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ABSTRACT
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs), like other neural networks, have
shown remarkable success but are hampered by the complexity of
their architecture designs, which heavily depend on specific data
and tasks. Traditionally, designing proper architectures involves
trial and error, which requires intensive manual effort to optimize
various components. To reduce human workload, researchers try
to develop automated algorithms to design GNNs. However, both
experts and automated algorithms suffer from two major issues
in designing GNNs: 1) the substantial computational resources ex-
pended in repeatedly trying candidate GNN architectures until a
feasible design is achieved, and 2) the intricate and prolonged pro-
cesses required for humans or algorithms to accumulate knowledge
of the interrelationship between graphs, GNNs, and performance.

To further enhance the automation of GNN architecture de-
sign, we propose a computation-friendly way to empower Large
Language Models (LLMs) with specialized knowledge in design-
ing GNNs, thereby drastically shortening the computational over-
head and development cycle of designing GNN architectures. Our
framework begins by establishing a knowledge retrieval pipeline
that comprehends the intercorrelations between graphs, GNNs,
and performance. This pipeline converts past model design experi-
ences into structured knowledge for LLM reference, allowing it to
quickly suggest initial model proposals. Subsequently, we introduce
a knowledge-driven search strategy that emulates the exploration-
exploitation process of human experts, enabling quick refinement of
initial proposals within a promising scope. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that our framework can efficiently deliver promising
(e.g., Top-5.77%) initial model proposals for unseen datasets within
seconds and without any prior training and achieve outstanding
search performance in a few iterations.

KEYWORDS
Graph Neural Networks, Neural Architecture Search, Large Lan-
guage Models, Graph to Language

1 INTRODUCTION
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have solidified their role as state-of-
the-art encoders in the realm of graph representation learning [31,
67, 75], effectively modeling complex real-world systems depicted
as graphs [14, 23, 29, 44]. These networks operate on a message-
passing schema, iteratively refining node representations through
aggregate neighboring messages [9, 22, 54]. Designing an optimal
GNN architecture for specific data and tasks, however, remains
a formidable challenge. This process is not only time-consuming
but also requires deep expertise [16]. Specifically, human experts
often engage in labor-intensive trial and error, experimenting with

various network aggregation methods, inter-layer connections, and
intra-layer configurations to identify effective solutions.

In response to this challenge, various automated algorithms
[32, 41, 81] have been proposed to reduce the manual effort re-
quired in designing GNN architectures. Notably, Automated Graph
Neural Networks (AutoGNNs) [16, 58, 80], a specialized branch of
Automated Machine Learning (AutoML) [24], have been developed
to search for optimal GNN configurations for given graphs and
their associated tasks. Past research has demonstrated that Auto-
GNNs can significantly alleviate manual effort and enhance model
performance [60, 61, 64]. Recently, the advent of Large Language
Models (LLMs) [4, 10, 53] has inspired new avenue [52] that lever-
age LLMs to further replace some human involvement beyond the
traditional capabilities of AutoGNNs, such as task understanding
[12, 56] and problem formulation [62]. These LLM-based methods
have demonstrated notable strides toward democratizing complex
processes of designing GNN architectures. However, automated ap-
proaches, much like their human counterparts, continue to face two
major issues: 1) the substantial computational resources expended
in repeatedly trying candidate GNN architectures until a feasible
design is achieved, and 2) the intricate and prolonged processes
required for humans or algorithms to accumulate knowledge of the
interrelationship between graph datasets, GNNs, and performance.

When human experts design GNNs, the process typically in-
volves fully training each candidate architecture until convergence
to evaluate its performance, followed by iterative refinements based
on the feedback obtained. This cycle repeats numerous times until a
high-performing model is developed. Though freeing human hands,
current AutoGNNs still fundamentally rely on trying out different
configurations and performing iterative optimizations, albeit with
some efficiency enhancements such as weight sharing [13, 39] and
learning curve prediction [1, 11]. Later, LLM-based approaches like
GPT4GNAS [56] and Auto2Graph [62] have advanced the field by
introducing more interpretable search strategies and user-friendly
system configurations. However, these improvements have only
modestly reduced the substantial computational resources and time
required to design and deploy effective GNN architectures.

Moving beyond computational efficiency, human experts and
automated algorithms all encounter significant challenges in pro-
ficiency [36, 58] (i.e., the ability to accumulate the knowledge of
designing models), which critically hinges on their ability to accu-
mulate, discern, and effectively apply intricate knowledge about
the interrelationships between data characteristics, model archi-
tectures, and performance outcomes. Humans, akin to training a
new Ph.D. student, face substantial hurdles in accumulating this
complex knowledge, often undergoing a lengthy and iterative learn-
ing process to proficiently design effective GNN models. Similarly,

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

06
71

7v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 1

3 
A

ug
 2

02
4

https://orcid.org/0009-0005-0850-0389


Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2024, Woodstock, NY Wang et al.

AutoGNNs conduct model searches specific to the data and task at
hand but overlook the relationships between different datasets and
models. As a result, these approaches require starting from scratch
with each new dataset, thereby lacking proficiency. Moving forward,
LLMs have shown potential in mimicking human-like knowledge
accumulation in GNN architecture design [52]. However, current
LLM-based approaches [12, 56, 62] confront three non-proficiencies.
First, an inadequate understanding of graph data can lead to im-
proper knowledge associations, undermining the effectiveness of
model suggestions. This issue is exacerbated by an overreliance on
simplistic, user-provided semantic descriptions of datasets, which
overlook critical graph topology and lead to skewed interpretations
of model preferences. Secondly, the native LLMs lack the nuanced
knowledge necessary to establish a concrete and empirical mapping
from datasets’ characteristics to effectivemodel configurations. This
deficiency results in overly generalized, poor-quality model sugges-
tions for new datasets. Thirdly, the initial model proposals gener-
ated by LLMs are often superficial and require further refinement
to ensure effectiveness. Unfortunately, current LLM-based meth-
ods primarily mimic simplistic search strategies, focusing merely
on gathering superficial insights from the optimization trajectory
[69]. In summary, while humans require a prolonged process to
accumulate the knowledge necessary to become experts, current
automated algorithms have weak abilities to become proficient.

In this paper, to promote the proficiency and reduce the associ-
ated high computational overhead in designing GNN architectures,
we propose a computation-friendly way to design GNNs by ac-
cumulating knowledge on LLMs (abbreviate to DesiGNN). In this
paper, to promote the proficiency and reduce the associated high
computational overhead in designing GNN architectures, we pro-
pose a computation-friendly way to design GNNs by accumulating
knowledge on LLMs (abbreviate to DesiGNN). To enable automated
algorithms to become proficient like human experts, we focus on
promoting LLM’s capability to capture the interrelationships be-
tween graphs, models, and performance. To achieve this goal and
tackle the three non-proficiencies, we first propose to understand
the correlation across different graph datasets, then establish a
knowledge retrieval system to assess dataset similarities and ex-
tract configuration-level insights, so that LLMs can suggest initial
model proposals with high proficiency in a short time. To improve
the performance of initial model proposals, i.e., further exploring
fine-grained architecture like AutoGNNs, we rapidly refine ini-
tial model proposals based on actionable intelligence derived from
configuration-level insights, significantly accelerating the develop-
ment cycle of feasible models. Our contributions are listed as:

• We propose a novel idea to empower LLM with specialized,
nuanced knowledge for designing GNN architectures. This ap-
proach not only enables LLM to accumulate knowledge and sug-
gest models like human experts but also enables it to explore
fine-grained GNN architectures like past AutoGNN methods.
• To empower architecture designs with accumulated knowledge,
DesiGNN establishes novel Graph Understanding and Knowl-
edge Retrieval modules to distill tailored model configuration
knowledge from the relaxed mappings between datasets and top-
performing models. Therefore, DesiGNN can efficiently deliver a
promising model proposal for an unseen graph within seconds.

• To further promote the performance of the designed GNN, De-
siGNN proposes a new way to perform controlled and directional
refinement upon the initial model proposal. It employs LLMs to
swiftly identify and summarize potential patterns from trans-
ferred top-performing knowledge, rapidly exploring fine-grained
GNN architectures in a few iterations.
• Through extensive testing across 11 graphs, DesiGNN reliably
delivers Top-5.77% GNN architectures within seconds and with-
out prior training. They can further be effectively refined within
just a few iterations. DesiGNN substantially reduces the overall
computational overhead and enhances short-run effectiveness in
deployment.

2 RELATEDWORK
2.1 Graph Neural Networks
GNNs have been promising methods for representation learning on
graph data𝐺 . Based on the message passing framework [17], GNNs
iteratively update node representationsH𝑣 of node 𝑣 by aggregating
messages from neighboring nodes. The intra-layer and inter-layer
message-passing process can be formulated as:

𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟 : M𝑣←𝑎𝑔𝑔(𝑚𝑠𝑔(H𝑢 ,H𝑣) |𝑢 ∈ 𝑁 (𝑣)),H𝑣←𝑢𝑝𝑑 (𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑏 (H𝑣,M𝑣)),

𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎 : H𝑣← 𝑓 𝑢𝑠𝑒 (H0
𝑣,H

1
𝑣, . . . ,H

𝐾
𝑣 ).

Most GNNs [2, 9, 22, 35, 54, 67] are specific instances of these
equations, differing mainly in their choice of functions like 𝑎𝑔𝑔(·),
𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑏 (·),𝑢𝑝𝑑 (·), and 𝑓 𝑢𝑠𝑒 (·). For example, GCN [31] uses𝑀𝐸𝐴𝑁 (·)
for aggregation and 𝑆𝑈𝑀 (·) for combination. JK-Net [68] enhances
inter-layer message passing by proposing various 𝑓 𝑢𝑠𝑒 (·) functions,
ranging from simple𝑀𝐴𝑋 (·) to adaptive ones 𝐿𝑆𝑇𝑀 (·).

2.1.1 Automated GNNs. AutoGNNs [16, 58, 80] aim to automati-
cally find an optimal GNN architecture 𝜃 for an unseen graph 𝐺𝑢
using a controller 𝜋 parameterized by 𝛼 , where the architecture 𝜃
with network weight 𝜔 can achieve best performanceH on 𝐺𝑢 :

𝜃∗, 𝜔∗ = arg max
𝜃,𝜔
E𝜃∼𝜋𝛼 (𝜃 ) [H (𝜃, 𝜔 ;𝐺𝑢 )] . (1)

In AutoGNNs, the search space is typically divided into intra-layer
[15, 59, 60] and inter-layer [27, 59, 60, 63, 77] designs, focusing on
the configuration of message passing and layer connectivity. The
search algorithms employed include reinforcement learning [15],
evolutionary algorithms [48], and differentiable search [27, 59, 59],
each offering different strategies for exploring the search space and
optimizing architecture selection.

However, as introduced in Sec. 1, classic AutoGNNs still face poor
proficiency and extensive computational overhead issues [36, 58].
For the given graph 𝐺𝑢 , classic works gradually optimize config-
urations 𝜃 without leveraging any prior knowledge—highlighting
a lack of proficiency (see Fig. 1). Besides, the optimization process
of solving Eq. (1) needs a lot of candidate architecture sampling in
𝜃 ∼ 𝜋𝛼 (𝜃 ), thus demanding substantial computational resources.

2.1.2 NAS Bench for Graph. Unlike other NAS benchmarks [8],
NAS-Bench-Graph [40] (details in the Appx. A.3) offers a compre-
hensive dataset space, including 9 node classification benchmark
datasets. Its model space encompasses 9 types of GNN layers (mi-
cro space) and 9 configurations of directed acyclic graphs (macro
space), cataloging the empirical performance of 26,206 unique GNN
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Figure 1: The illustration of how AutoGNNs and LLM-based works design GNN architectures.

architectures on each benchmark dataset. Therefore, the data-wise
richness makes NAS-Bench-Graph an invaluable model configura-
tion knowledge base, possessing the potential to reveal the intricate
interrelationship between graphs, GNNs, and performance.

