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Geometric Structural Knowledge Graph Foundation
Model

Ling Xin*, Mojtaba Nayyeri*, Zahra Makki Nayeri, Steffen Staab

Abstract—Structural knowledge graph foundation models aim
to generalize reasoning to completely new graphs with unseen
entities and relations. A key limitation of existing approaches
like ULTRA is their reliance on a single relational transformation
(e.g., element-wise multiplication) in message passing, which can
constrain expressiveness and fail to capture diverse relational and
structural patterns exhibited on diverse graphs. In this paper,
we propose GAMMA, a novel foundation model that introduces
multi-head geometric attention to knowledge graph reasoning.
GAMMA replaces the single relational transformation with mul-
tiple parallel ones, including real, complex, split-complex, and
dual number based transformations, each designed to model
different relational structures. A relational conditioned attention
fusion mechanism then adaptively fuses them at link level via
a lightweight gating with entropy regularization, allowing the
model to robustly emphasize the most appropriate relational bias
for each triple pattern. We present a full formalization of these
algebraic message functions and discuss how their combination
increases expressiveness beyond any single space. Comprehensive
experiments on 56 diverse knowledge graphs demonstrate that
GAMMA consistently outperforms ULTRA in zero-shot inductive
link prediction, with a 5.5% improvement in mean reciprocal
rank on the inductive benchmarks and a 4.4% improvement
across all benchmarks, highlighting benefits from complementary
geometric representations.

Index Terms—Structural Knowledge Graph Foundation Mod-
els, Link Prediction, Geometry, Universal Generalization, Induc-
tive Reasoning

I. INTRODUCTION

KNOWLEDGE Graphs (KGs) store factual information
as triples ( HEAD ENTITY, RELATION NAME, TAIL EN-

TITY), e.g., (PARIS, ISCAPITALOF, FRANCE) [1]. Reasoning
over KGs (such as predicting a missing link) has been a long-
standing challenge in AI [2], [3]. Recent structural knowledge
graph foundation models (Structural KGFMs) [4], [5] seek to
overcome the limitations of traditional transductive embedding
methods [3], [6] by enabling fully inductive generalization
to unseen entities and relations. The core idea is to learn
transferable structural patterns instead of memorizing entities
and relations. Structural KGFMs build universal relational
representations by constructing a relation graph (a graph where
nodes are relations) [4], [7] and applying message passing,
thereby obtaining representations for new relations without any
node or textual features.
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While such foundation models have made important
progress, they often inherit a key architectural limitation: the
use of a single fixed relation transformation in the message-
passing or scoring function. An element-wise multiplication
(DistMult-style bilinear transform [4], [8]) is used to combine
an entity with a relation when propagating messages. Relying
on a single, uniform transformation constrains the model’s
capacity to represent the diverse relational patterns essential
for structural knowledge graph foundation models trained
across multiple heterogeneous graphs. For instance, relation
specific element wise multiplication in message passing has an
antisymmetric nature and cannot properly model symmetric re-
lations, nor can it adequately represent hierarchical orderings.
Relying on a single algebraic geometric transformation means
the model is biased toward a particular class of relational
structure, potentially leading to suboptimal generalization [9].

Geometric knowledge graph embeddings research [9], [10]
has shown that different geometric spaces offer complementary
strengths. Complex number embeddings (as in ComplEx and
RotatE) can model symmetry, anti-symmetry, and cyclic com-
position via rotations in the complex plane [11]. Hyperbolic
or split-complex representations can naturally capture partial
orders and hierarchical relations due to their ability to repre-
sent infinite or unbounded distances. Dual-number embeddings
introduce translational components (via nilpotent ϵ terms) that
can model one-to-many relations or additive offsets, while also
enabling non-commutative compositions [10], [12]. Each of
these algebraic families (in real, complex, split-complex, and
dual spaces) provides a unique bias: no single space is optimal
for all relation types. This raises a crucial question:

Question: Can we combine multiple geometric transfor-
mations to create a more powerful, universally gener-
alizing Structural KGFM trained on multiple KGs with
diverse relational patterns?

In this paper, we answer this question by proposing GAMMA
(Geometric Attention Multi-Message Aggregation), a novel
structural knowledge graph foundation model that fuses mul-
tiple relational message-passing mechanisms. Instead of using
one relation transform across the board, GAMMA leverages
multi-head message functions in parallel (Figure 1), where
each head operates in a different geometric space (real (flat),
complex (sphere), split-complex (hyperbola), or dual (Galilean
circle)). These heads produce diverse candidate messages for
each triple, which are then aggregated by an attention module
that learns to suitably combine them for the query at hand.
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Fig. 1. Overall architecture of the GAMMA model.

Intuitively, GAMMA works as a stable and compact integrator
to form complementary but not overly divergent features,
which enables more expressive relational representations that
lead to better generalization than any single space message-
passing alone. We provide a full formalization of each message
function and the attention-based fusion, and we derive insights
into why this multi-head approach is more expressive. In
particular, we show that the combined representation can
model important relational properties like symmetry, anti-
symmetry, and composition more effectively than any single
message function. From an architecture perspective, we care-
fully design GAMMA’s fusion strategy to maintain separate
“expert” branches for each message type through the layers,
only merging their outputs before the final prediction stage,
a choice that we empirically validate via ablation studies
(demonstrating its superiority over naive layer-level fusion).

Empirically, we pre-train GAMMA on the three source
graphs (FB15k-237, WN18RR, and CoDEx-M [13]–[15]) and
evaluate zero-shot on 53 unseen target graphs covering trans-
ductive, inductive entity, and inductive entity-relation scenar-
ios. GAMMA consistently outperforms the ULTRA [4] baseline
(which uses only real element-wise multiplication message
passing (DistMult-style bilinear transform)) in the link pre-
diction task, with particularly large gains on the challenging
inductive benchmarks. Notably, we show that these improve-
ments do not rely completely on increasing the model’s
depth or width (i.e., increasing the model capacity); rather,
the performance boost comes from learning complementary
relational biases. For example, on average GAMMA improves
MRR by 4.4% and Hits@10 by 2.5% across all 53 graphs

compared to ULTRA, with up to 7.0% MRR on Inductive (e)
sets, while maintaining the same results on transductive sets
(no loss of performance on traditional tasks).

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• Multi-Head Geometric Message Passing: We introduce a

new KG reasoning architecture that parallelizes multiple
algebraic message-passing heads (real, complex, split-
complex, dual), greatly enhancing expressiveness. To our
knowledge, GAMMA is the first foundation model to
incorporate a mixture of geometric transformations for
relational reasoning.

• Mathematical Formalism and Insight: We provide a uni-
fied formal description of each algebraic head and prove
how the combination can represent a strictly broader class
of relational patterns than single-head models. We also
discuss examples of relational structures that GAMMA
has a potentially stronger modeling capability from a
theoretical perspective (e.g., one-to-many mappings with
hierarchy and simultaneity), which are difficult for single-
space models like DistMult or even ComplEx alone.

• Performance Improvement: Experimentally, GAMMA out-
performs ULTRA (the previous best foundation model) on
53 evaluation KGs on average, with particularly strong
gains in the difficult inductive scenario. Through rigorous
ablations, we show that the necessity and effectiveness of
stable multi-head attention gating: removing any com-
ponent of the module leads to a degradation in the
model’s capability; simply increasing ULTRA’s hidden
dimension and dimensions of feed-forward network to
match GAMMA’s parameter count does not replicate our
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gains. We also find that the complex + split-complex
and complex + DistMult combinations yield the best
synergy among message types, aligning with our message
function complementarity hypothesis.

