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Abstract

We analyze the distinctions between two functionals often used as over-smoothing measures:
the Dirichlet energies induced by the unnormalized graph Laplacian and the normalized graph
Laplacian. We demonstrate that the latter fails to satisfy the axiomatic definition of a node-
similarity measure proposed by Rusch et al. By formalizing fundamental spectral properties
of these two definitions, we highlight critical distinctions necessary to select the metric that is
spectrally compatible with the GNN architecture, thereby resolving ambiguities in monitoring
the dynamics.
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1 Introduction

One of the most analyzed problems in Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) is over-smoothing, that is
usually described as the exponential convergence of node embeddings to a common vector through
the GNN layers. One of the more frequently used metrics to analyze both theoretically and empiri-
cally over-smoothing is the Dirichlet energy, that is induced by the graph Laplacian, with different
possibilities as analyzed in the next section. A formal axiomatic definition of over-smoothing, based
on the definition of a "total over-smoothing" state where all node embeddings are identical, has
been proposed in [I]. A key axiom of the proposal is that a smoothness measure should be zero if
and only if this state is reached. In this paper, we point out that the widely-used Dirichlet Energy
induced by the normalized graph Laplacian does not satisfy this axiom. Recently, some other issues
in adopting Dirichlet energies in order to measure over-smoothing were pointed out in [2], where
it is explained that Dirichlet energy induced by the normalized Laplacian tends to zero when node
embeddings tend to its dominant eigenvector ¥'s.t. v; = \/d; + 1, with d; the degree of the i-th node.
The difference between our work and [2] is that while Zhang et al. also use this convergence to argue
that the Dirichlet metric is too strict as a definition (motivating their rank-based proposal), they
do not focus on the fact that this represents a formal violation of the [I] axiom. We, instead, center
our analysis on this specific axiom violation. Qur primary objective is to demonstrate that the di-
agnostic validity of Dirichlet energy is not absolute, but strictly conditional on its consistency with
the operator governing the GNN dynamics. We use the distinction between the standard Graph
Laplacian, A, and its normalized counterpart, Anorm, as a paradigmatic example of this broader
principle. While often treated as interchangeable, we show that measuring normalized dynamics
with unnormalized metrics leads to a breakdown in detection. In this incompatible regime, the
standard energy fails to capture genuine over-smoothing (convergence to the normalized kernel);
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conversely, observing a vanishing energy becomes a misleading indicator: since the dynamics do
not drive the signal to the metric’s kernel, such decay strictly implies the collapse of embedding
norms (over-shrinking), rather than geometric alignment. A pertinent example is found in recent
work [3], where the analysis of normalized models using the standard energy leads to the conclusion
that over-smoothing is driven by contractive layers. As we argue, this is an artifact of the metric
mismatch. While Johnson and Zhang [4] previously highlighted the bias introduced by normaliza-
tion in standard semi-supervised learning, our work investigates the spectral consequences of this
discrepancy specifically within the GNN framework. We analyze how the non-commutativity be-
tween the filter and the target metric generates spectral dispersion, thereby invalidating standard
approaches to monitoring over-smoothing.

2 Notation

We denote vectors with arrows ¢ and their i-th entry with v;. We denote the standard basis vectors
as e; and the all-ones vector as 1 = sz\il e;, with N the dimension of the vector space. We denote
the standard inner product between two vectors @, ¥ with the Bra-ket notation as (u|v). In addition,
we denote by d;; the Kronecker delta, defined as ;; = 1if i = j and 0 otherwise. We denote matrices
with uppercase letters (e.g., X)), the vector associated to their i-th row with XiT and their entries
with Xj;. Throughout this paper, we consider G = (V,€) to be an undirected and connectedﬂ
graph, we denote with V the set of nodes, where V = {1,...,|V|} and with £ C V x V the set of
edges. We indicate an edge between node i and j as (i,5) € £. The graph is associated with a node
feature matrix X € RVI*™ where the i-th row represents the feature vector of node 4, and the j-th
column represents a scalar graph signal corresponding to the j-th feature. Let A € {0, 1}|V‘X‘V| be
the adjacency matrix, where A;; = 1 if (4,7) € € and 0 otherwise, and let D = diag(ds, ..., d)y|) be
the degree matrix. We denote a constant scalar signal of value 1 for all the nodes with 1 € RVl and
the set of neighbors of node i as N;. Finally, we define the unnormalized Laplacian as A = D — A
and the symmetric normalized Laplacian as Aporm = I — D™1/24D~1/2,

