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Abstract

The word embeddings, based on the distributed semantics theory, which contains rich linguistic
information, have contributed a lot to the development of large language model (LLM) in the fields
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of natural language processing and computational linguistics. Due to the computable properties
of word embeddings, various semantic computing tasks based on them have gradually emerged,
among which semantic relation discrimination is an important task in semantic computation. In
our study, we adopt two word-embedding methods, the fastText Chinese word embeddings and
the Tencent Chinese word embeddings, to calculate Chinese semantic relations, where the cosine
similarity is used to represent the semantic association strength between words. The following
are our findings in this study: First, the fastText Chinese embeddings and the Tencent Chinese
embeddings show some differences in the task of distinguishing the four types of semantic rela-
tion in Chinese, namely, synonymy, antonymy, hyponymy and meronymy; Second, by comparing
the Spearman correlation coefficient, the fastText embeddings have acquired more knowledge of
semantic similarity between words, while the Tencent Chinese word embeddings have acquired
more knowledge of semantic relatedness between words; Third, both the fastText Chinese em-
beddings and the Tencent Chinese word embeddings give higher values of cosine similarity to
highly conventionalized antonyms.
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1. 53|

5341 20 2 (Distributional semantics) A2 115 & 2%t 4544 3= CHR[1], #EALAE Harris (1954) 2 Hh
53 A ¥ (Distributional Hypothesis)3&fiti 2 b, 5RiHE 5 0 A B E[2]. 0 A6 A5 A B X B
FHALME (similarity in meaning)<x 51 TE & %20 A B (BRI SCE B 1E 5 FA4FE) AR (similarity of lin-
guistic distribution) [2]-[4], BP7EIER} 78 & FIEDL T, 5 SCHILL iR <t BZEABL R SCiE S . Boleda
1 Erk A, AHLL G T SOE T 52, A 2B &7 TSI TR R1E LW EEZE L (intrinsic mean-
iNQ)FFAE, K E OEERE R T 1B S IR B LT Ok & R[5,

b5 EHRE S BRI R R, AT 0B SO B N AR 1 SO AT S, R T SUOR R AE
B, HRBURMEA: BREINHCAMAZ U FIESEMN G, SRR EREPES TEEN
TSR, WFR JyiE S in) & 43 E] (semantic vector space), JH:Hh i SO I (7] %o N7 (4 9R] [ 43 48 1 L1
2 (B AR BEAR AT, B SCAS [ )9 ) 2 75 0] 5 23 6] ARG 5835 [6] . Boleda AN I SAIE & AR 4 2 Fr
LR 43 A5 3008 SR8 SO, A DL =R s 1) 38 S o A RAFAE M H SRS 5 2SI 45
DR A LSRR [6]. BhAh, oA 08 SO AT DB R R BB R H ah % )18 B E, EiEkxL
GO T8 v AR5 5 AT ISR, A B TN 2 RGNS ARITE 5 193 SRR, 2) T 704 Ui
SCEARE ) ) R A m PR R T, RO B ARAE S A SR EL AN SRR 28 FELE 1] )
HBE LS, MRS TR TR 2 IR, R TR EONR D HOE SRR, HfE AR AE
AN [ 3] 8 ) K BV SRR AE o 3) 340 A i SCEEE B3] 170 2 pl g s 2, TR T DR 3] 1 i B
JIERHE AT EAL AT 5L

IR BT, TR e R R A A, TR B ARE F AL B AT T RS A AU VF 20 St
L Y /E R Z (intrinsic meaning):  H&— MATE BT E A B BTIEAT (M8 S0, SAMBR R
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ARG ARG A, 18 SOMALRE TS 2 b i A L —Fh . SR, 3 ) AR DL RE 5 0t S
He M4k T T 3 S W T 15 SCRIBL: (semantic relatedness)id & 15 X AH < (semantic relatedness) [7]? i % X
W E, R 2 B BE SCRALBEAR, AR 1T Jse SCAa) 2 1) 10 18 SCAF DG P e, 48 P 3] 1) g v B S
Z BN SCRAALLBE I 2 A (T PR WG 2 A SR 3 I A FH 3] 1) 2 TH B0 7 =R SR T AN IR SR R KA
(AR5 2 (A1 AR 5% AR AL BEAE, P DAER FEia] 1) e 57 45 SR SR AE 1R A2 18 S TR AR AL PR I 2 A 5o, DA A
T SIS R] [ B B SR 4 SRR TS 5 NS I s R B AR S, R i S Sk P A 3R] 1] B R
TE R SORHHTAT S5 L HIRIL

