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Abstract

Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have attracted
immense attention in the past decade due to
their numerous real-world applications built
around graph-structured data. On the other
hand, Large Language Models (LLMs) with
extensive pretrained knowledge and powerful
semantic comprehension abilities have recently
shown a remarkable ability to benefit applica-
tions using vision and text data. In this paper,
we investigate how LLMs can be leveraged
in a computationally efficient fashion to ben-
efit rich graph-structured data, a modality rel-
atively unexplored in LLM literature. Prior
works in this area exploit LLMs to augment
every node features in an ad-hoc fashion (not
scalable for large graphs), use natural language
to describe the complex structural information
of graphs, or perform computationally expen-
sive finetuning of LLMs in conjunction with
GNNs. We propose E-LLaGNN (Efficient
LLMs augmented GNNs), a framework with
an on-demand LLM service that enriches mes-
sage passing procedure of graph learning by
enhancing a limited fraction of nodes from the
graph. More specifically, E-LLaGNN relies
on sampling high-quality neighborhoods using
LLMs, followed by on-demand neighborhood
feature enhancement using diverse prompts
from our prompt catalog, and finally informa-
tion aggregation using message passing from
conventional GNN architectures. We explore
several heuristics-based active node selection
strategies to limit the computational and mem-
ory footprint of LLMs when handling millions
of nodes. Through extensive experiments & ab-
lation on popular graph benchmarks of varying
scales (Cora, PubMed, ArXiv, & Products), we
illustrate the effectiveness of our E-LLaGNN
framework and reveal many interesting capa-
bilities such as improved gradient flow in deep
GNNs, LLM-free inference ability etc.

1 Introduction

Graph neural networks (GNNs) have been a pow-
erhouse for handling graph-structured data, often
leveraging message passing (MP) at their core for
aggregating knowledge from neighbors. Many real-
world graphs from social networks, e-commerce,
knowledge graphs, citation networks, and more
have rich textual information associated with their
nodes and edges. GNNs (Kipf and Welling, 2017;
Defferrard et al., 2016; Veličković et al., 2017; You
et al., 2020; Gao et al., 2018; Chiang et al., 2019;
Chen et al., 2018; Duan et al., 2022a; Thekumpara-
mpil et al., 2018) typically encode this rich infor-
mation using either non-contextualized shallow em-
beddings (e.g., bag-of-words and word2vec) or con-
textualized language models (LMs, e.g., BERT (De-
vlin et al., 2018) and RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019)),
followed by the message-passing paradigm to en-
code the structural information.

Although LM-based embeddings (Zhu et al.,
2021) can improve the performance of GNNs by
incorporating world knowledge, the improvements
are markedly restricted. This is because the embed-
dings lean on the initial textual information associ-
ated with nodes, which might be noisy, missing, or
insufficient for characterizing individual node prop-
erties. Moreover, the one-to-one mapping from
fixed node text descriptions to LM embeddings lim-
its their ability to encode diverse and unseen knowl-
edge during message passing. Recently, Large
Language Models (LLMs) such as GPT-3(Brown
et al., 2020) and LLaMA (Touvron et al., 2023)
have presented massive amounts of context-aware
knowledge and superior semantic comprehension
capabilities, all accessisble via prompting. This has
encouraged a deep dive to understand how LLMs
can benefit the conventional GNN framework.

Recently, several works (Ye et al., 2023a; Liu
et al., 2023a; Tang et al., 2023a; Guo et al., 2023b;
He et al., 2023a; Chen et al., 2023a; Huang et al.,
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Figure 1: Overview of our proposed E-LLaGNN Framework. E-LLaGNN relies on sampling high-quality neighbor-
hoods using LLMs, followed by on-demand neighborhood feature enhancement using diverse prompts from our
prompt catalog. Enhanced neighborhood features can be aggregated with the central node using various existing
GNN aggregators (e.g., GCN, GraphSAGE, or GAT).

2023a; Chen et al., 2023c, 2024; Yu et al., 2023)
have introduced LLMs for graph-structured data,
showing surprising performance improvements.
Some works use LLMs to extend textual attributes
of all the nodes within the graph by harnessing
the LLM explanations as features. GNNs are then
typically trained on these LLM-tailored features,
making model inference dependent on the LLMs
to avoid feature distribution shifts. This also makes
scaling to large graphs expensive and impractical
due to the memory and computational footprint of
LLMs. Other groups of works (Ye et al., 2023a) use
natural language to describe the geometric struc-
ture and node features of the graph. These descrip-
tions are then used to instruction-tune the LLM
and perform learning and inference on graphs in
a generative manner. Despite this improving the
complexity of message passing in GNNs, it is criti-
cally important to note the weakness of LLMs in
handling long-context information. Recently, (Liu
et al., 2023b) found that LLM performance is often
highest when relevant information occurs at the
beginning or end of long input contexts and lowest
when the information is in the middle. This obser-
vation poses a serious question for attempts to use
natural language to describe the graph structure,
as the order of nodes in the prompt will directly
dictate the performance. Lastly, some frameworks
fine-tune LLMs to understand graph topology, fol-
lowed by tightly coupling them with GNNs. This
process requires industry-standard hardware for
both training and inference.

Motivated by the aforementioned issues, we ask
an important under-explored question in this work:

Does all the nodes within a graph necessitate LLM-
based enhancement? Can we efficiently enrich
knowledge encoded during GNN training within
resource-sensitive settings? To this end, we pro-
pose E-LLaGNN, an efficient and scalable frame-
work that carefully monitors the computational bud-
get of LLM usage while embedding diverse world
knowledge in GNNs during training. This com-
putational budget simulates real-world scenarios
where allowed LLM queries may be limited. In-
terestingly, our work finds that E-LLaGNN train-
ing with a healthy mixture of LLM-tailored and
original node features reduces hard reliance on aug-
mentation at inference and can uniquely facilitate
LLM-free inference with marginal compromise
in performance which holds significant importance
for industrial deployments.

