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Abstract
Language grounding to vision is an active field of research aiming
to enrich text-based representations of word meanings by leveraging
perceptual knowledge from vision. Despite many attempts at language
grounding, it is still unclear how to effectively inject visual knowledge
into the word embeddings of a language in such a way that a proper
balance of textual and visual knowledge is maintained. Some common
concerns are the following. Is visual grounding beneficial for abstract
words or is its contribution only limited to concrete words? What is the
optimal way of bridging the gap between text and vision? How much
improvements do we gain by visually grounding textual embeddings?
The present study addresses these questions by proposing a simple yet
very effective grounding approach for pre-trained word embeddings. Our
model aligns textual embeddings with vision while largely preserving the
distributional statistics that characterize word use in text corpora. By
applying a learned alignment, we are able to generate visually grounded
embeddings for unseen words, including abstract words. A series of
evaluations on word similarity benchmarks shows that visual grounding
is beneficial not only for concrete words, but also for abstract words. We
also show that our method for visual grounding offers advantages for contextualized embeddings as for example generated by BERT (Devlin et al,
2018), but only when these are trained on corpora of relatively modest
size. Code and grounded embeddings for English are available at https:
//github.com/Hazel1994/Visually Grounded Word Embeddings 2.
Keywords: Visual Grounding, Multi-modal Word Embeddings, Grounded
Cognition, Grounding Abstract Words
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Fig. 1 Our model constructs visually grounded embeddings (right) from textual embeddings (left) by applying a learned alignment (M ) trained on a subset of 10,000 words in
image-caption pairs. It then generates zero-shot grounded embeddings at the inference phase
for a total of 2,000,000 words, including not only concrete words but also abstract words. For
each query word (in black), the grounded embeddings (right) retrieve more similar words
compared to the purely textual embeddings (left) and alleviate the bias toward dissimilar
words with high co-occurrence frequencies such as (many, people). Out of the top 10 nearest
neighbors for each query word, only the differing neighbors between the textual embeddings
and the grounded embeddings are shown in the right-hand panel.

1 Introduction
Where do symbolic representations of language get their meaning from? It
has been argued both from a theoretical and an empirical perspective that
knowledge is grounded in perceptual experience (Barsalou, 2008; Lakoff, 1987;
Langacker, 1999; Zwaan and Madden, 2005). Evidence for this embodied view
of knowledge comes from a range of scientific domains such as neuroimaging (e.g. Simmons et al, 2005; Martin, 2007) and behavioural studies (e.g.
Goldstone, 1995; Solomon and Barsalou, 2001, 2004), showing that knowledge is grounded in sensory, but also interoceptive perception and motor
action (overview in Barsalou, 2008). However, this view is not uncontested.
For example, Louwerse and Connell (2011) argue that linguistic information
suffices for more shallow processing of meaning and that perceptual, embodied
information is only accessed when deeper knowledge of a word is required.
This debate has been stimulated further by the success of meaning representations which are based on linguistic information alone. They build on
the notion of Harris (1954) that similar words occur in similar contexts and
represent each word as numerical vectors, with similarities between these
vectors reflecting similarities in words’ meanings. By now, many different methods have been devised to generate such vectors, beginning with Hyperspace
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Analogue of Language (HAL; Lund and Burgess, 1996) and Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA; Landauer and Dumais, 1997), and later, mainly in the
realm of Natural Language Processing (NLP) and machine learning, Word2Vec
(Mikolov et al, 2013), Fasttext (Bojanowski et al, 2017) or GloVe (Pennington et al, 2014). Today, word embeddings are employed successfully in many
different areas and tasks within NLP, such as POS-tagging, named-entity
recognition, and sentiment analysis (Wang et al, 2019).
As an easily obtained representation of semantics, word embeddings are
also used in many areas of cognitive science, such as AI research, psychology
or psycholinguistics, with encouraging results (see Günther et al, 2019). From
a cognitive perspective, word embeddings have been evaluated in two ways. A
relatively direct method is to compare them to metrics obtained from brain
imaging such as fMRI or EEG. Bulat et al (2017); Hollenstein et al (2019)
showed that a variety of word embeddings (e.g. GloVe, Word2Vec, Fasttext)
correlate relatively well with such metrics. A second, more indirect, approach
uses behavioural data such as reaction times or ratings as evaluation criteria.
Mandera et al (2017) showed that word embeddings can be used to predict
semantic priming as well as word associations, similarity/relatedness ratings
and even perform well in a multiple-choice task. Further evidence in favour of
the cognitive plausibility of word embeddings has been provided by Westbury
(2014); Westbury and Hollis (2019) who predicted familiarity and humour ratings respectively, Abdou et al (2021) who showed that even color relations
are accurately represented by purely textual embeddings, as well as Louwerse
and Zwaan (2009); Avery et al (2021) who demonstrated that geographical locations of cities are reflected in purely textual embeddings. However,
the cognitive plausibility of mechanisms generating word embeddings such as
Word2Vec has not gone unchallenged (Mannering and Jones, 2021).
While the success of textual embeddings has nevertheless led some
researchers to believe that meaning can be fully, or at least to a large extent,
be derived from language alone (Landauer, 1999), the wide range of empirical
evidence in favour of a grounded view of knowledge representation and cognition has sparked the search for representations that are informed not only by
text, but also by vision and other modalities.
Therefore, a number of previous studies have tried to improve word embeddings by using available data similar to text corpora. Some studies have tried
to extract meaning representations exclusively from visual information (usually images). The resulting models have been found to be very good models
of human perceptual behaviour (e.g. Zhang et al, 2018), but success at predicting other behavioural data was more mixed, with some reporting positive
(Lüddecke et al, 2019; Bulat et al, 2017) and others negative results (Peterson
et al, 2017; De Deyne et al, 2021). The more promising approach has been to
include vision information with textual embeddings. This is especially promising because textual and visual representations seem to carry different kinds of
information (Petilli et al, 2021).
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Multimodal embeddings have been successful in a range of areas. In the
realm of NLP they have been shown to correlate better than purely textual
embeddings with human judgments on tasks such as text similarity/relatedness, concept categorization (Bruni et al, 2014; Shahmohammadi et al, 2021),
and many downstream classification tasks (Bordes et al, 2019). Recently, they
have also been subject to first evaluations in cognitive science. Bulat et al
(2017) found that they are better at predicting brain activity than purely textual embeddings. Moreover, they are useful in modelling the learning of novel
words’ meanings in both children and adults (Lazaridou et al, 2016, 2017) and
generally perform well at a range of similarity benchmarks (De Deyne et al,
2021).
Several approaches to obtaining multimodal embeddings are available.
Some approaches apply feature-level fusion, where they combine image features
with textual word embeddings (after obtaining both separately) using methods such as simple concatenation, SVD, or GRU gating mechanisms (Bruni
et al, 2014; Kiela and Bottou, 2014; Kiros et al, 2018). Others on the other
hand, learn multi-modal word representations in a joint feature space defined
by a specific criterion (known as loss function) between modalities, for example by using auto-encoders (Silberer and Lapata, 2014; Hasegawa et al, 2017)
or LSTM (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997) networks (Kiela et al, 2018;
Chrupala et al, 2015). Recently, new approaches based on modality alignment
have emerged. Here, vision and language are treated separately (as opposed to
having both in a shared space) but the textual embeddings are aligned with
image features (Shahmohammadi et al, 2021; Bordes et al, 2019). Our grounding approach falls into this latter category (see Figure 1). Although similar to
Shahmohammadi et al (2021), the present approach is not only simpler but
also achieves better results.
While a plethora of studies have proposed various grounding mechanisms,
evaluated on both NLP and cognitive tasks, what exactly the role of visual
information in multimodal meaning representations is and what it should be
from a cognitive perspective is still unclear. Our contribution to this debate
is two-fold: First, we propose a new technique for grounding textual word
embeddings in vision in a very simple manner. It is able to generalise to
new words without a visual representation, which allows it to improve performance not only on concrete but also abstract words. We show that our method
improves performance on a range of tasks, both compared to ungrounded
embeddings and also compared to other grounding methods. Our pretrained
sets of grounded embeddings are made available to the community.1 Secondly,
with our grounded embeddings as point of departure, we explore various questions which arise from previous work on grounding and generating distributed
meaning representations in general, and are crucial when aiming to model
cognitively plausible meaning representations:
1. On the one hand, many studies have shown that combining visual information and textual information improves the quality of word embeddings (e.g.
1