2. SRRt
2.1. RMR

AR SORG 3 1 3 T 18] [ B PR VRS DOE AN R TR SR RIEATWEIT, R A g P SCE R AR I =A
Jite 1) iAo R R JE AN EE R AR IR MR R X s 2) A N4 g A T HOAR S PEAH
AVERR 7> I BE SR AL 2 b, LR R TSR 5 N TAREE(E 2 B AR DG 3) ] i) S+ 30
S I RAL R B -

2.2. WIESE

2.2.1. BYXKFRARB S IEBIESR

AHFFAEH T NLPCC 2017 Shared Task HtH T 52 H SCiE 6 & J$ AL (Chinese Word Semantic Rela-
tion Classification) )4 £, 1] ) &1 H 507 V2 R nT A Ak 1] 1) 5% AN [FHE S SR R AEAE L . 7007
N TARTE T S8 T DUAR AN [F) 18 SCH 2R 2000 1) S8, AP SO 2 268 1) %5607 500 Xl %, F4% 44 1]
Bl 1A, LA R % 18 55 Ty Be 1] o s A L B 0 DU R R VT SCER FR 0 43 il At i UK & (Synonym,
ANTLHRIEHN s) & FR(Antonym, AN TFric N a). K X3 & (Hyponym, A TARIEA h). #6590 - #ik
K FZ(Meronym, A TARicH m) [8]:

1) i XK F&(Synonym): 1idiE A HiEE B IR UL, eg., BB vs e RIELT;

2) X% Z&(Antonym): A5 A HiEliE B R MR, e.q., Y vs. R ;

3) LRk R (Hyponym): 1diE B /& iiE A FriRvuls Ni—Fr, eq., 1L vs.fE;

4) #B45yr - KK R (Meronym): 115 B 2 1AE A 11—, e.g., 1EE vs.At.

ARG 5 st fastText A1 THA] fF) B 1R R P AN & 10538 )5, AT AT 447 X SRR, 483 X
SCEST, 445 X R R RN, 429 XAy - BEARSE RN .

22.2. BYHENMEMEXEALITSBES

PR G [ B R AR TS XK R 5 NN HNE ORI Z A R, ARSI R A AN N TARE A
B SCAFBARE /D B FE 43 5 s S Tt 7«

1) Wordsim_501 ¥4 45 45— B4 i wordsim-240 #1 wordsim-297 P {7 ¥4 42 40 &1 i, IX
BB 43 L 2 240 X6 A SR E R 297 X R SR E, BRI E AR N AR T 1R TR (R 3E SRR S
43 # (relatedness score), 73 E0Ek =, Fom AT AS RS 2 (8] 115 ORI sy, an “ 227 ALy ”
P AN 2 B PR AR G FE A BUR /=y, T “ER A5 A S WA ] 2 18] R RE O B 4 BUIRAIC[9] - FR T8 4
B AN B 7E fastText i (] &2 R WG] A & 1R R b, B DA BRiZB orilis 5, vl SEbs A T A0 7L
Xt 501 4%

2) Miller 4 4:: >R E Miller 55 NFIWEIT, & N0t 5015 SCRALLFE 5 15 S5 AR ABL RBE 2 [] F 0% 77 ¢ 1
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[10]. X ¥y s vh L7 30 X3 3Cialxf, fEE BT, IR 7 Or BE 15 SCRRBLRE B 1 A 32 R K3 = +xf
PSRRI REN T WS, A SORE SR A R SO RO FREATRIF TR [10] o RN DT 0 T AN 1A 2 TR PR SR AL
fH (similarity score) A\ TAR{E, s0obkm, AR 115 M5 SCBARRL. 8% P 19 P9 N 18] 38 0T AH B %
B AR RSBk, R M R BT, BRRAMS T CHRT R CART T s E
FIRK, HULA K. ERIB T A5 7 fastText A iR ) &8 2 o S 5, 5h 29 &% AT
E NI

2.2.3. RWIABIESE

SN SR ) RS P SO SR R B SRR L, AR AU GRS ) R HLAMER T 3843 % 3L
WX, W ) - FRE[L2); RN, SEERIERSR A T O BT B AOAE AR IR U AR I BT TRV R S
Sexts e mg - Ak, 5 - &[7]e ARSCR ISR R A TR BT B RS AT AR AR A
MNTIT SR BRI SCAR]E 2 T8) R SCORBRIFHAL 73 4

