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Abstract

The negative sampling (NEG) objective function, useavord2vec, is a simpli-
fication of the Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE) methodcG\was found to
be highly effective in learning continuous word represgoies. However, unlike
NCE, it was considered inapplicable for the purpose of legrthe parameters
of a language model. In this study, we refute this assertjoprbviding a princi-
pled derivation for NEG-based language modeling, foundhea movel analysis of
a low-dimensional approximation of the matrix of pointwisetual information
between the contexts and the predicted words. The obtaamggibge modeling
is closely related to NCE language models but is based on @lified objective
function. We thus provide a unified formulation for two maamguage process-
ing tasks, namely word embedding and language modelingdbais the NEG
objective function. Experimental results on two populaglaage modeling bench-
marks show comparable perplexity results, with a small athge to NEG over
NCE.

1 Introduction

Statistical language models (LMs) are crucial componenisany speech and text processing sys-
tems designed for tasks, such as speech recognition andmaaenslation. Language models learn
to predict the probability of a word given a context of préogdvords. Traditional LMs were based
on wordn-grams counts and therefore limited in the scope of the densd context for reasons
of data sparsity. However, Recurrent Neural Network (RNifigluage models, which can consider
arbitrarily long contexts, have shown consistent perfaroceamprovements, recently outperforming
n-gram LMs across a range of tasks.

An important practical issue associated with neural-ngtkd/s is the high computational cost in-
curred. The key factor that limits the scalability of traalital neural LMs is the computation of the
normalization term in the softmax output layer, whose co$niearly proportional to the size of the
word vocabulary. This has a significant impact on both tragrand testing, even when employing
modern GPUs, and especially when a large vocabulary is (&e¢kral approaches have been pro-
posed to cope with this scaling issue, including importasasapling [3], hierarchical softmak [119]
and Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE) [9]. NCE reduceddhguage model estimation problem
to the problem of estimating the parameters of a probaibilishary classifier that distinguishes be-
tween samples from the empirical distribution and sampéeated by the noise distribution. This
method significantly reduces training time, by making thetad training independent of the size
of the vocabulary, yet still requires the expensive norpadion at test time. NCE has been applied
to train neural LMs with large vocabulariés [20] and was aiscently successfully used to train
LSTM-RNN LMs (see e.g[[23]15]126]).

In a related research line, continuous word embeddings i@xe=n useful in many NLP tasks. In
particular, the skip-gram embedding model with the negasa@mpling (NEG) objective function
[18] as implemented in thevord2vec toolkit, has become one of the most popular models today.
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This is mainly attributed to its scalability to large volusnaf data, which is critical for learning high-
quality embeddings. Indeed, recent studies have obtatatstsf-the-art results by using skip-gram
embeddings on a variety of natural language processing,taskh as named entity resolution and
dependency parsing [21,[2,]17]. The same embedding appcaadie used for sentence representa-
tion [13] and context representation [16]. Recently, Lenst &oldberg[15] offered some motivation
for skip-gram’s NEG objective function, showing that by rimaizing this function the skip-gram
algorithm implicitly factorizes a word-context pointwisgutual information (PMI) matrix.

Interestingly, the NEG objective function, commonly usedléarning word embeddings, is a sim-
plified version of the respective NCE function that is usethimuage modeling.

The main difference is that while both NCE and NEG objectivections include the neural represen-
tations of context and predicted words, NCE includes intamlithe numerical word probabilities in
the noise distribution. Dyelr[7] argued that although NE@ BICE are superficially similar, NCE is
a general parameter estimation technique that is asyrogligtunbiased, while NEG is most useful
for learning word representations, but not as a generglgaar estimator. In other words, the claim
was that the simplified NEG objective is not applicable fargaage modeling tasks, where you
want the output layer to be a probability distribution.

In this study we show that the NEG objective function, in spf its simplicity, is suitable for
training an unbiased language model estimator. We presaeitiation of a NEG-based language
modeling algorithm that is founded on an extension of thesplztion of Levy and Goldberg[15],
which showed the relation between the skip-gram algorithchRMI matrix factorization. We thus
provide a unified formulation for two main language procegsasks, namely word embedding and
language modeling, based on the NEG objective function.

