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AL, KE . A, WHEACE 5 M. B 4 ANEE 9 MHERAE Z XA R+, £
K-Means % X% B FEE, T AN KERIRA. AXH LR HIE L E T SemEval2017 £ 4 7 HIE £, B
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1 3|5

TSR IAE & —Fh LU B TET- By, — AN U H) I8 35 >R FH ] USR5, i) 7=k —
AL SR g R R R LR — AR LR ) L B AN EGE A DA BRI S X AR 2
SCEAERR T N, Blan, Pk Be T B4R R H R A T SO TR R, AR, BRI T — 2
HABR L, TE AT H A B v A B m i 22 EANE, 8 5 PRt 3 330 007 B ERAE . A ki, G TE
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“thick” AXUIEH], B BAREDN “sick”. FREBIRICIRRT K H BRI, 7 fie 5 G R A5 ) I X, T
IR ABA) I BB (R, AT WSS R B A28 B0 e 52 3 )R . DRI, LA A LG T B e — A M A

XA VR AL R W BRBR A 1) — NI 9090 3, FEAWLAS L Rl RGEAE T A S H. b
HABR R A, A Bh T m N S8 S8 B RI/KF, AN SHLES 18] (VA 8 A8 45 50 4 N5 N 18174
8. 2017 SEEFRE CPFN (semantic evaluation) A& AT ASET AL 02 8 T HABRFNXOOGIE ), X B 4T
HuHESD 1 HLAS X e BRI ) BB FT. RORTEAE N — A R BRIV, I LA F R s, A b
HVFZ X7 H AT LAE.

2 MExI{E

B RIRTEAE XA (K — R, 10 0T AR K — & o0 LA W BRI R 1, BT DAL A2 Wy R
TR —DEE NS T HMEER . SO ANEE X 3 ANT7 I 244 H il E WA 2R R TR, =&
FERT AT % BB % E BORE A, AR 2 A A D7 AR

2.1 HERAIHERMAR

1R 2 WU TE R A [ 1R W BRUER, W BRAE N — FIiE BTN, ReOE RGN Sl E A . i
SR, AT B M A PR E, %2 ATTEBR. JLEEEEsR, EAR1E 5 A FE h A5 1R 22 6 T e BR IR 7
T FAIRIE 78 A,

YT W R 5 T I 78 A B HABiE S 22, 2009 A1 2010 4, Taylor 4 23] WAEHAERSCA, 4544
ERZ IR0, BA) S T MR TE A IR AL 2012 4F, Antonio £ 1 I HIBDRITE . A5 AR VE RIS B0 A
FRAE IR tweet SCAIIHAERME. 2012 4F, Yishay %5 O] 78 tweet SCAH, RAM. V0. JEAANES
SERFAE R WA BRSO, 2012 A 2016 4F, Pascale 25 0~8] BRyE T (3G FARNE D AT (R KIEAE ) B RHE,
3 AUEH CNN, CRF Al LSTM 7325 iE G & AISCAR R RRFAERL Al F R e ER. 2014 4F, Zhang
2 191 R GBRT BEASH B MG ER () tweet SCAS. DA RS SC Wy ER OB 78 TAE, HoAhis 5 g — e 2k
R TAE, FEEALFE: 2007 F1 2009 4, Rosso 25 1011 i F Ngram 58 = A FIE W ERBF 7T ; 2016 4,
Castro 2% 12 ffi ] KNN 1 SVM PRAI FHEF SCRIRGER. B T DAL WgZRAR A5 T 1) TAE, thg —2 T
HAER A= BIGIIT 9T, 2012 4F, Tgor 4% 13) JLT SSTH BH G i ke BRIE ) 4= BT 9T, PN 4T 20 i 77 20
PR AE BB AT RCR. 2013 4E, Alessandro &5 M) @b 1715 B 4, A2 i ER SCA, SR N TaFAk 5 5%
Tk WA ER S5 2.

