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Speculation and Negation Scope Detection via Bidirectional LSTM Neural Networks

QIAN Zhong, LI Pei-Feng, ZHOU Guo-Dong, ZHU Qiao-Ming

(School of Computer Science and Technology, Soochow University, Suzhou 215008, China)

Abstract: Speculation and negation information extraction is an important task and research focus in natural language processing (NLP).
This paper proposes a two-layer bidirectional long short-term memory (LSTM) neural network model for speculation and negation scope
detection. Firstly, a bidirectional LSTM neural network is utilized in the first layer to learn useful feature representations from the
syntactic path which is from the cue to the token. Then, lexical features and syntactic path features are concatenated into the feature
representations of the token. Finally, taking the scope detection problem as a sequence labeling task, another bidirectional LSTM neural
network is employed in the second layer to identify the scope of the current cue. The experimental results show that the presented model
is superior to other neural network models and attains excellent performances on BioScope corpus. Particularly, the model achieves the
accuracy (percentage of correct scopes) of 86.20% and 80.28% on speculation and negation scope detection on Abstracts subcorpus,
respectively.

Key words: information extraction; speculation and negation information; scope detection; LSTM neural network; BioScope corpus
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ol F 4 FA BARE FE A IRE B B A T 5 R e 2 1 W 7 A A A A 5 3 A R A L LV SUREE I
SR TG PR R AN E A B A I ST A SRS 5 A FATUSR AR 22 41 45 (K SR o1, 1) 2 R 12400 A i o)
AL A AL, T A e U O A X A R AN A B A
ANHf 3 R 52 A5 B AL B A AT 4
1) £k (cue detection). 2 2R il 2 Fit B A AN 2 B A5 V8 SR 1A 1 B0 R 900, ) 1 A A
1 7€ 2k 22 0] may A1) 2 vh 175 58 2 R3] not. R S0, 4k R AR KR,

2) AEHITER ] (scope detection). /F 3 Bl 28 2% il 46 5 S b8 ik o A FH () SO Y 1R B 8 19 o A2
A R S IR SR T B AR N 51 ) 1 R ORST E £5 R R may (¥4 T S BBl “may rain any time” LA K 514 2
5 5 28 %3] not [ 4E 38 [ “not cause chronic liver disease”. < 32 4/ FH 3 [ T %Il 2k % 7.

%47 1: It may rain any time due to the dark clouds in the sky. (< ifi I} # 7] B K i, 5 4 2 = C A R %5.)

1 47 2: This virus infection does not cause chronic liver disease and is rarely fatal. (X Fivg i & AL 5 18
P BAR /b3

T, 7 28 22 B W03 05 T A 6 TR EL 4 UM T B 0 P g i Tang A N MM AT O F 4 2R B HLIA
(conditional random field, & A% CRF)#x 4 Fl1 K HE A5 EL T-12 % (large margin-based model)#5 7 () 20 15: &R 48, 2% FE Y
FEAE AL PE . dr 4 Sefh. 15 A% 7E CONLL2010-Task1B 1, JE T BioScope i k(g A 5 2k 2 i 151
1% bL3RTG T i b kg, 3L F1 {24 86.36.

A G5 (0 ANl 22 05 A0 P S L0 VR 50 92k 2 T 43 g R R 5 949N, ST g i kDR
UL AN G5 AR 45 2 16 75 9 080 H e o AN o A RS PRl 590 05 1T, Zou: 4% A TSTR P 36 #4149 J5 12,46 BioScope
) Abstracts T iRl LIS KGR PCS 4 84.21%,{H 27E Full Papers T iRl L HIRGIR iR PCS Uk
67.24%;Velldal 25 \CBU F T RN R4 i 45 & AR, 76 Full Papers [-3k#53 PCS {ih 75.15%, 44 1l /¢ Abstracts
F PCS 4y 79.56%. AH X T+ 2 i YU AT 55, A HI v BBl VU 1k B A7 45 52 e DT 0h, S S 380 4 RS D U0 45

T AR 28 ) 2 A 20 L8 R P 1 1 ARV 5 A AR o () 45 P AT 45, 9 HLERAS T 4882 1) Jle 2R £35S £
BRPEES2L A oy AT P32 G R UM LA R PO 2915 S JE K IHE AZ (long short-
term memory, i F LSTM) 8.5 {141 28 k) 2 0L L 18 BR 1 28 %) 4% (recurrent neural network, fii /& RNN) ) —FH.LSTM
2 190 238 B R ASAN il A1) 7 v 2 3 0 A0 P i 2021t T M A I 4% v 3R A 4 1222,

I BiF, ol 28 I 446 455 70 7 A ff 5 R 15 5 A T 90 B DR A 2% 1) I R A /b B 32L A SR T b T 7 2
lia) LSTM 028 1o 25 (4D AN i 145 5 A T 98 R DU 7 v 1 5 0 T DA 2R 1) 8 1) 4 1) ) s 48, A T 28 1 22 801w
LSTM 125 [0 48 M35 e 420 v 2% 20 309G FRFAE 465 48 FE AR RV AIE 5 1 2 B AR R AL — A 4 024 i 9] 98 TR R
TEFR 7 35 i AR VG R R0 ) 5 1R )7 S AR AT 45 R 365 2 2 X00) LSTM 28 9 48 i ) 7 o 1)l 8, 7o
2 THIT 28 2R T TR 1 FH 3 B S 30 5 SR AR AR SC 4R L R A T S A i 22 I 2 A58 T AE BioScope AE W) PR AE1E KL B
WA T RAFERE.

