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Abstract

The goal of semantic role labelling (SRL) is to
recognise the predicate-argument structure of a
sentence. Recent models have shown that syn-
tactic information can enhance the SRL perfor-
mance, but other syntax-agnostic approaches
achieved reasonable performance. The best
way to encode syntactic information for the
SRL task is still an open question. In this paper,
we propose the Syntax-aware Graph-to-Graph
Transformer (SynG2G-Tr) architecture, which
encodes the syntactic structure with a novel
way to input graph relations as embeddings
directly into the self-attention mechanism of
Transformer. This approach adds a soft bias
towards attention patterns that follow the syn-
tactic structure but also allows the model to use
this information to learn alternative patterns.
We evaluate our model on both dependency-
based and span-based SRL datasets, and
outperform all previous syntax-aware and
syntax-agnostic models in both in-domain and
out-of-domain settings, on the CoNLL 2005
and CoNLL 2009 datasets. Our architecture is
general and can be applied to encode any graph
information for a desired downstream task.

1 Introduction

The semantic role labelling (SRL) task provides
a shallow semantic representation of a sentence
and builds event properties and relations among
relevant words. SRL graphs are defined in both
dependency-based and span-based styles, as
shown in Figure 1. SRL graphs enhance many
NLP tasks including Question Answering (Yih
et al., 2016; Shen and Lapata, 2007), Machine
Translation (Kazemi et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2016),
Natural Language Inference (Zhang et al., 2020).

Traditionally, syntactic structure was regarded
as a pre-requisite for SRL models (Gildea and
Palmer, 2002; Punyakanok et al., 2008), but new
models outperform syntax-aware architectures by
leveraging deep neural network architectures (Cai
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Figure 1: Example of SRL graphs. The upper structure
is in the span-based style, and the lower one is in the
dependency-based style.

et al., 2018; Tan et al., 2017; He et al., 2017;
Marcheggiani et al., 2017) without explicitly
encoding syntactic structure.

However, some recent works (Zhou et al., 2020a;
Strubell et al., 2018; He et al., 2017; Marcheggiani
and Titov, 2017) claim that deep neural network
models could benefit from using syntactic infor-
mation, rather than discarding it. They suggest
that syntax has the potential to improve the SRL
predication by joint learning both syntactic and
semantic structures (Zhou et al., 2020a), training
one self-attention head in Transformer (Vaswani
et al., 2017a) to attend to each token’s syntac-
tic parent (Strubell et al., 2018), or encoding
syntactic structure with graph convolutional
networks (Marcheggiani and Titov, 2017). But the
question remains open as to the most effective way
to incorporate the auxiliary syntactic information
into deep learning architectures for SRL.

Recently Mohammadshahi and Henderson
(2020a) proposed an architecture called Graph-
to-Graph Transformer which allows the input and
output of arbitrary graphs. They first applied it to
transition-based dependency parsing, for condi-
tioning on the partially constructed dependency
graph (Mohammadshahi and Henderson, 2020a),
and then to graph-based syntactic parsing with iter-
ative refinement (Mohammadshahi and Henderson,
2020b), where predicted dependency graphs are iter-
atively corrected. The Graph-to-Graph Transformer
architecture inputs graph relations as embeddings
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incorporated into the self-attention mechanism of
Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017b), inspired by the
way Shaw et al. (2018) encode sequence order with
relative position embeddings. In this way, it is easy
for the self-attention mechanism to follow relations,
but it can also learn to combine this information in
more useful alternative soft attention patterns.

In this paper, we propose the Syntax-aware
Graph-to-Graph Transformer (SynG2G-Tr) ar-
chitecture for encoding syntactic structure, for
predicting SRL structures. The model conditions
on the sentence’s dependency structure and jointly
predicts both dependency-based and span-based
SRL structures. Our architecture is different from
the original Graph-to-Graph Transformer in the
way in which it encodes the input graph structure.
Inspired by Huang et al. (2020), our self-attention
functions model the interaction of the graph rela-
tions with both the query and key vectors, instead
of just the key. The second novelty is that our model
builds two semantic graphs (dependency-based
and span-based SRL) as the output, which is in a
different domain than the encoded syntactic graph.
For the SRL decoding, we use a joint scorer and
decoder to build dependency-based and span-based
SRL graphs at the same time (Li et al., 2019).

We show empirically that our model outperforms
all previous work that leverages syntactic informa-
tion. In an in-domain setting, the SynG2G-Tr model
achieves 88.93(87.57) F1 score on the CoNLL
2005 dataset given the predicate (end-to-end), and
91.23(88.05) F1 on the CoNLL 2009 dataset given
the predicate (end-to-end). In the out-of-domain
setting, our model reaches 83.21(80.53) F1 score on
the CoNLL 2005 dataset given the predicate (end-
to-end), and 86.43(81.93) F1 scores on the CoNLL
2009 dataset given the predicate (end-to-end).

Our architecture is general and can be used
to encode any graph structure for the desired
downstream task. Our contributions are as follows:

• We propose an improved version of the
Graph-to-Graph Transformer architecture for
conditioning on graph structures.

• We show that this architecture can effectively
condition on the syntactic dependency graph
for predicting both dependency-based and
span-based semantic role labelling graphs.

• We improve the state-of-the-art accuracies on
the CoNLL 2005 (span-based) and CoNLL
2009 (dependency-based) datasets.
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Figure 2: The framework of Syntax-aware Graph-to-
Graph Transformer, applied to the SRL task.

2 Syntax-aware
Graph-to-Graph Transformer

The Syntax-aware Graph-to-Graph Transformer
architecture is illustrated in Figure 2, applied to
the SRL task. The input to the model is tokenised
text (W = (w1, w2, ..., wN )), and these tokens
are considered the nodes of all input and output
graphs. The outputs are the dependency-based
(Gdep) and span-based (Gspan) SRL graphs.
Initially, a syntactic parser predicts the dependency
graph (Gsyn), and Part-of-Speech (PoS) tags
(F = (f1,f2,...,fN )), which can be any syntactic
parser. Then our SynG2G-Tr model encodes
both these sequences (W,F ) and this dependency
graph (Gsyn) into contextualised representations
for the graph nodes, which are used by the decoder
to jointly predict both SRL graphs.

