arXiv:2209.08284v3 [cs.CL] 5 Jun 2023

STRUCTURED KNOWLEDGE GROUNDING FOR QUESTION ANSWERING

Yujie Lu^{1∗}, Siqi Ouyang^{1∗}, Kairui Zhou^2

University of California, Santa Barbara^1 Kent School, Connecticut, United States^2

ABSTRACT

Can language models (LM) ground question-answering (QA) tasks in the knowledge base via inherent relational reasoning ability? While previous models that use only LMs have seen some success on many QA tasks, more recent methods include knowledge graphs (KG) to complement LMs with their more logic-driven implicit knowledge. However, effectively extracting information from structured data, like KGs, empowers LMs to remain an open question, and current models rely on graph techniques to extract knowledge. In this paper, we propose to solely leverage the LMs to combine the language and knowledge for knowledge-based questionanswering with flexibility, breadth of coverage, and structured reasoning. Specifically, we devise a knowledge construction method that retrieves the relevant context with a dynamic hop, which expresses more comprehensiveness than traditional GNN-based techniques. And we devise a deep fusion mechanism to further bridge the information exchanging bottleneck between the language and the knowledge. Extensive experiments show that our model consistently demonstrates its state-of-the-art performance over QA benchmarks, including CommensenseQA, showcasing the possibility to leverage LMs solely to robustly ground QA into the knowledge base.

1. INTRODUCTION

Question Answering (QA) task: given a question context, a QA model needs to produce an answer for it. This requires the QA model to gather relevant knowledge and reason over it. Explicit knowledge source: knowledge graphs (e.g., ConceptNet)

Recent works aim to reason based on both language model and Knoweldge graphs. Language model have been pre-trained on raw texts, storing knowledge explicitly; knowledge graphs are networks connecting entities in a logical way, storing knowledge implicitly. The two systems each have their own role: KGs contains easy-to-follow logic patterns, but lacks coverage and are noisy, thanks to the excessively simplification of logic; LMs vice versa. However, the models differ in how they integrate the two different system together. Starting with QA-GNN, the model runs GNNs over KGs to

*Equal Contribution.

retrieve a subgraph using entity matching and path finding, then jointly reason over both modalities by either adding question context to the subgraph as an additional node or introducing additional interaction tokens and layers into the model architecture. The drawbacks of using GNN is evident as the retrieved graph is only limited in terms of knowledge as compromised by training performance.

It’s difficult to combine these two modes. First, identifying relevant knowledge from a huge KG in the context of a question is difficult. Second, the optimum technique to combine context with the retrieved graph reasoning is unclear. QA-GNN [1] and GreaseLM [2], the most recent work (as far as we know), retrieve a subgraph using entity matching and path finding, then jointly reason over both modalities by either adding question context to the subgraph as an additional node or introducing additional interaction tokens and layers into the model architecture.

Our main contributions are expected as follows:

• We propose a new way to fuse these two knowledge bases with only LM involved.

• We convert KG data into a natural language format, and then run a LM over it to gain embedding of KG knowledge.

• We achieve comparable results to existing SOTA over public QA benchmark CommonsenseQA and OpenbookQA.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Problem Definition

For the general natural language question answering task, given question word sequence Q = {q_1, q_2, ..., q_{LQ} }, the model aims at predicting the answer a ∈ C. L_Q is the length of the question, and q_t denotes a word token that is associated with a K dimensional distinct word embedding w_t. In the task of knowledge-based context-aware answer selection, the knowledge graph G would be added to input to generate answer embedding.

Basically, our method is two step: 1) Use the input sequence to retrieve a subgraph of the knowledge graph G from the knowledge base. 2) Based on the interaction of language and graph, we predict answer a’.

2.2. Main Approach

Our initial idea is similar to the QA-GNN one, which also tries to contextualize the QA task into the knowledge graph. In general, they are trying to use the entity set of the question to retrieve a subgraph G_s from the large Knowledge Graph G_l. And then they convert the QA context to the node and incorporate it into the retrieved subgraph G_s, and get the joint graph G. The relevance score between QA context node and Knowledge node are used to represent their dynamic relationship. Then the GNN module is applied for joint graph representation extraction. The prediction is based on both the original language model representation and the attentionbased context node representation. After some investigation, we found some limitations of the first idea, such as the knowledge graph is utilized indirectly, and the attention between the QA context and the knowledge requires additional graph construction. Thus we propose to implement zero-shot QA via a graph-contextualized graph transformer. Specifically, the language input is attended to the retrieved knowledge subgraph via a GNN-nested transformer architecture.

2.3. Basic Information Exchange

We hypothesize that a single interaction token for each modality is insufficient to effectively communicate between text and graph since text sequence is of length 10-100 tokens and graph usually contains hundreds of nodes. Following GreaseLM, we implement langauge representation and graph representation as follows.

