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Abstract

Transformers have achieved remarkable success across domains, motivating the
rise of Graph Transformers (GTs) as attention-based architectures for graph-
structured data. A key design choice in GTs is the use of Graph Neural Network
(GNN)-based positional encodings to incorporate structural information. In this
work, we establish a theoretical connection between GTs with GNN positional
encodings and Manifold Neural Networks (MNNs). Building on transferability
results for GNNs, we prove that such GTs inherit the transferability guarantees of
GNNs. In particular, GTs trained on small graphs provably generalize to larger
graphs under mild assumptions. We complement our theory with extensive exper-
iments on standard graph benchmarks, demonstrating that GTs exhibit scalable
generalization behavior on par with GNNs. Our results provide new insights into
the understanding of GTs and suggest practical directions for efficient training of
GTs in large-scale settings.

1 Introduction

Transformers have recently been adapted to graph-structured data by injecting graph information
through positional or structural encodings while retaining global self-attention—yielding Graph
Transformers. Graph transformers have delivered state-of-the-art or highly competitive results in
several domains, including but not limited to large-scale molecular property prediction [1], biomed-
ical knowledge graphs [2], and long-range data benchmark [3].

Graph transformers extend self-attention to graphs by injecting structural information—via po-
sitional or structural encodings—and letting attention aggregate signals beyond local neighbor-
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hoods. Early formulations introduced absolute encodings from the graph Laplacian and adapted
full-attention layers to irregular topologies, while subsequent designs added relative encodings (e.g.,
shortest-path distance, edge features, centrality) or kernel-based encodings to bias attention toward
graph structure. Canonical examples include the Graph Transformer [4], SAN, which learns spec-
tral encodings drawn from the Laplacian spectrum [5], GraphiT (diffusion-kernel/relative encodings)
[6], and the Graphormer family (shortest-path and centrality biases in dense self-attention) [1]. Hy-
brid “local-global” models such as GraphGPS [7], GraphTrans [8] combine a message-passing GNN
block with a global attention block, and sparse variants such as Exphormer [9] and , and UnifiedGT
[10] replace quadratic attention with structured sparsity for scalability—together yielding a general
recipe for high-capacity, size-aware graph transformers.

A central insight across this literature is that structure must be encoded explicitly for attention to
be effective on graphs. While full attention is given by transformer architecture, the outstanding
performance is always restricted by the huge calculation complexity brought by the full attention
architecture. Therefore, it is meaningful to develop a graph transformer that can be transferable
across different graph sizes under theoretical guarantees.

Theory from spectral graph signal processing establishes that such graph convolutional fil-
ters—under continuity conditions—are stable to perturbations and transferable across graphs sam-
pled from the same limit model [11, 12, 13, 14, 15]. Moreover, by analyzing graphs through limits,
one obtains that graph filters and GNNs converge as graph size grows; hence, models trained on
small sampled graphs can be deployed on larger graphs from the same limit model without retrain-
ing. We show that when these stable and transferable encodings are fed to a transformer whose
attention is controlled to be Lipschitz—e.g., by normalization schemes for self-attention or by al-
ternative Lipschitz attention maps—the composed model inherits stability and size-transferability.
Practically, this yields an efficient recipe: train on small graphs using graph convolutional positional
encodings, then transfer to larger graphs while keeping attention regularized, achieving sub-linear
performance difference and substantial computational savings.

The main contributions are as follows:

• We propose the graph convolutional filter as the positional encoding to ensure the stability,
equivariance, transferability, and generalization as the transformer inputs.

• With the graph filtering positional encoding, we provide the theoretical guarantee that the
graph transformers are transferable across different scales of graphs sampled from an un-
derlying manifold without retraining.

• We carry out experiments to verify on different domains (ArXiv-year, Reddit, snap-patents,
MAG). We propose a practical sparse graph transformer whose performance can match or
outperform GNNs and other graph transformers especially over heterophilic graphs.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Graph neural networks

Set up and graph convolutions An undirected graph G = (V, E ,W) contains a node set V with
N nodes and an edge set E ⊆ V × V . The weight function W : E → R assigns values to the edges.
We define the graph Laplacian L = diag(A1) − A where A ∈ RN×N is the weighted adjacency
matrix. Graph signals are functions mapping nodes to a feature value. We write it as a vector z ∈
RN , with each entry [z]i representing the function value on node i. A graph convolutional filter hG

is composed of consecutive graph shifts by graph Laplacian, defined as hG(L)x =
∑K−1

k=0 hkL
kz

with {hk}K−1
k=0 as filter parameters. We replace L with eigendecomposition L = VΛVH , where V

is the eigenvector matrix and Λ is a diagonal matrix with eigenvalues {λi,N}Ni=1 as the entries. The
spectral representation of a graph filter is

VHhG(L)z =

K−1∑
k=1

hkΛ
kVHz = ĥ(Λ)VHz. (1)

This leads to a point-wise frequency response of the graph convolution as ĥ(λ) =
∑K−1

k=0 hkλ
k.
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Graph neural networks A graph neural network (GNN) is a layered architecture, where each
layer consists of a bank of graph convolutional filters followed by a point-wise nonlinearity σ :
R → R. Specifically, the e-th layer of a GNN that produces Fe output features {zpe}

Fe
p=1 with Fe−1

input features {zqe−1}
Fe−1

q=1 is written as

zpe = σ

Fe−1∑
q=1

hepq
G (L)zqe−1

 , (2)

for each layer e = 1, 2 · · · , E. The graph filter hepq
G (L) maps the q-th feature of layer e − 1 to the

p-th feature of layer e. We denote the GNN as a mapping ΨG(H,L,Z), where H = {hepq
G }e,p,q

denotes a set of the graph filter coefficients with a finite dimension at all layers and Z ∈ RN×F0 as
the input feature matrix over all nodes.

2.2 Manifold neural networks

Setup and manifold convolutions. We consider a d-dimensional compact, smooth and differen-
tiable Riemannian submanifold M embedded in a M-dimensional space RM with finite volume.
This induces a measure µ which has a non-vanishing Lipschitz continuous density ρ with respect
to the Riemannian volume over the manifold with ρ : M → (0,∞), assumed to be bounded as
0 < ρmin ≤ ρ(x) ≤ ρmax < ∞ for all x ∈ M. The manifold data supported on each point x ∈ M
is defined by scalar functions f : M → R [12]. We use L2(M) to denote L2 functions over M with
respect to measure µ. The manifold with probability density function ρ is equipped with a weighted
Laplace operator [16], generalizing the Laplace-Beltrami operator as

Lf = − 1

2ρ
div(ρ2∇f), (3)

with div denoting the divergence operator of M and ∇ denoting the gradient operator of M [17, 18].
The manifold convolution operation is defined relying on the Laplace operator L [12]. For a function
f ∈ L2(M) as input, a manifold convolutional filter [12] can be defined as

g(x) = h(L)f(x) =
K−1∑
k=0

hke
−kLf(x), (4)

with hk ∈ R the filter parameter.

