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Abstract: The goal of this paper is to give a brief summary of the current unsupervised word sense
disambiguation techniques in order to facilitate future research. First of all, the significance of unsupervised word
sense disambiguation study is introduced. Then, key techniques of various unsupervised word sense disambiguation
studies at home and abroad are reviewed, including data sources, disambiguation methods, evaluation system and
the achieved performance. Finally, 14 novel unsupervised word sense disambiguation methods are summarized, and
the existing research and possible direction for the development of unsupervised word sense disambiguation study
are pointed out.
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1 RAXE I (word sense disambiguation) B9 E A E1IR R R = X

1.1 JRASMGHERE X
IV R I SO A 18 AR TR I AT AR AOE . 9] SO SRR A 22 SCIRIAE SCAS i BRI BT SCER R A s SL A
SCAE R 25 T B SRVE T A0 BRI BE AL SR 6 22 B B £ R U 1) ) SOV BOR R AR HE AN 2 SRR SCAR R
TR E T SO AR E Ho A ST Ak 1, 21738 w B n AN X w ZERE 1 BRSO C B SR IER
el SC, i) SO B AT 55 AKX n AN SCHP R 1] S 8" AN A S Sy Fit BN 3C € #BAFAE BB a8 DR, iE h
R(Sx,C), Hrh S5 1R 30 C Q5N 24 2t dgg i 14 11) SCTH B4 A 1 23 A A5 v HR IR BT 30 C FAEAN 1] X
Sg LI IR R BT P01 S B 5t 8 S AN LR v IR TR 2 2UR R ik :
S"=argmax R(S,,C) Q)
RSO R LARE B T T 22 SO R S 1 R 3K B TR (1) 47 7, T DAES B AT T 2 HE R T, R 45
B % A BN SO BRI IEIR 2 HL AT 8 ST A R 72 78 B SO I A B T (U L SR URRAE 3V SR 4
S 50F 4 ST AR SCI AR ) SCI U5 1) A — 8 A A O A — AN AL AG I R, A IS LA 1 — B i
Ti) BB AT 90 N S W IO T ] SO B (AT T AL B A T S5 BR[0T A e DR % 1) A A B0 4 AN R AT i ok
SR D10 2 4% A B2 AR 4k L BB 935 1) SO A IR AR T8 5 A B A 1 % b ) R 5T — — SO R BEN T 8
BT IR S R B B, 1) S B0 A TS A A B AR TE S A AU P ) A T BRI ST R, 2 T LA SR A% A
BRSO S ) R —
1.2 FAMGHER DS
BEAN 432 1) RHR 2 AR 43 S AR 1¥ AN [0 1710 45 20 AS 5] 1) 23 288 25 S 1) ST B AN 9] 41 AR 488 1 b S R Sk I 11
ANTR] 37 S 03 5 VR TT 53 Dby B T SR ) J5 VR RN T e v 1) 3, 2 T AR TR 08— MR S 4 3 Dy TR T (% ik
RVEE T3] LI v B 1 R R 08 5 ik R B RO 5 25 6 K AE 5 A0 R 0 TR A i 1 43 A 22 SR i
T (R B 30,6 P R R SCIBL SR PR IR 8 R A HE 5 SR L ey APk AR RS L TGt Ry
VU AR B TRk R Ry 1 RV A B A 3] SRV ) 2% 30 25 AN [R] PR ¥ SR i, 308 T T 4] SO b
2 TR SO R AT o452, 1) SO B S5 A A 3 W BOFN 10 3 3 50 0 85 R ) v 17 i) SR DR R ) SR i B
5 ) SRR AE B R W28 2% 20 T 1k 26 ) 4 S 30 B4 S U)o 3 2 491 AT ) L 5 i 25 T N D 2 1100 e 4k
SCAR BN S R - P SR B SR A SCARR AR, X B S AT ] SR E i LA A 4R 1A R SO B A A 1R Sy
2 i) 8, Ao i 3 i) S B R 1 S 2K )
2 T B 25 IR URAN 4 2R 1) SCYR U5 4 kg e BB P AR FH 28 P A ok 37 2R PR A A e AN R T I Ak,
P S b A AR AR S DA i SC B 4 i I P R D £ A B DAy ) S B PR 2R T 2 25 58 0 S B
RTE T ARG A bR TR, b, 17 SO BAEHLES B PE R G0 h s B PR R BRI 2 . 7R A5 B R TR
PE e R S 1 100 55 5
1.3 AXHEEHRHEX
) S A, B 2 A AR 0 R P 7V 2 82 U B OSSO B A P
2 M SO AN 1 AR 5 A A 05 24 1 F0, T AL 1 4098 5 AL o R e — AN R e Sl A
WA 2D T H B ARE T AR AT o i e
o HLASEH PR AR LS B b Bk o ST HLREAT AE A 1Y) 1 SO B, — AN T S TR ARl 2 R 8 R AR e
bR Scrh B BRI i E 22 SO R SCI LI SCIE BN 50 SRR A L AR B BRSO B
SR F R OE.
o (FERTR:APEHE EM I EE AL S VF 218 PR E A M) B S0P AR 28 SR A A OGN AR
AR A B RO — AN 1 SO R, DRkt R 7 A8 2 TR AN 9] SO G I SRS, T 24 i T O
TR R 5 R A T W 2R A DG ) SC SO T S e T DR 1) SO PR R L 40 458 o A AR B A R 5
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NGy 22 SCA I IBCEOR LUR AR A R G IE A 26 11 29% 8¢ /i 31 34.2%, LA A W St fy e

o N T AISCA A BN SCAR I R S R B B SO AR B S A A SO AR AT 55 AT R SO
FH AR 2 SCIRIEAT 9 05, WD Aff P4 35) i R s RO, A RE TR 20 SO B ) 7 (R R 3 7

o B A BN SCIE B e IX SRAT S5 AT AR ] I 0 B 5 RN ST IR AR B T U TR R U TR K
FE RS T LA R SO (10 b B 12 AN T i) S

o TRIR I M EUEOVE 3 A PR R VR () 05 S T AR T T 0 A M TS VR T R

T 2 U] SO B VT8 5 24 A AR TS 5 A AT ) i At AT VR AL, B e ] SOV B PRI AP 3k v o

(K9] SO BB S AR LA P F B R SO R AE W IR Ak 22 W TT U A A7 T 2L (K4 B

2 RIEIRGHE T ERLA

T W 1) S ke O O B IR () A R 4 A 3 T RV ) O VR AN I T BRI 5 iR KSR AT 43 1T
H I 1 H P A0 528 I 1 T8 B ) S B v, DA BB R R A I R VR . SR R L VRS AR R
RV B 4 AN T5 THEAT B 3 0T 50 & S8 035 A8 R IR DS B B AR B LV 5 Pk A 4t %% B IR e o B ot g
S T 6 T8 A LA AR M 1) B R HEAT PR AN R IR
2.1 ETmHiReJ ST i[ SGH L

T H0R IR TG 5 1) SO Bk — 25 A R 23 Jhy 2 T R0 D00 P 7 32 Rk T ] M ) s LA B A P R 3] SO
B SR — B AT N TR 4 1 RO, B 1T T S RN 2l I B A A P I SR SR E M IR AL 20 1H £ 80
AR LUG TS 22 SR ALK %5 280 S A AATTZRE ] S 50 R ) — > H B R R
2,11 BEFHL R g i SO

