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Abstract

The verbalizer, which serves to map label words to class labels, is an essen-

tial component of prompt-tuning. In this paper, we present a novel approach

to constructing verbalizers. While existing methods for verbalizer construction

mainly rely on augmenting and refining sets of synonyms or related words based

on class names, this paradigm suffers from a narrow perspective and lack of ab-

straction, resulting in limited coverage and high bias in the label-word space.

To address this issue, we propose a label-word construction process that incor-

porates scenario-specific concepts. Specifically, we extract rich concepts from

task-specific scenarios as label-word candidates and then develop a novel cascade

calibration module to refine the candidates into a set of label words for each

class. We evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed approach through exten-

sive experiments on five widely used datasets for zero-shot text classification.

The results demonstrate that our method outperforms existing methods and

achieves state-of-the-art results. The source code of ISCV is openly accessible

via the following URL: https://github.com/BIT-ENGD/ISCV ARXIV.

Keywords: Text Classification, Prompt Learning, Zero-shot, Verbalizer

Construction

1. Introduction

Pre-trained language models (PLMs) (Han et al., 2021) have emerged as a

fundamental and powerful instrument for natural language processing (NLP).

They are applied in a wide range of downstream NLP tasks, including text classi-

fication (Howard & Ruder, 2018), question answering (Petroni et al., 2019), and

machine translation (Radford et al., 2019). Notably, PLMs store a vast amount

of linguistic knowledge (Petroni et al., 2019), which has attracted the attention

of numerous researchers seeking to explore and leverage the rich knowledge con-
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Figure 1: Illustration of the ISCV motivation. “ExKB” means retrieving words

from an external knowledge base. Expansion from multiple perspectives and

higher-level abstractions, as well as task-specific refinement, enables large cov-

erage and low bias in a label-word space.

tained in PLMs. In this regard, the prompt-tuning approach is a representative

means of achieving this goal.

A prompt-tuning approach consists of three main components: a PLM, a

prompt template, and a verbalizer. The PLM is used to predict the probability

of each word in its vocabulary at the masked location. The prompt template is a

piece of natural language text with masked locations to elicit knowledge from a

PLM. A verbalizer serves as a projecting module between label words and class

labels (Schick & Schütze, 2021a), for example, “company” 7→ “BUSINESS”.

Given a sentence “Apple is a giant electronic company.”, to classify it into the

class “BUSINESS”, it needs to wrap the sentence into a prompt template as

“It is a [MASK] news, Apple is a giant electronic company”, then feed it into

the PLM. If the probability of predicting the label word “company” filled in

“[MASK]” location is greater than a threshold, assign the sentence a class label

“BUSINESS”. Therefore, a verbalizer plays a crucial role in the prompt-tuning

method (Gao et al., 2021).
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Existing verbalizer construction methods can be broadly categorized into

two groups: calibration-free methods and class-name calibration methods. As

#1 in Figure 1, the former employs a list of hand-crafted synonyms or related

words (Schick & Schütze, 2021b) even directly only the class names as the label

words of a class without a calibration processing. As #2 in Figure 1, the latter

augments additional related words but refines them merely based on class names

(Hu et al., 2022). However, a calibration-free approach generates a few label

words normally, which is limited by the number of label words and the designer’s

knowledge limitations, and thus has fewer perspectives in a label-word space.

Meanwhile, the class name based calibration methods expand additional label

words and refine them based on the class names, while class names are not the

ideal expanding center in general, and some effective label words are not among

the expanded words, which somewhat results in a deviation from the true center.

Therefore, all the above methods encounter fewer perspectives and lower-level

abstractions, resulting in narrow coverage and high bias in a label-word space.

Previous research suggests (Ji et al., 2019) that humans understand an in-

stance, especially an unfamiliar instance, by its basic concepts at an appropriate

level. A concept is defined as Basic-level Categorization (BLC) by psychologists

and linguists, which has higher-level abstraction than the instance (Eysenck &

Brysbaert, 2018), thus having additional coverage. Intuitively, label-word cov-

erage can be improved if we can augment label words from multiple perspectives

and higher-level abstractions by leveraging instance concepts. Obviously, the

above intuition may introduce noisy concepts that are not relevant to our tasks,

leading to possible over-coverage, so we should refine the augmented label words.

Drawing inspiration from the above intuition, we present a new approach

for prompt tuning called Incorporating Scenario-specific Concepts into Verbal-

izer construction (ISCV). The term ”scenario-specific” refers to the scenario

that is associated with specific task information, which involves a particular

dataset and prompt template, and is also referred to as task-specific in the fol-

lowing discussion. Specifically, the verbalizer construction of ISCV method has

two steps: concept mining and cascade calibration. (1) To mine rich scenario-

3



specific concepts, a set of samples is randomly selected from a task-specific sce-

nario and then associated concepts are obtained based on them as label-word

candidates. (2) To denoise irrelevant or ineffective label-word candidates caused

by over-coverage, a novel cascade calibration approach is proposed, which con-

sists of a PLM based calibration procedure and a category based calibration

procedure. Therefore, the constructed verbalizer can be directly applied in a

prompt-tuning pipeline, which can boost the performance of target tasks. Ex-

tensive experimental results of zero-shot text classification tasks on five widely

used text classification datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach,

showing that ISCV achieves fresh state-of-the-art results. Moreover, ISCV can

also reduce the standard deviation of results, enabling better stability of the

experimental results among different prompt templates.

The contribution of this paper can be summarized as:

• We present a fresh perspective on incorporating scenario-specific concepts

into verbalizer construction. The present work is the first to employ mul-

tiple perspectives and high-level abstractions to develop label words based

on external conceptual knowledge and scenario-specific settings.

• We devise a novel cascade calibration module based on scenario informa-

tion instead of relying on class names to refine the label word set for a

verbalizer.

• Fresh state-of-the-art results on three topic classification and two senti-

ment analysis datasets are reported, and extensive analysis is conducted

to provide reasons behind the outstanding effectiveness of our approach.

The subsequent sections of this paper are organized as follows: Section 2

provides a review of related work, while Section 3 presents the details of our

proposed method. We describe the experimental setup and provide related

discussions in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. Finally, we present our conclusions

in Section 6.
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2. Related Work

This paper presents a novel scenario-specific verbalizer-construction method

for prompt-tuning. In this section, we provide a review of two groups of related

research.

