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Table 1 The functional comparison of several conversational systems

System Language Platform Function
QA Speech Recommendation Instruction execution Chit-Chat
Microsoft Cortana Multilingual Windows N N N, N N
Apple Siri Multilingual 10S N N N N N
Google Allo Multilingual Android N N - N N
Facebook Messenger  English 10S & Andriod N N - N -
& Web page

Baidu Duer Chinese I0S & Andriod N N N N N
Microsoft Xiaoice Chinese ~ WeChat & Microblog N - - N

SR Siriy BRSNS 1 R GEREA SRR AU TE ORI FTHE ) T RTPTR A, R 1 A T H
BT LI AT TH 6 ANXEE RGEREG], FEARE TR 0TE 5 . BT 6 LU B B Th RS T 17 B i HL s

It A P 22 0 2 TR T 2 2] PR R TR, 3R I 255 L TR DR 2 21 55 22 M S TR X R G
FEXS U A B IZ AN T3 VS T AR K B E i, (EA T A0 X 1 2R 48, — ELAIR X U AR GEAH S TT A B A
e AR, A SORE AT S5 R0 2R GE AN T IR0 18 AR GEIX A KT 1) B4 H R 1 R ST i 0007 1%
I .

2 EFEXNERGTENTGIE

Bl EAT 55 RO E R UEA, 5 X B VA 7 V38T A T — ANVE BRI 2 75 ). 1997 4R,
Walker 2 £ H 7 — B HERREE [] & FAh 1 2 RRAE RN 261 7 FE 1 R G0 PARADISE, A -T-#E
FUR R, 1% R G R I 5152 F — A Cobn i F P B R il B s S A — A WA 5 di
AR, I 2k IR VA ) 720 SRR BB R SR — AT DL SR s 0 R AU E FE b, FE bR )R
SE IR AR RS BRI R ARG A AL (W31 K . RGegh B M i el & f ), Flid s ik 2
PR XA IR AS R — 55k bR B E N 28 B33 (Reward), FTF X AN AR U 2% £8 T %1% R 40
ZANANE R 2L, IX B 7705 R X 1l SR A ) Bl B T S bRV v R BN 16 2R 8 A ST 2R R
T R P B AT DA 2 d E R A N E AR, J5 SR ORI TS AR AR A f KA i R 5 de M S K
VE AT S5 B 1 R e F I R FE 5.

SR Y R IE 5 N7 2 B G, AT 45 56 O BE R AR ME S 1, A an ik, Az s 3L 2 it
A RS — R Y 43 PARADISE VPN BCRA R a0 N W RIS T ARy i Rl i) 2 3k 3
RUSHEPEM A oA T — AN 2 W B 7 1) 2012 4EA RF 58 345 B0 R B 1) 5t e 1) 0y 92 3k S T3 11
JRC o 51 R P E 0 S5k R Rt mT DAGES B 6T 1 S 2% 2T 1 H 1 0] Ultes 5 Minker 25N [7]
FRIRFE 58 B SR T BT T 518 R G (8] R D 2 A AR R B sE . BT I S8 D7 VE RN 22 iR B, A
JR I R B0 0o T 508 R G A il A 8 SR F L. (ELR A5 B R bR vE S0 2 R TR XE Y, #E2%
KRBT R BIRAT B IAT RS0 6 B bR & R A BLSER, BT oS S2E 0 A $e 7 AL
N BRIV ECHE (R R R bRV E s, IR RE AT BAysk /> N T8, tHn] U= A58 2 (0w 88, B T-x 4
Rk, AR E S T ahA% 2] (active learning) BT, AT IRy 12 22 M0 R A 22 R 5 sUAH 45 &5 1)
IR EAR AT B shAriE: B,
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Steve Young 25 A 1) 7 2012 4E 45 TALS BE RGUVTEN FIEEAE Bl Bl IKSh 1 3 R85 &b
H (natural language processing, NLP) L5 H 1R Z FhvFAN 75732, H T 25058 BRI S20A, X% 1% &
SHTEN HMEREELE K — 2 RS HAT DA F R ZE A FFa PR PP EE R (RORE 20 F5 br AR 56
(177 AT 0N, INIMIE S FT s B H §), (B e A A TR Gt 25 -5 i R H TR0 1l RG TR 24~
MET UL ) AL F5E b g RGP 0 B ¢ H b2 MIVE T s RE, RS VR 22 DR 3R AT
TCIERH VAN S5 35 P ARSI 2 58 W) &, RIS I 45 H B9 N € PPN Fa Aok — A RS kAT
WA, 238 A [RIFR BE I 22, 1T EL AR MRS B A BRRAE 22 51) HE SR I Im DX Ll gk 21 4 T R PPAN 250R,
(R I B VP T R DRI DG R A )3 A2 FH P 2SR PR sl ) @, SCEARH T 3 ANMEFRHME S5 BN
RGN 3R 1) i bl AR T A B R G AT Y 2) N LV 3) fEBhAE
[ R G AT VA 119,