3 Axiomatic Formulation

Consider the definition of node-similarity given in Rusch et al. [I:

Definition 1. Over-smoothing [1]

Let G be an undirected, connected graph and let X™ € RVI*X™ denote the n-th layer hidden features
of an N-layer GNN defined on G. Moreover, we call p : RIVI*m — R>o a node-similarity measure
if it satisfies the following axioms:

1. A€ R™ with X' = & for all nodes i € V < u(X) =0, for X € RVIxm

2. W(X +Y) < u(X) 4 u(Y), for all X,Y € RVIxm
Qver-smoothing with respect to u is then defined as the layer-wise exponential convergence of
the node-similarity measure u to zero, i.e.,

3 (X)) < Cre= forn =0,...,N with some constants Cy,Cy > 0.

!This assumption simplifies the spectral analysis by ensuring that the eigenvalue Ao = 0 of the Laplacian has
multiplicity 1.



One example of the most common over-smoothing measure used in literature is the Dirichlet
energy. It can be defined as a function of the Laplacian, and depending on the definition of the
Laplacian chosen, it can happen that it could not induce a node-similarity measure with respect to
the previous definition.

Definition 2. Let G(V,&) be a graph and X € RVIX™ be the matriz of the node embeddings
associated to G. The following definitions of Dirichlet energy are considered:

e from [1], induced by A
1
EA(X) = —tr(XTAX)

V|
Z > xF = X715
zEV JEN;
o induced by Aporm
Aorm (X ) = tr( XTALommX )
i€V jeN; 7

o induced by Aporm := I — (D +1)"Y2(A+I)(D 4 1)"Y2, version with self-loops considered in
[3], induced by the renormalization trick mtroduced in [0]
Ex.. (X)) = tr(X T ApormX)

xT |?

=22, H\/1+d \/1jrdj

i€V jEN;
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Remark 1. Notice that, in the expression of Ea, the constant ﬁ was added in order to express the
definition of € reported in [1]. In subsequent analyses, this constant will be excluded because it does
not impact the results for the intended applications and is typically introduced to stabilize the value
ranges of Dirichlet energy, allowing for the comparison of energies across graphs with varying node
counts.

As reported in [I], /€ satisfies the definition of a node-similarity measure. Nevertheless, there
are conditions of exponential convergence of the node embeddings to a subspace of dimension 1 that,
according to the spectral concept of smoothing, should be considered conditions of over-smoothing,
that instead the Definition 1 does not take into account, and for which, accordingly, v/Ea is not a
precise metric. One example is the exponential convergence of node embeddings to the kernel of
the normalized (or analogously augmented with self-loops and normalized) Laplacian, for which the
eigenspaces are different w.r.t. the ones of A, and for which the best-suited metric should be the
normalized Dirichlet energy €a,,,,,, (or respectively, 5 ).

Therefore, it seems worth pointing out that €a,.., does not satisfy the first axiom of node-similarity
measure. Indeed, when a graph is not regulatﬂ the required implication does not hold:

2

VieVX] =¢= Enpm(X ZZ T \/j

1€V jEN; 2

2If a graph is regular, both &a,,,, and EA, o are proportional to €a, hence they satisfy the first axiom.
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- ucwz( ) >0 i3 {i,j} €€ | di £ dy.
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Hence, Dirichlet energy induced by the normalized Laplacian does not constitute a node-similarity
measure, in particular it’s not a measure of over-smoothing according to the definition given above.
An analogous result holds for £

An objection might be tentatively based on the idea that, as noted by the paper asserting the
axiomatic definition, the first axiom holds up to a constant, meaning that a node similarity measure
could satisfy the double implication converging to any other constant different than zero. Thus, we
could consider the possibility of reformulating a node-similarity measure by recasting €a,.,,, up to
a constant, in a certain manner. But this would not solve the issue, since considering for example a
constant scalar signal ¢1 € RV, ¢ € R, the energy value would be different depending on ¢, and the
definition asks for the convergence to a unique constant for all the constant signals independently
from their value.

