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ABSTRACT

Adversarial training provides a means of regularizing suised learning algo-
rithms while virtual adversarial training is able to extesupervised learning al-
gorithms to the semi-supervised setting. However, botthods require making
small perturbations to numerous entries of the input veetbich is inappropri-
ate for sparse high-dimensional inputs such as one-hot représentations. We
extend adversarial and virtual adversarial training totéx¢ domain by applying
perturbations to the word embeddings in a recurrent newbork rather than
to the original input itself. The proposed method achietageof the art results
on multiple benchmark semi-supervised and purely supesissks. We provide
visualizations and analysis showing that the learned warbesldings have im-
proved in quality and that while training, the model is lessne to overfitting.

1 INTRODUCTION

Adversarial examples are examples that are created by making small perturbatiotie input de-
signed to significantly increase the loss incurred by a nmeclgiarning model (Szegedy et al., 2014;
Goodfellow et al., 2015). Several models, including stdtthe art convolutional neural networks,
lack the ability to classify adversarial examples corsectbmetimes even when the adversarial
perturbation is constrained to be so small that a human wliseannot perceive itAdversarial
training is the process of training a model to correctly classify batmodified examples and ad-
versarial examples. It improves not only robustness to @dvial examples, but also generalization
performance for original examples. Adversarial trainiegquires the use of labels when training
models that use a supervised cost, because the label appteost function that the adversarial
perturbation is designed to maximi2drtual adversarial training (Miyato et al.; 2016) extends the
idea of adversarial training to the semi-supervised reginttunlabeled examples. This is done by
regularizing the model so that given an example, the modbbraiduce the same output distribution
as it produces on an adversarial perturbation of that examyiitual adversarial training achieves
good generalization performance for both supervised ami-sepervised learning tasks.

Previous work has primarily applied adversarial and viragversarial training to image classifica-
tion tasks. In this work, we extend these techniques to lassiication tasks and sequence models.
Adversarial perturbations typically consist of making dmaodifications to very many real-valued
inputs. For text classification, the input is discrete, asdally represented as a series of high-
dimensional one-hot vectors. Because the set of high-ditoral one-hot vectors does not admit
infinitesimal perturbation, we define the perturbation ontcmous word embeddings instead of dis-
crete word inputs. Traditional adversarial and virtualergarial training can be interpreted both as a
regularization strategy (Szegedy etlal., 2014; Goodfe#ibel., 2015; Miyato et al., 2016) and as de-
fense against an adversary who can supply malicious inBatpedy et al., 2014; Goodfellow et al.,
2015). Since the perturbed embedding does not map to anyamairthe adversary presumably does
not have access to the word embedding layer, our proposethtyatrategy is no longer intended as
a defense against an adversary. We thus propose this apgnaguasively as a means of regularizing
a text classifier by stabilizing the classification function

We show that our approach with neural language model ungiseer pretraining as proposed
by|Dai & Le (2015) achieves state of the art performance foltipla semi-supervised text clas-
sification tasks, including sentiment classification amld@lassification. We emphasize that opti-
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mization of only one additional hyperparametgthe norm constraint limiting the size of the adver-
sarial perturbations, achieved such state of the art peefoce. These results strongly encourage
the use of our proposed method for other text classificaishst We believe that text classifica-
tion is an ideal setting for semi-supervised learning bseahere are abundant unlabeled corpora
for semi-supervised learning algorithms to leverage. Wusk is the first work we know of to use
adversarial and virtual adversarial training to improvex br RNN model.

We also analyzed the trained models to qualitatively charae the effect of adversarial and vir-
tual adversarial training. We found that adversarial amtlal adversarial training improved word
embeddings over the baseline methods.

