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ABSTRACT

We consider the problem of learning general-purpose, paasfic sentence em-
beddings based on supervision from the Paraphrase Dati@basitkevitch et al.,
2013). We compare six compositional architectures, etialgéghem on annotated
textual similarity datasets drawn both from the same digtion as the training
data and from a wide range of other domains. We find that the: comsplex ar-
chitectures, such as long short-term memory (LSTM) recumeural networks,
perform best on the in-domain data. However, in out-of-diorseenarios, sim-
ple architectures such as word averaging vastly outperi@irMs. Our simplest
averaging model is even competitive with systems tunedHferpiarticular tasks
while also being extremely efficient and easy to use.

In order to better understand how these architectures cayywa conduct further
experiments on three supervised NLP tasks: sentence styikntailment, and
sentiment classification. We again find that the word aveagiodels perform
well for sentence similarity and entailment, outperforgitSTMs. However, on
sentiment classification, we find that the LSTM performs vatinpngly—even
recording new state-of-the-art performance on the Stdrentiment Treebank.

We then demonstrate how to combine our pretrained sentenbedslings with
these supervised tasks, using them both as a prior and aslatiba feature
extractor. This leads to performance rivaling the statehefart on the SICK
similarity and entailment tasks. We release all of our resesito the research
communitfl with the hope that they can serve as the new baseline forefurth
work on universal sentence embeddings.

1 INTRODUCTION

Word embeddings have become ubiquitous in natural langpageessing (NLP). Several re-
searchers have developed and shared word embeddinggitaainiarge datasets (Collobert et al.,
2011; Mikolov et al., 2013; Pennington el al., 2014), and¢hieave been used effectively for many
downstream tasks (Turian et al., 2010; Socher et al. |20, R014] Bansal et al., 2014; Tai et al.,
2015). There has also been recent work on creating repegseTs for word sequences such as
phrases or sentences. Many functional architectures reue ffiroposed to model compositionality
in such sequences, ranging from those based on simple mperhke addition/(Mitchell & Lapata,
2010; Yu & Dredze, 2015; lyver et al., 2015) to those basediariy-structured functions like re-
cursive neural networks (Socher et al., 2011), convolafioreural networks (Kalchbrenner et al.,
2014), and recurrent neural networks using long short-ter@mory (LSTM) (Tai et al., 2015).
However, there is little work on learning sentence repregams that can be used across domains
with the same ease and effectiveness as word embeddingdss lpefper, we explore compositional
models that can encode arbitrary word sequences into anxeittothe property that sequences with
similar meaning have high cosine similarity, and that campartantly, also transfer easily across
domains. We consider six compositional architecturesdaseneural networks and train them on
noisy phrase pairs from the Paraphrase Database (PPDBk8&atah et al., 2013).

rained models and code for training and evaluation are lablai at
http://ttic.uchicago.edu/ ~wieting
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We consider models spanning the range of complexity frondvemeraging to LSTMs. With the
simplest word averaging model, there are no additional asitipnal parameters. The only param-
eters are the word vectors themselves, which are learneddupe effective sequence embeddings
when averaging is performed over the sequence. We add crityddy adding layers, leading to
variants of deep averaging networks (lyyer et al., 2015) né consider several recurrent network
variants, culminating in LSTMs because they have been faarizk effective for many types of
sequential data (Graves et al., 2008; 2013; Greffiet al.5R0icluding textl(Sutskever etidl., 2014;
Vinyals et al.| 2014; Xu et al., 2015a; Hermann et al., 20i8glet al., 2015; Wen et al., 2015).

To evaluate our models, we consider two tasks drawn fromahedglistribution as the training data,
as well as 22 SemEval textual similarity datasets from aetyaof domains (such as news, tweets,
web forums, and image and video captions). Interestingdyfimd that the LSTM performs well on
the in-domain task, but performs much worse on the out-ofi@no tasks. We discover surprisingly
strong performance for the models based on word averagihghvperform well on both the in-
domain and out-of-domain tasks, beating the best LSTM mbyel6.5 Pearson’s on average.
Moreover, we find that learning word embeddings in the cdrdéxector averaging performs much
better than simply averaging pretrained, state-of-thhevard embeddings. Our average Pearson’s
r over all 22 SemEval datasets is 17.1 points higher than girer&loVe vectof$and 12.8 points
higher than averaginBARAGRAM-SL999 vector§l

Our final sentence embeddifigsiace in the top 25% of all submitted systems in every SemEval
STS task from 2012 through 2015, being best or tied for bedtafithe datasef$ This is surprising
because the submitted systems were designed for thoseytartiasks, with access to training and
tuning data specifically developed for each task.

While the above experiments focus on transfer, we also denghe fully supervised setting (Ta-
ble[H). We compare the same suite of compositional architestfor three supervised NLP tasks:
sentence similarity and textual entailment using the 20&hBval SICK datasei (Marelli etial.,
2014), and sentiment classification using the Stanfordi®ent Treebank (Socher et al., 2013). We
again find strong performance for the word averaging moaelsdth similarity and entailment, out-
performing the LSTM. However, for sentiment classificatiare see a different trend. The LSTM
now performs best, achieving 89.2% on the coarse-grairmairsent classification task. This result,
to our knowledge, is the new state of the art on this task.

We then demonstrate how to combine our PPDB-trained semtembedding models with super-
vised NLP tasks. We first use our model as a prior, yieldinggoerance on the similarity and
entailment tasks that rivals the state of the art. We als@mussentence embeddings as an effective
black box feature extractor for downstream tasks, comgdaworably to recent work (Kiros et al.,
2015).

We release our strongest sentence embedding model, whichllWenRAGRAM-PHRASE XXL, to
the research communf{fySince it consists merely of a new set of word embeddings giieemely
efficient and easy to use for downstream applications. Ope i®that this model can provide a new
simple and strong baseline in the quest for universal seatembeddings.

2 ReLATED WORK

Researchers have developed many ways to embed word segiendéP. They mostly focus
on the question of compositionality: given vectors for wgrtlow should we create a vector for
a word sequencel?_Mitchell & Lapata (2008; 2010) considergaaitn compositionality, compar-
ing many functions for composing two word vectors into a Engector to represent their bigram.
Follow-up work by Blacoe & Lapata (2012) found again thatglienoperations such as vector ad-

2\We used the publicly available 300-dimensional vectorswtese trained on the 840 billion token Common
Crawl corpus, available #ttp://nlp.stanford.edu/projects/glove/ !

