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Abstract: Word meanings change over time, and word senses evolve, emerge or die out in the
process. For ancient languages, where the corpora are often small and sparse, modelling such
changes accurately proves challenging, and quantifying uncertainty in sense-change estimates
consequently becomes important. GASC (Genre-Aware Semantic Change) and DiSC (Diachronic
Sense Change) are existing generative models that have been used to analyse sense change for
target words from an ancient Greek text corpus, using unsupervised learning without the help
of any pre-training. These models represent the senses of a given target word such as “kosmos”
(meaning decoration, order or world) as distributions over context words, and sense prevalence
as a distribution over senses. The models are fitted using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
methods to measure temporal changes in these representations. This paper introduces EDiSC,
an Embedded DiSC model, which combines word embeddings with DiSC to provide superior
model performance. It is shown empirically that EDiSC offers improved predictive accuracy,
ground-truth recovery and uncertainty quantification, as well as better sampling efficiency and
scalability properties with MCMC methods. The challenges of fitting these models are also

discussed.
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1 Introduction

Languages evolve with time, and there are many facets to linguistic change that are of con-
siderable interest to researchers across a wide range of academic disciplines. One such facet is
diachronic lexical semantics, which is the study of how the meanings of a word change with
time. It is a complex phenomenon that can be influenced by a variety of factors, including so-
cial, cultural and technological changes. Computational methods for diachronic semantic change
analysis have become increasingly popular in recent years, as they offer a way to study corpora

of text data in a systematic and objective manner.

In this paper, the particular problem within diachronic lexical semantics that we are interested
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in is that of modelling polysemy, i.e. multiple meanings for a word, and homography (a subset of
homonymy), i.e. words with the same spelling but different meanings. An example of a polyseme
is the word “mouse” (meaning a rodent or a computer pointing device), whereas “bear” (the
animal) and “bear” (to carry) are examples of homographs. (We do not distinguish between
polysemy and homography in this paper.) We are interested in learning and modelling the
different meanings or senses of given polysemous/homographic target words over time, and
quantifying the uncertainty in these sense-change estimates, from text data that does not have
sense labels. The unsupervised nature of this task makes it particularly challenging for small

and sparse text datasets.

Perrone et al. (2019), building on the framework of the Bayesian Sense ChANge (SCAN) model
of Frermann and Lapata (2016), introduced a model called Genre-Aware Semantic Change
(GASC), and applied it to dynamically model the senses of selected target words from an an-
cient Greek text corpus. In this framework, distinct senses of a target word are represented as
distinct distributions over context words, sense prevalence is represented as a distribution over
target-word senses, and these distributions are allowed to evolve with time. Zafar and Nicholls
(2022) further built on this framework, and modelled sense and time as additive effects in their
Diachronic Sense Change (DiSC) model, which offered much improved model performance. They
quantified uncertainty in the sense-change estimates using credible sets for the evolving distri-
butions, and showed that these agreed well with those given by expert annotation for their test

cases.

Quantification of uncertainty in sense-change estimates is an under-explored area within the field,
yet important when working with small datasets. (Typically, any dataset with under 40 million
tokens is considered ‘small’, whereas our ancient Greek data has around 10 million tokens.) It
is particularly important for historic corpora where training data are limited and sparse (i.e.
with a large proportion of infrequently used words), and inferences drawn as point estimates are
therefore unreliable. Fitting models to these data is no easy task, and requires careful statistical
modelling to draw accurate and meaningful inferences. The difficulty is compounded since SCAN,
GASC and DiSC are all fitted to subsets of text snippets (i.e. fixed-length windows of context
words surrounding the target), thus ignoring the information contained in the wider text corpora

outside the snippets, which affects the quality of fit and the inferences drawn.

In this paper, we develop EDiSC, an Embedded Diachronic Sense Change model, which extends
the DiSC model by combining it with word embeddings, whereby context words are represented
as vectors in an embedding space. This has two main advantages. Firstly, embeddings exploit
the wider text corpora to capture useful semantic information about the context words, which
is otherwise lost if we focus only on the context of a given target word. This feature of EDiSC
leads to improved predictive accuracy, ground-truth recovery and uncertainty quantification. We
demonstrate this on challenging test cases from ancient Greek, which is the main focus of this
paper, as well as an easier test case from English. Secondly, the dimension of the embedding
space is lower than the vocabulary size, and is typically held constant even against an increasing
vocabulary size. This results in more efficient Monte Carlo sampling and scalability properties.

We demonstrate this via experiments on both real and synthetic data.
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The main novelty of this paper is to bring together two previously separate approaches for mod-
elling sense change, namely topic-based models and embedding-based models, to improve model
performance. This was not straightforward, as careful statistical modelling and consideration
of the model structure are required to make things work. Furthermore, compared to Zafar and
Nicholls (2022), we treat model selection explicitly, as well as giving a more thorough treatment
of model-fitting methods and convergence issues. We also consider additional ancient Greek test
cases, in particular one where accurate sense-change analysis was not achievable using DiSC,

but is now possible.

The rest of this paper is organised as follows. In Section 2 we describe the datasets used and
our modelling/inference objectives. In Section 3 we discuss related work and where our paper
fits within the wider literature. In Section 4 we describe our new model and how it relates to
existing models. We also discuss the embeddings used and inference for our model. In Section 5
we show the results of applying the models to our test cases, and assess model performance
on predictive accuracy and true-model recovery. We also discuss model selection issues, and
sampling efficiency and scalability. Section 6 concludes with a brief discussion. The Appendix
contains a discussion on hyperparameter settings, further results not included in the main body,

and some other technical details.

2 Data and problem setting

Whilst the models discussed in this paper could be applied quite widely to gain useful insights
on potential target words with sense change, in this paper we are primarily interested in mod-
elling sense change for three target words from the Diorisis Ancient Greek Corpus (Vatri and
McGillivray, 2018): “kosmos”, “mus” and “harmonia”. We work with this corpus as it is small
and sparse, and therefore challenging for existing methods. We choose these particular test cases
since we have the ground truth readily available for these target words, which we can use to
accurately assess model performance. Otherwise, we would be limited to qualitative measures
of model performance, which are not as convincing. (The ground truth would, of course, not be
available for a ‘real-use’ case.) Fitting the models for these test cases is particularly challenging;
so, for demonstration purposes, we also use a simple test case, “bank”, from the Corpus of
Historical American English (COHA, Davies 2010), where fitting the models is much easier.

COHA consists of 400+ million tokens, from which Zafar and Nicholls (2022) randomly select
3,685 snippets of 14 lemmatised context words around the target word “bank”, and annotate
them with the sense of riverbank or financial institution. (A lemma is the root form of the word;
so for example “branch” is the lemmatised form of “branching”.) The annotation is done to
provide ground truth for testing, and is not used in the analysis. Some example snippets are
shown in Table 1. Of these sense-labelled snippets, 3,525 snippets of the type collocates are
used for evaluation, i.e. the snippets where the correct target-word sense could be identified by
the reader from context alone. Stopwords and infrequently used words are dropped, leaving a
vocabulary of 973 words, and punctuation and sentence boundaries are ignored. Time is divided

into ten discrete and contiguous 20-year periods from 1810 to 2010, and a single (combined) genre
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Table 1: Example text snippets for target word “bank” taken from Zafar and Nicholls (2022,
Table 1). The words are lemmatised, and stopwords in blue and infrequent words in are
dropped to get the data W.

“ . The River had burst its banks, submerging vast areas of , washing

away ...”

“... to examine whether institutions like the World Bank and the International Monetary
Fund needed 2

“... subject of specie payments. Though the Bank of the United States had previ-

ously determined ...”

is used. The choices of snippet length, time discretisation and genre covariate are subjective.
These could be informed by domain knowledge or exploratory analysis, or pre-set based on the
quantities of interest. We use the same choices as in previous work since that is not our focus,

and they are in any case well informed.

For the ancient Greek data, which is a much smaller corpus with around 10 million tokens,
expert sense-annotation is provided by Vatri et al. (2019) for our three target words, with an
accompanying explanation by McGillivray et al. (2019, Section 4). Each target word has three
true senses: “kosmos” (decoration, order, world), “mus” (mouse, muscle, mussel), “harmonia”
(abstract, concrete, musical). Following Perrone et al. (2019), time periods are discrete and
contiguous centuries from 800 BC to 400 AD, and the categorical genre covariates are narrative
and non-narrative for the “kosmos” data, and technical and non-technical for the “mus” and
“harmonia” data. We use snippets of 14 lemmatised context words in line with Zafar and Nicholls
(2022). However, in contrast to their setup, we filter the vocabulary based on a minimum count
of 10 occurrences in the entire corpus. This filtering is used to reduce noise from rare words.
In order to avoid filtering words that are rare in the target-word context, but common outside
that context, we base these counts on frequency in the corpus rather than just the snippets.
Further, we filter out a smaller list of stopwords than that used by Zafar and Nicholls (2022),
preferring to retain some potentially noisy context words rather than lose some context words
that may be semantically important. (Previous work identified stopwords using part-of-speech
tags, as well as three lists: (a) Berra (2018), and (b) misc and (c) stopwords-iso from the R
package Stopwords (Benoit et al., 2020). We continue to use part-of-speech tags as before, but
only use the last of the three lists.) Therefore, whilst the Greek datasets used are comparable,
they are not identical; and we report all results on the reprocessed data. Also, Zafar and Nicholls

(2022) only analysed “kosmos”, whereas we now fit the models to all three datasets.

