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1 ELC®HIC

HEED A BERBIE, 1 BiEE2 N7 MVEMOD 1 KL
KGO B RIEFGETH D, HFENRT MV & HEWE
BHORE YL UTHHETE S EIZ, BEMOHERR Y
e BMEEZE DI s, DEBERFOESTELZ
DIAIZET 221, BAIZITON TV [1]. LA
U, EERBEDNY N V2RI B W THGED LR -
EIRRAPEES D X S IZKMX TV B 0% R T
IRVIEEDDH D, RT NIVOWTT & BEEOBRM:
DWTIIRZRAIZT D LT, DEREHOIGHPM
EM EIZH S TER e ERAOND. ZOFEIIH LT
Faruqui 5 [2] 1&, H15U 720 iR 2 @580 R R B
BT 5 FIERIBEL TS, 2L /2B R R
I, FEE S UTABERE &Y B EN, HEENRT ML
DIRTE & BFED I IGERDIERMNE G785 Z L &R
LT3, —HTRERIE, SHEREE2EHRETIn
BEEBILIAN OISR %2 W2 Z & CHEEDR T % R %
KAZTDFIETH .

ARETIX, MEVIZETIEHOZEIEODEERE
DEEGFEZRET S, REEE, AR (3, 4] (25
D, BEERA ST FOFEICHR G % HEE N —
IVDEEE I XELABL, NEYIETFILEEY
T5. NEVIETIVOFEERNLH/OND HFEX
A TZTEDRNEY VMR BENRY MLE U TR,
NHMERZEET L. XLIZNEY ZETINDEES
BN/ NEY VDOHENGEHNS Z LT,
R MIVD 1 DOWFTHED & 5 R HFEIZ & > TR
DI ENTVENERODZENTES. EBRTI,
word similarity & analogy Fi\VTBEfFFik & D iR EE
BREIT, IREFIETER U 720 BEREL O M REREAT %
115, X HITHER U 72 iR BLOIR TGO IR D S HEIZ
DWTEKTS.

2 REFE
2.1 Latent Dirichlet Allocation

REFIZBWT MY Z7ETIVIL, Blei 5DREL
T\ % Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) [5] Z 33
%. LDA (%, XEHEOMERMNERET IV E UTIREIN
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X 1: LDA D757 1 HNVET IV
FORNT WS HEE w D AEIHI A EE

R UM EOFILETHS. LDA Tld, XE
WZIFEROBIENZER (MEY ) 2MiboTn5
EREL, XFEIZHEENDIHFEIZNE Y 7 2HE]Y) 4T
5. NEYTZIICENSEZEBHITI RV D, XE
NOHFEDILERE RN SHEET D, RETFEDOHHD
OO E2EATSE. XHEEEE W, &
EWE D, GEEREV LU, dBEHOXEE wy, X
HAIEEND i FHOHGEEZ wy,; £ 95, hEv 2
X125 K ETCOEBEMEBRE T HEELE » TX
U, EHFEwe, MYV D 24, 2 1 DEIN YT, &
XEwy L, ENEY OGRS LIEN 0, %
LD, ¢k, MEVT EIZBIDHGER A TD%IH
NHERT. 72, ak BIE, TATHO L ¢ DS
5 A —& % H AT 5 Dirichlet 3G DINT A —R DN
I IVTHB. AELXY LDADT 74 HIVETI
3B 1 TETIEMNTED. LDA 2P T35 LT
N 7 k2B B BN p(w|g,) & XHEw Dk
Yy 753756 p(0lw) 23k Z & THEEBIOMEF L
RICDFERE1T .
22 LDA ICL B2 DHMKRROER/FE

BCGEIZE ) ST HENKZ 0,413, K IRTDEIEN
ThHd. ZDD, LDAILBITD | XERHELA
TGO D LT, BEEXA TELIESAATRE
TEXD. ILILIDOHENAZ KIRTONT ML
ARTZEEHAEETHD. REIETIE, AN
DEHFEDEIRIZZ ORI THET 2 HEEIZ X >TH
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HIE XHRESR
A 1% #<
TS 1F | B OEC ED St B ER
A "ﬁ, > B | A I ED Bl 1 ER D
Bt 1F EER B £5 LT
Bt 1% #<
Eh IF < A
AL ECER

X 2: SUIRARNE 2 12851 D SCAREKBL AN D Z il
FEHDLINEL, HEEXM TR ZTOEMTHIETS
HEEE BRI OLHEESIIEI>TRET D, AT
&, TOXOBRLEELSTRIUZHIER A 7% R
FH, WL TLHELA THE REFIZED DB
aE N —2 ¥ £ TOREHEE SRAENE &IPS, X 2 123Xk
Bz 2 & U7z EDOXEN S SURFEADZE ] %
RY. BED 1 DOXNREIE d FHOE wy &
U, LDA 2@HT2 2 Tw, DY INHi 0, %
AL, INEDBRBLEART. 04 1 3HERSHETH
525, HEEMOIEFELUE L Jensen—Shannon 4
AN=T VA (IS BAN=IVTVA) ITL>TES
TE5%.