More specifically, we propose to use LLMs as an
on-demand service for high-quality neighborhood
selection and augmenting node textual information
using diverse (not limited to one-prompt-for-all
nodes) prompts from our prompt catalog. This strat-
egy reduces the computational load of prior meth-
ods, which have strict requirements for all nodes to
be enhanced. Furthermore, having a diverse prompt
catalog (unlike a fixed prompt for all) allows rich
knowledge to be embedded, since we may use dif-
ferent prompts for the same node if it is selected
for augmentation in two different epochs. Note that
unlike prior works, the primary motivation of this
work is to not build SoTA GNN but take the sim-
plest GNN architecture with absolutely no fancy
cosmetic modifications like normalizations or skip
connections, etc. to capture the pure influence of
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LLM-enhancement on message passing procedure
of GNN training 1. However, our proposed frame-
work can be smoothly integrated with any existing
GNN architecture to leverage the benefits of LLMs
and can be easily scaled to large graphs depend-
ing on the node selection techniques. We investi-
gate several heuristics-based active node selection
strategies such as degree distribution, PageRank
centrality, clustering on original feature space, and
original text description length. We experimentally
show how they translate to performance, which
can guide node selection for augmentation during
training. Our contributions can be summarized as:

• We propose the E-LLaGNN framework,
which blends LLM capabilities into GNNs
as an on-demand service subject to a compu-
tational budget during training and can facil-
itate an LLM-free inference. Our dynamic
prompt selection technique enables bringing
diverse pretrained knowledge and powerful se-
mantic comprehension abilities, a step ahead
of one-for-all prompt setting of prior works.

• We present multiple metrics for active node
selection during E-LLaGNN training for on-
demand augmentation. Our extensive experi-
ments demonstrate how they translate to per-
formance, which allow LLM integration fea-
sible for industry-scale graphs. Our study re-
veals that it is not necessary to augment every
node to achieve optimal performance. Rather,
tactical augmentation of just a small fraction
of nodes can yield desirable improvements.

• Our extensive experiments and ablation stud-
ies across popular graph benchmarks {Cora,
PubMed, OGBN-ArXiv, OGBN-products}
show how E-LLaGNN can achieve superior
performance. Our work also unveils multiple
useful insights such as LLM-based enhance-
ment can improve gradient flow across deeper
GNN backbone (layers 2, 4, 8), empirical ben-
efits of node-selection proportion, etc.

1Note that many SoTA architectures are already overfitting
to the benchmarks (OGB, Cora, PubMed, etc.) and using them
directly for E-LLaGNN framework might not truly capture
effective benefits of LLM-tailoring during message passing.
With complicated backbones, the majority of efforts will boil
down to hyperparameter tuning of the model architecture with
exorbitant LLM computational costs during training instead
of focusing on E-LLaGNN framework.

2 Methodology

2.1 Preliminaries

Our work primarily focuses on text-attributed
graphs (TAGs), defined as G = (V, E , T ,A)
where V represents the set of nodes in graph G with
E ⊆ V × V edges. Each node vi ∈ {v1, v2, ..., vn}
is paired with textual attributes (e.g., the abstract
of papers for citation graphs) ti ∈ {t1, t2, ..., tn}.
The adjacency matrix A ∈ {0, 1}n×n represents
the graph connectivity, where Ai,j = 1 implies the
existence of an edge between nodes i and j. For
any given node vi ∈ V , we define its immediate
neighborhood nodes as N (vi). In our study, we
focus on node classification, where given a set of
labeled nodes L ⊂ V and A with labels yL, our
goal is to predict labels for the remaining unlabeled
yV\L test nodes.

2.2 Our Proposed Framework

Our proposed on-demand E-LLaGNN framework
is designed with four major components: 1 Query
Node Enhancement and Encoding, 2 Neighbor-
hood Sampling and Enrichment, 3 On-Demand
Neighbourhood Enhancement with Custom Prompt
Catalog, and 4 Information Aggregation and
Graph Learning. Given a query node vi, these com-
ponents help E-LLaGNN to sample high-quality
neighbourhoods and ingest LLM expertise within
the GNN backbone. E-LLaGNN also explores var-
ious active node selection strategies such as PageR-
ank centrality, clustering on the original features,
and original text description length, which enable
smooth scaling up to large graphs.

Existing pipelines for node feature augmentation
are met with challenges such as dependencies on
LLMs during inference due to ad-hoc augmenta-
tion of entire training dataset leading to distribution
shifts in un-augmented test dataset, a need for fine-
tuning gigantic LLMs during graph learning, and
limited knowledge diversity due to a fixed, single
augmentation prompt for all nodes. In contrast, our
framework subtly handles these challenges and pro-
vides a novel strategy to reap LLM benefits during
graph learning. Next, we explain each component
of E-LLaGNN in detail.

Query Node Enhancement and Encoding: At
its core, GNN training relies on the message-
passing strategy to aggregate knowledge from
neighbors. Given the central query node vi ∈ V
with initial textual attribute ti ∈ T , a typical
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message-passing algorithm aggregates the repre-
sentative features xi derived from ti (e.g., tf-idf
or BERT encoding) with the representation fea-
tures from the neighborhood nodes u ∈ N (u). In
our work, we propose to harness the power of
LLMs to refine and augment the initial textual
representation ti → t+i associated with the query
node vi. The primary motivation is to ingest new
LLM knowledge during the query feature aggre-
gation during message passing as well as assist in
sampling high-quality and diverse neighborhoods
during graph learning. For query enhancement
ti → t+i , we relied on an open-source chatbot
trained by fine-tuning LLaMA-1 on user-shared
conversations (Vicuna-7B) (Chiang et al., 2023),
and LLaMa-2 Chat 7B (Touvron et al., 2023). We
adopted the prompt design from (He et al., 2023a)
for enhancement, and t+i is encoded to x+i using
Sentence-BERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019).

Neighborhood Sampling and Enrichment: In
this section, we detail our strategy of sampling
high-quality neighbors for aggregation given the
central query node vi. We uniformly sample a fixed-
size set of neighbors N (vi) from the full neighbor-
hood, which further undergoes filtering as shown
in Figure 1. We use cosine similarity to re-rank the
neighborhood N (vi) using the enhanced query rep-
resentation x+i to create a high-quality fixed batch
size of K, denoted NK(vi). This allows us to fix
the computational footprint of each batch. It si-
multaneously minimizes the cost required to use
LLMs for neighborhood enhancement while on a
set budget. We found that uncontrolled informa-
tion aggregation from noisy neighbors can hamper
the graph learning performance. Therefore, our
restricted strategy is not only friendly for computa-
tional budgets, but can also filter out noise during
the message aggregation. Practically, we found our
approach can yield high performance with K = 5,
allowing the per-batch space and time complexities
to be fixed.

