Word2Vec WordNet 7|8F E844 whe] 7]
HEHT B 3t A+

Network Analysis between Uncertainty Words
based on Word2Vec and WordNet
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ABSTRACT

Uncertainty in scientific knowledge means an uncertain state where propositions are neither true
or false at present. The existing studies have analyzed the propositions written in the academic
literature, and have conducted the performance evaluation based on the rule based and machine
learning based approaches by using the corpus. Although they recognized that the importance of
word construction, there are insufficient attempts to expand the word by analyzing the meaning
of uncertainty words. On the other hand, studies for analyzing the structure of networks by using
bibliometrics and text mining techniques are widely used as methods for understanding intellectual
structure and relationship in various disciplines. Therefore, in this study, semantic relations were
analyzed by applying Word2Vec to existing uncertainty words. In addition, WordNet, which is an
English vocabulary database and thesaurus, was applied to perform a network analysis based on
hypernyms, hyponyms, and synonyms relations linked to uncertainty words. The semantic and lexical
relationships of uncertainty words were structurally identified. As a result, we identified the possibility
of automatically expanding uncertainty words.
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2AA 3L AEE AFRE o]l oA F
Z(speculation) = ¢]1]3h= hedging= 214
e}l (epistemic modality) ¢] 8t HE-O 2 Sk
ATe] g WollA ZFALE FEAL AL FAL
E BT ode AHOE siMEo] 23
O

T hedging<> °oF Y5HA = M= T4
SHEA ek FHoE FUig s
JUtH Hyland 1996, 1998).
7189 B4 wel7] 9 AES F
T AofshAQl d Apde] A AollA
o] Shrk Aejst golx FHel W
Tl tisf AS st F45 3
sto] IHAE FFHAYATH Szarvas, Vincze,
Farkas and Csirik 2008: Vincze, Szarvas,
Farkas, Mora and Csirik 2008: Szarvas, Vincze,
Farkas, Méra and Gurevychet 2012: Vincze
2013). TSk S o] B e EIAel
et HAE 2bg F7 TAE 7] Sl
2] 718k A 35 7|k ofgk A eoksy 7]HEe.
2 EAAS ek AdHe ARl
(Light, Qiu and Srinivasan 2004: Medlock
and Briscoe 2007: Kilicoglu and Bergler 2008:
Szarvas 2008: Thompson, Nawaz, McNaught
and Ananiadou 2011, Malhotra, Younesi,
Gurulingappa and Hofmann-Apitius 2013).
olxd Eg/dolet st Akt e
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3 A 2Ele AsiARE g 9 &
g Toje] o] ™A (heterogeneity) O = 13
AZE 3t F2ol| B4 ol s Bdst
7] 913+ k5 HolHE 53] fslixe o
3,0007111 A4 5,000719] #E2 FAHOE 15
(Szarvas, Vincze, Farkas, Mora and Gurevychet
2012) ok sh= gHAIRlo] EAgitt

mebA] 2 AFME FEE B Tl
=9 WAARS Held 7R & 4EA 9)
T 59 AFANEE 71l Word2Vect

A2 229l WordNetS 7902 ol
nF #A g o3]F WAE TR
E4< g8t 4 gtk Chen, Song
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(Natural Language Processing, NLP) H<=
3l B dolE FE HE AFse
Z 0lAlgl= HHHES Jfuksl AEo] Al
Art AFE A8 computational linguistics)
AFUEI2] CoNLL(Computational Natural
Language Learning) - 199956 A]2k€ 7
AR E FHE AHYS AlFse AFzoltt
(Farkas, Vincze, Méra, Csirik and Szarvas
2010). CoNLL-201001M< E3HAA] 2HAS
T AR o] e T A s
B3 AR S xehe H ERleke
dol F WA GAEE g W 34
AU H2ES] Y9 (span) & A48k A4
otk T3l F 7R 9] HE ool AJojs) o]
o] 3 dlolE| el f17]Ft]of WA 9] H]o]
H goos FiEETh A3 sk oA
A0 hedge ©@ole 47H4] 7B =
Aok 1) XEA} 2) hedging &4t == F

