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Abstract

Graphs have become a central representation in
machine learning for capturing relational and
structured data across various domains. Tradi-
tional graph neural networks often struggle to
capture long-range dependencies between nodes
due to their local structure. Graph transformers
overcome this by using attention mechanisms that
allow nodes to exchange information globally.
However, there are two types of attention in graph
transformers: dense and sparse. In this paper, we
compare these two attention mechanisms, analyze
their trade-offs, and highlight when to use each.
We also outline current challenges and problems
in designing attention for graph transformers.

1. Introduction

Graphs naturally represent structured data as nodes and
edges, making them a core tool in machine learning ap-
plications ranging from molecular biology to social net-
works (Kipf & Welling, 2017). Graph neural networks
(GNNSs) are widely used for this purpose, relying on local
message passing to share information between neighboring
nodes (Gilmer et al., 2017). However, their locality often
limits their ability to model long-range dependencies, which
are crucial in many real-world tasks (Dwivedi et al., 2020;
Alon & Yahav, 2020).

To address these limitations, graph transformers extend
the self-attention mechanism-originally developed for nat-
ural language processing (Vaswani et al., 2017)-to graph-
structured data (Ying et al., 2021; Kreuzer et al., 2021).
Unlike traditional GNNSs that rely on local message pass-
ing, transformers allow each node to attend to all others,
enabling flexible aggregation of global context. This is
achieved through self-attention, which computes learned,
weighted interactions between all node pairs. However,
this global interaction introduces a trade-off between two
attention strategies: Dense attention offers full context
at quadratic computational cost, while sparse attention
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reduces complexity to linear by limiting connections, poten-
tially at the cost of missing important long-range dependen-
cies (Rampések et al., 2022).

This trade-off between scalability and expressivity moti-
vates our central question: When and how should graph
transformers use dense versus sparse attention?

We compare these paradigms by analyzing attention mecha-
nisms, reviewing state-of-the-art models, summarizing em-
pirical performance, and outlining theoretical gaps and ideal
use cases.

2. Background & Conceptual Overview

To ground our comparison of dense and sparse attention
mechanisms in graph transformers, we first review the stan-
dard self-attention operation and how it is adapted to graphs.

2.1. Transformer Self-Attention Recap

The Transformer architecture was originally introduced for
sequence modeling tasks in natural language processing
(NLP), such as machine translation (Vaswani et al., 2017).
Its core innovation is the self-attention mechanism, which
enables each token in a sequence to dynamically weigh and
incorporate information from all other tokens.

Formally, given an input sequence of N token embeddings
X € RV*4_ the model computes queries, keys, and values
as Q = XWq, K = XWkg, and V = XWy,, where Wg,
Wi, and Wy, are learned projection matrices. The attention
weights are derived from the similarity between queries and
keys, and the result is a weighted sum over the values.

The scaled dot-product attention is computed as:

Attention(Q, K, V') = softmax (%) Vo @@

This produces an updated representation for each token as a
weighted combination of all token values in the sequence.

In standard self-attention, the attention matrix has size
N x N, enabling full pairwise interactions and allowing the
model to capture complex, long-range dependencies.
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2.2. Graph Transformer Basics

Unlike sequences or grids, graph data lacks a natural order-
ing of elements. This poses a challenge for transformers,
which rely on positional relationships between tokens. For
graph-structured inputs, the model must be permutation-
invariant, meaning its output remains unchanged when node
indices are reordered (Dwivedi et al., 2020).

To address this, graph transformers inject structural bias
using positional or structural encodings, such as Laplacian
eigenvector embeddings, shortest-path distances, node de-
grees, or edge-type features (Rampasek et al., 2022; Kreuzer
etal., 2021). Such encodings are typically added to the input
embeddings or incorporated into the attention mechanism
(Ying et al., 2021; Rampasek et al., 2022), allowing the
model to reason about node identity and relative position
within the graph topology.

Unlike message-passing GNNs, which propagate informa-
tion locally along edges, graph transformers enable global
communication between all nodes in a single layer. This
facilitates modeling of long-range dependencies but incurs
computational cost on large graphs, as attention weights
must be computed for every node pair (Shirzad et al., 2023).

