539 55 7 1 R N A R N S A Vol. 39 No. 7
2022 47 H Control Theory & Applications Jul. 2022

FA R AR 2 ] Sk

XA, & M
(PEAMREEAER) B3R, 65T 102249)

THE: BIIR AR IR Y ) 2 HRE 5 B NLP)H i AME AR BB RN A, 2 R m s 5 B4
BT, B A SR PR R S T AL R S R, AR R R 2B B BER R B 9 R, S5 RS S
RINLM) FI$ H, B 3R 7R AR 4 SI v £, 78 A0 AR e 7 500 6 3 110 Il . SR IR RN R =2 S W] R 5 1l 2
W 2518 = B AN RN TE 20, JE SR AT SO [F A1 B S T 18 22 A8 . A SO MBI 5 I 1) 0338 o 50 10 o 2
HUR, B B RN R R AR 43 R BRSO RN RN I RS AE & BRI N RS R K2R, 78 BT 5 b, AR P A
RGN R URE S SORE AR 43 N R e BRI J B 2 S LB A BRI IR N SR A TR A [ A 20 S P 28 f i
SR, %8 T B s A i IR B %58 BN U5 B R, IR AR REE T 5SH e R mgi g
A, BINABBAS B SCIE B35 Bh 2 3] Bl iR N SRR, 3R R T ) R B B, MO SR A1) 58 T — L B RN SRR A
AU e AR A (DA N B IR AR AT AT, MR R AT RS AL, R A T
AR BRI N R B T2 7 TR AR 2.

IR FIAR AR NS 2]; A4 B SRR, B5E S WA gt et =R, 15 IR

SIREER: XM, S, BRI A\ TR S 28R fl e 5 M A, 2022, 39(7): 1171 - 1193

DOI: 10.7641/CTA.2022.10678

Survey of word embedding

LIU Jian-weif, GAO Yue

(Department of Automation, China University of Petroleum, Beijing 102249, China)

Abstract: Word embedding is the most basic research content in natural language processing (NLP), and it is a very
important research direction. It is the basis of all advanced language processing tasks, such as using word vectors to
complete various tasks in NLP. At the beginning, the one-hot ignored the semantic information of words and often led to
data sparsity in application. Later, with the development of the neural language model (NLM), words were represented as
dense and low-dimensional vectors, which effectively solved the problem of data sparsity and their high dimensionality. The
input of the models based on neural network language models are word-level word embedding, but a variety of models have
been proposed from different directions. In this survey, from the point of view of the number of languages utilizing in the
model, we divide word embedding models into single-language word embedding and cross-language word embedding. In
single-language, according to the granularity of model input, the model is divided into character-level, word-level, phrase-
level and above word embedding model. The application scenarios of models with different granularity level are different
and each has its own strengths. These models are further classified according to whether context information is considered.
At the same time, word embedding is often combined with other models, which can help to learn word embedding by
introducing other models or correlation information to improve the performance of the model. Therefore, in this survey, we
also list some joint applications of word embedding models and other domain models. Through the study and introduction
of the above models, the characteristics of each model are summarized and compared. Finally, the future research direction
and prospect of word embedding are given.
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15 HAR1E 5 AL B ) P 58 b, B ik N RoR 5 )
(word embedding)— B & AMTHF 71— AN A, B2
H SR8 5 A3 (natural language processing, NLP)H i
F A 5 FRIR IR BIGRR, &% B IRE S R
BAR B T SNLRE 8% A 11 1) R B R T AU 4
A. HIEHTHIHZE IR (one-hot) « n-763¥Z(n-gram)! !
FLHL4E [ (co-occurrence matrix)AS [&], B i8] #k A\ T 78
R T8 B XAF B, fe 5 U 1 58 BNLPAE 55
NLPAT 55 0,45 ] JEEE AT 231 iy 44 SR s 4R
T SUA bR HLASEI RS Bk A\ KR COBRIE
BAE & TS5 o R 0 R 47190, Harris!' ' E 19544F 42
HH 1193 A B 13 (distributional hypothesis) Ay i [a] 8%
AR T ERIEAL: R SCARBL R SR, S SR
AR, Firth"I7E 195740 S AR BEEEAT 1t — 25 9
Tff ) R 3] ()8 SRR B R SCkE . BT Al
BEAF B 1587~ 12 AT KR53 A7 26 7 (distributional repre-
sentation), 45t & #.38] ik \ % 7~ (word embedding)!”).
BengioZF ANBIFE2003 54 ) T #1 41F 5 157 (neural
language model, NLM), NLM& HL ik A 7R 125 A
B Ejn-gramif i B WE SR 23 A1 2% 18 FRL i) 2 [B] R AL

T 2 TR AR, b, T SR ZE AR R SC
] B AR, B RIS ] AR R R A
EOANF IS LR IRAFAH AL BRI AE R, DT e R A 4 ¢
I 751, Mikolov!'+-1317E 2013 4E 4% H T Word2 Vec 11 7,
A8 T PR B ) SR IR Continuous Bag—
of-Words(CBOW) H1Skip—Gram. }y 1 5 i A [ P fi#
FATAR N TR, AR SCEFRT BRLAA] RN 7R A [R] (1) £ 5
AT, BN R, AR R 5155 A5
5, WA T IR N RN R AR 2Tk
PR BRI R N RN AR, B2 AR A
PRV N FRRIURE B2 53 N 7 R 8 BT RN B RY | ]
2 T iR N R AR R AN 1 2 R LA B B BT RN 3R
AR S 3ATARIE B R R A A 1R S, AT R —
2 X, 432 bR SCTERMBE AT f& R S
SRR BTS2 AR 2 O TR ek
PIRLRL, X B 2 INBER T, 2583 T R BN HHE
RSB BRREAL SEAT A S S AR IR AR R
B BB ST A 2 Pl R N R B b HL e R A
FRAR TS (RGP s 58 6775 o BATA] i N R S I TR o SR
A TR JETT AT T 08 ST R ARSI a4,

| mmEEEARAE |

| B RS

| 1
EENEZEE | mLETFXHERANE |
|
| | | |
T i RS LR LR
AT BN KU E i B AT R
= 3 = z 8 <
ENRIHE E R RIEEREE 2|18
sl | E||°ll5]|o||lz|Z||°l|2S 5 2|E
QO @)} 3 = mz = m

K1 BRI RN 3R

Fig. 1 Classification of word embeddings
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T iR N 7 8 (5 FH A 46 X 48 2 ] R 3R T B ]
AJEANE SUAE B FH IR N IR 2] BLIA| R R
W WA S BRI T S AR 45 B (BT 1
PREEIXAEIOAT 55, 45 A2 fE A BT 5 3 & 018 5 1,
BIENAE BRI AR, FRYRRIR AR R FER T
R R, I HA AR

21 FRBRIARANR R
2.1.1 CharWNN

Dos Santos%F AUSITE 7 & #f 22 W 4% &5 K4 (deep
neural network, DNN)ZEAE F42 H T /5 S a4
%% (character-level word neural network, CharWNN),
CharWNNBEW 7 =) BLia] () A FF IR AN R, IR e
A1 5575 R B 1) R 3 s AR SR IR, R 47 3] MR (part—
of—speech, POS)%§1T- 5. CharWNNGHT #l 2 4b 7F F 1



57

XS BRI R F S 5b 1173

MG EMIEE R RIRARIR, B MMEE KNS
A R EUCE S RHIER 7. Eoln, ZEEAT 1Rl AR VR R,
LA E N B A B R PR AN TR, A 1]
2% 95 Bl 11777 (out of vocabulary, OOV), SZ I i #2 U1
.

W28 11128 1 2 S RRVIAaAL, K B Im] i 45 R AE 7]
EARARRIER), H TR T LR MR A%
FE SAE B ABGEW 52 SR SCAA o H. a5
bt RE =R Y = R i = ) ey N N R o R i Y T G
B FRHER, 45 € — DN HNAD B il{w,, w, -,
wy PR AT, A Biflw,, € W 0y —A
U, N, = {r?, r°% ), v € R Nw,, FHR ik
AR, 1 € RN [w, FFFHRIRNFR R, Ba 2]
RAR RN B FAEEANE UG B, FRRIMANFT R
AR SATERGE B, A F:

rt=Q"v", (1)
,r,chr — QCkr’UC, (2)

Hr: QU e R XIWIAIQ € R R\,
0" Filoe 4 55 ST A5 25 1 R 22 %, B2 %,
R A5 2 2 B3] A 2 R L7 2 SR A 0, 4R
JE A PRI LR VR, 45 B T 2L 1 — R 5%
AR TS NTER.

dchr

HEHER

HEHER
HEHER

K 2 TR BT
Fig. 2 Convolution method for CharWNN
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Az, € RTF S mAN R RN R R Y
FRIIE) &, 2, A (KT — 1)/ 348, (B —1)/
2T IEAR:

Zm = (T;ili(kchr—n/z Tﬁi(kchr—m/z)Ta 3)
MR Z T B w, K TR RN IR e 8
JuE, M

[r); = max [W%z,, + "), 4)

1<m<M

HApWO € Rebxd™ w ™ BB BUR AR AR, FIAR R
YR B SR B 2 5 B AR A AR HA) JRy SARALE, Dy i)
SR 7E RN “ 42 Ry R IR) B, HAEBONIZ AR P
AR A OB E I B AER. FERE W <
FWOLL R 1) & dehr 2 25 2] S50 45 ) B 1) 4
b0, BAZE B ICHIAN KL, (RIBAR] 1) 7R AR N TR
AN AEEO AT A R SCE TR/ IR 2 P e g
P ZE. 5 FEAT VP90 G AR DL A I 259
Zk.

Dos Santos% N\ U6y ss 4 Bt B R 5 VAR JEE
AV 2] 1R EE KR VEARVE A R
PRI I AR AR 1) 32 TR A
BRI E WY 25 ST AR JURAE, JE¥ L BRI JURFAE
B, AT M pmyE i SEAR ; 2) 10F B 5 A [R] A 2
WZRANFITE 5 HIPOSHRAE A AIAT 1), AT H B2 2 RHE,
Jo e N TATI. X Fh g ] B 2 3 AR5 5 A
LS.

