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Abstract: The existing works on parsing show that lexical dependencies are helpful for phrase tree parsing.
However, only first-order lexical dependencies have been employed and investigated in previous research. This
paper proposes a novel method for employing higher-order lexical dependencies for phrase tree evaluation. The
method is based on a parse reranking framework, which provides a constrained search space (via N-best lists or
parse forests) and enables the parser to employ relatively complicated lexical dependency features. The models are
evaluated on the UPenn Chinese Treebank. The highest F1 score reaches 85.74% and has outperformed all
previously reported state-of-the-art systems. The dependency accuracy of phrase trees generated by the parser has
been significantly improved as well.
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bR 3T % 302 (probabilistic context-free grammar, & Fk CFG) #4347 77 v:M 1% 07 48 b F SCTE 96 3093 (CFG)
X A ARTE T A T HAT AL BT, R 4 CRG LRI T 17 A I (10 M8 256, 55 26, A 7208 1) ARG 28 gl 2 L AL 55 19 BT 3
D P MO 2R TR N AL, SR [2] P it e vl )V R VT A 153 2 I ZR. b R SO R SCIE AN BEAR S b AR TE
)T BEAT AL T ST LS R 2 PCFG A7 7645 W9 i 1 B [ 30 (1) sk 9 20 0 ok 7 P A A 13 ) 2 i) e 2 25
PR OC R 5(2) VA R 3l T AR, SO 2 X 1AV AS B AN UK T X PCFG (#3284 b, I 22 (191 J LA i ST
PR T KRERE X PCFG i ok 45 58 2461 ook 380 AL MR & | R S0 T8 5% 30 5 (lexicalized  PCFG, f#] B
LPCFG) L& 4 %t PCFG = i) I A7 LIk — ol 4 iy 472 HH 10 AR Mk J7 VA A8 LPCFG AT 1) Al 48 45 7 # FH JL vh
LA AT ARTE, B4 CFG AU I AME 28 4040 48 mh O il R AT ik U Ao idl 5 B SN 8543 LPCRG A5 2% 1a) VAR 13
OB JIT LA 23 W7 B MR 2645 LR T (R & LPCFG JF % 3% PCFG b= &5 M 5¢ AR I Bl g, Rtk o T 3
— 0 R G R R TR A T A 1R AL 8 T R HeAth 45 B K A7 45 44 (dependency structure) j& — AN R UT R IE #E,
EHEIR T A L5 ] 2 (] AR DG R BRSO PCFG Ay >R 8544 MOIURA) Y (0O 0% R A A 45 s i bz TH ™,
JLUF A 1) 0 2 08 A3 A R B L(a) i A S IR AR A2 a8l 1(c) 7. B LPCFG H Zh 43 #fr (i A Charniak
parser o) 75 51 (1) i 18 45 H 1 ] 1(0) BT AH S 16 e A7 A 1] 1(d) Biras. il A H, LPCFG 2R R4t IE A 1 f 7%
SE R U I SR B AR AT O R I A AR AT B BB T AN RZ MK AT I H 7 X R AN 2 A L(b) R AR
M T

il J& JIJ Nm
i ﬂlﬁ i % Hlﬁz I—EFEI
(a) IEHf ALV 2 R (b) LPCFG A= Jla 1) 5 8 45 e )
IR V1
= RHE TiH o BHE TH
(c) P (@)% B A A7 (d) P& ()% B Py A A7 AR

Fig.1 Phrase structure trees and their corresponding dependency trees

KL Rl SR B S S L A A A7

W TF- G He) — T2 4 23 T Ky — AR 40 ) MK A7 45 # (lexical dependency parts) 854 45 />l VI 46 77 45 R AR 75 1
A AR A7 I AN SOk 52 U B #E P&l 2+ dependency & — [l 4K 47 4544, sibling A1 grandchild J2&
B AV A A7 45 74 ,grand-sibling F1 tri-sibling J2& = B 1A 04K A7 45 48— SRl R AR AF 3L AN BOK T 1 RN A7 &5
FIRR Ay w8 B i 94 A7 45 #4949 1 ) 2 v 9 71 1Y) sibling, grandchild,grand-sibling 25 U #6455k, s i i VAR 245 B B
e Th 3t N P B 1A 25 K 3 20 A o T3 (7 A 4 R 0 0 R R T B Y AR A 6 A DA
VAR AT S5 3 s R VAR AP B AR R AT B, 0 HL 54 T MK AR g5 f R (9 bR SOf5 B Rk, O T 3 v o 78 45
VL AT 35 (R 1k R, A SCHR T8 5 B TR TRV AR A A5 BN 2% 8 B 0 &5 ) v e A o R o R s B VAR A
5 SRR VB A MBI AT VAl BRATT 2 S ki N ) 2R O 2SR IR 48 2R A ) (1 40 N-best A1) 320 51 3 a3 1) v 43
HTRRAR), SR J5 16 20 5025 100 P9 3 M 0 B 3 VA A7 A4RF A, ) Y 3 S o 0 S 5 465 A 0% 3 0 04T VA B R i 6 4
o DI 14 6 3 5 080 43 T AR N o SRR JEE b ) S G 4 R B R (W e FL A B T 85.74%, 8 5d T H AT AE
SN P SCR R b PR I A 4 R 0 A L R A3 BT R R b A B A A T HE R R A T RIE R T X
W, B R AE A % 1V 45 # A09 a BT A AR K I 5 ).