%These are 300-dimensional vectors from __Wieting etal. (2018nd are available at
http://ttic.uchicago.edu/ ~wieting | They give human-level performance on two commonly
used word similarity datasets, WordSim353 (Finkelsteial e2001) and Simlex-999 (Hill et al., 2015).

‘DenotedPARAGRAM-PHRASEXXL and discussed in Secti¢n 4.3.

As measured by the average Pearsordser all datasets in each task; see Table 4.

®Available afhttp://ttic.uchicago.edu/ ~wieting
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dition performed strongly. Many other compositional atebiures have been proposed. Some have
been based on distributional semantics (Baronilet al., [28aferno et al!, 2014; Polajnar et al.,
2015;/ Tian et al., 2015), while the current trend is towardedtgpment of neural network archi-
tectures. These include neural bag-of-words models (Kaéaimer et all, 2014), deep averaging
networks (DANS) ((lyver et all, 2015), feature-weightedrageng (Yu & Dredze} 2015), recursive
neural networks based on parse structure (Socher et all,; 2012; 2013{rsoy & Cardie, 2014;
Wieting et al.| 2015), recursive networks based on nonasyitthierarchical structure (Zhao et al.,
2015;/Chen et all, 2015b), convolutional neural networkalé¢Kbrenner et all, 2014; Kim, 2014;
Hu et al.,[ 2014} Yin & Schitze, 2015; He et al., 2015), andiresnt neural networks using long
short-term memory (Tai et al., 2015; Ling et al., 2015; Liakf2015). In this paper, we compare
six architectures: word averaging, word averaging folldlg a single linear projection, DANs, and
three variants of recurrent neural networks, including V3T

Most of the work mentioned above learns compositional nouhethe context ofupervisedearn-
ing. That is, a training set is provided with annotations #relcomposition function is learned for
the purposes of optimizing an objective function based osé¢rannotations. The models are then
evaluated on a test set drawn from the same distributioneaisding set.

In this paper, in contrast, we are primarily interested mating general purpose, domain indepen-
dent embeddings for word sequences. There have been tesdods also targeting this goal.
One approach is to train an autoencoder in an attempt to tearkatent structure of the sequence,
whether it be a sentence with a parse tiee (Socher et al.)),2060a longer sequence such as a
paragraph or document (Li et/al., 2015b). Other recentlyppsed methods, including paragraph
vectors |(Le & Mikolov, 2014) and skip-thought vectors (Ksret al., 2015), learn sequence repre-
sentations that are predictive of words inside the sequende neighboring sequences. These
methods produce generic representations that can be upeovide features for text classification
or sentence similarity tasks. While skip-thought vectastare similarity in terms of discourse con-
text, in this paper we are interested in capturing parapiersisnilarity, i.e., whether two sentences
have the same meaning.

Our learning formulation draws from a large body of relatedrikvon learning input repre-
sentations in order to maximize similarity in the learne@c(Weston et all, 2010; Yih et al.,
2011; Huang et al., 2013; Hermann & Blunsom, 2014; Sochdr,e2@14; Faruqui & Dyer, 2014;
Bordes et al., 2014b;a; Lu etlel., 2015), including our prviark (Wieting et al.| 2015). We focus
our exploration here on modeling and keep the learning naetlogy mostly fixed, though we do
include certain choices about the learning procedure irhgperparameter tuning space for each
model.

3 MODELS AND TRAINING

Our goal is to embed sequences into a low-dimensional spattethat cosine similarity in the
space corresponds to the strength of the paraphrase nslaifiobetween the sequences. We exper-
imented with six models of increasing complexity. The siegplmodel embeds a word sequence
x = (x1,z9,...,z,) Dy averaging the vectors of its tokens. The only parame&sked by this
model are the word embedding mat¥ix,,:

1 n

-

gPARAGRAM—PHRASE(x) = E E ”wl
[

whereWzr: is the word embedding for word;. We call the learned embedding8RAGRAM-
PHRASEembeddings.

In our second model, we learn a projection in addition to tbedeembeddings:

R
Jproj(x) = Wy <5 ZWJ) +b

“In prior work, we experimented with recursive neural nefworon binarized parses of the
PPDB (Wieting et all, 2015), but we found that many of the phsain PPDB are not sentences or even con-
stituents, causing the parser to have unexpected behavior.
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wherelV,, is the projection matrix antlis a bias vector.

Our third model is the deep averaging network (DAN) of lyyeak: (2015). This is a generalization
of the above models that typically uses multiple layers asagenonlinear activation functions. In
our experiments below, we tune over the number of layers haoite of activation function.

Our fourth model is a standard recurrent network (RNN) wéthdomly initialized weight matrices
and nonlinear activations:

he = f(W,WZt + Wihi—1 + b)
gran(z) = h_q

wheref is the activation function (eithetnh or rectified linear unit; the choice is tunedy,, and
W), are parameter matricdsis a bias vector, antd_; refers to the hidden vector of the last token.

Our fifth model is a special RNN which we call &tentity-RNN In the identity-RNN, the weight
matrices are initialized to identity, the bias is initi@d to zero, and the activation is the identity
function. We divide the final output vector of the identitNR by the number of tokens in the
sequence. Thus, before any updates to the parametersetitiyieRNN simply averages the word
embeddings. We also regularize the identity-RNN parara¢tetheir initial values. The idea is that,
with high regularization, the identity-RNN is simply avgmag word embeddings. However, it is a
richer architecture and can take into account word ordehapefully improve upon the averaging
baseline.

Our sixth and final model is the most expressive. We use longrt$brm memory
(LSTM) (Hochreiter & Schmidhuber, 1997), a recurrent néuretwork (RNN) architecture de-
signed to model sequences with long-distance dependenc&EMs have recently been shown
to produce state-of-the-art results in a variety of seqagmocessing tasks (Chen et al., 2015a;
Filippova et al.| 2015; Xu et al., 2015c; Belinkov & Glass 120 Wang & Nyberg, 2015). We use
the version from Gers et al. (2003) which has the followingagipns:

ip =0 (WeiWat + Whihi—1 + Weici—1 + bi)

ft=0 (szW$t + thhtfl + Weypci—1 + bf)

Ct = ftCt,1 =+ it tanh (VVICVVMw}P + thht,1 + bc)

O =0 (Wzowlit + Whohtfl + Wcoct + bo)

I’Lt = O¢ tanh(ct)

grstm(7) = h_1
whereo is the logistic sigmoid function. We found that the choicendfether or not to include the
output gate had a significant impact on performance, so we tuseversions of the LSTM model,
one with the output gate and one without. For all models, wml¢he word embeddings themselves,
denoting the trainable word embedding parameteid’hy We denote all other trainable parameters

by W. (“compositional parameters”), though theRAGRAM-PHRASEmModel has no compositional
parameters. We initializ8,, using some embeddings pretrained from large corpora.