2.1.2 CharNLM

Kim% N T 7 fF B 215 5 158 (char-
acter-aware neural language models, CharNLM), & —
AN R T RF R 1) T VR RS N, T3
W HATS A BRAR] 2 A 200 S AR Y, AR AL S
1 2 [ 4% (convolutional neural network, CNN)!U81| =y
T B8 M (highway network)!', % i 12 1Z (long
short-term memory, LSTM)[ZO] FIPE IR 25 P 2818 =
1R (recurrent neural network language model, RNN—
LIM)2H. SR FH A6 R 28 I 266 (CININ) A 38 2 86 DX Xt
AN B FRFEAT LA AL R, 4 2 5 i th B4 A e 42
(LSTM)J A2 X 2618 5 B8 (RNN-LM) H.

1) FRARABFINE 2 CharCNN.

WO R TFRARILRE S, TARRILR TR AT
TR EALR| O |, dRTFRFIRNE R A 2= 4R,
QP € R™ICT TR NF R, WASIZC
A IR H AR N e AR B i w € WH
FREE e, -, e PR, Horh, Dy BaRlwi K JE,
B w I TR R RN R M € RO FEREI 5 5
FURE R R AR ey (RIQ IIEE 5 41). 72 M Ehr
T8 BEAw IR AE H € RO Z AR H—NES
R, ZJE MM EL b, S D780 o #rs 2
FHERU fv e R forh 8 o gE LR

feli] = tanh({(M™ [*,i : i + k — 1], H) + b), (5)

B MR s i i b — L] M A REAT RO 5505 +
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k — 151, (A, B) = Tr(AB") 2 35 % Il J& 12 # ]y 1
22 2B H b bR By A A SR w i N T 8w H
fiE, B
Yy’ = max £l (6)
2) EHEAER.
CharCNN )%ty /5 A st 2 B 7 N, Fi)
Ffl Srivastava®s N 2212 H 5 7712, 78 2 JZ B0 2% (mul-

tilayer perceptron, MLP)H ] — |25 FH 475 S A5 48, FEA
FHARZR PO s i — 4B R RRE, B
z=g(Wy" +), (7

FH eI 2 s W HL o — RSB DA AR

z=tOgWny" +bu)+(1-t)0y", ®
Horb: g ARG R EL ¢ = o(Wry™ + br) W&
], (1 — ) RO, Mty ®, 48—, Wy
MW T7 B, o /F FHAE TBOE R 70 & B
Sigmoid BR £, O A& [ & 115 & L I FRFUa H. AR
=ELE3.
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ZHTKZ BINLMSs, IX A B 7 24 R fe 8 1 7155
S, 19 2)F & 135 LAPE S FF1E(orthographic fea-
tures), 18 F CharCNNAIT & 3 23 1% X 26 |2 3t 47 R on 2
SITHER AR TE HAR R AR [ — N7 ).

213 C2WwW

Ling%5 NI H 7 21X KA B 112 P9 45 LS -

TM (Bi—LSTM )4 [ 45 2] 51 (1) 2H A 4% 8 (charac-

ter to word, C2W), Ling%5 A\ & ¥ 18] $f 5 ] B A A
SR, DU S, AE D Re B A ARAE, AR
Y5 1) B R 7 AH SR BR, A A K AT I EAZ(LSTM)AE 2
PE S )P HI BRI . IX MBS 2% 5] (1) [m) EE A A 4
B, AUE R 7 XA LS TMK 132 U4 Al A 1] 1)
FFFPA, FHb BAT T A R ) ) R s

C2WRENS % =) [ IS AL v 5 % (1) A J= 50 4 O
2, B4 —An i, COWRERL AR A (L #8732
— AN, i BIRG A TR R A w i d4E ) & 1%
AR e =2 ] — A B9 8 SR 1) N A L 5
), B SUFEFFRCND . W IHE, FRRAS T
BERE NG, DL P AR ST 5.
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0. & SR E P € REXICMT i J& 45 e O
AN IR IS O L A MR AT F e,
AT LS N
eci == PC : 1Ci’ (9)

25 E RN W Ry, o, - - -, 2}, FALSTMIF
FRETFI{hy, by, -+ by} BE

iy = o(Mx; + Miphi 1 + Mcc,—1 + b;),

fo = oM,z + Myphy_y + Mycciq + by),

¢ =fiOc 1+

it ® tanh(Mcmmt + Mchhtfl + bc),

Oy = O-(Moz',-l:t + Mohh’tfl + Mocctfl + bo)a

h; = o, ® tanh ¢, (10)
X B o 2 A FAE TGE s 7y & _E ) Sigmoid BREL, ©
R m B BTG H. LSTME X — s iciz
ﬁﬁ%‘%ﬁifﬁ(& MCm%%?UctE‘J% B EEita fi.00=
AT, e 7T EE Az, ML N2, B8 e,

BB SN, RS UEDRER A RN
H M ZRRLSTM A A S5 M,,, Mgy, bg---). o
E—ANTFRFRRTA e, -, ec MENIINTH, IE
[FLSTMEZ I IE [ 7 51, P2 AR5 s), -, s}
FES, S IAILSTMEZISUR 17174, FeA RS 751 { 88,
-, 82}, BANLSTMAE FH — AR S E M FiMe®.
gl w R IR B 2 A AT R A H PR A AT 1
eC = D's/ + D's’ + b,, (1)
XHE DI, Db, by g RS WA IS5
LingZ5 NP3V 26 2 B : COWRR ALK 725/ 3k
R BTG RAE BRCEIR] (R RN ) R 3R, T T JBR R B 1] P
147421k, FEPOSHRIC J7 THI, A8 F SR 2 7 S Y
PR AT ASKAS 5EHE RS L BB 1R 45 B, B
T NNHATRAEE .
214 PNESHH T
AN R Bl i N RN S S5 7E
—ite, IR B L SN T B AR AN
RSB SR TR,

k1 FHEFEAGNETRAPLLE
Table 1 Summary of character-level word embedding model

it R Y TE S WL TERE S FH AT,
ChaWNN s, e SRS S T e
C2W Eﬁfﬁgfjjgiqu English PTB ACC 97.78 MRS

7 CharNLMZEAH R B FEREL T R 5 8 B S i N Fm AE S22 BT OB (40 MikolovZ A 2 Y RNN-LDA)

FENLPH, PR 4 B 1] ik AR 7o T el R o
S ZAGRE 7 AR S, fi ) [ R (AR,
BEMS i BR 1 SORI A3k D e AE J LA 44 077 T FA) Jmy 8 AH
. PPN R R R TENLMECLS TMAS AL it |-
BEAT BSCBE AR, DAZH RGE 3 R S A VR B R SN, DR
b TR S, RN AL A E B S, e
iyl BE L A Y BRAR] A5 UL, BENS SE LTt 58 R PERRTE
S HIRIE T AL

AP R R AR R TR i AR R0 () T 1208
HIRZ, toln, Chen® A2 HH 17 455 3 5 g 5L 1] K
A 5 4 (character-enhanced word embedding model,
CWE), CWE NP IR T — R R R T 2,
Rl AR CWEY J B SEB A5 5 .
2.2 AR AR SR
2.2.1 Word2Vec#i#!

MikolovZ5 A fENLM, RNN-LM 2571 [ S A |,
T20134F £ SCHR [14] 7 $2 ) T Word2 Vet 2, £0 4%

Skip-GramMCBOW ALY, 5 7545 21 5 4 (1 L 1]
IRAFR I, (EA 1S 2 BT FINLMARIAR L, Izl
ARLMERRZ, R TH RE AE

1) Skip-Gram#&7.

Skip-Gram5 A £k Un B 545 o, iR 15 48
M FH e SRR TN _E R SCEAAR]. 25 5 — AN BRI R
18] P Hlwy, we, - - -, wp, Skip-GramA%: B4 f¥] H b5 A& fi
DA PS50 B 2 e KA

max L(D) =
T

maxl > >

T =1 —e<j<e 0

Hrp eI BRI/,
A Skip-Gram A4 1, B LR 2wy, B
—ANFHAR B R wo, [ ERBREUE P (wolwr):
eXp(ugo ’va)

> exp(ungl) ’
weWw

log p(wi5]wy), (12)

P(wolwr) =

13)
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Hrp: WRIRHICE, u,, € Riflv, € REFREITw
AId4ETHS S B AR AR, A SR R At
AR A BB AU = {u,|lw e W}V =
{v,|w € W}, Skip-Gram#5 Y 523 7 1 28 [ 4%, Ho v
UMV ZoR & M 28 B AN E L S HGERE.

Civz

CBOW

Skip—Gram

K 5 CBOWHISkip-Gram#H i £5#)
Fig. 5 CBOW&Skip—Gram

2) CBOW#A!,

CBOW {25 Kyt S 7 BT, e H AR/ TEHY
B LR bR SCER], TR H Arspia]. ek, 45
E A FEHD, = {w, -, wy b, MR F
HIHFE, CBOW H AR 2 A L T30 B 2% A B ik
R

max L(D) =

1 M=K
max — Z log P(wi]wi,K, oo ,wHK), (14)
M =K

XK A RS B R SCE RN, CBOW K
B K PR R SRS AR P (w | ¢), )9 F AR 2 i R
w7 J5 & KA B 4 R bR S B AE] e A, B
P(wi|wi—K, T 7wi+K),

P(w;|c) = P(w;|w; g, - - -

exp(w! - w;)

7wi+K) =

> exp(wl - w))’ (4
w' eW
Horr: WRF A BT ARG, w, & B AR 1) )
BN, w BT LT SCHIRE [ R AME:
1
© 2K i kT

222 Gloveti#!

CBOW 5 7 f1Skip-Gram 5 5 f& HLi i AR R K
JE A — N AR J5 8 KRR B 2 o) A I B i]
RN B 0RO, LT, 4 )5 7] # (global vector,
Glove)!?".