T ERTH SR T, [ I AU AT T MR, 2015 4F, ST 5] M T KB v R
JE, X6 T R R R A AT DU S 7V 2016 4E, R s (1] [a] ke BR B TR R R G S, Ve
BT IR S A 2 RIS RN, 6 T A ER AR B A T M AT e oAt S T
WA ER TS AT TS 5 SR B R 7 VEIEAT TSRO AT 8 H BTSSR ER IR IR AL TR AR I B, it
RN TR R, AR AR K 1 R = 1),

2.2 WXRIBHIHEXHAR

MURTERAVE A B BRI FUE— > 73 3¢, FE BB PR SRt b 3 (5 — ) 3R RN SR 5%
A HIRF . 2005 £, Ritchie 58 U7 FEXP SIS 5 700 (O2EAH_E, MTES IRl B SRl & SRR,
E O 2008 £F, Hempelmann '8! BFFE XSG H ARIA 1 B 301850, LI BAERSOAS (9 B 324 e L.
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2009 4, Hong % MO F Bl BUE SURAEFITE VA 25 FIRBR AR ONOGTER. 2011 4F, SEREHK 2% 1) Chloe
£6 (200 g J5 A5tk P < TR A S H A A8 P Al - T A S PR Bl S5 3 5 67 e — A Bl ] /8, 4 HH 22 g v A
SIS R PR ANRFAEAE T8 SCRISCAE TS SRR TE. 2015 4F, Yang 55 21 7E “pun of the day” MU
2 AR W BRRT B A, R R BRI L NBRAE ELANE B KUK SEAREAE 0N 1 B B AR PR A 5 K s sk
W SEROBUORTE IR, 2015 4, Tristan %5 22 fE4E 4y LESK Sk At _ERIF 700G (1 10] ST B, 2
A AR S — & M A1 A el PR AN BRI T B, — 2 WordNet Hin] SRR T, IANTT
AT LESK S92 SCHIE R 2 119 8. 2016 4, Tristan K —FiF SRS TG TE K
FEE 1B LB ES (the isolation of the intended meanings), J-8E K WSD-inspired Z Gt iTAl 15 XX IE.

2.3 EEWXIE

W R A R TE ) — MR A HSR AR H s i 2 [ F AT 8 AH [F) AR ALL R AR, 81 T e 3
B ARALL R R 0T B X 7 T AH R AR Rk 4 JTFE. 1986 4F, Arnold 5§ 23] BT XK TE S
B, A= 2140 RUSGETINT. 1991 4F, Wlodzimierz 24 £ Arnold TAEE:AH FIEE T 3850 AMXUKCTE
A E FR i BT XS, 1996 4F, Kim 55 251 I B 981 & o i) g (261 i) s 38 AR ABA PR R0 D0 A pse A 2 AR ALK 3]
XF, T ROGTEE K. 2003 £, Hempelmann 25 271 £ Wlodzimierz Bl 785 Ak 1 AE il —Ff a7 5 (118 &
BARMN R, TV A2 UG BIOCTR R 0B, 2015 4, HiHAE K% Kao 45 B8 SR HBIHITE (ambiguity)
FIUREE (distinctiveness) PIANRFAE, LAE & LAY A HE AR Tl A BR DG 2016 4F, Jaech 55 291 SE AR
WE R ITE R, P2 B 73 O 5 3 L WVEANSCAS 3 AR IR, AR TE 5 BB R & XU,
FG T 1 XS o A A BB L. 2017 4E, Samuel %% B0 FIF Google ) n-gram Fl
CMU [k 3 1a) it 5 Bl i 3 W5 R 5. Dipankar 25 B FIB& Markov 5 Y05 I 5 R 28, S FH 1B
R PERRAE SRR IR A . 2018 4, Diao %5 32 FIJFH WordNet FTESC3E iR 5 2% 31 WX 4% 1R 1 XU GG

ST, T HABR SO TE (A T KB 3 Bl — R ilid BARXOGE L4, 8 XEF A
BRAHE; A INLE - 21777 SVM, KNN FIRBE 5% 2] 5547 B 7 iR R BT =2 e ORI E
BCHAER SO AR . H ATE TN GREE SR A N TR & UGB AT ST L.

ASCH)EEGTERAN T : (1) 42 I & ROGE A 4 ANGERERRIESE; (2) FETCUIZRERI SR T,
K = XCHAE R RRRE. ST 2 T T s BRAUBUGE TR 77 TR 78 A 26 3 54 H AT
ROV R 4 AR R HRFAE SR AN B = SCHIE B8 b U 3 XU I 3 4 5l 7 BR SR AR 5%
EEEA 5 ATHIH T I ATE SemEval2017 BRI SIS R, 5 6 LS T AR TAE, IR
A AR BAE.