2 MODEL

We denote a sequence Bfwords as{w®|t = 1,...,T}, and a corresponding target gs To
transform a discrete word input to a continuous vector, windethe word embedding matrix
V e REFDXD whereK is the number of words in the vocabulary and each tgueorresponds
to the word embedding of thieth word. Note that th¢ X' + 1)-th word embedding is used as an
embedding of an ‘end of sequence (eos)’ tokens As a text classification model, we used a sim-
ple LSTM-based neural network model, shown in Figuie 1aim¢tstept, the input is the discrete
word w(*), and the corresponding word embeddingi§. We additionally tried the bidirectional
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(a) LSTM-based text classification model. (b) The model with perturbed embeddings.

Figure 1: Text classification models with clean embeddiaysid with perturbed embeddings (b).

LSTM architecturel(Graves & Schmidhuber, 2005) since thigsed by the current state of the art
method [(Johnson & Zhahg, 2016). For constructing the kitlweal LSTM model for text classi-
fication, we add an additional LSTM on the reversed sequemtieetunidirectional LSTM model
described in Figurg] 1. The model then predicts the label ecéimcatenated LSTM outputs of both
ends of the sequence.

In adversarial and virtual adversarial training, we tréie tlassifier to be robust to perturbations of
the embeddings, shown in Figurel 1b. These perturbationdemeribed in detail in Sectidd 3. At
present, it is sufficient to understand that the perturbatere of bounded norm. The model could
trivially learn to make the perturbations insignificant kgitning embeddings with very large norm.
To prevent this pathological solution, when we apply adweas and virtual adversarial training
to the model we defined above, we replace the embeddipgsith normalized embeddings;,
defined as:

v — E(v) K
oy = ———— whereE(v ijvj,\/ar 1)

b /Var(v)

wheref; is the frequency of théth word, calculated within all training examples.

H'MN

3 ADVERSARIAL AND VIRTUAL ADVERSARIAL TRAINING

Adversarial training (Goodfellow et al.! 2015) is a novel regularization method é¢lassifiers to
improve robustness to small, approximately worst casaigeations. Let us denote as the input
and @ as the parameters of a classifier. When applied to a classifigersarial training adds the
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following term to the cost function:

—logp(y |  + Tady; 0) where rpq, = ar% IHnin logp(y |  +7;0) (2)
|| <e

wherer is a perturbation on the input afds a constant set to the current parameters of a classifier.
The use of the constant coﬁyather thar indicates that the backpropagation algorithm should not
be used to propagate gradients through the adversarialpgeamnstruction process. At each step
of training, we identify the worst case perturbationg, against the current modgly|x; é) in Eq.
(@), and train the model to be robust to such perturbatiomaitih minimizing Eq.[(R) with respect
to . However, we cannot calculate this value exactly in gen&edause exact minimization with
respect tor is intractable for many interesting models such as neurtslar&s. | Goodfellow et al.
(2015) proposed to approximate this value by linearidingp(y | x; é) aroundz. With a linear
approximation and &, norm constraint in EJ.{2), the resulting adversarial pbdtion is

radv = —¢g/| g2 Whereg = V logp(y | x;0).
This perturbation can be easily computed using backprdjmaga neural networks.

Virtual adversarial training (Miyato et al.] 2016) is a regularization method closelatetl to adver-
sarial training. The additional cost introduced by virtadlersarial training is the following:

KL[p(- | ;0)||p(- | T + Tv-aav; 0)] 3)
where ry_,qy = arg max KL[p(- | x; é)||p( | ¢+ 7; é)] (4)
m||lrl<e

whereKL|p||q] denotes the KL divergence between distributip@ndg. By minimizing Eq.(38), a
classifier is trained to be smooth. This can be considerecbignthe classifier resistant to pertur-
bations in directions to which it is most sensitive on theent modep(y|; ). Virtual adversarial
loss EqI(B) requires only the inpetand does not require the actual lalpelhile adversarial loss
defined in Eq[(R) requires the labgl This makes it possible to apply virtual adversarial tnagni
to semi-supervised learning. Although we also in genemhotanalytically calculate the virtual
adversarial los$, Miyato et al. (2016) proposed to caleutlae approximated EgI(3) efficiently with
backpropagation.