Manifold neural networks. A manifold neural network (MNN) is constructed by cascading L
layers, each of which contains a bank of manifold convolutional filters and a pointwise nonlinearity
σ : R → R. The output manifold function of each layer l = 1, 2 · · · , L can be explicitly denoted as

fp
l (x) = σ

Fl−1∑
q=1

hpq
l (L)fq

l−1(x)

 , (5)

where fq
l−1, 1 ≤ q ≤ Fl−1 is the q-th input feature from layer l − 1 and fp

l , 1 ≤ p ≤ Fl is the p-th
output feature of layer l. We denote MNN as a mapping ΨM(H,L, f), where H = {hpq

l }l,p,q is a
collective set of filter parameters in all the manifold convolutional filters.

3 Transferable Graph Transformers

We consider signals supported on the manifold defined in Section 2.2, with a weighted Laplace
operator as defined in (3). Because functions f ∈ L2(M) describe information on M, we focus on
a finite-dimensional subspace of L2(M) determined by an eigenvalue cutoff of L, i.e., a bandlimited
signal:

Definition 1. A manifold signal f ∈ L2(M) is bandlimited if there exists some λ > 0 such that for
all eigenpairs {λi,ϕi}∞i=1 of the weighted Laplacian L when λi > λ, we have ⟨f,ϕi⟩M = 0.
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Figure 1: Framework of graph transformer with convolutional filtering positional encodings.

Suppose we are given a set of N i.i.d. randomly sampled points XN = {xi}Ni=1 over M, with
xi ∈ M sampled according to measure µ. We construct a graph G(V, E ,W) on these N sampled
points XN , where each point xi is a vertex of graph G, i.e. V = XN . Each pair of vertices (xi, xj)
is connected with an edge while the weight attached to the edge W(xi, xj) is determined by a kernel
function Kϵ. The kernel function is decided by the Euclidean distance ∥xi − xj∥ between these two
points. The graph Laplacian denoted as L can be calculated based on the weight function [19]. The
constructed graph Laplacian with an appropriate kernel function has been proved to approximate the
Laplace operator L of M [20, 21, 22]. In this paper, we implement the normalized Gaussian kernel
definition in [22], which is defined as:

W(xi, xj) = Kϵ(xi, xj) =
1

ϵ2
e−

∥xi−xj∥
2

4ϵ2 . (6)

We consider a graph transformer operating over this constructed graph G from the underlying man-
ifold M. A graph transformer (GT) is comprised of E GNN layers followed by L− E transformer
layers, explicitly denoted as

Ze = ΨG(H,L,Z)e e ∈ [1, E] (7)

Xl = ΦG(Z;T)l = VlXl−1 softmax
[
(QlXl−1)

⊤(KlXl−1)
]

l ∈ [E + 1, L] (8)

with X0 = ZE = ΨG(H,L,Z)E , and ΨG a GNN as defined in (2). The outputs of the GNN in
Equation (7) are referred to as the positional encodings. The learnable parameters of the transformer
are linear maps Ql,Kl,Vl ∈ RD×D, collected in T = {Ql,Kl,Vl}Ll=1. Observe that in this
architecture, the graph structure is only considered in Equation (7). The attention operation (8)
computes attention coefficients for every pair of node embeddings xl,i,xl,j , i, j ∈ [1, N ], regardless
of the connectivity in L. The output of the GT is a matrix XL ∈ RN×D. For the ease of presentation,
we consider the case with E = 1 and L = 2, while the conclusion can be extended to accomodate
multiple layers.

Manifold transformer. A manifold transformer layer is defined as

f(x) = ΨM(H,L, g)(x) = σ

(∫
M

h̃(t)e−Ltg(x)dµ(x)

)
(9)

ΦM(T, f)(x) =

∫
M e⟨Qf(x),Kf(y)⟩Vf(y)dµ(y)∫

M e⟨Qf(x),Kf(y)⟩dµ(y)
(10)

for manifold signal g ∈ L2(M) and x ∈ M a point in the manifold. Here, f and g are vector-
valued functions over M. Equation (9) corresponds to the MNN described in Section 2.2 over the
manifold signal g. Equation (10) describes manifold attention, the continuous analogue of softmax.
The manifold transformer is a map ΦM : L2(M) → L2(M) resulting of the composition of f (the
MNN) with the manifold attention operation. The vector-valued function ΦM(T, f) : M → RD

maps a point in the manifold to a D-dimensional signal. We now introduce a set of assumptions
required to ensure the convergence from GNNs to MNNs and from GTs to MTs.

Assumption 1 (Normalized Lipschitz signals). The manifold signals g are normalized Lipschitz for
all points a, b ∈ M, ∥g(b)− g(a)∥ ≤ ∥b− a∥.
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Assumption 2 (Bounded linear operators). Q, K, and V are bounded linear operators with con-
stants CQ, CK , CV > 0, i.e., ∥Qx∥ ≤ CQ∥x∥, ∥Kx∥ ≤ CK∥x∥, ∥Vx∥ ≤ CV ∥x∥, for allx ∈ RD.
Assumption 3 (Spectral continuity of the filter). The frequency response function of the filter satis-
fies

|ĥ(λ)| = O(λ−d), |ĥ′(λ)| ≤ CLλ
−d−1, λ ∈ (0,∞),

with CL a spectral continuity constant that regularizes the smoothness of the filter function.
Assumption 4 (Normalized Lipschitz nonlinearity). The nonlinearity σ is normalized Lipschitz
continuous, i.e.,

|σ(a)− σ(b)| ≤ |a− b|, σ(0) = 0.

Assumptions 1 — 4 are mild assumptions on the properties of the underlying manifold, manifold
signals, and filters, and are common in the analysis of Riemannian manifolds for GNN transferabil-
ity.

Equation (7) describes the positional encodings of the GT. Leveraging GNNs as positional encodings
is a principled choice, supported by the established convergence results of GNNs to MNNs that
have led to showing desirable architectural properties. Building on this foundation, we present a
convergence theorem from the literature, tailored to our setting.
Theorem 1. (Point-wise Convergence of GNN to MNNs) For a graph G sampled from a manifold
M constructed with Equation 6, for each node xj ∈ XN , under assumptions 1 — 4, it holds with
probability 1− δ that

∆GNN = ∥[ΨG(H,L,PNf)]j −ΨM(H,L, f)(xj)∥2 ≤ EFE−1

(
Cϵ2 +

π2

6

√
log 1/δ

N

)
,

(11)

where C is a constant that depend on the geometry of the manifold and scales with CL, defined in

Appendix 5.2, and ϵ = ϵ(N) ≥
(

logN
N

) 1
2d+12

.