3 IEFEWXRIBHIRAIHREE
3.1 EFRAPH 4 MEERFHES

3.1.1 BMIERE

FIT i SCi% B B 2 Fia 3 0 R SCRT DU & S A1) 1 2 AN TR1VE 2 SORHE R R B 133,341
Hh AL B A AR, P AR R R B R S5 I Mok B°) Al ek ar, LA SCF B R
1. Pollatsek % 126 DURISIUNIVE S B BE AR & Z3 M RAEIE 18 57 tH I IEF . ZEXOGE R,
T SCIFE AR R A — A B AR AE, B “Psychiatrists like Kentucky Freud Chicken” 1 “Hotel owners
usually have suite dreams” P#)H “Freud Chicken” Al “suite dreams” MJFEECAREAC, AR
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fics& “fried chicken” Fl “sweet dreams”. N | ff R ok )@, A& G A)H Unigram B ANHE K E
(senlength) W/ MRFAERRAETE A1) HE SOE L.

Unigram fHACZEE A1) thalJ 48 AR, A8 FARZBRAIG, DUJEE SO I FE RIS, A SO G S
M (language model) 5] HH IR B K F8 BC B B AR A AR R

T A AR UE A TR AL B I AN TS A R AN B R R R Al A R R N B, AN RE AR
AR B ) B (H B R BB B A I B 2R . PR EBOK, 1R 1 3% W RIS,

3.1.2 BEMHXE

B SOM 9% B T SRk ) 78 T mh iR SRR B2, IV a6 1] £ ) v 5 85 18 SO, %
o3 1) 5 A0 I AR SRR BEBOR,, LR FRAH R B S K A E N BEA O A) (0 H ARl ki i) 5 i 4 (4 7 SCAR
KPR WordNet BT ) Similarity 4% FH5, SeF BI5GB a IR BLRE, SR J5 i 4%
R PARABL EEAE 1A (K18 SR OGBS, Rk © NIBEEY RIAES, H o1, 00, 03,..., 0 A, Wi
R (1) i o M3 SRR

Relate(c;) = MAX)_, (Sim(¢;, wy)), (1)

Horb wy, AFEAHREE b ASFE. BABEANER] s B1E SUHR R A X (2) Fios:
Relate(s;) = MAXT, (Relate(c;)), ¢ € C, (2)

Hrp ¢ NEEY )G RETE SR, WERBCHESY A, Wz MBsca i R . — MBS
SCARIREEREOR, i B 45 21 (14 318 AT RE 2 H A ia], A8 A2 AR XU AT RE Pt K.

3.1.3 BETEM

CMU K& (CMU pronouncing dictionary) #& - N &:HMEfE K% (Carnegie Mellon University)
WER, MRS & s T RIY . Bl AT RS AL 55 134000 /MA] 2%, BRI SRR F R 9305 R
£E Arpabet.

] B —ANE ] UL 2N AR, A SCEEROE S 5 R ] — N S TR e, SARAT—
AR VLA Z I S F T iR, T YRR 2 MR B AR [ MUA F AL, R AR ] A ]
EARAE CMU K& i rp &3k 5% A — RS M FE RRTE, WS4 S HALRIRNE, & ZS8H X068
b s S E AR AR B A, AR Jaech 45 29 Sh e & Hoo & DU & SHE 2
AV AR . 220 s B U, SRR S P R B2 A 3, AR N IR A 5 9 e

3.1.4 EXIFIE

AR AT 5 AMRFEAE 9 8 1 W7 ) 15 2R ALE -

(1) N BUEANA 7, JIWrE A i 421 2 o N4, JSBEXCRIE AR Z N4, TTHLE
“Tom” HBUSRELE, HFHRACEA.

(2) KT, HWHEA P RS RIARAERNGH, KSR — SRR mimE 4 s, RIAEARNE
G X, RKE A SR A 5 - EE ST TR

1) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CMU_Pronouncing_Dictionary.
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Sentence features
matrix

