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Performance and Choice of Chinese Text

Classification Models in Different Situations
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Abstract; N-Gram, Naive Bayes, K nearest neighbors and TF-IDF are classical text classification mod-

els with a wide range of applications. People are often puzzled about which classification model should be

used in a certain Chinese text classification task. This paper collected more than ten thousand Chinese

news texts, and designed a series of experiments to analyze the performance of these models in varied situ-

ations from classification parameters, training data scale, text length and skewed data sets. The character-

istics of these models were summarized, which provides a practical guide for the model selection in Chinese

text classification tasks.
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Tab.1 Text length distribution of dataset
. 1000— 2000 — 3000— 4000— 5000— 6000— 7000— 8000 — 9000— K
1000 AT 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000 10000 BA.L

i 220 206 218 226 177 164 121 99 85 71 313
/e 524 384 187 108 95 90 51 43 29 25 64
ik 244 356 516 393 289 203 150 98 69 72 210
=4 223 599 646 490 334 236 169 163 140 147 853
IR 828 1328 857 458 217 138 82 35 21 12 24

21000 PR R 1000 AT »1000—2000 78 1000 45 — 2000 745, J5 [\ 5 B ICHE N B0FE h SCRY %K.
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Fig. 1 Influential factors of model classification performance
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Tab.2 Document distribution for model
parameters selection

s EH Xt B M Bt

IlZ4&E 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500 7500

k5 200 200 200 200 200 1000

3.1.1 % F N-Gram #8 £ % N #) £

R4 N-Gram BRI S8 N 5 L. FH5FZ
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Tab.3 N-Gram performance under

different values of N ms
N {H 1 2 4 6 7
Micro-F 0.661 0.816 0. 837 0.852 0. 862
Il G} ] 23 594 40 031 138 734 351 078 553 469
328 B[] 7219 7 844 15 063 35 718 55 953
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Tab.4 KNN performance under different

values of K ms

K i 1 3 5 10 20
Micro-F 0.666 0.636 0.628 0.618 0.616
Ve 210 062 210 891 211750 211766 230 250

s ) 50 719 50 516 51 250 50 187 51578
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N T 25 5845 B RAE AN TR Y1 5k S MU A 52 1 9 1k
AER B, 7> 8 W/ SE s A U 52 58 1 R+ Al IR
1 000,2 000,3 000,4 000,5 000,6 000,7 000,8 000
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Tab.5 Model performance under different training dataset scales ms
?iﬁfﬁfg’? 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000
Macro-F 0.655 0.708 0.742 0.742 0.759 0.763 0.780 0.791
N-Gram Micro-F 0.655 0.708 0.741 0.744 0.761 0.765 0.783 0.793
VIl 25 B i) 20 % 485 39 781 59 156 75 187 108 875 125 750 136 297 138 734
3 B i) 11 235 11 765 12 516 13 156 14 656 15 235 14 688 15 063
"""""""""""" Macro-F 0.704  0.754  0.751  0.781  o.777  0.787  0.796  0.807
Micro-F 0.711 0.745 0.752 0.783 0.781 0.792 0.801 0. 809
NB VIEAN ] 34 703 58 938 90 938 119 219 147 688 177 485 201 437 221 437
W B i) 14 125 13 938 14 141 13 984 14 078 13 985 13 984 14 046
"""""""""""" Macro-F  0.479  0.516  0.537  0.558  0.584  0.602  0.612  0.634
KNN Micro-F 0.488 0.52 0.545 0.564 0.595 0.615 0.627 0. 649
o Il 25 15 ] 28 265 51 485 79 578 105 219 132 813 161 391 182 250 210 797
0§ B[] 18 359 22 547 27 328 31 625 36 500 41 184 45 813 50 578
ST MacroF 0.708 0.788 0.842 0.865 0.861 0.881 0.895  0.906
Micro-F 0.708 0.793 0. 844 0. 866 0.863 0. 885 0.897 0.908
TE-IDF  §)i] %5 i i) 32 781 59 266 91 250 117 828 143 046 173 046 238 313 255 781
HUEEN ] 14 078 14 094 14 015 14 531 14 125 14 110 13 984 14 547

——NGram —@—NB —a—KNN —«TF-IDF

R

014(XX) 2000 3@ 4@ 5(‘)(X) 6(X)0 7(*X) S(iX)
25 4B
B2 o £ AR S 9 o A LB % &

Fig.2 Model precision under different training dataset scales
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Fig. 3 Model training time under different training dataset scales

—4— NGram =——=NB =—#&—KNN —=>&=TF-IDF
220000
190 000
3160000
= 130000
%100000
5= 70000
40000