N T 7R Gy I R R A SR I S S
Glove i Y B 23k UX £ 4 R {5 . F X 3R7R Huid]

BB FE, X R mw; fEw; £ R 30 LA IR
A, TR R K ST

> 9(Xi)(C(w:)"C(w;) + b; + b; —log X )%,

ij=1
(17)
b [VINWENEE RN, g(a) NBCE R 3, T4
fife 2 WL ) R0 DL ] T R B0 AN V- n) R R R
C e RIVIXUE Ry, Horp g — 47 R IR B w 7E L
RV R ERR, IWAC (w). (HZIX AT
SRVAT LR BT P — 1] 22 S ] .
223 ZJERBGEIR AR RS S AR
Tian%5E A\ P8R T st —AN 2 S22 2 Mk
IR E R A 8007 15, AT T 56 AR 1) £ E T B
Tl 22 SCPEREAT @A, IR0 I 5 1 2L Skip-Gram B 1Y
A& A, BN £ 5 B Skip—Gram 4% & (multi-prototype
skip-gram model, MPSGM), Z{bA T Skip-Gram /524141,
MM ERMEER P(wolwr) Fax 2 A AL Skip-
Gramf5 B, FF 15 F F N 4t R I 50k 2% A i o A 52
P(wo|wr ) FATSEA, AR AAET, 45 7€ i N\ ik
wr, it Hrwo ) AT RS R A — A IRIB A1
A, H A REANR A 4 B BT i w1 SRS B,
B B iwBE AN, b, €{1, -+, N, & H
Hw RN RG] FFFRMREP(wo |w) WREIFHN

P(wolwl) =
N,
P(w0|hw1 = iva)P(th = Z|’U)]) = (18)

exp(uy, Vy, i)

> exp(uyvy,,i)
weWw

v, € RYZHIN 7w, AN FRHRA
BRI P(wo|wr) /Al w FIHEA A H U,
W0 3 i B i wo R RE 2 K I ASLF BME. P(wo|
ho, = &, wr) RFE AR EBCRREL, A
Fia]w  EREANJF AL T ) SRR

RANFHIHEE S exp (ulv,, ) 5|W|E Lk

weW

ik &, FEOH R ERCR N, 5| E&E KD R

P(hy, = ilw;),  (19)

it A 5 R RASEIRG, S5 U RS
T AR, SEr R R4, T A R T %

P(wolhw, = i,QU[) =

LWO
T P fwr, by, = 7) =

H
Il
—

~
o

™

COO Ul va,0), (20)
t

Il
—
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For: ¢(x) = V(1 + exp(—x)), W, AFHE = X
R B 775 fwo RN U OGN d 4E S 5m) &
o)A Z(18), 1531 5 S H 2T 20, 7T DLkE
Ho 019 BRI R KR, 2 )5 P EM &SR Z5
XA 2 J5 B ¥ Skip-GramA5 8. MPSGMuR4h T 54
Word2VectE M A 2, H T BLial i 22 M, [ 5
PARG 3T 2280 2 SR AL SRR L, 1B 4 H R
FAEZERR T feS: 2] AR IR NRaRAb, IC G T B4
RRTTAE, BIEE R MR,

MPSGMx th T J5H Word2 Vet B 1 AN J2, 5 1&
TR 22 SR, [R5 DR 2 T IR R 2 SR AL
TEHEL, YR R HESERR 1 Re S ST BRIk A
FORAL, LG AN R IR AR, FOEE AR
FfIK.

224  FET A 7K 8 Skip-Gram5 2 [ 3 55 E] ik
AN¥#2]

Liu%s ABUFEH T i £ 5K & Skip-Gram 52 ! (neu-
ral tensor skip-gram model, NTSG), 1% #& %4 /& Skip—
Gram BRI R F&, ] LA [y of B im0 3 i [a) (52 .
VEF 9% R AT BASE, 72 BRI ARABL It R SOA 73 AE 55 1
SRR IR AF. N T AR B RN RO 2 RN
REJ7, IO\ T BRI AE 8, HAR AN SR AE AN
A 3R A AR AR R . BARSEIE AR T

NTSGHIgK &)= B4t 1WA JZ, X Skip-Gram 5
BUFHATY e, DIAHARAN RIE SR T 598 55 10l B[] (1) AH
HAEHR AR, A TR e K F R E BT
SCeHIARBLRE, (S5 DA 2R T REE IV R AL

g(w,c,t) = u” f(w" MIHt + CT(w @ t) + b,),
(2D

Horp:w e R, t € RYE Hjalw Ml 5 @it 6] & R 7w,

DREERKSNEHE, wet = ﬂ , MLF ¢ Rdxdxk

sk, FTA BRSO AR E 5K, Tk AR
LA, w € RY, ¢ € RUENHIAN, 2 — k4
(R T (=) (A

z=w M, (22)

Hr (2)f— 002 sk & — M hi=1, -,
kA3 3
z; = w MUt (23)
KCHF R ESERINE N FMEE L u €
1
k kx(2d) k _ El
RF, C e R b, €RF, f(t) 1+exp(—t)x€ﬁ;
F 75 70 & & b 4 19 Sigmod JF 28 M0 iR 2L, 5
Skip—Gram#5i 8 i —#.
KlofE | NTSGHRERL &5 k. B E 20 2 RelS
[ =5 ES 1A T | T RITE B (] T AE G &R, B, 51N

Ry T DA S B S R R RAH ELAE G &R,

N

~

QO o |+83838T| |+
' 000 !
358 0 |
\S “““““““ | N
qu ( wT M2 t + VT {w + br)
14

K 6 NTSGHHR R E
Fig. 6 NTSG

NT BRI E, TR E R, B KET A
I3 FRON TR AR BRJE 5 1 e AR ATk & U A M) ¢
ROy 43 fifk 1% 9§ A Bk 40 B PE e R QU e
R 30K

M = PUQE 1 <i <k, (24)

Hrpr < d2&RTAEL T REENRE N

g(w,c,t) =

qu(,wTP[l:k]Q[l:k]t 4 CT(’U) D t) + bc) (25)

BRI I E RO (rdk). REr B/,
i E Rk EE S R Bk RIS H RS £,
HHZH I H th2/MS 2, OB ik 1B 1) 41
4. Liu 58 ABY 15256 32 B, NTSG L 5. —[f) Skip-
Gramf&AEVERE EHETHR 2, 1R It 51m] S E AN ]
RSB RN IN G AR, TR A
TR TR S AR R AN SR, A TR A R T
EARSE R B RRCR, 7R N SR SCAR R
PRAMESS AR T SE Hi i 22 B AR Y.

225 NEEHP R

&/ HANREBEFEERER ESME
W28 FH EE, Word2 Vecti B R Kb 1 54 E, 1
ISR R T TH Ay K 13 35 1 23k, Glove s B4t 71
NLPAUE AT 1 B K ), {5 A2 RO 7R X S s A
BN EB A2 FH — ANANBE L SR A SR B ) R R
NI, BT LA 22 SCin] [l BV 159 2 i e, £ PRS00 R,
XFT—AN 2 Ak, 7E45 8 B SCE LR TiE X
3 AU & AT R 2 SR ? 2 SR TER IR 2 )
o R BRI WE? BN, 4 i ia]bankdg (1) 2 “ T
7 I, WL 3 _F R SCERGE] A BE S river, water Flslope
S5 SR, 2bank$g 12 “ARAT 7, WL 3 1 R 3¢
BA{A] 4 ] BE /& money, accountflinvestmentZ,

— a2 i I R SR R S TURFIER
RN B () 2 AN R IR AN R, (B S508
K, BRI, FIER I G RR, 22 IR MA

7
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157, QWISCHR (32148 AR EE. Bl 5 2 JR 2 Skip—Gram. [ SCHA], {515 1 SCHLRIAS H A B P 1 (1) 5
RG] NMERAELE, PR35 7 BRI, 4 TR lRTE HERA ], bR ORI B T DAz it

H.OMINTSGH) H bRl 2 4 it — A $idw M1 e )
BUHLE BN e RERRUFIIILHELD. 40, (w, t) = (apple,
company)fe £ =~ e = iphone R4 B VL EL (w, t)
= (apple, fruit)§E7E _F "~ 3¢ = banana T R 47 ¥ UL AL
BRI BARR A RN IR A 4 5 B S5 3R 2.
2.3 FIEFFIEE L EFE A R AR
231 HEHTAEKBR R K PRI RA SRR
Skip-Gram &AL HATIR 24k A1, {H 2 £ Skip-Gram
FEd, R SCRERC SRR W AR 1), 7RI
Behith I, Levy 55 N B34 H R T R) ik aios & 1 s in]
itk N\ 2 7~ J7 7% (dependency-based word embeddings,
Deps), K £ EBOW IR _E T S L] e o A 1A i

B > BA] B A B 1A AN

V5T A)VEMOC F BRI A B 1] 481 A AU AR
I AN R )k R TG B ST AR I ) T 1624 5
RN 2 S, 15 2 FE B B L SCHE. X T —
AN H AR B w, EEME RIS my, - - my, 1B
B L], 1E Sk E R, W E AR A R SCEA:
(i, bl ), -~ (g, 10l ), (B, L0 L), DI T BB 6
A S A A (1) 2 18] B REAR ¢ 2R 2R, U, nsubyj,
dobj, prep with, amod, [b] =1 &b IR E, K124 H
FrE A (PE IS S B b 5ia] FAROC R, RIS A4
KR AEXE, A eI T St Bt A5 78
AR 5 W AR O OC R . T4 T B R )
R R G, BN SRR — M.

&2 PR EEHNETRA L
Table 2 Summary of word-level word embedding model

TR P s HaRde  VEN TR MERE NS

Word2Vec  Jg/b—ZEM%, S5u/b, ZEE R, Rt  SCWS  px 100  61.7 NLP{E%

Glove Fa50F FVERLEE Hh ) sl G SCWS  px100 539 NLP{E%

MPSGM  J&XtWord2Vec BB L ik, gt XUl SCWS  px 100 65.3 NLP{E%
e 28 SRR B T2 F A A

NTSG ) s St B3 AR 3 A T PR 38 B TR A, SCWS  px 100 695 NLPIES

FENLPAESS (56 h 2RI R 47

TE: pFoR i R AR R AL

nsubj

amod

Good students learn knowledge by books.
prep-with

amod nsubj dobJ
AR N

Good students learn knowledge books.