2.3. EWHE

ASCAE FH TR 471 fastText H ST ) [ 131 LA K i v HR SCI] [ e [ 1417 530 AN v SR I (1 4] ) o
PR AL 45 3R] 16 B 2 1] 6 AR S ARBLEE {8 (cosine similarity) 2% 7 il 7] f 15 SCARBLEE IR S B, AR 9T
fastTxt ] [ £ R TR HR SCI] [ e 3V TR0 SR R I RAE L, A SCHEREAT =S5

XTI RIS AL AR A, FRAT TR 5 SR () 6 1 1) AR 52 ARBLRE A el M Ak, FH B 5 502
v ) R AN ) SR R 28 A KR AR A T 2 5 o

X FAE SCRALBE AR DG BEN TAT A Hdi 4, FRATTHE 230 S0 45 B I AR SZAH RS A 5 N 4T 4 o E kAT
Spearman FH2 RECHE,  FH PAPEAL ] i) e 1Al (15 X% R 5 N ZEXHHE o R BRAR 2 8] 1 5 [
— Mk, Spearman AHOG REUE B =, AT 2 [RBAFETE B35 AH DG, RIARER ] ) & 07 VAl ek
AT REW) A NN 10 18 [A) 18 R R I WA

ST RO S, AR SRR I T RS X AU, 38 2 S bt (0 7 SOR VA 1] 1) ¥ 5 1 RE A AT
FIFERE ERAFH R UK R

3. KRERE5 SR
3.1 SEHi—: FRIENEARBNKRZEMNEETR

TESRAF A 1) 2 i 30 3 V1 B0 I A 7] 3 P 1] [ 22 ) PR A S AR UL P AL, 56 4% 5% ARV BL R B T 404K
MR EIAE 1(a). B 1(b)ATE 2 Frftsh

B 1(a)F ] L(b) T LA AT, ST R KR IR R #5 - BARR R, BT ORI PUFAE K
TG SCOC AR, W TRIA] 1) 52 1 H A0 Sk PR il 2 IR (9 R 52 AR BLFE (B AT 5 LG fastText 18] [l & 43 H Sk 1)
B, AR ) TSR R A . SBAR . IGERARZERR, S5tEFR-—iE
FAL R — B AR A F TS

B 2 TR, 7R3 R A (5] ] ) B AT R Z AR E T R DL R, 6 RS A SR R
{7 ) i) B T B SR PR R 52 AR BE LA 6 AN R PR 43 A

SR E AT R, BT fastText wP SCHA [ R TR A SCIR] g B 55 ORI A2 2 AR DL A 0K B
TEARFNE SR RGN RIREZES, NHRIEIR UK R R RM P FIERBIFRIX . ]
DT P o) T R PR AR A AL AN BE AR e 3 [X 43 848 SR &R 00

AR T ACLRE A 1) R AL T 5

DOI: 10.12677/ml.2024.129821 530 PR F 22


https://doi.org/10.12677/ml.2024.129821

MRAELAR

Mo.é
=
&z
!
41-"0.4
0.2
of
[ ]
0.0
kX
1.0 .f
[ ]
0.8
{LP(O‘b
7:(
&=
!
41-“0.4
' Y
[ ]
0.2 s
[ ]
0.0

kX

fastTextiA[EEHINE S

[ ]

oL

[ ]

‘ ’
S

ot So
2

X ERo-E Ak
BXELARRE
@)
BiinmERNES®
o®

X BB -E A
BXEARRE
(b)

ETX

AT,

ETX

Figure 1. (a) Diagram of the fastText embeddings on discriminating four types of semantic relations; (b) Diagram of the
Tencent embeddings on discriminating four types of semantic relations

& 1. (a) fastText imEE I+ EOMIE XK ALBNRZBUEEE; (b) BRIDEETTENME K ARLRRZLE
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Figure 2. Diagram of the differences between the fastText embeddings and Tencent embeddings on discriminating four types
of semantic relations

[ 2. fastText iAE BB AR E RZEVEETTELER I ELE

1.2

RIZAENE

e
o

I
IN

o
N

0.0

Xt fastText 3 A&, IEXRASRCKRR =~ 7y - BIEKR = ETIOR;
MFRER R SCR R, LKA > B0 - BEKR > EFGR > RICGEHK

32, LB AEETES A TIESEAY Spearman HX RS

7E Wordsim_501 ##i54E [, J&T fastText in] 7] & 3813 19 R 5ZAHEE 5 N TFT 7 2 [ f#) Spearman #H
KRARHCH 0.572; BT R ) &R AR X AR AL BEAE 5 N 4T 43 2 [8] ¥ Spearman AH 2% & 4y 0.582.