mlo

Aelgt F3lol M= Al ol B2 e R
T = (Conditional Random Fields,

CRF) 71| & A%< B, $17]9t]e}
ol o A= bag-of-word 7]8ke] 7 &
7F 7P 2 Ass BT B3 " AE R
£ ek Aa"E A FeolEe
71A 3t 71l wet A58 ZolE Hiith
CoNLLoIA= #2H9] 925 &85l 717
StEo® B3 dols wshs W E0
RE ik vEE S 2 EE B3 (Fernandes,
Crestana and Milidit 2010: Sanchez, Li and
Vogel 2010) B AJAZ2 #Heold HIWH(L
Shen, Gao and Wang 2010: Rei and Briscoe
2010: Tang, Wang, Wang, Yuan and Fan 2010:
Zhang, Zhao, Zhou and Lu 2010)& 23tk
Rei ¢} Briscoe(2010), Zhang, Zhao, Zhou and
Lu(2010) = 3l'd @] ©]<=(dependency) &
A ST 37 oLt
Hedging ## 152 334
Ao] ol d EAlof gl el AE X
& ORI o5 3 7Rk A
okl A& S5 7Nie ® ESAAS
AHS AlIek(Light, Qiu and Srinivasan
2004: Medlock and Briscoe 2007: Kilicoglu
and Bergler 2008: Szarvas 2008: Thompson,
Nawaz, McNaught and Ananiadou 2011: Malhotra,
Younesi, Gurulingappa and Hofmann-Apitius
2013). Kilicoglu®} Bergler(2008) = Hyland
(1998) 2] 1312 hedging= WordNet=} UMLS
SPECIALIST lexicons ©]8-38te] HEabsA<l
o g sttt AR E, WordNet] 59
F13kel Al (synonym sets, synsets) =
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o]9] ]2 (heterogeneity) &
G 2ol B dof

& HelHE 7535171 9
A= <F 3,0004004 500049 +3= 2
JLOZ F5(Szarvas, Vincze, Farkas, Mora
and Gurevychet 2012) 3|0k 3= A - o] &
A gt

w o

o X
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A4 UEYA A4l 1980 o]+ &
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YESA 128 P94 BE AR mlEE
wES} ol5 7e) 43RS oJnjais PaS
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oz w@U A RIS YAHQ
7%= Ausael BN Agndelt
YAE vlold EE Hgde] 28 T2E
ﬂ%@ 9100 WAl Aslsh st A

analysis) H& FAEETO] #4(Co-word
analysis) = ©]-§-3fo] Shiitope] A3 +2&
geteh= dgEo] o] frh s
TH(2013) = AAFEAIRIE EA4H FAEA
do] 2L 7o o)5z Auste g
SA4 SHEYl e|Rgust gole] AHT7LE
shofelgie MEAS #4859l §3F S5
7re] B okl S RARE Hopo] S
2 AQeks A EQITE Daim, Rueda, Martine
and Gerdsri(2006) = 215 7] <Z3P|
98l $-49 HolElR B8 T 5 3= A
Bk 56 45 S8l AR 71E 990
et oSS oIt 3 Madani®t Weber
(2016) = Web of Science Ho|E Ho] 20l A
1437 =2 o2 Agy st 23 7]
Y J)e) YEND $HE 483t v
Egae) Fel2H 242 Bl 59 240
olw g GAIR WHske=A| Foa AuEdth
Geaney, Scutaru, Kelly, Glynn and Perry
(2015) = 1951 35H 2012@7kA12] #1238 <
=Y AT 2SS AFGRE B4 WS o]
g3l EAFTE A, AR 4% EAAE
9] e O E FEstd F7ket 713 A
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w2 AFoAE 719 Chen, Song
and Heo(2018) ¢] Aol 53k 19670<] &
Wl B TolE 7|Hte® o5 71
oJu)7] #AAAE Word2VecS #-g3te] Ay
B, WordNet& 719ke.2 B34 dols
7k APARD BAY s A st gtk

3. A7 AA

3.1 Word2Vec 24

Word2Vec 29 3
ﬂoﬂﬁ THHoE B4
o} o

/\]o

=l 717 35 AR
< 7HA B 7o R
T 39 9y 2 o]Foz] HAE A
7ot Mikolov, Sutskever, Chen, Corrado
and Dean 2013). Hlo]E] Fge] BE dojEo]
e MR WAEE Tl dudS B8 &
o] 7+e] fFAMdS AlLkeitt Word2Vecell Al &
o] " Foh= e A7 To] uide]
2}aL 3 CBOW (Continuous Bag of Words)
o} skip-gram®] F /<] S5 Wiol Stk
CBOWE 4 wole] wehs 3l 57 thof