The Syntax-aware Graph-to-Graph Transformer
architecture uses an improved way of inputting
graph relations into the self-attention mechanism
of Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017b). Unlike the
previously proposed version of Graph-to-Graph
Transformer (Mohammadshahi and Henderson,
2020b), we modify the self-attention mechanism
to have a more comprehensive interaction between
graph relations, queries and keys.

The SynG2G-Tr model can be formalised in



terms of an encoderEsg2g and decoderDsg2g:{
Z=Esg2g(W,F,Gsyn)

Gspan,Gdep=Dsg2g(Z)
(1)

whereZ=(z1,z2,...,zN ) is the sequence of output
value embeddings which is conditioned on input
sequences (W,F ) and dependency graph (Gsyn),
andN is the sequence length.

The dependency graph is defined as:{
Gsyn={(i,j,lin), j=2,...,N−1}
where 1≤ i≤N−1, lin∈Lsyn

(2)

where the graph is the set of tuples (i, j, lin),
meaning that each token wj has the parent as wi
with label lin, where parent could be the ROOT
node (w1). We will discuss the input sequence in
more detail in Section 2.1.

Inspired by Li et al. (2019), we define a
span-based SRL graph as:{

Gspan={(k,<i,j>,lout)}
where 2≤ i,j,k≤N−1, lout∈Lsrl

(3)

where the span-based SRL graph is the set of
predicate-argument tuples (k,< i, j >, lout), k is
the predicate,<i,j> is the argument span starting
from i and ending in j, and lout is the SRL label.
The dependency-based SRL graph is defined in the
same way as Equation 3, with the only difference
that i equals to j in the span argument.

In the remaining paragraphs, we will describe
each element of our architecture in detail, and
propose our baselines.

2.1 Input Embeddings

The input to the embedding layer of the SynG2G-Tr
model contains the sequence of tokenised text (W )
and predicted PoS tags (F ). The input sequence
starts with a ROOT node, followed by the tokenised
sequence, and then we add a SEP token at the end
of the sequence to make it compatible with BERT’s
token representation (Devlin et al., 2019). We sum
several embeddings to build the input sequence rep-
resentations: pre-trained embeddings of BERT (bi),
learned embeddings of PoS tags (fi), and positional
embeddings (oi) to keep the order information:

xi=bi+fi+oi, i=1,2,...,N (4)

where xi is the input embedding of tokenwi.

2.2 Self-attention Mechanism

Encoding graph information into Transformer-
based architectures is possible by inputting graph
relations directly to the self-attention mechanism,
as proposed by Mohammadshahi and Henderson
(2020a,b), and inspired by Shaw et al. (2018) for
relative position relations. Recently, Huang et al.
(2020) proposed an improved way of inputting
relative position relations for the input sequence
of BERT (Devlin et al., 2019) by changing the
self-attention functions. We propose a new version
of the Graph-to-Graph Transformer architecture
(Mohammadshahi and Henderson, 2020a,b) which
incorporates these new self-attention functions.

The Transformer architecture consists of a stack
of self-attention layers with multiple attention
heads. We modify the attention mechanism of
each head in each layer to input the dependency
graph. These attention scores αij are calculated as
a Softmax function over eij values:

eij =
1√
d

[
(xiW

Q+rijW
R)(xjW

K+rijW
R)T

−(rijW
R)(rijW

R)T
]

(5)

where WQ,WK ∈ Rdx×d are learned query and
key matrices. rij is a one-hot vector specifying
both the label and direction of the dependency
relation between token i and token j (idlabel if i→j,
idlabel+ |Lsyn| if j← i , or NONE, where |Lsyn| is
the label set size). WR∈R2|Lsyn|+1×d is a matrix
of learned relation embeddings. d is the attention
head size, and dx is the hidden size.

For better implementation, we re-formulate
Equation 5 as below to calculate all terms in parallel:

eij =
1√
d

[
xiW

Q(xjW
K)T +xiW

Q(rijW
R)T

+rijW
R(xjW

K)T
]

(6)

The output of the attention function is the value
embedding (vi), which we calculate as:1

vi=
∑
j

αij(xjW
V ) (7)

1Mohammadshahi and Henderson (2020a,b) also incorpo-
rate the relation information rij into this value function, but
in preliminary experiments, we found no advantage to doing
so, so we also simplify the value function as shown.



By applying Equation 5, graph information is
incorporated into the attention mechanism of
Transformer with a soft bias, meaning the model
can still use this encoded graph information to learn
other structures.

2.3 Scorer and Training
Scorer: Inspired by Zhou et al. (2020a), we first
define span representation (sij) as the difference be-
tween right and left end-points of the span<i,j>:

sij = ~srj− ~sli (8)

where ~srj is defined as [ ~zj+1; ~zj ], and ~sli is calcu-
lated as [ ~zi; ~zi+1]. ~zi is computed by dividing the
output representation of Transformer (zi) in half.

Argument (aij) and predicate (pk) representa-
tions are defined as:

aij =ReLU(W 1
srlsij+b

1
srl)

pk=zk
(9)

where W 1
srl and b1srl are learned parameters, and

ReLU(.) is the Rectified Linear Unit function.
We predict semantic roles as defined in Zhou

et al. (2020a):

Φl(p,a)=W 3
srl(LN(W 2

srl[aij ;pk]+b
2
srl))+b3srl

(10)

where LN(.) is the layer normalisation function,
and W 2

srl, W
3
srl, b

2
srl, and b3srl are learned param-

eters. The semantic role score for a specific label
lout is defined as:

Φl(p,a,lout)=[Φl(p,a)]lout (11)

Since the number of predicate-argument pairs is
O(n3), we apply the pruning method proposed
in Li et al. (2019); He et al. (2018a) by defining
separate scorers for argument and predicate
candidates (Φa and Φp), and pruning all but the
top-ranked arguments and predicates based on their
corresponding scores.