2.1 FAPEM

FH P AU — Fh A R0CH T B B PP AN S, I HL e 1) B 25 S RORE X 1A (1) 7 %, X 2 118
I BLAS [R5 58 T BOREE, AT LA 24 78 RV 9 AT IRV 18T SR I v i s s A
TRBHR, B2 LS P I e e S5 DL 28 1) S . 2 AN 0 ) 22 03X AN 22 B 1) 52 0 R /N SEFP R B2 B Rk
TH P B ES BaFOR. SR T RIS SR AN a) @GR MR o, FH P BT SR A2 AT 55 B0 1 R G vPA v i FH
PR TV, TR 2 MR RO 2E TR 4 FTE%E Markov R SEIEFE (partially observable Markov
decision process, POMDP) FIX} i 5 (14191,

SIS XL TAEA R AR SRR, [F)— /N P B R GLE N 3 ANAS R B 1 B BRSP4 R (S
LIRS FE R P 1 Fige.), Hdh HDC RoR RGeH N Tk BUH fe G045 A i i 25 SRAE E N,
BUDS #£/R 245N ZIEN PR, BUDS-HDC £ RSt HI A — N L gmhd {5 5 56 g 7= A=
1), BUDS-TRA £/ REGtHINZIET NAC X — KIS AT 2R 2 JE 19 BRI B AL AL A5 R (NAC SRBE
ST —FPERALEE ST NS, 7ESCHR [9] BTSCH IR K, A TERE). RABI RIS R —A H BIiRFEE B
) R4, 7 nlRe 2 10 B0 K — AN R /N R TR L TR TS 2 R R R A B R L PR T
T8 SO IR B i RS BME (B E XA RN RGO 4 1 R WA I O 15 2R I, AL T
e E UE A 20) 5EbRE s 28, B MAALIR Mean reward sk IO 1§ Ja PN J7
FERIHUE, AR Confusion rate # 8 XONXS UGS BRAS = A2 (8 SLE5 R 5% P45 0 25 B A R 16
MEE. B RT LIS B 8 BIAS Rl N 272 AR AN [R) I 25 SRR AR, BRI PEAR AR 15 R S Bl N BN RS R &
(PR ILERIRAR I, T7E mds R TE RN, 7L EE B BUDS B RS & M ER T HDC, 2 it
BUDS *f T P ZAL T HDC. J5 SREREE VPN 45 AR I, 75 2 300 1h N 25 1817 AR Wil fa N
AN—F PR TIRZ R SE MR I, BUDS HIALEERE /1AL T HDC. BRI Z Ak, 1200 508 2 2] 7= A%
W45 R BUDS-TRA 5 A T.4mfi 5% ) BUDS-HDC HIEL4Z, AT LAK B BUDS-TRA J& 2 A ¢
R B4 T, X R T Il SR ) SERE NAC JEAT AR AL =2 2.

2.2 ATLIEMN

55 2 MES R IE RGN J7 22 il R IO SO0 18 2R G iR 48 R AT N TARAY, 1A
MR AL RENE 7 8 T 2 FUSE VPN Bt B H AITRAE, KRR PP 4 53 B 2 i LA S 6 2 S 7T 2
Vst JF AR TR AN D3 FIUE AT 55 U A 6 R GEREAT VRN, — S8 Tt 130 7] 5 205 R Gt AT
XFiE, AR R 45 RN RG RTS8 POMDP ZEAT X5 H0E % I RHE RGO LKA T

955



s B4 Xl RGEPFI T kSR IR

NIV BT, IR 4 RS T N LYt skng 5 MDP S50 (145 AR FHE S5 o 15~17),

SRR A VEA 75 7255 R B T RAE T e Jee AP A2 408 22 O PR N R, AR B IX 75 S KB R IT 4. e 3]
HH IR A G AR 2 DA S Al B 9 258 A S AR /N R RS s £ I 2B R AT SN PR 45 D7 VA W] LA T A
PRIX AN ) L B anfE ] AMT (the Amazon Mechanical Turk) AR5 181 %5 H Pl SCHIAT 55 DA R Ak )
R4, VT 3048 58 AT 55 HEAT VP, PP 53 R DUIE I 4 9% FELTE O 0 1 R R IEAT VAN, BRIR
X 5 45 R BHE B XA 7 VE R DU 0 72 A2 KBS RG0S5 N B FL S TE RO, M AR K &
R g g5 3 1O BRIFES ERZ A, X MPPAN T iR IE AR AR B PRI 012 75 L Re g AR 3R
B R P i . i b i S SEEG 4R A oA AR I B M %, N LIRS B B9 st e O B TR
SR E BRI R R, WA H IR TP I JE 58 B 2 I HE 0 (R RCR A . 200,