Z o &3 7oA, skip-grame 3 dolE

Yste] T & 5 Qs Tl dSshe A
olty, Word2Vec Fd2 tl24° =2 PubMed
Word2Vec 2934 = 772 Word2Vec 29
o] it} PubMed Word2Vec 292 PubMed
ol A= £ 2212026942 Fdo=
window sizeE 5= 44743t skip-gram EE<I
ASH AEMX 3% (hierarchical softmax
training) & AHE-3IRALL, A5 EE T Tole] A
BAEE YAz frequent word subsampling
threshold) & 0.001 & dte] - 2,351,706 7+
] 2002+ 8] #E S /9% Edo]tH(Pyysalo,
Ginter, Moen, Salakoski and Ananiadou 2013).
T 722 Word2Vec BES oF Mo o
o] = 72 vlo|EAlel A 0.00001 (k4
7191 le-5) 9 Ak ol§ MEAEY
I} 7F SAARI A F RS A GAE
o] &3t 24 MZ(negative sampling) &&
CBOW ¢3852 Fall APd3ls3(pre-trained)
slod 3005 ©o9F F+(phrase) & 740 3004}
e WEE g5ty J= Edoti(Mikolov,
Sutskever, Chen, Corrado and Dean 2013). &
Al E 718 FE5E 1967 B o

ol 7rel 7t Bdl 71wk frAMdS Sl

¢

3.2 WordNet

WordNet- 18951 =28 th&K Princeton
university) ¢ 42|18t W4 George A. Miller
o] Aestof] QIA| el A-Ael A 7kt ol
o]3] tolEHo]~E o] TolE At A9
&} 3 A2 Bl F9 Y (synonyms)
HEo® FAS AP AlAad 2] 2R H
o]tH(Miller, Beckwith, Fellbaum, Gross and



Word2Vec} WordNet 7]%t

Miller 1990). 71 HAIW AL 2012 11€9l
HlEZE 3IMAC R F 20694170 Tl o] 4
(word-sense pairs) el thall 117,659712] 211
S 7 % 155287709 Tl ekl 3l
m F=E A7) 1297hte] Eoltk. WordNet
= AL SAE FEAE FALY] 013 FHEIAE
(syntactic category) 7} 1oH, FL3t o3
FHE] o] &8 ol MO R TF5}E
o] & 45709) lexicographer U< 7H<th B
© AAE 9u]d #A| (semantic relations)
et o2 AANE JdE dols e &
AE Edsk= EIH(pointers) & ©oi<] 9]0
(meaning) ¥AIE k= 2Jv]4(semantic)
FOIE 9} Tole] FH(form) 2 WAIE xS}
= 1314 (lexical) ELIE7} ATt dlE =] &
ARz 23910l (hypernyms), 8k¢1ol(hyponyms),
5919 (coordinate terms) 5= EFshH, &
AR 73910, o] 55 EFHeiTh 7t dole

wole] E23 Fe

= 3
slo] 7Y F938 WA E LdEXI(Banerjee
and Pedersen 2002) “g¢]o1¢} 3k91o], Ak
o FEate A AHESITE EAH
¥ ° Z hypernym, hyponym, similar tog A}
3l EFaA dofo dgt 2EZA A9
omE A4 dolgs F=Ah 1967 =94
4 o] YREA BE doE7E AS T
st WAV S THIE HolE9] wllg FE

o
FEULE £ Foo] WA= 7 =LA
% =]

f
(LU

ESAA ool 23¢] Ak WordNet 23]
CEEA A T Tl 7] fALEE AlLtele
132491 Lesk (Banerjee and Pedersen 2002)
¢} WUP(Wu and Palmer 1994) ¥372]55
2 g-3le] A=) Lesk(1986) & 712] whol
oJm] A |4 (Word Sense Disambiguation,
WSD) & 918t 7]184Q1 ¢aeEe daE
WordNet Zgell 2833t ol 7 7id< 4
HAoE AZsk= Nda FA o] AoloA
AAE dole] & Aktste] 7Y =4 ALkE
T E FEshs ¢irelEolt Banerjee and
Pedersen 2002).

WUPE= WordNet 3] 7 A1A1] Zo](depth)
£ 7 219 7P 7P7k(specific) 3FH
(ancestor) & 9J"]sl= LCS(Least Common
Subsumer) ©] Zo|o} A A&t FAEE
RS 32 05H 1AeloH 7 tole] 7
do] 7o 0] Hrtk

Seore(z.y) = 2* depth (L CS)
coreit,y) = depth(m)erepth(y)
G4 A E 7 5277 ol A3e]
A 27 AEAT s B3
o19] 242101} BH9101Z LRt BolES &
o

FEo T AR dEe 7
WA A el AAAA LI el
oo AL frAt
HEs}7] S8 =S4 dojo} Foloj=
19671 ©of o] FAK=E A AR
ok YEQZAA o#]9] 715217 = Lesk
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Word2Vec 1967 34 Tolg 7]
BE S 8] fFAREE ARt o)A
Hol|A 71egxe] F 2]l = Word2Vec
243} PubMed Word2Vec R4S 7@ o

