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Abstract

In recent years, knowledge graph completion (KGC) mod-
els based on pre-trained language model (PLM) have shown
promising results. However, the large number of parameters
and high computational cost of PLM models pose challenges
for their application in downstream tasks. This paper pro-
poses a progressive distillation method based on masked gen-
eration features for KGC task, aiming to significantly reduce
the complexity of pre-trained models. Specifically, we per-
form pre-distillation on PLM to obtain high-quality teacher
models, and compress the PLM network to obtain multi-
grade student models. However, traditional feature distilla-
tion suffers from the limitation of having a single represen-
tation of information in teacher models. To solve this prob-
lem, we propose masked generation of teacher-student fea-
tures, which contain richer representation information. Fur-
thermore, there is a significant gap in representation ability
between teacher and student. Therefore, we design a progres-
sive distillation method to distill student models at each grade
level, enabling efficient knowledge transfer from teachers to
students. The experimental results demonstrate that the model
in the pre-distillation stage surpasses the existing state-of-
the-art methods. Furthermore, in the progressive distillation
stage, the model significantly reduces the model parameters
while maintaining a certain level of performance. Specifi-
cally, the model parameters of the lower-grade student model
are reduced by 56.7% compared to the baseline.

Introduction
Knowledge graphs (KGs) are graph-structured
knowledge bases, typically composed of triples
(head entity, relation, tail entity), abbreviate as
(h, r, t). Well known are YAGO (Suchanek, Kasneci, and
Weikum 2007), Freebase (Bollacker et al. 2008), Wikidata
(Vrandečić and Krötzsch 2014) etc. KGs have proved to
be useful in various downstream tasks such as intelligent
question answering (Jia et al. 2021; Saxena, Tripathi, and
Talukdar 2020), recommendation systems (Wang et al.
2019; Cao et al. 2019), semantic search (Xiong, Power, and
Callan 2017; Berant and Liang 2014) etc. Despite the signif-
icant advances that KGs have made for various applications,
they still suffer from the problem of incompleteness as the
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information in the real world continues to grow. Therefore,
for the automatic construction of KGs, knowledge graph
completion techniques are crucial.

Existing knowledge graph completion (KGC) tasks can
generally be divided into two categories: structure-based and
description-based methods. Structure-based methods use the
topology and triple structure information of the knowledge
graph to represent feature vectors of entity relationships, in-
cluding TransE(Bordes et al. 2013), ConvE(Dettmers et al.
2018), and R-GCN(Schlichtkrull et al. 2018). Description-
based methods, use pre-trained language models and in-
troduce semantic descriptions of entities and relations to
learn representations, such as commonly used models like
KG-BERT (Yao, Mao, and Luo 2017), PKGC (Lv et al.
2022), and LP-BERT (Li et al. 2022). It is evident that with
the rise of pre-trained language models (PLM), description-
based methods have gradually taken the lead. By utilizing
entity and relation semantic descriptions as auxiliary infor-
mation and deeply mining the potential knowledge in PLM,
description-based methods solve the problem of inductive
KGC tasks that structure-based methods cannot handle,
while achieving significant improvements in transductive
KGC tasks. However, while description-based approaches
improve performance, they also bring with them the prob-
lems of large model parameter numbers and high computa-
tional costs, limiting their application in downstream tasks
such as real-time recommendation systems etc. Therefore,
model lightweighting is essential.

Knowledge distillation (Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015),
which involves the transfer of latent knowledge from a large
teacher model to a small student model using soft labels,
is a common method for model compression. It has been
widely applied in the fields of computer vision (Zhao et al.
2022) and speech recognition (Kurata and Audhkhasi 2018).
In the field of KGC, there are also related research works
(Zhu et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2021b) that employ ensemble
models consisting of multiple structure-based KGC mod-
els as multi-teacher models to transfer knowledge to student
models in order to reduce embedding dimensions. However,
to our knowledge, description-based KGC method does not
have a corresponding knowledge distillation method, nor
can structure-based KGC distillation strategy be directly ap-
plied to the description-based KGC method, because intu-
itively the model architectures of the description-based KGC
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method and the structure-based KGC method are too dif-
ferent to be directly migrated. Therefore, we believe that
the description-based method needs a simple and efficient
knowledge distillation framework to fill this gap.