Indeed, if a node similarity measure would be allowed to assume different constant values depending
on ¢ then, considering the n-th l(a))/er hidden features of an N-layer GNN applied to G, and consid-
0

ering in input a scalar signal X;”' = o for all nodes i, in general it could be u(X©®) # p(X™),

even if for each iteration it would be X i(n) = ¢, for all nodes ¢ (possibly different from ¢y depending
on the function implemented by the GNN layer). But this would make it completely vacuous the
notion of convergence of the node-similarity measure through the IV iterations. That is, such a node
similarity would not be able in general to measure the over-smoothing defined in the Definition 1.
Hence, the previous would not be a good objection, and then Definition 1 is formally excluding
EAorm @8 an over-smoothing metric.

The two Laplacians behave differently w.r.t. the first axiom because the kernel of the normalized
Laplacian does not coincide in general with the kernel of the standard Laplacian, which is the set
of smooth signals proportional to 1 € RVl that is independent by the topology of the graph.

The kernel of Ao is instead generated by D/21, that depending on D'/2, and then on the specific
graph, is spread along different eigenspaces of A.

A formalization of the above discussion is given in the following in the context of the GNNs do-
main. In particular, all the obtained formal results are consequences of the following straightforward
mathematical fact:

Theorem 1. In general, Ayorm and A do not commute, and therefore they are not simultaneously
diagonalizable.

Proof. To show that the two operator do not commute, it has to be shown that [Anerm, A] =
AnormA —AAporm # Ojy|x|y|- Hence, it’s sufficient to show that 3 7 € RM\{O} s.t. [Anorm, AJT # 0.
It’s straightforward to see that 1 satisfies that condition (notice that A1l = diag(A1)1 — A1 = 0):

[AHOI‘HU A]]- = AnormA]- - AAnorm:l = _AAnorm]-
V|

1 .
=A (—1 + >€z’ 75 0
; jeny vV Gid;

since AT=0 <= JccR|7=cl, and in general

(—1+2jeMﬁ) (=14 Y e, F)forke]}\{z} O
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The non-commutativity between the two Laplacians arises from the non-commutativity between
D and A. By linearity and the Leibniz rule, we have:

[Aporm, Al = [[ = D7YV2AD™Y2 D — Al = —[D7Y24D~Y2 D]+ [DY/2AD™Y/2 A

= —D7V2[A,DID™V2 4 [D7V2 A|JAD™YV? + DTV A[DTV2 4]

which generally is # Ojy|x|y|, since [D, A] = Oy <= (D=2 A] = Op|x|v|- A straightforward
example of [A, D] # 0|4y is given by a four-node graph consisting of a triangle and an additional
edge connecting the fourth node to one of the triangle’s vertices:

0111 3000
1 010 0200

A= 110 0" b= 00 20
1 000 0 0 01
0 2 21 0 3 3 3
3020 20 20

AD = 3200 7 2200 = b4
3000 1 0 00

Thus, A and D do not commute.

A specific set of graphs for which [A, D] = Opyx)y| is regular graphs s.t. D = dI, since
[1, Al = Opyx|y| YA. Indeed, as shown previously, for regular graphs both A and Ao induce
a Dirichlet energy that satisfies the axiom of node similarity measure.

One effect of the previous theorem is the following:

Proposition 1. Let G be an undirected, connected and mon-regular graph and let X € RIVIxm
denote the hidden features of the signal defined in G.
Let M, € CVIXIVI be any operator that induces a node-similarity measure in the following way

w(X) = tr(X "M, X) >0,

Then
D—1/2M”D—1/2

cannot induce a node-similarity measure.

