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Abstract

Graph neural networks (GNNs) have shown remarkable suc-
cess in learning representations for graph-structured data.
However, GNNs still face challenges in modeling complex
phenomena that involve feature transportation. In this paper,
we propose a novel GNN architecture inspired by Advection-
Diffusion-Reaction systems, called ADR-GNN. Advection
models feature transportation, while diffusion captures the
local smoothing of features, and reaction represents the non-
linear transformation between feature channels. We provide
an analysis of the qualitative behavior of ADR-GNN, that
shows the benefit of combining advection, diffusion, and
reaction. To demonstrate its efficacy, we evaluate ADR-
GNN on real-world node classification and spatio-temporal
datasets, and show that it improves or offers competitive per-
formance compared to state-of-the-art networks.

1 Introduction

Recently, GNNs have been linked to ordinary and par-
tial differential equations (ODEs and PDEs) in a series of
works (Zhuang et al. 2020; Chamberlain et al. 2021; Elia-
sof, Haber, and Treister 2021; Rusch et al. 2022a; Wang
et al. 2022; Giovanni et al. 2023; Gravina, Bacciu, and Gal-
licchio 2023). These works propose to view GNN layers as
the time discretization of ODEs and PDEs, and as such they
offer both theoretical and practical advantages. First, ODE
and PDE based models allow to reason about the behavior of
existing GNNs. For instance, as suggested in (Chamberlain
et al. 2021), it is possible to view GCN (Kipf and Welling
2017) and GAT (Veličković et al. 2018) as discretizations
of the non-linear heat equation. This observation helps to
analyze and understand the oversmoothing phenomenon in
GNNs (Nt and Maehara 2019; Oono and Suzuki 2020; Cai
and Wang 2020). Second, ODE and PDE based GNNs pave
the path to the construction and design of GNNs that sat-
isfy desired properties, such as energy-preservation (Elia-
sof, Haber, and Treister 2021; Rusch et al. 2022a), attrac-
tion and repulsion forces modeling (Wang et al. 2022; Gio-
vanni et al. 2023), anti-symmetry (Gravina, Bacciu, and Gal-
licchio 2023), as well as reaction-diffusion systems (Choi
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et al. 2022). Nonetheless, the aforementioned architectures
still rely on controlled diffusion or wave propagation, as
well as non-linear pointwise convolutions. Therefore, as dis-
cussed in (Rusch, Bronstein, and Mishra 2023), while there
are methods that can alleviate oversmoothing, they may
lack expressiveness. We now provide a simple example,
known as the graph node feature transportation task (LeV-
eque 1990), where diffusion, wave propagation, and reac-
tion networks may fail. In this task, the goal is to gather
the node information (i.e., features) from several nodes to
a single node. Clearly, no diffusion process can express or
model such a phenomenon, because diffusion spreads and
smooths, rather than transports information (Evans 1998;
Ascher 2008). Likewise, a wave-propagation approach can-
not express such a phenomenon, because it lacks direction-
ality (Ascher 2008), which is required for this task. An in-
stance of this problem is illustrated in Figure 1, where we
show the source and target node features, and the learned
advection weights that can achieve the desired target. Later,
in Figure 2, we show that popular operators such as diffusion
or reaction cannot model the transition from the source to the
target node features, while advection can. Furthermore, the
concept of advection appears in many real-world problems
and data, such as traffic-flow and-control (Betts 2001), quan-
tity transportation in computational biology (Uys 2009), and
rainfall forecasting (Seed 2003). Motivated by the previ-
ously discussed observations and examples, we propose, in
addition to learning and combining diffusion and reaction
terms, to develop a learnable, neural advection term, also
known as a transportation term (Evans 1998; Ascher 2008;
LeVeque 1990), that is suited to model feature transportation
from the data in a task driven fashion. The resulting architec-
ture, called ADR-GNN, can therefore express various phe-
nomena, from advection, diffusion, to pointwise reactions,
as well as their compositions.

Contributions. The contributions of this paper are three-
fold. (1) We develop a novel graph neural advection operator
that is mass preserving, stable, and consistent with continu-
ous advection PDEs. This operator enables the modeling of
phenomena that involve feature transportation on graphs by
learning the direction of the transportation. (2) We propose
ADR-GNN, a GNN based on learnable advection-diffusion-
reaction (ADR) systems, that can express a wide range of
phenomena, including learned directional information flow,
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Figure 1: An example of node feature transportation on a
graph. Applying the advection weights in (a) to the source
(b), yields the target (c). Darker edge colors in (a) indicate
greater advection weights.

diffusion, and pointwise reactions. (3) We demonstrate the
efficacy of ADR-GNN on node classification, and spatio-
temporal forecasting datasets, achieving improved or com-
petitive results compared to state-of-the-art models.

2 Related Work

Advection-Diffusion-Reaction. An Advection Diffusion
Reaction system is a mathematical model that describes the
simultaneous existence of three processes: (1) the advec-
tion (transport) of information in a medium, (2) the diffu-
sion (smoothing) of information within that medium, and (3)
pointwise (self) reactions. These systems are used to study
and model a wide range of physical, chemical, and biologi-
cal phenomena. For example, ADR systems can be utilized
to track and estimate the location of fish swarms (Adam and
Sibert 2004), modeling ecological trends (Cosner 2014), and
the modeling of turbulent flames in supernovae (Khokhlov
1995). However, the aforementioned works rely on a low-
dimensional, hand-crafted, non-neural ADR system to be
determined, typically by trial and error, often requiring a do-
main expert. In contrast, in this paper we propose to learn
the ADR system for various graph types and tasks.

Graph Neural Networks as Dynamical Systems.
Adopting the interpretation of convolutional neural net-
works (CNNs) as discretizations of ODEs and PDEs
(Ruthotto and Haber 2020; Chen et al. 2018b; Zhang et al.
2019a) to GNNs, works like GODE (Zhuang et al. 2020),
GRAND (Chamberlain et al. 2021), PDE-GCND (Eliasof,
Haber, and Treister 2021), GRAND++ (Thorpe et al. 2022)
and others, propose to view GNN layers as time steps in
the integration of the non-linear heat equation, allowing to
control the diffusion (smoothing) in the network, to un-
derstand oversmoothing (Nt and Maehara 2019; Oono and
Suzuki 2020; Cai and Wang 2020) in GNNs. Thus, works
like (Chien et al. 2021; Luan et al. 2020, 2022; Giovanni
et al. 2023) propose to utilize a learnable diffusion term,
thereby alleviating oversmoothing. Other architectures like
PDE-GCNM (Eliasof, Haber, and Treister 2021) and Graph-
CON (Rusch et al. 2022a) propose to mix diffusion and
oscillatory processes (e.g., based on the wave equation) to
avoid oversmoothing by introducing a feature energy preser-
vation mechanism. Nonetheless, as noted in (Rusch, Bron-
stein, and Mishra 2023), besides alleviating oversmoothing,
it is also important to design GNN architectures with im-

proved expressiveness. Recent examples of such networks
are (Gravina, Bacciu, and Gallicchio 2023) that propose an
anti-symmetric GNN to alleviate over-squashing (Alon and
Yahav 2021), and (Wang et al. 2022; Choi et al. 2022) that
formulate a reaction-diffusion GNN to enable non-trivial
pattern growth. In this paper, we build on the properties of
ADR PDEs, that in addition to modeling diffusive and re-
active processes, also allow to capture advective processes
such as the transportation of node features.

On another note, CNNs and GNNs are also used to accel-
erate PDE solvers (Raissi 2018; Long et al. 2018; Li et al.
2020; Brandstetter, Worrall, and Welling 2022; Saadat et al.
2022), as well as to generate (Sanchez-Gonzalez et al. 2019)
and compute (Belbute-Peres, Economon, and Kolter 2020)
physical simulations. In this paper, we focus on the view of
GNNs as the discretization of ADR PDEs, rather than using
GNNs to solve PDEs.

Advection on Graphs. Advection is a term used in
Physics to describe the transport of a substance in a medium.
In the context of graphs, advection is used to express the
transport of information (features) on the graph nodes. The
underlying process of advection is described by a continuous
PDE, and several graph discretization techniques (Chapman
and Chapman 2015; Hošek and Volek 2019) are available.
The advection operator has shown its effectiveness in classi-
cal (i.e., non-neural) graph methods, from blood-vessel sim-
ulations (Deepa Maheshvare, Raha, and Pal 2022), to traffic
flow prediction (Borovitskiy et al. 2021). In this paper, we
develop a neural advection operator that is combined with
neural diffusion and reaction operators, called ADR-GNN.

3 Method

In this section, we first describe the general outline of a con-
tinuous ADR system in Section 3.1, and present its graph
discrete analog, named ADR-GNN in Section 3.2. We dis-
cuss ADR-GNN components in detail in Sections 3.3-3.4.

