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ABSTRACT
Knowledge Graphs (KGs) are a rich source of structured, hetero-

geneous data, powering a wide range of applications. A common

approach to leverage this data is to train a graph neural network

(GNN) on the KG. However, existing message-passing GNNs strug-

gle to scale to large KGs because they rely on the iterative message

passing process to learn the graph structure, which is inefficient,

especially under mini-batch training, where a node sees only a

partial view of its neighborhood. In this paper, we address this

problem and present gHAWK, a novel and scalable GNN training

framework for large KGs. The key idea is to precompute structural

features for each node that capture its local and global structure

before GNN training even begins. Specifically, gHAWK introduces

a preprocessing step that computes: (a) Bloom filters to compactly

encode local neighborhood structure, and (b) TransE embeddings to

represent each node’s global position in the graph. These features

are then fused with any domain-specific features (e.g., text embed-

dings), producing a node feature vector that can be incorporated

into any GNN technique. By augmenting message-passing training

with structural priors, gHAWK significantly reduces memory usage,

accelerates convergence, and improves model accuracy. Extensive

experiments on large datasets from the Open Graph Benchmark

(OGB) demonstrate that gHAWK achieves state-of-the-art accuracy

and lower training time on both node property prediction and link

prediction tasks, topping the OGB leaderboard for three graphs.

1 INTRODUCTION
Knowledge graphs (KGs) are structured representations of real-

world entities and the relations among them. They are widely used

in various applications, including question-answering [19, 26, 31],

recommendation systems [17, 23], and information retrieval [10, 50].

A KG is a heterogeneous graph, meaning that it has multiple node

and edge types. Each node in a KG represents an entity and belongs

to an entity type. Nodes can also have type-specific attributes (e.g., a

Person node may have a name attribute). Edges are directed and rep-
resent a specific type of relation between entities. An edge connects

a source node (the head entity) to a destination node (the tail entity)
and is labeled with a relation type (e.g., a HasAuthor edge linking
a Paper node to a Person node). Thus, a KG can be represented as

a set of (head, relation, tail) triples, and modern KGs often contain

millions of such triples and hundreds of relation types [20].

To fully leverage the rich, structured information in a KG, a first

step in many applications is training a machine learning model

on the graph. Graph neural networks (GNNs) have emerged as a

powerful class of models, with demonstrated success in diverse

graph-based tasks. Originally designed for homogeneous graphs
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(single node and edge type), GNNs have been extended to heteroge-

neous graphs [8, 22, 37, 45]. GNNs learn latent vector representations
of nodes, also known as embeddings of the nodes in a vector space,

directly leveraging the graph topology as a computation graph to

update the node embeddings during training, as described next.

At each layer of the neural network, a node gathers messages
from its neighbors and updates its embeddings by aggregating these

messages. This process is repeated iteratively and is referred to as

message passing [43]. During message passing, each node progres-

sively integrates information from its immediate and multi-hop

neighborhoods into the node representation. In a KG, the inte-

grated information comprises node-level features, such as entity

types and attribute representations, and edge-level features, such

as relation types, which encode the semantic connections between

nodes. By capturing this heterogeneous structural and semantic

information, GNNs can substantially improve predictive accuracy

on downstream KG tasks [24].

While GNNs have demonstrated remarkable predictive accuracy,

training GNNs on large-scale heterogeneous KGs poses serious
scalability challenges. These challenges have attracted significant
attention in the database community [1, 25, 48, 56, 57]. In this paper,

we present a scalable and efficient framework for training GNNs

on KGs that is motivated by the following key observation: The

parameters of a GNNmust ultimately encode information about the

graph’s structure. Consequently, the GNN must learn the structure

of the KG during training. In message-passing GNNs, this struc-

tural information is acquired only through iterative neighborhood

aggregation, where each node can only access information from

its immediate neighbors in each message-passing iteration. As a
result, nodes accumulate structural information only grad-
ually over multiple iterative rounds of message passing and
aggregation, which is inherently lossy and inefficient.

Three factors exacerbate this inefficiency for KGs compared

to homogeneous graphs. First, KGs exhibit substantially higher

structural diversity: many pairs of entity types may be connected

by multiple distinct relation types, and real-world KGs often include

hundreds of such relations [47]. Capturing this rich structural and

semantic heterogeneity introduces additional complexity during

training and further reduces efficiency. Second, GNNs designed for

KGs (whichwe call relation-aware) maintain separate parameter sets

for each relation type [13, 37, 45]. Consequently, these models must

learn far more parameters than GNNs for homogeneous graphs,

increasing computational cost and slowing convergence. Third,

it is typically not feasible to train a GNN on a KG in full-batch
mode, where all nodes and their full neighborhoods are processed

in each training epoch, since the memory requirement would be

prohibitively high. Instead, GNNs are typically trained using mini-
batch training, in which each node’s neighborhood is sampled and

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

08
27

4v
1 

 [
cs

.L
G

] 
 9

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.08274v1


message passing is performed only on the sampled subgraph [2, 11,

29, 34]. This sampling inevitably discards valuable neighborhood

information, leading to reduced accuracy and slower convergence.

Our key insight in this paper is to shift the complexity of
capturing the KG structure from the message-passing stage
to a lightweight preprocessing step.We design a GNN training

framework that preprocesses the graph before GNN training to

compute features for each node that encode the graph structure

from the node’s perspective. A key design decision we made is

to compute two separate and complementary structural feature

vectors for each node: one representing the local neighborhood
structure and the other representing the global graph structure.

These vectors are then fused with each other and with any domain-

specific feature vectors in the KG nodes, producing a single feature

vector per node that succinctly and accurately captures the node’s

structural context throughout GNN training.We call our framework

gHAWK (for Hybrid Aggregation of local and global structure for
Web-scale KGs). gHAWK can be used with any GNN architecture

(the GNN backbone) and for any downstream graph prediction task.

To represent each node’s local structure, we use a Bloom filter [4]
to encode the node’s 1-hop neighbors. The Bloom filter encodes

neighbors reachable via both incoming and outgoing edges (i.e.,

triples in which the node is either the tail or the head). The Bloom

filter hashes these neighbors into a fixed-length bit vector, provid-

ing an accurate and succinct representation of each node’s 1-hop

neighborhood.

To represent each node’s position in the global graph structure,

gHAWK uses the node’s TransE embedding vector [6]. TransE be-

longs to a class of methods, known as knowledge graph embedding
(KGE) models, which learn embeddings of the nodes and edges of a

KG in a continuous vector space not by training a GNN, but rather

by optimizing a scoring function that reflects the plausibility of

triples [15, 49]. TransE embeddings can be computed efficiently

even for large KGs and have proven effective at capturing KG struc-

ture and supporting accurate prediction [2].

TransE embeddings offer several advantages during training,

beyond simply summarizing the graph’s global structure. First, the

relations connecting entities in a KG represent semantic informa-

tion about these entities. For example, the relations in which a

Person node participates differ systematically from the ones associ-

ated with a City node. TransE embeddings capture this relational

semantics, which we refer to as the semantic context of a node.

Second, message passing in GNNs conveys information about dis-

tant neighbor nodes only through messages that have undergone

several rounds of aggregation, reducing the quality of this infor-

mation, a problem known as over-squashing [9]. TransE mitigates

this by injecting global structural information into each node. Fi-

nally, because the distribution of relation types in many KGs is

highly skewed [30], some relation types are rarely observed during

training. TransE provides information on these infrequent relations.

After preprocessing, each KG node has two structural feature

vectors: the Bloom filter representing its 1-hop neighborhood and

the TransE embedding representing its global structural position.

Many KGs also include domain-specific feature vectors, for example,

those derived from node attribute values or from text embeddings

obtained from pre-trained language models such as RoBERTa [27].

gHAWK fuses all these vectors into a single feature vector per node,

using learned models to combine the information from all vectors

effectively. The fused feature vector can often be made smaller than
the original domain-specific feature vector without loss of accuracy

and with improved training time.

We evaluate gHAWK on two widely studied KG prediction tasks:

(1) node property prediction (also called node classification), in which

the goal is to assign labels or categories to entities, and (2) link
prediction, in which the goal is to infer missing relations between

existing entities. For link prediction, the training data must include

negative samples, i.e., triples known to not exist in the KG. It is well

established that using hard (i.e., non-obvious) negative samples

yields better models [41], and one of the added benefits of gHAWK is

that it can leverage the TransE model trained during preprocessing

to effectively generate hard negative samples.

Our evaluation uses standard datasets from the Open Graph

Benchmark (OGB) [20, 21], focusing on large and/or highly hetero-

geneous KGs (MAG, MAG240M, WikiKG2, and FB15k-237). We use

mini-batch training in most of our experiments and observe that

the structural features computed by gHAWK restore the accuracy

lost due to sampling during mini-batch formation. Across all bench-

marks, gHAWK achieves superior performance, simultaneously

improving accuracy and reducing training time. In addition, at the

time of writing, gHAWK ranks first on the OGB leaderboard for
two large node property prediction benchmarks and one large
link prediction benchmark. To the best of our knowledge, no

other technique ranks first on multiple OGB leaderboards.

In summary, this paper makes the following contributions:

• Hybrid local and global structure encoding. We propose the

idea of pre-computing node features that represent KG structure,

and separately encoding local and global structure.

• Local structure encoding via Bloom filters. We encode each

node’s local multi-relational neighborhood in a fixed-size Bloom

filter, giving the GNN a compressed view of all 1-hop neighbors

without storing full adjacency lists.

• Global structure encoding via TransE.We use TransE embed-

ding vectors to encode global structure and capture the semantic

context of the nodes.

• Feature vector fusion. We combine the local and global struc-

ture encoding vectors, along with domain-specific feature vec-

tors, into a single, succinct feature vector for each node.

• Hard negative sampling.We use the TransE model to generate

effective hard negative samples for link prediction models.

• Extensive evaluation. gHAWK outperforms state of the art on

multiple benchmarks and ranks first on three OGB leaderboards.

The complete gHAWK pipeline is depicted in Figure 1, and its

components are described in the rest of the paper. Section 2 reviews

relevant background. Sections 3 and 4 describe gHAWK. Section 5

analyzes time and space complexity. Section 6 presents experiments.