Proof. Consider a scalar signal X; = \/—% ,ceR ,VieV, then X can be rewritten as D~Y2¢1 €

RVl Then, by the first axiom of node-similarity measure, u must be strictly positive in X, since
X is not the same constant scalar ¢ for all nodes 7. In particular:

w(X) = w(D™%c1) = tr(clTD*1/2MMD*1/201) = p/(cl) > 0.

i.e., the previous expression has a double read: it can be considered also as a different node similarity
measure 4/, induced by D~V/2M HD_l/ 2 but applied to c1, that instead is a constant signal through
all the nodes i. That is, the node-similarity measure p/ induced by D~/ 2MMD_I/ 2 should have
taken in c1 the same value that p takes in D~/2¢1.

But if D~/ 2MHD*I/ 2 could have induced such a node-similarity measure, then it should have
satisfied the first axiom. Hence, it should have been that, considering the null signal X; =0V i € V:

tr(0" D~Y2M, D7V/20) = 0.



In particular, it would have meant that the node-similarity measure induced by D~/ 2MMD_1/ 2
would have assumed different values depending on different possible ¢ s.t. X; = ¢V i € V. Then,
a node similarity measure induced by D~Y/2M/, MD_I/ 2 could not satisfy the first axiom, from which
follows the thesis. O

Notice that the previous proof relies on the fact that, generally, M, does not commute with
its normalized counterpart ML =DV 2M#D’1/ 2. Crucially, the global minimum of the node-
similarity measures p and p’ is achieved if and only if the vector lies in the kernel of the respective
operator: u(¥) = 0 <= & € Ker(M,), and p'(¥) =0 <= & € Ker(M,). Since the
operators do not commute (under the assumption that the graph is connected and non-regular), they
are not simultaneously diagonalizable and their kernels define distinct one-dimensional subspaces.
Consequently, there exists no vector in RVI'\ {0} where p and y/ are simultaneously zero, and the
previouses double implications are never simultaneously satisfied in RVI'\ {0}.

Remark 2. Observe that the earlier results remain valid under the application of a scalar positive
semidefinite operation, such as the square root:

w(X) =/ tr(XTM,X) >0

as the preceding proof remains unchanged.
In particular:
Corollary 1. The normalized Laplacian Aporm does not induce a node-similarity measure.

Proof. From [I] it’s known that v/Ea is a node-similarity measure induced by A. From the previous
proposition it follows that D-12AD—1/2 = Aporm cannot induce a node-similarity measure. O

Remark 3. All the previous theorems hold also for the normalized Laplacian augmented with self
loops, Aporm, Since

Avorm =1~ (D + 1) V2(A+1)(D + 1)~/
— (DD V((D+ 1)~ (A+ D) (D +1)"Y2 = (D+ 1)"Y2(D — A)(D + 1)~/?
— D-V2ADV/2,

in particular ) . )
Al =0= A,ormD?1 =D 12A1 = 0.

Hence, all the previous theorems can be shown for Apomm too, applying in the proofs the substitution
di —d; +1Yi€eV from which it follows that Dw— D+ 1=D and A— A+ 1= A.

Hence, analysis of over-smoothing of GCNs augmented with self-loops should be based on the
Dirichlet energy definition induced by Aporm, since it measures the smoothness with respect to
the Laplacian that governs the evolution of graph signals, i.e. the collapse of the graph signals of
the features to the kernel of Anorm, that represents the condition where node embeddings are a
rescaling of +/d; + 1, i.e., where all the information about data is lost and the embedding matrix
only encodes information about the degree-distribution (i.e. losing the ability of distinguishing
graphs representing data of different nature but with the same topology). This loss of information
is precisely the one that gave raising to the problem of over-smoothing, since it’s precisely the
kind of smoothness GCNs are prone to: the simplest definition of a layer of a GCN applied to an
embedding matrix X is o(AXW) = o((I - Anorm)XW) that, when o is the identity function,



gives rise to a low pass filter in a connected graph. A spectral smoothness known and managed
well before the first definition of GCN, as shown in the fairing algorithm defined in [7], [§], that
has a straightforward analysis in the framework of GNNs, as shown in [9]. For this reason, the
Dirichlet energy induced by the normalized Laplacians should be included in a well-posed axiomatic
definition of over-smoothing. In other words, a problem with Definition 1 is that it’s based only on
the embedding matrices and it is completely independent from the topology of the graph. Indeed,
axiom 1 is only mentioning a condition regarding the loss of information contained on the embedding
matrix X, meaning that it’s imposing a constraint holding for all the topologies having the same
embedding matrix X, possibly excluding the smoothness arising from a topology dependent node-
similarity, as in the case formally analyzed in Proposition 1. In other words, Definition 1 is formally
excluding the spectral smoothness w.r.t. normalized Laplacians from the over-smoothing class of
phenomena, hence is too strict. Although this is a simple mathematical fact, it is useful to formally
and precisely highlight the subtle difference it induces in the interpretation of results, particularly
in the context of over-smoothing in GNNs.