As described in Sed] 2, in our work, we apply the adversagaiupbation to word embeddings,
rather than directly to the input. To define adversarialyrgdtion on the word embeddings, let us
denote a concatenation of a sequence of (normalized) wabéeding vectorg™), o), ... 5(1)]
ass, and the model conditional probability gfgivens asp(y|s; 8) where@ are model parameters.
Then we define the adversarial perturbatiqn, on s as:

Tady = —€g/||gll2 whereg = Vlogp(y | s;6). (5)
To be robust to the adversarial perturbation defined i lzqu® define the adversarial loss by
N
1
Ladv(e) = _N nX::l logp(yn | Sn + Tadv,n; 0) (6)

where N is the number of labeled examples. In our experiments, advai training refers to
minimizing the negative log-likelihood plus, 4, with stochastic gradient descent.

In virtual adversarial training on our text classificationael, at each training step, we calculate the
below approximated virtual adversarial perturbation:

Pyaty = €g/|lgll2 Whereg = VeyaKL [p(- | 5:0) lp(- | s +d: 0)] @)

whered is a T'D-dimensional small random vector. This approximation esponds to a 2nd-
order Taylor expansion and a single iteration of the powethowt on Eq[(B) as in previous
work (Miyato et al.| 2016). Then the virtual adversariad@s defined as:

N/
1 ~
Luaae(0) = 7 D2 KL o0 |30 0)00- | 800+ ot 0] ©

n’=1

whereN’ is the number of both labeled and unlabeled examples.

See Warde-Farley & Goodfellow (2016) for a recent reviewdfeasarial training methods.
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4 EXPERIMENTAL SETTINGS

All experiments used TensorFlow (Abadi et al., 2016) on GPCsde available at [URL removed
for review].

To compare our method with other text classification methagstested on 5 different text datasets.
We summarize information about each dataset in Table 1.

IMDB (Maas et al. 201f)is a standard benchmark movie review dataset for sentimassifica-
tion. Elec (Johnson & Zhahg, 2084y is an Amazon electronic product review dataset. Rotten
Tomatoes|(Pang & Lee, 2005) consists of short snippets ofienmaviews, for sentiment classifi-
cation. The Rotten Tomatoes dataset does not come withaepast sets, thus we divided all
examples randomly into 90% for the training set, and 10% lier test set. We repeated train-
ing and evaluation five times with different random seedsttierdivision. For the Rotten Toma-
toes dataset, we also collected unlabeled examples usinge meviews from the Amazon Re-
views datasef (McAuley & Leskovec, 2018) DBpedia (Lehmann et Al., 2015; Zhang €tlal., 2015)
is a dataset of Wikipedia pages for category classificatiBacause the DBpedia dataset has no
additional unlabeled examples, the results on DBpedia @r¢he supervised learning task only.
RCV1 (Lewis et al., 2004) consists of news articles from tleeiters Corpus. For the RCV1 dataset,
we followed previous works (Johnson & Zhang, 2015) and wedooted a single topic classifica-
tion task on the second level topics. We used the same divisto training, test and unlabeled
sets as Johnson & Zhang (2015). Regarding pre-processgeated any punctuation as spaces.
We converted all words to lower-case on the Rotten Tomaf@Bpgedia, and RCV1 datasets. We
removed words which appear in only one document on all detasen RCV1, we also removed
words in the English stop-words list provided|by Lewis e{2004f.

Table 1: Summary of datasets. Note that unlabeled exampid¢bd Rotten Tomatoes dataset are
not provided so we instead use the unlabeled Amazon reviateset.

