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Abstract

Although pre-trained language models (PLMs)
have achieved state-of-the-art performance on var-
ious natural language processing (NLP) tasks, they
are shown to be lacking in knowledge when deal-
ing with knowledge driven tasks. Despite the many
efforts made for injecting knowledge into PLMs,
this problem remains open. To address the chal-
lenge, we propose DictBERT, a novel approach
that enhances PLMs with dictionary knowledge
which is easier to acquire than knowledge graph
(KG). During pre-training, we present two novel
pre-training tasks to inject dictionary knowledge
into PLMs via contrastive learning: dictionary en-
try prediction and entry description discrimination.
In fine-tuning, we use the pre-trained DictBERT
as a plugin knowledge base (KB) to retrieve im-
plicit knowledge for identified entries in an input
sequence, and infuse the retrieved knowledge into
the input to enhance its representation via a novel
extra-hop attention mechanism. We evaluate our
approach on a variety of knowledge driven and lan-
guage understanding tasks, including NER, rela-
tion extraction, CommonsenseQA, OpenBookQA
and GLUE. Experimental results demonstrate that
our model can significantly improve typical PLMs:
it gains a substantial improvement of 0.5%, 2.9%,
9.0%, 7.1% and 3.3% on BERT-large respectively,
and is also effective on RoBERTa-large.

1 Introduction

Pre-trained language models (PLMs) such as BERT [Devlin
et al.,2019], RoBERTa [Liu et al., 2019] and ALBERT [Lan
et al., 2019] have been prevailing in both academic and indus-
trial community due to their state-of-the-art performance on
various natural language processing (NLP) tasks. However,
as they capture only a general language representation learned
from large-scale corpora, they are shown to be lacking in
knowledge when dealing with knowledge driven tasks [Tal-
mor et al., 2019; Mihaylov et al., 2018]. To address this
challenge, many efforts, such as ERNIE-THU [Zhang et al.,
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2019], KEPLER [Wang et al., 2021c], KnowBERT [Peters et
al., 2019], K-Adapter [Wang et al., 2021b] and ERICA [Qin
et al., 2021] have been made for injecting knowledge into
PLMs for further improvement.

However, existing knowledge enhanced PLMs (i.e., K-
PLMs) still suffer from several deficiencies. First, few meth-
ods pay attention to knowledge itself, including what type
of knowledge is needed and the feasibility of acquiring such
knowledge. On the one hand, some models take for granted
the use of knowledge graph (KG), which is difficult to ac-
quire in practice and shown to be less effective than dictio-
nary knowledge [Xu er al., 2021; Chen et al., 2020]. On the
other hand, many methods use Wikipedia, which is easier to
access but often noisy and of low knowledge density. Sec-
ond, current K-PLMs mainly focus on one or two types of
knowledge-driven tasks. Although they are shown to be use-
ful on a few specific tasks, their language understanding abil-
ity was either not further validated on GLUE [Liu et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2021b] or not improved [Zhang et al., 2019].
That is, the application scope of such K-PLMs is limited.

Inspired by the hint that dictionary knowledge can be even
more effective than structured knowledge [Chen et al., 20201,
we leverage dictionary sources as external knowledge to en-
hance PLMs. In our experience, this enjoys several benefits.
First, it is consistent with human reading habit and cogni-
tive process. In the process of reading, when encountering
unfamiliar words, people usually consult dictionaries or en-
cyclopedias. Second, compared with long Wikipedia texts,
dictionary knowledge is more concise and of high knowledge
density. Third, dictionary knowledge is much easier to ac-
cess, which is of key importance for applying K-PLMs in
practice. Even in the case of lacking a dictionary, it can be
acquired through simply constructing a generator to summa-
rize the description explaining a word.

Correspondingly, we propose DictBERT, an effective ap-
proach that enhances PLMs with dictionary knowledge via
contrastive learning. In the pre-training stage, we inject dic-
tionary knowledge into PLMs through two novel pre-training
tasks: dictionary entry prediction, in which we use a descrip-
tion to predict its masked entry and learn entry representa-
tions from descriptive texts; and entry description discrimi-
nation, where we use contrastive learning to improve the ro-
bustness of entry representations by constructing positive and
negative samples with dictionary synonyms and antonyms.