ML 1) SR (I T A D TRV v B v SR IR 1) = 5 e U, A A SOV 0 1 2 R R e LR F P T
7 e SEPLTE W B IR S T ST 4G T 1986 4E 1) Lesk 77 v:1). Lesk 1) FH il v i) A e k2 SRR 5 % X
WIAE b SO R A E AT VE TR B S AT, R R VR 2 SR AN R TR IR B 5 5 2 SRR SO R
1) 7 L2 18] PR ) 1 o e A2, 32 45 T B A2 e K1) 3] SCAE D G AE A 1) 1) SCRIRT . Lesk 232l FH 3 AMAILAS AT 32 4] it
(Webster’s 7th Collegiate,Collins English Dictionary #iI Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English)
o 20 2 SCIR S BEAT T 3R] ST BEIR, 1 R 50%~70% 2 8] B Lesk Jy 9 1f1 45 0 1 180 3 SO 0 3%
AT SR X Lesk JikibAT T & Aot R, A AR BAR R 1t — 204 R i LI 5 SR, A A5 1R) Y 28 2 11 )L 36 3
B WilksEI%} Longman 5% #fL(Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English, f&i#k LDOCE) H4s: AN 17 S & SU7R I
TG L SRV ) B AR 5 v 1) JEC At Y () B A 26 ) e AR ASE T 20 S BT 5 XAk H e vk 15 21), W o ]
BT 5 CHAT T B2 5, KRR i T 58 Y 2 (K% Pook 2 A1ty — i ki 28 060 1 F Sl i
HEAT A SR J&, T K T b1 SCE 10 K /AN S 2 L 2 1 b J 305 T LA i) SO0 068 70 78 25 2% . Dagan®!f1
Gale V) i X Sof Hek 1] gt e 355 1y 22 SC 3] 9
2,12 FET S IA i) SO

AR ST 4 1 5 A Ge 1Al AT AR 22 AN ) 22 A e e A BTV 5 S G 8 1) ML 3 AH 2 AR T4 3] o 87 A [0 1)
S5 A0 75 25 45 1) 288 s ) SCm] I oy {3 pRatE . SCR] dinAy By T~ B AT 198 v FH 3 (10 ME A 7. Roget’s Thesaurust/ AT
WordNet® & # JJ () 3 55 X 25 38 Jt . Yarowsky(1994)°1 il /5 7% 7% 2 A\ B9 F) A Roget’s 1d] #it 3k 47 i8] X i
157; Voorhees™ 1 Resnik ™ ) A ] £ i 1) JH WordNet 1 f) 1R A7 56 5L (7] o6 BRAEAT 9515 (1) SO B R, ()
SRR (A (HowNet) 45t dg i FIT PR AL SR % YL LT ) SUI BB S AN 20 140 90 4EAR LAJG A TP 1.
W gt 8 N 1252810 T HowNet £ g %0 WU, ) FT 28 8 AR AT 30 SCI 5. 298 7 W7 o [ R} 2 B o 55 45 R WF 50
(¥ E FACBIHCR AT R Sl AR ) AT TCHR S 10 3 SO 05, 2898 146 MBS R v ) 3 3R DU 385 [R) S 4 v i
A (1 ) 3K ] 42 JEG TR 30 S 1] 19 ) SC o3 B R e AT IR A8 B IR S e S — R AR S B G TR 5 4
SR B W AT B 1) 22 SCIRTIK B SO 209 4 5 1% 2 SR A LI G AR R A AR ESOR D638 S W 1
ALV (1) B SO SO, AT A M ASE 28 114 i 2 21 ) ASE 25 ke figf e ] SV B i)
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2.1.2.1  WordNetf#ij />

WordNet & M 1995 4F T 4f, 765 bR T (Princeton) oK 2% WA J R 42 52 55 % (Cognitive Science Laboratory) L
22 P% George A. Miller {1485 T, B Princeton K24 (P24 K . 1B F XK AU HEHL TR A B vk 1 —Fh
BT IANIE 5 2 IR 00 1 30 B T e B T U R I LA T B R SO N IR . WordNet AR 17 4% 1)
BOCKE AT 2, R 8 B AR [R) R SRR IA] 45 R O ) SCIA] 4 (synset), B> synset AR — AN 78 1Ak (concept), —
A2 SRt IAE 55 2517 SO0 IR 22 A ] SCTa) 4 v e ANANCHE B 3] DL RENRL3 HE 271, T L e Jo 4] 1) 7 S
J A B TR Y 4457

WordNet [ FF A A B 05— g BRI — /N, 302 — /N RE s A S Bk, e bl all i) i) i B T
BT F = SR B Bl ST S DL R N T i Y FH WordNet J2: 56 4 5 3% (10 78 U5, G 5008 2 S AR Y 1 0 10 .
(1) 1 2 B33 I\ BSD V8 T B3, 0T LA el b T R4S IR AT 7R 2 A g A48 A . WordNet & & 75 961515 5 AL S IK A
FMAREN T T2 N LT S5 E 5 AR R
2.1.2.2 3T WordNetfr) i SCiH 1

WordNet 1607 7 3= 5 0T SCHTR AL 4G SR SCRTR . AR SR S5 RA IR SOOGR L IS B,
JIT A IR LA BT LA T SCTH UL

(1) T 5 SRR IR SO It

WordNet by 2 rf il &R ) SO AR A B AL T Wi . MEZE (0 5 SCH IR F048 FH 5244, 1 bus#1: autobus, coach,
charabanc, double-decker, jitney, motorbus, motorcoach, omnibus, passenger vehicle--(a vehicle carrying many
passengers; used for public transport; “he always rode the bus to work”).Satanjeevi g Fl WordNet Sk %8 1% %5 11
KLz a] 50 46 Lesk 4930047 et 32 Y T Adapted Lesk $532:. 1% 5924 1 WordNet 71 () 22 FiE 56 2k i
o] SR 78 SCREIR AE VF 59 A T3] S 3] £ (1A G 8 IF, AN 5] 1 J 4 Lesk B50325 119 167 B0 1 4, Satanjeev i 2 5% i 1 43 lic
T R AU (B A 2T J7), A SE H AR A G 0 b 1) 35 B Satanjeev AT T — A SR v I SR R VY
5 AN i 00 N7 3 5 AN IRV PR A S T A DA AN ) T A by Ak BB BT X R R SR A R 4L B, T SRR A DG 1,
B S e gt v PR 2L v 1 AN ] A g A I 3] 9 149 3] SC. A% WordNet 1.7 F1 Senseval-2 lexical sample %t #54E
091 5 358 45 B >l noun:32.2%, verb:24.9%, adjective:46.9%, V- 74 ks 2 4 32.3%.Chen #1 Yin #2117 AALesk
SERO L) Adapted Lesk S35 fEE— 540 Ah A8 T B A0 B2 f AALesk S35 % 1E T WordNet H i S 4 38 15
SR ER R & 1 11 3 B 4 00 DA A5 T O 3R 40 O ASCHEE AT A v 05 R AN AN Aol T e o 0 1 HL DL — T i X
85177 AT AT — AN 2 AN 3, Chen 88 AN KHSEATHAT 24~ AALesk 50325 K3 ik IR £4 70 56 (117 X
20 5 3 11 0 B i B E L Ad . WordNet 1.7 F1 Senseval-2 lexical sample ¢35 £E 31138 45 5 5 noun:32.6%,
verb:25.1%,adjective:47.2%, - 34 11 RS & o4 32.6%; 1 Ff WordNet 2.0 fil Senseval-2 lexical sample 3 45 (17 13
45 1% noun:33.3%,verb:26.2%,adjective:47.5%, - 24 V% 5 KS 55 4 33.4%. Ledo-Mezquita?M45 4 If Lesk 75 0
IR IR YL W8 R 2 (2 TR) XA ) B8 . WoordNet A 4R) AT 1) SIS 1) J5 vk 5 — A~ 22 WYL, B e i Lesk J VA T4
FLAFAN TR SO R i 18k [7) SOl i) BB WordNet A8 44 4R BIAEAN 1 SCH ) Gl b SRl TR S &5 261, 15
FIFH Lesk J7 32 v 503K B8 1) SLPAEL; 53¢ i B X 2847 SCAE 5 0 25 B RS AH 3R, 35 Y5 SCAEL DA SR R 45 31 f 44 11
i) SCAEL 1] SCAEL F5e R Ay 0By SCI] (8 B D 1] SCASE FH HL A 5 4 287 1] ST 872 A 1] 5 (14 30 1 4R 15 21 63% 114 1 RS B
i1 A5 FF R 17 (R B 4 JEL 4R Lesk G335 (090 B8RS 2 ANl 50%.