2.2 LLMs and Its Applications to GNNs
Recently, LLMs have shown remarkable proficiency in a variety
of natural language understanding [47, 57] and task optimization
scenarios [20, 69]. In this paper, we focus on the applications of
LLMs to graphs and GNNs, especially designing GNNs by LLMs.

2.2.1 LLMswith Graphs. Recent advancements in integrating LLMs
with graphs have significantly enhanced graph learning tasks [7, 42,
49] turning intricate graph details into more manageable formats
for analysis and interpretation. In this integration, two primary
lines of studies emerge. The first group involves using GNNs to pro-
cess graph data into structured tokens, providing a solid foundation
for LLMs to subsequently infer linguistic and contextual nuances
[5, 50, 51]. Alternatively, LLMs may first enrich the raw graph
data with contextual insights, which GNNs then utilize to refine
their structural processing [43, 65, 66]. In the second group, deeper
integration involves collaborative efforts such as fusion training
[78] and alignment [33], where LLMs and GNNs synergistically
enhance their functionalities to handle graph tasks more compre-
hensively. In a more autonomous approach, LLMs independently
manage graph tasks, employing advanced language understanding
to directly interpret and manipulate graph data [26, 55, 70]. This is
exemplified by the “Graph to Language” (G2L) strategy [19], which
utilizes LLMs to comprehend graph data through prompting.

Unfortunately, the research in this paper diverges from existing
methods. To study the correlation between graphs, models, and
performance, it not merely translates graphs into textual formats
but also asks LLMs to assess and interpret graph similarities, which
could directly reflect the preferences of different graph datasets
for GNN architecture design. Specifically, it necessitates LLMs to
prioritize understanding graph dataset characteristics and their im-
plications on model performance, just like human expert intuitions.

2.2.2 LLMs for Designing GNNs. Recent research on the synergy
between LLMs and AutoML, including GNN designs, has demon-
strated a dynamic and powerful merger of language processing
with structured data analysis and problem-solving [52]. These ap-
proaches differ primarily in how they acquire, condense, and utilize
complex AutoML knowledge, thereby aiding LLMs in configuring
[21, 74] and optimizing [28, 72, 76, 79] machine learning pipelines.

This reduces the necessity for complete retraining and diminishes
the expertise required to effectively use AutoML.

As shown in Fig. 1b, recent explorations into integrating LLMs
with GNN architecture design have opened new avenues for en-
hancing AutoGNN systems. Auto2Graph [62] utilizes LLMs to de-
mocratize the usage of traditional AutoGNNs, taking in semantic
descriptions of datasets, task specifications, evaluation metrics, user
preferences, and constraints to manage the complete lifecycle of
graph learning tasks, from data processing to hyper-parameter
tuning. GPT4GNAS [56] instead leverages GPT-4 to significantly re-
duce manual efforts in designing GNNs for new tasks by iteratively
generating modular GNN architectures through carefully designed
prompts that describe the search task, space, and strategy. GHGNAS
[12] extends GPT4GNAS by incorporating simple descriptions of
heterogeneous graphs, including node and edge types and numbers,
to iteratively refine and enhance heterogeneous GNN designs.

Unfortunately, as shown in Fig. 1b, these approaches present
notable limitations that our research seeks to address: 1) improper
graph understanding, 2) lack of knowledge in raw LLMs, and 3)
ineffective optimization strategies. First, current approaches [12, 56,
62] heavily rely on the quality and specificity of the user-provided
descriptions, which can skew their effectiveness if the semantic
description of the dataset is not correlated to the task. Moreover,
they often overly trust the inherent reasoning ability of raw LLMs
and do not account for any concrete knowledge between graph
dataset and GNN performance, thus lacking the proficiency. Lastly,
they rely on the optimization trajectory as the sole driving force for
model refinement due to a lack of nuanced, actionable knowledge,
limiting their effectiveness and computational efficiency in model
refinement. As a result, they still require computationally intensive
iterative exploration over the long run and have no control over
the exploitation step, which is methodologically less proficient than
how human experts refine GNN designs.

3 METHODOLOGY
As introduced in Sec. 1, the design of GNNs by both human experts
and automated algorithms faces significant challenges including
substantial computational resources and a lack of proficiency. To
address these issues, we propose a computation-friendly way to
design GNNs by accumulating knowledge on LLMs (DesiGNN).
By comparing Fig. 1b and 2, DesiGNN is composed of three ma-
jor different components, each designed to capture and leverage
the intricate relationships between graphs, GNN configurations,
and performance. Initially, the Graph Understanding module aims
to automatically analyze graphs and identify the graph topology
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Figure 2: The illustration of our DesiGNN pipeline for designing GNNs. The gray dash represents the initial operation (run
once).

that is crucial for enabling LLMs to assess the similarity between
benchmark (within our knowledge) and unseen graph datasets (be-
yond our knowledge) with respect to model preference. Then, the
Knowledge Retrieval module builds specializedmodel configuration
knowledge from NAS-Bench-Graph [40], so that LLMs can utilize
the insights gained from understanding graphs and retrieve relevant
models as knowledge for unseen graphs. Lastly, the Model Sugges-
tion and Refinement module leverages the retrieved knowledge to
quickly suggest and refine the GNN proposals. In the subsequent
sections, we explain how each component collectively contributes
to a proficient and computationally efficient GNN design process.

3.1 Graph Understanding Module
To effectively accumulate tailored knowledge for specific datasets,
it is crucial to first understand the characteristics and structures of
the graphs. However, it remains an open problem to enable LLMs
to understand the similarities between different graphs. Despite
some progress in LLMs for graphs (see Sec. 2.2.1), existing works
focus more on enabling LLMs to understand structured graph data
given structured input (e.g., adjacent list), rather than the similar-
ity among graphs. As discussed in Sec. 2.2.2, existing LLM-based
approaches rely solely on user-provided semantic descriptions of
datasets to initiate the process, while ignoring graph topology (or
other characteristics). Besides, it is even more challenge to enable
LLMs to capture the connection between graph similarity with
GNN configuration (or GNN performance).

3.1.1 Understand Graph Similarity and Motivational Experiments.
As discussed in previous works (see Sec. 2.2), the semantic descrip-
tion of graph data may be biased. Thus, to achieve the goal of build-
ing knowledge about “graph-GNN-performance”, we start with 16
graph topological features 𝐹 = {𝐹𝑘 }16

𝑘=1 (e.g., average shortest path
length, details in Appx. A.2.1) to understand graph similarity from
two aspects: 1) the similarity among graphs, and 2) the impact of
graph similarity on the empirical performance of GNNs.

Given two graphs 𝐺𝑖 and 𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺 , let 𝑠𝑖𝑘 and 𝑠 𝑗𝑘 denotes the
statistical value of feature 𝐹𝑘 on graphs 𝐺𝑖 and 𝐺 𝑗 , respectively.
Then, the distance 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
=

√︃
(𝑠𝑖𝑘 − 𝑠 𝑗𝑘 )2 computes the difference

of feature 𝐹𝑘 between 𝐺𝑖 and 𝐺 𝑗 , i.e., negative {𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖 𝑗
𝑘
}16
𝑘=1 can as-

sess the topological similarities between graphs 𝐺𝑖 and 𝐺 𝑗 . Then,
to capture the difference in model performance, we let 𝑃𝑖 𝑗 denote
the performance of transferring model configuration knowledge
gathered from another graph 𝐺 𝑗 to 𝐺𝑖 (see Sec. 3.3.1). In other
words, different from 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡

𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
that evaluates the topological distance

between graphs, 𝑃𝑖 𝑗 tries to assess the similarity between graphs
based on the effectiveness of knowledge transfer (empirical perfor-
mance). Based on 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
and 𝑃𝑖 𝑗 , we formally define the statistical

ranking 𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘) and empirical ranking 𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖) as follows:

𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘) = argsort({𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖 𝑗
𝑘
| 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖,𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺}, ascending), (2)

𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖) = argsort({𝑃𝑖 𝑗 | 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖,𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺}, descending), (3)

where 𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘) represents the statistical similarity ranking of
other graphs {𝐺 𝑗 | 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖,𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺} to graph 𝐺𝑖 based on feature
𝐹𝑘 , and 𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖) represents the empirical similarity ranking of
other graphs to graph 𝐺𝑖 . Finally, to capture the impact of graph
similarity (in terms of feature 𝐹𝑘 ) on the empirical effectiveness
of suggesting GNNs, we calculate the Kendall Rank Correlation
Coefficient [30] between 𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘) and 𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖) as follows:

𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) := KendallCorr
(
𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘) , 𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖)

)
, (4)

where 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) evaluates the correlation between the statistical
differences in feature 𝐹𝑘 (between 𝐺𝑖 and other graphs {𝐺 𝑗 }) and
the empirical differences in transferring knowledge from other
graphs {𝐺 𝑗 } to𝐺𝑖 . In other words, 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) can be the “confidence”
of graph topological feature 𝐹𝑘 to determine the empirical similarity
between𝐺𝑖 and other graph data within our knowledge. That is, the
larger 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) is, the more 𝐹𝑘 is a strong correlation indicator on
𝐺𝑖 that can determine whether other graphs {𝐺 𝑗 } is related to 𝐺𝑖
from the perspective of graph topology and empirical performance.
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Figure 3: A depiction of the feature confidences across differ-
ent datasets.

As introduced in Sec. 2.1.2, NAS-Bench-Graph [40] contains 9
benchmark graphs and 26,206 unique GNN architectures. Thus,
we first study the correlation 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) between graph topological
features and the empirical performance of GNNs on the benchmark
datasets. For each anchor graph 𝐺𝑖 , we compare it with the other
8 graphs and calculate the correlation {𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 )}16

𝑘=1, i.e., 16 fea-
ture confidences on 𝐺𝑖 . As shown in Fig. 3, 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) on different
anchor graph fluctuates greatly, e.g., 𝐼 (Physics, Label Homophily)
is positive but others are negative. That is, some features can be
used to judge whether two data are strongly associated (statistical
and empirical evaluation) on one graph, but the feature may be
unreliable on other graphs. In summary, not only are some semantic
descriptions difficult to describe graph similarities, but even statis-
tical and empirical indicators cannot be directly used as invariant
indicators to characterize the correlation between graphs and the
impact of these correlations on model performance.

3.1.2 Adaptive Filtering Mechanism. As summarized in Sec. 3.1.1,
even statistical and empirical indicators cannot be directly used as
invariant indicators to characterize the correlation between graphs
and the impact of these correlations on model performance. Thus,
we propose an adaptive filtering mechanism to identify the most
influential set of graph topological features, bridging the gap be-
tween the graph dataset and GNN designs with performance-driven
data understanding. We treat each benchmark graph as an anchor
𝐺𝑖 in turn, compute the 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) for each 𝐹𝑘 , and average them
on all 𝑛 benchmark graphs to obtain the average correlation coef-
ficient: 𝐼 (𝐹𝑘 ) = 1

𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ), where 𝐼 (𝐹𝑘 ) is calculated based

on the records in NAS-Bench-Graph [40]. Then, the filter F (𝐺𝑖 ),
initiated using benchmark data within seconds, selects the Top-𝑁𝑓
average correlation coefficients {𝐼 (𝐹𝑘 )} as the most influential sets
of graph topological features. Thus, it circumventes “artificial hal-
lucinations” often triggered by unprofessional or misleading user
input. Additionally, we design a self-evaluation bank 𝐵𝐸 that stores
the measured graph topological features and the empirical simi-
larity rankings of new datasets throughout our lifecycle, ensuring
the filter F (𝐺𝑖 ) is continuously updated (i.e., adaptive filter). By
grounding feature selection on the empirical performances of ini-
tial model proposals, this mechanism sets a stage for capturing the
graph-to-graph (𝐺𝑖 to𝐺 𝑗 ) relationship that can reveal correlations
from graphs to top-performing GNN modelsM : (𝐺, 𝜃 ) ⇝ 𝑃 .