AR SCES 1Y R S n] a5t ] P AR S B 9T AR EE 2 R R R B TR A A A R R AT R T S A AR DA A
B 3 IR S B AR AR AS S AT FHE T 0 7 V5 AL N-best HHE P RIZE T A EH T 7755 470
XS HANGR M JPEFAT I 5 5 945 S R a5 KAt 15, 50 6 19X A SC LA AT M A5 A e B
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h m h s m g h m g h S m h t s m

dependency sibling grandchild grand-sibling tri-sibling
Fig.2 Lexical dependency types

B2 AR G R A
1 H*IME

35T HE T (reranking) A5 20 2 0¥ 43 AT I 90 AR I — i PSSR RS2 4 Sk AN B B SR 1 B BRI — AN R
J8C IR 3 20 BT 98 0 B N ) T AR B — R O A v PR AR 2 2 B BRI — A ) R B I RN K =
FRARE E T8 326 V2 JEAT F B HE )3 AR 55 1 B B A B 22 40208 T X R AN I, vk ol A R T 240 g
Kk
o U1 KTTIERR ) N-best T HEEIS T %07 A 4 1 B BEAE B N-best {28 1 vk 41 2, LA s 7T LA
TESE 2B B S I NATRHAE, 20 T4 R (0 LGl 502 T HE )7 23 18] 52 21 N-best 41 3% 11 BRI, 17 8 % 5 55 4 11 i
TE ] REHY I g

o EFXTIX T SCHR[1814R tH T S A — R E R U5 —— R TR E T A% TR e A AN TR
B—NMVERR MR E N-best 51138), 48 5 B R 1) b3y 545 15 2E e N-best 44, 3 J5 B AR 15 A i
U (R AT 1 S S5 28 (R A0 95 43 W AR i o

AR, O — S ) F AR A7 45 #  J8 HEAT Je V8 45 40 03 40 T 1 T AR R R vl LUK X 2 T AR 43 b 3 2%
55 1 27 1R b 1 773K By (dependency-driven) i 5 1 45 ¥4 75 43 BT 7 TR1200 1% 07 v 0 e Sy i N ) (R AR A7
FIEST BT 28 HE e — A W8 B R AT R B (G A % IR ATFR 28, J7 (8 AR AT 25 6 38 JiR B 4 3 25 44), 88 I #4445
B A AF AR B 30 Sy o I P RV S5 A 58 2 SR VR O A A7 40 IR (dependency-constrained) #) fE 18 &5 4 1032 2 #t
TR 5 VR 2 N T A AN TERR A (R A 45 K, R R A% A A 45 4 5 3 5 ) A0 A T R 4
228 W) HE AT BY B, 5 5 78 B B S (0 38 2R 25 () 9 HEAT R0 45 M R0 VE o AT B 3 2R U YRR i B T I AR A7
(dependency-based) (] % ¥ 45 44 £ 30 43 47 75 300418 32 05 R P A A7 465 4 v 0 BRI AR A7 475 JE ) T 45 Mg B R AT
VAL 1 T 3 45 ) e D00 FA) L 45 440 0 BT

T TR V9 1S 7 S SR A A 5 M A Dl B4 TR (hard constraint) (6 7 20 Sk 35 5 8 45 440 10 20 BT, — ELAR A7 45 F 1
PTG, X o VB 485 K 3 AT 14D 536 R 4 DG YR 30 B 1T 38 3 2 07 Ve MK A 45 W 1 D SR 249 R (soft constraint), IX ¥ 1) DL 55
T 15 AR A7 &5 P40 5 SR 1) 47 T S T TRT b, B8 3 25 v i — AR V8 0 1) 5 1k AL H R I U802 A 7 —
B3l VAR A L I 40 i SCH R IS, — B il VAR A7 D6 R AR M5 B AR A PR, & R b T 08 45 44 1) v 3 BT Ay
S 1 5 Bl b 25 52 AR K 04 B o

h T B TR R BB, AR SCH i BRI AR A A SR LR 2 SRy 25 | N B 0 5 ) )k E R AR A
ML 5 (1) FEHEP BB AE T — AN/ TR BN PR R R O 2R S R (N-best B 3 Bk AV AR bK), 16
BN IR B M I VAR AT R LR P (2) B iV AK A7 4544 4 PCFG &t T 58 £ 1l AR 4715 BRIk A7
B0 R SCAE I B T 5 G b 0] 3 5 A AT VP A

2 ETEMiRCRFHFIER A EE

A A R ) ) 2R 9 A B AR AR R AR T DL S R B GV AR AE AR R CURRAE 0 RN 31
VAN W T v 8R i 4 L — Tl S T8 45 M W 2 71 kA R0 AR A G5 46 B 7 32, DA T A 3R] I AR A7 5 40 B i st
J5i 58 L ZR AR AEARAR 5 1] YA A7 45 0 B S AR A1 )

2.1 HRRAESHIEE

Shy T AT R e A YA A A R K L 5 MR AT SR A FRATT N o ) 5 A v A AT T —— 4 SR 2k

PEFE (global linear model, fiff # GLM)2528] i 457 fy iy Nk #5430 B 1) 7 xe X Ji tE A 4 18 S5 MO ce CLHAR AT 5
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ZIEWR:
o YIGFEAR (X, C) =1, nFE i xee X HHIANG)F,coe C SN 1) 5% I 19 14 (1 8 135 45 ) 3 B A4
o HE GEN, AT AN F x A2 H— R A 18 458 7 BT GEN(X);
o L@ TG BN HE 0T (x,C) e XxC BT SAy 1] V4K A7 RRAE 1] B D(x.y) € 9
o BUH IR & e 92°, H T VP B e AF (1) B SRR E
X T4 N AT ), L B T 5 AR ¢ T BUIE I R AT VRN

Score(x,c) = D(x,c)- & 1)
Heeh, @(x,¢) - & JoRFAE If) i 55 B 16 B 1A 0B o @ (x, ). BN A1 x (A3 o T R ¢l LAl R R 53k A:
¢ =arg max )Score(x,c) 2

2.2 BIEELEMRRRABRCHKRER

A W — ol B 4 A W 3R O Ol IR 4 R (1 T v AR T 4 R R A7 46 R R 0T 5 2 R A7
1 14T BRI 5 € 2R 490 T o) T4 A7 485 440 J2: JE 55 (non-project) B 1% W sl AN A7 5 S5 ¢ 2R {H2 o T B B TE X
BT SLARAF A LT 02 v H 5 10 R 0, A S DA S B 1) 0 5 R A, 22 Al B S A0 A7 R 1R A O, 2t — R ORI AR
FrRI2 A A7 B4 (labeled dependency tree)>K =% /s i il &5 M 1 7 V22 % VA D SR R

