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Classifying Antonym Relations based on Lexical and Contextual
Information in Japanese
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YOSHIHIRO MATSUO!

This paper proposes a novel approach to classify antonym relations into three classes using lexical and contextual information.
Antonym relations are linguistically complex in that their oppositeness can be classified into several classes. We propose a
classification schema of three antonym relations, namely those expressing semantically incompatible attribute/event relations
(ugly vs. beautiful), sequential event relations (matriculate vs. graduate), and relations in perspective differences (buy vs. sell)
that can discover the distinctions crucial for many NLP applications, such as the recognition of textual entailment and
paraphrasing. An experiment shows that our use of lexical features of compounding and Japanese characters, and contextual
features of co-occurrence and case structures, is successful in automatically classifying antonyms at the high accuracy rate of
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1. XC&IC

HIGEM O ERMR 2R 5 C Lid, BAFHEUHICE
> TG HBEEMOO LD TH 5. [FEEE, i L
i, NGRS EOFRRAERE, SOV EEGR, FE
M 78 E30-RGEH LNV O EIRPIEIC & > TRAIRTH %.
i, TNHO - 3G LNIVOEBREEfEZ1T5 F T, QA
VAT LAHEBCCEER, BRONE EXD mE RS

WY 7V r—ya ORI LSR5 ENARETHS.

FFEEE LA FAEEDFEEAERE, FHEK D KHIBE
1905, 131, SEEHER 1S SICfHENTE. £,
BRI R OH R T RKEBEBORKE, EMOF EHR
W LIEHENTER 3. UL, AEFZEELHERZD,
[RGB SRR AIICHEMET, HEBOFM Y 5 AT
% [1,8,9. ThiF, KEOEEZDLONEKRTHSC
ENRERTH 5.
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M) FELV vs. B
2 A% vs. X

3 E9 vs. 7td

(HiE, TELW] & TEIV] ZRMicHED LX) 2F
FTREEICHLT, HoMBEEZRL TV, iF, A
& THE] LV HOEEZRL TWAM, FIKHS, TAY
L, ZO®BMF¥ETE] Vo, FREERRRZME S BIfERT
TEH5. QD THS] & 17%5] &HOEFEZELEL TV
BN, TOBEANQEIEEZS. O)F. DEDLIILH
5—DODHKEFIIHNT B 20085F ([HH5 AN L 73
AD DIEOHEHIHTHET EERLTNS.

@) KEBX, [EFHDSF Ty heE-SK.
(5) TEFI&, KEBICF v bETEo T,

INEDEWE, TFAMNDEWREZHRT 2-DICEE
WKixsLEZ5. FlZR, BRIMGEEDTFA MY A=
YAREBNTIE, DK, HEYEICHT B G OE
WHAERICE . BERRMZITI BEICIE, Q)OI L
OHRHEDOBGRE RS AN EEIC RS, ¥R, [
EWVWIHHERIC KD, TLENICETMICAE LTV 80D
HEENEEINEHETHS. iz, Q)DKFEELEET
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X, FEFEICHRFEZRL TR, SWVHAGEMIC
BOCTHBELZARICES. TOXIIC, KET T ADFH
SRIFHREBICHI SRBUE Y T r—2 a Vick > THE
LEAB.

AR T, AABOREFRZ NG, FERNHE SR
e HWTIRERRZ 3 DO 7 S A (R&EZ T R) I
NETZFEERERTS. 3DOKEITRALIEZ, 1. B
DiEWE LT e (BN, 2. KN RLER A2 LT
e (R, 3. BRDEVWERTRE HRRE
TH%.

ARROWRIIRD LD TH%. 2 HiTIE, BHFWIZEIC
DWTINS. 3 fiT, K&V T ADGEHIEZRET 5.
4HITCIRFREITV, SHITERZ1T S . 6 MM TH 5.

2. BAERZE

[91l&, #%3E 3 FEH (constructionist) DEIHN S, KFEFED
Paradigmatic &M GRIIAIEATR) & Syntagmatic Z5#ME it
B FEEMIRIfR) ICDWTE TV 5. Paradigmatic 7%
BUS TN %L, HFEEFAMRKICKEES, FUEIX
MRiCHEIS 2 2 & HkS.