https://github.com/Hazel1994/Visually Grounded Word Embeddings 2

Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template
Language with Vision: a Study on Grounded Word and Sentence Embeddings
Bruni et al, 2014; Shahmohammadi et al, 2021; Lazaridou et al, 2016). On
the other hand, purely textual embeddings are very successful even on tasks
related to vision and spatial relations (Louwerse and Zwaan, 2009; Abdou
et al, 2021), and purely visual embeddings do not perform well at predicting human similarity judgments (e.g. De Deyne et al, 2021). A fine balance
therefore has to be struck between too much and too little visual information in grounding. This raises the following question: how much vision
information should be allowed to fuse into textual embeddings?
2. Traditionally, embeddings are grounded on a single word basis (e.g. Günther
et al, 2020; Kiela and Bottou, 2014; Bruni et al, 2014). However, visual
scenes are complex, and are usually best described not by single words, but
rather by entire sentences. How much does grounding performance depend
on whether the entire context of an image description is taken into account?
3. Newly proposed large-scale contextualized language models rely on enormous amounts of data (e.g., BERT: Devlin et al, 2018). While this leads
to good performance, it is cognitively implausible, as humans encounter
only a much smaller number of words over their lifetimes (Brysbaert et al,
2016). Our third question therefore relates to whether visual grounding is
equally helpful when large amounts, or only small amounts, of training data
are available: How much does the amount of training data influence the
improvement of visual grounding on downstream tasks such as sentiment
analysis? We will demonstrate that on corpora sizes closer to human-scale
training data, visual grounding improves the quality of embeddings.
To this end, our paper is structured as follows. Sections 2 and 3 introduce our method, which is evaluated in Section 4. In Section 5, we explore the
question of how much vision should be allowed to fuse into textual embeddings. Section 6 discusses whether grounding should take place at the level of
words or sentences, and Section 7 analyses how much grounding improves task
performance depending on the amount of available training data.

2 Visually Grounded Word Embeddings
In this section, we explain our visual grounding model and how it computes
the visually grounded version of all the textual word vectors. For (Sj , Ij ) ∈ D,
let Sj = [w1 , w2 · · · wn ] be a textual caption with n words describing its corresponding image with the image vector Ij (extracted from a pre-trained CNN
model) in the dataset D. Let ti ∈ Rd be a textual embedding of the word wi ,
which has been obtained by a pre-trained word embedding model Te : wi 7→ ti
(e.g., Fasttext). The goal is to learn the mapping M to visually ground any
textual word vector ti in its corresponding image vector Ij and obtain the
grounded embedding gi ∈ Rc of the word wi . The mapping M ideally should:
a) preserve the abstract knowledge from co-occurrence statistics captured by
textual embeddings, and b) align the textual embeddings with their real world
relations available in images. This way, the grounded embeddings will benefit
both concrete and abstract words (Shahmohammadi et al, 2021). While it may
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Fig. 2 Our zero-shot grounding model encodes each caption word by word, using an LSTM
given the task to predict the corresponding image vector. A mapping M is set up that
takes textual vectors and maps them into the grounded space. This mapping is trained on
a limited number of words (those that occur in the captions) but is then applied to all the
words, after the training is completed, to generate “zero-shot” grounded embeddings. The
snowflake icon indicates the frozen weights during training.

seem intuitive to learn both modalities in a shared feature space, we argue
that such approaches, unfortunately, are more likely to cause the grounded
embeddings to lose the abstract knowledge from textual co-occurrences and
therefore suffer from a bias towards concrete words as reported by Park and
Myaeng (2017).
In order for abstract knowledge to be preserved, individual words should
still be aware of the context (other words in the sentence) during the grounding process. The grounding process should also respect the textual vector
space as any random change to textual embeddings will distort the semantic
information obtained by textual statistics (Shahmohammadi et al, 2021).
Figure 2 lays out the architecture of our proposed grounding model. The
grounded version of any word wi is obtained by mapping its textual embedding ti into the visually grounded space using the linear mapping M as
gi = ti · M . In the grounded space word vectors are aligned with the images
by using a one-layer LST M network (Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997)
that encodes the whole sentence Sj as a single vector hn :
hn = LST M (G, c0 , h0 | θ),