] R
good  students/amod™!
students  good / amod, learn / nsubj !
learn students / nsubj, knowledge / dobj, books / prep with

knowledge learn/ dobj !
books  learn/prep with™!

7 FETAREMIR R R SCREUR S
Fig. 7 Dependency-based context extraction example
TE: B RS RPARMENBIHE SRS A,
books LI learn IR HL3a]; T I: JvR)FrhfEA
PRI SR IE T SR R AREREOR R, 1Lk
RS

B AJIRARMIR AR AR LEBOWRE R A 35 B K
1 BB 3 1 2 TR ARG R, IF FLG RE I o A
5 A BRI B BRI AR I A 2R RENE A A0
BRSO ZR 7 A B A T SR, S A ]

IRANFRR, 3R B 215 LT REAAME, 7 ST )75 S 1
R B T/ 1 3 U ABA T
232 Bk MEFEIPV-DM&PV-DBOW

Le, Mikolov& AN7ESCHR [34]H, $2 1 T —Fh B i
BB I 2R R ) BR, BT ONR) L Bk SE
K JERTAR R SOA Fy Brrb 2 2] ] e KB AR R R, 1%
SFE ) — A SR R B RN SR, S IR B
¥ [r) ] DAFRUIN SR e e B, 3 AN SR AT DL e
BOW 8 % 2 B 1] (14 I 37 A0 20l B3] (14 18 SCIX PR A
B WAL 9 7 A0 AL B ) B AR (distributed
memory model of paragraph vectors, PV-DM), »& 44 Bt
&I EAE R — R EREA RIS EE SR, B
FHEROCRS ) 328, AR IR SRR b, R ] A7) 1) 20 )
FEREWAE & Brig o2 L2 1), R R BENUBEFE T P07
TEVISRBL [m) B RN L] n) B, 980 I m) A% R4S 28
. AEREHUES FE R B H B 0 — 20, #RT ELAABEAL
B Y — A [ K BE ) BN SOREAR, TR 2%
ZERRRE, I FHIXAMER B R AL R (1 24

FE SR, e 6 B2 P R 2 > v SRR Bk 1
BOK IR, AU, IR SE, e 28Rl
L B WV R i RS B 2 [ 1 1, 9 BT R R 2
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RN HME, BRBRSE A BT REIR K, HA2UIZR
SO R] ) BB R AR Y, R BRI R AR .

it ilgra, Bk i DURE BT N\ SCAR I B
ARSI ), K X SRR AE B A AL GibLas 5 ) Bk
(g N, G032 56 1 3% 0] )9 . 3 4 ) R L ERK 241 3R
5 (K-means) &%, RILEE & &5 73 1R SCHLHE
T T AH IG5l P K—38ME SR 20732, Tl — /> B
WEISHTR.

Es

V38 dE i E

&%%E lzi ______
Bk s the dog sleep

K 8 AT Al Bk R S AR

Fig. 8 A framework for learning paragraph vector

FETRINAE: 55 4n SRANE P J&y & B SCAs B, T
Ak R AL B i &, R A1 2R 48 1 R B
] & A5 284 (distributed bag of words version of paragra-
ph vector, PV-DBOW), U1E9F7x.

Tl R KU, P2 i 2R /b T B 3a] ) R A
i 18], R FH S e A ot BO& T AT IR L.

233 PNESHm T

Depst8 84 7573 FI F AJVEAR I OC R, 1 B i i AR
ANEE AT . B MR )Y R B 2 AT, R TG
WBHMESE, v] LA AR IC ) TAE. PV-DMAIPV
~DBOW R ik H SE4 1) R /n B AN SORY, 1 M = 4l
S5 FH SR TR0 A% Hh ) B ] A e S F FR BETR 4L,
— B X R RN, [ A SO ) & B A )
S RAERED, B B 5 21 A R RE W, X
AN BOE P B ST =, BAK
B I 2 A B R (1) Py el ) e &, 1T
PLASR TN T — R SR B 5 [ [ &R, JRa]
VERN G825y B R EIE SN XA E A AAE—
EFEE e i T BOWRR R 5 1, I HAEsRGH, B
V& A B A SCARZR R 7 THIAR T BOW R A AL 1 F i) 5
R AZ X RIE K UL LR R AR R IE B R Z,
Eban, FE B RN IR A AR A 2 5 51 773 BE B 3] 4%
T AN, T anER3.

prm e | [dog | [sleep | [ in ]
E&?@%EMDEED
Bk s

K9 AR FAE T Bk A

Fig. 9 Distributed bag-of-words version of paragraph vectors

% 3 FERBRA LS NE TR EL
Table 3 Summary of embedding models at phrase level and above

TR P HiRse VAN TE TERE N FH At
superman
# Skip—Gram#H £ P superboy A
Deps BT R WordSim353%F  RIZFHME batman  supergirl
BHoaTE LR catwoman ARGy
aquaman
PV-DM Bk EAEMIRBOR o . i e
Wikiped 15 o 7.429% Yk Y2
PV_DBOW A ikipedia i b TR BRIV 5

3 WMETXCRARSE
31 ETFCRRE R BRA R SR

F2 A2 2 N A AR 2 A A 5T
R E B, i, Word2Vec, Glove, CharWNN %5 5 7
FEAE AR IR AR R TR E IS B R UE R, BAREA]
TEBAIR] R N RN 2 2 FR 2 BLRE R A A, R T o
TR 7N B SOREARAAE Py v B, {2 3% BR AR B Hb i o 22
SCTA] i, X P AR SRR A SRR, AR SCRRONE ER
SR B R N R,

3.2 EEETE B RRERA R R R

— G Rk 22 SCR ) R T2 5 8 B R S
BPHRAZFR, WRRE B e emth. +
A SCA R LA S8 B SCR R B ARl iR AR R
RIS
3.2.1 CoVe

McCann 25 \BSHREH T | F 3 [H] & (context vec-
tor, CoVe)t 2, {8 IR FE LS TMgmhd &3 AL 25 Bl 1A T
FZING— DRI F AR, T =% E R
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5 R B RN R, JF R BINLPAE 55 H. Co Vel
B ARFR N
CoVe(w) = MT — LSTM(Glove(w)),  (26)
w = [Glove(w); CoVe(w)], (27)

HerGlove(w) & HidwiGlove ] .

W E 10F15(26)-27) FT 7w, 1245 2 B 2R FIMT-
LSTME: 7Y it 5 2 B4 [A) LS TM %t 5 25 %oF 9 2 I 25 1)
Glovelk N R~ BT gm i, ¥4 HAE A B R S m &
EiGlove| | HHEE BIY ) 17, FEAE N T H ARG
AT, CoVeltist T2 HARIE 5 AT
I RE, RGBT A2 )R] A, B
HERE, EEE T RERN LT UER.

| metegmn | [ mr ]
A A
ﬁ%ﬁ\
| Ty 22 | | Ty | =J| T |
J A
Glove Glove
i i
B 10 CoVeliflri
Fig. 10 CoVe

T ) IZE—DIJE S XA FILSTMAE LSRR 51 2
FURR it s, 7o) (e o At B AR 5 A PR
HEETER

3.2.2 ELMo

Peters% NP7 H HIE 5 AL ik A\ 7 (embe-
ddings from language model, ELMo) 2% =] Jj V%, & —
AN RS R S B ERAR RN R R R FE AR A, LR
RN 3R 7 A2 MR E XL 1) 1 5 4% 7 (bidirectional lan-
guage models, biLM)PO R Z R, 75 AR K FIA
ARPRICTERVE RS IIZAEE]. N,

e KN BT (my, ma, - -+ my), H
H SR BA (- -, ey ), BILMRTRT [R5 5 1
RTHE H AR B my, I SRR 8 ARR B O
FIMeg1, Mpeya, -+, Moy, BILMPYJG A5 5 AL AT 5
H AR B im] g, I 25 EHER . biILMEK & 5 KA AT 90 R S
) T 5 AR (R0 LA SR R

N

Z (logp(mk|mlu ey M—1; 9:1:5 éLSTl\/h 93)+

=1
log p(my|mpi1, -+, my; O, OLsti, O5)). (28)

M7~ PR R 45 H HRrT S HEHLE H, bilM
T 2% F charCNIN#4) 1 2% T~ 7 57 2 (1) B 4] i N 3R,
biLME— 22 N F 5 J2 XU RILS TM R 2% =] B ] [y Ba
7N, R RN R T BRI B SUE R, SR A R
B3N] S PSR 6 = SN A A T R ) ST e = et
IR

@ 900 9-© 9 @ 90 9-©@ 9

- -

Forward Backward
LSTM LSTM
C CharCNN )

©_0-0_0i0c_o©C_0-_90-©_o!
PRGN T
Kl 11 ELMoff]/2&45#)
Fig. 11 ELMo
VE: CharCNNACE F 45 ICNN

ELMo/2biLME 24 & . R i%biLME G LE
LSTM, A ELMofH£2 M4 N H b 8idm,, =42 L +
IR, B

TIM LLM|
Ry ={x™ h R j=1,--- L} =

o /) -
Horr: bt = MR TFFHCNNRS T, hi)'=[h ),

B M 58 R 1 FILSTMAS 31 0 7
PE— T AR ] B

X EL Mol 46 152 F T A7 55 16, 55060 2611
552, SUESRELMOfA T, BVE(Ry) = RNy
TR S . — R, TS bILMZ O
22T

L
ELMOZaSk — E(Rk, @task) — ,_ytask Z St.aSkhLM
=0

J kj
(30)
Horp stasl R BOR KIH— L HIALE, FrE Sy sk ml DL
YT ST G TSR N ELMo W] 1.

