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AHFFETIE, Predication model(PM)% FHVNT, HIRED
B NZE & B OFEFRIEFE & OBIRMEZ T3 5. &0
F(N =85) | Ty ERNRE, AEAbMERNRE, RSRIEEkEE
DRI MA, R I FEM ORI I D AL A
72, BEROMIERE D SICEHEND PM [2H5<
MAP@100 23K & 72 D 5RAEICEBT D, PM O/NT A X
A NZEREOFB 2R T= & 2 A, RBETREMERIEE
DiE W NIT R OFIKI 255D TR Z ARk L, FAfE
(X DS MDY N S D NITERERI ORI A2 L < L
TR A AT 2 ATREME 2 i L7z

F—U— R : IWIRMEIR, FREDE AZE, Predication model

1. [FL®IC

FoMge &0, FRE(B: RER) ZMREE(B: fE) Tz & 2 D%
BB EBUIIET) TH D, NIHREFRT S &, b
IR DR & 2R AVARELE X 415 (e.g., Utsumi, 2005). i
ZAE, FEEIIAETZ L W O BB o, TR WL T LV
Z LT [HERTE] DX ) RNV S 5.

HMOFERITITMENED H D Z L RSN TN D.

Stamenkovic et al. (2019)I%, HMRDIEROE A HIET 25
Rl i S (R et B W Rt 27N S /A = Ny g 1
IR & U TS 70U & B8 2) D103, #&
fa EFIRE O — i T d L O ANZE L HIET D
Semantic Similarities Test(UA ¥, SST)DFF:5 &, idhitsn
He Ol N 2= % M| £ 3 % Raven Progressive Matrices
Short(Arthuretal,, 1999; LLF, RPMS)DfsiL, %
AVEMECH A Z L2 LTS (s = 37 ~ 49). =
DAFZENE, EEMROARRR OOl F(FRBRAREE T ) (A
E=ND D L ER LTz, £, Kazmerskietal. (2003)13,

FRENMESNGE & b S EAnRE D [ 7 O AR A E 9 5 FEE
Ny 7 U —(KBIT)DRAED, SINE O HROFEIR
DEGFER I L DFEMR) L IEOMEEZ RTZ & %
WE LTS, H&%IZ, Chiappe and Chiappe (2007)1,
FtmtEEREO — il T o 2 FEHE(EFIC ST\ D

R & SREET — % 7 A Y REOZNZNIN,
LEMRIZ kT D B OMEE &, IROE & IEOFRE 2R
TZEEWLMNT L. T HOMEE, HGOFFERD
AL LT, JEhtEsme & fbamtEaaen il ST
BY, ZIVHITHMRMIROE & ALPRE R Ol 5 1T
LTS Z a2 L TUND.

AR PEENEE & BN EAIRE D Z I E DS EEIR DARIR &
Bl L TV D Z ERHALMNC SN TE R, 1T,
MR OFEFGEFR SEAZEZ ED L D IZBH#EL T DO
725970 HREfROHGGDO—>TH 2 Predication &
7 JU(Harati et al., 2021; Kintsch, 2000; L', PM)i, =
—/RZND R SN BEEOERZERIC N T, ik
BRAROUFE 2, JLBE 1. DRl & FE(EL 3 2 R B OREE
DOIEMIERY L, WU 2: = ORHE O CE-E LT 5
R (T OEIK) T 5 2 & T, RO fFIR A Ak
F5Z L TEET S, PM IR FRFE OGN e E
TV Cd % Categorization €7 /L(Glucksberg & Keysar,
1990)3&H19~ %, HEMRERARIZISIT DIREED 17 2 VAL
& OFFWENR R <, BRI 2 Y PEO E BB
DETNTHDLEEZEZ BN TS, £72, PMITL, £7
IV DNERLT D IR DY N O FRIR Z 189 % (Kintsch &
Bowles, 2002) = & MEf ST 5.

PM IZEEDWTHATHIE DI f A Z BT 5 &, 5
1THFZE(Chiappe & Chiappe, 2007; Kazmerski et al., 2003;
Stamenkovic et al., 2019)/ XM DB EFE Tld7e <, th
M DRLELRE (R OO PSR & B G d
FIRECPRENEAIRE) DBIRIMEA B H M L CE To—,
IR OMELEFE(PM E7 L CThIuE, PR 1 & ALEE 2)
EMEAANZEDOBRIEIH SN TE TR, ED LD
RSN DFEE T HMARRRIZE N ZED R E T
L BINTT HIOITIE, PM ET /L0 K9 7ol
WRRIZOWTRFITTE HET L E, AZEOXRRER
I DLNNTT D ED D5,
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AMFZETIE, Predication model % FH\V T, ZIHEDMEA
72 & RGOSR & ORIRMEZ T 5. AR T
1%, PM OB | OMEEOIEMEILEOREE m &, B
2 DEFEDHIFIOF S k 23, EADLHIRAIRE Fe b X <
P92 Z(: Mean Average Precision 23 K; LLF,
MAP)IZEWT, FEROMIROMEAE & BIH Y DR 3
DDEFI(SST, RPMS, 2§ 2 Flk 3511553 8H) & AR
D EH ST BD.