Section 7 reviews related work, and Section 8 concludes.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 Knowledge Graphs
We formally define a knowledge graph as 𝐺 = (E,R,T), where
E is the set of entities (nodes), R is the set of relation types (edge

labels), and T is a set of factual triples (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), with ℎ, 𝑡 ∈ E and
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Figure 1: gHAWKpipeline. (a) Input knowledge graph. (b) Node feature computation: in a preprocessing step, gHAWK constructs
a Bloom filter encoding the 1-hop neighbors of each node and trains a TransE embedding model to capture the global graph
structure. (c) Feature fusion: for every node, the Bloom filter, TransE embedding, and any domain-specific feature vector
are fused in the preprocessing step via an MLP, creating a dense fused feature vector. (d) Mini-batch message passing: the
fused vectors initialize a message-passing GNN that is trained on sampled mini-batch subgraphs of the knowledge graph. (e)
Task-specific heads: the resulting node embeddings are fed into separate heads for node property prediction, where embeddings
directly predict node labels via a supervised loss, and for link prediction, where node embeddings are combined with relation
embeddings in a decoder to score candidate triples.

𝑟 ∈ R. Each triple asserts that a head entity ℎ is connected to a tail

entity 𝑡 via relation 𝑟 .

2.2 Bloom Filters for Set Representation
We use Bloom filters [4] to represent the 1-hop neighborhood of

each node. Bloom filters are probabilistic data structures designed

for memory-efficient set membership queries. A Bloom filter con-

sists of an𝑚-bit array 𝐵 and uses𝑘 independent hash functionsℎ𝑖 (·).
Given a set 𝑆 = {𝑠1, 𝑠2, . . . , 𝑠𝑛}, each element 𝑠 ∈ 𝑆 is represented in

𝐵 by setting the bits at positions ℎ𝑖 (𝑠) mod𝑚 to 1, for 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑘 .

To test whether an element 𝑥 belongs to 𝑆 , we check whether all 𝑘

bits at positions ℎ𝑖 (𝑥) mod𝑚 of 𝐵 are set to 1. Bloom filters guar-

antee no false negatives (any present element is always reported as

present), but may produce false positives with probability

𝜀 =

(
1 − 𝑒−𝑘𝑛/𝑚

)𝑘
,

where 𝑛 is the number of inserted elements. Parameters𝑚 and 𝑘 are

chosen to achieve an acceptable false-positive rate (e.g., 𝜀 < 0.01).

Due to their low memory footprint and constant-time query perfor-

mance, Bloom filters are widely used in data-intensive applications,

including databases, storage systems, and web indexing.

2.3 Knowledge Graph Embeddings
KGE methods embed the entities and relations of a KG into a con-

tinuous vector space by optimizing a scoring function defined over

that space. This scoring function measures the plausibility of triples

and is trained so that triples present in the KG receive higher scores

than corrupted (i.e., non-existent) triples. The resulting embeddings

aim to capture both the structural and semantic properties of the

KG while supporting downstream predictive tasks.

A widely used KGE method is TransE [6], which we adopt to

encode the global structure of a KG. TransE models each relation as

a vector translation from the head to the tail entity. Given a triple

(ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), TransE learns embeddings h, r, t ∈ R𝑑 such that h + r ≈ t.
This is achieved by optimizing the scoring function

𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) = −∥h + r − t∥𝑝 , (1)

where 𝑝 ∈ {1, 2}. Section 3.2 presents the details of training TransE

so that true triples receive higher scores than corrupted triples.

Although TransE is simple and scalable, it cannot model one-

to-many, many-to-many, or symmetric relations, motivating ex-

tensions that enforce other objectives and use other scoring func-

tions [49]. RotatE [41], for example, represents each relation as a

rotation in the complex plane, enabling it to capture diverse re-

lation patterns such as symmetry, antisymmetry, inversion, and

composition. RotatE enforces t ≈ h ◦ 𝑒𝑖r, where e𝑖r is the element-

wise complex exponential of the relation vector r and ◦ denotes
element-wise complex multiplication [41]. Its scoring function is

𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) = −∥h ◦ r − t∥, (2)

where h, r, t are complex-valued vectors.

DistMult [51] (bilinear dot product) uses the scoring function:

𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) = h⊤diag(r) t. (3)
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Here, each relation 𝑟 is represented by a vector whose entries

scale the interaction between components of ℎ and 𝑡 . DistMult

is symmetric in ℎ and 𝑡 (since h⊤diag(r) t = t⊤diag(r) h), which
makes it well-suited for symmetric relations.

gHAWK uses TransE to encode global structure because it effec-

tively captures the semantic context of nodes and is highly efficient

to compute and parallelize [25] (we elaborate on this point in Sec-

tion 3.2). Furthermore, empirical studies have shown that TransE

outperforms more complex KGE models [42]. In addition, TransE

produces real-valued embeddings, which integrate seamlessly into

a GNN training pipeline. In contrast, models such as RotatE produce

complex-valued vectors, requiring an additional conversion step

before they can be used within training pipelines.

gHAWK uses other KGE models, such as RotatE and DistMult,

as the GNN scoring head for link prediction (Section 4.2).

2.4 Graph Neural Networks
GNNs learn node embeddings by message passing: each layer in

the network aggregates and transforms information from a node’s

neighbors, then feeds the result to the next layer. While GNNs

for homogeneous graphs treat all edges identically, KGs contain

multiple edge types, motivating the use of relation-aware GNNs
such as R-GCN [37], where aggregation explicitly accounts for

relation types. Given a KG 𝐺 = (E,R,T), a relation-aware GNN
layer updates the embedding of node 𝑖 at layer (ℓ + 1) as

h(ℓ+1)
𝑖

= 𝜎

(
𝑊
(ℓ )
0

h(ℓ )
𝑖
+
∑︁
𝑟 ∈R

∑︁
𝑗∈N𝑟 (𝑖 )

1

|N𝑟 (𝑖) |
𝑊
(ℓ )
𝑟 h(ℓ )

𝑗

)
, (4)

where h(ℓ )
𝑖
∈ R𝑑 is the embedding of node 𝑖 at layer ℓ , W(ℓ )

0
and

W(ℓ )
𝑟 are trainable parameter matrices for self-loop and relations,

N𝑟 (𝑖) is the set of neighbors of node 𝑖 connected via relation 𝑟 , and
𝜎 (·) is a nonlinear activation function (e.g., ReLU or sigmoid).A no-
table feature of gHAWK is that it can inject relation awareness
into a relation-agnostic GNN backbone (Section 4.1).

2.5 Predictive Tasks on GNNs
In this paper, we focus on two predictive tasks on KGs: node prop-

erty prediction and link prediction, defined formally as follows.

2.5.1 Node Property Prediction. In node property prediction,

which is essentially a node classification task, each entity may have

an associated label (or attribute value), and the aim is to predict the

labels of unlabeled entities by exploiting the graph’s structure and

known labels. Let E𝐿 ⊂ E be the set of labeled nodes with ground-

truth labels 𝑌 = {𝑦𝑒 | 𝑒 ∈ E𝐿}. The goal is to learn a function

𝑔𝜃 : h𝑒 → 𝑦𝑒 , trained to generalize from E𝐿 to the unlabeled

nodes EU = E \ E𝐿 . Training 𝑔𝜃 by learning the parameters 𝜃

involves minimizing a classification loss over the labeled nodes in

E𝐿 to fit their ground-truth labels.

2.5.2 Link Prediction. Link prediction (also called knowledge

graph completion) seeks to infer missing or unobserved links in

the graph. Given an incomplete KG, the goal is to identify which

potential triples (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) are likely to be true. Formally, this involves

learning a scoring function (also referred to as a scoring head or

decoder) 𝑓𝜃 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), where 𝜃 is a learnable set of parameters, that

assigns a high score to a triple if it corresponds to a true fact in

the KG and a low score otherwise. During inference, all candidate

triples can be ranked by 𝑓𝜃 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), and the highest-scoring ones

are predicted as new links. We optimize 𝑓𝜃 in a contrastive fashion:

for every positive triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) ∈ T we generate a set of negative
triples T − by randomly corrupting the head or tail, (ℎ′, 𝑟 , 𝑡) or
(ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡 ′). The scoring function is optimized so that positive triples

obtain higher scores than their corresponding negatives, typically

by imposing a margin or softmax-based separation. Intuitively, 𝑓𝜃
learns the compatibility of entity and relation embeddings so that

true triples stand out against randomly generated ones.

3 STRUCTURE ENCODING
The first stage of the gHAWK pipeline is a preprocessing step that

(i) constructs Bloom filters for neighborhood encoding, (ii) trains

a TransE model for global structure encoding, and (iii) fuses the

various node feature vectors into a unified representation. Next,

the GNN is trained using standard message passing. This section

describes preprocessing, and Section 4 discusses GNN training.

3.1 Bloom Filters For Neighborhood Encoding
Rationale. A KG node can learn about its 1-hop neighbors in a

single round of message passing if full-batch training is used, since

the node receives and aggregates messages from all its neighbors.
However, full-batch training is often infeasible for large KGs due to

memory constraints, so training randomly samples the neighbors

of a node, providing only a partial view of the neighborhood.

One way to mitigate this loss of neighborhood information is

to store the set of neighbors as a feature in each node. We choose

to represent this set using a Bloom filter since Bloom filters are

fixed-length, tunable, accurate, easy to compute, and easy to query.

This allows each node to retain a lightweight summary of its full

neighborhood, independent of sampling during training.

Algorithm 1: BuildBloomFilters
Input :T (triple list),𝑚 (number of bits), 𝑘 hash functions

Output : {𝐵 [𝑖 ] }𝑖∈E (Bloom filters for all nodes)

foreach 𝑖 ∈ E do
initialize 𝐵 [𝑖 ] ← 0𝑚

foreach (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡 ) ∈ T do
B[h].insert("r_t");

B[t].insert("r_h");

return {𝐵 [𝑖 ] }

Bloom Filter Construction. We assign each node 𝑖 ∈ E in

the KG an𝑚-bit Bloom filter that encodes its 1-hop neighborhood:

𝐵 [𝑖] ∈ {0, 1}𝑚 . The Bloom filters for all nodes in the KG are denoted

by the set {𝐵 [𝑖]}𝑖∈E , indexed by node ID 𝑖 . This set can be con-

structed in a single pass over the triples, as shown in Algorithm 1.

To ensure that 𝐵 [𝑖] accurately reflects the 1-hop neighborhood

of node 𝑖 , it must include 𝑖’s neighbors that are reachable via both

outgoing edges, where 𝑖 is the head in a triple (𝑖, 𝑟 , 𝑡), and incoming

edges, where 𝑖 is the tail in a triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑖). Moreover, it is important

to record not only the neighbor’s node ID, but also the relation

type connecting the two nodes. For outgoing edges, we encode

the neighbor using the string "r_t", and for incoming edges we

encode it as "r_h". Here, r denotes the relation identifier, which

4



represents the relation type, and t/h denotes the node ID of the

neighbor, which uniquely identifies the node in the graph.