(1) H43 20 5 5 R A VA B A T 8 A A o ) A AN b b %o BV [ 1) £ 6

T 5, ) O] A 4R 3 (0 SCBR[27]) 2 A AR IR AEAN T 5 R BRI H L 1Y s (head . child). 140 7F &
3(a) ™, 9 25 B A A HIN A>B C D E (e LF 15 ALF B IR D>F G H B O 747 si AR 5, M)k
B 755 A R, RS 1) 3 U bt e 1 55 A H ot R (head. word ) [ A5 88 25 A2 AL B AE B 3(0)
RUF It wy [ AR T FEACHT A5 D, s B 1 1] wo ) EAR I 4 T AL i AL 3(a) WA E 254
BB R R 2 SRR 3] T B 3(b) R Ik 4 R

(2) A1V A 18 0 3 285 R AR 268 A 2 A0 A PR AR A 85 At

5 B A 4 A0 FR AR Dy 7 1Y 4 (non-head-child) (1 A7 0 il 46 77 21 Fp ey 5 5 A AR B n e B 3 (o)
s A—B C D E [EEH 0715 £(C D E)IH L] A wy,wy FIT wi FBZAK A7 3 015 2 (B) I HR O i w
WA, h TR A R R ) VR AR EAE SR g 0 SR A 45 0 B FRATT N A A AR AR R I — MR AE R R Rl
(dependency label), b ic 1A% A NipiP N, 271, Ny 2 F 0 771 068 B R AR AR I, P A A2 7T 25056 I (19 A3 b,
N A2 JF H L 1] 75 5% B2 [ A 92 3 A an 78 1 3(c) w4 A7 21 wip 1K 4 AR A7 I AR AZ R R 2 Tl B A—B
C D E #4321, v wo 6 B (171 550k B AT Ak Ay X R Y 508 C IR UE K FE 5 R o B:AXC.IE 3(b),
TV ARG 1) J T 5 A 225 A i 2 5 75 B AT A (AR A7 Gl B 3(c) s,

A A(wo) A
TR~ AL
AT B(w)~ C(wy) D(wy)  E(w) riﬁjriﬁﬁ J
=] B:A:.C F:D:G
F G H E(wy)  G(ws) H(wa) Wo Wp W, W; W, Ws
(@) fiE L b P (b) T A L R (©) FARICHI AT B

Fig.3 Represent phrase tree with labeled dependency tree
Kl 3 KT S5 A 22 7R AT bRl R AR A7 B
23 WICKRGEHRFERERT
FIF 5 2.2 75 vp 10 500 S8 2l M 7 R AR A Sl R 5 BRAT T3 T T 58 R IR AR AE R 431t DAy % B VAR
LRGN AR SO B AR A B 2 T 7R 1K 5 281 VAR AT 546 1 56 B A AR AE R EAT 43 il
TEHS 2.1 71 vp gt a7 ) ) A9 40 A B R JE AR A 45 ke LURRAE 1) 1) T RN B R v Bt 3RATT 38
T TN 5 BT AR A 5 A8 WS D R AE 1) R R T A SO AT TR R 1 R (R R RSO A AN VAR A 25 1
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W S Ay R AT ) ek 4 A4 A SR ] — e dE s R 4E (binary indicator feature) 5 7% 2. B, fan B AR AR 7 Sz 45 ob HL IR,
WA 1,75 W EAE K . B8 b 5 AN 1A VAR A &85 460 3 T LA 7 S — A v 4R IR R AIE o) 32 6, oy 53 448 0 36 M A 3
01 8 OASMEMIE R R 1 P RFHEARAR SE AL IR R A 20 H e O AR, G S5 A C 14 JRRRAE 17 & (global
feature vector) @n] LA )\l JL 4045 21 (1) 5E AR AF W D P B AR 2

o(C)= > ¢(d) ©)

des(D)
Horp (D) R AR AFA D Pl EAS 2 I T 6 VAR AT S5 W AR &, d SRR S(D) I — ANV AR A7 544 (4
S d AR T 1 b B R B LR AE S5 44), R B g T4 TR 1 20 [ e I ASE B ) VAR A 5 A WIS DAy R

i i) .

Table 1 Feature templates of lexical dependencies
F 1 SHrIICARAR S IR AE AR

h m
dependency

POS(h), N(h), POS(s), N(s),

JCRHE P(s), POS(m), N(m), P(m)

h, POS(h), N(h) POS(h), N(h), N(s), P(s), N(m), P(m)

h, POS(h) — POS(h), N(h), POS(s), P(s), POS(m), P(m)
h, N(h) h . W POS(h), N(h), POS(s), N(s), POS(m), N(m)
m, POS(m), N(m) QN9 POS(h), POS(s), POS(m)

m, POS(m) N(h), N(s), N(m)

m, N(m) N(h), P(s), P(m)

e POS(g), N(g), POS(h), N(h),

— UL P(h), POS(m), N(m), P(m)

P(m), h, POS(h), N(h), m, POS(m), N(m) —Irl POS(g), N(g), N(h), P(h), N(m), P(m)

h, POS(h), N(h), m, POS(m), N(m) g h m POS(g), N(g), POS(h), P(h), POS(m), P(m)
P(m) ,POS(h), N(h), POS(m), N(m) grandchild POS(g), N(g), POS(h), N(h), POS(m), N(m)

P(m), h, N(h), m, N(m)

P(m), h, POS(h), m, POS(m)

P(m), h, m

POS(g), POS(h), POS(m)

N(g), N(h), N(m)

N(@), P(h), P(m)

P(m), POS(h), POS(m)

P(m), N(h), N(m)

RS AL

—~ |

h S m
grand-sibling

POS(g), POS(h), POS(s), POS(m)

N(g). N(h), N(s), N(m)

N(g). P(h), P(s), P(m)

P(m), N(h), POS(h), N(m),
POS(m), POS(h)+1, POS(m)-1

P(m), N(h), POS(h), N(m),
POS(m), POS(h)-1, POS(m)-1

P(m), N(h), POS(h), N(m),
POS(m), POS(h)+1, POS(m)+1

P(m), N(h), POS(h), N(m),
POS(m), POS(h)-1, POS(m)+1

T

tri-sibling

POS(h), POS(t), POS(s), POS(m)

N(h), N(t), N(s), N(m)

N(h), P(®), P(s), P(m)

Hop /NG 7 BE hym,s,g F 7R A) 7 I B R POS(X) 7 B il x 3R] P POS(x)+1 F 7R x A7 32 i) B3] (il 4 ;POS (x) -1 7R x

773 1 R P ) P N () 2 7 G 8 A A7 b 28 Py xR 18 AV R A P (X) 2 7 i B 7 AR A7 A 28 L PR A2 S ¥ A vk A i (B
S WS 2.2 79).