Notations. We define a graph by G = (V , E), where V is
a set of n nodes and E ⊆ V × V is a set of m edges. We
denote the 1-hop neighborhood of the i-th node by Ni, and
the node features by U ∈ R

n×c, where c is the number of
features. The symmetric graph Laplacian reads L = D−A,

and the symmetric normalized Laplacian is given by L̂ =

D− 1
2LD− 1

2 , where D is the degree matrix.

3.1 Continuous Advection-Diffusion-Reaction
Systems

The continuous PDE that describes an ADR system is given
by:

∂U

∂t
= ∇ · (V U)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Advection

+ K∆U
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Diffusion

+ f(U,X, θr)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Reaction

, (1)

where X ∈ Ω, t ∈ [0, T ], accompanied by initial conditions
U(X, t = 0) and boundary conditions. Here, U(X, t) =
[u1(X, t), . . . , uc(X, t)] : RΩ×[0,T ] → R

c is a density func-
tion, written as a vector of scalar functions us(X, t), s =
1, . . . , c, that depend on the initial location X and time t.
The spatial domain Ω can be R

d or a manifold M ⊆ R
d.



From a neural network perspective, us is referred to as a
channel, interacting with other channels. The left-hand side
of Equation (1) is a time derivative that represents the change
in features in time, as discussed in Section 2. The right-hand
side includes three terms:

• Advection. Here, V denotes a velocity function that
transports the density U in space, and ∇· is the diver-
gence operator.

• Diffusion. We denote the continuous Laplacian opera-
tor by ∆. The Laplacian is scaled with a diagonal matrix
K = diag(κ1, . . . , κc) ∈ R

c×c, κi ≥ 0 of non-negative
diffusion coefficients, each independently applied to its
corresponding channel in U .

• Reaction. Here, f(U,X, θr) is a non-linear pointwise
function parameterized by θr.

3.2 Advection-Diffusion-Reaction on Graphs

Equation (1) is defined in the continuum. We now use a
graph G = (V , E) to discretize Ω. The nodes V can be re-
garded as a discretization of X , that is, the i-th node is lo-
cated in Xi, and the edges E represent the topology of Ω.
Then, the spatial, graph discretization of Equation (1) is:

dU(t)

dt
= DIV (V (U(t), t; θa(t))U(t)) (2a)

− L̂U(t)K(t; θd(t)) + f(U(t),X, t; θr(t)),

U(0) = U(0) = gin(X, θ0). (2b)

Here, U(t) ∈ R
n×c is a matrix that describes the node

features at time t. The advection term depends on the
velocity function V parameterized by learnable weights
θa(t). The precise discretization of the advection oper-
ator DIV(V·) is discussed in Section 3.4. The diffu-
sion is discretized using the symmetric normalized Lapla-

cian1 L̂ that is scaled with a diagonal matrix with non-
negative learnable diffusion coefficients on its diagonal
K(t; θd(t)) = diag(hardtanh(θd(t), 0, 1)) ≥ 0, where
hardtanh(θd(t), 0, 1) clamps each element in θd ∈ R

c

to be between 0 and 1. The reaction term f from Equa-
tion (2a) is a pointwise non-linear function realized by
a multilayer-perceptron (MLP) parameterized by learnable

weights θr(t). To obtain initial node embedding U(0) ∈
R

n×c from the input features X ∈ R
n×cin , we use a fully-

connected layer gin in Equation (2b).
In this work we focus on static and temporal node-level

tasks, and we note that typically, c, the number of hidden
channels of U(T ) ∈ R

n×c, is different than cout, the num-
ber of channels of the target output Y ∈ R

n×cout . Therefore

the output of neural network, Ỹ, is given by

Ỹ = gout(U(T ), θout) ∈ R
n×cout , (3)

where gout is a fully-connected layer with weights θout.
The qualitative behavior of ADR-GNN. The ADR-

GNN model combines the learning of three powerful terms.

1In PDE theory, the Laplacian is a negative operator, while in

graph theory it is positive. Therefore it is required to multiply L̂ by
a negative sign in Equation (2a) compared to Equation (1).

Namely, the learned parameters are θa the advection param-
eters, θd the diffusion parameters, and θr the reaction pa-
rameters. Therefore, an ADR-GNN layer can express and
model various phenomena. For example, if we set θd(t) =
0, then there is no diffusion in the system, and the method is
dominated by advection and reaction. If on the other hand,
one learns a very small advection (i.e., the learned V, to
be discussed later, tends to retain all features in place), then
a reaction-diffusion oriented system is obtained. Similarly,
other combinations of advection, diffusion, and reaction can
be achieved, because of the learning of the parameters of the
system. Thus, ADR-GNN can be adopted to solve a host of
problems, depending on dynamics and patterns mandated by
the data, as we show later in our experiments in Section 4.

3.3 From an ODE to a Graph Neural Network -
Time Discretization of ADR-GNN

Equation (2) spatially discretizes the PDE in Equation (1),
yielding an ODE defined on the graph. The time discretiza-
tion of the ODE yields a sequential process that can be
thought of as layers of neural networks (Haber and Ruthotto
2017; Chen et al. 2018b; Weinan 2017). That is, upon dis-
crete time integration of Equation (2a), we replace the notion
of time t with l layers, and a step size h, that is a positive
scalar hyperparameter.

While it is possible to use many ODE discretization meth-
ods (see, e.g., (Haber and Ruthotto 2017; Zhang et al. 2019b;
Chen et al. 2018b; Chamberlain et al. 2021) and refer-
ences within), in various applications where an ADR system
arises, from flow in porous media (Coats 2000), to PDE-
based image segmentation (Vese and Chan 2002), and multi-
phase flow (Kadioglu et al. 2011), an operator-splitting (OS)
(Ascher 2008) is utilized. We therefore also use an OS time
discretization for Equation (2a), that yields a graph neural
ADR layer, summarized in Algorithm 1. Composing several
neural ADR layers leads to ADR-GNN. We further discuss
the properties of the OS approach in Appendix A. The exact
discretizations of the ADR terms are derived in Section 3.4.

Algorithm 1: Graph Neural Advection-Diffusion-Reaction
Layer

Input: Node features U(l) ∈ R
n×c

Output: Updated node features U(l+1) ∈ R
n×c

1: Advection:
U(l+1/3) = U(l) + hDIV(V(U(l), t; θ(l)

a )U(l)).
2: Diffusion:

U(l+2/3) = mat
(

(I+ hK(t; θ
(l)
d )⊗ L̂)−1vec(U(l+1/3))

)

.

3: Reaction:
U(l+1) = U(l+2/3) + hf(U(l+2/3),U(0), t; θ(l)

r ).

3.4 Discretized Graph Operators

We now elaborate on the discretized graph operators utilized
in our ADR-GNN, summarized in Algorithm 1. Besides the
combination of the learnable advection, diffusion, and re-
action terms, which, to the best of our knowledge, was not
studied in the context of GNNs, the main innovation here is



the consistent, mass preserving, and stable discretization of
the advection operator.

Advection. To define the graph discretized advection op-
erator, we extend the non-learnable advection operator from
(Chapman and Chapman 2015), into a learnable, neural ad-
vection operator. Our advection operator transports node
features based on learned directed edge weights (velocities)
{(Vi→j ,Vj→i)}(i,j)∈E , where each Vi→j ,Vj→i ∈ R

c,
such that 0 ≤ Vi→j ≤ 1. The notation i→ j implies that
the weight transfers features from the i-th to j-th node. We
further demand that the outbound edge weights associated
with every node, per channel, sum to 1, i.e.,

∑

j∈Ni
Vi→j =

1. This constraint suggests that a node can at most transfer
the total of its features to other nodes. First, we define the
discretized divergence from Equation (2a), that operates on
the learned edge weights V:

DIVi(VU) =
∑

j∈Ni
Vj→i ⊙Uj −Ui ⊙

∑

j∈Ni
Vi→j

(4)

=
∑

j∈Ni
Vj→i ⊙Uj −Ui,

where ⊙ is the elementwise Hadamard product. Then, the
graph advection operator in Algorithm 1 is:

U
(l+1/3)
i = U

(l)
i + hDIVi(V

(l)U(l)) (5)

= U
(l)
i + h

(
∑

j∈Ni
V

(l)
j→i ⊙U

(l)
j −U

(l)
i

)

.

Namely, the updated node features are obtained by adding
the Vj→i weighted inbound node features, while remov-
ing the Vi→j weighted outbound node features, and h is
a positive step size. The scheme in Equation (5) is the for-
ward Euler discretization. We now show that the proposed
graph neural advection operator is mass conserving, stable
and consistent 2, meaning that our advection operator is ad-
herent to the continuous advection PDE (LeVeque 1990).

Lemma 1 Define the mass of the graph node features
U(l) ∈ R

n×c as the scalar ρ(l) =
∑

U(l). Then the ad-
vection operator in Equation (5) is mass conserving, i.e.,
ρ(l+1/3) = ρ(l).

Lemma 2 The advection operator in Equation (5) is stable.