ELMoA| F B2 JL-F JEBR B Tebric SRR K
SRR RR, FERERS T HRE S B )
TN e
3.2.3 BERT

Devlin%: AB8I5| N\ 7 i 4 48 1% 3% (transformer) [
XU 2 i 2% 718 (bidirectional encoder representations
from transformers, BERT)i# 5 1% 1Y, BERTHE 22 /> Ny
PG T ZR AN . 76 TR 2R3 1A), J8 i A [\ B Tl
AT AR C IR AT BRIER. A T AT RO,
A BOIZ Z 80] 46 (CBERTEL AL, 48 )5 18 H
K H NS BIARC BT BT E S HOEAT RO, B
IS B R AR (B 12 R).

BERT/2 {4 FH 2 E XU n) A5 28 M 4l 2%, ARk 4
A5 FH X A) E v = ML BERT RO % A K s w13
INCEEAN 7 0 ) S8 1A b id Je A2 — MR BR 1 0 26 b
1C[CLS], F[SEP1ZF@H AN T).

BERT P/ 43 R
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1) FRIZRIBERT.

5 Chelba% A2 H (1177 1A [, Devlin®s A%
A A8 AR G 1) N BI04GB A B A 1R 5 B AR il
WIZEBERT, T2 18 TG B 55 X BERT HEAT T3l
Y x: HEMDIE S A 52 5] (masked LM)FIT T~ —/NE) 1
THMAT 55 (next sentence prediction, NSP). & 12/ /2
R 53

a) *@ﬁr“l’ln =] *%iij

N T WIZRUR BE [ X T ik N\ R 7R, Devlin%é A fé] 5
OB H LB — 2 & 2 L RIFRIe, FRON BRI IIE S
FEAY” (masked LM, MLM), 78R N “ 52 T SAE 55
(cloze task). 285, fi FHRMIER AR R RS RN
SRR, SRARAEAFAS X0 R B /N SR AR R AE B i
HI TS

b) F— M) F IS

NSPAESS B H Aw o2& P 4]+ 18] 19 9% &1, an it
A FbRBEMTEA TaZ Ja, TS I A dE v LA

Mask LM \

/~ NSP  Mask LM

[MASK]f)FA

N JohRsE ) TAARIB J \_

[MASK]f)FB

(a) T %5

AN T AT A A TE R R P AT 2. S NSP S MLMIER

ERAAERELENLAS 1] ZF (question answering, QA)F H
SR 1E 5 HE #(natural language inference, NLI)&E T Jjif

E%*ﬂ% TREFITIIPERE. ¢) TIIZREEE.

BERTI T it FFd FH ) 101 Zricd R —F.

2) TiHBERT.

BERT# H H {32 & I HL R S8 — i N A X 7
BB, X TREAMES, A TR E TS A
i HARBERT, FF3ix s (i i3 248 Gad Pl 25
RIS AN )7/ E U BERTRA M 2% )4 A\ /2, 7EBERT 5l
YIZRR 28 4 HA A, F 5 21 15 BIRFIER R, B\ B
HBR JE i, AE R AR I BN LS 1) R [ A 55
FCLSIF R A RIS R T, $ATRE RS

SCHR I, BERTAE 110 B 281H 5 AN BT 55 L3kAS
TIREFINE IR, Devlin®s N\ E 2ok 24 K Bt — 2
HET™ B Z R B a4 ZR 4546, TS [R] 28 i i
WNZRIBRL RS DN R e S FINLPAT 55

/“MNLI /" NER /~ SQuAD

THG/ SR D

)
© (T [ Trser( T1

[i) Bk
T

i A2 0 J

(b) T

K 12 BERT LA TIIZRAN i 1L 7
Fig. 12 Overall pre-training and fine-tuning procedures for BERT

T BR TR, TR I AR R R o 2 S5 A AH TR B TR RS 2 0 TR AN R AR 3054 55 OB R o0
P SEEEATHOA. B, [CLS IR MR RT AR ERTT 5, [SEPLRAFIRI /BT (110, 3B i A2 28

in (ospCmy )Coog )i owe Y asEpn)_ve Y iikes )Y play #ing ) (571

S -----------
L -----------

G5 E O I T S = A = 0 =P

13 BERTH#IAFR
Fig. 13 BERT input representation

TE: BARIRAFIR R RAERALTR, 73 BHRAZS AL B IR ARSI A
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324 VIB R B HR T (“Omhs ™), DMEAREEF 51T Of B8 Tt

= S i (information bottleneck, IB) /7 ¥t ¥ T
5REIE, A X RN EE S MU SR I CRIN AR i
B ana) -, MY RN BT 252 ST WG 5¢ R 1“7 AR
&, GlnEE i OB E i P(X,Y) 240, IBH
PR tEX CRIEOL T, % A R 4a R T %A1 5
IS py (t] ) B KIS EORT, KL T 5 2] G it 2
Hsrgiit . € CHPRERE3), B H bRl &%)

ARG DERMURIEGERRT
L =—-1Y;T)+ 5 -1(X;T), 31)

H I )R EAEE. b Bhrk331), RIS TR
REDHS oA REME B GE2I), HXLE(E 5L AT
MY PRI 18] B~ 98 5 AU 288 pa ). i 1
gk el LMET (X TR AT Re/S, “ i ” n) LI
R RS I 4 TS T (Y5 T) $ BB KR P ) s 4
KR, IBIY H br i T A 58 X 015 B it
e SR S AT T E 140,

1577 TH 42 2 ELMoMTBERTHE A, IB W] LAAE Jy ¥
WIZRIF B, MEAS 2 B IR A RN, IR n s
THEEREEANE UGB LI N T —Fh ik
125 4312 B 20 77 ¥ (variational information bottle-
neck, VIB), X 1X 24 fix AR A5 B 2T JE L it 4,
ROREAAHTEE. VIBAZ A E4E, of Rt
G 1 AR R AT FH R0 AN AL, R FH B
BUPE LB T AT Z RS B R IR MR
4.

L% A\¥ e T 5 KRIB H ARG L), Wi 1

73 (T X 1K)

T, 2] 92 i) i B B AR 25 1) R SRR AR .
X BT 3R08 5 5 B A OB IIAR S, X A2 5 0N
1] (ELMO4HIE IR N2 7%, 11 X; 427 — B3 I ELMo
FURAFTIR. ¥ REE I H s EcR RN

Lip :—I<Y§T) +5'I(X§T>+

véI(Ti;X\Xﬁ- (32)

W E4RT 7R, LR AT 55 LB AT VIBAS 15
1%, AT I BRI NSRS X A i S (A 1A A AR

WAENTY (“f5 ) BB A 2. VIBAE AR (1B
WU bR BRI 2458 2R A e 5 4, S 3t s 4 g
X;.

subj obj—~Pu

Wy ;

iy 2 b 28 \

e /'/' AN

I & % % % % %
[ ] [ ] [ ]

AR @ V\V\ELI\Z//
) T:\\

Ollivander sold the wand -
Bl 14 15 BRI
Fig. 14 VIB
T = {t1,t2, - YFORMIVE R, EUPIRETSL R RHL
I, BEOPIRETSR AT I SEEE ) AU A

ELMo

CNR

1B J7 2535 7€ AR5 ATipe (t| ) TIN T BB
ART, B X I EAERS T . i Fp, (NS0 1B H
FR(32)H/.

Li%E NI W BRI AR e F 8 S5 5005, 3 T
P AAS AR 5 SRS 720K R 46 ELMo HL1a] - 1iE
AR, 1T LB AR R I 2507 12 5 46 ELMo B BERT
FREFF A, ST H B TS, TR 2 2 — A
TE TR RS 2% a0, R B LR, %0
VENAN LR B BE S, A TR ELOR B TCH BEE AR,
FFHREEUER, H 3 EGibn%s, Tl — MR 2
£8, SIS UE B, X LEFR2E ] DU 3R A% SEPOSHR 213
IR ZE0E B, 1T CAZEAH [RIAR 2R G0 - 58 AERf
HOMRNT AR 7 A1, 3 51 A& SRAE R, SE3GUER, VIB
T3 T P HO R A BRI, TE9FHIE 5 R I 8 Ff
P A S R BT, R4 PR,

& 4 MBATOIIE T B AL

Table 4 Parse the accuracy of nine languages

B REiE CAEERERE SEE VAR PREEAE WEE MiE o0 BOCRIE
Iden  0.751 0.870  0.824 0.784  0.808 0.813  0.783 0709  0.863
PCA  0.743 0.866  0.823 0.749  0.802 080 0777 0.697  0.857
MLP 0759 0.871  0.839 0816  0.835 0.821  0.800 0.734  0.867
VIB  0.779 0.866  0.851 0.828  0.837 0.836 0814 0754  0.867




57

XS BRI R F S 5b 1183

325 /NESPRGHT

IR AR R R g N 2R S5—6 T . B SCHEBI R R U
£ 45 L F5: i 5 2 M (language modeling, LM)[7- 131,
43 B (chunking)!"-®) 3] ¥ ¥ V£ (part-of-speech tagg-
ing)®!, iy 44 52 4K iH il (named entity recognition,
NER)-271 1% J& 43 #T (sentiment analysis, SA)4>431,
5 X ff 8 bR 73 (semantic role labeling, SRL)!®!, 4 #ft
7% 43 M7 (ependency parsing)!. Hl 2% 4 1% (machine
translation, MT)**, [ 4R & 7 #fk 2 (nature language
inference, NLI)[*6IF1 41 25 5 52 E f#% (machine read-

ing comprehension, MRC)! 7481 A& /24 (AL H i
I V2 SRR, BTSN T P 2R B0,

£ 5 MATOMIE T A9 A

Table 5 Parse the accuracy of nine languages

Al SST-2 SST-5 SNLI

CoVe 90.4 53.7 88.1
ELMo 78.6 54.7 88.7
BERT 949 — —

& 6 WA LB NE T
Table 6 Add pre-trained word embedding

it RT3 MR BRI
CoVe it TARZENLPIES AL, FuR THERIEM L FC8R  ACC,F1%  SST-2% RIS
ELMo & fiilge/a, biLMA] Lt EAR RS FRRIE.  ACC, F15:  SST-2%  TFiHL%
BERT BERTTEIIFHARIES TS LA TIRIFHIZEE  ACC,F1%%  SST-2%% T4