6) Az WHATS/ HS.
7 A%z HS /%5

(A1)
(5 #]

—7%, FEFEERED, KEBEFA—XNICHET 2 L0
5 F#lE(syntagmatic relation)® 2. (# IXERICHBEN LW
TERKT.)

@®) #3xv FTHREBALEZD, BEozbh LT3,
9) v FTUHRETE-TED, Bofzb L TW3.

ERE 5, (91, KEFEREIEZRY T—DOFEEEMN L=y b (the
Antonym Construction)Z K&K L TV ARk AEEZE D &
LT3,

[11]1&, RS OFEERDOREL (Contrast) & R DB
P2 L, BimOXLbE, ~but*ix & O & KEFED
HETERHAINPTVEREL TV S.

HRSFHEAWAEMEO T TEH, KEFBOHINER®, 3
MG IR D T DIC R FEFRZ VT e B T ixbnTwv
5. [6]l&, “fromXto Y 75 EDKFBENHE LT UVSAX
— VAW TKEEZBENERSR L, 2 MEUEIC K> T
BENTHEENS, REFLRLFEZDBE L. BllEIRE
MO AN EHAGDE T, XHOFEDFE
Rztrore. [120&, FUSKRE W7 BdiH O 228 2§
S CTHEERT Z[A2FE (e.g., levied vs. imposed) , R ik

(e.g., expose vs. camouflage) BHHEE (e.g., mason vs. stone)
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KT 52 TFERZRE LR, [1411 3>V —F X & Latent
Semantic Analysis Z T, [AIE:E & KEFEZXA]T 5N
7 MIVERET IVETRRR L .

[1E> Y —F A LS UTHIEE & Bk oLl iig, &
KUONTHFLEZ AN TREBOESWZHETHET 5 F
EZRRE L (Chot” & ”cold”lE " lukewarm” & cold” K D &, K
DRBEES LWVWHABEDLDE THS), Graduate Recode
Examination (GRE) CH &2l 7% H L 7=.

RO &K ST, RFEHFZ AW BAS RN T
DNTVED, KFBOME - 7HICBIL TRF L A LR
MWHToENTIhEh o7 1 HiTHhNzLSIC, TEDE N
TRMD L5 REOBFRZIMEICT 5T LIX, BEO
HASHUMTEELRETHS. T T, AMTITHARGE
ICBT 2 REBOHMEHEBRTH I REI FAZHETH
I 2FLEZRET 2.

3. BEFZE

3.1 2R DA

ARTE, ANENTEREFERTICH L, RELBOBGR
ZTRDIDOFEMI TR (KT T R) KRR 2Fk
EIRET 5.

o EItKE  EEDEVWEZXRTRKE GELV vs. BILY)
o REMFLE | MFRREEZ R I (A% vs. 438)
o Hlmi#E  HEDEVWEZRITKE (HS vs. 785)

MEtE ] & TELV vs. BV DX S I 3%

BFRETHO, THHEMICHAN T WK (“semantically
incompatible”) | TH 5. @k &, BEFALIT T
5 TER vs. KA T o EIfEEAFECEERZ E LS
. TRERE] ICBT 2 REHREXTIE, TAR] & T3E)
D& D ICERHTE C 2 G HRAWD, BE & ARROEE
DR THBHFERT TH 5. THARFEIETES & 58
%1 DX ICFE CHRFITH T 2 HRDENZ KT KET
H5.

KRR, FEEOKIICRKHOBRICE > THEZ SR
BIVITRALCAFTAHILENTES. TNHORFIE, K&
DOEIRICE D, BEROMINE Rix27, HIRSFHEUIRIC
BOTHLHBLERDHETHDILEFZS.

32 REFZE

ARRTIE, REFFOFRZEMEH L KEFNHI T 5 Rl
Wre LI, KFEEZ 3 DDONREY T A5 FET % (Figure
D. FBmEIRE LT, EARGE] & THEEER ZH0V5.
R E Ui, THEREfIBEfR, [SeEtE) & THHEE
T (EBFEARE ] ZHVS.
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AT ABE vs. BB
,,/’/~/”jZ:::::;777F§>\ T
BEA- Bl KB —DF: 10,935 AJE—DF:0_  n-gram:-4.80 L “16’84f <
n-gram: -16.
= > 1B : - -4,
Elwﬁﬁf?Liﬁ EAZDES renm A AR P AR
= 7T 5
Negram;-14.09 FRERGBIR n-gram: -16.4
ABE—iRFE: 671.42 <
BEE— AR 0 WG ER EREED
—75[f: YES A, 3Be — 0
KI5 [E: NO