7 1 TR, 7F Miller $E4E |, T fastText il (A B3 R 5LABUE 5 N 3T 5 2 18 1)
Spearman FH% R4 0.862; T v iA] ) &R A3 10 AR XA AL E 5 N 4T 73 Z [ ) Spearman #H ¢ & 4k
N 0.578,

Table 1. The Spearman correlation coefficient between the cosine similarity and the human rating scores

%= 1. &%AUEES ALIT 5 8H Spearman 1k Rk

EETE S fastText 1] [ & i YA [
Wordsim_501 4 0.572 0.582
Miller %354 0.862 0.578

BT IR R, BATVK I fastText ] [m) & vF 5 HOR KR ZAH LA LE Miller 24 B3RAS 185
) Spearman % #%§(0.862)i = 1 Wordsim_501 £ 45 ££ ¥ 45 2R (0.572), iX & kE Miller s 5 b i) N 4T 43
FiE fastText 1] ) & H 5 HH R AR S AR AL RE (L 2 [ A7 AE B 2 38 A DG G &R, A2 i, fastText i i) &
48 SR E BRI T AR S IR AR AU

52 MM, Mo a5 R R sZ AR LS 7E Wordsim_501 ## 5 F3R45 T i
Spearman % #${(0.582), I &I [ PV i) B2 PO T B 45 TR R AR T ] T S IR IR AR S
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33 XLWZ=: PXRXFIARZHEMEAE

H1 T3] [ AR R AL S LR R AT S5 b — EARBUR G, BIASC I A HL 1 A 52 AR DU T SRR R i ) 20
21 SCIRI R AN 20 2 e SCh 38 I B AR (1 S G0 B SR ER T 9 AT 20 A 3l SO IRl [ B iR 2 4 T IX
U I ST A R v AR SEARUE AR, SRR A R 0 W% 2 ANk 3,

Table 2. The cosine similarity of Chinese words antonyms

# 2. RYEzHAEERZETE

fastText i [f1] & J¥ T3] [

e Top20 il %f ARIEAE Top20 i %F R
1 977 L] 0.917822 2pul ki 0.99036
2 SBA LN 0.885754 977 Iy 0.989191
3 il i 0.878317 by 5] 0.982858
4 9 7 0.862576 Y 7E Lo 0.96726
5 I Jbik 0.854464 2] B[y 0.964806
6 5 s 0.845091 Pk ! HE 0.962998
7 LA EAE 0.837644 HA LU 0.948912
8 [z B 0.826936 I P 0.947684
9 G ) Sk 1% 57 A iy 0.82261 9 Pt 0.938402
10 77 IL Fida 0.817134 PRI IR A £T 0.934858
11 %r z¥ 0.817064 %= e 0.930357
12 AL xJL 0.808386 HIE B 0.926496
13 — 5% —E NI 0.806793 HERIN R 0.922112
14 i B 0.804579 DL AR LLIR Jy ik 0.916445
15 ] R 0.803302 Bk FERLIS 0.913792
16 KN HR 0.800843 Sz A] R 1] 0.912499
17 ok H#R 0.79254 LRt HA 0.909057
18 A XA 0.78957 KN EPN 0.907086
19 STRE i 0.787618 mE I — %% T —% 0.901871
20 % BE 0.782409 B ik 0.896219

%2 MSREW, WA CRIYERE R, ORI Z AR RS ANE Y EAFE R E R, /e
KBRS T8 SCYESE LAY, TR ) EAEAE A FEAR R, AR SR e SCIA ] TR 42 25 22 5 I AR
YEFI R, A SO E SR (HICHBLRE S A0NA FT R A AL, buan “ DLRJysE” A “ DAk yiR”
CRAST AN CGZAT S, BRI S T A SRR TR SO B B E S, IR AT A 3G R
F ] i) BT S SCIRLHY R T Pk