PEMge D R S & BN ZE D BRI A B & 282 L 722k
1THFZE(Chiappe & Chiappe, 2007; Kazmerski et al., 2003;
Stamenkovic et al., 2019)7>5, FEALMEHIGE & VBl EIEE
13, HIRDMPIEFE & HETE L CW D RTREM B 5. F
7=, WA BZERRE(Carroll, 1993)1, HMrDFEHER D
B RN FEOBERME 2 T e TSR (Beaty & Silvia,
2013) 1TV CIEFRBIS A ST Y, IR OE
RELBEERBIR END. EBIT, ZOMEIE, B
DIRFFIREMEIREGLED DRI B 248 T 268
INER D T2, REFCTEEOEESOTEM: & B LT
LEFERI.

b LR 1, 2 L BRET 5 /3T A X DME A ZEL S & FE
B9 2 Z LR iU, FEMOMEFUERE & 8 AED
BURMEAVRIZES LD TEA D .

2. AE

BEAZZEH LIEROBIMOIE  20#E 85 44 (Fik
56 45 PN 40. 5 5%) 34 T A L CHEBRIZSINL
7. ZIEVE, FRICFERSMEEEORIE &, i -
PRI - BRI AR LT,

F—ORBEE LT, SINF IS4 51553558 (Carroll,
1993)WZHL D FHATZ. ST 1 A3 ORI FTEEZRER Y
%< OWEAZRETDHZ LRO LN, FIETE
Te BB b DML OB AR R E LT,

B OME L LT, 21813 RPMS(Arthur et al., 1999)
(ZE $AATE. BINEVIR T T80y & arteifg &, R
ToERSy 2 YN HELD 2 R OB BoR S, IEARE
BaREZ EARD B, 412 o CEMR L=
ERE L.

FHEOBEE LT, INEILHARGER SST(llfth,
2023)ZEL D FHATE. ZINETX 2 DOHGEB: © A Z-F
MANRETRE I, ENENOHEFEOFALLR % Gl (Fi:
B A 2 ) THEE Lz, SINE O RE XS/
IZIRTE SN EE HHER SN T 012 SonTin
DM, 4220 MOAFHESA L Lz,

P- 1-52A

BT, SINFE IR 2 R REREEZ Y LA
72, Y, B ESnREWEGERIIER)ICR LT,
FNOWE R E &K 2 O, &K S5 DEETHZ en
kKoo, i E U THWERERIT 20 HTH-7-.
i ST fEM & £ OREROBI 23K 1 12F LT,

1. SN T[E & 2 OfREIR O]

RLITIERETZ vy, &L
FIRITAN LT W, LD
Merhi g By, B2

VAl Zay ELW, Ehd

PN DEZEESIE ZED/NS A2 DREE PM D
FEEE, ()FFETT ML > CHEE BRI
L, (i)SEFOFELTFETEE m EHIH L, (i)gEEoOE
LI EERE m (H O CIRE & H89 D AT k O HEE
AW, FREEREEL k EOHEFEOFIRT MR
D, FONIRT [V EFARIT D B N B ORHS A i
WRELTHIET S, ARIOERTIE, SEETLEL
T, $Aft (2016)3AB LT %, HAGE Wikipedia 7>
LEE I word2vee IZES K HENRT ML
(jawiki.word vectors.300d.txt.bz2) & N7z, F 7z, /3T A
A km ORI, Predication &5 /L% W TCIaOfiE
FBUEFE &M L 7= Utsumi (201 1)V, m 13[10, 15,20,
25,30, 35, 40, 45, 50, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300, 350, 400, 450,
500], k3[1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10]& L7-.

S Z L DT A Z Ol kL, 20 fEOREEI kT
THBNMEOMIRE, 85 /3T7 2 X BT D PM D
MR DR D _EAL 100 144 VT, MAP@100 % #t5
L, INEEKRIZTH/RXT A ZOMABEDEEZRDD
Z L THEE L. MAP@I00 1L, R 25T A 7 LOf#E
8, P27 I/VOMIR AL 100 - CoOmARE L2
HO AP@I00( F=; 370bh, 7LD EAL 100
TEZE 12 BINE OEROEFNE) & A FERIZ DN T
K, BEED AP@100 &) LR L7-.

R

1
Average Precision@100 = EZ P,
k=1
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3. #HR

S Z L ITMAP@I00 Cheiifb SAL7= /37 A & (xf
BB D k, m) & AN B(RPMS/SST/RES 155
ANEDIGR) DO L R ZE, B LORELH O
T OB A R 2 ICE LT, bk, 3T
ABZNZOWTIE, HRC m 2BV T, ENIERIRICIE
SHTWD 72D 10 DIRIF 15 7273, 50 DIRIF 100),
NSO EERE LI BN EY THL EER, &
Ze B IRRIEL & DR A A AT IR o T

2 0 h, FEOHKIOTIS(K)IE, WEEYIERED
R OE S L IEAR(r= 24, p< .05)T, SST DEFFA
EERBDEHEIA A SN T(r=-18,p=05). £7=, WEE
DIEP LI ORI (m) & RPMS D EFHS A OAHBX
INE I T2(r=.07,p=51).