• Robustness and Generality: GAMMA’s robust attention
gating allows it to adapt to a variety of graphs without
retraining and yield consistent improvements without
explicit branch selection. Unlike strong routing, we apply
regularization to prevent gate collapse, forming a stable
and compact integrator: weakening the regularization
causes the attention to shift to single-branch dominance
and leads to performance degradation.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Sec-
tion II reviews existing literature on Knowledge Graph em-
beddings, geometric message passing, and foundation models,
positioning our work within the current research landscape.
Section III provides essential background and formal defini-
tions relevant to Knowledge Graphs and geometric algebra
utilized in our model. Section IV details the proposed GAMMA
model, elucidating its novel multi-head geometric message
passing architecture and attention-based fusion mechanism.
Section V presents our comprehensive experimental evalu-
ation, including dataset descriptions, baseline comparisons,
performance results on zero-shot link prediction, and ablation
studies. Finally, Section VI summarizes our findings, discusses
the implications of GAMMA, and outlines promising directions
for future work.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Structural KG Foundation Models

Traditional KG embedding models [2], [3] operate mainly
in transductive and semi-inductive settings, where all entities,
or at least most entities, and all relations are known during
training, and the task is to infer missing links among them.
Early translation models like TransE [16] are scalable but
weak for one to many relations, while bilinear or complex
embeddings such as DistMult [17] and ComplEx [18] im-
prove expressiveness. Later designs like ConvE [14] enhances
feature interaction with convolution, and GNNs like RGCN
[19] and CompGCN [20] capture structural context through
message passing yet remain tied to fixed embeddings. To
address these limits, semi-inductive methods like GraIL [21]
employs enclosing subgraphs to generalize to unseen entities,
and NBFNET [22] integrates path reasoning with GNNs
for stronger interpretability. A*Net [23] further improves
efficiency, while RED-GNN [24] utilizes relational digraphs
for richer structure. AdaProp [25] adaptively samples paths
to reduce noise, and NodePiece [26] tokenizes entities via
anchors, cutting dependence on large embedding tables.

However, semi-inductive methods still rely on fixed rela-
tion vocabularies, limiting their generalization. This motivates
the development of structural KG foundation models. These
models extend the move to a fully inductive setting, where
models generalize to unseen entities and relations across new
graphs. Rather than memorizing embeddings, they exploit
structural patterns, relation graphs, prompts, or motifs. IN-
GRAM [27] pioneered the study of fully inductive reasoning

by building weighted relation graphs for unseen entities and
relations, while RMPI [28] broadened this direction through
local subgraph extraction at significant computational expense.
ULTRA [4] advanced the paradigm by learning universal
structural motifs, inspiring successors such as TRIX [29] and
MOTIF [30] to pursue more expressive motif-based reasoning,
and GraphOracle [31] introduced relation-dependency graphs
to enhance cross-relation generalization. At the same time,
ISDEA [32] and MTDEA [33] established double equivariant
formulations to guarantee invariance across nodes and rela-
tions, and KG-ICL [34] later demonstrated that in-context
learning with subgraph prompts could scale inductive reason-
ing across diverse knowledge graphs.

B. Geometric and Algebraic KG Learning

Geometric relational transformation-based methods frame
knowledge graph reasoning as learning geometric operations
in embedding space. Translation-based methods like TransE
[16] view relations as vector shifts, offering scalability but
limited expressiveness. Rotation-based approaches like RotatE
[11] extend this idea into the complex plane, enabling mod-
eling of symmetry, anti-symmetry, and relation composition.
Hypercomplex embeddings like ComplEx [18] and QuatE [35]
enrich representation power through complex and quaternion
spaces, respectively. Non-Euclidean methods such as MuRP
[36] exploit hyperbolic geometry to capture hierarchical pat-
terns, while region-based approaches like BoxE [37] encode
relations as hyper-rectangles that naturally capture inclusion
and intersection. Compared to entity-focused or inductive
foundation models, geometric methods emphasize algebraic
and spatial transformations, offering strong expressiveness in
capturing relation semantics but often struggling with full
inductive generalization. These methods provide inductive
biases for modeling relational patterns, which structural KG
foundation models build upon to achieve fully inductive gen-
eralization beyond fixed embeddings.

III. PRELIMINARIES

This section introduces the fundamental concepts and no-
tation necessary for defining our proposed model, GAMMA,
focusing on the structure of the knowledge graph foundation
model and the task of inductive link prediction.

A. Knowledge Graphs and Notation

A Knowledge Graph (KG) is formally defined as

G = (E,R, T ),

where E is the set of entities (nodes), R is the set of relations
(edge types), and T is the set of factual triples. A triple
(h, r, t) ∈ T represents a fact, where h ∈ E is the head entity,
t ∈ E is the tail entity, and r ∈ R is the relation connecting
them.
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B. Inductive Link Prediction

The primary task addressed in this work is Inductive Link
Prediction. Unlike the transductive setting, where all entities
are known during training, the inductive setting requires the
model to generalize knowledge learned from a source graph,
Gsrc to an entirely novel, unseen target graph, Gtgt. Specifi-
cally, Gsrc and Gtgt are disjoint in terms of their entity and
relation sets:

Esrc ∩ Etgt = ∅, Rsrc ∩Rtgt = ∅.

The model, trained on Gsrc, must predict missing links (e.g.,
(h, r, ?) or (?, r, t)) within the new Gtgt. This scenario is
crucial for assessing the transferability and universal gener-
alization ability of foundation models.

C. Relational and Structural Patterns

Following the formulation in [11], the formal definitions of
several relational patterns used in knowledge graph analysis,
including symmetry, anti-symmetry, inversion, and composi-
tion, are as follows:

• Symmetric Relation: A relation r ∈ R is said to be
symmetric when

∀h, t ∈ E : (h, r, t) ∈ T =⇒ (t, r, h) ∈ T.

That is, whenever a triple holds in one direction, the
reversed triple must also appear in the graph.

• Anti-Symmetric Relation: A relation r ∈ R is anti-
symmetric if

∀h, t ∈ E : (h, r, t) ∈ T =⇒ (t, r, h) /∈ T.

In other words, the validity of a triple precludes the
existence of its reverse counterpart.

• Inverse Relation: A relation r ∈ R is an inverse of
another relation rinv ∈ R if

∀h, t ∈ E : (h, r, t) ∈ T =⇒ (t, rinv, h) ∈ T.

Moreover, if there exists some r′ ∈ R with r′ ̸= r such
that r′ satisfies the above inverse property with respect
to r, then r is classified as an inverse relation.

• Composite Relation: A relation r ∈ R is considered a
composition of two relations r1, r2 ∈ R if

∀a, b, c ∈ E : (a, r1, b) ∈ T ∧ (b, r2, c) ∈ T
=⇒ (a, r, c) ∈ T.

That is, if a path of length two through r1 and r2 exists,
then a direct triple following relation r must also be
present. Whenever this condition holds, we refer to r as
a composite relation.

D. Algebraic Message Passing

Modern structural KG foundation models often utilize a
message passing paradigm to aggregate information from local
neighborhoods and compute updated entity representations. In
this context, the information between a head entity h and

a tail entity t through relation r is often modeled via a
transformation function fr(h):

t ≈ MSG(fr(h)).

A large class of effective models, including the baseline
ULTRA, relies on a single algebraic geometric transformation
to define fr(h). Common examples of these single geometric
operations include:

• Translation:
fr(h) = h+ r,

which models relations as simple translation vectors in
Rd (e.g., TransE). This is primarily effective for modeling
compositional and hierarchical patterns.

• Rotation:
fr(h) = h ◦ r,

where ◦ represents element-wise multiplication in the
complex or quaternion space, thus modeling a rotation in
the embedding space (e.g., RotatE [11], QuatE [35]). This
is effective for modeling cyclic and asymmetric relations.

• Reflection/Projection: This class involves operations like
matrix multiplication,

fr(h) =Wrh,

or specific parameter sharing mechanisms that effectively
model reflections or projections in the embedding space.
This is essential for capturing symmetric and inversion
properties (e.g., RESCAL [38], SimplE [39]).

While these single-geometric approaches are expressive for
specific relational properties, they introduce inherent biases
that limit their ability to universally capture diverse relational
structures, which is the primary challenge that GAMMA aims
to overcome.