2.1. Prompt-tuning

Since the emergence of GPT-3 (Brown et al., 2020), prompt-tuning, also

known as prompt-based learning, has garnered increasing attention (Liu et al.,

2021). Existing research focusing on prompt-tuning comprises three key com-

ponents: a pre-trained language model (PLM), a prompt template, and a ver-

balizer. Prior studies on PLMs have primarily focused on their architecture,

including BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019), GPT-3,

BART (Lewis et al., 2020), T5 (Raffel et al., 2020), and others. Research on

prompt templates involves developing discrete templates (Jiang et al., 2020; Shin

et al., 2020; Petroni et al., 2019; Yuan et al., 2021) and continuous templates

(Li & Liang, 2021; Shin et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2021; Xu et al., 2023). Recent

studies have focused on constructing continuous verbalizers (Hambardzumyan

et al., 2021; Cui et al., 2022; Xu et al., 2023), while others have concentrated on

discrete verbalizers (Huang et al., 2022; Hu et al., 2022). For simplicity, we re-

fer to discrete verbalizers as “verbalizers” throughout this paper. The approach

presented in this paper is dedicated to the construction of discrete verbalizers.

2.2. Verbalizer Construction

Existing verbalizer construction approaches can be broadly categorized into

two groups: calibration-free methods and class-name calibration methods. Among

the former, Yin et al. (Yin et al., 2019) manually design word lists related to

class names as label word sets. Schick et al. (Schick & Schütze, 2021a) lever-

age the class names directly as label words, resulting in limited coverage due

to the fewer label words. For the latter, Hu et al. (Hu et al., 2022) expand

related words from external knowledge bases as label words and refine them
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based only on class names. However, the label words generated by the afore-

mentioned methods are generally synonyms or related words of class names,

which have fewer perspectives and lower-level abstractions. Moreover, these

words have been calibrated based solely on class names or not at all, resulting

in low coverage and high bias in the label-word space.

In contrast to existing methods, the proposed approach leverages scenario-

specific concepts to construct a verbalizer, resulting in improved perspectives

and abstraction levels of label words. Additionally, the approach refines label

words based on scenario-specific information, enhancing coverage, and reducing

bias in the label-word space.

3. Method

An overview of our ISCV is depicted in Figure 2, which includes a verbalizer

construction approach in the top half part, colored in light beige and white, and

a zero-shot based text classification pipeline in the bottom half part. In this

paper, we focus on the verbalizer construction approach, which consists of two

procedures: concept query and cascade calibration. A set of support samples,

Tn, are fed into the concept query procedure to obtain a set of concepts as

candidates. At the same time, another set of samples with label information,

Tv, are fed into the anchor creation step to obtain task-specific normalization

exponents as anchors. Both the candidate concepts and the anchors are fed

into the language model calibration step and then run through the whole cas-

cade calibration procedure to refine concepts as label-word sets for a verbalizer.

The constructed verbalizer can be seamlessly integrated into a prompt-tuning

pipeline. In the following, we detail the above procedure, where the verbalizer

construction is our focus.

3.1. Task Definition

In a prompt-tuning based text classification task, a input text is wrapped

into a prompt template as a natural language prompt fed into a PLM, thus the
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Figure 2: The architecture of our ISCV including a verbalizer construction ap-

proach and a zero-shot learning pipeline. The verbalizer construction approach

consists of a concept mining procedure and a cascade calibration procedure.

The two light-beige segments constitute the cascade calibration procedure. The

section with white color is the concept mining procedure. The bottom part is

the zero-shot-based text classification pipeline in prompt-tuning. DS means a

dataset.

task is reformulated as a cloze-style task (Schick & Schütze, 2021b). LetM be

a pre-trained language model, x = {w0, w1, · · · , wn} be an input text piece to

be categorized into a class label y ∈ Y, Y = {y0, y1, · · · , yk}. The input text x

is wrapped into a prompt template as

xp = [CLS] A [MASK] news : x,

where xp is referred to as a prompt or contextual sample that is fed into the

modelM. ThenM gives the probability of each word v in the vocabulary being

filled in the “[MASK]” location. To map the probabilities of label words to the

probabilities of labels, we define a verbalizer as a mapping f from a few words

in the vocabulary, which form the label-word set V, to the label space Y, i.e.,

f : V 7→ Y. The label-word set of class y is denoted as Vy = (v1, v2, . . . , vn),
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where Vy is a subset of V, i.e., ∪Vy∈Y = V.

The probability of predicting class y is computed as

P (y ∈ Y|xp) = g(PM([MASK] = v|xp)|v ∈ Vy), (1)

where g is a function employed to transform the probability of label words in Vy
to the probability of the label y. If P (y ∈ Y|xp) is greater than a set threshold,

the label y is assigned to the input text x.

3.2. Verbalizer Construction

The proposed verbalizer construction approach has two procedures: concept

mining and cascade calibration.

3.2.1. Concept Mining

Concept mining is the procedure of mining rich scenario-specific concepts

as label-word candidates. The process comprises of two steps: named entity

extraction, known as ”named entity” for topic classification tasks and as ”part-

of-speech” for sentiment analysis tasks, and concept query. To streamline the

process, in the subsequent sections, the extraction of both named entities and

part-of-speech tags is unified and referred to as named entity extraction.

Named Entity Extraction is the prerequisite work for concept query,

which extracts multiple named entities 1 from a task-specific scenario as query

keys for a concept knowledge base. Multiple named entities serve as multiple

perspectives to expand the coverage of a label-word space. Specifically, ran-

domly selecting a set of training instances from a task-specific dataset as the

support set Tn. n is the size of the set Tn and is not fixed, which depends on the

topic or sentiment polarity distribution of different datasets. Then all named

entities extracted from Tn form a named entity set Ns as the query keys for

concept query.

1In the context of topic classification, the extracted entities are referred to as named

entities, while in the realm of sentiment analysis, they are identified as Part-of-Speech tags.
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NE Type NE Type

PERSON LOCATION

ORGANIZATION MISC

CITY COUNTRY

NATIONALITY RELIGION

TITLE CRIMINAL CHARGE

STATE OR PROVINCE CAUSE OF DEATH

Table 1: The detail of the twelve selected NE tags used in topic classification.

POS Tag Type POS Tag Type

ADV ADJ

Table 2: The detail of the two selected POS tags used in sentiment analysis.

Concept Query obtains related concepts based on the named entity set

Ns from an external concept base (Wu et al., 2012) as label-word candidate set

Cv. The whole procedure can be divided into three steps:

1. Filter out irrelevant named entities from the candidate set Ns. There are

more than twelve types of named entities in Ns. In this step, a fresh set

Ns′ is obtained by filtering out named entities that do not belong to the

twelve selected types.