3.2 Knowledge Retrieval Module
The proficiency of the GNN architecture design process critically
depends on the ability to accumulate, discern, and effectively apply
intricate knowledge about the interrelationships between graphs,
GNNs, and performance asM : (𝐺, 𝜃 ) ⇝ 𝑃 . However, as illustrated
in Fig. 1, AutoGNNs often lack this data-wise knowledge prior to ex-
tensive training, while native LLMs only have limited capabilities to
design somemore general GNNs as studied in Appx. B.3.1. To bridge
this gap, we utilize the detailed records of model-to-performance
relationships captured in NAS-Bench-Graph [40], which contains
diverse and intricate mappings across various graphs, a wide range
of candidate GNNs, and their corresponding performance.

To capture the complex “Graph-GNN-Performance” correlations,
we encapsulate the Top-𝑁𝑚 model designs from NAS-Bench-Graph
[40] to serve as concrete summaries of model preferences for dif-
ferent benchmark graphs. Further, we associate these model sum-
maries with their corresponding filtered features generated by the
GraphUnderstandingmodule of Sec. 3.1 (i.e., using natural language
to describe graph topological features and GNNmodels), then creat-
ing 9 distinct knowledge bases for selective retrieval. This strategy
simplifies the complex interrelationships into more manageable
correlations between datasets and their top-performing models:
M∗ : 𝐺 → 𝜃∗. Then, we employ LLMs to analyze and compare
the similarities between an unseen dataset 𝐺𝑢 (user inputs) and
benchmark graphs 𝐺 = {𝐺𝑖 }9

𝑖=1 (within our knowledge) as follows:

𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑢 = {LLM𝐺𝐷𝐶

(
F (𝐺𝑢 ), F (𝐺𝑖 )

)
}9𝑖=1, (5)

where we transform the filtered features F (·) into natural language
before feeding them into GPT-4LLM𝐺𝐷𝐶 (·, ·). As shown in Fig. 2,
this process is conceptualized as a prompt design problem, where
LLM𝐺𝐷𝐶 (·, ·) is tasked with analyzing the descriptions of both
unseen and benchmark graphs. The objective is to generate task sim-
ilarities that correlate with the top-performing model patterns. This
method effectively leverages the complex mappings captured in
NAS-Bench-Graph [40] and adapts to the variability across graphs,
thereby facilitating the retrieval of specialized, most relevant model
configuration knowledge from the benchmark graph to the unseen.

To retrieve the most relevant knowledge to unseen graph𝐺𝑢 , we
rank benchmark graphs based on their similarities 𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑢 and select
Top-𝑁𝑠 most similar graphs. Then, the Knowledge Pool 𝐾𝑃 for 𝐺𝑢

is formed by collecting the top-performing models {𝜃∗
𝑖𝑚
}𝑁𝑚
𝑚=1 from

each one of selected Top-𝑁𝑠 benchmark graphs 𝐺𝑖 , defined as:

𝐾𝑃 =
⋃

𝐺𝑖 ∈Top-𝑁𝑠 (𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑢 )
{(𝐺𝑖 , {𝜃∗𝑖𝑚}

𝑁𝑚
𝑚=1)}, (6)

where 𝐾𝑃𝑖 = {(𝐺𝑖 , {𝜃∗𝑖𝑚}
𝑁𝑚
𝑚=1)} and 𝐺

𝑖 is the 𝑖-th graph similar to
𝐺𝑢 . This retrieval strategy collects the Top-𝑁𝑚 model designs from
each similar benchmark graph for in-context learning. It streamlines
the transfer of GNN configuration knowledge to 𝐺𝑢 and leverages
the analytical capabilities of LLMs to ensure an effective, efficient,
and interpretable knowledge accumulation process.

3.3 GNN Model Suggestion and Refinement
3.3.1 Initial Model Suggestion. As shown in Fig. 2, after under-
standing the graphs in Sec. 3.1 and building knowledge in Sec. 3.2,
the LLM acts as a surrogate agent to facilitate the initial model
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suggestion process. This step integrates user requirements with
the top model designs from each of the retrieved knowledge bases
in 𝐾𝑃 and a detailed description of the search space, including the
macro architecture and operation lists from NAS-Bench-Graph [40].
The initial model proposals are suggested by LLMs as follows:

𝜃𝑢𝑖 ← LLM𝐼𝑀𝑆 (F (𝐺𝑢 ), 𝐾𝑃𝑖 ), 𝑃𝑢𝑖 = H(𝜃𝑢𝑖 , 𝜔 ;𝐺𝑢 ), (7)

where 𝜃𝑢𝑖 is the 𝑖-th suggested model for the unseen graph 𝐺𝑢
based on the knowledge pool 𝐾𝑃𝑖 of benchmark graph 𝐺𝑖 , and 𝑃𝑢𝑖
is the training performance of 𝜃𝑢𝑖 on 𝐺𝑢 . This process is designed
to swiftly generate 𝑁𝑠 initial model proposals for the unseen graph
𝐺𝑖 , each leveraging specialized knowledge from different bench-
mark graphs. Then, our framework will undertake experimental
validation to assess each model’s performance. Compared with Au-
toGNNs, this streamlined approach does not launch training before
generating proposals. Thus, it not only significantly accelerates the
model suggestion phase compared to classic AutoGNNs but also
enhances the effectiveness of the models due to the integration of
empirically derived configuration knowledge. Notably, our initial
model suggestions can even surpass existing automated approaches
that have iteratively refined 30 proposals (Appx. B.2.2).

3.3.2 Model Proposal Refinement. To further enhance the effective-
ness of the initial model proposals, we propose a more structured,
knowledge-driven refinement strategy. This refinement strategy en-
ables LLMs to refine models in a nuanced and fine-grained manner,
emulating the exploration-exploitation process of human experts.
By incorporating specific, empirically derived configuration knowl-
edge into the refinement phase, we ensure that each refinement step
is clearly informed by a deep understanding of what configurations
have historically led to success under similar circumstances.

As formalized in Algo. 1, the process begins with (1) Re-rank
Mechanism: The knowledge bases in 𝐾𝑃 are re-ranked accord-
ing to the performance ranking of the corresponding initial model
proposals {𝜃𝑢𝑖 }𝑁𝑠𝑖=1. The best proposal 𝜃𝑢1 is chosen as the start-
ing point. (2) Controlled Exploration: Configurations within
𝐾𝑃2:𝑁𝑠 are utilized to crossover the best proposal, yielding 𝑁𝑐 can-
didates. (3) Model Promotion Mechanism: These candidates are
ranked based on their retrieved performances on the benchmark
dataset of 𝐾𝑃1, with the most promising candidate 𝜃𝑡

′
𝑢 advanced

for further refinement at iteration 𝑡 . (4) Directional Exploita-
tion and Optimization: A comprehensive prompt that includes
user requirements, task descriptions, search space details, previous
training logs, and the optimization trajectory 𝜃𝑇𝑢 guides the LLM
controller LLM𝐺𝑁𝐴𝑆 to mutate the promoted candidate 𝜃𝑡

′
𝑢 using

elite insights from 𝐾𝐺1. The refined model proposal 𝜃𝑡𝑢 is automat-
ically constructed and trained to evaluate its performance 𝑃𝑡𝑢 . The
results (𝜃𝑡𝑢 , 𝑃𝑡𝑢 ) are appended into the optimization trajectory 𝜃𝑇𝑢 .
If it surpasses the current best, it is updated as the new 𝜃∗𝑢 .

4 EXPERIMENTS
4.1 Experimental Settings
4.1.1 Task and Data Sets. Our experiments are conducted under
the benchmark setting defined in NAS-Bench-Graph [40], focusing
on the node classification across 8 benchmark graphs (except for
ogbn-proteins, see Appx. B.1.1): Cora [45], Citeseer [45], PubMed

[45], CS [46], Physics [46], Photo [46], Computer [46], and ogbn-
arXiv [25]. Additionally, we include 3 graphs beyond benchmarks:
DBLP [3], Flickr [73], and Actor [38]. Detailed statistics are in Tab. 4.

4.1.2 Baselines. We benchmark against a variety of models, span-
ning manually designed GNNs and automated designed algorithms.
Seven manually designed GNNs [2, 9, 22, 31, 35, 54, 67] illustrate
labor- and expertise-intensive GNNdesignwithout automation. The
classic search strategies [18, 34], including Random [32], Evolution-
ary Algorithms (EA) [41], and Reinforcement Learning (RL) [81],
search optimal GNN architectures from the same search space as our
approach. Besides, GNAS [16], and Auto-GNN [80] are automated
yet non-knowledge-driven design approaches. We also consider
two posterior similarity-based methods to study the effectiveness
of our graph understanding module. Kendall rank correlation co-
efficient [71] and overlapping ratio of the Top 5% architectures
[40] will output the best model design from the most similar graph
serve as the initial model proposals. For LLM-based methods, we
reproduce GPT4GNAS [56] and GHGNAS [12] as no available code.
Auto2Graph [62] calls GPT APIs to combine with AutoGNNs, while
its underlying algorithms have been covered by our other baselines.

4.1.3 Evaluation Measurement. The outputs of automated algo-
rithms (including AutoGNNs and LLM-based works) are sometimes
affected by stochastic algorithms (e.g., Random, EA, RL) and unsta-
ble response time of GPT APIs. For a fair comparison, we report
the average accuracy of designed GNNs across ten runs to ensure
reliability. Besides, to assess short-run efficiency, we evaluate the
best-so-far accuracy after different numbers of model proposals are
validated by automated algorithms: 1-30 proposals in Fig. 4.

4.1.4 Implementation Details. DesiGNN is implemented using Py-
Torch [37] and LangChain (GPT-4) [6]. Detailed settings on the
training and module hyperparameters are provided in Appx. B.1.2
and B.1.3, respectively. We use DesiGNN-Init to denote the initial
model proposals suggested by DesiGNN in Sec. 3.3.1, and DesiGNN
to represent thewhole frameworkwithmodel refinement in Sec. 3.3.2.

Our experiments adopt the NAS-Bench-Graph [40] as the source
of accumulated knowledge and the unified search space (Appx. A.3.2).
To prevent data leakage and ensure the integrity of results on bench-
mark graphs, we anonymize their descriptions and remove corre-
sponding knowledge sources during the knowledge retrieval when
they are treated as unseen. i.e., for trials involving datasets in the
benchmark, we treat one graph as unseen and the other 8 bench-
mark graphs as available knowledge. DBLP, Flickr, and Actor can
still approach all 9 benchmark graphs as knowledge. This rigorous
setup is further guaranteed by the case study in Appx. B.3.1, which
verifies that the LLMs, given dataset description alone, lack prior
knowledge about effective model architectures within the NAS-
Bench-Graph [40] search space. Besides, the unified search space
ensures that all baselines are assessed under uniform conditions.