During fine-tuning, we first identify dictionary entries from
a given input, then use DictBERT as a plugin KB to retrieve
corresponding entry information. For the fusion of retrieved
entry information and original input, we propose a novel
extra-hop attention mechanism to enhance its representation
for downstream tasks.

The main contributions of our paper are as follows:

* We propose DictBERT, a novel approach enhancing
PLMs with dictionary knowledge, which is able to effec-
tively not only integrate external knowledge into but also
improve the language understanding ability of PLMs.

For pre-training, we present two novel pre-training tasks
with contrastive learning, namely dictionary entry pre-
diction and entry description discrimination, for inject-
ing dictionary knowledge into PLMs. For fine-tuning,
we present three knowledge infusion mechanisms to uti-
lize the retrieved knowledge from pre-trained DictBERT
for improving downstream tasks.

We conducted a series of experiments on NER, relation
extraction (RE), CommonsenseQA, OpenBookQA and
GLUE. Experimental results show that our model can
significantly improve typical PLMs (BERT-large and
RoBERTa-large).

2 Related Work

Knowledge Enhanced PLMs. To alleviate the problem of
lacking knowledge for PLMs, a popular approach is to inject
factual knowledge through infusing pre-trained entity embed-
dings [Zhang et al., 2019; Peters et al., 2019] or incorpo-
rating symbolic knowledge triples [Liu et al., 2020]. One
problem of using pre-trained entity embeddings, as pointed
out by CoLAKE [Sun et al., 2020], is the separation be-
tween entity embedding and language embedding. To tackle
this problem, we use textual entry descriptions to predict
their masked entries in the entry prediction pre-training task.
Being different from KnowBERT [Peters er al., 2019] and
KEPLER [Wang et al., 2021c] that use structured KGs, we
use semi-structured dictionary knowledge. Inspired by K-
Adapter [Wang er al., 2021b], we also use the PLM enhanced
with dictionary knowledge as a plugin for downstream tasks.
It should be noted that Dict-BERT [Yu et al., 2021] and our
work are at the same period. There are many differences be-
tween them in pre-training and fine-tuning, and our results are
superior to those of Dict-BERT.

Contrastive Learning. The main idea of contrastive learn-
ing is to improve the robustness of representations through
bringing closer positive samples and pushing away negative
ones. It has been widely used to obtain better sentence rep-
resentations [Logeswaran and Lee, 2018; Wu er al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2021a; Qin et al., 2021]. While [Logeswaran
and Lee, 2018] take a sentence B that follows A as a positive
example and randomly chooses a sentence C from other doc-
uments as a negative, [Wang er al., 2021a] construct positive
and negative examples via replacing representative tokens in
a sentence with WordNet, and [Wu et al., 2020] present mul-
tiple sentence-level data augmentation strategies. In addi-
tion, [Qin er al., 2021] leverage contrastive pre-training to

forest
a large area of land covered with trees and plants,

Entry word

Description usually larger than a wood, or the trees and plants
themselves
Synonyms | jungle, woodland

Antonyms | desert, wasteland

Table 1: A sample of dictionary entries.

improve the ability of PLMs on capturing relational facts in
texts. Being differently, we use synonyms and antonyms in
dictionary to construct contrastive pairs, and use contrastive
pre-training to learn a better dictionary entry representation
for downstream tasks.

3 The Proposed Approach

3.1 Dictionary Description Knowledge

A dictionary is a resource that lists the words of a language,
clarifies their meanings through explanatory descriptions, and
often specifies their pronunciation, origin, usage, synonyms
and antonyms, etc. Table 1 shows an example about the en-
try word “forest”. In this paper, we use four kinds of infor-
mation for pre-training: each entry, its description(s), syn-
onym(s) and antonym(s). We leverage dictionary entry words
and their meanings (i.e., explanatory descriptions) for knowl-
edge injection pre-training. Also, in order to improve the ro-
bustness of entry representation, we use the synonyms and
antonyms of an entry word for contrastive learning.

3.2 Pre-training DictBERT

As shown in Figure 1, we use two novel pre-training tasks: (1)
dictionary entry prediction and (2) entry description discrim-
ination, to capture the different aspects of dictionary knowl-
edge through further training a PLM.