A SCHS 1A R R TS 8 1 FH V0 Bl LA A 2 0 2 AR TR PR R O A 55 2 T Pl 1 R A S 4R i L TR
S AN 78 AN 58 AR G R S )2 X0R) LSTM #2225 50055 3 75 /)43 BioScope 5 2RI S0 B0 &, IF 0 S0
SER AT VEAN AT A8 5 4 T ARSI G508 O TR B R R 1 TAE.

1 #HXIME

AT SN A A AR TG B 0 A DG T AR S 4 A28 I 2 B L (K A O R B S 4 R R TR A
P 2% 1) A1 7 R 2 A Y TR R vk A 26 A
11 EHENAHENE EERERIRA A ZE

L PR AN A S A S PR 59 T4 2 A A D5 325 Chapman 25 ARSI % 7 36 F IE M & A R M &
4 NegEXx, b 45 T — 5K 15 e e R I 3K, Ak 5 FH VO 1 B B s 4k 2R 6 /9 LA PAY 40 9] 5 2 i 1AL 1 4 S LR
B B G810 L 45 A eI s 2> 28 A48 NegExpander®1, 3% T Hi 1% 7 i¢ 5% 1) Maintaining Electronically Health
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Records F 4814 135 L 1 26 T 0 o a0 1) 7 15k, 2% 5 9250 a1 B 22 2 3 AR A P 9 I v ) 3 11 S A6 &R
VLR R TSR RS B, B S U BN, 5 5 4 TV Huang 25 A\ SR H 77 35 A 0 10 e R 0 A
JR A AT 3 6 ) T A 1 T 24 A i 2k R 4 1R VR I . Rokach 25 NBTRg gt T BT LU E B2 ST 3R
R (1 10 ) 90 B R 50 2R 48 Ozgiir 28 N\ P44 HY 38 T i3 400 10 A & 2 8 U0 SR 90 1 JH ¥ [l 7 BiioScope )
Abstracts F1 Full Papers kL ik FI T 79.98%#1 61.13% 1 UL 2. Bvrelid 25 A 101 18 T 5 TR A7 AU vE M 45 1)
A A OB 7E 2010 CoNLL Shared Task B Il 2535 £H(BSP) A1 561 15 KLH(BSE) L 4r 73k 44 T 72.31 F1 66.73 11
F1 A (%10 T 5 T8 K SR I T 25 56 0 BXAS 480 4 1) P e L2 0T ELAA AT 45 F0OAS W) ) 98 R, TR 2N T
il AR R U], 45 M (robustness) R £

BioScope M1 2 STk v LUK AR 2 )5, e T HLE% 2 ST AR 52 R 6 FH G B VR 00 7 63 T o 4
JiHi Az Morante 45 A PELKE 75 5 /5 FH 90 BB 10 S 900 6 A 8 24 I 0, B0 0 4 e 75 o T 7 o 2 %3 PR D 9
Bl 2 N, B 8 T AR e, 3 B T — P & 38 1 5 Ak BRI, DU DR A Y [ 2 0% 42 (1) SC AR Morante 55
N0 4 ) P 3 S22 ) i I ) A v R AT R PURRIE G5 T 3 N5 2588, A0 B S LA A o 3] 2 1
J& T A BN 5 sz VO A T 9 TR Tang 2% 12 FH CRF 4 8 b v 4/ I 30 I, 2% B8 P9 R 200 0, 365 1) 1 D 20 L ] e
A SR T SCAL . AR SR B4 Zha 25 AN Li g NSNS, 2 220 6 4 P S TR 2L T SO bR AR 4%
HROIE ] 7 6k, T LUK 2k R 1 R VI TR AR S (0 A 1R R 1 S DO AR ) R T — M TR
ST 1 9 PR R R Zou 25 N TSTRI P 35— A% o 0 2 B ) 5 () ) 92 B AL, 5T o AR [ ] £ 4 2%l #
A% HI4r2588 /E BioScope ff Abstracts Bkl b, ANE s A 5 1F VG BRI RS B R 40 5l 84.21%F1
76.90%.Velldal 45 AR T —FHU U RN ZE ot 45 4 00 07 15, 255 08 7 JE T HAZ G5 M I MBS B AN T SVM
P TEFHE T % (SVM constituent ranker) ()48 B8 {E BioScope [¥) Full Papers T8l _F K ASH & 45 52 1 1 3
(IR RS R 2 B3R R E) 75.15% 81 70.21%.Zou %5 NF2Rg 8 T BB R, J7 ik b, TR SRR A S AR %
PR P H T AR AP AR R AR A7 65 M SRR AE, I F B9 B 05 vk 1 A0 4 R B B 305 8 1 9 TG RIS B B e g ok
SRR AR IR S PR AR IR AT Rl 12 7 VR TE AN 8 TN A5 58 A 3 BB AT 45 b BRORS A 2R 0 S1l A 21 58.57% F11 68.84%.
1.2 fEIRHEMLE