On-Demand Neighborhood Enhancement with
Custom Prompt Catalog: Given NK(vi), the
goal of this module is to incorporate LLM knowl-
edge into graph learning by enriching the initial
text attribute of each node u ∈ NK(vi). Our
prompt catalog (Table 2) contains prompts de-
signed to provide explanations for key technical
concepts/entities, relationships with the central
query node, re-writing initial text attributes sim-
ilar to the query node, elucidating similarities and

Dataset Category Raw Augmented

Cora Neural_Network 0.3528 0.3998
Probabilistic_Methods 0.3891 0.4321
Genetic_Algorithms 0.2728 0.3028
Theory 0.2951 0.3186
Case_Based 0.4249 0.4551
Reinforcement_Learning 0.3077 0.3530
Rule_Learning 0.3646 0.3872

PubMed Diabetes Type 1 0.4674 0.5208
Diabetes Type 2 0.4043 0.4233
Diabetes Experimental 0.4201 0.4301

Table 1: Average intra-class cosine similarity among
nodes with feature embeddings derived from both origi-
nal text attributes and LLM-tailored text attributes.

differences with the central node, etc. Each node
u ∈ NK(vi) undergoes enhancement (tu → t+u )
with a probability p, where p is decided based on
the available computational budget. This also en-
sures that graph learning sees a good mixture of the
original text attribute tu and the LLM-tailored t+u ,
which mitigates the dependency on LLM node aug-
mentation during inference. Note that randomly se-
lecting different prompts for the same node across
training epochs helps embed diverse knowledge
during message passing.

2.3 Augmentation and Node Categories

In this section, we attempt to delve into an inter-
esting question: How does our textual feature en-
hancement strategy benefit nodes belonging to dif-
ferent categories? Table 1 presents the average
intra-class cosine similarity for nodes belonging
to different categories. We see that although all
categories benefit from our augmentation, some
categories (Neural Networks, Probabilistic Meth-
ods, and Reinforcement Learning) gain a ∼ 5% in-
crease in intra-class similarity. This finding sends a
strong signal that in case of limited computational
budget, a careful selection of nodes to undergo
augmentation during graph learning can still sig-
nificantly improve the performance. In the next
section, we utilize this observation & explore sev-
eral node selection strategies to scale E-LLaGNN
for large-scale graphs.

2.4 E-LLaGNN and Large Graphs

The vast knowledge of LLMs ingested during pre-
training can significantly benefit graph learning,
but using them for node augmentation is compu-
tationally expensive. With millions of nodes in
large-scale graphs, it is impossible to enhance all
nodes to support E-LLaGNN. Therefore, we ex-
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plore several node selection techniques 2 that care-
fully select a node candidate set to be annotated by
LLMs. This is directly applicable to practical use
cases where there is a fixed monetary budget for
calling LLMs. To this end, we explore the follow-
ing heuristics for our active node selection during
GNN training.

PageRank Centrality: We used the classical
PageRank centrality algorithm from NetworkX
(Hagberg et al., 2008), which estimates which
nodes are important in a network based on its topo-
logical structure. For every node in our undirected
adjacency matrix, we estimate the structural diver-
sity and sorted nodes in ascending order to select
the top k nodes to undergo augmentation (K de-
pending on the computational budget).

Clustering Distance: We employed k-means
clustering on the initial features derived from the
original text attributes. We set the number of clus-
ters to the number of distinct classes in the graph.
We estimate the normalized distance of each node
dvi ∈ V from the cluster centroid, and estimate the
density of belonging as 1/(1 + dvi). If distance is
low, density is high, and therefore high belonging
to the cluster. Depending on the computational
budget, we sample nodes with lower density for
LLM augmentation.

Text Attribute Length: One simple heuristic is
to examine the initial textual attributes ti associated
with nodes in our graph. We estimate word count
in ti after removing stop words, and sorted nodes
by word count. Nodes with the lowest word count
are given preference for LLM augmentation during
GNN training. Surprisingly, our experiments illus-
trate that this simple heuristic is highly effective
for performance gains.

Degree Distribution: Another simple heuristic
we used was calculating the degree distribution
of each node in the graph, sorting in ascending
order and selecting the k-th percentile of nodes for
augmentation.

Once nodes are selected, they can be augmented
on-demand during E-LLaGNN training, as de-
scribed in Section 2.2.

2Following (Chen et al., 2023c), we also attempted to com-
bine PageRank Score and Clustering Distance score using
some linear interpolation with coefficient α and found that
it to have slightly superior performance (+0.29% on PageR-
ank). However, this involved fine-tuning α. This indicates
that instead of relying on a single heuristic, multiple can be
integrated to improve the quality of active node selection.
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2.5 LLM-free Inference Pipeline of
E-LLaGNN

Despite being a show-stealer due to significant per-
formance benefits, LLM usage faces several head-
winds for widespread adaptation because of their
enormous computational and memory footprints.
One key interesting benefit of E-LLaGNN design
is to effectively eliminate LLM usage during in-
ference without significant loss in performance,
thereby making it practical for industrial usgage.
E-LLaGNN uses LLMs as an on-demand service
for augmenting node textual information as neces-
sary by randomly selecting prompts from a catalog.
This allows GNN training to see a good mixture
of both LLM-tailored features as well as the orig-
inal features. This strategy mitigates over-fitting
to LLM-generated textual attributes, thereby im-
proving generalizability even if we perform a com-
pletely LLM-free inference. Figure 2 illustrates
the E-LLaGNN inference pipeline, where the high-
quality neighborhood NK(vi) is aggregated with
the original features during message passing, fol-
lowed by the softmax classifier predicting the test
labels. In our experiments, we surprisingly found
that this E-LLaGNN inference pipeline yields a
similar performance to the pipeline that incorpo-
rates LLMs during test time.