Ns′ ← Ns (2)

Please refer to Table 1 for detailed information on the twelve selected

Named Entity Recognition types utilized in topic classification tasks. For

sentiment analysis tasks, a query key corresponds to a Part-of-Speech

(POS) tag. For detailed information on the two selected POS types used

in sentiment analysis tasks, please refer to Table 2.

2. Query related concepts based on the set Ns′ . In the set, each item is a

query key for the concept base 2. It denotes as

Cv ← Ns′ , (3)

2Probase from Microsoft Research
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where Cv represents the set of candidate concepts that are obtained from

the concept base.

3. Select concepts with a higher correlation-degree. Each quried concept

has an associated probability value indicating the correlation-degree to its

query key. To improve the cascade calibration procedure, we can refine

the set Cv by selecting the top few items, the specific number can be

determined by a pilot experiment 3.

3.2.2. Cascade Calibration

Label-word candidates directly queried from an external concept base have

noisy and irrelevant information and are over-covered in a label-word space. For

example, the concepts for the named entity “APPLE” have two categories of

“fruit” and “company”, but for the label “BUSINESS”, “fruit” is not a valid

label word. In particular, for zero-shot based learning, the bias of a language

model toward predicting certain answers (Zhao et al., 2021; Kong et al., 2020)

is unavoidable and cannot be ignored. Therefore, the elimination of irrelevant

or noisy candidates and the calibration of label words based on task-specific

settings are essential.

To achieve the aforementioned refinement, we devise a cascade calibration

procedure involving three steps: anchor creation, language model calibration,

and category calibration.

Anchor Creation To calibrate a concept, a prerequisite is to prepare a

base value, namely an anchor, to be employed to measure the fitness of a concept

to a task-specific scenario. The anchor is created based on a task-specific prompt

template and a sample obtained from the task-specific dataset.

To create the anchor, we firstly compute the probablity of a token t in the

vocabulary T ofM at a masked location in a task-specific scenario as

Pt(xp, t) = PM([MASK] = t|xp), (4)

3In our case, the number is 50.
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where the prompt xp denotes a sample wrapped into a task-specific prompt

template.

Then for the convenience of computing the scenario-specific probability of

each token t, we exploit normalized exponential function on each token t by

Q(t|xp) =
expPt(xp, t)∑

t′∈T expPt(xp, t′)
, (5)

where t denots a specific item in T to be computed, t′ stands for each word in

T .

Lanuguage Model Calibration Among the candidate concepts for a

verbalizer, there are still some concepts that are less likely than others to be

predicted as eligible label words for a class by a PLM in a task-specific scenario.

Concepts with low probability in task-specific scenarios need to be eliminated

first. Language model-based calibration is leveraged to remove anchor-based

low-probability concepts.

Each candidate concept may not be exactly an item in the vocabulary of the

PLM, therefore we define the function Sc to compute the average probability of

all tokens belonging to the concept as its predicted probability.

Equation 6 is leveraged to compute the probability of the concept based on

an anchor by

Sc(c,x, p) =
1

|c|

|c|∑
i=1

Q(ti|xp), (6)

where |c| stands for the number of tokens belonging to the concept c and pre-

senting in the vocabulary of the PLM, p is the prompt template exploited in the

task-specific scenario. We score each concept of Cv on all examples in support

set Tv with

St(c, Tv, p) =
∑
x∈Tv

Sc(c, x, p). (7)

The number of examples in the support set Tv utilized during the cascade cali-

bration is a hyperparameter, denoted as q.

The higher the score St, the higher the probability that a concept is selected

as a label word. In the language model calibration step, we do not leverage
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the label information of samples. In order to reduce the time consumption of

computing the final scores for all concepts in the category calibration step, we

select only top-j concepts as the candidate concept set Cv′ .

Category Calibration For a label word that tends to predict a particular

class label over others in a task-specific scenario, we need to select this word as

the label word for the class. Thus, a calibration operation on each candidate

based on the class label is essential and necessary. Being inspired by (Dunning,

1993; Schick & Schütze, 2021a), we choose log-likelihood ratio as the score func-

tion, then select top-l concepts as the label words for each class, in which l is

a hyperparameter and can be determined automatically and rapidly in a task

pipeline as it has merely a narrow integer range. The below log-likelihood ratio

function can measure the difference between likelihood P1 and P2,

Sllr(P1, P2) = log
P1

P2
, (8)

where P1 denotes the normalized exponent of a specific token t and P2 indi-

cates the sum of counterpart for the rest tokens in the same vocabulary, therefore

P1 + P2 = 1, and P1 is expected greater than P2.

Samples in the set Tv with the label y are marked as positive samples stored

in the set Ty, ones with other labels as negative samples contained in the set Ty′ .

Before computing the score of a specific concept to be a qualified label word for

the class y on the task-specific scenario with Ty, it is necessary to compute the

score of each token belonging to the concept. Our goal for a specific category

is a series of one-vs-others selection tasks. Thus, the support set Tv is divided

into two parts: Ty and Ty′ , i.e., Ty′ = Tv \ Ty .

Considering merely one single token belonging to the concept which is se-

lected as a label word, the probability of the token predicting the positive sam-

ples as class y must be clearly greater than as other classes, we define the positive

evaluating score Sp as

Sp(t, Ty, p) =
∑
x∈Ty

log
Q(t|xp)

(1−Q(t|xp))
. (9)
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Meanwhile, the probability that the token predicting the negative samples

as other classes should be higer than as the class y, the negative evaluating score

is defined as

Sn(t, Ty′ , p) =
∑

x∈Ty′

log
(1−Q(t|xp))

Q(t|xp)
. (10)

For the token t, its final score predicting class y correctly is

S(t, Tv, p, y) = Sp(t, Ty, p) + Sn(t, Ty′ , p). (11)

The concept c is consists of several tokens, we take the averaged S score of

all tokens as the final score of the concept. To do so, we compute its score of

predicting correctly samples as class y by

Scv(c, Tv, y, p) =
|c|∑
i=1

S(ti, Tv, p, y), (12)

where c = {t1, t2, · · · , ti}, ti denotes a token in the vocabulary of a PLM.

Equation 12 is employed on each concept of the candidate set Cv′ based on

the support set Tv and a class label, then select top-l concepts as the label-word

set for the class. On a dataset of k classes, for each prompt template p, we

finally obtain a verbalizer of k ∗ l concepts.

