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A Review of Semantic Text Similarity Calculation Methods
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(1. School of Computer and Communication Engineering , Changsha University of Science and Technology, Changsha 410076, China;
2. EduCoder Teaching and Research Center, Changsha 410205, China)

Abstract: Semantic text similarity calculation is a key task in the field of natural language processing, which aims to measure the degree of se-
mantic similarity between two texts. Based on the summary of the traditional and current mainstream semantic text similarity calculation meth-
ods, these methods are divided into traditional methods and deep learning—based methods. The traditional methods are divided into literal
matching, statistics and rule—based methods. The methods based on deep learning are further divided into the methods based on word embed-
ding, sentence vector and pre—trained model. On the basis of further subdivision of each category, the typical methods of each subcategory are
introduced in detail, and the basic ideas, advantages and limitations of each method are deeply analyzed and summarized. Finally, the possi-
ble development direction of semantic text similarity calculation is prospected.
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Fig. 1 Classification of semantic text similarity calculation methods
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Table 1 Representation methods based on literal matching
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Table 2 Ontology—based representation methods
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Kusner %50 55—l (10 5 o — 4> SCRY ) A B 1)
& Bl ) I — SRR A B BT R 7 Bl 0 f /N TR A% B B T TR
(Word Mover’ s Distance, WMD) , ] FH Word2Vec j= 4= 155 it

AR A, I EMD 5 R EE TR AN SO Z A 1Y
TSRS . WMD S 2 — AR e i R R A S EMD AR
R FRERMITE

Arora 255U HY S 9 33 45 3 54 35 (Smooth Inverse Fre-
quency , SIF ) , 25575 1 5l FH I 25 7 3] 1) £ 8 m SCAR v
() B3> BRI, SR P U A B R B AR e A i) VA R,
Ji 38 2 T T A R IR R AR, Ik 2 e e e
WA ERBGE I a1 BRI A ) TR L
R RAA) T TR AR EE AT 55 Ok
P T 10%~30% HIPERE

TR A B 7 B R IR 1 R O i S ) i
AR 7R SUE B THERCREGE , BGE T R
PR o AH 2 T iald AR O V538w H8 R R AR B (1
SO, 2T BN UR R ER AR TS ThRIAME ., &
Tl A 5 2 HBE S B B A A [ E 04 1) ) 6
TC i te—in 22 S [A)
22 EFRamEElFiE

H T n) ) a4 7 v BE AR R A SCAR R IR )
L ZOT AR TR IIE UE B A F UK T
) G0 A UG T, A Bl T 5 A T M B R D i SO R
JE o BT e (1 COSCAA B BE TR o A B
MBS PR, BT A m AR IR InE 3
Ji7R o

Table 3 Representation method based on sentence vector

®3 ETA@MENRERAE

S fRFT ik SIS
T 2] Skip-Though™>' SDAE™* FastSent™’, Qick—Though™>*" it i X K SCABARHEA T A1 25 20, LU SCAR 22 ] AR D)1 £ L
FRE DSSM'*) (CLSMI! LSTM-DSSM™")  Siamese-LSTM® | 4l ot FL 4 H (0 AR LA B S T S BB H 1 5 B i B = SR x il
o CNN+BILSTM'!  ARC-1L0"! {5 BAE T
/ﬁ Ill‘,ﬁl,—l»/j
S BiLSTM-SECapsNet'®")  ARC-IT'*") DecAtt'%?' ESIM!®
" psNet N DecAtt N . . N N e
A H A R b2 B H T SORZ M2 B R FLE T XF R

DAM!®4

221 REHFT

TG W B 2 2] BT SCSCA AR B T30 07 s A T N
TARTE BRI , T X R Y 2 2] R SRS
A ARBLE , DI LG50 e SOA 22 [ AR AR B

Kiros 252 Y11 5 T — A~ 4 % 2 — fift % 75 455 70 Skip-—
Thought , A AR T — A7 2 22 SR B ZRifokL 2 | il
T A~ B S A T G T S, G A g E ] S 3
B Il i AR A T AR A ) o SR R W Skip-
Thought 152 1§ 7 31 15 J32 38 H] i 5] 1, (H H I 2k i
Betg i H IR SRl R U5