To learn a consistent advection operator, i.e., an opera-
tor that mimics the directional behavior of the advection in
Equation (1), we craft an edge weight V mechanism, shown
in Algorithm 2, that yields direction-oriented weights, i.e.,
we ensure that Vi→j 6= Vj→i, unless they are zeroes.

Here, θ
(l)
a = {A

(l)
1 ,A

(l)
2 ,A

(l)
3 ,A

(l)
4 } are learnable fully

connected layers, and the exp is computed channel-wise. We
note that the sign of Zij−Zji is opposite than that of−Zij+
Zji in Algorithm 2. Hence, after the ReLU(·) activation, one
of the edge weights, either Vi→j or Vj→i is guaranteed to
be equal to zero, and the other will be non-negative. This
allows the architecture to create significant asymmetry in the
edge weights V, as also seen in Figure 1.

Diffusion. To discretize the diffusion term from Equation
(2a), both explicit and implicit time discretizations can be

2See stability definition and proofs in Appendix B.

Algorithm 2: Learning directional edge weights.

Input: Node features U(l) ∈ R
n×c

Output: Edge weights V
(l)
i→j ,V

(l)
j→i ∈ R

c

1: Compute edge features:

Z
(l)
ij = ReLU(U

(l)
i A

(l)
1 +U

(l)
j A

(l)
2 )A

(l)
3 .

Z
(l)
ji = ReLU(U

(l)
j A

(l)
1 +U

(l)
i A

(l)
2 )A

(l)
3 .

2: Compute relative edge features:

V
(l)
i→j = ReLU(Z

(l)
ij − Z

(l)
ji )A

(l)
4 .

V
(l)
j→i = ReLU(−Z

(l)
ij + Z

(l)
ji )A

(l)
4 .

3: Normalize to obtain edge weights:

V
(l)
i→j ←

exp(V
(l)
i→j

)
∑

k∈Ni
exp(V

(l)
i→k

)
.

V
(l)
j→i ←

exp(V
(l)
j→i

)
∑

k∈Nj
exp(V

(l)
j→k

)
.

used (Ascher 2008). An explicit forward Euler discretization
yields the following layer:

U(l+2/3) = U(l+1/3) − h
(

L̂U(l+1/3)K(l)
)

. (6)

However, an explicit scheme requires using a small step size
h > 0, as it is marginally stable (Ascher 2008). We therefore
harness an implicit scheme, which guarantees the stability of
the diffusion 3, and reads:

U(l+2/3) = mat
(

(I+ hK(l) ⊗ L̂)−1vec(U(l+1/3))
)

. (7)

Here,⊗ is the Kronecker product, vec() is a flattening oper-
ator, and mat() reshapes a vector to a matrix. The compu-

tation of U(l+2/3) requires the solution of a linear system,
solved by conjugate gradients4 (Golub and van Loan 1988;
Ascher 2008). In our experiments we found 5 iterations to
be sufficient.

Reaction. Our reaction term is realized using MLPs. Re-
cent works showed that utilizing both additive and multi-
plicative MLPs yields improved performance (Jayakumar
et al. 2020; Choi et al. 2022; Ben-Shaul, Galanti, and Dekel
2023). Hence, we define

f(U(l+2/3),U(0); θ(l)
r ) = σ(U(l+2/3)R

(l)
1

+ tanh(U(l+2/3)R
(l)
2 )⊙U(l+2/3) +U(0)R

(l)
3 ), (8)

as our reaction term in Equation (2a). Here, θ
(l)
r =

{R
(l)
1 ,R

(l)
2 ,R

(l)
3 } are trainable fully-connected layers, and

σ is non-linear activation function (ReLU in our experi-
ments), that can also be coupled with batch-normalization.
This term is integrated via forward Euler as in Algorithm 1.

3See (Koto 2008; Haber et al. 2019; Chamberlain et al. 2021)
for details on implicit vs. explicit schemes for diffusion processes
and in neural networks.

4We note that the matrix I + hKl ⊗ L̂ is positive definite and
invertible, because the identity matrix is positive definite, h is pos-

itive, Kl is non-negative, and the graph Laplacian L̂ is positive
semi-definite.



4 Experimental Results

We demonstrate our ADR-GNN on two types of tasks on
real-world datasets: node classification, and spatio-temporal
node forecasting. Architectures and training details are pro-
vided in Appendix C, and the runtimes and complexity of
ADR-GNN are discussed in Appendix D. We use a grid
search to select hyperparameters, discussed in Appendix E.
Datasets details and statistics are reported in Appendix F.
Overall, we propose the two following ADR-GNN architec-
tures:

• ADR-GNNS . Here we follow a similar approach to typi-
cal neural networks, where different weights are learned
for each layer. From a dynamical system perspective, this
can be interpreted as an unrolled ADR iteration (Mar-
dani et al. 2018). This architecture is suitable for ’static’
datasets that do not involve temporal information, such
as Cora, and is specified in Appendix C.1.

• ADR-GNNT . A time-dependent ADR-GNN for tempo-
ral datasets. Compared to ADR-GNNS , it also utilizes
temporal embedding, discussed in Appendix C.2.

4.1 Node Classification

Homophilic graphs. We experiment with Cora (McCal-
lum et al. 2000), Citeseer (Sen et al. 2008), and Pubmed
(Namata et al. 2012) datasets. We use the 10 splits from
(Pei et al. 2020) with train/validation/test split ratios of
48%/32%/20%, and report their average accuracy in Ta-
ble 1. In Appendix G.1 we also provide the accuracy
standard deviation. As a comparison, we consider mul-
tiple recent methods, such as GCN (Kipf and Welling
2017), GAT (Veličković et al. 2018), Geom-GCN (Pei
et al. 2020), APPNP (Klicpera, Bojchevski, and Günnemann
2019), JKNet (Xu et al. 2018), MixHop (Abu-El-Haija et al.
2019), WRGAT(Suresh et al. 2021), GCNII (Ming Chen,
Zengfeng Huang, and Li 2020), PDE-GCN (Eliasof, Haber,
and Treister 2021), NSD (Bodnar et al. 2022), H2GCN (Zhu
et al. 2020b), GGCN (Yan et al. 2022), C&S (Huang et al.
2020), DMP (Yang et al. 2021), GREAD (Choi et al. 2022),
LINKX (Lim et al. 2021a), ACMII (Luan et al. 2022), Ord.
GNN (Song et al. 2023), and FLODE (Maskey et al. 2023).
We see that our ADR-GNNS outperforms all methods on
the Cora and Pubmed datasets, and achieves close (0.12%
accuracy difference) to the best performing PDE-GCN on
Citeseer.

Heterophilic graphs. While our ADR-GNN offers com-
petitive accuracy on homophilic datasets, as discussed in
Section 2, ADR systems are widely used to model non-
smooth phenomena and patterns, as often appear in het-
erophilic datasets by their definition (Pei et al. 2020).
We therefore utilize 10 heterophilic datasets from various
sources. In Table 2 we compare the average accuracy of our
ADR-GNNS with recent GNNs on the Squirrel, Film, and
Chameleon from (Rozemberczki, Allen, and Sarkar 2021),
as well as the Cornell, Texas and Wisconsin datasets from
(Pei et al. 2020), using the 10-splits from (Pei et al. 2020)
we train/validation/test split ratios of 48%/32%/20%. We
include more comparisons and the accuracy standard devi-
ation in Appendix G.1. In addition to the previously con-

sidered methods, we also compare with FAGCN (Bo et al.
2021), GraphCON (Rusch et al. 2022a), GPR-GNN (Chien
et al. 2021), GRAFF (Giovanni et al. 2023), ACMP-GCN
(Wang et al. 2022), and G2 (Rusch et al. 2022b). We see that
ADR-GNNS offers accuracy that is in line with recent state-
of-the-art methods. In addition, we evaluate ADR-GNNS

on the Twitch-DE, deezer-europe, Penn94, and arXiv-year
datasets from (Lim et al. 2021b,a) to further demonstrate the
efficacy of our method, in Appendix G.3.

4.2 Spatio-Temporal Node Forecasting

Classical ADR models are widely utilized to predict and
model spatio-temporal phenomena (Fiedler and Scheel
2003; Adam and Sibert 2004). We therefore now evaluate
our temporal ADR-GNNT on several spatio-temporal node
forecasting datasets. To this end, we harness the software
package PyTorch-Geometric-Temporal (Rozemberczki et al.
2021) that offers a graph machine learning pipeline for
spatio-temporal graph tasks. In our experiments, we use
the Chickenpox Hungary, PedalMe London, and Wikipedia
Math datasets from (Rozemberczki et al. 2021), as well as
the traffic speed prediction datasets METR-LA (Jagadish
et al. 2014) and PEMS-BAY (Chen et al. 2001).