2.3 HREHSHRLGHITM

AR BN S RGEVTA () BRAEIRAS R £E L0 P B rhoar U FH P B0 A, SX M PPAN T R T8 AR A
AT 55 HPAE N 1 R G B AN RES LE A AR 32 B 2 FH TR JR G R 2% 10t AR W i 3K R A 07 92
FRAREHESZIL A, Carnegie Melon University (CMU) HIRFFT 3 & £ I — MPEAT 284, FRONKTE R 48
Bki% (spoken dialogue system challenge). CMU B e & T — X5 47 35 Je W VL 22 28 1 H P SR it 7
ARG B BEWMXE RS, H 70 LUBE 451X AN 1E RS T IR A R E R (78 2 BT T Al
55 AL TAERT R N T5e Baf)). B34 7 AR JLSE P /5 oK, i R X e — A 18] B 3 sh ik
&R ARSS, CMU JF R BN 1 RGN T IR RS 1 — ik, 5 IZ 5P R 4, an it
TARIE B RO U, T PAB BIX AN R G0 (BIINTE 2010 SEIBREG T, wifa A T R RSN
TERIGH RS, 25 T Hk 2Y).

3 FRUEXIERGETEN A

H AT TS IR B R B R AL 8 AN VE 10777 3200 E A B, AR bR AT SR L)
IO WARFR 4 A 8 T EAE W U TH: — 52 Lh BLEU 221, METEOR 2 fll ROUGE P4 9t
(17 B B PPN FE ;. /& L Greedy Matching (291, Embedding Average (261, Vector Extrema [27] Jg{CF#
2 1] o) B ) PR R . AU VR 8 0 A S E A T RTUTHY 3 A F 2 R AR T vE o)
H1757%: Google Brain ] Anjuli Kanan 1 Google Deepmind ] Oriol Vinyals 2§ A\ 2017 4 1 A#&H
FI—FI GAN G5 RIXTHIPEM AR McGill K% Ryan %8 AFEHIZET RNN [ automatic dialogue
evaluation model (ADEM) X1l iFAN RGAMEET ANN 54 15T R 4.

3.1 ETEIUEREITFN A
3.1.1 ETIREERMITMNIEMR

WRIECA I NLP (RS540, 3R B A P01 3 AR sl R i BRI, o S5 A8 2 A il R AR s A A
(¥ [ 2 5 o v 25 5 22 1) (1) B B R IEAT VFA: BLEU M1 METEOR J& 7EAL 2% B BT 45 T USSR 14
RETPIFIEAN 7 i%; ROUGE AR SRR B i 24155 IS T A KIPFIRCR. EARXTHE RS0
PN K SR bt A T AR R S W 2B B SR BB 0 R I, BRI B R X IE X 18 R SR A
5%, (B T AMERIRG 2.
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NI BT UFRAS [F B AR BR, A RER U, N SCHIL A R RRE Rk ) S
B (X EREE—AMARE —MEN B E, TXHKEE RN “SHEER), ¢ RERERAR
[dmH, X T2 5 NP H, PR SERIE » 574 ¢ RS B AE w; AT w,.

BLEU. BLEU s& U B8 A 2% R n-gram FEAT BT THE LS B Be AN 30 7772,
XU B S EATIAE BN 3C (Context) HAAERIAL B TGOE, X BAGANILHED v BEEUER 22, AR AY 46 H
()51 B, BLEU & Je ot iR E A 18 BHEAT n-gram FASE (Precision) THE (X BLRBEA T
B2 UAK, #HA B RE —KixiklEl &)

. Yo min(h(k,r), h(k,r;))
Pofrf) = 2D L) m
A P, (r, 7)) ARRTERE P T A ER n-gram IR, k& Ron KN n BIFFI n-gram 18, h(k,7) N r
W ngram k (9N D 7 IRE G (S ARG FEARL T R 1 I L (ORS FE e #3% SE A ) T4 [ 52) Y82 T BLEU- N,
N Fon T2 ERHE n-gram H n F5KME:

N
BLEU-N = b(r, #) exp (Z B log P, (r, f)) 7 (2)

n=1

B — WA —AMEE FIRLE, b(r, 7) FRETRT. BLEU-4 fEVF AL 8 2. d Tk [ml
HRALEAE 4 TTESHNUTFAMERN 0, 2 FEOHES R, T EY 2 AR BLEUA4 R
A HR T BN B A R ARAIE BB BANS %24, BLEU @ % RESURE L A BT, Wl TAEZA
ik 3% 25 58 I B S U (AR — A