Dictionary Entry Prediction. For entry word prediction,
we follow the design of masked language modeling (MLM)
in BERT [Devlin et al., 2019], but impose constraints on the
tokens to be masked. Originally, given an input sequence, the
MLM task randomly masks a certain percentage of the in-
put tokens with a special [MASK] symbol, and then tries to
recover them. Inspired by [Tsukagoshi et al., 20211, to effec-
tively learn entry representations, we take as input the con-
catenation of each entry word e = {¢1,...,t;, ..., t; } and its
description desc = {wy, ws, ..., w,} in a dictionary D, per-
form masking only on the tokens of entry e in a chosen input
sample s = {[CLS]e[SEP]desc[SEP]}, and at last predict
the masked entry tokens based on the corresponding descrip-
tion desc. Note that if an entry e consists of multiple tokens,
all of the component tokens will be masked. In the case of
polysemy, where an entry e has multiple meanings (i.e., de-
scriptions), we construct an input sample for each meaning in
a similar way. We formulate the entry token prediction as:

P(tl, ceey ti7 ceey tm|8\{t1, ceey ti, ceny tm}) (1)
where the t; is the i-th token of e, and s\{t1,...,t;, ..., t;m }
denotes the sample s with entry tokens ¢;.,, being masked.
We initialize our model with the pre-trained checkpoint of
BERT-large and keep MLM as one of our objectives, which
uses the cross-entropy loss as loss function Lge),.
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Figure 1: DictBERT pre-training. We take the Cambridge dictionary as our knowledge source. The pre-training tasks include dictionary
entry prediction and entry description discrimination. In the former task, we mask only the entry tokens in the chosen input samples. In
the latter task, we try to obtain better entry representations through contrastive learning.

Positive |[CLS] woodland [SEP] Land covered with wood or trees
[SEP]
Negative|[CLS] desert [SEP] arid land with little or no vegetation
[SEP]

Table 2: The positive sample “woodland” and negative example
“desert” of the entry “forest”.

Entry Description Discrimination. To better capture the
semantics of dictionary entries, we introduce entry descrip-
tion discrimination, which tries to improve the robustness of
entry representations through contrastive learning. Specifi-
cally, we construct positive (resp. negative) samples as fol-
lows: given an entry word e and its description desc, we
obtain its synonyms Dy = {egsyn} (resp. antonyms D, =
{eant}) from the dictionary source, and treat the concatena-
tion of each ey, (resp. eqnt) and its description descgyny
(resp. descqny) as a positive (resp. negative) sample. Take
the entry “forest” in Table 1 for example, “woodland” and
“desert” are one of its synonyms and antonyms, respectively.
The corresponding positive and negative samples are shown
in Table 2. In our experiments, we use the same number of
(e.g., 5) positive and negative samples. Note that we currently
only utilize the antonyms of an entry word to construct strict
negative samples, and will explore the construction of nega-
tive samples through random selection in the future.

We use hori, Psyns hant to indicate the representations of
the original, the positive, and the negative input sample. To
bring closer hop; and hgyy,, and push away hep; and hgpe,
we develop a contrastive objective, where (€44, €syn) is con-
sidered a positive pair and (e,;, €qnt) is considered negative.
We use h¢, which denotes the hidden state of the special sym-
bol [CLS], to indicate the representation of an input sample.
We define a contrastive objective L.qq4:

¢ = Encoder(eopi, descor;) 2)
hgyy = Encoder(esyn, descsyn) 3)
he.. = Encoder(eqnt, descant) %)

f(hi, h5) = exp(hihj) Q)

f( 27'1'7 hgyn)

Ledd == lOg c c c c
eez; f(hori’ h’byn) + f(hori7 ant)

where the f(x, y) denotes the exponentiation of the dot prod-
uct between hidden states x and y.

We sum the dictionary entry prediction task loss and the
entry description discrimination task loss, and finally obtain
the overall loss function L:

L =X Lgep + A2Ledd )

where L, and L.qq denote the loss functions of the two
tasks. In our experiments, we set Ay = 0.4 and Ay = 0.6.