R#FV T AT

\
Hi - RN %

Figure |: IBRFEZRHW: TARE & TBBE] OKR#FET T AnH

321 #EE6%E GE=ERHRD

HAGETE, s Qi< +7K9)] REDEXSIC, 2
DOHGENMHAG D T DR GFEZERT 5T ENRETH
%. TOEAEEZ, BORUTOEIFCHLTEERIN
HHEMNH . ZDTs, KEFGEZ S BIfERT Th
% R >, —DOHBRFITH T 2 HmDENEE
9 AN &, HEEZERLPIWVWEEZRS. il
MMITH%.

(10) i3, ABBEZ#ORL T3
(1) 7L b h—FE, KGR TEUED TEEIH?

FGERE] &, KEBRICHZ TARE & DLERE A&
AT TEEEHETHS. RIS, THELED X, TE
T & DB L) R EOBRICH 2 HEENHB
BOEIDTEEEETH 5.

—J, TEMKE] OBRICH 2 KEFEX, HAENSR

WEM/HEZRLTED, BOEEINDETENHT DR,

ZDH, HBORLZERIT 5
AN

BATLEHAEMED DS

(12) #READ BEDET
(13) T, Ko TEBELTVS
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CD&HIC, TEMkkE) ITET B REEAT &, THEHF
Jeg ) TR EREDEEGHEMED DSV, £
CTC, CORGHEDIED I S TR & TR
£l DR ELTHVS (X &Y BXEBRICH 5 HGE
R,

o NEBARICHBHIEXRTICHL, HEITHGEZERK
T5 (XY & YX). EHEEEE, AEEEEROLE ILEHE
EHfEEXES (eg, HY vs. %D% - HULEO, &
DEL). BfEMERFEOEER, HEL TWEEILL
ﬂ@i?ﬁ'J%%ﬂﬂAbﬂT?ﬁﬁﬁg%iﬂiﬁ‘5 (e.g., 7\
Bt vs. BBt — AIBBE, iBABD) TNZENOEGEE
XL, Webl X FICHIT 5 EHE (Document
Frequency: DF) &, n-gram A7 %ZHHT 3. XY &
YX &V 2 DDEAFBICH LT, @70 DF & n-gram
A7 =@ EBOREE UTHIE 9 5 [b].

3.2.2 EHEREHER (FE=MBR2)
HATDEDDERE, KEI T AZNIIT S5 A THE

a [FEEEN) DXSIC, BUERETLEAEZIES T LIFARETHS.
LAL, BRAMERUIAER, HEBOIEO T SIERRRE, T
DFEDENMERND 5.

b n-gram A 37 DFHREICIE, HAFERD google ngram 72 Fi 2.
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TR ES A%, Tadhhliths.

(14 ElEREOH]
E&ovs. B
EF vs. FF

(15) R OB
Alt vs. BB
A vs. B

(16) HEFEDHI
B vs. B
Bir ovs. BGR

FEMPRT XS, KEY T AL > TER X FH N Hm
MRHB T ENbhD. Thid, AAREHGEORMICKS
LDTH5. HIZE, TABEl LW EfEEAEE, TAl
&R &V 2DDWEFMNSRIN TSN, TAL &
(A% EVS8IfER, Thi & DRkt &V EEDE S
%) ZERLTWS. ARk, DEBL &V BifEE%
&, VBB WS EKERT B &, TOMREERT
Bt TRERRENTWAS. T, TAL & TRl v Ey
ZDE 0N, RIRK | OFFBT b 2 R R 2 2% 5]
ECETHITAD, ZDREIHIOHZ) ZER LTV A.
ZTT, FiEDX D ICHrNARHETERE R E LT
5. &, TNSRIEMICIEEEN TRV, #HE,
[HZERREE R &P,

® KEFBEANTICHUSLH | XFefitd 5. e 1 XF
MR CXFOHEEZ, XD 1 XFRLZ#MET S (g,
HiEH vs. BEA — A HD. 2 DORBEBFEHOMAGDE
(X-prefixY-prefix, Y-prefixXprefix) (ZXf U, #E& B[R
ICSCEHBEE (DF) & n-gram A7 2R 9 %. DF D
WA OEEFOMAG DY 2T 2 (RHEErOR
EERE UTHWS). £z, DF & n-gram A7 %
K e LTt g %.

bR 2 DORRREHICINA T, EEFETRMFAFRS H
V5.

o JIFHAT DFFARKHME T B, 2 FEN R B i DY)
B8, TOMBEDEEMD (eg, M-HER).