Algorithm 1 processes the KG not node-by-node, but triple-by-

tripe. For every triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) ∈ T , the algorithm insert two strings

into two Bloom filters: (1) The string "r_t" into 𝐵 [ℎ]. (2) The string
"r_h" into 𝐵 [𝑡]. Inserting a string into a Bloom filter follows the

standard procedure: The string is hashed with 𝑘 independent hash

functions to 𝑘 bit positions in the𝑚-bit Bloom filter, and all those

bits are set to 1. After processing all triples, 𝐵 [𝑖] contains a compact

bit-wise signature encoding the relations and neighbors of node 𝑖

without explicitly listing them [38] (see Figure 2 for an example).

Parameter Choice. To ensure that the Bloom filter operates

efficiently at scale, we carefully select its configuration parameters

based on the properties of the KG. The main dataset-dependent

parameter is the number of elements to be inserted into each Bloom

filter, denoted as 𝑛. A naive choice for 𝑛 is the maximum fan-out

(out-degree plus in-degree) across all KG nodes. However, the fan-

out distribution in many KGs is highly skewed, with a handful of

outliers with very high fan-out. For example, in the MAG240M

publication KG [20], which we use in our experiments, a few papers

have extremely large citation count or unusually many authors. To

avoid these outliers, we compute the 95th percentile of the node

out-degrees and in-degrees. The sum of these two values serves as

our estimate for 𝑛, providing a stable and representative estimate

of the typical neighborhood size while preventing a few anomalous

nodes from forcing an unnecessarily large Bloom filter.

Given 𝑛 and a desired false-positive rate 𝜀 (e.g., 1%), we com-

pute the Bloom filter parameters using standard formulas [4]. The

required bit length𝑚 of the filter is calculated as

𝑚 = −𝑛 · ln(𝜀)(ln 2)2 ,

and the optimal number of hash functions 𝑘 is given by

𝑘 =
𝑚

𝑛
· ln 2.

These choices ensure a balance between space efficiency and ac-

curacy. Once𝑚 is determined, the number of bytes required per

Bloom filter can be computed as

⌈
𝑚
8

⌉
. This byte count directly de-

termines the memory footprint for storing the Bloom filters. When

𝑚 ≤ 1024, we store each Bloom filter as a uint32 array in CPU

memory. For𝑚 > 1024 we compress via run-length encoding and

store the Bloom filters in a single memory-mapped file on-disk,

ensuring that only the Bloom filters needed are paged into memory.

In our experiments, we find that the heuristic of choosing𝑚 = 500

balances accuracy and memory, allowing all Bloom filters for the

KG to fit comfortably in CPU memory.

3.2 TransE For Global Structure Encoding
gHAWK uses TransE to provide each node with a representation

of its global position in the KG. As part of preprocessing, we train

a TransE model on all triples in the KG following the standard

procedure of [6]. For each triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), we generate one negative
triple (ℎ′, 𝑟 , 𝑡 ′) (i.e., a triple not in the KG) by corrupting either the

head or the tail, replacing the corrupted entity with a uniformly

sampled entity. Training minimizes the margin-based loss

max(0, 𝛾 + 𝑓 (ℎ′, 𝑟 , 𝑡 ′) − 𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡)),

TransE 
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Figure 2: Local and global view in gHAWK. Left: a target
node 𝑛1 and its 1-hop neighbors {𝑛2, . . . , 𝑛6} with relation
types {𝑟1, 𝑟2, 𝑟3}. The neighbors are hashed 𝑘 times into a
fixed-length𝑚-bit Bloom filter, producing a signature that
preserves the neighborhood. Right: the same node shown as
a head node ℎ in a two-dimensional projection of the TransE
embedding space. The relation vector 𝑟 is a translation fromℎ

to tail 𝑡 , illustrating h+ r ≈ t. The node embedding ℎ encodes
the position of the node within the graph global structure
and captures the node’s semantic context.

where 𝑓 (·) is the TransE scoring function defined in Equation 1 and

𝛾 is the margin (we use 𝛾 = 1.0). This loss function encourages the

model to assign strictly higher scores to true triples than to their

corrupted counterparts, yielding entity embeddings that capture

global structural regularities of the KG.

TransE provides embedding vectors for every node in the KG and

for every relation type. The node embeddings effectively capture

global relational structure at low computational cost, improving the

effectiveness of message passing and its convergence. By providing

each node with a global structural signal, these embeddings also

help integrate information from distant neighbors during training,

thereby mitigating over-squashing [9]. In addition, TransE embed-

dings can inject semantic context into GNN architectures that do

not capture it explicitly, and they offer informative representations

for infrequent relations that are underrepresented during training.

For the purpose of global structure encoding in gHAWK, TransE

is more suitable than more complex KGE methods such as RotatE or

DistMult. Global structure encoding requires a KGE method where

node embeddings alone reflect the global structure of the graph

and can be interpreted without requiring the relation embeddings.

The KGE method should also be scalable and efficient. TransE sat-

isfies these requirements. Its training objective organizes entities

in a Euclidean space where distances and directions correspond

to relational structure: a relation corresponds to a translation, and

composed relations correspond to vector addition. As a result, the

node embeddings alone encode a coherent notion of proximity and

position in the graph, even without the relation embeddings. At

a high level, the node embeddings can be viewed as a global co-

ordinate system based on graph structure. In addition, TransE is

scalable, efficient, and parallelizable [25].

In contrast, DistMult and RotatE are optimized for scoring triples

in link prediction, not for encoding graph structure. DistMult is

inherently symmetric and lacks the directional modeling of TransE,

so it does not induce a structurally meaningful placement of entities
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in the embedding space. RotatE models relations as complex rota-

tions, and scoring a triple depends primarily on interactions with

the relation embeddings. Without relation embeddings, the entity

embeddings do not encode graph structure in a meaningful way.

Thus, while DistMult and RotatE excel at link prediction, TransE is

far better for global structure encoding in gHAWK.

We find embedding dimensions 𝑑 = 100−300 typically sufficient,

balancing representational power with computational efficiency.

3.3 Fusion of Node Features
At the end of the gHAWK preprocessing step, each node in the

graph has two feature vectors representing its structure: (i) a Bloom

filter representing the local structure and (ii) a TransE embedding

vector encoding its global position in the KG. Many KGs addi-

tionally provide domain-specific node features derived from node

attributes. For example, in the MAG240M publication KG used in

our experiments, each node representing a published article has as a

feature the RoBERTa embedding of its title and abstract. As another

example, in KGs constructed from relational databases [35], each

node corresponds to a table row and the attribute values of this row

are summarized in a feature vector. When such domain-specific

features are available, they must be incorporated into GNN training

alongside the Bloom filters and TransE embeddings.

A key design question in gHAWK is how to combine these hetero-

geneous feature vectors into a representation suitable for GNNs. A

naive solution is to concatenate the three vectors directly. However,

this performs poorly because the vectors lie in fundamentally dif-

ferent spaces: Bloom filters inhabit a sparse binary Hamming space,

TransE embeddings reside in a continuous translation-based Eu-

clidean space, and domain-specific features occupy an application-

defined semantic space (e.g., a RoBERTa embedding space). More-

over, the fused representation must ultimately live in the GNN’s

latent space. These spaces differ in dimensionality, scale, distribu-

tion, and semantics, making raw concatenation ineffective.

To address this challenge, gHAWK employs a learned model for
feature fusion. For each node 𝑖 , gHAWK assumes three input feature

vectors: a Bloom filter 𝐵 [𝑖] ∈ {0, 1}𝑚 , a TransE embedding e𝑖 ∈ R𝑑𝐸 ,
and a domain-specific feature vector x𝑖 ∈ R𝑑𝑋 . These vectors are
frozen and never updated after they are computed. Fusion proceeds

in two steps using lightweight multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs).
First, each input vector is independently projected into a common

𝑑-dimensional latent space via three two-layer MLPs with ReLU

activation and dropout, 𝑔𝐸 , 𝑔𝐵 , and 𝑔𝑋 :

t𝑖 = 𝑔𝐸 (e𝑖 ) ∈ R𝑑 , b𝑖 = 𝑔𝐵 (𝐵 [𝑖]) ∈ R𝑑 , x′𝑖 = 𝑔𝑋 (x𝑖 ) ∈ R𝑑 .
These projections denoise, rescale, and harmonize the heteroge-

neous inputs, ensuring that the resulting vectors are numerically

comparable despite originating from distinct modalities.

Note that domain-specific features are optional and not present in

many KGs. For example, none of the KGs used in our link prediction

experiments have such features. When these features are absent,

𝑔𝑋 is omitted and x′𝑖 is excluded from subsequent computations.

We set the projection size 𝑑 equal to the dimensionality of the

TransE embeddings (i.e., 𝑑 = 𝑑𝐸 ), which empirically provides a

balanced capacity across feature types. Experiments with larger or

smaller 𝑑 , or with separate projection sizes for each feature type,

did not improve accuracy and often increased computational cost.

Domain SpecificTransEBloom Filter

Linear 
function

Activation 
function

W ɸ

gE gB gX

Node Features GNN embeddings

Figure 3: Feature-fusion module in gHAWK. For each node
𝑖, the frozen Bloom filter 𝐵 [𝑖], TransE embedding e𝑖 , and
optional domain-specific feature vector x𝑖 are passed through
dedicated two-layer MLPs 𝑔𝐵 , 𝑔𝐸 , and 𝑔𝑋 into a common 𝑑-
dimensional space, concatenated into z𝑖 , and mapped by Win
and a nonlinear activation function 𝜙 (·) into the initial GNN
input embedding h(0)

𝑖
. All parameters in the projection MLPs

and fusion layer are learnable and are updated jointly with
the GNN and decoder during training.

Second, the projected vectors are concatenated and mapped into

the GNN’s input space:

z𝑖 =
[
t𝑖 ∥ b𝑖 ∥ x′𝑖

]
∈ R𝑑𝐹 , h(0)

𝑖
= 𝜙 (𝑊inz𝑖 + bin) ,

where 𝑑𝐹 = 3𝑑 (or 2𝑑 when domain-specific features are absent),

𝑊in ∈ Rℎ×𝑑𝐹 and bin are learnable parameters, h(0)
𝑖

is the initial

GNN node representation of dimension ℎ, and 𝜙 (·) is a nonlinear
activation function (ReLU in our implementation). Layer normal-

ization can be applied to h(0)
𝑖

to improve optimization stability [3].

The two steps of the fusion process together define a three-layer
neural network that maps the frozen Bloom, TransE, and domain-

specific vectors into the GNN’s latent space. This fusion pipeline is

summarized in Figure 3, which shows the three projection MLPs

feeding into a shared fusion layer that produces the initial GNN

node embedding.

