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Abstract

Meaning is defined by the company it keeps.

However, company is two-fold: It’s based on

the identity of tokens and also on their position

(topology). We argue that a position-centric

perspective is more general and useful. The

classic MLM and CLM objectives in NLP are

easily phrased as position predictions over the

whole vocabulary. Adapting the relative posi-

tion encoding paradigm in NLP to create rel-

ative labels for self-supervised learning, we

seek to show superior pretraining judged by

performance on downstream tasks.

1 Introduction

Word embeddings form a core component of mod-

ern deep learning-based natural language process-

ing. Intuitively, word embeddings map words to

vectors in a semantically-meaningful manner: a

desired property of word embeddings is that sim-

ilarity between word representations in their em-

bedding space (as measured by well-understood

(dis)similarity measures such as cosine similarity

or Euclidean distance) reflect some notion of se-

mantic similarity.

These embeddings are typically constructed

by leveraging Harris’ distributional hypothesis

(Harris, 1954), which posits that words which

are similar in meaning tend to often co-occur in

the same contexts. This hypothesis implies that

we may use essentially statistical, easily-measured

properties of words as a proxy for semantic sim-

ilarity, which is typically more difficult to quan-

tify. Crucially, word co-occurrence statistics may

be computed without the intervention of human an-

notators, enabling word embeddings to be trained

in an unsupervised manner.

Classical approaches such as latent semantic

analysis (LSA) (Deerwester et al., 1990) construct

dense, low-dimensional word embedding vectors

by performing a low-rank factorization (typically

a singular value decomposition (SVD)) of a (pos-

sibly reweighted) term-document matrix X ∈
R
∣V ∣×∣D∣ such that Xij stores the frequency at

which term i occurs in document j.

More recently, algorithms such as word2vec

(Mikolov et al., 2013) have been developed to con-

struct word embeddings using fast and scalable

algorithms such as skip-gram with negative sam-

pling (SGNS). These embeddings are constructed

by solving a classification task in a self-supervised

manner: They model the probability that a word

c is in the context of word w as an increasing

(in practice generally sigmoid) function of the dot

product ⟨w, c⟩ of their embeddings and optimize

the corresponding embeddings such that words

that do often co-occur are assigned embedding

vectors with large dot product.

These word embeddings learned by these al-

gorithms possess a number of striking properties.

Aside from encoding similarity in word meaning,

they have been shown to encode relational simi-

larity: Computing the expression ( ⃗king) - ( ⃗man)

+ ( ⃗woman) results in a vector that’s close to the

word embedding for ”queen,” which matches our

intuitive notion of the relationships between the

words in this expression. Furthermore, there exists

a body of theoretical work connecting word2vec

to the factorization of a shifted pointwise mutual

information matrix (Levy and Goldberg, 2014),

and subsequent work (Hashimoto et al., 2016) has

framed popular word embedding algorithms as

consistent methods for performing metric recovery

in semantic space under an elegant random-walk

based model of corpus generation.

However, word embeddings computed by

word2vec and GloVe possess a number of draw-

backs. Most notably, these embeddings are static:

A single embedding vector is computed for each

word in the vocabulary. Given that many words

http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.01145v1


in natural languages are polysemous, this is a sub-

stantial limitation, and it is reasonable to consider

word embeddings that are capable of capturing dif-

ferent meanings of the same word.

This problem is partially resolved by dynamic

(contextual) word embeddings such as ELMo

(Peters et al., 2018) and BERT (Devlin et al.,

2019) and GPT-2 (Radford et al., 2019), which

learn word representations that are dependent on

a word’s context. This allows the word embed-

ding model to leverage the fact that a word’s mean-

ing may be disambiguated via its context: For

example, the appropriate meaning of ”bank” can-

not be determine from the word itself, but it can

be determined from examining its context in the

sentences ”I deposited the cheque at the bank”

and ”I went fishing by the river bank”. These

embeddings are trained by optimizing causal or

masked language modeling (CLM/MLM) objec-

tives: They are trained to correctly predict the

next token in a sequence (CLM) or to predict

a randomly-masked token (MLM). The resulting

embeddings have achieved state of the art perfor-

mance on a variety of downstream NLP tasks.

