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Abstract

Currently, the main approach for Large Lan-
guage Models (LLMs) to tackle the hallu-
cination issue is incorporating Knowledge
Graphs(KGs). However, LLMs typically treat
KGs as plain text, extracting only semantic
information and limiting their use of the cru-
cial structural aspects of KGs. Another chal-
lenge is the gap between the embedding spaces
of KGs encoders and LLMs text embeddings,
which hinders the effective integration of struc-
tured knowledge. To overcome these obsta-
cles, we put forward the SSKG - LLM, an
innovative model architecture that is designed
to efficiently integrate both the Structural and
Semantic information of KGs into the rea-
soning processes of LLMs. SSKG - LLM
incorporates the Knowledge Graph Retrieval
(KGR) module and the Knowledge Graph En-
coding (KGE) module to preserve semantics
while utilizing structure. Then, the Knowl-
edge Graph Adaptation (KGA) module is in-
corporated to enable LLMs to understand KGs
embeddings. We conduct extensive experi-
ments and provide a detailed analysis to explore
how incorporating the structural information of
KGs can enhance the factual reasoning abili-
ties of LLMs. Our code are available at https:
//github.com/yfangZhang/SSKG-LLM.

1 Introduction

Recently, LLMs(Achiam et al., 2023) have demon-
strated impressive performance across a range of
downstream natural language understanding and
generation tasks(Du et al., 2022). However, despite
their remarkable ability to generate fluent and co-
herent responses, LLMs often struggle with hallu-
cinations and factual inaccuracies, especially when
handling knowledge-intensive tasks(Pan et al.,
2024; Wan et al., 2024). As shown in Figure 1(a),
LLMs can sometimes produce answers that devi-
ate from objective facts. To address these chal-
lenges, researchers propose integrating KGs with
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Figure 1: The mainstream methods for integrating KGs
and LLMs for inference. (a) represents using only
LLMs. (b) represents converting KGs into plain text.
(c)represents only incorporating the structural informa-
tion of KGs. (d) represents our proposed method.

LLMs(Zhao et al., 2024). KGs store vast amounts
of structured knowledge, offering a valuable re-
source to boost LLMs’ knowledge awareness(Hu
et al., 2023).

Mainstream methods for integrating KGs with
LLMs fall into three types. The first, exemplified
by the GraphRAG series (Zhao et al., 2024; Edge
et al., 2024; Wen et al., 2023) (see Figure 1(b)), se-
rializes the KGs as text and appends it to the user’s
query. This approach treats the KGs as ordinary
text, missing out on its structural benefits. The sec-
ond approach uses traditional graph encoders (Liu
et al., 2024; Luo et al., 2024), like Graph Neural
Networks, to encode the KGs, and then combines
this with the text encoding before inputting it into
the LLMs (see Figure 1(c)). However, this method
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often fails to capture the KGs’ full semantic detail
and struggles with semantic alignment between the
KGs vectors and the LLMs-encoded query, lead-
ing to underutilization of the KGs’ information.
The third method is that LLMs-based KBQA ap-
proaches represent an interactive paradigm, where
LLMs iteratively explore KGs to build reasoning
paths. This approach cannot provide answers to
questions not covered by the KGs, limiting the
scope of possible answers.

To overcome the shortcomings of the above
methods, we propose SSKG-LLM, which enables
effective integration of KGs’ semantic and struc-
tural information during joint reasoning with LLMs.
To achieve this, there are two key challenges we
need to overcome:

Firstly, How to acquire and integrate the struc-
tural and semantic information of knowledge
graphs? KGs store data in a structured, relational
format that differs from the text-based represen-
tations LLMs are optimized for. They not only
include semantic attributes like node labels and en-
tity properties but also capture structural features
such as relationships, paths, and hierarchies. Prop-
erly incorporating this structured information can
significantly enhance the LLMs’ understanding of
KGs.

To address this, we first use graph traversal tech-
niques to extract subgraphs relevant to the user’s
query, ensuring that the intrinsic structure is pre-
served. Then, we encode the extracted subgraphs
with GraphLM(Plenz and Frank, 2024), a novel
pre-trained model that combines the strengths of
GNNs and Graph Transformers, thereby retaining
both the structural and semantic nuances of the
knowledge graph.