(2) FET R DX gl 5 11 ] S U

T MR DX B ) 1] S B P e AR SR AR D AR AR S IR 5 R AR AR Y S OR] ) % A ) SCRI 3 i B A S
(1) &5 0 B AS T 45 8 LU SCAR] 04 A4S 3] SCAE D9 AR 3T A, 20 20l O S50 4% 7 465 ) 110 E 2 %8 82 R 4 s H b 1] 1) )
S Agirrel? g S 4 H A A P HEAT ) SC U, 78 4 A0 AR & ) £ A0 2 8 e R SR A 1 A
F T WordNet H 3 55 )12 1) 44 17 J2 IR 45 A6 S 42 1 30 AT 1] SCPIIBTAZ 7 v — AN 5E 4 E sk 1) T B ) S B
TIVE R 52 AT S5 R AR AR (AR XOME & e nhyp R0 b 43 3R 7 S50 Hp T s B 10 SOBE & 45 A 1K T 38 $ORn
TR E, 2 TR B S m A B RS BT SCERTE R S e (MR
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m=1 . h-1 )
CD(c,m)= z nhyp' /z nhyp' 2)

-0 20
AX@P I TR REE m AN SRR I8 B 85 W Al o1 X /N, 23 BER IR 1 45 0 X3 1) 5 S R/ R A
SemCor H#i 4L HEAT R4S F T 76.04% F 91 50K i R 23.21%F1) 74 1] % Rosso 2 Jit 46 F Ak & %5 B 7 vEEAT 4
J& AR T Rk SRS R T 1k O T () B R R AR AU AN LWNLE B WNL4
IR —5,FTLL Rosso s K 2% R 1~ g5 0y v iy H FRial A0 R SCIR1VE B 3R] SO A% v 5 HIAT 5643 52, T 20 R 86 56
SRR 3 3T, B A T 45 0 P A B 1 AE DGR SUAN B0 T 4 R v IR R SO BB Bl AR T R e B R I R A A
3;Ross0 A LU AN R A SCIR AT B R 255 VAT ] B 2 S BRI X 78 K 2 B0 00 i R A R 1K, X
A FH 22 SCI ] SCASE R P 7 AR Ak e S 11, T LA AR R 0045 SR 0 B8 R ek 2 2 rboeh v B AT R T 5 A6, O T iR
A B AH DG SCAE 22 10 T 5 R (A R 358 00 T 9V 1T R T 0, P R A T ARG 2 K ) T A R 1 ] X
Fr EE T A ] SCTR] R AR AL I e MR 25 % B R BI04 Sy 1 5 R R R 1 38 R K, R X R A A R SRR R OQ B
(CDC). R4 )5 (2% 15 A 50k
CD(M ,nh, f ,depth) = M* x (M [ nh)"*®’ x (depth(cl) — avgdepth +1)* (3)

b M ORI T G5 TP RS AR DGR SUAN B nh 27T 256 AL 5 TR 1R SCEVH S R T 45 R 0T B 11 CAE WordNet
TR AR el T A5 AR Y 5 depth(cl) T S5 K (IR BE ,avgdepth 2 ~F-35) 7 S5 1) I8 P, o0 B0 1 45 B )
SemCor $HE 42, AN K HATAT A S T BEAR, 24 1R SR 10K/ A 2 B 3 88 R e B, 15 51 81.48% Y15 i . 60.17%
A3 (Rl 250 73.18% 1 7 25 28,/ 7 CDC iR Jia, R 2R WL B 2 308 K b R SO 3G K3 4 1, 43 [nl 2 F0 7 25
FEA BT =, 23 0 ok 61.27%F1 77.87%, >4 1T SCH HIE R B 6 I, B [ 275 R 77 60%2c 4 4 B A LU T A1 R
7 i 2649 B (1 B 2 R3S .

Davide®17 Rosso (13 At b, % 18 5 34 7 38— 25 (it Davide 2% 18 313 Y1 1 AT A JE T 31 86 1
SO 0P B A AR T 1 — 8 o ARG B A U s In T B U o (mutual domain weight, fii 78 MDW) i
FNIAE T 8584 vp a0 SRR E AR AR I EL A A [R] 0 4003 o, D) AT 1) A AN B S — 3 A (B
AR B OE B (K A, % 2 3] WordNet Domains H1 () Factotum 453k 1- — M4k, 24 31 Y0 0 149 4% 38 J8 1 341
Factotum I, H: T AR A T 2 A — A 0 21 (x107Y):

ol &
CD(M ,nh,w, f,C)=M" x (MInh)"*®’ + 3> MDW (w,.c;) (4)
i=0 j=1
0, if Dom(w,)# Dom(c;)
MDW (w,,c;) =1L/ x1/, if Dom(w,)=Dom(c;) n Dom(w,) #"“Factotum™ (5)

107 < (1 x14), if Dom(w,) = Dom(c;) A Dom(w,) ="Factotum”
Forh € Rom bR SO ) Bk O BT SCIRNLE ¢ IR AN ey R ¢ I3 j /N R SemCor %4 22 3¢
AT MRRAT 2 T 78.33%K) T SO 2 AN 62.60% ) 44 1] 3,y A v S5 QTR Sk Iy AN 2% 18 2% 26, I A5 38 FR RS 2 A0
[B12 433 80.70%11 59.08%, It n WL, /45 Factotum ATk 5 73 i 48 R 1 1 B AT 45 S 6T R 15 B (2 s T
KT 51 A2 i P9 BB 43 TR U7 48 Factotum A5 Bl T K s A3 T R AR SR A4 R 1R AT I B T R
Lesk I & SCAH A SCASHEAT 1) SCIH 8 1) 1 %, Davide 2% 18 1RV /E WordNet i) e SR IR SR 1E— 0 Bt
WEORE 5 AE MR JE A S0 IR N T & SUHE IR AL E (gloss weight, f&iF% GM) R F133:

CD(M ,nh,w, ,C)=M*x (M [ nh)"*’ + gzk:GW(wf,cij) (6)
0 if ¢, & Gl(w,)
IO =103 it ¢, e Gilw,) Q)

Forp e Ron 3 i A 1B 30w R R I BR8N 3L G (wy) R BT 32 7] wp PR 5 SCH I H AR {452 ] et 1
WordNet H1 56 T~ i) SC i 8 B A5 14 15 23 5 SCH A8 A0 S5 4038 A N M 5 SCT AN 2 SCREE AL BRI B GLy(x) A1
Gly(x) 73 3R 0] - 38 23 v (4 AR 45 T3l R ] SemCor B i 48 32 47 A9 I 182 W, R P s S5 491 1B AT 30 050 7D RS T2
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(80.12%) Lt 7 FiI sz SLAH I A B (79.85%) 5l &5 £ 52 SRS A Fr) 114 15 45 FEE (79.319%) 55 w7, T LA AT T e s A FH 573 41 1)
ML AT i3 3A] k™ 2 WordNet (195 S 45 &6 23, SCik[24] 7% T Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary

F Senseval-3 AWT [FJIR &5 A FRAR T K2 10 AN F 4 £1(64.72%), J5U BRI 7E T, 380 0N T8 SCR I Hh (1) 3 VA7 5 AR
IR 5 3 R Aok iR B WordNet s SCUTC B (1 1 {5 7T AR w3 A ] .