Having stated the convergence of the GNN positional encodings to the continuous analogue MNN
positional encodings, we can use this result to present our main theorem on the convergence of GT
with GNN Positional Encodings to MT with MNN positional encodings.
Theorem 2. (Point-wise Convergence of GT to MT) For any x ∈ M, under assumptions 1 — 2, the
pointwise output difference between a graph transformer and manifold transformer, with probability
at least 1− δ, is bounded by

∆Φ(X) = ∥ΦG(T,X)(x)−ΦM(T, f)(x)∥2 ≤ (CV + 2eMCQK)∆GNN

+
[
(CV + eMCQK)

]
A(

logN

N
)1/d (12)

where A is a constant related to the geometry of M, d ≥ 3 is the intrinsic dimension of the manifold,
CQK = CQCK , CV are the linear operator bound constants of Q, K, and V, and M = CQK .

The proof of Theorem 2 is available in Appendix 7. This result proves that as the number of nodes
sampled in graph G increases, the output of GT tends to converge to the underlying MT with a rate
O
(
(logN/N)

(1/d)
)

. The Lipschitz constant of the value operator appears in the term CV ∆GNN ,
which indicates smoother graph filters in GNNs lead to a smaller convergence bound. Furthermore,
the result suggests smoother linear operators Q,K,V,H can also improve the convergence rate,
which provides the insight that by adding regularization to the operators in transformer helps to
achieve a better convergence result, hence a better transferability performance.

Theorem 2 indicates that the pointwise output difference of GT and MT decays as the size of the
sampled graph N grows. This implies that we can train a GT on a small graph G1 with N1 nodes,
and transfer it to a larger graph G2, with N2 < N1, with guarantees that the approximation gap
to the manifold transformer’s output is bounded. This implication is paramount given the O(N2)
computational cost of GT – we can train on a relatively smaller graph and ensure good performance
on larger graphs. We state this below in the following corollary:
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Figure 2: Test Accuracy Heatmaps on snap-patents across for GCN and SGT-RPEARL.

Corollary 3. (Transferability of Graph Transformers) Let G1 and G2 graphs constructed by points
sampled from M, with N1, N2 nodes respectively, and graph signals X1 and X2. Further, let
IN : L2(GN ) → L2(M) denote the interpolation operator on N nodes (detailed definition in
Appendix 5.1). Define the 1, 2 norm of a manifold signal f supported on M as ||f ||L1,2(M) =∫
M ∥f(x)∥2 dµ(x) Then, it holds, with probability 1− δ,

1

µ(M)
||IN1ΦG1(T,X1)− IN2ΦG2(T,X2)||L1,2(M) ≤ ∆Φ(X1) +∆Φ(X2) + 2CV CQKr (13)

4 Experiments

Corollary 3 implies that the performance gap of GTs versus the ideal manifold transformer should
decay as graph sizes increase, a consequence that we now turn to validating empirically. From the
dataset, we subsample training graphs GTR with sizes NTR taken over fractions 0.05, 0.1, . . . , 1.0,
and evaluate on a large test graph GTST with size NTST ≫ NTR. Our theory predicts that as NTR
increases, the performance of GTs on GTST approximates that of a GT trained on the full graph.

We evaluate on four node classification datasets. Here we present SNAP-Patents [23] and ArXiv-
year [23]. Results for ogbn-mag [24] and REDDIT-BINARY [25] are available in Appendix 10,
which show similar transferability patterns in cases where GCN and GT’s accuracy is comparable.

Models. We consider a GCN [26] baseline, and three different transformers. A conventional trans-
former [27] with attention coefficients for each pair of nodes in the graph and RPEARL [28] posi-
tional encodings (GT-GNN). A sparse transformer with attention restricted to the k-hop neighbor-
hoods, with RPEARL-based positional encodings (Sparse GT-RPEARL). Finally, Exphormer [9],
another sparse variant that computes attention coefficients for (i) one-hop neighbors, (ii) random
edges from an expander graph, (iii) N additional attention coefficients between each node and a
virtual global node. Sparse GT and Exphormer are transformer variants that endow the architecture
with additional locality and sparsity priors that go beyond our theory to aid with performance and
computational tractability on large graphs. Crucially, Exphormer has no positional encodings, and
thus is not covered by our theoretical results.

GTs with GCN encodings exhibit transferability properties. Figure 3 shows the test perfor-
mance of the four models with increasing training fractions on full testing datasets, for SNAP-
Patents and ArXiv-year. GT-GNN and SGT-GNN’s accuracy with only a fraction of the training
nodes is comparable to their accuracy with the largest training fraction, indicating successful trans-
ferability. This is also true for GCN, albeit with a lower peak accuracy. This gap between GCN and
GT is consistent with previous work’s observations of the success of global attention in heterophilic
datasets ([4]). The trend of Exphormer in ArXiV-year also shows a more pronounced monotonic
increase, possibly due to the random sampling procedure being more beneficial on larger graphs.
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GTs attain high accuracy on small test graphs. The heatmaps of Figure 2 show the performance
of each model with both increasing sizes of train and test graphs on SNAP-Patents. Here, Sparse
GT, maintains strong accuracy even with the smallest possible test graph fractions. In contrast,
GCN’s accuracy is low with small test graphs, suggesting that it requires a minimum amount of
graph structure to make reliable predictions.
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Figure 3: Transferability results for arXiv-year and snap-patents.
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5 Appendix

5.1 Manifold decomposition and induced manifold signal

The graph G contains points XN = {xi}Ni=1 sampled from the manifold M. The graph signal
X ∈ RN×D can be viewed as a discretization of the continuous manifold signal f evaluated at
points XN , that is

PNf = X, (14)

where PN : L2(M) → L2(XN ) is called the sampling operator. The sample XN induces a
decomposition of the manifold [29], {Vi}Ni=1 with respect to XN , with Vi ⊂ Br(xi) a ball of radius
r centered at xi, with respect to the Euclidean distance in Euclidean ambient space.

Let µN = 1
N

∑N
i=1 δxi the empirical measure of the random sample. The decomposition is defined

by the ∞-optimal transport map T : M → XN , defined by the ∞-optimal Transport Distance
between µ and µN ,

d∞(µ, µN )L = min
T :T#µ=µN

ess supx∈Mδ(x, t(x)). (15)

Here, T#µ denotes that µ(T−1(V )) = µN (V ) holds for every Vi of the decomposition of M.

The radius of the balls where the partitions are contained can be bounded as r ≤ A( logN
N )1/d when

d ≥ 3 and as r ≤ A(logN)3/4/N1/2 when d = 2, with A being a constant related to the geometry
of the manifold.

The manifold function induced by the signals of the sampled graph is a piecewise constant function
defined by

(INX)(x) =

N∑
i=1

[X]i1x∈Vi
(16)

where IN : L2(XN ) → L2(M) denotes the interpolation operator.