3.3 Fine-tuning with DictBERT

Inspired by [Petroni ef al., 2019], we use DictBERT as a
plugin with a backbone PLM during fine-tuning (i.e., it is
frozen). In this way, we can enjoy the flexibility of train-
ing different DictBERTS for different dictionaries and avoid
the catastrophic forgetting problem of continuous training.
Specifically, we first identify dictionary entries from a given
input, then use DictBERT as a KB to retrieve corresponding
entry information (i.e., entry embeddings), and finally inject
the retrieved entry information into the original input to get
an enhanced representation for downstream tasks. In the case
an input consists of more than one sequence (e.g., NLI), we
process each input sequence individually and then feed them
into the downstream task specific layer for subsequent pro-
cessing. To better leverage the retrieved implicit knowledge
on downstream tasks, we introduce three different kinds of
knowledge infusion mechanisms (See Figure 2): (1) pooled
output concatenation, (2) extra-hop attention and (3) layer-
wise extra-hop attention.

(6)

Pooled Output Concatenation. As shown in Figure 2 (a),
we directly concatenate the pooled output of the backbone
BERT (i.e., h°) and the sum of entry embeddings retrieved
from DictBERT (i.e., iL). Then, we feed the concatenation
(.e., [h°; iL]) into a task specific layer for downstream tasks.

Extra-hop Attention. The simplest way to incorporate
identified entries into original text is to sum up their embed-
dings and concatenate the summation with the text represen-
tation. However, this method can not tell which entry is more
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Figure 2: Downstream task fine-tuning with DictBERT, where we present three different knowledge infusion mechanisms.

important, and which sense is more suitable in the case of
polyseme entries. Therefore, we further propose an extra-hop
attention mechanism to address this deficiency. As shown in
Figure 2 (b), we follow Transformer-XH [Zhao et al., 2020]
to use h°, the hidden state of the [CLS] token in an input
query as the “attention hub”, which attends to each entry word
identified in the same input. With the attentive weights, our
method focuses on more important entries or meanings when
integrating them as external knowledge into the original input
query. The extra hop attention mechanism is formulated as:

K
h = Z ATT(h®, e;) (®)
=1

where e; denotes the DictBERT output of 7, identified entry,
K is the number of identified entries in the input query, and
h denotes the weighted sum of retrieved entry embeddings.
After we obtain the iz, we use [h€; iz] for the final inference.
Layer-wise Extra-hop Attention. To further improve per-
formance, we extend the extra-hop attention at the last layer
to each inner layer, making it become layer-wise. As shown
in Figure 2 (c), we compute the attention score at each layer,
and finally use their mean for implicit entry knowledge injec-
tion. Specifically, the layer-wise extra-hop attention can be
formulated as:

hi =Y ATT(y,e}) )

(10)

where h; denotes the weighted sum of [-th layer outputs of
DictBERT. With the final implicit / obtained via Equation 10,
we use [A¢; h] in a similar way for downstream tasks.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets and Tasks

Pre-training Dictionary Source. To pre-train DictBERT,
we use the Cambridge Dictionary', which includes 315K en-

"https://dictionary.cambridge.org

try words, as our pre-training corpus. We construct input
samples for the two pre-training tasks, namely dictionary en-
try prediction and entry description discrimination, as intro-
duced in the section of the proposed approach.

CoNLL2003 & TACRED. We use these two traditional
knowledge-driven tasks, CONLL2003 [Tjong Kim Sang and
De Meulder, 2003] and TACRED [Zhang et al., 2017], to
have a quick check on the effectiveness of our approach.

CommonsenseQA & OpenBookQA. We use Common-
senseQA [Talmor et al., 2019] and OpenBookQA [Mihaylov
et al., 2018] to evaluate the ability of DictBERT acting as
KBs and providing implicit knowledge to downstream tasks.

GLUE. We follow existing knowledge enhanced PLMs
such as KEPLER and KnowBERT to use GLUE [Wang et al.,
2018] to evaluate the general natural language understanding
capability of our approach.

4.2 Experimental Settings

For pre-training, we use the BERT-large-uncased and
RoBERTa-large model as backbone and set the learning rate
to 1le~>, dropout rate to 0.1, max-length of tokens to 128,
batch size to 32, and number of epochs to 10. We use AdamW
as the optimizer. For fine-tuning, we adopt cross-entropy loss
as the loss function, set batch size to 32 and number of epochs
to 30. We run 5 times for each task and report their average.

4.3 Baselines

BERT & RoBERTa. We adopt BERT-large [Devlin et al.,
2019] instead of BERT-base as baseline because the former
is more difficult to improve. To be more convincing, we also
use the more adequately trained RoOBERTa-large [Liu et al.,
2019] for comparison in our experiments.