(3) T LM iE X H i e 2] S s

WordNet H 2% [F] SC i) 45 22 1) 38 i 4% Floil 06 R 7 AR O X BB TE OC R RS R AL R & (hypernym/
hyponym). 418 %43 5% & (meronym/part-of). A5G & (synonym). Jx X6 & (antonym) s Hod, R A R 2
B B SCOCR, ek WordNet =P (19 [7) S il 42 41 28 R TR 1A 2 J2 IR ik 22 5440 18 18 (graph  theory) 2 552 1)
— AN 32 LB R B U G, T AR R T, T e I 2 R A L I R S ) ) B SRR OGRS AT R
T GALEER A AR S50 I, o] LR P8 1) 7 v gt )

Mihalceal? 42 H — i £ Hili ik 1 SCA AU (167 Bl v A FET AL AT 3 58 W 3 A7 31 3 470 304 8 140 5 025 1 6 6 AR 3
BRI e 1) 8 S — AN T8 S 2 B 3 7 H ke, P o 0 0 s Ay ] Y 1 3 SO 28, 30 kg T ST A2 ) 193 SR g G
R AR I B B AT AN HUAT £ 500 A ] PageRank Sy A8 F BLAEAN T A0 T VR B S S 8
Bl — 209 RSP 1 T AN 3 A, I S T O AR 1 e )RR AN TRV A S e T R IR 1) S VEAN A 1
S IE BT S54.2%F0 9 HORS 8 0B I T 783X 2 i A ()2 320300 L o 9 R AR £ SR R BURR R 0 e R
vh 2 18 TR 413 SL2 ) PR3 A A i 45 R Ak TE S H % (structural semantic interconnection, iRk SS1BM H i
2 e 2 B A SO B R 7 — e T T 0 R A 45 R A A X R ) A S, D T SRR R SR
BN RS — AN EERA R R IR 1] R B Sk B T 2 AN 3 Y5 (WordNet 2.0,Domain labels,WordNet
glosses,WordNet usage examples,Dictionaries of collocations), % %4 ¥ 2 [A1@ i A\ T8 1 sh 4k it 77 vE 4T 22
SR — BT VR Sk A B 55 A A R S DRI 2, 3 DA AN DG IDeAR 3, 43 IO A T e i R 0 e SCam] ) A A 1] S
S bR SCAE B 3K SR ) DG R AT Y . T R 0 B SSI T i P I B VR LS T A i SO 4R
(SemCor,LDC-DSO), Z: lix —##5Y5 2 J&,SSI A W Rk 1F b — T JG W B 1)) STl B R .SS1 B Il AT & —
AN EA LR, WAL NS — RS R BLEANE T R daliC 4 P AIHI DGR X (7 w2 . SCR] 1) 3] Bk [ 5 ]
AR BEAT B S 5 T ) XA T, o 5 SCRE B /IS R A 1R 1) SCAE WA A8 1, AR R X — I R ST B AT me
W) AEEARE BE K PR ARG 3 ¢ W 1] SO SRS 1) 1R B3R ¢ (I Z /> LANIA S T A 1) SCAEAE T SR,
P R s VGEAR P G 3R 1 B I SRR AR 1 AB SRS (0 1 A SR O LSS BB A INRR T A Sy 2
U N R FE 200 A &5 10 AR A B rh R T R 4R Senseval-3 All-Words Task, 52 5 45 4245 31|
60.40% (1314 BKE B2 A1 60.40% (19 4 [51 28, 1 J6 W B an] S 5 10 2 5 W o ook 38 17 e o S 2 0 I T 280000 i o
K4 SSI R0 R FH 3 22 P SOV B il ey L35 18 B 7S AR L SCAR TR T A HE A T ORI SUR IR R R T B AR A
B AR ) HIAT 25 T, 23 T K 4 A ST I A Ak 27 2] 34T DU, 75 21 T 56%~88% 1) 11 150K J& 70 38 A HE ST 45 1 ¥
B aGh,SSI IAEI T 86.84%IM AN FEA 82.58% (1 7 [F1 28, H A b1 SCH F1 3SR BER A B 2 584 i fd i,
DA A 3 K B O KN RS B T 2 (1 S HEAS )3, 4E Senseval-3 Gloss i SUAIA 4 B SE 86, SS1 A3 T
A v I RS B (82.6%), {H A 1] FAH X 151 (32.3%), 7E AT 45 4 h 4 41 3 .

AgirrelP2HE 1 T PR K 16 2054 HyperLex il PageRank FI T+ X% . 1 56, AR B S0 48 Sk v #a 8 B b
Y 1 TRV L P P R o 5 B ] [ I R, P ATV AR [ — AN AR B o B A [ IR, 2 2R 1 1
AN R0 L PR TRV H B () — S SCAR B v, DU A RV (101 T 220 32 2 A Sk AT T VI S SO P AR 6T 531 28 4 100 K
PSR 5, 5% ] HyperLex 1 PageRank &34k HY & 7 (1) hub =5 5. %6 T HyperLex 83k /i 45— &b ik SR E
PHORE R A 23z v (R4 A 0 SR AR B0 SR T4 S (B, B0 LA hub S AN RUBAE S hub S5 JLARJE Y
MU 25 T AE S hub (9 94 2 4k 10 0715 5 PR AR X AR A T 0 o (L B YR 2%l Al mT A ) PageRank 459441
LI -3 hub 715 . PageRank & — AN AR B 7%, e A FH BEATLAT A HEm b v 1 Hh 3T 45 45 55 19 page rank
{E. 719 55U page rank {EAN S HEE 1 RN B0CA 0%, I BAR S HER T SRR 5 19 page rank {HAHDC.— BARER H iR
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1 Y hubs 1€ 2 5, WG IE B H bR 2 (0] IR AUE S 0, 7H A B 1) d5e /N AR R MST (minimum
spanning tree), {ff il it MST 3E47 4] X i o6F T H Fm ] 1 BEAS SE 0, 48 MST o SRt 24 (9 B R SCimlie, &4 F
NIRRT — FR A rank {8, FK A hub )=, A 3R H BRI N SRV hub i) 2 26 55 K43 5 09 1) 58 6 38 6 RV [
hub 55 H#51 [1917 3 hub.Agirre SR T Wi Re A (R 7 23, —Fh 7 vE R 4G S22 0R [B11Y hub Bes S10381 711
WordNet ] S 2 1 550 U3 SRR RS B, 3 — Fh D7 25 2 FH 0 4 M T DA 2R 28T QU A A0 vk g [ 198 9] SR R i 2
G — RIS HOR LN S TR, 7E Senseval-3 sample 38 52 5 o, T 50K AL B 64.6%, H MFS(most frequent
sense) J7 VAR R T 10 AN 4 i, s G (AT B VR AN 8 AN 43 mi HyperLex 537 5 PageRank &% M BEAH 4,
{H PageRank &% 1 2 $E /b,