VIB HIREEA BT XA s s 52 ACC%: UD%: POS%:

CoVe#fEidt 7 NLPHEIY A g, (/2 CoVelt)— A
JE R BRI T A BRARCIE 5 0. UL /5 IELMofs
R — Il JA BT ssdt, R R TP JEBR K A
FrRic B, X AR T AR K E(OO0V) i, i H.
A Rl > TR AN R R AR A R
TR, KA B bR 2838 4 0 s B (5
B BERTH A B o (Xl 4 3R 15 B RE /0, fER £
ANLPAESS FESEAS T ERMEED, iR 5] 7 E8R
ZRH AR, W DA F @) 7 ol e, s %
(i 1 A G e 5 NSRBI T 25 H A7 . BERT-wwm!*!
FIERNIE (1 F)POR T 1@ w8 (132 AL RE 7, Too 4
JHE 5 [P REAN TR/ SAR, AN A2 1A B, SpanBert!> ! id i Ky
Z AN HOIA] T 7 S — AN X TR — S “ X B
PR BEAS Py 2%, 53t X B T 45 5. ELECTRADB?
B TR RS RN FOR, T2 B R AR
IRKE AT 25 AL FRAR AL . Albert!S3 ] — AN Bk 1) 1
L7 FHEAT 55 B T T R — /M) P A 55 X Bl
MEFT TR ZRAT 55 B8 4 M R B T A8 1% 25 (transformer) 15
T
4 BBEE RIARAR R

R ERAH L THARIES, (R FDHOE
A NN, TR EAE 5 2 (AR R O% R AE HL IR R
TN TS PR A IR IAS BN A, R4 30
B RN B AR R FE A IX TR PR IR AR
NG ST ), FERREE S S LI
RIS B BHIEE 5 b, ABMICHRIETE S 5 R
TN, AR NI AR S B 2 MBS
LT S ] X PR NSRS 2 ) DT O

B E B RN R ARAE AR I B IR N R R
M, PSR IR AN RN S AT Ly Nk SRR 2]
BN ST R I W ARG I 25 H AR BIANE, 7T A7y
NPELR AN S R AR 2 ST Bl 7 25559 iy
o SRR BAE AT IR R b2 ST A —FIE &
TR 2 SCIRAE o5 — Rl 5 Tl RER 2 AN F B, X
FEA T AR R AT SC PR 20— 17 22 SCHY 1A L
FEARTT, B8 WARZ BE SR k% T LR
PN R S 5 BT 4.
4.1 BilIBOWA
Guoi AT H 1) T8 75 1] % 55 (1 0T 17 48 1
(bilingual bag-of-words without word alignments, Bil-
BOWA)L!, BIIBOWA Fi] fik N &7 ft — R I i 25
BT 5 0% R I RS X 2 A U N R 2% 2]
V%, B R A TS R, & A TR AR AR, B
BN AR R AT U SR, IR — BN IR SR A
TR T PROOUE S
R 7R A E 15 PR,
BilBOWARE R ()35 5% iR AL 73 AN 8 73, F AR
(EFSYNIESEEGENE e 2
L=
min > L (wy, h; 0 +X 02(0°,07), (33)
6,67 le{e,f}uw, hEDL S N——
RHIES ] XFFF
Seoftz B B S w R H AR, DRSS, o f
LoRPIRIE S, LA ASE A .
1) SSTHL ERORFE: $1i 2 K 4R F AR A
L.
BilBOWA % Jf] 47 Kk Skip—Gram# #| Ff] 24 >J
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B R I SRR, RN 2

2) 2 SIPEE 3 HORRAIE: 675 SR AR 3]
S TR 4K R R 0.

), TEXUESR A, SR T L 3 A
B A, 3, 4T — T o R B R 5 —
V2 o I A K Y 2R N FE R AT
S e BRR LU R (W, K ) JERERE R, WP 2 0 5%
A EAF R T LA FER A

2a(R, R = XY ayry — ]| =

]

(R — RNHTA(R* — RY). (34
TR AR 3R T DB 30 e rp BT 1) SR 5 V0
FIW T BT B 2 TR0 2R, R AR A 5 5
FRTHE . AR AN S RN SR H B A s oK, BT LA
AT SRR A5 R Bn S (34)
HhoM 42 )R BRDN S5 GE TS R 02 () BT, 753]20(35),
FOREE OIS, RAGZAT AP E S B b, SRR
167,
1

m 1 n
QPR R & | 3 -~ 8 rf|h G5

w; €8 wj;EsT

e Ly B2k |

o oo0—g | | Poru (oMo ooE=e
YETE ki
BOW BOW
f)F N
The cat sits on the ﬂ mat \ | Le lundi le président ‘ de \
Yeils H g YEPAT AL

K 15 BilBOWARI A REEMIRE R
Fig. 15 BilBOWA

TE: BREIZRPIAN 18 SKip-Gram A, RN L) RAEFEA IR AR IR B Lo X T8 /), BBl 6 - L Al = ARt

A

AR EE

A the cat sits dog

un B 1 b
le | BN
chat -
assis
chien
T B E TR 57

BERO (1] W)

Q

R L
( the catsitson .. )
le
chat
S,
assis
sur
1 S
52
o a catand dog ---
un
chat
et
un [ [ |
chien
\ J
TEPAT O

0 (57 |37)

K 16 4JREiaxsratit- 5 R it g L R K

Fig. 16 Diagram of global word alignment statistics and local word co-occurrence statistics

18 FH 4 o) BN 5 RN SR S F i AR R TU(34)
EFERRAT L 2%, I AR S B2l 45 PN S 1A
1 e A T PR 4 K. A B 2 R, BIIBOWA 2% 3K
(35) A IBIT XA T )70 7 BRAEAS A B =X A R
HILGEHE R PRI Bl 4 R 2k pR 2

Zi Tk, BIIBOWA & — Fh it 5 280K i (A A,
A BB A BAE TR GG SCA R BRECE 1~ 47 £
5 RUE o A 2R RN TE R, AN T 5 5, #
SRR IR AR I AR 5 KA B &
PRAISEA. ERANNZD B AT T TR S A 7
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BATA] (PN E R B A8, DT BT DA T 5 A R 1
25, Gouws%5 N8R SZIG-HAIE B 2% FE B 1E = X6 55
KARMITTIFA T EE X ES T 5 SR 50 AT 55 DL X
WMT L RN E AR 5 O HOR.

4.2 Trans-Gram

Coulmance®s AP H T Trans—Gram A& A, fij #L
Hom, nTAAE B A A /D B ) 06 SR A,
[FJ B 272 =) RO 5% 22 Foh il 5 1) S 3] iR AR, FIZANTT
EVHE AIEE N 0iAE 5 12 10ME 5 B 55 Bl ik
ATRIR.

Trans—Gram & 7E Skip—Gram ) £ it _ $& H 17, Fl
FHA] 75 55 9% R AS =2 BRIA 0 55 8 RIE R ERIR, 2
— P S 2 PP S N 5 R R B LR R AR R 2
T3k, BT OB FRAE S R S S PR R ) S M.
B I8 e(B AN i) A f (19 A i) B % 55 1 B
i [a] &, A Skip-Gram#& 7 H 18 5 11 2K, ik NJ A
Jp AT BRI E A, 1, A FER) Fs, 5%
TBH)F s X5 1. fESkip-Gram 1, 7E6) s, F1o4 B
Fr B iR w8 1 SO IR Bhw, 9 H O T 2
KANBE DR R S, 1L s [we — 1w, + 1.
TETrans—Gram*}, 7£f) Fs.H N H Fx # 7w, 1% £ 10
ERSGRA)F s p I A ] o SRR R EGE A

Rep= 2 > % —loga(w; - &).

(8e,5f)EAc, f WeE€Se CFESF

SR, IE PR IAH RS FIX P ANE F R AKTFRI.
b, TEAWHNEAES MHRREC Q2. (RoRBF el
E b ) & A0S 5 F R bR SC I 2 A6 55 4 2k,
Q BRET fRHFRRENE Fef) BT XREZ
[N FEIAR . BTN T 4Rk H ARk L.

85 Y SR ] 1) B SUAEBEAN )1 R 38 5 o A, X AN T
AN FH )70 S REARL I, T AN FH B 1) % 5 (1 1
BHEE. MBI INEE3MIE 5 (Bl = KRS, X5
AR IN3ANHT H AR R EL( T, 82,7092, ), fii 5
14 Upadhyay 2§ ANPOHE H [ Trans—GramE 7 #E 1]
PETE 5 SCA S RN B IR AT 55 AR IR T 8T
GER, NSRS AT SRR TR, M T e S
RS HIRE.

4.3 NGRS

FEAREE 1, W AR B0 S B e 3% T R
ANESTE SR T A, TR T, A T X M
TEDETE BTG 7 JAT 55 L HERA B, 7ERSH, A T
X PHAMEAITE R BEAT 25 0 — AR, BB
e ML UIERIFTR.

