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A Comparison of Feature Extraction for Japanese Text Categorization
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In the present paper we examine the influence of features on the performance of text
categorization. There are two types of approaches in the methods for extracting features
form Japanese texts. One is to segment texts using morphological analyzer and extract
‘ words’ . The other is a simple one, to use N-gram. In this experiment, five methods
based on these two approaches are examined; (1) word (which is segmented by morphological
analyzer), (2) B -unit (which is segmented manual ly based on some Japanese segmentation
rule), (3unigram, (4) bigram, (5) trigram and (6) 4gram. The categorization result
based on (4) was better than those based on (1) and (2). We examined the reason and
found the combination of kanji-character and hiragana particle or kanji-character and
symbol has some influence.
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