In this paper, we propose a novel progressive distilla-
tion strategy based on masked generation feature (PMD),
which can achieve a substantial reduction in model param-
eters while minimizing the impact on model performance.
Traditional feature distillation only learns the representa-
tion information of the input entity set. In contrast, masked
generation feature distillation potentially learns the repre-
sentation information of the inferred entity set through in-
ference generation. This approach addresses the problem
of single representation information in the teacher model
during traditional feature distillation. However, In the case
of a limited number of parameters, how the student model
can efficiently learn the rich representation information in
the teacher model is a problem. To address this problem,
we propose an progressive distillation strategy. The strategy
aims to enhance inter-model migration efficiency through
two approaches: gradually decreasing the mask ratio and
reducing the number of model parameters. The objective
is to align the amount of mask feature information in the
teacher model with the representation capability of the stu-
dent model. Specifically, we divide the progressive distilla-
tion strategy into two stages: in the pre-distillation stage, we
use the masked generation feature distillation method to en-
hance the performance of baseline and to serve as a teacher
model to guide the senior student model, and in the pro-
gressive distillation stage, we design a multi-grade student
model and distills it grade-by-grade. This process focuses
on transferring knowledge regarding rich masked generation
representations and global triplet information.

We conduct extensive experiments on two representa-
tive datasets, and the experimental results demonstrate the
effectiveness of PMD. The model in the pre-distillation
stage achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA) performance on the
WN18RR dataset, the model in the progressive distillation
stage can reduce the parameter count by up to 56.7% com-
pared to baseline while maintaining a certain level of per-
formance. Furthermore, we further validate the significance
of masked generation feature distillation and the progressive
distillation strategy through ablation experiments.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose a progressive distillation strategy based
on masked generation features, greatly reducing model
complexity and filling the gap in the field of knowledge
distillation with description-based KGC methods.

• We find that the traditional feature distillation strat-
egy suffers from the problem of a single feature rep-
resentation of the teacher model, so we propose that
masked generation feature distillation motivates the
teacher model to transfer rich representation information.

• By conducting extensive experiments on two widely used
datasets, WN18RR and FB15K-237, the results show
that PMD achieves SOTA performance on the WN18RR
dataset. The number of progressive distillation model pa-
rameters can be reduced by up to 56.7% from baseline.

Related Work
Knowledge Graph Completion In recent years, KGC
method has developed rapidly. The key idea is to map en-
tities and relations in KGs to a continuous vector space as
an embedding representation. Among them, structure-based
methods focus on representing the feature vectors of a triple
through the structural information of the triple itself or the
topology of the KGs. For example, TransE (Bordes et al.
2013) models the triple as a relational translation in Eu-
clidean space; Complex (Trouillon et al. 2016) embeds enti-
ties and relations in a complex space to deal with asymmet-
ric relations, while RotatE (Sun et al. 2018) models the triple
as a relational rotation in a complex space. With the devel-
opment of deep learning, CNN-based and GNN-based ap-
proaches have been proposed in the industry, such as ConvE
(Dettmers et al. 2018) and ConvKB (Dai Quoc Nguyen,
Nguyen, and Phung 2018), which use CNN to capture the
local structural information of each triple; SACN (Shang
et al. 2019) and CompGCN (Vashishth et al. 2019) extract
topological information in KGs to represent the triple. With
the rise of PLM (BERT (Kenton and Toutanova 2019), GPT
(Radford et al. 2018), etc.), a large number of PLM-based
KGC methods have emerged, such as KG-BERT (Yao, Mao,
and Luo 2017), StAR (Wang et al. 2021a), etc. To represent
entity and relational embeddings, they introduce natural lan-
guage descriptions of entities and relations as auxiliary in-
formation to mine the potential entity-relational knowledge
in pre-trained language models (Petroni et al. 2019).