UEAh, XbF BTG S Bk, BERTHERT " L “IRARANIAAR” IX St SO R R 4 4 T R [ E Rk,
1A M AR 2 (R I Y DUAE ] — A3 5 RiA T, Wi SREUSE “HI S5 M “WBEisEh” « <
BR7OMDCYRA” SRR SO, (HEATH B B R SCOESEEEA 8, TR T A 208 SRR H1a 7)
B WNIEARIBLETE CEBAIR & AR -
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Table 3. The cosine similarity of Chinese single characters antonyms
# 3. RXFAEERZEITE

s el e Rt m T o Rt
1 i Vi 0.935866 S % 0.946104
2 it [&2] 0.834038 it &) 0.942414
3 & L 0.767933 JiE b 0.894073
4 % E: 0.767543 N /N 0.890323
5 D Sz 0.746019 xR [ 0.877673
6 A FH 0.744586 il 4 0.873199
7 % 2% 0.731184 18 L5 0.858366
8 *® # 0.724572 [ FH 0.850391
9 H 0.708508 il X 0.848983
10 R it 0.698332 Cid 55 0.848094
1 = — 0.692905 5 B 0.841871
12 i = 0.681713 L7¢ fifi 0.833566
13 | K 0.674881 S| 0.829863
14 it {£4 0.669912 ik = 0.824796
15 a s 0.663662 a 4 0.823128
16 IS 12 0.658425 7 J5 0.818868
17 L} Iz 0.649404 ik S 0.817501
18 i cl 0.643431 D £ 0.816125
19 % = 0.640223 #* H 0.814542
20 1 L 0.639381 % % 0.812384

13 DR TORGEAR U B AR i 20 4LE SRS, FATATBAAGR 20 4L HiedlE i e 8L, i TiX
B J SR 3 H AR R e U A — SR AR S RIE, T B BN SOE SRR AR AR AR L,
R AR AR RN ITAL(CERIEAE AT ) R AN A7 SR T RE (A R R FEAR R ME ).
X HE T A 3G A R AR 5 2O B S SO TE B AL, IR 2453 1 f IR
BRI e SRR SRAR K B Bk

BEAN, WP RERTE, XEEF AV E I U C A RO TP R IR A, SRR SR R
o S SOMTBRRR R R PSP R SC AR B R R (0 3 e s L i e A pam], o “ s ” o “ 5
L T L SRR L BT . “ARPE” SRR ZA[15]. S SO AR ARAE B SR AL R AE, B
BRI SGE Y T PN I SR ZR (0 ZE A ) S, Rttt 1 S B am R ) i S, AEBLSE ARG, “
A7 EIFARRIR T AL, MARRR R OGN R B9E o  SORH i) AR R mT LA A 00 T i i3 4
BSCFAEAE MU iRy FEAR UL R SCiE s 2 b, F 2 A Rl W o A5 PR AR - 0 S SRR A, Rt
XT3 T A A SRR R R 1] 1) B R, P01 L I sy R A 4 e SR AR A3 B L PR A

RIS, Aina 55(2020) I\ A RS BATTRT LA i 1] [7] 05 906 8 SCHEAT J LT 55, (HE 00 A 3 S
ARAT IR [ B ] 1 L T AT B R DU AT S R AR, AEAERAL AR — AN AE R _EAIE S JRA
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NI R 2 AL DO IR T Ak (B — Al B AR B /R Y SORE[16] [17], BRIMRVE 3a] [ e ml DL ) 45
EEAHE ST RENEXER, HaeA B NSEINRIAT UL SRR .

4, 4Eip

AICATLIF H BLR =448

1) EHEIGETRISSC 3T BT XA - 8RR R IX VYRS KRR E S5 b, fastText i
[e) B R TR [P B P SR B 48 SR AP AE e 57

2) FET 1A R R R 7V A W A U] T ) R SCRALLEE IR, i V] 1 R ) 2 R SR B e 1 HH SR R
LRI Y PRI T 1) A AH S PR T AR AR BAE , fastText 1] ) & FR) 1 5. 45 SR B0 22 AR EE 7 P9 A ] 1 [ £ A 0
(LB EPS G

3) BbAbh, S AR AR TE SRR AR, RS OSGE B R SOEREAZ,
RS S5 SCIA] R I AR R] ) 2 AR AR DL, 32 3 B0HA] [ A S SRR TR 55 LRI R R R 22—

Bk, ZFINN, RTHE FHAMAE R 2R IE SORR MBS LIRS, BATIN BRES A
BN IR SRR — D0, WE IR SR BORAN R SRR TR A AR B2 BN O RE
73, AREEHRMAER L FRE SRS LA RBEEMRN. &5, BHEIN, BT AFRE SRR
HERIEEATIR Y F R, G SRR IARTE 5 RHIE R 5 2 0E 5 SRR ALE R R ™A
BRG0P B AL

oM
FESLIT S ARG T T AL H SR BRI 24 T 1 04 5«
S5 3k
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