10
1000 2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000
Il R4 B
B4 B AR GK A ) 5 ) 5 R R R
Fig.4  Model testing time under
different training dataset scales
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Tab. 6 Experimental dataset sample
of the text length:article

i e 3 B e Mt
WE 100 100 100 100 100 500
i 4 30 30 30 30 30 150

x7 SEBERSINGEXRIKEXR
Tab.7 Model performance under different text length
of training dataset ms

1000— 2000— 3000—
1000—— 5000+~

A K
AR 2 000 3000 5000

Macro-F 0.407 0.742  0.761 0.771  0.775
Micro-F 0. 44 0.74 0.767 0.773  0.773

N-Gram )

I 25 5 ] 4687 7625 11015 14875 26 094

03K e [E] 1587 1891 2078 2344 2860
S MacroF  0.466 0.782  0.806 0.727 0.724

B Micro-F 0.507 0.780 0.807 0.727 0.792

eS| 9885 16095 23505 27411 39786

3K [ 2687 2703 2735 2703 2719
S MacroF  0.366 0.399 0.462  0.367 0.393

KN Micro-F 0.353  0.433 0.473  0.373  0.307

2515 18] 2218 7343 12984 18015 34 375

T 358 1 i) 3046 3313 3453 3594 3844
S Macro-F 0507 0.841 0.756 0.816 0.837

TEIDE Micro-F 0.54  0.84 0.767 0.82  0.84

VI EA ] 9745 20923 23 458 30651 48 401
3 s (1] 2739 2739 2802 2781 2739

XA KEFREmM S AR T K S~E 7
AL L Bl A SCAR K B B B, By KNI A5 RS 4f
HE 3 43 B R 1) o 0 1 B8 FE B0 3 PR R T L
J5 FA B T R OF B, {3 KNN el 48 T 5 2058 W F
B, 5250 38 & B, A8 SCA K B BF (NF 1000 7
77), TF-IDF #8247 T H B 3 AN B AL B[] 1
AESK 25 158 TR0 R Bifs SC A 4 B 184 i 1 3 0L 5 2 4
Kt Hrp NB fil TF-IDF A X% b — 2%

—¢— NGram =—=NB =—#— KNN ==¢=TF-IDF
09
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0.6 ///
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Fig.5 Model precision under different

text length of training dataset
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Fig. 6  Model training time under different text length
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Fig. 7 Model testing time under different text length
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Tab.8 Experimental dataset sample
of skewed categories

g T4 Ak Bt M Bt

el gE 500 500 500 3000 3000 7 500
¥ g4 1500 1500 1500 1500 1500 7500
i 5 200 200 200 200 200 1000

Xk 2 T3l i AR5 S5 1T 5+ L5 T R o % A6 7R o A P
AE S A5 2 20 Nk REAE B I GREE I 58 T Y R BLEY
DT AEAR BN ZR 5 F i 1k B8 32 B 72 3k ¥ 47 )1l 25
BMELT XA /NRINE AL E AR Z 1
A2 PSS A 2 2V RE 200 T H B 280 5 SRk
[ 18 10X I 25 8 28 391l 3 A1 % SCAS 73 285 Wil ) 0F 5 285
KA. 4 A EBERL v  F JE 45 K L TF-
IDF B e £, X T 2501 AR 2 5 % dls 1 5 » NB R 3
.
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Tab.9 Each category precision of skewed experiment

pig EHE e BB ke Bk

N-Gram  ¥Jff  0.816 0.779  0.688

(=}

.686  0.933

o
~
)
>

KNN ¥ 0.735 0471 0,483 0.721 0.854 0,677
M 0376 0.295 0.266 0.641 0.733 0,525

CTFIDF M 0.884  0.947 0.842  0.940 0.962  0.916
M 0.574  0.776  0.360  0.750 0.864 0,698

A SCHIT 5 54 9 TLA R 2 24 i SCAS 73 28 000,
A2 B 22 iy 7E S22 b, 25 SR Y 3R
LA S AR BEE b AR ME S A APE A FLA 25 O itk
RSO T Z2 SRR AN Al 58 T A R P 3R
B T B 518 BT o A AN

D) JUAMBE B AE 12 47 3505 5 T B0 A W1 119 X591
YNGR A 1 [ AR -5 B30 4R 1 IS N SO S B 2K
PR R, LIRS R A NB R TF-IDF B AR b,
{ELSEBR AL H - 0 2 591 AN W2 T L2

DNETEMFE T T KNN Ay 3% BB 5 2%
BEANHERE R FH A A

3 MUINZRER MU AT JL b A 20 8 2 il 35 AL ASE
B RN 0 N A P A 28 3 T I R 4R 1 RN AN A
TR T 45 11 O K 9
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5% SCAS A JBE 9 52 00 22 391 AN DR # Bift SCA R 1) 48
A B2 A5 2 8 71 B AE KR BEERT 1 kb (£ 400
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