Training: The model is trained to optimise the
probability P (ŷ|W,F,Gsyn) of predicate-argument
pairs, conditioned on input sequence (W ), PoS
tags (F ), and predicated dependency graph (Gsyn).
This objective can be factorised as:

J(θ)=
∑
y∈Γ

−logPθ(y|W,F,Gsyn)

=
∑

〈p,a,lout〉∈Γ

−log exp(Φ(p,a,lout))∑
l̂∈Lsrl

exp(Φ(p,a,l̂))

(12)

where Φ(p,a,lout) is defined as Φp(p) + Φa(a) +
Φl(p,a,lout), and θ is model parameters. Γ is the
set of predicate-argument-relation tuples for all
possible predicate-argument pairs and either the
correct relation or NONE.

2.4 Decoders
Since we define a uniform representation for both
types of SRL, we use a single dynamic programming
algorithm with a non-overlapping constraint (Pun-
yakanok et al., 2008) to find predicated graphs.

2.5 Baselines
Previous works proposed several approaches to
use syntax information for the SRL task (Strubell
et al., 2018; Roth and Lapata, 2016; Marcheggiani
and Titov, 2017; He et al., 2019). As baselines, we
define a syntax-agnostic BERT-based model, and
an alternative method to encode the syntactic graph.
Proposed baselines are as follows:

BERT: For this model, we use BERT (Devlin
et al., 2019) as the encoder to build contextualised
representations of tokens, and use the same scorer
function and decoder as defined in Sections 2.3 and
2.4. This model is syntax-agnostic.

BERT+SynEmb: In this model, we add infor-
mation about the syntactic graph to the embedding
layer of the BERT model:{

xi=bi+fi+di+riWemb

i=1,2,...,N
(13)

where bi, fi, and di are the same as Equation 4. ri
is the one-hot vector representing the dependency
label for dependent i, and Wemb∈R(|Lsyn|+1)×d is
the learned label embeddings matrix. The scorer and
decoder are the same as Section 2.3 and Section 2.4.

2.6 Dependency Parser
The dependency parser jointly predicts a sequence
of PoS tags and the dependency graph as follows:

A=Esyn(W )

F =Dpos(A)

Gsyn=Dsyn(A)

(14)

where Esyn is the BERT encoder, A is the output
contextualised token representations, and Dpos is
the decoder for PoS tags. Dsyn is a joint scorer and
decoder for dependency and constituency graphs
based on Head-driven phrase structure grammar



(HPSG) (Zhou and Zhao, 2019). We choose this
decoder since it achieved state-of-the-art results in
the dependency parsing task. More details about
the architecture of decoders can be found in Zhou
and Zhao (2019).

3 Experimental Setup

Our models are evaluated on two kinds of SRL
graphs, dependency-based and span-based. For
dependency-based graphs, we test our models on
the CoNLL 2009 dataset (Hajič et al., 2009). For
span-based SRL, we evaluate them on the CoNLL
2005 dataset (Carreras and Màrquez, 2005). For
predicate disambiguation, we follow previous
work (Roth and Lapata, 2016).

We define two strategies for SRL evaluation, end-
to-end, and pre-defined predicate. For the former
setting, our models jointly predict both predicates
and their relations with predicted arguments. For the
latter setting, predicates are defined in the dataset.

3.1 Datasets

CoNLL 2005: In this shared task (Carreras and
Màrquez, 2005), the focus was on verbal predicates
in English. The training data includes sections 2-21
of the Wall Street Journal (WSJ) dataset. Section
24 is considered as the development set. Section
23 is used for the in-domain test set, and 3 sections
of the Brown corpus are used for the out-of-domain
dataset.

CoNLL 2009: This shared task (Hajič et al.,
2009) focused on the dependency-based SRL and
is created by merging PropBank and NomBank
treebanks. We evaluated our models on the English
dataset with the same split as the CoNLL 2005
dataset.

3.2 Hyper-parameters Setting

Our models are initialised with BERT-large
model (Devlin et al., 2019), specifically bert-large-
whole-word-masking2. The implementation is
based on Pytorch3 framework, and HugginFace
repository (Wolf et al., 2020). All hyper-parameters
are specified in Appendix A.

Since the BERT tokeniser (Wu et al., 2016) dif-
fers from the one that was used to tokenise the SRL
corpora, we apply BERT’s wordpiece tokeniser to

2https://github.com/google-research/
bert

3https://pytorch.org/

Model
Development Test

UAS LAS PoS UAS LAS PoS

Syntactic parser 96.72 94.83 96.81 96.85 95.24 97.41

Table 1: Labelled and unlabelled attachment scores
of the dependency parser on WSJ Penn Treebank,
alongside with the PoS tagging accuracy.

Model
WSJ Brown

P R F1 P R F1

End-to-End
He et al. (2017) 85.0 84.3 84.6 74.9 72.4 73.6
He et al. (2018a) 81.2 83.9 82.5 69.7 71.9 70.8
Li et al. (2019) - - 83.0 - - -
Strubell et al. (2018) 85.53 84.45 84.99 75.8 73.54 74.66
+Pre-training
He et al. (2018a) 84.8 87.2 86.0 73.9 78.4 76.1
Li et al. (2019) 85.2 87.5 86.3 74.7 78.1 76.4
Strubell et al. (2018) 87.13 86.67 86.9 79.02 77.49 78.25
BERT 86.4 87.79 87.08 78.76 80.06 79.40
BERT+SynEmb 86.46 88.02 87.23 79.2 80.98 80.08
SynG2G-Tr 86.86 88.3 87.57 80.01 81.07 80.53
Pre-defined predicate
Tan et al. (2017) 84.5 85.2 84.8 73.5 74.6 74.1
He et al. (2018a) - - 83.9 - - 73.7
Ouchi et al. (2018) 84.7 82.3 83.5 76.0 70.4 73.1
Strubell et al. (2018) 86.02 86.05 86.04 76.65 76.44 76.54
+Pre-training
He et al. (2018a) - - 87.4 - - 80.4
Ouchi et al. (2018) 88.2 87.0 87.6 79.9 77.5 78.7
Li et al. (2019) 87.9 87.5 87.7 80.6 80.4 80.5
BERT 88.67 88.36 88.52 83.84 82.09 82.56
BERT+SynEmb 88.97 88.34 88.65 83.48 82.18 82.82
SynG2G-Tr 89.11 88.74 88.93 83.93 82.50 83.21

