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W B  EZAMAEAE (Topic Model)tk A —Hr it AL IR 9AHT 7 ik, B AR AR B A T8 83 LR AR
BROGH SR . ESEENFRARY, TARATUA FREEIGER T EQTfe S FAZRFEHE
M, AR 6577 £ R 694800, AR BATIT H % rhy; EAEZEARE AR b, AR ZHAER TR A
MEFCHEERUARBFTARTE., ARFRAZERHRAELEARELNORE, FRLERNEFLET

2P, WhkPLLRGSEFERN G,

KER  EAAER, LRGN, SEERHR, SEER, ARITHE

%S B849: R395; B84l
ANBIBEFENEEE R0 B, If ik
FWSHHEWAME . DI RG22 5 20
G S(EEE, X7, 2006), WILHENCRIE S &
NATTHE OB P AR R SR A L A N g B
fiff (4 PR 25 B ol FL AT RE R O o, R A . K
I R A 230 B2 GO B T M NS Y S A Ay
(Tausczik & Pennebaker, 2010) i i 15 5 SCF 5T
N IRIG B, BB O3 R A R
BRI A 25 7 6 %08 R SCAS SHEA T WIF 5 T i PR 5
TEA MR F B tan, RKILOR OB E #1450
R R K& B B e AT 18K (Greenberg
& Newman, 1996), M L2 40 T A8 —
YOO L B I B AT S Lok, X0 B IR
i B 7 3 SR AT AT A B8 (Weusthoff et al., 2016).
WA, BEE B R 0 R, ATTHEA 2 M 4%
hERT REMEAFEE L . WSS

W B 2017-11-17
*[E GAT B 4 KRR H (16ZDA232),
WAEIEH: AEE&ME, E-mail: rzh@fzu.edu.cn

770

fFR, XA EE F &IOS LOREZ,
HANLL, MRis, B, 2013), WO KL & & i
FEME B SCAS B, A% SE Y O B2 58 Ak B
TR R BRI 5 i R FECRERD, 2016)
MEE, B TTRPLCOR R AR 558t
TR GG, B &R AL SCR 7 B d R
(Computerized Text Analysis) A HF5% & #4E T8 1Y
SCARBFFE TR, A5 KA 0 SCAR B B 7 28 14
1] T(Graesser, McNamara, & Kulikowich, 2011; Tausczik
& Pennebaker, 2010),

“F I (Topic Model)ZHE ML Ay
Prif 5 22—, WRRR N B i 2k ) 5 75 o
#ii(Latent Dirichlet Allocation, LDA; Blei, Ng, & Jordan,
2003; Griffiths, Steyver & Griffiths, 2007), T X
RIUCABA BB 5 EBEE S, 75
LR TS R S SRR 2 Tz
N, AR LB U AT 7 2 BIBFSE 5 ] (K osinski,
Wang, Lakkaraju, & Leskovec, 2016; Lee et al., 2017),
AR SCHE X 32 RS AU 1 Ji AT e 3R 0 il -, X
=] A Ab o 328 ST P S U T Jre (W AIF o S
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JRBRIEAT R G, T AR RSy TR,
1 EREa

11 FHEBHELZR

RN SCAR S F BT WA ZE, 56—
AN R T2 B TR G 15 1 A 1] 43 BT Xof SCAS iy
MESEATHEIC, XA 23 Hr 75 ik i BRI S Y 1) 1
T T A R SR AR O B R ) R e, X
TR B A GET R R R E F TE A R AL B
BZIEMICR . HETTEC 2 G0 I3 1Y
Pennebaker %5 A7E {20 90 AR TF & 8 5
R 50 B A (Linguistic Inquiry and Word
Count, LIWC; Pennebaker, Chung, Ireland, Gonzales,
& Booth, 2007), LIWC 7E MG HRE | {45 M . B
eyl EHLR . KR HH 5 OHEE
S5 AR 22 W 50 LA B K B B9 0 ] (Tausezik &
Pennebaker, 2010), 2 I8 LIWC fIFE[E & 15 24 & %
il ) RE A Ak B B R SCSCA ) CLIWC, [ IS
FHEBENQOI)FF L T 300 (TextMind)H 3L
W ARGy, HAR . SCF RIS AR AL BT R
L ITEE X R R P SCIE SR, WES KRR B S
LIWC 38 —3CRER), 2016), BRI T4
T IR A [r] 1) SCAS 43 A7 5 ik JUS TR 2 R,
LR DAL 3L ) By BE Al 08 SCAR 43 Bt HURAE AL 3 1)
AT B, X SCA Y 23 B 2 B 52 BR TR BT A
ARG, I Hoa Ml ek AR IR L RS
] SCIR) XS T SCR s, SEJEk A Bk 4
TR A T SR ITOR B SUAR (Pennebaker, Mehl, &
Niederhoffer, 2003; Imel, Steyvers, & Atkin, 2015),