Z AL3l] tho] B 71 GAIEE A=EEHY
ok % 1911071¢] o] 2o 7 FAEle] glo
™ WordNet} 5L aA ox]¢] 715=x]9 100
= Foll ATHe e st JegoE o
=Stk Word2Vecs FAIQ) SAIEE 7]ulkoe
2 RS AR -1 1410]9] e
7HAtE -0.045E] 0.047FA1 9] 7+ 002 A

=, 00558 9] 3 55 WMol HE AlZtst

oA A ] = AT

3.4 HET EM

o] A5 MESAstste] TAlskE 7HE
o5 7He] IS AIZE SR Botsl] &
olaltt. o]= Akl A4 #4(Social Network
Analysis, SNA) oA 713} Het 7ke] IAIE
wES LT 79 AZE ANS BHss

HEANA =AU AL QAT EA B

= 4 (centrality) o1& WEHYA 7%
28 IS FYsls T2 Fota}y)
2 3] k=7 YEYA F4l

= SR8t FU4E e

o%

{0 o> %
ro
X,

4o
B
o

A= (degree) ?ré”éi 3 =T

At B tE Eso] AE 23 IEA
£ 7Ele® I kvt Al fXlskeE A
spetgth(Freeman 1978). 924 %E S44S
ol e IHEollA id ' o= W
Fol A2E rlshs W T4 (in-degree
centrality) # a3 oA Uk wieke] A4
S ouEk= 98k =414 (out-degree centrality)
OF FEH

24 Z414(closeness centrahty) o o1y

oj| 4] Wkgol| whah WaF <434 (in-closeness)
3 98k ZHA (out-closeness) &2 TE-H T}
(Freeman 1978).

7] 414 (betweenness centrality) = W]
EQ T WA g tv} @date wiha) &
A2} G&to] AEZ %MH.O_ =3 5= HH o)
THFreeman 1978). g+ =7} the L EF Alo]
o] ek 7=l vr]ﬂ%*r% 1 =58 url S4
Aol Zoldth o & E9] A, B, C k=71 IS
o A% CE BE B3liAs AE 2S5 5 U

7:1_(’3_ Bl: uH7H Z/\]%‘]O] -E_E_O_ L-l:.‘o]u]_
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7] 918 AFUE A (community detection)
EA0] gtk ol #HE °lFE ARFYEHY
TS FRIsks #H3t WHOE Blondel,
Guillaume, Lambiotte and Lefebvre(2008) <]
25X (modularity) ¥arelFo] itk UIEY
I WA Hlet EAS AYs REE5S i
slato] AlZtsletE g2 S8t =2 T4 Y
ot}

19671 B4/ ©ole] SAS vES s}
ato] AJZHA o= motstr] 918 WordNet 7]
Hke] Ajzbslel Word2Vec 719k AlZbslE 4
st AlztstE Qe A YR net 7
AL E O QEAA AZEE} E91 Gephi
(Bastian, Heymann and Jacomy 2009) & ©]
£33tk WordNet 714ke] A|Ztsh= Bt
3 Foo] WA VIES A Wl e
A VIEQAE /842 g AZtstst
HAA Rt B84 Tefe] 545 3t
stk ok Word2Vecs F Aolgh 29
7IHre = B8] who] 7] A MESA
= A

ox od

1L N

tlo

LR ERE

2 FoME= Word2Vee 718F WEY A9}
WordNet 7|9t IEQITE A Ztslele] HiE
AT -4 Word2Vee WIESIT 44
M 7 7EA ] Adolgk Bl = Word2Vece
593} PubMed Word2Vec R9& A48 &
AN o] 7k YEYIAES BAEoH,
WordNet VIEQZ T4l A& AataA vE
At Fool WA MEHYIE BTk

ol zbe] WEYI PHel B8 AT 255

oX

4.1 Word2Vec 7|8t HIESIT B4

(9 1) 1967 £33/ TotE2] PubMed
Word2Vec BES o]-§g YIEES Aot} 7]
1967 '==2k 19,0607H2] ol A] FellA] oA] 7}
FAZE = AES AL 18,942719] o
A& FAEIAT AAHEL] Mol 17478
1957441 0H YIELAe] 7A1d& Slal 47
T7F195%1 BE wojek A4S fAL Qe
TEEE FHE A&t & 9370(47.45%)
9} ol|A] 4,27871(2258%) &2 HE VEHAE
T4 ESY A dolol-2 Fruchterman
Reingold €72l5S 283tk o] 924
T BT R s, ARUE 41 daels
(Blondel, Guillaume, Lambiotte and Lefebvre
2008) & A-&3o] BEAS resolutions 12 A
APZ o 00672 370e] AFHEIR F2ATh