5.2 Proof of Theorem 1

We first import the spectral point-wise convergence of graph Laplacian to Laplace-Beltrami operator
from [22]. The spectral representation of manifold filters are similar to graph convolutional filter,
while we consider the case in which the Laplace operator is self-adjoint, positive-semidefinite and
the manifold M is compact. In this case, Lρ has real, positive and discrete eigenvalues {λi}∞i=1,
written as Lρϕi = λiϕi where ϕi is the eigenfunction associated with eigenvalue λi. The eigen-
values are ordered in increasing order as 0 = λ1 ≤ λ2 ≤ λ3 ≤ . . ., and the eigenfunctions are
orthonormal and form an eigenbasis of L2(M). When mapping a manifold signal onto the eigen-
basis [f̂ ]i = ⟨f,ϕi⟩M =

∫
M f(x)ϕi(x)dµ(x), the manifold convolution can be seen in the spectral

domain as

[ĝ]i =

K−1∑
k=0

hke
−kλi [f̂ ]i. (17)

Hence, the frequency response of manifold filter is given by ĥ(λ) =
∑K−1

k=0 hke
−kλ.

Proposition 1. [22][Theorem 4] For a sufficiently small ϵ > 0, if n is sufficiently large so that

ϵ = ϵ(n) ≥
(

logn
n

) 1
2d+12

, then with probability greater than 1− n−2, for all 0 ≤ i < M ,

|λi,N − λi| ≤ Ω1ϵ
2, max

xj∈XN

|ai[ϕi,n]j − ϕi(xj)| ≤ Ω2ϵ
2, (18)

with Ω1 and Ω2 related to the eigengap of L, d, and the diameter, the volume, the injectivity radius,
the curvature and the second fundamental form of the manifold.
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Because {x1, x2, · · · , xN} is a set of randomly sampled points from M, based on Theorem 19 in
[30] we can claim that

|⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| = O

(√
log(1/δ)

N

)
, (19)

where ⟨f,ϕi⟩ =
∫
M f(x)ϕi(x)dµ(x) is defined as the inner product over manifold M. This also

indicates that ∣∣∥PNf∥2 − ∥f∥2M
∣∣ = O

(√
log(1/δ)

N

)
, (20)

which indicates ∥PNf∥ = ∥f∥M + O((log(1/δ)/N)1/4), where ∥f∥2M = ⟨f, f⟩M. We suppose
that the input manifold signal is λM -bandlimited with M spectral components. We first write out
the difference on each node xj ∈ XN as

∥[h(LN )PNf ]j − (h(Lρ)f)(xj)∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥
N∑
i=1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j −
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi)⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj)

∥∥∥∥∥
(21)

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j −
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi)⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj) +

N∑
i=M+1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j

∥∥∥∥∥
(22)

≤

∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j −
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi)⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj)

∥∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∥∥

N∑
i=M+1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j

∥∥∥∥∥ .
(23)

The first part of (23) can be decomposed with the triangle inequality as∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j −
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi)⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj)

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

(
ĥ(λi,N )− ĥ(λi)

)
⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j

∥∥∥∥∥+
∥∥∥∥∥

M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi) (⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j − ⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥ .
(24)

In (24), the first part relies on the difference of eigenvalues and the second part depends on the
eigenvector difference. The first term in (24) is bounded with Cauchy-Schwartz inequality as∥∥∥∥∥

M∑
i=1

(ĥ(λi,n)− ĥ(λi))⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
M∑
i=1

∣∣∣ĥ(λi,N )− ĥ(λi)
∣∣∣ |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩| (25)

≤ ∥PNf∥
M∑
i=1

|ĥ′(λi)||λi,N − λi| (26)

≤ ∥PNf∥
M∑
i=1

CLΩ1ϵ
2λ−d

i (27)

≤ ∥PNf∥CLΩ1ϵ
2

M∑
i=1

i−2 (28)

≤

(
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
Ω1ϵ

2π
2

6
:= A1(N) (29)

In (25), it depends on the inequality that |[ϕi,N ]j | ≤ ∥ϕi,N∥∞ ≤ ∥ϕi,N∥2 = 1. In (27), it depends
on the filter assumption in Assumption 3. In (28), we implement Weyl’s law [31] which indicates
that eigenvalues of Laplace operator scales with the order λi ∼ i2/d. The last inequality comes from
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the fact that
∑∞

i=1 i
−2 = π2

6 . The second term in (24) can be bounded with the triangle inequality
as ∥∥∥∥∥

M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi) (⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j − ⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi) (⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j − ⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥
+

∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi) (⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ϕi(xj)− ⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥ (30)

The first term in (30) can be bounded with inserting the eigenfunction convergence result in Propo-
sition 1 as ∥∥∥∥∥

M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi) (⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j − ⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩Mϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

M∑
i=1

∣∣∣ĥ(λi)
∣∣∣ ∥PNf∥ |[ϕi,N ]j − ϕi(xj)| (31)

≤
M∑
i=1

(λ−d+1
i )Ω2ϵ

2

(
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
(32)

≤ Ω2ϵ
2

M∑
i=1

(λ−d+1
i )

(
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
(33)

:= A2(M,N). (34)

Considering the filter assumption in Assumption 3, the second term in (30) can be written as∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi,N )(⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ϕi(xj)− ⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

M∑
i=1

∣∣∣ĥ(λi,N )
∣∣∣ |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| |ϕi(xj)| (35)

≤
M∑
i=1

(λ−d
i,N ) |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| ∥ϕi∥ (36)

≤
M∑
i=1

(
1 + Ω1ϵ

2
)−d

λ−d
i |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| (37)

≤ π2

6
|⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| := A3(N) (38)

The term |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| can be decomposed by inserting a term ⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩ as

|⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| ≤ |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩+ ⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M|

(39)
≤ |⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ − ⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩|+ |⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M|

(40)
≤ ∥PNf∥∥ϕi,N −PNϕi∥+ |⟨PNf,PNϕi⟩ − ⟨f,ϕi⟩M| (41)

≤

(
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
CM,2λi

√
ϵ

θi
+

√
log(1/δ)

N
(42)
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Then equation (37) can be bounded as∥∥∥∥∥
M∑
i=1

ĥ(λi,N )(⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩ϕi(xj)− ⟨f,ϕi⟩Mϕi(xj))

∥∥∥∥∥
≤

M∑
i=1

(1 + Ω1ϵ
2)−d(λ−d

i )

((
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
CM,2λiϵ

θi
+

√
log(1/δ)

N

)
(43)

≤ π2

6
max

i=1,··· ,M

CM,2ϵ

θi

(
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
+

π2

6

√
log(1/δ)

N
(44)

The second term in (23) can be bounded with the eigenvalue difference bound in Proposition 1 as∥∥∥∥∥
N∑

i=M+1

ĥ(λi,N )⟨PNf,ϕi,N ⟩[ϕi,N ]j

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
N∑

i=M+1

(λ−d
i,N )

(
∥f∥M +

(
log(1/δ)

N

) 1
4

)
(45)

≤
∞∑

i=M+1

(λ−d
i,N )∥f∥M (46)

≤
(
1 + Ω1ϵ

2
)−d

∞∑
i=M+1

(λ−d
i )∥f∥M (47)

≤ M−1∥f∥M := A4(M). (48)

We note that the bound is made up by terms A1(N)+A2(M,N)+A3(N)+A4(M), related to the
bandwidth of manifold signal M and the number of sampled points N . This makes the bound scale
with the order