3 Experiments and Analysis

3.1 Dataset and Experimental Setup

The E-LLaGNN framework is trained and evalu-
ated using four widely recognized graph datasets:
ogbn-arxiv (Hu et al., 2020), ogbn-products (Hu
et al., 2020), PubMed, and Cora (Yang et al., 2016).
We compared the performance benefits for node
classification against various SOTA baselines (Ta-
ble 3, 4). For node attribute enhancement, we relied
on an open-source chatbot trained by fine-tuning

5



Example 1: A chat between a curious user and an artificial intelligence agent. The assistant gives helpful, detailed, and polite answers to
the user’s questions. \n Provide a detailed explanation for the given title and abstract of a paper in less than 1000 words identifying the
key technical concepts and simplifying them for ease of understanding. \n \n [ Start of Title ] \n [content] \n [ End of Title ]. \n [
Start of Abstract ] \n [content] \n [ End of Abstract ].

Example 2: You are a helpful and precise assistant for providing fact-based responses and arguments for user’s question. \n Rewrite the
title and abstract of a paper and provide arguments to support which of the three categories (Diabetes Type 1, Diabetes Type 2, and
Diabetes Experimental) is well suited for it to classify. \n \n [ Start of Title ] \n [content] \n [ End of Title ]. \n [ Start of Abstract ]
\n [content] \n [ End of Abstract ].

Example 3: A chat between a curious user and an artificial intelligence agent. The assistant gives helpful, detailed, and polite answers to
the user’s questions. \n Summarize the given title and abstract of paper P1 and compare its similarities and differences with paper P2. \n
\n [ P1: Start of Title ] \n [content] \n [ P1: End of Title ]. \n [P1: Start of Abstract ] \n [content] \n [P1: End of Abstract ]. \n \n
[ P2: Start of Title ] \n [content] \n [ P2: End of Title ]. \n [P2: Start of Abstract ] \n [content] \n [P2: End of Abstract ].

Table 2: Examples of prompt curated by us with system message and associated roles USER and ASSISTANT,
following (Zheng et al., 2023a) to enhance textual attributes of nodes in training dataset.

Method Cora PubMed

2 4 8 2 4 8

GCN 81.1 80.4 69.5 88.0 86.5 81.2
GAT 81.9 80.3 31.3 88.4 87.4 79.1
JKNet 79.1 79.2 75.0 87.8 88.7 77.7
SGC 79.3 79.0 77.2 88.0 83.1 80.9
GCNII 82.2 82.6 84.2 88.2 88.8 88.3
IncGCN 79.2 77.6 76.5 88.5 87.7 87.9

Ours 87.6 86.5 86.1 90.3 89.3 89.4
(std) ± 1.2 ± 1.7 ± 1.3 ± 0.1 ± 0.1 ± 0.4

Table 3: Performance comparison (test accuracy %) of
E-LLaGNN framework using underlying 2-, 4-, and 8-
layer GNN backbones with respect to SOTA methods
on Cora and PubMed. Results reported are averaged
across five independent runs.

LLaMA-1 on user-shared conversations (Vicuna-
7B) (Chiang et al., 2023). To evaluate our chosen
datasets, we closely followed the data split settings
and metrics reported by recent benchmarks (Duan
et al., 2022a; Chen et al., 2021). For neighborhood
sampling up to k hops, we adopt the GraphSAGE
sampler (Hamilton et al., 2017), use cosine simi-
larity for ranking the neighborhood, and perform
information aggregation using the MEAN opera-
tor. The nodes’ original and LLM-tailored text at-
tributes are encoded to embeddings using Sentence-
BERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019). For the text
attribute node selection strategy, we use the NLTK
framework for stop word removal and NetworkX
for estimating PageRank for nodes in the graph.
For additional hyperparameters such as learning
rate, weigh decay, and epoch count, we adopted
the best settings from (Chen et al., 2021) for Cora
and PubMed while relying on (Duan et al., 2022b)
for ogbn-arxiv and ogbn-products. For enhance-
ment, we used a temperature of 0.7 and restricted
the maximum token length to 2048.

3.2 Evaluation Protocol

To validate the effectiveness of E-LLaGNN, we pro-
vide experiments to answer several key questions:
1 RQ1: How does on-demand LLM integration

help in enriching the knowledge encoded within
GNN training, thereby improving its performance?
2 RQ2: How does the amount of nodes selected

for augmentation contribute to the performance of
GNNs? 3 RQ3: How effective is our proposed
framework in facilitating LLM-free inference? 4
RQ4: How do different active node selection tech-
niques help in effectively utilizing LLM benefits to
improve GNN performance?

3.3 E-LLaGNN and Popular GNNs

In this section, we conduct a systematic and ex-
tensive study to illustrate how our on-demand
LLM-integrated training framework, E-LLaGNN,
performs with respect to existing widely adopted
GNN architectures. Here, our main focus is to
address RQ1 by fairly comparing (similar architec-
ture settings and training hyperparameters) the per-
formance of E-LLaGNN across two small graphs
(Cora, PubMed) and two large graphs (ogbn-arxiv
and ogbn-products).

Tables 3 and 4 summarize E-LLaGNN’s perfor-
mance with respect to the performance of several
SOTA GNNs following the exact same architecture
design. We first observe that across all our can-
didate datasets, E-LLaGNN significantly outper-
forms all baselines. More specifically, it achieves
improvements in performance over a strong base-
line (2-layer GCNII) on Cora by 5.2% and on
PubMed by 2.1%. In addition, for larger graphs,
it surpasses GraphSAGE performance by 1.3% on
ogbn-arxiv and with an impressive gain of 1.6%
on ogbn-products. Moreover, it is important to ob-
serve how E-LLaGNN successfully retained perfor-
mance with increasing depths of the GNN (2→ 8),
significantly outperforming conventional designs
like GCN, GAT, etc., and beating robust deep ar-
chitectures like GCNII. For stability, our results
for Cora and PubMed are average scores reported
using five independent runs, while for ogbn-arxiv
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Method ogbn-arxiv (Validation) ogbn-arxiv (Test) ogbn-products (Validation) ogbn-products (Test)

GraphSAGE 73.01 ± 0.89% 71.55 ± 0.41% 81.37 ± 0.32% 80.61 ± 0.16%
FastGCN 70.42 ± 2.11% 66.10 ± 1.06% 74.58 ± 0.97% 73.46 ± 0.20%
LADIES 65.13 ± 1.44% 62.78 ± 0.89% 75.55 ± 0.24% 75.31 ± 0.56%

Ours 74.32 ± 0.27% 72.83 ± 0.74% 82.91 ± 0.56% 82.01 ± 0.33%

Table 4: Performance comparison (test accuracy %) of the E-LLaGNN framework with popular GNN architectures
used for large graphs (ogbn-arxiv and ogbn-products). Results reported are averaged across three independent runs.

