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Method of Metaphor Recognition Based on Dynamic Categorization

SU Chang', FU Ze', ZHENG Fa-Kui!, CHEN Yi-Jiang?

!(Cognitive Science Department, School of Informatics, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China)
(Computer Science Department, School of Informatics, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China)

Abstract: Metaphor computation is an important problem of natural language processing. In this work, an intensive study of metaphor
identification is carried out from different angles, including linguistical, psychological, and cognitive angles. Human categorization is a
dynamic process of measuring difference between objects from different angles. Therefore, an idea about dynamic categorization is
proposed from multiple angles to recognize metaphors, which is different from traditional metaphor recognition methods. The research
involves three aspects: how to get features of concepts, how to choose angles by features, and how to measure difference based on a
specific angle. Then, an experiment of nominal metaphor recognition is performed based on dynamic categorization. The experimental
results show that the accuracy of metaphorical/literal references recognition can reach 85.4%. It supports the validity, efficiency of the
proposed method.

Key words: metaphor identification; difference; feature extraction; dynamic categorization
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R AN S 7 I P T SR AL AAS 50 P 22— 3 HL R [R) A 57 418 FR A2 ARABLE A 22 S k. 22 S PR )3 T 3Rk
HH IR SCOP I B P U KR 45 6 it 2 A AN [R) AN A 22 1) (1 22 5 1
I 53 TR A 2% 1 e ) R 2 — T4 T, 22 0 R A 5 T AR UM TRE — A Ay 8 oK ) b i A
S AT R B SO i ST AR I 7R RAT i, 5 AAEAE 2 AN i B2 7% 18 PSR ) 22 54 O HL
AN AT RE N — A A BE TR SR ARACLIR 10 A 55— A A TR R AR S 1. — R A [ BRI S0 W1, 2 3h A AL 2
e Ay £ R 7 R e ) T SR A A D0 T R S S R TR A O [ B 0 5 T A i TRT A A
Black® 7 T ey )k 9 1 FH, B ABE A& 47 22 AN B S 7 B o BB 5 Sk ) I 3 0 R SO ELI R 35 1
X Fauconnier %5 AP Rt 2 £ B A BB A& 22 1) () WS ek Pt e o 2 20 2 1. /N OV 3o 23 AT
FEXE BRI 1) ERP A 28 15, DL I i Ak B 00 31 g I 1A 54 S () KM B2 J2 B0 45 A DA s B 3K 5 YN A
R 2 — > 22 Bl 0 D AR I ) Ab B A S22 R R T R S A SO T T R A A R K AR, I 2 A4
Fr1 B K BE i ) 1) I 22 e, AR N 7 Adk 2 GG B 3545 2 F MU 22 110 22 A 25 SURI A 88 1) 2 2 R AR S 1
BN R BBIETLUR 34,
(1) ASERTLAN A A BER SR AT 7028 73 FE TR Fe O I BRRR AL, AR . B Zheg. IRAESE,
AT 7> S T L0 S IR SR A IR A A% SR T AR

() PR IA) ¥ 22 5 RN A s A A REREAT e, 2 R AE AN I A R AT REAN .

() T HA I IS L L A ) (0 22 VI ST A BE R P e R A A A B B R
K.

ARILINENA I R RGN T8 LS AR A L 2 00 8 PEAE A AN g HEX 4 AR BEN T 200 o S
AEAN R A BN B 2 e, AN T S B e VR ) B D B AE TR SRR B b, AR gl o S 2 R R A R AR
Fis 5 R T Bk & 1) 2 e P A A AR A A 2 L, R e o o SBT3 A ke 40 W RBE 2 1) 22 S s AE 2
AL PEAE A B B R GE N WordNet H 44 il 2 (1R SCICA Hh il e PN 5C 28 G D T e 3 1 e SCSG AR (10 s M
ZESEPETE ST A WA I 22 S AR A P A BB AR G e e PR R T SR DR P 1 2 R R B
Bty N R R R I i A AR W A ) 28 S 44 15 3] 6, S person, machiine) i 1 4 metaphor 51 literal, 735l A& R 48 H
T 2 e S 5, B 8 TR AR A 9 ST A4 T I TR PR S TP A SR A SR BT H R R U
HERA AR ILF 85.4%. LM A SCH T A E PR3 H gy 0 I8 45 SRR [R) I o) LA Y AR AN ) 1 B2 U 4 3,
DRt AT AR A AR s AR 20 I S o AR SCIK 2 o L B ) S35 55 8 0 P2 PR U0 SR AR B 7 E G
AT PP TE S A R R A SR AT L.

AL E B T B SR
(1) BAISEBL T HET 5 A 4 K I AL Iy v %7 4 0% AR S0 1 25 PR OB ORS00 99 2K £ e 9
A0 R I 00 2 Bt

() FRATIA B IR 5 75 3 2 T ARRE 1. % 7 AR S e TR0 &5 R R I S I T B A 2R A ERH
M, TT LATE 1y BRI Fs At R B a1 £ 45 2R
(3)  FRATIA B R0 T3 I AR B T A v Ak B A (K R A O R A SR A T 5 P R A M
(oL F .
ARTCE 1 A EEA LR g YU R RO SR A KA DG T AR 26 2 WA B o KA I 5 3
U WA B A 23 AT K R0 ) S0 0 SRE AT SEIG JF ) 45 BB 4 R A S0 A AT L4

1 HXIE
T, B R 50 7 9 A kb T LA 43 oA 3 SR R R (1) 5 « T B B L 25 SO 7 VR A T B
WLAS 22 3] J7 vk,

5 LT 460 VR R0 £ B g R 59 7 9 L, Fass POV T b 6 PR A BEAE 0 k) E A N K8 5N T HE
) S 75 DG JE SR TR0 20 3] (1 e ik L N L RN RS %6 3% Krishnakumaran 45 A PM il WordNet H 44 14 1] f)
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RS BRI 1S-A T 4 3R] Y e, R P B VR TR R () S B A V) 2l 3 R R T e A 25
FH HowNet F1 € [R] SCil i AR ) 38 i v SCE A2 R A (5 B VS A+ SC 4% 1] B ARHARUE SR 40 T 2 5 40 ok s iy R I8
TEEAES AR R SGARTIMRY 1078 IR B R HowNet 11918 X6 2 K HEAT Fa gy 22 15 10 U 0] 58 4 25 A B
JE AT RS 10 7 530 3 S0 Rt 5 18 0 U 2 v S0 rp B Tl B U ) B Kesarwani 25 AU 5 el
A S VR REAT e Y v U 2% N TROA PR 1 4% 7 R 35 905 A g 5 Y 0 P 01 R 3 3 A A W A 1 X % 1 R
H TR P T £ BE AT BT TR 5.