Crucially, the projection MLPs 𝑔𝐸 , 𝑔𝐵 , 𝑔𝑋 and the weights of the

fusion layer,𝑊in and bin, are not trained by a separate auxiliary

objective. They are optimized end-to-end together with the GNN

and decoder weights using the downstream task loss (Section 4.2).

At the end of the gHAWK preprocessing step, we perform one pass

over the whole training data and train only the fusion module,

without modifying the GNN or decoder weights. That is, gradients

from the task loss flow through the decoder and GNN layers back

into 𝑔𝐸 , 𝑔𝐵 , 𝑔𝑋 ,𝑊in, and bin. After preprocessing, we move to GNN

training and we train the GNN and decoder weights. We continue

to train the fusion module during GNN training, but use a lower

learning rate than the one used during preprocessing. Throughout
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this process, the underlying Bloom filters, TransE embeddings, and

domain-specific feature vectors remain frozen.

This setup allows gHAWK to learn the relative importance of

the different feature vectors based solely on task supervision. For

example, if a node has a high degree (i.e., many neighbors), the

Bloom filter will consist of almost all 1’s and will therefore carry

limited additional information. In this case, the fusion model will

learn to rely more heavily on the TransE or domain-specific features.

Conversely, for low-degree or structurally distinctive nodes, the

Bloom filter becomes highly informative, and the corresponding

projection 𝑔𝐵 contributes more strongly. The learned fusion thus

adapts to both the geometry of each feature space and the local graph
context, rather than imposing a fixed, hand-crafted combination.

4 GNN TRAINING
4.1 gHAWK-Enhance GNN Architectures
gHAWK is compatible with any GNN architecture. With gHAWK,

layer 0 of the GNN (i.e., the node representation) consists of the

standard trainable GNN parameter vector augmentedwith the fused

feature vector produced by gHAWK, which encodes graph structure

and domain-specific features (Figure 3). This combined represen-

tation is propagated during message passing, thereby injecting

structure awareness directly into the GNN’s training process. The

underlying GNN trainable parameters are updated exactly as in

the original architecture. The gHAWK feature vector itself is not

updated directly; instead, the MLP that generates it is trained as de-

scribed in Section 3.3. Next, we discuss how gHAWK enhances three

categories of GNN, listed from least to most scalable: (1) relation-
aware GNNs, (2) relation-agnostic GNNs, and (3) decoder-only GNNs.

Relation-aware GNNs such as R-GCN [37] maintain a distinct

weight matrix for each relation type and learn all these weights dur-

ing training. This explicit modeling of relations enables these GNNs

to capture relational semantics with high fidelity, but at a substan-

tial cost: the number of learned weight matrices grows linearly with

the number of KG relations. Consequently, relation-aware GNNs

scale poorly as the number of relations grows. gHAWK mitigates

this problem by bootstrapping the model’s relation awareness.

Relation-agnostic GNNs such as GraphSAGE [18] share GNN pa-

rameters across all relations. That is, they ignore relation types and

treat the graph as homogeneous. This design is far more memory-

efficient, but often lower accuracy since it discards valuable relation-

type information. Since gHAWK injects information about the

relational structure of the KG into the node representation, it is

particularly valuable for improving relation-agnostic GNNs. For

large heterogeneous KGs, where relation-aware models become

impractical due to memory overhead, a relation-agnostic backbone

enhanced with gHAWK offers an attractive alternative. Moreover,

gHAWK can introduce relational semantics in the decoding stage

as well (details in the next section). Notably, our experiments show

that relation-agnostic GNNs augmented with gHAWK frequently

outperform relation-aware models on large heterogeneous graphs.

Every GNN ultimately employs a final, learned decoder block

to map embeddings to task-specific outputs. This decoder does

not correspond to any specific node and does not participate in

message passing. It is possible to train a GNN consisting solely

of this decoder, without any message passing. Such decoder-only

GNNs are extremely scalable because they have few parameters

and a simple structure, though they are typically less accurate

than message-passing GNNs. gHAWK can improve the accuracy

of decoder-only GNNs by supplying the structural and relational

information that message passing would otherwise provide.

Standard message-passing GNNs use 𝑘 layers to aggregate infor-

mation from the 𝑘-hop neighborhood, with 𝑘 = 2 being common.

That is, layer 0 encodes the node’s own features, layer 1 aggregates

information from 1-hop neighbors, and layer 2 from 2-hop neigh-

bors. With gHAWK, it is often possible to achieve high accuracy

with 𝑘 = 1, i.e., with message passing only from the immediate

(1-hop) neighbors. In some cases, even zero-hop message passing,

with a decoder-only GNN, is sufficient.

gHAWK ultimately provides fine-grained control over (a) rela-

tion awareness, (b) message-passing depth, and (c) the fraction of

nodes sampled for mini-batch construction. This flexibility enables

practitioners to tailor GNN training to available memory, compute

resources, dataset characteristics, and application requirements.

4.2 Task-Specific Decoders
The node embeddings h(𝐿)

𝑖
produced by the GNN can be used for

a variety of prediction tasks. A final neural network block maps

these embeddings to task-specific outputs by computing a score
using a task-specific scoring function. This final block is commonly

referred to as the decoder or scoring head. The decoder parameters

are trained jointly with the rest of the GNN.

In this paper, we focus on two tasks: node property prediction

and link prediction. This section presents the decoders for these

tasks. Asmentioned in the previous section, a decoder can be trained

as a stand-alone GNN without the message-passing layers. This is

a highly scalable but potentially less accurate option for large KGs.

4.2.1 Node Property Prediction. In node property prediction, the

decoder (also known as a classification head) predicts a class label
from the final node embedding h(𝐿)

𝑖
∈ R𝑑 . gHAWK uses a two-layer

MLP for this decoder:

ŷ𝑖 = softmax

(
𝑊2 𝜙

(
𝑊1 h

(𝐿)
𝑖
+ b1

)
+ b2

)
, (5)

where𝑊1 ∈ R𝑚×𝑑 projects h(𝐿)
𝑖

to an𝑚-dimensional hidden layer,

𝑊2 ∈ R𝐶×𝑚 maps to 𝐶 class logits, b1 and b2 are biases, and 𝜙 (·) is
a pointwise nonlinearity (we use ReLU). The training objective for

this head is a mini-batch cross-entropy loss, described in Section 4.3.

4.2.2 Link Prediction. The goal of a link prediction decoder, also

known as a triple scoring head, is to estimate the plausibility of a

candidate triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), where ℎ and 𝑡 are head and tail nodes and

𝑟 is a relation type.

Let h(𝐿)
ℎ
, h(𝐿)𝑡 ∈ R𝑑 denote the final embeddings of the head

and tail nodes produced by gHAWK. For the decoder-only variant,

these are the fused gHAWK features without message passing. The

decoder maintains a trainable embedding r for every relation 𝑟 and

computes a scalar score

𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) ∈ R

such that higher values indicate a more plausible triple. The embed-

ding r can be initialized randomly or using the TransE embeddings
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computed by gHAWK. The function 𝑓 (·) can be any KGE scor-

ing function, such as the ones presented in Equations 1–3. RotatE

and DistMult are particularly effective, and we use them in our

experiments. We describe the details next.

RotatE (Complex Rotation). In RotatE, entities are embedded

in a complex space C𝑑/2, represented in practice by concatenating

the realℜ(·) and imaginary ℑ(·) parts in R𝑑 :

h(𝐿)
ℎ

=
[
ℜ(eℎ) ∥ ℑ(eℎ)

]
, h(𝐿)𝑡 =

[
ℜ(e𝑡 ) ∥ ℑ(e𝑡 )

]
.

Each relation is parameterized by a phase vector 𝜽 𝑟 ∈ [−𝜋, 𝜋]𝑑/2,
with complex embedding rRot = cos𝜽 𝑟 + 𝑖 sin𝜽𝑟 . The relation acts

as an element-wise rotation on the head embedding, and the score

is

𝑓RotatE (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) = 𝛾 −


eℎ ◦ rRot − e𝑡

𝑝 , (6)

where ◦ is element-wise complex multiplication, 𝛾 > 0 is a margin

parameter, and 𝑝 ∈ {1, 2} controls the distance norm. This scorer

is used with relation-agnostic GNNs (e.g., GraphSAGE), where the

decoder plays an important role in adding relational semantics.

DistMult (Bilinear Dot Product). Using the relation embed-

ding computed by DistMult rDM ∈ R𝑑 , the score is

𝑓DistMult (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) =
〈
h(𝐿)
ℎ
◦ rDM, h(𝐿)𝑡

〉
=

𝑑∑︁
𝑘=1

ℎ
(𝐿)
ℎ,𝑘

𝑟DM
𝑘

ℎ
(𝐿)
𝑡,𝑘
, (7)

where ◦ is element-wise multiplication and ⟨·, ·⟩ is the dot product.
This scorer is used with relation-aware GNNs (e.g., R-GCN), where

relational semantics are already captured in the GNN weights.

4.3 Mini-Batch Training
To recap, the trainable parameters in gHAWK are: (i) feature fusion

MLP weights, (ii) message-passing weights, and (iii) task-specific

decoder weights. gHAWK is trained in mini-batches, with different

specifics for node property prediction and link prediction.

Node Property Prediction. For node-property prediction, each

mini-batch B contains a set of labeled target nodes. For each 𝑖 ∈
B, we sample up to 𝐹1 1-hop neighbors (and, if a second GNN

layer is used, up to 𝐹2 2-hop neighbors) to construct a computation

subgraph. 𝐹1 and 𝐹2 are tuned per dataset according to the degree

distribution, with graphs with high node degrees (heavy-tailed

distribution) using higher values. The sampled neighbors provide

context for message passing but do not incur a loss term.

Given amini-batchB of labeled nodes and their final embeddings

{h(𝐿)
𝑖
}𝑖∈B , the classification head (Equation 5) produces predicted

class probabilities ŷ𝑖 . Let 𝑦𝑖,𝑐 ∈ {0, 1} denote the one-hot ground-
truth vector for node 𝑖 . We use a mini-batch cross-entropy loss

LCE (B) = −
1

|B|
∑︁
𝑖∈B

𝐶∑︁
𝑐=1

𝑦𝑖,𝑐 log𝑦𝑖,𝑐 , (8)

where𝑦𝑖,𝑐 is the 𝑐-th component of ŷ𝑖 . Gradients are back-propagated
through the classification head, the GNN layers, and the fusion

MLPs, but not into the Bloom, TransE, or domain-specific features.