Table 2 summarises the four datasets and some notation that we will use in this paper. Note
that the numbers differ from McGillivray et al. (2019, Table 3) because of the slightly different
approaches used to extract the snippets. The data W for a given target word consists of D
snippets of length L containing context words wg;,d € 1 : D,i € 1 : L, sampled from the
vocabulary 1 : V. A subset of D’ snippets is of the type collocates. A context position may
be empty in the filtered data if a stopword or infrequent word has been dropped; so the bag of
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Table 2: Data summary

Data (W) bank kosmos mus harmonia
Snippets (D) 3,685 1,469 214 653
Collocates (D) 3,525 1,144 118 451
Vocabulary size (V) 973 2,904 899 1,607
Snippet length (L) 14 14 14 14
True senses (K") 3 3 3
Model senses (K) 4 3 4
Text genres (G) 2 2 2
Time periods (T) 10 9 9 12

words retained in snippet d, denoted Wy, has variable size L;. The target word itself is excluded.
Snippet d has deterministic mappings to genre 74 € 1 : GG and time 73 € 1 : T, which are known
from the text that generated the snippet. The target-word sense z4 € 1 : K for snippet d is
in general unknown. We use K’ to refer to the number of true target-word senses, whereas we
fit the models using K senses, which may be different to K’. The choice of K is discussed in
Section 5.2.

In practice, given a text corpus and target word of interest, the workflow to extract data W
might go as follows: identify target-word occurrences in corpus — set snippet length L — extract
snippets and meta-data (time and genre) — lemmatise snippets — set criteria for stopwords
and minimum frequency — filter these words from snippets — discretise time and set genre
covariates to get data W. Given these data, our goal is to dynamically model the target-word
senses and sense prevalence where, separately for each target word, we define sense k at time ¢ as
the distribution @Z)k’t = iﬁlﬁ/ over context words 1 : V', and we define sense prevalence for genre
g at time ¢ as the distribution ggg’t = gzgflii{ over senses 1 : K. We would like to infer the context-
word probabilities @th = p(wg; = v|zg = k, 74 = t) for each (v, k,t) word-sense-time triple, the
sense-prevalence probabilities éi’t = p(zq = k|yvg = g, 74 = t) for each (k,g,t) sense-genre-time
triple, and quantify the uncertainty therein. Then, 1; and qg would together encapsulate the

diachronic sense change over time t.

3 Related work

The field of computational lexical semantic change is quite rich and varied. Approaches in-
clude topic-based models (e.g. Frermann and Lapata 2016; Perrone et al. 2019; Zafar and Nich-
olls 2022), on which our current work builds, as well as graph-based models (e.g. Mitra et al.
2014, 2015; Tahmasebi and Risse 2017) and embedding-based models (e.g. Kulkarni et al. 2015;
Hamilton et al. 2016; Rudolph and Blei 2018; Dubossarsky et al. 2019; Yiiksel et al. 2021).
Comprehensive surveys tracing the history of the subject up to 2021 are given by Tang (2018),
Kutuzov et al. (2018) and Tahmasebi et al. (2021).

In recent years, embedding-based methods have dominated the landscape of natural language
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processing (NLP). Word embeddings are representations of words in low-dimensional real vector
spaces, and embedding models produce these mappings whilst capturing the words’ semantic
and (sometimes) syntactic relationships. Popular traditional word embedding models include
Google’s Word2vec (Mikolov et al., 2013a,b,c), Stanford’s GloVe (Pennington et al., 2014) and
Facebook’s FastText (Bojanowski et al., 2017), but there are many others, including variants of
these models. Traditional word embeddings are learnt based on patterns of word co-occurrences
in text corpora. These are typically context-independent, i.e. the embedding for a word is the
same regardless of the context in which it is used. This is a limitation for diachronic sense change

modelling, since many words have multiple senses which traditional embeddings fail to capture.

Contextualised word embedding models have been developed in recent years to overcome this
limitation by attempting to learn word representations that capture word meanings in their given
contexts. Some early contextualised embedding models such as Context2vec (Melamud et al.,
2016) and ELMo (Embeddings from Language Model, Peters et al. 2018) are based on recurrent
neural network architectures, whereas most modern contextualised embedding models are based
on transformer architectures, including the popular GPT (Generative Pre-trained Transformer,
Radford et al. 2019) and BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers,
Devlin et al. 2019). Recent surveys discussing modern embedding models, including many vari-

ants of the ones mentioned here, are given by Naseem et al. (2021) and Apidianaki (2022).

Word embeddings can be used for a number of NLP tasks, including tasks within computational
semantics. Contextualised word embeddings in particular can be used for diachronic sense change
modelling, and Montanelli and Periti (2023) survey the recent advances in this area. Most modern
methods are data-intensive, and tend to rely on pre-trained models learnt using huge amounts
of data. Indeed, virtually all of the approaches for modelling semantic change summarised in
Montanelli and Periti (2023, Tables 3-4) rely on some form of pre-training, fine-tuning or domain-
adaptation. This restricts the usability of these methods for analysing small, sparse or historic
corpora, such as the ancient Greek data used in this paper, for which training data are limited,

and pre-trained models are not available.

Word sense disambiguation (WSD) is the related task of identifying the correct sense of a word
in a given context. Recent approaches for WSD tend to be either knowledge-based or supervised,
utilising sense inventories or sense-annotated corpora, and typically rely on pre-trained language
models (Bevilacqua et al., 2021). This again restricts the usage of WSD approaches for our

purpose.

Moreover, the goal of WSD is not diachronic sense change modelling, but rather sense induction
from context. The usages of a target word may be clustered according to the induced senses,
which could then be used for drawing inferences about diachronic sense change, but a cluster-
ing approach is not conducive to interpretability or quantification of uncertainty. Graph-based
approaches have a similar drawback. On the other hand, generative models designed for the
purpose of diachronic sense change modelling have parameters with physical interpretations,

and are natural in the context of Bayesian measures of uncertainty.
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Probabilistic topic models are generative bag-of-words models that are widely used to infer
themes or topics from a collection of documents (Blei, 2012). Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA,
Blei et al. 2003), one of the best-known topic models, is a generative model that represents topics
as distributions over words, and documents as mixtures over topics. The dynamic topic model
(DTM, Blei and Lafferty 2006) extends LDA to model each topic as a time series, whereas the
embedded topic model (ETM, Dieng et al. 2020) extends LDA to incorporate word embeddings
within the model. The ETM outperforms LDA in terms of topic quality and predictive perform-
ance since it benefits from the extra semantic information captured within the word embeddings
that is not present in LDA. Finally, the dynamic embedded topic model (D-ETM, Dieng et al.
2019) brings together the DTM and the ETM by adding a time dimension to the ETM. The
D-ETM similarly outperforms the DTM, while requiring less time to fit. New variants of topic
models continue to emerge (Churchill and Singh, 2022), showing their continued relevance and

importance.

The DTM was adapted by Frermann and Lapata (2016) to capture the evolving senses of
a given target word in the SCAN model. A snippet under SCAN is the context surrounding
an instance of the target word, and may be compared to a document under the DTM. The
distinction is that, whilst a document under the DTM is a mixture over multiple topics, each
snippet under SCAN has only one sense. The sense prevalence was allowed to vary according
to the text genre by Perrone et al. (2019) in the GASC model. Each sense in the SCAN and
GASC models has an independent time-evolution, whereas Zafar and Nicholls (2022) imposed
an additive structure between the sense-effect and the time-effect in the DiSC model. Therefore,
under DiSC, differentiated target-word senses have a common time-evolution, which drastically
reduces the dimension of the parameter space. DiSC captures the sense-dependence of snippets
better than SCAN/GASC, and results in more accurate sense induction and diachronic sense

change modelling.

The relationship between DiSC and the EDiSC model we introduce in this paper is analogous to
the relationship between the DTM and the D-ETM. In both cases, the latter extends the former
through incorporating word embeddings within the model. Indeed, EDiSC has been inspired by
the D-ETM, and offers similar benefits over DiSC as the D-ETM does over DTM.

4 Model and inference

We first describe DiSC, highlighting its connection to GASC and SCAN, before introducing our
new EDiSC model. We then discuss the embeddings used and the inference methods for these

models. Prior elicitation with respect to the hyperparameters is discussed in Appendix A.
4.1 Background

DiSC is a generative bag-of-words model for the context words surrounding a given target word,

comprising a prior model and an observation model.

Under the DiSC observation model, to generate snippet d, we first sample the sense zd|¢~ﬂd7” ~
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Mult(¢?47) and then independently sample the words wd7i|zd,1/;zd’” ~ Mult(¢*7) for each
context position 7 in the snippet. The context positions occupied by words in each snippet d are
a subset {i1,...,ir,} of size Ly drawn from the set {1,..., L}, where Lg is the number of words
retained in snippet d after filtering out stopwords and infrequent words. The order of context
words is irrelevant due to the bag-of-words assumption. The authors of DiSC treat stopwords
and infrequent words explicitly, whereas the authors of GASC and SCAN do not. This is a
difference in how context words are registered within the snippets rather than a difference in
the models. The observation models are identical for DiSC, GASC and SCAN.

Under the DiSC, GASC and SCAN prior models, ¢% and @k’t are defined as softmax transforms

of real-valued vectors ¢9* and ¥"** respectively, that is

i et Lo et
TETE o) YT TS expl)

Under the DiSC prior model, for each genre g, the prior on ¢! is an AR(1) time series with

stationary distribution N (0, diag (%)) An additive structure ¢** = y* + 6% is imposed

on ¥. A N(0, diag(k,)) prior is placed on x*, and an AR(1) prior is placed on #* with stationary

(1)

distribution NV ( 0, diag 1*%9)2 . Prior hyperparameters kg, kg, Ky, 04, 0 are fixed, and |ag| <

1,|ag| < 1 to ensure proper priors with mean reversion.

In contrast, GASC and SCAN have no additive structure on 1/** and model it as K independent
Gaussian time series (without mean-reversion). All time series priors used in GASC and SCAN
are improper without a stationary distribution: ¢9!|¢9 " ks ~ N (%(qﬁg’t*l + ¢9t*1) ky) and
@bk’tlwk’_t,/{w ~N (%(@bk’t_l + Rttl), /%). Also, kg ~ Inv Gamma(a,b) in GASC and SCAN.
Finally, SCAN has the number of genres G = 1 fixed, whereas GASC admits G > 1; otherwise,

the two models are identical.
4.2 Embedded DiSC (EDiSC) model

The EDiSC generative model is given in Algorithm 1 and a plate diagram is shown in Figure 1.