The obtained NEG language modeling algorithm can be viewethariant of the NCE algorithm.
It has a simplified objective function formulation whichalls it to avoid heuristic components and
initialization procedures that are used in various impletaton of NCE language models 23] [5]
[26]. We compare NEG to NCE language modeling by evaluatieg perplexity measures on two
standard language model datasets with different trainatg dnd vocabulary size. Our results show
that they perform comparably with a small advantage to NE& dICE.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In $aliwe provide a formal derivation for

how learning Euclidean embeddings with the NEG objectivecfion can be used to approximate
any discrete joint distribution by means of PMI. In Sectidnv& apply this general principle to

language modeling and formalize our proposed NEG LMs. Ini&ed we describe the relation of

NEG LMs to NCE LMs, and in Sectidd 5 we compare empiricallypleeformance of LSTM-based

NEG and NCE language model implementations.

2 Euclidean Embedding of a Joint Distribution

In this section we extend the skip-gram with negative samgplSGNS) word embedding algorithm
[18] to a general setup of embedding a discrete joint distidim. We also extend the algorithm
analysis of Levy and Goldberg[iL5] and provide an explicipression for the quality of the PMI
matrix approximation obtained by the embedding algoritivie later show in Sectionl 3 how this
generic PMI approximation concept is applied to the tasknfjlage modeling and converted to the
desired conditional probability estimates.

Let X andY be two random variables defined on alphabéis and Ay, respectively, with a joint
distributionp(x, y). We want to find embeddingg i € R? for everyz € Ax andy € Ay, that
best reflect the joint distribution of andY in the sense defined below. We can represent a given
d-dimensional embedding by|alx| x |Ay | matrixm such thatn(z,y) = & - . The rank of the
embedding matrixn is (at most).

We define the score of a given embeddingf Ax andAy to be:

S(m) =" fay(m(z,y) =Y foy(@-7) @)
such that | |
fay(2) = %H(p(af, y)loga(z) + kp(z)p(y)logo(—z)), z€Ax,y€Ay,zeR (2)



whereo () is the sigmoid function and is a positive integer. The objective functiéiim) can be
viewed as a log-likelihood function of a binary logistic regsion classifier that treats a sample from
a joint distributionp(z, y) as a positive instance, and independent samples from thenavginal
distributions as a negative instance, wltilis the proportion between negative and positive instances.
Given a fixed embedding dimensionalitythe optimal embedding is the one that maximizes the
objective functionS(m).

The (shifted version of the) pointwise mutual informati®M]) function is defined as:

pmi(z, y) = log PE.Y) log k, re Ax,y € Ay. 3)
p(z)p(y)

We denote hereafter the matrix whose cell-entries are thevplmes as the PMI matrix. It can be
easily verified thaff, ,(z) is a concave function of and the global maximum is obtained:at=
pmi(z, y). Hence, for each paier, y) € |Ax| x |Ay| we obtain thaif, (7 - ) < faz.,(pmi(z, y)).
Summing over all the pairs we obtain that the global optimdrihe embedding score function is
obtained at the PMI matrix:

me m(z,y)) < me (pmi(z,y)) = S(pmi). (4)

The optimald-rank embedding matrix: is the bestl-rank matrix approximation of the PMI matrix.

We next derive an explicit description of the approximatiterion that quantifies the gap between
S(m) andS(pmi). For each matrixn we define a distribution adx x Ay x {0,1}

pm(z,y,1) = q(z,y)o(m(z,y)), pm(2,y,1) = q(z,y)(1 — o(m(z,y)))
such thay(x, y) is the following mixture distribution:

q(z,y) = —(p(x,y) + kp(x)p(y)), re€Ax, y€Ay. (5)

k+1
Applying Bayes'’ rule we obtain:

p(z,y) ()
p(x,y) + kp(z)p(y)
Theorem 1: Every real valuedAx | x | Ay | matrixm satisfies:

ppm|(1|x7y) = U(pml(xa y)) =

S(pm) = () = KL (<1l (1) = 3 ppmi(o.:2) log e @)
x,Y,z
Proof: It can be easily verified from Ed.](6) that:
pe) MBI (oo pmite ) = a(epppmillle ) @
and in a similar way
) _ 0, y) om0l 0). ©

The definition of the score functio$i(m) (@) implies that:

S(pmi) = S(m) = 7 (o) og ) k(o) log T ) (10)

Substituting Eq.[(8) and19) in EJ._{10) yields:

(]
= alz.y) Y ppmizl, y)log]M (11)

p 55 m (2]2, )
and finally using the definition of conditional KL diverger{6¢ we obtain:
= KL (ppmi(zlz, y)llpm (2|2, y)).0 (12)
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The definition of the joint distributiom,,, (x, y, z) implies that marginalz, y) distribution is the
same for all the matrices:

Pm(%,y) = Ppmi(e,y) = q(z,y).
Hence, we can equivalently state Theorem 1 using un-comaitKL divergence:

S(pmi) — S(m) = KL (ppmi(, ¥, 2)l[pm (2, , 2))-

Theorem 1 implies that the optimal d-dimensional embeddivigich maximizes the embedding
scoreS(m)) minimizes the KL divergence between the distributions defiby the embedding
matrix m and the PMI matrix. Note that since KL is always non-negatieeobtain as a by-product
another proof that the embedding sc6ifen) (@) is maximized by the PMI matrix.

The embedding problem we address here can be viewed as a faatarization of the PMI matrix
that best reflects the joint distributigr(z, y). Previous works have suggested other criteria for
matrix factorization such as least-squafés [8] and KL-gjgace between the original matrix and
the low-rank matrix approximation [14]. In our setup we Idok the best low-rank approximation
of the PMI matrix, based on the KL-divergence criterionetiain Eq. [T), that best reflects the joint
distribution of X andY".

Levy and Goldberdg [15] showed that SGNS’s objective aclsdteemaximal value when for each
word-pairz, y the inner product of the embedding vectarsy = pmi(x, y). We derived here the

same result for the general setting of embedding any jositidution. The result i [15], However,
tells us nothing about the lower dimensional case wherertitgedding algorithm is actually inter-
esting since at that case the PMI matrix factorisation isddrto compress the joint distribution and
thereby learn a meaningful embedding. In contrast, we gdem/above an explicit KL divergence
expression{|7) for the low-dimensional matrix-factoriaatcriterion that is optimized by the SGNS
algorithm.

Assume that we do not know the exact joint distribution. W drave, instead, a set of samples
{(z+,y+)} from the joint distributiorp(z, y). We can use a Montecarlo approximation of the expec-
tation computed by the scoilg (1). To compute the first terr@pive only go over the pair&e;, y;)

that appear in the training set. If the alphabet sizes ageJar is not feasible to compute the sec-
ond term of[2). Instead, we can approximate the expectatjosampling of ‘negative’ examples.
The negative examples are created for each (pairy,) by drawingk random samples from the
empirical marginal distributiop(y). The objective functiori{l) is thus approximated as:

k
Segns = Y _(logo(Z - i) + > _logo(—&y - ij;)) (13)
t i=1
such thaty; are i.i.d. samples from the empirical marginal distribotidy).
The SGNS word embedding algorithim [18] aims to represerit eacdx and each context worgl
asd-dimensional vectorg andy such that words that are “similar” to each other will haveilim

vector representations. Applying the objective functidd)(to the word co-occurrence statistics, we
obtain the NEG objective function maximized by the SGNS athm.

In all the derivations above we were focused on approxirgadtia PMI matrix. We can apply a sim-
ilar analysis to obtain d-rank matrix approximation of the log conditional distritmn log p(y|x).

Define
Seond = Y _ fuy(& - § —log(kp(x))). (14)
Z,y
ThenSeonq is optimized whert - i — klog p(z) = pmi(z,y), i.e. whenz - § = log p(y|z). Hence,
thed-rank matrix that optimizes the objective functifp,,. is the besti-rank matrix approximation
of the log conditional distribution matrix.

3 Language modeling based on PM| Approximation

In this section we apply the embedding algorithm descritieda to the joint distribution of a word
w and its left-side context We utilize the connection between the optimal embeddinthe PMI



matrix factorization to construct an approximation of teaditional distributiorp(w|c). As a result
we obtain an efficient algorithm for learning a language nhode