Link prediction. For link prediction, eachmini-batchB consists

of positive triples (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) sampled from the training set. For every

such triple, we generate 𝐾 negative triples by corrupting either the

head or the tail, i.e., replacing ℎ with ℎ− or 𝑡 with 𝑡− .
Let 𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) denote the triple scoring function chosen from, e.g.,

Equations 6 and 7. For each positive (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) ∈ B and its 𝐾 negative

corruptions {(ℎ−𝑗 , 𝑟 , 𝑡−𝑗 )}𝐾𝑗=1, we compute the scores

𝑠+ = 𝑓 (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), 𝑠−𝑗 = 𝑓 (ℎ−𝑗 , 𝑟 , 𝑡−𝑗 ) for 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐾 .

Each negative triple is assigned a weight 𝑤 𝑗 , and the scores are

combined into a mini-batch link-prediction loss Llink (B) that en-
courages true triples to score higher than corrupted ones

Llink (B) =
1

𝐵

∑︁
(ℎ,𝑟,𝑡 ) ∈B

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑤 𝑗 max

{
0, 𝛾 + 𝑠−𝑗 − 𝑠+

}
, (9)

with margin 𝛾 > 0 (we use 𝛾 = 1.0 unless stated otherwise). There

are several methods to generate negative triples and set the corre-

sponding weights𝑤 𝑗 . We discuss these methods in the next section.

4.4 Sampling Negative Triples
The objective in training link prediction models is to score true

(positive) triples that exist in the KG higher than false (negative)

triples that do not exist. Negative triples are generated by corrupting

the head or the tail. It is possible to enumerate all corruptions of

every training triple, but this is infeasible except for the smallest

KGs, so training relies on negative sampling: we generate a small

set of negative triples for each positive triple.

It is well known that using hard (i.e., non-obvious) negative

triples yields higher accuracy and faster convergence for link pre-

diction models [41]. For example, if the positive triple is (Austin,
Capital_Of, Texas), then (Austin, Capital_Of, Oklahoma) is a hard
negative while (Austin, Capital_Of, Mount Everest) is an easy and

uninformative negative that does not help training as much as the

first one. gHAWK has three different methods for sampling negative

triples with varying hardness, which we discuss next.

Filtered Random Negatives. For each positive triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡),
we draw 𝐾 replacement entities uniformly at random to corrupt

the head or tail.
1
Any corruption that appears as a known triple

in the training, validation, or test sets is discarded. This is known

as filtered sampling in KGE benchmarks, since we filter out true

triples from the negative sample. The negative sampling budget 𝐾

controls the tradeoff between computation and the strength of the

gradient signal: a larger 𝐾 exposes the model to a more diverse set

of alternatives but increases computational cost. All samples are

given a weight𝑤 𝑗 = 1/𝐾 in Equation 9.

Self-adversarial Weighting. Random sampling tends to pro-

duce many “obvious” non-answers, especially as the model im-

proves. To focus learning on confusable entities, we weight the

candidate negatives in proportion to the model’s current score,

following the self-adversarial scheme of RotatE [41]. Intuitively,

negatives that themodel currently considers plausible (higher score)

receive larger weights and thus impose stronger corrective pressure.

Let {(ℎ−𝑗 , 𝑟 , 𝑡−𝑗 )}𝐾𝑗=1 be the set of corrupted negative triples as-

sociated with a positive triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), with current model scores

1
We typically split the 𝐾 budget evenly between the head and tail, but this is tunable.
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𝑠 𝑗 = 𝑓 (ℎ−𝑗 , 𝑟 , 𝑡−𝑗 ). Each negative triple can have a corrupted head or

a corrupted tail, but not both. For example, if the tail is corrupted

then ℎ−𝑗 = ℎ and 𝑡−𝑗 is a uniformly sampled replacement tail. We

define the weights in Equation 9 using a softmax with temperature

𝛼 > 0:

𝑤 𝑗 =
𝑒𝛼𝑠 𝑗∑𝐾
𝑗 ′=1 𝑒

𝛼𝑠 𝑗 ′
.

A larger 𝛼 concentrates the weight on the highest-scoring (hardest)

negatives, while a smaller 𝛼 approaches uniform weighting. In

practice we compute 𝑤 𝑗 from the current mini-batch scores and

stop gradients through𝑤 𝑗 for stability.

TransE-GuidedNegative Sampling. The self-adversarial weight-
ing above changes the weights of the candidate negatives, but these

candidate negatives are still generated using uniform random sam-

pling. We describe how to generate harder candidate negatives.

A distinctive feature of gHAWK is that we train a TransE model

during preprocessing, and this model is available for free when we

sample negative triple. The TransE model provides a cheap, reason-

ably accurate measure of triple plausibility before GNN training.

We exploit this by using TransE to propose hard negatives.

For each positive triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡), we first generate a large pool
of 𝐾pool candidate head and tail corruptions using filtered random

sampling, with 𝐾pool ≫ 𝐾 . We then score these candidates with

the TransE scoring function 𝑓TransE (·) and retain the top-𝐾 highest-

scoring candidates as hard negatives. This TransE-guided ranking

is computationally inexpensive since the TransE scoring function

has few parameters, and it ensures that the GNN is exposed to

informative, hard negatives even early in training. The 𝐾 negatives

are weighted using the self-adversarial scheme above, using the

current gHAWK decoder scores 𝑓 (·) in place of 𝑓TransE (·).

5 COMPUTATION AND MEMORY REQUIRED
This section discusses the computational complexity and space

requirement of gHAWK.

Preprocessing. We start with gHAWK’s preprocessing step, which

has three components: constructing Bloom filters, training a TransE

model, and feature fusion. The Bloom filters are constructed by Al-

gorithm 1 in one pass over the triples, so this step’s time complexity

is linear in the number of triples (|T |) and the number of hash

functions (𝑘):

𝑇Bloom =𝑂 (𝑘 |T |).
Each triple (ℎ, 𝑟, 𝑡) is hashed twice per hash function, once for its

head and once for its tail. This one-time cost is negligible compared

to GNN training.

Bloom filters compactly encode neighborhoods as fixed-length

bit vectors, ensuring a constant memory cost per node. The memory

required for the Bloom filters is given by

𝑀Bloom =
𝑚

8

|E | bytes,

where𝑚 is the number of bits per Bloom filter. For instance, choos-

ing𝑚 = 1024 results in a memory footprint of 1.28GB for a graph

with 10
7
entities, fitting within typical GPU memory.

The preprocessing step also trains a TransE model, with a time

complexity of

𝑇TransE =𝑂 ( |T | 𝑑 𝐸TransE) ,

where 𝑑 is the TransE embedding dimensionality, and 𝐸TransE is the

number of epochs required for convergence. The memory required

for storing these TransE embeddings is linear with respect to |E |:

𝑀TransE =𝑂 (𝑑 |E |) floats.

Practically, even at 𝑑 = 200, a graph with 10
7
nodes requires only

around 8GB, assuming 4 bytes per float.

The Bloomfilter vectors and TransE embeddings are fused through

a simple MLP projection. This fusion step is trivial compared to

other preprocessing and training costs, with time complexity𝑂 ( |E |).
Combining the previous equations, the total one-time prepro-

cessing time complexity is made up of linear-time steps:

𝑇preprocessing =𝑂 (𝑘 |T | + |T | 𝑑 𝐸TransE + |E|) ,

while total preprocessing memory is:

𝑀preprocessing =𝑂

(𝑚
8

|E | + 𝑑 |E |
)
.

GNN Parameter Footprint. While gHAWK uses standard GNN

backbones and does not add GNN parameters beyond the node

features, it is still important to discuss the parameter footprint

of different GNN methods, since these parameters dominate the

memory consumption in the gHAWK pipeline.

As mentioned in Section 4.1, a GNN can be relation-aware or

relation-agnostic. A relation-aware GNN like R-GCN [37] assigns

separate parameters (i.e., a separate weight matrix) to each relation

type. Specifically, each layer ℓ in an R-GCN model requires:

𝑃
(ℓ )
Rel−aware = 𝑑

2

hid
+ |R| · 𝑑2

hid
,

where 𝑑hid is the dimensionality of the hidden representation (em-

bedding) and |R | is the number of relation types. The term 𝑑2
hid

is

the self-loop weight that updates a node’s own embedding. The

second term corresponds to |R | relation-specific 𝑑hid × 𝑑hid weight
matrices. This leads to a parameter complexity linear in the number

of relation types (|R |). Even techniques like basis or block decom-

positions [37] only reduce and do not eliminate this linear growth.

As a result, relation-aware GNNs rapidly become infeasible as |R |
grows (e.g., the OGB-WikiKG2 KG with 535 relation types).

In contrast, relation-agnostic GNNs like GraphSAGE [18] do not

require separate weight matrices per relation type. Instead, they

use a single weight matrix shared by all relations, along with a

self-loop weight matrix:

𝑃
(ℓ )
Rel−agnostic = 𝑑

2

hid
+ 𝑑2

hid
= 2 · 𝑑2

hid
,

where 𝑑hid is the dimensionality of the hidden representation (em-

bedding). The first 𝑑2
hid

term represents the shared neighbor ag-

gregation matrix. The second 𝑑2
hid

term accounts for the self-loop

weight matrix. Relation-agnostic GNNs dramatically reduce the

number of parameters, since complexity no longer scales with |R |.
However, typical relation-agnostic methods sacrifice relational ex-

pressiveness because they ignore edge types. gHAWK can benefit

both relation-aware and relation-agnostic methods, although it is

expected to be of greater benefit to relation-agnostic methods, since

it provides these methods with the semantic context that they lack.
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GNN Training Epoch Complexity. The overall computational

cost for a single GNN training epoch scales linearly with the number

of batches 𝑁steps, layers 𝐿, and per-batch edge computations 𝐸 (B):
𝑇epoch ≈ 𝑁steps 𝐿 𝐸 (B) 𝑑hid .

In gHAWK, a shallow 𝐿 (e.g., 𝐿 = 1 or 2) is typically enough to

achieve high accuracy.

6 EXPERIMENTS
6.1 Experimental Setup
gHAWK is implemented in Python and publicly available.

2
It uses

PyTorch and the PyTorch Geometric library (PyG) [12]. Our ex-

periments use datasets from the Open Graph Benchmark [20, 21].
3

The datasets in this benchmark are already partitioned into train-

ing/validation/testing sets, and we adhere to this partitioning in

our experiments. We use a single GPU server with AMD Genoa

CPU, 768 GB of RAM, and 4 NVIDIA L40S GPUs, each with 48GB.

We use the AdamW optimizer for training. We tune the hyper-

parameters specifically for each experiment, adjusting the learning

rate and weight decay through grid search or manual tuning. We

use the mmh3 library [38] and tune the number of hash functions

and bit length for each experiment. We measure training conver-

gence by evaluating the model on the validation data after each

epoch, or at specified intervals of epochs. Once training converges,

we evaluate the learned model on the test data. Unless otherwise

stated, we train with batches of 1024 triples.