Bigram_vaue <thr1
or sen_length >thr 2

Y N

Semantic
relevance >thr 3
N

Include syntax
features

Bl 1 (REIRRE) — IR EEA

Figure 1 (Color online) Puns recognition algrithm based BDT

(3) WETA. HIMT— BT A RIS, — T 2450, MR — 4
TRLERS, WA A LGS, LA BRI £ RS RS, TR
— KA T R LA LA AR 7 £,

(4) FPERFIE. LRI A FOR S By, 44 Bl 2 ROl (0 O

(5) RCELRHIE. —MOWK ) IR0 IV (0050, T L S8 s 2647 JRAIE S5 i
5 4 1 A S R AL

B8 ARSI, B TARBIRUOGE, R R BB AR &SRS 0. 5 MRS
FE MR U A R, SR i B ST L —SEREAE, VR A T LA B

PR B XK TR,

3.2 EIRRIEE

ARSI SCGEMIE | A8 SCHRRE L 1HH T RIEANEARESE 4 ANERERIRAIE, SR — SCH)E
BEVR IS E XS, ] SemBEval2017 4£55 7 HIERL, AR 55 3 B2 58 BOUR IR R, R R
SRBENASE, BA IR, A WD FITEAGH]. FrEAFRATR A = SCA)E W 5322 IR 15 A2 75
Kl PER AR AR T2 R S — AR, R R — R, AN 45 O A R,
PUONA SRR = o2, BT 45 jiar PR «qa)” fil “ARXRA) . L3k 4 AR
K, BEANYERER B — MR 45 5, R R 1.

2) https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Binary_decision_diagram.
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Statistical results of unigram values
Sentences

number
500

400
300
200

100

0 I [ UL Il 111
0 2 4 6 8  Unigram values

2 (MEMFE) Unigram EREREE

Figure 2 (Color online) Sentence density on unigram values

RN BT S;, B eRIEES) S; th & Bt BREAERE M, i NTERIH S, j AR Lk 4
ANYEFE I A RHIE, SRS RARFERERE M BN = SCHUER AN AR 7 45 ORI AN R B AR
HEFIWT 2 /T A2 B OAXRA), N SRR, FIREE . IR AGE, MRS 20N N5 A, ARUCRHE. 1R
AT HARFAEER AN 2, Ui AN L& O UGB AR AR AE, T4 H 58 AAERUGA).

M1 BERT AR ), 5 F)3F B BRI SO Q5 AR B U0 X4, BN B 2 3 80
o] ZR A v, AR R RS T A HIREA ) 9B, D 1 A& B 7 it SEBIME, 430734 Unigram
B EAEJKEEFE AR 3 ANMFEAE M, B K-Means 71528, K-Means 5152 $ 8 H 45 0T J5 )
FERG 5 FREAR R BB, L (centroid) fEFE AR AL B 5o i 455 7] T 5 2% e
MIAERL. BT REAMRERE RS, FATREARREMAERRTE MK, BB A WAL, G 1E5F 4 5D
YEJBIA, PRy B /2 JERURITE I H e, A3 50O @ RS I HH oL, SRR RT LA 2097 18 A B 220K, B
BT R MR T A FIREAS 73 Dy I U SR 0O TE 2R B CoAE D9 IR, RIS —MRPAERE 1451 73 1
i, J5 TR AT RFE AT DA IE 7 245 . A SO 3 ZRRHIEHS /2 — 410, 73 30/ Lot — M EUE, 7T DA E 2
YENEME. B 2 LA Unigram 86, Giit 7 RHMEE S R —RAEE MBS BOE RIS R, BARSR N FTA W]
BEHY Unigram HUE, DALFRNIEAECE. 3 MFEHFEL L K-Means 25, S FNE 1 FUOLE N
ZRHERRE, K Unigram FFAE . 75 A BERITE SO G BE B BIE 5 51 : 6.5, 100 F1 0.3. R4E Bk
BRAHL, SR = A AR, 38R G IR 1 1 A 8] 2.

4 HBEERESEE
4.1 HiE%E

ASCHISEEAERIR B SemEval2017 TAE5S 7 & X CHE (heterographic pun) ). T4 7 B &
PIRIERL, 15 WFHKIE (homographic puns) FIE & X IK1E (heterographic pun). FATHISLI0E 1 &
RRIEHITERL, TEMAF S —, BHRAIE A2 I N RORHE. B R AR, WA IZE, AR
KA W3 0758 k. B RA XML #20, B MEAH — text TTRFR, NITHEES

3) http://alt.qcri.org/semeval2017/task?.
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MUES =, EA) R AN 37 word T RN, LIBIEA)E & i, #E —ANE— PR R, 155 EE
B, 6 1780 AMiEA), HARXSETE 1271 4%, AEXEH] 509 2. XML SCAFEARKE a0 R

<text id="het 5">
<word id="het 5 1">Are</word
<word id="het 5 2">evil</word>
<word id="het 5 3">wildebeests—/word>
“word 1d="het 5 4">bad</word"
<word id="het 5 5">gnus</word>
<word id="het 5 6">?</word>

</text>

4.2 FNIERR

ARSCRFMERR . A IR ORISR F1E 4 TIPE0SE IR BIECR. W R A F oy 41
ANBOCAE TP, F B IEG AN BGCIE FP, BTN A 745 B AN EcE BN, S T 5 1
MNEECAE TN, A4

Precision = (TP + TN ) = (TP + FP + TN + FN),

Recall = TP + (TP + FN),

Accurary = TP + (TP + FP),

F1 =2 x (Accurary x Recall) =+ (Accurary + Recall).

