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ABSTRACT

Frame semantics-based approaches have been widely used
in semantic parsing tasks and have become mainstream. It
remains challenging to disambiguate frame representations
evoked by target lexical units under different contexts. Pre-
trained Language Models (PLMs) have been used in seman-
tic parsing and significantly improve the accuracy of neural
parsers. However, the PLMs-based approaches tend to favor
collocated patterns presented in the training data, leading
to inaccurate outcomes. The intuition here is to design a
mechanism to optimally use knowledge captured in semantic
frames in conjunction with PLMs to disambiguate frames.
We propose a novel Knowledge-Augmented Frame Seman-
tic Parsing Architecture (KAF-SPA) to enhance semantic
representation by incorporating accurate frame knowledge
into PLMs during frame semantic parsing. Specifically, a
Memory-based Knowledge Extraction Module (MKEM) is
devised to select accurate frame knowledge and construct the
continuous templates in the high dimensional vector space.
Moreover, we design a Task-oriented Knowledge Probing
Module (TKPM) using hybrid prompts (in terms of continu-
ous and discrete prompts) to incorporate the selected knowl-
edge into the PLMs and adapt PLMs to the tasks of frame
and argument identification. Experimental results on two
public FrameNet datasets demonstrate that our method sig-
nificantly outperforms strong baselines (by more than +3% in
F1), achieving state-of-art results on the current benchmark.
Ablation studies verify the effectiveness of KAF-SPA.

Index Terms— Frame Definition, Knowledge Probing
Module, Knowledge Extraction Module, Hybrid Prompts

1. INTRODUCTION

Frame semantics defines the conceptual structure based on
FrameNet [1, 2], capturing the background knowledge neces-
sary for an agent to understand a situation. It is fundamental
for many NLP applications such as dialogue systems [3], ma-
chine reading comprehension [4], and question answering [5].
The frame semantic parsing task aims at identifying seman-
tic structure evoked in text, consisting of semantic frames and
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Input: I need to book for 4 rooms.

Reserving (Booker, Services, …)Text (Author, Role, …)

Knowledge: a [Booker] brings about a 
situation where an [Organization] plans 
to provide [Services] to a [Client] at a 
particular [Scheduled_time].

Knowledge: A [Text] is an entity that 
contains linguistic, symbolic inform-
ation on a [Topic], created by an 
[Author]. 

Wrong Frame (role_1, role_2, …) Correct Frame (role_1, role_2, …)

Text Reserving

Fig. 1. An illustration of the knowledge-augmented frame
semantic parsing for a target word “book”. The black boxes
represent the predicted frame and related arguments, and the
blue boxes underneath represent the frame definitions. Proper
frame definitions are beneficial for frame semantic parsing for
given inputs.

their associated arguments. It remains challenging to disam-
biguate frame representations triggered by the targeted lexical
units in various aspects of contexts.

Recent advances in semantic parsing can be attributed to
Pre-trained Language Models (PLMs), which significantly
improved the accuracy of neural parsers [6, 7, 8]. Re-
searches treat Frame-Semantic Parsing task as a classification
[2, 9, 10, 11, 12] or a generation problem [6]. Specifically, [6]
showed that a pure generative encoder-decoder architecture
handily beats the previous state-of-the-art in a FrameNet 1.7
parsing task. However, these methods treat frames and ar-
guments as discrete labels represented using one-hot embed-
dings, neglecting the natural bondage among frame elements
that give meanings to utterances. In fact, FrameNet [1], as a
lexical database of concepts with annotated meanings based
on semantic frames, defines events, relations, entities, and the
relevant participants. Researches that learned from an inte-
grated semantic space encompassing frame definition, frame
elements, and frame-frame relationships can achieve better
frame semantic parsing results [13, 14, 15].

Despite some progress achieved along this line, the funda-
mental issue of frame representation disambiguation remains
unsolved. As shown in Figure 1, the target word “book”
is linked to two ambiguous frames: Text and Reserving.
A PLMs-based approach favors the incorrect frame “Text”
based on our observations. A potential reason is that fre-
quent collocations of “book” and related contexts depicting
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Fig. 2. The overall architecture of the proposed KAF-SPA. KAF-SPA consists of two modules: the Memory-based Knowledge
Extraction Module (MKEM) and the Task-oriented Knowledge Probing Module (TKPM).

a “book” (as a literature of recording information) from the
training data may account for the ill-classified frame label
(“Text”). The intuition here is to design a mechanism lever-
aging additional information captured in the semantic frames
of FrameNet to alleviate the issue. For example, secondary
knowledge supporting an accurate selection of each frame
(fonts appeared in the frame definition box in Figure 1) can
be used by PLMs to create a desirable result during frame
semantic parsing.