Table 2: Comparing our models with previous state-of-
the-art results on CoNLL 2005 (span-based) test sets.

each word in the SRL corpus, and input all the result-
ing sub-words to the model. For decoding, we use
the contextualised embedding of the first sub-word
of each word as its encoded representation4. For in-
putting the dependency graph, the relation between
two words is specified as a relationship between
their respective first sub-words, and we define a
new relationship between the non-first sub-words
of each word and its corresponding first sub-word.

4 Results and Discussion

First, we report SRL results on CoNLL 2005,
and CoNLL 2009 datasets in both in-domain and
out-of-domain settings5. Then, we analyse the
distribution of errors made by the SynG2G-Tr and

4Preliminary results show that using the embedding of the
first sub-word achieves better or similar results than the last
sub-word or averaging embeddings

5We exclude Zhou et al. (2020a); Cai and Lapata (2019)
and Zhou et al. (2020b) from Table 2, and Table 3 because
they trained syntactic (constituency and dependency) and SRL
graphs jointly, while we use predicted syntactic graph, and
don’t combine constituency parsing to our approach. Zhou
et al. (2020b) also used language modelling loss, and a huge
amount of additional unlabelled corpora in the training time.

https://github.com/google-research/bert
https://github.com/google-research/bert
https://pytorch.org/


baselines, alongside storage and time complexities.
Finally, we do an ablation study to understand the
model better. The accuracy of the dependency
parser is shown in Table 1.

4.1 CoNLL 2005 Results
Span-based SRL results are shown in Table 2.
In the end-to-end setting, the SynG2G-Tr and
BERT+SynEmb models outperform previous
work with an F1 relative error reduction (RER) of
5.11%/2.52% for the in-domain dataset, respec-
tively. Additionally, for the out-of-domain dataset,
SynG2G-Tr and BERT+SynEmb models reach a
better performance than previous works with an
RER of 10.48%/8.41%. The better performance
of the SynG2G-Tr model shows that injecting the
graph information into the attention mechanism is
more effective than adding it to the input embedding
layer. Also, Both SynG2G-Tr and BERT+SynEmb
models outperform syntax-agnostic BERT baseline,
which demonstrates that encoding syntax is still
beneficial even for the strong baseline that already
outperforms previous works.

In the pre-defined predicate set-up, our SynG2G-
Tr model again results in better performance than
previous work, with 10% RER in the in-domain
dataset. For the out-of-domain dataset, SynG2G-Tr
and BERT+SynEmb models achieve 13.9%/11.89%
RER compared to previous works, respectively.
Better performance of the SynG2G-Tr model
confirms the effectiveness of our model in encoding
the dependency graph that provides global and
between-edge views of the sentence.

4.2 CoNLL 2009 Results
Dependency-based SRL results are shown in
Table 3. First, we consider the end-to-end setting.
In in-domain data, the SynG2G-Tr model achieves
better performance compared to previous works,
and our baselines, while the BERT+SynEmb model
does not improve the performance compared to
syntax-agnostic BERT baseline. For out-of-domain
data, both SynG2G-Tr and BERT+SynEmb models
achieve better performance compared to the BERT
baseline and outperform previous works with
29.96%/27.79% RER. The improvement of the
SynG2G-Tr model, especially in out-of-domain
data again shows the effectiveness and generality
of the model.

Now, consider the pre-defined predicate set-up.
The SynG2G-Tr model again reaches better
performance than the BERT+SynEmb model in

Model
WSJ Brown

P R F1 P R F1

End-to-End
Li et al. (2019) - - 85.1 - - -
+Pre-training
He et al. (2018b) 83.9 82.7 83.3 - - -
Cai et al. (2018) 84.7 85.2 85.0 - - 72.5
Li et al. (2019) 84.5 86.1 85.3 74.6 73.8 74.2
BERT 85.37 89.23 87.26 79.12 83.22 81.12
BERT+SynEmb 84.74 89.79 87.19 78.83 84.07 81.37
SynG2G-Tr 86.38 89.78 88.05 80.35 83.57 81.93
Pre-defined predicate
Kasai et al. (2019) 89.0 88.2 88.6 78.0 77.2 77.6
+Pre-training
He et al. (2018b) 89.7 89.3 89.5 81.9 76.9 79.3
Cai et al. (2018) 89.9 89.2 89.6 79.8 78.3 79.0
Li et al. (2019) 89.6 91.2 90.4 81.7 81.4 81.5
Kasai et al. (2019) 90.3 90.0 90.2 81.0 80.5 80.8
Lyu et al. (2019) - - 90.99 - - 82.18
Chen et al. (2019) 90.74 91.38 91.06 82.66 82.78 82.72
BERT 90.13 91.24 90.68 85.11 86.33 85.72
BERT+SynEmb 90.97 91.17 91.07 86.14 86.25 86.20
SynG2G-Tr 91.31 91.16 91.23 86.40 86.47 86.43

Table 3: Comparing our models with previous state-of-
the-art results on CoNLL 2009 (dependency-based) test
sets.

both in-domain and out-of-domain datasets. For
out-of-domain dataset, the SynG2G-Tr model
substantially improves previous state-of-the-art
models with 21.47% RER, which demonstrates the
benefit of encoding the graph structure directly in
the attention mechanism.