4.3 EHEEER

THEE % B P 22 08 B 1Y) Unigram {ERE, T HIFE A2 Unigram F 3118 5 4%
M (language model). 1 F A H ARG F AL B b2 R O G628, H AT E2ER M n JCIR AR
A (ngram model). XA TEE, AHIC I I HOR L LR . 18 SRR F 2R — TR s 1Y)
WA p(s), B AFREH s BN, [ s BRI w, wa,ws, ... w, B, P(s) AT
LU

P(wl,wg,wg,...,wn):Hp(wi|w1,...,wi_1). (3)
i=1

ER AKX IR AT RK, W8l o, HT280d 2, AR IEFIIZR. FrLlsebrSH 2
KH n JGiBE, n =1 B, Bl—J6307% (unigram), IAREAMAEZIOLAZER. n =2 B, WOREE @ A
] w; S ERTTH ) —MEAM DG, BN ZI63C0% (bigram), MRS, TNTH BAZJ6300 0061, 45 P(s)

TSI, R
P(w1,w27w3,---,wn)ZHP(wi|wi71)- (4)

i=1

AR KenLM Toolkit B8] T B AL, YIl%k ngram 15 S M. Hobill 2035 Rk B A7 B E0E 4 105
Bk} (newswire sections of the Brown corpus) B9, iERHIEN 6G.

5 SCIGZER

BORAE TR XOEIE L 1780 4AHURE, b REE 1271 %, JEWIGIE 500 4%, ASCHLiESE 4 MY
FEIT 9 AMERE, SZEGEE SRR 1 1 2 Frk.
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*® 1 FHEEMBIR R TEIR AR

Table 1 The pun recognition results of superimposed all features

Features Precision (%) Recall (%) Accuracy (%) F1 (%)

Semantic transparency 46.57 28.80 88.83 43.49

Semantic transparency + semantic relevance 48.88 33.02 89.85 47.22
Semantic transparency + semantic relevance 62.87 57.12 86.22 68.72

+ phonetic expansibility
Semantic transparency + semantic relevance 78.48 82.93 86.39 84.62
+ phonetic expansibility 4+ syntax features
The number one of 2017SemEval [30] 78.37 81.90 87.04 84.39

* 2 DHERSHEEFHENIRAIHR

Table 2 The recognition results of each dimension features

Features Precision (%) Recall (%) Accuracy (%) F1 (%)
Semantic relevance 32.02 4.88 98.41 9.30
Semantic transparency 46.57 28.80 88.83 43.49
Phonetic expansibility 52.58 39.89 86.37 54.57
Syntax features 69.61 63.49 91.29 74.90

M 1 R LA 4 AR IRRAE SN AN B R G 1, SRl 5 )3 B R B AR TR 2R A
BE EREAR. INESCHREE G, AEZEM F1ESRGE T 3% ifA. BIMAEST BTG, F1E
KIEFEFER T 21%, 1 PUAAIRAE S5 R HIE 5 W SeE, 156 o2 75 7618 5 M R B A UL i 3 e ial
SER B R A — A EE R E, WRRBE OB E S R AR, A543 AA) 7l B AT R 1 X
KA. BJGMANZAEIERHE G, EHEMRREA TR T, F1E XIS 15.5%. 1X 3B X008
TELEBVEANE A — R AR A, Bl S a2 504, 4 AN RERIEAR N G, 232800 F1{EiX
F] 84.62%, 0 SemEval WA AT 45 R EE— A mh 0.3%, UtBH LA 4 ANERERFIEAE 1 8 XOC TR R
A BT I RCR. N T B M REANREE RIVE L, FRATT A3 B P RN R AR B AR 2, 25 R
* 2.