ST EEE 5 RN FROR, R4 7 VR IR % 2 S J5iE
TR EARTE S OGS B, JREL S E F H bR SLRE
T E bR, B2 70 e B 2 S B MR (R B R 2R
AR R, KRS T a2 (RN RIS S 1A

(36)  E7HE.
) S/ \ §
_ / \\
7 / \ ~_
stands, debout, stands, debout,
Je ‘Qf;e Q"’f Jf
The man ___in the garden || The man stands in the garden || L’homme est debout dans le jardin || L’homme est ___dans le jardin

B 17 A B TS nEE S S48 HbR
Fig. 17 The four partial objectives contributing to the alignment of English and French
FE: A BT SEEANEES T4 EUbR: 78 F bR (5 6) A B o 11, 508 5 1 Skip-Gram H AR R ATH
MTrans—Gram H AR E 5 AR H bia 1 5) 7X 55 A~ A 7 ()

k7 BAEREA IR/ EE S RS LAACC
Table 7 ACC of model on reuters English/German

classification
it En — Ge Ge — En
BilBOWA 90.4% 53.7%
Trans—Gram 78.6% 54.7%

* 8 A AEFF(RIE-HILTE)EH LEGACC
Table 8 ACC of model on translation (English

- Spanish) task
L En — Sp Sp — En
BilBOWA 44% 55%
Trans—Gram 61% 62%
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k9 BiETHEHRNERTRALLE
Table 9 Summary of the cross-language word embedding model

Y K73 PN TTIE N7 FH 4,
BilBOWA TR, TO T BRI % T Bl ACCE: BB UKD ST MR

U B Hea AU M A3 S EE gk
[ 27 ST 55 B AE 5 1 AR AR

Trans—Gram

ACCH P& SR HAE S R A

TEAE 26 %% =) J7 T, MulcaireZs A 9013L T ELMoB7!
B 78 248 5 s R R IR R R s G B, 1R H
T—MEZIESTEE LT UG B R R E R R A
LamplefIConneaul®! ' 7EBERTP8I IE At I, X028 7 1)1 25
() B AR, FIFH AT EME LEsE S BBE R, %8
B RS X AN ESIE S T4 LS T
AN R, AATTEE— DA B, KR A T 25 1 2
BB A B ER S KEBIES TSN
el 75 B9 2% 2% 2] J7 1, Schuster: A\ I63i@ i 29 2% 7
LR AR S T Gl 72, 508 T SUE B,
ORI IR R R, R R SUE B IRAER R
PIME, VBN B (4 5, JE2E S 3 A R
PSR, Wang S5 N Y4 HH 7EAS [FIE B b B B2 o) A
ek R, T3 B B E LS E 5 S SRR,
Mulcaires N SIPRfl 725 fE R S0E B B 1E 5 ik
ANFIRITIE, XA KR 1 T B30 5 R T
2 SRR, 5Bk 2E S A b, TR 222 3] ke
TG A T L B RN RR.

5 FIARKEEISHKCEAE S H B 5

AR

PRI BELAS Z [A] [0 B 6 R, 551 N )1 Hp B i fip
ECERAE A, 305 N )7 AR e 1) B R SUE E, 5.
FERLSE R SC AR S 2 18], 5INTE XE B, #F A% H5 B
B G A SBR[ RO
51 BAHIE-EE RN R R

Z/INTIA LRI A B - B DU [ R N R
151 DA B AR v B AR AR 19 R, A 4T
Tk S ANBUG AR, WestonZ5 A0 T —Fhimg
PERER T, I R B 2 ST A4 e 1) UG AR SC
7, HEE ST RGOS RRE R GERR A i N R 23 ],
RIS A Bt U IR AR

Fom B AN ST AR B R BO— AN RN, (EIX
TR IS bR B R A [R50, B DART DA A B
27 3], A3k s8R M. K g RoRe € RUFISC
FhRE € {1, Y}, XN B EE A AR
AN,

2 ) FUGRRAE 25 () 2 e & 28 AR D (RS : &y () -
RY — RP, [N 2 SCPRRERU: @y (4) {1, -,
Y} — RP, R &M i, Bldy(x) = VaFid,, (i)
= M;, M2 K/NAD x YRR iR 5151, n LA

A PR AT 28 i W S o 0. S5 PRI 1) e o6 AR i 48
TR B = AERHAE R RN, MR ERE A O
15 2 R,
T4 HIEME, X ATBE RS ARE AT HET, 1
PEHEA I PR R IR BUR BB LN EE, N
fi(x) = Dp () P1(x) = MV, (37)
AR fi () B/ AT B I SCFbrid it AT HE T,
MKREI/N, MR R TE R L A
M. <C,i=1,---,Y. (39)

FETEEL LR 5N BB 1457 2% R 2 P gk AT I 25,
T A AT AR 3 IR WL TR .

Weston%§ N~ 1 4 &5 I 25 I (8], A A 3 48
R 9 45 2% (weighted approximate-rank pairwise loss,
WARP loss), ZRALFH FF AL 4 43 2 (ordered wei-
ghted pairwise classification, OWPC)®”) WARP 1§ Ff]
BEALES N B A — g R B R ARk, AT
B0 TSN HENE, 18 85 SERAIE B 1% 5K
WA T I FH T FEAH R 453 R v T PR R ATLASE B2 e B
1, UERZ T EAEREOL T T LR B AE D7V, T Hout
SR TR, AAAHFERE D,

5.2 GIAICARTE UG B% 2] ER RLTE SUHRAN
k]

Frome®§ N\ O8I 7 —Ffsbt (1 IR BEALSE 8 SCHRAN
1% 1 (a deep visual-semantic embedding model, DeVi-
SE), i FI4 SCAARC B UG B DL S AR R SC
AR T SUE BNGRZAERY, RS R
BRI

XA H BRI FAESCA IR 27 23 SURR,
W IR B0 R AL Bl 2R, 5 S, Ti
IR AN B A 2208 5 R [, g —A
FH TR SRR FEAR 22 N 25 91 1% 2 15 4% 4
Rt KBt 2 AH B E — A S O Sk 285, X Rl
SRR GAR I 28 RIS = SR ISR, Tl i v
B SRR SO B [ B3R, TR ISR
JEARE T SOREAY. i P TG I R A 22 P 26 A 1 49
IR EERL LR SCIR AR (De VISE) A1 &T 18 T7rs.

Frome%§ A\ [ 5L 56 2% B : 24 ) RE 04 Hh s B A
1,000/ EG 5 %25 i ImageNet H #5182 AT 55, [F] B
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XERARSE: B NRIRF S 2598 1187

TEZFE AR 22 5] (zero-shot learning, ZSL) F A AT
FEIN, N SRR Gt 1R A B G T
W, 76 BT 53 A AR 2R Ak A DL st () 39 b 25,
SEHIL 18 %% [ FIul HE R 2.
53 SINBREZHAAFE I BiERRR

Kiros% AT W T 7E 2 4218 5 BT -
FINGER) N ¥ IR 22185 5 1 2 (structure-content neu-
ral language models, SC-NLM), i & 17 £ H.1d] J7 51.S
={wy, -, w,}, B ETY = {t,-- ,tn}, X
B, 4060 B B w; R 1, 25 € B bR S w, 1 R S
Wi X B B2 3R 7Rw, B bR 28T BA B
Wi FNEE R R St (kT w; BT TH B R S L]
BN EO K T B, 1 73 A 3R s 1 5% A 5 B ik e P
(Wil w1, tninyr, w). EI19X ZHHEIE S HAIFISC-
NLMAEA (P30 () gk 47 1 R, mr BLR IS N iR
TEA) R M S5 M AR S B T 75 A8 i R B A Y
i 2 G TR A Bl — S AN LR Y 25

SC-NLMAJ LAFRff Ny — > Z A AIE SR, (B2
JE M R RN W bR S A R S AR TS

otk s g B e, et L e e RE i =n,

- ,n A+ kR AR R TR A & R OR, X5 A

BRSIPEM. 5ING x GEEH R SR, 4

T NG x KRy ) i bR SR B2

AT R SUE B R M i SO
= [(nfjk TOt) + T u + b],,

5% L[], = max{-, 0} EEReLUE 23 M 03 i 5, bl
B )& [ o B 2 e i S A ) R, JF HL
PR R HL AR R FE AR KirosZE N0V Sz6 3 1,
FHLSTM i 4% 15 SC-NLM/i# % £ #4 Flickr30K £ 4#
A Microsoft COCOEUIRALL S Ik, AT 1 REFH
S5, AR HIE R R HER, 7EDe VISERL MY |- §i
THRZ, SEIRES R L AR 10.
5.4 SIANAERBENTE B2 IR IERA R R
Chen®§ N2 H T RARRAIE RN 27 F T it it
M7 1 77 1 (feature embedding for dependency parsing,
FEDP), fit H 3% S RHIE IR AR, AR AR RO
HARFIERR B 17 AL, ARS8 T

(40)

L) REERTHAL Skip—Gram

PR LR T R
i [ ek | FHHIE {347

N ON s ( wmkE )

q AT <\‘: NG

Bk %

B U
wtht ‘ Wt |
1 1% b i

18 DeViSERc &7
Fig. 18 DeViSE model
T e B R KA R AR BRI s 45— Skip—Gramif SR Hfuly: DeVISEIE SR P78 e i AMEE AL )

BAREIS IR S Eod AT Iaa 1L

LT it L At
| . | | . |

BRI AT

(a) ZPHAE TR

FAE 7y A

(b) GEF— N A2 AE I (SC-NLM)

4ify M

(c) SC-NLMH i1 5

K19 3Rt S
Fig. 19 Three neural network language models
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% 10 £Flickr30K £ 4% 5% o955 5
Table 10 Experiments on Flickr30K data-sets

BIBERE

KlESecsd

it
R@1 R@5

R@10 Medr R@1 R@5

R@10 Medr

DeViSE 4.5 18.1 29.2
SC-NLM 23.0 50.7 62.9

26 6.7 21.9 32.7 25

16.8 420 56.5 8

F: R@KF/RRecall @K (Gl EilkaT), Med r&R~median rank, FHA7 Rk GERKERET)

un ER20HT 7R, BOERA R T8 N, -+ T, 11,
o Yo € Y RGN TR ST (B G0 AT
B BUE SN Ty = wi, -, wi p O PSR,
) FAE B R w, , IFEERA fi p, BA R IFE
o8 T RS, A IARR ], LN f, R
T R AT A OB 2R 175 s R
i ACf, RN F A ] 24 A2 O RS Ak
BTN R A B RS IR, 21 R, ga e Al F
F S LAY, 27 21 () H AR 2 8B F SCRFIER)
X ER AR AR i KA

> > > log(P(cf[f)), (41)
yi€Y fEF, cfECFy

Hr: F @ MRy i — HAHIER R, CF 2Rk
I~ f M 5 (M -step) b SCH R B FRHE Re R~ i 52
&, cf € OFp %M G RMEP (cf | /) ZHEA N
PN Gl

exp(ug,vy)

P(cflf) = = (42)
i=Z:1 exp(u;rfivf)

Forrs v p Ml 73 5l 72 f a0 AR Bl H B3] ) 3R,
FREFFAER AL RS B 7840 BR HUS E 4
I, O T AR, SIATCRIETT A, AR08

log(P(cf|f)) =

log o(uchivf)-i—

K

1;1 Eepimp(epllogo(—ugpup)].  (43)

o(z) = U(1 +exp(—2)), P(f)&%ud Ly
I3, KR AE S, 38— T LeAFAE R R, 76T
MR AMRFERR G, IR T g A T A
AP W|

93 log(P(cfilf))

cf
a0 ) (44)

Horp: a2, (BT WS ECRIRHE M M =R
7. oI UAE A20.025. W TE — VE 37 5 5 Bl sk
PRAUE A BAE TGS, MPKG2 3] 2 a1 73],

B APEAATARNTE B T NFFIER R 22 2], 225
A EVRFER IR, AT T KRR A Al 2 21T 25 .
BT 2] B PIRHE IR AN FROR, 1B — 408 PRHE, K

0« 0+ af

AT S ST B ) 2 RIS R T R, 1R
AR R 1D, 5EAETT AL, 20772
WM T ERERIL.