A T4 22 99 4% il s AR 47 b Kb B8 2475 R A 25 334 S8R A, 7 0 R PR T3, R A a4 3
AR, RNINFE [ 4R T8 55 AL FRATUSR A AT 45 AR HRAS T B4 Al Lim 25 NP FET 22 1 465 #4 £ RNIN S SCRY 2 A, - 42
T Rl 25 I 25 vk AR 4D T AT 4 R LG B AT 45 IS T 8 45 SR Liu 25 AP 7 — 2 i 1)
b B (multi time-scale) i) LSTM i1 28 4 £ #5270 S A1) 1 SCRY 08 78 4 AN B0 3 i 92 5 SRR 1) i st A
T LA o 20 190 245 450780 Zhou 45 AW g T T4 75 7 (attention) BL AR XL LSTM I 4%, WAy r 2 > 4 4E i T
KRAY I AN R A 7 (3] [ o, 110 A2 R LAt b NILP T HL 77 A 11 3o v w8 A VR AR AIE A SRS G I 4 AT 45 T
T, TP 5N 52— R W) 38 J2 U 68 A o 2 1) 8 R R0 2 S0 SCRS AR AR 2 75 481 1= Tang 25 A 8155 i LSTM B9 4%
i) [ i 2 3 ) TR 1) R R AR JE FHAUR A TT PR RNIN(gated RNINY M 1) 7 ) 8 2% 3] SCRY ) [7] 6 717, Chen
e NV Ry T B 2 LSTM 4%, 2% B8 T FH P R 7= il 103 2 LA,

RNN AL fi 5 27 > 14 7 i 045 I, 38 7T LU A v b i 4% v 2% 3] 3104 O 44 26 7 . Roth % N I9VRI
LSTM ¥ 2 3l FXUAK A7 3 12 (KRR AE, T 08 AR b 0 K 2R 3 AT 25 7 1T Xu 25 NP1 22 3 3 (mwltichannel)
(¥) LSTM &%, %18 T etk 2 )i i . bk, @AF 6 R AL (hypernym)iX 4 B 17 % 44 Cai 25 NP T
— P A - 25 B 45 ) 4% (recurrent convolutional neural network), % M 4% o 4025 45 X [f) ) 38 18 (two-channel)
LSTM 9% 27 2] il i A . AT K 5% B A28 I R A 77 B A2 R AU 8 7 2 B, 5 S L AR B o 0,5 — AN X
LSTM M 4% Fil T~ I A s 428 v 2% 2] 314 RURFAIE.

13 ETHEMEZMAHEMSTEERERIRAMNAZ
AL AF K BTN 3T kK Aol 2 1 2 ASS 280 17 1 PR 908 BT ER 04T 55 Fancellu- 25 A BHLI 49 S B U0 i)
P B 7 SR [, 25 RS T I A 5 2o gRan] R AR AL, AT ) LSTM B 50 47 HIVE . Qian 45
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BRI H T —Fob 25 B o 2 X AR e St M 2R ) 1) 24 T 3 A 0 3 B AR 78 HEAT 5 B R A I 5 18 T R Th i
FEAVEVE AL (BAE A P IREE . BOER D KA RS BN ORI AN E Wi R S /MBS IIACF
VB AE A AT B AR (M RRAE R 7R, T 45 & R R 5 2 i 17 A B 2 22 (MRRAE, I BT 24 A3 2 75 7 T 2 R 1R FR G
Bl 2 N .iZ AR BioScope TE R RV T 84O fig. S b £E Abstracts F11 Clinical Reports &% AN 8 1E
FH VG YU R A % 73 93] A 85.75% 11 73.92%, 71 5 A FH ¥ L Uil W) 43 53 4y 77.14%F11 89.66%.
A3 QianBA T AR (4 JiE AR T — Bl 92 R 1] LSTM B T IR 5 AN 58 F117 72 1 3 LA SC 7
F1 Fancellu 25 ABY. Qian 2 AB2, Zou 2 AV TVEM E X B0 F.
1) Fancellu %5 A\ BUIEFGa S AE M g T —ANET 00 LSTM A0 75 5 41 90 B UL 00 B 8 A S 5 ik T
I 8 K 99 7 1T AS 7] 1% R 614 46, 6 T Fancellu 2% A B B3] 8 1R S0f5 B ASSCE I 7 3 1
5 £ ] 2 A ) A7 S T T 3R A ) 1 PR PR D 4 R A R LR S A T Fancellu 26 A B g o
JERU ) LSTM 58 AP 1= Y500 45 2 A TS Bl AR SCH 7 — R 2 R 80 LSTM A5 280 T -1 U3 AN
SE RIS 2 A FH Y AR R Sl F — AN U] LSTM A8 I 4% A0V I 428 Hh 2% 20 5 301K ROV E G AR RS AL
B A VAR AE 5 0V s AR R AE AL B 01 T AR AE 2R 7R R 59— AN B LSTM 48 R 245 131 4
A 22 1A 1 E I Ya .
2)  Qian 25 NP4 CNN MLk 2R3 5 i 2 ) (A0 VA B A% v o 20 81 7 200 8 AT R0 AS Bl 5 A A5
S A P S B AR S S AR AR A R o 28 ) 4 R AN () 2% S0 7 56, AN SCHE Qian 45 N B2 i1 £ 3%
FRAE 1 B ils b 40 2200 38 55 19 BN SO B AR AR MEAT AN AT R kG, F T RO AN 1 e AN AR
05 Bl B 0 AN AT Qian 25 N B2 Tt CNINGA SCH I T 1 2 198U LSTM 578, S 45 S35 B, oA
B RTAE S AT 5%
3) iE b,zou 2 NV [ UEE, AT 1) S E B L Zou 2 AR T B R R R A T v B A
YT A SR T 20 W0 46 58 R AIE |, 5 A S 264, Zou 45 N B2 e 7 SR A A A A IR R AT B A
K, Zou 2 NVAAN 2 1o T A5 40 A7 A0 ¥k A% 0 A 1100 35 A A4 A7 8 i 3 MK A7 A0 32 v il B T 37 Jid
TR . W PERFRAE G RN S 3 R IEM 454 48 1 T BN s . BRARRT . TR SO DGR R
253 b BY A 3k 1R B 45 g T AR S AR A7 A 9 8 v B T 8038 4 R 1 1) 8 L i AR 5 Zou 45 A\ 142
A G AR SRR AR A FLTE 25 2 3R A5 S0 4 L3R B AR ST o 0 D0 28 8 20 R 08 78 AR ) B 22 R X
Pt 1) 1k R