2.3. Dense vs. Sparse Attention

The design of a graph transformer fundamentally hinges
on how attention is distributed across nodes. While self-
attention provides a powerful framework for capturing
global dependencies, it can be implemented with varying
levels of connectivity.

Dense attention mechanisms maintain full pairwise inter-
actions across all nodes, preserving maximum expressive
capacity and enabling every node to consider the entire
graph context at each layer. However, this comes at the cost
of quadratic scaling with respect to the number of nodes,
both in time and memory (Ying et al., 2021).

Sparse attention, by contrast, restricts the attention com-
putation to a subset of node pairs. These subsets may
be based on the original graph structure (e.g., adjacent
nodes), predefined sparsity patterns, or dynamically learned
schemes (Shirzad et al., 2023; RampaSek et al., 2022).
Sparse designs can reduce the complexity to linear, often
without a substantial loss in performance, especially on
large graphs.

This design choice affects both scalability and how informa-
tion flows through the graph. Dense models capture global
context in a single layer, while sparse models rely on deeper
stacks to achieve similar reach. Figure 1 illustrates this dis-
tinction: in the dense setting, each node attends to all others,
while sparse attention restricts each node’s attention to a
limited subset of other nodes.
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Figure 1. Comparison of dense vs. sparse attention

Next, we examine representative models that implement
these paradigms and compare their design, efficiency, and
performance.

3. Key Methods & Recent Research
3.1. Dense Graph Attention Models

We begin with dense graph transformers, which implement
full pairwise attention and often incorporate graph structure
through learned biases in both the input embeddings and
attention scores.

Graphormer (Ying et al., 2021) is a representative dense
model that integrates graph topology directly into both its
input representations and attention mechanism. The input
embedding of each node ¢ is augmented with a learnable
encoding of its in-degree:

X; + X; + Embed(deg(7)),

where deg(1) is the in-degree of node ¢ and Embed is a de-
gree embedding table. This introduces a simple but effective
structural bias that allows the model to distinguish between
locally important and peripheral nodes.

Graphormer also adds two learned biases to the attention log-
its: Bgpli, ], a scalar from a table indexed by the shortest-
path distance dg (7, j), and Beggel?, 7], an embedding of the
multiset of edge types along that path. The attention is then
computed as (2):

QK"
vy,
This architecture enables Graphormer to incorporate global

structural information directly into attention scores, without
using explicit positional encodings in the input.

Attention(Q, K, V) = softmax ( + By + Bedge> v

Another notable dense-attention model is the Spectral At-
tention Network (SAN) (Kreuzer et al., 2021), which lever-
ages Laplacian eigenpairs to build learned spectral posi-
tional encodings that are concatenated to the node embed-
dings before applying transformer layers.

Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph with N nodes,
adjacency matrix A € RV*V and degree matrix D. The
normalized graph Laplacian is defined as
L=1—D"1'2AD~1/2 where I is the identity matrix.
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The matrix L is symmetric and admits an eigendecomposi-
tion L = ®PAD T, where ® contains orthonormal eigenvec-
tors and A is a diagonal matrix of non-negative eigenvalues.

In analogy to signal processing, Laplacian eigenvalues rep-
resent graph frequencies: small eigenvalues correspond to
smooth, low-frequency patterns, while large ones reflect
rapid variation. SAN uses the corresponding low-frequency
eigenvectors to compute node similarity, favoring nodes that
align in these globally coherent structures.

Concretely, SAN selects the first K eigenpairs
{( Mk, @) HE . For each node i, it forms a sequence

si = [(M,¢1(0), (A2, ¢2(2)), -+, Ak, 0 (1)],  (3)

feeds {s;} through a lightweight Posifional Encoding Trans-
former to obtain a learned positional encoding p; € R,
and concatenates this with the original node feature x; to
produce &; = [z; || pi].