We propose an alternative approach based on

optimizing a relative position objective. We train

a language model to predict the (signed) relative

positions pij of pairs of words xi, xj in a context

x1, ..., xk . We believe that this approach presents

several advantages over existing CLM and MLM

objectives, including:

1. Increased label density. In predicting relative

positions, we have n × n labels instead of n

(CLM) or n×p (MLM), where n is the length

of the sequence and p is masking probability.

2. More effective sampling. Examples in the cur-

rent context are more likely to be relevant

than other words in the vocabulary. We can

improve sampling even more by (i) finding

the hardest negative examples, (ii) exploiting

the fact that far away positions don’t have

to be exact, and (iii) predicting relative posi-

tions within batches.

3. Stronger signal. Many positions are distance-

like and we do not need to encode our la-

bels as one-hot targets; we can instead use

continuous distance as targets, which allows

us to use a variety of loss functions and en-

code stronger signals. (We can take inspira-

tion from metric learning and self-supervised

learning on images and 3D data).

4. Computational efficiency. We avoid comput-

ing an output distribution over the complete

vocabulary as in MLM and CLM.

5. More generality. Since relative positions

have successfully been adopted in both vision

and graph learning (Brüel-Gabrielsson et al.,

2022), our approach directly translates to

those settings; especially where the topology

is more varied than in NLP.

2 Related Work

Self-supervised representation learning has

been widely adopted in the NLP literature.

Models which incorporate self-supervised learn-

ing include seminal works such as Word2Vec

(Mikolov et al., 2013), ELMo (Peters et al., 2018),

GPT (Brown et al., 2020), BERT (Devlin et al.,

2019), BART (Lewis et al., 2020), Electra

(Clark et al., 2020), XLNet (Yang et al., 2019),

and T5 (Raffel et al., 2020). These approaches

rely on an objective that encourages the model to

reconstruct some corrupted/noisy text of language;

typically incomplete text with certain tokens miss-

ing. The primary advantage of this approach is

that it enables the model to learn semantically-

meaningful contextual word representations from

large amounts of unlabeled text ”in the wild.”

However, computing word probabilities in a

language model typically involves computing

a distribution over the entire vocabulary; for

sufficiently large vocabularies (which we often

encounter in practice) this is a costly operation.

This problem is exacerbated in the setting of

self-supervised learning for computer vision and

3D learning tasks, where the spaces of possible

images or 3D configurations are infinite.

Contrastive learning (Gutmann and Hyvärinen,

2010) has been used to learn a distribution with-

out requiring the normalizing factor over the

whole vocabulary, though it requires negative ex-

amples. Other approaches (Chen and He, 2020)

use Siamese Representation Learning; this is

akin to a clustering method that uses architec-

ture asymmetries to avoid model collapse to at-

tributing all points to a single cluster, and thus

doesn’t need negative examples. The approach

of (Noroozi and Favaro, 2016) is to construct ”jig-

saw puzzles” from patches of an image which



deep neural networks are trained to solve. Simi-

larly, (Doersch et al., 2015) learns visual represen-

tations by training a convolutional neural network

to predict the relative position of randomly-chosen

patches in unlabeled images. These works show

that this pretext task leads to useful representations

for downstream image recognition tasks.

Our work aims to provide a useful pre-trained

deep language model via a self-supervised task

that essentially corresponds to reshuffling the

words into the correct order. However, we do this

by predicting the relative positions rather than the

absolute positions; hence, achieving increased la-

bel density, stronger signal, and more generality.