REETIE, TUTNOHEELR A 7 % &I O HEE
N—=0VDLEEATRIT 720, XFEHEEE
EBIKRELRYPT WAL DD, ZD7/d, ¥H
7TV XA Mimno 5 [6] DIRE T B 214/ fid
HWIZESLK TNV TN XL THDHERNE S R AR

WS, HERNEDNRA ZFIZE2FETIVTY XA
%, LDA O 1 BOKEEHRICEWT2XHE T —4»n
5+ afiat EOMARHEZ KD DD TR, Y7
VI UENET—RET 2T HoHEIEOMRE
DEMEEITS 2L T, XHEBIIHUTAT—ILETFI

IFEETD. OLE, YUV U ITEE
Bl =Ny FLIEENZFREDETH 5.

REETIR, B T IRER %2 EKT 5
ZEMS, HEDXEEAITH U TRERDK 2 £
@%%Uwﬁéﬁﬁtﬁét 12, KB ScE T —

W U CEITREIC RS, AR U Tz E
iﬁmb,%$%£ﬁﬂ4x£?ﬁy70yﬁbt$
FEA A TITDOWT, BREZHRH] & W T SOIRK S % 4L
UCHEMEREEZINAS. &£/, XEEX ( XIRARE
) x 2x (HBBHE ) &RY, KBEAXET -2 Tk
XEBENRKEILL ARV, XEEOHNEZNZ S/

RNy RA ZIETH > ) V7 U HEED
IRIEZRF| 25 —ERMDIRERR] % VTR 515 Xk
K% LDA OFEHIMHHT 3.

KR ST EELIZBVWTANY T —RD LS A

EBEHHGED B % NS < F 572012, Mikolov 5DE
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TV T{F> T subsampling[7] % #2REICBNWTE
W9 2. subsampling 1%, RSERE%E T OHE IS
U’Cﬁﬁ“z'ﬂ’] IXERNOIY RS Z LT, msHE R
WL B NI TRV H L. KHGEN—T
ﬁbff(ﬂfﬁﬁbt%fm%%t IXENS
HEE N =27 VEHIBRT S, 72720, tI1FBME, flw;) &
BAEE w; OFXTERBTH 5. subsampling 247> ThH
HRERE 2 KT 5720, Ak RAED H T H B
UZBWHEED SRR BID EHR L 2 5.

p(w;) =1— (1)

f(wi)
3 HEEREER & RERIER
31 7%ty b

AFEERTIE, 2010 4 11 H D Wikipedia Dl H 7 —
AV EMFHTD. AU TTIVT 7w b EHUA
DA DT OHIR, B 1 il icehEThind 3
PEFEHRRICAWL, TV T 7Ry N E R TN FITEH
U7z ECTERZMEIZITD 2012, 2FETr—42oh
Mo —HEZ A LHI U 3 ﬁ@%ﬂ%%@ﬁ@‘é
72720, BRI 100 [F KO FEEE, (KSHERE
THEHITIEEA LB,
3.2 hEFE

g EERTIE, Mikolov 5 [8] DIEE T % CBoW &
Skip—gram % LGSR E U, WETFTNVOA—T VY —
AFEETH D word2vec? ZfHHT 5. SEIDFERT
AT NT A= ERVITRT. dim I3 BERE
DIRTL, win (FXWRAEME, neg & negative sampling T
AT HGERERT. TNTHOET NI LTINS
A—REMAGDE L2 TEREITS. F/-,
subsampling DR ¢ (£ 1075 £ 4 5.
33 REFZEDNS A4
RETFETHBEIDINTA—-KER 2 ITRT.
dim, win IZHIRFIE & FRRICOEREDOMRGE, R
BIRDINT A—K2 L L, optl, Dirichlet 24D/
A= o DFEFOEE, inv i, 1 DHFEXA T TH
%?éﬁ%%ﬂ@%Aéiﬁ mm:1mo*8mf
inv = 0.5,1.0 ZE&"%LK EBIINHD B A
N9 5 72012 inv = 0.2, win = 2 DFEZ T TEE
ﬁé.:@t@ﬁ%& IDWTIEA 26 3 Y DR
Bl& Ml HHT 5. LDA OFEIZE 1) 2 KAEREK
1% 300 [8], subsampling D t 1% 1072, FERZE 55 RA
R BT B I =Ny F1F 2000 <‘:’4‘é.