For the first three datasets, we follow the incremental
training mode, mean-squared-error (MSE) loss, and testing
procedure from (Rozemberczki et al. 2021). We report the
performance of ADR-GNNT and other models, in terms of
MSE, in Table 3. We compare with several recent methods,
namely, DCRNN (Li et al. 2018), GConv (Seo et al. 2018),
GC-LSTM (Chen et al. 2018a), DyGrAE (Taheri, Gim-
pel, and Berger-Wolf 2019; Taheri and Berger-Wolf 2019),
EGCN (Pareja et al. 2020), A3T-GCN (Zhu et al. 2020a),
T-GCN (Zhao et al. 2019), MPNN LSTM (Panagopoulos,
Nikolentzos, and Vazirgiannis 2021), AGCRN (Bai et al.
2020), and DIFFormer (Wu et al. 2023). Our results in Table
3 show improved performance, further revealing the signifi-
cance of neural ADR systems on graphs.

On the METR-LA and PEMS-BAY datsets, we follow the
same training and testing procedures, and mean-absolute-
error (MAE) loss as in (Li et al. 2018). We report the MAE,
root mean squared error (RMSE), and mean absolute per-
centage error (MAPE). To demonstrate the effectiveness of
ADR-GNNT for varying time frame predictions, we report
the results on 3, 6, and 12 future frame traffic speed pre-
diction, where each time frame equates to 5 minutes. We
compare ADR-GNNT with various methods, from ’classi-
cal’ approaches such as historical averaging (HA), VAR (Lu
et al. 2016), and SVR (Smola and Schölkopf 2004), to neural
methods like FC-LSTM (Sutskever, Vinyals, and Le 2014),
DCRNN (Li et al. 2018), Graph WaveNet (Wu et al. 2019),
ASTGCN (Guo et al. 2019), STSGCN (Song et al. 2020),
GMAN (Zheng et al. 2020), MTGNN (Wu et al. 2020), GTS
(Shang, Chen, and Bi 2021), STEP (Shao et al. 2022), and
STAEformer (Liu et al. 2023). We find that our ADR-GNNT

offers lower (better) metrics than the considered methods.
For instance, on METR-LA, ADR-GNNT reduces the MAE
achieved by the recent STEP method from 3.37 to 3.19. We
provide the results on METR-LA in Table 4, with additional
comparisons as well as results on PEMS-BAY in Appendix



Method Cora Citeseer Pubmed
Homophily 0.81 0.80 0.74

GCN 85.77 73.68 88.13
GAT 86.37 74.32 87.62

GCNII† 88.49 77.13 90.30

Geom-GCN† 85.27 77.99 90.05
APPNP 87.87 76.53 89.40
JKNet 85.25 75.85 88.94

MixHop 87.61 76.26 85.31
WRGAT 88.20 76.81 88.52

PDE-GCN† 88.60 78.48 89.93
GRAND 87.36 76.46 89.02

GRAND++ 88.15 76.57 88.50

NSD† 87.14 77.14 89.49
GGCN 87.95 77.14 89.15

H2GCN 87.87 77.11 89.49
C&S 89.05 76.22 89.74

GRAFF† 88.01 77.30 90.04

DMP† 86.52 76.87 89.27

GREAD† 88.57 77.60 90.23
LINKX 84.64 73.19 87.86

ACMII† 88.25 77.12 89.71
Ord. GNN 77.31 90.15 88.37

FLODE 78.07 89.02 86.44

ADR-GNNS 89.43 78.36 90.55

Table 1: Node accuracy (%) on homophilic
datasets.

Method Squirrel Film Chameleon Cornell Texas Wisconsin
Homophily 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.30 0.11 0.21

GCN 23.96 26.86 28.18 52.70 52.16 48.92
GAT 30.03 28.45 42.93 54.32 58.38 49.41

GCNII† 38.47 32.87 60.61 74.86 69.46 74.12

Geom-GCN† 38.32 31.63 60.90 60.81 67.57 64.12

PDE-GCN† – – 66.01 89.73 93.24 91.76
GRAND 40.05 35.62 54.67 82.16 75.68 79.41

GRAND++ 40.06 33.63 56.20 81.89 77.57 82.75

NSD† 56.34 37.79 68.68 86.49 85.95 89.41
GGCN 55.17 37.81 71.14 85.68 84.86 86.86

H2GCN 36.48 35.70 60.11 82.70 84.86 87.65
FAGCN 42.59 34.87 55.22 79.19 82.43 82.94

GPRGNN 31.61 34.63 46.58 80.27 78.38 82.94

GRAFF† 59.01 37.11 71.38 84.05 88.38 88.83

DMP† 47.26 35.72 62.28 89.19 89.19 92.16

GREAD† 59.22 37.90 71.38 87.03 89.73 89.41
ACMP-GCN – – – 85.40 86.20 86.10

LINKX 61.81 36.10 68.42 77.84 74.60 75.49

G2† 64.26 37.30 71.40 87.30 87.57 87.84

ACMII† 67.40 37.09 74.76 86.49 88.38 88.43
Ord. GNN 62.44 37.99 72.28 – – –

FLODE 64.23 37.16 73.60 – – –

ADR-GNNS 72.54 39.16 79.91 91.89 93.61 93.46

Table 2: Node accuracy (%) on heterophilic datasets.

Method Chickenpox PedalMe Wikipedia

DCRNN 1.124 ± 0.015 1.463± 0.019 0.679 ± 0.020
GConvGRU 1.128 ± 0.011 1.622 ± 0.032 0.657 ± 0.015
GC-LSTM 1.115 ± 0.014 1.455 ± 0.023 0.779 ± 0.023
DyGrAE 1.120 ± 0.021 1.455 ± 0.031 0.773 ± 0.009
EGCN-O 1.124 ± 0.009 1.491 ± 0.024 0.750 ± 0.014
A3T-GCN 1.114 ± 0.008 1.469 ± 0.027 0.781 ± 0.011

T-GCN 1.117 ± 0.011 1.479 ± 0.012 0.764 ± 0.011
MPNN LSTM 1.116 ± 0.023 1.485 ± 0.028 0.795 ± 0.010

AGCRN 1.120 ± 0.010 1.469 ± 0.030 0.788 ± 0.011
DIFFormer 0.920 ± 0.001 – 0.720 ± 0.036

ADR-GNNT 0.817 ± 0.012 0.598 ± 0.050 0.571 ± 0.014

Table 3: The performance of spatio-temporal networks eval-
uated by the average MSE of 10 experimental repetitions and
standard deviations, calculated on 10% forecasting horizons.

G.4.

4.3 Ablation Studies

Synthetic Feature Transportation. The benefit of diffusion
and reaction are known in GNNs (see (Gasteiger, Weißen-
berger, and Günnemann 2019; Chamberlain et al. 2021;
Choi et al. 2022) and references within). However, the sig-
nificance of neural advection was not studied in GNNs prior
to our work, to the best of our knowledge. Therefore, and
following the discussion of the task of feature transportation

in Section 1 and Figure 1, we now compare the behavior of
the advection, diffusion, and reaction terms on this task. Al-
though this experiment is conceptually simple, it is evident
from Figure 2, that diffusion and reaction terms in GNNs
are limited in modeling such a behavior. This result, how-
ever, is not surprising. Employing diffusion smooths, rather
than directly transferring node features. Similarly, the reac-
tion term can only learn to scale the node features in this ex-
periment. On the contrary, Figure 2 that the advection term,
that by definition, transports information, achieves an exact
fit. More experimental details are given in Appendix G.5.

The Impact of Advection, Diffusion, and Reaction. We
study the influence of each of the proposed terms in Equa-
tion (2a) on real-world datasets, independently and jointly.
The results, reported in Table 5 further show the significance
of the advection term. For datasets that are homophilic like
Cora, we see minor accuracy improvement when incorporat-
ing the advection term. This is in line with known findings
regarding the benefits of diffusion for homophilic datasets
(Gasteiger, Weißenberger, and Günnemann 2019; Chamber-
lain et al. 2021). More importantly, we see that mostly for
heterophilic datasets like Chameleon, as well as traffic pre-
diction datasets like PEMS-BAY, utilizing the advection sig-
nificantly improves the performance of the network. Over-
all, we see that allowing all terms to be learned leads to fa-
vorable performance, indicating an implicit balancing of the



Dataset Method
Horizon 3 Horizon 6 Horizon 12

MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE

FC-LSTM 3.44 6.30 9.60% 3.77 7.23 10.09% 4.37 8.69 14.00%
DCRNN 2.77 5.38 7.30% 3.15 6.45 8.80% 3.60 7.60 10.50%
STGCN 2.88 5.74 7.62% 3.47 7.24 9.57% 4.59 9.40 12.70%

METR Graph WaveNet 2.69 5.15 6.90% 3.07 6.22 8.37% 3.53 7.37 10.01%
-LA ASTGCN 4.86 9.27 9.21% 5.43 10.61 10.13% 6.51 12.52 11.64%

STSGCN 3.31 7.62 8.06% 4.13 9.77 10.29% 5.06 11.66 12.91%
GMAN 2.80 5.55 7.41% 3.12 6.49 8.73% 3.44 7.35 10.07%

MTGNN 2.69 5.18 6.88% 3.05 6.17 8.19% 3.49 7.23 9.87%
GTS 2.67 5.27 7.21% 3.04 6.25 8.41% 3.46 7.31 9.98%
STEP 2.61 4.98 6.60% 2.96 5.97 7.96% 3.37 6.99 9.61%

STAEformer 2.65 5.11 6.85% 2.97 6.00 8.13% 3.34 7.02 9.70%

ADR-GNNT 2.53 4.85 6.51% 2.81 5.82 7.39% 3.19 6.89 9.10%

Table 4: Multivariate time series forecasting on the METR-LA. Additional results are provided in Appendix G.4.