FEAL AT MBS AL o 27 30 T vk b g SRS A A — A 43 2 a0 AN [l PR 9 A RO 78 1) AS [l R A )1 45
WG R 3 4D 43 A 2 MR (10 AR A T LKL st 9 g MBE 8 140 e e e O ARG 23 1 0 SRR I e A, AR A A P G 1) 22 Bl
AE I 543 24 B8 BRIV 7 3 0 A P AR & 1) Ja e 4 10 7 125 b Gedligian 25 A\ T4 angy 00 ) o A% £ A — A A
ORI N R T — AN KRR 3 2 % Bulat 25 N\ 2V P RRE 5: (10 J P 0 A0 ML 04T V8 Sl 6 T 1 5 T 1t
B 110 i R ) 43 25 5% Dunn 4 A PUEL TACAR S 0 SUMO B 2 o (0 M /2 30k A7 a8 ek 8 0 by 0 A8 [ 0y 92 a0k
A7 BT VR ) A P A 2 1 SURRAE 119 572 1 Gutiérrez 25 N U FH R 43 4 A 2 1 SRR3R B I 25 1] - 42 ) i
T P 1] 6 % T8 T X 5 e R 3 0 2 8 4T 43 2 Mason I3 ik 194 T S A 2 1 4% 1] MR 338 1) AR iF ) 1) Sk 4 2t U
S A 5] 0 e S L K% 4% 3] 1 B g Si2 461 Shutova. 2 AP sk 13 S8 2 Sk B T 3 Y5k A0 42 3] H AR A )
378 SR 2 Bl ] T e 92 451 Strzalkowski 25 N PPP145 45 41 7 )10 A1 44 ) Rt 5 4 43T S B i £ U3 Hovy 25
23U ] S 4 ) BEHLEG Tree Kernels, iEAL 28 27 SRR 2% > 41 1 (K055 SUREAT B Sk kAT B0y (431 591 Tekiroglu
i NCUMgE FE N B 01 A5 SR DA R AT o YR 50 6 A5 FH MR 1) 22 PR A ) 5 3% |, Shutova. 26 AP T %5
TR 1 BG5S R VR k) ey BB AT YR 31 98 2 i N OV i VS0 MR 1 1 5 8, 5 MR 1 AR AL
JRE A5 P 2 365 1) LT B U HEAT 20 2% Rai 45 N PS04 T 46 R BE LI BT, 255 T 09 . MRS R IR I N
(RIRRAE, IR T — A BaIgT R 5I1R 45 2 4s.

FE 3T JE WA B K27 20 J5 5k Shutova. 25 N 27V 22 2 Uk 16 P 20 RS TR0 g 42 1) k4T 36 285, 1 T S L B
B

AR B AT R 1R SCAS AT W g R 5 ) 77 v Klebanov 2 A8 F — 018 5 BEA UL 1R SR S HSAE,
Y A0 25 S 1 7 3 3 48 S AR o £ 0 AT R A ) Schulder 4 APV RIREF bR Sl 5 b g A R
YA o i AT B TR ).

B B0 77 10K 22 2 0 T M /& 1) B — S A 1R AT KA G R A 10 7 1 BB AR 45 8 T WA O A Bk 22 AN 1 124280,
{EL 35 A W P AS RV AE 30T S ) A B3 B b AN SCSE Bl T — P 1 3 2 4 S By U0 5 ik % vk
AT IR L, S5 5 T ME & G SURS B . RS . SR 25 2 R AE, 9T 6 AN RV RS AE B AR 7 £ B8 BEAT T 0 7. 1%
TTEAE R 1) 2 PR A B A Hh 45 A B T — L, Be 0 AR P AL 2 1 AN [R] A7 L 18 B 3 FH A R AR 3R AT KR PR ).

2 BN

2.1 HRKITEAIER
2.1.1 FRIERISEN

Miller®O1E\ g, Z i — A 44 37 8k & F 1f 2L i 5 T A AR A X 4%, 7 22 % S8 M (1) )8 1k (attributes) . 5 1 (parts)
FNTh B (function)iX 3 AN J7 THI 4 AE . FE T 1% 18, HowNet(HowNet, http://www.keenage.com/) I\, S 2 18] (f) 5
IFi) 2 H J 2 v 2 11 52 30X 6 SR AR i3 R FRATT I A A S B gy 38R AT TR Jod A rp 45 25 TR W 1 1 — PR AE.
ASCEPME ST SR BB INREME . S 4 FSRREVE D 3 43 250 4 B4 iR R S
AIE P 3R 03 4% R0 RIS IV 43 288 £ JBE 1) LA T Y.
212 JEYEAEPEE

AR SCIRIAFF T DX 4 Ak 8 11 JeB 2 0 Je (. A 0] S ek A0 B AR S B AR SCHE T HowNet (1900 . BV At 2 11
FAE S 20 B T M 11 i M AR A 2 T 1 5 [0 A2 i 2 R T M A 6 — SRR A 1 L AR5 B e 8 (A
o) 3 BRI 20 4 17 0 TR e B SR B — A JE VT LA 2 AN 8 PR (AT R IR 1 AR
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i) e 3 R (0 U o I ) iR AR T AR ST DX W 1 i R AL A FRAT A, T A R — AR
P 1R AR B A B
2.1.3 s A AN VA