The graph transformer then computes attention over all node
pairs using these augmented embeddings, with the standard
scaled dot-product. By learning positional encodings from
low-frequency Laplacian eigenvectors and appending them
to the node features, SAN injects global spectral structure
while retaining the flexibility of conventional transformer
attention.

3.2. Sparse Attention Techniques

To improve scalability, sparse attention limits each nodes
interactions to a predefined or learned subset-such as
neighbors or selected anchors-reducing complexity while
preserving the ability to model long-range dependencies.

One prominent example is Exphormer (Shirzad et al.,
2023), which constructs a sparse attention graph by
combining three sources of connectivity: (i) the original
graph edges Eqg, (ii) additional random expander edges
Eexp, and (iii) virtual global nodes V. The resulting
attention graph is defined as:

gattn - (V U ‘/Virta Eorig U Eexp U Evirt) (4)
In this setup, each node attends only to a limited set of
neighbors defined in the constructed attention graph. Ex-

pander edges form a fixed d-regular graph to ensure efficient
long-range communication, while virtual nodes act as global
hubs to help share information across the graph.

Let N; C V U Vi denote the neighborhood of node i in
Gaun- Then, attention is computed as (5):

Attention; = sof QK; v
ttention; = softmax T ([ . - j}jeNi
JEN;

Since each node attends to only a small, fixed number
of others, the overall attention computation scales linearly.
By combining local edges, sparse global links, and virtual
tokens, Exphormer captures rich graph structure efficiently.

Another sparse approach is taken by GraphGPS (Rampasek
et al., 2022), which adopts a hybrid architecture combining
local message passing with global sparse attention.

Before processing, each node’s features are augmented with
positional PE; (e.g., Laplacian eigenvectors) and structural
SE;, (e.g., random walk features) encodings:

The enriched features are then processed in alternating local
and global stages. Each model block consists of:

LocAL STEP: A GNN propagates information over the
original graph edges Fqg, updating node embeddings as

X, < GNNBIock(X, Eorig )s;

GLOBAL STEP: Sparse attention is computed using a Trans-
former layer (e.g. Performer (Choromanski et al., 2021)),
where each node attends to a selected set N; C V (6):

KT
Attention; = softmax ({ Q\l/ili: } . N) . {V}}jeM
JeEN;

The outputs of the two stages are combined additively, inte-
grating local and global information at each layer.

Since the choice of positional and structural encodings,
GNN layers, and Transformer-based attention mechanisms
is flexible, the architecture can be tailored to the specific task.
This modular design decouples local and global processing,
enabling GraphGPS to capture multi-scale dependencies
efficiently while maintaining linear attention cost.

Model Type Node Encoding Attention Complexity
T
Graphormer Dense X+ Embed(deg(i))T softmax( Q\/I% + Bsp + Bedge) 1% Quadratic
k
-
SAN Dense X, |l ps) softmax( QZT )v Quadratic
k
Exphormer Sparse Xi 4+ Py + Vyirg softmax( % )/\/' VNi Linear
% -
QK Ty )
GraphGPS Sparse [X; || PE; || SE; ] softmax( i )N VN, Linear
* ]

i

Table 1. Comparison of representative graph transformers. N; denotes the sparse attention neighbourhood of node i. PE and SE stand for
positional and structural encodings, respectively. TThe degree embedding in Graphormer is implemented as a learned layer. SAN: p; is a

learned spectral positional encoding
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Dataset (Type) Avg. Size Task Metric Graphormer SAN GraphGPS Exphormer
ogbg-molhiv (mol.) 25n/27e Binary cls. ROC-AUC 1 0.8051+0.0053 0.778540.0247 0.7880+£0.0101 —
ogbg-molpcba (mol.) 26n/28e 128-task cls. AP T 0.314040.0032 0.276540.0042 0.290740.0028 —
Peptides-func (LRGB) 151n/307 e Multi-label cls. AP 1 — 0.6439+0.0075 0.6535+0.0041 0.6527+0.0043
ogbn-arxiv (cit.) 169kn/1.16 Me Node cls. Acc. 1 OOM OOM OOM 72.4+0.3

Table 2. GT benchmarks. ROC-AUC = area under the receiver operating characteristic curve, AP = average precision, Acc. = accuracy; T
= higher is better; OOM = out-of-memory, — = not reported; n = nodes, e = edges.