3.23 XA (XARTEHR 1)

2 HiITHANTz & 51, FEE TR FEMMRICH 2 HEENT &
FRED/NZ =2 ClH—XNICHBIL®9 V. HARETE,
FRDOHENEZ S, BIRIE, REERT ZIEOHR DKL
PRIRZLRT 72D ) THEEMIEL]E N2 MRS SIS
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HBI LI,

(17) *v b TERER-ED, Bolztbh LT3,

Krlic, Co M=o ] ¥dk THERE] Zi0d 2 ROk
MELUTHWRZ EDPHKS. THEKFE T, TES A
& I5EB N1 D&, 2 NA\OWBWESE5EHEDPHETH
5. TOXRMED, WHGERHSUCHIE LT W, 22T,
(720 172 O Tl RRERE SCAN D03 & 72, TR
ZiWnd 7D ORMEE L THW A ).

o X7z yYkbl, I[YEDXKED] LW XTI %
AL, n-gram A7 ZEHE T 5. n-gram A7 D
W2 SCNFEERORE LT 5.

3.2.4 EHERIRAR (XARIBERR 2)

RN BT 5T, BEEARROHERFELEL
TWa (B, A% vs. %), ThuE, HkFx & HRER
ORFRZMINT 2L BEEL TV, flZE, [10]TE,
(18)D & 5 7RI 72 & TR SR (19)D K 5 B &
KIS X ZTEHEFDORIY =T DH] EE-TH
RERDBIfRZME LT 5.

(18) BHiiZ#-> T, BT/ -
19) MHiZEHE-1=DT, BRI miT 7.
HEEMBEGR  BE-16> — EREIB

MR S| DBIRICH 5 KEFERT IS FREMOBRIC D
BLEAB. FTT, ARETEI—IADSHEREZ S
LTS U - HEERIAE 2 VT TREBER SR O ETT
D.

[10]1Cl, HBHHEE A (ABD) MHHE B (GBRFD) Mk
C 5 HREMIDOBIRMEZ, ARG OS2 W TH
HLTW3. flziE, TAR & DR &0 5 KEERT
DA, TABE—BEE) 1Icxf UT, FREFBIRO 2 a7 it
HINTw3s CRREDIGED, H2EGE-A 55EICA
aAT7MNEZENTWS). —77, BB AR ISR LT,
AATIFEENTVERY. ZC TABTIE, TOIFEER
BB AT & KBTI BT % HRER GO k%
e LTHWS.

¢ [7eb ) 2RV HRFEMGE NI & Sk R bR L i 27
&, MOKFERTE (720 ] MEICHIRT 2 MRS, flzE, (8
P D ThFE vs. V) ZRHVE TIFERSDHENE 7D ] L
S KIS, TR O NiEE 5 vs. %) ZHWT MEE7DERD ]
EVSHEMNHKS. SHITHENRD XS, KEITALZNEMNIE LD
FTUVIRICBIL T3 EE 2 ERNRETH 5.
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E i il (s ABE vs. 3B
HEH HaEE CGRBE, BARD ONEFEHE L n-gram A7
SRR AEBBE—DF . 10,935 n-gram : -9.12
BEIRE G KEFEFBERT DRAIOD 1 X7 (FA—DHEE 2 FEHD | X7 DHlAEDLYE, XEH
&, n-gram A7
AJB, Freq : 0 Ngram : -4.80
R a1 R
XN (T720 ] | KEFEBXT 28I 1720 | THEfi L 728 7hEERESC D n-gram X 7
A HRFERE SO BREL 720 ARt L7z D —n-gram . -16.4
SRR HAEM MR Shibata & Kurohashi (2011)DHAERT 7 — X N— X X O JEM5 U 7= FAERT X 2 7 (lift {H).