4.2 Main Results
4.2.1 Initial Model Suggestions. As shown in Tab. 1, we first exam-
ine the effectiveness of our initial model suggestions DesiGNN-Init.
Traditional models like GCN and GAT excel on popular datasets
such as Cora, Citeseer, and PubMed, but they fall short on less com-
mon datasets like Flickr and Actor. Instead, DesiGNN outperforms
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Table 1: The initial performance comparison (accuracy with standard derivation) of GNN designed by different works. Note
that 𝑁𝑠 = 3 for DesiGNN-Init. We mark the best performance in bold, and underline best in manual and automated baselines.

Type Model Cora Citeseer PubMed CS Physics Photo Computer arXiv DBLP Flickr Actor

Manual

GCN [31] 80.97(0.39) 69.90(1.26) 77.46(0.61) 88.65(0.57) 90.85(1.20) 89.44(0.48) 83.16(0.55) 71.08(0.16) 84.25(0.25) 54.27(0.14) 24.78(1.79)
GAT [54] 80.83(0.47) 70.70(0.71) 75.93(0.26) 88.72(0.73) 89.47(1.14) 89.93(1.75) 81.35(1.26) 71.24(0.10) 84.98(0.15) 51.85(0.26) 26.91(1.09)
SAGE [22] 79.47(0.31) 66.13(0.90) 75.50(1.14) 87.81(0.18) 91.43(0.29) 88.29(1.03) 81.46(0.73) 70.78(0.17) 85.41(0.06) 52.84(0.19) 30.13(0.70)
GIN [67] 79.77(0.38) 63.30(1.26) 76.74(0.86) 81.08(3.09) 86.67(0.86) 87.37(1.01) 73.95(0.16) 61.33(0.70) 82.82(0.82) 51.08(0.08) 27.15(0.38)

ChebNet [9] 79.40(0.57) 67.03(1.02) 75.13(0.49) 89.50(0.36) 89.75(0.87) 86.65(0.77) 79.10(2.26) 70.87(0.10) 84.84(0.21) 53.75(0.16) 30.46(0.77)
ARMA [2] 78.33(0.69) 66.20(0.75) 75.00(0.51) 89.87(0.35) 88.88(1.09) 86.55(3.35) 78.47(0.57) 70.87(0.17) 84.31(0.30) 54.23(0.04) 31.29(0.43)
k-GNN [35] 78.06(0.47) 30.97(3.56) 75.38(0.97) 83.81(0.58) 88.98(0.54) 86.45(0.21) 76.31(1.34) 63.18(0.38) 83.59(0.07) 51.18(0.33) 32.74(0.68)

Simil. Kendall [71] 67.73 69.20 71.80 88.56 91.56 88.90 76.85 71.49 - - -
-based Overlap [40] 79.36 67.30 71.80 88.56 89.95 90.37 76.85 71.68 - - -

NNI [6]
Random [32] 77.87(2.41) 66.64(1.32) 74.16(1.68) 81.78(9.41) 90.59(0.94) 89.04(2.55) 76.61(3.56) 68.93(1.82) 76.45(7.53) 52.50(0.72) 30.90(3.75)

EA [41] 78.23(1.04) 66.40(2.63) 72.88(2.11) 87.03(2.64) 88.07(2.41) 87.30(1.38) 77.56(6.42) 68.28(2.95) 85.13(0.38) 53.22(0.92) 31.69(2.95)
RL [81] 73.44(8.11) 65.35(2.40) 75.44(1.24) 86.17(5.09) 88.15(4.24) 89.48(1.35) 77.70(3.07) 68.00(4.71) 84.18(0.50) 52.07(2.84) 31.72(4.60)

AutoGL GNAS [16] 78.55(1.20) 63.25(5.87) 73.04(1.64) 86.04(7.88) 89.54(1.52) 87.27(2.96) 70.96(9.66) 69.94(1.71) 84.46(0.41) 54.67(0.54) 32.31(3.25)
[18] Auto-GNN [80] 78.58(2.18) 65.60(2.69) 76.07(0.77) 89.06(0.42) 89.26(1.51) 89.34(1.75) 77.49(3.41) 67.62(1.72) 84.67(0.62) 50.97(1.21) 30.18(4.67)

LLMs GPT4GNAS [56] 78.50(0.37) 67.46(0.76) 73.89(0.86) 89.26(0.38) 89.44(1.94) 89.12(2.26) 77.21(5.26) 68.98(1.22) 84.93(0.22) 52.47(0.10) 34.26(0.47)
GHGNAS [12] 79.13(0.45) 67.35(0.44) 74.90(0.57) 89.15(0.81) 88.94(2.57) 89.42(1.99) 77.04(3.96) 69.66(1.28) 85.06(0.15) 52.48(0.23) 33.72(2.72)

Ours DesiGNN-Init 80.31(0.00) 69.20(0.16) 76.60(0.00) 89.64(0.08) 92.10(0.00) 91.19(0.00) 82.20(0.00) 71.50(0.00) 85.56(0.24) 55.16(0.11) 34.41(0.48)
DesiGNN 81.77(0.40) 71.00(0.09) 77.57(0.29) 90.51(0.42) 92.61(0.00) 92.38(0.06) 84.08(0.66) 72.02(0.18) 85.89(0.21) 55.44(0.06) 37.57(0.62)

these GNNs that have been manually refined over the years. This
observation suggests that conventional GNNs may be overly spe-
cialized, whereas DesiGNN offers a robust advantage in handling
diverse graphs. Besides, DesiGNN-Init could surpass two posterior
similarity-based methods, Kendall and Overlap, demonstrating the
effectiveness of the graph understanding module in Sec. 3.1. Fur-
thermore, compared with automated algorithms (NNI, AutoGL, and
other LLM-based works), the first GNN proposed by DesiGNN-Init
achieves competitive performance on 11 graph datasets. This high-
lights the superior performance of our knowledge-driven approach
over classic automated methods, which lack such detailed insights,
and LLM-based works, which rely only on generalized high-level
knowledge. Specifically, we further conduct the case study to demon-
strate that existing LLM-based works repeatedly suggest a few gen-
eral GNN architectures as initial proposals, as detailed inAppx. B.3.1.
This indicates that LLMs cannot provide the domain-specific des-
gins for the unseen graph without extra knowledge. But on the
other hand, DesiGNN can design different architectures for differ-
ent graphs. In summary, through the comparison of results in Tab. 1,
we can conclude that DesiGNN-Init with Graph Understanding
(Sec. 3.1) and Knowledge Retrieval modules (Sec. 3.2) can give quite
good initial model suggestions (Sec. 3.3.1), i.e., be more proficient.

4.2.2 Model Refinement and Short-run Efficiency. Compared with
DesiGNN-Init, DesiGNN in Tab. 1 quickly optimizes the initial pro-
posals in a few iterations (Sec. 3.3.2), thus surpassing all manually
designed GNN competitors across 11 graphs. This validates the
effectiveness of DesiGNN in designing GNNs by retrieving knowl-
edge and performing refinement.

Automated algorithms need to verify multiple candidate GNN
proposals. As the number of verified proposals increases, the searched
frameworks generally become better. Thus, we assess the short-run

Table 2: Computational resources (unit in proposal valida-
tions) needed by baselines to reach our 10-validations per-
formance. ∗ means at least 1 over 10 trials failed to achieve
within 100 validations (excluded from reported values).

#Model Proposal Validations

Model Cora Cit. Pub. CS Phy. Pho. Com. arX. DBL. Fli. Act.

GNAS 40.3∗ 48.3∗ 21.5∗ 38.8 >100∗ 66∗ 34.8 55∗ 69.4 77.2∗ 35.6
Auto-. 21.8∗ >100∗ 11.6 18.4 43∗ 29.3∗ 17∗ 59.3∗ 76.2∗ >100∗ 15.6

Rand. 21.7∗ >100∗ 45 18.8 89∗ 33∗ 22 87∗ 64.7 >100∗ 16.4
EA 24.7∗ >100∗ 48.8∗ 40.8∗ >100∗ 23∗ 51.3∗ 72.8∗ >100∗ 46.3 14.8
RL 82∗ >100∗ 11.8 14.8 >100∗ 84.5∗ 48.2 37∗ 38.8 99∗ 14

GPT4G. 30-40 >50 40-50 10 >50 30-40 10-20 40-50 40-50 >50 10-20
GHGN. 20-30 >50 40-50 10 >50 20-30 20-30 30-40 >50 >50 10

efficiency based on the number of proposals required to achieve
the desired performance level, i.e., the fewer proposals to verify,
the higher the efficiency. Fig. 4 (complete results in Appx. B.2.2)
demonstrates that DesiGNN, which emulates the refinement strate-
gies of human experts, generally achieves faster improvements in
model performance, which is also verified in the ablation studies
in Appx. C.1 and C.4. Besides, Tab. 2 shows that, to achieve the
performance of DesiGNN after 10 proposal validations, the number
of proposals required by other automated methods is far more than
10. This also further verifies that DesiGNN does not waste too many
computing resources by repeatedly verifying and iterating candi-
date proposals. And it reinforcies our claim of utilizing accumulated
knowledge for immediate feedback and rapid optimization cycles.

4.3 Retreive Knowledge with Graph Similarity
In Tab. 1, we show a preliminary comparison between DesiGNN-Init
and other posterior similarity-based methods, showing that our
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Figure 4: Short-run performance of empirically stronger automated baselines after validating 1-30 proposals.
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Figure 5: The similarities between datasets computed by empirical performance (target), Kendall rank correlation coefficient,
and ours. The last figure shows the matching degree (to target) of the Top-3 similar datasets calculated by different methods.

initial model suggestion based on retrieving knowledge with sim-
ilarity function Eq. (5) is empirically better than other baselines.
In this subsection, we delve deeper into the pivotal design of our
framework, retrieving knowledge of desgning GNNs based on the
graph similarity we proposed.

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our knowledge retrieval
strategy, we evaluated whether our graph similarity could accu-
rately identify the empirically most similar benchmarks, which is
crucial as it empowers LLMs with the most relevant knowledge
for suggesting high-performing initial model proposals on unseen
datasets. For a more intuitive comparison, we plot the heatmap of
similarities between benchmark graphs in Fig. 5. As we discussed
before, the similarity between graph 𝐺𝑖 and 𝐺 𝑗 is to determine
the performance of knowledge transfer from 𝐺 𝑗 to 𝐺𝑖 , i.e., empiri-
cal performance similarity 𝑃𝑖 𝑗 in Fig. 5. However, we can see that
Kendall similarity and Top 5% similarity are not as close to empiri-
cal similarity as our similarity, demonstrating that our training-free
similarity measurer is competitive with posterior methods. Besides,
more studies illustrating how semantic descriptions obstruct LLM’s
ability to analyze data similarity are shown in Appx. B.3.2.

Additionally, we quantify the hit rate of different graph under-
standing and comparison settings in correctly identifying the empir-
ically most relevant knowledge (i.e., can be used to recommend the
best GNNs) in the available knowledge base within their 𝑁𝑠 choices.
As shown in Tab. 3, our dataset description with 8 most influential
features and no semantic information, consistently achieves the
highest hit rate across all settings. This validates that it is very
important to select key graph topological features in Sec 3.1.2. It
is noteworthy that relying solely on semantic descriptions or com-
bining them with graph topological features results in a lower hit
rate. Compared with directly using the key features to calculate

Table 3: Best benchmark hit rate (%) across unseen datasets.

Top-s Benchmarks 𝑁𝑠=1 𝑁𝑠=2 𝑁𝑠=3

Statistical Similarity (w/o LLMs) 37.50 50.00 62.50

Semantic Only (LLMs) 26.25 50.00 57.50
Features Only (LLMs) 37.50 60.00 72.50
Both (LLMs) 27.50 50.00 60.00

statistical similarity, LLM’s reasoning ability enables it to adaptively
balance the weights of different features, showing better results
and flexibility in practice.