Knowledge Distillation Knowledge Distillation (KD)
(Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean 2015) is one of the most com-
mon techniques in model compression and is widely used in
computer vision (Zhao et al. 2022; Yang et al. 2022) and
natural language processing (Sun et al. 2019; Sanh et al.
2019; Wang et al. 2023). The core idea of KD is to use
the soft label of a large model (teacher model) to guide the
learning of a small model (student model). This has the ad-
vantage of reducing the computational and storage resource
consumption of the model while ensuring performance, thus
making the model lighter. In addition to the role of model
compression, KD can also improve model performance, and
recent studies (Abnar, Dehghani, and Zuidema 2020; Kun-
coro et al. 2019) have found that KD can transfer inductive
biases between neural networks.The self-distillation strat-
egy (Pham et al. 2022) stands out for its effective knowl-
edge transfer approach, enhancing performance through dis-
tillation within its own network. Compared with the tradi-
tional logits distillation, masked generation feature distilla-
tion method we propose can ensure that the teacher model
can transfer knowledge more efficiently, so that students can
learn more enriched teacher knowledge. At the same time,
combined with the progressive distillation strategy, it can en-
sure that the model parameters is significantly reduced while
maintaining the model performance as much as possible.

Methodology
In this section, we introduce PMD in detail, as depicted in
Figure.1. First, we will give a brief overview of knowledge
graphs and the definition of link prediction task . Then, we
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Figure 1: This figure illustrates the overall architecture of the PMD. (i) MGFD applies masking operations to input tokens and
sets an appropriate masking rate based on student model parameter count (ii) In pre-distillation stage, the performance of the
initial model is improved. (iii) In progressive distillation Stage involves the design of multi-grade student models with gradually
reduced parameter count and mask rate. (iv) Each student model is trained under three kinds of supervision as depicted.

will describe the working principle and implementation de-
tails of the masked generation feature distillation . Finally,
we will explain the architecture and underlying principles of
the progressive distillation framework in detail .

Definitions and Notation
KGs is a directed relational graph consisting of entities and
relations. It can be defined as G = {E , R, T }, where E is
the set of entities, R is the set of relations and T is the set of
triples, denoted as T = {(h, r, t) ⊆ E × R × E}.The link
prediction task aims to complete missing triplets based on
the existing KGs information. Specifically, under the widely
adopted entity ranking evaluation protocol, tail entity predic-
tion infers the tail entity given a head entity and a relation,
head entity prediction is similar. In this paper, inverse triplets
are set up for each triplet (Dettmers et al. 2018), so only tail
entity prediction needs to be performed in the experiments.

Masked Generation Feature Distillation
BERT (Zhang and Hashimoto 2021) model leverages the
technique of masked language modeling to acquire valu-
able inductive biases. Inspired by this idea, we propose a
masked generation feature distillation (MGFD), speculating
that the concept of masking can also facilitate the transfer of
more inductive biases from the teacher model in knowledge

distillation. When triplets and their text description pass
through deep networks, they acquire higher-order semantic
information. In traditional feature distillation, the semantic
information only consists of the global semantic informa-
tion of neighboring tokens and the semantic information of
the current token (i.e.input token set). In contrast, our pro-
posed MGFD not only incorporates the semantic informa-
tion within the input token set but also utilizes the inferential
operations of deep networks to obtain semantic information
from the inferred token set. This enrichment leads to a more
comprehensive representation of the generated features, en-
abling the student model to learn more abundant representa-
tions. Consequently, this approach addresses the problem of
inefficient knowledge transmission from the teacher model
in the context of KGC tasks.

Specifically, during the data input stage, we apply a mask-
ing operation to the input data of the teacher model and the
student model, which includes triplets and their text descrip-
tion, based on a predetermined masking rate determined by
the size of the teacher model’s parameters. The masked to-
kens are encoded by the teacher model, resulting in masked
feature vectors that encapsulate rich semantic information.
Meanwhile, during the training process, the student model
encodes the masked tokens and generates corresponding stu-
dent feature vectors at the masked positions. Ultimately, the



two feature vectors are trained using Mean Squared Error
(MSE) to progressively align the student’s feature vectors
with the teacher’s. This approach facilitates the transfer of
knowledge from the teacher model to the student model, en-
abling efficient knowledge migration.

Through the above process, the student model learns rich
representation information and achieves efficient knowledge
transfer from the teacher model. The formula is as follows:

Mask(FS | λ) −→ Mask(FT | λ) (1)

Where FS is the student feature vector, FT is the teacher
feature vector, λ is the masking rate of the input sequence,
and Mask is a masking operation on part of the input se-
quence. −→ denotes the learning process.