4 Indeterminacy

Spectral analysis is straightforward when GNN layers act as spectral filters (e.g., polynomials) in
the Laplacian eigenvector basis. Yet, as shown in the previous chapter, a consistent Laplacian
choice is necessary for unbiased over-smoothing analysis. Here, we consider the evolution of the
features matrix of a graph through a GNN where we assume that the composition of its first k
layers implements a function fx(Aporm), where fir(Aporm) is a spectral function of Aporm, fx(£) is
the evaluation of fi on the scalar &, and fi(€) is the complex conjugate of fi.(£). We illustrate how
this inconsistency regarding the underlying spectral dynamics could lead to misleading analytical
results, evaluating fi(Anorm) against the standard Dirichlet energy. The conclusion holds in general
for all the functions that do not commute with A. Let B be any orthonormal base of the features
space RY, oA be the spectrum of eigenvalues of A, and consistently for oa,,,..

EA(X®) = tr(XETAX®) = t2(X O £ (Anorm) A Fi(Anorm) X @)

= Z w Z é’TX(O)’Tfk(Anorm)‘;a_ijk(Anorm)X(o)g

weoa €eB
B U SR SR CTA) SRR
wEoTA feO'Anorm 34 €0 Anorm eel

expressing now ¢ in the base of @ it’s £ = I = > & (wl€), and analogously for &T. Hence, each

WETA

projector of shape {ST becomes:

D) Sl EldT = D > (wle) (lw) datT

weETA w'EoA WETA W ETA

substituting in the expression above, keeping in account that (w'|w) =4

P IEDDIED DD

WETA  w/'€oa W'ETA EETALorm £ ETAnorm

Fel@) fr(€) D e XO T (W [€) (Elw) (wl€) (€'w”) T X O

eeB



=W > > D>

weoa  w'eoa w’€oA EETALorm & €T AROrm

(W'[€) (€lw) (w[€) (€|w") Fe@) fr(€) D X O TG T xOe.
eeB
This expression shows that the contributions to the Dirichlet energy now depend from the scalars
(&|w) that express the non-commutativity between A and Ao, in particular, they depend on D.
In fact, those scalars are coefficients of the superposition matriz between orthonormal eigen-basis
of two in general non-commutable operators, and expresses "how much" they don’t commute. The
more they commute, the nearest are that coefficients to 4.

The previous analysis expresses the following limitation, that is a reformulation of Theorem 1
under that perspective:

Theorem 2. If a GNN is defined to implement a spectral function of Anorm then in general it does
not implement a spectral function w.r.t A.

Only in the case of a regular graph, i.e. when Aporm = éA, and the superposition matrix equals
I, it’s straightforward to see that the previous reduces to