GE D= 370 A7HEel tigk e Vet
The A 3870] B TolE g o
Jom 7 =2 v1E9l 4086%5 XA AR
Ygjelt) tlx42l @oEE misunderstanding,
misapprehension, misrepresentations 2]
o7} et Ed 32710 ol Y 2=
A A9 34.41%E AR 8b w7y AR e
237h9] ©ol® FAdEe] 24.73%E AR T

(" 2)= 1967 B34 dolsd =2
Word2Vec BES o]-§-¢ YIEESFo|t} %7]
= 19670} oA 18,9547 5= ollA] 71527}
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implausible
tignabl cletegeee] nintogpat
questiona Econ us uninformative
q HEdubiRUS icatrei apprehension
o8 ilable

isundesstanding
! = %rﬁxny
unc
contreversy ;
= E = blmcom;}ﬂ'nenable

(21 1> PubMed 22 7|EF Word2Veco| £8HAIA cho] HEY 3

(E 1) PubMed Z& 7|8t Word2Vec UIERZS| ZEAN 22|52 HFUE]

A & | He EAQ ol

b 38 |40.86% | misunderstanding, irreconcilable, misapprehension, absurd, unsettling, misrepresentations
25 32 |34.41% | confusing, implausible, unconvincing, ambiguous, misleading, questionable

LieAs 23 |24.73% | puzzling, dispute, perplexing, controversal, mysterious, unresolved

unresolved
misinterpretation  unbridgeable

inconsistencies inconsisten
skq&c iste Eiency

'u'%ar

(gl 2y #+2 24 7|8 Word2Vece| E&AIM Chol HEYA
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A=) H—‘:— 127~195°1‘11 Ul
= S8l AEAE 192017321
TEETS U e R S A8t 9670
(48.98%) =9k 4,55470(24.53%) 2] SNA =
HEYAE +A9) PubMed EE 9] UES
A9t FUZ 71E BE ko 912E k&
e e E S W =5 5 970(4.59%) ¢
A 4 367H(0.19%) 5+ @Al o] PubMed
Y E S} FALS = ?%— VEo R W
Ak AAHEF 19591 ==+ questionable,
unconfirmed, confhctmg, unpredictable, inex-
plicable, inconclusive, baffling, flaw, peculiar
Tojoltt Ha A EE 94875019, AFY
H A darg]FelM BE4d resolutions 1
Z A5 008622 3719 AFUEIR 74
=l
(F 2= B84 7|08 Aue dgse o
o1& veRith (I8 1)¢] PubMed 24 714t
Word2Vec®] &34 WEL A Y3t

Mg 719 A 4RE Bekl sk
PR B4 HolES AARE FA
Kol g5oIek. T AFe 36708 BB @

o2 A= Qo 47] @Il inaccurate,
unsubstantiated, deceptive, unclear= 924
T 4ol 9olr), 25 A 37l E5hA
o] = 670 ©ol¢l misunderstanding, riddle,

34 dol 719 VEYA E4 B3 A3 257

deception, peculiarity, incompatibility, perplexity
£ AZAAE F4A0] 90|tk Wt AAke- 287)
o] B4 TE Ao 9o fUaH
improbable Toi7} AAHE F4l4do] 93o|th

(3 3)< PubMed 293 2 RdS 4§
Sk A3 1070 B3k o] 28 7+e] Word2Vee
FAE #e YUERdTh PubMed REdolx&
contradictory 2} conflicting ©o17} 0.899=2 7}
& ES FAEE 7H Tho] 2ol 9] 1071
Thol 4 7 0801739 Fholal AR /91 2671
o] o] 0801/d¢] ke 7HT 39l 107 &
o] & Zol| A controversial, uncertain, unclear,
unknown, debatable ©ol& 2719 E244
ojet =2 FAKE FAE B

e, T Y 7|0k B o] 8 Y
91 5919 ©ej5o] 080139 FAkE e 7HA]
= A0 FRIFoH, 070144 3k 7=
o] 2> - 3270 Tho] 2goltk 2] 107) o
Ao A baffling @ol= 371 ©o1Q puzzling,
perplexing, mystifying#} = FALE 362 7F
R, °]5 = puzzling, perplexing< 1% &
AHE 79108329 3te 7 Tl o s
H&th PubMed 29l vjs) 7= Rdl
G2 o] A sl AR v
AlEE Holw s ol 239 W
ShAA] Tol7t 214 Sl=(sparse)