Sinhal®*HR T — BT A T SOMRUE A 73] S 8 14 05 125 5 SCHR[32) 28 4BL, 1 216 K 5 1
BRI e 1) S — AN T8 SO B 3 7 H ke, P o 0 0 s Ay ] Y 00 3 SO 28, 32k T ST R 2 Il 19 33 SR g G
RN T AR REANME I O R FLRE AT 6 FhEET WordNet 481 SCAH 26 M 1 5 725 (Leacock & Chodorow,
Lesk,Wu & Palmer,Resnik,Lin,Jiang & Conrath)& o152 AL, 73 &b, 8 ik 2% 1 Bl A 4 i 5 Al st 2 Tl O
AT 4 FhIEF I 5 Aot 895 (Indegree, Closeness, Betweenness, PageRank) 3 & it &1 2 75 #4 #) o 35 0 A
Sensevel-2 1 Sensevel-3 English all-words #4082 B 200k 1) SCRABL: 82 St R T T 1) v oo B0
A A 4 & AT LLAS 2 5 2 4 I B 1R G M B ) SO 8 B 3 ) B 1 fE (Sensevel-2:precision:58.83%, recall:
56.37%,F:57.57%;Sensevel-3:precision:61.90%,recall:36.10%,F:62.809%).1% J5 ¥ 11 T 18 4% % & 4 AN I 76 1 T M 4K
0 JEHEAT A i 0, 0 5 00 b ot S R RN ARL T A 8 B B L AT W 51 7 NavigliB4R Hh — P 3 T 1 45 M 1)
TG M 20 ] S BB R 2 A DR RIS 1) SO 050 v 1 i R UM 390, SR FH — R 370 23 A L 485 R 2 3 P 1) 7 ¥ o R ) BT v
%) Y A, A A DG TR S Navigli 438 1) FE £ P 45 1032 388 7 1) 5 Yo A0 4 SR i D v R 4 SR 5 VE PR R, JR i 7
¥ (W In-degree Centrality,Eigenvector Centrality(PageRank,HITS),Key Player Problem(KPP),Betweenness
Centrality F1 Maximum Flow)id i 43 #7 B 75 s 5 Ho Al 5 TR 8328 8 00 2R kA o AN BT R AH DG B 2 JR 7 ik
T4 P 48 A 1 SRy — AN AR T RS S LA PRLAN T 555K %5 16 1n) B Nawvigli Al T 3 B 44 1) 4 Sl 2 5 ¥ - Compactnee,
Graph Entropy 1 Edge Density.7i: SemCor Corpus {4 T, KPP $3% 75 I 47 i 34 38 M FE i Sk vh ik 31 1 e i i
T 1B 25 HR (precision/recall:40.5%), /& Senseval-3 all words task iR 4E =, W& KPP 4535 11 Wi o8 2 1 dt o
(precision/recall:noun:61.9%,adjective:62.8%,verb:36.1%). S 4 &5 L 3 W, Ja) 5 3% 10 5500 0 T 4 Jm i il 30k 316 9%
B 38 1A T P W R VR T M R TR
2.1.3 T AR ST B

SR PR NSRS IV L G . &P, 1830, 1 AR S X A B A % R I L
WV A — Bk, — AN U FR — 4 T 1R) A 38 TR SCOR IR PR AT, AR A 1] PR 80ltal (5 JEL AT 3 ST B 4 R
W AT E .

Proctor 7 1978 4E4 i, ¢ LDOCE 1] P8 st v 4 1 it 1l V1 16 i 251 A 4 =3 R 450480 43 5 (subject
field codes) i i A tsf Jg 1 F) — AN ARk 5% 7k R 48 A5 JEL 5 ) N AA] S B 1/ Cowie Guthrie %5 A\ B4l 145
LDOCE {7 it Hf {1t = R AT sk 0 A% 1) FHASS 40038 4 A 2 370 31 8. Y arowsky B7HE 3 43 285 |\ T 38 RHE,
S S R W, 2 40 250 g AP YU AN TS X AR g A i W R T bass A AN TE ) T SR T E A
B Wk, 1E 1 AR 55 (99%~100%); 2415 SCib e 2 JLAS 3 80, 52 56 250 0 AR 22, 40 “interest” [ “advantage” i
N BB SR WRIR A TR ORI < il 22 S U3 3 S T = 2 A 1, BT LA DB A 26 AR K (<50%). 7E & 55 A sk
PREE B T 3 RILATSK 16 ) SR R SO A (R 5 ) L Basili 25 ANBSURT Comaroni 45 Bk by Hu i v,
Gonzalo £ NP0l — 254l 7 5 WordNet F) synset FH 56 (458 A7 78 14 385 b (0 58 2k
2.1.3.1 WordNet Domainsij 4

2000 4F,Magnini % A*U5F % T WordNet Domains!*? WordNet Domains /& ifi i 7 Princeton English
WordNet FF s I 45U R 25 11 T 1 1 — AN 8 42, % WordNet 1.6 FP R4S R A 45, N LR 2 20 1A 4R FR 25,
X LLAU BR 25 S AT KL 200 A, I BUZ IR S50 1 TE kAT 20 41, — /NI n] R A 45 ok 1 T A5 7] WordNet 145
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PRI AS [ A v P 2 1) 1) ST 4 0030 v) LUK () — AN 3o Y 9 22 A1) SC o0 AR BL R 2R 25, LLo /> WordNet 5 (1) 35]
SRR B A SURR B2 WordNet Domains #2617 —F [ 4R 1F 5 SXOR A7 1] SCZ 138 SUOC &R I IE R, 1K i
SR Z AT DUAR 1 T 1 AR 8 5 AR BT 45 .

2.1.3.2  JETWordNet Domainsfr) i) X 1

WordNet Domains i il S (¥ T8 SR /0 5k 25 (- JLAE 9 51 7 —HEBF 98 25 (K 5% Magnini 25 A 19141
HE T AV AR 5 (word domain disambignation, i Bk WDD) 7 ik € S i SCIH B ) — AN AR i, B2 SRS SCA i
AN TRV A L AR A 58 1T AS 2 1] SR 80, T VI A0l v b vy 3 0 R L 1 1) S B R P o A RS R
T 200 24 Vossent I H 4 AR 96 45 B & O 3 7] SCi 4 vk 4747 X i Bernardo Magninit“li¥: 41
R IR T 4TI A A ] S s Hp ) A R ) ST AT 28 BT LA TV ) 3 N T SCOCIR, Mk T TR
SCW Lk T BEAT A SO B, Magnini 5T AR R E T 43 AN &b TATUSR R Vg K LR 0L 38T AR AU AR 1E AT R
5 TR 156 TG v MR 5 G AR M 1 3] S A 22, ] Factotum SEAT B R I RE R AR £ VAT B R AH G A5 B I SE
IE BT A R I Rl S R B 1R I 8 S T A S R R AR L B AR 3R SO A I Ak B 4 ) Sk B A 1 S
Ih.Magnini #4f One domain per discourse (¥ & 3 EAR, A 5 XA PR B A 1] SCAE lc— AN 42 4 (140U ) o, B h
o] S pi 2 [ W] Ay 05 SCU] B b S A L AR e R R DA SCAR 1) 2 e L A -] S ) R SCAS [ ] (A A
PSR A AR TR 1R 1] S ] SR R B G B IR AR k7 v B WordNet Domains Al Semcor 1 i 24 U,
7t WordNet Domains AH A3 A7 BRI I G R E RN LA E R 0, M) i i KB ) IF b T 18] AR
Semcor {9 AT A AR Sl s, Gt SR v ST AR K D ] S B AR (0 R IE I 1R LK 1
HEAT FURS A T E T SO 1) S ) AR A H R SR A A Y 1 A T A B AR A R T AN A (R
EAE B %7 IEALE Senseval-2 112 5K Ak B T B4 17 80K B qall-words F lexical-sample 4T 25 HRE B 43l
k) 75%F1 66%, fH IL A [B] F AR, 55 oAl 2 15 3 1 LA T LU HA A5TAE SR all-words 4T 25 1 035 5 o B 2, 9 3
JRBEAE T all-words AT 45 1 [F SCA A R &, ml USRI HE A 1R bR SO BE aE  A3 2 — SO UEAE DR T
lexical-sample {T:45,—J5 T, 5 4 e b N SCR G55 06, T v 42 f36 2 68 1 0 W 2R 85%, 55 — D5 Tl B8 T+ Factotum 4503804
I R B ATAE, S B0 B — 2B WA, 53 4, ] SO (0 JE e 5 AR 7 VA T B KRt S e T R
2.1.4  SEF AR F 1 SO
2.1.4.1 Wikipediafaj /-

L TR Wikipedial®®L 2 — M 2001 4ETFUA 10 i30T 4R A AR B H AT IE N R R Z .
BB SE B mete. 584 FFBUR TH 5 M 2% 1 B4 1 Wikipedia /& —I2E T Wiki 5 AR 10 218 5 A R4 B E
R —MAARRE TSR MNE g R B RSB RASARREE AR R I —HZEES
P54t F AR SRR 2 2007 4F 12 H 483 iR HECE —W3Sc 5 | RO 210 FA%H L TR
253 FiE & WAL IS 900 Jj A4 H B FH 7 ik 1.000 J5 A