Secondly, How to bridge the gap between KGs
encoding and LLMs? LLMs are tailored for se-
quential text processing, while graph encoders pro-
duce tensor representations that capture the struc-
tured relational data. This fundamental difference
in data formats creates a barrier, making it challeng-
ing for LLMs to fully leverage the rich information
encoded in KGs.

To address this, we propose a KG-Adapter mod-
ule using cross-attention. It treats graph and text
encodings as distinct modalities and aligns them via
cross-attention. This integration allows the model
to fully utilize KGs information while easing the
LLMs’ burden in handling multi-modal data, ulti-
mately yielding more accurate answers.

Following the method described above, exten-

sive experiments were conducted on the Multiple
types of Question Answering(QA) datasets. Specif-
ically, our approach advances the most models on
many QA datasets.

Our main contributions are as follows:

(1) We introduced an innovative framework,
SSKG-LLM, for integrating KGs with LLMs. To
the best of our knowledge, SSKG-LLM is the first
approach to simultaneously integrate both the se-
mantic and structural information of KGs during
joint reasoning with LLMs.

(2) We reveal a misalignment between the rep-
resentational spaces of KGs encoders and LLMs,
which hinders seamless knowledge integration. To
bridge this gap, we propose the KGA module that
leverages cross-attention.

(3) Experiments on three datasets demonstrate
that our method significantly outperforms others in
LLMs-based QA tasks with KGs integration, under-
scoring the importance of structural information.

2 Related Works

Integrating LL.Ms with KGs has advanced QA
tasks, with current methods falling into three cate-
gories: Hybrid Encoding, GraphRAG, and LLMs-
based KBQA.

Hybrid Encoding processes unstructured text
and structured KGs separately, then merges
them via vector-based integration. For example,
KnowLA(Luo et al., 2024) uses a LoRA-trained
layer to embed entity information into LLMs, and
the "Explore then Determine"(Liu et al., 2024)
framework combines GNNs with LL.Ms for de-
tailed knowledge extraction. However, these ap-
proaches fall short in deeply integrating KGs’ se-
mantic and structural details and fail to bridge the
gap between graph encoder outputs and LLMs rep-
resentations.

GraphRAG methods identify the relevant KGs
for a question by serializing its triplets into plain
text and feeding them along with the query into
the LLMs (Tang et al., 2024; Ye et al., 2023; Zhao
et al., 2023). For example, MindMap(Wen et al.,
2023) serializes subgraphs into natural language
to boost transparency, while KG-CoT(Zhao et al.,
2024) generates high-confidence reasoning paths
to append to the query. Although these methods
directly link KGs data to the reasoning process,
they often underuse the KGs’ inherent relational
structure and are sensitive to prompt formatting
and context window limitations.



LLMs-based KBQA methods represent an in-
teractive paradigm, with LLMs iteratively nav-
igating KGs to construct reasoning paths(Chai
et al., 2023; Guo et al., 2023; Liu and Wu, 2023;
Wang et al., 2024). Methods such as Tree-of-
Traversals(Markowitz et al., 2024) and Think-on-
Graph(Sun et al.) enable LLMs to act as agents
that score and select paths, progressively narrow-
ing down to the optimal solution. While these
methods effectively harness the decision-making
capabilities of LLMs, they often fail to exploit the
models’ direct answering abilities, relying instead
on repetitive decision and scoring processes that
can introduce inefficiencies. Moreover, their re-
liance on path exploration highlights a trade-off
between stepwise reasoning accuracy and compu-
tational cost.

While these methods show progress, they fail to
fully leverage the structural and semantic aspects of
KGs. Our SSKG-LLM addresses this by efficiently
integrating both dimensions into the reasoning pro-
cess, leading to more accurate and interpretable
outcomes.

3 SSKG-LLM

Our method addresses two key challenges outlined
in the introduction: How to acquire and inte-
grate the structural and semantic information
of knowledge graphs? and How to bridge the
gap between KGs encoding and LLMs?

