA+GPL 90.95±1.09 91.44±0.99 93.78±0.32 91.50±0.65 94.96±0.20 90.04±0.21
FusedGAT 89.41±1.00 82.19±1.13 91.78±1.45 91.16±0.44 86.04±0.32 86.25±0.39

FusedGAT+GPL 92.72±0.43 92.61±1.23 93.81±0.43 91.81±1.04 88.60±0.63 88.89±0.63
ASDGN 91.45±1.23 90.36±0.84 87.94±2.37 86.70±1.61 95.30±0.22 94.55±0.57

ASDGN+GPL 92.37±0.74 93.71±0.51 90.00±0.60 89.41±0.65 96.27±0.13 95.06±0.23
Avg. Improvement 2.13 6.31 7.58 2.97 1.21 1.48
Max. Improvement 3.72 12.65 24.15 13.37 2.60 2.64

5.6 Edge Prediction

Table 4 reports the results of edge prediction. The experimental setup refers to PyG repository [64], predicting whether
an edge exists between two nodes utilizing the learned representations. We use the same datasets and approaches in node
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classification for the edge prediction task. The datasets are divided randomly. Edges in the datasets are sampled into
equal numbers of positive and negative pairs. The AUC score is utilized as the evaluation metric. From Table 4, GNNs
with GPL achieve much better results. Especially on the Citeseer and Photo, GPL increases the average performance by
6.15 and 9.16, respectively. The improvement taken by GPL in edge prediction is meritorious.

The results of node classification, graph classification, and edge prediction have shown the stability and effectiveness of
GPL in improving the performance of graph neural networks. There are no apparent underlying connections between
degree/neighbor patterns and the downstream tasks. However, the losses facilitate the GNNs “know” more about the
graphs and lead to better performance.

5.7 Sensitivity and Ablation Study

5.7.1 Parameter Sensitivity

We validate the parameter sensitivity of GPL to explore its stability in performance. The learning rate is chosen from
{0.003, 0.005, 0.0075, 0.01, 0.015, 0.02} by GCN [14] on the Cora, Citeseer, Computers, and DBLP datasets. The
results are shown in Figure 3. For GCN, a smaller learning rate is recommended. There is a trend that the gaps between
the two methods widen as the learning rate increases. Without GPL, GCN’s accuracy drops down rapidly when the
learning rate is set larger than certain values. However, after being trained by GPL, the performance of GCN is more
stable. Similar phenomena occur in other graph neural networks, we take experiments on GCN as an example.
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Figure 3: How learning rate impacts the performance of GCN and GCN+GPL.
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5.7.2 Ablation Study

To verify the impacts of components in GPL, we remove the residual networks, L1st, and Ln
2nd, respectively, or

replace L1st with LCentrality using node centrality. We also concatenate features of degree with GNN and mark it as
“GNN+Degree”. We also train GNNs by Ln/Lg, L1st, and Ln

2nd sequentially, and denote it as GNN+Seq-task. The
results are recorded in Table 5. When L1st or Ln

2nd are removed, the accuracy drops on different datasets. Removing
residual networks leads to a larger drop in accuracy. However, the residual networks contribute little to the accuracy
of the original GCN and GAT. Simply combing features of degree or some other features of graphs contributes less
to GCN and GAT, which might be because static statistic features have to work with complicated graph structures.
LCentrality is another candidate of L1st, but not stable in dataset Cora and Computers. According to the previous
work [14], GCN also contains node degrees’ representation. Part of the information in representations might lose after
training for classification tasks. From Table 5, by combing the residual networks, L1st and Ln

2nd, the model achieves
the best performance in most cases.

Table 5: Ablation study on node classification.