3 ETFEMiRiC&FNaEERFEE

o3 A (2) T A i) B P U 7 200 L I AR 2 5 45 21T 2 80 ST I R BB BRI R AR IR AN 2 I I
b HE B SR T SRR DB AL B I AR T PCFG HRLIE &4 73 M B0 B VA AL 458
CYK 515, Chart SiJ: 1 Early S5, X S50 I 1) 5244 FE 8 O(n°G), Hordv n Rty 7K ,G ik
H LU PR 2 ], 1) 5 R S RE D 28 A 3], T H 0 G KT 1000, 3 A 750 Sl X7 VR R i M 10 AT 2 4
WIZRANF3 20 A7 HE PEAR A5 LT AN BT SEILL DA b, A SR — P ABLAR) 3 2 W B8 B —— ik T e P B 2 A 1) 7%
AP A, 2 K (2) T 9 GEN(X)# 71— N-best FiJ i W 41 32 ol )L AR AR, & 0 FHE P B T — N
015 2R 2 ), I Lm0 35 i ) 95 0 T B v, T A A A P A 3% D vt 9 B VAR A AU X R 8 A 2k
(REIP S
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3.1 ETBMIRICKTFRIN-bestEH FRE
£ N-best A B H GEN ()& 7R AN E Ui 70 T 445 21 1 N-best 532 7AW 414, J Al 1T LAAY

TAKAZREAE 1) 1 T 3%, e R A SO VS A0VE 15 90, B JE 1B X N-best 14 Hh 43 43 Joe v ) )T A O Jee 2%
4EL

b BRAVAME R I, 4% JER 2.2 715 v [ 7 7245 B0 AR AR A7 A% 5 T4 1) 0 8 &5 AA ARG 2 ) A7 A 3 1 AR . 1)
SR FR BV 45 RS Hp R R A TR AR A7 B R AT AN 5 25 I R A A 454 7 R A3 Bl 3(@) Hh LA A D AR
R R U T 5 B 3(C) T HT wip,wig A wig ZH G L wip SRR TS RS A 5 R AR R R R b, T DA
— R RN U 5 R B 3 7 Ry KA AR R R 5 ) VA A AR S L (3 R — R, R A v T — R A
VB SRR PRl R AN SR — P FRAV M R A S5 A ARG W 4Q) TR g 3 T R P AN e A
(Cp,Dp,Wp, @p), Het1,Cp FAR LA P A MY R 1K) 275 45 #4144 Dp 7 Cp S5 IR AT 54 1B Wi 7R 715 10 P 11
LML g 278 A P B JR) BB A 1] 4 (local feature vector), & 26 75 1715 s P b B 432l 075 31 0 ] 948 A7 45 418 1)
H.op AT LU I R AT 1 2

Pp = z #(d),

deR(P)
HARP)FEARBEA I LA P (1) 03] AR Y 2L R VEARAE S5 44 AL i 4R A5 i 7E 1 3(c) H, FRAr T ] DUk R iy
H LA AL A B wo AR S BTRTCAR A S5 R S R(A),R(A) B ITE T AR A 25 A W 1 5 .

S D
/Pl\ ' Np:P:N; F
N; - Np N Np:P:N, Np:P:N,
n m
A-AA| 5 S b s
(a) JEIE LS TP (b) WK AF LR T

Fig.4 General structure of phrase sub-tree and dependency sub-tree
Kl 4 FETE A T8 ) FRO 2 B HOX B R AR A7 45 0 1 4

B:A:C B:A:D B:A:E
dependency I \l/ I \l/ l
Wo Wi Wo Wy Wo Ws
B:A:D B:A:E B:AE
B:A:C B:A:C B:A:D
sibling |
Wo Wi W Wo w;  Ws Wo w;  Ws
B:A:D F:D:G B:A:D F:D:H
grandchild AR leal | &
Wo W W3 Wo W Wy B:AE
F:D:H B:A:D
‘A :D: | tri-sibli A
grand-sibling mB'A'D HDG ri-sibling mB'A'C
Wo W2 W3 Wy Wo W W, Ws

Fig.5 All the lexical dependencies for node A in Fig.3(a)
BI5 B 3(a) o i A KNI ETE AT AK A7 451

S L BT R SR PP S A AR A S B )3 0 REAS Y A 7E(Cp, D, We, ey (5155 1
IS5 2 47 55 3AT) AN TR EAT PN IR, SG 4R BT A0 PGP0 15 A N5 8 A7), AR5 K Ny B8 T i A 3
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4 P(5 9 17).4% oK FIH Dy ..., Dy 29 24T K58 0 060 I (KR A7 4540 7B Dp (G5 11 17~%5 14 17), 41 4(b)&
HE T AQa) e B R AF S5 6 T RS FEBCHS T A PO I R A AR VAR A G5 A, DK LIRS Sk JR) R 1)
o, 35 M I 1P BT 119 m v Score(Cp):

Score(Cp) = ¢; ~&+Zn:Score(CNi) 4)

i=1
Bk 1 B M EAL 574 (phrase tree evaluating).
function Eval(C)
for PeC in bottom up topological order do
EvalSubTree (Cp)
return Score(C)

procedure EvalSubTree(Cp)
/IAssume the constituent is P—>N;...Np...N,
Np«—HeadChild(P—>Nj...Np...Ny)
W, < W,