METEOR. METEOR [ fERIES RS HiREI & 2 1874 — NI 0 A4 (M0 74
S ST — BRI T 1 5 1, A S R BURAR VA 5 PR LIS« [R) SCIA] AR R R 4% . B¢
X). H 1342 J5, METEOR F LMES %% R 5H A RS E (Precision) 5\ (Recall) ]
WAEBEAE R REAT Y. BRI E: X T — MR ¢ SHNMPIZSEER r 1 (e,r)
J#%] m, METEOR 452 HHKEIE P, SAEE R, MIHRCEYIE, Pen ZARYE A I IEHZ R
FertH B —ANESE T, 20 o, 8,y #REARIMEKESEE &,

PR,
Frcan = ;
aPy, + (1 —a)Ry,

Pen = ~(frag)?, (3)

METEOR = (1 — Pen) Fonean.

ROUGE. ROUGE £ —R5IHT B3SO M Z P ERE, 19 ROUGE-L, ‘B R @t
ikt 5 Hbra) 2 [ KA R T 751 (longest common subsequence, LCS) T+ F {A (F-measure) 1§
2. LCS A&AE P A)E AR AR [F 7 H I E) — 387 51, 5 n-gram ANF )72, LCS AN FE EEIRRFIES:
(BPFE LCS Hhia el DU B AR i), A sy, FRoRSRERIE o, RN § MR, e, siy)
TR LCS K, § AESHTE.

l(Ci, Sij)

R = max ,
i syl

P = max es, sij), (4)
i eyl
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1+ B*)RP
ROUGEL(Ci, Sl) = m

3.1.2 EFiRAEERIFNEERE

B TR E SR, 7 — M SRR R R RS R R — AN R A I [ A G,
A [ B SEBLIX VT 7 vE IR, AR TS A, SR Word2Vec 281 88751, 48—/l 0 il — A
w) 5 FH T 3R I /N 1], X 5 v I T SROX AR AR TR ZE A I A AR R A 3R TR X AN 1] BT 3
IR S B R IR ) B R O ) B ] DU AU B R A el L S XM R T B AR
FMik R 52 A) 5 H br BN A) R A) ) &, Bl R o BE B AT bR, minT DAS B 3 R AHALLEE.

Greedy matching. 2EULHC /1% (greedy matching) #&2& T a2 1 —FhAEREVCEC 775, 1E45
HEIRAA)F r A7, BF—AN w € r BB I i R B G2 NI & ey, RIS & o E5E— 0]
o) € 7 B[R ey B KFRBEREAT ROZAHAZILAL, )15t R &5 2 I A ] UL G 5 R 3 4A:

> wer MAXges COSsim (€w s €)

G(T‘,T‘);G(T,T)' 5)

T AT A R AR TR, FT AT EZAERAT5 R LR G SREME LRSS SR HERR . 5%
ARVLIC e AR R BE S TR G PR, 5 S FO R LMV E IR B R UL W 1] T P iRl 5 2 %5 %
AL L EA B ) 25

Embedding average. [1&¥J{HI% (embedding average) s& @it ) A 11 A &1 HH —ANA) FHHIE
TFa) 5 {7 vk, A ) A Y A R SR ME R T A T A R XA RAERR X TR R G A
IRZ NLP s A #RB I E (514 i+ SO HURE BESS ), A e Foxa) 5 r o firf 1] 4L e 7] &
BMA:

GM(r,7) =

2wer Cw
| X wer €l
XPEG r 5 7 BT DL AR 23 AR R R 5 SR A, AR A B AR SZAR LR A AR B
PERIFRFR AT VPN, B EA = cos(e,, &7) .
Vector extrema. 7 —FfEf) T Z a8 E AU 97522 [ EARAETE (vector extrema).
TR o R 1] [ P R0 R ) 1 AR AR e K — EAE IR AN I ) R

(6)

e =

max ey, if eypq > | ming cp €yrdl,
wer
€rd =

min e,q, otherwise. (7)
wer

N d R R R IYERE; ea /2 w KR FIEAEE d gk 2208 Z T R 1 2RE 1 A [8) 2 Y
FRBLEE, ST S A EAR B ANS I, 875 2510l B 2 (AR A L R S 4 e SE S MR EA T 8] (A 1L
FEPE. B LA, FERA SO BAT R R SR B oA B RIS S i e 2, Hil TR R
AR 2 HBUE S 2 (SO, XM TS i AR e A B2 (8] s e T AR L, TR 5%
PR 2 o P 1 R SR AT AL L, X (A A E R SUE B <5 B5E R IALE.
HH T3 AN JEE BT, SR FH o) 2 WV ) R 4 55 A 1 2 i FH 3k 290,
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3.2 ETEMEMBITENGE
3.2.1 GAN %4