3.3. Verbalizer Utilization

Verbalizers constructed using the ISCV approach are plug-and-play and can

be directly applied in a task pipeline for prompt-tuning. A verbalizer imple-

ments a mapping mechanism between a label-word space and a class-label space,

that is, it projects the predicted probability of each final label-word set to the

class label decision. A label word consists of several tokens in the vocabulary

of a PLM. Conventionally, there are three ways to compute the probability of

a label word in prompt-tuning: the value of the first token, the mean value of

all token, or the max value of all tokens. We choose the mean value by pilot

experiments. The mean probability of all concepts in a label-word set is chosen

13



as the final value by investigating that the contribution of each label word of a

class is equal. The predicted label ŷ is

ŷ = argmaxy∈Y

∑
c∈Vy

∑
t∈c PM([MASK]=t|xp)

|c|

|Vy|
, (13)

where Vy denotes the label-word set of class y.

4. Experiments

We evaluate ISCV on three datasets with zero-shot text classification tasks to

confirm the effectiveness of incorporating concepts into verbalizer construction.

4.1. Experimental Settings

4.1.1. Datasets, Templates and Evaluation Metrics

Experiments are conducted on three topic classification datasets: AG’s News

(Zhang et al., 2015), DBPedia (Lehmann et al., 2015) and Yahoo (Zhang et al.,

2015). To confirm its effectiveness on other tasks, experiments are also con-

ducted on two sentiment analysis datasets: Amazon (McAuley & Leskovec,

2013) and IMDB (Maas et al., 2011). We examine the zero-shot based prompt-

tuning method with four hand-crafted templates and report both average results

with standard deviation and the best results of the templates, the best results

are in brackets. For a fair comparison, all experiments exploit same manual

templates. Manual templates are confirmed to be comparable to auto-generated

templates (Gao et al., 2021) as they contain abundant expert knowledge and

have excellent explainability.

Following previous works, we adopt Micro-F1 as the metric for all experi-

ments. Each result is obtained experimentally with the same random seed as in

the previous work (Hu et al., 2022).

4.2. Details of Datasets and Templates

ISCV is a novel approach that aims at the construction of verbalizers for

text classification tasks: topic classifcation and sentiment analysis. We con-

duct topic classification experiments on three topic classification datasets: AG’s

14



Dataset Name Class Train Size Test Size

AG’s News 4 120000 7600

DBPedia 14 560000 70000

Yahoo 10 1400000 60000

Amazon 2 3600000 10000

IMDB 2 25000 25000

Table 3: The statistics of all datasets. The original dataset, Amazon, has

a test set consisting of 400,000 samples. For the utilized test set of dataset

Amazon, ISCV randomly samples 10,000 samples. For fair comprison, KPT is

also reproduced on the same test set.

News (Zhang et al., 2015), DBPedia (Lehmann et al., 2015) and Yahoo (Zhang

et al., 2015). Sentiment analysis experiments are also conducted on Amazon

(McAuley & Leskovec, 2013) and IMDB (Maas et al., 2011) datasets to con-

firm the effectiveness of ISCV. The statistics of all datasets are presented in

Table 3. Our goal is to construct an effective verbalizer of a dataset for prompt-

tuning based classification tasks. For the objective, designing or constructing

a prompt template is orthogonal to our approach. For a fair comparison with

KPT (Hu et al., 2022) or alternative baselines, we choose templates offered in

OpenPrompt, which are the same as in KPT, each dataset has four manual tem-

plates. The prompt templates for each dataset are described in the following

sections.

AG’s News is a dataset used for news topic classification. The text piece

of each sample is denoted by x. The four templates used in this dataset are

listed in the following text frame:

15



T1(x) = A [MASK] news : x

T2(x) = x This topic is about [MASK].

T3(x) = [ Category : [MASK] ] x

T4(x) = [ Topic : [MASK] ] x

DBPedia is a dataset used for topic classification. Each sample in DBPedia

contains two pieces of text: the title and the content. Within the following

templates, a and b refer to the title and content of a sample, respectively.

Furthermore, ã denotes the title without its final punctuation mark.

T1(a,b) = a b ã is a [MASK] .

T2(a,b) = a b In this sentence, ã is a [MASK] .

T3(a,b) = a b The type of ã is [MASK].

T4(a,b) = a b The category of ã is [MASK].

Yahoo is a question dataset obtained from yahoo.com, used for topic clas-

sification. The complete name of this dataset is yahoo answers topics. The

prompt templates used for this dataset are identical to those used for the AG’s

News dataset, with the only difference being the replacement of the word ”news”

with ”question”. The text piece of each sample is denoted by x.

T1(x) = A [MASK] question : x

T2(x) = x This topic is about [MASK] .

T3(x) = Category : [MASK] x

T4(x) = Topic : [MASK] x

16



TheAmazon dataset is utilized for sentiment analysis and comprises several

million customer reviews from Amazon. Based on this dataset, we define the

following templates:

T1(x) = It was [MASK] . x

T2(x) = Just [MASK] ! x

T3(x) = x All in all, it was [MASK] .

T4(x) = x In summary, it was [MASK] .

, where x represents the textual content of a sample.

The IMDB dataset is another commonly used dataset for sentiment anal-

ysis, specifically for analyzing movie reviews. Following the templates defined

in Schick et al. (2021) for sentiment analysis, we have established the following

templates:

T1(x) = It was [MASK] . x

T2(x) = Just [MASK] ! x

T3(x) = x All in all, it was [MASK] .

T4(x) = x In summary, the film was [MASK] .

, where x represents the textual content of a sample.

4.2.1. Implementation Details

All experiments in this study are conducted using OpenPrompt (Ding et al.,

2021), an open-source framework designed for prompt-based learning. As per

the precedent set by prior works, we employed RoBERTalarge (Liu et al., 2019)

as the pre-trained language model for all experiments.

The ISCV framework involves three primary hyperparameters. The first hy-
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Parameter Dataset Value

Trunc Len AG’s News, DBPedia, Yahoo 128

Trunc Len Amazon, IMDB 512

Seeds for Zero-shot All 144,145,146

Seeds for Few-shot AG’s News, DBPedia, Yahoo 144,145,146,147,148

Table 4: The settings for additional hyperparameters. Trunc Len refers to the

truncated length of an input text.

perparameter, represented by n, corresponds to the number of samples retrieved

as named-entity sources during the Named Entity Extraction procedure. After

conducting a pilot experiment, we set this hyperparameter to 4,000. The sec-

ond hyperparameter, represented by j, denotes the number of top-j concepts

selected during the Language Model Calibration stage. We set this hyperparam-

eter to 10,000, as it achieves a balance between effectiveness and computational

consumption. This value was determined through pilot experiments conducted

on all datasets. Finally, during the Category Calibration procedure, the hy-

perparameter l represents the top-l concepts chosen as the final label words for

each class.