Finally, we confirm that encoding the syn-
tactic graph into the attention mechanism of
Transformer (SynG2G-Tr) is more effective than
using it in the embedding layer (BERT+SynEmb)
since it provides the global and interdependence
information when each token captures information
in the attention mechanism.

4.3 Ablation Study

In Table 4, we analyse the interaction of the
dependency graph with key and query vectors
in the attention mechanism, as defined in Equa-
tion 6. Excluding the key interaction results in a
similar attention score mechanism as defined in
Mohammadshahi and Henderson (2020b). This
SynG2G-Tr-key model achieves similar results
compared to the SynG2G-Tr model on the WSJ test
dataset, but the SynG2G-Tr model outperforms it
on the development set, and both types of out-of-
domain datasets, confirming that key interaction
is a critical part of the SynG2G-Tr model.

Then, we exclude both key and value interactions,
which results in the BERT baseline. The SynG2G-
Tr-key model achieves better performance compared
to the BERT model in all settings, which demon-



Model
CoNLL 2005 CoNLL 2009

Dev WSJ Brown Dev WSJ Brown

End-to-End
BERT 86.65 87.08 79.40 86.40 87.26 81.12
SynG2G-Tr -key 86.82 87.27 80.33 86.85 87.50 81.51
SynG2G-Tr 87.08 87.57 80.53 87.13 88.05 81.93
Given pred.
BERT 87.93 88.52 82.56 90.16 90.68 85.72
SynG2G-Tr -key 88.03 88.91 82.90 90.31 91.22 86.28
SynG2G-Tr 88.17 88.93 83.21 90.66 91.23 86.43

Table 4: Model comparison of SynG2G-Tr model, and
other variants on in-domain and out-of-domain SRL
evaluations sets based on F1 score.

strates the impact of query interaction in the modi-
fied attention mechanism of the SynG2G-Tr model.

So, we conclude that both key and query
interactions with dependency graph relations are
critical parts of the SynG2G-Tr model.

4.4 Error Analysis

As shown in Figure 3, we analyse the improvement
derived from each method by measuring the F1
score based on the sentence length, and dependency
length for the SynG2G-Tr model, and other base-
lines on CoNLL 2009 end-to-end setting, which is
the harder situation than the given predicate setup6.

In the left figure, we compute the F1 score
based on the sentence length. The SynG2G-Tr and
BERT+SynEmb models achieve better performance
on all sentence lengths (except 20-29) compared
to the BERT baseline, confirming that syntax could
still benefit SRL models even for this powerful
baseline. Also, The SynG2G-Tr model reaches
better results in all sentence lengths, which confirms
the effectiveness of the model in encoding the graph
structure.

In the right figure, we measure the F1 score based
on the dependency length, meaning the distance
between the argument and predicate in the input
sentence. Again, the SynG2G-Tr model performs
better on all dependency lengths, which shows the
benefit of encoding the dependency graph in the
attention mechanism.

4.5 Complexity Analysis

In this section, we analyse the added parameters
and run-time complexity of the SynG2G-Tr model,
and baselines. Consider a Transformer model with
m self-attention layers, |Lsyn| as the number of

6F1 score numbers and CoNLL 2005 analysis are provided
in Appendix B.

Model
Parameter size

General BERT-large

BERT Θ 340M
BERT+SynEmb +(|Lsyn|+1)dx +49K
SynG2G-Tr +(2|Lsyn|+1)md +145K

Table 5: Amount of additional parameters for the
SynG2G-Tr model and other alternatives.

Model
Run-time

Train(sec/epoch) Dev(sec)

BERT 637 12
BERT+SynEmb 909 21
SynG2G-Tr 1010 24

Table 6: Run-time performance of the SynG2G-Tr
model and other alternative models. All models are
trained with GeForce RTX 3090.

dependency labels, and a batch of size b with a
maximum sequence length ofN .

The number of parameters for the SynG2G-Tr
model and baselines is calculated in Table 5. For
the BERT+SynEmb baseline, the number of added
parameters is (|Lsyn|+1)dx, since the graph infor-
mation is added to the input embedding layer. For
the SynG2G-Tr model, we share the relation embed-
dings across multiple attention heads in each layer,
so the number of added parameters is computed
as (2|Lsyn| + 1)md. The number of additional
parameters is negligible compared to the baseline
model (BERT-large), which has 340M parameters.

The run-time performance of our models is
shown in Table 6. The time complexity of the
self-attention mechanism for the Transformer archi-
tecture is calculated asO(bmn2d). Two new terms
in Equation 6 for the modified attention mechanism
add a time complexity ofO(bmn2d), which doesn’t
change the total time complexity. Also, each term
in Equation 6 can be calculated in parallel during
training, which keeps the speed the same as for the
BERT+SynEmb model. The difference between the
BERT and BERT+SynEmb baselines can be consid-
ered as the time required to parse the dependency
graph, and create the relation vectors ri, which could
be moved to pre-processing for the training time.

5 Related Work

Semantic role labelling was introduced by Gildea
and Jurafsky (2000). In early works, most
approaches focus on developing rich linguistic



Figure 3: Error analysis of SynG2G-Tr, and baseline models on the development set of CoNLL 2009 dataset.

features as an input to their model (Pradhan et al.,
2005; Surdeanu et al., 2007; Johansson and Nugues,
2008; Toutanova et al., 2008). Then Sutton and
McCallum (2005) jointly modelled SRL and
syntactic parsing. Lewis et al. (2015) also jointly
modelled SRL and CCG parsing.