AT BN LS (generative adversarial networks, GAN) [ 2014 - Tan Goodfellow & 24,
AL TR Z B L, itk TR A TTRISERRN ], S N TR B — AN THIBE 7
1. Google Brain ) Anjuli Kanan 1 Google Deepmind F] Oriol Vinyals £ A\ 2017 & 1 H#EH 7 —Hf
H GAN S5MISHPIIPNAEEY, JR BT T — R 28 GAN MM 454, T BRI A 4% (Generator)
G OICIF=E e ISP NESEIF=N=up L PVES -3

ZF) GAN 15 EURAE AT % LR B K, Anjuli 25 NFITAEHZRA T GAN FISEAA e -
733545 (Generator-Discriminator) 4544, L 2545 ) Generator HI T4/l &, Discriminator HT
X NFIEIE Y Generator A B HI45 3.

54 GAN AR, BEH Generator & —NFFIXTFF (sequence to sequence, Seq2-
Seq) 1‘}'@@, AL — AN SERE PG AP 28 X 2% (recurrent neural network, RNN) Encoder + Decoder ZEF ,
1M Discriminator BEIAZ—4 RNN, {ERFH )& Encoder IT—A~ " J0orJS8: 454

YIZRI B BAE EH IAE B X (o,7) BIN Generator, HH o REFHIEEHE, HFF 01,09, ..., 0, T4
B, r RERBEIZEE, BTV r,ro, o rm M W B AR RTES € RIGE R o MEH T, 451
M SR r IR R, WTTIRIE PN TS Py b fe 5 i 1] 52 45 2%

P, = ZlogP(rl,rg,...,rm|01,02,...,0n). (8)
(o,1)

Xt Discriminator, YIZRBH N PIMEEA (0,7, y), FoH o Fl r 05K T H GG BS54 K E 1)
FE, y WHTX =53, y = 1 REHIE NIIGEEE, v = 0 MR, IZGHEMERZiLE r 5 o 4
I RE S B S BT 8T 0, RI4r 808, Discriminator #8725 5 1R A1) H AR X AN 45 ) & Generator
AR AN, NN Generator A2 B 45 AT PR TFEN Py

Pd = Z logP(y‘()laOQ;"'7OTL7T17T27"')Tm)' (9)

(0,m,y)

SIS SE C FRIBEERIEIEXT (0, 7) #IEK, Generator HIYIZREE HHIX MR Gmail FRAER
— B e A L [F2H % Discriminator FYIZREHE SN INE 2%, —# 72l C Hh s %4 ¢
WXL B y RN 1, SR ¢ TEEXT (o,r) B y H Generator AU R 7 BAR
A (o,1"), FEFRIEN 0.

i S 25 R n] LUE M A - Discriminator HJIX 73 R 5 EIEHKFEAMRKIAKLR (BZF X
Bk [30] 9 Figure.1), BURIRIGEMH IR T SEIBUR, 72 BRI 085 M B KERIC R, BiAkix
FRBIE K, HAALFRRIR Discriminator 45 Hi 705, B RIS ACEERIBGIN, 7> BAE B0 A v, BT
] 5 K BBk, Discriminator #8785 X 73, BRI 7 A BRI SRR R, B ISR EiE
R, K R w3 1) ) 7 (R S AR e/, B Generator 72 4E B4 5 R 0H B ORI AR I, Bk
Discriminator Bl K EHE X 7 [0 2K H T Generator I &K HNZGEHE. K 2 Wy)5s 7~ G 4R
(RS Ag], ARE 7 AT AR B FBE 5 0 ) — e A ol R 22 W DMl L S g ] A (801,
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% 2 Discriminator 5 Generator XtF[E]—[5]5RHHERHCE B S 4 R 3ttt (30

Table 2 The comparison of responses ranking of the same length by discriminator score and generator score [30]

Original Length Top responses Top responses
(Discriminator) (Generator)
Oh alright. OK thank you
Actually, yes, let’s move it to Monday 3 That’s fine. That’s fine
Good. ... Thank you!
Ya Yes
Are you going to Matt’s party on Sunday? 1 Maybe No
Yeah Yes

3.2.2 RNN %#3

McGill KM Ryan 55 A 2016 £F 6 H BRI FURIL, SR EN R a2 A — 2 RRRTE, T
AR B EIRVF 0 5 NP AR OC R, TR =M RNN 7535807 B sh P BRI 2k, JF
7T — XS RFEH S (automatic dialogue evaluation model, ADEM) F 1Tl [5] & i) A
TV EIR, [t ADEM 1¥2r 45 R 5464848 5 BLEU, ROUGE BEAT 1 XFEE, IEW] T B 3hiFHr
RGHIAATIE.