Datasets Cora Citeseer Photo Computers DBLP Pubmed
GCN+Degree 82.73 70.25 93.64 89.24 84.93 85.68

GCN 82.73 69.58 93.52 88.49 85.17 86.05
GCN+GPL 85.05 73.50 94.01 90.67 86.80 88.34

GCN+GPL-Residual 83.15 71.02 93.26 90.09 85.21 85.94
GCN+GPL-L1st 82.73 73.31 93.90 90.18 86.64 87.34
GCN+GPL-Ln

2nd 82.38 73.30 93.95 90.30 86.67 87.24
GCN+GPL with LCentrality 80.65 72.62 93.94 84.96 85.39 87.54

GCN Seq-task 72.90 71.53 86.44 72.90 84.56 55.46
GAT+Degree 80.57 70.45 93.44 88.26 85.57 83.69

GAT 82.49 70.84 85.07 90.12 85.07 83.87
GAT+GPL 84.87 73.84 95.35 90.76 86.73 85.62

GAT+GPL-Residual 82.73 70.63 93.84 90.44 86.08 85.35
GAT+GPL-L1st 83.62 72.75 94.99 90.34 86.50 85.60
GAT+GPL-Ln

2nd 83.27 73.23 95.35 90.13 86.68 85.50
GAT+GPL with LCentrality 84.30 72.75 94.98 90.61 86.50 85.59

GAT Seq-task 83.54 72.38 94.50 88.90 85.67 75.21

5.8 Deep-layer Effects

To verify the effectiveness of GPL on GNNs with deep layers, we modify the GCN+GPL with four, six, and eight
layers. Table 6 shows the performances of GCN with deeper layers on node classification. As the layers increase, the
accuracy of GCN sharply decreases. When GCN in Cora has four, six, and eight layers, the improvement gaps between
GCN and GCN+GPL grow from 8.4 to 9.7 to 15.2. The GCN+GPL is much more stable than GCN. The accuracy
grows slightly from four to six layers, which offers a new possible direction to address the over-smooth problem.

Table 6: Multi-layers of GCN on node classification.
Dataset Cora Citeseer Photo Computers DBLP Pubmed

GCN(4 layers) 74.17 70.15 90.97 81.12 84.62 85.79
GCN+GPL(4 layers) 82.56 71.88 94.04 86.95 85.13 86.08

GCN(6 layers) 72.50 68.99 90.29 80.25 84.43 85.72
GCN+GPL(6 layers) 82.23 72.05 94.35 87.71 85.39 86.17

GCN(8 layers) 67.03 58.98 81.55 64.98 84.14 63.97
GCN+GPL(8 layers) 82.21 70.39 94.08 86.87 84.76 85.78

5.9 Representation Visualizations

We apply TSNE [66] to visualize the results of node and graph representations learned by graph neural networks and
explain the reason why they work better with the GPL. The learned node-level or graph-level representation vectors are
employed as input features in TSNE. As shown in Figure 4, the nodes are clustered according to their class labels after
being trained on the node classification task. Compared with GCN (Figure 4 (a)), nodes’ representation produced by
GCN+GPL (Figure 4 (b)) is more separated by classes and densely clustered within classes. For the graph classification
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(a) After GCN (b) After GCN+GPL

Figure 4: Visualization of nodes’ representation after training on Cora.

(a) After SAGPool (b) After SAGPool+GPL

Figure 5: Visualization of graphs’ representation after training on NCI1.

task, as shown in Figure 5, after training with GPL, the learned graph features learned by SAGPool [26] are more in
line with their class labels. It indicates that the proposed method facilitates the graph neural networks to produce better
node-level and graph-level representation vectors.

As demonstrated in Figure 2 (in Section Introduction), the features learned by the GCN cannot predict nodes’ degrees
and the sum of their neighbors’ degrees well. We fixed the learned features by GCN+GPL and trained a regression
model to perform the tasks by the same experimental setups. The results are shown in Figure 6. The MSE and MAPE
of predicting nodes’ degree by GCN are 54.17 and 1.02, respectively. The MSE and MAPE by GCN+GPL are 8.12 and
0.61, reduced by 85.01% and 40.20%, respectively. MSE and MAPE of predicting the sum degree of nodes’ neighbors
by GCN+GPL are reduced by 87.11% and 52.98%, respectively. It can be inferred that better graph structure features
have been learned in the node representations by the training method GPL.