Classes Train Test Unlabeled AVfj. MaxT

IMDB 2 25,000 25,000 50,000 239 2,506
Elec 2 24,792 24,897 197,025 110 5,123
Rotten Tomatoes 2 9596 1066 7,911,684 20 54
DBpedia 14 560,000 70,000 - 49 953
RCV1 55 15,564 49,838 668,640 153 9,852

4,1 RECURRENT LANGUAGE MODEL PRETRAINING

Following/Dai & Le (2015), we initialized the word embeddintatrix and LSTM weights with a
pre-trained recurrent language model (Bengio et al., ZBolov et all,|2010) that was trained on
both labeled and unlabeled examples. We used a unidiretsogle-layer LSTM with 1024 hidden
units. The word embedding dimensiéhwas 256 on IMDB and 512 on the other datasets. We used
a sampled softmax loss with 1024 candidate samples foiricaifror the optimization, we used the
Adam optimizer|(Kingma & Ba, 2015), with batch size 256, aitiahlearning rate of 0.001, and
a 0.9999 learning rate exponential decay factor at eaahinigastep. We trained for 100,000 steps.
We applied gradient clipping with norm set to 1.0 on all thegpaeters except word embeddings. To
reduce runtime on GPU, we used truncated backpropagatitm4@0 words from each end of the
sequence. For regularization of the recurrent languageemee applied dropout (Srivastava et al.,
2014) on the word embedding layer with 0.5 dropout rate.

Ihttp:/7ai.stanford.edu/~amaas/data/sentiment/

Zhttp:/friejohnson.com/cnn_data.html

3There are some duplicated reviews in the original Elec éatasmd we used the dataset with removal of
the duplicated reviews, provided by Johnson & Zhang (20thbis there are slightly fewer examples shown in
Table[1 than the ones in previous works(Johnson & Zhang,;2Z085).

“http://snap.stanford.edu/data/web-Amazon.html

®http://www.ai.mit.edu/projects/jmir/papers/volumesis04a/lyri2004_rcviv2 README.htm
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For the bidirectional LSTM model, we used 512 hidden unit¥ MJor both the standard order and
reversed order sequences, and we used 256 dimensional méetidings which are shared with
both of the LSTMs. The other hyperparameters are the sanue #sfunidirectional LSTM.

Pretraining with a recurrent language model was very effecin classification performance on all
the datasets we tested on and so our results in Sédtion 5 taréhigi pretraining.

4.2 TRAINING CLASSIFICATION MODELS

After pre-training, we trained the text classification mioglewn in Figuré_Tla with adversarial and
virtual adversarial training as described in Secfibn 3wein the softmax layer for the targeand
the final output of the LSTM, we added a hidden layer, which diasension 30 on IMDB, Elec
and Rotten Tomatoes, and 128 on DBpedia and RCV1. The dotiainction on the hidden layer
was RelLU(Jarrett et al., 2009; Nair & Hinton, 2010; Gloroakt2011). For optimization, we again
used the Adam optimizer, with 0.0005 initial learning rat@9®8 exponential decay. Batch sizes
are 64 on IMDB, Elec, RCV1, and 128 on DBpedia. For the Rottemdtoes dataset, for each
step, we take a batch of size 64 for calculating the loss afidigative log-likelihood and adversarial
training, and 512 for calculating the loss of virtual adwaeial training. Also for Rotten Tomatoes,
we used texts with lengthis less than 25 in the unlabeled dataset. We iterated 10,000ngasteps
on all datasets except IMDB and DBpedia, for which we use®d®and 20,000 training steps
respectively. We again applied gradient clipping with tleern as 1.0 on all the parameters except
the word embedding. We also used truncated backpropaggiitm400 words, and also generated
the adversarial and virtual adversarial perturbation L@ words from each end of the sequence.

We found the bidirectional LSTM to converge more slowly, seiterated for 15,000 training steps
when training the bidirectional LSTM classification model.

For each dataset, we divided the original training set iraing set and validation set, and we
optimized two scalar hyperparameters with the validatet $hese were the dropout rate on the
embeddings and the norm constrairdf adversarial and virtual adversarial training. Note tioat
adversarial and virtual adversarial training, we geneifaeperturbation after applying embedding
dropout, which we found performed the best. We did not doyesaidpping with these methods. The
method with only pretraining and embedding dropout is usdti@baseline (referred to as Baseline
in each table).