3.1 TRAINING

We mostly follow the approach of Wieting etial. (2015). Thaining data consists of (possibly
noisy) pairs taken directly from the original Paraphrasebase (PPDB) and we optimize a margin-
based loss.

Our training data consists of a s&t of phrase pairgzi, z2), wherez; andz, are assumed to be
paraphrases. The objective function follows:

mini< S max(0,6 — cos(g(a1), g(a)) + cos(g(1), g(t1)))
(

We, W, | X| o snCX

+max(0,0 — cos(g(z1), g(x2)) + cos(g(x2), g(tz))))

+/\c ”VVCH2 + /\w ”Ww - VVw”2 (1)

initial
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whereg is the embedding function in use (e.g.sTnm), 0 is the margin). and )\, are regulariza-

tion parametersy,,, ..., is the initial word embedding matrix, arid andt, are carefully-selected
negative examples taken from a mini-batch during optinoratThe intuition is that we want the
two phrases to be more similar to each othex(g(z1), g(x2))) than either is to their respective
negative examplels andt,, by a margin of at least.

3.1.1 SLECTING NEGATIVE EXAMPLES

To selectt; andt, in Eq.[d, we tune the choice between two approaches. TheM#sX, simply
chooses the most similar phrase in some set of phrases (b#rethose in the given phrase pair).
For simplicity and to reduce the number of tunable pararsetee use the mini-batch for this set,
but it could be a separate set. Formally, MAX correspondstiosingt; for a given(xy,z2) as
follows:

t = argmax cos(g(z1), g(t))

t:(t, Y eXp\{(z1,22)}

whereX;, C X is the current mini-batch. That is, we want to choose a negatample; that is
similar to x; according to the current model parameters. The downsidei®approach is that we
may occasionally choose a phraséhat is actually a true paraphraseof

The second strategy selects negative examples using MAX pvdbability 0.5 and selects them
randomly from the mini-batch otherwise. We call this samglstrategy MIX. We tune over the
strategy in our experiments.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 DATA

We experiment on 24 textual similarity datasets, coverirapyndomains, including all datasets
from every SemEval semantic textual similarity (STS) ta®dB12-2015). We also evaluate on the
SemEval 2015 Twitter task (Xu etlal., 2015b) and the SemE®&k2Semantic Relatedness task
(Marelli et al.,. 2014), as well as two tasks that use PPDB (IAfating et al.| 2015; Pavlick et al.,
2015).

The first STS task was held in 2012 and these tasks have bakteves) year since. Given two sen-
tences, the objective of the task is to predict how similaythre on a 0-5 scale, where 0 indicates the
sentences are on different topics and 5 indicates that tieeganpletely equivalent. Each STS task
consists of 4-6 different datasets and the tasks cover awaidety of domains which we have cat-
egorized below. Most submissions for these tasks use sspdrmnodels that are trained and tuned
on either provided training data or similar datasets frodeotasks. Details on the number of teams
and submissions for each task and the performance of theitebraystems for each dataset are
included in Tabléll and Tablé 2 respectively. For more detailthese tasks please refer to the rel-
evant publications for the 2012 (Agirre et al., 2012), 20A8ifre et al.) 2013), 2014 (Agirre etlal.,
2014), and 2015 (Agirre et al., 2015) tasks.

Dataset No. of teams No. of submissions
2012 STS 35 88
2013 STS 34 89
2014 STS 15 38
2015 STS 29 74
2014 SICK 17 66
2015 Twitter 19 26

Table 1: Details on numbers of teams and submissions in ti8et&ks used for evaluation.

Below are the textual domains contained in the STS tasks:

News. Newswire was used in the 2012 task (MSRpar) and the 2013 @ditasks (deft news).
Image and Video Descriptions: Image descriptions generated via crowdsourcing were imstba
2013 and 2014 tasks (images). Video descriptions were ndhe 2012 task (MSRvid).

Glosses: Glosses from WordNet, OntoNotes, and FrameNet were usiir012, 2013, and 2014
tasks (ONWN and FNWN).
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MT evaluation: The output of machine translation systems with their exfee translations was
used in the 2012 task (SMT-eur and SMT-news) and the 2013 &0dK).

Headlines: Headlines of news articles were used in the 2013, 2014, @b fasks (headline).

Web Forum: Forum posts were used in the 2014 task (deft forum).

Twitter: Pairs containing a tweet related to a news headline andtarsanpertaining to the same
news headline. This dataset was used in the 2014 task (twas)n

Belief: Text from the Deft Committed Belief Annotation (LDC2014&)%as used in the 2015 task
(belief).

Questions and Answers. Paired answers to the same question from StackExchangevées:
forums) and the BEETLE corpus (Dzikovska etlal., 2010) (arsvstudents) were used in 2015.

For tuning, we use two datasets that contain PPDB phrase gedred by human annotators on
the strength of their paraphrase relationship. One is & lsagple of 26,456 annotated phrase pairs
developed by Pavlick et al. (2015). The second, called AatedtPPDB, was developed in our prior
work (Wieting et al.| 2015) and is a small set of 1,000 anmatgthrase pairs that were filtered to
focus on challenging paraphrase phenomena.

4.2 TRANSFERLEARNING

4.2.1 BEXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

As training data, we used the XL secfibof PPDB which contains 3,033,753 unique phrase pairs.
However, for hyperparameter tuning we only used 100k exasmyphmpled from PPDB XXL and
trained for 5 epochs. Then after finding the hyperparamét@tsmaximize Spearmanison the
Pavlick et al. PPDB task, we trained on the entire XL sectibPBDB for 10 epochs. We used
PARAGRAM-SL999 embeddings to initialize the word embedding matiix, () for all models.

We chose the Pavlick et al. task for tuning because we wanteérdire procedure to only make use
of PPDB and use no other resources. In particular, we did aaot % use any STS tasks for training
or hyperparameter tuning. We chose the Pavlick et al. dedase Annotated-PPDB due to its larger
size. But in practice the datasets are very similar and guomeither produces similar results.