2 ETREWE LSTM #1142 W 4 B9 A< i £ F1 5 E 1E A SEE IR Al 1R

AT VR )R IR T P2 BUH LSTM(bidirectional LSTM, faiFR BILSTM)A L8 % 2% R AN o2 15 5 1 S 1
PN ¥ 56 A0 F o0 18 A2 75 15 G B 2 N A B HE B 323 A AR A SC A IR AR AT, 3L v 2 2% )
YT R 2 18] B AV AR R AR P — AN X)) LSTM 22 I8 3 s 5 Ad ) 59— /X LSTM 7= A A1) 1 H 5 A 1] 7
PR 5, AT TR 30 24 i 28 230 1) 1 F Y .

2.1 IREHES

ARICRHLLT CIO brZEAERL 0 T — N8, O 48 2 — MR8, H LU R i i) 2 75 47 T 1E Ve Bl 2 A

1) WrER—ANAE S LR (Cue), B4 %17 I FR 2 CARE BioScope X5 H V6 il 1) @ X e % 1 — &
TAE VG2 L DR, 45 SO0 S 2% i B b s 5 b 28, FH G At 3] 4 o DL IX 45

2)  WR—ANERE A R L R, HAL T VS 2 P (In the scope), B4 1% 18 AR 25 4 1.

3) IR ANERE A T T JE 2 A (Out of the scope), I 4 1% (#5254 O.

4] 3 TR T AR AR I RR 2 (4 T 2k & 1] i may):

%147 3: The/O researchers/O claimed/O that/O animals/l may/C be/l affected/l by/l the/l bisphenol/l in/l

clinical/l studies/I ,/O while/O these/O levels/O were/O not/O enough/O to/O cause/O harm/O to/O humans/O ./O
o1 T £ ] A T 1 9 L P TR A S D P 255 HEE 248 288 AL T JE Al A A P F) 2K A s pE 4 26311
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B IT N G T3 2 b HE 239500 s g S R 45 LA T SR S A S B B e R
315 L 4 2 -5 H A S0 A S T 40 /0, DRIt H b 2 HE 24 Tl 5 S0028 431 AS SF 48760 d 8AS S8 £
5 2 0 T LS 3 )
22 WAET
S A5 A S R 2 B B 5 2 3 R0 R B E AR R G 155 L A9 B A A £
SR S R IR ATRP LB A S AR G VB A R A e — 0T LSTM e ol 6 2% 31 453 51
A1) Tl B A O G 4o 2 AN TR U LSTM M2 I 45, 52 J5 20 4 softmax 432
2% FICA i 5 9 RGN 1 1 RN BR A I M. R TN 5K 3 AMFFATE .
o HINHY E (relative position) EL AR AIE W 76 75 H vt B 100 BALL K 6 2243 BN i i 2304 At | SR 35 75
S FTAT 45 o 2 — AR ARG A% SC o A3 AR 8 A S A 4 2 L
2 3 0 A ) 1 e 2 0A may A A any 00 2 2 -2, 1] 1 BT AR L TR A A
A Ay Y [ i i,
o LRFIAL B LR X i 7 b £ % Fancellu 85 AP X 5 X 40 £ R i A AR R iR
18 5/ 4 R 0 1 P L T A IR A 72 40 R A A0 0 5 X 43 AR ) ) 2 2 BRL e, K S 1
SR AR S S 2 T R U S BB VA B R, A R ) i
R PSR S — AN R £ 50 1 ot _cue™. 2 2R il e LR I 19— dlo 4 9 1) T Foge, 48 P 15 4 1) L 44
BE A .
o FDEBRERHRIE RN LSTM 40 10045 5 =) 45 51 56 T AR5 2032 1y 4 vk e 4 1T Bl 11 4R 38 25 A 3
K T 45 B AR 280 0K 055 S A S 09 B 8 52 SO o P 43 A0 A8 B A7 0 A o I 2% 3 3
32k 24 B . P L L 2 4300 O T ) L ol AN R A B A A B A I 2 P
SR 24 ] M0 7 ) A L R T 5 A R R SRR SR L o Bl )
A VA3 R BT, A 0 5 B 2 T TV A7 06 2R T B R T T B —
BI040 T, 8= (to, e, oo o) H o 300 ¥ 7 T LIRE S5 A0 o (3 ¥ 2 A0 VR SRR A K A7
S B AR 1] ) L W, € RO 1 S BEAL M Xy e RO H o do & 1] ] B 1 4EJE, Tol
R ) 54 0K /N (R 2 9 1 A H0). R T, OV B X g € RO HE A LSTM 44 28 o 2% 2% =1 U A