Wikipedia #1454 ORI DG T — AN 2 3 BT 14 TE 4l Ad R Bk T SCR IR N 7 2 41 Wikipedia 38 EL
T VR 2 S I B A DR B SRS 2 M7 AE 3 BB 45 0 R SO R I R o B — e I 2R A o A
Wikipedia JE & — /™ [ 5 B 2 70 o 2% 45 449 )\ 2004 £ TT 4 Wikipedia 72 VRl 1L 2870 HE4T g5 M A0 A U ) i
GERIAL R TE UL JRVHS T DU S HEAT A 55 J 14 40 1. 5 WordNet AH b, Wikipedia F7 o @ FEI 5E ) 4R S 4T
PN 25 BRI B R e — AT I M S A A — AR BT 1 AR T A B A B AR R O
2.1.4.2  FEFWikipedialf)ia SO 7%

M 2001 4E TR, B2 H LT A Wikipedia 3X— 32 5 [R5 SEEEAT A AR 5 4 B K 5T Mihalceal* M 5t
TR R Wikipedia SR 2 N7 AR SCRRTE S 1OBT 7 10, A6 0 B IR SCIY B S BT B 1R T AT
M. Wikipedia 1A OGSO 2 )l i 5 2 1R B e T TR SR, X U B T LU A R o A IR S 1) S
T A B S 0 S SR 0, 3R AR T 5 R T N — AN 2 S, B S AE Wikipedia B (9 SORY TR SR EE R bR D P A
A MR 0 B AT BETR, e noet 1 bar”— ], BATT4E. Wikipedia # #k 31 T 4 B4 8 bR vE : [[musical _notation|bar]];
AR i T8 i U B b A e e it 10 S 3 WO 4 a5 S (¥ T AT R 1 ] SRR et T T (R A A i 9 3
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“bar” /NI RE [ 1A AR 4% “musical _notation”; fi & T T REIX S48 3] SCRRREIGT 2IAH Y (1) WordNet 1] X _E2,1X
BN SCRR i SCER B SRS R 1A T 3] SUbRYE S Bl £ A0 mT LU A7 B 1) 2 50 D vk AT 1) SCI 80 T, 1 2 AE
FRAL B TR R R bR E SOAREAT 03] A PEARE L 2o AR SEER AR AR A DL 1 R B SRR R BT S
Hh B MR R AR A SRy AL, O A SE LS 2% 20 7 545 B 2y JEBERL T S B MEAT I B A Senseval-2 Al
Senseval-3 A0 49 A2 LA 1 BEAT I A9 31 T 84.65%IFKE &, L MFS J5 kAl Lesk J7 V43 3 1 44 A

22 BETHITHT BRI NGEH K

T A Wi T S LA ik 25 0 S S R 1104 v o s P 5 AR AL 2% DR DRSS 3 ) - S L 0%
I B3R AT 55l Sl 25 (K F8 T 200 VR S 3L e v Hidts, DRt 3] SO BSRF 5 P B R 22 3 TR RLEE G (0 O vk A G R
¢ ) SCI U5 AR, 6 TV R 2 R R ) SRR I 2B TE R, BT LA, T S 1 T R ] SO U — R AR R =
(9 AU AT ATAT &0 3 B 88 1 1) OIS B v e B A AR I ) A AR R R — i B R S
YL H AT, 2T G 1 T R IR SO s R ESORT DA 43 A AR S BT XUE TR RN L T Web &7 3 K2k,
221 FETERIEH I K I

LT B0 T 1252 T M ) SCA g v 14— 35T oA 7 £ R SchutzeMBLgs I k5 kb SR g 1R
SCRER 10 A28 AN SRR e —ANAh G i) S ] SR S0 R A B A X 22 B B HEAT . Schutze )75 1025 5 A I8
g ot HL AR B 1A T, R Internet 1 RURA TE 2 AN 55, H IR ) SO 0 D7 VR MR GRAS T 10 8, 1T R %
5] B 45 B R [R7280 F . Deerwester®® . Dumais®?. Landauer™ 4§ /| Latent Semantic Analysis(LSA)J5 i
HEAT ) SCHRZE A FH 3] - b SO SR B 70 X R s B 4, AT o B ] 2R A6 B B SC( BT SeRT B
B ) BRBEYR), R M 0 28 R R AT R BV IR TRV AR B R ) bR SO I I e SeAE T Singular Value
Decomposition(SVD)H A XS A MEREAT BEAE SR 1 SR 5 A Cosine ek Bt ST 1) 5 (8] (¥ 08 SCRE B8, 5 5 AR 9 1
SCRA B EAT IR (1282 Landauer A LSA J5 ik & xS TOEFL %53 o 9 5[] SCIa] (8 H 3047 T R, 1381 T
74%1 IE 71 22 Burgess 1 Lund®2%1{g f Hyperspace Analogue to Language(HAL) 7 ¥E47 ] X 38 2K 48 F 3] -1
SR I 1 7 2 3R 7R B 4 R B 0 3 R R AT F B BRI A — T K B bR SCE P R AR R G B
V149 e 55 ) 91 i) 8 5 10 88 A T 9 /IS A A1) — AT R — FIME R s AT R EAR R AE R SCHF 10 i 0] H AR A
IS 51 76 2 1 Ji T 1A UK TR 20 rp AR R AE b S 1 P % 3 IR A AT G 2R T T T A KB SRR A A
W AT A R SO R B R K A AT [ R A ) R AT % B AR G R R S &L S
Multidimensional Scaling(MDS)$: A b B 3E AT 15 2 45 41, AR J5 A58 R 2 BE g o B0 v ot g e o2 W) R B8RV, B U
MR T S B HE47 3491 1 B8 25 Burgess 1 Lund 1 [T Usenet newsgroup postings i1 85 347 5246 % 8L HAL X1
i) Y 28 R 3 £ % S g 0 25 AE R R Lin R Pantel™ ¢ fi] Clustering by Committee(CBC)J7 43k & i 5
Z%,CBC J7 v [AI B A8 F “word-context” FE AR ok 28 ok bR SCHRNE, DR B SO — R AR R 2 R
e M Sy AR, RIS 5 R e 5 E bR AR 1A SO SCIR bR SCIRE BT E A i i SRR R SE 45 .CBC HEAT
WA N 3 AU BL i 58 AR BRI LA B, 40 [ T 3 R H bR i) 5408 b SCIRVEAE 3R 45 @ SCAR T I BLAE
b AR R A R ARARURE AR BLYE fe KB top-k AN LR STIAIEAE R 55 2 B BE R4 N 6 TR0 4A B B A R AT AL
VI-,CBC A4 FHAH 5] B L 0 R B - A A A DL 3 Y (R AR AR RI Y AR J5 A ) average link clustering 13X 263 3E 47
T FH R BEA 7= A R TR 28 43 Bl — AN A BL kAL, S AR ZR S (1A T e commiittee, A bk AR 25 H 31— R 41
H Z1) committee 7742, B4 committee #B A2 AFAE A B AR I &7 ) — FR BRI JCE Lin A Pantel % CBC J7
PRI RIS WordNet = IR SR BEHEAT T LR SR AL B Cle CBC 7= A= 1) 2R 28 i) S 4% 4k 31 AH B 1)
WordNet [r] Sl 82 1925 B0 1 A 1 BERRvE 73 8] T 60%~65% 1) 38 2 5t i, M RE et 17 () IR 300 160 B o 1) Y B 2 0k,
53 4k Pedersen 5 Brucel® 1, Purandare 5 Pedersen® 143z F 8¢ 2y S L T 3R SO U8, 3% B R TR A 4.
222 LT ROEE R X s

BE T VB e 00 ) ST U £ TG M 5 0 VT ) SCI U mp 46 52 03T T h] 5V R R 4 A AH AR B 0 BHE, B AR 19
o] ) DA AR R Hp St I B 4 ) SRR T IR ST AT VL AT T bR TR ) B, A O TR 5 — A
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20 WSD (I ZRTE R B AR AL T — Fal L ik 82 (0 4 7 V5.