(1)

where G denotes the input — all the grounded word vectors (output of M ) —
and θ the learning parameters. The LST M network includes a cell state ct and
a hidden state ht where t denotes the current time-step. The network takes
one word at each time-step (see Figure 2) and each time, for each successive
word, it updates its memory by removing and adding information to the cell
state. It then generates an output ht based on the current input gt and ct .
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Both ht and ct are passed to the next time-step. We extract the output of the
last time-step hn as a vector representing the whole sentence. The model is
trained to match hn to the image vector Ij for each particular training sample
(Sj , Ij ) ∈ D. We optimize the parameters of the LST M and the mapping M
(denoted as Θ) based on the following mean-squared-error (MSE) loss:
Θ̂ = argmin
Θ

n
1 X
(yt − yˆt )2 ,
N t=1

(2)

where y and ŷ denote the ground truth image vector (Ij ) and the predicted
image vector (hn ) respectively. By applying the LST M network, the model
takes into account the context in which each word occurs. Therefore, the
whole sentence is mapped to the image vector. Since the model tries to predict an image vector, it will change the textual-vector space such that the
image vector is estimated as accurately as possible. Nonetheless, we restrict
the influence of the images on the word vectors by keeping the mapping M
linear. Naturally, the grounded word vectors (output of M ) will still respect
the textual vector space but they will be aligned to the image representations.
After training the model on (caption, image) pairs, the mapping M can be
used to visually ground any word vectors including out-of-vocabulary words.
In this way, a visually grounded version of the textual embeddings is created in
a zero-shot manner despite being exposed to only a limited number of words.

3 Implementation Details
We used the Microsoft COCO 2017 dataset (Lin et al, 2014) in our experiments. Each sample of this dataset includes a single image along with 5
different human-generated captions (Chen et al, 2015). The whole dataset
was divided into 118k train and 5k validation samples. We set the batch size
to 256 with each batch containing 256 image vectors (of dimension 2048)
along with one of their corresponding captions. Image vectors were extracted
from the penultimate layer of pre-trained Inception-V3 (Szegedy et al, 2016),
based on ImageNet (Deng et al, 2009). We set the dimension of the grounded
embeddings (output of M ) to 1024, following Shahmohammadi et al (2021).
A one-layer LST M was applied with 2048 units. We removed the punctuation
marks from the captions and converted all words to lower case. Only the top
10k most frequent words in the captions we used and the rest were ignored.
We trained the model for 20 epochs with 5 epochs tolerance early stopping,
using the NAdam optimizer (Dozat, 2016) with a learning rate of 0.001.
Both the pre-trained textual embedding Te and the Inception-V3 model
are frozen during training. Two popular pre-trained textual word embeddings,
GloVe (crawl−300d−2.2M −cased) and Fasttext (crawl−300d−2M −SubW ),
were used to initialize the embedding Te .
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4 Evaluation
4.1 General Evaluation
Despite many existing evaluation benchmarks for word embeddings, the question of what is the proper evaluation method is still open (Wang et al,
2019). For multi-modal embeddings, however, the common evaluation methods
include lexical semantic similarity/relatedness benchmarks (Park and Myaeng,
2017; Kiros et al, 2018; Kiela et al, 2018; Collell Talleda et al, 2017). Here, the
task is to estimate the similarity/relatedness score of a given pair of words with
the Spearman correlation as evaluation metric. It is worth noting that some
datasets do not distinguish between similarity and relatedness. For example,
the pair (clothes, closet) comes with the score of 1.96 (out of 10) in SimLex999,
but exactly the same pair receives a score of 8.00 in WordSim353, which does
not distinguish between similarity and relatedness. We evaluate our visually
grounded embeddings and compare the results with textual embeddings and
related previous works. The following datasets have been used in our evaluation: MEN (Bruni et al, 2014), SimLex999 (Hill et al, 2015), Rare-Words
(Luong et al, 2013), MTurk771 (Halawi et al, 2012), WordSim353 (Finkelstein
et al, 2001), and SimVerb3500 (Gerz et al, 2016).
Model

RW

MEN

GloVe
ZSG-G (ours)
Fasttext
ZSG-F (ours)
VGE-G
ZSG-G (ours)
Cap2Both
Cap2Img
Park & Myaeng
P&M VG.
Collell et al.

45.5
53.2
56.1
57
52.6
53.2
48.7
52.3

80.5
85.1
81.5
84.4
85.1
85.1
81.9
84.5
83.8
81.3

WSim
353
73.8
78.8
72.2
72.3
78.9
78.8
71.2
75.3
77.5

MTurk
771
71.5
73.2
75.1
74.5
73.4
73.2

SimVerb
3500
28.3
38.5
37.8
39.6
37.4
38.5

28.6

SimLex
999
40.8
52.6
47.1
49.6
51.8
52.6
46.7
51.5
58.0
15.7
41.0

Mean
56.7
63.6
61.6
62.9
63.2
63.6

Table 1 Comparison of our grounded embeddings (ZSG-*) to textual embeddings and
other visually grounded embedding models. Our embedings clearly outperform others on
most of the benchmarks. The metric is Spearman’s ρ × 100.

Table 1 shows the evaluation results on lexical semantic benchmarks. Our
zero-shot grounded embeddings are shown as ZSG-G and ZSG-F indicating
the grounded versions of GloVe and Fasttext respectively. As shown in the first
section of the table, our ZSG-G outperforms the textual GloVe on all of the
benchmarks significantly. In case of Fasttext on the other hand, the improvement is less significant, probably because Fasttext takes into account sub-word
information. Hence, it captures word similarity/relatedness better compared to
GloVe. In the lower part of the table, we compare the performance of our best
model (ZSG-G) with related visually grounded embeddings models. For a fair

Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template
Language with Vision: a Study on Grounded Word and Sentence Embeddings
comparison, we limit our list to those who adopted pre-trained word embeddings. Shahmohammadi et al (2021) (shown as VGE-G in the table) proposed
a similar grounding approach to ours where they employ multi-task training
on top of the textual embeddings after mapping them into the grounded space.
They use 3 different single-layer GRUs (Cho et al, 2014) and 3 different tasks
(generating the caption in two different directions and learning to discriminate
between matching and non-matching image-caption pairs). While inspired by
their method, our approach is simpler, requires less computational power, and
it performs slightly better on the same set of benchmarks. Kiela et al (2018)
also learned visually grounded embeddings on top of pre-trained GloVe by
using the MSCOCO data set. Even though they propose a number of tasks for
training (Cap2Img: predicting the image vector from its caption, Cap2Cap:
generate an alternative caption of the same image; Cap2Both: training by
Cap2Cap and Cap2Img simultaneously) our model clearly outperforms them.
Park and Myaeng (2017) dealt with this problem by a polymodal approach
where they propose six different types of embeddings (linear and syntactic contexts, cognition, sentiment, emotion, and perception) for each word. Despite
the fact that they used two pre-trained embeddings (Word2Vec, GloVe) and
other resources, our simple model is superior on MEN and WSim353, albeit,
worse on Simlex999. Their performance on SimLex999 can be attributed to
the multi-modality training as employing only their visually grounded embeddings (P&M VG) performs much worse. This clearly shows that their visual
embeddings do not benefit abstract words (cf. Park and Myaeng, 2017). Our
approach while being quite simple and straightforward, aggregates visual information effectively without distorting the textual embeddings. In summary,
the proposed embeddings show improved performance on all the mentioned
benchmarks.

