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Abstract: Almost all existing knowledge-based word sense disambiguation (WSD) methods used exploit context
information contain, in certain window size around ambiguous word, are ineffective because all words in the
window size have the same impact on determining the sense of ambiguous word. In order to solve the problem, this
paper proposes a novel WSD model based on distance between words, which is built on the basics of traditional
graph WSD model and can make full use of distance information. Through model reconstruction, optimization,
parameter estimation and evaluation of comparison, the study demonstrates the feature of the new model: The words
nearby ambiguous word will have more impact to the final sense of ambiguous word while the words far away from
it will have less. Experimental results show that the proposed model can improve Chinese WSD performance,
compared with the best evaluation results of SemEval-2007: task #5, this model gets MacroAve (macro-average
accuracy) increase 3.1%.
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i OB A TR RSO S F R A — R F 1 KT 897854 B R 2 oUa 3 U AT AR BT 2 R 2
KA 849 P AT 338 T8 38 B UL ARad ok SL3] 64 38) SUEL A AR ) 49 v 4595 SUIH BUBOR A A= s 19 2 R 38 7 —
AP T2 8 38 B 64 W B35 SUK SRAR AL G ARAL A% 4 68 W 4 B 43 SUTH BOBER) ek b A% 6 T 9935 3B B 27K
BOAR AR B AR FAM) . AR ABAE T A BRI AR BE T AR 494 5 B B OUIA 1A 699795,
ot 398 SUR 3R G A AR R T B B AR 69 18) At 318 SUR S35 69 e AR R SR B 4 SRR OBERL ST vA AT AR
5 P 338 SUH UM B, 5 SemEval-2007:task #5 sk 64 AR S A8 b, 1% 77 ik A2 MacroAve(macro-average accuracy) 4% &
T 3.1%.

4RI AEIE S D RT KAk W& B AR PageRank; K44 f& i

« JEETH: EK G RRIE4(61132009); F Fi3alt 4 JbatHl TR R AH VR K0 H 85 L ik
WA TE): 2011-03-18; & F i d): 2011-09-02

© MEEEERRAEIFTIT hup:/ www, jos. org. on



MR Sk 55 RE B 64 W 44 B 33 SN 777

HREESES: TP391 XHEtFRIRAD: A

i) S B AR A 2 SCIRLFE 18RI 35 R 5 0 b SR R R S AR T AR B A — A A% ) B, 7 L
AEIVE. FEKR SURSHT. BBISCRA ARS8 B Ty AR .

] SCI U 7 0T 4 g A W G M R T A U £ 9T A M ] S R R FH SRR TR A SRR,
PRI R 1) R 1, I FLR S HLRS 2% 3 05 VE AR By S AR B0 2SR I K 3 ST 49 2k AT ) SR 58 I M B o
2 IS T B SR v BRI ] IR AH G AREAE 0T 38 S 490 T8 AT 1) SCH R 7 114 G M 9 R AN AR AT AT 0
U5 AR A S 5 2 W 3 A W I T 9 A 02 R A A T M O R AR A B T R R R N AR
Rk AZTE O B 55 ) 0 B 7 VAN TR BN AR v R, T LA R e R SR B3 1) 8, A LT B R AR R
LIPS

B 0 TR AR 2R 8 I Y L PR DK 66 T R AR 2 1 1) SOV B VR S W AT AR K 12 Jy 2 Tk A8 6 YR U AT ]
TR E BT SCHE T 2SI IR 3 S0, AT DA 80 ke 5 A e e R B T, 6 T R U ) SOV Bk T A A )
] T AT 3 SCI o F i T 48 R ) ) SC o iYL R IR I U ) S sy k8T
FE SR R0 R ) S 8 T T BRI R T 1 4% P £ty ) S o 9 9000 e R ) 24 ) S 0B i 4
A ] B ] SO B P AT: 45 v 2 B HL 5L 407 PR 994 e i 322 vk B R R T AR VR 1K) D 9, A R R T B ) T
XA 7 vk AT LR R