Enhanced BERT & RoBERTa. For CommonsenseQA,
we use BERT+AMS [Ye et al., 2019], BERT+OMCS,
RoBERTa+CSPT, RoBERTa+KE, G-DAUG [Yang er al.,
2020] as baselines for comparison. For OpenbookQA, we use
AristoBERTV7, AristoRoBERTav7 and BERT Multi-Task as
baselines for comparison.



Model CoNLL2003 | TACRED
BERT-large 92.8 70.1
DictBERT + Concat(K) 93.1 72.3
DictBERT + EHA(K) 93.2 72.7
DictBERT + EHA(K+V) 93.3 72.8
DictBERT + LWA(K+V) 93.3 73.0

Table 3: Experimental results on CoONLL2003 (NER) and TACRED
(relation extraction).

Model CSQA | OBQA
BERT-large 56.7 60.4
BERT-large + AMS 62.2 -
BERT-large + OMCS 62.5 -
BERT-large Multi-Task - 63.8
AristoBERTv7-large 64.6 72.0
RoBERTa-large 72.1 71.8
RoBERTa-large + CSPT 69.6 -
RoBERTa-large + G-DAUG-Combo | 72.6 -
RoBERTa-large + KE 73.3 -
AristoRoBERTav7-large - 77.8
DictBERT + Concat(K) 62.7 64.4
DictBERT + EHA(K) 65.1 66.3
DictBERT + EHA(K+V) 65.4 66.7
DictBERT + LWA(K+V) 65.7 67.5
DictRoBERTa + Concat(K) 75.7 75.2
DictRoBERTa + EHA(K) 71.5 71.6
DictRoBERTa + EHA(K+V) 77.8 78.1
DictRoBERTa + LWA(K+V) 78.5 78.3

Table 4: Experimental results on CommonsenseQA (CSQA) and
OpenBookQA (OBQA).

KnowBERT & KEPLER. For GLUE, we use KnowBERT
and KEPLER as baselines for comparison. KnowBERT [Pe-
ters ef al., 2019] enhances contextual word representations
through embedding structured, human-curated knowledge
into BERT-base through entity linking and word-to-entity at-
tention. KEPLER [Wang er al., 2021c] encodes textual en-
tity descriptions with RoBERTa-base as their embeddings,
and then jointly optimizes the knowledge embedding and lan-
guage modeling objectives.

4.4 DictBERT Variants

We evaluate different variants of DictBERT in our ex-
periments. DictBERT+Concat(K) uses the concatenation
mechanism, DictBERT+EHA(K) and DictBERT+EHA
(K+V) adopt the extra-hop attention mechanism, and Dict-
BERT+LWA(K+V) uses layer-wise attention. The symbol K
indicates the use of entry word to retrieve entry embeddings
from DictBERT, K+V denotes that we use both entry word
and its corresponding description for knowledge retrieval.

4.5 Experimental Results and Analysis

Traditional Knowledge Driven Task Results. Firstly, we
evaluate DictBERT on NER and relation extraction, the most
commonly used knowledge driven tasks. As shown in Ta-
ble 3, our approach is finally able to improve the performance
on CoNLL2003 and TACRED by 0.5% and 2.9% compared

with the strong baseline BERT-large. Further, we can observe
that all the three knowledge infusion mechanisms are help-
ful, and the layer-wise attention achieve the best results. This
indicates the identification and explanation of important en-
tities in an input sample are of key importance. Meanwhile,
we found that the use of additional entry description (i.e., the
K+V setting) can help retrieve better entry embeddings.

Knowledge Driven QA Task Results. We further assess
DictBERT on knowledge driven QA tasks, namely Common-
senseQA and OpenBookQA, and report the results in Ta-
ble 4. Compared with BERT-large, our basic setting Dict-
BERT+Concat gains a significant improvement of 6.0% and
4.0% on the two tasks, respectively. Further, we observe
that the extra-hop attention brings an evident increase (2.4%
and 1.9%), verifying again the importance of identifying at-
tentive weights of entries in an input sample. Lastly, Dict-
BERT+LWA(K+V) achieves the best result on both tasks,
bringing a final gain of 9.0% and 7.1% compared to the
BERT-large baseline. To be more convincing, we also
compare DictRoBERTa with the original RoOBERTa-large on
CommonsenseQA and OpenBookQA. As shown in Table 4,
the conclusion also holds for RoBERTa. Similarly, Dic-
tRoBERTa+LWA(K+V) achieves the best results, which can
ultimately improve over 6.4% and 6.5%, respectively.