IV. METHODOLOGY

This section presents a formal description of the proposed
Geometric Attention MultiMessage Aggregation (GAMMA)
model. As illustrated in Figure 1, at a high level, GAMMA
extends the Neural Bellman–Ford network (NBFNET) frame-
work [4], [22] by (i) learning a representation for every
relation by propagating signals over a relation graph and
(ii) employing several algebraically distinct message functions
to propagate information over the entity graph. A trainable
attention module then fuses the outputs of these message
functions to produce a single representation conditioned on
the query.

A. Relation–Graph Learning

Let G = (E,R, T ) be an input knowledge graph. We define
an auxiliary relation graph

Gr = (R, Er), (1)

whose node set coincides with the relation set R. The edge
set Er captures how relations cooccur in the knowledge graph.
In order to distinguish different types of cooccurrence, four
directed edge types are introduced as follows:
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• Head–to–Head (H2H). There is a directed edge ri
H2H−−→

rj in Er if there exist entities h ∈ E and t1, t2 ∈ E such
that both (h, ri, t1) and (h, rj , t2) belong to T . This edge
type indicates that ri and rj share a head entity.

• Head–to–Tail (H2T). There is an edge ri
H2T−−→ rj if there

exist triples (h, ri,m) and (m, rj , t) in T . In other words,
the tail entity of ri coincides with the head entity of rj ,
so that rj may follow ri along a path from a head entity
to a tail entity.

• Tail–to–Head (T2H). An edge is introduced ri
T2H−−→ rj

if there exist triples (m, ri, h) and (t, rj ,m) in T . This
type links relations whose heads and tails are connected
in the reverse order of H2T.

• Tail–to–Tail (T2T). Finally, an edge ri
T2T−−→ rj is added

when there exist triples (h1, ri, t) and (h2, rj , t) in T . In
this case ri and rj share a tail entity.

Each edge η = (ri, τ, rj) ∈ Er therefore has a type τ ∈
{H2H,H2T ,T2H,T2T}.

To obtain a vector representation for every relation r ∈ R,
we apply NBFNET [4], [22] to the relation graph Gr. We
denote by h

(t)
r the vector representation of the relation r at

iteration t. We initialize these representations with 1d for rq ,
and 0d for the rest of the relations. For each iteration t ≥ 1
the update rule reads

h(t)
rj = AGGη=(ri,τ,rj)∈Er

(
MSG(h(t−1)

ri , eτ )
)
, (2)

where MSG is a neural message function and AGG is
a permutationinvariant aggregator (e.g., a learnable sum or
mean). Each edge type τ is associated with a trainable type
embedding eτ ∈ Rd. After L iterations, we set the relation
representation r = h

(L)
r . These relation embeddings are

subsequently used to modulate the message passing over the
entity graph.

B. Entity–Graph Learning

Given a query triple q = (h, rq, ?) consisting of a head
entity h and a query relation rq , GAMMA computes a repre-
sentation of each candidate tail entity e conditioned on q. We
achieve this by running several algebraically distinct message
passing processes on the entity graph and then aggregating
their outputs with attention.

a) Generalized relation transformations.: Let’s θ denote
the parameters of a particular message branch. Each branch
defines a relation-specific transformation

f (θ)r : Kd → Kd, (3)

where K is an algebraic number system (e.g., the reals,
complex numbers, split-complex numbers, or dual numbers).
Given an entity embedding x ∈ Kd and a relation embedding
r ∈ Kd, the transformed message f (θ)r (x) is computed by a
fixed algebraic operation in K. For the branches considered in
this work, we obtain the following specific forms:

• Real (DistMult) branch. Working over K = R, the
relation transformation is defined elementwise as

f realr (x) = x⊙ r, (4)

where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard (elementwise) product.
This recovers the bilinear DistMult operator.

• Complex branch. Over the field of complex numbers
K = C, each vector is represented by its real and
imaginary parts, x = (xre,xim) and r = (rre, rim).
Complex multiplication yields

f complex
r (x)

=
(
xre ⊙ rre − xim ⊙ rim, xre ⊙ rim + xim ⊙ rre

)
.
(5)

This branch, therefore, implements rotations in the com-
plex plane and is well suited to modelling symmetric and
anti-symmetric relations.

• Split–complex branch. The split–complex numbers in-
troduce an imaginary unit j satisfying j2 = +1. For
vectors x = (xre,xim) and r = (rre, rim) we define the
split–complex multiplication as

f splitr (x)

=
(
xre ⊙ rre + xim ⊙ rim, xre ⊙ rim + xim ⊙ rre

)
.
(6)

Because j2 = +1, this operator can model hyperbolic
rotations and thus enhances the ability to capture hierar-
chical and partial order patterns.

• Dual branch. Dual numbers take the form a + εb with
ε2 = 0. Writing x = (xre,xim) and r = (rre, rim),
multiplication is given by

fdualr (x) =
(
xre ⊙ rre, xre ⊙ rim + xim ⊙ rre

)
. (7)

The nilpotent nature of ε allows this branch to encode
translational offsets and one-to-many relations.
b) Conditional message passing.: Fix a branch k and its

associated transformation f (k). To compute a representation of
entities conditioned on the source entity h and query relation
rq , we run T steps of a Bellman-Ford-style message passing
on the entity graph G. Let z

(k,0)
u ∈ Kd denote the initial

representation of each entity u ∈ E for branch k. We set
z
(k,0)
h = 1 ∗ rq (1 is a vector of ones) and z

(k,0)
u = 0 for

u ̸= h. At iteration t ≥ 1, each entity v aggregates messages
from its incoming neighbors

m(k,t)
u→v = f (k)r

(
z(k,t−1)
u

)
, for every triple (u, r, v) ∈ T,

(8)
and updates its representation via a permutation-invariant
aggregator AGG,

z(k,t)v = AGG
(
{m(k,t)

u→v : (u, r, v) ∈ T}
)
. (9)

This iterative process implicitly sums over all paths of length
up to T starting from the source entity h. After T iterations, we
obtain a branch-specific representation z

(k,T )
e for every entity

e ∈ E.
c) Attention–based fusion.: The final step of GAMMA

combines the K branch outputs using an attention mechanism
conditioned on the query. First, a linear map Wctx projects
the query relation in q = (h, rq) to a context vector c ∈ Rdatt :

c = Norm(Wctx [rq]), (10)
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where Norm(·) denotes L2-normalization and rq is a learned
embedding of the query relation from (2). For each branch
k, we similarly project the entity representation z

(k,T )
e into

the same attention space via Wkey to obtain a key vector
k
(k)
e = Norm(Wkey z

(k,T )
e ). The attention weight of branch

k for entity e is then

α(k)
e =

exp(cos(k
(k)
e , c)/κ)∑

k′ exp(cos(k
(k′)
e , c)/κ)

, (11)

where κ is a temperature parameter controlling the sharpness
of the attention distribution. To avoid over-focusing on a single
branch, the final attention weights are mixed with a uniform
distribution:

α̃(k)
e = (1− λ)α(k)

e + λ · 1
k
, (12)

where λ ∈ [0, 1] is a uniform mixing coefficient. Finally, the
entity representation conditioned on the query is a concatena-
tion of rescaled branch outputs:

ze = Concat
(
α̃(1)
e ⊙ z(1,T )

e , . . . , α̃(K)
e ⊙ z(K,T )

e

)
. (13)

To score a candidate tail entity e, we apply a feed-forward
network ψ : Rd → R to the real part of ze and compute

score(h, rq, e) = ψ
(
(ze)

)
. (14)

During training, to encourage diversity among attention dis-
tributions and mitigate branch collapse, an entropy-based
regularization term is incorporated:

Lent = − 1

N

N∑
e=1

K∑
k=1

α̃(k)
e log α̃(k)

e . (15)

The overall training objective is to minimize L, the primary
prediction loss Lpred (a negative log-likelihood over positive
and negative triplets as described in [22]) combined with the
entropy regularizer:

L = Lpred − βLent, (16)

where β is a small coefficient controlling the strength of
regularization.

The use of multiple algebraic branches endows GAMMA
with the ability to model a wide range of relational patterns.
Complex multiplication captures cyclic and anti-symmetric
relations, split–complex multiplication models hierarchical and
hyperbolic interactions, while dual multiplication accounts for
translational offsets. The attention mechanism in (11) learns
to weight these branches depending on the query, thereby
enabling the model to adaptively balances the contributions of
heterogeneous message passings, thereby enhancing expres-
siveness, interpretability, and generalization across complex
relational graphs.

