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HASEENHSETFIZBWT, T—&X 73X V7
W R MDD MEZ RIS 272012, 7— &4
REBXCHCZAED D FEFENIRESEELT
=7z BIEIRE - A A7 12B W TS Park 513,
Valence-Arousal-Dominance (VAD) 7 L — AW — 2
ZRHTEZZEIZED, BRIEDOA T 7L &=
I—RRAZHEIZHE - AL, T—&ty MDA
ROBTEZAREMEDH 2 Z R TV [1].

AT, Roh/z7—%ty b ERIRINCHE
AL, BAFRNIGF v v b X T 0% T %72
HOFHLWT Iu—F2RRET 5. BRI, &
TERBICHE R Z I 2HF e EFD V 2 a7 & Kk
L, LLMO7Fv>arudy b2IEFEE LT
W3 Z 2T, BIE I XA TORNWT — &2
MNUTHEM VAD Za7 %K 5. FICXEHDH
FED VAD Z ¥ 3 20ERFIE L R, FBEHM L
T ERT.

1 IILHIC

Large Language Models (LLMs) ® b L —=> 78
JUF 2 —=2 72, WRBEDT —XPRHEL
SN b. LLMs OHFIFEHICBWTIX, HOHED
DB DB XD TR EF — ZADRIFEITE
BLTWE2, B VA MY —ARAZIZBWTIE
HEDLTZREDIRNANET—ZBKDOLNS.
F N E T = ZDOERICIEE WA R M DES T2
2], 7 —&XILRAREZ@E L7z a X MHIEZE Bs 30
FDEFRIITDOIR TV 3.

IR B EE 7H D X A 7 T, Valence-
Arousal-Dominance (VAD)[3] % {5 L, Vishnubhotla
DL [4] D X 512, HFED VAD 2 a7 D% K
D3I LIZEBLED VAD R 7 DU IEN—
AN DN TWS. E 5T Park 5D VAD 7 L —
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LT =7 [1NFERZHT TV TIRADBMMF SN
J-EARSET — Xty bR - AL, VAD 2/
WBHZ2IZE-T, KED TN E T —XENE
T LML TE 2 Z AUREINT WS,
AWFgEE, ZOHREZDLIC, RIET Xty b
ICVAD ZiEH T2 2 2ic kD, MEOBWRIGRE
WF vy NRTLAEMN L -V TT BRI EHE
35,

2 E9EA3E

2.1 VAD £®FJL

BEERIAT 2 HEE LT, BEARBBCOET S
HT ) =R TH . 24X Ekman DI
KIS TILLAONTED, BURELAREDE
KZEE A 7TV IREREZETTNWS. — T,
Russell [3B&fE % & D XD OFFEICRIAT 2729,
ZRTCEM EORE LTREREZRT VAET LR
L L7 [6]. 51T, Mehrabian 1% Dominance (D)
RICDEEMZ58F L, Valence-Arousal-Dominance
(VAD) E7NVEIRE LT [7]. VAD €T VIEIED
RN R Z X D IR 2 2 7 DICIA K TEH
INTWV3.

22 =2ty hk

AWFFETIE, VAD BIERFNICHEICHEH TN S
T—Xty bEHWVE. BEERINICIE, 1,034 FEOE
HEEDY VAD 227 TI7R ¥ 7 X7z ANEW[3]
&, X b REIEZ 13,915 3E% &8 XANEWI[S] % Fl
M35, 2512, F¥v b RXT2DBFICRELL
77 —%%ty b LT, sHEISERNHENICIERZ
ET 5 Z I K BHERO I 2 U TR X
47z Topical-Chat[9] ¥, ANIZ& D I NI &SNz
DailyDialog[10] ZfiH 3 5. i — & & LTI,
BEIZ VAD TRV » 7 &7z EmoBank[11, 12] ZH
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Both are excellent technology they are helpful in A
ways. For the security purpose both are super.
VAD word dictionary

W (attention vector)

LLAMA 3.1 u G ﬂ

vad:=|i i i
Vn an dpn

wTvad
MSE
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Are you a fan of Google or Microsoft?

