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Fig. 1 Flow of learning and detection process based on the NWD semantic score
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Fig. 2 Flow of error correction process
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Wi SN XVEBR) 2R3 ENTESL. Zo—RHED
RTIEC, EHHERTIE IC R 2 JUF LRk ) & X L&
Bl E N2 70, BIHOFTIE TR OFTIES )
ZHRILREHCIEETIELIC o L EHAiTIETE 5.
X 2 I D ETIEOHl 2R T, HETRLDIETIES N
P RETR LN RELZ I NVERTH S,
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3.1 Normalized Web Distance

Normalized Web distance (NWD) 1% Google #i5% % H
72 Normalized Google Distance(NGD) [6] 2> 5 HiR L 7=
FIETH %3, Google MR 2T TlEZm oM v ¥ v
% World Wide Web %7 —% X — 27 E4RRICTHEA T &
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K(z,y) — min(K(z), K(y)) (1)

max(K (z), K(y))

ZIT, K(z), K(y), K(z,y) 3ZnZnFH 2, y, z D
DyDaANEITO M (7 EKL TS aLETH
7N K(2) 13, HHEF 2=V v =y vz EDJifkE
BRICB T o 2N 5 7IcnE L hs 7Ta s
7 KR OE X (bits) DR/MED Z ETH Y, TRk
xRINs.
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KU@):pggngm (2)

L, U RHREIERE, pld 7 v 77 2o, 1(p) 135
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ML 2 TR O XTI BV TEET 2 & L IZFEBICR
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Qz) BWH-o EREL, MTFTD 7R 77 L P(n) 2 &
L&9.

P(n): $RTOzc {0, 1}" 2T, L K(z) >n T
HIUIHNT 3.
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X1, T, ., oy BN IN/ETE. 22T, Q(z) DELEED
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Thbb, NWD(z,y) =0 L IFRH » & Ry HEKRN
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BN eIl D,

NWD(z,y) =
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Fig. 3 Calculation of semantic score

(1) w; DRI B NEFEE, K3 D X9 ITUREIR K
THED, HIERSG c(w) £T 5 (w; BEIFEE R V).

(2) FHFE w; 1IT20V T, c(w) AOMo HEE & DFHEPIE
sim(w;, c(w)) 2K, NWD(w; ) £ 5.

NWD(w; 1) = stim(w;, c(w)) 4)
(3) NWD(w; ;) %25, ¥ NWDgye(w;) ZKD 5.,

NWDMAW%:%EZNWDWM) (5)
k
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4. FEBDOETIE

4.1 Conditional Random Fields

Conditional Random Field (CRF) [8] i, EICHATHE
IR F A v 7 2T 4 7 ADFHTHO TV
77 7RO E TV TCH D, X EDOBEE RO
F—7 RH %P, BFARBEIT— 5 RAnE 2 on
7L BN T RVRINDOGFMEMNMERIHE VI B L
5, 2 -UMBEZ oI TR L >TET LR
HEL, TAVT=9RNEANTBE, ETADVHEET
37 VRIS HENSE, ZDEE, F—YRINDK
T =8 =D L T EHEET % 7 L a2Eh YT
20 TR, RAIEEICH L CREEHEET 2 7L E
BF—=ICED Y TE, ZhF, TFLEERICT— Y
DEARLEE L, 7 VVHEERIC T — F BOBR % EIE L
7o bT, BT DTNV EHET S L TEBTE S,
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B 4 Confusion Network D44
Fig. 4 Example of Confusion Network

ATV BEE TV E, STHEEHRERCHE SN
BHOEE» 5, FHFEIH L CTER»EY D7 L%
HELTHLRINIRY) v IEEZZ, CRF TET L
ft9%. CRF ZH WA ) BINE 7VIE, RS R
EZNUICHIB T 32EERI LTy Z2HWTEEIN, A
NXERDORAR L HEZRET 5 2 LM TE 5,

CRF Tl&, AHEES o T 375 05y D5
PR Py | o) ZRAD & ) ICEET 3.

Ply|x) = Z(lx)exp@j Naaly, 7)) (6)
T IT fo 13BN (FRERBUCN T 2EHA L RS, Z(2)
FaTiEs T, XATEZoNnS.