Fl & 2005 4F Navigli 42 9 T4 Y % i 77 2%, B SSi(structural semantic interconnections) /7 v:M.i% 77
Y ST IV S AR 3 R Y ) DR R, T T RV 34 R A T R SRR S R AT AR S I
T I % P A P A K] S Dy o 24803 I 1)) % 5 VETE L BR PRI Senseval-3 TG i A 1 v b EUARR
T It s,

Iy — T 2 3% 5 i i W 2% 1] T 3R] ) SR 7 12,2005 4F, Mihalcea $% W48 ] PageRank ST iEAT I L K Ty
R 7 0 S B B o AR R SRR A A X 4% R a5, T 4% P v R AL SR [ S A i e
15K 5 TE 19 2 1R ag AT IR AR AR AR 45/ 1] SCVS A I B 2 85 K /N b S 11 1] B i Mihalcea, Agirre
Navigli X AE FIAS ] B 78 SCRE 25 TH 5 7 134T i) SC3 068 TR e At AT S22 558 1 AR [l A 285 1Rl A ek e v 0 2 AL i 5%
iy 4171 g s o LG 1 PageRank . 32 A EL L fih I 4 P 503k £ 9 SC i) SCA AT 4% b LA 8 4 1 R 9. 2009
4, Agirre 42 H A Fi] Personalizing PageRank 45 8 317 3] SCIH 181 3 J 325 Rl Mihalcea 35 H (16 75 32 J5 BE A [,
FURX BT B AR T S0 A8 o T 4] 15 A S AN A% 2 1y o

SR PR 1 ) SO 0 T v, A AT SO O N A A T T 2 R R A R IR R 3 A % 9
T3 R T 1V SRR B Rl 2 AT TR G AR IR R 59, A A5 XOC AR B 14 18] ¥ 7 500 25 A IR AR ABL B2 A AT
IEAT BTN A 3K e Ty VAR A R, B KN B A A ) X 0 S [ i) SCELAT R [R5 AR S R XA
T AR ST R b R 2 2 ] T B8R0 T IR S AR SR e R T 9 3 B 10 Y 4 ] S B
Y KT 7 AT A 8 1 VAT B I AN AN % A o B T SCOC AR W AR 5, T L 2 B8 T AT AR S SO i S B B
BV < 2 bl S]] T 2 Sk g ] SO B AR TR 7 SR B AR R T R G 3] SCA RS 1R e IR 4 T A
e VB A Y ) 1 S I B R DG R 5 LN (DR IB) 1) 9 8% 2 — A 2 A S A ] S U 1 ) e

AR SCE S A S ] T P )] SO 5 T 1 T A AR O R i 2 L R AR SR I P A i) ST R
I J A o S B, PR TR B B DL S PP HEAT B A SR A R R IR R I R 25 AR R

1 ETimiE e MR ER SGH IR R 7%

1.1 BT 4% (51 A 1A S s TR

PageRank 122 15 g 4% 2 o B oK V5 Web 94 00T 2 1 1 7 125, L T L 0K I P A VR 224 55 1
FA RO SRR, 13 SO SRR T AN 2 ] N A R R R, T A

© PEBEBSAITT  hip:/ www. jos. org. cn



778 Journal of Software #4434k Vol.23, No.4, April 2012

B AH I T SR TR RS R R AR A U, — AN I R R 2 R I N TR 1, A A KA A R
A P9 45 v (1 T B el

Google # 2% 5124 /] PageRank &Ly € Web % T 5522 8 A SCHE H A9 8 Al 2 A1 ] PageRank 512, #ff
SE A5 AN SCHY 5] T RO R AN ST A A A R ST AR, T84 BT LAIA Y A A Bl
SRR AE 28 P R T A Y ST R A B HETE A N s 1Y R R WY A D % P R
T, AT LA A T S b SO ARG R R A ) SO B ) K ) R s SRR B RN IR S B EAS
I 1001 A0, ) SCV B3 10 (2 DX 5 A i) ST A5 1) B A iR AR R 45 ) ST 11 R N R T X
a3 FF R, o 2804 T g K 1) i) ST SR DAy s SOl F 1) SC. bl T T P R K ] N A s b bR S R S
SRR B3 I 75 R, BRI AE LR B3 38 o A SO T A A Fie AR T s
1.2 EFiAiERE A M 48 B L 8R4