B1 #R#EFEX

Topical-Chat[9] B & OF DailyDialog[10] %° 5 [X4E L
7 REET — R LT, VAD 2a 7 2H#E T 305
WHD. WERDGETIX, XEHD VAD FHEIC X
DI _NANF ENTZHFED T ZES Z 8 TXED
T VAD 2 a7 %Ko 2 FIENLLEbhTw3
A, AHFFETIE & D BRI VAD 2 a7 Ol Tk
ZEAL, EFLOMEEA AR S.

B 1DXoiz, EHiEEEA Llama 3.1-8B E7 /L
[(1312F vy hPATFTL LTHAL, RiET—X
NOMEEDRFEEANT D TERINIEE
WU CEMI VAD R a7 2H#ET 5. X512, £
o ANEORE»ELNSEEM VAD 27 &,
Llama 3.1 € 7VHERK U 72 [BIEX DiFE L VAD X 2
7 D D% ¥ E OEDF a2 (MSE) %
Bfr32227T, TFADNED AL LLIEERE
KWL 72 0B Z BN T % & 5 b 2175 .

7 ¥ A b7 —XORILEEB X CEN ORI %
X278, RFHIN TS EHASELHS 4 7
Z 1) spaCy[14] Z¥%H3 5. spaCy I, Linguistically-
motivated b — 27 by, EERBFMHE, W Z 76
U, BERESERENT, X0, TR M08, Rt
(lemmatization), JEHEZRMEMTR ¥, ZHk72 S aE N
aVR—3 Y MERREEL, SO EREE R
AJREICT 5. ZAUT KD, AHRICBIT 2 EE-BD
MHB X VAD 2 a 7EMORHE L FEE % m X
®3.

AT, TRV TVRVT — & KIE
HEDF—R e LTHWR HIEDHGEL LT, &E
BN VAD Ra 71252 5%Ey, 77> avn
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Ty b ERIEMALMES FESNE LI KX TN
TR EBGELT 5.

4 2B

DURTIE, Zo0FERERZIEL TIERFIED
RAZFHEL, #LVIEMFEOEEEZRT. &
TEFEIZ X B Valence (V) R 7 DiREREHRDE
FEOHEEEREREL, XDIEMER VAD X a7 D
PIEFEE AT 5.

41 BEFROTE

PER D A7 EE D F I 2 L 5 55T, Tnotl
X Tnever| @D &5 REEBOFEL YN LT =
3, VAD 227 OELREEMR T T 2 L Ww o Rtz
VT3, ZORIEMAET 572912, EmoBank 7 —
X2ty bRMHEHL, (1) SEEZEOXELETER
WYENPLRAIXEINV—T, 2) BEBEELX
BIV—T, BLUY Q) BEBErEERVWES
N—"T =DDIN—TZERL, EXEDAREKD
VAD R 27 L fERFIETRDIAM VAD R a7 %
e 2 (X2).

411 #HR
XEINV—T (1) &, ERFIETRD AL VAD
2a7eDEPEELY LT, XBEL—TF ) B
X, XEIV—F 3) Z0oD T N—TDARRKRD
VAD 227 &, ERFIETKDZEM VAD 2a 7
YDOERERy Z7ZA Ty NTHET 3.
XEINV—=T 2) OHE, XEILV—=T (1) »
55 88% M L7270 —FTHBI2HBb 5T,
XEZLV—F (1) &b, VZa7onzEiZ LR .46,
FROMED.03 /NX L 7 o/2h, AXa72DRay
DEDGE, L AYERRP-T-. LhL, XE
IN—7 3) &, XEIN—=T (1) 1o 12%%
WM LN =T THhYBRPLEXEI NV (1)
LN, V2a7zoEIZ R0 NE L IoTzh,
AN 23 KREL Koz, A Ra7 X ERA.09, A
JEA.05 K&EL D, D2a7d %7 RS,
FROMED.07 KEL RoTW (K2). XESIL—
7 (3) eXEIL—F (1) DEDAZXa7¥L DA
a7 DOEPFEELLZRRNEXE I V-7 (2) X
BEZL—7 (1) DARATELDARAIATDENRFEL
AERNVEWS ZenD, 2KV —-TFThHb, X
BL—7 (1) 26/ 129%2 x5
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XEILV—-7 2) BLY, XEI/ -7 3) (K
2), XBEIL—7 3) OB EBDOHELEREL,
BEEDEEG T 2HFHCIEAFAD VZAa7 2 KinX
B7=XE N —T (Reversed) (K 3), =DD 7N —
7@ EmoBank AKD V 227 ¥ DEDMICEEE 2
BEOWOTHERINS.