=]
=3
- o srols
5 W e T Al

=7}

Mo o mg

(E 2) 72 24 7|8 Word2Vec HIEHZS 2&Y L112|E2| HFLIE|
PO S R Q) o
b 36 |37.50% | ambiguous, contradictory, confusing, inconsistent, vague, conflicting
ZE 32 133.33% | unresolved, vagueness, inconsistencies, inconsistency, contradictions, skeptic
LA 28 129.17% | controversial, baffling, puzzling, implausible, absurd, incomprehensible
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(E 3) Word2Vec A 7|8t &2 1074 S=HAY Thof &
seg) PubMed &4 T2 52Y
T o] o] FAEE @ dof ol A @
1 contradictory conflicting 0.899 puzzling perplexing 0.832
2 controversial debatable 0.894 weird strange 0.816
3 uncertain unclear 0.887 puzzling baffling 0.816
4 uncertainty uncertainties 0.863 contradicts contradicted 0.809
5 controversial unsettled 0.862 baffling perplexing 0.807
6 unclear unknown 0.855 myth myths 0.797
7 unknown undefined 0.852 dispute disputes 0.793
8 unsolved unresolved 0.849 controversies controversy 0.792
9 uncertain debatable 0.849 baffling mystifying 0.785
10 mysterious mystery 0.839 contradictory conflicting 0.785
3 oA Lesk BTE|ZE] FALE grolth UIE
4.2 WordNet 7|8t HEYT EM . o ,
39] #o]ol-2 Fruchterman Reingold &
421 A1 HEH T 24 THEE AEHUT /NS A3 27 =T
(d¥ 3 FsAE 7KHe + dolg 85709 271 oA 3397112 WEYANA A2
Lesk 9TE% /NO2 RAES A2 2 =S AEdte] ABYr} 301491 T 38
ol gk AlZtst E 4301@. trse & M(475%) < AR 29671(91.93%) 2 F+A 3}

Stk A1) PP FEETN AT

absurdiyaradox
perplexity

coﬁtroversy y ery
pecu |ar|ty ambivalence

radichign. o,
nS|st'é°ﬁE§)my

cpNsensus
In

fallac

puzzling

perglexing misinf

deception
mi‘ide

3> Lesk &112|Z 7|dt WordNet2| AtSHEAl HEYA
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Aol #g
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2 ki), Ake] PR E A= TolE £ resolutiong 12 AAsI 03209, #AFY
ag ©olo] Aelole} sielo = B F=HU o] e VIR FEEAT (E D= 7 A
op] o5& RE Al BFHe] gtk FUElS EHQ TolEe Jug ek
W 92 A W 7.7890]3 EEA (& 5)& 924= Fa41 10 °13 44
CE 4) Lesk ¥2|E 7|8t HIEHTS 2N d2|&E2 HAFUE
A T Hl& EA S ol
e 23 160.53% | mystery, contradiction, inconsistency, incompatibility, disappointment, peculiarity
bity 6 15.79% | misunderstanding, impossibility, misapprehension, misinterpretation, misconception
ey 6 15.79% | deceive, surprise, dispute, riddle, misguide, conflict
iy 7.89% | confusing, perplexing, puzzling
(E 5) AZFE S 240 10 ojakel SstAe Hof ME
= Bl W 24 9% 5497 RaRE 2973
1 contradiction 4 23 27
2 misunderstanding 11 15 26
3 inconsistency 14 12 26
4 incompatibility 17 9 26
5 impossibility 15 10 25
6 consensus 21 3 24
7 disappointment 12 12 24
8 mystery 16 8 24
9 suspicion 18 5 23
10 myth 10 13 23
11 misapprehension 9 13 22
12 peculiarity 4 18 22
13 ambiguity 15 6 21
14 unreliability 0 21 21
15 vagueness 4 16 20
16 indeterminacy 2 17 19
17 incongruity 18 1 19
18 absurdity 1 16 17
19 uncertainty 13 4 17
20 paradox 14 2 16
21 deception 5 11 16
22 fallacy 15 1 16
23 controversy 0 15 15
24 misinterpretation 7 6 13
25 perplexity 12 1 13
26 misinformation 3 9 12
27 ambivalence 4 7 11
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s

i

9} controversy+= Wk $A44d0] 002 HE
A2 #A S Wgko] Wo® et Qltk ol
53l WordNet oA E3HA] Tof F 749l
AZ &5t AF91ods g1 5 AUk =5
(G 5lME YeEPA] BFRARE 93k T4
o] 022 Yehd T surprise 2} skeptic

o]2 WgF FAAdo] 717} 5, 302 Edtt o
S UEYD WA B4 do] F A
Ao R &gl &3 HolEo|t)