T N A B SO PR AR SCAS, R B A
I AE B, A SUR T SRR R IRR ORI
SEEH, XA AL SCA A BT 5 A2 T,
XA YT Deerwester, Dumais, Furnas, Landauer
F Harshman (1990)3HH ¥ 7E1# L/ #T(Latent Semantic
Analysis, LSA), 27N ] DI E S IS
oA rh2e 2] B i 3 S0, R BRI TR
By« N THE&> (artificial concept), H A LSA 7£
O B2 U v 22 0, N e T A T AT
W FREEZ — (&R, IS, 2007), HiF
—A A AR T — I N TS, LSA Joikfifik
“— i) £ LA 8 (Deerwester et al., 1990; Abdi &
Williams, 2010), JfH LSA $2ECH A THE A3
PR 2%, BN BB Z LSA Joik A SCA AL

PAEBR R . SCAR R FRATE]  2EARIB SR G]
W K RS WU RS AU R CHE A SC A 5%
TR TSR AR, G0N T8 SR TE SOHE A 9 2 R
254), XS LSA B RG22, I Y FE AR X
Be/N(T#FE, 2010),

AN FIE R b A AR A RS TE
% L4 H7 (Probabilistic Latent Semantic Analysis/
Indexing, PLSA/PLSI; Hofmann, 1999), Eff% T
LSA Jriktat, Jf H LSA i = alEfE PLSA
TR B T ffpe, PLSA FEBRE 1 FiR .

O1-0,

#l 1 PLSA /RERE
(YRR UR . Blei, Ng, & Jordan, 2003)

& ) €6 T B AR 3R B i B LA i, —
PSR T A I AT LA, R i (B P AN e TR
ATRT LI E] 1 SCA, MR SO, NSRS Y
KB, d RESCHY, z RER A B, w R,
TE PLSA " SCAA BT AT .

(DFEPLEERE— SRS d~p (d);

()R p (2|d)iEFE—A RS 1 F

G F R w~p (wlz), ELZEICRITPRTA
YR EA kiR,

AT PLSA A vp B iR AT ) LA SR A9 TE 20 HE
LA FPAEAE, Bl —id 2 R R EAR 5] T
Pt(Hofmann, 1999). 1Ak PLSA LJ DLk 4% 4
PHIGHEAE, JORCHE AN 40U R aT LAATE R & A1 Y
BUEE AR/ T, JFH PLSA f2EUH FRLL
N T A & 8 25 55 ¥ f# (Cohn & Hofmann, 2001), {H
T 7€ PLSA &I FEBE D p (2l d)WISEEE
A I, TR L DLRE R S B Oy SRk,
FITLA PLSA -3 Bl A Ay 2 5 2 (A M e S A A
AR (K, TR, 2011), HZE Blei, Ng Al
Jordan (2003)4& H B AR e 75 437 (Latent Dirichlet
Allocation, LDA), S — 52 R AR P S A A
BREREACH B, U7 32 R — RS LDA A58,
12 FHHEAEMNEX

LDA 57038 5 g Fk b 3 AR R (Semantic
Model), DA K 7E LDA BERISEERE P RAER, &
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%26 &

JE A T W B HL A 2% ) (Unsupervised learning)
BT — R R R R 15 L 0 — R 48
TR, B 1 SCE5 9 — 2 A G % 32 AL A,
7 SCAS DI AR 14 07 50 IR T A T LA H v A
bﬁ(Blei et al., 2003; Griffiths et al., 2007), LDA i
RUT] DL OOy o 4% R A7 3Rk, BRI 2 TR .