This paper proposes Knowledge-Augmented Frame Se-
mantic Parsing Architecture (KAF-SPA) to enhance semantic
representation and disambiguate semantic frames. Specif-
ically, we design a Memory-based Knowledge Extraction
Module (MKEM) to select the most relevant frame defini-
tions and inject the latent knowledge into the PLMs with
a continuous learnable knowledge vector. Furthermore, the
Task-oriented Knowledge Probing Module (TKPM) is used to
incorporate the selected knowledge into the PLMs and adapt
PLMs to different subtasks. Concretely, the knowledge-aware
continuous prompt exploits the selected label semantics (from
MKEM) to learn the semantic representation of the sentence.
Meanwhile, the task-aware discrete prompt is conducted to
adapt the PLMs to different frame semantic parsing sub-
tasks. It is worth noting that we are the first to design hybrid
prompts to the adaptation of PLMs in frame semantic pars-
ing. Finally, We conduct experiments on the FrameNet1.5
and FrameNet1.7 datasets with frame identification and ar-
guments identification tasks. Experiment results demonstrate
that our model achieves state-of-art in most metrics. The
ablation studies also verify the effectiveness of the method.

2. TASK DEFINITION

Frame semantic parsing consists of frame identification
and argument identification task. Given a sentence X =

{w0, w1, · · · , wn} and a target word1 wt in X , the frame
identification task aims at predicting the frame Yf evoked
by wt according to the sentence context, while the argument
identification task aims at finding the frame-related spans Ys
from the context and assigning their semantic roles Yr. In
this paper, we introduce frame definitions kf and role defini-
tions kr in the FrameNet as knowledge source K. Frame and
role definitions refer to the descriptions of the frame and its
corresponding roles, as shown in Figure 1. Specifically, kf is
used in the frame identification task while kr is served in the
argument identification task.

3. METHODS

Figure 2 illustrates the overall architecture of the proposed
method. The model comprises a Memory-based Knowledge
Extraction Module (MKEM) and a Task-oriented Knowledge
Probing Module (TKPM). MKEM is responsible for select-
ing relevant frame knowledge from K and constructing the
continuous learnable knowledge vector PC . TKPM accounts
for integrating the selected latent knowledge into a PLM and
adapting it to frame and argument identification tasks. Details
of our methods are described as follows.

3.1. Memory-based Knowledge Extraction Module

Since undifferentiated knowledge injection will lead to the
knowledge noise problems [16], we introduce a simple yet
effective end-to-end memory network [17] to extract the most
related definition sentences from K as a priori knowledge.

Given knowledge spans K = {k1, k2, · · · } to be stored
in memory and raw input X , MKEM first computes the input
memory weight ai by taking the inner product followed by a

1Referred as a lexical unit when appeared in the Framenet.



generate [argument_name] with [argument
_value] for [Cause_change]: I want to [t] change 
[/t] the number of guest.

I = [Agent] | 
the number of  guest = 
[Entity]

generate [frame_name]: I want to [t] change 
[/t] the number of guest.

[Cause_change] 

Hybrid-prompt
PLMs

Fig. 3. Discrete prompt templates are constructed for two
tasks respectively.

softmax, then forms the output memory representation as the
continuous prompts PC using weighted sum, which is:

ai = Softmax(mean(e(X))>(Wi ·mean(e(ki)))) (1)

PC =
∑
i

ai(Wo ·mean(e(ki))) (2)

where Wi and Wo are learnable parameters, e(·) indicates the
shared embedding function, and the token-wise mean func-
tion mean(·) is applied to obtain the sentence vectors.

Extracting knowledge from the entire K is always time-
consuming. In practice, only a relatively relevant subsetK ′ ∈
K is transferred into the MKEM. For the frame identification
task, the definitions of frames associated withwt are retrieved
as K ′ ∈ kf . For target words that do not have a correspond-
ing lexical unit in the FrameNet ontology, a simple cosine
similarity function with GloVe embeddings is used to extract
the most similar lexical units. For the argument identifica-
tion task, we construct K ′ ∈ kr by fetching the definitions of
semantic roles associated with a given frame.