Daganl® 75 1991 4E45 Y, PR B 5 6 & 1045 L —FhiB 5 2 Ml /e 1994 408 SCHR T 48 I 45 2 A 35 ok 3%
Blyi] SV 0 1 75 5. Resnik 1 Yarowsky P15 — i 2538018 30t 1F A/ JE T OB TE RHI WSD J7 ¥ BT JLAFE, 2
R R A I RGE R SCH B AR RS L R iR B T 8Kt 25, 6l Escudero %5
A9 1de &5 ANH . Cong Li 25 A 8215 3B BHE WSD WF9T_E 1R F R B 7 AR (R #5046 . Ng 25 A8l
& B P4 (linguistic data consortium, & FK LDC)$2 A At v S XE VE R 21 T 17 X3 B F, ] Naive Bayes 5
IR 3 oy 288 MR T SENSEVAL-2 1) 29 A& i 4 AT BRI SEIR 45 1 P 5 N TAREER 45 R M
TEATHF H, P R A L B B M, 38 WP AT T RHAE WL A 2% S B (R VI 25 bR LT 705 H2110.1999 4 Diab® v 4 7
T35 S 11T U I R 45 SALAAM. % R 45 [ 825 1 token-level BN 5%, e [R] I [ 3h AL sk . 482, VEMIPEBE A
T 10 ) SCBR ¥ R, DRI A AR v ) SCAI 5 16 S5O0 3K B 1) AR 4 T 2 9 5 IO Y HE 4252003 4, Diabl®® xf
SALAAM 15 T 1 — 35 (R ik, IA sk 5 1) SALAAM 1R — /NG 48 5 1 R 48, 7E SENSEVAL-2 5514 3L 1] 3
AT 45 10 2B 24 A7 Je 1 £ 19,2004 45, Diabl LK 12 J7 v P T 18 o Bl 2 411 V3 3L 05 3R 45 3K 2 A %2 38 vl
PR b — AN N I [F) 4, Diab ™M ] SALAAM [ 824 i T U8R IR bR v T R, SR U FH 2 )11 5 R i 184
SRAT 1R 51 WSD % 4 .Bhattacharya %5 A\ 88178 0 FIl A T K24 50198 122 WordNet (8 SCRTHE & 14 2 I i i 15 S Wt
ST (43 90 2 T SCADE R F0RE 8 A8 TR ) ) 45 A AU Y S AT I EM BRI R R S 80, e 00 45 SR R
Bhattacharya 25 A g7 {55 SCRERIFE R il B | L Diab SEILK SALAAM R S8 L HL15 T I, T ME - B 7Y S LL v
ORI BB AR 22 A [ Py, 2N TR S B Y T i 1 R R SO B P R S e A AR
k.

2.2.3 KT Web 1] SiH B

World Wide Web AV 4 fe 45 L i) V2 1 F AR B 55 SCRBEUE, 1T H Web P 25 (1 19 4 0 58 357 PR i
S T A, BT DRRE R Web 1T A 45 A2 Fh 0 280N i 0 T ol PR JH AR Ay A S S8 0 40 U8 P A7 0 DK k45 3
TARUE. H BT AFAE— S8 350K 1) 35 T OCHE 7 1 Web #2251 %5 (1 Google), i LUA T 24F Web (117 S .

Klapaftis® t 7 I 1] Web ZE v AT 1 S B0 7 5. 15 04 605 R B (1 ) 7324845 Google 1825
A WORWIHT 4 AN SOR R IX S8 SORY HEAT 430 18] FIA] P AR i R SR & U AR TG o) 3 B8 1) 1) A ) bR 28, 41
WordNet "4 2% 55T A BE 2 AR 3 18 SO DGRV, T okt B (18 SCIRYE B 3 e v AH DGRV TE U LY
AR KA AR ORIV b O] (9 R B T AR & SR A1) R A0 b i) R AUE, SR ) & P B BT AR B
S R FN FRAY 75 BUAEAN ) SRR 4 R B AR, o v 05 R R AN 3] SCHERTHEE T TSS 2 5, X TSS {f s K i) X
A S A7 ¥ 05 ] 11 e 2% 3m) SCASE AT Semcor 2.0 FIRT 10 AN SO IR AT S 503 )5 15 21 65.91% 119 7 RS 1% . Y ANG
Che-Yul™ M H T 55— T4 il Web Zi v 3EAT 3 S BB . 45 58 i B J2 2 R SCIAlE, 1 2%, 46 WordNet
TR R EAT S B SRS R SRS AR R 3 E R T B T WordNet (¥ BTN SCJZ IR G5 3 AN BN
o] SCHE N FERE AL RNZ AN 2 7, 1 — i N o2 1) B A 3 s T 2 58 T B A 1R 1) SCER 50 (— AR B T B, )
— AR BT LR ICEE) B I B FTE R R OR 2 JE AT Yahoo FHER G AT Ak (4 iy o AR A 1]
SCF 2 TR) P AR AL, o 0 058 1) () R A ) S5 BT SRR AR DG A A sPe AR R0 e K 19 ) S A 9 0 ] Y e %3
SN Semcor corpus H R R HY 4 AN ST SCAEREAT AR, 145 21 72%~85% 11 74 BRS JE
3 HitERE

AR 0 B SOV BCHEAT T KB RS A B R RS A SR BT T B PRI R B
SETT T VEAN 23 A T 24 R0 R P A8 ol 2 I G M A S SR 1) D B R RIUE 5 kR, I 4R HIF 9T P A A 1 1)
FURA R B U T A, A I I T 3R 40 T8O AT S 25 0K 14 A B AR 1 10 TG B i) SO 8 85092
HATBE R 1),3% 14 TRMAESRMEE R FrE2E0 AR R RS R A Al
FH AR AR DA B 1 B R

© PEBRABRGAFIFURT  httpy/ www, jos. org. cn



2148 Journal of Software #AF3#% Vol.20, No.8, August 2009
Table 1 Comparison on part of typical unsupervised word sense disambiguation algorithms
F 1 AT B ] SO L AR
. . . Precision | Recall
Categories Algorithms Data sources Key techniques Test sets (%) %)
. Machine-
s Lesk!? Readable Gloss overlapping Short samples 50~70 100
887 dictionary
o 5 S| Satanjeev™®™’ [WordNet 1.7 | Adapted lesk Senseval-2 lexical sample task 32.3 100
s [20] WordNet 1.7 B . 32.6 100
Chen WordNet 2.0 AALesk Senseval-2 lexical sample task 334 100
Agirre™  [WordNet 1.4 | Concept_Density SemCor 76.04 | 23.21
- Concept_Density; .
= 8 Rosso®! | WordNet 1.6 | Semcor_Frequency; gourés |nf']i9 randomly selected 81.48 | 60.17
2| g2 WN_Domains emeoriiies
cz) § § % Concept_Density; Senseval-2 all-Words task 80.12 59.96
> S L [24] Semcor_Frequency;
2 =l = Davide WordNet 1.6 WN_Domains; Senseval-3 AWT 74.06 | 52.03
3 = WN_Samples
s | & WordNet; WN_Dmains; Sensevel-3 all-words task 60.40 | 60.40
32 = s34 Machine- WN_Gloss; Senseval-3 gloss disambiguation 82.60 | 32.30
= § Readable Collocations; Sentence collocations 86.84 82.58
é 2 dictionary WN_Samples Automatic ontology learning 87.50 | 87.50
S L [32] PageRank; . .
E Agirre WordNet HyperLex Senseval-3 lexical sample task 64.60 64.60
< L [33] Semantic similarity; | Sensevel-2 all-words task 58.53 56.37
§ Sl WordNet Graph centrality Sensevel-3 all-words Task 61.90 36.10
. ;341 | WordNet; L SemCor 31.80 31.80
Navigli EnWordNet Graph connectivity Senseval-3 all-words task 40.50 40.50
Domain- Magninit®! WordNet; Domains; Senseval-2 all-words task 75 Lower
Based 9 WN_domains | Semcor_Frequency | Senseval-2 lexical sample task 66 Lower
Wikipedia- . 1471 A Links; 49 nouns in Senseval-2 &
Based Mihalcea Wikipedia Pipe Links Senseval-3 84.65 84.65
3 Klapaftis® | The Web Google; First 10 files of SemCor 2.0 65.91 | 94.32
=30 Web- WordNet taxonomy ’ ' :
= (é) Based
= ;
% YANG™ | The Web Yahoo; 4 randomly selected SemCor 2.0 7285 100
WordNet taxonomy | files