/ " .
EA(XM)=>"w > > fk(i;)fk(bii>5ww’5ww”z<€’X(0)7Tw/ (" xOe

weoA  w'Eopw'’Eop eeB

= > |f <z) Pe,(xO),

WETA

This means that the GNN will behave like a spectral filter f; w.r.t. A frequencies only when
processing regular graphs. Hence, the frequency band of A that passes depends on the degree
distribution of the nodes: for regular graphs, the GNN is the same filter up to a rescaling, while for
other graphs, the resulting filter depends on the decomposition of Ao frequencies in A frequencies,
and could vary for different input graphs. Asserting that a GNN implements a filter implies that, for
all processed graphs, it must attenuate or amplify specific frequencies of the signal consistently with
respect to a fixed Laplacian definition (e.g., regardless of the degree distribution D). However, if the
filter function f is uniquely defined on the spectrum of one Laplacian, generally it cannot preserve
its spectral behavior with respect to the other, where frequencies are transformed depending on
the graph structure. Consider, for instance, the kernel of Apom, which is spanned by the vector
D'/21. In a graph exhibiting high degree variability (containing both high-degree and low-degree
nodes), the frequency associated with this vector is zero with respect to Aporm. Conversely, this
same vector D'/21 is generally not in the kernel of the unnormalized Laplacian A (which is spanned
by 1). Instead, it appears as a superposition of various non-zero frequencies with respect to A. In
this sense, an eigen-signal of one Laplacian, associated with a specific frequency, exhibits spectral
dispersion when analyzed with respect to the other. Instead of being frequency-localized, it appears
scattered across multiple components of the spectrum of the other.

4.1 Over-shrinking and Over-smoothing

Overlooking the formal distinction between the smoothing metrics associated with different Lapla-
cians (e.g., Ea vs. € Amrm) can lead to significant interpretative pitfalls. Consider, for instance, the

analysis of GNN dynamics governed by flnorm =1- Anorm. A consistent analysis would require



employing the associated energy £ ; however, relying on the standard Dirichlet energy £ as an
indicator for over-smoothing introduces a fundamental methodological mismatch. As established in
the previous sections, Eo measures convergence specifically to the topology-independent subspace
span(1). Since the dynamics of a GCN does not drive the signal towards this state, but rather to-
wards the topology-dependent kernel of Ao, the standard energy Ea is not guaranteed to vanish.
Indeed, due to the spectral misalignment, E suffers from a leakage on the kernel of Aporm, meaning
it remains non-zero even as the signal smooths optimally relative to the dynamics. Consequently,
observing Ea — 0 in this regime implies a different phenomenon entirely: it requires the collapse
of the embedding norms themselves to zero. This effectively conflates over-smoothing with over-
shrinking. If one relies on Eao without accounting for this spectral mismatch, the decay of the energy
might be misidentified as a consequence of the contractive nature of the network layers, rather than
correctly attributing the asymptotic behavior to the alignment with the Laplacian kernel. This
distinction underscores the importance of consistency: to avoid misinterpreting spectral behavior,
the chosen metric must commute with the operator governing the dynamics.

A critical ambiguity arises in the literature when over-smoothing is analyzed through a single scalar
metric. For instance, [3] attributes over-smoothing to the contractive nature of GNNs, observing
that vanishing gradients drive the energy €a to zero. However, this perspective conflates two fun-
damentally different phenomena. To resolve this, we propose a strict decoupling based on systemic
universality. We refer to spectral over-smoothing as the regime where, for arbitrary input graphs
and generic signals, the output aligns with the low-frequency kernel of the underlying Laplacian
while maintaining a strictly positive norm. Conversely, over-shrinking denotes the unconditional
collapse of the embedding magnitudes to zero, irrespective of the graph topology or signal initializa-
tion. By monitoring only the energy without these universal constraints, one risks misinterpreting
the trivial null-solution as spectral convergence.

5 Numerical Examples

In this section, we present a series of empirical experiments designed to illustrate the theoretical
points discussed in the previous sections. We aim to show that over-smoothing conditions with
respect to the normalized Laplacian that nothing have to do with over-shrinking, remain invisible
when measured through standard proxies such as the Dirichlet energy or the Frobenius norm of the
embeddings. Providing concrete evidence that these states are only identified by the compatible
metric allows to disentangle over-smoothing from simple signal decayﬁ

5.1 Non Over-shrinking GCNs Over-smooth

We present empirical evidence showing that the information loss resulting from spectral collapse is
distinct from the decay measured by the standard Dirichlet energy. Specifically, we isolate regimes
where the dynamics are incompatible with A and strictly non-contractive: in these cases, the signal
converges to a smooth state with non-zero embedding norms, a phenomenon that standard metrics
fail to capture. To observe the isolated effect of the GCN propagation operator, we conduct at
first an experiment focused purely on signal smoothing. This experiment eliminates all learnable
parameters (i.e., weight matrices W).