Hill 2553 4 05 25 M [ 36 4 65 2% (Sequential De-
noising Autoencoders, SDAEs) il FastSent P> JG Wi B 45 15
o A] T RoR B . SDAES it 8 T Skip—Thought 5 7 X}
) B A A [ A, R LA BEAT BT A )T AR
FastSent fift & T Skip—Thought £ Y Y1l 25 3 J 18 i 8 05, 45
JE AR (TR A AR Y R 7 2R AR B 1T P b I AR <88
(S

Logeswaran 255 4 Hy — A fa] 21717 38 F (14 HE 42 Qick—
Thought LA 2% 2] ] F FRAE , 1% HE 224 B0 A1) 1R SCiy )
R 40 R 43 25 IR) R, 1) 255 B A R i oy, Rl st 3R A T B
I PERE

T W 22 ) 7 AN T R A A bR T, DR e DL
T RABSCAAL B2 55, T JoFe A AR K i Il 28
o B T ICME A AR5 2 BT R Bexs Bl
rh IR S LR BRI BUPERE N R .

222 ABEEEATA

A W I8 SCSCA AR T3 7 s T4 — 4]
A PR 1 SCAS XA R I R85 3 6 SCA T 6 5
AN TS R B AR AR BE AR 28, 3RS TS ) F I AR DL AR
BRI o8 27 2 D) AR BLRE 45 23 1 ik OC R A T 2k,
PIMELE 2Z S B AR ARLRE T 580 v S0 SR A8 SCAS X A AR AL
A W B e 7R AR R () 32 AT 45 W B — X SRR AL A
Sy i, R S5 7 e Je — 2 X AR DG JC AR R o) s AR A T AR AL EE T
ISR N T R 2 R
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Huang %5155 $i 4 — F XU 4% #4452 % (Deep Structured
Semantic Model , DSSM) , ‘& J2& 3 F 1 28 W 26 1) e B 1938 L
AU ARAL . — RS 2L FH BB E T A
fifi. DSSM it A JZ (RN 2 FIUCIC 2 . PIAS SCAS
T U 45 R e i A 1) SO B A Sy ) ) e BRI ) BRSO
TR Ry [T 5 A B ) 2 A SO 38 SU(E R AR S
A XA FE T 545 20 W SCAS (18 SOMMBLEE . DSSM A A4 fifi
AR AEARL SCAS T B ] 2t 7 1 S 5[] o SE 40T, TS AR B SCA
Xt B fia) 1 DU B SE B . DSSMUASE R4 g i B 35 e b, 1 ply
T H A A B R 78 SO e — e B 22 T il Y

2N

F.oho

Shen %5 UL R AETE SLAHT 5 4 BUIN 22 9 4% (Convolu-
tional Neural Network , CNN)AHZ5 &, 153 T BB IE X
1558 ( Convolutional Latent Semantic Model , CLSM ), il 1
L PR 28 X 28 A B SCAS () SR R ARR AT, P 3 A A Ak Al A
2 fE B B B O 4 AR AE ] T 3R R SO I £
L DSSMAH L, CLSM 5 A T BRE  fE—E R E L% &
T EPUEE AEPERE BAR R T HT 10%.