The key idea behind EDiSC is to introduce word embeddings into the model. As such, EDiSC
has the same observation model as DiSC, as well as the same prior model for ¢. However, we
now define %t = p¢ht + ¢, where p is a V x M matrix of word embeddings, £¥t is an M-
dimensional sense-time embedding vector for sense k at time ¢, and ¢ is a V-dimensional bias
or correction parameter. The matrix p has row vectors p, = (py1,...,pPv,Mm), Which are M-
dimensional word embeddings for words v € 1 : V in the lemmatised vocabulary. The parameter
¢ is decomposed as &5t = y* + 0, where x* is an M-dimensional sense embedding for sense
k, and 6" is an M-dimensional time embedding for time ¢. We place a N (0, diag(xy)) prior on
x* and an AR(1) prior on # with stationary distribution A (O,diag (%)) These priors
are functionally the same as in DiSC. However, whilst x* and 6 are vectors in a V-dimensional
space under DiSC, they are now vectors in the M-dimensional embedding space under EDiSC.

Prior hyperparameters are set using quantiles as discussed in Appendix A.

The bias or correction term ¢ is used because, due to the coupling induced by the embedding



An Embedded Diachronic Sense Change Model 9

Algorithm 1 EDiSC: generative model

PRIOR MODEL

1: get word embeddings matrix p

2: fix hyperparameters k¢, g, Ky, e, 0g, g (With |ag| < 1,|ag| < 1)
3: draw bias or correction parameter |k ~ N (0, diag(kc))

4: for genre g €1: G do

5: draw initial sense prevalence parameter ¢9-! Kg, 0y ~ N (0, diag (Jﬁ))
6: for time t € 2: T do

7: draw sense prevalence parameter ¢9¢ |91 Ky ay ~ N (app?' ™!, diag(kg))
8: end for

9: end for

10: draw initial time embedding 6%|kg, g ~ N (0, diag (172{#)2))
11: for timet € 2: 7T do

12: draw time embedding 60", kg, g ~ N (a(;@t_l, diag(ﬁg))
13: end for

14: for sense k € 1: K do

15: draw sense embedding x*|x, ~ N (0, diag(ky))

16: for timet €1:T do

17: set sense-time embedding &%t = x* + ¢

18: set context-word probability parameter 1%t = p&kt 4 ¢
19: end for

20: end for

21: transform ¢ and 1 into probabilities ¢ and ¢ using softmax (1)

OBSERVATION MODEL
22: for snippet d € 1 : D (genre g4, time 74, length Ly) do

23: draw sense assignment zg|¢74™ ~ Mult (gﬂd’m, o &}g”)

24: for context position ¢ € {i1,...,ir,} do

25: draw context word wg;|z4, %™ ~ Mult (@Zfd’Td, e @ZNJ‘Z/‘“”)
26: end for

27: end for

structure, if two words x,y have similar word embeddings p,,p,, then in the absence of a
correction term the word parameters wlj’t, lyc X (and hence the probabilities J}ﬁ’t, Nl; ’t) would also
be very similar. However, we could have context words x,y appearing with different frequencies
in the snippets despite the similarity in embeddings. The correction terms ¢, ¢, serve to decouple
the words and allow them to appear with different probabilities. Put another way, if the smaller
M-dimensional £** vector is able to capture the variation in the larger V-dimensional ¢¥* vector
via the product p&**, then ¢ would not be significant; otherwise, ¢ allows the extra variability

required to model 1% accurately.

We briefly mention some other embedded models that we experimented with but discarded.
Firstly, we tried ¥** = px* + 0, using only a sense embedding and not a time embedding,

whose predictive performance (as measured by Brier scores) was not as good. Next, we tried
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Figure 1: EDiSC plate diagram for three time periods. Dashed nodes are constant parameters,
solid black nodes are latent variables and solid red nodes are observed variables. Dg; is the

number of snippets for genre g at time t.

PRt = peht = p(x* + 0%) without the correction term ¢, which generally worked well and
gave results comparable to those from our chosen final model. However, an issue common to
both these alternatives was that the posteriors under these models were more susceptible to
multimodality for the sparse Greek data. Hence, using Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) to
find the right mode was less straightforward. Finally, we tried ¢%t = p¢%t without imposing an
additive structure €Mt = y* 467, so essentially an embedded version of GASC. The multimodality
in the posterior for this model was much worse and, even when the MCMC did converge, the

performance was much inferior to our chosen model.
4.3 Embeddings

We learn the word embeddings p,,v € {1,...,V}, using GloVe. Given the model setup in
Section 4.2, a traditional embedding model with one vector representation per word is most
suitable for use with EDiSC, as we can learn the embeddings independently and plug them
into the model. A contextualised embedding model would not be straightforward to use here,

although it would be interesting to investigate how it could work within our framework. However,
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that is beyond the scope of this paper.

Whilst we deliberately choose a popular traditional embedding model, there is no particular
reason for choosing GloVe over Word2vec or FastText, and they should all give similar results
in our problem setting. We favour an accessible and universally applicable model over a corpus-
specific and/or task-specific one (e.g. Rodda et al. 2019) for consistency between our English

and ancient Greek test cases, and because the code to implement GloVe is readily available.

The R code to implement GloVe was adapted from Selivanov (2022). We learnt the embeddings
using the settings in Pennington et al. (2014): zp,ax = 100, o = 3/4, initial learning rate of 0.05,
convergence tolerance of 0.01, context window of 10 words on either side, and adding together
the ‘in’ and ‘out’ vectors. We pruned the vocabulary based on a minimum count of 10 in the
entire corpus in order to reduce noise from rare words. We filtered out stopwords and lemmatised
the words before learning the embeddings, thus tailoring the model to our problem setting by

sacrificing syntactic information in favour of semantic.

In general, there is no universally optimal method for choosing the embedding dimension M.
The choice is usually specific to the corpus and/or task. Even then, it is not an exact science
and requires judgement. Clearly, a lower dimension would have benefits in terms of computa-
tional cost and memory requirements, whereas a larger dimension may capture more semantic
information but also introduce noise via overfitting. Pennington et al. (2014, Section 4.4) suggest
that there are “diminishing returns for vectors larger than about 200 dimensions”, and Yin and
Shen (2018) suggest a method for choosing M based on minimising a loss function. As a rule
of thumb, between 50 and 300 is considered an appropriate range (Patel and Bhattacharyya,
2017). We fit our models for M equal 50, 100, 200 and 300, and report the results for these
choices in Section 5.1 below. We also include a brief discussion on how we select M out of these

choices in Section 5.2.
4.4 Inference

The parameters of interest are the probability arrays QNS and 1;, but it is more convenient to target
¢,80,x,s given the snippet data W. The posterior for EDiSC is defined by

(9,0, x,s|W) o< w(@)m(0)7(x)m(s)p(W 9, 1), (2)
where the likelihood

D K D K
pW1p, ) = [ D p(za = klo)p(Walza = k, ) = HZ e ) IR (3)
d=1k=1 d=1k=1 weWy
remains unchanged compared to DiSC in terms of ¢ and . The likelihood (3) is obtained by
marginalising p(W, z|$, 1) over the unknown sense labels z = (z1, ..., zp). This leaves us with
a posterior defined over continuous variables only, which is convenient for variational inference
and gradient-based Monte Carlo. The ‘observable’ parameters ¢ and 1) are identifiable (up to
label switching) whereas the logit-scale parameters ¢, 0, x, ¢ are not. However, non-identifiability
at that level is not a concern, since we only care about the interpretable probability arrays, and

non-identifiability does not cause any convergence problems in our experiments.

11
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The posterior (2) is quite challenging to sample. This is because of ridge structures and mul-
timodality in the posterior, especially for the sparse ancient Greek data, but also to some extent
for the less sparse “bank” data. Before drawing any inferences, it is important to ensure that
any method targeting the posterior has converged, that is, different starting configurations and
random-number-generator seeds result in the same posterior distribution. Variational methods
targeting (2) are highly sensitive to the starting configuration for the optimisation, and therefore
fail this test. Using Stan’s Automatic Differentiation Variational Inference (ADVI, Kucukelbir
et al. 2015) for instance, we are unable to obtain consistent posteriors for most choices of M for
all of our test cases. In any case, variational methods typically target local optima: even when
they are adequate for predictive inference (targeting the posterior predictive for W), quantific-

ation of uncertainty in our target parameters é and 1/; is poor.

MCMC is the method of choice when sampling from (2), with gradient-based MCMC as described
in Zafar and Nicholls (2022, Appendix C) working particularly well, since this provides better
coverage of the posterior space and more accurate quantification of uncertainty. We implement all
our samplers in the R programming language (R Core Team, 2023) and the scripts are available
online. We use Metropolis-Adjusted Langevin Algorithm (MALA, Roberts and Tweedie 1996,
Roberts and Rosenthal 1998) and Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC, Duane et al. 1987, Neal
2012, Beskos et al. 2013), as well as the No-U-Turn sampler (NUTS, Hoffman and Gelman 2014)
from the Stan software (Stan Development Team, 2023b,a).

In our implementations of MALA and HMC, described in more detail in Appendix D, we use
analytically derived gradients; and we target (2) in a Metropolis-within-Gibbs fashion, altern-
ately sampling each variable given the others. Stan, on the other hand, uses automatic numerical
differentiation and targets the entire posterior at once. The choice of sampler is not important in
any converged MCMC run, since all samplers should converge to the same posterior. However,
due to the ridge structures in (2), the samplers may sometimes get stuck in a metastable state
and fail to converge. (A metastable state is a region of high density but low total probability
mass, separated from the rest of the posterior by regions of low density.) Our HMC sampler
generally gives the most consistent performance in this respect. Some of the convergence issues
experienced in fitting these models to our test cases are discussed in Appendix C. In Section 5

below, we only report results from converged HMC runs unless otherwise stated.