The joint distribution of a word sequence satisfies the chai
logp(w, ..., w,) = Y _ log p(wilc;) (15)
i=1

suchthat; = (ws, ..., w;—1) is the left-side context ab;. We use a simple lookup table for the word
representation and an LSTM recurrent neural network toiolatdeft-side context representation.
We train the word and left-side context embeddings to mazerttie objective (13):

k
S=> (logo(i-&) + Y logo(—ii; - &) (16)
w,c i=1

such thatw andc¢ go over all the words and contexts in a given corpus and.., u; are words
independently sampled from the unigram distribution. Wewskd above that by optimizing this
objective we obtain the best low-dimensional approxinatibthe PMI matrix associated with the
joint distribution of the word and its context. Hence, if #frabedding dimensionality is large enough
we get a good approximation:

W - @ =~ pmi(w, ¢) = log p]EEUu[;) —log(k) a7)

which yields the following estimation of the conditionastiibutionp(w|c):

pwle) oc exp (@ - E)p(w). (18)

Thus, we finally obtain a parametric language modeling,evaloiding the softmax operation over
the entire vocabulary. At test time we need to multiply thépoti of the parametric model by a
unigram word distribution and apply softmax over the vodakyuto obtain a normalized conditional
distribution.

Following [1€] we can sample negative instances from a smaatgram distributiorp®(w) such
that0 < o < 1. By tuninga, one can interpolate smoothly between sampling populadsyas
advocated by the unigram distribution, and sampling allds@qually. Each entails a different em-
bedding. The optimized embedding based on negative sagrfplim a smooth unigram distribution
satisfies:

p(wle)

p(w)

Note that once we set a value farduring training we also need to use the same value af test
time to compute the conditional probabilityw|c).

—

W €= log

—logk. (29)

In our approach we use the same negative sampling approadthyshe SGNS word embedding
algorithm. To correctly use the learned embeddings forrestng conditional probabilities at test
time we multiply the parametric model by the unigram probghif the predicted word. We denote
our approach of using negative sampling for language moglels NEGLM.

4 Connection to Noise Contrastive Estimation

The language modeling algorithms that are most related t@pproach are those that are based
on the Noise Contrastive Estimation (NCE) princigle [9]. efé are several applications of NCE
to language modeling that mainly differ from each other ®y/nleural network architecture used to
produce a parametric representation for the left-sideesamif the predicted word [26] [23[]5]. In
this section we first briefly review the NCE algorithm in theataxt of language modeling and then
explain the difference between the standard implememtafidlCE and our approach, which can be
viewed as a simplified variant of NCE. NCE transforms the peater learning problem into a binary
classifier training problem. Let{w|c) be the probability of a word given a context and letp,, (w)

be a ‘noise’ word distribution (e.g. a unigram distribufiohe NCE approach assumes that the
word w is sampled from a mixture distributioﬂq(p(wk) + kpn(w)) such that the noise samples
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arek times more frequent than samples from the ‘true’ distritouti(w|c). Lety be a binary random
variable such thag = 0 andy = 1 corresponds to a noise sample and a ‘true’ sample, resphgtiv
i.e. p(wle,y = 0) = pn(w) andp(w|c,y = 1) = p(w|c). Assume the distribution of word given

a context has the following parametric form:

1 o
po(wlc) = 7 exp(W - ¢+ by) (20)

such thatd andc are vector representations of the warcind its context. Applying Bayes rule it
can be easily verified that:

pncely = 1w, c) = o(w - ¢+ by —log Z. — log(kpn(w))) (21)

whereo() is the sigmoid function. NCE uses Eq._[21) as an objectivedin a binary classifier
that decides which distribution was used to sampleFor each paiw, ¢) from the training cor-
pus we samplé wordsu, ..., ux, from the noise distributiom,, (w) to createk negative examples
(u1,¢), ..., (ug, ¢). The objective function optimized by the NCE is:

k
Snce= Z(logp(y = 1ljw,c) + Zlogp(y = 0Jug, c)) (22)

w,c =1

In principle, to find the model parameters, we need to esértted normalization factor function
Z. for each context. However, it was found empirically [20] that settirify = 1 didn’t hurt the
performance (see also theoretical analysi§in [1]). Chexh. 48] reported that settinpg(Z.) = 9
gave them the best results. In any case, once the NCE classifiained, at test time we still need
to apply softmax({20) over the vocabulary to obtain a norpealiconditional distribution.