e 3 9 2% =] st AR S ) ) e S ] ) At IR % P 2 ) 4 T 1 T U A A B ) ) A 1 1 AT S
e [ 45 A i) SL T Do 4 ] o] 2 ) 1K) 0% R T LU T OO AR AT DU SR OC R )RR R R NS I
I T 1208 A o PR R R B T 0 A il SRR R (1] SCA PR AS 4 Gl 2 “ B AR RO e e o (R 4] LA
PHAN, 3 53 2 4 1 “ R K10 By ] U117 %8 ) ) 4% B 09 A 3138 0 mURI s TR IR DG R ] 1 o, e A
FeoR i AT 5, 7 HE R s TR ST T Y a5, ST B 3 s I AR Y L, S 4 3R R A TR TE R B R R
I ST S5 AT AR AR T I E AR DX TR 8 SR 1A 4% A SORRARLEE KD, B8 U, ) — 1 SC3A) 1) 4%
AT SCI) T 2R 5 AN 00 N 80 190 44 J) vl A i) — 33 S i) T SCT) FIARABIRE AN 2 T A% 328, 937 1 ARABLRE AR L .

e L CSIP S
B LR

T

WA e T

Fig.1 Graph for ambiguous sentence
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B SCHPT3 ) AN RSBl A S A4 5
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(1) TorMD.i% )5k 246 % K232 i SemEval-2007 $EI K TCF5 5 77 vEEY 3545 T SemEval-2007Task#5
TR 1 44 (Pnar=43.1%);

(2)  PMLiZJ5 AL 50K I T i ) SO 7 VR SR A J2 FH XU BR]3 Web W) 335 G TG 1 58 4 To 45 &

T
(3) BL_MFS.i%J7 3% B A A 225 % 9 103 s 491 o 3] X (most: frequent sense) A &5 S, A vEE I 38
IEHBA T,

(4) Original_Cooc. %M R FH 4% 4 1) PageRank A5 734 1 5, 18] 1575 9 4% & w9 AR AL R SR A X (B) Sk T 5,
F B FH 1 T 2 ) (10 LB OG R A A 1) 45 1

(5) Original_Simi.iZ A 7 [/ B R A A S5 1) PageRank #7134 15, 5 Original_Cooc 77 i/ [ 2 Ab 76 T, F)
FH )V 2 1] (A8 G 2 b 3 P 24 1]

SRR 4 A S5k 1 ) 285 R B 3 33l Ky

(1) Cooc_model_1.1% /5 % BIARBLRE v 45 20 AR RS 1,96 B R3] 7 2 [ A L B0 00 2 b ot P9 4% 141

(2) Cooc_model_2.1% /5 A M AHALLBE v 580 A XUR AR Y 2,3 BRI FH ] 1 22 m] 1) S a0 00 2 g it ) 4% I

(3)  Simi_model_1.1% /5 ¥ BIARBLRE T4 20 AR BT 1,94 HLR FH 301 85 2 18] 1R 8 SO R A g 9 2% 14

(4)  Simi_model_2.1% J5 ¥ B ARBLRE V1 5 A AR FIAR Y 2, 9 BRI FH 318 2 Ta) )8 SO FR ) 4 ) 6% &