5 Application and results

We first consider the models’ predictive accuracy on held-out true sense labels. We then discuss
model selection issues with respect to the choice of K and M. Next, we assess the inferred
sense-prevalence evolution of our target words against the ground truth. Finally, we analyse the

sampling efficiency and scalability properties of EDiSC vs. DiSC using MCMC methods.
5.1 Predictive accuracy

We use the held-out true sense labels og € {1/,..., K'}, where d € {1’,..., D’} are the indices

for the type-collocates snippets (cf. Section 2), to assess the models’ predictive performance. We
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Table 3: Brier scores for test data using different models with HMC sampling. Best scores
are in blue, and scores from the models selected using the criteria set out in Section 5.2 (so
independently of the Brier scores) are boxed. 95% confidence intervals for the reported scores
are typically within BS £ 0.005.

bank  kosmos mus harmonia

Uniform predictions  0.500 0.667 0.667 0.667

GASC/SCAN 0.172 * * *
DiSC 0.150  0.371  0.203  0.639
EDiSC (M = 50) 0139  0.349  0.135 *
EDiSC (M =100)  0.139  0.329 *
EDiSC (M =200)  [0.133] [0.332] 0.099 *
EDiSC (M =300)  0.143  0.326  0.101

* Not converged: MCMC runs from different starting configurations

lead to different equilibrium distributions

quantify this using the Brier score
| DK
. 2
BS = ﬁz > (P(za = k) —T(oa = k))*,
d=1" k=1’
a proper scoring rule for multi-category probabilistic predictions p(zq = k), ranging from 0 (best)
to 2 (worst). Here, p(zq = k) is the estimated value of E¢7w|w(p(zd = k|Wy, ¢, 1/1)), computed on
the MCMC output by normalising

p(Zd = k|Wd7 ¢7 @Z’) (&8 ggz-dﬂ-d H QZq]j}’Td (4)
weWy
over k € {1,...,K}. Recall that we have K’ true senses, whereas we run the models using K

senses (with K > K’), so modelled senses may be grouped together to map them onto the true

senses. This is discussed further in Section 5.2.

The results for each model and dataset, obtained using converged HMC runs, are summarised
in Table 3. Under uniform predictions, if we set p(zq = k) = % for all d,k, we get BS =
(1- %)2 +(K'—1) (%)2 = 0.5 in the case of K’ = 2 for “bank” or 0.667 in the case of K’ =3
for the other datasets; so models must produce scores lower than these in order to be useful.
In all our test cases, EDiSC with an appropriate dimension M offers a clear improvement over
DiSC. Recall that DiSC was already an improvement over GASC/SCAN, so we treat DiSC as
the only baseline and do not compare against GASC/SCAN hereinafter.

The extent of improvement provided by EDiSC over DiSC varies depending on the complexity
of the target dataset. For the simpler “bank” test case, with a large number of snippets relative
to the vocabulary size, the two senses are quite distinct and well-informed by the snippet data,
so there is limited scope for improvement. For the more challenging Greek test cases, there
are underlying semantic relationships in the wider corpus that cannot be captured through

the snippet data alone, but are learnt via the context-word embeddings, so the improvement

13
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Table 4: “Bank” top 10 context words for each model sense under EDiSC
Sense Top 10 context words for EDiSC M = 200 with K = 2 senses

1 river stream  water stand tree leave creek  day land reach

2 bank national note money deposit reserve credit saving loan federal

Sense Top 10 context words for EDiSC M = 200 with K = 3 senses

1 river stream  water stand tree leave creek  bank reach day
note bank money deposit reserve credit  issue  federal = account loan
national bank saving company president city loan  banking trust institution

is more pronounced. The improvement is greatest for “mus”, where the small data size limits
DiSC performance, but the inclusion of embeddings in EDiSC counteracts by providing added

structure via the learnt context-word relationships latent in the corpus.

Note that our goal is to infer qg and 1; given the snippets, rather than WSD. We obtain the
probabilistic predictions (4) as a free byproduct from the converged posteriors, which could
be used for WSD, but we are not in essence trying to tag instances of our target words with
their correct sense. Typically for WSD (and related NLP tasks) with a benchmark dataset,
the precision, recall and their harmonic mean (F1 score) are used for assessment. These are
appropriate when making 0/1 predictions on sense labels. However, in the case of probabilistic
predictions such as ours, a scoring rule is more appropriate. Whilst any proper scoring rule
could be used for this purpose, some common alternatives being logarithmic or spherical score,
we choose the Brier score for its attractive properties: it is equivalent to the widely used and
well-understood mean squared error; the contribution from any one prediction is bounded (in
contrast to logarithmic score, which can be unstable); and it has symmetrical penalties for over-
confidence in the wrong prediction and under-confidence in the right prediction (in contrast to

both logarithmic and spherical scores).
5.2 Model selection

Two important modelling choices to make are the number of model senses K and the embedding

dimension M. We first consider the choice of K.

The models discussed in this paper are useful tools for exploratory analysis of unlabelled snippets
and, as such, their success is linked to whether the model output is meaningful to a user. Setting
K is like choosing a resolution for how fine we want sense differences to be resolved. This suggests
setting K in a semi-supervised mode, where we learn the model parameters unsupervised for
a few values of K, and the user assigns meaningful labels to the posterior sense distributions
based on the model output. A low value of K that is meaningful to the user would help with
interpretability, whereas a higher value may fit the data better, and the user can select K based

on this trade-off. We demonstrate what this looks like in practice using the “bank” example.

A natural way to examine the posterior is to look at the context words v with the highest
probabilities %Zthl 1%15 under each model sense k, marginally over time. Table 4 shows the
top 10 most probable context words for “bank” if we run EDiSC with K = 2 and K = 3 model
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Table 5: “Kosmos” two different modes under EDiSC with M = 100 and K = 3. Senses 1, 2 and

3 are interpretable as decoration, order and world respectively in the ‘correct’ mode. The three

15

true senses are not distinguishable in the ‘incorrect’ mode.

Sense Top 10 context words for each model sense in the ‘correct’ mode
1 Eyw TOAOG g yuvn PINols uéyag xevoeog  épw yiyvogor  xoouéw
(to have) (many, (all) (woman) (beautiful)  (large) (golden) (to carry) (become) (adorn or
much) arrange)
2 moltelor  moig peidls viyvouar  Epyouan  xadlotnu  moOMG ToAUg TEOTEPOC  TEEMW
(citizenship) (all) (arrange- (become) (to go) (to set in (city) (many, (before) (to rotate)
ment) order) much
3 ndic ovpavée  Yebe v yiyvopor  xbouog Ay ) éhoc Zele
(all) (sky) (divine) (earth) (become) (kosmos) (to say) (to have) (entire) (Zeus)
Sense Top 10 context words for each model sense in the ‘incorrect’ mode
1 s Eyw TOAOG yiyvopor  yuvA PN (pEpw uéyag ToMG yeloeog
(all) (to have) (many, (become) (woman) (beautiful)  (to carry) (large) (city) (golden)
much)
2 Vede Tathe %0pLog %x00U0¢ oLpavdS TdiC VoS ‘Incoic ginov e
(divine) (father) (ruling, (kosmos) (sky) (all) (son) (Jesus) (to speak)  (lifetime,
lord) epoch)
3 s obpavée Y Exw yiyvouar  Aéyw 6hog %x60U0g Qnul QLo
(all) (sky) (earth) (to have) (become) (to say) (entire) (kosmos) (to speak)  (origin)
senses, using embedding dimension M = 200 in both cases. With K = 2, the model senses are

readily recognisable as riverbank and financial institution respectively. With K = 3, sense 1 is
recognisable as riverbank, whereas senses 2 and 3 are both recognisable as financial institution.
In the latter case, whilst senses 2 and 3 have different distributions, there is some overlap in the
most probable words, which is undesirable since we would like the model senses to be as distinct
as possible to help with interpretability. We therefore choose K = 2 in this case, which is the

smallest value giving meaningful model output.

Incidentally, K = 3 fits the data better on merging the split financial institution senses of bank,
both in terms of predictive accuracy and true-model recovery. However, the true labels are not
generally available, and therefore cannot be used for model selection. Ultimately, choosing K is

up to the user’s judgement.

Another important consideration (for both K and M) is MCMC convergence. As discussed in
Section 4.4, the posterior (2) is challenging to sample due to metastability and multimodality.
Choosing and carefully tuning a good sampler may help overcome the metastability, but the
posterior may still be multimodal. If we were to condition on the true sense labels, the resulting
posterior is unimodal (as it has strongly informative data). We would like to find a model for
the unlabelled data that gives a posterior resembling that for the labelled data. We therefore
favour models that are more concentrated and unimodal. This can be explored using MCMC.
Some configurations of K and M tend to give multimodal posteriors for some datasets. This
may indicate model misspecification. Conversely, a model with a unimodal posterior, in which

the model senses are interpretable, is indicative of a well-specified model in our setting.

As an example, running EDiSC with M = 100 and K = 3 on the “kosmos” data, the samplers
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Table 6: “Kosmos” top 10 context words for each model sense under EDiSC. Sense 1 corresponds

to decoration, sense 2 to order, and senses 3 and 4 to world.
Sense Top 10 context words for EDISC M = 100 with K = 4 senses

1 Eyw ols TONIC yuvi P INS péyag ) XPUOEOS  XOOWEW yiyvouou
(to have) (all) (many, (woman) (beautiful)  (large) (to carry) (golden) (adorn or  (become)
much) arrange)
2 s mohtelor  TEIC yiyvouar  Epyouon  xadlotnut  moOMg TEETL pINIS TOAEUIOC
(all) (citizenship) (arrange- (become) (to go) (to set in (city) (to rotate)  (many, (belonging
ment) order) much) to war)
3 Tdic Y 00pavog Exw yiyvouar  Aéyw Oh\oc %x60U0¢ Ul¥ls]ls EX0OTOC
(all) (earth) (sky) (to have) (become) (to say) (entire) (kosmos) (origin) (each,
every)
4 Vede sy olpovée  x6OUOC x0plog o7 glnov Yo Epyoua ulog
(divine) (father) (sky) (kosmos) (ruling, (all) (to speak)  (to say) (to go) (son)
lord)

settle in one of two distinct modes as shown in Table 5. The likelihood is the same in both cases.
In the ‘correct’ mode, the senses are recognisable due to representative words like yuvy (woman)
and ypUoeoc (golden) for the “decoration” sense, nohiteia (citizenship) and tdZic (arrangement)

4

for the “order” sense, and yfj (earth) and obpavéc (sky) for the “world” sense. However, in the
‘incorrect’ mode, the “order” and “world” senses do not appear separated, with some words like
oUpavée (sky) appearing with high probability under both model senses. The Brier scores reflect
this: BS = 0.322 in the first case and BS = 0.620 in the second case (the best score obtained
through all possible mappings of model senses to true senses). Note that all Greek translations
have been obtained from Wiktionary, and we have only included a few representative meanings

to help the reader follow.