3.2. Task-oriented Knowledge Probing Module

The task-oriented knowledge probing module is proposed to
leverage the common-sense knowledge from PLMs and inject
the frame-related knowledge into the prompting model.

Specifically, TKPM prepends a prefix for the PLMs to
obtain [PC ;PD;Y ], where PD = [headi;X] is the discrete
prompt. Figure 3 depicts the prefix template headi and its
corresponding Y for different tasks: (1) For the frame identifi-
cation task, headi is set to “generate [frame name]:” with the
frame label Yf ofX as the target output. (2) For the argument
identification task, headi is set to “generate [argument name]
with [argument value] for F” where F is the given frame la-
bel. Its target output is formed as a sequence of span-role
pairs: “y1s = y1e | y2s = y2e | · · · ”, where yis ∈ Ys and yir ∈ Yr
are frame-related spans and semantic roles, respectively. Such
a mechanism can effectively combine knowledge from differ-
ent sources and allow the MKEM module to be trained while
fine-tuning PLM parameters.

3.3. Model Training

After constructing the hybrid prompts PC and PD, we per-
form prompt-tuning on a PLM in an end-to-end manner. The

model is trained with the maximum likelihood objective, de-
fined as:

Lθ = −
n∑
i=1

logPθ(Yi|Y<i, X, PC , PD) (3)

where θ is the model parameters, X represents the raw input,
and Y is the target sequence. PC and PD indicate continuous
and discrete prompts, respectively.

To take full advantage of the prior FrameNet knowledge,
we follow [9, 15] to pre-train the model using exemplar in-
stances. We construct pre-train data for both tasks based on
the exemplars, which helps the model obtain a better initial
representation for both the frame and role labels. Then, we
jointly fine-tune the parameters using original training data.

4. EXPERIMENT

4.1. Datasets and Experimental Settings

Two benchmark datasets2: FrameNet1.5 and FrameNet1.7 are
used for evaluation. FrameNet1.5 defines 1,019 frames and
9,634 frame elements. FrameNet1.7 is an extended version of
FrameNet1.5, which contains more fine-grained frames and
exemplars, with a total of 1,221 frames and 11,428 frame el-
ements. We follow the same splits of datasets as depicted in
open-SESAME [10]. Besides, we follow the way [9, 15] in
pre-training the model: initially using the exemplar instances
followed by fine-tuning the model parameters using original
training data.

We validate the proposed method based on a T5-base
model [18]. The learning rates for pre-training and prompt-
tunning are set to 5 × 10−4 and 2 × 10−4, respectively. We
pre-train the model using exemplars for one epoch, followed
by prompt-tuning for three epochs using training data.

The baselines fall into two categories: (1) those don’t
use frame knowledge [2, 6, 10, 11, 12, 19]; (2) those utilize
frame knowledge [13, 14, 15]. [15] introduce the frame-frame
knowledge and design a double-graph based frames to im-
prove the performances.

4.2. Empirical Results

For the frame identification (Frame Id) task, we apply the ac-
curacy to calculate the ratio of the correctly predicted frame
on both total and ambiguous (Amb.) test data. For the argu-
ment identification (Arg Id) task, we use Precision, Recall
and F1 to evaluate the quality of extracted spans and the ac-
cording frame element roles. Table 1 shows the performance
of the proposed method compared to the results from different
baselines. From Table 1, FIDO, [14] and KID models perform
considerably better than other baselines without the knowl-
edge. Incorporating knowledge contributes both to the frame

2https://framenet.icsi.berkeley.edu/fndrupal/about



Model

FrameNet1.5 FrameNet1.7
Frame Id Arg Id Frame Id Arg Id
Accuracy Precision Recall F1 Accuracy Precision Recall F1All Amb. All Amb.