7 2. XT AL LE N OFEBHRE(N = 85)

FEER M SD 1 2 3 4
1. log.m 4.13 1.35
2. log.k 0.78 0.77 -A47 **
3. RPMS 5.99 2.63 -.04 -.07
4. SST 28.11 5.07 -.01 =18 31 **
5. WRIEX 2855 7.89 3.64 -.15 24 = 04 -.08

p <10, *p <.05, **p < 01

4. BE

AHFFETIE, Predicationmodel & FV T, ZMEED(E A
75 L R OfERGIEFE & OBMRIEE 8T LTz, FEBRORE
L, BRBRFEMEAREDS m O TSRO HK &2 555
[ (2N AN =112 AN o Y2 5 e AV N AYN =
RO A L < LT & AT 5 rraetE 2 g
L.

Fege D ALERRE R & A EDBIRIE A H M LT
Stamenkovic etal. (2019) Tl, fabIEEHESST) & icEhiE
HIHB(RPMS) 23 UM A BGIE D lfiE & IEMBE 2772 &
W ST e, ZAUTHR LT, ARAFFRIE RO AL
TED/RT AKX m ki, SST EMREEOIEMEACILE DR
DINSE L DOBEDOMEAE/R LIZ=—F T, RPMS & 3
RAARENIAG SR o T2, — T, BEEYIEHIIGE:
OIEHALIE OFRRE &L IEOMBZ R LTZ. 2 b Of
B3, PM OXEEFRICHAD < SR & OFEBEIE, HFiC
FE TR RECRMR AR TRENIEAIRE & EF DT LR O FR
JEL OREICESS bDOTHDH Z AR L.

AT, PM IZHA < HEAEIRIEFE 2, AROMEA
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ZE LS TH LM LI RIS IR ERN S 5.
TERD LU BRI ZEIE, BSOSO 2 fiFIR
DR Ex FT-DWEBRAEBE LT, ThbITHT 5

B ZEHEAR & OFRBERIR 2 B & 232 D AFZEA b &

725 T e, 9 LIH, AMFFRIT M ORI & &
eaPEETRE, TREMEENRE, MREREEERE D RIRIEZ I &

MIZTDHHDOThoTz. ABFETIVEN TV D K

DB ANZE L, FLARAY e LM ERAR O BT T L (f):

Utsumi, 2011 ¢ Comparison model)?/ 7 A % DFAEI %
HOHNCT 52 LT, HRFMEERFEED & OFME I
7y, HMAEIROMEANZE L BAFR L TV D DA ERRIIC

BN TEDLEERD.

B2, AR SN % 3 DR, 85—,
RPMS 723/37 A & L OFEBZ R IR Te i d 5.
Eb e g BRURE SR & (8N 22 0D e AT AJF 58 (Kazmerski et al,
2003; Stamenkovic etal., 2019)72>5, FERAEIRIZ I T
TEFIRE DB GIAE S LD Z &0 D, PMIZHS<
IRAFIR DT CIIRL C & TR W LR ARER O FE Y
MEAH D AREMENH Y, N ED X ) (FiR T
HONEHBLNNCT DMEND D, 55 I, RO
PR T L COMENZEBE L OB TH 5.
Utsumi (2011) TiE, AROHMRAERIE, Comparison &7
L& PM BMEETE, EHELOETMIESOTAN
HEMRARIR 4T 5 N, BT /WS 5 ADFERR DY T
ILEVIZEASOTHETE D L WHBED S &, bR
IR AE 2D 2 DOFEFTILTHE: - FHiL T\ 5. A
WFZETIZ PM SFIREDEANEE ED X 5 IZBEET 52
DIHEFLEMNMIL LD ELTWDH, AR ERfF
(ZH 1T 2 BN D L E M (e.g., Bowdle & Gentner,
2005)2BETHE, ZNHOETIIMEHOLELH EET
HD. BN, PM BT IO AL T FEEOYEHN D 5.
AMFFETIE, ANDOHMAEIR A i BT 5 MAP % mk
DEEALOFFIE L L THWTWDD, T VO
1% 100 EIRDFITH T T TWD. 29 LizT7 Fu—F
T, 72 & 20E, MAP@I00 23 0(F 72 b, 7 /LOfiF
BR100 EDOHIZ N OFERD—2 b & ENR2V)ER S
BALTLEY, ETAOFEE L CEDNT#ERD
SR H 5. S HROPFEITIBN T, 7 VOIS
DN Th LT D2 MEDRH 5.
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