We select two distinct graphs from the ENZYMES dataset: one graph exhibiting a regular structure
and one non-regular graph. We then simulate a deep linear GCN by iteratively applying only the

3The source code to reproduce the experiments is available at https://github.com/annabison/
dirichlet-oversmoothing-measures.
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standard propagation operator for K = 50 layers. The state at layer k is thus defined by:

X0 = A oo x k=) — gk x(0)

norm

where Apoym = D™Y2AD1/2,
At each layer k € [0, K], we track the same three metrics: the Frobenius Norm (|| X®)||f), the

standard Dirichlet energy (Ea(X®)) = |—11/|tr(X (B TAX ("“))), and the normalized Dirichlet energy

(Enypn (XF)) = ﬁtr(X(k)’TAnormX(k))). The objective is to directly compare the convergence
behavior and smoothing properties of the Anorm operator, contrasting its effect on graphs with
regular versus non-regular topologies. Results, computed in double precision, are shown in Figures
and : for the non-regular graph, | X®*)||r converges to a non zero value around 10, while Ea,_._
decreases faster than €, in line with theoretical expectations that predict a convergence on each
dimension to a graph signal Z | 3¢ € R | z; = c\/d;.

The plot reflects the nature of low-pass filter of the simple GCN without activations: it is a spectral
function of the normalized Laplacian Aporm = I — Aporm, hence having eigenvalues in [—1, 1] that
dumps after several applications to an embedding matrix X, apart that the components that live in
the kernel of A, orm that coincide with the eigen-space of Aporm of eigenvalue 1. The convergence to
the kernel of Aperm does not imply the collapse of | X®)||r to zero, as the plot shows. The regular
graph in 2] has Ea,,.,
two energies should both tend asymptotically to zero, this happens fast and values decrease as fast
that after less than 20 layers there is a pattern caused by numerical instabilities. This result shows
a way in which over-smoothing can occur without over-shrinking, i.e. without the convergence of
the features to zero, highlighting how misleading could be to reduce the former to the latter.

that converges to a constant value, the theoretical expectations are that the

Dirichlet Energies vs. GCN Layers (ENZYMES_NonRegular_GraphO)
Dirichlet Energies vs. GCN Layers (ENZYMES_Regular_Graph10)
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Figure 1: Evolution of Dirichlet energies in loga-
rithmic scale and the Frobenius norm of embed-
dings across 50 GCN layers. The experiment is
conducted on the first graph from the ENZYMES
dataset, a non-regular graph with 37 nodes, an
average degree of 4.54, and a degree variance of
0.98.

Figure 2: Evolution of Dirichlet energies in log-
arithmic scale and the Frobenius norm of em-
beddings across GCN layers. The experiment
is conducted on Graph 10 from the ENZYMES
dataset, a regular graph with 4 nodes of degree
3.

5.1.1 LCC of the Cora Dataset

In the following experiment, we apply the same spectral filter used in the previous computation to
a completely different graph: the Largest Connected Component (LCC) of the Cora dataset. We
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expect to observe the same trend of £a ., as in the previous experiment, as the GCN implements
a low-pass filter w.r.t. Ajom regardless of the specific input signal. To empirically isolate the
smoothing properties of the GCN propagation operator, we use a K-layer model structured to
separate the initial feature transformation from the subsequent graph-based propagation.

In order to reduce the number of input features, rows of X(© € RIVI*™ are first projected by a
single, bias-free linear laye XM = xOp,

Subsequent layers k = 1,..., K —1 apply only the GCN propagation operator, without any trainable
weights or non-linearities: X (k+1) = AnormX(k).

We execute this experiment on the LCC of the Cora dataset. At each layer k =0, ..., K, we track
the evolution of the Frobenius norm of the embeddings, | X®)||r; the standard Dirichlet energy,
EA(X™): and the normalized Dirichlet energy, EMporm (X (k)). Results are shown in Figure .

Dirichlet Energies & Norm - Cora LCC (WithoutLoops)

--e—- Unnormalized Energy (Ea)
. Normalized Energy (Ea,,,,)
i ~-=- Frobenius Norm (|| X||r)
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Figure 3: Evolution in symmetric logarithmic scale of Dirichlet energy (normalized and unnormal-
ized) and Frobenius norm of the embeddings across 50 layers of a GCN without weight matrices
in all the layers apart the first one. The experiment uses a custom GCN model on the Largest
Connected Component (LCC) of the Cora dataset. The rapid decay of the normalized Dirichlet
energy, highlights the over-smoothing phenomenon, while the convergence of || X *)|| ¢ to a non-zero
value excludes over-shrinking.