Our focus in this paper is on node property prediction and link

prediction. Since these two tasks are very different in the datasets

used, state-of-the-art baselines, and evaluation methodology, we

present them independently in two separate sections: node prop-

erty prediction in Section 6.2 and link prediction in Section 6.3. We

evaluate model accuracy for node property prediction during vali-

dation and testing using multi-class classification accuracy, defined

as the fraction of test nodes correctly labeled. For link prediction

using filtered Mean Reciprocal Rate (MRR), Hits@3, and Hits@10.

6.2 Node Property Prediction
6.2.1 Task & Datasets. We evaluate node property prediction on

two variants of the Microsoft Academic Graph (MAG) KG, which

represents an academic bibliography containing information about

publications, authors, venues, and subjects. Specifically, we use

OGB-MAG [21] and MAG240M [20]. OGB-MAG contains ∼1.9M
nodes (papers, authors, institutions, fields) and 4 edge types. The

task is to predict the venue (349 classes) for each paper. Each pa-

per has a domain-specific feature vector that consists of a 128-

dimensional Word2Vec [28] embedding of its title and abstract.

MAG240M a web-scale bibliography graph, with ∼244M nodes and

over 1.3B edges. The domain-specific feature vector of each pa-

per is a 768-dimensional RoBERTa [27] embedding of the title and

abstract concatenated together. The task is to predict one of 153

subject areas for 1.4M labeled arXiv papers. While both datasets

represent academic bibliographies, we note the stark difference in

scale between them: MAG240M has 126× more nodes than OGB-

MAG. Also, the RoBERTa features in MAG240M are more powerful

2
https://github.com/lids-lab/gHAWK

3
https://ogb.stanford.edu

and informative than the Word2Vec features in OGB-MAG. Since

the Word2Vec and RoBERTa domain-specific features in this exper-

iment rely on text, we refer to them as text features. The details of
the two datasets are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Node property prediction dataset statistics.

Statistic OGB-MAG MAG240M

Number of Entitie Types 4 3

Number of Relations 4 3

Total Nodes 1.94M 244M

Total Edges 21M 1.3B

Labeled Nodes 0.74M 1.4M

Feature Dimension 128 (Word2Vec) 768 (RoBERTa)

6.2.2 Baselines. We integrate gHAWK into several established

GNN backbones that are widely used for node property prediction.

We evaluate R-GCN [37], GraphSAGE [18], GraphSAINT [53], and

ClusterGCN [8] to cover sampling-based andmessage-passing back-

bones at web scale. We additionally include GAT [46] and HGT [22]

to represent attention-based and heterogeneous-attention models.

These backbones span a range of architectural paradigms: R-GCN

uses relation-specific parameters to model heterogeneous edges,

GraphSAGE aggregates neighborhood features via mean pooling,

GraphSAINT and ClusterGCN use sampling strategies for scalable

training, GAT applies learned attention across neighbors, and HGT

uses type-aware attention over meta-relations.

All models share the same parameters, so differences in perfor-

mance can be attributed solely to the node features. Specifically,

each model has two GNN layers with 256 hidden units, dropout

0.5, neighbor sampling with fanout 25 at hop 1 and fanout 20 at

hop 2, and an AdamW optimizer with learning rate 10
−3
. We train

OGB-MAG for 500 epochs and MAG240M for 100 epochs.

6.2.3 Feature Configurations. There are three types of features
available for each node in this experiment: (1) gHAWK’s Bloom

filter, (2) gHAWK’s TransE embedding, and (3) the text features for

paper nodes. We evaluate the possible combinations of features,

ranked from least informative to most informative:

• No features: features removed from the nodes (OGB-MAG), or

replaced by a vector of random values (MAG240M). Here, the

predictions are made exclusively based on graph structure.

• Local Structure (Bloom): Bloom filters only.

• Text: dataset-provided text features (Word2Vec in OGB-MAG;

RoBERTa in MAG240M).

• Local + Text: Bloom filters combined with text features.

• gHAWK: The Bloom filter and TransE embeddings of gHAWK

without the text features. This allows us to compare the informa-

tion provided by gHAWK’s structural encoding alone with the

information provided by the text features.

• gHAWK + Text: The Bloom filter and TransE embeddings of

gHAWK combined with text features. We hypothesize that this

is the most informative set of features.

Feature dimensionality. In OGB-MAG, the Text feature is the

128-d Word2Vec embedding of each paper. We set the Bloom filter

length to 128 bits, and we use 100 dimensions for TransE. We fuse
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Table 2: Node property prediction accuracy (%) on OGB-MAG
(349 venues) and MAG240M (153 subject areas).

OGB-MAG MAG240M

Model Text
(Word2Vec)

gHAWK+Text
(Bloom+TransE+Word2Vec)

Text
(RoBERTa)

gHAWK+Text
(Bloom+TransE+RoBERTa)

GraphSAINT 46.84 57.97 64.73 73.29
GraphSAGE 45.90 53.04 66.32 71.15
HGT 43.78 52.23 57.49 74.97
GAT OOM 49.92 66.30 71.95
R-GCN 37.86 48.13 68.60 75.04
ClusterGCN 36.57 45.70 61.85 72.02

the features into a 256-d vector for Local + Text, and a 356-d vector
for gHAWK + Text.

In MAG240M, the Text feature is the 768-d RoBERTa embedding

of each paper. We give 63 bytes to the Bloom filter and 100 dimen-

sions to TransE. To keep the first GNN layer compact, we project

the 768-d Text vector through a single-layer MLP to 384 dimensions.

We fuse the features into a 447-d vector for Local + Text, and a

547-d vector for gHAWK + Text. In the No features case, each
node has a 128-d feature vector of random numbers.

The basic question in this experiment is whether gHAWK im-

proves the accuracy and convergence for all GNN backbones. To

answer this question, we compare the unmodified GNN backbone

to the gHAWK-augmented backbone. In both cases, we use the

dataset obtained from OGB, including its text features. That is, we

compare Text and gHAWK + Text from the list above. We also

measure the speed of convergence in this experiment.

To perform an ablation study, we compare all the feature combi-

nations in the list above, which enables us to compare the informa-

tiveness of different feature types.

6.2.4 Overall Accuracy and Convergence. Table 2 shows the
accuracy of all GNN backbones with and without gHAWK (i.e.,

Text and gHAWK + Text features). Across both datasets and all

backbones, gHAWK consistently improves accuracy. On OGB-MAG,

gHAWK improves accuracy by 7 to 11 percentage points. GAT runs

out of memory in the Text case since the features do not fit in GPU

memory. On MAG240M, gHAWK improves accuracy by 4.8 to 17.5

percentage points, with the largest improvement for HGT.

The best accuracy is obtained by gHAWK with GraphSAINT on

OGB-MAG (57.97%) and by gHAWK with R-GCN on MAG240M

(75.04%). At the time of writing, these results rank first on the
OGB leaderboards for these datasets.While the main objective

of these experiments is demonstrating that gHAWK can improve

any GNN backbone rather than topping OGB leaderboards, it is still

remarkable that gHAWK can top two leaderboards with a generic

technique that does not use external data or ensembles.

We now turn to running time and convergence. On the smaller

OGB-MAG dataset, all runs finish within a few minutes, so we omit

detailed timing. On MAG240M, we observe consistent end-to-end

speedups when moving from Text to gHAWK + Text. Figure 4
plots validation error versus training time on MAG240M for dif-

ferent backbones. gHAWK always converges faster and to a lower

validation error than the GNN using the RoBERTa text features

alone. The structural signals from gHAWK provide a strong induc-

tive bias that complements the text encoder.

Because the RoBERTa features are projected to 384 dimensions

before fusion, gHAWK also reduces the parameter count of the
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Figure 4: Model convergence on MAG240M. The plots
show validation error versus training time (hours) for
each GNN backbone. Solid curves represent gHAWK+Text
(Bloom+TransE+RoBERTa) and dotted curves represent Text
(RoBERTa). X markers denote the final validation error, with
the numeric label showing its value.

first GNN layer by about 9% across backbones (e.g., GAT 3.1→
2.8M; GraphSAGE/GraphSAINT/ClusterGCN 4.9 → 4.4M; HGT

31.4→ 30.7M; R-GCN 34.2→ 30.1M), which matches the faster

convergence in Figure 4.

6.2.5 Ablation Study. Table 3 expands Table 2 and shows all

feature configurations. The main message from this table is that the

Bloom filter, TransE embeddings, and text features all add value,

and none of them on its own approaches maximum accuracy.

For both datasets, No features has low accuracy, less than 30%.

This shows that mini-batch training on the graph structure alone

loses too much information and cannot achieve good accuracy,

even for relation-aware backbones, such as R-GCN, which take

into consideration relation types in addition to the graph structure.

Node features are important for accurate training.

On OGB-MAG, Local Structure (Bloom) with the Bloom filter

alone outperforms Text on every backbone, indicating that the

patterns of citation and authorship relations are more predictive

of venue than the text of the title and abstract, especially since

the text is represented using Word2Vec, which is a weak method.

The gHAWK feature combination, which includes the Bloom filter

and TransE embeddings but not the text features, gives substan-

tially higher accuracy than Local Structure (Bloom) or Text. This
shows that capturing the local and global structure together, even

without text features, is better than capturing local structure alone

or using the text features alone. As we argue throughout this paper,

if every node has a representation of the graph structure, training

can compensate for the loss of information in mini-batch training

on large KGs. Finally, as expected, combining all features in the

gHAWK + Text gives the highest accuracy.
The results are somewhat different on MAG240M, since the text

features use the RoBERTa embedding of the paper title and abstract,

which is a better text embedding model thanWord2Vec, albeit more

expensive. For this dataset, Local Structure (Bloom) recovers
roughly 90% of the accuracy of Text, despite using a fraction of the

feature vector dimensionality, confirming that structural informa-

tion alone is highly informative. The final column, gHAWK + Text,
11



Table 3: Ablation over feature configurations: node property prediction accuracy (%) on OGB-MAG and MAG240M. “Text” is
Word2Vec on OGB-MAG and RoBERTa on MAG240M.

OGB-MAG MAG240M

Model No

Feat.

Local

(Bloom)

Text

(W2V)

Local

+Text

gHAWK

(B+T)

gHAWK

+Text

No

Feat.