5.10 Case Studies

In this subsection, we discuss the possible reasons for the improved performance brought by GPL for node classification
in case studies. We compare the results by GCN and GCN+GPL, GAT and GAT+GPL on the dataset Cora. We visualize
the neighboring nodes and their labels around a central node as shown in Figure 7. In Figure 7, the colors represent the
categories of nodes (papers), and the bigger nodes are the central nodes. Pink: genetic algorithm; green: reinforcement
learning; orange: probabilistic approach; blue: theory; purple: rule learning; yellow: case based. From Figure 7, we can
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Figure 6: Using node features learned by GCN+GPL on the Pubmed dataset[41] to predict (a) nodes’ degree and (b)
sum degree of nodes’ neighbors.

109
124

306

1624

1779

1785

1787

1367

887

1584

1656

1705

2080

317

384

409

484

589

980

783

1061

2376

943

11962300

1778

2143

1505

1788

1777

1780

1786

(a) GCN, central node is 943.

266578

809

2227

2229

490

1879

1973

1105

1974

661

737

1526

(b) GAT, central node is 578.

55

60

210

323

651

771

787

815

1079

1156

1983

2020

2021

3251848

438
718

1667

1984
1985

(c) GAT, central node is 787.
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(f) GAT+GPL, central node is 787.

Figure 7: Cases on Cora. Nodes with the same color are in the same class.

see that the relationships between node types, graph structures, and neighboring nodes are non-trivial. In Figure 7 (a)
and (d), the ground truth of node 943 is green. The prediction result of node 943 by GCN is pink, which is affected
by the two-hop hub neighbors (nodes 306 and 1624). The GCN relies on information from neighboring nodes, and
the predictions of GCN suffer from the over-smooth problem. In Figure 7(b), the GAT predicts node 578 as class
yellow might be because of the influences of two-hop yellow neighbor nodes. However, the GAT+GPL makes the right
prediction. In Figure 7(c), the prediction of GAT for node 787 is impacted by a one-hop purple neighborhood and
predicts the center node as purple by fault. In contrast, GPL-based GCN and GAT learn more global and local graph
structural information by graph structure prompts. This allows them to make correct predictions that are less dependent
on local neighboring nodes and more informed by the overall structure of the graph and the nodes themselves. These
cases highlight the importance of incorporating structural information of nodes and graphs into GNNs and provide
evidence for the effectiveness of GPL.
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5.11 Discussions

Most current works in GNNs focus on designing new strategies of aggregation or pooling functions [39], while still
adhering to the messaging passing framework [56, 64]. Some researchers have proposed specifically designed GNNs,
But rare work analyzes why the performance of the current GNNs meets a bottleneck. Recent work [37] argues some
of GNNs are not as powerful as MLPs. In contrast, this paper identifies the reason for the limitation of GNNs and
focuses on improving the potential performance of existing GNNs. GPL is a generalized method that works on any
graph neural network and facilitates GNNs to tackle the weakness of node or graph representation learning. GPL fulfills
the theory of prompt mechanism work on graph training. Unlike graph pretraining methodologies [31, 32, 46, 47] that
require carefully designed techniques and extra large datasets, GPL demonstrates that we can significantly improve
the potential of current graph neural networks without additional data or high-complexity computations. In practical
implications, GPL has the potential to impact the training and applications of future GNNs.

6 Conclusion

The current graph neural networks fail to learn a good representation of the graph structure. One reason is that the
original loss is strictly related to the downstream tasks while ignoring the inherent graph structure learning. To address
the issue, we propose downstream independent losses and the graph structure prompt learning (GPL) method. The
performance of GPL is verified extensively on more than a dozen classic and advanced graph neural networks. The
GPL significantly improves the performance for node classification, graph classification, and edge prediction tasks on
over eleven representative datasets. The work provides a new perspective on the design and research of GNNs. The
limitation of GPL in this paper is that we cannot ensure GPL constantly improves any graph neural networks from a
theoretical perspective view. However, practically, it improves the performance of all the graph neural networks we
have ever tried. In future work, we will explore the mathematical foundations under the GPL and explain why it leads
to significant improvements.
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