Mikolov et al. [18] suggested the negative sampling (NE@ining procedure, which is a simplified
version of the objective function optimized by NCE. The mdiffierence between NEG and NCE
is that NCE objective function comprises both samples an@nticit description of the noise
distribution, while NEG uses only samples. The binary dfasgion score used by NEG (for word
embedding) as well as by our proposed NEGLM is:

pnegy = l|lw,c) = o(w - ). (23)

Comparing[(2l1) and(23), the NEG objective function is siengnd is a more stable input to the
sigmoid function, since it is easier to guarantee that tpatito the sigmoid is concentrated around
zero with low variance. It can be viewed as an automatic ioitgbatch normalization of the input
to the non-linear activation function. If we consider the®l&bjective function[(23) simply as an
approximation of the NCE objective function, while using same NCE formulation at test time we
obtain poor results (in terms of perplexity). However, kaINEG, we apply the correct procedure at
test time, which is multiplying the output of the parametriodel by the unigram word distribution.
The three possible LM training strategies are summarizdadlte 1.

We can also view our approach not just as an approximatidralba as a special case of NCE by
settingb,, = log(kp(w)) in the NCE objective functiori{21). We can address this insiespatic
way. In the NCE we use a parametric model for the ‘true’ disttionpg (w|c) = Zi exp(W- ¢+ by).
Assume that we instead apply NCE on a parametric model fogtiogient of the true distribution
and the noise distribution:

po(wlc) 1

= —exp(w- ). 24
) 7 p(@ - ©) (24)

Applying the NCE formulation defined above ¢én}24) we obtain:
p(y =1w,c) = o(@- ¢ —log Zc) (25)

SettingZ. = 1 for all contextc we finally obtain the objective function we optimiZe]16).

As mentioned above, it was found empirically][20] that settZ. = 1 in the NCE objective function
didn’t hurt the performance. The connection we establigfetdbeen NCE and matrix approximation
can provide a simple explanation for that empirical obstisma The NCE can be viewed as an
algorithm that finds the best low-rank approximation ofliyep(w|c) matrix (see Eq_14). Assume
we obtain the best-dimensional NCE approximation with word and context enthegsw, ¢ € R?
and a normalization factaf, = ) exp(w - ¢+ b,). We can form ad -+ 1)-rank embedding



Table 1: Comparison of the objective functions that are fsettlaining and the obtained conditional
word distribution between NCE, NEG and NEGLM algorithms.

train test
NCE p(y = 1w, ¢) = o(W - ¢+ by — log(kp(w))) | p(w|e) o exp(w - €+ by)
NEG p(y = 1w, c) = o(w- 7 p(w|c) o exp(W - €)
NEGLM | p(y = lw,¢) = o(w - €) p(w|e) o exp(W - €+ log(p(w)))

(w,1), (¢, —log(Z.)) € R with Z. = 1. The NCE binary classier in both casespig =
lw,¢) = o(w - ¢+ by — log(Z.) — log(kp(w))) and they yield the same language model. The
optimal(¢+1)-rank NCE embedding with normalization factéy = 1 yields a better approximation
of thelog p(w|c) matrix than thed+1)-rank NCE embeddingv, 1), (¢, — log(Z.)) € R**. Hence,
ad+1-rank model withZ. = 1 provides a better conditional distribution approximatiban ad-
rank model with a properly defined.. Therefore, setting the normalization factor to 1 does not h
the performance.

5 Experiments

We evaluate the performance of the language modeling mettiisdussed in this paper, using the
popular perplexity measure on two standard datasets. Wat@léme NCE language model HEE.
We use the heuristics that worked well in [23][26], initiatig NCE’s bias term from Equatidn 21
to b, = —log|V|, whereV is the word vocabulary, and usirfg. = 1. We denote our proposed
language model a8EGLM. We also evaluate a variant of our model, denetLM-B, where we
adopt the learned bias term used in NCE. In this mgdelk= 1|w, ¢) = (@ - ¢+ b,,) and the bias
termb,, is initialized to zero. We note that the goal of the evaluatiescribed in this section, is to
compare between the discussed language model variantsthedmme terms. We do not compare
our results to state-of-the-art as we do not have sufficiemtputational resources to learn models
that are large enough to be that much competitive. Neuralar&ttraining typically requires making
several hyperparameter choices. We describe these clhalossand stress that for fair comparison,
we followed prior best practices, while never optimizingsk hyperparameters in favor of NEGLM.
All of the models described hereafter were implementedguie Chainer toolkif [24]