In general, a model with a multimodal posterior should be avoided since we cannot be sure
which (if any) is the ‘true’ mode. We find that we get unimodal posteriors with K = 4 for the
“kosmos” data, K = 3 for the “mus” data, and K = 4 for the “harmonia” data. These are also
the lowest K values for which the model senses are interpretable, and so we set K accordingly.
With “kosmos”, two of the model senses map to the “world” sense, and an example for M = 100
is shown in Table 6. Similarly, with “harmonia”, two of the model senses map to the “abstract”

sense in the converged runs.

In choosing M, the first consideration should be MCMC convergence as discussed above. This
is because if the model fails to converge for certain M values, it may be that the embeddings
learnt at that dimension do not capture the context-word semantics adequately for our purpose,
and so the model is misspecified. After excluding the non-converging settings, model-selection
tools may be used. However, the choice of M is ultimately up to the user’s judgement, so other
factors such as marginal gains or computational costs may be considered. Note that M cannot
be decided on the fly: the embeddings must be learnt separately for fixed values of M. Therefore,
practically, the choice has to be made out of a handful of predetermined values, which in our
case are 50, 100, 200 and 300.

We use the widely applicable information criterion (WAIC) (Watanabe and Opper, 2010; Vehtari
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Figure 2: WAIC and Brier scores for different choices of embedding dimension M for the “bank”,

“kosmos” and “mus” data

et al., 2017) to guide our choice as it is a computationally convenient model selection tool for
Bayesian inference. It has several slightly different formulations, but the one used in the R
packages LaplacesDemon (Statisticat and LLC., 2021) and loo (Vehtari et al., 2024) is

WAIC = —2(LPD — pwaic)

D
=-2) <log Egpiw [p(Walo, )] = Vo gy log p(Walo, 1/1)]), (5)
d=1

where LPD estimates the log pointwise predictive density (LPD), pwaic estimates the effective
number of parameters, and (IﬁD]\) — pwaic) estimates the expected log pointwise predictive
density (ELPD). The WAIC is a predictive loss like the Akaike information criterion (AIC),
and asymptotically equivalent to selecting the model that maximises the posterior predictive

probability density for held-out data in a leave-one-out cross-validation (LOOCYV) setup.

Figure 2 shows how the WAIC varies with the choice of M, and also shows the Brier scores for
these choices, for the “bank”, “kosmos” and “mus” data. There seems to be a loose correlation
between the WAIC and BS, which suggests that the WAIC is a sensible tool to use when
validation data (with true sense labels) is not available. For the “kosmos” and “mus” data,
the WAIC is minimised at M = 200 and M = 100 respectively, so we go with these choices.
For the “bank” data, the WAIC does not seem to have a local minimum within our range. On
the other hand, the marginal gains between M = 200 and 300 are relatively low, whereas the
computational cost is much higher. We therefore select M = 200 for “bank”, which strikes a
good balance. For “harmonia”, we only get MCMC convergence for M = 300, so that is the only

choice.

One may ask why we use the WAIC to guide our choice of M but not of K. This is because,
as opposed to M, the WAIC always favours a higher K value in our experiments. This, in turn,
is because of how these two parameters interact with the likelihood (3): K directly changes the
number of variables used in the likelihood calculation via the dimensions of qz and 1;, whereas
M only indirectly affects the likelihood via the relation /%! = softmax (p(x* + 6%) + <) without
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changing the dimensions of 1 itself. Vehtari et al. (2017) state that pwarc in (5) can be severely
understated in case of a weak prior, and is unreliable if any of the terms V, ;- [log p(Wy|e, )]
exceed 0.4, which is frequently the case in our experiments. This is not a problem when choosing
M, as the effective dimension, estimated by the variance term, does not change much from one
M-value to another; so the order of the models is decided mainly by goodness of fit @, and
the unreliable dimension estimate pwarc has little impact. However, model selection for K is a
trade-off between model fit (LPD) and parsimony (variance); so the poor estimate pwaic of the
effective dimension is an obstacle. In any case, the WAIC should be used as a guide rather than

a definitive rule.
5.3 Sense-prevalence estimation

Predictive accuracy and true-model recovery are the two classical goals of statistical inference.
However, good performance on one front does not necessarily correlate with good performance
on the other. We examined predictive performance using the Brier score. We now assess our

fitted models against the ‘true’ models.

We have the posterior sense-prevalence distributions q~5|W given the unlabelled data W. We use
the 95% highest posterior density (HPD) intervals as concise visual summaries of the support
for the posterior and the uncertainty in the estimates. Following Zafar and Nicholls (2022,
Section 7), we would like to compare these HPDs to the unknown true sense prevalence, P say.
We do not have ®: we only have the true sense labels 0;.p. However, given o1.p, estimating ® with
uncertainty quantification is an easy and classical task: we simply smooth the empirical sense-
prevalence probabilities using a time series model for their evolution. This gives us well-calibrated
independent estimates qg\(z = 0) given the labelled data o, which we use as proxies for ®. The
posteriors ¢|(z = 0) would be concentrated on the empirical sense-prevalence probabilities where
there are many observations, and would apply some shrinkage and smoothing where snippets
are infrequent. If the credible sets from the unlabelled analysis are close to the credible sets from
the labelled analysis using the same AR(1) models, this would indicate success: conditioning on

the true labels gives the best results achievable with these models.

We show this comparison for both DiSC and EDiSC posteriors on the “kosmos” data in Figure 3,
with the models selected as discussed in Section 5.2. We see that both unlabelled posteriors gZ;]W
(solid error bars) are in surprisingly good agreement with the labelled posterior ¢~>| (z = 0) (dashed
error bars). However, EDiSC has generally better range and location: the blue EDiSC error bars
generally have higher overlap with the dashed bars, and the circles (posterior means) are closer.
The unlabelled analysis is equivalent to many labelled analyses averaged over uncertainty in
reconstructed labels. This uncertainty is significant, so it is remarkable how close the unlabelled
analysis comes to the labelled analysis. It is also interesting that particular features of the ground
truth are reflected well in the posteriors, such as the emergence of the “world” sense of “kosmos”
in 4th century BC.

The figure shows the empirical sense-prevalence estimates N} it /Nfg’t as coloured bars, where

Ng i 1s the count of snippets in genre g at time ¢ with sense k under the true sense labels o,
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Figure 3: “Kosmos” expert-annotated empirical sense prevalence (coloured bars with height
N oo/ Z{:l, Ny, for each k,g,t), and 95% HPD intervals (error bars) and posterior means
(circles) from the model output. Snippet counts N’ ; are given in brackets below the axes. Note
that the labelled posteriors q5|z from DiSC and EDiSC are identical.

Table 7: “Kosmos” Bayes factors BFy; on a log;, scale for nested ‘true’ model Hy : qug’t € 89t
over each of Hy : DiSC and H; : EDiSC. Red indicates incorrect rejection of Hy.

Model Genre 7BC 6BC 5BC 4BC 3BC 2BC 1BC 1AD 2AD

DiSC narrative 028 041 0.47  0.79 0.86 0.62 0.77 0.18 1.20
EDiSC narrative 0.43 0.63 1.06 1.20 0.92 0.62 1.09 1.63  0.97

DiSC non-narr —0.05 0.08 —0.65 —o0o —0.26 041 —1.54 0.44 1.10
EDiSC non-narr -0.35 001 -0.36 —oco -0.99 0.37 0.77 -0.07 0.92

and N, = Z{i v Nﬁg,t is the total snippet count in each g,¢ (shown in brackets below the
axes). The empirical estimates may be of interest, and are shown on the same figure as they are
defined on the same space and scale. However, the empirical estimates should not be used to
assess true-® recovery if the datasets are small and sparse, as is the case with our ancient Greek

data, since they are not smoothed.
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To make the comparison more concrete, we quantify both models’ performance using Bayes
factors to measure agreement between the unlabelled and labelled posteriors. We treat the
credible sets from the labelled analysis as the truth and ask, does the unlabelled analysis reject
the truth? Let S9! be the 95% HPD region for genre g and time ¢ under the labelled posterior
$9*|(z = 0). For each g and t, we compute the Bayes factor BFg; = gg%ggg for the nested ‘true’
model Hy : ¢~>g’t € 89t over each of Hy : DiSC and H; : EDiSC. By the Savage-Dickey density

ratio, we have

_ (99! € STW, Hy)

(g9t € S9t|H))

where the posterior probabilities in the numerator can be computed using our MCMC samples
from the unlabelled @9+

computed using softmax-transformed Monte Carlo simulations from the prior ¢9f. We use the

BFo1

W posteriors, and the prior probabilities in the denominator can be

same prior simulations for DiSC and EDiSC so that the model comparison is indifferent to
simulation error in the denominator. The results are reported in Table 7 on a log; scale. Positive
values indicate evidence in favour of Hy, with higher BFy; corresponding to greater overlap
between ¢%t|W and ¢9t
and Raftery (1995), log;q(BFo1) < —1 indicates strong evidence against Hy; so we reject Hy
in favour of H; at this threshold. These rejections are highlighted in red in the table. We find
that EDiSC gives a higher Bayes factor than DiSC in 61% of cases, and incorrectly rejects Hy

(z = o), and vice versa for negative values. Using the scale in Kass

only once versus twice for DiSC. Further, when EDiSC performs better, the improvement can
be substantial, for example 1 AD in the narrative genre. The converse is not true: when DiSC

performs better, the difference is only slight.