∥[h(LN )PNf ]j − h(Lρ)f(xj)∥ ≤ C ′
1ϵ

2 + C ′
2ϵθ

−1
M + C ′

3

√
log(1/δ)

N
+ C ′

4M
−1, (49)

with C ′
1 = CLΩ1

π2

6 ∥f∥M, C ′
2 = Ω2

π2

6 , C ′
3 = π2

6 and C ′
4 = ∥f∥M. As N goes to infinity, for

every δ > 0, there exists some M0, such that for all M > M0 it holds that A4(M) ≤ δ/2. There
also exists n0, such that for all N > n0, it holds that A1(N) + A2(M0, N) + A3(N) ≤ δ/2. We
can conclude that the summations converge as N goes to infinity. We see M large enough to have
M−1 ≤ δ′, which makes the eigengap θM also bounded by ϵ. We combine the first two terms as

∥[h(LN )PNf ]j − h(Lρ)f(xj)∥ ≤ (C1CL + C2)ϵ
2 +

π2

6

√
log(1/δ)

N
, (50)

with C1 = Ω1
π2

6 ∥f∥M and C2 = Ω2
π2

6 θ−1
δ′−1 . To bound the output difference of MNNs, we need

to write in the form of features of the final layer

∥[ΨG(H,LN ,PNf)]j −Ψ(H,Lρ, f)(xj)∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥
F∑

q=1

[xq
n,L]j −

F∑
q=1

fq
L(xj)

∥∥∥∥∥ (51)

≤
F∑

q=1

∥∥∥[xq
n,L]j − fq

L(xj)
∥∥∥ . (52)

By inserting the definitions, we have∥∥∥[xp
n,l]j − fp

l (xj)
∥∥∥ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥σ
[ F∑

q=1

hpq
l (LN )xq

n,l−1

]
j

− σ

(
F∑

q=1

hpq
l (Lρ)f

q
l−1(xj)

)∥∥∥∥∥∥ (53)

with xn,0 = PNf as the input of the first layer. With a normalized point-wise Lipschitz nonlinearity,
we have

∥[xp
n,l]j − fp

l (xj)∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥
F∑

q=1

[
hpq
l (LN )xq

n,l−1

]
j
−

F∑
q=1

hpq
l (Lρ)f

q
l−1(xj)

∥∥∥∥∥ (54)

≤
F∑

q=1

∥∥∥[hpq
l (LN )xq

n,l−1]j − hpq
l (Lρ)f

q
l−1(xj)

∥∥∥ (55)
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The difference can be further decomposed as
∥[hpq

l (LN )xq
n,l−1]j − hpq

l (Lρ)f
q
l−1(xj)∥

≤ ∥[hpq
l (LN )xq

n,l−1]j − [hpq
l (LN )PNfq

l−1]j + [hpq
l (LN )PNfq

l−1]j − hpq
l (Lρ)f

q
l−1(xj)∥ (56)

≤
∥∥∥[hpq

l (LN )xq
n,l−1]j − [hpq

l (LN )PNfq
l−1]j

∥∥∥+ ∥∥[hpq
l (LN )PNfq

l−1]j − hpq
l (Lρ)f

q
l−1(xj)

∥∥
(57)

The second term can be bounded with (49) and we denote the bound as ∆N for simplicity. The first
term can be decomposed by Cauchy-Schwartz inequality and non-amplifying of the filter functions
as ∥∥∥[xp

n,l]j − fp
l (xj)

∥∥∥ ≤
F∑

q=1

∆N∥xq
n,l−1∥+

F∑
q=1

∥[xq
l−1]j − fq

l−1(xj)∥. (58)

To solve this recursion, we need to compute the bound for ∥xp
l ∥. By normalized Lipschitz continuity

of σ and the fact that σ(0) = 0, we can get

∥xp
l ∥ ≤

∥∥∥∥∥
F∑

q=1

hpq
l (LN )xq

l−1

∥∥∥∥∥ ≤
F∑

q=1

∥hpq
l (LN )∥ ∥xq

l−1∥ ≤
F∑

q=1

∥xq
l−1∥ ≤ F l−1∥x∥. (59)

Insert this conclusion back to solve the recursion, we can get∥∥∥[xp
n,l]j − fp

l (xj)
∥∥∥ ≤ lF l−1∆N∥x∥. (60)

Replace l with L we can obtain

∥[ΨG(H,LN ,PNf)]j −Ψ(H,Lρ, f)(xj)∥ ≤ LFL−1∆N , (61)
when the input graph signal is normalized. By replacing f = INx, we can conclude the proof.

5.3 Local Lipschitz continuity of MNNs

We utilize Proposition 3 in [32], which shows that the outputs of MNN defined in (5) are locally
Lipschitz continuous within a certain area, which is stated explicitly as follows.
Proposition 2. (Local Lipschitz continuity of MNNs [32][Proposition 3]) Assume that the assump-
tions in Theorem 1 hold. Let MNN be L layers with F features in each layer, suppose the manifold
filters are nonamplifying with |ĥ(λ)| ≤ 1 and the nonlinearities normalized Lipschitz continuous,
then there exists a constant C ′ such that

|Φ(H,Lρ, f)(x)−Φ(H,Lρ, f)(y)| ≤ FLC ′dist(x− y), for all x, y ∈ Br(M), (62)
where Br(M) is a ball with radius r over M with respect to the geodesic distance.

6 Lemmas and Propositions

Lemma 4. Let x ∈ M a point in the manifold, and y ∈ Vj , a point in partition Vj ⊂ Br(xj). Then
it holds that

|⟨Qf(x),Kf(xj)⟩ − ⟨Qf(x),Kf(y)⟩| ≤ BfCQCK r (63)

Proof.
|⟨Qf(x),Kf(xj)⟩ − ⟨Qf(x),Kf(y)⟩| = |⟨Qf(x),K (f(xj)− f(y))⟩| (64)

≤ CQ∥f(x)∥ − CK∥f(xj)− f(y)∥ (65)
≤ BfCQCK∥f(xj)− f(y)∥ (66)
≤ BfCQCK |xj − y| (67)
≤ BfCQCK r (68)

(69)

Where in (65) we apply the bound on the linear operators Q and K, in (66) we apply the bound on
the manifold signal ∥f(x)∥ ≤ B, in (67) we apply the assumption on normalized Lipschitz MNN,
∥f(x)− f(y)∥ ≤ |x− y|, and in (68) we use the fact that y ∈ Vj , therefore |y − xj | ≤ r.
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Lemma 5. Let XN = {xi}Ni=1 be a set of points sampled from the manifold M, with its corre-
sponding induced partitioning {Vi}Ni=1. For each xj ∈ XN , and for any y ∈ Vj , it holds that

|γ̃ij − γ̃iy| ≤ eMBfCQCK r (70)

Proof.
|γ̃ij − γ̃iy| = | exp ⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩ − exp ⟨Qf(xj),Kf(y)⟩| (71)

≤ eM [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩ − ⟨Qf(xj),Kf(y)⟩] (72)

≤ eMBfCQCK r (73)

where M := supu,v∈M ⟨Qf(u),Kf(v)⟩. Note that M ≤ CQKB2
f using the bounds on the MNN

signal and linear operators. In the first inequality we use the mean value theorem, |ea − eb| ≤
emax{a,b}|a− b|. In the second we apply the bound from Lemma 4.