To address the first challenge, we designed the
KGR and KGE modules. (i)The KGR module
identifies the subkgs relevant to the user’s query
and ensures that structural information is preserved
while serializing them. (i1))KGE, which encodes
the serialized knowledge graph to capture both its
semantic and structural information effectively.

For the second challenge, we specifically tai-
lored the KGA module. (iii))KGA, which ensures
that the encoded KG is both dimensionally com-
patible and semantically aligned with LLMs. The
overall architecture of the prompt design is detailed
in Figure 2.

3.1 Knowledge Graph Retrieval

This module retrieves domain-relevant KGs for
a user query through semantic grounding. First,
we tokenize the input query query into terms
{t1,...,tn} using the SpaCy toolkit, then filter out
stopwords via the NLTK stopword list(Bird, 2006).
The remaining keywords are mapped to Concept-
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Figure 2: Overall Architecture of Models.

Net(Speer et al., 2017) entries through exact string
matching, ensuring alignment with commonsense
concepts. The retrieval process follows three steps:

{t1,-- ,tn} = Tokenizer(query) (D

Topics = GetTopics({t1, -+ ,tn}) 2)
Sub_KG = GetKG(Topics) 3)

where GetTopics identifies core concepts via
TF-IDF scoring, and GetKG queries Wiki-
data(Vrandeci¢ and Krétzsch, 2014) or ConceptNet
through their respective APIs.

To enable encoding by graph encoders, the re-
trieved subgraph is serialized into text. We use a
depth-first traversal strategy to preserve the sub-
graph’s hierarchical and relational properties dur-
ing serialization, ensuring effective downstream
encoding and analysis.

s = rand(Topics) 4)

DFS_KG = DFS(Sub_KG, s) (5)

where DFS_KG represents the knowledge
graph sequence obtained through depth-first traver-
sal (DFS) starting from node s . rand(-) repre-
sents a random selection function.

3.2 Knowledge Graph Encoding

The module encodes KGs by jointly modeling
structural and semantic patterns through a frozen
language model GraphL M.

KG_embed = GraphLM (DFS_KG) (6)



First, we convert the subgraph DFS_KG into
a Levi graph Levigraph (Schmitt et al., 2021),
where each original edge (h,r,t) becomes a new
node v, connected to h and ¢ via unlabeled edges.
This transformation explicitly grounds relational
semantics as text-attributable nodes.

Next, a relative position matrix P is constructed
based on the resulting Levi graph to encode struc-
tural relationships.

Finally, the serialized Levigraph, along with its
corresponding relative position matrix P, is in-
put into the T5 model(Raffel et al., 2020) for pre-
training, enabling the model to learn both seman-
tic and structural information from the knowledge
graph effectively. And, the embedding representa-
tion KG_eorigin that contains both semantic and
structural information is obtained. The encoding
pipeline involves:

Levigraph = KGs2Levi(DFS_KG) (7

P = Positional_Encoding(Levigraph)  (8)
KG_eorigin = T5(Levigraph, P) )

This design enables structural reasoning with-
out introducing GNN modules, as empirically vali-
dated in §4

3.3 Knowledge Graph Adapter

To bridge the dimensional mismatch and seman-
tic divergence between graph embeddings and
LLM input space, we propose a Knowledge Graph
Adapter with two stages:

(1) Dimensional Alignment. The linear layer
L maps the graph encoder’s output vectors to a
dimensionality compatible with the LLMs’ input
space(H _size) while preserving their original se-
mantic content.

KG_eyg = L(KG_eorigin, H_size) (10)

(2) Semantic Alignment. We apllied the cross-
attention layer to addresses two critical challenges
during semantic alignment: (i) Deeply integrating
the encoded knowledge graph representations with
the query information. (ii) Bridging the gap be-
tween the graph encoder’s output and the LLMs by
enabling the pre-trained LLMs, which is unfamiliar
with graph-encoded vectors, to effectively interpret
and utilize this information.