3 Technical Approach

Given a context c = x1, . . . , xk, a word xi,1 ≤ i ≤
k, and (relative) positions p = pi,j,1 ≤ i, j ≤ k,

masked language models (MLMs) and causal lan-

guage models (CLMs) attempt to correctly predict

P (xi∣c − xi, p) for a training dataset, i.e. the cor-

rect word given the context and relative positions.

In contrast, our position-centric approach broadly

attempts to predict P (pi,j ∣c, p − pi,∶ − p∶,j), i.e. the

correct relative positions of pairs of words given

their context and the words themselves.

Let F ∶ Rk×h
→ R

k×h be a Transformer and let

eT ∶ V → R
d be the target embeddings. Then one

typically models the probability of the i-th word

given the remainder of its context as follows:

P (xi∣c − xi, p) =
exp(eT (xi)

T
F (x1, . . . , xk)i)

∑xj∈V
exp(eT (xj)TF (x1, . . . , xk)i)

with appropriately masked tokens or causal

masking. In our position-centric approach we

model the probability of each pair of words’ rel-

ative positions as follows:

P (pi,j ∣c, p − pi,∶ − p∶,j)

= φ(F (x1, . . . , xk)i, F (x1, . . . , xk)j)

where φ ∶ R2×h
→ P({pi,j ∣i, j ∈ N}) is a func-

tion to the set of all probability distributions over

the relative positions.

It is unclear a priori how we might construct φ.

Typically a Transformer model computes the fol-

lowing (for each i and j) in its multi-head attention

module:

Concat(head1, . . . ,headnh
)i,j ∈ R

nh

where

headl = (F (x1, . . . , xk)iW
l
q)

T (F (x1, . . . , xk)jW
l
k)

and where Wq,Wk ∈ R
h×h are learnable weight

matrices and nh is the number of heads.

A simple approach for constructing an appropri-

ate function φ is to first retrieve these head-scores,

corresponding to the unknown relative positions in

the last attention layer of the Transformer model

and append a readout layer to predict the ground

truth relative positions:

ψ(Concat(head1, . . . ,headnh
)i,j)) ∈ R

np

Here ψ ∶ Rnh → R
np can be a linear layer or

a sequence of fully connected layers, and np =
∣{pi,j ∣ i, j ∈ N}∣. By normalizing the output of ψ

via a softmax function we obtain the desired prob-

ability distribution over all possible relative posi-

tions.

3.1 Masking or Permuting Positions

The previous discussion adopts the perspective of

masking some positions and then predicting them.

An alternative approach is to permute rather than

mask positions. This raises the following ques-

tions:

1. If we permute positions, should our model

predict only the permuted positions, or

should it also predict the non-permuted posi-

tions?

2. If we permute positions and predict the non-

permuted positions as well, should we in-

stead consider the binary problem of predict-

ing whether a position is correct or not?

We call the approach of masking positions

and predicting them Position-Mask-Language-

Modeling (PMLM) and the approach of per-

muting positions are predicting the correct

one for Position-Permutation-Language-Modeling

(PPLM). Specifically, when permuting positions

we permute a certain percentage of all tokens and

we predict the correct positions of all tokens; if

we predict just the permuted positions we call it

PPLM-Some, and if we predict binary correct-or-

not-correct positions for each position we call it

PPLM-Binary.

We investigate the effectiveness of masking and

these alternative permutation-based approaches

empirically in the results section.



4 Results

During pre-training, we train on the BookCorpus

dataset (Zhu et al., 2015) and English-language

Wikipedia (Foundation, 0123). We use as our

transformer architecture a Roberta-Transformer

(Liu et al., 2019) with 12 layers. We employ a se-

quence length of 128 and batch size of 64. We

train for 40K batch iterations, which takes about 4

hours on a single Tesla V100 GPU.