Equivalent figures and tables for the “mus”, “harmonia” and “bank” data are given in Ap-
pendix B. These similarly show EDiSC outperforming DiSC on true-® recovery in 56, 83 and 90
percent of cases respectively, with fewer incorrect rejections of Hy, less bias, and more accurate

and precise credible sets.
5.4 Sampling efficiency and scalability

We assess the relative efficiency of sampling the DiSC and EDiSC posteriors using MCMC
methods. The form of the model %! = p(x* + 6') + ¢ in EDiSC, compared to 1"t = x* + 6
in DiSC, means that additional matrix multiplication is required to calculate the likelihood for
EDiSC, which tends to be computationally slow. However, using the effective sample size (ESS)
per unit time as a metric for comparing the sampling efficiency, we find that, in fact, the same
MCMC applied to EDiSC results in more efficient samples than DiSC. This is because of the

lower dimensional model parameters y, 6 for EDiSC.

Table 8 shows the ESS per hour of CPU time from applying MALA to target the ¢ and 1
posteriors under DiSC and EDiSC on the “bank” data. We report the medians and interquartile
ranges over all the KGT parameters for é, and over the top 20 most probable words (i.e.
over 20KT parameters) out of the VKT parameters for ¥. We compare implementations not
algorithms. However, the comparison is fair as the MALA Monte Carlo is common to both, and

the evaluation allows little scope for differential optimisation of implementations. (For example,
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Table 8: Median (interquartile range) ESS per hour of CPU time from MALA sampling

Model ESS for ¢ ESS for 1)
DiSC 375 (216 - 531) 391 (213 - 586)
EDiSC (M =50) 1,916 (1,569 —2,017) 391 (294 — 515)
EDiSC (M =100) 2,192 (1,844 —2,674) 344 (262 — 459)
EDiSC (M =200) 2,237 (1,810 —2,424) 303 (215 — 396)
EDiSC (M = 300) 1,633 (1,245 —2,299) 282 (217 — 392)
o DiSC o EDiSC (M = 25) o EDISC (M = 200)
i i i
2% £ 28
58 28 28
(!) 20IOO 40|00 SOIOO 80|00 1OL!)OO (!) 20IOO 40|00 60|00 80|00 1OL!)OO (!) 20|00 40|00 60|00 80|00 1OL!)OO
snippets snippets snippets
V=3000 —— V=2000 V=1000 —— V=500 —— V=250

Figure 4: Mean run times in CPU seconds for 500 MCMC iterations on synthetic data using

different models, vocabulary sizes (V') and number of snippets (D)

MALA requires no optimisation of the number of leapfrog steps, as opposed to HMC or NUTS.)
All runs were done sequentially on the same PC. We see that whilst the ESS for 4 is of the same
order for all models, the ESS for ¢ is many times better under EDiSC than under DiSC.

We also analyse how the run times vary with increasing data sizes using synthetic data. Figure 4
summarises the results, where each data point is the mean run-time over three independent runs
of 500 MCMC iterations. This comparison favours DiSC, since we use the same number of MCMC
iterations for DiSC and EDiSC despite EDiSC being more efficient. We show the results from
two different choices for the embedding dimension for EDiSC: M = 25 and M = 200. Typically,
the vocabulary size V' would be expected to grow with the data size D (as more snippets tend
to bring a larger vocabulary), whereas the embedding dimension would not usually be increased
much beyond 200.

The run times increase linearly with both vocabulary size V' and number of snippets D in all
cases. However, for V' > 500 (which is typical) the rate of increase with D is much higher for
DiSC than for EDiSC. The interaction effect between V and D on the run time is significant in
all cases. However, the interaction effect is much stronger for DiSC than for EDiSC. Moreover,
as the embedding dimension M is increased, the interaction effect for EDiSC grows even weaker.
As a result, with increasing V and D, run times for DiSC increase much faster than those for

EDiSC. The plots show the advantage of using EDiSC over DiSC even in the case of modest
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data sizes in our synthetic data experiments. Therefore, EDiSC is a lot better suited than DiSC

to scaling up for larger data sizes.

This paper focuses on modelling diachronic sense change for our ancient Greek data, where
computational issues are a relatively minor concern. However, the models themselves are more
widely applicable. Hence, in other situations where efficiency and scalability are more of an
issue, these experiments show that there is even more reason to prefer EDiSC over DiSC (or
GASC/SCAN for that matter).

6 Discussion

We introduced EDiSC, an embedded version of DiSC, which is a generative model of diachronic
sense change that combines word embeddings with DiSC. Experiments on test data show that
EDiSC outperforms DiSC, GASC and SCAN, as measured by Brier scores, in terms of accur-
acy in predicting the unknown sense for the target word in snippets. We estimated the model
parameters and quantified the uncertainty in sense-change estimates via HPD intervals, show-
ing that EDiSC outperforms DiSC on recovering the true parameters: estimates obtained using
EDiSC on unlabelled data are more closely aligned to those obtained on labelled data than is
the case for DiSC. The good agreement between our HPD intervals computed using unlabelled
and labelled data supports our view that it would be very hard to do much better than we have

done here, at least in a bag-of-words setting.

We showed that MCMC sampling targeting EDiSC is more efficient than the corresponding
sampling for DiSC. Furthermore, EDiSC scales better to large data sizes than DiSC. We con-
sidered how fitting these models is challenging due to potential metastability and multimodality
in the posteriors, and why variational methods for model fitting fail. We discussed ways of
addressing these challenges that work well in our experiments. These include careful model se-
lection with respect to the number of model senses K and the embedding dimension M, as well
as MCMC considerations (discussed in the Appendix). More broadly, we gave guidelines for how

appropriate values for K and M may be set, such that these meet the user’s objectives.

An obvious limitation in the EDiSC model is that it uses traditional word embeddings with only
one vector representation per word. Our work is a continuation of existing models (SCAN, GASC,
DiSC) using the same general framework, which have previously been used to analyse the ancient
Greek data that inspired our research. This framework does not readily admit contextualised
word embeddings. It would be interesting to investigate how the framework might be expanded

or modified to admit multiple vector representations per word.

Another (necessary) limitation of our work is that we are restricted in what comparisons we
can make against other models and methods. As discussed in the literature review, most other
methods use some form of pre-training or supervised learning, and in any case have different
modelling and inferential goals to ours. However, our models can be generalised and used for
wider purposes such as WSD or sense change-point detection if desired; so it would be interesting

to investigate how they compare against other methods on shared tasks, or how they might be
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used in conjunction with other methods from the NLP literature. That is future work for us.

We set out to develop an embedded version of DiSC to model diachronic sense change for
our ancient Greek data, drawing parallels from the topic modelling literature, which was an
improvement upon the existing model. This objective has been achieved, and prospects for

further improvement are good.

Implementation

The code and data used to produce the results reported in this paper are available from https:
//github.com/schyanzafar/EDiSC.
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Appendix

A Hyperparameter settings

For the AR(1) process hyperparameters ag, o in EDiSC, a high value admits weak mean rever-
sion without unduly influencing the posteriors. In our model fitting, we therefore experimented
with values of 0.9 as in DiSC, and even higher values of 0.99. We found the converged posteriors
to be robust to these choices. However, with ay = 0.99, convergence problems become more
frequent. Moreover, using the WAIC for model selection, values of 0.9 are preferred. Therefore,

we continue to use oy = ap = 0.9 for EDiSC.

For the k4 variance hyperparameter, Zafar and Nicholls (2022, Section 4.2) elicit a prior by
defining what we consider to be an extreme (i.e. 3-sigma) event, and using this to set quantiles.
For any fixed time ¢, genre g and pair of senses [,m € {1,..., K}, a difference in sense prevalence
of the order J)lg’t/q;g’t ~ 100 is considered extreme. Therefore, on the log scale, gi)lg’t —qb%t > log 100

. . . . t t 2K .
is considered a 3-sigma event. Since V(¢{" — ¢iy) = ﬁ, we express our preference with

1
= _ 2
3 (%) ? = log 100, giving Ky = ! ((;4)) (%log 100)? ~ 0.25 on rounding. The ¢ parameter

in EDiSC is identical to that in DiSC, so we continue to use the same value.

For the other variance hyperparameters, still following Zafar and Nicholls (2022, Section 4.2),


https://github.com/schyanzafar/EDiSC
https://github.com/schyanzafar/EDiSC
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for any fixed time ¢, sense k and pair of words z,y € {1,...,V}, the ratio of context-word
probabilities of the order 1/;];75 /1/7;'5 ~ 1000 is considered extreme. Therefore, on the log scale,

z/;’;’t — wlg’t > log 1000 is considered a 3-sigma event.

Now, for EDiSC, we have V(zp!g’t - wf’t) = V(prekt — pgﬁk’t + ¢ — y), which simplifies to
V(ip’;’t — w’;’t) = (pz — py) T V(E*) (pr — py) + V(sz — ) since € and ¢ are independent of each
other by construction. We have V(¢ — ¢,) = 2 whereas V(£¥1) = V(x* + %) is an M x M

diagonal matrix with entries (IQX + 172{%30)2) Hence,

V' — i) = (pe — py) " (02 — py) (Fax + 1_?29?) + 2.

We approximate (p; — py)T (px — py) With its median ¢ over all pairs z,y € {1,...,V}, and

1

express our preference with 3 (c(nx + 1_7%“99)2) + 2/1§) ?_ log 1 000.

We want the bulk of the variance to be explained by &, since ¢ is only a correction parameter
that comes into play when the embeddings for words x,y are similar but the words occur at
different frequencies in the snippets. Taking the extreme case p, = p,, we would not expect
the frequency of x to be too different from that of y; so we assert that ¢’;’t — 1/1’;’t > log10 is a
3-sigma event in this extreme case. Also, p, = p, gives V(l/}lgf’t — w§7t) = 2K¢, SO We express our

preference with 3(2/<;§)% = log 10, giving k¢ = %(% log 10)? 2 0.25 on rounding.