O

OO,

K2 LDAMAEUREE
(YRR JR . Blei, Ng, & Jordan, 2003)

E E R A S LA, @ AR F Kk
T AHE AR 3 A, 04 AR SCRY d /Y TR AR A0 A1,
P IR AR R 230 310 9 S 5050 AR W 3 R
i, M AR SR, NARER SR KB, K AR &
R, w, o FRRET d R SCRI PSS n DR, 24,
RFEE d RS F IS n B, o A B JEIKF
S AT S E SCA BT AR 77 O LDA B
A, SCAREES D K N A SCA d AR e
FRUF .

(DMIAFA 4346 Poisson (&)BEHLIMEE E N N
FSCHRY d,

()M Ik FI L 55 4345 Dirichlet(a) HfiRE SCAS
s B BB R 0,

GOXT LA d TR — AR wy o, nE {1,2, ..,
N} MU T 1 454 -

a MZT043 A Multinomial (0q)filFE LA wy ,
B Bz 0

b MZ L4375 Multinomial (W, |Z4, 5, ©)H 4l
TpLERL i) Wd, no

AT AR I AE SCA A T 23 — A 3R SO
MFBOCRM 04 84BN, B2 MEE KT
MK )i, HAMTEEZ RN 1, B4 oEE
FRIZ F AL SR I B ER, B & AR
] wy o, AR, SRR wy , TR A Rz,
n, S5 PR B AR 2, REEE L

b AR A OO T T A, R A
SR 2R, R 53 DTSR (Variational
Bayesian Inference, VB; Blei, Ng, & Jordan, 2003),
FI i e Y J7 152 Gibbs Sl
1.3 FHRBEMRS
131 REMBIERESEEE

A BT EALSCA 3 W HoR 75 ZERE A X SC
AR PEAT R B R4, LDA 2% 1 B RA% R B
AR Ty 2 —, oA B R TR A Ky T vk
B E F 43 43 (Principal Component Analysis,
PCA)U&%%{E%@?(Singular Value Decomposition,
SVD)%:(Kosinski, Matz, Gosling, Popov, & Stillwell,
2015; Park et al., 2015). T RECHE & il FA7E
FEIWHPECE 208G, 7EXRE O b 5
M2 B R A T A i ab s, PR R 28 g 1o A
TR EPUNT AR, JFHREEMEARERT
AR O, BRSO 4 B2 2 AR o B 40
RS, B e TR SR O UK, T X K
T4, AT LI BB v i 2 d R 2R P MO AR
(redundancy) A R8; 25 =, —AN/NYE R B AR B
Bodl, PeRU A b TRk Sy A e TS ) X ) B AT
filRRE, e, PR AE B SCRE 8 Uk /b 1t — 20 73 #r e
7 T Y AF LA KT3I ] (Kosinski et al., 2016).
JIMFI PLSA MEAL—Kf, FHBRIfR R T iR %
SCITa) 8, I B ICHE i B i B shfig ke T 210
— X IA]
132 RIFENREY REED

F T AR A L) DT it 30 0 £ Sy IR i, A
I TS TN AT P AT U S A ) B AL AZ 6 5
I AR s GRS A [F] B 32 R R 5 O TE
— N R (T 2k A, 2010). A% —> LDA
RIS R LS, ARZ AT AR5 A R F 58 1Y
T E, TE BRI AT & R OT R E R
TS S T AN [R] A 3 RS R, R DG 3 RS 7Y
(Blei &Lafferty, 2005) . Fif[i1] 3 A5 Y (Wang, Blei,
& Heckerman, 2012)%, XL AR K0+
BRI T L