Thttps://dumps.wikimedia.org/archive/2010/2010-
11/enwiki/2010101 1/enwiki-20101011-pages-articles.xml.bz2
Zhttps://code.google.com/p/word2vec/
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7 1: CBoW & Skip—gram /35 A — &

RS A=5%, fi8%
dim 50, 200, 500, 1000, 2000
win 2,5
neg 0,15

K2 REFIED/NT A4

RS A—5%, fi%,
dim 100, 200, (1000)
win 1,2
opt true, false
mnuv 0.2,05,1.0
34 FHEAE

M SEBR DGR 1L, A ERRIAD R C/A < H
WH N TS word similarity & analogy % {9 5.
3.4.1 word similarity

word similarity (Z & % FEAli Ti&, ws353 (WS) [9],
ws353_similarity (WSS)[10], ws353_relatedness (WSR)
[11], brunimen (MEN) [12], radinsky _mturk (TM)
[13], luong_rare (RW) [14] D 6 DDT—X &Y b %
TS, ZhoDT—2t%y MTI, HFEDORT &

DFELENTEHEINT D, CEREZ AWV THEE
N7 OFLE R KD, T—XXy NOFBE L DONEN
FHBAGREIC & > THEERBOMERE 2§ 5. %%iﬁ
RTYDD>H—FHTHERIMERBUE EFNBEVHGER 51X
EALAHBIRE DRI TN R NS D LT 5. Z&?(i
TlE, ISEAN—=Y Y A% VT 2 HEERIOFEHELL
EEHETE D20, ZOBEIFIEMLEZHIZL~ET
EAZ B R A % KD B .

3.4.2 analogy

analogy (2 & 2 #li Cl%, Google[8] & MSR[15] D
2ODT =Ry NEMHTS. T—&LY MNIEFE
N%4HFEDSH 3 DOHEE AW THEDHET 2
175, BHOHBEMR CHEIHEH U AP 2B
D—FHETHFHM 217D, FHOBESLIKIL, Levy 5
[16] & [EfEIZ 3CosAdd & 3CosMul D 2 DZ&{HiHT 5.
word similarity & FIHRIZDBERBUZE R VHGEN
TRIZEENDGEE, FHEICHEHA LR,

35 ERER
3.5.1 word similarity DFLf#ER

KT =Rty b T LR 7 NEREBIEREL D B A AH
R IITRT. REFEICE T 250 RIE, FEOE
FHREIC YA VEBE L IS EA NV A% W
Ba 0 2 DCIEMAEBIREE Fli LT\ %, CBoW A%
2D, Skip-gram 234 DDT—X LYy ML TE-L
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©NEAAHBIRE S, REFIRIZOWTETARTO
T—Xt Y NTHEFEEZ FR>TWd, F/z, BE
FHEZEWCTIY A VEBELY £ IS HA =YV
A% W 2IE D DA FHBIRBUT &N Z &5, word
similarity TIXEETFILTHON/HEEEZ N MLTIE
B, R UTHER-7ZIEdNEVnEeEZ 65,
3.5.2 analogy OFHi#ER
FEETNILIZ2DODT =41y hO—HROEKEK
%K 3 1R, FHOHBEFIETDH S 3CosAdd &
3CosMul % ZNT N add, mul LKL L TWD. E
1L TI& word similarity & 5740, #ERSMHE U THRK-
BINBRAZ EHETIRVIENER3ITIXIS
BAN=V Y ZADFERZZTL L TR,
FREIEDFAMRE R I, word similary DFER & FERIZ
CBoW & Skip—gram & Hig U TRV —ER L 8> TH
D, BEERZ ML UTHa BRI HETH R,
IO EMNORFEERIZEHN M ENRT PV EART T
L CHBERIADERZIT o208, ZHAGENRT M
Lo TE, NI NIVEMMPBEEDOER L WIH L TH
BN, HERFEL D a0 A RE i auv e
EZEZ26N5.
4 REFEICE T 20RO RTHER
RFEFIRIZE WO THBFEERO AL Ao 7273
T A—RDMALEDLETH D dim = 1000, win =
2,0pt = true,inv = 0.2 D& TDHEERFZ T
WICDIBIROTEEMEIZ DWW THE T 5. IBEFEIT
LDA IZHEDSET N TH D720, %%&47d@%
w7 5% 0 DEDNEWIEE, HEEX1 T di
MY IZRED B TENTNS., ZDL X, $Eu
TwaDNEY I HAIE, X (2) THRALNDS. *6
WENEY D kiE, SHRBOZHMMEZE DD,
NEY 27 EWREDHEEIZ L > TREM T SN TWD0D
MEMEREE L EIZEETES. NEY I EIZBITS
HEESMIE, X (3) THEALNS.