V. EXPERIMENTS

By conducting evaluations across diverse knowledge graphs,
we seek to answer the following research questions: RQ1:
To what extent does multi-head geometric attention enhance
the generalization ability of ULTRA? RQ2: What underlying
benefits enable multi-head geometric attention to surpass a

single message function? RQ3: Do the gains come from
attention or simply from more parameters? RQ4: How do the
fusion modules influence performance?

A. Experiment Setup

We build upon the open-source PyG (PyTorch Geometric)
implementation of ULTRA [4] by modifying the entity model
architecture to introduce a multi-head geometric attention
mechanism. We leave improvements to the relation model
architecture for future work.

Our experimental setup remains consistent with ULTRA:
Besides replacing the original single DistMult [17] message
function in the EntityModel with different combinations of
message functions (selected from DistMult, complex [18],
split-complex [40], and dual [12]), all other hyperparameters
remain identical to ULTRA. We provide more details in Ap-
pendix B in the supplementary material.

For pre-training, we use the same three datasets and 53
datasets for zero-shot evaluation. Due to the extremely large
scale of Hetionet [41] used in ULTRA [4], we exclude it from
our evaluation. This dataset requires substantially higher com-
putational resources and a much longer time than our current
setting allows. Importantly, the remaining datasets cover a
wide range of domains and scales, providing a representative
and comprehensive evaluation of model generalization. During
evaluation, the best checkpoint is selected based on its perfor-
mance on validation sets: VGCS (Validation-Guided Check-
point Strategy). In this setting, we use the 10 checkpoints
saved after each epoch during pre-training to identify the
one achieving the highest average MRR across 53 validation
sets, and use it to report the final results on the 53 test sets.
The resulting model, GAMMA, contains approximately 359K
parameters. Pre-training is carried out on four NVIDIA H200
GPUs, taking around 15 hours for 10 epochs. We provide the
code in the supplementary material.

B. Datasets

Our experiments cover 56 publicly available knowledge
graph datasets from diverse domains and sizes. These datasets
are organized into three generalization scenarios:

• 15 Transductive datasets with fixed entities and relations
across training and inference: WN18RR [14], FB15k-
237 [13], CoDEx-M [15], CoDEx-S [15], CoDEx-L
[15], NELL-995 [42], YAGO310 [43], WD-singer [44],
NELL23K [44], FB15k-237-10% [44], FB15k-237-20%
[44], FB15k-237-50% [44], DB100K [45], Aristo-V4
[46], ConceptNet-100K [47], among them, FB15k-237,
WN18RR, and CoDEx-M are used for pre-training.

• 18 Inductive (e) datasets where new entities emerge
at inference while relations remain fixed: WN18RR:v1
[21], WN18RR:v2 [21], WN18RR:v3 [21], WN18RR:v4
[21], FB15k-237:v1 [21], FB15k-237:v2 [21], FB15k-
237:v3 [21], FB15k-237:v4 [21], NELL-995:v1 [21],
NELL-995:v2 [21], NELL-995:v3 [21], NELL-995:v4
[21], ILPC22-S [48], ILPC22-L [48], Hamaguchi-BM:1k
[49], Hamaguchi-BM:3k [49], Hamaguchi-BM:5k [49],
INDIGO-BM [50].
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TABLE I
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION AVERAGE RESULTS OF GAMMA AND ULTRA GROUPED BY DATASETS GENERALIZATION SCENARIOS OVER 53 KGS.

Model Message Type
Inductive e, r

(23 graphs)
Inductive e
(18 graphs)

Transductive
(12 graphs)

Total Avg
(53 graphs)

MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10

ULTRA DistMult 0.346 0.511 0.412 0.560 0.310 0.446 0.360 0.513
GAMMA complex & split-complex 0.360 0.519 0.441 0.578 0.310 0.460 0.376 0.526

• 23 Inductive (e,r) datasets where both new entities
and relations emerge at inference: FB-100 [51], FB-50
[51], FB-75 [51], FB-25 [51], WK-100 [51], WK-50
[51], WK-75 [51], WK-25 [51], NL-100 [51], NL-75
[51], NL-50 [51], NL-25 [51], NL-0 [51], WIKITOPICS-
MT1:TAX [52], WIKITOPICS-MT1:HEALTH [52],
WIKITOPICS-MT2:ORG [52], WIKITOPICS-MT2:SCI
[52], WIKITOPICS-MT3:ART [52], WIKITOPICS-
MT3:INFRA [52], WIKITOPICS-MT4:SCI [52],
WIKITOPICS-MT4:HEALTH [52], METAFAM [52],
FBNELL [52].

We provide the full description of these datasets in Appendix
A in the supplementary material.

C. Task
During evaluation, we apply GAMMA in a zero-shot setting,

meaning the model is not trained or fine-tuned on the target
datasets. The link prediction task involves predicting missing
head or tail entities; however, consistent with ULTRA, only
tail prediction is conducted for the three datasets (FB15k-237-
10%, FB15k-237-20%, FB15k-237-50%) introduced by [44].
We adopt the filtered ranking protocol [53] and report Mean
Reciprocal Rank (MRR) along with Hits@10 (H@10) as the
primary evaluation metrics, computed against the entire set of
entities in the inference graph and under the VGCS setting.
According to [4], zero-shot inference produces deterministic
results; each evaluation is executed once.

D. Baselines
To highlight the benefits of multi-head geometric attention

over using a single message function, we take ULTRA [4]
as our baseline model for comparison. All baseline results
are reproduced using ULTRA’s official PyG implementation.
While the results reported in ULTRA’s original paper were
based on the TorchDrug framework, we adopt the PyG
framework as its tensor-based message passing paradigm and
customizable operator interfaces align well with our design of
multi-branch stacking and attention fusion in NBFNET [22].
Compared to TorchDrug’s higher-level graph abstraction, PyG
offers more flexible low-level control and more efficient sparse
computation support, which facilitates architectural extensions
and performance optimization.

E. To What Extent Does Multi-head Geometric Attention
Enhance the Generalization Ability of Ultra?

Table I shows the average zero-shot results of GAMMA and
ULTRA [4] on 53 graphs. GAMMA consistently outperforms

baselines on inductive datasets while maintaining the same
performance on transductive datasets. Its advantage is most
pronounced in the inductive setting; this can be attributed to
the smaller graph scale of inductive datasets. Here, GAMMA
achieves improvements of 7% in average MRR and 3.2% in
average Hits@10 on Inductive (e) benchmarks, highlighting
the effectiveness of multi-head geometric attention to compen-
sate for the representational limitations of a single message
function like DistMult [17]. Even when averaged across all
53 datasets, GAMMA still yields a consistent boost (4.4% in
MRR, 2.5% in Hits@10), suggesting that its improvements
are not isolated to a few graphs but robust across scales
and domains. We provide detailed results for each dataset in
Appendix D in the supplementary material.

In the field of knowledge graph link prediction, improve-
ments such as those reported by Low-Dimensional Hyperbolic
KG Embeddings [54] (6.1% MRR improvement) are already
regarded as significant. This provides a basis for considering
the improvements in the generalization ability of ULTRA
in knowledge graph reasoning achieved by our model as
statistically and practically significant.

F. What Underlying Benefits Enable Multi-head Geometric
Attention to Surpass a Single Message Function?

Across the 53 evaluation datasets, GAMMA outperforms
ULTRA [4] on 47 datasets in terms of MRR and on 44 datasets
in Hits@10. The improvements are particularly pronounced on
smaller inductive benchmarks. For example, in the Inductive
(e,r) setting, NL-75 [51] and WIKITOPICS-MT2:SCI [52]
show MRR gains of 16.2% and 14.2%, respectively. Similarly,
in the Inductive (e,r) setting, WN18RR:v1 [21], Hamaguchi-
BM:3k [49], and Hamaguchi-BM:5k [49] exhibit substantial
improvements of 62.0%, 20.9%, and 17.9% in MRR, respec-
tively.