ADEM J&— M@ BB S 2 TN SRS 210 2 = RNN S5 M PEN B, (i 7 2 /29085 o
(Encoder) ACREIZRIFRL P SCAREAL IR &, IIZRBT BUR A IE SR ¢, ERRIRIE 7, 25 r.
55 ADEM ' Encoder K IX SR>l Fe Ak Jyla) &, S8 il 0] 1 gl e B BEAT 2k R AR e 15 B —

NI
M7+ 7N — «

3 ;
X M, N € R* a2 FRRNSE, HTmNHEN; o 8 RSETFE, HTRER00E
FEHILE [0,5] XAEEA. M A1 N FTEAEE VRN 7 23RBS B ¢ Al r i) —FRZe A a7 2, JE 11X
—RAMERRS D R R R SR ¢ 5 AERIR LB BT B A G RTRI, B AR
A I ZH AT DO S A A R TR EAT 5 2T, AR sede T, dEd L1 RN A R IME score 5N
TR T ZRESEL 0 = M, N:

score(c, r, ) = (10)

L= Z [score(c;, 7, 7;) — human_score;] + ||6]|1. (11)
i=l:k
Bl 1t SR [31), @i ADEM 25T LLE B, ADEM SRAIHIE & RNN Encoder 451445 H
JZ, RJZ R4 3R iR A2 i [ &, b 2= U AR 1A 1) ™ A= B A B R S ( Context ) TR ERIR.
ADEM R HI 32 A RNN HIZ5H 530 R GEHT A 10 RNN 45 5K XA E T ADEM K 2% [m 2
TR NEES 52, WENZRERET, AT DA R R A i 45 R 5 25 I B E, KK
BEAR X EE PR 2 S O HE L.
1T N AR E B 2 ), S Ay SRR U Rl RE RE NS I S /D AR v a8 21 S8 s ) 00 8 R,
PrUAR T N 2RI 7125 2] Encoder 124, SERR M TN ZRTT 122 45 JE A ) Encoder 72242
f4s RPN IE N — DALY RNN, 285 206 X4 RNN B2 A2 2 261 P APRFE Context
Rl JHEX L E s 5 RNN RIIZREdE. X Rk, [A—%) Context AT AP AEVF 2 G AR )
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Figure 1 The basic structure of ADEM [31]

LIRS T Twitter R4, fEFFAASCE0 2 |/, /E# J6i@id Amazon Mechanical Turk )7 8 X}
PR AL R 25 A [R] 1) R AN [R] (B AT VP43, IR BN TV M 20 B0 T 20 b, AR 88 N TiFn 15 31
(1973 BURF 45 A B 1) Context 51152, PRIk _F SCHER T Z5 7515 A AR S 4008 N 21 S 50 40040
g

SLEHG ADEM IV 45 3R 5 METEOR, BLEU-N (N=1,2,3,4) 4558 7E Spearman 5 Pearson
PN RS BT R, AR 3. A& T2v /% ADEM (U Twitter HdE &A1 NI REHRE 4,
VHRED {REHENZEHE N Twitter &N _EFIZRA5 B HI5HE, C-ADEM AR BIA)I L £
R S 45 AN Context #EATX EL, R-ADEM R3R 45 AN 523 Al 34T X) LE; Full dataset Fon 4=
IR BEME, 7 4104 NEISE, Validation set F/NIRUFEIR AR (7T DABEAE /N B 1 SR 4,
5 616 NEE, Test set FoaMRBIESE, (5 616 NEE. [ @& BHE K5 RER T 5258
s R (& S0k [31) 19 Figure 3). HM BE, 5 A TSRS, ADEM 5> £ L fif 5
¥ BLEU 5 ROUGE #IAFEE 7 —1 RIWN ADEM MR ELF T BLEU 1 ROUGE B,

3.2.3 ETHAEMELMHE T 7RI

VI ZREHE (1 [ = — B FF OI8O 15 52 40 U I G — > FE OHME R, 5 T s A 38 1 e P2 FD B A
THFEE RHIIUIR, Ryan H BN N2 MOK B R R C 800 b 4R I ZRxd 1 R T77%, Hkde s 17 H
FICIRIE 4328 (next utterance classification, NUC) 1 4 M SCAEHE R Il 20608 R Ge i) — AN 32,

SEESON T RN TP & R 5 N T E M 2% (artificial neural network, ANN) ;=4 45 L) 2
A, FEINZRBBR A 7 Dual Encoder (DE) SRYIZREE, DE B A KFHICIZEA (long short-term
memory, LSTM) [¥] RNN 415k, F T4 Context ¢, ik FIR » A R EEA. 7E ¢ B ZI, —AMd 2
Bk N LSTM, B hy WG hy = fF(Wiheor + Womy) BHATEH, W ORAUEFERE, f /2B MR R
LB A T MEEEEAN LSTM 25, &5 — MEBUZ IR hy HURT LALEE VR 3 A1 [ [0 5
FR.