We evaluate our pre-trained model’s perfor-

mance on three downstream tasks after fine-tuning:

multi-genre natural language inference (MNLI)

(Williams et al., 2018), linguistic acceptability on

the Corpus of Linguistic Acceptability (CoLA)

(?), and question-answering natural language in-

ference (QNLI) (Rajpurkar et al., 2016). All of

these tasks are components of the General Lan-

guage Understanding Evaluation (GLUE) bench-

mark (Wang et al., 2018). For all downstream

tasks, we fine-tune our pre-trained model by fol-

lowing the procedure outlined in Appendix B of

(Clark et al., 2020).

The MNLI corpus is a crowd-sourced collec-

tion of 433k sentence pairs annotated with textual

entailment information. Each sentence pair is as-

signed one of three labels: neutral, entailment, or

contradiction, and the objective of the task is to

correctly predict the label for each sentence pair.

The CoLA dataset is a compilation of 10.6k

English word sequences annotated with a judg-

ment of the sequence’s grammatical acceptability.

These sequences are drawn from works of linguis-

tic theory. The task is to correctly predict each

sentence’s acceptability label.

QNLI is based on the Stanford Question An-

swering Dataset (Rajpurkar et al., 2016). This

dataset consists of question-paragraph pairs. Each

paragraph contains a sentence which answers the

associated question. QNLI modifies this dataset

by converting the task to sentence-pair classifica-

tion by pairing the question sentence with each

sentence in the associated paragraph; the task is

then to determine whether each sentence in the

paragraph answers the question.

For further training details see Appendix A. We

record our results in Table 1.

Our results indicate that our proposed PMLM

and PPLM pre-training objectives achieve com-

petitive performance on the downstream MNLI

task. The largest improvement in accuracy arises

from using a model that is pre-trained using the

PPLM objective with 60% of the tokens permuted.

Significant (though smaller) improvements were

achieved by pre-training using the PMLM objec-

tive, which masks positions rather than permuting

them.

On the other hand, pre-training using the PPLM-

Some and PPLM-Binary led to small degradations

in performance relative to the MLM baseline. This

indicates that our model’s ability to predict the

actual relative position of all tokens is crucial

to its ability to learn representations that lead to

good performance on the downstream MNLI task.

Merely predicting the relative positions of pairs of

permuted words is insufficient; future work may

seek to determine whether this is a byproduct of

insufficient label density in the PPLM-Some prob-

lem. The PPLM is a strictly harder task than

PPLM-Some and involves determining whether an

ordered pair of tokens have been permuted or not,

in addition to determining the ordered pairs rela-

tive position; in PPLM-Some all relative positions

of the ordered pairs that the model is asked to pre-

dict have all been permuted, while this is not true

for PPLM. Results show this to be a crucial differ-

ence.

Our pre-training objectives led to more muted

improvements on the MLM baseline for the CoLA

task. Whereas the MLM baseline achieved an ac-

curacy of 0.614 on CoLA, our best-performing

model (PMLM-60%) achieved an accuracy of

0.618 on the same task. On the QNLI task,

our best-performing model (again PPLM-60%)

achieved an accuracy of 0.673, whereas the base-

line accuracy was 0.666; this is once again a no-

table improvement over the baseline, especially

given the small scale of our experiments.

5 Discussion

The results that we have outlined above indicate

that our relative position-based objective shows

significant promise as a new method for pre-

training large transformer-based language models.

We conjecture that some of the benefits of our

model arise from the increased label density af-

forded by relative position-based training: The

number of labels available for our model to predict

in pre-training is quadratic in the length of each

context rather than linear as is the case with the

standard CLM and MLM objectives.

Further benefits arise from the increased compu-

tational efficiency of our approach. As our model



Pretraining: MLM-30% PMLM-60% PPLM-60% PPLM-Some-60% PPLM-Binary-60%

MNLI Accuracy: 0.597 0.6123 0.626 0.590 0.595

CoLA Accuracy: 0.614 0.618 0.617 0.618 0.607

QNLI Accuracy: 0.666 0.642 0.673 0.631 0.634

Table 1: Results of Masked Language Modeling (MLM) vs versions of Positional Masked Language Modeling

(PMLM) and Positional Permuted Language Modeling (PPLM).

does not involve the computation of an output dis-

tribution over the vocabulary but rather a distribu-

tion over the (much smaller) set of valid relative

positions, our model trains more quickly using our

objective and hence is able to achieve improved

downstream performance given a fixed wall-clock

time budget. Note that in these experiments we

trained for a fixed number of iterations, not flops,

and the MLM uses more flops than PPLM and

PMLM.