LMGFD = MSE(Mask(FS | λ)−Mask(FT | λ)) (2)

It should be noted that we only calculate the distillation loss
for the masked tokens.

Progressive Distillation Framework
In this section, we present the progressive distillation frame-
work. Specifically, inspired by the idea of layer-by-layer dis-
tillation to transfer knowledge from deep models to shallow
models (Xue et al. 2023).By gradually reducing the mask
ratio and model parameters, it ensures that teacher model
knowledge is effectively transferred to student model. This
solves the issue of mismatched masking-generated feature
information from the teacher model and the expressive ca-
pacity of the student model.

Specifically, the progressive distillation framework can be
divided into two stages: pre-distillation stage and progres-
sive distillation stage. In the pre-distillation stage, we use
MGFD to inspire the baseline model’s potential and generate
a high-quality teacher model. In the progressive distillation
stage, we repeatedly compress the teacher model to obtain
multi-grade student models. During the distillation process,
each higher-grade model is paired with scoring module and
MGFD module. The scoring module assigns scores to the
triples based on their plausibility, while the MGFD modules
gradually reduce the mask rate as the grade decreases.

In the specific training process, PMD performs knowl-
edge transfer through the following key processes. Firstly,
it is well known that for most machine learning tasks, truth
labels are crucial and contain a large amount of standard in-
formation. For the KGC task is no exception, in the process
of tail-entity prediction, the matching of correct tail-entity
labels often results in high scores in the scoring module, al-
lowing the model to learn the key triple feature information
in the dataset. Therefore, true label distillation is essential in
the distillation process.

score = cos(ehr, et) =
ehr · et

∥ehr∥∥et∥
(3)

LCE = CrossEntropy(score, L) (4)

where ehr and et represent the head entity relationship fea-
ture vector and the tail entity feature vector, respectively. L

Dataset Ne Nr NTrain NV alid NTest

WN18RR 40,943 11 86,835 3034 3134
FB15K-237 14,541 237 272,115 17,535 20,466

Table 1: Statistics of the datasets.

is the true label of the training dataset. LCE is computed by
CrossEntropy.

Compared to the absolute standard information in the true
label, the potential prior knowledge in the teacher model is
also crucial. The teacher model encodes the global features
of the triplets through the PLM model and evaluates the
global information of the triplets through the scoring mod-
ule, which contains much implicit knowledge. Through the
MSE function, the student model approaches the evaluation
results of the teacher model as closely as possible, which
stimulates the learning ability of the student model and en-
ables it to learn the prior knowledge in the teacher model.

LSCORE = MSE(scoreS − scoreT ) (5)

where scoreS and scoreT denote the output of the scoring
module for the student and teacher models respectively.

In addition to the information from the triplets in the in-
put sequence, the information of the inferred entity set that
matches the triplets is also crucial. The mentioned MGFD
in section precisely addresses this key issue. By perform-
ing random masking operations, the teacher model gener-
ates corresponding inference feature vectors, which contain
representation information of the inferred entity set. This
compels the student model to learn additional information,
thereby enhancing the expressive capability of the student
model.The specific formula is given in (2).

Overall, total loss comprises the three components above.
α and β are used to balance the model’s ability to capture
both the global and local information of the triplets, which
can be expressed using the following formula:

L = (1−α−β) ∗LCE +α ∗LSCORE +β ∗LMGFD (6)

Experiments
Experimental Setup
Datasets. We experiment on two common KGC bench-
mark datasets WN18RR(Dettmers et al. 2018) and FB15k-
237(Toutanova and Chen 2015). WN18RR is a subset of
WordNet(Miller 1995), while FB15K-237 is a subset of
Freebase. WN18RR and FB15K-237 resolve the test set
leakage problem in WN18 and FB15K by eliminating in-
verse relations. The statistical data is shown in Table 1.

Baselines. We select a representative SimKGC (Wang
et al. 2022a) model as the baseline for our distillation
framework. The effectiveness of our framework migration
is demonstrated by achieving performance breakthroughs on
hard-to-breakthrough high metric models.