With the remarkable success of deep neural
networks, a series of these models have been
proposed for SRL task (FitzGerald et al., 2015; He
et al., 2018b, 2017; Cai et al., 2017; Qin et al., 2017;
Zhang et al., 2016; Henderson et al., 2013). More
recent models are syntax-agnostic that achieve con-
siderable results (Peters et al., 2018; He et al., 2018a;
Zhou and Xu, 2015; Marcheggiani et al., 2017; He
et al., 2017; Tan et al., 2017). However, there are
several approaches that use syntactic information to
improve the performance (Roth and Lapata, 2016;
Marcheggiani and Titov, 2017; Strubell et al., 2018;
Li et al., 2018; He et al., 2019). Marcheggiani
and Titov (2017) encodes the predicted syntactic
structure with GCN network, and outperforms
previous models in dependency-based SRL. Roth
and Lapata (2016) uses syntactic information by
embedding dependency path. Strubell et al. (2018)
incorporates dependency graph by training one
attention head of Transformer to attend to syntactic
parents for each token in a multi-task setting.
Additionally, some works focus on joint learning
of both SRL and syntax (Zhou et al., 2020a,b;
Strubell et al., 2018; Cai and Lapata, 2019). Zhou
et al. (2020a) defines a Transformer-based model
to learn dependency-based, and span-based SRL,
dependency and constituency syntactic graphs, and
POS tags in multi-task fashion. Zhou et al. (2020b)
also adds language modelling task to their previous
model to build a structure-aware BERT model.

Our work is different from previous works, since
we propose an alternative way of encoding graph

structure, which can encode both sequences and
graphs in one general encoder, and the syntactic
information is directly added to the attention
mechanism with a soft bias that helps the model
learn any structure.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the Syntax-aware Graph-
to-Graph Transformer architecture, effectively
incorporating syntactic information by inputting the
predicted syntactic dependency graph to the self-
attention mechanism of Transformer (Vaswani et al.,
2017b). Our mechanism for inputting graph relation
embeddings differs from the original Graph-to-
Graph Transformer (Mohammadshahi and Hender-
son, 2020a) in that it models the complete interac-
tion between the dependency relation, query vector
and key vector. Also, it excludes the graph inter-
action with value vectors while keeping the perfor-
mance. We have evaluated our model on the CoNLL
2005 (span-based) and CoNLL 2009 (dependency-
based) SRL datasets and achieved state-of-the-art re-
sults on both in-domain and out-of-domain datasets.
We showed that our model adds a negligible number
of parameters relative to the BERT baseline. We
also demonstrated the effectiveness of our models
based on sentence length and dependency length.

Our model is an alternative way of encoding the
graph structure into the Transformer-based models
and can be applied to any NLP task which requires
encoding the graph structure.
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deanu, Nianwen Xue, and Yi Zhang. 2009. The
CoNLL-2009 shared task: Syntactic and semantic
dependencies in multiple languages. In Proceedings
of the Thirteenth Conference on Computational
Natural Language Learning (CoNLL 2009): Shared
Task, pages 1–18, Boulder, Colorado. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Luheng He, Kenton Lee, Omer Levy, and Luke
Zettlemoyer. 2018a. Jointly predicting predicates
and arguments in neural semantic role labeling. In
Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting of the As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics (Volume 2:
Short Papers), pages 364–369, Melbourne, Australia.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Luheng He, Kenton Lee, Mike Lewis, and Luke
Zettlemoyer. 2017. Deep semantic role labeling:
What works and what’s next. In Proceedings of
the 55th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 473–483, Vancouver, Canada. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Shexia He, Zuchao Li, and Hai Zhao. 2019. Syntax-
aware multilingual semantic role labeling. In
Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing and the 9th
International Joint Conference on Natural Language
Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), pages 5350–5359,
Hong Kong, China. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Shexia He, Zuchao Li, Hai Zhao, and Hongxiao Bai.
2018b. Syntax for semantic role labeling, to be, or
not to be. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics
(Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 2061–2071, Mel-
bourne, Australia. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

James Henderson, Paola Merlo, Ivan Titov, and Gabriele
Musillo. 2013. Multilingual joint parsing of syntac-
tic and semantic dependencies with a latent variable
model. Computational Linguistics, 39(4):949–998.

Zhiheng Huang, Davis Liang, Peng Xu, and Bing Xiang.
2020. Improve transformer models with better
relative position embeddings. In Findings of the
Association for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP
2020, pages 3327–3335, Online. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P17-2096
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P17-2096
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/C18-1233
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/C18-1233
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1094
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1094
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W05-0620
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W05-0620
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W05-0620
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1544
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1544
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D15-1112
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D15-1112
https://doi.org/10.3115/1075218.1075283
https://doi.org/10.3115/1075218.1075283
https://doi.org/10.3115/1073083.1073124
https://doi.org/10.3115/1073083.1073124
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W09-1201
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W09-1201
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W09-1201
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P18-2058
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P18-2058
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P17-1044
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P17-1044
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1538
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1538
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P18-1192
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P18-1192
https://doi.org/10.1162/COLI_a_00158
https://doi.org/10.1162/COLI_a_00158
https://doi.org/10.1162/COLI_a_00158
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.298
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.298


Richard Johansson and Pierre Nugues. 2008.
Dependency-based syntactic–semantic analysis with
PropBank and NomBank. In CoNLL 2008: Proceed-
ings of the Twelfth Conference on Computational
Natural Language Learning, pages 183–187, Manch-
ester, England. Coling 2008 Organizing Committee.

Jungo Kasai, Dan Friedman, Robert Frank, Dragomir
Radev, and Owen Rambow. 2019. Syntax-aware
neural semantic role labeling with supertags. 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 701–
709, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Arefeh Kazemi, Antonio Toral, Andy Way, Amirhassan
Monadjemi, and Mohammadali Nematbakhsh. 2017.
Syntax- and semantic-based reordering in hierar-
chical phrase-based statistical machine translation.
Expert Systems with Applications, 84:186–199.

Mike Lewis, Luheng He, and Luke Zettlemoyer. 2015.
Joint A* CCG parsing and semantic role labelling.
In Proceedings of the 2015 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages
1444–1454, Lisbon, Portugal. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Zuchao Li, Shexia He, Jiaxun Cai, Zhuosheng Zhang,
Hai Zhao, Gongshen Liu, Linlin Li, and Luo Si. 2018.
A unified syntax-aware framework for semantic role
labeling. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 2401–2411, Brussels, Belgium. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Zuchao Li, Shexia He, Hai Zhao, Yiqing Zhang,
Zhuosheng Zhang, Xi Zhou, and Xiang Zhou. 2019.
Dependency or span, end-to-end uniform semantic
role labeling.