DR S e SRV RS R 0 i/ D VN i N N & B L SR AV 7 = s R RS AV S R E D
TR B R AT B AT RT LR A 0 S e T 53 A 0T EE AL, O 1A 20 20 80 ARAXR] SCIH I8 AT Y 32 B A R YA

FE T U] L 9 B (1 BT Ty R R T ) A 1] L A TR SCIRU S AR 2 ST 1) SRR E SRR BT SCR L
(i) S ST B P B A P B K AR A 2 i i) S BRI 2 IR R T VI IR RN, R SR B T (1) RS
FET AU AT S 7 VR 0 40 A R B b B 0 S B AR R (2) WL s IR i rh o] SO SO ) — RO, LB T
R0 R, Ve B i —Fhial S e X5 B R SCRA 1 LRI TS REY O 05(3) 78 S br N A7, AS AT 3
HZH A H HE R B A T 3 A A A T O N A T AR MLAS T A A, T EL A B S AR AR AN R 2 AL AT R
SR B B4 E TR e T L 2 1A 5 £k R AL 3R] i (machine tractable dictionary), A H 2% 3 4] SCYH I 40 IR
P2 B AR R T L 1 S5 1 1 AR A

WordNet J& —NERA MRS R0 55 SCANTRAE B I SO, SO — AN o 9ol B R, U AF kK WordNet
A A AR T AT 1) SO b A TG M B 1) SOTH B — L R S AL, I T 2 R T R i I R TR
7 DR el e R AT O S A VR o A48 ) WordNet AT WordNet Domains 1R 28, WA A B2 T (G X 18 Xk
R TARAE B AU R ) A i ] S, S T AR SR 35T WordNet HR L — SR R AT ) SR s 1 SR R IR #) T
BT AR U R 2% 8 e, B — B 07 10 812 2% 18 4 BRI A 0 TR EE o 1) 45 TN R IR EAT 2
5T V3 05, T A5 S A 00 SBORE B, TR B, 2 A YRR ) A R DL E RN T, 38 I v s 04 4 [ 2R 5 A, e S 4
A T8 SCHL3E 51 (SS)BUAT T AH 22w 1R V8 OS8RV e — ol MR 1 9 By s AR I v 1R 4R 22 I Bt 13
BF 0 i %, bl i) SRR IR A8 i SR FH AT B U7 8 5 0 i 77 2 4 1 1) 2, WordNet wP st 1) SC T I 43 5 3l 4
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PLZE TR WordNet 34738 SCTH B 280 FAR AN BARL B0 52, — SO SR 1) B ARG 5 A 38 FH R S 3 s B AN
T BRI, T LR — 25 B 9% 5 1) T BAZ% RE K WordNet H 1) iA] CREAT T SCHE S, 45 BRI FE 1A &I 47, B A A
T SRR

i) SR AU A SR B 43 A R T ) SO s LA AU 1 £ T H 2 AT SR T ¥) WordNet Domains 41
IRR R AN 56 2%, FUAG 58 40 1) X I 4 B i A3, K 22 50im) SCAE b 18 Al i), A3 b 28 2 “Factotum™ 6
V8 U5 A AT AR 5 Bh, T DA USSR AT Y 031 73 ] SR AR ARG, 2 AR A b 456 FH s 28 A L, 6 200 1 e 56 45 41
AR, 1K o — MK AR B RS

Wikipedia BB} I H 350 R 58 508 AE FAE b B AR TE 5 AR 5 AR N 2001 4F TR 4R, B 22 H
T —HEFH Wikipedia 1% — 3= & (AR EREAT H AR E S BB ATTE A H T R H Wikipedia SR %
P PR B A S S ) SO S T R AT 3 SCI B 1 i PR — SR ) Wikipedia 1R R AT A SIS L IR
5t 552 b T Wikipedia H 3 R 4R %6, R Wikipedia HEAT (8F 55 A6 40, il Wikipedia j&—Fh R 1] £ 74
M =5 AR IR, T — 0 N 2% e 44 R H Wikipedia 25 0 R YR (i SCRY A . B EERE . SCRYSRTY. W
I A AT L T AR R 1R S B, B Wikipedia A W7 J 1 58 35, 1T RA T, 25T Wikipedia 99 B0H 2 18 )
LRIk ve S

FET G v 1 1) ST 8 77 A0 O 2R VB R A A Y b 1) B4R U, L T MR 236 L T ] IR TR U 1 T VR A
3 ) R (EL VR Sk L AT A R B, ] 3 A P Rk PR A — A i A AR A T i R U TR SOV B VAL
IR iB R 1 L 59 REER AR, OB VB LR 9 L8820 B A0 RE 3RS T R 40 16 I FH 2803 A AR S A T 8 )
I A2 LU HME SR A 35 =2 50 0 K OB P AT 8 L S i 1A% 7 ) I 9 gt . Web X — 3= & I S i E X T
25 1A SO SR U A2 — A0 U PR BN R, T DA e A %) 6 R SR DO 200 [0 8, Wb A DA — AN TR ] SObwide i K 7Y
EARE BGERRFE . BEM . B EEF SRR S A IR T B RE S B AT B
VE R T 48R 51 30 v 30X — DUAR IR AT 9 06z, i3t — D ER & AT R Web ZAR B % 45 R IR (O 1f Y
7 BEER: . Vi) BB RET i SO B — AN A& ST ).

283 2240 (1) S, BRI 2 R 9 ) T 2R 22 Bh O VR AT 4R 0 S8 e 20 22 T S TR R 22 P v
T B AR A TR U PR B Tk e AR IR B LS R T T S K AT SR, 22 B v I A R DAAT S 2 b AR e AN T Y
15 LGSR R EIIF 5T I8 1% MIK T THT N T 6] 45 T M B 1) S s B39 R AT 4 1, 4 K A i ik — D 4 v v
5 T B 556 2 R A5 5 2% B D ) A

T M B 1R SCIH S I A Dy s b g, AT A TR I R DR I S — A LR R I T ) A AR, K
3G M B ) S B T PR 2% AR SC TR R I i A5 % AU TR AT Tk N % 0 R R (R B BB AR AE AT 225 (1 SCik
TV D S AR] SV B R oy 4 K 2 5, ) H A A ST B PRI S A AR i) 2 R SCR] S IR Ak T A D B B
T N AT ) SCHI T 0 R 2 — AN 25 R R v . TR VR R s A0 AT U B 1 R T U LR U, B
1EAG R w5 1] ST U2 ) AP ANAS 75 B 3R I T] R SN 4328 A 6L, T L B 35 B 10 2 2 5 I FH DA 1A TR v A
SO AR R 2RI o B A b 8 n 1A SCRE L T BE AN T SCHEBC 1 43 BT, A 22 B AR R B I ] ST AR L IX ) 4 4y
A HREAE, AT 58 B SR HE .
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