ABi—iBEE 0 671.42

Fl-REMRA a7 O (—AHF s,

—7M : YES XM : NO

)
BBE— ARt : 0

FEMEE W (BT
A1)

ABE, BFE—0

ARLINCFEER (B T3V 1 N) DIEZEE DT EMNHRBHEFERT D ?

Table 1: #ME—E

o [10]DFETHESEINIHEMT—2X—AZHNT,
KEFERT OREMBEGA a7 2t d 5. &L, %
RER T — X RN— IR WIEEE, 0 ZREMBGR A a7
LB, Fir, NEHEXRXTDX EYIIBWNT, HEER
AATD—TCFET D (X—=Y OH), &LL<
AT TNTHEET B2 D (X—=Y, Y=X) D2 fiENE
mz%.

325 RIBERR (FEEEHE) CURIEHR3)

BRI RICE T 2 IKFEEXT 1L, [ UHRHEZ 575 2 8
MEELATWVS. 2D, TNEIELT 2 N\OBEH
ARG E LTTHLS.

20) H>S vs. 75
FHR1IDEEK2DPEES
Flk2 DFIK 1127ES

ZTT, GABNEREGENTITH L, 4087 L— L%
MAWT, ANENTRERERT @%ﬂ%ﬂ@%ﬁ M2DL,
LOFTAZIE UTRD T ENHK 2 DB DM 2 R
ELTHWS

& KRHEFHEIIHLT, 7L —LZzblic, LDz 2
DLLEEBS 0%, MOERRZE LICEIRT 2.
RBOTARIE, HEE (e, B3 ST 280073
U TA) &3 ttR%z, BEEASFEZ AW TE
B9 5. KEFHERT OHGEICHBNT, 73%&:%2’1&5’*
DOIEDFEAREDR ST L E 0.05 LLEDHE, EEBEANE
Wz 1&9%. ThPSE, o }:‘9“%).
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Table | WARERFHETHVW L ENEOESETHS.
4. RE

1 7—%
ﬂ% HESLRIT 2% JTUMAN[A|DREFEICH B KEFEXT H 5, 502
R77ZHNT, NFTEMZNEG LUTzle]l. TNHEDNAERE
A7, 85, TR, WA, A5 THEKES N TV S
Table 2 S, S EIEfRENMNG LIe T —X2 L &KEFET T AU
BIHZN)OBMONIRTHS.

K#ED Z A Vit 1l
JE M 366 Ko vs. FHE
(ESTISES 106 A2 vs. B2
R % 30 EH9 vs. 72b
Table 2: 7 — X DWNFR
42 REBREER

EF)LOFIHC IE LIBLINEAR[2]%Z Wz, HigTEE LT,
REEFERT OHFEDXRE Y] (unigram & bigram) % H
WieFE e Uz, FHliE, 5 SEIREREZITY,
Accuracy, Precision, Recall & FHDFI{EZ AW TH L
Te. £, BFRMOMRZET 5728, ThZNORN
%2R\ 7z Ablation 7 A 72 JEME L 72. Table 3 DVRERDAS R
TH5. #WRWRT LI, AREFIERIZ 85.7%DFE T
KD FADIERITA ST EWMMERTE Tz,

d http://nlp.ist.i.kyoto-u.ac.jp/EN/index.php?JUMAN

e KFEHERT DS B0 T ICHLTIE, ARTERLINEI FADS S
EDU SRS 2D ARAMTH > 7eledd, RIEROT—2 NS EHRRL
fe.
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JEREIEES FRIRE I 5% R %
Accuracy
Prec Recall F Prec Recall F Prec Recall F
iRk 73.8% 0.832 0.838 0.787 0.828 0.569 | 0.579 0.700 | 0.137 | 0.224
TREFE 85.7% 0872 | 0959 | 0913 | 0807 | 0645 |0709 | 0693 | 0324 | 0426
BaEes 84.7% 0.861 0.959 0.907 0.815 0.593 0.678 0.760 | 0.364 | 0.476
WO FEEARES 77.5% 0813 | 0926 | 0.866 | 0.579 | 0.438 | 0.498 | 0.500 | 0.102 | 0.164
XLk 85.7% 0.870 | 0.961 | 0913 | 0.806 | 0.638 | 0.704 | 0.693 | 0.324 | 0.426
HAEMB R 85.9% 0.872 0.961 0914 0.823 0.658 0.725 0.693 0.290 0.383
FEREIETE R (2L | 85.7% 0.875 | 0964 | 0917 | 0801 | 0638 |0703 |0.693 | 0200 | 0383
EXLNED)
Table 3: FZBRAE R

EEOEE, ANMERTFIETIE 85.7% DB TRIET T AD
DEEATO TN TER., FRIEIABERFIETEL KE
DS ABEHETCEHTHS.