Finally, our model predicts relative positions of

words within the same context; these words are

more likely to be relevant to each other than words

in the remainder of the vocabulary, potentially al-

lowing our objective to provide a stronger signal

than traditional CLM/MLM objectives that pre-

dicts words drawn from the entire vocabulary.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we have investigated the effective-

ness of a relative position prediction pretext task

for the purpose of pre-training language models.

Our results indicate that while there are some tech-

nical challenges associated with this approach, rel-

ative position prediction can lead to notable im-

provements in performance on downstream tasks

relative to pre-training baselines based on MLM

or CLM objectives.

In future work, we hope to investigate how our

model responds to increased scale. In particular,

we only trained our model for 4 hours on a sin-

gle Tesla V100 GPU. Modern language models are

particularly likely to benefit from extended train-

ing on very large datasets (Brown et al., 2020),

and we hope that further training will expand the

performance gap between our relative position-

based approach and the CLM/MLM objectives

that are currently used in state-of-the-art language

models. We especially hope that our objective’s

computational efficiency will lead to significant

advantages when training models at scale; it is

plausible that the small scale of our experiments

in this work may have dampened some the poten-

tial benefits of our approach.

In addition, there are several alternative losses

that may be used that are more distance-like; we

could for example use regression losses rather than

classification losses, or incorporate optimal trans-

port distances such as Wasserstein distances be-

tween tokens.
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Rickard Brüel-Gabrielsson, Mikhail
Yurochkin, and Justin Solomon. 2022.
Rewiring with positional encodings for graph neural networks.

Xinlei Chen and Kaiming He. 2020.
Exploring simple siamese representation learning.
CoRR, abs/2011.10566.

Kevin Clark, Minh-Thang Luong, Quoc V.
Le, and Christopher D. Manning. 2020.
ELECTRA: pre-training text encoders as discriminators rather than generators.
CoRR, abs/2003.10555.

Scott Deerwester, Susan T Dumais, George W Fur-
nas, Thomas K Landauer, and Richard Harshman.
1990. Indexing by latent semantic analysis. Jour-
nal of the American society for information science,
41(6):391–407.

Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Ken-
ton Lee, and Kristina Toutanova. 2019.
BERT: Pre-training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding.
In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), pages 4171–
4186, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2020/file/1457c0d6bfcb4967418bfb8ac142f64a-Paper.pdf
http://arxiv.org/abs/2201.12674
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.10566
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.10555
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423


Carl Doersch, Abhinav Gupta, and Alexei A Efros.
2015. Unsupervised visual representation learning
by context prediction. In Proceedings of the IEEE
international conference on computer vision, pages
1422–1430.

Wikimedia Foundation. 0123. Wikimedia downloads.

Michael Gutmann and Aapo Hyvärinen. 2010.
Noise-contrastive estimation: A new estimation principle for unnormalized statistical models.
In Proceedings of the Thirteenth International Con-
ference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics,
volume 9 of Proceedings of Machine Learning
Research, pages 297–304, Chia Laguna Resort,
Sardinia, Italy. PMLR.

Zellig S. Harris. 1954. Distributional structure.
WORD, 10(2-3):146–162.

Tatsunori Hashimoto, David Alvarez-
Melis, and Tommi Jaakkola. 2016.
Word embeddings as metric recovery in semantic spaces.
Transactions of the Association for Computational
Linguistics, 4(0):273–286.

Omer Levy and Yoav Goldberg. 2014.
Neural word embedding as implicit matrix factorization.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, volume 27. Curran Associates, Inc.