Q_e = LLMembed(query) (11

KG_e = C_Att(KG_ep, Q_e) (12)

where LLMembed denotes the embedding layer
of the LLMs, and C_Att represents the cross-
attention layer.

This design ensures seamless interaction be-
tween the structured knowledge in the graph and
the LLMs’ semantic capabilities, enhancing the
overall performance on downstream tasks.

3.4 Fine-tuning LLM

Subsequently, we employed the Low-Rank Adapta-
tion (LoRA) method to fine-tune the LLMs. LoRA
(Hu et al., 2021)integrates low-rank matrices to add
trainable adaptation layers without modifying the
original model weights, enabling resource-efficient
fine-tuning while preserving parameter integrity.
In this section, the KGs embeddings through
the KGA layers were concatenated with the text
embeddings generated by the LLMs’ embedding
layer. The resulting concatenated vector was sub-
sequently input into the LoRA-based LLMs fine-
tuning module, and the output is Answer A.

I_e = Concat(KG_e,Q_e) (13)

A = Wipns(I_e) + AW (I_e) (14)

where, C'oncat denotes the vector concatenation
function, I_e is the concatenation of KGs embed-
dings KG_e and text embeddings QQ_e. Wiy,
represents the weights of the LLMs, which are
kept frozen during the training process. The term
AW refers to the additional parameters introduced
during the LoRA fine-tuning process, which are
trainable.

3.5 Training Objectives

The auto-regressive training objective focuses on
training the LLMs to predict subsequent tokens ac-
curately. Specifically, we calculate the probability
of generating the target answer A by:

L
L=— Zlog P(A; | I_e, Ag.i—1;0)

=1

(15)

where L is the length of the target answer A, and
0 denotes the SSKG-LLM’s parameters. The fi-
nal objective is to minimize the function £. It is
important to note that throughout both stages, the
weights of both LL.Ms and the KGE module are
unchanged.



4 [Experiments

4.1 DataSets

We consider two types of tasks: multi-choice
QA, and truthful QA. We pick Common-
senseQA(Talmor et al., 2019) and SIQA(Sap et al.,
2019) as the multiple-choice QA datasets. We
also use TruthfulQA(Lin et al., 2022) to evaluate
whether SSKG-LLM is truthful in generating an-
swers to questions.

For the two multiple-choice QA datasets, we use
accuracy (ACC) as the evaluation metric. A pre-
diction is considered correct only if the model’s
output matches the ground truth exactly. For the
Truthful QA dataset, we adopt commonly used sim-
ilarity metrics, such as ROUGE-N(LIN, 2004) and
BLEU(Papineni et al., 2002), and use their average
score as the final experimental result to ensure a
comprehensive evaluation of the model’s perfor-
mance.

4.2 Experiments Settings

We consider the following LLLMs with 13B or 14B
parameters as foundation models in our main ex-
periments:

we fine-tune the Qwen1.5-14B-Chat(Bai et al.,
2023) ! proposed by Alibaba Cloud and Llama2-
13B-Chat(Touvron et al., 2023) developed by Meta
which has 13B parameters.

A machine equipped with a NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 5880 GPU (with 48GB of VRAM) is used
for training. The learning rate is 1e-4 with linear
warm-up for the first 100 training steps and the
batch size is set to 4. During the training process,
we use the AdamW optimizer.

4.3 Results

To demonstrate the effectiveness of our proposed
method, we compare it with several existing mod-
els for LLMs-based question-answering tasks with
knowledge graph integration.

To highlight the comprehensiveness of the com-
parison, we contrast our proposed method with the
existing four major methods of integrating KGs and
LLMs for inference. The existing four major meth-
odss are as follows: (1) Methods that only LLM
for inference. (2) Methods that convert knowledge
graphs into plain text to serve as prompts. (3)
LLMs-based KBQA, which involve LLM:s itera-
tively navigating KGs to construct reasoning paths.
(4) Hybrid encoding methods.

"https://huggingface.co/Quen

* BaseLLM(No-retrieval) evaluates the perfor-
mance of base LLMs, where the inputs do not con-
tain any retrieval content of KGs.