NTHE A r f2—B Context FIESLRIZ ISR, B ¢ 5 r 35— NI

P(r is correct response) = o (¢t Mr), (12)

Horp M REZISHL, o 72 sigmoid BREL, FH4E S AZ SO o8 BUE 5125 BR 2, AR )1 Rt A 20K
(c,r) XHIRZ M e /MK, AT A3 21 S tHE RS R PP A A 7.
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Table 3 Correlation between metrics and human judgements [31]

Moetric Full dataset Test set
Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson
BLEU-1 0.026 (0.102) 0.055 (<0.001) 0.036 (0.413) 0.074 (0.097)
BLEU-2 0.039 (0.013) 0.081 (<0.001) 0.051 (0.254) 0.120 (<0.001)
BLEU-3 0.045 (0.004) 0.043 (0.005) 0.051 (0.248) 0.073 (0.104)
BLEU-4 0.051 (0.001) 0.025 (0.113) 0.063 (0.156) 0.073 (0.103)
ROUGE 0.062 (<0.001) 0.114 (<0.001) 0.096 (0.031) 0.147 (<0.001)
METEOR 0.021 (0.189) 0.022 (0.165) 0.013 (0.745) 0.021 (0.601)
T2V 0.140 (<0.001) 0.141 (<0.001) 0.140 (<0.001) 0.141 (<0.001)
VHRED —0.035 (0.062) —0.030 (0.106) —0.091 (0.023) —0.010 (0.805)
Metric Validation set Test set
Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson
C-ADEM 0.272 (<0.001) 0.238 (<0.001) 0.293 (<0.001) 0.303 (<0.001)
R-ADEM 0.428 (<0.001) 0.383 (<0.001) 0.409(<0.001) 0.392 (<0.001)
ADEM (T2V) 0.395 (<0.001) 0.392 (<0.001) 0.408 (<0.001) 0.411 (<0.001)
ADEM 0.436 (<0.001) 0.389 (<0.001) 0.414 (<0.001) 0.395 (<0.001)

a) RHPFES A p- {H, ADEM (T2V) 3R78 ADEM HiEKH tweet2vec WAL R, VHRED F/nKHUS T VHRED
FHR AR 7, C- A R-ADEM For ADEM BRIV ZRid FE o 43 70 R X LU A = £ (1 B B 5 B R 3 (Context) 35
H 2R A A

SIS R 3 HA K. 1) Ubuntu HESE: A Ubuntu ERIFFBINIRT & IRC AHEEEH 1
XSPEHAE B3 2) Twitter 2UH4E: Twitter FEAEAI KR Twitter FH 7 FIXTIEHHE B4 3) The SubTle %1
PRAR s AR 2y B9 —Le CUbRIC R G R AL B X B N LIRS H L 145 4 1E AMT 1
LBEEE (SEHEBEAFEDN . EEE . AR AR TS 2 FRA) FEATIEr SR, BARE
FEFERE R ASE R [32] HIRFEAIER 4, T DUF K 0 75 B 8 0 AN 7 B 46 b B #4717 3P
7y, TR M ANN BORA 45 RS

R 5 EICHR [32], RLIRIRASR. LI LA A B A PR AR, ROk RORTEHRF ALK
IR k AR BLIEFZ R L], SRR K ANN 45805 N TP 45 AT X . AR B
£ 3 MEdE B, ANN FRIEACT AKPES, 48 Twitter 55 Ubuntu K4, R@2 5 AN TIH 45
RO

R 5 AR LRI, N SAEXS [ BEAT 73 FE A AT B 2 (R, BEHLS o0 Al A, xt
TAFEGIEA F R ERIN, 2FREEAFE LR, X 2E IR, oh, KO et K0, ££
X E SN BAE ST T, HLER 0 SEaR 45 5 NSRRI 2 45 RARF ML, 55 % X900 1 el R 4521
ZERRIOR, P LART AR R GEATI A R OR B8 45 1)

4 RKHEHE

HEF X R G IR R 20 20505, TR R X AR T S AR PR 5, X1
AGIFIE AN TURBAIL ER T RN RE, BRI AR AT, X TR A R S
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* 4 145 5 AMT EUARE24t B2
Table 4 Statistical items of 145 AMT participants [32]

Question Ttem Value
Male 56.5%
What is your gender?