FAMIFSE N Gl T AE LDA AR fin A BRLiE]
ZIRFR  WEAREEL, 7E—ERE Lit
5 T IR IR A4S A (bag of words)HF R AR, 17]4%
BARDEE SCARF AR SRS B R A, TR % [& 1]
T B, A 5 I SCA (kR SUfE R,
BRI R B2 T SRS T 0%, (HR A AE
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W S A i B, R SR R A A AR ) | R B S A LA
R B A B AR 4 5 ) X AL B XY # A (Wallach,
2006), H 3 LI AF B A B 3 BT I RE S B
FATHIHCEAERIE Lo HIAN Andrews FI Vigliocco
(2010) 42 H B &y Th /R BE R BRI (Hidden Markov
Topic Model, HMTM), i iz 5& i /) F 2 i) I 5 Al
— MR, WIE T HARBGE RS SO G,
AT % 5 SCABCHS B8 A A B HEWT . Body-Graber
I Blei (2009)HF B 1248 45 K i A B 32 BEUSEL v g
TR 3R (Syntactic Topic Models, STM),
BN E R R Z M fE A 22 5, (HETH N
FHF SCAR 8RN LA e SCAR 320812 (8] 56 &R W AIFFE
(T#H:7, 2010),

SR, LDA BRI BB KR — Rl
75 BTSN SCAR 537 ¥k . —J71H, LDA #
UAE— B PR L v R TSR TR A T A S )
AT T ML SCA S B 7 i i R BR 1 o — T
i, T LDA FEIZE LSA LAz PLSA HYFERl E &
JETME, BEHE M T &5 135 U2 T AT SCAR S i
[F A, hAE—a R E iR T LSA K PLSA MIAE

2 FERBEOEZEXARSHTIHE
TR

BT AR SR K Y SCAS T RE ST, B ETTE
A RSEE TS WU SN EAEEK,
2 U AY L A7 SCAS 43 BT 5T 14 17 A0, 3% ¥ 3
2, AR LUK H A 3 AU R 7O 35 2% Gl Y 1
FH, 43 R0 RO B 1 SCAS B 55 0 R0 28 47 S B8
5T 45 B oRES & BR8N 4 BT A28
21 LESASUEMNAR

T U P R, S AU R Bl A TG M Bl
WeABt ik 2% 3] K 8 (John Lu, 2010), 32 SRS T A B S
— MM HLER S T G, To I W PLEE
2 3] SR AR S B N TE I — LE JE MR R, KA
A5 BIMILAR 2 A W 2% 2] (Supervised
Learning) FlI2 Wi 2 ) (Semi- Supervised Learning).
B2 ) R ARAE M B AR A A AR, FRATAT
A S X — 8 43 B0 (VI R B0 Am i 2500, JF 45tk
Tk S A R R AR b 2 R T R AR A
FHR B () TC R T8 A58 S et B 24 >0, F AT
B (B4 AR U A0 A bn SRR ) B 5G4
TR A AR A L Z 00 R b U 38 XY A S 1
Wr, MAMIIZRL A 32 ds (BRI, 2REE, 2007).

1B R J0 W B 2 ST AR R, R AR AR 2 B R
RPEFORN T, 2R ) R Y 108 R Y
AR, RARER . A BRI ZE SCA e ) 3
RY; MR AE ST R 2 ) A S R A ok i
) — 2 A8, 5 a0 A AR g 3 RS 7 (Labeled
Topic ModelyF AT K 2 5 43 B 25 A [R) 1) % 11 SC AR
Z H1(Weusthoff et al., 2016),

211 DEEFAXAPRRUEAR

F AR AT 45 5 R T S T
HRIT ARV # Z B4R E8, Bl st
{i] 2 [8] ) 3L B (co-occurrence) K R B HL A L] 5
F2BUAH I, R JH A B[R] H B 1) A A
FE R —F i, B 32 8 B 5 R TR X 2
Atkins % A (2012)% — ORI F BB 254 650
TR ILRTT B ER b7 E B, s &3
WNRK AN KR, &, . TIE. 58S
FESERFERTHEFE LR, 5HERL Imel
ENQO15) M T RS 1,533 & 2Rk i
PRl E BRI, BN E T I AR T A
— W, BN R B EBEEREAO . M
FERRETZIN) . BT LT A7 AR
25 bR e 260 AE 45 E (AR E
AR . =32 5 A0 S

I FE 32 RO R AT LA 2 B 16 e R R R E Y
2%, B IR T el S B A, 25 FNIORS (E
& (Weusthoff et al., 2016). f1 T 7EA [l i £k K,
WHRIEFE (talk turns) BB >R (session), 32 B
RIS RS UMER A2, RT3
B2 A (AN T 300l 3 88 3 ) 1Y) 4>
RIEH, Hl40 Gaut, Steyvers, Imel, Atkins 1 Smyth
(2017) 15 FH 3= IR 80 X6F 925 140 348 - i TR 17 8 7K 3
1T F R, &I U R RE A BT i $R IO T
< S A L