GLUE Results. We also evaluate DictBERT on GLUE to
examine whether it can improve the general natural language
understanding ability of PLMs. Table 5 shows that com-
pared with BERT-large our basic setting DictBERT+Concat
achieves an average improvement of 2.4%, indicating the ef-
fectiveness of injecting dictionary knowledge for language
understanding. Similarly, the extra-hop attention and the use
of additional entry description (i.e., the K+V setting) con-
tribute to further improvement, and DictBERT+LWA(K+V)
achieves the best results, bringing a final increase of 3.3% on
average. With the baseline being RoBERTa-large, our best
model can achieve an average increase of 0.9% on GLUE,
validating the effectiveness and broad applicability of our ap-
proach. As for other K-PLMs, KnowBERT enhanced with
WordNet and 470K Wikipedia entities can improve BERT-
base by 2.0%, which is smaller than the performance gain
(3.3%) brought by our method on BERT-large. KEPLER-
wiki can only improve RoBERTa-base by 0.2% when using
5M Wikidata entities for knowledge (entity) embedding and
extra 13GB text data for MLM. With the only 5M entity de-
scriptions for MLM, there is an obvious performance drop for
KEPLER-OnlyDesc. Therefore, our approach is more effec-
tive in improving language understanding ability with exter-
nal knowledge (we use only 315K dictionary entries).

Ablation Study. We perform ablation studies on the dif-
ferent components of DictBERT. Firstly, we evaluate BERT-
large+Concat(K) and BERT-large+LWA(K+V), which di-
rectly use BERT-large, instead of our pre-trained Dict-
BERT, as the plugin. As we can see, the improvement is
rather marginal, confirming the necessity of injecting exter-
nal knowledge. Secondly, we assess the effectiveness of the
two pre-training tasks: DictBERT(DEP)+Concat and Dict-
BERT(DEP+EDD)+Concat. As shown in Table 6, contrastive
learning is helpful to some degree (0.4% on average), and



Single-sentence

Similarity Paraphrase

Inference

Model CoLA | SST-2 | QQP | STS-B | MRPC | QNLI | MNLI | RTE | A8
BERT-base 521 | 935 | 889 | 858 | 889 | 905 | 846 | 664 | 813
BERT-large 60.5 | 949 | 893 | 876 | 893 | 927 | 859 | 70.1 | 83.8
RoBERTa-base 63.6 | 948 | 919 | 912 | 902 | 927 | 875 | 80.9 | 866
RoBERTa-large 67.8 | 967 | 902 | 920 | 930 | 954 | 902 | 872 | 89.0
KnowBERT-WordNet+Wiki | 54.6 | 93.6 | 903 | 89.1 882 | 915 | 857 | 738 | 833
KEPLER-only Desc 558 | 944 | 908 | 902 | 885 | 924 | 859 | 783 | 845
KEPLER-wiki 63.6 | 945 | 917 | 912 | 893 | 924 | 872 | 852 | 86.8
DictBERT + Concat(K) 641 | 954 | 903 | 905 | 918 | 951 | 87.1 | 752 | 862
DictBERT + EHA(K) 642 | 956 | 903 | 915 | 920 | 957 | 884 | 76.6 | 86.8
DictBERT + EHA(K+V) 645 | 956 | 904 | 916 | 921 | 958 | 885 | 76.8 | 86.9
DictBERT + LWA(K+V) 647 | 957 | 904 | 917 | 923 | 960 | 887 | 77.1 | 87.1
DictRoBERTa + Concat(K) | 68.1 | 97.1 | 903 | 912 | 925 | 962 | 905 | 88.1 | 89.2
DictRoBERTa + EHA(K) 683 | 973 | 904 | 917 | 927 | 964 | 90.8 | 88.6 | 89.5
DictRoBERTa + EHA(K+V) | 68.5 | 975 | 905 | 91.8 | 928 | 965 | 909 | 89.1 | 89.7
DictRoBERTa + LWA(K+V) | 68.6 | 97.8 | 908 | 921 | 932 | 968 | 91.1 | 89.4 | 89.9

Table 5: Experimental results on the GLUE development set. The parameter of DictBERT is based on BERT-large. For parameter initializa-
tion, KnowBERT uses the BERT-base, while KEPLER uses RoBERTa-base.