— (X)) —~ — (X Y)~

FEAE i  fii fia Tt = L™ fona
R Cf]] Cfli Cf]u Im1 - Cfmi Cfma
¢
12
FRIESE
20 FINFHIESE
Fig. 20 Input feature set
i
fi >
LOPN
J
cfy

B 21 RIS
Fig. 21 Feature embedding model

55 /NESHPESHr

R AR R SR I A2 R, KBS S AR RO
TR S, W45 2 1 B AR, X AT &8 IS0 T AR T
BEAT HERE, T DL 4 St 3R R RO SO 2R, E,
DeViSERR A DU FHr2 8 H KB Z R4, B
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XS BRI R F S 5b 1189

A RE S M ARG 0. T8 B H B2
HE AR RTOA MGG S, KRS B
INERREAR, HdE— 04 i B IR AR IS 37 5.
A HETARE AR PO 2505 5 B8, K552 BERT, LA
0 2 LA RN 2 ST 0. B, Lus AH RIS
2 NUSY i H 3 ok o5 A8 2 30 W 254 4E (conceptual
captions dataset)!’8! - BERT /T Zrisi Ay, i@t 34T
5 BB A RES NI G RN, B ER 7 ES &
LI TR AL REAIE 23 SN ) AN ST R A
1M Sun®s AUV BERT M A4S, $2 A2
SIRABIANE 5 2R, 16 S FA BRI SCARAIAE AT 55

RS TARBFIEE R, ST IR TR DS i,
WRFILIR) S 2] 2 MRS EOR, SRR Z AT,

% 11 FEDP#& ¥ L% Loy &I
Table 11 FEDP performance on Chinese data-sets

| POS UAS COMP
Baseline 93.61 81.04 29.73
FEDP 93.61 82.94 31.72

v 1. BHEFEN: Chinese Treebank version 5.1 (CTBS)
2. POS: part-of-speech, UAS: unlabeled attachment, COMP:
complete dependency tree matches

& 12 REFABNETRELS
Table 12 Summary of mixed word embedding model

o s I
T AR T TR %
R R T LS AT, MREAPI £ HIR
| ATLIERHL A ThRS A 2 RS
PeVISE LR R B3 K
HABSRIL 2772 4 A 2,
SENIM TR N B TR i
FEDP WK e STAFAERE N LT HOBRAT  HoBtied

6 AKkBEHEKEITIN

25 LTIk, BaRiR AR 2 HARE S AR SS )
FER AR A RIS AR B T8 R L iA] [a) SR, T
XA ) B RS I — SO A W] RN IS 8 AR R4
TR B, A, Bl N s 5 e [ Rl
ATLME 3 RE & PSS N2 ootk R HRES
AL TR FYE B, EG i, W DA TR R R T R B8 T
[F].

1) HlEsE 3%,

FE 244 B E T I 2t B AT TR T B
KRR H COFHZEA IR, B 0] B, B A
KB Z LA E B2 R Gt . U H B TR 2R
BERILE— % 3 AME 5 A AT S5 R IR, T 25
B A I NB 7 AR A, V22 3T I 2R
R T7IRAE AR B AL E 3 ) B AT 55 TP ARaE W 2
BRI Peng %5 NUBISZ 1078 5 ST s, F FH G I
FIAR NI, Wi 44 SR TR B FH 3 AR A B 2 1) 25
Hh, M BE 153 1R K 42 5. Hajiaminshirazi%F A721gF
X 4L X 7] 2 (community question answering, CQA)f¥
FEAS BANRTH B o) R, $ HURF 15 5 iR T 58
TEEUD A XA B, T T 515 5 R A 2R, A3
AR LRI 8] BT DUEEXEAS [6] S F 3 s LS B 3l i)
BAT S5 HE T BRI AR I I REATS 2 — MBS B 7T
(77 0], SR A B 22 S ATL A% ) 2 SR H B

2) TG

FEAZ P26 1R B AN TR BT, I AT 2
Ho 1 B AT T AR K 2 . AlharbiZs A BOTF) F #iA]
RN 7S FNAS [E] RNINAZ AR E 28 PP 175 I8/ BT i3k AT
M. Dovdons A BUHE Hi Text2Plot 771, 83 A1l
A Y1 1 R R AT 15 18 . Dong %6 A\ 13213
T — PR R IR 2 AT S5 S W48, Z 25 R
L AR N RN W] N IE SR80 2, SRVFREUN
I3 FATSs (RIS AL EE, AS[R] T AR € 1 52 11 ik oy
LTI i T 2 WS e g 1 1 I sl =
TER T —BEIE T o BB A6, FreRE R R
FEAE R 28 [ S8 B AN A I BT R R, WSR3
INTEAR A BT AT R R A 2~ 3 T R

3) B SAHLE.

T RS E S SR EZE WA G, &
BLLE S A A TR [ B SIS B 37 B R il sk s S AT
WA, M H K2 B ;- # 5E A DE R Sok TiZ H
Bt R ST AR, SRR S A SR i SR — T
BAPREENERAT S, REME S ORISR ) 25 1)
VAV AR S 1) AR T IR HEIE MR RE IR 3R A T RN IX
BBk, Singh%E NBFEH T —Fh i+ 0T HE 44 Sk
(A S SCRIBURE (757 1275325 Ff Word2 Vec
TR PR S B RN AR B R Hh AL & 2 TR B Bl R
P R SCMIBUBE R B, L sEab 4 R 0, 54
HE T VR B, 2570 AR 42 S5 %) RS i vt
S BTN, FA RN RN TE T SRR L () R
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A Zhao% NFE H I — i (149 22 T B 1] DX 8% 0 1] ik
NI SCRRAE i AR L 1841,

4) T E L £ 3.

BRI AN R BE S 1R U 3RO 1A S XUE B,
R 12 N TR SV B (word sense disambi-
guation, WSD)ZFE55 . (H A, 1R 2 BLia ik N 7 iE3%
7050 R [ [E) SCHERN 2 SUME, S e A T TR
DA PR JiaZe NBSHEH T — B R0 51 3 i ik
A (topical word embedding, TWE)JWSDJ7 ¥%: TWE
~-WSD, 7Lk 1 EAkA 5 7 73 Bt (latent dirichlet
allocation, LDA) R Fl FLii] ik A K7~ TWE-WSDA
ST BLAl R B AR R — AN BRI [ B EROR, TR N
BN BT WA B AR A A ) B R OR, [F
PR 1A R0 B SR B R SR AT = B R ST A)
&, A TR R I Ligh NBS e xt 2
AT TRETE, PR T R S R TR B ] BN S,
ST 22 SCiA] Il ) I e B R A 1T VEAEIR 2
R AR EEUS T I ERE. BT LA, B AR RN
FETR I TR SCIH B AR — MR B E R 707 ), B
i B 4 b 5 R R T 2R R LR SRR S T
AL HERSEAT S

5) EERFEBINES.

POE I B N R R e il 51 S 1 A 2 K I G,
DL B FLE e o5 o B 3 =F 8 s SUE R, #Re
T2 2 POE R AR R AN RN . DU L g5 A
BEH, A BN 52 2] 5 R BRI F I S5 S
B Yang®5 AR T — N5k B R 0 DOE
BRI AR R, — MR 2 2R I IR ERIE R,
BFRELE TEA B RTINS S, W B
SCFARFAT B AR DU R R et 2R N R s . 7R
VA VE AL EE RAN | 1A TE R LU A SOA o AN I 4y
WA 55 LARIOAIE T iZ BRI A R, Tt T4E
OIS I R, v LU 5 2 Bl ik AR B 2
HE EEFEMES Y, CusliEE 5.

6) ZRHEY ).

FAHR AR R B DA RS AAERIAME, B 04
AR Z AU S e R EMES & T, Fc iR,
ean, 5 EUEFHZE A, $ mn B R 3 1P 58 Ko B FH 4
$5%. Wang%5 A\ 8D FLia] 0 N 3 B FH 21 28 SR AT,
P& HH 27 T BRI R N 3R N R iy 1 v R 2 > 1) B Tk A
BRI LS A J7i, @ISR v ) B ARE A
R, ST A 2 18 S UG R A AR B 2 ).
S WAL B IR NN B TS 2 (AT A, s
B BRI

7) IRt FE.

BERTHLAY 2 D 13 = JIH L ) #4, (E2
B RTINS T EREM T ENLTRE, 1
Z W FLE LA JC 152 2 A A L ) BRI, A, FH

18T iR NSRRI R R DRI, fRiAAs Y el
THE R g ISR (A 2 —HR A PR A
ISOWIE A
7 divE5R¥

AR He B A BT R N RS AT 7 FL AR A it
AT T o3BT RBIE AT, %o Bda] iR N R (R 7 VR B A T
ZEIR, K Rl N RN TR IRE = BUR 0 N AR S L
R AR AN S 5 iR N Row, 7ESIE 5 P, £ Xt
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