We relate this to the high prevalence of symmetric, strongly
anti-symmetric, or strongly composition relations in these
datasets. In such settings, the limitations of DistMult [17]
are exposed. By contrast, the nature of complex [18] and
split-complex numbers [40] are more capable in this aspect.
Under our conditional expert selection mechanism, the com-
plementarity between complex and split-complex, in terms
of their functional inductive biases and gradient diversity,
should be effectively utilized. Hence, we hypothesize that such
complementary branches may contribute to stronger zero-shot
generalization.

To verify this hypothesis, we follow the methodology from
[55] to identify symmetric, anti-symmetric, and compositional
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relational patterns across all test datasets. Based on these
detected patterns, we partition the test triples into three
corresponding subsets for evaluation. Since not all test sets
contain enough triples of all three relational patterns, we only
evaluate and report results for a relational pattern group when
it includes at least 50 test triples to ensure statistical reliability.
We provide the detailed subset statistics in Appendix A in the
supplementary material.

We present the zero-shot average MRR and Hits@10 of
ULTRA [4] and GAMMA on three relational pattern subsets
derived from 53 test sets in Table II. On average, GAMMA
outperforms ULTRA on all three relational pattern subsets.

Takeaway 1. The complementary inductive biases en-
coded by different branches allow the multi-head geomet-
ric attention mechanism to more effectively extract useful
relational cues, thereby enhancing the model’s expressive
capacity.

TABLE II
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION AVERAGE RESULTS OF ULTRA AND

GAMMA GROUPED BY THREE RELATIONAL PATTERNS.

Model
symmetric
(12 graphs)

anti-symmetric
(53 graphs)

composition
(39 graphs)

MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10

ULTRA 0.824 0.871 0.316 0.468 0.355 0.515
GAMMA 0.854 0.879 0.324 0.477 0.363 0.526

G. Do the Gains Come from Attention or Simply from More
Parameters?

To isolate the effect of model capacity from the contribution
of multi-head geometric attention, we trained two additional
variants of ULTRA [4]. One variant increases the hidden
dimension and MLP width to approximately match GAMMA’s
parameter count, while another variant directly uses two
parallel DistMult branches of identical structure. These two
expansion strategies allow us to tease apart the improvements
contributed by the attention mechanism and those stemming
from the enhanced geometric expressiveness of the message
functions.

As shown in Table III, models obtained by merely in-
creasing the MLP width and hidden dimensionality do not
exhibit the level of overall improvement achieved by GAMMA.
In contrast, introducing multi-head attention yields a more
significant comprehensive performance boost, and further in-
corporating the geometric enhancement of the message func-
tions provides an additional layer of gains. These observations
indicate that GAMMA’s improvements stem from architectural
and representational advances rather than from naively scaling
parameter count.

Takeaway 2. The observed gains cannot be attributed
merely to a larger parameter budget. Instead, they high-
light the representational advantage of multi-head geo-
metric attention.

H. How Do the Fusion Modules Influence Performance?
Beyond verifying that multi-head geometric attention yields

consistent gains, it is essential to understand how the de-
sign choices of the fusion module influence performance. In
particular, we investigate three key factors: (i) branch fusion
mechanism: attention vs. weak or no-attention variants; (ii)
attention fusion position: late fusion vs. early fusion; and
(iii) branch composition and complementarity: the choice of
message functions. By systematically varying these dimen-
sions, we aim to identify the most effective mechanism for
integrating heterogeneous relational signals.

1) Ablation on Branch Fusion Mechanism: To examine
whether the full attention mechanism is truly necessary, we
(i) remove the attention module and directly concatenate the
outputs of all branches, (ii) remove the query vector from the
attention computation, (iii) exclude the node features from the
attention context, and (iv) replace the final feature concatena-
tion with summation. These variants allow us to quantify how
each component contributes to the model’s performance.

Table IV reports the corresponding results. The largest
drops occur for lacking of either attention, query or key
(-0.008 or -0.009 total average MRR), indicating that the
adaptive weighting driven by query-key interactions is the
major contributor to GAMMA’s performance gains. By replac-
ing concatenation with summation shows a smaller decrease
(-0.006), implying that concatenation mainly improves the
representational capacity rather than the adaptive weighting
itself. Removing any of these components leads to a noticeable
degradation in average MRR, confirming the necessity of the
complete attention formulation.

2) Ablation on Attention Fusion Position: We also investi-
gate how the fusion position impacts model performance by
training an early fusion version, which merges features after
every layer. Table V provides the comparison of the results
where early fusion consistently underperforms the late fusion.
The pronounced performance drop across almost all scenarios
indicates that fusing branch representations too early leads to
a loss of predictive performance.

3) Ablation on Branch Composition and Complementarity:
We further explore the choice of message functions by training
multiple GAMMA variants with all pairwise combinations. The
results are summarized in Table VI where the combination
of complex and split-complex deliver the largest MRR gains
(+0.012) over the best single branch baseline. Interestingly,
replacing the split-complex branch with DistMult [17] yields a
very similar performance, suggesting strong complementarity
between phase sensitive (complex [18]) and amplitude or
scale oriented multiplicative behaviors (split-complex [40] or
DistMult). Dual [12] and DistMult combination also shows
a clear gain (+0.006), indicating that first order shear or
translation like interactions (dual) complement diagonal mul-
tiplicative patterns (DistMult). In contrast, the combination of
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TABLE III
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION AVERAGE RESULTS OF GAMMA, ULTRA CAP+ AND ULTRA ATT GROUPED BY DATASETS GENERALIZATION SCENARIOS

OVER 53 KGS. ULTRA CAP+ INCREASES THE HIDDEN DIMENSION AND MLP WIDTH TO APPROXIMATELY MATCH GAMMA’S PARAMETER COUNT,
WHILE ULTRA ATT USES TWO PARALLEL DISTMULT BRANCHES OF IDENTICAL STRUCTURE UNDER OUR MULTI-HEAD ATTENTION MECHANISM.

Model Parameter Size
Inductive e, r

(23 graphs)
Inductive e
(18 graphs)

Transductive
(12 graphs)

Total Avg
(53 graphs)

MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10

ULTRA CAP+ 360,395 0.344 0.524 0.435 0.574 0.302 0.446 0.365 0.523
ULTRA ATT 359,298 0.349 0.524 0.438 0.573 0.314 0.453 0.372 0.525
GAMMA 359,298 0.360 0.519 0.441 0.578 0.310 0.460 0.376 0.526

TABLE IV
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION AVERAGE RESULTS OF GAMMA, GAMMA WITHOUT ATTENTION, GAMMA WITHOUT QUERY IN THE ATTENTION
COMPUTATION, GAMMA WITHOUT KEY IN THE ATTENTION COMPUTATION AND GAMMA WITHOUT FEATURE CONCATENATION GROUPED BY

DATASETS GENERALIZATION SCENARIOS OVER 53 KGS.

Model Fusion Mechanism
Inductive e, r

(23 graphs)
Inductive e
(18 graphs)

Transductive
(12 graphs)

Total Avg
(53 graphs)

MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10

GAMMAvariants

w/o attention 0.351 0.515 0.429 0.563 0.307 0.449 0.367 0.517
w/o query 0.344 0.525 0.437 0.575 0.313 0.457 0.368 0.527
w/o key 0.355 0.519 0.431 0.572 0.298 0.441 0.368 0.520
w/o concatenation 0.356 0.518 0.433 0.576 0.302 0.447 0.370 0.522

GAMMA full attention 0.360 0.519 0.441 0.578 0.310 0.460 0.376 0.526

TABLE V
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION AVERAGE RESULTS OF GAMMA AND GAMMA WITH EARLY FUSION GROUPED BY DATASETS GENERALIZATION

SCENARIOS OVER 53 KGS.