To learn model parameters for all experiments in this sactiee minimize Eq[lL. Our models
have the following tunable hyperparamet®rs., the L, regularizer on the compositional param-
etersW, (not applicable for the word averaging model), the pool ofggks used to obtain neg-
ative examples (coupled with mini-batch si#® to reduce the number of tunable hyperparame-
ters), A\, the regularizer on the word embeddings, andhe margin. We also tune over opti-
mization method (either AdaGrad (Duchi et al., 2011) or Addingma & Ba, 2014)), learning
rate (from{0.05,0.005,0.0005}), whether to clip the gradients with threshold| 1 (Pascarallet
2012), and whether to use MIX or MAX sampling. For the clagMN, we further tuned whether
to usetanh or rectified linear unit activation functions; for the idéytRNN, we tuned). over
{1000, 100, 10, 1} because we wanted higher regularization on the compogiticameters; for the
DANs we tuned over activation functionafnh or rectified linear unit) and the number of layers
(either 1 or 2); for the LSTMs we tuned on whether to includeoatput gate. We fix the output
dimensionalities of all models that require doing so to theethsionality of our word embeddings
(300).

4.2.2 ReEsULTS

The results on all STS tasks as well as the SICK and Twitté&stase shown in Tablg 2. We include
results on the PPDB tasks in Tahle 3. In Tdable 2, we first shawntledian,75" percentile, and
highest score from the official task rankings. We then regwtperformance of our seven mod-
els: PARAGRAM-PHRASE (PP), identity-RNN (iRNN), projection (proj.), deep-aaging network
(DAN), recurrent neural network (RNN), LSTM with output ggb.g.), and LSTM without output

8PPDB comes in different sizes (S, M, L, XL, XXL, and XXXL), wieeach larger size subsumes all
smaller ones. The phrases are sorted by a confidence measise the smaller sets contain higher precision
paraphrases.

°For \. we searched ovef1072,107*,107°,107°}, for b we searched ovef25, 50, 100}, for \,, we
searched ovef10=>,1075,1077,107®} as well as the setting in which we do not updtie,, and fors we
searched ovef0.4, 0.6, 0.8}.
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gate (no 0.g.). We compare to three baselines: skip-thowetior] (Kiros et al.| 2015), denoted
“ST”, averaged GloVE vectors [(Pennington etlal., 2014), and averageRAGRAM-SL999 vec-
tors (Wieting et al., 2015), denoted “PSL". Note that the \@wectors were used to initialize the
PARAGRAM-SL999 vectors which were, in turn, used to initialize ®ARAGRAM-PHRASEembed-
dings. We compare to skip-thought vectors because trairsatbls are publicly available and they
show impressive performance when used as features on askmincluding textual similarity.

Dataset 50% | 75% [ Max [| PP | proj. | DAN | RNN [ iRNN | LSTM | LSTM| ST | GloVe | PSL
(noo.g.)| (0.9.)
MSRpar 515|576 73.4[ 426 | 43.7| 40.3 | 186 | 434 16.1 9.3 [ 16.8] 47.7 | 416
MSRvid 75.5|80.3| 88.0(| 745 | 74.0| 70.0 | 66.5 | 73.4 71.3 71.3 | 41.7| 63.9 | 60.0
SMT-eur 44.4| 48.1 | 56.7 || 47.3| 494 | 43.8 | 409 | 47.1 41.8 443 | 35.2| 46.0 | 42.4
OnWN 608 | 65.9| 72.7|| 706 | 70.1| 65.9 | 63.1 | 70.1 65.2 56.4 | 29.7| 55.1 | 63.0
SMT-news 40.1| 45.4| 60.9|| 58.4| 62.8 | 60.0 | 51.3 | 58.1 60.8 51.0 | 30.8| 49.6 | 57.0
STS 2012 Average| 54.5| 59.5] 70.3[[ 58.7| 60.0 | 56.0 | 48.1 | 58.4 51.0 46.4 [ 30.8] 525 [ 52.8
headline 64.0( 68.3] 78.4 ([ 72.4| 726 71.2 | 595 | 728 57.4 485 [ 34.6| 63.8 | 68.8
OnWN 52.8| 64.8| 84.3|| 67.7| 68.0| 64.1 | 54.6 | 69.4 68.5 50.4 | 10.0| 49.0 | 48.0
FNWN 32.7|38.1|58.2(| 43.9| 468 | 43.1| 309 | 453 24.7 38.4 | 30.4| 342 |37.9
SMT 31.8| 34.6| 40.4|| 39.2| 39.8 | 38.3 | 33.8 | 39.4 30.1 28.8 | 24.3| 22.3 | 31.0
STS 2013 Average| 45.3| 51.4] 65.3[| 55.8| 56.8 | 54.2 | 44.7 | 56.7 45.2 415 [ 248 423 [ 46.4
deft forum 36.6| 46.8[ 53.1[[ 48.7[ 51.1 | 49.0 | 415 [ 49.0 44.2 46.1 [ 129 27.1 [ 37.2
deft news 66.2 | 74.0| 785|| 731 | 72.2| 71.7 | 53.7 | 72.4 52.8 39.1 | 235| 68.0 | 67.0
headline 67.1| 75.4| 78.4(| 69.7| 708 | 69.2 | 57.5 | 70.2 57.5 50.9 | 37.8| 59.5 | 65.3
images 75.6| 79.0| 83.4(| 785 | 78.1| 76.9 | 67.6 | 78.2 68.5 62.9 | 51.2| 61.0 | 62.0
OnWN 78.0| 81.1| 87.5(| 78.8| 795 | 75.7 | 67.7 | 78.8 76.9 61.7 | 23.3| 584 | 61.1
tweet news 64.7 | 72.2| 79.2|| 76.4| 75.8| 742 | 58.0 | 76.9 58.7 48.2 | 39.9| 51.2 | 64.7
STS 2014 Average| 64.7| 71.4] 76.7[] 70.9] 71.3 | 69.5 | 57.7 | 70.9 59.8 515 | 31.4] 54.2 | 595
answers-forums 61.3| 68.2] 73.9([[ 683 | 65.1| 62.6 | 32.8 | 67.4 51.9 50.7 [ 36.1| 30.5 | 38.8
answers-students || 67.6 | 73.6 | 78.8|| 782 | 77.8| 78.1 | 64.7 | 78.2 715 55.7 | 33.0| 63.0 | 69.2
belief 67.7|722| 77.2|| 762 | 75.4| 72.0 | 51.9 | 75.9 61.7 52.6 | 24.6| 40.5 | 53.2
headline 74.2|80.8|84.2(| 748| 752 | 735 | 653 | 75.1 64.0 56.6 | 43.6| 61.8 | 69.0
images 80.4| 84.3|87.1||814|803| 775| 71.4| 81.1 70.4 64.2 | 17.7| 67.5 | 69.9
STS 2015 Averagd| 70.2] 75.8[ 80.2[| 758 | 74.8| 72.7| 57.2 | 75.6 63.9 56.0 [ 31.0] 52.7 | 60.0
2014 SICK 71.4(799] 828 716|716 | 70.7 | 61.2 | 71.2 63.9 59.0 | 49.8| 65.9 | 66.4
2015 Twitter 49.9[ 525 61.9]] 52.9] 52.8| 53.7 | 45.1 | 52.9 47.6 36.1 | 24.7] 30.3 | 36.3