We have &¥t = y* 4 0%, so V(¢"!) must be apportioned between V(x*) and V(#*). Given our
preference ky + 1_7%30)2 = ((310g1000)% — 2k¢) /c, we set ky = ay ((31og1000)? — 2k) /c and
ko = ag(1—(cg)?) ((31og1000)% — 2k, ) /c, with ay +ag = 1. A plausible choice is ay = ag = 0.5
as for DiSC, since x and 6 are additive effects on the same scale. We experimented with this
choice, as well as a,, = 0.75,a¢ = 0.25 and a, = 0.25, a9 = 0.75, and found the posteriors to be
robust to these choices. Moreover, the WAIC was relatively constant between these choices, so we
go with a, = ag = 0.5 for simplicity and consistency with DiSC. However, users may adjust the
proportions depending on how they want to resolve the variation over senses and time periods
for the test case in question. With these choices, and with x, = 0.25, we get k, ~ 2.5/c and

kg ~ 0.5/c on rounding.

To summarise, for EDISC, we use ag = ag = 0.9, kg = 0.25,ky = 2.5/c, kg = 0.5/c, ke = 0.25,
where ¢ is the median value of (p, —py)T(px —py) over all pairs z,y € {1,...,V}. For comparison,
DiSC uses ag = g = 0.9, kg, = 0.25, k, = 1.25, kg = 0.25.

Note that, for GASC and SCAN, the hyperparameters to set are x, and the a,b in kg ~
Inv Gamma(a, b). The authors of GASC preferred xy, = 0.01,a = 1,b = 1 for the Greek test
cases, whereas the authors of SCAN preferred ry = 0.1,a = 7,b = 3 for their English test cases.
In our comparisons, we try both configurations in our implementation of GASC for the Greek

test cases, and stick to the SCAN configuration for our English test case.
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Figure 5: “Mus” expert-annotated empirical sense prevalence (coloured bars), and 95% HPD

intervals (error bars) and posterior means (circles) from the model output

Table 9: “Mus” Bayes factors BFy; on a log;, scale for nested ‘true’ model Hj : P9t € S9t over
each of Hy : DiSC and H; : EDiSC

Model  Genre 5BC 4BC 3BC 2BC 1BC 1AD 2AD 3AD 4AD

DiSC technical ~ 1.37 098 080 0.61 0.46 1.00 156 1.12 0.8
EDiSC technical 1.30 0.98 0.77 0.51 0.32 0.85 144 1.10 0.85

DiSC  non-tech 097 097 085 075 036 -—-0.36 0.01 083 0.39
EDiSC non-tech  1.20 1.20 1.09 1.05 0.89 1.24 099 090 048

B Further results

Following on from Section 5.3, we show the sense prevalence graphs for “mus” in Figure 5
and the Bayes factors in Table 9. As in the “kosmos” test case, the EDiSC posterior on the
unlabelled data generally matches the ground truth using the labelled data better than DiSC
(in 56% of cases), and also gives more precise credible sets for the non-technical genre. Both
models pick up on the emergence of the “mussel” sense of “mus” in the non-technical genre in

2nd century AD, with EDiSC providing more accurate prevalence estimates. As for “kosmos”,
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Figure 6: “Bank” manually annotated empirical sense prevalence (coloured bars), and 95% HPD

intervals (error bars) and posterior means (circles) from the model output

Table 10: “Bank” Bayes factors BFg; on a log;, scale for nested ‘true’ model Hy : &g,t € §9t
over each of Hy : DiSC and H; : EDiSC. Red indicates incorrect rejection of Hy.

Model 1810 1830 1850 1870 1890 1910 1930 1950 1970 1990

DiSC 085 091 098 0.67 073 —-0.05 013 -1.60 —oo  —2.30
EDiSC 0.79 091 0.98 0.92 0.95 042 028 -091 —-1.70 -0.55

when EDiSC outperforms DiSC, it does so much more substantially (e.g. in the 1st and 2nd
centuries AD for the non-technical genre) than the converse.

The sense prevalence graphs for “bank” are given in Figure 6 and the Bayes factors in Table 10.
This is an easy test case where DiSC was already performing well. The improvement provided
by EDiSC is therefore only marginal, but it is nevertheless noticeable for the later time periods.
EDiSC outperforms DiSC in 90% of cases, and results in only one incorrect rejection of Hy as
opposed to three for DiSC. We see some divergence between the model posteriors and the ground
truth in later time periods, resulting in negative Bayes factors. This is because the modelling
choice of K = 2 is a little restrictive. In our experiments with higher K values (which we do not
show here), the posteriors recover the ground truth much more closely. However, as discussed
in Section 5.2, foreknowledge of the truth cannot be used in model selection. We prioritise
interpretability, and the model is performing adequately with our modelling choices. The code

is available, and we encourage user exploration.

The sense prevalence for “harmonia” is shown in Figure 7 and the Bayes factors in Table 11.
In contrast to “bank”, “harmonia” is a particularly challenging test case, since the data here
is particularly sparse. The “concrete” sense of “harmonia” is severely under-represented in the
data as shown in Table 12, and there is a high degree of overlap in probable context words under

expert-annotation. The under-represented sense has relatively little effect on the likelihood, so



[ Abstract E Concrete® Musical

An Embedded Diachronic Sense Change Model

Century (snippet count)

Technical
o __
—
) i H - }E
g o] . ! . K .
c T [ ' ! ! o)
QL o ! ! : ! . : .
SARSR I 4 A B O ! ! .
g ofe ofie e b :
< i ]! i ! ' ' '
% o] I 0 . ,
g ortl o Pl of 11 o - *
o oo | el L el T H :
o i : : : ' : : l : T :
o | LT Sed[T <41t ] I “ P -
e 8BC 7BC 6BC 5BC 4BC 3BC 2BC 1BC 2AD 3AD 4AD
0) (0) (0) 1) (14) (0) 1 @9 O (10)  (10) (2
Century (snippet count)
Non-technical
o __
—
[ee] T
v S| . ! -
[5) 1 1
S I : ' i
= O i 1 T f
@ > | | 1 ! 1
E © ' ' : ®) T lJ
S o | At &HEL !
8 o oLt BT ’ :
[} ] : ] : : n :
? 34 A1l L :
A e
o_| i S
e 7BC 6BC 5BC 4BC 3BC 2BC 1BC 1AD 2AD 3AD 4AD
(0) (0) (8 (156) (1) 2 (6) (98) (48) (132) (49)

——DIiSC Q|W-- - - DiSC ¢|z —— EDIiSC ¢|W

Figure 7: “Harmonia” expert-annotated empirical sense prevalence (coloured bars), and 95%

HPD intervals (error bars) and posterior means (circles) from the model output

Table 11: “Harmonia” Bayes factors BFo; on a log; scale for nested ‘true’ model Hy : P9t € 9t
over each of Hy : DiSC and H; : EDiSC. Red indicates incorrect rejection of Hy.

Model  Genre 8BC 7BC 6BC 5BC 4BC 3BC 2BC 1IBC 1AD 2AD 3AD 4AD
DiSC technical —0.60 —0.69 —-1.06 —1.38 —oo  —0.48 0.43 1.36 025 —-095 -1.16 —1.10
EDiSC technical -0.27 —-0.38 —-0.54 —1.04 -2.24 —-0.34 0.43 1.39 043 -0.05 —-0.25 —0.32
DiSC non-tech 0.14 0.22 0.32 0.39 —oo —047 —-046 -093 —oo —-0.96 —0.58 —00
EDiSC  non-tech 0.13 0.16 0.22 0.37 —0.05 0.17 0.11 0.05 0.12 039 -0.58 —1.01

Table 12: “Harmonia”

peated words are shown in red.

counts and top 10 context

words for each expert-annotated sense. Re-

Sense Count Top 10 context words under expert sense-annotation
abstract 303  ylyvopon  Adyoc piee’s TOLEW Exo huyn dpuovioe  dpipog  elg OIS
(become)  (subject (all) (to make)  (to have)  (spirit, (harmonia) (number)  (one) (many,
matter) soul) much)
concrete 42 6oTéov AMdoc péyedoc  boog Qi peoloilel oBua uéyoc OUXETL ndc
(bone, (stone) (height) (how (to speak)  (kosmos) (body) (large) (no more)  (all)
rock) much)
musical 308 puduog  mc Eyw i hoyog TEdTEROC  GpUovi  TOEW elc HOAER
(rhythm)  (all) (to have) (to speak)  (subject (before) (harmonia) (to make)  (one) (to  call,
matter) summon)

27
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the MCMC targeting the posterior struggles to recognise it. The high overlap in probable words
means that the true senses are not very distinct, which understandably affects the models’ ability
to separate them. Some of the overlapping words appear to be function words based on online
translations, so perhaps more targeted data filtering (cf. Section 2) aided by expert domain-
knowledge would be helpful. However, we have not explored this. Despite these challenges, EDiSC
performs remarkably well in recovering the truth, as evidenced by the high degree of overlap
between the unlabelled and labelled posteriors. EDiSC outperforms DiSC in 83% of cases, and
incorrectly rejects Hg thrice versus eight times for DiSC. DiSC appears to have a strong bias for
the “abstract” sense in the technical genre, but EDiSC fares much better, benefiting from the
extra semantic information contained in the embeddings that is lacking in the sparse snippet
data. Accurate sense-change analysis for “harmonia” was not possible using DiSC, but is now
possible with EDiSC.

C MCMC convergence issues

As discussed in Sections 4.4 and 5.2, MCMC convergence is essential for inference and model
selection. However, getting the MCMC to converge for our test cases with these models is
not easy. In this section, we discuss some of the issues encountered and possible strategies for

overcoming them.

A sampler may sometimes get stuck in a metastable state and fail to converge. Running the
sampler for longer often resolves the issue, but this is not guaranteed in practice. As an example,
in one of our runs using Stan’s NUTS on EDiSC (M = 300, K = 3) for “mus”, we ran the sampler
for 100k iterations, saving every 10th iteration. The sampler was stuck between two different
metastable states before eventually finding the correct mode. This can be visualised most easily
using the ¢ trace plots in Figure 8. The Brier scores in the metastable states are also shown
in Figure 9 to demonstrate the issue, but this cannot be used as a diagnostic in practice since
we do not have the ground truth. Note that this is not a case of label switching: there is no
permutation of model senses 1 : K in either of the metastable states that is equivalent to the

posterior in the converged state.