3 AT LA 3 USRS AN )0 BR YT 7
W S AR (Rubin, Chambers, Smyth, & Steyvers,
2012), Imel 55 A (2015)F) FH 3= BRI XT 4 FpAS[R]
JP IR REFR(N = 1,553) F SR HR A, F x4
DERIAT IR, X 4 PP B4k .
DBRB) I 59T CANEAT RTINS IR,
R R E/RITIE N AR R, AR
AR B TY iR 5 s FAEA .

212 1TH%EG
Fric 3 USSR R — g 32 AR TR P — F 4 e TR
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%26 &

=, AT LAR A B R B0 AT 9 it (Atkins, Steyvers,
Imel, & Smyth, 2014; Gaut et al., 2017), HEjXF
O BLAIT A BRI ARG &
FEHATR T, T T B AEER U & B0R YT IR F
WAL BH AT R RGER B SRIFR . —TF
T ) 2 B 0 X 95 30 SCAS R AT 2 1 AH 24 FE I
I B R W 2R VPAG UL R BRI #%
A, BIABERE R SOR K BERY S I, N T 9w S FE
AL 23 AR B30 o o) Sb— 5 T v, — B it 3
G 38w m LA R, Bl TN T g 2 e 2k
A B I FORE 03 HOR N T g 223 17 o sE
SC, MELUR SO N 2 OF HAR bR T g
MRGIEY BT RMEEE, it M
KF, dbsE 0 Ok ME DLk, JF AT e
TH A BRI SCA I 45 T RE 2 2 BT, PF4r
{5 BEHMELLIE(Tucker & Rosenberg, 1975; Tausczik
& Pennebaker, 2010; Atkins et al., 2012; Gaut et al.,
2017); A, 170 A0 3R 58— WA RE I SC Ak B 4%
i, XA T AN LIS R0 ia 1 AHET
(Zimmermann, Baucom, Irvine, & Heinrichs, 2015),
H T A 45 RO T AN IS R AR A 15 B 14 G B,
{EL 8055 4 DAy i PR 2 4 B (AN AR BT 7 1) 79 5%
Gy AR IO, PRI T AR AR 30 3 RS Al 2 > PR
i) 5 R A ARG, I ) g B 2 7 7 IR s
REZIRAYNE, XA IE—E R FREAE AR
BN, 58 N T N0 yisFe.

H ATA AR 10 £ SRR AT AT g i A 1 2
WESE, R 8 2 ) 0 9 45 SR e W1 ORI A i 3 A
RIS 5 15 BE A A 80 TN 5 3 2R v B AT R G
(Tanana, Hallgren, Imel, Atkins, & Srikumar, 2016),
Atkins 2§ A (2014)FF AL Ui 15 g it F )
(MISC, Motivational Interviewing Skills Code; Miller,
Moyers, Ernst, & Amrhein, 2008), F|FH A T.Z% 45
977 2%t 899 A HIL A UT R 1Y 2 1R Bl HIL 4 B i)
148 D EATSifith, SR FIHIARIC A AL 2 >] —
R AL B 2R o T ROC T (AUC) T Y T
BURPFAh FRic 32 U AL E A IR ) & 4 5 1 RE 77,
Hrh AUC BUEEE N 0.5(HLEHERE)E 1(58 3T
)y, LS R (AUC = 0.75) B8 FHL& M RE
(AUC = 0.5), 7EJL/ M9 (4N Complex Reflections,
Information Giving)f& I () ] FE M5 AAHY, [HX)
FHAB S A% (41 Change Talk, Sustain Talk) A 1]
SEPEMT AL TROR A MERE, WCRAE N T g iR 25