LR,
RO‘OT
A
NP VP PERIOD
P%P mp
It  may B
ra‘in NP/\ADJP

— .

D‘T N‘N J.J PP

any time due T‘O/\NP

to P P

D‘(J‘/J\Nr‘\ls II‘\I/\NP
the dark clouds in D‘T N‘N
the  sky
MR R A may
Ay 3 :any
AR ZR AR 212 1 1 IR 43 FU3: 2 :may MD VP VP S NP DT any
LR i YT B -2
2 HT A S A 26 R 1 inot_cue (ALK i)
Fig.1 Constituency parse tree of the example sentence 1 and all the features of the current word

1 BIA) LR Ry FvE AN 2 i il £ B A7 R AL
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ROOT
l root
cause
nsubj au n obj C conj
infection does not  disease and fatal
de‘V\QQ amm W
This virus chronic liver is rarely

M4 ot
ELIRERYIITS
AER 2% 3] 24 1173 (R AR A7 F) 3 % 4% :not neg cause nsubj infection nn virus
R 5 AT E 2 723
T A £ R not_cue (SRR A)
Fig.2 Dependency parse tree of the example sentence 2 and all the features of the current word

B2 Bilf) 2 BOMAF FOTE R RT 2 i (4 T A R A

2.3 FIARELSTMH#LZ R 45 3] A% B2 B E R TR

FEGEI RNN L2 ISR A% 3 B B A7 668 T 90 R (BB RH: A3 E) RN 77 sk 4 JEL 450 2R 1) il 8, A U, 2 A4 % 7 41
KL BHOE 2 I AL S RNN T 2% > 3L % 145 L.

Hochreiter % NBOHEH T LSTM #ICH LM et 48 RNN BRI I 2% R BLLSTM &1 18 1812500
(memory cell){fA7 7 5245 EL.LSTM B LS LU 4 AN RS> i A T (input gate)i 3¢5 ] (forget gate)f,. %
Hi T (output gate)o, FIH A H B JTER AL IC ¢ % X 4 LSTM BG4I, 28 LSTM B0 BRIk 245 1 i i
LSTM H G PR AN ECGR T 1 4N X, 3852 B — 1 Z 0048 hey B5209.LSTM $oc il 85 3B R

1) VRN TTRME i BSTTIE o S TR o

i =0 (Wi x+U; h_1+by) (1)
fi=o (Wi x+Us h_g+by) 2
0t =0 (Wo X+U, hi_g+bo) (3)
2) THEALIZ R IC S ATIRAS IR ¢, .
¢, =tanh(W_x, +U h_, +b,) (4)

3) MR i BUST v Q20 I ZPIRZSE ooy M APIRES K RIE(E ¢, TS0 12 5 o0 2 i i
ZIHPIRASEL I, O 0 N T R HOoRis 5.

¢ =foc, +iog (5)
4) LSTM BG4 Hi, BIVBA T [ BRBOIR S he, IO T4 H 1T o FIHCAZ ¥ 0 M RIIR AH e
h=0, ® tanh(c,) (6)

B WL, WLWo,We, Ui, U, U Uc ¢ %% by bbb« %, ol logistic sigmoid R 4, LSTM ) e 5. 7T [ 4t J&
Ay do. F¥2: K A2 (1) ) [ Bk AL R Xo 20 LSTM 2 J, WA Bt H e R, 3L eh H=(ho,hy,...,hy1), h; € R®
(0<j<n-1).

SR ARUER) LSTM AR J32 T 40 B 51, 2% 58 T 70 Sk B, 220 T AR A% LV 22 MR e 0343
IR B 2% FE PP 51 10 S A SRR R SR A% AT B ST 55 R 0k AR SCAE P XD LSTM o 4 i B A 380 0 1) 6 i
Ii] 1) 9% B AR R R I 2R 755 LA 8 100 2% 5 Ay 41 P 3 B 7= X i) LSTM AT IE il o S 7] P 4> LSTM 4 4%, 73 33l B I S
AN T i AL B AR AR A, A E ) ATA R AR R Hy  RIAIRER R R R H ) AR FROR H, i H A
H, HEAT % G 3SR A IE 545 31):