M 2 AT LLE H, 4 ANEFE PR R R AT Ll s i, T2 B 4 MR ZE R K, 18 SO SR BE I 43 [l R
K, (EREI 2R BT, 155 98.41%. R BRI RAA #0708 DUOCHE HA 1 SCORICME, R 2R 4
o Ut B LA XA 4 B R AL A5 ) S AR UG TE . A [0 S e e R R B VR 2, 1A 3 63.49%, /218 X
AL 13 £F. S & ZANMHIE, BANMSIERR DIlR 7584 A 2. B AEHEANE S R
P22 10% Zidy, FEihZ AR —3 NSRS Rl LI 4 DNEREIRHIE, MR AR LR s, ik
B —REAE PR B R IR, SCHE B 1) 5 i S 3 EAB R o ), B 1B IE RN S, RS A R,
PRAERE R K 73 3B 2 & IERA IR, BANRRAE B 7 [ 2880 LA, BBUE & A = SCHE R I 7 3, A
FHELE G, A 2 SRR I 7 A ml 26, ZANRRIES I, S 28 (0 A B 208 ) & BEK P

F 2 PR U0 A TR VAR S FRORG B 2R A (B R s, RGBT AR &R R AR
H, BATRAE FBREEE T 3 MREIRBIRCE, R NEK 3 iR, R P A HIEBRFHEE S
3 AMRFIEZA F TR B0 8 B R, e rpod 25 i A HRRAE 73 (3] RS A R A s i, FITCA FLfEL B i,
NZHRHEEA B R B 2. AT L, B A ARRAE 2 XOOGE R 5 1 — A EE R
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* 3 3 MIEERERNRAIAR

Table 3 The recognition results of three syntactical structure features

Features Precision (%) Recall (%) Accuracy (%) F1 (%)
Names 42.75 20.61 96.32 33.96
Capitalization 30.56 3.93 76.92 7.49
Tense 67.08 58.22 93.03 71.64

Br T K-Means 7 iESRURME, A0 2208 H L ABBIE, BL Unigram B %1, 7 548 H 4.5,
5.5, 6.5 F1 7.5 NRME, F1 HKIKN 86.09%, 86.61%, 84.62% F1 84.07%. HRIMH HIARALXT 20645 A — &
sz, K2 2% A A RIBES). A, ARSCh SR T A WB MRS 2 21 7%, R SCHE R ELN
FERH 2 AR R T W B AR AL AT B 23, I RS EGAIE R F11EA 73.35%. L
TMBIETRET 10% 4, Xnlie 50 RS E D XK.

6 HRET—HIE

ASCPEH — PP 4 DR 9 ANRFIER) — XCHE R S, OIS B XU, 4 ANERE AORFIEXT
USAE BRI A B B BOR, H B & 4 R PR AITE VAR S R R i, KR BE B e 1 S0 A [l
PUN TS 2 R, XA A AT X s SR RO AL — XA e Rk 2 A
FHIERR S, RGBT, TR 1 NRFAE A [l R BRI, B3 73 3245 il R B BRME ik ¢, A
SR TR EOE K-Means RIS T3, IEHONSGIE M F-O AR BIME, XA MR SRR FURFIE T 458
KT ER AR, B GRUE TASHR KT 0 A (815 n] DUB R 2 RFAEah & 107 iR R kb, B E Y RIS
SRAEXORTE R A s RS R, (ER NS SRS (R 1, e R BITEH ¥ i iiE A e LA
—F NP TARB B SESGEE B Y RSN, 5 2 IR BNEEY R, Sk, bR
UE_EIRRFAEIE #8 2 H A TERL 2 5 3L RCR.

&2 Hk
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Heterographic pun identification model based on
multi-dimensional semantic relationships
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Abstract Identifying heterographic puns is an important branch of humor research, which has gradually de-
veloped into a new research area. This paper presents a heterographic pun identification mechanism based on
feature sets in four dimensions, namely, semantic transparency, semantic relevance, phonetic expansibility, and
syntax feature sets. The semantic transparency feature sets consist of the lexical item statistics and the character
length; the syntax feature sets include names, capitalization, tense, part of speech, and location. Nine features
of the above four dimensions are added to a binary decision tree to generate a threshold and complete a pun
identification with the help of K-means clustering. Using the corpus of the SemFEval2017 Task 7, the proposed
method achieves satisfactory results, and its F1 value outscores the top one out of all participating teams. The
experiment outlined in this paper proves that the taxonomic approach of the binary decision tree algorithm based
on four dimensions is effective in identifying heterographic puns. The phonetic expansibility and the syntax fea-
ture sets are particularly effective among all other dimensions, which is consistent with our presumption that the
phonetic feature plays a bigger role in identifying heterographic puns.

Keywords heterographic pun, sentiment analysis, binary decision tree, semantic feature set, cluster
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