(a) Source (b) Target (c) Advection (d) Diffusion (e) Reaction

0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0

Figure 2: Source and target node features, and their fit using advection, diffusion, and reaction.

terms obtained in the training stage.
The Influence of Number of Layers. The design of

ADR-GNN can alleviate oversmoothing in two ways. First,
by learning the diffusion coefficients K, ADR-GNN con-
trols the amount of smoothing, and can also achieve no
smoothing if K is zero, depending on the data. Second, note
that the advection and reaction terms can increase the fre-
quency of the node features, because they are not limited to
smoothing processes. To verify our observation, we evalu-
ate ADR-GNNS on Cora and Citeseer with 2 to 64 layers, to
see if its performance degrades as more layers are added, an
issue that is associated with oversmoothing. We report the
obtained accuracy in Figure 3, where no performance drop
is evident. For reference, we also report the results obtained
with GCN (Kipf and Welling 2017). Also, we define and re-
port the measured Dirichlet energy in Appendix G.6, which
shows that ADR-GNN does not oversmooth.

5 Summary and Discussion

In this paper, we present a novel GNN architecture that
is based on the Advection-Diffusion-Reaction PDE, called
ADR-GNN. We develop a graph neural advection operator
that mimics the continuous advection operator, and compose
it with learnable diffusion and reaction terms.

We discuss and analyze the properties of ADR-GNN and
its flexibility in modeling various phenomena. In particu-
lar, we show that the main advantage of the graph advec-
tion operator is its ability to transport information over the

A D R Cora Cham.
METR PEMS

-LA -BAY

✓ ✗ ✗ 86.69 66.79 1.84 3.39
✗ ✓ ✗ 88.21 65.08 1.93 3.67
✗ ✗ ✓ 77.76 52.28 2.19 4.24
✓ ✓ ✗ 88.92 73.33 1.79 3.30
✗ ✓ ✓ 89.33 72.08 1.82 3.46
✓ ✗ ✓ 88.02 73.46 1.71 3.21
✓ ✓ ✓ 89.43 79.91 1.68 3.19

Table 5: Impact of Advection (A), Diffusion (D), and Re-
action (R) on the Accuracy (%) on Cora and Chameleon,
MAE on METR-LA and PEMS-BAY.

graph edges through the layers - a behavior that is hard
to model using the diffusion and reaction terms that have
been used in the literature. To demonstrate the effectiveness
of ADR-GNN we experiment with total of 18 real-world
datasets, from homophilic and heterophilic node classifica-
tion to spatio-temporal node forecasting datasets.

While the gains observed on homophilic datasets are rela-
tively modest, the performance improvements demonstrated
on heterophilic datasets are significant, offering 5% accu-
racy increase in some cases. Moreover, when applied to
spatio-temporal node forecasting datasets, our ADR-GNN
exhibits notable enhancements in the evaluated metrics com-
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Figure 3: Accuracy (%) vs. model depth.

pared to other methods. This progress can be attributed to
the inherent suitability of ADR-GNN for tasks involving di-
rectional transportation of features, making it an intuitive
choice for modeling such scenarios.
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A The Behavior of the Operator Splitting

Approach

The advantage of Operator Splitting (OS) is that it allows
the individual treatment of each component of the ODE
separately, thus obtaining the appropriate qualitative behav-
ior. This is especially beneficial in the context of advection,
where it is difficult to obtain stability, that is, to satisfy the
CFL condition (LeVeque 1990), as well as to obtain mass
conservation. Furthermore, OS is beneficial for the diffusion
component, where implicit methods guarantee stability (As-
cher 2008) compared to unstable explicit discretizations.

We now discuss the behavior of the OS approach for in-
tegrating the ADR ODE in Equation (2). The theory be-
hind OS can be analyzed in the linear case, and in the case
of non-linear equations, linearization is typically assumed
(Mattheij, Rienstra, and Boonkkamp 2005). We now con-
sider a linear ODE of the form

dU(t)

dt
= AU+DU+RU, (9)

where A ,D ,R denote the advection, diffusion, and reac-
tion operators, respectively. U(t) denotes the node features
at time t.

Suppose that we are interested in computing U(t + δt).
For this constant ODE system, the analytic, exact solution is
given by (Evans 1998):

U(t+ δt) = exp (δt(A+D+R))U(t). (10)

The following Lemma is easily proven using Taylor series
of the matrix exponential function (Ascher 2008):

Lemma 3 Let Q = exp(δt(A+D+R)) where A, D, and
R are matrices that do not share their eigenvectors. Then
the discrepancy between the exact and OS solution operator
reads

Q− exp(δtR) exp(δtD) exp(δtA) = O(δt2)

Remark 1 If the eigenvectors of A,D,R from Lemma 3
are shared, then the matrix exponents commute, and the dis-
crepancy is zero.

Following Lemma 3, it holds that the solution of the ADR
ODE can be expressed as a sequential process of three sepa-
rate problems, with an error ofO(δt2) compared to the exact
solution, as follows:

exp (δt(A+D+R))U(t) (11)

= exp (δtR) exp (δtD) exp (δtA)U(t) +O(δt2) (12)

= exp(δtR) (exp (δtD) (exp (δtA)U(t))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Advection
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Advection−Diffusion
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Advection−Diffusion−Reaction

+O(δt2) (13)

Note that U(l+1/3) = exp(δtA)U(l) is the exact so-
lution (Hochbruck, Luibich, and Selhofer 1998) of the

reaction system
U(t)
dt = AU. Similarly, U(l+2/3) =

exp(δtD)U(l+1/3) is the exact solution of the diffusion sys-

tem
U(t)
dt = DU, and U(l+1) = exp(δtR)U(l+2/3) is the

exact solution of the reaction system
U(t)
dt = RU. Thus, op-

erator splitting can be viewed as taking a step of advection,
followed by a step of diffusion that is finally followed by a
reaction step. Note that the error above is of the same mag-
nitude as each step of the forward Euler integration scheme,
often used in neural networks, e.g., in ResNet (see [A] in
additional references below).

B The Properties of the Graph Discretized

Advection Operator

In this section, we prove Lemma 1 and Lemma 2 from the
main text. For convenience, we repeat the Lemmas, followed
by their proofs. We start by noting the following remark:

Remark 2 The advection operator in Equation (5) does not
mix the node feature U channels in our ADR-GNN.

The importance of this remark is that it allows us to ana-
lyze the properties of the advection operator per-channel, or,
alternatively, assuming a single channel, c = 1, which we
assume in our following proofs.

Lemma 1 Define the mass of the graph node features
U(l) ∈ R

n×c as the scalar ρ(l) =
∑

U(l). Then the ad-
vection operator in Equation (5) is mass conserving, i.e.,
ρ(l+1/3) = ρ(l).

Proof 1 Without loss of generality, and following Remark
2, let us assume a single channel, and consider the mass
of the node features ρ =

∑
U, before and after applying

an advection layer as described in Equation (5). The input

node features has a total mass of ρ(l) =
∑

U(l). The total
mass of the output of an advection layer reads:

ρ
(l+1/3)

(14a)

=
∑

i

U
(l+1/3)
i (14b)

=
∑
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=
∑
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j −
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i

U
(l)
i

)

(14g)

=
∑

i

U
(l)
i = ρ

(l)
. (14h)

The transition between Equations (14c) and (14d) is valid

because for j /∈ Ni, the edge weight is zero, i.e., V
(l)
j→i =

0, and therefore the summation does not change. Also, the
transition between Equations (14f) and (14h) holds because
of the constraint on the sum of outbound edge weights to

be equal to 1, i.e.
∑

i∈Nj
V

(l)
j→i = 1. Therefore, because



ρ(l+1/3) = ρ(l), our graph discretized advection operator is
mass preserving.

Definition 1 A neural operator F that considers node fea-
tures U is (Lyapunov) stable if for every ǫ > 0 there ex-

ists δ > 0, such that every pair of inputs U , Ũ that satisfy

‖U− Ũ‖ ≤ δ, then ‖F (U)− F (Ũ)‖ ≤ ǫ.

Lemma 2 The advection operator in Equation (5) is stable.