Z(I) = ZQXP(Z )‘afa(yv'r)) (7)

RIRA=F X &, FEHT =2 (2,y,)(1 < i < N) D5 R
SN L E, SRR (6) DRERIE,

N
L= log P(y; | ;) (8)
=1
ERAICTS X EFIND, ZuE, ERT7LFID
AAL DT RTD T VFND AR EDEDPERKICK
L9 FETE LIS TS, pEE, #Boa -
#ETHS L-BFGS i [9] IK k> TiTb 3
FRANE I X o TR S N ER AR P(y | ) 2 H
WT, 526N ANEEH oo 2 RERH T ~L
g zROBMEL %2, g, TRbEI(9) 1 Viterbi 7
N XL TN 2L TE S,

g = argmax P(y | x) 9)
y

4.2 Confusion Network
REL TV B AT LTI, CRF I XS THH ikt
DL, hoBARIMEBESIZ 2 L THYETIER
19, AWTIE, HEITLDOBMDETIEZRIT) 2DIC, e
REFLDZEBL L L T Confusion Network % > [10].
Confusion Network 1%, ¥ ihamkan D NEBIRAE % 558 5>
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ORKER Ry P — VRGN L - b DT, HFEAD
B/MUBICHE D WA GRS B ) 2RISR TH 2, K4
1 “FAEILY L) FERER K L 7-B% D Confusion Network
DEITH S, RERTHE NI I EEEN ML I N5
GHEEEER & L TRBLE T T, Confusion Set & MFE
ns, 4 HiZiE 4 5D Confusion Set 23T\ %,
BEEOR S FEWEMZENL T ERAEME D,
M OBITIE “Fh Al 13 L5, 7 TRINIEBIER
IVIERS LR, RAIHEE A EL 2\ 0w 2 L2 FIRL Tw
%, N-gram 28} % X VERIZOWTE, fhoHFEL
BRICZ VBB L WY HGEL LTS,

il Z1Z, X4 ® 3 %FHED Confusion Set 121k, “fififid”, «
B, Y D3 ODBERBBAET 5. S LEDFE
HAZESIL “FL filifiE 1& & 72 %25, CRF I & - T “flifd” &
WO HAGERIRD 72 EERAT B 2 L HRIUE, 2 T
HbGE LEESHZOND,

4.3 BOFETEZNLIVYXL
HifiiCib 7z X 912, AFTld CRF 2 TR ETIEZ

179. i, CRF IC & 234 D 1A D8 1 135 P il R

D 1-best HGEF % > 3 [11] 28, AFHTH» % Confusion

Network IZIXFFH D X VBB DS EHFET 50T, kh%

D¥EFT—8%2RMMHT 257012, Confusion Network D

GRS (i), o5 AR, =1

HEEFICIE 7 RY) v 7 L7 b D%, CRF 12X > T#EH

T2, BEBEAEEES L L, HEEE AN Ao R a7

DY (A S BAT) “FEHICKRE S 2 BEEZ A

b0 THS, DITHEMIC, BEBEHEGEID, 2hzn

® Confusion Set ICE W TFEHEN=HFH & & 2 1iEL

RN7bDTH5D, T, F=EMD7% 0 Confusion Set

WowTE, B TBERICH, 58 T BEAIA 2> Confusion

Set I DWW TIE, H—EEMichlioTw2, 7, FHEICH

W H#EMIE, RETHERS, 1TARLZEY D e

TNOY¥EE, DT 7N X LICHE> T2 HERD TIE

2179,

—[RIH, "XVE %D OmHET L,

(1) 37— % % %558k, Confusion Network % HiJy
5.

(2) Confusion Network D —fEfiisllo Az E ML, 7
AFF—=%EL CRFICX2#D BHZfT> T, 1E#
7N EMNET 3,

(3) ANRERIIMEIZ T A b 7= % BTw L, B EHE
SNZFEIIT B IIE 2 ITD TICRDHGE~ET, 31
D EHE S NzFEIX, WiET % Confusion Set 7> 5 X
ICHTEER S W2 E O L, BEHmITHH)—
£ CRF ICk 230 %17 .

(4) Confusion Set DHIZ IEfRHEFEDFE/ER S, Confusion
Set DHIZ X VBB HIUIZ N2 EINT 2,

® 1 HFEOWEME L HMM DR
Table 1 Speech analysis conditions and specifications of HMM

16 kHz
MFCC (12 dim.) +A MFCC (12 dim.)
+A power (total 25 dim.)