2.3.1. Language Representation.

N + ℓ − 1 represent the input token embeddings. They are fed into additional transformer LM encoder blocks at each ℓth layer. This process is iterated to encode the textual context based on the LM’s pretrained representations:

N + ℓ = LM-Layer(N + ℓ − 1) (1) for ℓ = 1, . . . , M where h̃ corresponds to embeddings of the language modality before the fusion with the graph modality.

2.3.2. Graph Representation.

The representation of local knowledge subgraph linked from the QA example are encoded by the GNN layers. To represent the graph, following GreaseLM, we first compute initial node embeddings {e^{(0)}_1 , . . . , e^{(0)}_J } for the retrieved entities using pretrained KG embeddings for these nodes. We convert knowledge triples in the KG into sentences by using pre-defined templates for each relation, feeding the sentences into a pretrained BERT-Large LM to get their embeddings, and then perform mean pooling over the tokens of the entity’s occurrences across all the sentences. The initial embedding of the interaction node e^0_{int} is initialized randomly.

In each layer of the GNN, the current representation of the node embeddings ℓ − 1 is fed into the layer to perform a information propagation between nodes in the graph. In this way, we obtain the node embeddings for each entity before the fusion stage as:

ℓ = GNN(ℓ − 1) (2) for ℓ = 1, . . . , M 2.3.3. Deep Fusion

Finally, we need to fuse both language and graph representations together to contextulize our QA into commonsense knowledge base. Text token will attend to all graph nodes and compute scores. Then scores are transformed into a probability distribution by SoftMax function. Finally the text token receive a weighted sum of graph features. The details of our cross attention between the language and the graph are summarized in Figure ?? and Figure ??.

Specifically, let h^{l−1}_{1:n} and e^{l−1}_{1:m} be text features and graph features respectively at layer l − 1. Following GreaseLM [2], we feed h into a language model layer and e into a GNN layer. Then we have h̃^{l−1}_{1:n} and ẽ^{l−1}_{1:m}. Cross attention is applied on both h̃ → ẽ and ẽ → h̃ directions to fuse text and graph information together as illustrated in Figure ??.

Take h̃ → ẽ as an example. Each text token h̃^{l−1}_i will attend to all graph nodes ẽ^{l−1}_{1:m} independently. The computation is as follows. For any 1 ≤ j ≤ m, we have

a_{1,j} = h̃^{l−1}_1^⊤W^⊤_q W_kẽ^{l−1}_j . (3)

ã_{1,j} = e^{a1,j} ∑_m k=1 e^{a1,k} (4) Equation 3 calculates the similarity scores of all pairs and 4 converts the scores into a probability distribution using softmax function. Finally, graph features are fused into text token by a weighted sum

h̄^{l−1}_1 = h̃^{l−1}_1 + W_v^m ∑ j=1 ã_{1,j}ẽ^{l−1}_j (5)

h^l_1 = MLP ( LayerNorm (¯ h^{l−1}_1 )) . (6)

2.4. Knowledge Seeking

2.4.1. Graph Linearization Preprocess

Given the question Q, we ground it into the knowledge graph G and retrieve relevant concept nodes.

Model Naive Fusion GreaseLM Cross Attention (1 head) Cross Attention (4 head)

IHdev-Acc(%) 75.43 77.17 77.31 77.48 IHtest-Acc(%) 71.64 73.24 72.68 71.96

Table 1. Effects of Deep Fusion.

Model No Fusion GreaseLM GreaseLM(1-hop) Cross-Attention Cross-Attention(1-hop)

IHdev-Acc(%) 75.43 77.17 77.4 77.31 78.30 IHtest-Acc(%) 71.64 73.24 72.9 72.68 72.96

Table 2. Effects of the Knowledge Graph Hop.

2.4.2. Triplet Representation

We represent each triplet T = (t, h, r) in the subgraph composed of the retrieved nodes using a sentence-transformer. Specifically, the embeddings are projected from the node text using the sentence-transformer [?] (RoBERTa-large version released by HuggingFace).

2.4.3. Context Construction

Matching the question stem and the triplet. We keep top-k knowledge triplets with the scoring function below: Score = λCOS(ST ([t, h, r]), ST (Q)) + (1 − λ)RelF (r) (7)

3. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

3.1. Evaluation Details

3.1.1. Datasets and Metrics

We will mainly evaluate our algorithm on two standard datasets, namely CommonsenseQA [3] and OpenbookQA [4]. CommonsenseQA builds on top of the CONCEPTNET [5], which contains multiple-choice questions that evaluate whether a model is equipped with different type of common sense. There are 12, 247 questions in total with each question including one correct answer and four distractors. The data is split into a Train/Dev/Test sets with an 80/10/10 split. On the other hand, OpenbookQA contains 5957 4-way multiple choice questions. These questions are based on 1, 326 elementary level science facts. Specifically, there are 4957/500/500 questions in the Train/Dev/Test splits.