5 RESULTS

5.1 TEST PERFORMANCE ONMDB DATASET AND MODEL ANALYSIS

Figurel2 shows the learning curves on the IMDB test set wighdidseline method (only embedding
dropout and pretraining), adversarial training, and aktadversarial training. We can see in Fig-
ure[2a that adversarial and virtual adversarial trainingjea@d lower negative log likelihood than
the baseline. Furthermore, virtual adversarial trainwigich can utilize unlabeled data, maintained
this low negative log-likelihood while the other methodgée to overfit later in training. Regarding
adversarial and virtual adversarial loss in Figuré 2b[adda2ccan see the same tendency as for
negative log likelihood; virtual adversarial training walsle to keep these values lower than other
methods. Because adversarial training operates only olabigéed subset of the training data, it
eventually overfits even the task of resisting adversagetijpbations.

Table2 shows the test performance on IMDB with each trainieghod. ‘Adversarial + Virtual Ad-
versarial’ means the method with both adversarial and aliddversarial loss with the shared norm
constraink. With only embedding dropout, our model achieved a 7.39%reate. Adversarial and
virtual adversarial training improved the performancatieé to our baseline, and virtual adversarial
training achieved performance on par with the state of theba81% error rate. This is despite the
fact that the state of the art model requires training a éafional LSTM whereas our model only
uses a unidirectional LSTM. We also show results with a bitipnal LSTM. Our bidirectional
LSTM model has the same performance as a unidirectional L&iMvirtual adversarial training.

A common misconception is that adversarial training is eglent to training on noisy examples.
Noise is actually a far weaker regularizer than adverspeglirbations because, in high dimensional
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Figure 2: Learning curves of(a) negative log likelihoof) gdversarial loss (defined in Ed.(6))
and [t) virtual adversarial loss (defined in E§.(8)) on IMD¥. values were evaluated on the test
set. Adversarial and virtual adversarial loss were evalliatithe = 5.0. The optimal value ot
differs between adversarial training and virtual adveasaraining, but the value 05.0 performs
very well for both and provides a consistent point of comgiani

input spaces, an average noise vector is approximatelpguotial to the cost gradient. Adversarial
perturbations are explicitly chosen to consistently iaseethe cost. To demonstrate the superiority
of adversarial training over the addition of noise, we idgwontrol experiments which replaced
adversarial perturbations with random perturbations feomultivariate Gaussian with scaled norm,
on each embedding in the sequence. In Table 2, ‘Random petiom with labeled examples' is the
method in which we replace, 4, with random perturbations, and ‘Random perturbation vétreled
and unlabeled examples’ is the method in which we reptagg, with random perturbations. Every
adversarial training method outperformed every randonupeation method.

Table 2: Test performance on the IMDB sentiment classificatask.* indicates using pretrained
embeddings of CNN and bidirectional LSTM.

Method Test error rate
Baseline (without embedding normalization) 7.33%
Baseline 7.39%
Random perturbation with labeled examples 7.20%
Random perturbation with labeled and unlabeled examples 789%.
Adversarial 6.21%
Virtual Adversarial 5.91%
Adversarial + Virtual Adversarial 6.09%
Virtual Adversarial (on bidirectional LSTM) 5.91%
Adversarial + Virtual Adversarial (on bidirectional LSTM) 6.02%
Full+Unlabeled+BoW (Maas et al., 2011) 11.11%
Paragraph Vectors (Le & Mikolov, 2014) 7.42%
SA-LSTM (Dai & Le, 2015) 7.24%
One-hot bi-LSTM (Johnson & Zhang, 2016) 5.94%