Rt X, (ERLLRAY I B b AR 3 MUY ) Ss
507 e 2 % N T 4t 19 05 5 72 AR AR K Pk R o
Gaut % A (2017)F HIFRIC ML 7 2] ¥ il 23Rk
iy efRIE . AR, B KA Y. E S R
HAER IS M, FARAEPLER 22 T R m-E &R
25 ]9 (Lasso Logistic Regression, LLR)fE A X}
Fric =R AT LB S HEAR R, 25 2R W OR TR
T 5S40 (3% 2 B T 45 SR ES L T WAL AR AS K F, A5
O3 R AN R Y b LR A5S80S B
It H iR B2 R Z I L gmfid 3 .
22 HRFEHSOBER

Do 24 3%k FR AT A9 25 8 2 T AN T 3 Y R
RRE 10 (LA P EM L LT RIRT &4
TR AHE, X SRR I SRR A R OR A LU TR
% FH P A B R A P A AE OG0 B R CREH,
TR, WA, NIBEfE, 2015), ML 0BG BE
T BRI R0 IR RGOk R AR By, P 4%
HEATAEZE R T 5 0 B AR S 4 A O BRA
PR E, T STEF M LEARACINE
WIFFREFE R, P S0 R oA ok & — sk
oL PP i B R 5 %6 R} SR U (18 3 9T (de Choudhury,
Gamon, Counts, & Horvitz, 2013), 3= U R [A
Mt gl AR RAATA T MRS AT
17 AL HRRE
221 RRELUERERAR

FI AL B i AT AE AT 3SR R A Y
R, AT LRI MATT O Y ), L BE RS S Bh IR
IBRAR 56 TR [A]0 SR8 1) DA o R IARAE 8 35
P e U S TS i S N A e o 7
Preotiuc-Pietro 55(2015) & BLINARIE & MBS
25T T 1) 55 AR R R AR A s XA SC(2017)
i P AR TR X v [ 5 T DX = A B Tl A —
AL IR B SRR IS I 1 56 F HIARAE () SCAS B8k
AT SCA BT, IR EE BB 22 8] AT e 2 AR
SR 2 L BT O SN BE A G 4 A E
B, R Z e 5 a s kA RE . K
JIRE . AEZWRYT . RBY SRR S BOR DL K BRTY
PRI AT B 54 . Mitchell, Hollingshead #il
Coppersmith (2015)3H i %} 174 4451 43 Z4E S &
T Twitter | & F 00 N 8T 2 BUEEAR, e BURS pi
S3F4E FB A Twitter PN 25 2340 7 At o 30 i ) AL,
X5 FRATTHIE RS BRI = ) B A A R
VR —E
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T3 AE 3k SCAR NS 5 TR B — R SR i AT
TR, AENE T B FRATTAE BRAT B — O b 1
HBE S R 3 A IR s A 0% O 4 b R A T B T
I, T AN (2014) BT A A% 2R B IR 1A 1Y
29,947 ANhF, FEH% 972 A E B 1,939 4
G FE & 2 A 06 R 1 4k & 45 44 (Thread
Structure)/E N TCERI R EEA A, 25, HA
SR, AT B B R A A ] A ) A
BZWE, S Z A e A 1513 5 A7 1Y 5K
WS, AN TR BRI A, EEH IS R
BT 24 A TR A B AR A Y, e,
W5 B ELARAS N A AR 2 A =8 () G e 51 1
X TR A A% 25 G E B I E R EAE, B
AT R 23 B A5 T 7 A 9 75 A E B )
2.2.2 RFIEHPERR

F IR AR T A A AR o (Y SCAR AT 43
AE 6% & AL 0 B A 1 5 20, AR
FURSE AR 114 418 B35 2R R 005 A 3050 IX i 5 N RORS A
[ i H 2 , Paul fil Dredze (2014)%} 2011 4E % 2013
I 1.4412.5% Twitter {1 2 B SR BUERRE 308, 45
2% I F R AT LU % B 22 B D B (U AR 1
ARSE . WS, WNIMER A IES), XS R
S AR A 4 (B 2 AH 5 o Preotiuc-Pietro 48 A
(2015)XF BEH 1A B AARAE . PTSD FR# ) K fele B
ANBECTBRZH)AY 1,145 45 Twitter JH P BN B HEAT
TR, AR S R RSN % T =
AFRUEDL SR 2= 2] B ] 2 ds, i ROC T4k
(AUC) T 1 T B A A 32 28 SRR A 1E 4 X 43 AN )
Kl IS O RE S, IERAE 20 A FaE 4 . PTSD 411
Pl 2 MAEBSELH A PTSD =41 AUC {H 4 5 &
0.871. 0.883. 0.801, Nguyen, Phung, Dao, Venkatesh
1 Berk (2014)38 i HRECFE L AR X B 42 il 2 4
KB M4 SCA, FIFH LIWC K 3 RBRR 260 %o 56 75 >
SCRYBEIEAT M, R LIWC FeRPIAS ARG fifi
FHX A, FHE—A EECHR 50 1Y 3 AR5y B
N SCARHEAT F2 R o Ay b 5 R 2 4 i o} A1 i
F XA A TN g, SR IE AR ] AR
A1 Lasso 43 %] 1,000 45 14K £ 5 F1 1,000 45 F il
HBARIATIX 2, BB LIWC 3 R 5 2 4
FABBEA R XA X PN, (R S A L 45
(93%)IE AT LIWC 1445 5(88%) .