Veale 25 A PYHL 4R J& 1 {5 38 ILI% >k U5 AN 18], 30 AN WordNet B¢ S ef il I 1) J& PE A Bk Sk — Fh 2 W0 11 5 ik
(objective description), 138 i Google %5 % 51 % M\ W 4 SC 7R o 4 B (¥ o 2 (8 Bk O — b g 2 ) R
(stereotypical description).Veale tA J3, & AT M & 1 L 21 B AN AE L RATIA A, XA s PEE M E R ET A
TN MRS A AR BN WordNet 5545 SCAINREE T IR B PEAE 2 02 L K AW 232 00 55 2 0 40 FE 0 i
HEAT BV A RLR 45, BAT B0, AN 43 DR IS 10 3 0 DR 220 o528 A B0 T A ATT# — 36 YR B R e s, 5 — b g ok
BT B2 B T N SR AR W A8 i S A M 2 1 T TR v A B A 3 R RS R B A 1
S 54 S HEONATLE H RS0 2 5 059 2 st 4%\ DT i 35 bl i 20 2 A R 5 1009 5 3 5 T
T ] VBT AR P AR ST AR 1R DA R Ak 38 45k 45 81 3] S b R AL
22 BEUREEFEINEEETKE

221 BRI 3R EX

FETEH 2.0.2 5P HENS, A SO S TR A7 R 10 7% WordNet(WordNet, https://wordnet.princeton.edu/)
B SLSCAR v B 5 00 A R AT b B AR AR A7 55 R WU A SCE 2 T ReVerbBS LG 5, 48 2L T & & kAT X
WordNet [ SCSCASHEAT 2 A0 J M AR B A8 53 20 G

(1) 8 TR Y TG U AR S8 B i R TR A5 A ) 8, 4 “he turned the light off”, X B A K A7 08 R
compound: prt(verb,prep) i) “ & il + /17 47 5 JEAT AL 21, 500 “turned off the light” 3% 41 45 4.

(2) A EHWKAEIZFR compound(noun,noun) ¥ 4% 1] 35 AT T &b B, A8 T AT 3% 42 B SR AS 44 38 4 V8, T “sodium
aluminum silicate”.

(3) X AHABIN 2 &R M T R BB R — AN R B E Bl A0 /E“monkeys like to eat bananas”H1, R 5 ¢ & i i 2
“eat”, Ml A~ & “like to eat”.

(4) AHHAEZYE S0 e Dict(Dict, http://dict.cn/) {1 24 Fi & S G ¢ 28 R T BEAT A0 90, SRR 1 A 1] gt o
U0 T30 T A, 7 D0 e AR VR R X R ] DU G R B A S NI 4 A iR o, et I K BRI
Tl

(5) AR EEEIIR S R R AR AL HowNet X 7) T h i 78 1) 4 17 J& PR EAT b id, -8 /) 7 h Bl K
] A A v 1 MR

FATE B 16 00 R IEAT 2 Jm PERRVE.

& L KRR AR

AN —H)F S

R REEEA R

Wi R=g

1. XS TR ShA vi FIA-IA p;, #5352 compound:pre(vi,py) UK p; B3I 4 v; IF 5 THI.

2. XS AT R A 4 ] wi B wy, 35002 compound (wi,wy), IS wq BT wy £ I R — A 4 1]

3. XS AR E A wi, A HAE HowNet 04 & 14, AR R prop; Xt S A AT R B 2517 a; 4 ic 4 value.

4. UL S ARSI vi BN RN REAE ri o r AR TR AR B, ) (KR -1 T R AT,
B r AR SR,

FAVTE AL HE: 1 RIF R REIEES R MR 1 BHIO07 LR X R ME I R R, 5% A X (@)

A (2) 02 W PEAE I 26 R AT, T 3R 75 WordNet sk & 1078 A 1) 2% W 1A
is(al,a2)arel(a2,a3)—rel(al,al) 1)
rel”(al,a2)AProp(al,prop,value)—Prop(al,prop,value),rel"={is,with,resemble} 2)
WordNet H1,—NME & IR Jg P A T A AR YR T- LA B 1R0R 38 T L4k & 5B ¥ A7 BES WordNet H 1)
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A IS 2 IR 1A 96 R BAT A B P RIAR S BRI, A — A FLAT Gk AR VE 1 22 2 Ak R BOL R ot & b i e g —
A AL & BT A R AR, O A A0 3G 0 Rl RR AR SR 5 e R L A7 BE AT X 450 4, “warm-blooded (i L ¥ ) 2 T A7
“mammal (W 7L 2 90)” 1) AL R REAE, Bt BL, “wol (R ) " “bear(fig) 45 43 e AT _E A7 “mammal” i 4k 4k ix A J& Y 1E, T
AHHE B QR Ch B E X
Table 1 Relation extraction of objective properties
R 1 EWE AR K% R AR

IRAF R IR LElEN
nsubj(ai{;;())g\g:;lg)’gz),rel—be) (al;is;a2) is(al,a2)
nsubj(rel,al)Adobj(rel,a2)
nsubj(rel,al)Anmod(rel,a2)
acl(al,rel)Adobj(rel,a2)
acl(al,rel)Anmod(rel,a2)
acl(al,rel)aAxcomp(rel,a2)
nmod:rel=prep(al,a2)
nsubj(a2=value,al)
amod(al,a2=value) (al;;a2) Prop(cpt,-,value)
nsubj(rel,al)axcomp(rel,a2=value)
rel(al,a2=prop)a(a2;;a3=value) (al;a2;a3) Prop(cpt,prop,value)

(al;rel;a2) rel(al,a2)

222 Bayse Ttk 78 5k

NATTAE o S8y %) P A AT 0l 38 T, A A B T 68 i e () il 38, a3 TR 0 (1 Bl 17 S SR 1) Jg ek .
AR SCHE I A U 1] &% Prop(cpt,prop,value) 75 by ik 55 2 T Ja PR AR SR AR SCHE R % 1) J A PR A Bt
JEPE FRATHE H — Bl IE T+ HowNet [ 5288 1 +h 78 572, 24 J& 1 A b 78 L BR & 1k Wa sk 8 1k A 78 5y R

BE 2. BRUE MR AL

BN A2 n 5 B A v.

fn I A TE W BB HEE B Prest.