5 CONCLUSION
In this study, we propose a new framework DesiGNN for proficiently
designing Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) using Large Language
Models (LLMs). By first integrating topological graph understand-
ing and then specialized knowledge retrieval, DesiGNN rapidly
produces initial GNN models that are further refined efficiently to
closely align with specific dataset characteristics and actionable
prior knowledge. Experimental results demonstrate that DesiGNN
expedites the design process by not only delivering top-tier GNN
designs within seconds but also achieving outstanding search per-
formance in a few iterations.

While effective within the graph domain, DesiGNN’s current
application is limited by the available graph data, task, and model
space defined in the open benchmark [40]. Future research could
develop more nuanced mappings between more diverse datasets,
more delicate configuration space, and the corresponding perfor-
mance on other tasks, e.g., link prediction. Looking ahead, there
are promising avenues for extending our knowledge-driven model
design pipeline to broader machine learning contexts beyond graph
data, e.g., image and tabular data.
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Figure 6: Average confidence of each graph topological fea-
ture across benchmarks.

A METHODOLOGY
In this section, we provide a detailed explanation of the methodol-
ogy behind our DesiGNN framework, including Graph Understand-
ing (Sec. 3.1), Knowledge Retrieval (the settings of accumulated
knowledge; Sec. 3.2), and GNN Model Suggestion and Refinement
Modules (Sec. 3.3).

A.1 Algorithm
The DesiGNN methodology is detailed in Algo. 1. The algorithm
is divided into three main phases: Graph Understanding, Knowl-
edge Retrieval, and GNN Model Suggestion and Refinement. It also
includes details on the Self-evaluation Mechanism, Adaptive Fil-
tering Mechanism, Re-rank Mechanism, Controlled Exploration,
Model Promotion Mechanism, and Directional Exploitation and
Optimization.

A.2 Graph Understanding Module
The Graph Understanding Module (Sec. 3.1) is designed to automat-
ically analyze the topological features of graph datasets to enhance
task comprehension beyond mere user input. The module initially
prioritizes themost influential features based on their influence coef-
ficients averaged across all benchmark datasets, which is illustrated
in Fig. 6. The selected features are then used to generate textual
descriptions of graph datasets, which are subsequently employed
to identify the most similar benchmark datasets for retrieving spe-
cialized knowledge.

A.2.1 Graph Topological Features Pool. We employ a comprehen-
sive set of 16 graph topological features. The corresponding feature
names from 𝐹1 to 𝐹16 are listed below (and are also the initial-
ized order based on their confidences 𝐼 (𝐹𝑘 )): the average cluster-
ing coefficient, average betweenness centrality, density, average de-
gree centrality, average closeness centrality, average degree, edge
count, graph diameter, average shortest path length, assortativity,
average eigenvector centrality, feature dimensionality, node count,
node feature diversity, connected components, and label homophily,
to capture the structural characteristics of graph datasets. The un-
derlined features are measured on sampled subgraphs to reduce
computational overhead and ensure scalability.

A.3 Knowledge Retrieval Module
As, the knowledge source of our Knowledge Retrieval Module
(Sec. 3.2), NAS-Bench-Graph [40] is a comprehensive benchmark

Algorithm 1: DesiGNN Methodology
Input: Unseen Graph Dataset𝐺𝑢
Data: Benchmark Datasets {𝐺𝑖 }𝑛

𝑖=1; Benchmark Knowledge Base
H𝐺 : 𝜃 → 𝑃 ; Task-aware LLMs LLM𝐺𝐷𝐶 , LLM𝐼𝑀𝑆 ,
LLM𝑀𝑃𝑅 ; Adaptive Filter F(·) ; Self-evaluation Bank
𝐵𝐸 : { (𝐺𝑖 , {𝐹𝑖𝑘 }1𝑘=16, {𝑃𝑖,𝑗 | 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖 }𝑛𝑗=1 )𝑛𝑖=1}; #features 𝑁𝑓 ,
Knowledge Pool size 𝑁𝑠 , #top models 𝑁𝑚 , #candidates 𝑁𝑐 ,
stop criteria𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑠

Output: Optimized GNN architecture 𝜃∗𝑢 and model parameters 𝜔∗
/* Phase 1: Graph Understanding Module */

1 if F(·) needs initialization or update then
/* Self-evaluation Mechanism */

2 foreach Anchor Dataset𝐺𝑖 and feature 𝐹𝑘 ∈ 𝐵𝐸 do
3 foreach Other Dataset {𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐵𝐸 | 𝐺 𝑗 ≠ 𝐺𝑖 } do
4 Compute 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
=

√︃
(𝑠𝑖𝑘 − 𝑠 𝑗𝑘 )2 and retrieval

𝑃𝑖 𝑗 ∈ 𝐵𝐸
5 end
6 𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘 ) = argsort({𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑖 𝑗

𝑘
| 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖,𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺 }, ascend)

7 𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖 ) = argsort({𝑃𝑖 𝑗 | 𝑗 ≠ 𝑖,𝐺 𝑗 ∈ 𝐺 }, descend)
8 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 ) := KendallCorr

(
𝑆𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖, 𝑘 ) , 𝐸𝑅𝑎𝑛𝑘 (𝑖 )

)
9 end

/* Adaptive Filtering Mechanism */

10 𝐼 (𝐹𝑘 ) = 1
𝑛

∑𝑛
𝑖=1 𝐼 (𝐺𝑖 , 𝐹𝑘 )

11 Initialize/Update F(·) = Top𝑁𝑓 ({𝐼 (𝐹𝑘 ) } )
12 end
13 Generate unseen dataset’s description F(𝐺𝑢 ) and benchmark

datasets’ descriptions {F(𝐺𝑖 ) | 𝐺𝑖 ∈ 𝐵𝐸,𝐺𝑖 ≠ 𝐺𝑢 }

/* Phase 2: Knowledge Retrieval Module */

14 Compute 𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑢 = {LLM𝐺𝐷𝐶

(
F(𝐺𝑢 ), F(𝐺𝑖 )

)
}9
𝑖=1

15 Retrieve 𝐾𝑃 =
⋃
𝐺𝑖 ∈Top-𝑁𝑠 (𝑆𝑖𝑚𝑢 ) { (𝐺

𝑖 , {𝜃∗
𝑖𝑚
}𝑁𝑚
𝑚=1 ) }

/* Phase 3: Initial Model Suggestion */

16 foreach 𝐾𝑃𝑖 ∈ 𝐾𝑃 do
17 𝜃𝑢𝑖 ← LLM𝐼𝑀𝑆 (F(𝐺𝑢 ), 𝐾𝑃𝑖 )
18 𝑃𝑢𝑖 = H(𝜃𝑢𝑖 , 𝜔 ;𝐺𝑢 )
19 end
20 𝐵𝐸 ← 𝐵𝐸 ∪ { (𝐺𝑢 , {𝐹𝑢𝑘 }, {𝑃𝑢𝑖 }) }

/* Phase 4: Model Proposal Refinement */

/* Re-rank Mechanism */

21 𝑅 = argsort({𝑃𝑢𝑖 }𝑁𝑠𝑖=1, descend)
22 𝐾𝑃1:𝑁𝑠 = { (𝐺𝑅 [ 𝑗 ] , {𝜃∗

𝑅 [ 𝑗 ]𝑚 }
𝑁𝑚
𝑚=1 ) }

𝑁𝑠
𝑗=1

23 𝜃𝑇𝑢 ← (𝜃
𝑅 [1]
𝑢 , 𝑃

𝑅 [1]
𝑢 ) ; 𝜃∗𝑢 = 𝜃𝑇𝑢 [1]

24 for 𝑡 = 𝑁𝑠 to𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑠 do
/* Controlled Exploration */

25 𝐶𝑡 = {𝜃𝑡 ′
𝑢𝑖
| Crossover(𝜃∗𝑢 , 𝐾𝑃2:𝑁𝑠 ) }

𝑁𝑐
𝑖=1

/* Model Promotion Mechanism */

26 𝜃𝑡
′
𝑢 = argsort({H𝐾𝑃1 (𝜃𝑡

′
𝑢𝑖
) | 𝜃𝑡 ′

𝑢𝑖
∈ 𝐶𝑡 }, descend) [1]

/* Directional Exploitation and Optimization */

27 𝜃𝑡𝑢 ← LLM𝑀𝑃𝑅 (𝜃𝑡
′
𝑢 , 𝜃

𝑇
𝑢 , 𝐾𝑃1 )

28 𝑃𝑡𝑢 = H(𝜃𝑡𝑢 , 𝜔 ;𝐺𝑢 )
29 𝜃𝑇𝑢 ← (𝜃𝑡𝑢 , 𝑃𝑡𝑢 )
30 if 𝑃𝑡𝑢 > 𝑃∗𝑢 then
31 𝜃∗𝑢 , 𝜔

∗ = 𝜃𝑡𝑢 , 𝜔

32 end
33 end
34 return 𝜃∗𝑢 , 𝜔∗
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designed to facilitate unified, reproducible, and efficient evalua-
tions of graph neural architecture search (GraphNAS) methods.
This benchmark encapsulates a well-defined search space and a
rigorous evaluation protocol, which encompasses the training and
testing of 26,206 unique graph neural network (GNN) architectures
across nine diverse graph datasets.

A.3.1 Benchmark Datasets. The benchmark utilizes nine graph
datasets of varied sizes and types, including citation networks (Cora,
CiteSeer, PubMed) [45], co-authorship graphs (Coauthor CS and
Coauthor Physics) [46], co-purchase networks (Amazon Computers
and Amazon Photo) [46], and large-scale graphs like ogbn-arXiv
[25] from the Open Graph Benchmark. These datasets are employed
with fixed semi-supervised [40] splits to ensure consistent evalua-
tion settings.

A.3.2 Search Space Design. The search space in NAS-Bench-Graph
is constructed as a directed acyclic graph (DAG), representing var-
ious GNN architectures. It includes macro architectural choices
constrained to 9 distinct patterns: [0, 0, 0, 0], [0, 0, 0, 1], [0, 0, 1, 1],
[0, 0, 1, 2], [0, 0, 1, 3], [0, 1, 1, 1], [0, 1, 1, 2], [0, 1, 2, 2], and [0, 1, 2, 3].
The operations include seven prominent GNN layer types—GCN
[31], GAT [54], GraphSAGE [22], GIN [67], ChebNet [9], ARMA
[2], and k-GNN [35]—plus Identity and fully connected layers for
residual connections and non-graph structure use, respectively.

A.4 GNN Model Suggestion and Refinement
As introduced in Sec. 3.3 and illustrated in Fig. 2, this cycle contin-
ues iteratively, with each step methodically enhancing the model
architecture based on accumulated knowledge. As illustrated in
Fig. 7, the search space is navigated in a controlled manner through
simulated crossovers between 𝜃∗ and configurations from𝐾𝑃2:𝑠 , en-
suring that exploration remains within reasonable bounds. Among
these generated candidates, the one that demonstrates the high-
est potential based on its performance on the closest benchmark
dataset is identified as the most promising for the unseen dataset.
This candidate is then subjected to further strategic refinement by
the LLM, guided by the most valuable directional insights derived
from 𝐾𝑃1. Our empirical results support the effectiveness of this
approach in quickly refining models. Our retrieval-then-verified
promotion strategy not only ensures a reliable and efficient selection
of new proposals by leveraging pre-existing, empirically validated
knowledge but also requires only a single evaluation per optimiza-
tion step. This sharply contrasts with more conventional methods
that necessitate accumulating knowledge from scratch and running
multiple evaluations in parallel, thereby reducing computational
overhead and accelerating the refinement process.