(1) fERE vs. HIR — Bk
(22) BHM vs. #40H — KRR
(23) WD B vs. 5¥5 — PlRKE

Ablation 7 A M DFER, BEHFERN—-BFEITHS T L
Worino fz. BEEHEERIKE T, Accuracy B 77.5%% T
KT U7, TN, EFOMBPNEEINEZRTRED, K
FTHERELTVERET TADSFICENTHE 512
LEZLNG. HIZIX, D TE] O Hadawn
REE ZRLUTED, TH] OFEFE TN DEHET B IREE ]
ZRLUTED, INboflAGbLEE NEMERE] DR
E—HLTWA. [k, 22)0 (B oz, ahzs
UL NI CDH B WS EIfEZRL, [#) OB, [
WhBDE] EVSEEZRLTED, ThHH TRERX
| DR Lo EZBNS.

BURETEE ERAED TR R -T2 0D, HAEABEN
FIIANHEN D B T LR TE. g, HA
RN WES, TRENE] & THEKE 280 F @En
ERU. 3EITHlRzEE0, THRERMNE) & THEKE]
KBS BHFERTIIMOR LOENEICEZD 5 %28, EG
FEOTERT ERKME LD TH- T 52 5.

2RO Accuracy ITIZZLN G o T2 E DD, HEHEE TR
RN E, SUSKEO FEME RN L. 2078, [H
CHREZ B2 RN BRHE L T3 HRKEDHHIC
X, 5% (FK) H2 ADLEDED &0 o FAEED1E
WHBIROTH>T2EEZX 5.

—75, SCNHERSDHAER B (R FEROAE R 5 32 Rz
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D] LD 1 FHEHONYAGERGE DA 2 Tz, 2 HiTik
Nie kDI, REFEFERT OB Z—10%, AiFR S
DAHC e 5278, MOMEEEELDDOREFEI TALX
WHAEDBRZ X0 T 208N H B LER 5.

HEERIBIRICE L Tid, THAEKE] & TRRRRZE] W
HLEHEMAa7 ZRDEMND D, FERE LT TR
M2 ZRfT 50 0ORMME UTIER Lish - 72D HE
KTHs. o, MHAKRE) & TRFKE D7, 12
BTFHEOREDEY DK TEH > Tz,

I —MOMR, BEFER THAKE] 278> T T
K] BT 2EODBZNT o7, Thid
REBEFERTICE ST, THRKE] b TRERE] HOir
FHHLWRTNHZ T ENERNTHS. KL, THA
K#E] ThH» [HS] & (785 OB, HKDE—AY
DEER, RIS K > TEIFHNERZ X TXTICEED
2% (eg, ML {H->TH<LES! (H5—9%5) ).
INSZIELLHEAT 3IciE, HOBEREELLETHD
W, REREFLETE, KEBEEXTDOHDEHRLMHNTY
TN, 2 ELINSZHBAIT S LR AEM ST L
EZB. S5%iF, KERFETHOWISHEERIZT TR
<, HEAE— N> 725675 E X0 EEICURE RS
EE LI ZIT O 20,

6. ¥R

AT, REEGRZ NEMERE) TR TR
EWVWI 3DDREY TAICTHT B LW HERLZFD
HEDHEFEZRE L. SO thzd &, KEY
T AN FICHE NI ORISR M e LT, &
IS ADEFEERE L. HEBROR, HEEFEICH
NTC, BEFETIE 85.7% L VI HWHETKEY 7 A%
DHETE.

SR, TNOSDKREFET T AREZ, QA Y AT LT
FAMAZ TR EMO FFELERRAMCEA UBROR)
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ReERTBLLBIC, KT REMRICHETSE
AT 2 FTOT, KRB —/ A 5 BRI H %
HEEOG 2TV T,
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