Model Fusion Position
Inductive e, r

(23 graphs)
Inductive e
(18 graphs)

Transductive
(12 graphs)

Total Avg
(53 graphs)

MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10

GAMMAvariant early fusion 0.349 0.522 0.432 0.579 0.300 0.441 0.366 0.523
GAMMA late fusion 0.360 0.519 0.441 0.578 0.310 0.460 0.376 0.526

split-complex and DistMult (+0.005) and the combination of
complex and dual (+0.004) exhibit moderate complementarity,
while the combination of split-complex and dual (+0.002) is
the weakest due to potential higher overlap in the induced
feature subspaces. The ablation results reveal that multi-branch
message composition consistently improves link prediction
performance compared to single branch variants, confirming
the effectiveness of our multi-head attention design.

Takeaway 3. The complete attention architecture with
late, multi-branch fusion is crucial for achieving the
strongest and most expressive performance.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced GAMMA, a structural knowl-
edge graph foundation model that overcomes the limitations
of existing approaches by integrating multiple geometric trans-
formations within a unified attention-based framework. Unlike
prior models that rely on a single transformation defined in a

single geometry and thus introduce structural biases, GAMMA
exploits the complementarity of geometric message functions
to dynamically adapt to the queries with different relational
patterns present in the data.

Through extensive evaluation on 53 inductive link predic-
tion benchmarks, GAMMA consistently outperforms ULTRA,
achieving particularly large gains in the fully-inductive setting.
These results highlight the importance of multi-geometric
reasoning for enabling universal generalization in structural
knowledge graph foundation models.

The current regularization settings remain relatively con-
servative, and the relation model architecture still requires
refinement to better accommodate a broader spectrum of
relational patterns. We also intend to reduce the model’s
parameter size, improve computational efficiency and extend
GAMMA toward scalable pretraining on large heterogeneous
knowledge sources and explore its applicability to downstream
tasks beyond link prediction, such as multi-hop reasoning
and temporal knowledge graph completion. These directions
represent promising avenues for future work.
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TABLE VI
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION AVERAGE RESULTS OF ULTRA VARIANTS WITH DIFFERENT MESSAGE FUNCTIONS, GAMMA AND GAMMA VARIANTS

WITH DIFFERENT COMBINATIONS OF MESSAGE FUNCTIONS GROUPED BY DATASETS GENERALIZATION SCENARIOS OVER 53 KGS.

Model Message Type
Inductive e, r

(23 graphs)
Inductive e
(18 graphs)

Transductive
(12 graphs)

Total Avg
(53 graphs)

MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10 MRR H@10

ULTRAvariants

complex 0.347 0.518 0.427 0.561 0.298 0.437 0.363 0.514
split-complex 0.343 0.518 0.435 0.572 0.299 0.440 0.364 0.519
dual 0.340 0.513 0.436 0.575 0.298 0.437 0.363 0.517

GAMMAvariants

complex & dual 0.346 0.517 0.441 0.580 0.302 0.445 0.368 0.522
split-complex & dual 0.347 0.517 0.433 0.568 0.303 0.436 0.366 0.516
complex & Distmult 0.357 0.533 0.442 0.582 0.309 0.455 0.375 0.532
split-complex & Distmult 0.353 0.523 0.440 0.577 0.295 0.445 0.369 0.524
dual & Distmult 0.348 0.513 0.439 0.580 0.310 0.457 0.370 0.523

GAMMA complex & split-complex 0.360 0.519 0.441 0.578 0.310 0.460 0.376 0.526
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TABLE VII
23 INDUCTIVE e, r DATASETS USED IN THE EXPERIMENTS. TRIPLES DENOTES THE NUMBER OF EDGES IN THE CORRESPONDING GRAPH, QVALID

DENOTES THE NUMBER OF QUERIES IN THE VALIDATION SET AND QTEST DENOTES THE NUMBER OF QUERIES IN THE TEST SET.

Dataset Reference Training Graph Validation Graph Test Graph

Entities Relations Triples Entities Relations Triples Qvalid Entities Relations Triples Qtest

FB-100 [51] 4659 134 62809 2624 77 6987 2329 2624 77 6987 2329
FB-50 [51] 5190 153 85375 4445 205 11636 3879 4445 205 11636 3879
FB-75 [51] 4659 134 62809 2792 186 9316 3106 2792 186 9316 3106
FB-25 [51] 5190 163 91571 4097 216 17147 5716 4097 216 17147 5716
WK-100 [51] 9784 67 49875 12136 37 13487 4496 12136 37 13487 4496
WK-50 [51] 12022 72 82481 9328 93 9672 3224 9328 93 9672 3225
WK-75 [51] 6853 52 28741 2722 65 3430 1143 2722 65 3430 1144
WK-25 [51] 12659 47 41873 3228 74 3391 1130 3228 74 3391 1131
NL-100 [51] 1258 55 7832 1709 53 2378 793 1709 53 2378 793
NL-75 [51] 2607 96 11058 1578 116 1818 606 1578 116 1818 607
NL-50 [51] 4396 106 17578 2335 119 2576 859 2335 119 2576 859
NL-25 [51] 4396 106 17578 2146 120 2230 744 2146 120 2230 744
NL-0 [51] 1814 134 7796 2026 112 2287 763 2026 112 2287 763
WIKITOPICS-MT1:TAX [52] 10000 10 17178 10000 10 17178 1908 10000 9 16526 1834
WIKITOPICS-MT1:HEALTH [52] 10000 7 14371 10000 7 14371 1596 10000 7 14110 1566
WIKITOPICS-MT2:ORG [52] 10000 10 23233 10000 10 23233 2581 10000 11 21976 2441
WIKITOPICS-MT2:SCI [52] 10000 16 16471 10000 16 16471 1830 10000 16 14852 1650
WIKITOPICS-MT3:ART [52] 10000 45 27262 10000 45 27262 3026 10000 45 28023 3113
WIKITOPICS-MT3:INFRA [52] 10000 24 21990 10000 24 21990 2443 10000 27 21646 2405
WIKITOPICS-MT4:SCI [52] 10000 42 12576 10000 42 12576 1397 10000 42 12516 1388
WIKITOPICS-MT4:HEALTH [52] 10000 21 15539 10000 21 15539 1725 10000 20 15337 1703
METAFAM [52] 1316 28 13821 1316 28 13821 590 656 28 7257 184
FBNELL [52] 4636 100 10275 4636 100 10275 1055 4752 183 10685 597

TABLE VIII
18 INDUCTIVE e DATASETS USED IN THE EXPERIMENTS. TRIPLES DENOTES THE NUMBER OF EDGES IN THE CORRESPONDING GRAPH, QVALID

DENOTES THE NUMBER OF QUERIES IN THE VALIDATION SET AND QTEST DENOTES THE NUMBER OF QUERIES IN THE TEST SET.

Dataset Reference Relations Training Graph Validation Graph Test Graph

Entities Triples Entities Triples Qvalid Entities Triples Qtest

WN18RR:v1 [21] 9 2746 5410 2746 5410 630 922 1618 373
WN18RR:v2 [21] 10 6954 15262 6954 15262 1838 2757 4011 852
WN18RR:v3 [21] 11 12078 25901 12078 25901 3097 5084 6327 1143
WN18RR:v4 [21] 9 3861 7940 3861 7940 934 7084 12334 2823
FB15k-237:v1 [21] 180 1594 4245 1594 4245 489 1093 1993 411
FB15k-237:v2 [21] 200 2608 9739 2608 9739 1166 1660 4145 947
FB15k-237:v3 [21] 215 3668 17986 3668 17986 2194 2501 7406 1731
FB15k-237:v4 [21] 219 4707 27203 4707 27203 3352 3051 11714 2840
NELL-995:v1 [21] 14 3103 4687 3103 4687 414 225 833 201
NELL-995:v2 [21] 88 2564 8219 2564 8219 922 2086 4586 935
NELL-995:v3 [21] 142 4647 16393 4647 16393 1851 3566 8048 1620
NELL-995:v4 [21] 76 2092 7546 2092 7546 876 2795 7073 1447
ILPC22-S [48] 48 10230 78616 6653 20960 2906 6653 20960 2902
ILPC22-L [48] 65 46626 202446 29246 77044 10179 29246 77044 10184
Hamaguchi-BM:1k [49] 11 36237 93364 36311 93364 1771 9899 18638 476
Hamaguchi-BM:3k [49] 11 32118 71097 32250 71097 1201 19218 38285 1349
Hamaguchi-BM:5k [49] 11 28601 57601 28744 57601 900 23792 48425 2124
INDIGO-BM [50] 229 12721 121601 12797 121601 14121 14775 250195 14904

APPENDIX A
COMPLETE STATISTICS OF DATASETS

This section provides detailed information about all datasets
involved in training and evaluation. We summarize the dataset
statistics in four tables. Table VIII lists the 23 inductive
e, r datasets, where both new entities and relations appear at
inference time. Table VII presents the 18 inductive e datasets,
in which only new entities are introduced during inference
while the set of relations remains fixed. Table IX reports the
15 transductive datasets, which maintain fixed entities and
relations across both training and inference. Finally, Table X
reports the frequency of the detected relational pattern types
and the number of corresponding triples in test subsets across
56 datasets.