* Base LLM(RAG) evaluates the performance of
base LLMs, where the inputs contain the retrieval
KGs.

* LLM-SFT(No-retrieval) evaluates the perfor-
mance of continual pre-trained LLMs after LoRA-
based SFT with the constructed training set, where
the inputs do not contain any retrieval content of
KGs.

* LLM-SFT(RAG) evaluates the performance
of continual pre-trained LLMs after LoRA-based
SFT with the constructed training set, where the
inputs do contain the retrieval KGs.

* GPT-3.5 + KSL(Feng et al., 2023) designs a
effective prompt to transform retrieval KGs into
a multi-hop decision sequence, which empowers
LLMs with searching knowledge ability.

* GPT-4&ChatGPT + ToG-R(Sun et al., 2024)
instructs LLM itself to perform retrieval, pruning
and answer prediction on KGs.

* KG-COT(ChatGPT)(Zhao et al., 2024) lever-
ages a small-scale step-by-step graph reasoning
model to reason over KGs and utilizes a reason-
ing path generation method to generate chains of
knowledge with high confidence for LLMs

* KnowLA(ConceptNet)(Luo et al., 2024) pro-
poses a knowledgeable adaptation method. It in-
serts an adaptation layer into an LLM to integrate
the embeddings of entities of KG appearing in the
input text.

* KAPING (ConceptNet)(Baek et al., 2023) re-
trieves rele- vant triples from KGs to improve the
KBQA task. We use KAPING to enhance LLMs
on knowledge-relevant tasks.

* KG-Adapter(Tian et al., 2024) proposed a
parameter-level KG integration method based on
parameter efficient fine-tuning.

As shown in Table 1, SSKG-LLM consis-
tently outperforms all baseline methods across
both multiple-choice QA datasets and the Truth-
fulQA dataset. The improvements across differ-
ent datasets are approximately 8%, demonstrating
the effectiveness of our proposed method. This
indicates that SSKG-LLM not only leverages the
semantic and structural information from knowl-
edge graphs to generate more accurate answers
for multiple-choice QA tasks but also produces re-
sponses that align better with common knowledge
and are more trustworthy.

In the multiple-choice QA task, treating knowl-
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Table 1: Results of SSKG-LLM (Bold values indicate the best model, while underlined represents the second-best.)

Method Model CommonsenseQA  SIQA Truthful QA
ACC ACC ROUGE -1 ROUGE -2 BLEU - score

Qwenl.5-14B(No-retrieval) 78.37 71.79 0.1944 0.0973 0.0438
Only LLM Llama2-13B(No-retrieval) 78.56 71.85 0.1985 0.0997 0.0488
Qwenl.5-14B-SFT(No-retrieval) 85.83 76.46 0.5078 0.3752 0.2903
Llama2-13B-SFT(No-retrieval) 85.65 76.36 0.5098 0.3762 0.2923
Qwenl.5-14B(RAG) 70.76 71.02 0.2232 0.1168 0.0529
Llama2-13B(RAG) 70.81 71.22 0.2223 0.1157 0.0515
KGs to Plain-text Qwen1.5-14B-SFT(RAG) 85.59 77.18 0.5518 0.4252 0.3391
Llama2-13B-SFT(RAG) 85.56 77.13 0.5516 0.4235 0.3371

GPT-3.5 + KSL 79.60 - - - -

ChatGPT + ToG-R - 71.8 - - -

LLMs-based KBQA GPT-4 + ToG-R - 454 - - -

KG-CoT(ChatGPT) - 58.6 - - -
KnowLA (ConceptNet) 58.39 53.22 0.4190 0.2922 0.1747

Hybrid Encoding(only semantics) KAPING (ConceptNet) 57.58 52.66 - - -
KnowLA (WordNet) 58.07 53.22 0.4143 0.2874 0.1714

Hybrid Encoding(only structures) KG-Adapter 79.60 - - - -
Ours SSKG-LLM(Ours-Llama2-13B) 86.54 71.92 0.5582 0.4315 0.3459
SSKG-LLM(Ours-Qwen1.5-14B) 86.32 77.95 0.5585 0.4317 0.3462

edge graphs as plain text and using the RAG
method, regardless of fine-tuning, results in lower
performance compared to the no-retrieval setting.
This is because multiple-choice tasks prioritize pre-
cision, and excessive textual information leads to
redundancy, which hampers decision-making. In
contrast, SSKG-LLM leverages both the seman-
tic and structural aspects of knowledge graphs for
high-dimensional vector representation, enhancing
accuracy without introducing redundancy.