Evaluation Metrics. For tail entity prediction, given an
(h, r, ?) pair, we predict and rank all possible entities and
obtain the rank of t. The head entity prediction experiment is
similar. We use four automatic evaluation metrics: (1) MRR



Method P WN18RR FB15k-237

MRR H@1 H@3 H@10 MRR H@1 H@3 H@10

structure-based methods

TransE(Bordes et al. 2013) - 24.3 4.3 44.1 53.2 27.9 19.8 37.6 44.1
RotatE(Sun et al. 2018) - 47.6 42.8 49.2 57.1 33.8 24.1 37.5 53.3
ConvE(Dettmers et al. 2018) - 43.0 40.0 44.0 52.0 32.5 23.7 35.6 50.1
CompGCN(Vashishth et al. 2019) - 47.9 44.3 49.4 54.6 35.5 26.4 39.0 53.5

description-based methods

KG-BERT(Yao, Mao, and Luo 2017) 110M 21.6 4.1 30.2 52.4 - - - 42.0
MTL-KGC(Kim et al. 2020) 110M 33.1 20.3 38.3 59.7 26.7 17.2 29.8 45.8
C-LMKE(Wang et al. 2022b) 110M 61.9 52.3 67.1 78.9 30.6 21.8 33.1 48.4
KGLM(Youn and Tagkopoulos 2022) 355M 46.7 33.0 53.8 74.1 28.9 20.0 31.4 46.8
LP-BERT(Li et al. 2022) 355M 48.2 34.3 56.3 75.2 31.0 22.3 33.6 49.0
StAR(Wang et al. 2021a) 355M 40.1 24.3 49.1 70.9 29.6 20.5 32.2 48.2
Baseline(Wang et al. 2022a) 210M 67.1 58.5 73.1 81.7 33.3 24.6 36.2 51.0

PMD12(ours) 210M 67.8 58.8 73.7 83.2 33.3 24.3 36.3 51.8
PMD9(ours) 176M 67.2 58.2 73.2 82.5 32.6 23.5 35.4 51.0
PMD6(ours) 133M 65.9 56.5 72.3 81.9 32.4 23.4 35.4 50.7
PMD3(ours) 91M 62.8 52.9 69.5 80.4 32.3 23.3 35.2 50.5

Table 2: Main results for WN18RR and FB15K-237 datasets, ”12”, ”9”, and ”6” refer to the number of layers in the Transformer
Encoder. ”H@k” represents ”Hits@k”. ”P” represents Parameters, ”M” is short for million.

L Baseline∗ LKD PKD PMD
MRR H@1 H@10 MRR H@1 H@10 MRR H@1 H@10 MRR H@1 H@10

12 66.9 58.4 81.7 67.1 58.8 81.5 67.0 58.7 81.2 67.8 58.8 83.2
9 63.1 53.6 79.5 66.2 57.5 81.5 66.7 58.1 81.3 67.2 58.2 82.5
6 62.1 52.7 78.5 64.5 55.3 80.8 65.4 56.4 81.4 65.9 56.5 81.9
3 61.2 52.4 74.9 61.8 51.5 79.8 62.6 52.5 80.1 62.8 52.9 80.4

Table 3: The comparison experiment of the distillation strategy on the WN18RR dataset, ”LKD(Hinton, Vinyals, and Dean
2015)” is the logits distillation, and ”PKD(Sun et al. 2019)” is the teacher model’s middle feature layer, and the feature distil-
lation is performed by layer skipping. “L” is Layer.

(Mean Reciprocal Rank), the average inverse rank of the test
triples. (2) Hits@k (k ∈ {1, 3, 10}), the proportion of cor-
rect entities ranked in the top k. Higher MRR and Hits@k
values indicate better performance.

Hyperparameters. The encoders of PLM are initialized
as bert-base-uncased, During the distillation process,The
number of layers in the student model is [12, 9, 6, 3] re-
spectively, The masking rates are [20%, 10%, 5%, 0%] re-
spectively. The weight values of the loss function, α and β,
are searched in a grid with intervals of 0.05 within the range
of [0, 0.5]. We perform a grid search on the learning rate
range {3× 10−5, 5× 10−5}. We use the AdamW optimizer
with linear learning rate decay. The model is trained in batch
size of 512 on 2 RTX 3090 GPUs. The code of our method
has been released in https://github.com/cyjie429/PMD

Main Result
We reuse the data results from StAR(Wang et al. 2021a)
regarding TransE and obtained the experimental data for

other models from their respective papers’ best results. In
Table 2, on the WN18RR dataset, the PMD12 during the
pre-distillation stage achieve a significant improvement in
all metrics without increasing the model parameters, reach-
ing the SOTA level. We attribute this to the MGFD module,
which allows the student model to learn rich representation
information, thereby enhancing the model’s robustness and
significantly improving its overall performance.