Proof 2 Without loss of generality, and following Remark
2, let us consider a single channel, and let V(l) be a sparse

matrix such that V
(l)
ij = V

(l)
i→j . To show stability, we first

observe that the matrix form of the scalar formulation of the
advection layer in Equation (5) is given by:

U(l+1/3) = IU(l) + hV(l)U(l) − hU(l) (15)

=
(

(1 − h)I+ hV(l)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A(l)

U(l). (16)

Because of the demand that V(l) is normalized (i.e.,
∑

j∈Ni
V

(l)
i→j = 1), and the advection weights satisfy 0 ≤

V
(l)
i→j ≤ 1, the advection operatorA(l) is a column stochas-

tic non-negative matrix. By the Perron-Frobenius theorem,
such matrices are known to have a spectral radius bounded
by 1 (see [B] in additional appendix references), and hence
the advection operator is stable.

C Architectures and Training Details

As discussed in the main paper, we propose two architec-
tures, depending on the type of dataset - static (e.g., Cora),
or spatio-temporal (e.g., PEMS-BAY). In the following sub-
sections, we elaborate on these architectures.

C.1 Node Classification: ADR-GNNS

We now elaborate on the ‘static’ architecture ADR-GNNS

used in our node classification experiments. The overall ar-
chitecture is similar to standard GNN architectures for node
classification, such as GCN (Kipf and Welling 2017) and
GCNII (Ming Chen, Zengfeng Huang, and Li 2020). It is
composed of an initial embedding layer (that corresponds
to Equation (2b) in the main paper), L graph neural ADR
layers, and a classifier, as described in Equation (3) in the
main paper. The complete flow of ADR-GNNS is described
in Algorithm 3. To train ADR-GNNS on node classification
datasets, we minimize the cross-entropy loss between the
ground-truth node labels Y and the predicted node labels

Ỹ, as is standard in GNNs, and similar to (Kipf and Welling
2017).

C.2 Spatio-Temporal Node Forecasting:
ADR-GNNT

The typical task in spatio-temporal datasets is to predict fu-
ture quantities (e.g., driving speed) given several previous
time steps (also called frames). Formally, one is given an
input tensor Xtemporal ∈ R

n×τincin , where τin is the num-
ber of input (observed) time frames, and the goal is to pre-
dict τout time frames ahead, i.e., Ytemporal ∈ R

n×τoutcout .

This is in contrast to ’static’ datasets such as Cora (McCal-
lum et al. 2000), where input node features X ∈ R

n×cin

are given, and the goal is to fit to some ground-truth Y ∈
R

n×cout . In this context, a ’static’ dataset can be thought
of as setting τin = τout = 1 for the spatio-temporal set-
tings. We show the overall flow of our ‘temporal’ architec-
ture ADR-GNNT in Algorithm 4 5.

In our spatio-temporal ADR-GNNT, we update the hidden

state feature matrix U
(l)
state based on the hidden historical

feature matrix U
(l)
hist, as shown in Lines 6-9 in Algorithm 4.

Similarly to Attention models (see [C] in the additional
appendix references), we incorporate time embedding based
on the concatenation of sine and cosine function evaluations
with varying frequencies multiplied by the time of the input
frames, as input to our ADR-GNNT, denoted by Temb ∈
R

n×τinct , where we choose the number of frequencies to be
10, and by the concatenation of both sine and cosine lead
to ct = 20. We note that the time embedding is computed
in a pre-processing fashion. To initialize the hidden feature

matrices U
(0)
state, U

(0)
hist, we embed the input data Xtemporal,

concatenated with Temb, using two fully connected layers,
as described in Lines 3-4 in Algorithm 4. 6

For the Chickenpox Hungary, PedalMe London, and
Wikipedia Math datasets, we minimize the mean squared er-
ror (MSE) between the ground truth future node quantities
and the predicted quantities by ADR-GNNT, similar to the
training procedure of the rest of the considered methods in
Table 3. Specifically, following (Rozemberczki et al. 2021),
the goal is to predict the node quantities of the next time
frame given 4 previous time frames. On the METR-LA and
PEMS-BAY datasets we minimize the mean absolute error
(MAE), similar to (Li et al. 2018), where we also follow
the standard 12 previous time frames as inputs, and consider
3,6, and 12 future time frames node quantity prediction as
output.

D Computational Complexity and Time

Complexity. Our ADR-GNN architectures include four
main operations: (i) input/output embedding, (ii) advection,
(iii) diffusion, and (iv) reaction layers.

The complexity of (i) and (iv) is O(|V|c2), where c is the
number of channels, because they are composed of point-
wise MLPs. The complexity of (ii) is O((|V| + |E|)c2) be-
cause it requires the computation of the edge weights V, as
shown in Algorithm 2, followed by a multiplication by the
node features, as shown in Equation (5). Similarly, (iii) also
is of complexity O((|V| + |E|)c), because it is required to
multiply the scaled Laplacian with the node features. Note
that as discussed in Section 3.4, and similar to (Chamber-
lain et al. 2021; Rusch et al. 2022a), we do not explicitly

invert the matrix I+hK(l)⊗L̂, but rather use the conjugate-
gradients (CG) method to solve a system of equations. Be-
low, we further discuss the use of CG to solve the system of

5In Algorithm 4, ⊕ denotes channel-wise concatenation.
6In Python notations, Xtemporal[:,−cin] extracts the last cin

entries of the second dimension of Xtemporal, which returns the
features of the last time frame.



Algorithm 3: ADR-GNNS Architecture Flow

Input: Node features X ∈ R
n×cin

Output: Predicted node labels Ỹ ∈ R
n×cout

1: procedure ADR-GNNS

2: X← Dropout(X, p)
3: U(0) = gin(X)
4: for l = 0 . . . L− 1 do
5: U(l) ← Dropout(U(l), p)

6: Advection: U(l+1/3) = U(l) + hDIV(V(U(l); θ(l)
a )U(l))

7: Diffusion: U(l+2/3) = mat
(

(I+ hK(θ
(l)
d )⊗ L̂)−1vec(U(l+1/3))

)

8: Reaction: U(l+1) = U(l+2/3) + hf(U(l+2/3),U(0); θ(l)
r )

9: end for
10: U(L) ← Dropout(U(L), p)

11: Ỹ = gout(U
(L))

12: Return Ỹ
13: end procedure

equations.

Implicit solution of the diffusion term. The diffusion
step in our ADR-GNN, as shown in Section 3.4, requires
the solution of the linear system at each step. As previously
discussed this is solved by using the CG method. Thus, the
backward (differentiation) function in most common soft-
ware packages, such as PyTorch, tracks the CG iterations.
This tracking can be avoidable by using implicit differentia-
tion, which is the backbone of implicit methods (see (Haber
2014) for detailed derivation). In the context of deep learn-
ing, implicit differentiation was used for implicit neural net-
works (Gu et al. 2020). The basic idea is to use implicit dif-
ferentiation of the equation

U(l+2/3) = mat(((I − hK(l) ⊗ L̂)vec(U(l+1/3))) (17)

with respect to K(l) and thus avoid the tracking of the CG
iterations if many are needed.

Runtimes. In addition to the complexity analysis above,
we provide the measured runtimes in Table 6. Learning the
advection weights requires an increased computational ef-
fort. However, it can significantly improve the considered
task metric. For convenience, in Table 6, in addition to the
runtimes we also report the obtained task metric. Impor-
tantly, we show that the improved metrics offered by ADR-
GNNS with 64 channels and 4 layers are not simply obtained
due to the increased costs, by showing that enlarging GCN
and GAT from standard 2 layers and 64 channels, to 2 lay-
ers and 256 channels (wide), or 64 layers and 64 channels
(deep) does not yield similar improvements. We measure the
runtimes using an Nvidia-RTX3090 with 24GB of memory,
which is the same GPU used to conduct our experiments.

E Hyperparameters

All hyperparameters were determined by grid search, and
the ranges and sampling mechanism distributions are pro-
vided in Table 7. Note, that as discussed after Equation (8),
we may add a BatchNorm layer before applying the non-

linear activation σ to the reaction term, we therefore treat
the use of batchnorm as a hyperparameter in Table 7.

F Datasets

We report the statistics of the datasets used in our experi-
ments in Table 8 and 9 for the node classification, and spatio-
temporal node forecasting datasets, respectively. All datasets
are publicly available, and appropriate references to the data
sources are provided in the main paper.

G Experimental Results

G.1 Additional Comparisons and Standard
Deviations on Node Classification

To allow a more comprehensive comparison, and because
some of the considered methods did not report the stan-
dard deviation around the mean accuracy, we now provide
the experimental results from 4.1 on Cora, Citeseer, Pubmed
datasets in Table 10, and Cornell, Texas, Wisconsin, Squir-
rel, Film, Chameleon datasets in Table 11 ,with the standard
deviation around the mean of the 10 splits from (Pei et al.
2020). Note, that here we do not color the tables, because
some of the second or third top performing models in the
main paper did not report the accuracy standard deviation,
and therefore coloring Tables 10-11 will change the order of
the best performing models.