The first dataset that we used is the Penn Tree Bank (PTB).shoreof this dataset that is commonly
used to evaluate language models is available from Tomasldill It consists of 929K training
words, 73K validation words and 82K test words with a 10K weodabulary. To build and train all
compared models in this setting, we followed|[25], whichiaebd excellent results on this dataset.
Specifically, we used a 2-layer 300-hidden-thitSTM with a 50% dropout ratio, to represent the
left-side context of a predicted word. We represent enderitence as a special <eos> token and
predict this token like any other word. During training werfpem truncated back-propagation-
through-time, unrolling the LSTM for 20 steps at a time withever resetting the LSTM state. We
train our model for 39 epochs using Stochastic Gradient @&s(SGD) with learning rate of 1,
which is decreased by a factor of 1.2 after every epoch stpditer epoch 6. We clip the norms of
the gradient to 5 and use mini-batch size of 20. We set thetivegampling parameter to= 100
following [26], which showed highly competitive performaawith NCE language models trained
with this number of samples.

As the second dataset, we used the much larger WMT 1B-wordhioeark [l introduced by [T4].
This dataset comprises about 0.8B training words and hakleohie set partitioned into 50 subsets.
The test set is the first subset in the held-out, comprisirgKlsords, including the <eos> tokens.
We used the second subset as our validation set with 165Kswortie original vocabulary size
of this dataset is 0.8M words after converting all words thatur less than 3 times in the corpus
to an <unk> token. However, we follow [P4][10] and trim thecabulary further to the top 64K
most frequent words in order to successfully fit a neural rhtmdthis data using reasonably modest
compute resources. To build and train our models we use &siméthod to the one used with PTB,

1We will make our code publicly available.
Jhttp: /7 vwwy T1t. vutbr. cz/ ~i m kol ov/ rnnl ni si npl e- exanpl es. t gz
3[25] use larger models with more units.

Ahttp: /7 ww. st at nt . or g/ I m benchrar k/ 1- bi [ 1 on- wor d- [ anguage- nodel 1 ng- benchmar K- r 13out put .

ta


http://www.fit.vutbr.cz/~imikolov/rnnlm/simple-examples.tgz
http://www.statmt.org/lm-benchmark/1-billion-word-language-modeling-benchmark-r13output.tar.gz

with the following differences. We use a single-layer 5i@den-unit LSTM to represent the left-
hand context. We follow [11], which found a 10% dropout ratéoé sufficient for relatively small
models fitted to this large training corpus. We train our middejust one epoch using the Adam
optimizer [12] with default parameters, which we found taweerge more quickly and effectively
than SGD. We use mini-batch size of 1000.

Table 2: Perplexity results on test sets.

NEGLM | NEGLM-B | NCE
PTB 98.35 100.69 104.33
WMT 65.84 65.62 69.28

The perplexity results achieved by the compared models etth test sets appear in Table 2. As
can be seen, the performance of all models is comparableNEBLM models outperforming the
NCE model by a small margin. Furthermore, we see that our NE@&lodel performs as well or
slightly better than the one enhanced with a learned biagpooent (NEGLM-B). This suggests
that the learning of our NEGLM model is robust as is withouttsa component.

6 Conclusions

In this work we first derived an information-theoretic foatidn for the relation between negative
sampling and PMI approximation. This analysis extendsiptesvanalysis of Levy and Goldberg

[15] to the case of lower dimensional PMI matrix approxiroatiWe have shown that the simplified

negative sampling (NEG) objective function, popularizedhe context of learning word represen-
tations, can be used to learn parametric language modelSI(NIE) as well, as long as the correct
procedure is followed at test time. Thus we provided a unifipdroach based on PMI approxi-
mation for both word embedding and language modeling. Asiatythe relation between our pro-
posed NEGLMs and NCE language models, we have shown tha thiey are very closely related,

NEGLMs have the advantage of a simpler objective functidm|eWNCE LMs require some heuris-

tic measures to achieve such stability. Empirical evatuetishowed that in out settings, NEGLMs
slightly outperform NCE LMs on two popular perplexity meesbhenchmarks. As an additional con-
tribution, we provide a formal derivation to how any disergdint distribution can be approximated

by means of learning continuous embeddings with the negatimnpling objective function. We use
this to derive our NEGLM model, but independently this alsovides an alternative interpretation

for the NCE learning method.