For the FB15K-237 dataset, PMD12 shows improvements
in Hits@3 and Hits@10 metrics, but there is a decrease
in Hits@1. We believe this is mainly due to two reasons.
Firstly, on the FB15K-237 dataset, there are only 14,541
entities and 237 relations, with an average in-degree of 37
for entities. This implies that an entity can correspond to
multiple relations. Therefore, in the MGFD, masking triples
may lead to incorrect inferences by the teacher model due
to the multitude of relationships, resulting in what is known
as teacher giving wrong answers. Consequently, the student
model learns incorrect representation information, leading



Method Layers MR ↓ MRR ↑ Hits@1 ↑ Hits@3 ↑ Hits@10 ↑
12 132.1 67.0 58.4 72.7 81.7
9 140.0 63.1 53.6 69.6 79.5
6 130.7 62.1 52.7 68.5 78.5Baseline∗

3 244.3 61.2 52.4 65.8 74.9

12 145.6 67.3 59.3 72.5 81.3
9 150.4 66.7 58.6 72.1 80.6
6 166.9 65.4 56.9 70.6 80.3

PMD
(w/o MGFD)

3 165.1 62.3 52.8 68.4 78.9

12 110.3 67.8 58.8 73.7 83.2
9 107.2 67.2 58.2 73.2 82.5
6 120.0 65.9 56.5 72.3 81.9

PMD
(ours)

3 133.6 62.8 52.9 69.5 80.4

Table 4: Main results with and without (w/o) the MGFD module on the WN18RR dataset. ↓ indicates that the lower the indicator,
the better the performance. ↑ indicates that the higher the indicator, the better the performance

to a decrease in Hits@1. Secondly, the baseline model’s per-
formance on FB15K237 is not satisfactory, which means
that the teacher model did not learn strong inductive biases.
This slight issue of erroneous transfer occurs as a result.

In Table 2, we compare the parameters of popular PLM-
based KGC methods. From the experimental results, we ob-
serve the following. PMD9 surpasses the baseline in all
metrics except for Hits@1, even with a reduced parameter
count. This indicates that the PMD method can ensure model
performance while achieving model network compression.
Then, PMD3 achieves better expressive power compared to
commonly used high-parameter models (i.e. 110M, 355M)
with a reduced model network size of only 91M (i.e. 56.7%
reduction compare to the baseline). This demonstrates the
effectiveness of our proposed PMD strategy in maintain-
ing good performance despite a significant reduction in
model parameters. The difference in parameters still remains
substantial between the structure-based methods and the
description-based methods. However, the two approaches
address distinct problems. Description-based methods, em-
ploying pre-trained language models, can tackle inductive
KGC tasks, which involve predicting unseen entities. In con-
trast, structure-based methods are confined to performing
KGC tasks within known entity sets.

Ablation
Q1: Is PMD More Efficient Than Common
Distillation Strategies?
Yes! We choose a common and powerful distillation strategy
to do a comparative experiment, the specific experiment is
shown in Table 3. From Table 3, it can be found that because
the representation capacity of the model is constrained by
the number of model parameters, when the number of model
parameters decreases sharply, the model’s performance will
also decline. However, knowledge distillation methods can
mitigate this performance degradation to some extent. By
comparing LKD, PKD and PMD, we find that the use of
knowledge distillation methods can greatly alleviate the sub-
stantial drops in Hits@1 and Hits@10 metrics.

However, when comparing LKD, PKD, and PMD, there
still exists a noticeable gap, particularly in terms of the
Hits@10 metric. Comparing the 12-layer models in the pre-
distillation stage, only our PMD achieves performance im-
provement across all metrics. This allows the model to sur-
pass its own capabilities without increasing the model’s
workload. We believe that the main reason is the effec-
tiveness of the MGFD module. In comparison to the orig-
inal training strategy, MGFD introduces a greater amount
of uncertain reasoning information through masked infer-
ence, which includes both positive and negative informa-
tion. However, because the teacher model is a well-trained
strong model, it tends to lean towards the positive side when
it comes to reasoning information. This also enables the stu-
dent model to learn richer knowledge, thereby enhancing the
robustness of the model.