To visualize the effect of adversarial and virtual advaetdraining on embeddings, we examined
embeddings trained using each method. Thble 3 shows theplfetrest neighbors to ‘good’ and
‘bad’ with trained embeddings. The baseline and random austlare both strongly influenced
by the grammatical structure of language, due to the larguaadel pretraining step, but are not
strongly influenced by the semantics of the text classificetthsk. For example, ‘bad’ appears in the
list of nearest neighbors to ‘good’ on the baseline and thdwen perturbation method. Both ‘bad’
and ‘good’ are adjectives that can modify the same set of sigmit is reasonable for a language
model to assign them similar embeddings, but this cleargsdmt convey much information about
the actual meaning of the words. Adversarial training eastitat the meaning of a sentence cannot
be inverted via a small change, so these words with similamgnatical role but different meaning
become separated. When using adversarial and virtual sahvertraining, ‘bad’ no longer appears
in the 10 top nearest neighbors to ‘good’. ‘bad’ falls to tfghlnearest neighbor for adversarial
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training and 21st nearest neighbor for virtual advers#aahing, with cosine distances of 0.463 and
0.464, respectively. For the baseline and random pertiorbatethod, the cosine distances were
0.361 and 0.377, respectively. In the other direction, #&rest neighbors to ‘bad’ included ‘good’
as the 4th nearest neighbor for the baseline method and mapéaurbation method. For both
adversarial methods, ‘good’ drops to the 36th nearest beigf ‘bad'.

Table 3: 10 top nearest neighbors to ‘good’ and ‘bad’ withweed embeddings trained on each
method. We used cosine distance for the metric. ‘Baselireglms training with embedding dropout
and ‘Random’ means training with random perturbation wétheled examples. ‘Adversarial’ and
‘Virtual Adversarial’ mean adversarial training and vatwadversarial training.

‘good’ ‘bad’
Baseline Random Adversarial Virtual Baseline Random  Adversarial Virtual
Adversarial Adversarial
1 great great decent decent terrible terrible terrible [luic:gg
2 decent decent great great awful awful awful awful
3 xbad excellent nice nice horrible horrible horrible horrible
4 excellent nice fine fine xgood xgood poor poor
5 Good Good entertaining entertaining Bad poor BAD BAD
6 fine xbad interesting interesting BAD BAD stupid stupid
7 nice fine Good Good poor Bad Bad Bad
8 interesting  interesting excellent cool stupid stupid glaable laughable
9 solid entertaining solid enjoyable Horrible Horrible lam lame
10 entertaining solid cool excellent horrendous horresdou Horrible Horrible

We also investigated the 15 nearest neighbors to ‘greatitancbsine distances with the trained
embeddings. We saw that cosine distance on adversarialiendhadversarial training (0.159-
0.331) were much smaller than ones on the baseline and rapeidurbation method (0.244—0.399).
The much weaker positive word ‘good’ also moved from the 3xdrast neighbor to the 15th after
virtual adversarial training.

5.2 TEST PERFORMANCE ONELEC, RCV1AND ROTTEN TOMATOES DATASET

Tablel4 shows the test performance on the Elec and RCV1 dsit&¥e can see our proposed method
improved test performance on the baseline method and axhs&ate of the art performance on both
datasets, even though the state of the art method uses aratinbiof CNN and bidirectional LSTM
models. Our unidirectional LSTM model improves on the st#tthe art method and our method
with a bidirectional LSTM further improves results on RCV1.

Table 4: Test performance on the Elec and RCV1 classificatisks. * indicates using pretrained
embeddings of CNN, andindicates using pretrained embeddings of CNN and bidivealiLSTM.

Method Test error rate
Elec RCV1
Baseline 6.24% 7.40%
Adversarial 561% 7.12%
Virtual Adversarial 5.54% 7.05%
Adversarial + Virtual Adversarial 540% 6.97%
Virtual Adversarial (on bidirectional LSTM) 5.55% 6.71%
Adversarial + Virtual Adversarial (on bidirectional LSTM)5.45% 6.68%
One-hot CNN (Johnson & Zhang, 2015) 6.27% 7.71%
One-hot CNN (Johnson & Zhang, 2016) 5.87% 7.15%
One-hot bi-LSTM (Johnson & Zhang, 2016) 5.55% 8.52%

Table[3 shows test performance on the Rotten Tomatoes tatedeersarial training was able to

improve over the baseline method, and with both adversanidlvirtual adversarial cost, achieved
almost the same performance as the current state of the grocheHowever the test performance
of only virtual adversarial training was worse than the base We speculate that this is because
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the Rotten Tomatoes dataset has very few labeled sentemtéiseslabeled sentences are very short.
In this case, the virtual adversarial loss on unlabeled gkasroverwhelmed the supervised loss, so
the model prioritized being robust to perturbation rathantobtaining the correct answer.