Hamming window

Sampling frequency

Acoustic feature

Window type

Frame length 25 ms
Frame shift length 10 ms
Acoustic model Triphone (3,000 states)
Number of mixtures 16
State 5 states and 3 loops

(5) Confusion Set DHIZIEMRHEE S X V&R b fEE L &
JUE, FAEHEROR O EVIEELERT 2,

(6) TXTD Confusion Set IZDWTIEAFIC 3,4, 5 ZH#ED
S

2lH, "XVEBLLOMHET V)

(1) —~EIHFTIEBROE 155 2 VEBR 2 #REER L 72 b0
ZFALT—=FEL, EBRI VL —REETERD 7
)L HWS,

(2) DA, ~MIHDFIEFENE 2,3 ,4,5, 6 LFAKET
b5,

ZOT7NTY XLDFER, CRFICLDERD LHEI N

DS, B HEINETITESNS,

¥/, TAARERFINEAIZ ) LR 72DlE, CRFICk->T

PETIOEN & LT bigram, trigram ZHWTWw3 2

EDS, BIOWEEPIIIEEING L, %2 OHED EZLHE

DEDLLZENH 2D THS. HlAF, 2 Himbhom

D J OV 6T B BEEFICOWT, 1D HDHEE

DETIEE NS &, bigram R 5, 2 DHDHFED IE@E S

RVIZEDDB I DD B,

5. FHMEER
5.1 RERFF

AR TIER—RA L 25580 AT LT, KiBHEs
kT v Y v Julius-4.1.4 [15] Z w5, filkD > 2
TLEIFRLRD, BRA RERBRECHWIIG U 72 2T 4
DOREEDRG -, FERNE SIS NTH» S,
DI, A7 LICREREEETVESEETMIZOVT
R Z,

HFHEE TV, CS] O¥EEHHD 9 B, 953 #iE (B
787 A+ 166 ), FF 228 RS OFEEE 0 6
ER L 72 HMM 2 W7z, H2ahraeft & HMM O ik
BER1DEIICR->TwS, 1IRREHHDRSDTHENL
16 E LT3, 7 v 7R 16kHz, BRI E
1% 12 Rt MFCC £ #0837 —, 12 Xt MFCC O—X M
FEMAT25 RILTH S, SIHET VL, CSIOFHEK
ILXEDI L, 2596 diHOEESK I LCHLFEFHL
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£ 2 N-gram DY VY —
Table 2 Number of N-gram entries

Unigram

25,300

Bigram
731,728

Trigram
2,611,952

® 3 FH, WT— 5K
Table 3 Number of data

Detection model Training Test
Number of lectures 150 301
Number of words 311,374 113,289

7z N-gram Z 7z, N-gram T P =13 2D Lk IH I
2o T3, Julius 1& 2-pass BERZ{TH>TE D, HifEHE
U2 bigram €7V, %A ZIHERICI trigram €TV
ZHV3,

T2, AT 1 2R T X, NWD 25E T 5% 7%
SOT—F (2 1), REFECURA 2 7 25 LR D e
TNEERT LoD T—%, §HliT—% D4 oD 7 —
Zxy AL 7.

NWD ®a— SR & LTHID 7z R D 2@ %2 HE L
7-. —OHIZ, CSJ pFEEML I LIGE, 2,672 #iHT DT —
Y ThbH. NRTEE LTHH, 85, AT AR %2 BN SR
L, EERBUT 48,371 THoTe. NAZEH 30 SEFE LY
3 LR X H & SGEOHAL E L, CEEUL 76,767
ot ZoOHIE, vz 73 —,3Z L LT Yahoo!AIFEE
T =& RX—ZDEZE 5000 FifF 2004 4 4 H — 2009 4 4
HETOEZZFMA L. M3 ICBIT2E®KRAa7%2KD
2 B0 HEEEA I 3 #5657 > D Confusion Network 12
B 2 HEAEMERROHEEFI L L 7-.

BOBMINE T VOEE L, FHliiC Ve T — e 3
WRY, BRDBRIE T VOSAEITIE NWD a— 32 LRz
% 150 T OEE T —5, FHlilci3EE 7T - 28 %k
W 301 B DEFR T — 8 %2 ZNZ LW, Confusion
Network 1 Julius IC k> TH AL T3,

5.2 RERfER
ROBHFEHORLFDIALA T L OBOBERLT
W3, Znzh, “SUB” IFEHERD, “DEL” IZAIBRED,
“INS” (FFFAGAD, “COR” IZIERHEEDETH 5. “Recog-
nition Result” (&, Test 7—% X v b & &Rk L 72 BEOHK
2% b Confusion network D AAFER (CN-best) TH 5.
“N-gram model” (& N-gram & Confusion network LD 1{g
A2 FMEE L72b D, “LSA context model (Baseline)”
1% Z 1UUZ Latent semantic analysis(LSA)[12] IZ & % kA
a7 EMATFETHS. “NWD context model w/null”
IEXHRA 27 & LT Normalized Web Distance % H\>7z
b D, “NWD context model w/o null” 1 F50 & F1EIE—HE

0 EET— Do XVEREHIR L D TH L. %
nENAVIHFEEZR 41079, O (), X CREEM) 2
FRLTVS, IRTCOFEERIOPHT—FET AL
T=zHeTws,

“Proposed method” %, $ERFIETH B 1 ICfE->TH
Wiz T o 1R TH 5. “Proposed method " Tl €
TNE22O2HVS. mEIE “NWD context model w/null”
TEIEL 7248, §Hli 7 — & £ D IR S 7z X Vg 2
b <. Z D12 “NWD context model w/o null” ZH\> 2.