Q2: Are Both Progressive Distillation Module and
MGFD Module Useful?
Yes! Specifically, the difference between PMD (w/o MGFD)
and PMD(MGFD) lies in whether or not to perform a mask
operation on the input sequence, and the rest of the imple-
mentation process is exactly the same.

As shown in Table 4, when we remove the MGFD module
and use only the progressive distillation strategy, the model
achieves an improvement in precision on the Hits@1 metric,
while the Hits@3 and Hits@10 metrics experience a cer-
tain degree of decline. This indicates that the progressive
distillation strategy effectively transfers the global represen-
tation information from the teacher model to the student
model. However, it also introduces the biases present in the
teacher model, leading to a decrease in the model’s robust-
ness. Moreover, when compare to the baseline model, PMD
(without MGFD) outperforms the baseline on most met-
rics while greatly preserving the performance of the teacher
model. This further validates the feasibility and effectiveness
of the progressive distillation strategy.

On the other hand, when the MGFD module is em-
ployed, taking PMD12 as an example, compared to
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Figure 2: Comparison experiments between the diminishing mask rate and the fixed mask rate.

PMD12(w/oMGFD), sacrificing a mere 0.4 on the Hits@1
metric results in performance gains of 1.3 on Hits@3 and 1.9
on Hits@10. We believe that such a trade-off is highly valu-
able, and the same trend holds when the number of layers
changes. It addresses the issue of reduced model robustness
when using only the progressive distillation strategy. There-
fore, we believe that by striking a balance between the two,
we can improve the overall performance of the model.

We compare the results of fixed masking rate and decreas-
ing masking rate in our experiment, as shown in Figure 2.
We find that using a decreasing masking rate is the most sta-
ble and consistently maintains the best performance across
all metrics. The fixed 20% mask rate performs well on the
hits@10 metric, but drops dramatically on the rest of the
metrics. This demonstrates that only a progressive distilla-
tion strategy with simultaneous decreases in mask rate and
model parameters can reduce information loss in the teacher
model and thus ensure a certain level of model performance
while the model parameters plummet.

Q3: What Effects Do Different Mask Rates in the
MGFD Module Have?
The higher the masking rate, the stronger the model’s ro-
bustness, but the lower its accuracy. We only explored the
masking rate of MGFD in the pre-distillation stage for the
PMD12 model, without increasing the model’s parameters,
in order to eliminate any performance degradation result-
ing from reducing the model’s parameters. The experimental
results, as shown in Figure.3, As the masking rate gradu-
ally increases from 0% to 50%, the Hits@10 metric shows
a progressive upward trend (i.e., increasing from 81.67 to
84.27 and then decreasing to 83.75), while the Hits@1 met-
ric exhibits a gradual downward trend (i.e., decreasing from
58.44 to 53). This indicates that during the knowledge trans-
fer process, the MGFD module enables the student model to
learn rich representations of masked features generated by
the teacher model, thereby improving the model’s robust-
ness. However, excessively high masking rates can prevent
the teacher model from generating accurate triple features
based on existing information, resulting in a decrease in pre-
cision. Therefore, based on the experimental results, we fi-
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Figure 3: Hits@1 and Hits@10 indicators of the PMD12

with mask rates from 0% to 50%.

nally consider a 20% masking rate as optimal, as it ensures
both model robustness and precision improvement.

Conclusion
In this paper, we propose PMD method, aiming to signif-
icantly reduce the complexity of KGC models. To address
the issue of limited representation information in traditional
feature distillation methods, we design the MGFD approach,
where rich representation information is generated by the
teacher model and transferred to the student model. To tackle
the problem of mismatched expressive power between the
teacher and student models, we introduce a progressive dis-
tillation strategy that gradually reduces the masking ratio
and model parameters, enabling efficient knowledge transfer
between teacher and student. Extensive experimental results
and ablation studies validate the effectiveness of PMD. In
the future, to more effectively transfer knowledge from the
teacher model to the student model, we will explore adap-
tive selection of mask rate and adaptive selection of mask
positions during the distillation stage.
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