Table 2: Results on SemEval textual similarity datasetar@m’sr x 100). The highest score in
each row is in boldface (omitting the official task score cofs).

The results in Tabl€]2 show strong performance of our two kistpmodels: thePARAGRAM-
PHRASE embeddings (PP) and our projection model (proj.). They erdi¢pm the other models
on all but 5 of the 22 datasets. The iRNN model has the nextgegbrmance, while the LSTM
models lag behind. These results stand in marked contrdlsose in Tabl€13, which shows very
similar performance across models on the in-domain PPD& tagth the LSTM models slightly
outperforming the others. For the LSTM models, it is als@iiesting to note that removing the
output gate results in stronger performance on the teximalasity tasks. Removing the output
gate improves performance on 18 of the 22 datasets. The LSitiMut output gate also performs
reasonably well compared to our strorgRAGRAM-SL999 addition baseline, beating it on 12 of
the 22 datasets.

4.3 PARAGRAM-PHRASEXXL

Since we found thatARAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings have such strong performance, we trained
this model on more data from PPDB and also used more data fj@rpgirameter tuning. For tuning,
we used all of PPDB XL and trained for 10 epochs, then traingdioal model for 10 epochs on
the entire phrase section of PPDB XXL, consisting of 9,128,6nique phrase paif8. We show

the results of this improved model, which we celRAGRAM-PHRASE XXL, in Table[4. We also
report the median75™ percentile, and maximum score from our suite of textual Isirity tasks.

ONote that we pre-processed the training data with the takerdiom Stanford CoreNLP (Manning et al.,
2014) rather than the included NLTK (Bird et al., 2009) taken We found that doing so significantly im-
proves the performance of the skip-thought vectors.

we used the publicly available 300-dimensional vectorswteae trained on the 840 billion token Common
Crawl corpus, available #ttp://nlp.stanford.edu/projects/glove/

2We fixed batchsize to 100 anxto 0. 4 as these were the optimal values for the experimenalie[2.
Then, for)\,, we searched ovef10~°%,1077,107%}, and tuned over MIX and MAX sampling. To optimize,
we used AdaGrad with a learning rate of 0.05.
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Model Pavlick et al. Pavlick etal. | Annotated-PPDB
(oracle) (test) (test)
PARAGRAM-PHRASE 60.3 60.0 535
projection 61.0 58.4 52.8
DAN 60.9 60.1 52.3
RNN 60.5 60.3 51.8
iRNN 60.3 60.0 53.9
LSTM (no 0.g.) 61.6 61.3 53.4
LSTM (0.9.) 61.5 60.9 52.9
skip-thought 39.3 39.3 31.9
GloVe 44.8 44.8 25.3
PARAGRAM-SL999 55.3 55.3 40.4

Table 3: Results on the PPDB tasks (SpearmarxXsl00). For the task in_Pavlick et al. (2015), we
include the oracle result (the max Spearmards the dataset), since this dataset was used for model
selection for all other tasks, as well as test results whergeals were tuned on Annotated-PPDB.

Dataset 50% | 75% | Max || PARAGRAM-
PHRASE
XXL
MSRpar 51.5[57.6|73.4 44.8
MSRvid 75.5| 80.3| 88.0 79.6
SMT-eur 44.4| 48.1| 56.7 49.5
OnWN 60.8| 65.9| 72.7 70.4
SMT-news 40.1| 45.4| 60.9 63.3
STS 2012 Averagdl 54.5| 59.5| 70.3 61.5
headline 64.0] 68.3| 78.4 73.9
OnWN 52.8| 64.8| 84.3 73.8
FNWN 32.7| 38.1| 58.2 47.7
SMT 31.8| 34.6| 40.4 40.4
STS 2013 Averagel 45.3| 51.4| 65.3 58.9
deft forum 36.6| 46.8| 53.1 53.4
deft news 66.2| 74.0| 78.5 74.4
headline 67.1| 75.4| 78.4 71.5
images 75.6| 79.0| 83.4 80.4
OnWN 78.0| 81.1| 87.5 81.5
tweet news 64.7| 72.2| 79.2 77.4
STS 2014 Averagé 64.7| 71.4] 76.7 73.1
answers-forums 61.3| 68.2| 73.9 69.1
answers-students|| 67.6 | 73.6| 78.8 78.0
belief 67.7|72.2|77.2 78.2
headline 74.2| 80.8| 84.2 76.4
images 80.4| 84.3| 87.1 83.4
STS 2015 Averagd 70.2| 75.8| 80.2 77.0
2014 SICK 71.4]79.9] 82.8 72.7
2015 Twitter 49.9] 52.5[61.9 52.4

Table 4: Results on SemEval textual similarity datasetar@m’'s- x 100) for PARAGRAM-PHRASE
XXL embeddings. Results that match or exceed the best stegkdystem are shown in bofd-or

the 2014 SICK task, the mediafs™ percentile, and maximum include only the primary runs as the
full set of results was not available.