WIUEAL Phes=0

1. #EH n & HowNet H 55— X J5i c.

2. W MA-ETERRIRE ¢ REHBIEE S Pl B M- E MO Rk B v SRERI B TS Py I

R 0 S T A 2 ) ) SR IR S M 4R & Py =Py UP,..
3. A Po D, MIBAT LI 4,75 W HAT ¢ 1) A7 XUR o 47 o' WAL c=c’ AT 2038 2,75 ) S 45 R
4. H P A77E pi 58 = SURSETF v, UK pi i I Prest.
. 2 Poest=D, MAE Ppes=Pe,-

223 JrAA R (ROWE ) R

PAr @ L WordNet H 254 (8] 1 i SO ZR $REUARE AN I PR AT 0 B2 1R 43 28 0 B8 PR AN LA I SR 2R 1) S 1tk
AT LA AR 2 & AT AR 3 100 J 160 A e 1 A W2 A8 7 451, I 1k “height” (%) 15 A J Y 7 “high” AT “low”.
WordNet =1 )LT- T )8 1 28 5 A U A A ) e o 4 A B 2 A S . B AV TS o Jg 2 (1 A B IR 4R 5 Ok
KRR RES B —ADBIE YR &SGR, BT B O RES R S — DN R M T R R
PEAEIRE A 2 1 FE IR I R A R

IFE 1. JEF5OUE PRI o 2 A0 BT

IR 1 45 E — /M o TR A B E N WordNet HHiER ¢ LR HEEE S V..

B2, KT ¢ MREAS BT hy I B8 SR A Vi i Ve VooV i A3 B I A Ve RS
¢ T R PEE AR &

AR 3. Ve H IR JE M vi, A WordNet SREUK W [ 2 X o6 REE B ALET A@, ) AT LLAE R — AN 402
FARE v b ¢ 7E AT I A i
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22 R T WA 4Y K I R

Table 2 Part of angles and foundations of classification based on objective properties

R2 TR PRI 2 SR A AR

robot artificial natural/artificial
bird warm-blooded warm-blooded/cold-blooded
winter cold cold/hot
princess female male/female/androgynous
object visible visible/invisible

2.3 IAHIE AR M E R FREY

231 AHUREMEAL M

TR o SIS 7 T, 35 P8V 25 B A TR SR AL LA B3 5 2 5K GioralPH i iy 1% & 3% B it (graded
salience hypothesis)ih by, 7E 16 WAL B b RIS Bamgy . BTG SOBEMRERTE =), 3 103 U & 1 Je ik 3
WINA, B SN AR, AT AR 45 R 33 5 I AH OG0 R BRIk , N X R AT 43 S It T 10
M0 5 W 2 AR U, N RAT AT AT S A IR O Wl 25 (R AR IR AE 4 23 S A DA 60 i M (AR U T 000 29 SCAC, b 25 JEE AR KR JE
AR NS R AR b B —AN D0 P A T M R ) A e v, 0 XA DA A P R
2.3.2 AFEPEAE 3R

AN SO I AN A 28 40 RF The Lex-Ecologist(The Lex-Ecologist,http://afflatus.ucd.ie/lexeco/)(f& #x LexEco)
F1 CogBank(CogBank,http://www.cognitivebase.com/ech_nju.php) 3k HUIA %0 & {8 LexEco ik SR Y5 & & 3¢ 4 ik
Fi B, CogBank (1 5% 3B KLk 5 & Google. AN FITR FE BT T 4 AN @ M BRI 35 . R 3 44 T 3 4
2, TR 3 TR 23 A R i P A, A R A A I P T T A 0 U2 v R S AR B /N A SR A A T DA
JRPEAE )5 FRATRIFE AL 28 2.2.2 715 v 1) 528 5808 14 ¢ A8 B39 a8 MR 22 100 A 601 Jg M (R AT s 1k P b 7.

Table 3 Data samples of LexEco and CogBank
% 3 LexEco f1 CogBank #4451

EAL T A E PEAR LexEco #i % CogBank #i%t S
fat 16 21 37
oig greedy 1 25 26
midget 0 20 20
lazy 1 7 8
delicate 7 29 36
flower gentle 1 20 21
fragile 2 9 11
beautiful 6 3 9
polite 2 26 28
princess pretFy 4 12 16
beautiful 9 0 9
lovely 5 0 5

2.3.3 7R CAREPE) AIZRH
ARSI PAS TR BRI VAR K 50 A
o HEMEEEFE AT OB S SOCR T HOAFE VAL 70 JE A el T AR R VF 2 AR R
PEAE I A 22 75 WordNet AR 2 0L AR SCICAS A B, P DA 2 ok 20 00 i AL A MR B AR P 72
o B NI R AR I A 2 L 2 SR LR S TN I I A R T R AR R IR — S I B R R
P A PR 0, P AR R Je T DA D Oy AR
T AN PRI A AN kAN PR AR BT A 25 18 2 A 3 (1 A BRATT I O & PR AN I R A
FCo3 2 S 2 A 0T I 1 Ja8 A1 P L 13— N AIE 1 A DA A2 R 1R 23 Al dle AL BRI R
A2 2. PR PRI RIOS F AL
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W L BE— S o)\ LexBEco IR ¢ HIAFIEMEAEEE S Viex VA ST o PEAE KT B I 35050, A
CogBank H1 3K HX ¢ WA H1E MEAE BB Veog LAAEEAN JE PEAE XS B IS A ¢ 2 A B MR G0 Ve Vi
Veog-

IR 2. XV PR — AN NG E PR v, SREIERS B 1 | LR REEG AT A, ) A 1T BUE S — 43 26 £
BEVi A ¢ 78 AT I R,

SPUR 3. I BRI 1k b 78 55 6 Ve IR RN A S0 PR REAT JE R 7 A5 BORES ¢ B TSR A Pe.