References

[1] J. Andreas and D. Klein. When and why are log-linear medelfnormalizing? IMNAACL,
2015.

[2] M. Bansal, K. Gimpel, and K. Livescu. Tailoring continueword representations for depen-
dency parsing. Iissociation for Computational Linguistics (ACL), 2014.

[3] V. Bengio and J. Senecal et al. Quick training of probiabd neural nets by importance
sampling. INAISTATS, 2003.

[4] C. Chelba, T. Mikolov, M. Schuster, Q. Ge, T. Brants, PeKa, and T. Robinson. One bil-
lion word benchmark for measuring progress in statist@aglage modelingar Xiv preprint
arXiv:1312.3005, 2013.

[5] X. Chen, X. Liu, M. Gales, and P. C. Woodland. Recurreninaénetwork language model
training with noise contrastive estimation for speech gadtion. InICASSP, 2015.

[6] Thomas M Cover and Joy A Thoma&lements of information theory. John Wiley & Sons,
2012.

[7] C. Dyer. Notes on noise contrastive estimation and negaampling. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1410.8251, 2014.

[8] C. Eckart and G. Young. The approximation of one matrixampother of lower rank.Psy-
chometrika, 1:211-218, 1936.



[9] M. U. Gutmann and A. Hyvarinen. Noise-contrastive esiiion of unnormalized statistical
models, with applications to natural image statistidsurnal of Machine Learning Research,
13:307-361, 2012.

[10] S. Ji, S. Vishwanathan, N. Satish, A. Nadathur, J. Méthand P. Dubey. Blackout: Speeding
up recurrent neural network language models with very laogabularies. ICLR, 2016.

[11] R. Jozefowicz, O. Vinyals, M. Schuster, N. Shazeer, ¥nd/u. Exploring the limits of lan-
guage modelingar Xiv preprint arXiv: 1602.02410, 2016.

[12] D. Kingma and J. Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimtion. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

[13] R. Kiros, Y. Zhu, R. Salakhutdinov, R. Zemel, R. Urtasén Torralba, and S. Fidler. Skip-
thought vectors. IfProceedings of NIPS, 2015.

[14] D. D. Lee and H. S. Seung. Algorithms for nonnegativerimdactorization. InAdvancesin
Neural Information Processing Systems, 2000.

[15] O. Levyand Y. Goldberg. Neural word embedding as iniptiatrix factorization. InAdvances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2014.

[16] O. Melamud, J. Goldberger, and I. Dagan. context2vearhing generic context embedding
with bidirectional LSTM. InProceedings of CONLL, 2016.

[17] O. Melamud, D. McClosky, S. Patwardhan, and M. Bansahe Tole of context types and
dimensionality in learning word embeddings.Rroceedings of NAACL, 2016.

[18] T. Mikolov, I. Sutskever, K. Chen, G. Corrado, and J. Bedistributed representations of
words and phrases and their compositionalityAtivances in Neural Information Processing

Systems, 2013.

[19] A. Minh and G. E. Hinton. A scalable hierarchical dibtrted language model. idvances
in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2008.

[20] A. Mnihand Y. W. Teh. A fast and simple algorithm for tnéig neural probabilistic language
models. INICML, 2012.

[21] A. Passos, V. Kumar, and A. McCallum. Lexicon infusedas®e embeddings for named entity
resolution. 2014.

[22] S. Tokui, K. Oono, S. Hido, and J. Clayton. Chainer: atrgeeneration open source framework
for deep learning.

[23] A. Vaswani, Y. Zhao, V. Fossum, and D. Chiang. Decodintp\warge-scale neural language
models improves translation. EMNLP, 2013.

[24] W. Williams, N. Prasad, D. Mrva, T. Ash, and T. Robins@taling recurrent neural network
language models. ICASSP, 2015.

[25] W. Zaremba, I. Sutskever, and O. Vinyals. Recurrentalenetwork regularization.arXiv
preprint arXiv:1409.2329, 2014.

[26] B. Zoph, A. Vaswani, J. May, and K. Knight. Simple, fagiise-contrastive estimation for
large RNN vocabularies. INAACL, 2016.



	1 Introduction
	2 Euclidean Embedding of a Joint Distribution
	3 Language modeling based on PMI Approximation
	4 Connection to Noise Contrastive Estimation
	5 Experiments
	6 Conclusions