Female 44.5%

18-20 3.4%
21-30 38.1%
What is your age? 31-40 33.3%
41-55 14.3%
55+ 10.2%

Beginner 0%

Intermediate 8.2%

How would you rate your fluency in English?
Advanced 6.8%
Fluent 84.4%
High school or less 21.1%
Bachelor’s 60.5%
What is your current level of education?
Master’s 13.6%
Doctorate or higher 3.4%
T’'ve never used it 70.7%
Basic 21.8%
How would you rate your knowledge of Ubuntu?

Intermediate 5.4%
Expert 2.7%

%5 EMBERHTHES B

Table 5 Average results on each corpus [32]

Number Movie corpus Twitter corpus Ubuntu corpus
of users R@1 R@2 RQ@1 R@2 R@1 R@2
AMT Non-experts 135 65.9 = 2.4% 79.8 £ 2.1% 74.1 * 2.3% 82.3 £ 2.0% 529 * 2.7% 69.4 £ 2.5%
AMT experts 10 - - - — 52.0 + 9.8% 63.0 * 9.5%
Lab experts 8 69.7 = 10% 94.0 = 5.2% 88.4 £ 7.0% 98.4 £ 2.7% 83.8 = 81% 87.8 + 7.2%
ANN model
(Machine) 50.6% 74.9% 66.9% 89.6% 66.2% 83.7%

(Lowe et al., 2015a)

A DA P AR 55 56 BORE 2 A AR PP PR AR HEAT VRO, X T IF IO R 1 R 58, T 2 fe bt AT
PRIy, AT CMR B HORSE B AR 0 16 RGBT B OIS . Sl B TP 4R, T DAY
PP IR BRI LRI, I SR X 1 AR GE VA A P AR O 7T 8

WG ESCTIE, X FAE SRR AE RGHIPFO IR T B AR SR 5 N TR SRS R T
TR 18 R G, Fe WA AR AR 203X PR 7 3800 25 B AP0 R, A0 fer A A =38 AN TR B0 s R 3
e DA AR 2803 AR 3 2 R R FT O B . T e B R A R LU SR e 5 (0 7 4H, 38 5R1PAR R ST AT
PREAE, SRl RS BIAS R EE SR AT PSS PR VA, R ARR B B RIE BB T 1.
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ARSI A48 HET PO U VRO RS, S T H RTAEXR S PR S Y RORIE SRR X
TAES AN IE RS, ERVFOEEEAIRE LTI 25 508 B AR AW AT 82 3T IF 08 A
PG RS, H AT AT FEM VI mRIX 70 F 2 PN KI5 ) B Aahs SR, BRI 3 20
] L VR AR PR AR TR [ R PP . BN 0Py 1 @ e 4 (I g7k, IbLAs
RN AT 731 7, AT SEEGS Xk R GERIPF A

BIREERI PPN TR B SRS, WX TOT BORAS 1E R SRV, 2L FE AR AT LU A X Pt
RIS UG A GE )RR, AR AR A8 bn T LA TR M B o il R SR Pk B LU0 20 SR A 1 58
TR, PTT A ART ER BEAEAT A, 32 N TIPOr 45 5R, i HIE e Aatlag T L™ A
2 HIARAETERL, B N TIRE. (HRENTMEA A AL, WiF R E 2 R AT X R4t
Il NLP AE55 0, 5 46 AN AR 35 AT AR G (B G148 0 ELHE ST 4005 (i B4, AR
FIREAR 2 T F R, ATLABCRAGRAET Ak, FETIRXEERIBUR, X T8 RGN BT OIS
TRKH ST A] AR S H IR
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Survey of evaluation methods for dialogue systems
Wei-Nan ZHANG, Yangzi ZHANG & Ting LIU
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150001, China
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Abstract This paper introduces the history of dialogue systems and their evaluation methods. The evaluation
methods are categorized as either task-oriented dialogue systems or open domain dialogue systems. This paper
investigates and summarizes the different methods of evaluating dialogue systems, analyzes the pros and cons of
the different methods, discusses the emphasis of each method, and presents the progress of recent research for
the two categories. For task-oriented dialogue systems, this paper introduces the recent research results of Steve
Young. In addition, this paper sums up several widely used evaluation approaches. The evaluation methods for
open domain chatting systems are explored from two angles: objective index evaluation and simulated artificial
scoring. The various indices and different research ideas are analyzed and introduced as well. Finally, through
summarizing and analyzing classical evaluation methods of dialogue systems as well as the newer evaluation
methods based on neural network models, this study aims to predict developmental trends in evaluation methods

for dialogue systems.

Keywords evaluation methods for dialogue systems, open domain dialogue systems, task-oriented dialogue
systems, natural language processing, artificial intelligence
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