10:  //Building Dp

11: for Nje{N;...,N, }\N; do

12: Link D, and D, withadependency arc

13:  Annotate the arc with label N:P:N;
14: Make the root of D, as Dp’s root

1
2
3
4
5:
6
7
8
9

15: Extract all lexical dependencies for P and map them into feature vector ¢p
16: Score(Cp) =g, - @+ »_Score(Cy,)
i=1
32 ETHRMHYEHFIEE

AR (T PR ARAR) S 22 AUV I R 4 2 20, 1 B 6 T s (R AR AR 2 T () T (o) v f) i v &5 Ay A 14
G AR LR R O — A eV, E) 3LV & — AN RS s (node) 525 E 232 (hyperedge) I 82 & AR bk
AR R veV T BLRIR A Xij, B R R IR E5 1T X 584 N Ay 1 (K36 T 2 § 21§, 4n 1l 6 Jr s o 1) NP g AR Ak,
KNI eeE A] LR A (tails(e),head(e)), 21 head(e) e V &7~ B (1 52 47 4, tails(e) e V2 7 LI F) JF 7 715
A1 6 AN I A ({ADIPg 1NPy 2}, NPy ).

i Fh 5
(high) (technology)  (project)

Fig.6 Parse forest

K6 fUikmik
9 T SRR, SCRR[131E 2% T Charniak parsert™® 45 5 Fe 4 H AR bk 52 R Gu i £ 77 k28290 Ji R A S,
FRATAU I 22 A F035 73 M 4 H K N-best i 328 £ 30 W R4 3t T 32 8R AR 1 21 R I AR [R] B 1092570 W 6 A i A A0 523
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A2 i N-best FVER 5 % 4R 5 K5 X 28 A28 43 1 i R S0 T6 5% M ) (context-free production), 4 ELA4 J U+
REAS AR AR R RS R 055 R A5 20 I BRI A5 S A N A 3 B gk ARbk A0, BRAT T RT LK 1] 1(a)
ATE () 11 0 b 32 40 310 9 {NPg 5—>ADJIPg 1 NP1 5,NPo3—>NPg, NP, 5,... 3, 4R i 4 33 £ J0 I i 5 1 I 6 i
FR) DV AR PR R 12 7 245 B R AR AR, T LUEE R N-best 471 36 4 £ 1438 Y N-best 51| 3 oh AN 75 I AvE X — i m]
LTRSS 5.1 15 143 LA IE.

ET AR EHFEES S 1 AR LA 2 A TE T AR R AT SO AN 1k — AN . T LA ERATT )
FH SCHR[30] 7 1) k-best 4347 550323, 15 ) b4 ok AN s A7 kAN SO (0 A3 749, 3 Jm B AR W sl vh 43 40 dee s
B R)ERAE b 45 2R

4 SN

AT AT R EH TR AL AT AT IR S EON G0 7 v R s LI BAR 2 B R AT LUPEAT:
I3 1A 48] 2 g IR AR RS | 2 B AL SR 7R (CRIF) 1 0 2 45 72 (perceptron) &5 A SCH BT TR #F 262 2 (online-
learning) ik HEAT S 001 25, R R 32 B HE P 01 2 i R0V — 7 147 SR I L i 20 ) B0, 0 SRASAH 7] 09 M 28
FR 85 L B T A U R ) 5 2D 55 VAR AR 22 WS S CLBIE A A R g R3S 8L Bk 2 R T
ey ) EILEI R, E X AN AIL R Z IR CE 3 A7), B UEAUR A HI B YN ZRAE A0 BT S HOdk AT 38T
(G 447~55 747), 1B AR TR 45 R 5 S 3 B BCE 38 (3 8 47), IX AR T LA 25 kb g 4o i 44 (overfitting) IR 4 1
AP 2 v R 5 AT LR s MR T 2 MO I vk, T LA £ 2 K S, 7 B TR S B AT 4%
KB BN AR ST S5, AT T AN S B0 B SR I B 2% BE BT (perceptron update) AT 1A B ET (early
update).

B3k 2. e S 519 (online learning algorithm).

1: Input: training data (x,c;) for t=1,...,T;

2: @@ «0;v«0; i«0 [linitial weights
3:fornini,...,.N do /IN iterations

4 fortin1,....,Tdo /[T training instances
5: a™ « update & according to (x.,c;)
6 vev+ gt

7 i+l

8. a «V/(N*T) [laveraging weights
9: return o

I % BHT (perceptron  update) S A2 — Al I K9 2 80 B U5 12, 1% 07 5 SR AR LE R K VAR o 3kAS FL
fE = ) AVER ¢

¢ =arg CE?E%() Fi(c,c,) (5)

SRIG R 21028 @ vF 5 AR 4y e 1 VA €,

¢ =arg max )@(xt,c)ﬂ(” (6)
R 6 5 ¢ AAHIE]L E R AT S 80 S
a" —aV +o())-o(¢) ©)

FOUIRVS SEE IR S NG

Hi% 3. HLH NI S (early update strategy).
1: function EarlyUpdate( &, (X;,Ct))

2: (V,E)<«—Forest(x)
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3: ¢, =arg max Fl(c,c,) [/loracle tree
ceGEN ((V,E))

for veV in bottom up topological order do
Nbest,«NbestSubTrees (v,a,(V,E))

4
5

6: ifvisin ¢ then
7 a <« UpdateParam(a, v,c;", Nbest, )
8. return «

9

10: function UpdateParam(e,v,c,, Nbest,)
11:  Get the oracle sub-tree s, for node v from ¢,
12:  forjin1,...,L then