Additional hyperparameters, such as truncated length and random seeds,

are listed in Table 4.

4.3. Baselines

In this section, we introduce the three recent and stronge baselines in our

evaluation.

Prompt-tuning (PT) Regular prompt-tuning methods typically rely

solely on the class name as the label word for each class, as demonstrated

by PET (Schick & Schütze, 2021a). In our study on zero-shot prompt-based

learning, we disregard any techniques from PET and other studies that are not

pertinent to our contribution.

Prompt-tuning with contextual calibration (PT+CC) In (Hu et al.,

18



2022), the concept of contextual calibration was proposed to significantly en-

hance the performance of regular prompt-tuning methods. Given its substantial

improvement over regular prompt-tuning, the combination of regular prompt-

tuning and contextual calibration is considered a new baseline for comparison

purposes.

Knowledgeable prompt-tuing (KPT) KPT (Hu et al., 2022) is an ex-

cellent method that utilizes external knowledge to construct verbalizers. It

avoids the need to expand synonyms of class names as label words, and in-

stead enhances the label-word space perspective by incorporating related words

of class names, thereby expanding the coverage of the label word space in a

verbalizer. Through the use of context calibration, relevance refinement, fre-

quency refinement, and learnable refinement to construct valid label words,

KPT achieves superior performance compared to its prior works.

4.4. Experimental Results

4.4.1. Main Experiments

All experimental results on the five datasets are in Table 5.

Compared to all baseline methods, ISCV achieves fresh state-of-the-art re-

sults on all datasets, especially on the three topic classification datasets. On

the datasets AG News, DBPedia, and Yahoo, the error rate was reduced by an

average of 2.5%, 8.2%, and 3.5%, respectively. The standard deviation indicates

the stability of a method on a dataset. In comparison with the results obtained

experimentally with KPT, the stability is improved by 0.8%, 4.2%, and 1.2%

on all three datasets, respectively. The PT+CC method has the best stability

among the three baselines, and ISCV still outperforms it by 0.3%, 0.8%, and

0.4% on stability alone. The maximum Micro-F1 value for each template on all

three datasets still emerges from the ISCV results. On the sentiment analysis

datasets of Amazon and IMDB, the ISCV method achieves comparable yet su-

perior results. Given the substantial advantages observed in the results obtained

from the three topic classification datasets, our next step involves analyzing the

underlying reasons behind these outcomes.
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Method AG’s News DBPedia Yahoo Amazon IMDB

PT (Hu et al., 2022) 75.1±6.2 (79.0) 66.6±2.3 (68.4) 45.4±7.0 (52.0) 80.2±8.8(87.8) 86.4±4.0(92.0)

PT+CC (Hu et al., 2022) 79.9±0.7 (81.0) 73.9±4.9 (82.6) 58.0±1.4 (58.8) 91.4±1.6(93.5) 91.6±3.0(93.7)

KPT (Hu et al., 2022) 84.8±1.2 (86.7) 82.2 ±5.4 (87.4) 61.6 ±2.2 (63.8) 92.8±1.2(94.6) 91.6±2.7(94.0)

PT (Hu et al., 2022)* 75.1± 5.6 (79.0) 66.6± 2.1 (68.4) 45.4± 6.4 (52.0) 81.1 ± 7.5 (88.0) 86.4± 3.6 (92.0)

PT+CC (Hu et al., 2022)* 79.9±0.7(81.0) 75.1 ± 5.3 ( 82.7 ) 57.9 ± 1.5 ( 59.0 ) 91.2 ± 1.5 (93.6) 90.6 ± 3.2 (93.8)

KPT (Hu et al., 2022)* 84.8±1.2( 86.9 ) 82.2±5.4 ( 87.5 ) 61.8 ± 2.0 ( 64.0 ) 92.4 ± 1.3 ( 94.3 ) 91.6±2.7( 94.1 )

ISCV 87.3±0.4 (87.8) 90.4±1.2 (91.6) 65.3±0.8 (66.6) 92.7±1.6 (94.5) 91.9±3.3 (94.7)

Table 5: Results on zero-shot based topic classification and sentiment analysis

tasks. The best results for the templates are shown in parentheses. The baseline

results marked with * are obtained experimentally, and the other results are

quoted from the paper of KPT. All results of ISCV method achieve new state-

of-the-art in bold. The data with underline indicates it altered relative to the

quoted result. Each result is the average of a total of 12 experiments on four

prompt templates and three random seeds for a dataset. KPT initially selected

a test set consisting of 10,000 samples from the test set of the Amazon dataset.

However, unfortunately, the test set was subsequently lost by KPT. The red

result denotes that it was obtained by utilizing the undisclosed test set cited

from the research paper of KPT. ISCV performs random sampling of 10,000

examples from the test set of the Amazon dataset and reproduces the findings

of KPT.

Due to leveraging a large number of concepts with higher-level abstraction

as label-word candidates, ISCV method improves the coverage of the label-word

space in a verbalizer. With the help of concept calibration based on scenario-

specific information, ISCV reduces the bias of the label-word space .

Our ISCV approach outperforms all baselines in all experiments on the

task of zero-shot text classification in prompt-based learning, confirming the

effectiveness of incorporating scenario-specific concepts into the verbalizer con-

struction in prompt-tuning. Note that our approach achieves new stable and

state-of-the-art performance on all three topic datasets.
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4.4.2. Stability of Templates

The experimental results of template stability are shown in Figure 3. Details

of the templates for each dataset are given in Section 4.2. For fair comparison,

all results are obtained experimentally based on the same hyperparameters; See

Table 4 for other relevant hyperparameters.

By investigation, template stability depends on the distribution of label

words on all classes of a dataset. Since KPT employs a same set of fixed number

of words as candidates for all templates on a dataset, the candidate space for

label words is not sufficient as different templates elicit different knowledge from

the same PLM, and hence a different set of label-word candidates is required.

The probability distribution of each word in the vocabulary for a PLM re-

sponding different prompt templates are different (Reynolds & McDonell, 2021)

correlated directly to a specific template.