B EXPERIMENTS
B.1 Experimental Settings
B.1.1 Task and Data Sets. We evaluate our DesiGNN framework
on eleven diverse graph datasets, including eight out of nine bench-
mark datasets { Cora [45], Citeseer [45], PubMed [45], CS [46],
Physics [46], Photo [46], Computer [46], ogbn-arXiv [25] } from
NAS-Bench-Graph [40] and three additional datasets { DBLP [3],
Flickr [73], Actor [38] }. All datasets are used to conduct node clas-
sification tasks, and their statistics are summarized in Tab. 4. The
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Figure 7: A conceptual illustration of the controlled explo-
ration and directional exploitation in the GNN Model Sug-
gestion and Refinement.

Table 4: The statistic of the datasets

Dataset #Vertices #Links Features Classes Metric

Cora 2,708 5,429 1,433 7 Accuracy
CiteSeer 3,327 4,732 3,703 6 Accuracy
PubMed 19,717 44,338 500 3 Accuracy
CS 18,333 81,894 6,805 15 Accuracy
Physics 34,493 247,962 8,415 5 Accuracy
Photo 7,487 119,043 745 8 Accuracy
Computers 13,381 245,778 767 10 Accuracy
ogbn-arxiv 169,343 1,166,243 128 40 Accuracy
ogbn-proteins 132,534 39,561,252 8 112 ROC-AUC
DBLP 17,716 105,734 1,639 4 Accuracy
Flickr 89,250 899,756 500 7 Accuracy
Actor 7,600 30,019 932 5 Accuracy

reason for excluding ogbn-proteins [25] is that NAS-Bench-Graph
only recorded partial model performance due to explosion and
out-of-memory errors, making it hard to conduct benchmarking
comparisons.

B.1.2 Training Hyperparameters. The training hyperparameters
used in different datasets are summarized in Tab. 5. For the nine
benchmark datasets, we use the same hyperparameters as the NAS-
Bench-Graph [40] benchmark to ensure fair comparisons. These
hyperparameters were selected based on random searches on 30
anchor GNN architectures. The hyperparameters for the three ad-
ditional datasets are recommended by LLMs following the same
procedure from Graph Understanding (Sec. 3.1) to Initial Model
Suggestion (Sec. 3.3.1), except the retrieved knowledge (Sec. 3.2) is
replaced by the tuned hyperparameters of the benchmark datasets
[40]. All the hyperparameters are fixed across all experiments.

B.1.3 Module Hyperparameters. The hyperparameters used in the
DesiGNN framework are summarized as follows: the number of
topological features 𝑁𝑓 = 8 (without semantic description), the
size of the knowledge pool 𝑁𝑠 = 3 (benchmark datasets with Top-3
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Table 5: Summary of hyperparameters used for each dataset

Dataset #Pre-process #Post-process Dimension Dropout Optimizer Learning Rate Weight Decay Epochs

Cora 0 1 256 0.7 SGD 0.1 0.0005 400
CiteSeer 0 1 256 0.7 SGD 0.2 0.0005 400
PubMed 0 0 128 0.3 SGD 0.2 0.0005 500
CS 1 0 128 0.6 SGD 0.5 0.0005 400
Physics 1 1 256 0.4 SGD 0.01 0 200
Photo 1 0 128 0.7 Adam 0.0002 0.0005 500
Computers 1 1 64 0.1 Adam 0.005 0.0005 500
ogbn-arxiv 0 1 128 0.2 Adam 0.002 0 500
ogbn-proteins 1 1 256 0 Adam 0.01 0.0005 500
DBLP 1 1 256 0.5 SGD 0.1 0.0005 300
Flickr 1 1 128 0.5 Adam 0.001 0.0005 300
Actor 1 1 128 0.5 Adam 0.005 0.0005 400

Table 6: Best model performance (accuracy with standard derivation) after 10 model validations on the benchmark datasets.

ACC (STD) %

Type Model Cora Citeseer PubMed CS Physics Photo Computer arXiv DBLP Flickr Actor

AutoGL GNAS 80.89(0.35) 67.45(1.40) 76.36(0.50) 88.94(0.93) 89.55(2.17) 87.76(3.37) 75.70(5.54) 69.84(1.46) 84.67(0.29) 54.69(1.02) 35.12(1.71)
Auto-GNN 80.63(1.13) 68.45(0.72) 76.35(0.66) 88.46(2.52) 90.94(0.48) 90.08(1.63) 78.39(3.76) 67.78(1.91) 84.84(0.36) 51.27(2.01) 31.32(5.31)

NNI Random 80.79(0.60) 65.53(4.95) 75.79(0.79) 88.95(1.41) 90.68(0.27) 90.76(1.00) 76.95(3.00) 71.27(0.52) 82.68(5.89) 52.93(1.21) 33.33(3.35)
EA 81.27(0.59) 67.29(1.37) 74.92(0.88) 88.08(1.61) 91.05(0.64) 89.63(1.26) 80.46(1.88) 70.40(0.50) 85.15(0.33) 54.38(0.87) 33.83(2.65)
RL 80.28(0.77) 67.39(1.06) 75.39(1.34) 88.47(1.53) 90.70(0.90) 88.84(0.39) 77.48(3.90) 69.12(1.78) 84.46(0.23) 53.34(0.94) 33.61(2.43)

LLMs GPT4GNAS 80.33(0.39) 69.37(0.01) 76.40(0.20) 90.24(0.06) 91.06(0.61) 91.51(0.78) 82.88(1.25) 70.85(0.22) 85.45(0.16) 55.12(0.16) 36.14(0.54)
-based GHGNAS 80.51(0.45) 69.30(0.22) 76.49(0.32) 90.28(0.29) 90.94(0.28) 91.64(0.47) 82.40(1.21) 70.88(0.38) 85.42(0.16) 55.00(0.18) 36.56(0.49)

Our 81.69(0.54) 70.58(0.46) 77.17(0.29) 90.22(0.48) 92.61(0.00) 92.25(0.21) 83.15(0.61) 71.92(0.15) 85.84(0.27) 55.20(0.09) 36.58(2.63)

Table 7: Performance Ranking of Initial Model Proposals.

Performance Rank (%)

Avg. Cora Cit. Pub. CS Phy. Pho. Com arX.

5.765 5.899 3.324 4.926 11.036 0.053 3.144 7.353 10.383

similarities to the unseen dataset), the number of top models 𝑁𝑚 =

30 (no bad examples), the number of candidates 𝑁𝑐 = 30, and the
maximumnumber of trials𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑇𝑟𝑖𝑎𝑙𝑠 = 30. These hyperparameters
are selected based on the ablation studies in Sec. C.2, C.3, and C.4,
which are fixed across all experiments.

B.2 Main Results
B.2.1 Performance Ranking of Initial Model Proposals. In this sec-
tion, Tab. 7 presents the performance ranking of initial model pro-
posals within the model space defined by NAS-Bench-Graph [40].
The average performance ranking of initial model proposals across
all benchmark datasets is Top-5.77%, indicating that the initial
model proposals suggested by our DesiGNN-Init are competitive.

B.2.2 Model Refinement and Short-run Efficiency. In this section,
we present the complete results of the short-run experiments in
Tables 6 (after 10 validations), 8 (after 20 validations), and 9 (after
30 validations). The performance trajectories of all automated base-
lines are presented in Fig. 8 and 9. The case studies verifying the
lack of prior knowledge in LLMs are provided in Tab. 16.

B.3 Case Studies
B.3.1 Case Studies: Lack of Prior Knowledge in LLMs. The first
case study verifies the lack of prior knowledge in LLMs about the
top-performing models of benchmark datasets within the NAS-
Bench-Graph [40] model space (Sec. A.3). The first two columns in
Tab. 16 are cases where the semantic description or graph topologi-
cal features are directly sent to LLMs for model suggestions. The
results demonstrate that LLMs are only able to suggest commonly
effective layer connections and operations based on user-provided
semantic descriptions (left panel) or key graph topological features
(middle panel). In fact, we have tested all the benchmark datasets in
NAS-Bench-Graph [40] with semantic descriptions, and we found
only two macro lists and three operation lists that LLM would
recommend regardless of the datasets:

• Architecture: [0, 1, 2, 3] and [0, 0, 1, 3].
• Operations: [’gcn’, ’gat’, ’sage’, ’skip’], [’gcn’, ’gat’, ’sage’, ’gcn’],
and [’gcn’, ’gat’, ’gin’, ’sage’],

After providing the knowledge extracted from our framework to
LLMs (right panel), it can be clearly seen that the model it recom-
mends is specialized and has obvious performance improvements.

B.3.2 Case Studies: Artificial Hallucination in LLMs. The second
case study in Tab. 17 examines the phenomenon of “artificial hal-
lucination” in LLMs when comparing the similarities between the
unseen dataset and the benchmark datasets, as detailed in Sec. 3.2.
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Table 8: Best model performance (accuracy with standard derivation) after 20 model validations on the benchmark datasets.

ACC (STD) %

Type Model Cora Citeseer PubMed CS Physics Photo Computer arXiv DBLP Flickr Actor

AutoGL GNAS 81.35(0.23) 69.49(0.65) 76.94(0.21) 90.12(0.27) 91.64(0.52) 91.47(0.19) 83.15(1.23) 71.49(0.43) 85.51(0.07) 55.22(0.21) 36.82(0.59)
Auto-GNN 81.07(0.65) 69.78(0.52) 77.21(0.58) 90.36(0.35) 91.92(0.65) 91.52(1.16) 82.73(1.17) 71.50(0.30) 85.65(0.18) 54.99(0.18) 37.10(0.91)

NNI Random 80.97(0.45) 69.57(0.23) 76.69(0.15) 90.20(0.27) 91.80(0.31) 91.74(0.46) 83.21(0.61) 71.54(0.23) 85.37(0.13) 55.01(0.34) 37.31(0.58)
EA 81.27(0.59) 67.82(0.93) 76.33(0.70) 89.53(1.03) 91.38(0.51) 91.67(0.49) 82.16(1.17) 71.48(0.27) 85.64(0.25) 55.01(0.23) 36.73(1.48)
RL 80.53(0.48) 69.69(0.51) 77.33(0.62) 90.30(0.44) 91.48(0.51) 91.75(0.31) 82.46(0.99) 71.22(0.24) 85.44(0.16) 55.01(0.13) 37.52(0.31)

LLMs GPT4GNAS 80.73(0.15) 69.43(0.07) 76.88(0.41) 90.44(0.06) 91.84(0.52) 91.79(0.43) 83.54(0.53) 71.31(0.27) 85.57(0.14) 55.12(0.16) 36.66(0.73)
-based GHGNAS 80.66(0.42) 69.44(0.06) 76.93(0.22) 90.42(0.06) 91.59(0.56) 92.03(0.39) 82.93(0.63) 71.44(0.31) 85.43(0.15) 55.06(0.11) 37.01(0.57)

Our 81.69(0.52) 70.87(0.09) 77.27(0.41) 90.41(0.39) 92.61(0.00) 92.29(0.05) 83.43(0.77) 71.98(0.16) 85.85(0.29) 55.32(0.14) 37.57(0.62)

Table 9: Best model performance (accuracy with standard derivation) after 30 model validations on the benchmark datasets.