13: §,=arg %rgkagétvdi(sv)-&
14: if s, #§, then

15: a<«—a+o(s))-o(8,)
16: else

17: break

18: if s, #§, then §, =s;
19: return «a

SRR BRI 45 OB M A AR 22 N R S W S A 81 (H O 2 5 A B AR A A L 2 JE A e
AT AT IEREAT AT 2 85 3L 2 BB (9 dee B AL XU AR 0 i — AN I i R © 2 AL T 2 80 280, id
SEPIEOR 10 2 Bk S8 23 M7 4 0 5 A 52 B PR 38 2, oK ik SR AR A F) e 7 AT sk, BB ) 2 T R A 1y TR e 5 i
VT T I 2 T g —— 5L S8 (early update) SR 1% W KRR A HH R R K S BT IR I R RN
FUARAS S R B REAS T B EAT 22 50 SR 0 SR SRS R R R W B 3 s oE MU ER 3.2 R Ky
BN T x B BAERMV,EYEE 247), R G FE AR R FL (5 K A0VEM o (5F 347):3% 1ok, AR
T S AR AR P O REAS T S AT ) (5 4 AT~ 7 A7) MBS AL T v B SRR S 8 e A A ek A S

2, AT A B 5 i K 2 RS AR AR RE ¢ FliIBCHS O TR 3RAT T2 B ¢ SR AT 2 B S v e 3 A 7%
ROUANT 2% 1855 10 47~58 19 AT 45t T S8R R RE 17 2, AN o v R DAY R v O RR R P L AR B v 10
B s, (58 11 A7) 28 )5 AU 24T 240N Nbest, Fvk55 04573 55w (K 744 8, (3 18 7). 01 2R sy Rt S, ANHH Il A7
SHIE T a «a+o(s))-@(8,) (5 16 17). RAVBES L H 2 )5, s, M §, Bz i, K4 R s) =8, A RELRIE
Jr T R R P TR Y RO MR BEE ARG ¢ BEAT S 8O0 B L SR 1247 ~58 17 47 P AT T 2 IR S 008,
HE sy =8, M A b R s REARKEL L 25 ) RS, AT ARAN ), FRAT T 4ol il 58 18 A7 1945 VE Sk st il LA
). S8 P BRAT AL, K Z 2 O R AV 5 UGB REREST s) =8, I AFRATTBEE L=5.

LYY ST SR L TR 4 ST SR A LSRR 5 B Sk B A B VA R A e i P AT 2 i i L 0
SEHT SRS S 2 R BN 1 L TE R B AN AT [ B A0 AT 25 B ) B (X A 2 B R A BRI ). A
U, 7 309 SEOBT SRS TR 2 OB A 5 0 S 5 LN (KR 7 e R BRI, 3K s A i T R S 30 453 USRI

5 REH5HER

AR o FRATV A I S0 SR 5 UE A SO H U7 VR A RO, T SRR 3 AE SN T SO 2E (Penn: Chinese Treebank,
faj Mk CTB)5.0 i _E#EAT.
T 7 A S AR A S A B IEAT S L, S 5 v BATT R FH bR U A R 4y 7 5B Art.301-325 1 Sk JF R 4K,
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ATt271-300 {0 TS SCRLTRL 4% 14 16 0 VISR 56 3o SR FL 41 R80PI B BT A 10 FL A7
FI EVALBEUE (455 F1 {1 10572 st F st
S BT AL T /5

eSO = A N E B o
A B I A8

Recall = 100%,

O TR T A

_ 2xPrecision x Recall
Precision + Recall

F1

x100%.

5.1 N-best%l|FRFn4a)5% AR Mk AIFREL

N-best 1) 2% #4 3& A3 AR Ak AT 148 F 238 B IE (cross validation) (177 2 A 11 2548 rb 1R 45 A 40 T2 1% N-best 51 3.
B e AR 4 R 20 543 9K 5 F1 ] Berkeley parser®2 1 Charniak parser™ & v 4 454~ 25 47 4= i 50-best
RVER B R, I X AN S AT A3 2 A B R (R A R R S A MR R 1 19 S HEAT YN TT R AE
AR N-best 71138 4> 35 I Zr 42 Il Sk (0 RS 284 3 47 75 34,

2 FUH T EMERAE b N-best )i 21 R A1 A AR M R K FL AL 3L “Berkeley(50) "% 7 1 Berkeley
parser A= % i) 50-best f1J 1: 44 5132 “Charniak(50) "2 7r i Charniak parser 4= % ) 50-best f1J 1544 51] 3% ;“Comb(100)”
KB BRI TR A IFLE 2 5 AR 21 22 “Nbest” KR iR (19— 47 $ids K s 4 B N-best A)3 0 51 2 1 5%
K F1 A ;“Forest” ¥R iR 10 —47 #4275 B JH AH S N-best 41 3¢ 1 1) F 32 BR AR 1K 5t K P 5 (32 4848 JT) S k18]
FEH 1 forest oracle algorithm VT4l £3 2). NZE 2 HaT DLUR I, A)32: 80 MR FL (B 2247 156 I 1) N-best Z1 21 F1
B IXTE B, R N-best 41 3 14 38 )1 AR b2 B 200, 107 B3RS AR B 5 7 R N-best 511 3¢t AN (0, 35 1 A VAR

Table 2 Oracle F1 (%) of N-best lists and forests on test set
F 2 WKL I N-best Z1 R FNAVERRAI 5K F1 R (%)

Berkley (50) Charniak (50) Comb (100)
Nbest 89.13 89.20 91.61
Forest 90.22 90.38 94.05

52 EFHEENSEIAIR

BARE 4 WA SHON G 5150 DO R AEACE BEAT I 25 R Hodh i 7 — S8 S 0l T Mgk AT
AR e 2 ) S R AR B NS T AR MR E HE P B k-best 20 M LRI AR R SE A k AF ATl 7R
TR AT — RIS R X L 2 4.

7 22 2R SRR T AT e ST BLVE A IEAR IR BN FL{E B s2 e, EAR 1 AN A U B (B2 T LUK L FL {E
AR AR B I N & BTSSR S R T DU — PR s FLE. N T i S dd A (overfit) L4,
78 5 TR S b Bl 180 v AR I B N=10.