As shown in Table 1, SSKG-LLM significantly
outperforms the no-retrieval setting on the Truth-
ful QA dataset for open-ended questions. Under
the RAG setting, the similarity between SSKG-
LLM’s generated answers and the true answers is
higher, improving credibility, as the Truthful QA
dataset evaluates answer truthfulness. This is due
to the knowledge graph providing valuable refer-
ence information, allowing the LLMs to focus on
generating trustworthy answers rather than achiev-
ing complete accuracy. Moreover, by incorporating
the knowledge graph’s structural information into
the reasoning process, SSKG-LLM significantly
outperforms the RAG method alone.

4.4 Results Analysis

4.4.1 What Are the Roles of Each Module in
the SSKG-LLM?

Table 2: Results of Ablation

Module

KOR KGE KGA CommonsenseQA  SIQA  Truthful QA
v v X 85.34 70.77 0.3388
v X X 85.59 77.18 0.3391
X X X 78.37 71.79 0.0438
v v v 86.32 77.95 0.3462

To validate the effectiveness of the proposed
method in this paper, we conducted correspond-
ing ablation experiments to assess the impact of
each module on the SSKG-LLM’s performance.

* In the KGR column, the v'indicates the use
of the method described in Section 3.1, while the
X denotes that no knowledge graph extraction is
performed, meaning the input to the LLMs consists
solely of the question.

* In the KGE column, the v'indicates the use
of the method described in Section 3.2, while a
X signifies that no knowledge graph encoding is
performed. Instead, the KGs are treated as plain
text and directly input into the LLMs along with
the question, without additional processing.

* In the KGA column, the v'indicates the use
of the model architecture described in Section 3.3,
while the X denotes that only the linear layer from
Section 3.3 is retained, with all other components
removed. The KG embeddings are directly concate-
nated with the query embeddings, which is used as
input to the LLMs.

As shown in Table 2, removing the KGA module
leads to a performance decline, particularly on the
SIQA dataset, where accuracy drops by 7.18%.
Furthermore, when the KGE module is removed,
the model’s performance also deteriorates. Finally,
when all three modules are removed, there is a
significant decline in the model’s performance.

4.4.2 Does the Gap Exist Between KGs and
LLMs’ Embedding Spaces, and How
Can It Be Bridged?

Interestingly, we observe that the removal of both
the KGA and KGE modules leads to a slight im-



provement, compared to the removal of only the
KGA module (1st and 2nd rows of Table 2).

Through analyzing the experimental data, we
attribute this phenomenon to the following: when
the KG embedding generated by the KG encoder
is directly input to the LLMs without adaptation,
it will exacerbate the gap between the LLMs and
the KG encoder, as discussed in the Introduction.
However, when the knowledge graph is treated as
plain text rather than using the graph encoder, this
gap naturally disappears.

This observation provides evidence in two as-
pects. Firstly, it confirms the existence of a gap
between LLMs and KG encoders. Secondly, it
demonstrates that the proposed KG-Adapter not
only mitigates this gap to a significant extent but
also leverages the rich semantic and structural in-
formation contained in KGs effectively.

4.4.3 Why structural information of KGs is
important and must not be overlooked?

To investigate the significance of structural infor-
mation in knowledge graphs and demonstrate the
advantages of our proposed method in effectively
integrating both semantic and structural informa-
tion for enhanced utilization by LLMs, we designed
the following two experiments:

(1)What Are the Effects of Graph Traversal
Strategies? We systematically evaluated differ-
ent graph traversal methodologies within our KGR
framework to assess their effectiveness in preserv-
ing structural information from knowledge graphs.