WA X Ve RN R PEAE vi AT A @) T I M ¢ 1 B35 R Sig(e,vs).

Sig(c,vi)=aliex(Vi)+ Bleog(Vi), a+ =1 3)
T L (i) 7R JB PR v 7R 02 x P AL, b lex R R LexEco,cog &7~ CogBank. £ 5 ol BI2 B AN AT 1 75
{149 2 550, BUAE S B A [0, 1], FH AASUA8E 19 1 60 2 vl el £ v 455 88 . 2 5O AP B vy, 9 2 AR I 118 300 A Vgt B mT £ AR
35 GilesP MU s, FRATTIN A, 245 K TR AR T A5 JSE A B 308 19 408 S0 AS B v R 46 56 T =06, 5=0.4.

YR 5. X P P EEAN B L pi, B R A RN VEAE R vy, B35 A sy=Sig(c,vi), T AF pi IF 8 1 1) = wi=
(Via 2 SigaVig * Sigseens Vi, = Sy, ) S NG 27 i IS IO 10 J AL 8w B D 50 280 B2 i T ¢ 1A 20 R o J (] 24
@) 5 pi 7EME S ¢ i 25 & Sig(e,pi).

N;
Sig(c, p,) = 2. Sig(c,vy) (4)
j=1

A JEIR T pign Ay IR W A R

Table 4 Significance of properties of the word “pig”
Fz 4 pigrnEMERERE

EATL J& Tk W 5 B P
Behavior 38.2 stupid,lazy,dirty,...
Wisdom 8.2 stupid,smart,ignorant,...
i Size 26.6 fat,midget,heavy
Plg Circumstances 4.8 sick,happy
Weight 0.6 heavy
Fatness 18.0 fat

2.4 ERHEIIRER

AR SCiE T WordNet H 42 T B 2 [] 35 43 B A4 G 28 SR SR — AN 8 1) 3500 R0 2 W0 o AP A — 9 AE 5 1) 58
AR 52 B 4k AP 10 R W 3 358 40 - AR S R AR B M, — AN I 1T DU S R SR AR A AR T, R AN i
T I 53 - B O R 0B AT AL 33k B G “limb” 2 “tree” K138 4, “tree” S “forest” (K138 43 (H FF AN fig 13 “the limb is
a part of the forest”,[5l 4 “limb/tree” 15 “tree/forest” . [] ¥ 43 - 4 44 5 R E1E S_E I AAH [0 WordNet H & X
T 20 ¥ 43 (constituent part) . ZH B4 )5 (substance) . 2H i 51 (member)iX 3 AN [R] 75 I3 43 - 4E A e RIS TY.,
AR SO E A 3 PR U T IR R S B 3 - A R R v
241 Gy ERT) AR

N2 X o SR 20— MK 0 W B A A A3 8 WA S (L) AW A E S A
FRANFR E (A5 (2) AN A e AN ) B 2 /0 L TR AR 30 AN [ (5 A 5 T 3 Ak H 4 28 A JEE 10 20
BRaF.

D38 3. KISk A

WL 5 E A ¢ B WordNet H 2 - B4 OG BRI ¢ AR S M.

W2, 0T ¢ R A ERTHER hy RIS My T Mee—MUM,.

B3, M. A S my, 35 R A 3 my I AR S IR E A My, B MM, WS MM UM, R BRI 25 T 2
ML my, 332 MicM d 13 8IS Mot 2 & ¢ B i 4R &

W A M URATRAE A S A LR M, RN TR AR ¢ B4 FARKEE; DU TR A AR b o A
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IR, 73 AR U A HEAS M.
R 5 IR T W R R A il
Table 5 Component characteristics of concepts

®5 BUSHOHIFRE

W& AR
cat paw,pad,pelage,hair,belly,tail,dock,chest,...
banana vegetable,vessel,vascular tissue,duct,cell,...
table leg,tabletop,tableware
family child,parent,sibling,relative,clansman,...

3 BTSN LB RAMERMIRA
3.1 RRMIRAIRI AR

R PR AN AR S ) At T A A 5 1 400 1 DAy Wi R R A, £ 3R J2 v S e T 8 SUF T
e U] PR AS 5, 3 A T — A R K DA ) 2 T A5 F R T SO T TSRS e & R B P 1)
Z W R T S S A b T A S0 2 D) PR R AR AR 22 Skl DA A BB R 37, RO I A AL
R ZE N 2 ARSI /N, 2 S A K
32 BUMMHMERME

DA A B DA 73 A0 LI, P W5 ) R ARLACLE el e T T R B AT £ 3 e B AT o 28 5K
(G) VLW AN c0 Rl ¢ 2 A IRARABLYE A 308 L2 [0, 10, 3L v Py T P, 43 530 g 2 @ 1 b IR 44
LAl 5
IRUR] ©

AN T ) B OR R, 0 SR P A EL AT 0 B i 2, U 2 OB T S 0 SR A R b 2
i RAERRTE B AL P RS E S o Ml cp ZIRIK A B MR/ T 5.4 — A B {E ye[0,1], 4
Sim(cy,co,part) <yt BATIN A ¢ AT o /EREIREAE 10 # 2 EH AT 22531
33 ATFRNXAMEUREEESM

AN HAS SR A f K s SCIA IR ALY d /D 4 2 5K (6) BT

. 1, a=b
Sim(a,b) = {o, afEbif1 % Ll ©

4 BN o R oo MALE MR MRS VORI Vo 0 1 Vo s AN R vi, R ag B S S, 9%
FUE R K73 2 AGKRYE A (E), R & ARSI E T Vo, IBATES KM A Foe A1 cp AL
Sim(cy,C2,A)=0, 111 ¢4 A1 ¢, F) 22 53 1k 3 B e K38 9 1 00, — M (19 2 OB PR h AN A7 e X RAT R R R
FRY TR 23], LA B LI AR F) A0 SR P A 2 BB AR ADUSCAR 5.
34 ETEBBEMEARNERN