Lemma 6. Let XN = {xi}Ni=1 be a set of points sampled from the manifold M, with its corre-
sponding induced partitioning {Vi}Ni=1. For each xj ∈ XN it holds that

|γij − γ̃ij | =
∣∣∣exp [⟨Qxi,Kxj⟩]− exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]

∣∣∣ (74)

≤ eM
∣∣∣[⟨Qxi,Kxj⟩]− [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]

∣∣∣ (75)

≤ eMCQK

∣∣∣⟨xi,xj⟩ − ⟨f(xi), f(xj)⟩]
∣∣∣ (76)

≤ eMCQK

∣∣∣⟨xi, (xj − f(xj)⟩+ ⟨(xi − f(xi)), f(xj)⟩]
∣∣∣ (77)

≤ eMCQK

[
∥xi − f(xi)∥ · ∥xj∥+ ∥f(xi)∥∥xj − f(xj)∥

]
(78)

≤ 2eMCQKBf∆GNN (79)

≤ 2eMCQK∆GNN. (80)

In equation (75) we apply the mean value theorem, in (76) we apply the bound on the linear opera-
tors, in (77) add and subtract an intermediate term and apply bilinearity of inner products, in (78) we
apply Cauchy-Schwartz, in (79) we use the bound from Theorem 1, and finally, in (80) GNN/MNN
outputs are normalized Bf = 1.

7 Proof of Theorem 2

Theorem 2 bounds the convergence of a Graph Transformer with GNN-based PEs to a Manifold
Transformer with MNN-based PEs.

Proof. The graph transformer’s output for the i-th node can be written in vector form as

xi =

∑n
j=1 exp[⟨Qxi,Kxj⟩]Vxj∑n

j=1 exp[⟨Qxi,Kxj⟩]
(81)

We will introduce an auxiliary term built from the induced manifold signal of the sample output of
a MT. For point x ∈ M

Φ̄M(f ;T)(x) =

(
INPN

∫
M γ̃iyVf(y) dµ(y)

DM

)
(x) =

∑n
j=1

∫
Vj

exp[⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]Vf(xj) dµ(y)∫
M exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(y)⟩] dµ(y)

,

(82)

The output difference for node i can be decomposed as
∥ΦG(X;T)(x)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥ (83)

= ∥ΦG(X;T)(x)− Φ̄M(f ;T)(x) + Φ̄M(f ;T)(x)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥ (84)

≤ ∥ΦG(X;T)(x)− Φ̄M(X;T)(x)∥+ ∥Φ̄M(X;T)(x)−ΦM(f,L;T)(x)∥ (85)
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From Equation (83) to Equation (84) we add and subtract the induced manifold signal term, and in
(84) to (85) we use the triangle inequality.

For notational brevity, we will denote the GT attention coefficients as γij = exp[⟨Qxi,Kxj⟩],
the MT attention coefficients as γ̃iy = exp[⟨Qf(xi)Kf(y)⟩] , and the induced manifold signal
coefficients as γ̃ij = exp[⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]. Furthermore, when necessary we will abbreviate the
denominator terms as DG =

∑N
j=1 γij and DM =

∫
M γ̃iydµ(y).

Thus we have

ΦG(X;T)(xi) =

∑n
j=1 γijVxj

DG
(86)

ΦM(f ;T)(xi) =

∫
M γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)

DM
(87)

Φ̄M(f ;T)(xi) =

∑n
j=1 γ̃ijVf(xj)

DM
(88)

We will now bound the first term of (85),

∣∣ΦG(X;T)(x)− Φ̄M(X;T)(x)
∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣∣

∑n
j=1 γijVxj

DG
−
∑n

j=1 γ̃ijVf(xj)

DM

∣∣∣∣∣ . (89)

Distribute the denominators, add a subtract DMγijVf(xj), then apply triangle inequality:∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

 N∑
j=1

DMγijVxj −DGγ̃ijVf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (90)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

 N∑
j=1

DMγijVxj −DMγijVf(xj) +DMγijVf(xj)−DGγ̃ijVf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (91)

≤

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

DMγijVxj −DMγijVf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

DMγijVf(xj)−DGγ̃ijVf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(92)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

DMγijV(xj − f(xj))

∣∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

(DMγij −DGγ̃ij)Vf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (93)

Note that xj − f(xj) corresponds to the output difference between a GNN and an MNN. This
difference can be bounded as per Theorem 1, which denote as ∆GNN . Thus, the first term of (93)
can be bounded as

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

DMγijV(xj − f(xj))

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ |V | ·
N∑
j=1

γij |xj − f(xj)| (94)

≤ 1

DG
CV ∆GNN

N∑
j=1

γij = CV ∆GNN , (95)

by using triangle inequality and the bound on the linear operator V, then the bound on ∆GNN and
the definition for DG.
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Now we bound the second term in (93). We add and subtract another comparative term DMγ̃ij ,∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

(DMγij −DGγ̃ij)Vf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (96)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

[
(DMγij −DMγ̃ij) + (DMγ̃ij −DGγ̃ij)

]
Vf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (97)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

DGDM

N∑
j=1

[(DM(γij − γ̃ij) + (DM −DG)γ̃ij ]Vf(xj)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (98)

≤
N∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣ DM

DGDM
[((γij − γ̃ij)]Vf(xj)

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣ γ̃ij(DM −DG)

DMDG
Vf(xj)

∣∣∣∣ (99)

≤
N∑
j=1

[
1

DG
|γij − γ̃ij |+

γ̃ij
DMDG

|DM −DG|
]
CV Bf (100)

On (98) we rearrange the terms, (99) we apply triangle inequality, on (100) the linear operator
bounds using Assumption 2, bound on the MNN signal Bf using Assumption 3. Applying the
bound of Lemma 6 (80) to (100) we obtain

N · 2eMCQKBf

DG
+

N∑
j=1

γ̃ijCV Bf |DM −DG|
DMDG

≤ 2eMCQK∆GNN + |DM −DG| (101)

We now turn to bound the term |DM −DG|.

|DM −DG| =
∣∣∣∫

M
exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(y)⟩] dµ(y)−

N∑
j=1

exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]
∣∣∣ (102)

The partitions Br(xi) ⊂ Vi cover the manifold M. Therefore, for every x ∈ M, there exists a xi

such that |x− xi| ≤ r. We can decompose the integral as

∣∣∣ N∑
i=1

∫
Vj

exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(y)⟩] dµ(y)−
N∑
j=1

exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]
∣∣∣ (103)

≤
∣∣∣ N∑
i=1

∫
Vj

exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(y)⟩]− exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩] dµ(y)
∣∣∣ (104)

≤
N∑
i=1

∫
Vj

∣∣∣exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(y)⟩]− exp [⟨Qf(xi),Kf(xj)⟩]
∣∣∣dµ(y) (105)

≤ eMCQKBf∥f(xj)− f(y)∥ ≤ CQKBfr = eMCQKr. (106)

In Equation (104), we add repeated negative terms in order to bring the partition center coefficients
into the integral, in (105) the triangle inequality, in (106) the normalized Lipschitz property of the
MNN output (Assumption 4) and the bound |xj − y| ≤ r for all y ∈ Vj . Finally we set Bf = 1.