Palangi %[57] WK 0 12 N 4% (Long Short-Term
Memory, LSTM ) 55 DSSM # 45 15 £ LSTM-DSSM #5 £ | 5
— UK LSTM B T5 BT R AT 5510 dld LSTM 4ifih 2
W4 SCAS Ty 5 128 1) G ) BIGG%E 282 1) B 1 1 U L il B SR /Y
M OC FR o TS SCAS 53 )58 2o LSTM & i #4545 21 X5 i
(4 1 SC TR B, SR G 4y 5% A L BE T 5 SCAS AR BLE .
LSTM-DSSM A Lt CLSM AJ LA 3 BRI B 5 1) B SCis
SUE B BRI 4%

Bao 258 R —Fh 51 A T VE B S HLH Y Siamese—
LSTM 2244 , F Tt 5k CSCAR MU . Siamese—LSTM 42
FAAT PRI (] B LSTM 19 4% , 19 4> = 19 4% S =2 40 ] A4 A
AT W g T B ) T — AR SEERIE
W, i A 3 S LT A9 Siamese—L.STM BE % 3545 5 =F & Y
WHSUE R B B rPERE

Yuan 2550 i —Fft CNN 55 BiLSTM 25 4 9 Siamese %]
24 I FH T B0 AU SCAR MR T3 k0, 1 ke sl i
CNN il BiLSTM Z3 1) 41 JUA 3% Jm) 3 R 42 s (9 17T SCRFE 5
FOWR SRy R4 Ry RRAE R AT il & PR 15 3040 1 i
I SRR BT R A XA LR T SRR LA

A B R B ELAT S5 M 1] B R B R B T K
AL o BABAAAE—2OR R AR TR AR B B il
TSRS TS S i IR 25 RS SR E] Y AE
AEH 55 5 I LIRS
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AW B 22 RIS Y B 3 s BB vh il = SCAS X [1]
T ARSI AS ELM B Y . X REERLE T SCAR TR 1Y
5 R SC ., DT RE B BRI ) %o (8] 1 e i 22 AR B o

Hu %[60]% H Architecture—=1 ( ARC-1) 1 Architecture—I1
(ARC-ID) P Fh 0 2% 2546 . ARC-TZEA T R 1 2225 )

25 JEFE ] CNN 435305 i A ) 4 BURRAE | (E 76 7 ) 7
TERRAEHE B 2 oA B ST, F R A A EAT R, B il i
L[] ) 2 5 PR A T VS LA B, X 2 RS MR ) -0 SCR RS
THAZE A . BT ARC-T 76 A) F B b iy i 5, L T
ARC-TL, AN ) - 7E T Bl i 28] ) d2 2 il o — 4 5
BRAEXT IR A T 58 1, 2 08 TR (R B A HAE B, AN R
BRI 52 38 R IE A B

Zhang %' 4 BiLSTM , CapsNet " Fil SENet #1254,
JEGIA . = HLHAS 3R 5 #5580 BiLSTM-SECapsNet
BiLSTM H T4 CCA I 2 JRifs 8, 7E BILSTM JZ ZJ5 51 A
R TR ML A 2 SCARRAE 1] (14 75 72 AR, 3450 P SR
(B A A2 B, 45 3 3 78 3 i i {5 .. SECapsNet B CapsNet
1 SENet 20 Ji% , CapsNet F T ARBOCAR B RBERE , & s
BB TR, GRS TEHEUFEEER.
SENet i i3} 2% > 15 21| 4% Jy SR AR AE 1) 20 1 2800 BILSTM
53] {4 0 L ¥ 15 30 1 SE CapsNet 15 31 4 R AE 46 2 1547 ol
A FA 5 B ERE PR 1 BILSTM 2R HL R 5 8., 153
PR SCAS I8 AR EE 2 I, SR J5 46 T AR 4 M E A T Al
b b 4 i S R A DA RE B SOSCAR AL o A AL A
He T CNN HBEHE IR & SUfE B A AR RS 1 T 302 |
L B RNN 78 A B K SCAS A I 1 fiff ol 8 91 1 45
[) 75