85.0 AN

825
_, 80.0

s
77.5 —=— Perceptron update

750 —»— Early update
72.5

0 2 4 6 8 10 Average

Iterator times

Fig.7 F1 curves varying with iteration times in Algorithm 2
K7 k2 Pk ls FLIER K R
8 il T k-best 73 H7 BVE P HE R TEEE k0 FL (A2 1) it 8, A b ] LUR IR, M4 R R KT 5 2 )5 FL
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EFEAKE TR, R B AE Ji 1 (R S 56 o AT T4 8 5 $ 2R 08 P2 0 k=5. 53 Ah, AT 8 # AT 13 mT LA B, A1) ) 7 390 5
BT BEAT 2 KT, w) ARG ST I Rk A R RE.

86.5 X
ge.of ..~ T T
85.5 et
85.0 [

84.5 /

84.0 |/ —=— Perceptron update

ga5| | —=Early update

F1

Beam size

Fig.8 F1 curves varying with beam size
K8 JMRMEL FLIKAML
53 EFMXEMER 41T
AT AR TR A AT — FR A A0 S 5 SR B0 AR SO 4R HH 7 TR AT e AT 4 Berkeley parser®2fl
Charniak parser™: 4 JE 2% (baseline) 5 45, - H3-4fa iy 1 i 19 77 vE 1 57 3 N6 T i B 3l Y M A2 i 1A A3 20 T
RGN T ARIRTT I BATAREA RGEL 5 R
(1) Berkekey: Berkeley parser;
(2) Charniak: Charniak parser;
(3)  NbestRerank: 7 F B &KL E B 5k & HEAT S 5001 2616 N-best T HE) P R 4
(4)  ForestRerank: 7 ] ECRIHL BT S BE4T 2 B0 ZR ik 5 T ARbk 10 S HE P R 485
(5) EarlyUpdate: ) 1] 5391 58T S g 24T S H0)I 2 25 T AR B HE 7 R 4t
{3 5.2 W BRI SH E AR R BRATE MRS EX EdR RGAT T WA AN FL A8 T3 3 .
Table 3 F1 scores on test set
*3 HARGMWRE LW FLE
Berkeley (50)  Charniak (50)  Comb (100)

Berkeley 83.13

Charniak - 82.41 -
NbestRerank 84.68 83.29 84.68
ForestRerank 84.31 83.11 85.72
EarlyUpdate 85.06 83.32 85.74

53Rk R G L A3 B I A AR A R R A FL AR BT L TC Ve A2 A FH MRS N-best 5138 33847 11 45
IR, EarlyUpdate 5 8 #3745 T i i 19 FL AR E /2 FL A _E THIRIE 1 A1 5 N-best %1 26 1R K (105 & .24 48 1 i
Berkeley parser £ &) 50-best 513 Berkeley(50)Hf,F1 {H 7+ T 1.93 AN 43 5 {HAE 3 F Charniak parser 4= %
) Charniak(50)i,F1 L HANAL _EFHT 0.91 AN 45 5. BT 1A 2o (9 JEUIA 2, Charniak  parser A & st f# F T 17
oA AE 5., T Berkeley parser & —AN 5 Ax AR 1A VC Ak 10 R) 75 1 4, I5 UL, Berkeley parser 2B i 1) 51 26 56 i B iRl V4K
TEA5 B RO B 25 B

P aN B AT LUK B 44l Berkeley(50) i1 Charniak(50) 1) 51 26 3547 Il 2 Ak i ForestRerank R 48 1) F1 {8
Lt NbestRerank 4 B2 — 6. 57 3L 5 5, R UK 2% 50 3 SR A I T 2 5050 39 10 e A B L, 3T DA TR MR 20
HEJ¥ F 4t (ForestRerank) iy M g [ M B 2E T N-best 1) T HE /5 2 45 (NbestRerank) ik ZE i AH 7F K I L 1A 5837 0w
2 J5 ST AR R S (EarlyUpdate) ) F1 a8 735+ N-best ) % 4t (NbestRerank),ix — 45 JL 50 F 17 LA
BT SFE A 0 244 i Comb(100) 41 26 HE4T Il 25 AL I NibestRerank Lt Berkeley 2 7 T 1.55%, ForestRerank
Lt NbestRerank #2755 T 1.04%, 1fj EarlyUpdate iz 26 F1 #2751 85.74%.
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NGV 1) Ff B R, BRATIREIX B AN RGWEAT T Ge vk R ¥k 4, 3L v NbestRerank, ForestRerank £l EarlyUpdate
2R H] Comb(100) 512 1EAT Il Zr AT k. A FH SCHR[33] 7 7 ik, BATTTH 55 17 RE A R GE 2 111K 959% F A [X 11,
HiRGIT R 4.

5% 3 v F1 {8 B 5442, NbestRerank 55 Charniak il Berkeley #H bt /2 45 11 &5 % 1, ForestRerank Fi1
EarlyUpdate Et NbestRerank /2 4t # i 25 1. B 4% EarlyUpdate ££ F1 {i L5 T ForestRerank,fH & &A1 4 A
SE IR

Table 4 Statistical significance test results among various systems
F 4 BRGNS BEMERR
Charniak  Berkeley  NbestRerank  ForestRerank  EarlyUpdate

Charniak ~

Berkeley ~
NbestRerank > >
ForestRerank > > > ~
EarlyUpdate > > > ~

Hep>"RoRm ARGHEMT B RA,“<"KR B RAHEMT A RE,
“PRINRA A RS B A B E .

EW B AT LS Fr i B R T RS s W i VA A7 5 S R U, J6 8 85 A g St o7 (1 446 A7 A R
PAZAT BTGk R T SR IX — R BRI R G A I R 4G R R 0 S R Y A AE AR AR S 5 U R A v R A
LA HT R G (MSTParser® ) E 1T A 2 18 SIBLA 4 A7 A0 159 W 88 TR AR A7 96 R bR AL A5 AR SR A7 A
WAL B A T E T H R, BATTAS 25 R AR A 5% & b ad, SR G A 3 19 46K A7 HE 4l % (unlabeled  dependency
accuracy, fii Ak UA)BEATPEA 0 T (48 RS 1A 20bE, AT R T —AS— B i MSTParser(MST 1-ord) Al —A4>
) MSTParser(MST 2-ord).2R J&, 7 5l R F 3% PR AR AT 1015 43 W R 98 90 W s A7 56 4 1 4 1) (gol d-standard) i) 14 il
H 3l ki3 (automatically) ia] 4 (i) #: br i3 A 22 2 95.17%) RS Bl P 4 45 1 51 T3 5 .