4.2 Fine-Grained Evaluation on Concrete and Abstract
Words
In linguistics, concrete words2 refer to physically real and perceptible entities
such as tree, ball, or Chris, whereas abstract words have references that are
not readily perceptible to the senses, and are more complex and variable in
meaning, including mental states (e.g., happiness), events (e.g., encounter ),
conditions (e.g., totalitarianism), relations (e.g., brotherhood ) and so forth
(VandenBos, 2015; Borghi and Binkofski, 2014). Concreteness and abstractness are not binary properties of words (Wiemer-Hastings et al, 2001). Words
become increasingly abstract as they are more separated from physical entities
and more linked to mental states (Barsalou, 2003). Word concreteness indicates the degree to which a word denotes a perceptible entity and is measured
on a numerical scale by subject ratings (Brysbaert et al, 2014). For example,
2
We assume individual words, as they are realized in English writing conventions, are the verbal
expression of lexical concepts in language, and thus the terms “word” and “concept” are used
interchangeably in this section.
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the word pancake is ranked high on the scale as it is associated with many
sensory properties such as smell, taste, shape, color, etc.
Extensive evidence from behavioral experiments suggests that there is an
advantage in cognitive processing of words for concrete over abstract words—
often referred to as the “concreteness effect”. It has been shown that concrete
words, compared to abstract words, are processed faster in isolation (Schwanenflugel and Shoben, 1983) and non-supportive contexts (Schwanenflugel and
Stowe, 1989), are remembered better in paired associative learning (Paivio,
1965) and free recall tasks (Schwanenflugel et al, 1992), and are learned faster
(Mestres-Missé et al, 2014). Evidence has been put forward for this distinction
in the brain. Case reports of patients with brain damage demonstrate differential impairments with regard to the abstract and concrete concepts (Breedin
et al, 1994; Tyler et al, 1995; Warrington, 1975). Neuroimaging studies provide
evidence for overlapping but distinct brain areas engaged in the processing of
abstract and concrete concepts (see Montefinese, 2019, for a review).
To investigate the influence of grounding on abstract and concrete words,
we leverage the SimLex999 dataset. It divides its words into different categories including adjectives, nouns, verbs, concreteness quartiles (from 1 to 4
increasing the degree of concreteness), and ‘hard’ sections. The hard section
contains 333 pairs whose relatedness is hard to distinguish from similarity.
Table 2 shows our fine-grained evaluation on SimLex999. Our best model
(ZSG-G) not only outperforms others on the whole dataset but also generalizes
across different word types. For instance, it not only boosts the performance
for highly concrete (Conc-q4) words by 19.2 percentage points but also for
the highly abstract words (Conc-q1) by 11.3 percentage points in comparison
with the textual vectors of GloVe. Whereas PictureBook (Kiros et al, 2018),
for example, highly benefits the more concrete words but adversely affects
the more abstract category even when combined with GloVe embeddings. In
comparison with VGE-G by Shahmohammadi et al (2021), our model again
achieves better results while being much simpler and less computationally
expensive.

Model
GloVe
VGE-G
ZSG-G (ours)
Picturebook
Picturebook+GloVe

All
40.8
51.8
52.6
37.3
45.5

Adjs
62.2
72.1
73.8
11.7
46.2

Nouns
42.8
52.0
53.1
48.2
52.1

Verbs
19.6
35
34.6
17.3
22.8

Conc-q1
43.3
53.1
54.6
14.4
36.7

Conc-q2
41.6
54.8
53.9
27.5
41.7

Conc-q3
42.3
47.4
48.1
46.2
50.4

Conc-q4
40.2
56.8
59.2
60.7
57.3

Hard
27.2
38.3
39.3
28.8
32.5

Table 2 SimLex999 (Spearman’s ρ × 100) results. Conc-q1 and Conc-q4 indicate the
most abstract and concrete words respectively. Our model (ZSG-G) generalizes to different
word types and outperforms all the others on many of the categories.

Concreteness Separation: Our model clearly improves the quality of the
embeddings for both concrete and abstract words. Intuitively, one might
think that this is the case because the grounding process creates a better
separation between concrete and abstract words. We carried out the following
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experiments to see if that idea holds true. We trained and evaluated two
regression models using 10-fold cross validation on the concreteness rating
dataset compiled by Brysbaert et al (2014). The dataset contains 37k words
and 3k two-word phrases rated by over 4,000 subjects using the Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk) crowdsourcing platform. We denote this dataset as
MTurk40k. We applied a simple linear regression and a multi-layer-perception
(MLP(1024, 512, 100)) equipped with batch-normalization (Ioffe and Szegedy,
2015) and dropout (Srivastava et al, 2014). Reported in Table 3, the difference
between GloVe and our grounded embeddings (ZSG-G) is very subtle. This
shows that visual grounding does not necessarily cause stronger discrimination between concrete and abstract words.

Model
Linear regression
Multi-layer-perceptron

GloVe 10-fold-score
84.90
88.86

ZSG-G 10-fold-score
84.70
88.24

Table 3 Mean Spearman’s correlation coefficient ×100 on MTurk40k using 10-fold-CV.
Visually grounded embeddings (ZSG-G) do not seem to separate concrete and abstract
words better in comparison to textual embeddings (GloVe).