ACC (STD) %

Type Model Cora Citeseer PubMed CS Physics Photo Computer arXiv DBLP Flickr Actor

AutoGL GNAS 81.35(0.23) 69.67(0.47) 76.97(0.22) 90.18(0.31) 91.92(0.43) 91.61(0.23) 83.23(1.13) 71.54(0.36) 85.58(0.08) 55.23(0.20) 37.23(0.56)
Auto-GNN 81.46(0.41) 69.78(0.52) 77.37(0.51) 90.50(0.20) 91.92(0.65) 91.97(0.40) 83.06(0.91) 71.61(0.35) 85.66(0.17) 55.20(0.15) 37.50(0.83)

NNI Random 81.17(0.44) 69.63(0.16) 77.25(0.44) 90.39(0.14) 91.81(0.31) 92.04(0.32) 83.62(0.63) 71.55(0.22) 85.48(0.15) 55.17(0.12) 37.39(0.59)
EA 81.27(0.59) 68.05(0.70) 76.51(0.83) 89.70(0.80) 91.60(0.65) 91.78(0.60) 83.00(0.84) 71.62(0.26) 85.66(0.24) 55.09(0.21) 37.44(1.86)
RL 80.91(0.24) 69.88(0.24) 77.33(0.62) 90.47(0.19) 91.83(0.38) 91.75(0.31) 82.48(0.96) 71.47(0.08) 85.52(0.23) 55.05(0.13) 37.52(0.31)

LLMs GPT4GNAS 81.31(0.24) 69.43(0.07) 76.90(0.41) 90.44(0.06) 92.12(0.21) 92.21(0.13) 83.96(0.83) 71.67(0.44) 85.57(0.14) 55.12(0.16) 36.70(0.70)
-based GHGNAS 81.39(0.07) 69.64(0.38) 76.93(0.22) 90.42(0.06) 92.06(0.17) 92.38(0.02) 83.28(0.43) 71.84(0.03) 85.47(0.11) 55.06(0.11) 37.01(0.57)

Our 81.77(0.40) 71.00(0.09) 77.57(0.29) 90.51(0.42) 92.61(0.00) 92.38(0.06) 84.08(0.66) 72.02(0.18) 85.89(0.21) 55.44(0.06) 37.57(0.62)

Table 10: The ablation study on each component in GNN Model Suggestion and Refinement. * is our setting.

ACC (STD) %

Method Cora CiteSeer PubMed CS Physics Photo Computers arXiv

Initial Proposal Performance

Feature* 80.31 (0.00) 69.20 (0.16) 76.60 (0.00) 89.64 (0.08) 92.10 (0.00) 91.19 (0.00) 82.20(0.00) 71.50 (0.00)
Semantic 80.31 (0.00) 69.26 (0.00) 75.71 (0.00) 89.53 (0.00) 88.42 (0.00) 91.17 (0.13) 81.79 (1.21) 71.20 (0.34)
Both 80.31 (0.00) 69.26 (0.00) 75.71 (0.00) 89.55 (0.03) 91.45 (0.78) 91.13 (0.07) 82.20(0.00) 71.50 (0.00)

Best Performance After 30 Validations

All* 81.77 (0.40) 71.00 (0.09) 77.57 (0.29) 90.51 (0.42) 92.61 (0.00) 92.38 (0.06) 84.08 (0.66) 72.02 (0.18)
w/o Re-rank 81.77 (0.40) 69.77 (0.31) 77.40 (0.24) 90.47 (0.00) 92.61 (0.00) 92.38 (0.06) 83.90 (0.14) 71.87 (0.12)
w/o Promotion 81.04 (0.42) 70.33 (0.00) 77.00 (0.30) 90.19 (0.47) 92.71 (0.18) 92.22 (0.16) 82.85 (0.01) 71.99 (0.01)
w/o Exploration 81.61 (0.10) 70.34 (0.64) 77.40 (0.14) 90.24 (0.33) 92.61 (0.00) 91.87 (0.18) 83.74 (0.23) 71.99 (0.08)

Fig. 5 (leftmost) illustrates that the empirically most similar bench-
mark datasets to PubMed are CS, Physics, and CiteSeer, in descend-
ing order of similarity. When employing our Graph Understanding
method Sec. 3.1, which leverages key graph topological features
(right panel), the top three most similar datasets are CiteSeer, CS,
and Physics. However, the current practice that relies solely on
semantic descriptions (left panel) identifies Cora, CiteSeer, and
ogbn-arxiv as the top three, which does not align with empirical
ground truth. This discrepancy arises because LLMs overly rely on
the shared characteristic of being citation graphs, assuming that ci-
tation datasets like PubMed, Cora, CiteSeer, and ogbn-arxiv should
have similar model preferences. This case study demonstrates that
relying solely on semantic descriptions is insufficient to capture

the similarities between datasets, which can overwhelm other per-
tinent information, leading to inaccurate dataset comparisons and
ineffective knowledge retrieval.

C ABLATION STUDIES
To delve deeper into the pivotal designs of DesiGNN, we conducted
ablation studies and hyperparameter tunings on three key modules,
including Graph Understanding (Sec. 3.1), Knowledge Retrieval
(Sec. 3.2), and GNN Model Suggestion and Refinement (Sec. 3.3).

C.1 Main Ablation Study
We present the main ablation study on the GNN Model Sugges-
tion and Refinement module in Table 10, quantifying the impact
of each component in our framework. The results from the initial
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Table 11: Average rankings of different combinations across
datasets. A higher rank (with 1 being the highest) corre-
sponds to better performance and lower variability in the
initial model proposals.

Combined Rank

Top-𝑁𝑠 Semantic g=0 g=2 g=4 g=6 g=8 g=10 g=16

𝑁𝑠=1 True 2.250 2.312 2.250 2.125 2.437 2.625 2.312
False 2.562 2.125 2.562 1.812 2.187 2.250 2.125

𝑁𝑠=2 True 2.500 2.187 2.625 1.937 1.687 2.312 2.750
False 2.625 2.375 2.812 2.000 1.500 2.187 2.250

𝑁𝑠=3 True 2.500 1.937 2.875 1.875 1.937 2.187 2.000
False 2.125 1.687 2.000 1.750 1.500 1.3750 1.687

Table 12: The proportion of the best initial model from each
dataset in the Top-3 benchmark.

Is Best Initial Model (%)

Scenario Best Second Third

Semantic Only 30.00 50.00 20.00
𝑁𝑓 = 6 50.00 22.50 27.50
𝑁𝑓 = 8 52.50 37.50 10.00
𝑁𝑓 = 10 42.50 40.00 17.50

suggestion stage underscore the importance of designing a proper
Graph Understanding method, demonstrating that relying solely on
key graph topological features in dataset descriptions outperforms
any use of semantic descriptions. In the short-run performance
evaluation after 30 model validations, the re-ranking mechanism
significantly improves the knowledge-driven model refinement
process when the original order of the Knowledge Pool 𝐾𝑃 is in-
correct. Additionally, the promotion mechanism, which simulates
the strategy of human experts refining a model based on accumu-
lated knowledge, plays a crucial role in enhancing the efficacy of
model refinement. Lastly, the directional exploration mechanism is
empirically beneficial, as it leverages the most relevant model con-
figuration knowledge and the reasoning ability of LLMs to further
refine the best candidate model promoted.

C.2 Ablation Studies on Graph Understanding
In this section, we study the combined effect of the number of
selected features 𝑁𝑓 and the usage of semantic description in un-
derstanding and comparing graph datasets, under varying sizes
𝑁𝑠 of the Knowledge Pool, which influences the number of initial
proposals suggested by LLMs (Sec. 3.3.1). The average rankings
of different combinations across datasets in Tab. 11 illustrate that
while the optimal 𝑁𝑓 varies with different 𝑁𝑠 values, integrating
semantic descriptions often diminishes performance, particularly
when 𝑁𝑓 > 6 and 𝑁𝑠 = 3. This finding supports our notion of “arti-
ficial hallucinations,” where semantic descriptions can hinder the
understanding of tasks when sufficient graph topological features
are provided.

C.3 Ablation Studies on GNN Model Suggestion
This study extends from Secton C.2 and quantifies the advantage
of using the two 𝑁𝑠 = 2 or three 𝑁𝑠 = 3 most similar benchmarks

Table 13: Average performance rank of transferring the Top-
𝑁𝑚 model designs.

Average Rank

Top-𝑁𝑚 𝑁𝑚=1 𝑁𝑚=10 𝑁𝑚=20 𝑁𝑚=30 𝑁𝑚=40 𝑁𝑚=50

2.7077 2.8750 2.8438 2.6875 2.9231 2.8769

Table 14: T-statistic of the ablation studies on the usgae of
knowledge-driven Exploration and Re-rankMechanismwith
different children number and 𝑁𝑠 .

Children Number= 10 20 30

w/o Re-rank or w/o Exploration

Ablation 𝑁𝑠 True False True False True False

w/o Exploration 2 -0.280 0.582 0.512 1.977 0.557 0.566
3 0.863 0.072 0.055 -0.164 -0.054 -0.358

w/o Re-rank 2 0.647 1.3833 -0.3347 1.2327 -2.0928 -0.8527
3 -0.1161 -0.8085 -0.5930 -0.5916 -0.7517 -1.9046

Table 15: Average performance rank of the GNN Model Re-
finement hyperparameter combinations across benchmark.

Children Number= 10 20 30

w/o Re-rank

𝑁𝑠 w/o Exploration True False True False True False

2 True 7.33 12 7.83 9 13.5 9.17
False 7.16 14.5 11.7 17.33 16.17 11.83

3 True 11.7 11.17 11.83 9.5 15.33 7.33
False 12.33 10.17 11.17 10.17 12.83 7

instead of solely the most similar one 𝑠 = 1. Tab. 12 calculates the
percentage of scenarios where the best initial proposal stems from
the first, second, or third most similar benchmark. For 𝑁𝑓 = 8
without semantic descriptions, approximately 53% of trials iden-
tify the optimal initial proposal from the most similar benchmark,
with only 10% benefiting from the third. This data supports a bal-
anced trade-off between performance and efficiency. Notably, this
study also serves as the motivation for us to design the Re-rank
Mechanism in Model Proposal Refinement (Sec. 3.3.2).

Moreover, we explore the optimal number 𝑁𝑚 of top-performing
examples from each benchmark when retrieving the Knowledge
Pool and assess the impact of poor examples. Tab. 13 shows that
𝑁𝑚 = 30 yields the best average performance across all dataset
combinations (2160 records), with further analysis indicating that
poor examples do not significantly affect performance outcomes
(T-statistic = −0.1262, P-value = 0.8998). We thus adopt 𝑁𝑚 = 30
without bad examples for an appropriate token length.

C.4 Ablation Studies on GNNModel Refinement
We investigate the impact of using the 𝐾𝑃1 Knowledge Pool as
context for LLMs and the Re-rankMechanism that is based on initial
proposal performance rankings. We also study the best number
of children and the effect of adopting different 𝑁𝑠 numbers of
knowledge bases to guide the controlled exploration of search space.
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Tab. 14 displays T-statistics for various configurations of Knowledge
Pool usage and Re-rank Mechanism. For the row of w/o candidate,
the True/False columns stand for w/o re-rank, and vice versa. While
statistical significance is not reached (p-value > 0.05), certain trends
emerge:
• When 𝑁𝑠 = 3 knowledge bases are used for a broader perspective,
employing a Re-rank Mechanism consistently adds value. This
pattern is intuitive as the Re-rank Mechanism will become more
influential as the number of knowledge bases increases.
• Broader exploration with 𝑁𝑠 = 3 and a larger number of children
(e.g., 30) shows that using the 𝐾𝑃1 Knowledge Pool for directed

exploitation is likely effective, as a narrower focus can refine the
diversity of potentially immature solutions.