Model CSQA|OBQA|GLUE
BERT-large 56.7 | 60.4 | 83.8
BERT-large + Concat(K) 57.1 | 60.6 | 83.9
BERT-large + LWA(K+V) 573 | 60.7 | 84.1

Pre-training
BERT-large (dict corpus)+Concat(K)| 61.9 | 63.8 | 85.5
DictBERT(DEP)+Concat(K) 62.2 | 64.1 | 85.8
DictBERT(DEP+EDD)+Concat(K) | 62.7 | 64.4 | 86.2
Fine-tuning

DictBERT-only 62.6 | 64.1 | 85.7
DictBERT + Concat(K) 62.7 | 644 | 86.2
DictBERT + EHA(K) 65.1 | 66.3 | 86.8
DictBERT + EHA(K+V) 65.4 | 66.7 | 86.9
DictBERT + LWA(K+V) 65.7 | 67.5 | 87.1
DictBERT plus + LWA(K+V) 66.1 | 67.7 | 87.2

Table 6: Ablation study results on CSQA, OBQA and GLUE.

masking only entry tokens is better than masking tokens of
both entries and descriptions (+0.3% for all the three). Fi-
nally, we examine the necessity of using DictBERT as a plu-
gin KB instead of directly using it for downstream task fine-
tuning (DictBERT-only), and whether the dictionary size mat-
ters (DictBERT plus). As shown in Table 6, all of our three
knowledge infusion mechanisms can further improve the per-
formance of DictBERT-only, indicating the use of DictBERT
as a plugin is rewarding. To assess the effect of dictionary
size, we use the union of the Cambridge Dictionary, the Ox-
ford Dictionary and the Wiktionary, which totals more than
IM unique entry words. The results show that DictBERT
plus+LWA(K+V) can further improve the performance of the
three task sets (+0.23% on average).

4.6 Discussions

Experimental results show that DictBERT can not only in-
tegrate external knowledge into but also improve the lan-
guage understanding ability of PLMs. It is worth mentioning

that DictBERT is assessed on very strong baselines (BERT-
large and RoBERTa-large, rather than the base counterparts
adopted by many other K-PLMs), which indicates the effec-
tiveness of our method from another side. Last but not least,
our approach can be easily applied in practice: dictionary
source is relatively easy to acquire, through either crawling
or simple generative models. As for computation cost, Dict-
BERT as a KB plugin can be further simplified to be Dict-
BERT as a lookup table, with each entry in a dictionary being
mapped to an embedding in advance, largely accelerating the
inference speed. Through generating dictionary entry embed-
dings in advance by using the plugin, the complexity of our
approach is similar to that of the backbone PLM.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose DictBERT, an effective approach
that enhances PLMs with dictionary knowledge through two
novel pre-training tasks and an attention-based knowledge in-
fusion mechanism during downstream task fine-tuning. We
also demonstrate its effectiveness through an adequate set of
experiments. Importantly, our approach can be easily applied
in practice. In the future, we are going to further explore more
effective pre-training tasks and knowledge infusion mecha-
nisms for injecting knowledge into multilingual pre-trained
language models.
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A More details of DictBERT

For the DEP (dictionary entry prediction) task, we construct
training examples as follows if an entry has multiple senses:
“Entry; _; #Description;”, “Entry; _o#Descriptiony”. For the
EDD (entry description discrimination) task, we constrain the
number of positive and negative examples, and adopt up-
sampling (resp. down-sampling) if an entry has less (resp.
more) synonyms or antonyms.

Supposing that we found 3 entries e;, e and e in an input,
and eg has 2 senses e3_1 and es_s , we will end up with K
= 4 entries (eq, e, e3_1, e3_2). We next feed the 4 entries
into DictBERT to get their embeddings (e3—; and e3_o have
different embeddings). Taking the text [CLS] representation
of the backbone PLM as ¢, and the embeddings of entries
([CLS] hidden state of DictBERT output) as &k and v, we cal-
culate their weighted sum, and concatenate the summation to
the text representation for downstream tasks. With the atten-
tive weights, we can focus on the more important entries or
meanings when integrating them as external knowledge into
the original input query.