Dataset Settings Percentage of Nodes Selected for Augmentation

0% 5% 10% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Cora Layer 2 85.4 ± 0.7 86.1 ± 1.8 87.2 ± 0.9 87.6 ± 1.2 87.1 ± 0.6 86.0 ± 0.6 85.9 ± 1.3
Layer 4 83.2 ± 1.3 84.3 ± 1.6 84.7 ± 1.5 85.6 ± 1.0 86.5 ± 1.7 85.1 ± 1.5 85.4 ± 2.3
Layer 8 82.9 ± 2.6 83.0 ± 1.9 84.1 ± 2.0 85.7 ± 0.9 86.1 ± 1.3 85.9 ± 1.4 85.9 ± 1.9

PubMed Layer 2 88.3 ± 0.7 88.4 ± 0.3 89.6 ± 0.3 90.3 ± 0.1 90.2 ± 0.5 89.9 ± 0.2 89.1 ± 0.1
Layer 4 87.1 ± 0.2 88.8 ± 0.1 89.3 ± 0.1 89.0 ± 0.5 88.5 ± 0.2 88.7 ± 0.3 88.2 ± 0.3
Layer 8 86.9 ± 1.3 88.3 ± 1.1 88.5 ± 1.9 89.4 ± 0.9 89.3 ± 0.7 88.8 ± 1.1 87.9 ± 1.4

Table 5: Performance comparison (test accuracy %) of the E-LLaGNN framework with underlying 2-, 4-, and
8-layer GNN backbones trained with varying percentages of LLM-tailored nodes from Cora and PubMed. Results
reported are averaged across five independent runs.

and ogbn-products we used three independent runs.
Each run used different seed values selected at ran-
dom from [1− 100] without replacement.

3.4 Role of Amount of Node Augmentation

LLMs are expensive and it is impractical to ex-
ploit them for enhancing millions of nodes in large
real-world graphs. To this end, the E-LLaGNN
framework explored active node selection strate-
gies as described in Section 2.4 to predetermine
a subset of candidate nodes to undergo augmenta-
tion. One natural question arises: How does the
amount of nodes selected impact the performance
of E-LLaGNN?

To this end, Table 5 summarizes the performance
comparison of E-LLaGNN (with 2, 4, and 8 lay-
ers) with varying amount of nodes selected from
0% to 100% for Cora and PubMed. Our results
illustrate a surprising finding that the best perfor-
mance is not achieved when all the nodes in the
graph undergo augmentation during E-LLaGNN
training. We attribute this observation to the E-
LLaGNN training overfitting to the LLM-tailored
features, which creates distribution shift during the
LLM-free inference pipeline. Furthermore, there
may be an accumulation of noise throughout node
augmentation. This provides a strong positive indi-
cation that we should use LLMs judiciously (such
as with on-demand LLM augmentation) to reap the
maximum benefits while controlling the computa-
tional footprint. Note that our findings co-relate
with a parallel work (Chen et al., 2023c), which
uses difficulty-aware active selection and filtering
strategies to annotate nodes using GPT-3.5/4, then
trains GNNs on the high-quality annotated set.

Dataset Number of Nodes Selected for Augmentation

0 500 1,000 5,000 10,000

ogbn-arxiv 71.58 71.64 72.04 72.83 72.90
ogbn-products 80.79 80.67 81.42 81.89 82.01

Table 6: Performance comparison (test accuracy %) of
the E-LLaGNN framework trained with varying percent-
ages of LLM-tailored nodes from arxiv & products.

Method Dataset

Cora PubMed ArXiv

PageRank Centrality 87.6 ± 1.2 90.3 ± 0.1 72.9 ± 0.7
Clustering Distance 86.5 ± 1.7 88.8 ± 0.8 71.7 ± 1.1
Text Attribute Length 87.7 ± 0.9 90.0 ± 0.6 73.4 ± 0.9
Degree Distribution 87.1 ± 1.2 89.4 ± 0.5 72.1 ± 1.2

Table 7: Performance comparison of various active
node selection strategies incorporated in the E-LLaGNN
framework for selecting nodes for LLM enhancement.

That being said, it is interesting to observe that
100% augmentation still performs superior to 0%,
which demonstrates the benefits of closely tying
LLMs with GNNs. Given our findings, Table 6
summarizes scaling up E-LLaGNN for large-scale
graphs ogbn-arxiv and ogbn-products with millions
of nodes. It can be clearly observed that by sim-
ply augmenting ∼10,000 nodes, we can achieve
a noticeable 1.3% and 1.2% performance gain on
ogbn-arxiv and ogbn-products.

3.5 Performance Comparison of Various
Active Node Selection Techniques

E-LLaGNN for large-scale graphs relies on care-
fully selecting nodes that maximally benefit the
GNN training while staying within the computa-
tional budget. To this end, we investigate a series
of active node selection techniques: PageRank Cen-
trality, Clustering Distance, Text Attribute Length,
and Degree Distribution, as explained in Section
2.4. Table 7 illustrates how the aforementioned
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Inference Type Cora Pubmed ArXiv

LLM-free 87.74 ± 0.94 90.36 ± 0.15 73.43 ± 0.90
LLM-incorporated 87.83 ± 0.67 90.42 ± 0.07 73.79 ± 0.86

Table 8: Performance of the E-LLaGNN inference
pipeline with and without LLM-tailored features.

metrics benefit E-LLaGNN performance on Cora,
PubMed, and ogbn-arxiv. Overall, we can observe
that among these techniques, surprisingly the sim-
plest average text attribute length performs com-
parable to PageRank Centrality and outperforms
Degree Distribution and Clustering Distance. This
highlights an overlooked observation: default fea-
tures created for nodes with substandard textual
descriptions can impair performance, and LLM-
based augmentation can significantly benefit the
performance of these nodes.