Parikh %54 H — A~ ELAT /D SR04 i AR De-
cAtt, BRI EE — R AE A XA P S AT B L, SC
H R RN R AL, S 5 A SCAR [R] B4 R D ML A
SCAS P T T ML o 3 3 SCAR ] A 3 3 AL T AR
AT I BE H R o SCAS P B 3 0 LA i A B9 ) o
FORMEAT A X R R B AR, SER R I SOR N Y
ML T AR A A SR M R (A AL IR AT % i 5
TRIVE B A B R SCHE UE B . Chen 25 %% DecA 47
PRS- B T R 5 HE B ASE A (Enhanced Sequential Infer-
ence Model , ESIM) , %& F DecAtt B9 #t /5, 5] A T BiLSTM
JZ , BiLSTM 3 2 [R] BF DA A1 1] A 1] 96 A 1] Ak B4 A7
G B R SCfE B ARAS T A I, DA & T A B T 5
B PR RE T o

Zhou 2514 22 Transformer 14 3 & , HE TR v R D
B Deep Attention Matching Network, DAM), &2 —Fpx
FH R R R R WAL AR [ HL
T4 T REE R AT A B, IRl 31 1] 55 18] 22 8] 9 P9 7
Wi S 2 2 R ML, AT RIS B [RDRLEE Y
W SRR o T B B AL F R LR SCR R g
(B VR AE DC E 7 BE AR O 2 ol i 33 i XU 1 2 ) MLkl
DAM 7ESCARVEECAT 55 b 6 B0 €, 5 R 76 2% 18] 7 9 38
V] [8] (AR O R 1), BB 3 THMERE

A W B 22 B R R 35 T R BRI DG i g SR AR
FE5 5 e SCAR B O B A L, T AR S s dE 4 0 SCAE A,
AR T T S 2% . BIR A H R RIS 1 2 (HAR L
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FORBURIAY  H AR B R S 2% A H R AR B vy
2.3 EFWilZGERKN T *

BT PN SR B 18 SCA AR B T3 5 12 0 95 1) T
YIRS AL SOAS 2Z 6] B 38 SOMIRLEE 3205 W R FHAE R
BER bR GBS 2Ry iE 5 A, 24 ) 31 5 1 h U
B IFTE SCA AR AT 55 i AT O s A 2 )
TN ZRAR A AT DU H2 R R R R ) 22 R B R SOG
FAE AT B, AL T A T AT A SCAR R

Peters 45704 H — R 55 R R A /8 J7 % (Embed-
dings from Language Models, ELMo) , H: F 845 5 2K £ 2
XL [) LSTM M 28 B 7 — e, JE il T — 2 B9 W) i
BEAY g — 20T AP AN R GO 0 E R SOfE B, i A=
IZ JZ AR, 4 22 2 B TR A AT AT 1475 31 e 2%
f) ] ) o . 38 At ELMo #5288, 7] DL 3l 25 b 2% > [R] — A~ B ia]
FEAN () 18 B8 T X R 9 AN (] 3] ) i, i R 1 — i) 22 A9 []
B, BIR ELMo AU 5T /3 % 1 1 R SUE B (H R A AR
THIALI B % AR AR 2 BT A L AR S O T
WIS WA iz 4T BB . ELMo H R F A4~ 57 (1 5 ) LSTM
PHELLSEIXT BF SCH % 8 FEAR T B RN R HIE R X b
A L[] 1 5 R

Devlin 257V BERT AL | 2 b — AN FL T Transform-
er TR JZ R 0] i 5 AR, JLRE R HE AL H Transformer Y £ )2
Encoder #43 HE & 415, BERT Fiilll Zhad f2 v 5| A T 515
= A (Mask Language Model, MLM) Fil F — /0] i ] ( Next
Sentence Prediction, NSP) Wi MT: 55 . i & MLM 1T 55 fig %
T3 2R Z B 9 OC R AL SCfE 8, AT A5 2058 HLAT I
SR HE ] [, S5 I R AR A R JE R ) R o
it NSPAE 55 5 MLM A 55 A4S & (i 74 BERT &L AE 3|
SR B e % R s 2% 2] 31 S R) 50 AR - G0 11 SUME L
BERT A EA 5 KR AERE ), 7R 18 L SCA AL B2 155
FHA [ SRS F AT 55 BRI R A nyvERe, i HL gk 1
ELMo HJo¥E 47 DL Rk e TGP 90 45 5 7 AR R T 2R 1Y
[F)