T, BEBORELER LV RAaA7 2RInXE
72XE 7 N—7 (Reversed) @ EmoBank AS2RD V 2
A7EDEL, XEIV—T (2) BEUXEI L—
7 3) OFHENANBEORE LRSS TR0, T—
FAN Ty STRDIAER, BEEOHELEREL
VR2a7%REEIELXEI V-7 (Reversed) 53
XEIZN—T (3) 12, FHOEEX 2 5
PN E L IpoTWie (FR1).

(1) Difference in VAD scores for all sentences (9,651)

Valence difference Arousal | D

o

o

231
outliers

°

° 106
outliers

(1.10%) |

H

2 196
outliers
(2.03%)

(2.39%) 2.57 1.77
2.67 ¥

81 ' ‘ o 56

(2) Difference in VAD scores for sentences without negation (8,522)

Valence difference w/o Negation  Arousal difference w/o Negation Dominance difference w/o Negation
° ° 20 H
° ’ ° 93 2172
2184 outliers | ** outliers
. 0 02%
outliers (1.09%) | ., (2.02%)
(2.16%) 2.57 175
1s

221

78 ! : o5 .56

(3) Difference in VAD scores for sentences containing Negation (1,129)

Valence difference with Negation __Arousal difference with Negation Dominance difference with Negation
35

233 g 14 25 g 20
8 outliers | * 8 outliers outliers
® (2.92%) S (1.24%) | , (1.77%)
2 48 1.92
2.66
1.15
1.04 63

E 2 Ef VAD & XEARRD VAD O D2

# 1 Bootstrap (2000 resampling) T 3K 8 7= EmoBank @ V
2a7 MV 2a7OMOEDEY
Difference of V Low High

(2) W/o negation .84 .86

(3) With negation 1.08 1.16

Reversed .89 .96
a=.05

— 5056 —

Valence difference of reversed verb sentences with Negation

as 8 35

o 8 outliers
(3.10%)

= 2.38

- 82

1

B3 TEENPA-LEDV a7 DML L XEAE
DV RAT7DE

4.2 MEFHICL B:EM

AWFZE T, L VAD 227 OBEHIZBWTH
HEEOHEBEE T KM T 27280, FHAi¥EEEA LLM
DERETTY>ayITRyIhrb77r>avn
Py hEHEL, -2 0&HEAL LTHWS.
TrvvayuYy brEAL LTHEHT DI
X, 1781 —2DRZ MICEEL, 2 TOXRILE
EDEICT 2RELNDS. 2D, LLRORDOD
FEE ZOOEAEONHOFIRCEDET, 12F
FEails.

(a) Softmax — Sum — L1 Norm
(b) Softmax — Weighted Sum — L1 Norm
(¢) Shift_transformation — Sum — L1 Norm
(d) Shift_transformation — Weighted Sum — L1 Norm
(e) Shift_transformation — L1 Norm — Sum — L1 Norm
(f) Shift_transformation — L1 Norm — Weighted Sum

— L1 Norm

TTrv¥aryayy bOHOT Ty aryAay
WITEBE EBDREL TWS 720, HAXIAEX
ZHERFY % L1 IERL 21TV, o~y X7 7~
arvuYy hELEIE, AT Ty aYy
A3 7 DRZEDPWIRIIRD DD, EHTH2 I
RAES B WEER D 5. 2D, BBOT 7>
YavRaryhrrrvyavady Vb iIHEE,
/ME+ ¢ (le-6) % /&3 Shift transformation #1795 .
o, o777y arudy b &FELCXT
TYWREEITAHE E, 7Ty aryAy FOD
BEREEr LTHRTZ2ZLDTES <cos> h—27 >
D7 T7r¥aryAaF7IZFEUT L Shift_transformation
ELIIEBERITS. Oz mE@EE LTHY, [
CRILT L ICHNEE S 2 TiEZ a3 5. &I
LI E#bEITS gk, MEMFEE LTHFES.
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4.2.1 EEEOWNE

GiE v, BBOEROMEAGDORICED, B
BMEXNT-HGETH 5. Llama3.1 1%, BPE[15] ZFHW
Th—=2Mb%1T5 720, —DODHEE, FICKHARE
PEED =27V THfREIND e D 5. HFED
JFENZH L, VAD Ra 7B I7RY V7 XNTW\WBH
BEET 4 7> atr ) —RIBINERD B9,
—ODHENEBD N — 7 VTR INTGED
TTrv¥varyRarrzahhses. afoxiEe L
T, N7 FPAVDOERITLDIRAME (max) %K 57
B FIE (mean) BRDLFEEEERT 5.