3.3. Empirical Comparison

Table 2 shows results for Graphormer, SAN, GraphGPS, and
Exphormer on benchmarks from the Open Graph Bench-
mark (Hu et al., 2021) and Long-Range Graph Benchmark
(LRGB) (Dwivedi et al., 2022).

On small molecular graphs, dense-attention models achieve
the strongest results. Graphormer (Ying et al., 2021) leads
on both ogbg-molhiv and ogbg-molpcba, with SAN (Kreuzer
et al., 2021) not far behind. However, their high memory
requirements make them unsuitable for larger graphs: both
fail on ogbn-arxiv due to out-of-memory errors.

Sparse models, in contrast, scale more gracefully.
GraphGPS (Rampések et al., 2022) performs well on molec-
ular and long-range tasks, including the LRGB Peptides-
func dataset. Exphormer (Shirzad et al., 2023) is the only
model that runs on ogbn-arxiv, reaching 72.4% accuracy
while remaining computationally efficient.

4. Discussion & Open Problems
4.1. Trade-off Analysis

The benchmark results show a clear trade-off between ac-
curacy and scalability in graph transformer design. Dense
attention, as used in Graphormer and SAN, performs best on
small graphs like ogbg-molhiv and molpcba, where global
context is important and computational cost is manageable.
However, these models fail on large graphs like ogbn-arxiv
due to their quadratic memory requirements.

Sparse attention addresses this by reducing complexity to
linear. Exphormer is the only model that runs on ogbn-
arxiv, showing that sparse designs are essential for large-
scale graph processing. On medium-sized graphs such as
Peptides-func, sparse models like GraphGPS achieve com-
petitive or even superior performance, showing that sparsity
can be effective beyond just scaling.

Overall, the results show that the choice between dense
and sparse attention should be guided by the graphs size
and structure. Flexible designs that adjust this balance can
help models stay efficient without sacrificing performance,
especially on graphs that fall between small and large scales.

4.2. Limitations & Theoretical Gaps

While sparse attention mechanisms have shown practical
promise, their expressive capacity remains far less well un-
derstood than that of dense Transformers, which are known
to be universal approximators of sequence-to-sequence map-
pings (Yun et al., 2020). Most sparse variants, such as
Exphormer or GraphGPS, rely on fixed or heuristic spar-
sity patterns that may not generalize across different graph
structures. In particular, the influence of design elements
like expander edges, virtual tokens, or positional encod-
ings on information flow and required depth is not yet fully
characterized, leaving important open questions for future
theoretical work (Dwivedi et al., 2020).

4.3. Future Directions

Building on these open questions, future work should aim to
establish stronger theoretical links between sparsity pat-
terns and graph properties like conductance or spectral
gap (Dwivedi & Bresson, 2021). Dynamic sparsification,
as in NodeFormer (Wu et al., 2022), is another promising
approach for learning which edges to keep during train-
ing. Finally, large-scale tests on web-scale benchmarks like
OGB and LRGB (Hu et al., 2021; Dwivedi et al., 2022) are
essential to assess real-world scalability and will help bridge
the gap between theory and practical usage.

5. Conclusion

We presented a comparative analysis of dense and sparse at-
tention mechanisms in graph Transformers. Dense attention
models-such as Graphormer and SAN-excel at capturing
global dependencies but face scalability limits due to their
quadratic time and memory complexity. In contrast, sparse
architectures-like GraphGPS and Exphormerachieve linear
complexity while maintaining strong performance, espe-
cially on large graphs.

Answering our central question: dense attention remains
preferable for small to medium graphs where full context
justifies the cost, while sparse attention is essential for large-
scale graphs where efficiency and reach must be balanced.
Future graph Transformers must combine theoretical in-
sights, adaptive sparsification, and robust benchmarks to
navigate this trade-off between expressivity and scalable
complexity.
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