L PR (B AN, AR AE ) A2 B 2 B )
AACH A5, AU R 22 W s A

XFERE, Schwartz 28 A (2014)F)H n-gram 58
71 (Wang, McCallum, & We, 2007) 1 25 5 M inl i
i F Xt 28,749 13 Facebook F J™ A8 7S W B8 3 A9tk 245
g g [ U ASE AR - 0 FH P S AR R 5 B T A% Ak
Z IR FR, IR ARDRAG T P AEAN TR 225 11
AR AL, KB5S SCERAFSE —2(Golder & Macy,
2011), FH P A HARFR B2 M\ I 2 1) 2 2= Y I ) B I
W R
23 ARBIHE

FRRARI N T ARz, A2
O PR R U — D BTG, B AR IRR
LR O B R A A B E R 22 bk, R 5E
NI 2 — B 5 1 R =X 3 i A SRR 5 14 Uy
AT, SIS & BN B R A
25 HAMS B BRI SEH 5 (Pennebaker &
King, 1999).HH T ARG KT EAN TS, XL
A A8CTE BT AR P P ) S o 0, R Ok
HE— 5B CRER, 2016), B B SCA %L
Pl W R MR AR ST BEE T A
O B A TE N AR 2Rk (Back et al., 2010), [Fith
FEAS A BT T ORI AR RHAE A — R
BB 3 AR R R AR S IR B RS
BEB ARSI ST N 45 T4 5 & (Hughes, Rowe, Batey,
& Lee, 2012; Quercia, Lambiotte, Stillwell, Kosinski,
& Crowcroft, 2012; Schwartz et al., 2013; Ortigos,
Carro, & Quiroga, 2014), JF H AW b AZSH0
FFH TS ALY 1 AR I ) a1, 45 SRR W
THEHLI (r = 0.56) 1k 2 5 1) Facebook 4 &
FHKE 0] 25 B0 (r = 0.49) 25 5 W 7 i (W,
Kosinski, & Stillwell, 2015),

TENAS B 53 40 0k 3 U A e ) T TR R £
i A A 2Z [B] B 5 & . Schwartz 55 A (2013)55 —
YR LDA 2R 32 R ARRAE R A4 R AR ¢
TERREL, R BLIEZ 6T NSRRI S TR T2
] IR 22, 9 19 2 A I N AR B E 2 (1R 7 AN
ARG E, AM B CTE 2 0 FIR X AR CHRAE . B
BRI R, A F BRI AN W R L ok .
Liu, Wang Fll Jiang (2016)# 37 PT-LDA #< %I >k
oI A A2 19 2 P S PEARAE, AR A s 32 R Y
PP E T A2  Huy, Liu, Zhang Fl Xu (2017)
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Technology of text analysisin the big data era: Application of the topic model
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Abstract: Topic Model is a computerized text analysis method and has been used widely in the field of
psychology. For counseling research, this method has the potential for exploring themes of conversations
between the therapist and patient, comparing the semantic similarity of different treatments and establishing
behavioral coding systems. Using data from social media, researchers may use topic model to identify and
predict various mental disorders, carry out calculations pertaining personality. Further, this paper discusses
needed improvements of the topic model, and its application in the Chinese language environment. Topic
model can be used to explore the psychological meaning of Chinese texts.
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