SEMAFOR [2] (2014) 83.6 69.2 65.6 53.8 59.1 - - - - -
open-SESAME [10] (2017) 86.9 - 69.4 60.5 64.6 86.6 - 60.6 58.9 59.8
Yang and Mitchell [19] (2017) 88.2 75.7 70.2 60.2 65.5 - - - - -
Bastianelli et al.[11] (2020) 90.1 - 74.6 74.4 74.5 - - - - -
Marchegginiani and Titov [12] (2020) - - 69.8 68.8 69.3 - - - - -
Transformer (Full-Gen) [6] (2020) - - - - - 87.0 - 71 73 72
Transformer (Multi-task) [6] (2020) - - - - - 87.5 - 77 77 77
FIDO [13] (2021) 91.3 81.0 - - - 92.1 83.8 - - -
Su et al. [14] (2021) 92.1 82.3 - - - 92.4 84.4 - - -
KID [15] (2022) 91.7 - 71.7 79.0 75.2 91.7 - 74.1 77.3 75.6
KAF-SPA 92.4 86.6 78.9 77.9 78.4 93.6 89.1 81.9 80.7 81.3

Table 1. Experiments results on the FrameNet1.5 and FrameNet1.7 datasets. “-” indicates that the baselines do not report the
result. “All” indicates a test on the whole test data. “Amb.” describes a test on ambiguous test data with two or more candidate
frames for a target word.

Model

FrameNet1.5
Frame Id Arg Id
Accuracy Precision Recall F1All Amb.

KAF-SPA 92.4 86.6 78.9 77.9 78.4
w/o MKEM 90.6 83.4 77.4 77.0 77.2
w/o TKPM 92.4 86.0 77.5 76.2 76.9
w/o PT 91.0 78.7 77.5 75.5 76.5

FrameNet1.7
Frame Id Arg Id
Accuracy Precision Recall F1All Amb.

KAF-SPA 93.6 89.1 81.9 80.7 81.3
w/o MKEM 90.9 86.1 80.6 80.7 80.7
w/o TKPM 93.5 88.7 80.0 76.9 78.5
w/o PT 91.2 77.6 76.0 74.3 75.1

Table 2. The results of the ablation study on model com-
ponents. “w/o MKEM” indicates the study removing the
memory-based knowledge extraction module. “w/o TKPM”
illustrates a test leaving discrete prompts out in the task-
oriented knowledge probing module and training two tasks
separately. “w/o PT” indicates a study refraining using the
exemplar-based pre-train process.

and argument identification performance consistently. Com-
pared with the knowledge-augmented strong baselines, our
method achieves state-of-art in the frame identification task.
The main result table (Table 1) also shows that our method
outperforms the best baseline by a wide margin in identifying
ambiguous frames (86.6 vs. 82.3 for FrameNet1.5 and 89.1
vs. 84.4 for FrameNet1.7). Besides, in the arguments identi-
fication task, the proposed method significantly outperforms
the best baselines: 3% in F1 of FrameNet1.5 and over 5%
in the FrameNet1.7 dataset. The results confirm the capabil-
ity of KAF-SPA in selecting/incorporating accurate knowl-

edge and probing task-relevant knowledge in PLMs to im-
prove frame semantic parsing performance. Another observa-
tion is that our method shows an inferior recall performance
in FrameNet1.5, potentially due to the imbalanced class dis-
tributions in Framenet1.5. KID has a high recall performance
but a low precision score, indicating that the model lacks the
capability to differentiate false positive outcomes.

4.3. Ablation Study

We conduct an ablation test on the two datasets to investigate
the influence of the proposed modules and the exemplar-based
pre-train process. Table 2 demonstrates the ablation results.

w/o Memory-based Knowledge Extraction Module In
Table 2, the performance drops over 1%, indicating that se-
lecting proper knowledge structures benefits the frame se-
mantic parsing. Furthermore, the model performs better in
all metrics than the baselines under the no-knowledge setting.

w/o Task-oriented Knowledge Probing Module Com-
pared to the whole model, the “w/o TKPM” has a slight per-
formance degradation, demonstrating that joint learning of the
two subtasks helps improve the model’s overall performance.
Moreover, we also verify that the exemplar-based pre-train
method is beneficial for improving frame semantic parsing.

5. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes KAF-SPA to enhance semantic repre-
sentation and disambiguate semantic frames. Experimental
results on two public FrameNet datasets demonstrate that
our method outperforms strong baselines by a wide margin,
achieve state-of-art results. In future work, we will explore
effective ways to incorporate semantic information into pre-
training for natural language understanding and reasoning.
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