4.2.2 #R
ED 7= 12ffibi 2 HEED D VIR WIGA,
T 72 FFAMG 23 HE R 72 0 & W U 72 72, VAD B
BFENTWVWSHEE (VAD word count) 21— EX % i@
Z B XEIZH L, EmoBank I — S ZAAK D VAD R
a7t FROFEICKBEL VAD 237 D&% K
HDTFHTRL, XEOHDHFED VAD 227D
HMSF %Rk 5 /1E% Tbaseline), HFED VAD A
a7 QHEMTEERD B FHIEICEEEDOFE (4.1
i) #ZFBLTKDZVAD Ra7DED¥EH%
lrbaseline] & L CLL#ET 5 (K 2).
BREONBICH LTI, 77y aryRarEk
G B, FHEE (mean) X D HAME (max) %
BHED X D IEMISERIERED &, £z, <eos>
F—=2rO7TFrvyaryAarEMEME LT
W, MEELEEE, BiiEaz LG LD 2K0
WS RS, LEICX D, AEERTIX VAD
2 a7 DG EY LT, [(f) Shift_transformation —
L1 Norm — Weighted Sum — L1 Norm - max | 2% L
TWBZehBbhs.

] 2 VAD word count 28 5 B X % XEDITL VAD & HE

XD VAD ¥ DD
Difference ‘ A\ A D

baseline 882 1.117 .582
r. baseline | .866 1.118 .582
(a)-max 859 1.120 .595
(b)-max 857 1.093 .595
(c)-max 858 1.117 .587
(d)-max 858 1.105 .584
(e)-max 857 1.116 .588
(f)-max 856 1.104 .586
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5 FLHLSEDEE

ARIFFETIE T NV DF N TWRWLEIZN LT
VAD Za 7% XD IEHICHET 20D 5iEE L
TZODHIEELEDOHDOHGED VAD Xa 7 D H
FISEE Tl VAD R a7 23R 20k D ik e b
BUBAE L2, Va7 OEEBOHELERT S
72, BEBENEGENTVWALEDOEEEDTEY
2 2EFRIEAEFAD V 2 a7 & Kl U-RER, M
ZOFHEXHEIHN 2P L, BEEIEZEA T
WX EDIL DRI 72 572, Llama 3.1 &
TADT7TYYaryudy hEXEOHDHFED
HAE LTHS FiEL LT 12 HIEERAEL 725
R, [ Shift_transformation — L1 Norm — Weighted Sum
— L1 Norm - max| /{E23—% VAD R 2 7 Ol
RED KK, BERBZRMT 2 HEZEIG L 72AR,
VAD BEEICH A2 HENAORBZ B XEIIHLT,
PERDITIRILEER, LV 2 a7 DR Lz
A3, JEID Aa7 OFEIFEMLZ. ZhUuE, XE
DO, VAD DIELUZFHWS Z & 3T & 2 BEEDOD
+aThEGE, Trrvyarady EBEYNI
TL, HWwa Z&T&DIEMIZ VAD X2 7 D
NTEZAREUELR DL e BRBINZEEZD
ns.

BEBOFE R NMXEZ7L3) Xu% XD
XD T, GEBITET ZHENLEFT
HEGEOMHETRTS. X511, 770—FD
ETNDOFEE DR DIBRBEEZ MSE Db D IiZ,
Park 5D VAD 7 L — AV — 7 [1] TIRE XN f51E
EHTIVEBETINAMFITEILNRTVWE T —X&
-+ v + Emotion Detection[16] Z AW T L, AL
TRELE7 e—FUfTLTHWS HiIEEEE
3 5.
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