Table 5 Unlabeled dependency accuracy (UA)
x5 ®ARGHTARCHAT HER) %

Parsers UA (%)
Charniak 82.31
Berkeley 84.05
NbestRerank 85.89
ForestRerank 85.69
EarlyUpdate 86.26
MST 1-ord (automatic POS) 79.62
MST 2-ord (automatic POS) 80.24
MST 1-ord (gold-standard POS) 85.23
MST 2-ord (gold-standard POS) 86.66

M5 HaT LA B IR R G5 B A0VER I UA ML T Charniak #11 Berkeley. BAR B AT R GG 18 H
SEA R AR PEAR S (B UA RSB R T8 T 52 A IE R M AR 25 (1 MST 1-ord. Hih EarlyUpdate R4 L%
5l T 584 IEAf I P AR 25 1) MST 2-ord A 22 L.

e 3~3 5 I HHE U A R B A A AR R AN B AT AR v T A5 R R 1 FL L T LT DL e T A
B (R4 A E 1 2 (UA).

5.4 ZMiAiCIRTFEFEN R

AU TR S S0 A0 T3 1 w4 S R A S0 3l VAR A7 R AE , 45 TR S5 s 30 A0 ¥k e i e 0 et A IR K 1) 85 8.
AR TE I S 5 A U6 - A K I AV A A 5 R 0 ) 4 T T RE R B T A I A B sk 56 R ] EarlyUpdate &
48, JFFIFH Comb(100) 41 2 BEAT VI 25 AT 1 5, R F — B 10 V46 A7 45 1iE (dependency) b U vk AR AR IEAT S HE)
SR BRI AR AR RFE (sibling R grandchild)is indk S HET R 455, A =B i iE AR AERFE (grand-sibling
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A tri-sibling). 7ETF A5 ERIPASE AN T8 6, WA Pl UG H K DO & B i IR AF R AR 2 5 RS0 FL
I ETF XA, B B VAR AR R SRR B RS T AT i B .

Table 6 F1 (%) score on development set using different lexical dependency types

R6 IMALB AR JS T A4 B FLAE

F1 (%)

Baseline 84.59
+dependency (—F) 85.46
+sibling & grandchild (— ) 86.20
+grand-sibling & tri-sibling (=) 86.37

55 AXZRZERIMEELLER

KT FVHT TR L I AU AT R G LA AR SCHR TR AR G AT bR AR I A B Y S5 25 AL “Charniak &
Johnson Reranker” J& —™ N-best F HE ¢ 22 8¢, 15 A Eb, A S0 NbestRerank 24848 FH T i W7 VAR A7 AE, TR e
RAF T BE I FLAH.32 7 b, (Zhang et al.,2009) 5 Z0 ) H R Ge Rl K 7 VA SR & )32 A s 1R e, e A H Berkeley
parser Fll Charniak parser % N-best 5138 73 5l HE47 41 43, 28 & R X P9 > 43 BOF 45 & K = 1 R U 2R 37 (CFG)
FEIEXT N-best #1) R EAT H AT AT EarlyUpdate RGEHEAMAISE 1 BBk i s 0 0 B s 5N
CFG Rr A, AAX AT F T e B 180 Y1 A0 A7 455 AiE 1% Al 0 T % R 48 .(Burkett and Klein,2008) % 4t . (Huang and
Harper,2009) % 4t LA % (Niu,et al.,2009) £ £t 75 A% 24 1| 25 3k 78 rp #A8 FH T Bk 22 M v SO 12 (CTB) 2 A/ i LAtk % U,
T A LI EarlyUpdate 2 4045 % A 1 FH AN R IR I D0 R AR AR 3R 15 T 38 =i 11 FL {H,EarlyUpdate & 4c 5 £ 1T
T H i 1A A AT ARG IR UE Y, v R AR A A B R A B TR A A )k A AT

Table 7 F1 (%) scores of state-of-the-art methods compared with ours on the Penn Chinese Treebank
F 1 RN IR B H AR RS S AR LRGN LA

HRR F1 (%)
(Petrov and Klein, 2007)™ 83.32
(Huang and Harper, 2009)! 84.15
N-best FHEF &%
Charniak & Johnson Reranker™ 83.30
A L) NbestRerank &4t 84.68
EE e
(Zhang et al., 2009)F% 85.45
N T SN
(Burkett and Klein, 2008)F"! 84.24
(Huang and Harper, 2009)! 85.18
(Niu et al., 2009)*® 85.20
I m B R ARAE R AR I R 4
A EarlyUpdate % %8 85.74

6 SESRE

AL T — TR Y v B U VR A7 I R R 5 R R AT PP AL 077 3% AR T HRE PR R R RO HE 2T R e
W ARKAFRFAE RS N-best F1 AN AR AR EEAT T S HE P S8 56 A8 52N SO A L 1R 5236 45 R s AR SCIK 5 v
1T H R AR 3T AR G IR WA e S A R AR AT R SR AU T TR A AL

HARATC R T A (R S B0 R A Th SO P AT I (E AN EEAR BV, SO I VA S BRI 5 R OR, e T DA H
B AT (T LUK R v G5 A4 B8 e 00 A b B A ) B o 5 T BEBRATTAE A DR 1) S 36 mhobn BASRHIE. 573 Ah, A3
FAE I R EE HE PR SRR T I B RS2 RIER 1 i BeAuidi g BT & 1R R 10 20 A W SR BE A ) — o v 2 1)
BEATI (I beam search S94), 4 R B 1l I AR AP A L2 N 21 4094 23 A #fE L R v IS4 4095 20 #r (14 i T i
AT P IR R BT R 0 T AR AT IR WL
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