Table 5: Test performance on the Rotten Tomatoes sentinfessification task* indicates using
pretrained embeddings from word2vec Google News, faidlicates using unlabeled data from
Amazon reviews.

M ethod Test error rate
Baseline 17.9%
Adversarial 16.8%
Virtual Adversarial 19.1%
Adversarial + Virtual Adversarial 16.6%
NBSVM-bigrams(Wang & Manning, 2012) 20.6%
CNN*(Kim, 2014) 18.5%
AdaSent(Zhao et al., 2015) 16.9%
SA-LSTM T (Dai & Le, 2015) 16.7%

5.3 PERFORMANCE ON THEDBPEDIA PURELY SUPERVISED CLASSIFICATION TASK

Table[® shows the test performance of each method on DBpddia.‘Random perturbation’ is
the same method as the ‘Random perturbation with labelethigbes’ explained in Section 8.1.
Note that DBpedia has only labeled examples, as we explamg8dctior 4, so this task is purely
supervised learning. We can see that the baseline methadrkady outperformed the current state
of the art performance (possibly due to a better optimizertayperparameters), and our proposed
method improves from the baseline method.

Table 6: Test performance on the DBpedia topic classifinatisk

Method Test error rate
Baseline (without embedding normalization) 0.87%
Baseline 0.90%
Random perturbation 0.85%
Adversarial 0.79%
Virtual Adversarial 0.76%
Bag-of-words(Zhang et al., 2015) 3.57%
Large-CNN(character-level) (Zhang et al., 2015) 1.73%
SA-LSTM(word-level)(Dai & Le, 2015) 1.41%
N-grams TFIDF (Zhang et al., 2015) 1.31%
SA-LSTM(character-level)(Dai & Le, 2015) 1.19%

6 RELATED WORKS

Dropout (Srivastava et al., 2014) is a regularization methimely used for many domains including

text. There are some previous works adding random noisetimfplut and hidden layer during train-
ing, to prevent overfitting (e.g.7Ben et al.| 2013)). However, in our experiments and in previo

works (Miyato et al.| 2016), training with adversarial aridual adversarial perturbations outper-
formed the method with random perturbations.

For semi-supervised learning, a common approach, esjyecigthe image domain, is to train a gen-
erative model whose latent features may be used as featurefa$sification (e.g.7Maalge et al.,

2016)). These models now achieve state of the art perforenandhe image domain. However,
these methods require numerous additional hyperparasnettr generative models, and the con-
ditions under which the generative model will provide googervised learning performance are
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poorly understood. By comparison, adversarial and viraulersarial training requires only one
hyperparameter, and has a straightforward interpretasaobust optimization.

There has also been semi-supervised approaches appled tassification with both CNNs and
RNNs. These approaches utilize ‘view-embeddings’(Joh#sdhang, 2015; 2016) which use the
window around a word to generate its embedding. When thesasad as a pretrained model for
the classification model, they are found to improve geneatibn performance. These methods and
our method are complementary as we showed that our methadwegbfrom a recurrent pretrained
language model.

7 CONCLUSION

In our experiments, we found that adversarial and virtualeashrial training have good regular-
ization performance in sequence models on text classditasisks. On all datasets, our proposed
method exceeded or was on par with the state of the art pesfozen We also found that adversarial
and virtual adversarial training improved not only classifion performance but also the quality of
word embeddings. These results suggest that our propostaddnis promising for other text do-
main tasks, such as machine translation(Sutskevel e0dl) 2learning distributed representations
of words or paragraphs(Mikolov etlal., 2013; Le & Mikolav, ) and question answering tasks.
Our approach could also be used for other general sequeatia, such as for video or speech.
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