G.2 Large Scale Homophilic Node Classification

We evaluate our ADR-GNNS on the OGBN-Arxiv dataset
and compare it with several methods such as GCN,
GRAND, FIE (Chen, Pellizzoni, and Borgwardt 2023),
GOAL (Zheng et al. 2023), and ADGN (Zhao et al. 2021), in
Table 12. The results further indicate the efficacy of ADR-
GNNS on large scale homophilic node classification cases.



Algorithm 4: ADR-GNNT Architecture Flow

Input: Node features Xtemporal ∈ R
n×τincin , time embedding Temb ∈ R

n×τinct

Output: Predicted future node quantities Ỹ ∈ R
n×τoutcout

1: procedure ADR-GNNT

2: Xtemporal ← Dropout(Xtemporal, p)
3: Temb ← gtime−embed(Temb)

4: U
(0)
state = gstatein (Xtemporal[:,−cin]⊕Temb)

5: U
(0)
hist = ghistin (Xtemporal ⊕Temb)

6: for l = 0 . . . L− 1 do

7: U
(l)
state ← Dropout(U

(l)
state, p)

8: Advection: U
(l+1/3)
state = U

(l)
state + hDIV(V(U

(l)
hist; θ

(l)
a )U(l)), θa)U

(l)
state

9: Diffusion: U
(l+2/3)
state = mat

(

(I+ hK(l) ⊗ L̂)−1vec(U
(l+1/3)
state )

)

10: Reaction: U
(l+1)
state = U

(l+2/3)
state + hf(U

(l+2/3)
hist ,U

(0)
hist; θr)

11: U
(l+1)
hist = ghistl (U

(l)
hist ⊕U

(l+1)
state ⊕Temb)

12: end for
13: U

(L)
state ← Dropout(U

(L)
state, p)

14: Ỹ = gstateout (U
(L)
state)

15: Return Ỹ
16: end procedure

Table 6: Training and inference GPU runtimes (milliseconds), number of parameters (thousands), and node classification accu-
racy (%) on Cora.

Metric GCN GAT
GCN GAT GCN GAT

ADR-GNNS(wide) (wide) (deep) (deep)

Training time 7.71 14.59 14.32 36.63 95.11 184.51 35.41
Inference time 1.75 2.98 2.86 7.57 12.93 38.96 8.24
Parameters 104 105 565 567 358 360 210
Accuracy 85.77 83.13 85.18 83.37 38.62 33.40 89.43

G.3 Additional Heterophilic Node Classification
Datasets

In addition to the 6 heterophilic node classification datasets
reported in the main paper in Section 4.1, we now also re-
port the results on 4 additional heterophilic datasets from
(Lim et al. 2021b,a), to further demonstrate the effective-
ness of our ADR-GNNS. The results are reported in Table
13, where we see that our ADR-GNNS achieves competitive
results that are in line or better than other recent methods. In
addition to the methods considered in the main paper, here
we also consider SGC ([D] in the additional appendix refer-
ences), L prop ([E]), and LINK (Lim et al. 2021b).

G.4 Spatio-Temporal Node Forecasting Results

We provide here full results of our spatio-temporal experi-
ments, both on the METR-LA and PEMS-BAY datasets. In
addition, we also include results with ’classical’ algorithms
such as HA (historic averaging), VAR, and SVR. The results
are reported in Table 14.

G.5 Synthetic Experiment

We now provide the details of the construction of the syn-
thetic experiment from our ablation study in Section 4.3 in
the main paper. The experiment is conducted as follows: we
generate a random Erdős-Rényi graph GER = (EER,VER),
and randomly select a set of source nodes Vsrc

ER ⊂ VER as-

signed with value of 1
|Vsrc

ER| . The rest of the nodes VER \ Vsrc
ER

are initialized with a value of 0. We also choose a random
node vdst ∈ VER \Vsrc

ER. The goal is to transport all the mass
from all the nodes to the vdst, such that vdst will have a
feature of 1, the the rest of the nodes in the graph will be ze-
roes. That is, all the features in the graph are concentrated in
vdst. In our example in Figure 2, we use the protocol speci-
fied here, to generate a graph with 5 nodes, and we show the
approximation obtained with the advection, diffusion, and
reaction terms.



Table 7: Hyperparameter ranges

Hyperparameter Range Uniform Distribution

input/output embedding learning rate [1e-4, 1e-1] log uniform
advection learning rate [1e-4, 1e-1] log uniform
diffusion learning rate [1e-4, 1e-1] log uniform
reaction learning rate [1e-4, 1e-1] log uniform

input/output embedding weight decay [0, 1e-2] uniform
advection weight decay [0, 1e-2] uniform
diffusion weight decay [0, 1e-2] uniform
reaction weight decay [0, 1e-2] uniform
input/output dropout [0, 0.9] uniform
hidden layer dropout [0, 0.9] uniform

use BatchNorm { yes / no } discrete uniform
step size h [1e-3, 1] uniform

layers { 2,4,8,16,32,64 } discrete uniform
channels { 8,16,32,64,128,256 } discrete uniform

Table 8: Node classification datasets statistics.

Dataset Classes Nodes Edges Features Homophily

Cora 7 2,708 5,429 1,433 0.81
Citeseer 6 3,327 4,732 3,703 0.80
Pubmed 3 19,717 44,338 500 0.74
Chameleon 5 2,277 36,101 2,325 0.23
Film 5 7,600 33,544 932 0.22
Squirrel 5 5,201 198,493 2,089 0.22
Cornell 5 183 295 1,703 0.30
Texas 5 183 309 1,703 0.11
Wisconsin 5 251 499 1,703 0.21
Twitch-DE 2 9,498 76,569 2,545 0.63
Deezer-Europe 2 28,281 92,752 31,241 0.52
Penn94 (FB100) 2 41,554 1,362,229 5 0.47
arXiv-year 5 169,343 1,166,243 128 0.22
OGBN-Arxiv 40 169,343 1,166,243 128 0.65

G.6 The Dirichlet Energy of ADR-GNN

We follow (Rusch et al. 2022b) and define the Dirichlet en-
ergy of the graph node features as:

E(U(l)) =
1

|V|

∑

i∈V

∑

j∈Ni

||U
(l)
i −U

(l)
j ||

2
2. (18)

Following the experiment in our ablation study in Section
4.3, we now also report the measured Dirichlet energy of our
ADR-GNNS on Cora and Citeseer, with 64 layers. We also
compare the measured Dirichlet energy of GCN, for refer-
ence. The results are reported in Figure 4, where we show

the relative (to the initial node features U(0)) Dirichlet en-
ergy. It is evident that ADR-GNNS does not oversmooth,
because the energy does not decay to 0, as in GCN.



Table 9: Attributes of the spatio-temporal datasets used in 4.2 and information about the number of time periods (T ) and spatial
units (|V|).

Dataset Frequency T |V|

Chickenpox Hungary Weekly 522 20
Pedal Me Deliveries Weekly 36 15

Wikipedia Math Daily 731 1,068
METR-LA 5-Minutes 34,272 207
PEMS-BAY 5-Minutes 52,116 325

Table 10: Node classification accuracy (%) on homophilic datasets. † denotes the maximal accuracy of several proposed variants.

Method Cora Citeseer Pubmed
Homophily 0.81 0.80 0.74

GCN 85.77± 1.27 73.68± 1.36 88.13 ± 0.50
GAT 86.37± 0.48 74.32± 1.23 87.62 ± 1.10

GCNII† 88.49± 1.25 77.13± 1.48 90.30 ± 0.43

Geom-GCN† 85.27± 1.57 77.99± 1.15 90.05 ± 0.47
MixHop 87.61± 2.03 76.26± 2.95 85.31 ± 2.29
WRGAT 88.20± 2.26 76.81± 1.89 88.52 ± 0.92

NSD† 87.14± 1.13 77.14± 1.57 89.49 ± 0.40
GGCN 87.95± 1.05 77.14± 1.45 89.15 ± 0.37

H2GCN 87.87± 1.20 77.11± 1.57 89.49 ± 0.38
LINKX 84.64± 1.13 73.19± 0.99 87.86 ± 0.77

ACMII-GCN++ 88.25± 0.96 77.12± 1.58 89.71 ± 0.48

ADR-GNNS 89.43± 1.15 78.36± 144 90.55 ± 0.53

Table 11: Node classification accuracy (%) on heterophilic datasets. † denotes the maximal accuracy of several proposed vari-
ants.