B More Discussion

Difference from other K-PLMs We performed an inves-
tigation on the knowledge sources and downstream tasks
of K-PLMs, and found that the majority of K-PLMs uses
Wikipedia and Wikidata (and other structured KGs) as their
knowledge sources, and focuses on entity-centric tasks, in-
cluding sequence labeling (e.g., NER, POS), entity typing,
relation classification. Only a few approaches are evaluated
on question answering (QA) tasks. That is, the scope of appli-
cation of such methods can be limited in practice, where QA
and language understanding tasks play a key role. Our ap-
proach is designed not only for traditional knowledge driven
tasks, but also for knowledge driven QA tasks and general
language understanding tasks.

The effectiveness of plugin knowledge injection The
essence of our DictBERT plugin is to provide knowledge em-
beddings for dictionary entries identified in a text sequence,
and that of the extra-hop attention mechanism is to contextu-
alise the embeddings. In the ablation study, we have evalu-
ated: 1) directly using another BERT-large as a plugin (row
3 of table 6); 2) training a BERT-large plugin with MLM on
more dictionary related training data (row 6 of table 6). As
we can see from the results, these two methods only have
marginal gains, suggesting the necessity and effectiveness of
our approach. To speed up training and inference, and also
improve the compatibility with other techniques, we can sim-
plify our approach through calculating the embeddings for all
the entries in a dict in advance and keep them in a lookup
table as our DictBERT plugin is frozen during fine-tuning.
Given a text sequence, what we need to do is to identify entry
words from it, retrieve the embeddings from the lookup table,
and integrate them through extra-hop attention.

Reasons of using large version instead of base version
The base versions of PLMs, especially BERT-base, are often
less adequately trained, and hence are easier to improve than
their large versions. In practice, we found that many tech-

Running Time On CSQA (RTX6000 Same Setting)

3 BERT-like K-PLM | Original Input External Knowledge ~90ms

i DictBERT-like Original Input Entries ~30ms

: DictBERT looking Original Input ~20ms
! up embeddings

3 BERT-like Only Original Input  ~ 15ms

Figure 3: Running Time Comparison in Inference.

niques are useful on BERT-base, but have very marginal im-
provement on BERT-large. We choose to focus on the harder
version of PLMs, BERT-large and RoBERTa-large, to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of our approach.

Computational costs The framework proposed in our pa-
per do will increase complexity in some way, but we have
accordingly proposed a simplification method. Through gen-
erating dictionary entry embeddings in advance by using the
plugin, the complexity of our approach is similar to the back-
bone PLM. As shown in Figure3, with the external knowl-
edge enhanced with BERT encoder, due to the length of ex-
ternal knowledge, it will take 90ms in one batch. Since we
only need retrieve entries from DictBERT, it can save about
60ms. Furthermore, with the simplification method, we use
the lookup table for entries embedding retrieval, we can save
about 10ms.

C Case study

Question What happens when someone is
resting when they are tired?
. A.time passes B.fall asleep C. going

Choices to sleep D.lying down E.snore
True Label B. fall asleep
BERT-large E.snore
DictBERT-only C.going to sleep

. B. fall asleep
DictBERT+LWA(K+V) (Entries: resting, fall asleep)

Table 7: Case study of DictBERT in CommonsenseQA.

Case Study In this section, we use an example in Common-
senseQA to demonstrate how our model can utilize external
knowledge for question answering. As shown in Table 7, for
the given example question “What happens when someone is
resting when they are tired?”, the baseline BERT-large pre-
dicts the distractor “snore”, our DictBERT-only model is able
to choose “going to sleep”, which is more close. Lastly, our
DictBERT+LWA(K+V) model is able to predict the correct
choice “fall asleep” with the extra information of the entries
“resting” and “fall aslepp” identified from the input®. In gen-
eral, the predictions of the two DictBERT variants are more
relevant to “sleep”, the keyword in our correct answer, indi-
cating that injecting knowledge into PLMs is helpful.

“We use the concatenation of original question and each candi-
date as a revised input, then feed it into model for prediction.
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