* DFS (Depth-First Search) (Kozen and Kozen,
1992) traverses graphs by following a single branch
as deep as possible before backtracking, effectively
uncovering long chains and generating hierarchical,
logical knowledge graph sequences.

« BFS (Breadth-First Search) (Kozen and
Kozen, 1992) explores graphs layer by layer, offer-
ing broad coverage and capturing information near
the starting node, though it tends to produce shorter
chains and may miss longer-range dependencies.

* Random Walk selects neighboring nodes at
random at each step, enabling diverse path explo-
ration but potentially hindering the systematic dis-
covery of critical paths, which can result in less
structured and coherent knowledge graph outputs.

As shown in Figure 3, the DFS algorithm demon-
strated the best performance, while the Random
Walk method showed the poorest results.

Upon analyzing the content of the generated
knowledge graph sequences and the corresponding
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Figure 3: Results of Varying Graph Traversal Strategies.

experimental outcomes, we found that the superior
performance of DFS can be attributed to its ability
to generate longer knowledge graph chains. These
chains are similar to Chain-of-Thought (COT) rea-
soning chains, a format that has been shown to
enhance the reasoning abilities of LLMs in vari-
ous domains(Feng et al., 2024; Ranaldi and Freitas,
2024), leading to more accurate answers.

(2)What Are the Effects of Using Various
Knowledge Graph Encoders? Subsequently, we
conducted comprehensive experiments to exam-
ine the performance of different KGs embedding
approaches in capturing and integrating both se-
mantic and structural information. This investi-
gation focuses on measuring the embedding tech-
niques’ capacity to preserve intrinsic relationships
while effectively fusing heterogeneous information
types. To compare the impact of different knowl-
edge graph encoders on the results, we selected
several commonly used graph encoders, including
GNN, GraphTransformer, and the GraphLM used
in SSKG-LLM. The experiment was conducted
with the following four settings:

¢ GNN(Zhou et al., 2020) is a class of neural
networks specifically designed to work with graph-
structured data. It operates by aggregating infor-
mation from neighboring nodes to update the rep-
resentation of each node, allowing it to capture
local dependencies and structural information in
the graph.

* GraphTransformer(Yang et al., 2021) is an
extension of the Transformer model designed for
graph data. It utilizes self-attention mechanisms to
model long-range dependencies in the graph.

e GraphLM(Plenz and Frank, 2024), the en-
coder used in SSKG-LLM, is specifically designed
to encode knowledge graphs in a way that effi-
ciently captures both structural and semantic infor-
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mation. It combines the advantages of both GNN
and Transformer architectures, making it particu-
larly effective for tasks that require rich, hierarchi-
cal graph representations.

* None: This setting refers to the baseline case
where no knowledge graph encoding is applied,
and the model only uses the query for inference.

As illustrated in Figure 4, GraphLM consistently
delivers superior performance, demonstrating its
ability to capture both structural and semantic infor-
mation in KGs, which is essential for tasks requir-
ing nuanced reasoning and accurate generation.

Unlike GNN, which focuses primarily on local
structure by aggregating information from neigh-
boring nodes, GraphLLM integrates these structural
features with a broader semantic understanding.
This capability allows it to overcome GNN’s limi-
tations in handling long-range dependencies, ensur-
ing better performance in tasks that rely on deeper
graph comprehension. At the same time, GraphLM
addresses the shortcomings of GraphTransformer,
which excels in modeling semantic relationships
but struggles to represent the hierarchical structure
of graphs effectively. By balancing these two as-
pects, GraphLLM achieves a more comprehensive
encoding of KGs, making it highly effective across
diverse tasks.

GraphLM’s consistent outperformance high-
lights the value of hybrid architectures that fuse
structural and semantic encoding. By jointly lever-
aging local and global graph information, SSKG-
LLM fully exploits the potential of knowledge
graphs, surpassing alternatives such as GNNs and
Graph Transformers. This demonstrates that both

structural and semantic attributes are essential for
optimal utilization of knowledge graphs.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce SSKG-LLM, a novel
architecture that efficiently integrates both the struc-
tural and semantic information of KGs into LLMs
reasoning. Extensive experiments validate its ef-
fectiveness across diverse tasks, highlighting the
importance of leveraging both KGs’ aspects for
more accurate and robust reasoning.