Method Squirrel Film Cham. Corn. Texas Wisc.
Homophily 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.30 0.11 0.21

GCN 23.96 ± 2.01 26.86 ± 1.10 28.18 ± 2.24 52.70 ± 5.30 52.16 ± 5.16 48.92 ± 3.06
GAT 30.03 ± 1.55 28.45 ± 0.89 42.93 ± 2.50 54.32 ± 5.05 58.38 ± 6.63 49.41 ± 4.09

GCNII 38.47 ± 1.58 32.87 ± 1.30 60.61 ± 3.04 74.86 ± 3.79 69.46 ± 3.83 74.12 ± 3.40

Geom-GCN† 38.32 ± 0.92 31.63 ± 1.15 60.90 ± 2.81 60.81 ± 3.67 67.57 ± 2.72 64.12 ± 3.66
MixHop 43.80 ± 1.48 32.22 ± 2.34 60.50 ± 2.53 73.51 ± 6.34 77.84 ± 7.73 75.88 ± 4.90
GRAND 40.05 ± 1.50 35.62 ± 1.01 54.67 ± 2.54 82.16 ± 7.09 75.68 ± 7.25 79.41 ± 3.64

NSD† 56.34 ± 1.32 37.79 ± 1.15 68.68 ± 1.58 86.49 ± 4.71 85.95 ± 5.51 89.41 ± 4.74
WRGAT 48.85 ± 0.78 36.53 ± 0.77 65.24 ± 0.87 81.62 ± 3.90 83.62 ± 5.50 86.98 ± 3.78
MagNet – – – 84.30 ± 7.00 83.30 ± 6.10 85.70 ± 3.20
GGCN 55.17 ± 1.58 37.81 ± 1.56 71.14 ± 1.84 85.68 ± 6.63 84.86 ± 4.55 86.86 ± 3.29

H2GCN 36.48 ± 1.86 35.70 ± 1.00 60.11 ± 1.71 82.70 ± 5.28 84.86 ± 7.23 87.65 ± 4.98

GraphCON† – – – 84.30 ± 4.80 85.40 ± 4.20 87.80 ± 3.30
FAGCN 42.59 ± 0.69 34.87 ± 1.35 55.22 ± 2.11 79.19 ± 5.87 82.43 ± 2.87 82.94 ± 1.58

GPRGNN 31.61 ± 1.24 34.63 ± 1.22 46.58 ± 1.71 80.27 ± 8.11 78.38 ± 4.36 82.94 ± 4.21
ACMP-GCN – – – 85.40 ± 7.00 86.20 ± 3.00 86.10 ± 4.00

LINKX 61.81 ± 1.80 36.10 ± 1.55 68.42 ± 1.38 77.84 ± 5.81 74.60 ± 8.37 75.49 ± 5.72

GRAFF† 59.01 ± 1.31 37.11 ± 1.08 71.38 ± 1.47 84.05 ± 6.10 88.38 ± 4.53 88.83 ± 3.29

G2† 64.26 ± 2.38 37.30 ± 1.01 71.40 ± 2.38 87.30 ± 4.84 87.57 ± 3.86 87.84 ± 3.49
ACMII-GCN++ 67.40 ± 2.21 37.09 ± 1.32 74.76 ± 2.20 86.49 ± 6.73 88.38 ± 3.43 88.43 ± 3.66

ADR-GNNS 72.54 ± 2.20 39.16 ± 1.13 79.91 ± 2.27 91.89 ± 5.89 93.61 ± 4.26 93.46 ± 4.11



Table 12: Node classification accuracy (%) on OGBN-Arxiv.

Method GCN GRAND FIE GOAL AGDN ADR-GNNS

Accuracy (%) 71.74 72.23 72.39 71.25 73.41 73.68

Table 13: Test accuracy on heterophilic datasets. For all datasets, we report the obtained accuracy (%), besides Twitch-DE that
considers test ROC AUC‡. Standard deviations are over 5 train/val/test splits. Not available results are indicated by – .

Method Twitch-DE‡ Deezer-Europe Penn94 (FB100) arXiv-year

MLP 69.20 ± 0.62 66.55 ± 0.72 73.61 ± 0.40 36.70 ± 0.21

L Prop (2 hop) 72.27 ± 0.78 56.96 ± 0.26 74.13 ± 0.46 46.07 ± 0.15
LINK 72.42 ± 0.57 57.71 ± 0.36 80.79 ± 0.49 53.97 ± 0.18

LINKX – – 84.41 ± 0.52 56.00 ± 1.34

SGC (2 hop) 73.65 ± 0.40 61.56 ± 0.51 76.09 ± 0.45 32.27 ± 0.06
C&S (2 hop) 69.39 ± 0.85 64.52 ± 0.62 72.47 ± 0.73 42.17 ± 0.27

GCN 74.07 ± 0.68 62.23 ± 0.53 82.47 ± 0.27 46.02 ± 0.26
GAT 73.13 ± 0.29 61.09 ± 0.77 81.53 ± 0.55 46.05 ± 0.51

APPNP 72.20 ± 0.73 67.21 ± 0.56 74.95 ± 0.45 38.15 ± 0.26

H2GCN 72.67 ± 0.65 67.22 ± 0.90 – 49.09 ± 0.10
GCNII 72.38 ± 0.31 66.42 ± 0.56 82.92 ± 0.59 47.21 ± 0.28

MixHop 73.23 ± 0.99 66.80 ± 0.58 83.47 ±0.71 51.81 ± 0.17
GPR-GNN 73.84 ± 0.69 66.90 ± 0.50 84.59 ± 0.29 45.07 ± 0.21

ACMII† – 67.50 ± 0.53 85.95 ± 0.26 –

G2 – – – 63.30± 1.84

ADR-GNNS 74.98 ± 0.52 68.22 ± 0.57 86.63 ± 0.31 61.17 ± 1.54
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Figure 4: The relative Dirichlet energy vs. model depth.



Dataset Method
Horizon 3 Horizon 6 Horizon 12

MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE MAE RMSE MAPE

HA 4.79 10.00 11.70% 5.47 11.45 13.50% 6.99 13.89 17.54%
VAR 4.42 7.80 13.00% 5.41 9.13 12.70% 6.52 10.11 15.80%
SVR 3.39 8.45 9.30% 5.05 10.87 12.10% 6.72 13.76 16.70%

FC-LSTM 3.44 6.30 9.60% 3.77 7.23 10.09% 4.37 8.69 14.00%
DCRNN 2.77 5.38 7.30% 3.15 6.45 8.80% 3.60 7.60 10.50%
STGCN 2.88 5.74 7.62% 3.47 7.24 9.57% 4.59 9.40 12.70%

METR Graph WaveNet 2.69 5.15 6.90% 3.07 6.22 8.37% 3.53 7.37 10.01%
-LA ASTGCN 4.86 9.27 9.21% 5.43 10.61 10.13% 6.51 12.52 11.64%

STSGCN 3.31 7.62 8.06% 4.13 9.77 10.29% 5.06 11.66 12.91%
GMAN 2.80 5.55 7.41% 3.12 6.49 8.73% 3.44 7.35 10.07%

MTGNN 2.69 5.18 6.88% 3.05 6.17 8.19% 3.49 7.23 9.87%
GTS 2.67 5.27 7.21% 3.04 6.25 8.41% 3.46 7.31 9.98%
STEP 2.61 4.98 6.60% 2.96 5.97 7.96% 3.37 6.99 9.61%

STAEformer 2.65 5.11 6.85% 2.97 6.00 8.13% 3.34 7.02 9.70%

ADR-GNNT 2.53 4.85 6.51% 2.81 5.82 7.39% 3.19 6.89 9.10%

HA 1.89 4.30 4.16% 2.50 5.82 5.62% 3.31 7.54 7.65%
VAR 1.74 3.16 3.60% 2.32 4.25 5.00% 2.93 5.44 6.50%
SVR 1.85 3.59 3.80% 2.48 5.18 5.50% 3.28 7.08 8.00%

FC-LSTM 2.05 4.19 4.80% 2.20 4.55 5.20% 2.37 4.96 5.70%
DCRNN 1.38 2.95 2.90% 1.74 3.97 3.90% 2.07 4.74 4.90%
STGCN 1.36 2.96 2.90% 1.81 4.27 4.17% 2.49 5.69 5.79%

PEMS Graph WaveNet 1.30 2.74 2.73% 1.63 3.70 3.67% 1.95 4.52 4.63%
-BAY ASTGCN 1.52 3.13 3.22% 2.01 4.27 4.48% 2.61 5.42 6.00%

STSGCN 1.44 3.01 3.04% 1.83 4.18 4.17% 2.26 5.21 5.40%
GMAN 1.34 2.91 2.86% 1.63 3.76 3.68% 1.86 4.32 4.37%

GTS 1.34 2.83 2.82% 1.66 3.78 3.77% 1.95 4.43 4.58%
STEP 1.26 2.73 2.59% 1.55 3.58 3.43% 1.79 4.20 4.18%

STAEformer 1.31 2.78 2.76% 1.62 3.68 3.62% 1.88 4.34 4.41%

ADR-GNNT 1.13 2.36 2.30% 1.39 3.13 3.01% 1.68 3.81 3.82%

Table 14: Multivariate time series forecasting on the METR-LA, and PEMS-BAY datasets.
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