22 RWHR

(1) 4 FhJ7 V552 56 48 T AE S 86 AR R FH A0 AR BT 1 ST ) el S ) G 2R I 4% R KT I % R o i) — AN 2
I 20 AN IXRE, — MR AR IKELAE 100 YR LYY, T sSABALEE 4 BUS AN ke A R4 4 7 VI SR G 45 R SR
2 AT a] LUt T 1] T B D 19X 45 R 05 T VRIS T AN IR R R 38 S [T 3T BV FR . TorMD
A% 3.1%. PMI R4 1.8%.1H 2 JT W73 84 85 BL_MFS J7 2, 15 B3 70 B il SV BT VL A P B
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T N W 5% T v SR 5 A 8 I [T B HE A 2K MFS, TorM D, PM I I T 1] 15 B2 25 IO 5% €] A5
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e 19 AN ISR A M 21 AN Sy (45 R 55— 4T /& Cooc_Model _2 J77EX] TorMD J73% A K PMI J7

AR NS R BE 23 S T PT 23 e 3R ROR AR 2 i R RE PR sy & R
Table 2 Experimental results of 4 methods
w2 AMTTESRE R

TorMD  PMI  Cooc_Model_2  MFS
RN % (pmar) 0431 0.444 0.462 0.481
$2 5 1 43 (%) 3.1 1.8 0 -1.9

Table 3 Detail nouns|verbs results of 4 methods (Pmar)

w3 BT IEAL A S SR (Par)

#3  WX¥  TorMD PMI  MFS  Cooc_Model_2 || Zhil i X%r TorMD PMI =~ MFS Cooc_Model_2
ES 3 0.720 0.560 0.400 0.600 #h 3 0.550 0.400 0.500 0.300
i 2 0.556 0.444 0.611 0.278 BT 3 0.481 0.296 0.370 0.185
% 2 0.474 0.789 0.579 0.317 173 4 0.174 0.217 0.435 0.174
LS 3 0.429 0.381 0.476 0.524 H 9 0.169 0.117 0.130 0.142
WA 2 0.706 0.588 0.588 0.529 W 8 0.119 0.060 0.150 0.149
& 3 0.500 0.278 0.500 0.222 )| 4 0.300 0.150 0.500 0.250
BAH 3 0.318 0591 0.455 0.455 bk 2 0.500 0.625 0.625 0.500
L 2 0.500 0.450 0.500 0.800 " 5 0.25 0.278 0.278 0.305
B4l 2 0.643 0.786 0.714 0.571 T 3 0.389 0.278 0.500 0.444
ek 2 0.467 0.667 0.533 0.733 ny 4 0.256 0.256 0.256 0.333
] 3 0.348 0.739 0.435 0.500 HE 5 0.250 0.227 0.227 0.454
Jia - 2 0.353 0.353 0.353 0.588 Tl 2 0.500 0.500 0.500 0.550
JHETR 3 0.500 0.444 0.556 0.333 E 4 0.294 0.500 0.294 0.323
KHE 2 0.857 0.857 0.714 0.714 SPEE 2 0.375 0.625 0.500 0.750
% 2 0.438 0.438 0.625 0.750 fif 2 0.563 0.625 0.625 0.500
H¥ 3 0.281 0219 0.313 0.406 S| 2 0.444 0.444 0.556 0.833
K 3 0.560 0.320 0.400 0.520 E23 2 0.143 0.214 0.429 0.428
{[E5;4 2 0.714 0357 0.714 0.500 HERY 2 0.300 0.600 0.600 0.700
s 2 0.438 0.750 0.625 0.588 EEz| 2 0.462 0.538 0.769 0.538
b 4 0.216  0.432 0.270 0.216
e I 2 0.714 0.357 0.714 0.500
PEINER % (Pmar) 0516 0.527  0.528 0.522 0.335 0.369 0.440 0.408
$& 5 F 57 (%) 0.6 -05 -06 0 7.3 39 -32 0
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Fig.2 Comparison of several models with different context window size
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