(19 H+ WUP 2ug)5s 7ute s %
A A Tl FAIEE 2123k Ul ES 0]
o} 7t kB B d@olE YujEkal F o
TE A4skE diAl= WUP ¥7el5e fAE
otk 7S S8l 271 =& 86709F 27
o A] 486710 A UIESA AAAGE7} 3011
=T 3970(46.43%) <F oA 46170(94.86%) =
TARIT Bt AAAE 244 32 11.8219]
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=34

o] ZHe] VESA A #3d A7 261

3, B5/32 resolutions 12 A3t 0129 o17F A2 = A3 misinterpret Tol7F £
o AFUEL] 74 MIE YERITE (& 6)2 t} 3= ol UES A9} FUS ARFUE
254 A3 Jerdth 2 IS0 Al Tols B gk 3
wrre = FEE AFUENA o Lesk ¢ £ 7KAL ek
2YE 7|8 Y| EY A9} v Eke] misguide T (E DS UES I 283 dofs T 94
CE 6 WUP &12|E& 7[8t HESZS 2&8d H12[E2 HRUE
A2 T v & A1 Tof
e 20 51.28% | mystery, myth, ambiguity, unpredictability, incompatibility, unreliability
ulz 10 25.64% | misunderstanding, misinformation, misapprehension, misinterpretation, misconception
LS 6 15.38% | deceive, surprise, dispute, riddle, misinterpret, conflict
She 7.69% | confusing, perplexing, puzzling
(E Ty AHEE ZAN 70| 29 0|alel SHUN Hhof HE
4 oo W 44 % 44 JARE ZAA
1 misunderstanding 12 19 31
2 incompatibility 19 12 31
3 misinterpretation 16 14 30
4 misapprehension 9 21 30
5 misconception 24 6 30
6 fallacy 29 1 30
7 incongruity 27 3 30
8 uncertainty 25 5 30
9 indeterminacy 3 27 30
10 inconsistency 16 14 30
11 mystery 19 10 29
12 perplexity 28 1 29
13 contradiction 4 25 29
14 paradox 24 5 29
15 unpredictability 12 17 29
16 myth 13 16 29
17 vagueness 7 22 29
18 ambiguity 21 8 29
19 peculiarity 5 24 29
20 absurdity 3 26 29
21 misinformation 6 23 29
22 ambivalence 10 19 29
23 suspicion 22 7 29
24 disappointment 14 15 29
25 impossibility 17 12 29
26 unreliability 1 28 29
27 consensus 26 3 29
28 controversy 0 29 29
29 deception 9 20 29
30 skeptic 20 9 29
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(i 8) AZME IAY 7|8 HEYT H&E
o AAAE FAA4 S H)-&(%)
L3 1 181 78.7
AT 2 27 11.74
3 3 10 4.35
e 4 3 1.3
25 5 4 1.74
Ha} 6 1 0.43
b 7 3 13
LLiAg 12 1 0.43

gl T AR U UEATY
9] = 4o} v8-S YepIT) puzze Tl

AAAE FAdol 122 7P A 2o
o htel = goTY PHY R F
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18I/ B AA =& F 187%5 AFA|g
(1" 6)2 WUP €alels 7Iuke] Behdd

o] 7]F Folo] o] VESAR 7] k&
25471 <} 1357H94 A2 FAE UESFAA
60719 THE0 B ZA|sR= =2 A A5l 194
7he] _LLEQ} 135719] oA IEAAE A3
o} AAAE 2ANS 71F0R = yEYD
AH= (F 99k 2t} controversy izt A4