APPENDIX B
IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

A. Model Architecture Modifications

We build upon the open-source PyG implementation of
ULTRA1, extending its original layer design to incorporate
additional message functions, including split-complex, dual,
mobius, mobius+, splitmobius, and transrotate. The dimen-
sionality of relation embeddings is dynamically adjusted to
match the requirements of each message function. Further-
more, we extend EntityNBFNet into a multi-branch attention
fusion architecture, where each message function maintains an
independent stack of NBFNET layers and performs forward
propagation separately. All branches execute Bellman-Ford
iterations in parallel to produce multi-channel representations.
The final feature is obtained via an attention fusion mecha-
nism: The query is projected to form a context vector, and each

1Open-source code of ULTRA: https://github.com/DeepGraphLearning/
ULTRA

https://github.com/DeepGraphLearning/ULTRA
https://github.com/DeepGraphLearning/ULTRA
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TABLE IX
15 TRANSDUCTIVE DATASETS USED IN THE EXPERIMENTS. TRAIN, VALID, TEST DENOTE THE NUMBER OF TRIPLES IN THE RESPECTIVE SET. TASK

DENOTES THE PREDICTION TASK AT INFERENCE: H/T IS PREDICTING BOTH HEADS AND TAILS, T IS ONLY PREDICTING TAILS.

Dataset Reference Entities Relations Train Valid Test Task
WN18RR [14] 40943 11 86835 3034 3134 h/t
FB15k-237 [13] 14541 237 272115 17535 20466 h/t
CoDEx-M [15] 17050 51 185584 10310 10311 h/t
CoDEx-S [15] 2034 42 32888 1827 1828 h/t
CoDEx-L [15] 77951 69 551193 30622 30622 h/t
NELL-995 [42] 74536 200 149678 543 2818 h/t
YAGO310 [43] 123182 37 1079040 5000 5000 h/t
WD-singer [44] 10282 135 16142 2163 2203 h/t
NELL23K [44] 22925 200 25445 4961 4952 h/t
FB15k-237-10% [44] 11512 237 27211 15624 18150 t
FB15k-237-20% [44] 13166 237 54423 16963 19776 t
FB15k-237-50% [44] 14149 237 136057 17449 20324 t
DB100K [45] 99604 470 597572 50000 50000 h/t
Aristo-V4 [46] 44949 1605 242567 20000 20000 h/t
ConceptNet-100K [47] 78334 34 100000 1200 1200 h/t

TABLE X
PATTERN STATISTICS ACROSS 56 DATASETS. PATTERN DENOTES THE

FREQUENCY OF THE DETECTED PATTERN TYPES AND TRIPLES DENOTES
THE NUMBER OF CORRESPONDING TRIPLES IN TEST SUBSETS

Pattern Datasets Symmetry Anti-symmetry Composition

Patterns Triple Patterns Triple Patterns Triple

FB-100 3 0 180 2258 92 557
FB-75 3 43 186 2874 122 1969
FB-50 3 150 193 3150 118 2433
FB-25 4 173 199 4786 131 3693
WK-100 3 0 96 4138 14 443
WK-75 4 121 77 961 21 471
WK-50 3 61 105 2608 20 666
WK-25 2 33 81 947 10 477
NL-100 0 0 91 460 14 197
NL-75 1 10 137 185 24 197
NL-50 0 0 132 586 28 273
NL-25 2 1 130 549 22 162
NL-0 0 0 112 469 34 283
WIKITOPICS-MT1:TAX 1 19 9 1815 0 0
WIKITOPICS-MT1:HEALTH 1 206 6 1360 0 0
WIKITOPICS-MT2:ORG 0 0 10 2422 2 32
WIKITOPICS-MT2:SCI 1 54 15 1596 1 0
WIKITOPICS-MT3:ART 0 0 52 3113 5 1422
WIKITOPICS-MT3:INFRA 2 759 23 1559 1 15
WIKITOPICS-MT4:SCI 0 0 42 1383 0 0
WIKITOPICS-MT4:HEALTH 2 234 18 1196 1 103
METAFAM 0 0 22 184 26 184
FBNELL 0 0 161 267 19 100

WN18RR:v1 0 0 5 55 0 0
WN18RR:v2 0 0 6 207 0 0
WN18RR:v3 0 0 7 792 0 0
WN18RR:v4 1 3 5 750 0 0
FB15k-237:v1 6 0 157 339 29 115
FB15k-237:v2 1 1 176 751 32 260
FB15k-237:v3 0 0 191 1408 40 529
FB15k-237:v4 1 0 194 2294 37 775
NELL-995:v1 0 0 13 151 0 0
NELL-995:v2 0 0 70 486 15 145
NELL-995:v3 1 1 113 556 26 490
NELL-995:v4 0 0 64 610 21 368
ILPC22-S 0 0 44 2765 8 431
ILPC22-L 0 0 60 9824 17 6317
Hamaguchi-BM:1k 0 0 10 476 0 0
Hamaguchi-BM:3k 0 0 10 1349 0 0
Hamaguchi-BM:5k 0 0 10 2123 0 0
INDIGO-BM 3 5 197 13143 116 8914

CoDEx-S 3 295 38 1532 10 360
CoDEx-L 0 0 64 29610 15 9697
NELL-995 0 0 160 2818 30 745
YAGO310 2 19 30 4839 3 323
WD-singer 1 0 121 1914 47 1536
NELL23K 0 0 168 3526 22 801
FB15k-237-10% 3 50 208 17557 99 10962
FB15k-237-30% 3 68 205 19128 112 12365
FB15k-237-50% 3 73 205 19667 132 12662
DB100K 2 10 433 40341 177 38999
Aristo-V4 0 0 1495 18963 1435 19934
ConceptNet-100K 0 0 32 1199 6 693

WN18RR 3 1116 7 1962 1 172
FB15k-237 3 74 205 19804 144 13606
CoDEx-M 2 340 47 9898 7 1875

branch feature is projected to form keys in the same space.
Relevance is computed via cosine similarity with a temperature
scaling, followed by a softmax to obtain attention weights. The
attention can be mixed with a uniform distribution to avoid
collapse, an entropy term is computed for regularization, and
attention dropout is applied. The weighted branch features
are then concatenated and passed through an MLP for final
scoring.

B. Hyperparameters and Attention Projection

For the newly added NBFNET branches, we adopt the
same hyperparameter configuration as in ULTRA [4] to ensure
comparability. Both the query and the branch specific keys are
projected into the attention space using a single linear trans-
formation layer. To accommodate the concatenated feature, we
increase the input and hidden dimensions of the MLP used for
final scoring. Details are presented in Table XI.

C. Pretraining Procedure

Following ULTRA [4], we perform multi-graph pretraining
on a collection of heterogeneous knowledge graphs. At each
step, a graph is sampled in proportion to its number of edges,
and a mini-batch of target edges is used to construct positive
and negative triplets. We employ binary cross-entropy loss for
training the model to correctly predict the tail entity, attention
entropy regularization loss to prevent the attention mechanism
from collapsing onto a single branch, adversarial negative
sampling to improve the model’s discriminative ability, and
adopt gradient accumulation for large-batch optimization.
The pretraining process is distributed across 4 GPUs using
DistributedDataParallel and presented in Algorithm
1.