Another technique commonly used in the MCMC literature to overcome metastability is parallel
tempering (e.g. the original Geyer et al. 1991 or the state of the art Syed et al. 2021). This uses
MCMC on multiple cores to target, in parallel, a tempered or annealed posterior in which the
likelihood is raised to an inverse ‘temperature’ A. Samples are obtained from the ‘coldest’ chain
with A = 1, which is just the posterior. However, swap moves between chains are proposed,
and accepted according to the Hastings ratio, where ‘hotter’ chains use a schedule of A\ values
less than 1, thus encouraging mixing by making the target distribution more diffuse. A problem
with this approach in our test cases is that, in order to get reasonable acceptance rates for swap
moves between chains, the tempering schedules need to have \ values very close to each other.
Hence, in order to get mixing at higher temperatures, we need a lot of chains; and this is not

achievable with limited computing resources.
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Figure 8: qgg * trace plots showing the metastable states before MCMC convergence. Here, we run
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Figure 9: Brier scores computed on sequential MCMC chunks of 100 samples each, showing the

two metastable states before convergence

However, the tempering or annealing trick (Geman and Geman, 1984; Hajek, 1988) predates
parallel tempering, and can be used on a single core during the burn-in phase of the MCMC
(and then switched off, so we target the untempered posterior). This allows more mixing earlier
in the chain and ensures that, at the least, the sampler does not get stuck in a metastable state
due to the starting configuration. In our HMC implementations, we use a simple tempering

schedule

n B
>\n = )\min + (1 - )\min) <N ) ) (6)
temp

where n is the MCMC iteration number, Niemp is the number of iterations for which to use
tempering, Api, is the minimum inverse temperature, and S < 1 determines the rate of change
in A, (with =1 giving a linear schedule and 8 < 1 giving a schedule increasing at a decreasing
rate). We find that Apin = 0.1, § = 1/3 and Niemp set equal to half the total number of
MCMC iterations works adequately in our experiments. Also, we temper the likelihood (3)

when targeting ¢ and x only, since 8 and ¢ are very well-informed by the data as it is.

10000
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D Gradient-based MCMC sampling

As mentioned in Section 4.4, for our MALA and HMC implementations of EDiSC, we use
analytically derived gradients. We can do MALA or HMC sampling for ¢, 0, x,< in the same
way as discussed in Zafar and Nicholls (2022, Appendix C): alternately sample each variable
while conditioning on the others. Inference for ¢ in EDiSC is unchanged compared to DiSC,

whereas to get proposals for 6, y, ¢, we need to derive the gradients for the log-likelihood

ZLd

log p(W ¢, ) = ZlogZ«W I
d=1

=11

with respect to these variables, which we do in this section. Finally, we give the HMC algorithm

used in our R implementation.
D.1 Derivation of V. log p(Wp(i.cp|o™t, ¥)

From Zafar and Nicholls (2022) equation (32) we have

> I (e ;

——=log p(Wp(1.gpld", v = Lo I(v =wg;) — Lah"
k.t Gy ’ vd, A 1 ) v
Iy deD(1:Gt) Zlfil QSlw Hii‘il w’wfi,i i=i1

(7)
where D(g,t) = {d : 74 € g and 74 € t} is the set of snippet indices for genre(s) g and time(s) t.

Also, by the chain rule we have

y
— 7 log p(Wp(.gpl 6™, ) Z -log p(Wp(.apld™, v ") =

7 v=1

e
agfyt

Now k! = = prebt ¢, gives (;é’;;t pu.j, and so we have

— 7 log p(Wp(r.a o™, ¢) pr 7 log p(Wp(r:.)|¢ 4 )
J

¢7dtH’Ld ww iLg V
d,i
> S (505 st )~ LY

’Y k)
deD(1:Gt) 2121 ¢l ! Hz i1 ¢wdz 1=i1 v=1

~ ir
¢7d’t H iLg U) . d _
_ Z k . =11 wd Z Puwai — Ldpr"j,(/)k,t (8)

K Yd, ir
deD(1:G t) D1 ¢ld Il il @Z’wdz i=iq

which are the elements of vector Ver.: log p(Wp(1.cp) 67", 97") for j € {1,..., M}.
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D.2 Derivation of Vg log p(Wp(1.,|o™", ¥")

Kt

The relationship f;?’t = X? + 9;- gives 6§;t_ =1forall k € {1,..., K}, so applying the chain rule
J
to (8) we get
9 K
a9 108PWpuanle” v = > —5 e oer(Voua 01679
J k=1

iLy K TYa;t 7T La
o 11 wwd i T Tkt
- Z Z Puwa i~ Ld = pgv”

K 7yat ppiL
deD(1:Gyt) \i=in e SARRCILS | BT

which are the elements of vector Vi log p(Wp(1.c )¢, 1) for j € {1,..., M}.

D.3 Derivation of V,: logp(W|¢,v)

k.t

ot
The relationship fk = Xj + Gt gives ijc’? =1forall t € {1,...,T}, so given the independence

between time periods and applying the chaln rule to (8) we get

- logp(Wo, ) =
J

ok 10gP(WD(1:G,t) R R

k)

S HM@

’Ydﬂ'd HzLd wk \Td Ly
=11

Wd, i E T Tk,Tq
TVdrTd TT'La l ,Td Pwa,ij — Ldp"jw
d=1 Zl 1 (b HZ i1 wd’L =11

which are the elements of vector V,x logp(W|¢, ) for j € {1,..., M}.

D.4 Derivation of V_logp(W|¢, )

k.t

o
The relationship LZJ? = p; Tekt4g; gives w =1forallk e {l,...,K}andforallt € {1,...,T},

so given the independence between time perlods and applylng the chain rule to (7) we get

T K

0 0 bt
a—gjlogp(W!qﬁ,w): ZWIng(WD(I:G,t)W )

t=1 k=1 9%;

%z Td H“Zd wk \Td iLg
=11

K

Z Wq, Z . Tk,
TYd\Td lLd Zl Tt ]I(j - wd’i) o Ld/(/}] b
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which are the elements of vector V¢ logp(W|@, ) for j € {1,...,V}. Note that the term on the
left in (9) can be simplified by considering that Zfl):l Z;LL‘; ]I( =wgq;) = N ]W is the number
of times word j appears in snippets W across all senses and time periods.

D.5 HMC sampling scheme

The HMC algorithm used in our implementation is adapted from Neal (2012), and is presented
within the context of our EDiSC model and sampling scheme in Algorithm 2. We target one
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Algorithm 2 Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) sampling for EDiSC

1: set number of MCMC iterations N, tempering parameter Niemp, tuning parameters

Ntune; Nstop, and target acceptance rate aP

t

2: for each variable = € {x, 0!, ¢9t clg=1,...,G;t=1,...,T,} do

o

3: set number of leapfrog steps LF, and initial proposal scale o2

4: set tempering for variable x on or off

5: end for

6: initialise ¢, x, # randomly and ¢ =0

7. for iterationn € 1: N do

8: for each = € {x,0', ¢%' clg=1,...,G;t=1,...,T,} do

9: if tempering x and n < Niemp then compute A, using (6); else set A, =1

10: draw initial momentum vector ¢ ~ N (0,I) of same dimension as x

11: compute initial potential energy PEy = PE(z) = —log (m(z)p(W|p(x), 1 (z))*)
12: compute initial kinetic energy K Fy = KE(q) = % S q?

13: make a half step for momentum at the beginning q «+ ¢ — %JxVxPE(x)

14: save initial xg = x

15: forle€1:LF, do

16: make a full step for position = <+ x + 0,¢q

17: if | # LF,, make a full step for momentum ¢ < ¢ — 0,V PE(z)

18: end for

19: save final 1 = x

20: make a half step for momentum at the end g < q — %amePE(:r)

21: compute final potential and kinetic energies PE, = PE(z) and KE; = KE(q)
22: compute Hastings ratio a = min{1,exp(PEy + KEy — PE; — KE)}

23: with probability «, set x = 1 (accept); else set © = x (reject)

24: if n > Niune and n < Nyiop then

25: compute running acceptance rate & = % using last Niune iterations
26: update proposal scale via log ag <+ log 0925 + Cp(a — a®Pt) with C,, = < ]Gttje
27: end if

28: end for

29: end for

variable at a time, conditioning on all other variables, at the granularity of x, 6, 9, <, in that

order. For increased efficiency, we iterate over time ¢t € 1 : T going forward for odd iterations

and backward for even iterations. We use 10 leapfrog steps for y, as this is arguably the most

important and challenging variable to sample, and 5 leapfrog steps for all other variables. We

run the MCMC for N iterations, which varies considerably between at least 1.5k for “bank” and

up to 100k for “mus” in some runs, though typically 3k—10k is sufficient to ensure convergence in

our experiments. Gradients for the potential energy PE(z) = —log (7 (z)p(W|¢(z), ¢(x))*) for
each variable x take the form V,PE(z) = =V log m(x) — A,V log p(W|é, ), where V, log 7(x)

are straightforward to compute since the prior densities m(x) are normal (see Zafar and Nicholls

2022 Appendix C for explicit expressions), and V, log p(W|¢, 1) have been derived above.
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The tuning scheme used to target an optimal acceptance rate is taken from Shaby and Wells
(2010). We target an optimal acceptance rate a®?® = 0.651 for HMC as recommended by Beskos
et al. (2013). For the initial proposal scales, we slightly adapt the authors’ recommendations
and use O‘i = 24%/(K x LFy), 02 = 2.4°/(MK)? x LFy), 05 = 2.4*/(M? x LFy) and 02 =
2.4%2/(V x LF.), where LF, is the number of leapfrog steps used for variable z. These work
adequately for our data, but there is no particular reason to stick with these choices. The main
consideration is to strike a balance, via trial and error, between setting the initial proposal
scales too large (leading to numerical over/underflow) and too small (leading to slower mixing
at the start of the chain). The scales are updated via log o2 < log o2 + Cp, (@ — a°P') at MCMC
iteration n, using a running acceptance rate @ computed on the last Nyy,e = 10 iterations. We

typically stop tuning after Ngop = N/2 iterations, though it is harmless to continue tuning since

C, = ( N"t“ ) by design converges to zero as n — oo and the tuning becomes minuscule.
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