H,=H,+H, ©)
TN Hy FPERAH R (45 AR SO Hy BEAT S KAk P35t A AR /Nt Ak, B ARG H(r, ) A 5 KA
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SR R B ME:
h_max(r)=max[Hy(r,0),Hp(r,1),...,Hp(r,n-1)] 8)
n-1
h_avg(r) == 3 H,(r. ) ©
ni-o
h_min(r)=min[H,(r,0),Hy(r,1),...,Hy(r,n-1)] (10)
o 0<r<do-1.fJiL R IR IER 7R hy tH h_max,h_avg,h_min iX 3 ANMREAEZL &, L B tanh 15 4 05 ok 4
h, =[h_max",h_avg",h_min']' (11)
h, = tanh(h) (12)

LN

LSTM ¢/ = LSTM<# - LSTM<# - LSTM<£~LSTM

LSTM)Z
ho hy hy hs hy

Fig.3 Architecture of the bidirectional LSTM neural network for extracting features from syntactic paths

B3 TR0 7E B AR AR AL A 7S (R X i) LSTM Al 2 4 22¢ 1 45 4

24 {ERSEERYIR A

AR SCKg AR FE 0 FRLRUA i 00 1 A2 P B b () R, Al B 1) LSTM I 4% 25 3] 3 /N 40) 7 (R RS A, i T 4 o,

B AN 0 T — AN A SO B 3 AR S R AT AN AL B frpy B IE R fope FIRJE R
FRFFAE hy DR, 17 05 IAFAE fo T AR 7R R

Sy T YD A 20 I 2% AR o A o LA B T R R TR AR AE KR A SC R T dropout 4 /E B Bl 7E AR
Y5 A B ATLASE — 52 L 81 0 B AR T4, L 7 O

fi=f,omg (14)

fo.f1 4ESE dim(fo)=dim(fy)=dy+do+3do=0,,+4dg. my € RU™© JE— AN 0 Al 1 41 Bl 1) 5 (mask
vector), H T B 1 MHEA R p, If38 A AH %5 H) 7347 (Bernoulli distribution). 2 %1 5 RF AR R 7=k £, ) 1) A A
Fon ) Xy € RO n A RE I AN B T ) R RN TR RE S SR Ok TR SO L A S IR
A6 LSTM 945 A B0 7, TSR 4500 THIE I 0% H, R o% Hy JF PR SE tanh 45 k80 66 5L,
P T IR AR RN HL

fo =[], fL.0T (13)

HI=H, +H, (15)
H, = tanh(H)) (16)

5 Hs HEN softmax J2, i 5143 2140 1 s A T 1 i 1, B ) IO AE AN PR 25 (C 1. O) IR {1
O=softmax(WsHs+bs) 17
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Hrf,0e RT™ W, e R™™™W b e R®, ¢ HHr%(Cy 1. OYHIZKHIHH A =3,

LSTM ¢/ - LSTM<f -~ LSTM < -~ LSTM </ - LSTM

LSTMJE o h h s s

soﬁmur(W <[] +b,)

=] 100K

Fig.4 Architecture of bidirectional LSTM neural network for scope detection

Bl 4 T U AE P LA X0 LSTM 41 25 0 265 11 &5 44

S FAE R I B a,softmax B&BUE R
p(y—||x 0) L(a) (18)

z exp(a;)
i=0

A (18)H,p(y=ilx, ) K- FEA x J&T i MR,

)P MBI R R OR N h e R (0<t<Kn—1), % W ({8 1 Ope RSB O 145 t 1), I e %
Al LB AR A %G AT R AR SR A IR (C | O) IR A

AR SR LN B A e B G 28 o 2 A Y

360) :‘52 log p(Y; | %,6) +§|| oI (19)

L p(yilxi, AR IGAEAR x; AR AR v HESR, m A W ZRREARA B, Ak (E WAL R 3, A58 v B R 22
A HEIES.

F4E BioScope [1)5E S, A FH ¥ il Ak 32 S8 1) SCAS T A% SO A FH 3 1R TR A 25 A A 31 8 100 e B A i)
W AT &8 5 B0UR 545 B T A% B2 4 36 Bl B 49 W, 75 BioScope 1) Abstracts -8 L F I S 06 45 53K 0, 2 4
FH 3 R13E e A7 I AN 5 N 52 VR G 1R RO &5 SR b AN SE S A FEYG I 230 o 5.3006 11 5.47%. [X11tk, 5 Zou
25 NI Qian 25 ANBASAL A SR Morante 25 A\ B8R ) 5 A #1735, LIRS £ VR0 0 1 S BT 32 49

3 X B
AT S/ 44 BioScope TR IIMEDL, SR 5 £ H SE 6 U AR R PR R AR AT TR g

R PR 2 B B A AR A SRR ME R G T AU S PR X LSTM B EAT X0 B S 36 d J 45 HH AR SCHR
th B8 7 BioScope iRk L AT BEA 20 A, 0 15 B NI — R 21 ot R Gk AT LA
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3.1 BioScopeiE#}E

A0 BioScope AW A} IE IR0 AIR S rh 4R A SE T T2 0L E LSTM 94 4% 14 7 F 3 B U030 ¥k 1%
TERHERRIE T AN 5 RIS 58 B 2 0 S AR G LA T80 4 1 Hh s W AR 49 2= 27 40Uk 1) 7 5 I 4 BioScope 13
DT VLR 3 AT IR AR B A G R 18 SCH L (LA N TR RR Abstracts TIERE) I PR B 2 AU PR RO 1 3
(Clinical Radiology Reports, LA & #x Clinical ik}« A9 5 AU 1) 8 SC 45 SC (LA R {8 FR Full Papers 5 £}).
Horr Full Papers T-# B 9 5 0 #,5 %K H FlyBase il 4,4 ks 2k H /A JT 1) BMC Bioinformatics 311118 X
M35 Abstracts >k H GENIA 5L R B SCIR i T2 & Fp SCARIZ AT 5516 22 H K515 kL Ktk Abstracts 5 )
/& BioScope HHUAR I K 1) TR ORHZE.