APPENDIX C
COMPLEXITY ANALYSIS

As discussed in ULTRA [4], the overall time complexity is
mainly dominated by the entity-level graph encoder GNNe.
Our model follows the same design and adopts NBFNET



15

Algorithm 1 Multi-Graph Pretraining with GAMMA

Require: Training graphs {G1, . . . ,GN}, validation graphs
{Gval}, encoder fθ (GAMMA), epochs T , batch size B,
negatives nneg, accumulation nacc, adversarial temperature
τ , aux weight λaux (default = 1)

Ensure: Pretrained parameters θ⋆

Initialize θ, optimizer O
for epoch = 1 to T do

for each mini-batch do
Sample graph G ∼ p(G) ∝ |EG |
Sample B positive triples {(hi, ri, ti)}Bi=1 from G
Build negatives by corrupting head/tail:

Ni = {(h′i, ri, ti)} ∪ {(hi, ri, t′i)} with |Ni| = nneg

Compute logits and auxiliary signals via
(S,A)← fθ(G; {(hi, ri, [ti;Ni])}Bi=1),
S ∈ RB×(1+nneg)

Targets Yi,1 = 1, Yi,2: = 0
Negative weights: Wi,1 = 1

Wi,2: =

{
softmax(Si,2:/τ), τ > 0

1/nneg, otherwise
Main loss:

Lmain =
1

B

B∑
i=1

∑
j Wi,j · BCEWithLogits(Si,j , Yi,j)∑

j Wi,j

Auxiliary loss:
Laux ← A.aux loss if available, else 0

Total loss:
L̃ = Lmain + λaux · Laux

Accumulate gradients on L̃/nacc and update θ every
nacc steps

end for
if epoch is a checkpoint epoch then

Save checkpoint; evaluate on {Gval} with filtered
ranking

end if
end for
Load best checkpoint by average validation MRR and
return θ⋆

[22] as GNNe. In this case, for a single message-passing
branch, the time complexity per layer is generally linear in
the number of edges, i.e., O(|E|d + |V|d2). With T layers
and K parallel message branches, the overall time complexity
of the message passing stage becomes O

(
KT (|E|d+ |V|d2)

)
.

After message propagation, the multi-branch attention fusion
introduces an additional O(K|V|F 2) cost, where F denotes
the feature dimension of each branch output. The final two-
layer MLP further contributes O(M(KF )2) complexity for
scoring, where M is the number of candidate tail entities
per query (including negatives). In practice, the first term
dominates when |E| ≫ |V|d, and the overall complexity
remains approximately linear in the number of edges.

The memory complexity of a single-branch NBFNET [22]
is O(T |V|d) due to its kernelized implementation of relational
message passing. Our two-branch variant requires storing
intermediate states and attention projections for each branch,
leading to O(KT |V|d+K|V|F ) memory usage, which is still

TABLE XI
HYPERPARAMETER SETTINGS FOR GAMMA PRE-TRAINING. GNNr IS A
GNN OVER THE RELATION GRAPH Gr , AND GNNe IS A GNN OVER THE

ENTITY GRAPH G .

Hyperparameter GAMMA pre-training

GNNr

# layers 6
hidden dim 64
message DistMult
aggregation sum

GNNe

# layers per branch 6
hidden dim per branch 64
message Complex & Split-complex
aggregation sum
g(·) 2-layer MLP
attention fusion temperature-scaled cosine at-

tention
# branches 2

Learning

optimizer AdamW
learning rate 5e−4

training steps 200k
adv temperature 1
# negatives 128
batch size 64
Training graph mixture FB15k-237,WN18RR,CoDEx-

M

linear in the number of nodes.

APPENDIX D
DETAILED RESULTS ON EACH DATASET AND PARAMETER

COUNT ANALYSIS

In this section, we present a comprehensive comparison
between ULTRA [4] and GAMMA in Table XII. The results
include these two models’ performances on the three pre-
training datasets and their zero-shot inference outcomes across
all test datasets.
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TABLE XII
ZERO-SHOT LINK PREDICTION PERFORMANCE OF ULTRA AND GAMMA
ON 23 INDUCTIVE e, r DATASETS, 18 INDUCTIVE e DATASETS AND 12

TRANSDUCTIVE DATASETS ALONG WITH TEST RESULTS ON 3
PRETRAINED DATASETS.

Dataset ULTRA GAMMA

MRR Hits@10 MRR Hits@10

Inductive e, r

FB-100 0.435 0.627 0.443 0.634
FB-75 0.397 0.592 0.395 0.599
FB-50 0.335 0.536 0.332 0.538
FB-25 0.389 0.636 0.391 0.640
WK-100 0.176 0.286 0.182 0.299
WK-75 0.362 0.499 0.392 0.538
WK-50 0.148 0.291 0.160 0.317
WK-25 0.290 0.491 0.307 0.498
NL-100 0.441 0.636 0.469 0.666
NL-75 0.308 0.484 0.357 0.530
NL-50 0.367 0.539 0.401 0.570
NL-25 0.372 0.527 0.388 0.540
NL-0 0.353 0.528 0.368 0.564
WIKITOPICS-MT1:TAX 0.233 0.311 0.260 0.339
WIKITOPICS-MT1:HEALTH 0.311 0.405 0.348 0.401
WIKITOPICS-MT2:ORG 0.087 0.144 0.096 0.159
WIKITOPICS-MT3:SCI 0.245 0.349 0.280 0.368
WIKITOPICS-MT3:ART 0.261 0.419 0.282 0.443
WIKITOPICS-MT3:INFRA 0.636 0.783 0.650 0.785
WIKITOPICS-MT4:SCI 0.286 0.448 0.298 0.463
WIKITOPICS-MT4:HEALTH 0.611 0.750 0.650 0.750
METAFAM 0.442 0.842 0.342 0.660
FBNELL 0.477 0.625 0.480 0.645

Inductive e

WN18RR:v1 0.421 0.599 0.682 0.783
WN18RR:v2 0.632 0.765 0.672 0.764
WN18RR:v3 0.388 0.511 0.397 0.522
WN18RR:v4 0.592 0.712 0.610 0.713
FB15k-237:v1 0.497 0.652 0.500 0.661

FB15k-237:v2 0.507 0.696 0.511 0.695
FB15k-237:v3 0.493 0.657 0.491 0.646
FB15k-237:v4 0.480 0.674 0.486 0.674
NELL-995:v1 0.683 0.866 0.791 0.915
NELL-995:v2 0.509 0.702 0.527 0.724
NELL-995:v3 0.512 0.693 0.524 0.700
NELL-995:v4 0.497 0.716 0.506 0.725
ILPC22-S 0.297 0.450 0.305 0.452
ILPC22-L 0.303 0.425 0.308 0.428
Hamaguchi-BM:1k 0.070 0.130 0.074 0.146
Hamaguchi-BM:3k 0.049 0.093 0.058 0.108
Hamaguchi-BM:5k 0.044 0.084 0.053 0.102
INDIGO-BM 0.442 0.647 0.448 0.653

Transductive

CoDEx-S 0.477 0.659 0.480 0.668
CoDEx-L 0.338 0.468 0.341 0.475
NELL-995 0.498 0.612 0.475 0.602
YAGO310 0.509 0.668 0.412 0.586
WD-singer 0.362 0.473 0.383 0.504
NELL23K 0.234 0.392 0.241 0.418
FB15k-237-10% 0.156 0.276 0.161 0.280
FB15k-237-20% 0.183 0.314 0.184 0.315
FB15k-237-50% 0.231 0.401 0.235 0.406
DB100K 0.412 0.579 0.420 0.587
Aristo-V4 0.203 0.299 0.206 0.315
ConceptNet-100K 0.112 0.206 0.186 0.361

Pretrained

WN18RR 0.503 0.623 0.505 0.632
FB15k-237 0.371 0.568 0.377 0.571
CoDEx-M 0.375 0.531 0.376 0.532
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