Nearest Neighbors: For further exploration, we juxtapose a sample of differing nearest neighbors of our best embeddings (ZSG-G) with its purely
textual version (GloVe). Figure 1 shows the results for two random samples of
highly abstract and highly concrete words in SimLex999. While GloVe retrieves
related words (shown on the left), our grounding shifts the focus toward similarity and retrieves highly similar words for both concrete and abstract queries
(shown on the right). We can observe that GloVe suffers from a bias toward the
dissimilar words that frequently co-occur such as (many, people) and (sorta,
weird). Our embeddings on the other hand, alleviate this bias by aligning the
words to their real-world relations. Applying this alignment to all the words
seems to shift the abstract words to a better place. Moreover, different typos
of the same word such as ‘peope’ and ‘poeple’ (for people) occur with different
frequency in different contexts. Therefore, they are gradually pulled apart. Our
model, however, puts them back into the same vicinity of space by applying
the learnt alignment.
Behavioural Evaluation: The performance of our embeddings on abstract
and concrete words in a behavioural experiment has also been investigated in
a previous study (Shahmohammadi et al, 2022). That study took as point of
the departure the experiment and text-to-vision model reported in Günther
et al (2020). Günther et al (2020) modelled visual grounding as a simple linear
mapping from textual embeddings to visual embeddings, similar to our WordLevel model (see Section 6). They trained their model on concrete words with
associated images in ImageNet (Deng et al, 2009). They tested model predictions for both concrete and abstract words in a behavioural experiment, where
participants were presented with a target word, and two images: one predicted
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by their model (i.e. the image whose representation was closest to the predicted image representation) and a random control image. The participants
were asked to choose which of the two presented images better described the
target word. They found that the model’s predicted image was chosen above
chance both for abstract and concrete words. In Shahmohammadi et al (2022),
our embeddings were used to predict participants’ behaviour in this task, and it
was found that the embeddings predicted human behaviour well above chance
level, for both abstract and concrete words. This was taken as evidence that
our visually grounded vectors may also be helpful for understanding human
cognition at the interface of language and vision.

5 Alignment vs Fusion
In this section, we investigate different scenarios in which visual information
could improve the textual word vectors. In other words, we are interested to
see whether increasing the influence of images on word vectors results in better
grounded word vectors. For this aim, we train our model (ZSG-G) with different activation functions for the mapping M . Using a non-linear activation
function such as ReLU and Leaky-ReLU (Xu et al, 2015) and adding more
non-linear layers will allow the model to drastically deform the textual vectorspace in a complex way, resulting in different grounded word vectors. Table 4
shows the results with different numbers of layers and non-linear activation
functions. We measure similarity and relatedness by evaluating on MTurk771
and SimLex999 as they are compiled for similarity and relatedness respectively.
Leveraging from different categories in SimLex999, we also evaluate on highly
abstract and highly concrete words. Furthermore, for each case, we evaluate
the obtained word vectors on all the available datasets mentioned in Table 1.
As shown in Table 4, we observe a consistent pattern of losing abstractness and
gaining concreteness when non-linear transformations are used. This is to be
expected since word vectors are morphing into image vectors and hence, gain
concrete properties. Employing two consecutive Leaky-ReLU is a prominent
example of this case. Results on similarity and relatedness show that visual
grounding shifts the focus toward similarity (same as Figure 1). However, both
similarity and relatedness are improved by using a linear transformation which
helps benefiting from vision while keeping the textual information preserved.
Overall, the best results on all the datasets are achieved by the linear mapping.
This shows that while textual embeddings highly benefit from visual information, allowing vision to dominate language is not the best option. Language
seems to benefit from vision the most when it is aligned/informed with vision
as opposed to being fused.
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Act.(No. of Layers)
Linear(1)
ReLU(1)
Leaky-ReLU(1)
Leaky-ReLU(2)

Relatedness
73.2
69.2
73.0
71.3

Similarity
52.6
50.1
53.9
52.4

Abstract
54.6
49.4
52.8
49.6

Concrete
59.2
60.5
61.7
64.6

All
63.6
59.7
63.0
61.7

Table 4 Effect of different activation functions and number of layers for the mapping M .
Non-linear transformations lose the abstractness knowledge and gain concreteness. ‘All’
refers to the mean score across all the datasets in table 1.

6 Bridging the Gap Between Language and
Vision
While our model is relatively simple compared to many others (Shahmohammadi et al, 2021; Kiros et al, 2018; Kiela et al, 2018), there are other
approaches that connect language with vision with even simpler methods
(Collell Talleda et al, 2017; Günther et al, 2020; Hasegawa et al, 2017). This
raises the question of how to properly fill the gap between language and
vision. We, therefore, propose different ways to fill this gap and evaluate their
efficacy. We constructed the following scenarios. In each scenario, similar as
before, after the training, we use the trained mapping M to map all the
textual embeddings into the grounded space to obtain grounded embeddings.
Word-Level (WL): For each training (caption, image vector) pair
(Sj , Ij ) ∈ D, we remove the stop words in caption Sj and train a linear mapping M from each word to their corresponding image vector Ij . For instance,
the caption ‘there is a dog on the floor’ would be converted into ‘dog floor’.
Then, the textual embeddings of both dog and floor are mapped to their
corresponding image one by one using the mapping M . Similar to Günther
et al (2020), we employed PCA (Pearson, 1901) to match the dimensions of
the image vectors (2048) to the output of the mapping M (1024).
Bag-of-Words (BoW): For each training (caption, image vector) pair
(Sj , Ij ) ∈ D, after mapping all the words in Sj into the grounded space using
a linear mapping here denoted again as M , we average them to obtain the
BoW sentence representation. The BoW vector is then mapped into the image
vector Ij using a hidden layer with T anh activation function. This model
is more advanced (in comparison to ‘Word-Level’) given that it uses all the
words in the captions and applies a non-linear transformation.
GRU: This is identical to our proposed model (see Section 2), however, a
single-layer GRU (Cho et al, 2014) is used instead of the LSTM. A GRU is less
complex compared to an LSTM and contains only a hidden-state as opposed
to the LSTM that is equipped with both a cell-state and a hidden-state.
LSTM: This refers to the model proposed in Section 2.
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Transformer-Encoder (TE): Attention-based sequence encoders introduced in Vaswani et al (2017) are currently used in the state-of-the-art
contextualized language models (Lan et al, 2019; Devlin et al, 2018). In short,
these encoders, obtain contextualized embeddings based on learnable associations of words. For instance the word ‘clip’ plays different roles in ‘I clip
my nails’ and ‘I saw a video clip’. The contextualized representation of ‘clip’
is therefore computed based on its associations with its context words. For
our experiments, we pass the textual embeddings through the mapping M as
before. Then we train a different number of encoders on top of M , the output
of the encoders is then projected to the image vector through a linear layer.
We constructed the transformer encoders with 1024 hidden size, 16 attention
heads and used NAdam with the learning of 0.0001 for training. Please refer
to Vaswani et al (2017) for more details on transformers.
The results of each scenario are reported in Table 5. The Word-Level
mapping does not preserve enough of the textual information and produces
embeddings that are distorted compared to the text-only embeddings. As a
consequence, these visually grounded embeddings underperform on all tasks.
We note here that a single image is very rich in information and cannot simply
be described by a single word. Moreover, there might not be a straightforward
linear relationship between language and vision. The BoW model, although
enhancing the results on some datasets, has a performance very similar to
(text-only) GloVe. Interestingly, the BoW model achieves substantial improvement on the SimLex999 dataset, which addresses the similarity between words
rather than their relatedness. On the other hand, its performance is worse for
the MTurk771 dataset, which focuses on relatedness. The reason for these ups
and downs in the performance of the BoW model likely is that these representations do not take the orders of words into account and hence, lose the
temporal statistics of how related words co-occur in their context (see Jones
and Mewhort, 2007, for embeddings compositely representing word meaning
and word order). Employing recurrent neural networks (GRU and LSTM)
yields much better results. The LSTM is superior over the GRU as it captures
long dependencies between words much better and more effectively encodes
the whole sentence. Training with a single transformer encoder fails to produce better quality embeddings, perhaps unsurprisingly as these encoders are
usually stacked on top of each other to achieve the desired outcome (Vaswani
et al, 2017). We therefore also tested models with two and three layers of TE.
While using a two-layer TE achieves a better score, we saw no improvement
using more layers. We also employed multiple layers of LSTM and found that
a single layer LSTM achieves the best results. Even though adding more layers in general creates a more powerful model, we argue that as the network
gets deeper, less visual knowledge is propagated back to the mapping M . Put
another way, the visual knowledge is distributed across different layers so it is
harder to distill down the information into a single layer.
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Model