#* 1 2757 BioScope AR GE oI £, A SCARK B DL 1 AN HIA D 1 AN 54T Abstracts F1 Full Papers +1i5
BEEI R 8 T AR ) 0 55 AU 18 30 T8 1) T 5 A NS 5 KUK B S ABL, J LLUIK S /s 7 8 R 22 1) ) - BE AN A F Vs [
(R B 0 AR A 20 AN [R) 2R 8 () V6 FH 96 [ sk & Abstracts A1 Full Papers 75 & 16 Y& B (10 ~1- 2 5 (43 99 g 8.60 Al
8.35) 11 /N T AR #f i 4 B 3G Bl (3 91 b 16.10 A1 14.38).Clinical ¥R}k B 1 AR 12 W, £ 20AH X B %, A0 7 R4 9
[l %t Abstracts £ Full Papers #5225 .Clinical 718 %} i AN 8 A1) 7 AR Y6 B ) SF 350K 43 0 11.96 Al
5.92,1f Abstracts 737 A 29.77 A1 16.10,Full Papers JUJ 735 4 30.76 A1 14.38.Clinical i k75 52 fu) 7~ A ]
0 B 1) S35 i) b 8.53 Il 4.87, 11 Abstracts 437l & 29.28 F1 8.60,Full Papers & #1431 & 30.55 #1 8.35.
AR, R 1 o a] %1, BioScope 8}, 28 2 il 55 4 FH o B Ze 2 0 B 80 Jg /N T 5 A 30 I B U BR K 22 8
o S TETSIK (SN apastiD

Table 1  Statistics of BioScope corpus
% 1 BioScope & ¥HE i 48 v Bl

Abstracts  Clinical records  Full papers
SR 1273 1954 9

Bk I 11871 6 383 2670
AT TFHKE 25.47 7.71 24.54

HTH 2101 855 519

A 36 2 2659 1112 672

s AT TFHKE 29.77 11.96 30.76
1R FE Y K 16.10 5.92 14.38

£ ) 5 A FH Y A 2 5 (0 T 38 P 1.06 0.82 1.66

2k F 1) 5 4 0 B A 3 510 T S8 B 14.04 4.10 11.71

HFH 1597 865 339

A FH Y T 5 1719 870 376

. BT 29.28 8.53 30.55
HE R R P 2 e 8.60 4.87 8.35
2 R 5 1 P Y R A 3 S (0 - 34 R 0.97 0.10 1.08

2 R0 55 1 FH Y A 00 5 (0 T 38 R 6.63 3.77 6.27

3.2 LG BEMEERS

N T BRSSO TAEEIT AP I B A A Abstracts iR AT 10 £%28 B, T Clinical A1 Full
Papers Fif Rl L4 i Abstracts [l 2545 2 A Y = A ) AN T A4S 56 AR SCHE H PR ASE R0 7 A2 ) I 232 403 9 AN TR
SCAR I [ PR AR L BRI, Abstracts T VE BB R 45 9L 2 38 A (in-domain) K 56, 1T Clinical A1 Full Papers 7~}
) &5 S 2 15 458 (cross-domain) K 56

45 I HER R (precision) . A [1]Z (recall) Al F1 {8 (F1-measure) F - 52 W15 FH 78 B R B4 45 il 35 1 M g
T RE TN R A b R 1 Y BRI 1 A, A% SR e L AR S 9V FH VST 9 T 43 L (percentage of correct
scopes, i #8 PCS)VE S i f F5 A . b Ah, A SC I8 R 42 1 1 R 1) |40 4 FH 8 [ 72 120 53 43 L (percentage of correct
left boundaries, % #x PCLB)FI 4714 5t H 43 Lt (percentage of correct right boundaries, fij# PCRB), FH T-it — L i id
A5 FH Y TR e
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2% SCAF 4R AR A1) 322 23 Mt T L (Stanford  Parser, http://nlp.stanford.edu/software/lex-parser.shtml) 2 i i 43 1)
VAR AF )75, I A% T GENIA Treebank 1.0 14} FEPE Jy Y1l i bl A= ple 1035 43 BT B8, 4 GENIA Treebank
1.0 [,10 528 XHUFRI 45 - F1=87.12.GENIA Treebank 1.0 i HlEEXt GENIA i BHEBEIT 7T Penn
Treebank 11 =X (1) 7 15 45 ¥ 16 A 70k 0 BioScope HH MR 5 K (1) Abstracts T kLR B F GENIA iERL I i,
A SCAT T B A0 382> Mk U £F BioScope 23 BUA5-4 A\l 52 1 Pk R,
X A SCHE B P 2 1) LSTM RS L eh (B S 50% B R do=100,d,,=10. 4% 3L 3% £ 75 b & (momentum) ()
WEHLBE FE T B (stochastic gradient descent) vk Il 254 25 1) 48 5 40
h T AN RSB (A i, AR SCR T DL 28 4 D Bk R 4t (baseline).
1) LT (R Rules): 1%k AR R 3L 1400 1 (1) i o A0 15 P ok 4 i 4 2R 4] () 4H A2 A (1)
FiiEFRiC 19 s, chunk node), 47 P A FRE IR 49 s A 2 BT R 1A, ULKE P AT sUPE R B P,
YEFISE FZ P A EEI 7 s e A