We will use the test set accuracy as the main metric to evaluate our model when evaluating on both the CommonsenseQA and OpenbookQA datasets. Specifically, we are using the in-house split for the commonsenseQA dataset.

3.1.2. Baselines

We consider the baselines without the knowledge graph [6, 7, 8] and with the knowledge graph [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 1, 2].

3.2. Implementation Details

3.2.1. Model

We follow GreaseLM [2] to use RoBERTa-Large [6], AristoRoBERTa [7], and SapBERT [8] over CommonsenseQA, OpenbookQA, and MedQA-USMLE dataset respectively to demonstrate the generality in terms of language model initializations.

3.2.2. Training Configuration

The basic configuration are following the GreaseLM github repository. Our experiments are conducted on two A100 GPU for around 5 hours per experiment.

3.3. Effects of Deep Fusion

Cross-modal attention does not provide significant better performance than single-token fusion in GreaseLM. The results are shown in Table 1. One possible reason is that the retrieved graph is too noisy and it’s hard for GNN to extract information from it.

3.4. Effects of the Knowledge Graph Hop

Originally, the graph is retrieved by searching for paths of maximum length 3. To simplify it, we experiment the case of length 1. The results are shown in Table 2. We assume it’s because either the GNN is not expressive enough, or the dataset is not large enough to learn a good GNN representation

4. DISCUSSION

We propose FuseQA that contextualize the question answering language into the commonsense knowledge base and enables deep fusion of the language and graph modality. Empirically, the deep cross attention achieves comparable results with the single interaction node method, which indicates that the information bottleneck between two modalities.

In the future, we aim to explore these two directions: 1) How to enable joint reasoning over both the language context and the KG entities without limitation of hop? 2) How to better utilize local and global graph and language information exchange?

5. REFERENCES

[1] Michihiro Yasunaga, Hongyu Ren, Antoine Bosselut, Percy Liang, and Jure Leskovec, “Qa-gnn: Reasoning with language models and knowledge graphs for question answering,” ArXiv, vol. abs/2104.06378, 2021.

[2] Xikun Zhang, Antoine Bosselut, Michihiro Yasunaga, Hongyu Ren, Percy Liang, Christopher D. Manning, and Jure Leskovec, “Greaselm: Graph reasoning enhanced language models for question answering,” 2022.

[3] Alon Talmor, Jonathan Herzig, Nicholas Lourie, and Jonathan Berant, “Commonsenseqa: A question answering challenge targeting commonsense knowledge,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1811.00937, 2018.

[4] Todor Mihaylov, Peter Clark, Tushar Khot, and Ashish Sabharwal, “Can a suit of armor conduct electricity? a new dataset for open book question answering,” in EMNLP, 2018.

[5] Hugo Liu and Push Singh, “Conceptnet—a practical commonsense reasoning tool-kit,” BT technology journal, vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 211–226, 2004.

[6] Yinhan Liu, Myle Ott, Naman Goyal, Jingfei Du, Mandar Joshi, Danqi Chen, Omer Levy, Mike Lewis, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Veselin Stoyanov, “Roberta: A robustly optimized bert pretraining approach,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.11692, 2019.

[7] Peter Clark, Oren Etzioni, Daniel Khashabi, Tushar Khot, Bhavana Dalvi Mishra, Kyle Richardson, Ashish Sabharwal, Carissa Schoenick, Oyvind Tafjord, Niket Tandon, et al., “From ‘f’ to ‘a’on the NY Regents science exams: An overview of the Aristo project,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.01958, 2019.

[8] Fangyu Liu, Ehsan Shareghi, Zaiqiao Meng, Marco Basaldella, and Nigel Collier, “Self-alignment pretraining for biomedical entity representations,” in NAACL, 2021.

[9] Michael Schlichtkrull, Thomas N Kipf, Peter Bloem, Rianne Van Den Berg, Ivan Titov, and Max Welling, “Modeling relational data with graph convolutional networks,” in European Semantic Web Conference, 2018.

[10] Xiaoyan Wang, Pavan Kapanipathi, Ryan Musa, Mo Yu, Kartik Talamadupula, Ibrahim Abdelaziz, Maria Chang, Achille Fokoue, Bassem Makni, Nicholas Mattei, et al., “Improving natural language inference using external knowledge in the science questions domain,” in Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2019.

[11] Bill Yuchen Lin, Xinyue Chen, Jamin Chen, and Xiang Ren, “Kagnet: Knowledge-aware graph networks for commonsense reasoning,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1909.02151, 2019.

[12] Adam Santoro, David Raposo, David G Barrett, Mateusz Malinowski, Razvan Pascanu, Peter Battaglia, and Timothy Lillicrap, “A simple neural network module for relational reasoning,” in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2017.

[13] Yanlin Feng, Xinyue Chen, Bill Yuchen Lin, Peifeng Wang, Jun Yan, and Xiang Ren, “Scalable multi-hop relational reasoning for knowledge-aware question answering,” in Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing (EMNLP), 2020.