ISCV confirms that a larger label-word candidate space, different prompt

templates, and scenario-specific label-word calibration can be used to expand the

coverage of a label-word space and improve stability across different templates

to construct more robust verbalizers.
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Figure 3: Comparison between ISCV and KPT for template stability. The

orange color indicates ISCV and the gray color indicates KPT. T1, T2, T3, and

T4 denote the four templates for each dataset separately and each number at

the top of the colored bar is the value of the corresponding Micro-F1 value.
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Figure 4: Parameter Sensitivity of ISCV on each template. “ssize” denotes the

size of a support set.

4.4.3. Parameter Sensitivity

The present study focuses on two crucial hyperparameters, namely the size

of the support set Tv and the number of label words for each class on a dataset.

To streamline the investigation, both hyperparameters are evaluated using the

first prompt template of each dataset.

The experimental results are shown in Figure 4.

The size of the support set Tv, which refers to the number of samples in

Tv, has a significant impact on the coverage of a label-word space. Based on

Figure 4, it is evident that various datasets require different support set sizes.

For instance, the construction of a verbalizer for dataset AG’s News requires

1000 support examples to achieve promising results, while dataset DBPedia and

Yahoo require 800 and 600 support instances, respectively. The final size of the

support set is determined by the average Micro-F1 value across all templates on

a given dataset, as presented in Table 6. This phenomenon can be attributed

to the varying diversity of topics among different datasets, which necessitates a

distinct number of samples to achieve optimal results. Furthermore, a positive

correlation exists between the results and the size of the support set Tv.
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Dataset Support Set Label Words

AG’s News 1100 100

DBPedia 800 50

Yahoo 600 100

Amazon 900 250

IMDB 1200 50

Table 6: Sample number of support set (Tv) and number of label words for

each class for all datasets. The number of label words indicates the number of

concepts selected as label words for each class of a dataset.

Number of labeled words on a dataset for each class. It requires only a

small number of label words per class to achieve promising results. Over all

three datasets, 100 or fewer concepts per class is sufficient to achieve decent

results. The reason behind the results is that each concept has a higher level of

abstraction, yielding a wider coverage than the label words obtained in previous

studies.

The above experiments demonstrate that both hyperparameters have a pro-

found effect on the label-word space of a verbalizer, but there is a specific

threshold for each hyperparameter in a task-specific scenario.

4.5. Ablation Experiments

Method AG’s News DBPedia Yahoo

ISCV 87.3 ±0.4(87.8) 90.4 ±1.2(91.6) 65.3 ±0.8(66.6)

KPT (Hu et al., 2022) 84.8±1.2(86.7) 82.2±5.4(87.4) 61.6 ±2.2(63.8)

ISCVLM+KPT 86.5±0.7(87.2) 86.2± 4.8(91.8) 64.7± 1.8(66.5)

ISCVKPT 66.8±0.6(67.6) 43.2± 6.0(51.1) 38.0± 4.6(42.2)

Table 7: Ablation results on zero-shot based classification tasks. The best

results for the templates are shown in parentheses.
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To demonstrate the effectiveness of the cascade calibration in our proposed

ISCV, we design a set of ablation experiments on zero-shot based text clas-

sification. The experimental results are presented in Table 7. The proposed

ISCV method consists of two procedures: concept mining and cascade calibra-

tion. Cascade calibration consists of three steps: anchor creation, language

model calibration, and category calibration. Concept mining is the source of

label word candidates and it cannot be replaced with other procedures. In

Table 7, the first row shows the results for the full ISCV and the second row

for the full KPT (Hu et al., 2022). All remaining experiments utilize the re-

sult of concept mining as the source of label word candidates. The third row,

ISCVLM+KPT , corresponds to the experiment where the category calibration of

ISCV is replaced by the calibration method of KPT. The fourth row, ISCVKPT ,

corresponds to the experiment where the whole cascade calibration is replaced

by the counterpart of KPT.

From Table 7, we can observe that replacing the cascade calibration of ISCV

with the calibration method of KPT yields only the worst results. Replacing

the category calibration step of ISCV with the calibration method of KPT can

still outperform the baseline KPT. The ablation results demonstrate that the

entire cascade calibration is an integral procedure. Anchor creation provides a

foundation for subsequent calibration steps. Language model calibration helps

eliminate noise that is irrelevant to the scenario-specific setting within the can-

didate words, which cannot be effectively denoised by other methods, such as

the counterpart of KPT. Furthermore, category calibration also yields better

improvements compared to the calibration part of KPT.

The results of all ablation experiments presented in Table 7 confirm the effec-

tiveness of our proposed ISCV approach, with both language model calibration

and category calibration demonstrating significant effectiveness.

4.6. Few-shot Learning

This paper aims to incorporate scenario-specific concepts into a verbalizer

for zero-shot text classification. However, to validate its effectiveness in a few-
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Shot Method AG’s News DBPedia Yahoo

1
KPT 83.7±3.5(84.6) 93.7±1.8(95.3) 63.2±2.5(64.1)

ISCV 83.8±1.9(86.5) 95.3±1.3(97.0) 65.2±2.0(67.7)

5
KPT 85.1±1.0(85.8) 97.2±0.4(97.3) 67.2±0.8(67.8)

ISCV 85.7±2.6(88.3) 97.3±0.5(98.1) 67.1±0.6(68.2)

10
KPT 86.3±1.6(87.0) 98.0±0.2(98.1) 68.0±0.6(68.2)

ISCV 87.0±1.4(88.9) 97.9±0.4(98.4) 67.9±0.3(68.6)

20
KPT 87.7±0.6(87.8) 98.1±0.3(98.2) 69.0±0.7(69.3)

ISCV 88.4±0.6(89.3) 98.1±0.2(98.5) 68.8±0.6(69.5)

Table 8: Results for few-shot setting. ISCV denotes our method. KPT refers

to the best results of the baseline. A bold result indicates the best result with

the same dataset and number of shots. The best results for the templates are

shown in parentheses.

shot setting, we design a set of few-shot experiments for prompt learning-based

text classification. To ensure a fair comparison, we select shot 1, shot 5, shot

10, and shot 20 as experimental settings (Hu et al., 2022). The results of the

few-shot experiments are presented in Table 8, which demonstrate that the few-

shot results of our proposed ISCV are superior to the previous best baselines

in the shot-1 setting and comparable to the previous best baselines in other

settings. Prior research (Hu et al., 2022) suggests that calibration is not critical

for the few-shot setting, as the need for calibration is significantly reduced with

supervised input data, which is also supported by the results in Table 8.

4.7. Analysis of Constructed Verbalizer

ISCV is proposed as an approach for constructing verbalizers that are specif-

ically designed for zero-shot-based text classification tasks, such as topic classi-

fication and sentiment analysis. In the following sections, we provide a detailed

analysis of the constructed verbalizer for each of these tasks.