£ 5 T T & 912, Normalized Web Distance % F\>7z
MDFTIERR—Z2 54 v L5 LSA Z V7 Fik L iR
%L, 2 a— 8208 Yahoo! HIFEE D& & CST DEE
T, TNFNHGERDED 107 KA v b & 259 KA v bk
BLTWS., oI, IREFEOBEBAD LIFARD 0B
BRONILHoTOT, FRELT, HEERDERDS/N
I %> T\w5, “Baseline” EHIKT 5 L, 32.77 % o
2832 %F TIETL, b—%)LT445 KA ¥ PREL .
DI, SREFRIC X 2T EH 2R T

o I : N IZ#EE T dho &k
o HMER NI EE 2o &

o 1[HHFTIEM : #E 7

o 2[MHETIERR : T BE Ho 7

o IEMESCHE 3 SH X0 WEH © S5 B HER &0 B
EEV DT IWNSo To vy T B

o WkHIA T 0B w ) FFPA KD FEH @ J5 A i 0
L HLDhBlihokltw) Ltz

o 1IIHETIER » F9 13 5P KO MEH 0 5 &2 &
Liw D J o o b w) Tk

o 2[HFTIER T 13 SH &0 WEH 0 51 45 k%
BLEW L DT Wil 7zt vw) TR

2FHOHITIE, ~MIHDETIEICBWT Tobw 9 /5
P IEL/BEEV) RERKN Yy 72 FOHIEIE
LAFTIEIN TS, 7%, WiF0H 5, 2BIHDETIET
T/ 2y R TR K DEH/SH K O EH ) 7 ST
MEEEHECETIER S W I 30D 5.

6. BHHIC

ARGTlE, N-gram 12 X 2 %0HHE & NWD I X 2 EHEf
S ERE RS L CE AR D Z HEIETIE L,
GEaiEE e m LI 3 FEERE L.

NWD MW7 EF ik, kT TH 2 LSAIC LS
XRZE W7D BTIEF Ik & AR THEERIOBEPE L X )
KCORBL, GFEEVFIETCENTH S Z L 2R TE L.
F 7z, FEWRD Yahoo! HIFEHE L CSJ L vwocavk 7
PR 22— A TH, FFEDFIETE 7.
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Table 4 Features used in each model

Confidence | LSA | NWD Null )
N-gram score score | score | node skip

Recognition result X X X X X

N-gram model @) O X X X

LSA context model (Baseline) O O O X X

NWD context model w/ null (1) O O X O O

NWD context model w/o null (2) O O x O X

Proposed method (1 + 2) 8 8 i 8 8

= 5 Tk L REF L0
Table 5 Evaluation of each method
SUB DEL INS COR WER [%)]

Recognition result 28,446 | 5,453 14,751 | 63,871 | 42.94
NWD context model w/o null 23,088 | 6,966 9,625 67,416 | 35.02
N-gram model 21,522 | 7,848 | 8,204 | 68,400 | 33.17
LSA context model (Baseline) 21,049 | 8,324 7,757 68,397 | 32.77
NWD context model w/null (Yahoo) 20,469 | 10,130 | 5,316 67,171 | 31.70
NWD context model w/null(CSJ) 18,073 | 11,524 | 4,597 67,873 | 30.18
Proposed method NWD w/null + NWD w/o null | 15,118 | 13,534 | 3,431 68,794 | 28.32

E 7, RETFHEICK DACETE L R THFER D L
32.77%5 5 28.32 £T, 4.45 FA ¥ bEL 7. ZiuH
RPFEICE D, HEER ) D X OVEB L EDS LI, X ILE
% b h ofE 7V TITIET % & RIEEMSURA 2 7 Tlftn
TZHEEDIR D DETIEI N, Z D% X VER Z 2031 HIkR
L, ZVEBZLOETIVCTIIES 5 2 L1 X 0 RiFHEEET
EDOHBREINTwDE EEZLNS.

SHROBEE LT, MBI Z2T ) o@plgL LT,
CRF 2 L 7-F5TH % Conditional Neural Fields [16]
ZHATAIESEZ L, 1, AWRTIREKNNEY
7 % o4, BhiE, WA O A NWD XIRA 2 7 % ff
L7 SBELTE, BiET2 T3, T8, T REDB)
FEc b XRR a7 A5 35 2 ik, RE#EZ DT
CHEBHEEOSURIED oz D TIE vt b s,
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