Mike Lewis, Yinhan Liu, Naman Goyal,
Marjan Ghazvininejad, Abdelrahman
Mohamed, Omer Levy, Veselin Stoy-
anov, and Luke Zettlemoyer. 2020.
BART: Denoising sequence-to-sequence pre-training for natural language generation, translation, and comprehension.
In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics, pages
7871–7880, Online. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Yinhan Liu, Myle Ott, Naman Goyal, Jingfei Du, Man-
dar Joshi, Danqi Chen, Omer Levy, Mike Lewis,
Luke Zettlemoyer, and Veselin Stoyanov. 2019.
Roberta: A robustly optimized BERT pretraining approach.
CoRR, abs/1907.11692.

Tomas Mikolov, Ilya Sutskever, Kai Chen,
Greg S Corrado, and Jeff Dean. 2013.
Distributed representations of words and phrases and their compositionality.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, volume 26. Curran Associates, Inc.

Mehdi Noroozi and Paolo Favaro. 2016.
Unsupervised learning of visual representations by solving jigsaw puzzles.
CoRR, abs/1603.09246.

Matthew E. Peters, Mark Neumann, Mohit
Iyyer, Matt Gardner, Christopher Clark,
Kenton Lee, and Luke Zettlemoyer. 2018.
Deep contextualized word representations. In
Proceedings of the 2018 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
Volume 1 (Long Papers), pages 2227–2237, New
Orleans, Louisiana. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Alec Radford, Jeff Wu, Rewon Child, David Luan,
Dario Amodei, and Ilya Sutskever. 2019. Language
models are unsupervised multitask learners.

Colin Raffel, Noam Shazeer, Adam Roberts, Kather-
ine Lee, Sharan Narang, Michael Matena,
Yanqi Zhou, Wei Li, and Peter J. Liu. 2020.
Exploring the limits of transfer learning with a unified text-to-text transformer.
Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(140):1–
67.

Pranav Rajpurkar, Jian Zhang, Kon-
stantin Lopyrev, and Percy Liang. 2016.
SQuAD: 100,000+ questions for machine comprehension of text.
In Proceedings of the 2016 Conference on Empir-
ical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 2383–2392, Austin, Texas. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Alex Wang, Amanpreet Singh, Julian Michael, Fe-
lix Hill, Omer Levy, and Samuel Bowman. 2018.
GLUE: A multi-task benchmark and analysis platform for natural language understanding.
In Proceedings of the 2018 EMNLP Workshop
BlackboxNLP: Analyzing and Interpreting Neural
Networks for NLP, pages 353–355, Brussels, Bel-
gium. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Adina Williams, Nikita Nan-
gia, and Samuel Bowman. 2018.
A broad-coverage challenge corpus for sentence understanding through inference.
In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
Volume 1 (Long Papers), pages 1112–1122. Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics.

Zhilin Yang, Zihang Dai, Yiming Yang, Jaime Car-
bonell, Russ R Salakhutdinov, and Quoc V Le. 2019.
Xlnet: Generalized autoregressive pretraining for language understanding.
In Advances in Neural Information Processing Sys-
tems, volume 32. Curran Associates, Inc.

Yukun Zhu, Ryan Kiros, Rich Zemel, Ruslan Salakhut-
dinov, Raquel Urtasun, Antonio Torralba, and Sanja
Fidler. 2015. Aligning books and movies: Towards
story-like visual explanations by watching movies
and reading books. In The IEEE International Con-
ference on Computer Vision (ICCV).

A Experiment Parameters

Shared hyperparameters for all experiments:

1. vocab-size = 50265

2. num-hidden-layers = 12

3. hidden-size = 256

4. intermediate-size = 1024

5. max-position-embeddings = 128

6. num-attention-heads = 16
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7. attention-probs-dropout-prob = 0.1

8. hidden-dropout-prob = 0.1

9. learning-rate = 5e-4