4.7.1. Topic Classifcation

Based on the findings presented in Table 9, it is evident that all the final

label words correspond to relevant concepts. For instance, when examining

25



Dataset Label Label Words

AG’s News
politics national terrorist, international terrorist, international conflict, international, international celebrity ...

sports sports, league championship, league coach, league baseball team, football coach, league team ...

DBPedia
corporation software company, public company, public corporation, service company, consumer company ...

school campus facility, campus university, private nonprofit institution, private institute, college campus ...

Yahoo
society atheistic religion, atheist religion, world religion, popular religion, religion most major religion ...

science science, scientific study, natural scientist, scientific technique, scientific expert, field scientist ...

Table 9: Example label words for topic classification constructed with ISCV.

Yahoo denotes dataset yahoo answers topics. For demonstration purposes,

only two classes are presented per dataset.

Dataset Label Label Words

Amazon
negative paper garbage, gross error, badge, market failure, terrible mistake, wrong food, negative opinion, limited negative, ...

positive love, great instrumental, good compliment, great champion, great benefit, order pleasure, member incredible value,...

IMDB
negative horrible problem, garbage, rap, real debacle, hollow, terrible mistake, owl, basic no no, horrible name, stupid joke, ...

positive rich feature, music legend, play, good compliment, time honored classic, member incredible value, form of love, ...

Table 10: Example label words for sentiment analysis constructed with ISCV.

the label “POLITICS” from the AG’s News dataset, we observe that there is

overlap and expansion between the concepts of ”national terrorist” and ”interna-

tional terrorist.” This indicates reduced voids within the label-word space of the

constructed verbalizer, resulting in a label-space that exhibits higher coverage

and more continuity. It is worth noting that the cascade calibrated verbalizer

demonstrates improved coverage and reduced bias.

4.7.2. Sentiment Analysis

Upon examining Table 10, it becomes apparent that the final label words

constructed by ISCV for sentiment analysis tasks encompass concepts with po-

larity. ISCV employs a Part-of-Speech task to extract relevant adjective and

adverbial words, which serve as key queries to retrieve concepts from a concept

base. Subsequently, through cascade calibration, ISCV selects concepts with

positive polarity as label words for the positive class of a dataset, and vice versa

for the negative class.
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Model Methods AG’s News DBPedia IMDB Amazon

BERT
LOTClass w/o. self train (Meng et al., 2020) 0.822 0.860 0.802 0.853(400K)

ISCVBERT 0.865 0.881 0.805 0.863(400K)

RoBERTa ISCV 0.873 0.904 0.919 0.927(400K)

Table 11: The results for no-self-trainig/zero-shot approaches. The “BERT”

model, which refers to the bert-base-uncased model, and the “RoBERTa” model,

which refers to the RoBERTalarge model. The best result for each dataset based

on the BERT model is indicated by highlighting it in bold. The size of the

test set used for the Amazon dataset is denoted by the number in parentheses,

where “K” represents a thousand (1000). The notation ISCVBERT is used to

represent the zero-shot-based ISCV method employing the bert-base-uncased

model.

4.8. Comparison of ISCV with Non-Prompt Approaches

The primary objective of the ISCV approach is to construct verbalizers

specifically tailored for prompt-tuning in zero-shot text classification tasks. Pre-

vious studies, such as LOTClass (Meng et al., 2020), have introduced methods

that combine the output of the masked language model head with class names

to enhance the label words for text categories, without relying on prompt tun-

ing. This approach exhibits applicability in both zero-shot and few-shot text

classification scenarios. To compare the effectiveness of ISCV with non-prompt

tuning methods, we conducted experiments on four datasets: AG’s News, DB-

Pedia, IMDB, and Amazon. The specific details of these datasets are presented

in Table 3. Experiments conducted on datasets other than Amazon were eval-

uated using their respective original test sets. The LOTClass method is set

as the baseline, and zero-shot and few-shot text classification experiments are

conducted utilizing the pre-trained language model bert-base-uncased 4.

4https://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased
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4.8.1. Zero-Shot Experiments

The zero-shot experiments conducted on the Amazon dataset utilized its

original test set, which comprised 400,000 examples. Compared to the zero-shot

experiments conducted with ISCV, the baseline method is denoted as “LOT-

Class w/o (without) self-training”. In the zero-shot or no-self-train experiments,

we freeze the parameters of the bert-base-uncased model and did not perform

any fine-tuning on it. By referring to Table 11, it is evident that the ISCV

method based on the bert-base-uncased model (ISCVBERT ) achieves superior

results compared to the baseline. In particular, the ISCVBERT method has

demonstrated remarkable improvements on topic classification datasets, with an

increase of 4.3% and 2.1% observed on the AG’s News and DBPedia datasets,

respectively. On the sentiment analysis datasets, IMDB and Amazon, the

ISCVBERT method exhibits a slight performance advantage over LOTClass,

with improvements of 0.3% and 1.0%, respectively. The results undeniably

demonstrate the advantages of prompt-tuning based methods, particularly in

the context of topic classification tasks.

When comparing ISCV and ISCVBERT , the key difference lies in the under-

lying model used. ISCV relies on the RoBERTalarge model, whereas ISCVBERT

utilizes the bert-base-uncased model. We observed that the ISCV method out-

performs ISCVBERT by 0.8%, 2.3%, 11.4%, and 6.4% on datasets AG’s News,

DBPedia, IMDB, and Amazon, respectively. These findings provide compelling

evidence that prompt-tuning based zero-shot methods exhibit tremendous po-

tential when applied to larger pre-trained language models. Prompt-tuning ben-

efits from the knowledge retrieved from a language model, and RoBERTalarge,

with its larger number of parameters and extensive pre-training on diverse

language materials5, provides additional advantages in this regard (Liu et al.,

2021).

5https://huggingface.co/roberta-large, https://huggingface.co/bert-base-uncased
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Model Shots Methods AG’s News DBPedia IMDB Amazon

BERT
Full LOTClass (Meng et al., 2020) 0.864 0.911 0.865 0.916(400K)

Full LOTClass* (Meng et al., 2020) 0.857 0.906 0.856 0.930(10K)

BERT

100 ISCVBERT 0.883 0.989 0.878 0.899(10K)

300 ISCVBERT 0.895 0.989 0.894 0.914(10K)

500 ISCVBERT 0.900 0.990 0.902 0.923(10K)

1000 ISCVBERT 0.907 0.991 0.912 0.937(10K)

Table 12: The results for full fine-tuning/few-shot approaches. The “BERT”

model, which refers to the bert-base-uncased model. The best result of LOT-

Class method for each dataset is highlighted by underlining the corresponding

values. The size of the test set used for the Amazon dataset is denoted by the

number in parentheses, where “K” represents a thousand (1000). The notation

ISCVBERT is employed to denote the few-shot-based ISCV method utilizing

the bert-base-uncased model. The method name LOTClass with an asterisk (*)

indicates that its results were obtained experimentally. The best result for each

dataset is indicated by highlighting it in bold.