Chunchuan Lyu, Shay B. Cohen, and Ivan Titov. 2019.
Semantic role labeling with iterative structure refine-
ment. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing
and the 9th International Joint Conference on
Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP),
pages 1071–1082, Hong Kong, China. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Diego Marcheggiani, Anton Frolov, and Ivan Titov.
2017. A simple and accurate syntax-agnostic neural
model for dependency-based semantic role labeling.
In Proceedings of the 21st Conference on Computa-
tional Natural Language Learning (CoNLL 2017),
pages 411–420, Vancouver, Canada. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Diego Marcheggiani and Ivan Titov. 2017. Encoding
sentences with graph convolutional networks for se-
mantic role labeling. In Proceedings of the 2017 Con-
ference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing, pages 1506–1515, Copenhagen, Den-
mark. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Alireza Mohammadshahi and James Henderson. 2020a.
Graph-to-graph transformer for transition-based
dependency parsing. In Findings of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2020, pages
3278–3289, Online. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Alireza Mohammadshahi and James Henderson. 2020b.
Recursive non-autoregressive graph-to-graph
transformer for dependency parsing with iterative
refinement.

Hiroki Ouchi, Hiroyuki Shindo, and Yuji Matsumoto.
2018. A span selection model for semantic role
labeling. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 1630–1642, Brussels, Belgium. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

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

Sameer Pradhan, Wayne Ward, Kadri Hacioglu, James
Martin, and Daniel Jurafsky. 2005. Semantic role
labeling using different syntactic views. In Proceed-
ings of the 43rd Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics (ACL’05), pages
581–588, Ann Arbor, Michigan. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Vasin Punyakanok, Dan Roth, and Wen-tau Yih. 2008.
The importance of syntactic parsing and inference in
semantic role labeling. Computational Linguistics,
34(2):257–287.

Lianhui Qin, Zhisong Zhang, Hai Zhao, Zhiting Hu,
and Eric P. Xing. 2017. Adversarial connective-
exploiting networks for implicit discourse relation
classification.

Michael Roth and Mirella Lapata. 2016. Neural seman-
tic role labeling with dependency path embeddings.
In Proceedings of the 54th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume
1: Long Papers), pages 1192–1202, Berlin, Germany.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Peter Shaw, Jakob Uszkoreit, and Ashish Vaswani.
2018. Self-attention with relative position repre-
sentations. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference
of the North American Chapter of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: Human Language
Technologies, Volume 2 (Short Papers), pages
464–468, New Orleans, Louisiana. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Dan Shen and Mirella Lapata. 2007. Using semantic
roles to improve question answering. In Proceedings

https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W08-2123
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W08-2123
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1075
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1075
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D15-1169
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1262
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1262
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.05280
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.05280
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1099
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1099
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/K17-1041
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/K17-1041
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D17-1159
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D17-1159
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D17-1159
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.294
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.294
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.13118
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.13118
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.13118
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1191
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1191
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N18-1202
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N18-1202
https://doi.org/10.3115/1219840.1219912
https://doi.org/10.3115/1219840.1219912
https://doi.org/10.1162/coli.2008.34.2.257
https://doi.org/10.1162/coli.2008.34.2.257
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.00217
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.00217
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.00217
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-1113
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-1113
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N18-2074
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N18-2074
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/D07-1002
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/D07-1002


of the 2007 Joint Conference on Empirical Methods
in Natural Language Processing and Computational
Natural Language Learning (EMNLP-CoNLL),
pages 12–21, Prague, Czech Republic. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Emma Strubell, Patrick Verga, Daniel Andor, David
Weiss, and Andrew McCallum. 2018. Linguistically-
informed self-attention for semantic role labeling. In
Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages
5027–5038, Brussels, Belgium. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

M. Surdeanu, L. Marquez, X. Carreras, and P. R. Comas.
2007. Combination strategies for semantic role
labeling. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research,
29:105–151.

Charles Sutton and Andrew McCallum. 2005. Joint
parsing and semantic role labeling. In Proceed-
ings of the Ninth Conference on Computational
Natural Language Learning (CoNLL-2005), pages
225–228, Ann Arbor, Michigan. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Zhixing Tan, Mingxuan Wang, Jun Xie, Yidong Chen,
and Xiaodong Shi. 2017. Deep semantic role
labeling with self-attention.

Kristina Toutanova, Aria Haghighi, and Christo-
pher D. Manning. 2008. A global joint model for
semantic role labeling. Computational Linguistics,
34(2):161–191.

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob
Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Ł ukasz
Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. 2017a. Attention is all
you need. In Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc.

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob
Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Ł ukasz
Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. 2017b. Attention is all
you need. In Advances in Neural Information Pro-
cessing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc.

Rui Wang, Hai Zhao, Sabine Ploux, Bao-Liang Lu,
and Masao Utiyama. 2016. A bilingual graph-based
semantic model for statistical machine translation.
In Proceedings of the Twenty-Fifth International
Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI’16,
page 2950–2956. AAAI Press.