3.6 LLM-Free Vs. LLM-Incorporated
Inference

In this section, we attempt to understand how ro-
bust E-LLaGNN training is in facilitating an LLM-
free inference on the test set. Most approaches (Ye
et al., 2023a; He et al., 2023a; Chen et al., 2023a)
that integrate LLMs with GNNs tightly couple
them together. By default, this strategy makes the
inference too dependent on LLMs, which makes
it impractical for industrial deployment due to
computational constraints. Table 8 illustrates the
performance comparison of E-LLaGNN inference
in LLM-free vs. LLM-incorporated settings on
Cora, PubMed, ogbn-arxiv. We see that once
our framework’s GNN backbone is trained using
E-LLaGNN’s proposed strategy, its performance
is impressively similar between the two settings.
Across all our candidate datasets, we only observe
a marginal performance drop (-0.09%, -0.06%, and
-0.36% for Cora, PubMed, and ogbn-arxiv, respec-
tively) for LLM-free inference. These findings can
significantly aid the incorporation of LLMs with
GNNs for practical purposes.

3.7 E-LLaGNN Framework & Gradient Flow
Despite being powerful tools in learning high-
quality node representations, GNNs have been iden-
tified as having a limited ability to extract infor-
mation from high-order neighbors. Furthermore,
GNNs suffer from significantly losing their train-
ability and performance due to poor gradient flow,
over-smoothening, information bottlenecks, etc.
(Jaiswal et al., 2022; Wu et al., 2019; Alon and Ya-
hav, 2021). In this section, we investigate how the
E-LLaGNN framework, which incorporates diverse
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Figure 3: Mean gradient flow across the layers of an
8-layer E-LLaGNN GNN backbone, with and without
LLM-based neighborhood enhancement on (a) Cora,
and (b) ogbn-arxiv.

knowledge integration and careful neighborhood
selection during learning, can benefit gradient flow
in deep GNNs. Given an 8-layer GCN , we denote
the weight parameter for the l-th layer f (l) as W l.
With node classification cost function L, we cal-
culate the gradient across each layer and effective
gradient flow (GF) as:

g1 =
∂L
W 1

, · · · , gi =
∂L
W i

, · · · , gL =
∂L
W L

(1)

Gradient Flow:GFp =
1

8

8∑
n=1

∥gn∥2 (2)

where for every layer l, ∂L
∂W l

represents gradi-
ents of the learnable parameters W l. As shown
in Figure 3, we provide the gradient flow within
the 8-layer LLM-free training vs. LLM-augmented
E-LLaGNN training for Cora and ogbn-arxiv. We
observe that LLM-augmented E-LLaGNN training
significantly improves the gradient flow within the
GNN backbone, which is also reflected in the ro-
bust performance benefits with deep GNNs (Table
5) across both datasets.

4 Conclusion

We present the E-LLaGNN framework, which
blends LLM capabilities into GNNs as an on-
demand service, is subjected to a computational
budget during training, and facilitates an LLM-
free inference. Our study reveals that it is not
necessary to augment every node to achieve op-
timal performance. Rather, tactical augmentation
of just a small fraction of nodes can yield desirable
improvements. We also present several heuristics-
based active node selection strategies such as de-
gree distribution, PageRank centrality, clustering
on original feature space, and original text descrip-
tion length, to allow E-LLaGNN to scale to large
graphs. Our future work will explore how LLMs
can mitigate existing trainability issues such as
over-smoothening, information bottlenecks, and
heterophily within GNNs.
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5 Limitations

Our work has several limitations. Firstly, E-
LLaGNN framework is applicable only to text-
attributed graphs (TAGs). Like majority of works
exploring LLMs integration for graph-structured
data, E-LLaGNN relies on initial text-attributes as-
sociated with nodes for enrichment using LLMs.
Secondly, Due to cosine similairty as the metric
to identify the neighbourhood for augmentation,
E-LLaGNN framework is restricted to homophilic
datasets. It will be interesting to explore different
prioritization/ranking metrics which can can iden-
tify heterophilic neighborhood and observe how
LLM enhancement can benefit the challenges of
graph learning with heterophilic datasets. Thirdly,
our work primarily focus on the simplest GNN
architecture with no cosmetic modification to un-
derstand the true impact of LLM enhancement in
message passing. We leave further exploration
of integrating E-LLaGNN framework with SoTA
GNN architecture to observe the additional bene-
fits. Fourthly, our work exploits LLaMa-7B and
Vicuna-7B for feature enhancement. We assume
that usage of SoTA high performing larger set of
LLMs like GPT-4, Claude-3, etc. will further im-
prove the performance but left due to large com-
putational and monitory limitations. Lastly, we do
not conduct extensive prompt engineering to iden-
tify better prompts for LLMs, which could lead
to additional improvements for E-LLaGNN frame-
work. Despite the acknowledged limitations, we
hope that our proposed framework and the insights
will inspire future work focusing on efficient and
compute-constrained integration of LLMs for im-
porving graph learning.
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Petar Veličković, Guillem Cucurull, Arantxa Casanova,
Adriana Romero, Pietro Liò, and Yoshua Bengio.
2018. Graph attention networks. In International
Conference on Learning Representations.

Alex Wang, Amanpreet Singh, Julian Michael, Felix
Hill, Omer Levy, and Samuel R Bowman. 2018.
Glue: A multi-task benchmark and analysis platform
for natural language understanding. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1804.07461.

Jason Wei, Xuezhi Wang, Dale Schuurmans, Maarten
Bosma, Ed Chi, Quoc Le, and Denny Zhou. 2022.
Chain of thought prompting elicits reasoning in large
language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2201.11903.

Felix Wu, Amauri Souza, Tianyi Zhang, Christopher
Fifty, Tao Yu, and Kilian Weinberger. 2019. Simpli-
fying graph convolutional networks. In International
conference on machine learning, pages 6861–6871.
PMLR.

Qitian Wu, Wentao Zhao, Zenan Li, David P Wipf, and
Junchi Yan. 2022. Nodeformer: A scalable graph
structure learning transformer for node classification.
Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
35:27387–27401.

Keyulu Xu, Weihua Hu, Jure Leskovec, and Stefanie
Jegelka. 2018a. How powerful are graph neural net-
works? arXiv preprint arXiv:1810.00826.