4.8.2. Few-Shot Experiments

Few-shot based methods are not the primary focus of the ISCV approach.

The notable advantage of a well-constructed verbalizer primarily benefits zero-

shot based prompt-tuning methods, rather than few-shot or fully fine-tuning

based methods (Hu et al., 2022). In order to showcase the effectiveness of

ISCV in the context of few-shot learning using the bert-base-uncased model,

we conducted a comparison between few-shot experiments employing ISCV and

fully fine-tuned experiments utilizing LOTClass.

The test set of the Amazon dataset utilized in these experiments consists

of 10,000 examples randomly selected from its original test set, as outlined in

Table 3. The results in the first row of Table12 are cited from the paper of

LOTClass (Meng et al., 2020). In Table 12, the method name ”LOTClass*”

in the second row indicates the reproduced results obtained using the source
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code of LOTClass6. The LOTClass method underwent fine-tuning by utilizing

all samples from the training set of each respective dataset. Conversely, the

ISCVBERT method randomly selects a specific number of training examples per

category, referred to as ”shots,” from the train set of each dataset to fine-tune

the bert-base-uncased model.

Table 12 showcases that ISCVBERT demonstrates superior performance by

achieving improved results with a mere 100 examples per category across datasets

such as AG’s News, DBPedia, and IMDB. Similarly, for the Amazon dataset,

only 1000 examples are sufficient to attain enhanced outcomes. With 1000

examples per category, ISCVBERT surpasses LOTClass by 4.3%, 8.0%, 4.7%,

and 0.3% on datasets AG’s News, DBPedia, IMDB, and Amazon, respectively.

This evidence substantiates that the prompt-tuning-based method ISCVBERT

can yield equivalent or superior results with a smaller number of examples.

Moreover, it underscores the efficacy of a well-constructed verbalizer in prompt-

tuning approaches based on few-shot learning.

5. Discussion

5.1. Out of Vocabulary (OOV)

Our proposed ISCV utilizes calibrated concepts as label words. Essen-

tially, most of the chosen concepts are phrases that are not part of a pre-

trained language model’s (PLM) vocabulary, and are therefore considered out-

of-vocabulary (OOV). Each OOV phrase consists of multiple tokens from the

vocabulary. In a masked language model such as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019)

or RoBERTa (Liu et al., 2019), it returns the probability of each token in the

vocabulary. Previous studies have employed three strategies for an OOV word:

assigning the first value of all tokens, the maximum value of all tokens, or the

mean probability value of all tokens in a label word. The mean value is a suit-

able approach for multi-token phrases, as suggested by (Toshniwal et al., 2020).

6https://github.com/yumeng5/LOTClass
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To overcome the OOV issue, we directly calculate the average probabilities of

each token within a concept.

5.2. Setting of Hyperparameters

ISCV encompasses four main hyperparameters, including the size of the

support set Tn for named entity extraction (denoted as n), the size of the support

set Tv for cascade calibration (denoted as q), the top-j number of concepts

selected after language model calibration (denoted as j), and the number of

concepts selected as label words for each class (denoted as l). All of these

hyperparameters are determined through pilot experiments or experience.

Regarding the hyperparameter n, it determines the final number of named

entities (or Part-of-Speech tags for sentiment analysis), which are collectively

referred to as named entities for simplicity. Through pilot experiments, consid-

ering the dataset distribution, we discovered that the optimal range for n falls

between 200 and 4000. As a pre-setting value, we have set it to 4000.

The hyperparameter q is set within the range of 100 to 1500. Through

pilot experiments, we have discovered that using fewer than 2000 examples can

effectively capture the distribution of the dataset being used.

Through reading papers such as (Hu et al., 2022) and testing code related

to verbalizer construction, we have determined that a valid verbalizer typically

requires fewer than 500 label words per class. Therefore, we have set the range

for the hyperparameter l from 10 to 700. By examining the final values of ISCV

in Table 6, it is evident that an appropriate value for l is less than 500 on the

used datasets.

Regarding the hyperparameter j, it is used to enhance the efficiency of the

category calibration process. To ensure a consistent number of l label words for

each class in a dataset with k classes, we set j as l×k×coefficient. Empirically, a

coefficient value of 10 has been found to be appropriate. It is important to note

that a larger value of j does not compromise the effectiveness of the cascade cal-

ibration but may slow down the procedure. For ISCV, the hyperparameter j is

set as 10,000. The top-j concepts obtained from the language model calibration
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are then utilized in the category calibration step.

The final step involves determining the optimal q-l pair for a given dataset.

The hyperparameter q is varied within the range of 100 to 1500, with an interval

of 100. Similarly, the hyperparameter l is varied within the range of 50 to 700,

with an interval of 50. Additionally, the value 10 is added to the candidate

set of hyperparameter l, resulting in a range from 10 to 700. ISCV utilizes

each pairwise combination of q and l to search for the appropriate q-l pair that

yield the best performance for a specific dataset. This search is conducted using

zero-shot text classification while keeping a fixed random seed throughout the

procedure.

6. Conclusion

This study proposed a novel approach for constructing verbalizers in prompt-

based text classification tasks by leveraging external concepts as label-word

candidates and employing a cascade calibration procedure to optimize them.

Our approach addressed the limitations of current methods, which rely solely

on the class name and lack multiple perspectives and higher levels of abstraction.

The experimental results substantiate that our proposed approach exhibits

a remarkable superiority over the state-of-the-art methods in zero-shot based

topic classification and achieves superior outcomes in sentiment analysis. This

showcases a more effective and dependable technique for verbalizer construction.

Despite the significant contributions of this study, there are still opportuni-

ties for future research. Firstly, the parameter search process, while effective,

can be challenging and time-consuming for researchers. Therefore, exploring

ways to automate and improve this procedure could be a promising area of

investigation. Secondly, it is worth noting that this study was limited to an

English concept database, and further investigations on other languages, such

as Chinese, could provide valuable insights.
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