PARAGRAM-PHRASE XXL matches or exceeds the best performance on 4 of the datESIT-
news, SMT, deft forum, and belief) and is within 3 points of thest performance on 8 out of 22.
We have made this trained model available to the researcI'na:tlylilyli_i{J

4.4 USING REPRESENTATIONS INLEARNED MODELS

We explore two natural questions regarding our representatearned from PPDB: (1) can these
embeddings improve the performance of other models throitilization and regularization? (2)
can they effectively be used as features for downstreans?®asko address these questions, we

Bavailable afhttp://ttic.uchicago.edu/ ~wieting
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word . LSTM LSTM w/ universal
Task averaging proj. | DAN | RNN (noo.g.)| (o.g.) || regularization
similarity (SICK) 86.40 85.93| 85.96 | 73.13| 85.45 83.41 86.84
entailment (SICK) 84.6 84.0 | 845 | 76.4 83.2 82.0 85.3
binary sentiment (SST 83.0 83.0 | 834 | 86.5 86.6 89.2 86.9

Table 5: Results from supervised training of each compmsali architecture on similarity, entail-
ment, and sentiment tasks. The last column shows resulttarégng to ouruniversalparameters
from the models in Tablg 2. The first row shows Pearsersi 00 and the last two show accuracy.

used three tasks: The SICK similarity task, the SICK entaiitrtask, and the Stanford Sentiment
Treebank (SST) binary classification task (Socher et all320For the SICK similarity task, we
minimize the objective functidi from|Tai et al. (2015). Given a score for a sentence pair in the
range[l, K|, whereK is an integer, with sentence representationsndh i, and model parameters

0, they first compute:

hyx =hp ® hgr, hy = |hp — hg|,
hy =0 (W(X)hx +WHh, + b"”) ,
pg = softmax (W(p) hs + b(p)) ;

,1) - TTﬁHv

wherer” = [12 ... K]. They then define a sparse target distribufidhat satisfieg = r%'p:

y— Lyl i=ly]+1
pi=qlyl—y+1, i=ly]
0 otherwise

for1 <i < K. Then they use the following loss, the regularized KL-diarce betweep andpy:

J(0) = % zm: KL (p®
k=1

7). @

wherem is the number of training pairs and where we always useefjularization on all composi-
tional parameteff§ but omit these terms for clarity.

We use nearly the same model for the entailment task, witbhedifferences being that the final
softmax layer has three outputs and the cost function is duative log-likelihood of the class
labels. For sentiment, since it is a binary sentence cleatitin task, we first encoded the sentence
and then used a fully-connected layer with a sigmoid aétivafollowed by a softmax layer with
two outputs. We used negative log-likelihood of the clabglsas the cost function. All models use
L, regularization on all parameters, except for the word erdivers, which are regularized back to
their initial values with an L penalty.

We first investigated how these models performed in the strahgktting, without using any models
trained using PPDB data. We tuned hyperparameters on thaloperent set of each datdSet
as well as on two optimization schemes: AdaGrad with legrmate of 0.05 and Adam with a
learning rate of 0.001. We trained the models for 10 epochsirtialized the word embeddings
with PARAGRAM-SL999 embeddings.

This objective function has been shown to perform very gfipon text similarity tasks, significantly
better than squared or absolute error.

Bword embeddings are regularized toward their initial state

®For all models, we tuned batch-size o@5, 50,100}, output dimension ove£50, 150, 300}, A. over
{1073,107%,107%,107%}, A\s = X, and \,, over {1073,107*,107°,1075,1077, 1078} as well as the
option of not updating the embeddings for all models exdepttord averaging model. We again fix the output
dimensionalities of all models which require this spectfima to the dimensionality of our word embeddings
(300). Additionally, for the classic RNN, we further tunetiether to useanh or rectified linear unit activation
functions; for the DANs we tuned over activation functiaar(h or rectified linear unit) and the number of
layers (either 1 or 2).
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The results are shown in Talilé 5. We find that using word avegaas the compositional archi-
tecture outperforms the other architectures for simifagitd entailment. However, for sentiment
classification, the LSTM is much stronger than the averagiodels. This suggests that the supe-
riority of a compositional architecture can vary widely daging on the evaluation, and motivates
future work to compare these architectures on additioséista

These results are very competitive with the state of the mithese tasks. Recent strong results
on the SICK similarity task include 86.86 using a convolntibneural network (He et al., 2015)
and 86.76 using a tree-LSTM (Tai et al., 2015). For entailimére best result we are aware of is
85.1 (Beltagy et all, 2015). On sentiment, the best previesslt is 88.1/(Kim, 2014), which our
LSTM surprisingly outperforms by a significant margin. Wetathat these experiments simply
compare compositional architectures using only the pexvitaining data for each task, tuning on
the respective development sets. We did not use any PPDRBudditese results, other than that used
to train the initialPARAGRAM-SL999 embeddings. Our results appear to show that standardineu
architectures can perform surprisingly well given strormyavembeddings and thorough tuning over
the hyperparameter space.

4.4.1 REGULARIZATION AND INITIALIZATION TO IMPROVE TEXTUAL SIMILARITY MODELS

In this setting, we initialize each respective model to theameters learned from PPDB (calling
themuniversalparameters) and augment [E¢. 2 with three separate regilarizerms with the
following weights: A, which regularizes the classification parameters (the twerkused in the
classification step after obtaining representatiokg)for regularizing the word parameters toward
the learned¥,, from PPDB, and\. for regularizing the compositional parameters (for all misd
except for the word averaging model) back to their initidleal-] In all cases, we regularize to the
universal parameters using kegularization.

The results are shown in the last column of TdBle 5, and we sibyv results for the best per-
forming models on each task (word averaging for similagitgailment, LSTM with output gate

for sentiment). Interestingly, it seems that regulariziagour universal parameters significantly
improves results for the similarity and entailment taskgcivrare competitive or better than the
state-of-the-art, but harms the LSTM'’s performance on émisient classification task.

4.4.2 REPRESENTATIONS ASFEATURES

Task PARAGRAM-PHRASE skip-thought
300 | 1200 | 2400 | uni-skip | bi-skip
similarity (SICK) 82.15| 82.85| 8494 | 84.77 84.05
entailment (SICK) 80.2 | 80.1 | 831 - -
binary sentiment (SST)| 79.7 78.8 | 79.4 - -

Table 6: Results from supervised training on similaritgadment, and sentiment tasks, except that
we keep the sentence representations fixed teaBAGRAM-PHRASEmModel. The first row shows
Pearson’s: x 100 and the last two show accuracy, with boldface showing thedsgscore in each
row.

We also investigate how olrARAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings perform as features for supervised
tasks. We use a similar set-up as in Kiros etlal. (2015) anddmthe sentences by averaging our
PARAGRAM-PHRASEembeddings and then just learn the classification parametdrout updating
the embeddings. To provide a more apt comparison to skipeffio/ectors, we also learned a linear
projection matrix to increase dimensionality of RARAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings. We chose
1200 and 2400 dimensions in order to both see the dependédaoaension on performance, and
so that they can be compared fairly with skip-thought vextdYote that 2400 dimensions is the
same dimensionality as the uni-skip and bi-skip models noKet al.|(2015).