Multi(0|lwg) (2)

Multi(w|¢y,) 3)

REFEOME AR NS HEE python % HIIZEY L
ﬁé.@mm” OMERMEDENEAL3 FEY 7, hEY

JIZHINT D a D, NEYZ EIZBITD ¢, D AL
SHEEER4IIRT. £4I1ZBWT, Y7880 Ik
It & Monty Python, ¥ 7 1451371275 IV 7
M 2HEE, MY 7 1R2FARNY TT—RMEEEN
TWd. MWD 732 2R\ M ¥ 7 Tl python D
EORER IOV NEY VI TETWS. 22 ThH
Yy 7 7321%, o DIEREWZ L5 EDXRFEIZ
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7% 3: word similarity & analogy DR, HAME % A —)V MATREL.

— Google MSR
TNV WS WSS WSR MEN MT RW
add / mul add / mul
CBoW 0.703 0.770 0.656 0.726 0.655 0.484 | 0.546/0.553 0.547/0.585
Skip—gram 0.702 0.771 0.683 0.739 0.660 0.461 | 0.624/0.642 0.502/0.541
REFE+ 3V 1 VELE 0.408 0.506 0364 0.464 0465 0.265 | 0.224/0.226 0.053/0.042
REFIE+IS XA N—=IY VA | 0437 0563 0377 0.508 0.516 0.266 —/- —/-
o a SE I
K 4: 0python D EAL3 REY 2 [1] Marco Baroni, Georgiana Dinu, and Germadn
N 0, o words Kruszewski. Don’t count, predict! a system-
- e ot atic comparison of context-counting vs. context-
830 0.187 0.019 | C'TEUS, ShaKe, Y predicting semantic vectors. In Proc. ACL, 2014.
cobra, sketch [2] Manaal Faruqui, Yulia Tsvetkov, Dani Yogatama,
145 0116 0071 | 2rchive, software, web, Chris Dyer, and Noah A. Smith. Sparse overcom-
programming, database plete word vector representations. In Proc. ACL,
732 0.074 1.127 that, i, it, you, be 2015.
[3] Zellig Harris. Distributional structure. Word, 1954.
[4] J. R. Firth. A Synopsis of Linguistic Theory, 1933-
EEENPTVIEY I EEZLNS. 2D, o 1955. In Studies in Linguistic Analysis. 1957.

W U CRIEZ %1 % 2 & TEDURFEIZE BN
TOREYZERDRS ZENTED., ZOXDITH
KD ERFRBTHREETH > 720t & T ORIGERIZD
WT, PEYZERANWDS Z L THRINATRER L TRET
x5.
5 fham

AW TIE, MEY ZETINZ KD BED RS
DERFEEZREL 2. REFETI, HAaMEUIEED
%, HEEORPIZHEBT DI L > THEEL 1 7%
KU 72 ECRNEY 7 ETIVEFE L, HEEOL IS
e N7 MVERBZR72. BEETFEED CBoW & Skip-
gram D€ 7 )b & HESERR % 17\, word similarity 0D
A TI% 0.1 ~ 0.3, analogy DFHiCTlL, #70.5% %4k
Rehorz, ZOZENOHRNMGENRI NLELT
BoTE, +HBFEWEITRARNT &72D1Z, 3CosAdd
X 3CosMul (ZHH2Y 9 2 FHE DA 2 MR 0 i 2 FH W
G HEIZEDE D IIRHTLEPVSBEOFETH 5.
7z, HEEONHERBIDOBETH DT MVZERDIR
TLOMEFUZDOWT, BRI G I N fERMEDE b
EwrezdDhEy 7 DHEENMGZHAVES Z & THk
RKEDOW % NEY I L UTHIRTE 2 RETHD L
fEEmo 5.
HIEE
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