1 S 13 (semantic differential)(*M & 26 [6.0 B 2% 58 Osgood $ i 19—l LUK 263 1) 1F 5 X0t il 1 T 46
IS (R AR 8 B AT V8 SN 8 1K 7 25 2 VR AE A — %o e SCTA) 2 ) 16 81X ) {1 Dby B3, LA S e A AT D0 28 W 2 11 %
AN (R0 BB R .5 4 X2 3R, AR SO WordNet 0 J5 2503 1) 14 ] S 5% 28 R B 2R A4 2t PRI B8 1L
J5e ST 5 i ot A V) v 11 o L 0 A 40 Sl ARLBUE 1) 5 b vl 3% 07 vk T DR B R LA T SR R I PR AN T ] 2 )
B A AL
3.4.1 3T WordNet (1) 75 i el A5 704 4 4

T BB W 4, Kamps 45 A P22 3500 ] WordNet i [ 56 o0t 440« sl T i) i 16 4T 181 A6
A F) R AE T ) B G(W,Synonymy) W H WordNet H BT 51 41 1 i T0 48, Synonymy & i BT ) X R4

Sim(c,,c,, part) =
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BHIAAR TR, G 2% B 1 B At YR B T, o T A1) 1 I RO 1 B IR B B 427,20 A
T 1] 1 11 1R 25%, 1 27— K AT 250 3 3 0 Pl PR 80 - 30,32 158 W 36k ) SR A% IR T 5l S R Ay 3t g 9 3

A ES AT,

TR BRATT R IN, 53X U7 v 4 2 1 R B p A F 22 I U] 2 TA) 9 AN 3% 3, 461 o “ugly/beautiful”“pleasant/
unpleasant™“optimistic/pessimistic”4%.Jy 1 1451 45 78 v i SCia] 22 18] 934 0 1k, AT TE. Kamps 25 A F2 386 |,
TG 1) B N T T 2% 1A 22 ) A AL DG R, B 2 K B R GY (A, Synonymy+Similarity), 2 51, A S B WordNet
JT A T8 2% 1 4 I TR 42, Synonymy+Similarity 2 BT A6 T 2517 < 18] (1 [7] % 28 R ABA G 28 41 B iy s 4 i A AN R
L 25 P B AR S 22 56 BOE. G B 7 I I $Ch 16 852,25 (5 B4R 1) 78%, 2 G 1 3 52 JERAER G

AN T 1) S SCi], A2 P G AP AR 3 T
3.4.2  JE TR W A AR LR

Kamps %5 A2 {7 P T S 50325 (1 V8 SC2% )7 g S5 B 3 nF Ji STl £ P RS 2R v (1 g T B 125 0K o S 2
i (¥ 0 ) .5 T Osgood PR ER 18, BT A7 S ST )08 8 Al LA R B T8 A3 IR 2 — 7 Tk 4. 4 24 X (7) B o JE

24 a Fl b Z [A] R ARARUPE AT DU L p — AN TE A a 5B e SCHE 2% 0] a7 P HP ) e I 2 0K B
d(b,a’) —d(b,a)

Sim(a,b) = d(a.a)

U]

25 CARABLE: (0 B 90 R 2 [, 10, AR B80T 1,678 b 15 a Z RPN iI-1,%8 8 b 5 a Z Rk,
BAR,Sim(a,b) 1 Sim(b,a) T & 7R IF 5= SR A —RE I FRATIA N B B 18] 2 0] [ [R] X% 2 LI A OG R A8 X R (i
BT S AR SOOG R R s A RUE A 1,1 A RE R I IA AU 1.5.58 6 JE7R T BVE N4 B 2518 2 )
FRIARTARLE 25 7 S0 7 DT 25 4m) 25 S PR B 0, € (0,1), 0, (~1,0),24 Sim(a,b)= 0, Itf A WL a 5 b (W2 RN

B3, Sim(a,b)< 0, I, WA T4 a 5 b (122 5tk B 3%
Table 6 Adjective similarity based on graph model
F 6 BT EIBIAY T A AR L

JEZ5 1A a JEA5 1 b Sim(a,b)
clever Stupid —-0.888 9
awful Good -0.714 3
huge Big 1.0
clever intelligent 0,909 1
cold amazing 0.0

wet Hot 0.375

343 EBEREMZERM

JEE 58 A A WO 7 2 ) i A AR AR PR [R] I, B8 6 A1 J A2 ) R AP A SRt e s P A A o 5577 %

T LU BB

(1) AEEER 2> AR IS F) 2 18] AR W] DL LA E AT AT B2 — Ja PR AR R i k2 TR) )

HHALPE.
(2) FEY AL B IEHZIE AL B e 35 102 L8 VAR LA LE, T 20 AN 12 25 (10 )8 PE A
(3) B I A B RE AR I P PR A 5.
P A R () A AR BT AR AT 0 22 S P )

Y EPI MRS 1,0 K EMIFEA I —ANEYE p,Sim(cy,cop) RonTEIEYE p IIAMBE N .0 5 ¢y BUE IR HY
P BB, Sim(Cy,C,p) 2705 Ay S 255 ARALL AR Jogs AP R 2 S A 35 1) Jes P B 380, S ARADUR 7 2 S I SR Bk AL, 22 22

S KT AVABLIR, DU B DA ANARACL, A A I s ok FI W BEAE B I p oo AR A PEAE i B A Vi={va Vg, ..