5.1.2 Note on Weight Matrices

If a graph is given in input to a GCN with all the weight matrices, performing for each layer the
operation X (k+1) — zélnomX(k)VV(’““)7 in general what is obtained is the transformation X&) =
AE  xXOw®) W) in particular the weight matrices W) € R™-1%"™ are different for each
layer. The weight matrices W) to each layer [ of the GNN do not alter the overall effect of low-pass
filter given by the operator A: indeed it’s straightforward to see that from associativity

XE) — A XEDE) - pgE Oy () ) = gE x(0)

norm norm

4the weight matrix W € RF*C is initialized using the default PyTorch method for ‘torch.nn.Linear‘, which is a
Kaiming uniform distribution [10].
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hence obtaining at the end of the last iteration the same output of applying a GCN without weight
matrices for k times to a different initial input X’(© = XOw @)  W&E): being a low pass filter,
the simple GCN will make graph signals collapse to the kernel of A, independently from the
input.

5.2 Indeterminacy of Spectral Filtering

The goal of this subsection is to empirically verify that a GNN filter defined as a spectral function
of Anorm does not behave as a consistent spectral filter with respect to the frequencies of A on non-
regular graphs. A GCN layer implementing the operator Ayorm = I — Anorm, i-€. a polynomial of
the normalized Laplacian, will be applied to a regular graph and to a non regular graph. According
to the theoretical results of the previous sections, for a regular graph of average degree d it will
be D = dI, and hence the ratio among the two Dirichlet energies (for X where it is well defined)

. tr(XT(D-A)X
WIH be gA(X)/gAnorm(X) = tr(XTd51/2ED7A§d7)1/2X)
particular, the same constant through all the layers of a GCN. Hence, the expected plot of the ratio

through the layers of any shape will be then an horizontal line of value d.
tr(XT(D—-A)X)
tr(XTD-1/2(D—-A)D—-1/2X)
evolves through the layers. This behavior is numerically illustrated in Figure[d} for the regular graph
(where d = 3) in , the ratio remains perfectly constant for the initial iterations. The instability
observed after layer k &~ 13 is purely a numerical artifact: as verified in Figure 2, beyond this point
both energy values decay to magnitudes close to machine precision limits. Consequently, their ratio

becomes ill-conditioned and dominated by floating-point errors.

= d, i.e. a constant independent from X, in

For a non-regular graph, the ratio Ea(X)/EA,,.m(X) = depends on X and

Dirichlet Energy Ratio vs. GCN Layers (ENZYMES_NonRegular_Graph0)
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Figure 4: Evolution of the ratio Ea(X)/Ea,m(X) through the layers of a GCN implementing
XE+D) — A o XEWE) for two graphs of the dataset ENZYMES.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, we proposed a formal analysis of the spectral properties of the standard Laplacian
A and the normalized Laplacians Aporm and Anorm, illustrating their intrinsic differences within
the framework of non-commuting operators. We highlighted that overlooking these distinctions can
lead to misleading conclusions. Taking this analysis into account is crucial for future attempts to
axiomatize over-smoothing, as our work exposed the pathologies inherent in a previous axiomatic
proposal. In light of our analysis, general assertions such as those presented in Section 4.1 of [3],
which attribute over-smoothing entirely to artifacts of signal collapse, thereby dismissing the distinct
mechanism of convergence to a rank-one subspace, require critical reassessment. We conclude by
underscoring that the validity of Dirichlet energy as an over-smoothing measure is strictly limited

12



to GNNs implementing dynamics that are spectrally compatible with the Laplacian inducing the
metric.

Statement on the Use of AI Tools

The authors acknowledge the use of GitHub Copilot and Google Gemini to assist in the preparation
of this manuscript. These tools were employed for generating boilerplate text for the experimental
section, drafting and refining the experimental code, and improving the linguistic clarity and flow
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