RW

MEN

GloVe
WL
BoW
GRU
LSTM
1-layer-TE
2-layer-TE
3-layer-TE

45.5
27.7
46.5
51.2
53.4
44.0
50.1
50.0

80.5
49.7
75.2
83.0
85.1
77.4
82.6
82.0

WSim
353
73.8
34.2
73.8
75.1
78.8
62.9
75.3
72.7

MTurk
771
71.5
31.7
60.1
71.3
73.2
67.0
72.2
72.2

SimVerb
3500
28.3
7.10
33.8
36.9
38.5
25.5
32.4
33.0

SimLex
999
40.8
1.50
46.0
48.3
52.6
37.5
45.6
46.8

Mean
56.7
25.3
55.9
60.1
63.6
52.9
59.7
59.4

Table 5 Results of using different textual encoders on intrinsic evaluation. WL and TE
refer to Word-level and transformer-encoder respectively. We observe a consistent pattern
of improvement from the simplest model (WL) to LSTM. Transformer-encoders however
fail to effectively connect language with vision in our experiments.

Fig. 3 We construct a visually grounded version of BERT using image-caption pairs. In
the training phase, the frozen pre-trained BERT encodes the caption, and an alignment M
followed by an LSTM layer on top of BERT is trained to predict the corresponding image
vector. In the fine-tuning phase, the learned alignment M is attached on top of BERT
followed by a classifier. This alignment will force the BERT representations to follow the
learned visual alignment during fine-tuning.

7 Contextualized Visual Grounding
While we successfully showed the benefit of visual grounding for word embeddings on a wide range of tasks, whether or not visual grounding helps deep
attention-based contextualized language models (transformers) on current
sentence-level language tasks is still under debate (Yun et al, 2021; Iki and
Aizawa, 2021; Tan and Bansal, 2020). While some approaches report slight
improvements (Sileo, 2021), it is mostly believed that visually grounded
transformer models such as VL-BERT (Su et al, 2019) not only bring
no improvements for language tasks but they might distort the linguistic
knowledge obtained from textual corpora for solving the natural language
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understanding tasks (Tan and Bansal, 2020; Yun et al, 2021). The main backbone of all transformers is stacking multiple attention layers (Vaswani et al,
2017), briefly explained in Section 6. Transformer-based language models
(e.g. BERT Devlin et al, 2018) are trained on a masked language modeling
task: some words of the context are masked out and the model is trained to
predict the masked tokens with correct choices. After this step (often called
pre-training), the model is then fine-tuned on downstream tasks such as
paraphrase detection (Dolan and Brockett, 2005) and sentiment classification
(Socher et al, 2013). Given the large amount of training data, more textual
context, and powerful transformers, one might argue that visual grounding
does not bring new information for solving the current NLP tasks (Tan and
Bansal, 2020). We are interested to see if our simple grounding approach
could be beneficial for transformer-based language models. For this aim, we
applied our grounding approach on BERT (Devlin et al, 2018). The BERT
model is one of the first successful transformer models for sentence-level
natural language understanding tasks that provides the baseline for more
advanced transformer models. It has been pre-trained on English Wikipedia3
and BookCorpus (Zhu et al, 2015), a collection of 11,038 unpublished books.
We carry out new experiments to compare the performance of visually
grounded BERT and purely textual BERT on sentence-level NLP tasks. For
classification tasks, the BERT model can be divided into an encoder and a
classifier. The encoder marks the beginning and the end of the input with
‘[cls]’ and ‘[sep]’ tokens (see Figure 3) and outputs a fixed dimensional vector
per token. We can, therefore, treat it as a word-embedding model: given
the sentence Sj = [w1 , w2 · · · wn ] with n words, it outputs Tj = [t1 , t2 · · · tn ],
where ti denotes the contextualized encoding of the word wi . The classifier
is a multi-layer-perceptron network generating the final output following the
BERT encoder. Shown in Figure 3, similar to our proposed model, we train a
linear mapping M followed by an LSTM encoder to predict an image vector
given its caption. After the training phase (see the lower box), for each classification task, the pre-trained model has to be fine-tuned. For this step, an
MLP is added on top of the mapping M for fine-tuning on downstream tasks
(see the upper box). In the fine-tuning phase, the ‘[cls]’ tokens encode the
given input through multiple attention layers and the rest of the tokens are
discarded (Devlin et al, 2018). In a nutshell, our approach adds the learned
alignment M between the pre-trained BERT encoder and its classifier. This
alignment is applied to the BERT encoding to align its final representation to
vision without deteriorating its textual information.
Evaluation: We fine-tuned and evaluated our pre-trained grounded BERT
on the General Language Understanding Evaluation (GLUE) benchmark4
(Wang et al, 2018) implemented in the Huggingface5 library (Wolf et al,
2019). The GLUE benchmark consists of nine natural language understanding
3
4
5