Given the complexity of these patterns, we further assess the perfor-
mance ranking of GNN Model Refinement hyperparameter combi-
nations across benchmarks to determine the most effective settings.
Tab. 15 suggests that the best hyperparameter combination is𝑁𝑠 = 3
and 𝑁𝑚 = 30 with both Re-rank Mechanism and 𝐾𝑃1 Knowledge
Pool enabled.

Received 20 February 2024; revised 12 March 2024; accepted 5 June 2024
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Figure 8: Short-run Performance trajectories of empirically stronger AutoGNN baselines after validating 1, 10, 20, 30 proposals.
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Figure 9: Short-run Performance trajectories of empirically stronger AutoGNN baselines after validating 1, 10, 20, 30 proposals.
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Table 16: Example LLM Response on Recommending Model for PubMed dataset
Section Response (w/ Semantic) Response (w/ Features) Response (w/ Knowledge)
Decision For the unseen dataset: (Architecture: [0, 0, 1,

3], Operations: [’gcn’, ’gat’, ’sage’, ’gcn’])
For the unseen dataset: (Architecture: [0, 0, 1,
3], Operations: [’gcn’, ’gat’, ’sage’, ’gin’])

For the unseen dataset: (Architecture: [0, 0, 0,
1], Operations: [’gcn’, ’gat’, ’arma’, ’graph’])

Reason 1. Architecture Choice ([0, 0, 1, 3]): This
architecture starts with two operations pro-
cessing the raw input in parallel, followed by
a third operation that processes the output of
the first operation, and a fourth operation that
extends the sequence by processing the out-
put of the third operation. This design allows
for both breadth and depth in processing the
features:
- Parallel Processing at the Start: The initial
parallel operations allow the model to inde-
pendently capture different aspects of the in-
put features, which is beneficial for a dataset
with a rich feature set like a bag-of-words rep-
resentation.
- Sequential Depth Later: The sequential
operations later in the architecture help in re-
fining and integrating the features processed
by the earlier layers, which is crucial for cap-
turing the hierarchical structure in citation
graphs.
2. Operations Choice ([’gcn’, ’gat’, ’sage’,
’gcn’]):
- First Operation - GCN (’gcn’): The Graph
Convolutional Network (GCN) is effective
for aggregating neighborhood information,
which is essential in a citation graph where
the connectivity pattern (citations) plays a cru-
cial role in defining the node (paper) features.
- Second Operation - GAT (’gat’): The Graph
Attention Network (GAT) introduces an atten-
tion mechanism, allowing the model to focus
on the most relevant parts of the input graph
structure. This is particularly useful in citation
graphs for emphasizing influential papers.
- Third Operation - GraphSAGE (’sage’):
GraphSAGE is adept at sampling and aggre-
gating features from a node’s neighborhood,
which can help in efficiently handling the lo-
cal neighborhood structures and diversity in
node degrees typical in citation graphs.
- Fourth Operation - GCN (’gcn’): Another
layer of GCNhelps to further refine the feature
representation by aggregating higher-order
neighborhood information, which can be cru-
cial for capturing the broader context in the
graph.
This combination and sequence of operations
are designed to leverage both the local and
global structural information in the graph,
which is critical for a citation graph where
both direct and indirect citations (connections)
can influence the classification of a paper
into topics. The use of both GCN and GAT
helps in effectively capturing different levels
of granularity in neighbor interactions, while
GraphSAGE allows for efficient computation
by focusing on a sampled subset of neighbors.
The architecture’s mix of parallel and sequen-
tial processing ensures a comprehensive fea-
ture transformation pathway, enhancing the
model’s ability to learn complex patterns in
the data.

1. Architecture Choice ([0, 0, 1, 3]):
- The chosen architecture starts with two op-
erations processing the raw input in parallel,
followed by a sequential chain. This design
allows for initial diverse feature extraction
from the raw input, which is crucial given the
graph’s average degree and density metrics.
The sequential steps that follow can refine
and enhance the feature representations by
integrating information processed in different
pathways.
- The parallel processing at the beginning
([0, 0]) with ’gcn’ and ’gat’ allows for both
broad and attention-focused neighborhood
aggregation. This is particularly useful given
the graph’s average closeness and between-
ness centrality, indicating varying node im-
portance and connectivity.
- The subsequent operations (’sage’ followed
by ’gin’) build on the outputs of the initial lay-
ers, allowing for further feature enrichment
and transformation, which is beneficial given
the graph’s structural properties like cluster-
ing coefficient and diameter.
2. Operations Choice ([’gcn’, ’gat’, ’sage’,
’gin’]):
- ’gcn’ (Graph Convolutional Network
layer): Effective for capturing neighborhood
information through a simple yet powerful
convolutional approach. Given the average
degree and edge count, ’gcn’ can efficiently
aggregate local neighborhood features with-
out being too computationally expensive.
- ’gat’ (Graph Attention Network layer):
Utilizes attention mechanisms to weigh the
importance of nodes’ neighbors. This is par-
ticularly useful in graphs where nodes vary
significantly in their roles and influence, as
indicated by the centrality measures.
- ’sage’ (GraphSAGE): Samples and aggre-
gates features from a node’s neighborhood,
which can handle the graph’s density and
scale effectively. This method is adaptive and
can learn from different-sized neighborhoods,
which is beneficial given the variability in
node connectivity.
- ’gin’ (Graph Isomorphism Network
layer): Designed to capture more nuanced
graph structural information, which can be
crucial for understanding deeper patterns in
the graph, especially given the non-trivial
graph diameter and clustering coefficient.
This combination and sequence of operations
are designed to first broadly and then selec-
tively refine the feature representation of the
nodes, considering both local and global struc-
tural properties of the graph. This should pro-
vide a robust model capable of handling the
complexities and variabilities in the graphmet-
rics provided.

1. Architecture Choice: The architecture [0,
0, 0, 1] appears frequently among the top-
performing models. This configuration starts
with three operations processing the raw in-
put in parallel, followed by a fourth operation
that processes the output of the first operation.
This setup allows for a rich initial feature ex-
traction from the raw input through multiple
pathways, followed by a subsequent integra-
tion or transformation of these features, po-
tentially capturing complex patterns in the
data.
2. Operation Selection:
- ’gcn’ (Graph Convolutional Network):
This operation is a common choice in many
top-performing models. GCN is effective in ag-
gregating neighborhood information, which
is crucial for learning representative node em-
beddings.
- ’gat’ (Graph Attention Network): GAT
layers, which utilize attention mechanisms
to weigh the importance of nodes’ neighbors,
are also frequently used. This operation can
enhance the model’s ability to focus on the
most relevant parts of the graph structure.
- ’arma’ (Auto-Regressive Moving Aver-
age): ARMA layers have been chosen in vari-
ous top models, suggesting their utility in cap-
turing more complex dependencies in graph
data than standard convolutional layers.
- ’graph’ (k-GNN): The inclusion of a k-GNN
operation in the final step can extend the
model’s capability to capture higher-order in-
teractions, which might be crucial for the spe-
cific characteristics of the unseen dataset.
3. Combination of Operations: The com-
bination of GCN, GAT, and ARMA before a
final GRAPH operation provides a robust se-
quence of transformations. Starting with GCN
allows for a broad capture of neighborhood in-
formation, followed by the selective attention
mechanism of GAT and the complex filtering
of ARMA, culminating in a k-GNN layer that
can capture higher-order dependencies. This
sequence is designed to progressively refine
and enhance the feature representations.
4. General Observations from Top Mod-
els: The selected operations and architecture
are among the most recurrent in the top-
performing models from similar datasets. This
suggests that they are likely to be effective in
handling the types of graph-structured data
encountered in these benchmarks, making
them a prudent choice for the unseen dataset.
By synthesizing these observations, the rec-
ommended model design aims to balance com-
plexity and depth of feature extraction and
transformation, which is crucial for effectively
processing graph-structured data. This design
is expected to perform well on the unseen
dataset by leveraging proven elements from
similar successful models.

Performance 75.40 71.56 76.60
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Table 17: Example LLM Response on Dataset Comparison for PubMed dataset
Benchmark w/ Semantic Description w/ Key Graph Topological Features

Cora Similarity Score: 0.8
Reason: Both the unseen dataset and Cora are citation graphs with
papers as vertices and citations as links. Both use bag-of-words features
and have ground-truth topics as labels. The main differences are in the
number of features and classes, with Cora having more features and
classes.

Similarity Score: 0.1
Reason: The unseen dataset has a significantly higher graph diame-
ter, average closeness centrality, and average betweenness centrality
compared to Cora. Additionally, the general graph metrics such as edge
count, average degree, and density are quite different, indicating a low
similarity.

CiteSeer Similarity Score: 0.75
Reason: Similar to Cora, CiteSeer is also a citation graph with similar
characteristics to the unseen dataset. The differences are more pro-
nounced in the number of features and classes, with CiteSeer having
significantly more features.

Similarity Score: 0.6
Reason: CiteSeer has a closer match in terms of graph diameter and
average closeness centrality with the unseen dataset. The average be-
tweenness centrality and general graph metrics like edge count and
average degree also show some similarities, suggesting a moderate level
of task similarity.

CS Similarity Score: 0.2
Reason: CS is a co-authorship graph, differing significantly in the type
of vertices (authors vs. papers) and the nature of features (keywords
vs. bag-of-words). The task and evaluation metric are similar, but the
structural differences lower the similarity score.

Similarity Score: 0.3
Reason: CS shares a similar graph diameter with the unseen dataset
but differs significantly in average closeness centrality, average be-
tweenness centrality, and general graph metrics such as edge count and
average degree, indicating a moderate to low similarity.

Physics Similarity Score: 0.2
Reason: Similar to CS, Physics is a co-authorship graph with authors
as vertices and co-author relationships as links, which is structurally
different from the unseen dataset’s citation graph nature.

Similarity Score: 0.2
Reason: Physics has a similar graph diameter but differs significantly in
average closeness centrality, average betweenness centrality, and other
general graph metrics like edge count and average degree, suggesting a
low similarity.

Photo Similarity Score: 0.3
Reason: Photo is a co-purchase graph, which is different in nature from
a citation graph. However, both use bag-of-words features and have a
similar number of features, slightly increasing the similarity score.

Similarity Score: 0.1
Reason: Photo, while having a similar graph diameter, differs signifi-
cantly in average closeness centrality, average betweenness centrality,
and general graph metrics such as edge count and average degree, indi-
cating a low similarity.

Computers Similarity Score: 0.3
Reason: Similar to Photo, Computers is also a co-purchase graph. The
similarity is slightly higher due to a closer number of features and
classes compared to the unseen dataset.

Similarity Score: 0.1
Reason: Computers has a similar graph diameter but differs signifi-
cantly in average closeness centrality, average betweenness centrality,
and general graph metrics like edge count and average degree, indicat-
ing a low similarity.

ogbn-arxiv Similarity Score: 0.7
Reason: ogbn-arxiv is a citation graph similar to the unseen dataset,
but it uses word embeddings for features instead of bag-of-words, and
has a significantly different number of classes.

Similarity Score: 0.2
Reason: ogbn-arxiv shares a similar graph diameter but differs signifi-
cantly in average closeness centrality, average betweenness centrality,
and general graph metrics such as edge count and average degree, sug-
gesting a low similarity.

ogbn-proteins Similarity Score: -0.5
Reason: ogbn-proteins is structurally and fundamentally different from
the unseen dataset, being a protein association graph with a multi-label
binary classification task and ROC-AUC as the evaluation metric.

Similarity Score: 0.1
Reason: ogbn-proteins has a different graph diameter and significantly
different average closeness centrality, average betweenness centrality,
and general graph metrics such as edge count and average degree,
indicating a very low similarity.
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