Local

(Bloom)

Text

(RoB)

Local

+Text

gHAWK

(B+T)

gHAWK

+Text

GraphSAINT 27.41 48.57 46.84 50.81 54.55 57.97 27.34 60.90 64.73 68.30 60.34 73.29
GraphSAGE 26.14 47.42 45.90 49.53 50.69 53.04 23.82 52.88 66.32 68.76 61.52 71.15
HGT 25.65 44.14 43.78 44.12 48.94 52.23 28.45 49.81 57.49 63.28 57.55 74.97
GAT 24.12 32.83 OOM OOM 45.34 49.92 26.15 54.31 66.30 70.07 62.15 71.95
R-GCN 23.37 42.88 37.86 44.47 43.71 48.13 21.66 49.32 68.60 69.99 59.23 75.04
ClusterGCN 22.12 39.01 36.57 41.49 43.89 45.70 25.19 54.71 61.85 57.26 59.82 72.02

has substantially higher accuracy than any of the other columns,

showing that for this difficult dataset, all features must be used in

combination to achieve maximum accuracy.

In summary, gHAWK improves accuracy for all GNN backbones,

and the local structure (Bloom filter) and global structure (TransE

embedding) are both needed to substitute and/or complement the

text features.

6.3 Link Prediction
6.3.1 Task andDatasets. We evaluate gHAWK on link prediction

tasks using two complementary knowledge graph datasets: OGB-

WikiKG2 and FB15k-237. OGB-WikiKG2 is a large-scale knowledge

graph from the OGB benchmark, containing ∼2.5M entities, 535

relation types, and ∼17M training triples. We follow the OGB evalu-

ation protocol and report filtered MRR, Hits@3, and Hits@10 using

the official evaluator, with 1000 sampled negatives per query triple.

FB15k-237 is a widely used benchmark derived from Freebase with

∼14k entities and 237 relations; inverse edges are removed to avoid

test leakage. It contains 272K training triples and allows exhaustive

evaluation by ranking each test triple against all entity corruptions.

We use OGB-WikiKG2 as our primary large-scale benchmark,

focusing on scalability and the effect of gHAWK when training

with mini-batch sampling. FB15k-237 is used as a controlled set-

ting for the ablation study, since it allows full-batch training even

for relation-aware GNNs such as R-GCN. Table 4 summarizes the

statistics of both datasets.

Table 4: Dataset statistics for link prediction. OGB-WikiKG2
is used for scalability analysis due to its large size, whereas
FB15k-237 serves as a controlled standard benchmark for the
ablation study.

Statistic OGB-WikiKG2 FB15k-237
Number of Entities 2,500,604 14,541

Number of Relations 535 237

Training Triples 17,137,181 272,115

Validation Triples 429,456 17,535

Test Triples 598,543 20,466

Avg. Node Degree ∼13.7 ∼37.4
Negative Sampling 1,000 sampled All entities ranked

negatives per triple exhaustively

Evaluation Protocol OGB standard (filtered) Standard filtered ranking

6.3.2 Baselines. We compare gHAWK against three families of

link prediction baselines.

Embedding-only baselines. We include TransE and RotatE as

strong KGE methods that operate purely at the level of global entity

and relation embeddings, with no GNN and nomessage passing. Fol-

lowing the OGB recommendations, we use 500-d real embeddings

for TransE and 250-d complex embeddings for RotatE (equivalent

to 500 real dimensions). Both models are trained with a margin

loss, 𝛾 = 30, and self-adversarial negative sampling. These baselines

establish a strong “global-only” reference that ignores explicit local

neighborhood structure.

Specialized link predictors. For additional context, we also

consider NBFNet [59], which performs pairwise subgraph extrac-

tion and GNN reasoning per query, and the path-search heuristic

A*Net [58]. Both methods achieve good accuracy on small bench-

marks but do not scale to graphs as large as OGB-WikiKG2; NBFNet

runs out of memory in our experiments.

GNN baselines. We consider two message-passing backbones:

GraphSAGE as an example of a powerful relation-agnostic model

and R-GCN as an example of a powerful relation-aware model.

In GraphSAGE, each node has a learned embedding, which is

updated by a two-layer mean aggregator [18] encoder trained in

a mini-batch fashion using PyG’s LinkNeighborLoader. Links are
scored with a translational decoder such as RotatE or DistMult

(Section 4.2), and we found that DistMult works best in our setting.

For R-GCN, we follow the standard two-layer architecture with

relation-specific parameters [37]. On FB15k-237 we can run full-

batch RGCN training with 500-dimensional hidden layers and basis

decomposition, which serves as a strong relation-aware baseline. On

OGB-WikiKG2, full-batch RGCN training is infeasible due to mem-

ory, so we use mini-batch training using LinkNeighborLoader.

6.3.3 Results and Discussions. We test several variants of link

prediction models on OGB-WikiKG2: (i) a decoder-only variant

where a TransE or RotatE decoder is used for link prediction with-

out GNN layers, (ii) specialized link-prediction neural networks,

namely NBFNet and A*Net, and (iii) relation-aware and relation-

agnostic GNNs, namely R-GCN and GraphSAGE, trained with mini-

batch training since full-batch training runs out of memory. We

use a RotatE decode with R-GCN and a DistMuly decoder with

GraphSAGE, since these decoders gave us the best results. We use
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gHAWK with different models as needed. Table 5 reports filtered

test performance on OGB-WikiKG2, grouped into “w/o gHAWK”

and “with gHAWK” columns. All models use the OGB evaluator

and the same evaluation protocol.

For decoder-only models, RotatE outperforms TransE, reach-

ing an MRR of 43.42% (Hits@10 48.98%). These values are con-

sistent with prior state-of-the-art results for RotatE on the OGB-

WikiGK2 dataset. When we replace the RotatE entity embeddings

with gHAWK’s Bloom+TransE encoder but keep the same RotatE

decoder, test MRR increases to 68.02% (Hits@10 83.19%). This is an

impressive gain in MRR of 25 percentage points, demonstrating that

gHAWK’s structural features alone, even without GNN message

passing, can substantially improve a strong translational decoder.

The specialized link-prediction neural networks, NBFNet and

A*Net, did not give good results in our experiments. These recent

state-of-the-art models showed impressive link prediction perfor-

mance on small KGs [58, 59]. However, they did not do well on

the large OGB-WikiKG2 dataset. NBFNet ran out of memory, and

A*Net’s accuracy with gHAWK was worse than without gHAWK.

The superior without-gHAWK performance was an MRR of 67.67%,

lower than even the decoder-only RotatE with gHAWK.

R-GCN is conceptually attractive as a relation-aware message

passing baseline, but in practice, it is extremely memory-hungry.

On OGB-WikiKG2, even without gHAWK, a two-layer R-GCN with

500-dimensional hidden states and 535 relations (or 2×535 when
adding inverse edges) requires hundreds of relation-specific weight

matrices. The standard PyG RGCNConv layer materializes a param-

eter tensor of size [num_relations, 𝑑, 𝑑], which scales as O(|R|𝑑2).
On OGB-WikiKG2, with |R | = 535 and 𝑑 in the hundreds, this al-

ready occupies several gigabytes of GPU memory per layer. When

we combine this with a large entity embedding table (millions of

entities, hundreds of dimensions) and AdamW optimizer state, full-

batch R-GCN consistently runs out of memory on our L40S GPU

with 48GB of memory. Thus, only the mini-batch training shown in

Table 5 is feasible for R-GCN, and even this mini-batch training re-

mains fragile: in our experiments, a two-layer R-GCN trained with

PyG’s RGCNConv and LinkNeighborLoader achieves only 18.16%

test MRR (25.44% Hits@10), while still using a significant fraction of

GPU memory. This weak performance highlights the information

loss caused by neighborhood sampling and the difficulty of training

heavily parameterized relation-aware GNN layers at this scale.

Tomake gHAWK feasiblewith R-GCNon the largeOGB-WikiKG2

KG with its 2.5M entities and 535 relation types, we used a small

batch size (400) and reduced projection dimensions (60), while keep-

ing an RGCN-style relation-specific convolution layer. In this set-

ting, R-GCN with gHAWK achieves 38.96% MRR (55.57% Hits@10),

much better than a mini-batch R-GCN trained without gHAWK

features, but still not the best performance, even lower than the

decoder-only RotatE. Thus, while gHAWK benefits R-GCN, these

results reinforce that once gHAWK features with their strong local

and global structure signals are added to the nodes, shallowmessage

passing is sufficient, and heavy relation-specific parameterization

is not necessary for good performance.

The GraphSAGE backbone follows the same pattern. Without

gHAWK, a two-layer GraphSAGE encoder with a DistMult decoder

reaches a good test MRR of 45.37% (Hits@10 63.67%), despite be-

ing relation-agnostic in its message passing. A subtle point in our

Table 5: Effect of gHAWK features on different backbones on
OGB-WikiKG2. All numbers are filtered test MRR / Hits@3 /
Hits@10 (%).

w/o gHAWK with gHAWK

Method MRR H@3 H@10 MRR H@3 H@10

TransE 35.88 37.04 41.97

RotatE 43.42 44.10 48.98 68.02 72.11 83.19

NBFNet OOM OOM OOM

A*Net 67.67 - -

R-GCN (mini-batch) 18.16 18.70 25.44 38.96 42.38 55.57

GraphSAGE 45.37 49.98 63.67 75.74 76.63 83.65

setup is that GraphSAGE by itself is not a link prediction model for

multi-relational graphs: its message passing is completely relation-

agnostic. The model becomes relation-aware only once we attach

the DistMult decoder on top of the node embeddings (Section 4.2).

Consequently, the good performance reported for the GraphSAGE

in Table 5 should be understood as the combination of the Graph-

SAGE relation-agnostic encoder with the DistMult decoder that

models relation types in its scoring function, thereby injecting some

relation-awareness into the model. In preliminary experiments (not

shown), replacing DistMult with a relation-agnostic dot-product

scorer significantly degradedMRR, confirming the need for relation-

awareness in the decoder. When we augment this backbone with

gHAWK features, testMRR increases to 75.74% (Hits@10 83.65%).At
the time of writing, this MRR ranks first on the OGB-WikiKG2
leaderboard. As we commented in the node property classification

section, our main objective is not topping leaderboards, but it is

still remarkable that gHAWK can top leaderboards in both node

property prediction and link prediction.

It is particularly interesting that the best performance was ob-

tainedwith a relation-agnostic technique, demonstrating that gHAWK

effectively captures strong training signals about the graph struc-

ture and relation types in its node features and decoder. We empiri-

cally observe that once nodes are initialized with gHAWK features,

shallow message passing is sufficient to obtain strong link pre-

diction performance. Each node starts with a representation that

already encodes both its typed 1-hop neighborhood (via the Bloom

filter) and its global position in the KG (via the TransE embedding).

In this setting, the GraphSAGE layers act primarily as a refinement

mechanism rather than the sole source of structural information.