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/English Wikipedia
https://gluebenchmark.com/
https://huggingface.co/
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tasks: single-sentence tasks, SST-2 (Socher et al, 2013) and CoLA (Warstadt
et al, 2019); paraphrasing and similarity tasks, MRPC (Dolan and Brockett,
2005), QQP6 , and STS-B (Cer et al, 2017); natural language inference tasks,
RTE (Wang et al, 2018), QNLI (Rajpurkar et al, 2016), MNLI (Williams
et al, 2017), and WNLI (Levesque et al, 2012). Please refer to Wang et al
(2018) for full descriptions of the tasks.
Implementation Details: We used the bert-base-cased version of BERT
(Devlin et al, 2018) in our experiments. For training, we used the Microsoft
COCO 2017 dataset (Lin et al, 2014). The alignment M maps a BERT token
ti ∈ R768 to gi ∈ R1024 . Each LSTM layer contains 1024 units. A single
layer neural network with a linear activation function is applied on top of
the LSTM to predict the image vector Ij ∈ R2048 . We trained the model on
image-caption pairs for 10 epochs using the AdamW optimizer (Loshchilov
and Hutter, 2017) with the learning rate set to 5e−5 and a batch size of
64. For fine-tuning on the GLUE benchmark, we followed the huggingface
guidelines7 and fine-tuned the model on each downstream task for 5 epochs
with a batch size of 32 and a learning rate of 2e−5 .

Model/Data
Train Size (K)
Textual-BERT
1-LFM-GBERT
2-LFM-GBERT
3-LFM-GBERT
2-LTM-GBERT

CoLA
8.5
59.05
60.07
61.58
60.62
61.62

MRPC
3.6
84.31/89.15
84.31/89.11
85.29/89.58
84.56/89.44
86.27/90.51

QNLI
104
91.08
91.00
91.47
90.92
91.12

QQP
364
90.76/87.53
90.82/87.63
90.71/87.44
90.70/87.46
90.73/87.46

RTE
2.5
67.15
63.54
67.15
68.23
67.15

SST-2
67
91.2
92.43
92.09
92.32
92.20

MNLI
392
83.34/83.83
83.86/83.52
83.78/83.66
83.84/83.48
83.73/83.71

STS-B
5.7
87.13/87.00
88.83/88.49
88.44/88.04
88.02/87.67
89.12/88.74

Mean Score
81.74
81.86
82.56
82.40
82.74

Table 6 Validation scores on the GLUE benchmark using textual BERT and visually
grounded BERT (* GBERT ). Visual grounding improves the generalization of the model
when training data is limited (e.g., MRPC and CoLA). However, large training data seems
to compensate for visual grounding (see the scores of QQP and MNLI). accuracy/F1 scores
are reported for QQP and MRPC, Pearson/Spearman correlations are reported for STS-B,
and accuracy for matched/mismatched sets are reported for MNLI. For the other tasks,
accuracy is reported. Numbers in bold indicate obvious improvements over textual BERT.

Results: Table 6 reports the validation scores across the datasets. The WNLI
dataset was excluded from the list following Devlin et al (2018) due to inconsistent results. We carried out our grounding experiments with different numbers
of LSTM layers. In Table 6, n-LFM-GBERT indicates the grounded BERT
with n layers of LSTMs and frozen mapping M while fine-tuning on downstream tasks. The idea behind freezing the mapping (alignment) M while
fine-tuning the BERT encoder and the classifier on a particular task is to
guide (force) the output representations of BERT to follow the visual alignment. This might then guide the model to a better feature space for solving
the task. Considering the mean score, the grounded model with 2-layer-LSTMs
(2-LFM-GBERT ) outperforms the textual BERT by almost 1%. Moreover,
6

https://quoradata.quora.com/First-Quora-Dataset-Release-Question-Pairs
https://github.com/huggingface/transformers/tree/master/examples/pytorch/textclassification
7
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we also fine-tuned the alignment M of the best model (2-LFM-GBERT ) for
each particular task along with BERT encoder and the classifier, denoted as
2-LTM-GBERT, this model further improves the results. While the improvements are marginal compared to the grounded word embeddings, the table
reveals interesting insights. For instance, for those datasets with small training
size such as CoLA and MRPC, visual grounding obviously helps. Nonetheless, the results are almost identical for big datasets such as QQP and MNLI.
This shows that visual grounding improves the generalization of transformers when training data is limited. However, it seems that a huge amount of
textual training data and careful fine-tuning of the models compensate for
our simple visual grounding approach on the current NLU tasks. Compared
to human language acquisition, these textual language models are very inefficient given the amount of training data they need to be exposed to in order
to generate such results. The BERT model for instance, while it has been pretrained on more than 3 billion tokens, still benefits from our relatively simple
visual grounding approach when training data is limited. This opens up the
research question of how efficient language models could become using visual
grounding. Given the emergence of new NLP tasks and the growing cost of
large computational resources for processing massive corpora (Strubell et al,
2019), equipping language models with other modalities such as vision might
be a promising direction for efficient language learning.