The 300 dimension case corresponds toRRRAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings from Tablg 2. We
tuned our higher dimensional models on PPDB as describeibpidy in Sectiol 4.2]2 before train-

We tuned), over {10%,107*,107°,107°}, A. over {1072,107*,107*,107°,10"°}, and \,, over
{1073,107*,107°,107%,1077,107%}. All other hyperparameters were tuned as previously desdri
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ing on PPDB X[ Then we trained the same models for the similarity, entaityand sentiment
tasks as described in Sectionl4.4 for 20 epochs. We agaid tunever {102, 10~%,107°,106}
and tuned over the two optimization schemes of AdaGrad walmling rate of 0.05 and Adam with
a learning rate of 0.001. Note that we are not updating thelworbeddings or the projection matrix
during training.

The results are shown in Taljle 6. The similarity and entailnt@sks show clear improvements as
we project the embeddings into the 2400 dimensional spatéact, our results outperform both
types of skip-thought embeddings on the single task thatweelap. However, the sentiment task
does not benefit from higher dimensional representatiohghis consistent with our regulariza-
tion experiments in which sentiment also did not show improent. Therefore, it seems that our
models learned from PPDB are more effectivednilarity tasks tharclassificationtasks, but this
hypothesis requires further investigation.

5 DISCUSSION

It is interesting that the LSTM, with or without output gatés outperformed by much simpler
models on the similarity and entailment tasks studied is ffaper. We now consider possible
explanations for this trend.

The first hypothesis we test is based on length. Since PPD®ioarshort text snippets of a few
words, the LSTM may not know how to handle the longer sentetitat occur in our evaluation
tasks. If thisis true, the LSTM would perform much better barstext snippets and its performance
would degrade as their length increases. To test this hgg@thwe took all 12,108 pairs from the 20
SemEval STS tasks and binned them by lefitiVe then computed the Pearson’for each bin.
The results are shown in Talilée 7 and show that while the LSTMetsodo perform better on the
shortest text pairs, they are still outperformed, at aljtés, by theePARAGRAM-PHRASEmodeld

Max PARAGRAM-| LSTM LSTM PARAGRAM-
Length PHRASE (noo.9.) (0.9.) SL999
<4 72.7 63.4 58.8 66.3
5 74.0 54.5 48.4 65.0
6 70.5 52.6 48.2 50.1
7 73.7 56.9 50.6 56.4
8 75.5 60.2 52.4 60.1
9 73.0 58.0 48.8 58.8
> 10 72.6 55.6 53.8 58.4

Table 7: Performance (Pearson’sc 100) as a function of the maximum number of tokens in the
sentence pairs over all 20 SemEval STS datasets.

We next consider whether the LSTM has worse generalizatientd overfitting on the training
data. To test this, we analyzed how the models performed erirdtining data (PPDB XL) by
computing the average difference between the cosine sityilaf the gold phrase pairs and the
negative exampléd We found that all models had very similar scores: 0.753%1270.7565, and
0.7463 forPARAGRAM-PHRASE, projection, LSTM (0.9.), and LSTM (no 0.g.). This, alongthvi
the similar performance of the models on the PPDB tasks ifeTalsuggests that overfitting is not
the cause of the worse performance of the LSTM model.

Lastly, we consider whether the LSTM'’s weak performance avassult of insufficient tuning or
optimization. We first note that we actually ran more hypeasipeeter tuning experiments for the

8N ote that we fixed batch-size to 100 0.4, and used MAX sampling as these were the optimal paessne
for the PARAGRAM-PHRASEEmMbeddings. We tuned the other hyperparameters as desarilgectiol 4.212
with the exception o\, which was tuned ovef10~*,107°,1075 1077, 1078}.

For each pair, we computed the number of tokens in each oith@ieces of text, took the max, and then
binned based on this value.

Note that for the analysis in Sectiofls 5 40d 6, the models weed selected from earlier experiments.
They are not the same as those used to obtain the resultsla{ab

ZMore precisely, for each gold pafp:, g=), andn., the respective negative example of egghwe com-
puted2 - cos(g1, g2) — cos(n1, g1) — cos(nz, g2) and averaged this value over all pairs.

11
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LSTM models than either theARAGRAM-PHRASE Or projection models, since we tuned the deci-
sion to use an output gate. Secondly, we notelthat Tai et@L5)2had a similar LSTM result on
the SICK dataset (Pearsom’®f 85.28 to our 85.45) to show that our LSTM implementationithg
procedure is able to match or exceed performance of anothdished LSTM result. Thirdly, the
similar performance across models on the PPDB tasks ([islieggjests that no model had a large
advantage during tuning; all found hyperparameters thatfodably beat theeARAGRAM-S1L999
addition baseline. Finally, we point out that we tuned oearhing rate and optimization strategy,
as well as experimented with clipping gradients, in ordeute out optimization issues.

5.1 UNDER-TRAINED EMBEDDINGS

One limitation of our newrPARAGRAM-PHRASEVectors is that many of our embeddings are under-
trained. The number of unique tokens occurring in our tregrdata, PPDB XL, is 37,366. However,
the number of tokens appearing more than 100 times is juB7,Thus, one clear source of im-
provement for our model would be to address under-traindukeloings for tokens appearing in our
test data.

In order to gauge the effect under-trained embeddings akdawn words have on our model, we
calculated the fraction of words in each of our 22 SemEvaskts that do not occur at least 100
times in PPDB XL along with our performance deviation frore #" percentile of each dataset.
We found that this fraction had a Spearmanisf -45.1 with the deviation from thes" percentile
indicating that there is a significant negative correlatietween the fraction of OOV words and
performance on these STS tasks.

5.2 UsING MOREPPDB
5.2.1 HERFORMANCEVERSUSAMOUNT OF TRAINING DATA

Models in related work such as Kiros et al. (2015) and Li e{2015a) require significant training
time on GPUs, on the order of multiple weeks. Moreover, ddpane of model performance upon
training data size is unclear. To investigate this depecglér ourPARAGRAM-PHRASEModel, we
trained on different amounts of data and plotted the perémiwe. The results are shown in Figure 1.
We start with PPDB XL which has 3,033,753 unique phrase paidsthen divide by two until there
are fewer than 10 phrase pdifsFor each data point (each division by two), we trained a model
with that number of phrase pairs for 10 epochs. We use thegedPearson correlation for all 22
datasets in Tablg 2 as the dependent variable in our plot.