Liu %72%F BERT #5158 #£ 47 K #£453 3] 1" RoBERTa £
B, RoBERTa 7 51 K 114 JC i B SCAC KA rh #4790 25, O L
FB% T BERT H1 1) NSP 1T: 55 . RoBERTa H 2 fdf ] i% £ 1ty
SCAR YA T 25, 17 AN PG 2 T SCAS S 75 O S s SRy
e ARG 1, A A G BT S 2 ) SO 2 [T Y
EF3CK A . RoBERTa HR HIZh AHEM BN , L BERT H
MRS AL . RoBERTa 7E M AE [ AH%L T BERT A fT
Tt B AR R AR RBT £

Reimers 25313 H Sentence—BERT (SBERT) 51 71 R
T BERT #EAT AR B AR . K4 BERT 7E315005 X
SCAAHARLJRE I 5 S0 W ) 5 R AT DA g — A AR %
PEAE Y AR k2 S EOT RO A AR R K . SBERT i HI P A~
BERT 10— W 45 , 44 /0] X8 43 558 E PR A1 I 2%, 15 31 0
AN 78 /N ) - ] B R FHRE AR SR AL | 2 0

P B B 0 2 I S A Ty vk T A B ) T R SO RLUEE .
SBERT # KW/ T IHE A, -4 & T IHAACR,

Li 2574 Su 2575 % B3 ik BERT 2 %45 2] 1) 4] 1+ 1]
SEAFAEAS ) S 0 o i A AN 38 50 A 3 T BERT-
flow F1 BERT-whitening 5 71 , 53¢ A5 R R 2 R 1 i e 4%
[f) S P R[] g A3 A AN Y A (4 ) . BERT—flow SR JH—Fh it
3T 300 AR 4 45 [ S5 o B 4 B — A v Y R T A
25 (), B A% ) [ 1 L A e 38 50 1 2 [ 3l ek ik b s e A
RO T T AR BERT-whitening 7E BERT—flow FY 3t
Bt b, SR AL R 5L T BERT B/ 1) ok o 46 il b o 1
R Sy W ) TR NS = W W s i et L1 1
e iR 3 T 5 BERT-flow A1 24 5 5 8 47 (9 ML RE , JF HAL
b T INTEAEGE IR T 4 253 %

Gao 25 7O — ST BLAK N FL 27 S HE SR SimCSE, 1 i
Xif 27 2 O OB A 1] i ) 45 1) S s () 1 )4k, (o AR 15
Hn ), 5 BERT-flow Al BERT-whitening i i3 J& 4b 3
Iy 2 it R 45 1) S M 1) 1) BB [R] |, SimCSE 3l 358 XA ] Drop-
out 14 1 1EFEA NS i X6 b2 2T S 20, O vk o LR AR
I, Toie A W B 2 TC W 1 O 5K A AL RE AR A T LA
o H SimCSE A7 7E — S8 12, T SimCSE 3 1
Dropout ¥4 38 HY 114 1 51 5 (14 4 82 A1 5], 1 £ 4900 %of ) 4 38 D)
AT 33 25 5 OB T A i) A Ry R AR B 1 R AR 7R
X AL, 5T SimCSE £E 76 19 B 5, Wa 2177 78
SimCSE (1) 3 fify - 45 ) 3% 5% AU SimCSE (Enhanced SimCSE,
ESimCSE) , i 2 . 30]) 5 52 7 5y 5 % Lo i by =243 1) % 1
BRI G0 5] A 7 A 30 e S 6 R I X g a1 e 4R
THEAT B &R

Yan S5 84 H —Fl [ WE 2 o) A T R AR BT 2 )
HELE ConSERT., ‘B3 3 Xt b 2 =J LA —Ff 6 W B 1 7 X0
JE ) 3 ok 22 R R B i 1 O SUAS B S B R, R
XA A F AR AT, Rl At g 7 5 e B, Ui 2%
RN FRA RS . AR BERT 7= A 1) [] 2 7E 25 1]
AR T AR, Ry g P TR S (R R A8, ConSERT
16 % € L b BERT-flow Al BERT-whitening & 1 , {H
SimCSE B %