Vln}:

X N ) Y 2 R ) e S1={511,512, -+, Sin};C2 FA G0 Jm PR m) 2 Vo={Vo1,V0s,..., v2m},2¢}§ﬂﬁﬁ%§ﬁ%w S,=
{521,522, -, Som} Fij R FH A (T) 15 B JE VEAE i BT vy Z TN BIARBLE. A3 8 JBZR T Sim(cy,Co,p) ITHE 74

T ORUE A AR 52 35 1, BT R B A @ A 0 Bk 3 P UK 45 1.
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nm n m . f;’| S |>4 D
S=235S,f. f; =05D=3"%'S,S,,f;, f; <0.5,Sim(c,,c,, p) = (8)
im1 =1 i-1 j-1 D,|DI[>S|

3.5 ZiAMERMIRAE XN

AR ey I F) 8 2% e A2 — AN R IR B Bl AR IR AR REAN IR RN SRR N BEAS iy BEREAT 70 Br . oht 1 20
2 R R AT BE RN S5t A SCA% [0 U7 00 AR SR AR B AT 2 WL AR — I AT IR

CIRCRESZE. 3 I

Bk 3 BT ahas 0 R0 4w vk R IR

WSS AR B
Ty BRI R A

=

TRESE 15 AR A,

> wn

SR A R B 1B PE . 200 JE A UL RO & B 1) o 2 A T

=+ WordNet H 11 L 2R R A A J& B 19 L4785 R AL, 4 o 5 Rk Bk 4 .
i R PAETE S 2 is(A,B)ER is(B,A), T 1 B 25k S 45 R
T A B 7E R AR A7 BE R AR AL Sim(A, B, part): s /N T BIAE y, Wl By 2 58 A0 1 4 o o K

T, DU R I ST R A TP T RS A R ) M BEAT 2D
5. T AR B 7E R VEAE A LR AR B 5 A AE — A L PEAELAE A A0 B B ARALLYE A O, D0t B

ik, WM AT

6. TFE AR B Z AN S0 T AR AL A A AE—
p’ 75 Sim(A,B,p")>0, % H By ik ; &
P 1 TR oA A SR B ) A2 R AR

WordNet, HowNet
LexEco, CogBank

BT
AREL iskA
I \
! v ’
PN Z0
R R At
WA EFEM | g | B XK
Bl B i ffﬁw’rﬁﬂlﬁﬁT Hwr

Fig.1 Algorithm procedure of nominal metaphor recognition based on dynamic categorization
Bl 1 T2 28 0 44 Pk R PR ) Sk iR

© PEBEEG T

AN R p AL AT Sim(A,B,p)<0, B AN AEAT i 1 25 e 1k
Dt AR I, SR A R
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36 KWEHH
36.1 HikEsE
AN Master Metaphor List ikl (Master Metaphor List,http://araw.mede.uic.edu/~alansz/metaphor/).
Collins Cobuild™ R} LA K R TR 107 10, IR 44 9 I 46 5 5 R b 7 H 580 AN 31 32 42 1 1] 4 Ay 5
30 1) H AR B AR v AL 7 290 /SRRy SRR R 290 AN LR IA AT IS BE ALK 43 1) 5 1k K B 4y R — N K
9 80 [ IIZRAR (40 A Bl R IEF 40 AN MR IK) FI—AN K/ 2y 500 F PR (250 A Keiiy # i5 F1 250 AN MR
T AR ) M, 6003 F otk B0 0 A FR AR W1 e she 4, AT — At 1L 4L 3 Ok 44 15 “person”.
3.6.2 ZHN%
P vaiop ik iR SNBSS 218
o H SR ARAREE I T B I AE p 2 AR RO A AL Sim(cy,Co,part)<y Ny, I A B, 717 W) A S RI
o LT IB AT ZE Sk R AT A, AR 01 T 0. 24\ A PR IR T A R AR AUE Sim(a,b) = 6, IS I AR
P23 Sim(a,b)< 0, I, A R AHALPEA B35 FRATTFE DN ZR AR b2 5l 63X P 4 2 B0k AT 1T 5.
TE NGy FRATTAAE B E 7T 67 B A AR A1 1 I i R0 D732, LA S R Bk 85 24 190 JHC Al 38 23 % I 25 2 401D s .
PATTR H e R A 26 1 7 VR AT N5 FRAT T B, 1 =0.3 1], 1% 5 B I 2R 300 R HE A 26 1 i, N 67.3%.
W (61, 02) 5 I Gy I T7 352840, 2 T HEBRASE B 10 H AR 23 5 I 252 5w, AT ST bR A7 & T 25 14
ZE e EREAT B O RE 3 AR 6 Dah th TS R AR 2 S M EAT e R 1 O v BRAT T IR SR e R AN
R I T71E TS50, T 0, FATTR I, 2 0,=0.9,0,=—0.3 I, %20 2 5055 2 d5 47 1 I 2R 308 HERf 2 2 62.5%.
3.6.3 WA
MG Su 2 NI 7 Ay AR S5 3 It Ll s i Su 2 AUV 57 kA M 5 1) B 07 96 B A0 i fi
PR 4% 5% B 2 TRU) 42 1) M By 12 7 325 1 56 7E KT R 5 25 AN G 7 (0] 1), 2 5 T SR A T ) R s AR DL
PR AN I8 T T A7 0GR I HAE & 1) 14 1) e A% 52 RHABLE /) T B A, DO S V9 A8 0 i T g o ik, 205 T 4
FETE A TZ AR 190 EL A8 FH N 2R AR N 2545 3 A SO U v 5 08 L S A8 T A [0 (0 I i B A0 A B A SC I 7 ik
Exr b segn e B R LK 7.
Table 7 Comparison of experimental result of this paper with the method result of Su, et al.*]
RT ORI SRS Su 2 AR g R LA
Su 2 AN 77 i A 57k
THE % (%) 85.2 85.4
SE G 2 PR W AR ST 5 VR R A 50 b SI2 36 1R 7 v e A A S D R AR AR A o R 45 SR ) R I I e 15
B TR P AR TS RO F A5 G, 6 1 AN M “person” Rl “machine”, B AT H 7 v T LA B S AT TAE SR AR A A IR
{11 AEALE B0 ATATL 28 PR A B A AR K R AS [RD, 3 AT AR g 3 ATT U 590 g B 4 4 40 .Su- 28 1440 5 145 31
“person” F1“machine” ) 42 7% AHBLEE 42 —0.036, T AT L e 1T BB M IAS AR LR &5 18, 20 0 DU R e AT 1 A1 A AN AR L.
EH M AT L, AR SC ) 75 v B A AT AR R I DL 3. 2R 8 B 2% T 35 4 B i P A 531 &85 SR R VU P A R FHAR
N T TS TR IRM TAE BRI Z 4, AT E T W 3 AR SEIe bf b s 3 R 2% &
TR A0 R A AN Ll S B R RE R PR,
(1) AL R B SCHS S 0 A S A4 1 Ay B8 v S5 ARV SO P S B RTER T A A A 25 e v v T A,
DU S Ay 5 My 2455 5 17 ) Ay 5 A 2k
(2) AT B SO0 R 2 0L i A (L 1 A B T B AR SN M SR I T3 R A A AR AR S O 1R 2% 0
JaE L, DO Ay IS e 08 5 5 T g R Tk
(3) AN FH 1 LS ) AN UN K A ) v B AR SR AN ph SRV T T 4 A7 7E 35 22 7 J 1, U 40 Tk
hy BTG 1K 75 )k i R ARk
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Table 8 Results of metaphor identification
F 8 Ko i 4R