8 A Cognitively More Plausible Setup
The performance of static word embedding models varies depending on the
diversity and the size of the training corpus (Wang et al, 2019; Elekes et al,
2018; Johns and Jones, 2022). That raises the question of how robust our
grounding approach is with respect to these measurements, especially in a
more cognitively plausible setup where we have limited amount of training
data available. For this aim, we trained the GloVe model from scratch on two
small and different training corpora and measured the improvements of our
grounding approach on each corpus using the word similarity benchmarks (see
section 4). We obtained textual and grounded embeddings by training on
TASA and Text8 corpora separately. TASA (Zeno et al, 1995) has served as
training corpus for, e.g., Latent Semantic Analysis (Landauer, 1999). Text8 is a
small corpus sampled from Wikipedia to allow quick testing of models.8 Table 7
reports the comparison between textual embeddings and grounded embeddings
for both corpora. Our grounded approach (TASA-G and Text8-G) consistently
improves on top of textual embeddings (TASA-T and Text8-T) despite the
small size and the diversity of the training corpora. The robustness of our
grounding method for word-based embeddings across a wide range of tasks
provides a firm basis for exploring their usefulness for experimental studies of
human cognition.
8

https://cs.fit.edu/∼mmahoney/compression/textdata.html
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Model

RW

MEN

TASA-T
TASA-G
Text8-T
Text8-G

2.4
6.7
8.1
13.5

37.2
42.5
47.9
51.2

WSim
353
33.1
37.1
45.9
51.8

MTurk
771
35
37.5
45
49.1

SimVerb
3500
8.5
13.1
8.3
10.5

SimLex
999
10.8
17.1
16.6
20.7

Mean
21.7
25.7
28.63
32.8

Table 7 Comparison of our grounded embeddings (*-G) to textual embeddings (*-T) on
limited training data. GloVe algorithm was trained on TASA and Text8 corpus separately
from scratch. Significant improvements are achieved by visual grounding despite limited
training data.

9 Discussion and Conclusion
In this study, we designed a visual grounding framework that effectively produces grounded embeddings for all types of words from different embeddings.
Our model, apart from its simplicity, shows excellent generalization performance across a wide range of NLP tasks covering unseen abstract and concrete
words. We have made both the grounded embeddings and our framework
publicly available. Moreover, we investigated the best strategy of bridging language (here crudely represented as word/sentence embeddings) with vision.
Our experiments support the following conclusions.
• Textual word embeddings benefit from vision the most when they are aligned
with vision as opposed to being merged. Our alignment strategy informs the
textual embeddings about the real world (using images) without deteriorating the statistical knowledge obtained from textual corpora. We showed by
example that allowing too much visual information will overwhelm the textual embeddings. Injecting too much visual knowledge into the embeddings
benefits concrete words while diminishing the performance on modeling
abstract words.
• Textual context plays an important role in the process of grounding isolated
word embeddings. We showed that linking textual word embeddings with
vision without textual context will drastically distort the semantic space. We
believe one reason is that word vectors still need to be aware of the textual
context they occur in when they are being coupled with their corresponding visual information in images. Furthermore, an image is a rich source of
information and cannot be simply described by a single word. Our grounding framework aligns the word vectors to their corresponding images while
keeping the words informed about their textual context.
• More textual context compensates for visual grounding on current downstream NLP tasks. We investigated whether our grounding approach could
improve the performance of current deep contextualized language models
(e.g. BERT) on downstream NLP tasks such as sentiment classification.
Our experiments show that visual grounding yields considerable improvements when training data is limited. However, when huge amounts of textual
data are available, the performance of the visually grounded model and the
textual model are almost identical.
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In the future, we would like to further explore the potential benefits of
visual grounding in current contextualized language models. In particular, we
are interested to see how efficient (human-like) language model training could
become using visual grounding. We as humans are never exposed to the amount
of textual data digested by current language models but we still master our
first language at a very early age. From this perspective, enriching current
models for lexical semantics with vision is a first step forward in the direction
of developing cognitively more plausible representations for word meaning.
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and Research (BMBF): Tübingen AI Center, FKZ: 01IS18039A, and the
European research council, project WIDE-742545. The authors thank the
International Max Planck Research School for Intelligent Systems (IMPRS-IS)
for supporting Hassan Shahmohammadi.

References
Abdou M, Kulmizev A, Hershcovich D, et al (2021) Can Language Models
Encode Perceptual Structure Without Grounding? A Case Study in Color.
In: Proceedings of the 25th Conference on Computational Natural Language Learning. Association for Computational Linguistics, Stroudsburg,
PA, USA, pp 109–132, https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.conll-1.9
Avery JE, Goldstone RL, Jones MN (2021) Reconstructing maps from text.
Cognitive Systems Research 70:101–108
Barsalou LW (2003) Abstraction in perceptual symbol systems. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 358(1435):1177–
1187. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2003.1319
Barsalou LW (2008) Grounded Cognition. Annual Review of Psychology 59(1).
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.59.103006.093639
Bojanowski P, Grave E, Joulin A, et al (2017) Enriching word vectors with
subword information. Transactions of the association for computational
linguistics 5:135–146
Bordes P, Zablocki E, Soulier L, et al (2019) Incorporating visual semantics
into sentence representations within a grounded space. In: Proceedings of
the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing
and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing
(EMNLP-IJCNLP). Association for Computational Linguistics, Hong Kong,

Springer Nature 2021 LATEX template
Language with Vision: a Study on Grounded Word and Sentence Embeddings
China, pp 696–707, https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D19-1064, URL https://
www.aclweb.org/anthology/D19-1064
Borghi AM, Binkofski F (2014) The Problem of Definition, Springer, New
York, NY, pp 1–17. SpringerBriefs in Psychology, https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-1-4614-9539-0 1, URL https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-9539-0 1
Breedin SD, Saffran EM, Coslett HB (1994) Reversal of the concreteness effect
in a patient with semantic dementia. Cognitive Neuropsychology 11(6):617–
660. https://doi.org/10.1080/02643299408251987
Bruni E, Tran NK, Baroni M (2014) Multimodal distributional semantics.
Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research 49:1–47
Brysbaert M, Warriner AB, Kuperman V (2014) Concreteness ratings for
40 thousand generally known English word lemmas. Behavior Research
Methods 46(3):904–911. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-013-0403-5
Brysbaert M, Stevens M, Mandera P, et al (2016) How many words do we
know? practical estimates of vocabulary size dependent on word definition, the degree of language input and the participant’s age. Frontiers in
psychology 7:1116
Bulat L, Clark S, Shutova E (2017) Speaking, seeing, understanding: Correlating semantic models with conceptual representation in the brain. In:
Proceedings of the 2017 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing. Association for Computational Linguistics, Copenhagen, Denmark, pp 1081–1091, https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D17-1113,
URL https://aclanthology.org/D17-1113
Cer D, Diab M, Agirre E, et al (2017) Semeval-2017 task 1: Semantic textual
similarity-multilingual and cross-lingual focused evaluation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:170800055
Chen X, Fang H, Lin TY, et al (2015) Microsoft coco captions: Data collection
and evaluation server. arXiv preprint arXiv:150400325
Cho K, van Merrienboer B, Gulcehre C, et al (2014) Learning phrase representations using rnn encoder-decoder for statistical machine translation. In:
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing (EMNLP
2014)
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