Combining (95), (106) and (101), we conclude the bound for the first term of (85) is∣∣ΦG(X;T)(x)− Φ̄M(X;T)(x)
∣∣ ≤ CV ∆GNN + 2eMCQK∆GNN + eMCQKr (107)

= (CV + 2eMCQK)∆GNN + eMCQKr (108)
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We now bound the second term of (85),

∥Φ̂M(X;T)(xi)−ΦM(f,L;T)(xi)∥ (109)

=

∥∥∥∥∥
∑n

j=1 γ̃ijVf(xj)∫
M γ̃iydµ(y)

−
∫
M γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)∫

M γ̃iydµ(y)

∥∥∥∥∥ (110)

≤

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

DM

n∑
j=1

∫
Vj

γ̃ijVf(xj)dµ(y)−
∫
M

γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)

∥∥∥∥∥∥ (111)

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥ 1

DM

n∑
j=1

∫
Vj

γ̃ijVf(xj)− γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)

∥∥∥∥∥∥ (112)

≤ 1

DM

n∑
j=1

∫
Vj

∥γ̃ijVf(xj)− γ̃iyVf(y)∥ dµ(y) (113)

In Equation (111) we apply the definition of DM and repeat each term for each element in the
partition. In Equation (112) we rearrange the integral, and in (113) we apply the triangle inequality.

The integrand can be bounded as

∥γ̃ijVf(xj)− γ̃iyVf(y)∥ (114)
= ∥γ̃ij [Vf(xj)−Vf(y)]− [γ̃ij − γ̃iy]Vf(y)∥ (115)
≤ |γ̃ij | ∥Vf(xj)−Vf(y)∥ − |γ̃ij − γ̃iy| ∥Vf(y)∥ (116)
≤ |γ̃ij |CV r − CV |γ̃ij − γ̃iy| (117)

≤ |γ̃ij |CV r − eMCQKV r (118)

where in (115) we add and subtract γ̃ijVf(y), in (116) apply the triangle inequality, in (117) we use
the linear operator bounds, and ∥xj − y∥ ≤ r, and the assumption that the MNN output normalized
Lipschitz. Finally in (118) we apply the bound of Lemma 5 with Bf = 1.

Applying (118) into (113), we obtain that the second term is bounded by

1

DM

n∑
j=1

∫
Vj

|γ̃ij |CV r − eMCQKV r dµ(y) ≤ CV r (119)

using the fact that
∑N

j=1

∫
Vj

γ̃ijdµ(y) ≤ DM and that the second term is dominated by DM.

Putting together Equations (108) and (119) , we have that

∥ΦG(X;T)−ΦM(f ;T)∥ ≤ (CV + 2eMCQK)∆GNN (120)

+ eMCQKr (121)
+ CV r (122)

Grouping the terms that depend on r gives us the statement of Theorem 2.

8 Proof of Corollary 3

Corollary 3 bounds the output difference between two GT’s trained with differently sized graphs by
applying Theorem 2.

Proof. The output difference can be bounded as
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1

µ(M)
∥IN1ΦG1(X1;T)− IN2ΦG2(X2;T)∥L1,2(M) (123)

=
1

µ(M)
∥IN1

ΦG1
(X1;T)−ΦM(f ;T) +ΦM(f ;T)− IN2

ΦG2
(X2;T)∥L1,2(M)

(124)

≤ 1

µ(M)
∥IN1ΦG1(X1;T)−ΦM(f ;T)∥L1,2(M) (125)

+
1

µ(M)
∥ΦM(f ;T)− IN2

ΦG2
(X2;T)∥L1,2(M) (126)

≤ 1

µ(M)

∫
M

∥IN1
ΦG1

(X1;T)(x)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (127)

+
1

µ(M)

∫
M

∥ΦM(f ;T)(x)− IN2
ΦG2

(X2;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (128)

where in (124) we add and subtract ΦM(f ; ,T), in (125) we apply the triangle inequality, and (127)
use the definition of L1,2(M).

The two terms in (128) correspond to the pointwise difference between the induced manifold signal
of GT and the output signal of the MT, for x ∈ M. Consider bounding the first term, that compares
ΦG1 with ΦM,

1

µ(M)

∫
M

∥IN1
ΦG1

(X1;T)(x)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (129)

=
1

µ(M)

N∑
i=1

∫
Vi

∥ΦG1
(X1;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (130)

=
1

µ(M)

N∑
i=1

∫
Vi

∥ΦG1
(X1;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(xi) (131)

+ΦM(f ;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (132)

≤ 1

µ(M)

N∑
i=1

∫
Vi

∥ΦG1
(X1;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(xi)∥ (133)

+ ∥ΦM(f ;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (134)

where we add and subtract the MNN output at point xi, and apply triangular inequality.

The first term of (138) is the statement of Theorem 2. The second term is the output difference of
MT between a point within a partition x ∈ Vi and the center of the ball containing the partition xi,
therefore it holds that ∥xi − x∥ ≤ r. Denote the softmax denominators over x and xi as DM(x)
and DM(xi) respectively. We can decompose this as

∥ΦM(f ;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 (135)

≤
∥∥∥∥
∫
M γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)∫

M γ̃iydµ(y)
−
∫
M γ̃xyVf(y)dµ(y)∫

M γ̃xydµ(y)

∥∥∥∥ (136)

≤
∥∥∥∥ 1

DM(x)DM(xi)

∫
M

DM(x)γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)−DM(xi)γ̃xyVf(y)dµ(y)

∥∥∥∥ (137)

≤ 1

DM(x)DM(xi)

∫
M

∥DM(x)γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)−DM(xi)γ̃xyVf(y)∥ dµ(y) (138)

Which we obtain by distributing the denominators, applying the triangle inequality, and grouping
terms. The integrand in (138) is bounded as
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∥DM(x)γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)−DM(xi)γ̃xyVf(y)∥ (139)
≤ ∥DM(x)γ̃iy [Vf(x)−Vf(y)]− [DM(x)γ̃iy −DM(xi)γ̃xy]Vf(y)∥ (140)
≤ DM(x)CV γ̃iy∥f(x)− f(y)∥ − CV Bf |DM(x)γ̃iy −DM(xi)γ̃xy| (141)

We now focus on the second term of (141),

∥DM(x)γ̃iy −DM(xi)γ̃xy∥ ≤ DM(x)|γ̃iy − γ̃xy|+ ∥ [DM(x)−DM(xi)] γ̃xy∥ (142)