Keyulu Xu, Chengtao Li, Yonglong Tian, Tomo-
hiro Sonobe, Ken-ichi Kawarabayashi, and Stefanie
Jegelka. 2018b. Representation learning on graphs
with jumping knowledge networks. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 5453–5462.
PMLR.

Liqi Yang, Linhan Luo, Lifeng Xin, Xiaofeng Zhang,
and Xinni Zhang. 2021. Dagnn: Demand-aware
graph neural networks for session-based recommen-
dation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.14428.

Wei Yang, Yuqing Xie, Aileen Lin, Xingyu Li, Luchen
Tan, Kun Xiong, Ming Li, and Jimmy Lin. 2019a.
End-to-end open-domain question answering with
bertserini. arXiv preprint arXiv:1902.01718.

Zhilin Yang, William Cohen, and Ruslan Salakhudi-
nov. 2016. Revisiting semi-supervised learning with
graph embeddings. In International conference on
machine learning, pages 40–48. PMLR.

11

https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.00149
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.00149
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2307.03172
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2307.03172
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.10084
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.13023
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.13023
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rJXMpikCZ


Zhilin Yang, Zihang Dai, Yiming Yang, Jaime Car-
bonell, Russ R Salakhutdinov, and Quoc V Le. 2019b.
Xlnet: Generalized autoregressive pretraining for lan-
guage understanding. Advances in neural informa-
tion processing systems, 32.

Ruosong Ye, Caiqi Zhang, Runhui Wang, Shuyuan Xu,
and Yongfeng Zhang. 2023a. Natural language is all
a graph needs.

Ruosong Ye, Caiqi Zhang, Runhui Wang, Shuyuan Xu,
and Yongfeng Zhang. 2023b. Natural language is all
a graph needs. arXiv preprint arXiv:2308.07134.

Chengxuan Ying, Tianle Cai, Shengjie Luo, Shuxin
Zheng, Guolin Ke, Di He, Yanming Shen, and Tie-
Yan Liu. 2021. Do transformers really perform badly
for graph representation? Advances in Neural Infor-
mation Processing Systems, 34:28877–28888.

Yuning You, Tianlong Chen, Zhangyang Wang, and
Yang Shen. 2020. L2-gcn: Layer-wise and learned
efficient training of graph convolutional networks.
2020 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and
Pattern Recognition (CVPR), pages 2124–2132.

Jianxiang Yu, Yuxiang Ren, Chenghua Gong, Jiaqi Tan,
Xiang Li, and Xuecang Zhang. 2023. Empower text-
attributed graphs learning with large language models
(llms).

Seongjun Yun, Minbyul Jeong, Raehyun Kim, Jaewoo
Kang, and Hyunwoo J Kim. 2019. Graph transformer
networks. Advances in neural information process-
ing systems, 32.

Hanqing Zeng, Hongkuan Zhou, Ajitesh Srivastava, Ra-
jgopal Kannan, and Viktor Prasanna. 2019. Graph-
saint: Graph sampling based inductive learning
method. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.04931.

Lianmin Zheng, Wei-Lin Chiang, Ying Sheng, Siyuan
Zhuang, Zhanghao Wu, Yonghao Zhuang, Zi Lin,
Zhuohan Li, Dacheng Li, Eric Xing, et al. 2023a.
Judging llm-as-a-judge with mt-bench and chatbot
arena. arXiv preprint arXiv:2306.05685.

Minghang Zheng, Peng Gao, Renrui Zhang, Xiaogang
Wang, Hongsheng Li, and Hao Dong. 2021. End-to-
end object detection with adaptive clustering trans-
former. ArXiv, abs/2011.09315.

Wenqing Zheng, SP Sharan, Ajay Kumar Jaiswal,
Kevin Wang, Yihan Xi, Dejia Xu, and Zhangyang
Wang. 2023b. Outline, then details: Syntactically
guided coarse-to-fine code generation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2305.00909.

Jason Zhu, Yanling Cui, Yuming Liu, Hao Sun, Xue Li,
Markus Pelger, Tianqi Yang, Liangjie Zhang, Ruofei
Zhang, and Huasha Zhao. 2021. Textgnn: Improving
text encoder via graph neural network in sponsored
search. In Proceedings of the Web Conference 2021,
pages 2848–2857.

12

https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2308.07134
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2308.07134
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.09872
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.09872
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310.09872


A Appendix

A.1 Background Work

The recent surge of powerful LLMs has benefitted
NLP and vision tasks (Ram et al., 2023; Li et al.,
2023; Guo et al., 2022), and now they have caught
the attention of the graph community. Recent stud-
ies (Ye et al., 2023b; Chen et al., 2023d; Tang
et al., 2023b; Guo et al., 2023a; He et al., 2023b;
Huang et al., 2023b) have explored the integration
of LLMs with graph-structured data. Some have
considered LLMs as enhancers for GNNs, such as
extending node features with general knowledge
(He et al., 2023b; Chen et al., 2023b). Note that
without any careful consideration, these approaches
are infeasible to scale to large-scale graphs with
millions/billions of nodes. Furthermore, the infer-
ence will be dependent on computationally expen-
sive LLMs.

Alternatively, other researchers have attempted
to represent graph structures linguistically, then
fine-tuning LLMs or employing them to directly
address graph tasks (Huang et al., 2023b; Guo et al.,
2023a). Translating graph structures into natural
language is often cumbersome, and the resulting
performance is not always optimal. In addition,
fine-tuning can compromise the LLM’s inherent ca-
pabilities in other domains. GraphGPT (Tang et al.,
2023b) proposes using a pre-trained graph trans-
former to encode graph structures and align this
information with LLM inputs. However, finding
a single graph model capable of uniformly encod-
ing structures across various graphs remains chal-
lenging. Moreover, recent observations from (Liu
et al., 2023b) found that LLM performance is often
highest when relevant information occurs at the
beginning or end of the input context, and signifi-
cantly deteriorates when relevant information is in
the middle of long contexts. Therefore, using natu-
ral language to describe the graph structure is not
straightforward, as the order of nodes in the prompt
will directly dictate the performance. Unlike prior
works, this paper attempts to explore efficient ways
in which LLMs can be incorporated during graph
learning through GNNs, while at the same time
providing the flexibility to remove LLMs during
inference for practical adaptation. Our work makes
use of open-source LLMs, unlike the expensive
GPT-3.5/4, and found that a prudent selection of a
subset of nodes can lead to superior performance
rather than augmenting every single node.