Limitation

While our method enables LLMs to achieve strong
performance across three question-answering
datasets, several limitations remain. First, despite
being parameter-efficient, our approach still de-
mands more computational resources than methods
relying solely on LLLMs inference. Additionally,
our experiments are limited to English datasets,
restricting our ability to determine whether these
issues persist in other languages. We will address
these limitations in our future work.
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A Robustness of SSKG-LLM

To assess the robustness of the proposed SSKG-
LLM, a comprehensive series of experiments was
conducted, evaluating its performance across mul-
tiple datasets and varying configurations of Low-
Rank Adaptation (LoRA) parameters. This anal-
ysis was crucial to demonstrate the stability and
generalizability of SSKG-LLM when subjected to
diverse fine-tuning conditions. Specifically, we
examined the model’s performance using three
distinct rank values: R=8, R=16, and R=32, dur-
ing the LoRA fine-tuning process. These values
represent different levels of parameter efficiency,
where lower ranks correspond to more compact and
computationally efficient parameterizations, while
higher ranks provide greater capacity for capturing
nuanced patterns in the data.

The experimental results, depicted in Figure 5,
span two datasets CSQA and Truthful QA and in-
clude comparisons against several baseline configu-
rations, including Qwen-1.5-14B-SFT and Llama2-
13B-SFT. The baselines were chosen to ensure a
comprehensive evaluation across different model
architectures, fine-tuning strategies, and dataset

types.
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Figure 5: Results of Varying LoRA parameter settings.

A.0.1 Model-Level Analysis

The proposed framework proves highly adaptable
across different underlying LLLMs architectures.
When applied to Qwen-1.5-14B and Llama2-13B,
SSKG-LLM consistently outperforms baseline set-
tings for both models, including those enhanced
with retrieval-augmented generation (RAG). This
adaptability underscores the versatility of the
SSKG-LLM framework, as it can be seamlessly
integrated with different pretrained LLMs while
maintaining robust and superior performance. Un-
like baselines, which exhibit variability based on
the specific model and task, SSKG-LLM delivers
consistently strong results, demonstrating its uni-
versal applicability across architectures.

A.0.2 Dataset-Level Analysis

The experimental results demonstrate that SSKG-
LLM exhibits superior performance across both the
CSQA and TruthfulQA datasets, highlighting its
versatility in addressing diverse task demands. On
CSQA, which emphasizes commonsense reason-
ing, SSKG-LLM consistently outperforms baseline
models under all LoRA parameter settings. More-
over, its performance degrades more gracefully as
the rank decreases from R=32 to R=8, underscoring
its ability to effectively leverage structured knowl-
edge for complex reasoning tasks. Similarly, on
Truthful QA, a dataset focused on factuality and
truthfulness, SSKG-LLM achieves both higher ac-
curacy and greater robustness across all ranks, even
at the most constrained configuration (R=8). This
cross-dataset robustness suggests that SSKG-LLM
is not only task-agnostic but also capable of main-
taining high-quality performance in both reasoning-
intensive and knowledge-intensive tasks, making it
a highly adaptable solution for diverse NLP chal-
lenges.

A.0.3 Parameter-Level Analysis

SSKG-LLM exhibits remarkable robustness under
different LoRA ranks, with significantly less perfor-
mance degradation as rank decreases from R=32
to R=8. At R=8, where baselines suffer notable
drops, SSKG-LLM sustains competitive results,
demonstrating its efficiency in low-resource scenar-
ios. This resilience highlights SSKG-LLM’s prac-
ticality for applications requiring computational
efficiency while maintaining high-quality perfor-
mance.

As shown in Figure 5, SSKG-LLM consistently
outperforms the baseline methods across all param-
eter settings. This experiment demonstrates that
SSKG-LLM is robust and can lead to stable im-
provements when combined with different LLMs,
datasets, and ranks.
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