Across our experiments, one or two GraphSAGE layers consistently

yield the best performance. More layers either plateau or slightly

degrade MRR while incurring additional computation and mem-

ory cost. With gHAWK, the “heavy lifting” is done before message

passing, and shallow propagation is enough to align and denoise

the node representations.

We also examine the speed of convergence for gHAWK models

on the link prediction task. On OGB-WikiKG2, almost all of the

MRR gain provided by gHAWK on RotatE, R-GCN, and GraphSAGE

appears within the first 10–20 epochs. After this point, the valida-

tion curves flatten, and subsequent epochs primarily fine-tune the

scores rather than changing the ranking substantially. This behav-

ior is consistent with our previous observation: the Bloom+TransE

features provide a prior that already encodes most of the useful
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local and global structure, and a small number of message-passing

steps is enough to propagate and smooth these priors.

In summary, gHAWK consistently improves the performance of

both pure KGE baselines (RotatE) and message-passing baselines

(GraphSAGE). It requires shallow message passing and converges

in a few epochs, meaning that it successfully scales GNN training

on large heterogenous KGs such as OGB-WikiKG2.

6.3.4 Ablation Study. To understand the contributions of gHAWK’s

Bloom filters and TransE embeddings, we perform controlled ab-

lations on the FB15k-237 dataset by incrementally adding the two

types of features to a mini-batch R-GCN baseline. Table 6 shows

the ablation results. All model variants in the table share the same

R-GCN architecture, optimizer, number of training epochs, and hy-

perparameters. We vary only the node input features, only, TransE

only, or Bloom+TransE), which ensuring that differences in perfor-

mance can be attributed directly to these features.

Table 6: Performance of various R-GCNmodels with gHAWK
variants on FB15k-237. MRR / Hits@3 / Hits@10 in %.

Model Variant MRR Hits@3 Hits@10 Notes

Full-batch 22.87 25.15 41.50 Baseline

Mini-batch 14.86 15.09 26.00 Neighbor sampling

Bloom 26.39 28.98 44.44 Local structure

TransE 22.18 24.07 39.39 Global structure

Bloom + TransE 27.95 30.39 44.82 gHAWK

The FB15k-237 dataset is a difficult dataset for link prediction,

but it is small enough to allow full-batch training. The first row of

Table 6 shows full-batch training of the R-GCN. This is the best

possible training regime, but it is feasible only for small graphs with

relatively few relations, such as FB15k-237. For larger graphs, we

need to resort to mini-batch training based on neighborhood sam-

pling, shown in the second row of the table. The information loss

due to sampling causes MRR to drop from 22.87% to 14.86%. Adding

a Bloom filter to each node yields a dramatic improvement: MRR

jumps to 26.39%, surpassing the performance of full-batch R-GCN.

This result confirms that the explicit neighborhood summaries pro-

vided by the Bloom filters can compensate for the information loss

due to sampling. Adding TransE embeddings alone (without Bloom

filters) also helps, but to a lesser extent: MRR improves to 22.18%,

just approaching the full-batch MRR. The TransE embeddings sum-

marize global structure and provide the semantic context of each

node, which aids learning, but they cannot fully compensate for

missing information about local structure. Combining both Bloom

and TransE features with mini-batch training yields the best results:

27.95% MRR (44.82% Hits@10). gHAWK features restore the perfor-

mance lost by neighbor sampling and even surpass the accuracy

of full-batch training. These results validate gHAWK’s robustness,

generality, and ability to mitigate performance degradation from

mini-batch sampling.

7 RELATEDWORK
Graph Representation Learning. This paper builds on a large

body of work on graph representation learning. The simplest graph

representation methods are KGE methods, which treat the graph

as a collection of triples and ignore complex structural patterns.

TransE [6] models relations as translations and learns in linear

time, but struggles with symmetric and one-to-many relations. Ro-

tatE [41] handles symmetric and inverse relations by relying on

rotations on complex numbers. DistMult [51] uses a diagonal bilin-

ear scoring function, making it efficient but limited to symmetric

relations, while ComplEx [44] extends DistMult to the complex

numbers domain, capturing asymmetric and anti-symmetric rela-

tions. These models capture the global semantic context of a graph

in constant time per triple, but they lack explicit signals about the

local neighborhood of each node. gHAWK uses TransE to encode

global structure, a choice discussed extensively in Section 3.2.

KGE training is efficient and parallelizable [25], so creating a

TransE model is not a bottleneck in gHAWK. The performance of

KGEmodels on the important database problem of entity-alignment

has been benchmarked [42], showing that TransE outperforms

more complex models on most datasets. Beyond improving the

scoring of triples, recent work on KGEs emphasizes explainability

for embedding-based link prediction: Kelpie [36] attributes predic-

tions to training facts, and eXpath [40] derives ontology-aware

closed-path rules as human-readable explanations. Explainability

is not a focus of gHAWK, but using these works to explain gHAWK

predictions is an interesting direction for future work.

GNNs are the more recent and accurate class of graph represen-

tation methods. Many message-passing GNN architectures have

been proposed in recent years. GraphSAGE [18] is a prominent and

popular example of GNNs for homogeneous graphs. For KGs, which

are the focus of this paper, several relation-aware techniques have

been proposed, such as R-GCN [37], which assigns a distinct weight

matrix to every relation and therefore has a memory requirement

that grows quadratically with the hidden dimension and linearly

with the number of relations. Later variants include CompGCN [45],

which introduces compositional operators, and HGT [22], which

adopts relation-aware self-attention. These methods still multiply

the parameters by the number of relations, limiting their practi-

cality on large KGs, especially those with many relations, such as

OGB-WikiKG2 [21], which has 535 relations. The structure aware-

ness provided by gHAWK can improve the scalability of any GNN

method, and is of particular benefit to relation-agnostic GNNs.

Scalable GNN Training. GNN training involves each node ag-

gregating information from its neighbors. The ideal approach to

maximize accuracy is to use full-batch training, where all nodes

and their neighbors are processed in each training epoch. However,

the computational and memory requirements of full-batch training

rapidly escalate, a phenomenon known as “neighborhood explosion.”

To address this scalability issue, researchers have developed train-

ing techniques that limit neighbor aggregation. Sampling-based

methods like GraphSAGE [18] sample a fixed number of neighbors

per node and ignore the rest. NodePiece [14] represents every node

by a short list of anchors (well-chosen reference nodes) and looks

up their IDs in a compact embedding table, shrinking the total

parameter size. Graph partitioning approaches like FastGCN [7],

Cluster-GCN [8], and GraphSAINT [53] operate on smaller sub-

graphs or clusters, so each node perceives a reduced neighborhood.

These methods process only portions of the graph at each training

step, which improves scalability. However, they exclude poten-

tially important structural information outside the processed nodes,
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which inevitably degrades accuracy. The Bloom filter neighbor-

hood summary in gHAWK can restore some of the lost accuracy

by including a representation of the neighborhood in each node.

Another significant scalability challenge arises from the high

heterogeneity of many real-world KGs, which typically contain

highly diverse entity types (e.g., people, places, organizations) and

various relation types (e.g., bornIn, locatedIn, familyOf), each with

unique semantics. For example, the Freebase [5, 32] KG contains

approximately 125 million triples across thousands of distinct rela-

tions. Handling such diversity often necessitates having a different

set of GNN parameters per relation or using specialized architec-

tures [13, 37, 45]. Naively assigning separate parameters for each

relation leads to parameter explosion [49]. Hence, scalable KG mod-

els must effectively share parameters among relations or employ

other strategies to manage heterogeneity efficiently. The TransE

embeddings of gHAWK can provide information about the various

relations to GNN techniques that share parameters among relations,

improving accuracy and convergence.

End-to-end graph learning systems must also deal with scala-

bility challenges. AliGraph [57] co-designs storage, neighbor sam-

pling, and execution to keep training feasible at scale. Decoupled

GNNs [56] reduce propagation cost on evolving graphs. EC-Graph [39]

reduces distributed overhead via error-compensated communica-

tion, highlighting the importance of system choices for GNN train-

ing. gHAWK can be incorporated into any of these systems.

Specialized GNNs for Link Prediction. Recent work has fo-

cused on developing specialized GNNs (structural encoders) for

link prediction, such as SEAL [54] and NBFNet [59]. These GNNs

extract a local subgraph around each candidate pair (ℎ, 𝑡) and run

a GNN on it, incurring pairwise cost, with both memory and com-

putation growing linearly with the number of pairs. We show in

our experiments that NBFNet runs out of memory on the large

OGB-WikiKG2 KG. Furthermore, enumerating the pairwise sub-

graphs can become a bottleneck, and recent work has aimed to

mitigate this bottleneck. HUGE [52] develops an efficient engine

for subgraph enumeration, while TIGER [48] accelerates inductive

reasoning subgraph extraction for KG-centered GNNs. gHAWK

does not extract pairwise, so it is not affected by this bottleneck.

Node Features. Adding node features to improve GNN training

is common practice. For example, it is possible to include in each

node a random-walk embedding of this node [16, 33], and OGB rec-

ommends this approach to add features to the MAG240M nodes that

do not have features (recall that Mag240M provides features only

for paper nodes). Bloom-signature GNNs [55] hash neighborhoods

in homogeneous graphs. The innovation in gHAWK is developing

an approach that combines local and global structure encoding,

works for heterogeneous graphs, and avoids the sampling bias of

the underlying GNN.

8 CONCLUSION
Training GNNs on large, heterogeneous KGs remains challenging:

GNNs learn global and local structure only through message pass-

ing, which is computationally expensive. And relation-aware GNNs

that maintain per-relation neural network parameters do not work

for KGs with a large number of relations, while relation-agnostic

GNNs discard all information about relation types. gHAWK adopts

a novel approach to address these problems and pre-loads each
node with a feature vector that encodes the local and global graph

structure. gHAWK uses a Bloom filter to represent the local neigh-

borhood structure and TransE embeddings to represent the global

KG structure and the semantic context of each node.

The gHAWK feature vectors enable the use of relation-agnostic

GNNs for large KGs while preserving information about relations

and thus maintaining accuracy. In addition, gHAWK can attach a

relation-sensitive decoder as the final stage of the GNN, enabling

accurate link prediction, even for relation-agnostic GNNs. gHAWK

also benefits relation-aware GNNs, although these GNNs are not

scalable for KGs with many relations. gHAWK allows GNNs to pro-

vide accurate predictions with shallow (1–2 layer) neural networks.

Our experiments show that gHAWK improves accuracy, memory re-

quirement, and training time for node property prediction and link

prediction, representing a major step toward graph representation

learning for web-scale heterogeneous KGs.
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