A.2 Additional Related Work

A.2.1 Graph Neural Networks

GNNs have long been at the forefront of graph
machine learning. They are designed to transform
input nodes into compact vector representations,
suitable for subsequent classification tasks when
paired with a classification head. A common strat-
egy among many GNNs (Kipf and Welling, 2016;
Veličković et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2018a), involves
a layer-wise message-passing mechanism. This
approach enables nodes to progressively aggre-
gate and process information from their immediate
neighbors, thereby embedding the nodes into lower-
dimensional spaces. Concurrently, a growing body
of research (Yun et al., 2019; Ying et al., 2021; Wu
et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2022), has been explor-
ing the integration of transformer-based encoders
for graph data analysis, opening new avenues for
enhancing GNN capabilities.

A.2.2 Large Language Models

Enormous increases in scale often permeate sys-
tems with unique new behavior. Transform-
ers (Vaswani et al., 2017), swiftly after their in-
troduction are scaling every day, dramatically im-
proving the state-of-the-art performance on a wide
array of real-world computer vision (Dosovitskiy
et al., 2020; Han et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2021;
Mao et al., 2022; Zheng et al., 2021; Parmar et al.,
2018), natural language processing (Yang et al.,
2019b; Liu et al., 2019; Talmor et al., 2018; Jaiswal
et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2019a; Wang et al., 2018;
Ding et al., 2019; Chowdhery et al., 2022; Wei
et al., 2022; Zheng et al., 2023b) applications and
leaderboards. Modern LLMs demonstrate signifi-
cantly augmented capabilities through a substantial
increase in the number of parameters. These mod-
els can be broadly classified into two categories.
The first category encompasses open-source LLMs
that users can deploy locally, providing transpar-
ent access to model parameters and embeddings
(Touvron et al., 2023). On the other hand, the sec-
ond category involves LLMs deployed as services,
where limitations are imposed on user interfaces.
Consequently, users lack direct access to model
parameters, embeddings, or logits in this scenario
(Brown et al., 2020). We found it interesting that
the true potential of open-source LLMs has not be
fully explored to assist conventional GNNs and our
work is one among few to investigate them.
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Figure 4: Performance comparison of the 2-layer E-
LLaGNN framework trained using varying percentages
of node augmentation with LLaMa-7b & Vicuna-7b on
Cora & PubMed.

A.2.3 Large Language Models for GNNs
Recently, Large Language Models (LLMs) have
demonstrated extensive context-aware knowledge
and advanced semantic comprehension capabili-
ties. This has encouraged a deeper investigation
into how LLMs can benefit the conventional Graph
Neural Network (GNN) framework. Several stud-
ies (Ye et al., 2023b; Chen et al., 2023d; Tang
et al., 2023b; Guo et al., 2023a; He et al., 2023b;
Huang et al., 2023b) have explored the integra-
tion of LLMs with graph-structured data. Some
have considered LLMs as enhancers for GNNs,
using them to augment the textual attributes of
graphs, such as extending node features with gen-
eral knowledge extracted from LLMs (He et al.,
2023b; Chen et al., 2023b). However, these ap-
proaches still predominantly rely on GNNs for
prediction, limiting their generalizability. Alter-
natively, other researchers have attempted to repre-
sent graph structures linguistically, then finetuning
LLMs or employing them to directly address graph
tasks (Huang et al., 2023b; Guo et al., 2023a). Yet,
translating graph structures into natural language is
often cumbersome, and the resulting performance
is not always optimal. While finetuning can en-
hance performance on graph tasks, it may com-
promise the LLM’s inherent capabilities in other
areas. Recently, GraphGPT (Tang et al., 2023b)
proposes using a pretrained graph transformer to
encode graph structures and align this information
with LLM inputs.

A.3 Role of LLMs Selection for E-LLaGNN
On-demand LLM augmentation forms the core of
the E-LLaGNN framework, giving it a unique abil-
ity for LLM-free inference. In this section, we
explore how the choice of LLM can impact per-
formance. We experimented with LLaMa-7B and
Vicuna-7B, and used these pre-trained LLMs to
augment various percentages of nodes during the
E-LLaGNN training. Figure 4 illustrates the per-

formance of the 2-layer E-LLaGNN framework on
Cora and PubMed. We observe that irrespective of
LLM choice, there is a consistent benefit of care-
fully embedding LLMs with conventional GNNs.
Moreover, our experiments show Vicuna-7B out-
performing LLaMa-7B across both datasets.

A.4 Dataset Details
Table 9 provided provides the detailed properties
and download links for all adopted datasets. We
adopt the following benchmark datasets since i)
they are widely applied to develop and evaluate
GNN models, especially for deep GNNs studied
in this paper; ii) they contain diverse graphs from
small-scale to large-scale or from homogeneous to
heterogeneous; iii) they are collected from different
applications including citation network, purchase
network, etc.

B Code adaptation URL for our baselines
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Table 9: Graph datasets statistics and download links.

Dataset Nodes Edges Classes Download Links

Cora 2,708 5,429 7 https://github.com/kimiyoung/planetoid/raw/master/data

Citeseer 3,327 4,732 6 https://github.com/kimiyoung/planetoid/raw/master/data

PubMed 19,717 44,338 3 https://github.com/kimiyoung/planetoid/raw/master/data

ogbn-arxiv 169,343 1,166,243 40 https://ogb.stanford.edu/

ogbn-products 2,449,029 61,859,140 47 https://ogb.stanford.edu/

Table 10: Method and their official implementation used in our work.

Method Download URL

JKNet(Xu et al., 2018b) https://github.com/mori97/JKNet-dgl
DAGNN(Yang et al., 2021) https://github.com/vthost/DAGNN
APPNP(Klicpera et al., 2019) https://github.com/gasteigerjo/ppnp
GCNII(Chen et al., 2020) https://github.com/chennnM/GCNII
SGC(Wu et al., 2019) https://github.com/Tiiiger/SGC
ClusterGCN(Chiang et al., 2019) https://github.com/benedekrozemberczki/ClusterGCN
GraphSAINT(Zeng et al., 2019) https://github.com/GraphSAINT/GraphSAINT
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