undepErRabity g crsatie

unsure

cryptical

uncertain B faledy
it wessenny MY SHifYing “opsry
unres ogmnc eptical wricky
issameive nreliability gbie  unnrten
drst r? pute disbebreng wpived
misunderstal i i
stand ... 9.,%3{1_ mlslaklng dlSiDI't. —
e T
misapgerhend mirtsansts rnlsmtsfprewtl?rr“"‘ e
problematical i controwprsaty
toug " ..rr-s onilatis
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(# 9) ATz Y 7|8t HEHZ FE
Py QAR T4 wEr W1&(%)
e 1 150 77.32
A5 2 27 1392
5 3 10 5.15
i 4 3 1.55
=5 5 1 0.52
o}e} 6 2 1.03
LAy 7 1 0.52
AL ZAA T2 7P EFQ =22 Vel (% 113 72tk WordNet Al A puzzle ol
th QAT FAAd0] 19 3 F 15071 o} FUF A AP T TR = Tho
EER AA RE F 71.32%F AAST, S0)AT FALEE AW o2 v 2= E S
T UES L] Apols Bt HHs] 48} t} o] Z beat ©ol7F 0252 7 =2 HA:
7] Sl ZH UIEAS] 244 =712 o3l = £ 7K9, mystify, gravel, amazes= 022 AF
EEs R A4S Hludlrh Lesk =5 AUk
G EFAME 497] Tof, WUP &aze]Fol B3 (& 10014 2194 Tl mysterious
A 407 o7t AAAE 2 o] i 7HA = Lesk ¥2]F 7|9k UIES A A4
o} o158 T A3} F 55709 Ife To Ax FAA0] 5oty WUP gaelEddMe
2 T Lesk €EF 7IW vESA FALEZE 0.2 AlEEo] Ed3R] oo,
o ¥ b2 Tole 67, WUP ¢ mysterious T <] Lesk €72l& FAK: 2
g 7Nk YEYA S3sHA] 2 ole IR= (3 12)9F 2] deep ©I7F 01322 7}
157 ]tk =, WA Ul "ol 00602 Y3
(GE 100 & 5570¢] sk =& 5 ZH | FAKE 3 7HAT
ENAS 9AAEE TH ol 5 ol FPHoZ FYEYIE vws|Ed WUP
9] 21 B9 AAAE JHE YeRHT o] UIEYA7} Lesk WES Ao vlaf X9} o
=< 27 19670¢] B dofd E3tE = 2 7} At} ol WUP &8ss 483}
ol o)t e W T T 7H AT 00 & AEE
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HEo 2 g Y E I E AL 128 7} ARE A 71N T GaEEe] vl 4
=2 E L EGAT WUP €855 7] Hx FUs AAE HATh 5, Lesk ¢2F
o2 gt U EQ AT EdstA] &urh o] WordNet 4 2]o] #AL] FALLE A&
71 ol 590 3] ARSI B 022 At S uf of7)¢] E4o] Aol WA U & £

ZH 7] wZolth E3AA T puzded &
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Word2Vec® WordNet 719t B84 whol 7k WIESA 4o &g A+ 265
CE 100 & & AZLFYE Al J(Hh A9 Bol HE

- QAL 244 % da4%
A el Lesk WUP 44
1 controversy 7 7 14
2 bizarre 7 6 13
3 muddled 7 6 13
4 puzzle 12 - 12
5 suspicious 5 5 10
6 peculiar 6 3 9
7 baffling 5 3 8
8 mystifying 5 3 8
9 indeterminacy 4 4 8
10 contentious 4 4 8
11 misunderstand 4 3 7
12 suspect 3 4 7
13 misunderstanding 3 3 6
14 puzzling 3 3 6
15 skeptical 3 3 6
16 distort 3 3 6
17 debatable 3 3 6
18 unreliability 3 3 6
19 unanticipated 3 2 5
20 unforeseen 3 2 5
21 mysterious 5 - 5

{E 11) puzzle EHO]

WOl |esk LTEIE FAIE

B34 dof ok Lesk fAH= gk
beat 0.25
stick 0.13
get 0.11
perplex 0.08
flummox 0.08
stupefy 0.08
nonplus 0.08
puzzle dumbfound 0.08
bewilder 0.08
baffle 0.06
vex 0.04
pose 0.03
mystify 0
gravel 0
amaze 0
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(E 12) mysterious THo| 49| Lesk L1E|S FAIE @k

2844 ol Lesk #/1= 3

0.13

0.06

mysterious cryptical 0.06

inscrutable 0.06

mystifying 0.06
Y3 Wo rdNet«l Aol g F FARE T 29 ¥ AR o]FojX HlAE A7
drEES ALstd UENIE NS 7191 Word2Vec 71%#} ¢dof ]3] Ho]EjH|
u WIE S 50| AolsiAl Uerstth 7t o] AP} Al e 2~e] 223t FE|Q] WordNet
YA EEE Al e Folo] A < 7Rke 2 B TdofE 7ke] Adds %
NAE HESH= Hl&o] tH]Eo] & A+ Ao g2 FAEI MEYIE 7|REeZ A Z3}st
delgel 54 dagge] A 18 4 o] 548 E&9tE B4 TolEe] WordNet
Aosivts AS We)7] A"ARE F 7l o] 719k 013]4 BAAJE of]2} Word2Vec 7]
Fe] fFARE G eSS A4St U ES A Hk oju)d IAANE BT AHEo 2N B3
EAS B B30 2R AEE A9E =5 A TolEe] BAL Fetsids Wtk opug
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