A B UM VUMM IVIEES EEIEH
mind eye R Sim=0.014 Ry 1E
light line AL Sim=0.039 5] E A
person machine AR A Sim=0.048 e IE A
anger heat R Sim=0.0 Ry Ef
desire hunger W M (E general:specific gy ETf
time commodity W A mental:physical [z gy TE i
idea resource O A general:specific [ gy A

money liquid VNI behavior|%% 1 S IR
fox mammal W ERAERR i 1E
summer season i X2 KRR i EHi
pencil rod e is KR G I
newspaper publication e is KR i E
sugar carbohydrate T X is KR L E A
lawyer job PR A Sim=0.775 gs) TEHf
magazine journal AR EAL Sim=0.518 R 1E i
professor scholar AR Sim=0.939 g ET#
hope light R Sim=0.912 s i
mind traveler AR AT Sim=1.0 L L5t
sadness feel %W VEE general:specific Ry R
diamond treasure HEARTT AT Sim=0.091 Sl R

3351

RO BT ARSCITIRRI S A 5 7 G b E i X T n] CUR B, 22 A 1R D7 v RO MR R T O AR TR
A % XU 22 A0 8 18 B ma TR D 32 %o T B FH VR 28 L 2 A 1 At FH 3 SCSIS JA RT RE AA S A 14 SR L SE 6 M A
HRAFAR, IS BT R R AR 0 22 S A I AN B A THT S WM & (8] (1) A 22 S5t AN I IR 2 S ek sk B 2 2
) AR SR AR AR IR X O MR A 7 LA £ 185 1R D 78 A B8 50 35 AN By VR 3ok AR A 5 W0 IR 2 L P T b ST 2 B A
FHAA G0 1 P 0] bl S 36 R0 R B, 3K 2 TR O 225 0L i A A 1) SRR 1 T AL 1 ) ML, 6 Ko R 25 A 1 14D 3 B 25 W
AT b, 5 e A AT I D) T 0 DA R o A M R A I 3 B LA T I TR S B 2 e R
HE— 20 (R B0 23 B FRAT T B, A5 SC U7 v TE IR B Af 28 B IR B v K 22 A AR B g LR35 A £ R 1R B A FH A
i, % T B 32 18 “desire force™, B AR (1 7 v J0 vk K B R 88 22 (03 4 SRR 00 A T A0 7 0 SR 12k L R 4k 3
“general:specific” 11 [z SLI% FRAE g 4 78, M 1T A S 7 16 Ay b TR0 A BE My 3R 04

Table 9 Comparison of the method result of this paper with part angles algorithms results
F 9 AL S A L R H
B SRR A T SRR O R P VB SCRIRTA G s A5
HEA % (%) 70.7 76.6 73.5 85.4
A SCTTVE AN R Z AL T 0 T hl Gt & F A 62 Bk 1 DA 0 Jis £ B 420 49 G, “knowledge” AT 6 ANIA
418 M AR, o 8 B 35 B9 “honourable” 1) 2 3% 5 KA 0.8, T “discrimination” 28 — S5 A K & I B 4l 5 K& 5 2 3%
AN BTN TR Je8 P AL, fof ) B 25 SR AN 4 N5 2R SR SR AT m AT 3R Y i R el e 48 v 5 A e P AR sl = 1 i) R

4 4 B

AT T —FhFE T3 73 FEH B gs VR T35 % 07 10 L v SO . A 2 00 Js A (R
JETEIX 4 Ay RO Ky EAT B 2 TR AR 1R UK A B, AT HTRE & 10 R 256 3R K is 5C 287 Wi By 7
HEAR AT A0 L, BATIE I WordNet SRAGAE 2 (10 8 44 B P14 0 U8 S5 30 22 S M 1 2 00 s M 1) o 52, B o o
WordNet {97 SCICA A 10 2 WL i 14, 308 e 78 8 3] 1) e SCOR A8 v 36 2 e e/ A e Jeg 28 77 1,
FAT T o 1 R R EBONE 8 (0 DA R0 R A 3 O P AR o B ] ) A ADLE e o, BRATT Bt T B b SR A
ALV SR S RS PO R ADURE, LB DA R A A P 22 S . S 4 SRR W AN SO VR R AT R AT
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PR AN, ATV F AT AR R D0 A ST B T 5 T i L 0BT ) A BE I T R B — 28 D B vl
SR A A S AU S A 10 1) A8 i
ARSCEEA AR AN AN i ).
(1) ASCIHR AL T i BT WordNet, 1 12 5 5% 35 52 1) T TR 3 1A B A 2 AACBE ) ] 18 9 058 P 3
R R I, 2 — A B AR ST A
(2)  ASTHT5E R IRV T I H0or A B v WL L2, 1A V22 T A T 9 Ay 2T DA 2%t
() AL A ST A4 A P K K VR0, S R R e L TR A e 1 TR 2 A R b
FLII 5 1],
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