Thomas Wolf, Lysandre Debut, Victor Sanh, Julien
Chaumond, Clement Delangue, Anthony Moi, Pier-
ric Cistac, Tim Rault, Remi Louf, Morgan Funtowicz,
Joe Davison, Sam Shleifer, Patrick von Platen, Clara
Ma, Yacine Jernite, Julien Plu, Canwen Xu, Teven
Le Scao, Sylvain Gugger, Mariama Drame, Quentin
Lhoest, and Alexander Rush. 2020. Transformers:
State-of-the-art natural language processing. In
Proceedings of the 2020 Conference on Empirical
Methods in Natural Language Processing: System
Demonstrations, pages 38–45, Online. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Yonghui Wu, Mike Schuster, Zhifeng Chen, Quoc V. Le,
Mohammad Norouzi, Wolfgang Macherey, Maxim
Krikun, Yuan Cao, Qin Gao, Klaus Macherey, Jeff
Klingner, Apurva Shah, Melvin Johnson, Xiaobing
Liu, Łukasz Kaiser, Stephan Gouws, Yoshikiyo Kato,
Taku Kudo, Hideto Kazawa, Keith Stevens, George
Kurian, Nishant Patil, Wei Wang, Cliff Young, Jason
Smith, Jason Riesa, Alex Rudnick, Oriol Vinyals,
Greg Corrado, Macduff Hughes, and Jeffrey Dean.
2016. Google’s neural machine translation system:
Bridging the gap between human and machine
translation.

Wen-tau Yih, Matthew Richardson, Chris Meek,
Ming-Wei Chang, and Jina Suh. 2016. The value of
semantic parse labeling for knowledge base question
answering. In Proceedings of the 54th Annual
Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics (Volume 2: Short Papers), pages 201–206,
Berlin, Germany. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Zhisong Zhang, Hai Zhao, and Lianhui Qin. 2016.
Probabilistic graph-based dependency parsing with
convolutional neural network. In Proceedings of
the 54th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 1382–1392, Berlin, Germany. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Zhuosheng Zhang, Yuwei Wu, Hai Zhao, Zuchao Li,
Shuailiang Zhang, Xi Zhou, and Xiang Zhou. 2020.
Semantics-aware bert for language understanding.
Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, 34(05):9628–9635.

Jie Zhou and Wei Xu. 2015. End-to-end learning of
semantic role labeling using recurrent neural net-
works. In Proceedings of the 53rd Annual Meeting
of the Association for Computational Linguistics and
the 7th International Joint Conference on Natural
Language Processing (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 1127–1137, Beijing, China. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Junru Zhou, Zuchao Li, and Hai Zhao. 2020a. Parsing
all: Syntax and semantics, dependencies and spans.
In Findings of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: EMNLP 2020, pages 4438–4449,
Online. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Junru Zhou, Zhuosheng Zhang, Hai Zhao, and Shuail-
iang Zhang. 2020b. LIMIT-BERT : Linguistics
informed multi-task BERT. In Findings of the
Association for Computational Linguistics: EMNLP
2020, pages 4450–4461, Online. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Junru Zhou and Hai Zhao. 2019. Head-driven phrase
structure grammar parsing on Penn treebank. In
Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics, pages
2396–2408, Florence, Italy. Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1548
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1548
https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.2088
https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.2088
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W05-0636
https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W05-0636
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.01586
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.01586
https://doi.org/10.1162/coli.2008.34.2.161
https://doi.org/10.1162/coli.2008.34.2.161
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa-Paper.pdf
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-demos.6
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-demos.6
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.08144
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.08144
http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.08144
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-2033
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-2033
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-2033
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-1131
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P16-1131
https://doi.org/10.1609/aaai.v34i05.6510
https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/P15-1109
https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/P15-1109
https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/P15-1109
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.398
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.398
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.399
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.399
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1230
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1230


Appendix A Hyper-parameters Setting

We apply different optimisers for pre-trained parameters and randomly initialised ones. We use bucket
batching, grouping sentences by their lengths to the same batch to speed up the model. Early stopping
is used to mitigate over-fitting. In pre-defined predicate setting, we use different dynamic programming
decoders to find SRL graphs, since predicates are not necessarily the same in dependency-based and
span-based SRL graphs. Here is the list of hyper-parameters for SynG2G-Tr model:

Component Specification
Optimiser BertAdam

Base Learning rate 1.5e-3
BERT Learning rate 1e-5
Adam Betas(b1,b2) (0.9,0.999)

Adam Epsilon 1e-5
Weight Decay 0.01

Max-Grad-Norm 1
Warm-up 0.001

Self-Attention
No. Layers 24
No. Heads 16

Embedding size 1024
Max Position Embedding 512

Component Specification
Feed-Forward layers (SRL)

Span Hidden size 512
Label Hidden size 250

Feed-Forward layers (PoS)
Hidden size 250

Pruning (SRL)
λverb 0.6
λspan 0.6

Max No. Span 300
Max No. Verb 30

Epoch 100

Table 1: Hyper-parameters for training SynG2G-Tr and baselines.

For the dependency parser, we apply the same hyper-parameters as Zhou and Zhao (2019). We use the
base learning rate of 2e−3, and BERT learning rate of 1.5e−5.

Appendix B Error Analysis

B.A Sentence Length

Model 0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40+

BERT 86.93 87.51 87.02 86.39 84.28
BERT+SynEmb 87.57 87.78 86.73 86.84 84.47
SynG2G-Tr 89.47 87.98 87.48 87.27 85.29

Table 2: F1 scores based on the sentence length for the SynG2G-Tr model, and baselines on the development set of
CoNLL 2009 dataset.

B.B Dependency Length

Model 1 2 3 4 5 6+

BERT 87.08 88.17 84.92 83.33 82.27 77.66
BERT+SynEmb 87.46 87.97 85.31 82.57 83.98 78.74
SynG2G-Tr 88.02 88.33 86.56 83.35 85.83 79.19

Table 3: F1 scores based on the dependency length for the SynG2G-Tr model, and baselines on the development set
of CoNLL 2009 dataset.



B.C Sentence Length on span-based SRL

Figure 4: Error analysis of the SynG2G-Tr model, and other alternative models on the development set of CoNLL
2005 dataset.

Model 0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40+

BERT 88.54 89.99 86.89 87.18 82.20
BERT+SynEmb 88.34 89.71 87.23 86.77 83.04
SynG2G-Tr 91.98 89.80 86.66 87.47 84.2

Table 4: F1 scores based on the sentence length for the SynG2G-Tr model, and baselines on the development set of
CoNLL 2005 dataset.