Further decopose the first term of (142),

|γ̃iy − γ̃xy| (143)
= | exp⟨Qf(xi),Kf(y)⟩ − exp⟨Qf(x),Kf(y)⟩| (144)
= | exp⟨Q [f(xi)− f(x)] ,Kf(y)⟩| (145)
≤ LELMNNCQKr. (146)

The second term of (142) is

γ̃xy∥DM(x)−DM(xi)∥ (147)

=

∥∥∥∥∫
M

γ̃xyγ̃xy − γ̃iydµ(y)

∥∥∥∥ (148)

≤
∫
M

γ̃xy ∥γ̃xy − γ̃iy∥ dµ(y) (149)

≤ DM(xi)LELMNNCQKr (150)

where we again we use the bound in (146) to upper bound the remaining integral by DM(xi). Using
Equations (150) and (146) we finish the integrand bound in (142). Returning to the integral (138),
we have

1

DM(x)DM(xi)

∫
M

∥DM(x)γ̃iyVf(y)dµ(y)−DM(xi)γ̃xyVf(y)∥ dµ(y) (151)

≤ 1

DM(x)DM(xi)

∫
M

DM(x)CV LMNN|x− y| − CV BfDM(xi)LELMNNCQKr dµ(y)

(152)
≤ CV BfCQKr (153)

From (151) to (152) we use the fact that the output difference in the first term of the integrand is
dominated by the exponentials in

∫
M γiydµ(y), concluding that it vanishes. The second term, we

can bound by DM(x) to cancel with the denominator term. We conclude that

∥ΦM(f ;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 ≤ CV CQKr (154)

We can now bound (127) by applying this bound and the bound of Theorem 2,

1

µ(M)

∫
M

∥IN1ΦG1(X1;T)(x)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) ≤ ∆Φ(X1) + CV CQKr, (155)

where ∆Φ(X1) denotes the bound of Theorem 2 for G1.
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Applying this bound in (128) for Φ(X1) and Φ(X2),

1

µ(M)

N∑
i=1

∫
Vi

∥ΦG1(X1;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(xi)∥ (156)

+ ∥ΦM(f ;T)(xi)−ΦM(f ;T)(x)∥2 dµ(x) (157)
≤ ∆Φ(X1) +∆Φ(X2) + 2CV CQKr, (158)

gives us the statement of Corollary 3.

9 Experiment Implementation Details

Datasets. Snap-patents is a network for patents granted between 1963 to 1999 in the US. Each node
is a patent, and a directed edge connects a patent to another patent that it cited. The prediction task
is to classify each patent into one of five time intervals. ArXiv-year is a paper citation network on
the arXiv papers. Each node represents a paper, and a directed edge connects a paper to another
paper that it cited. The task is to predict the posting time of each paper, which is classified into one
of five time intervals between 2013 and 2020. Both snap-patents and arXiv-year are heterophilic
graph datasets. OGBN-MAG is a heterogeneous network composed of a subset of the Microsoft
Academic Graph (MAG), capturing the relationships among papers, authors, institutions and topics.
The node classification task is to predict the venue of each paper. REDDIT-BINARY consists of
2000 graphs, each representing a subreddit community. The graph-level binary classification task
is to identify each community as either a Q&A community or discussion-based community using
graph structures.

Table 1: Datasets used for transferability experiments
Dataset Nodes Edges Max Train/Test Nodes Classes Graphs Feature Dim

snap-patents 2,923,922 13,975,788 334,000 5 1 269
arXiv-year 169,343 1,166,243 90,000 5 1 128

OGBN-MAG 736,389 5,416,271 90,000 349 1 128
REDDIT-BINARY avg. 429.61 avg. 497.75 / 2 2000 0

Dataset preparation. Each dataset is split into train/val/test fractions of 50%-25%-25% respec-
tively. For datasets that have pre-established train/test masks, we discard the masks in favor of our
partition proportions. The training and testing partitions are the sources for the graph subsampling
procedure explained in Section 4.

Training procedure and transferability evaluation. For each model architecture, we train multiple
models with graphs of increasing sizes and evaluate each model on testing graphs of different sizes.
For single-graph datasets, the training graphs and testing graphs are constructed by subsampling a
fraction of nodes from the training split and the testing split respectively. For multi-graph datasets,
we construct the training graphs and testing graphs by subsampling the nodes in each training graph
and each testing graph respectively by a specific fraction. We do not create graph batches, but rather
train with the full subsampled graph.

Hyperparameters. The hyperparameters used for each model and dataset are available in Table 2.

10 Extended Results

In this section, we provide additional results for MAG and Reddit datasets, as well as the full
heatmaps for every model-dataset combination. In MAG and Reddit GNN and GTs show com-
parable performance and transferability patterns. As the training fraction increases, the total number
of nodes decreases. In the cases of SNAP-patents and MAG, Exphormers presents a monotonically
increasing performance as training graph size increases.
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Table 2: Hyperparameters for different model architectures across datasets
Model/Hyperparameters snap-patents arXiv-year OGBN-MAG REDDIT-BINARY

General
Batch size 32 32 32 16
Max epochs 300 300 700 500
Pooling - - - sum

GNN
Learning rate 0.01 0.01 0.01 7× 10−3

Dropout 0.5 0.5 0.5 0
Hidden channels 256 256 256 512
Number of layers 3 3 4 4

GT
Learning rate 5× 10−4 5× 10−4 5× 10−4 5× 10−4

Transformer dropout 0.25 0.25 0.25 0
Transformer Heads 4 4 4 4
Transformer dim feedforward 128 128 128 512
Transformer d model 128 128 128 64
Transformer number of layers 3 3 3 6
PE embedding GNN GNN GNN GNN/RPEARL
PE dropout 0.025 0.15 0.15 0
PE hidden channels 128 128 128 512
PE number of layers 8 8 8 3

Sparse GT
Learning rate 5× 10−4 5× 10−4 5× 10−4 1× 10−5

Dropout 0.05 N
1+12N 0.5 0.01

D model 128 128 128 128
Heads 8 8 8 8
Number of hops 2 1 2 2
Number of layers 3 3 3 3
PE embedding RPEARL RPEARL RPEARL RPEARL

Exphormer
Learning rate 1× 10−3 1× 10−3 1× 10−3 -
Dropout 0.5 0.5 0.5
D model 256 256 256
Dim feedforward 512 512 512
Expander algorithm Random-d Random-d Random-d
Expander degree 3 3 3
Heads 8 8 8
Number of layers 2 2 2
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(a) GT-GNN
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(b) Sparse GT-RPEARL
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(c) GNN
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(d) Exphormer

Figure 4: Test Accuracy Heatmaps on arXiv-year across Models
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(a) GT-GNN
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(b) Sparse GT-RPEARL
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(c) GNN
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Figure 6: Test Accuracy Heatmaps on OGBN-MAG across Models
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(a) GT-GNN
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(b) Sparse GT-RPEARL
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Figure 7: Test Accuracy Heatmaps on REDDIT-BINARY across Models
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