Chuang' 725 2 Hy — b 5L T41) 1 6] 22 53 19 G W B 1
27 2 HE SR DiffCSE, DiffCSE J2& 4548 Xt [b 2% ) ) — A~ 52, &
T8 3K T Dropout B ECHE 14558 T xX A i AN LB 2 2]
Xif b2 S, O3 ae g R T LR R 4 A 34 5 O A S
AR 2% o] R R ) T R R R 2 5 A R T R A AR
PRI 4] 1] d s o DiffCSE 7E18 X SCAM BT AT
55 W B T e ik 0 45 L AR E G WY SimCSE 7E M fiE
T3RFT 2.3%,

Zhou** 45 e B LA A TAF v R FH A U B R B U8
T BEAL R AE R 7 T BE S B ECR AW 25, WA A
24 [ 79 SR AT X L2 2] )RR A E R RS
V) B4y Xk 53 A R R 5 P S ) A g s e ) R, 45— A~



%11 Z ORI LRI OO TR BT T LR -9 -

Jo B R He 27 2 ) - RN HESE (Debiased Contrastive Learn-
ing of unsupervised sentence Respresentations, DCLR) , % i1
— T S INA 7 1k LA SR 5051, A5 05 T3 S [ fg f
FetE. JFH SR T A 2 5T i) M R 051 A B ik DA
et v S ) A A A

Lee! ™ S5 41 HH — Rl A 35 T fo P A2 il 8 280 1) 8 vk
RCMD Al — >4 T RCMD ) X L %% 2] HE4E CLRCMD, K¢
RCMD Hfi 55 & ft 8 A 3 fi S 2 1 X B~ STHEZR v to-
ken—level (Y15 A5 B RG240 FF2on e T D TAE
Hh R g A7 T B R T S A TS AR LR R 2 LA R 4
] T 8] token—level Y 7T i BE: 7] 858, CLRCMD 74 #f #b T
DY) X B ARBLRE O 3R A 1 SE 47 i mT g R

Jiang %52 % L4 1) S0 AR P EUR L BERT R34
f19 F2 2 S D, 4R A 1 1) S v 4 i L AT BERT A 9 62K
JE A R B SCHIMU TR T R A S i S A
o ik A5 1] 1) 5 i UL R BERT #1902 P R AN R
SEMA B — P 3 T 4R UK (9 8] ik A D7 75 PromptBERT
27 ¥ AT Al A O L 3 8 ) 7~ SRAE R PR BE L D00
JFA B BERT )2 A %L . PromptBERT 764 Wi FIJC Wi
BT 5 SimCSE AH HetE REAR A $2 T .

Zeng %S RN L2 ST 1 AR 5 A TG W B A A
2] R $ TR R A A R HUE SO Y 0 e
7715 (Contrastive learning method with Prompt—derived Virtu-
al semantic Prototypes, ConPVP) ,iZ i35 T SimCSE fEZ2 |
It — 20 R T BRI A . ConPVP Jy iy 58
5% 3 R AUh 3 SO A, IR I $ 7 04 75 5 B A & 5
Y R FH G FE A4 2R 24 R anchor A1) i A 422 30T HE G N
T SCEAY B B A E AR ) SR A SE g R A
It PromptBERT, ConPVP i VAR — E 2 7+, iEH T R
BUXS o5 ) 05 A S

T PO R0 00 5 7 © 2878 H AR TE 5 A 385 B
157 5 3 W), IFAETE SCARAUEEAT: 55 rh 3R A5 TR & i bk
B BT HONZRM Jr ke e T RANZ AL RE ) R ERCR,
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3 REERE
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AR W OO T 5T ST FORs Ak S w1 3 B IR
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