We experimented with two different ways of selecting traghdata. The first (“Ordered”) retains
the order of the phrase pairs in PPDB, which ensures the eanuigtasets contain higher confidence
phrase pairs. The second (“Random”) randomly permutes PRDiefore constructing the smaller
datasets. In both methods, each larger dataset contaipsahi@us one plus as many new phase
pairs.

We make three observations about the plot in Figure 1. Theidithat performance continually
increases as more training data is added. This is encogragiour embeddings can continually
improve with more data. Secondly, we note the sizable imgmaant (4 points) over tHRARAGRAM-
SL999 baseline by training on just 92 phrase pairs from PPDBalli, we note the difference
between randomly permuting the training data and using tlerdrom PPDB (which reflects the
confidence that the phrases in each pair possess the paapblationship). Performance of the
randomly permuted data is usually slightly better than ¢fi¢tie ordered data, until the performance
gap vanishes once half of PPDB XL is used. We suspect this/imetia due to thesafephrase pairs
that occur in the beginning of PPDB. These high-confidencagghpairs usually have only slight
differences and therefore are not as useful for traininghoadel.

6 QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

To explore other differences between GFARAGRAM-PHRASEVvectors and theARAGRAM-SL999
vectors that were used for initialization, we inspectets Iif nearest neighbors in each vector space.

22The smallest dataset contained 5 pairs.
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Performance vs. Training Data Size
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Figure 1: Performance of ttreARAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings as measured by the average Pear-
son’sr on 22 textual similarity datasets versus the amount ofitrgidata from PPDB on a log scale.
Each datapoint contains twice as much training data as thequs one. Random and Ordered refer
to whether we shuffled the XL paraphrase pairs from PPDB ot #tepn in order. We also show
baselines of averagirepPRAGRAM-SL999 and GloVe embeddings.

Word PARAGRAM-PHRASE Nearest Neighbors PARAGRAM-SL999 Nearest Neighbors

unlike contrary, contrast, opposite, versa, conversely, oppasedradiction | than, although, whilst, though, albeit, kinda, alike

2 2.0, two, both, ii, 2nd, couple, 02 2.0,3, 1, b, ii, two, 2nd

ladies girls, daughters, honorable, females, girl, female, dear gentlemen, colleague, fellow, girls, mr, madam, dear
lookin staring, looking, watching, look, searching, iooking,lérg doin, goin, talkin, sayin, comin, outta, somethin
disagree | agree, concur, agreeing, differ, accept disagreement, differ, dispute, difference, disagreement

Table 8: Nearest neighbors GARRAGRAM-PHRASE and PARAGRAM-SL999 word embeddings
sorted by cosine similarity.

When obtaining nearest neighbors, we restricted our searthe 10,000 most common tokens
in PPDB XL to ensure that theARAGRAM-PHRASE vectors were not too under-trained. Some
informative neighbors are shown in Talble 8. In the first fouws, we see that theARAGRAM-
PHRASE embeddings have neighbors with a strong paraphrasingomtaip. They tend to avoid
having neighbors that are antonyms or co-hyponyms sucimléee andalike or 2 and3 which are
an issue for theeARAGRAM-SL999 embeddings. In contrast to the first four rows, the last ro
shows a problematic effect of our bag-of-words composifiorection: agreeis the nearest neighbor
of disagree The reason for this is that there are numerous pairs in PPDBuUXh as disagree
andi do not agreethat encouragdisagreeandagreeto have high cosine similarity. A model that
takes context into account could resolve this issue. THieudlify would be finding a model that does
so while still generalizing well, as we found that ®RRAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings generalize
better than learning a weight matrix or using a recurrentaenetwork. We leave this for future
work.

When we take a closer look at 0BARAGRAM-PHRASE embeddings, we find that information-
bearing content words, such peverty kidding humanitarian 18, andjuly have the largest 4
norms, while words such ad, it, to, herebyandthehave the smallest. Pham et al. (2015) noted this
same phenomenon in their closely-related compositionaaholnterestingly, we found that this
weighting explains much of the success of our model. In oreuantify exactly how much, we
calculated a weight for each token in our working vocabiffasimply by summing up the absolute

ZThis corresponds to the 42,091 tokens that appear in thsaution of ouPARAGRAM-SLI99 vocabulary,
the test sets of all STS tasks in our evaluation, and PPDB X& ah unknown word token.
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value of all components of itBARAGRAM-PHRASE vector. Then we multiplied each weight by
its correspondinPARAGRAM-SL999 word vector. We computed the average Pearsoaoiger all

22 datasets in Tabld 2. THaRAGRAM-SL999 vectors have an average correlation of 54.94, the
PARAGRAM-PHRASE vectors have 66.83, and the scaxRAGRAM-SL999 vectors, where each

is multiplied by its computed weight, have an average Pe&soof 62.64. Therefore, it can be
surmised that at least 64.76% of the improvement over thialilaRAGRAM-SL999 vectors is due

to weighting tokens by their importange.

We also investigated the connection between these muahiple weights and word frequency. To
do so, we calculated the frequency of all tokens in PPDBE-XWWe then normalized these by the
total number of tokens in PPDB XL and used the reciprocal es¢hscores as the multiplicative
weights. Thus less frequent words have more weight than fnemeent words. With this baseline
weighting method, the average Pearson's 45.52, indicating that the weights we obtain for these
words are more sophisticated than mere word frequency. ellegghts are potentially useful for
other applications that can benefit from modeling word ingoaece, such as information retrieval.

7 CONCLUSION

We introduced an approach to create universal sentencedelinigs and propose our model as the
new baseline for embedding sentences, as it is simple, exfficand performs strongly across a
broad range of tasks and domains. Moreover, our repregargato not require the use of any neu-
ral network architecture. The embeddings can be simplyaaeat for a given sentence in an NLP
application to create its sentence embedding. We also fatatir representations can improve gen-
eral text similarity and entailment models when used asa prid can achieve strong performance
even when used as fixed representations in a classifier. é~wtonk will focus on improving our
embeddings by effectively handling undertrained words a8 &s by exploring new models that
generalize even better to the large suite of text simildagks used in our experiments.
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