2) BRI A (R R MaxEnt): % FH Zou 2 APV B 11 T8 11 vE R iE (Flat syntactic features) ) W ia] i
ST T A 2k R A R LIS 6 N EEARAE . 10 AN AIVERFAE . 5 AMKAE AEARAE.
A AT R B KR 23 25 8% TR Mallet(http://mallet.cs.umass.edu/).

3) AT B ) 45 A5 (TR CNIN+CNINY: A5 28 A T CNIN il A vk i AR R E o, I B2 800
K 55 1] 17 £ 2 AR [R), BDEX do=100; [A] B, R FH 55— A~ CNIN BRUBEZ 2% 31 A1) 1 R AN 1] BB AIE 28 7%, Hodir
N BTG H 5 A5 ] R R HE 3 i 2 1) 48 JEE AL 7 X dim(fo) =+ do+3dg=dlp+4dp=410.

4)  Hifm LSTM(unidirectional LSTM)#i £ /45 101 (FEFR UniLSTM+UNILSTM): % #1258 9 £ 45 44 55 A%
A8 0100 X i) o 28 1) 4 A5 280 5 AA (), P — (397 DX 5T LSTM 1o 4 2 . 1) (1.

AL, A SC IR LSTM 4145 90 42 4581 D ic 2 BILSTM+BILSTM.

3.3 SLIGTEREFN S HT (AbstractsFiE#l)

R 2 WoR T AR SR IREALAE Abstracts 5B LK PEfE, 3L, Cpath 2 71 5K T IR 45 #a AR Il 2 J 0 F A
T MR R 1] 3] 18] T (1) de A A, B R 43 925 8 4 Dipath 2 7 SR HH 1) 45 1) A RR AIE A2 A0 A7 AR AR rh I 2% 2% 4] 31 3]
i 1R o L A0, RV A7 1) 725 8% 4% Cpath+ Dpath 2 7R 4 45 K AL I3 AIE Jh 1 23 AT B AR HAR AT FVA BR AR
Table 2 Performances of various models on Abstracts subcorpus

2 Abstracts 1 iR &R E

VE S B 2R 7Y X P(%) R(%) F1 PCLB (%) PCRB (%) PCS (%)
Rules 9355 88.16 90.76 73.60 85.26 67.96
MaxEnt 9471 90.54 9256 84.81 85.11 72.47
CNN+ Cpath 91.34 94.06 92.65 82.25 83.12 69.84
CNN Dpath 92.29 90.94 91.60 85.00 78.90 68.82
Cpath+Dpath | 93.01 9249 92.73 83.75 79.69 68.52
Nl UniLSTM+ Cpath 9574 96.01 9587 89.06 89.55 80.67
UniLSTM Dpath 94.87 94.24 9454 91.05 82.55 76.24
Cpath+Dpath | 95.81 9474 95.25 90.07 86.76 79.43
BILSTM+ Cpath 9568 96.85 96.26 93.61 90.38 86.20
BILSTM Dpath 94.80 94.73 9473 90.60 86.84 79.54
Cpath+Dpath | 95.15 9591 95.52 91.05 88.08 81.46
Rules 7428 6327 68.21 33.10 51.13 18.44
MaxEnt 8546 72.95 78.63 84.00 58.29 46.42
CNN+ Cpath 86.48 82.22 84.09 78.48 73.77 56.96
CNN Dpath 87.08 85.67 86.23 87.78 74.58 65.62
Cpath+Dpath | 87.62 86.96 87.11 86.74 76.79 66.78
5 . Cpath 9239 84.84 88.15 81.27 86.21 69.11
lfJ”r::'LSSTT'\,’\'; Dpath 9149 89.66 90.39  91.10 8255 74.99
Cpath+Dpath | 92.20 89.92  90.96 90.98 84.00 76.32
BiNE Cpath 9404 91.66 92.71 93.02 86.45 80.11
BiLSTM Dpath 9259 91.12 91.80 9451 86.45 80.28
Cpath+Dpath | 93.77 86.98 89.87 90.40 83.07 75.28
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MF 2 LI

1) 7F Abstracts b5 v 8 (4, 15 f5 KRR B A 20 ) 4% A5 B0 ) B A5 ) AN Aff o A P Y TR DR 9 1 g e A
A FH 9 BRI e R A T B R I S 50 R (Abstracts 715 R AL S ASHA E A5 B B0 A A A 1S
SEAE B A7 P KB 2 5 29.77 Rl 29.28), 15 58 4 FH 110 ] F) 1357 1K £ (8.60) 28 /I T AN 5 1
Y0 [ (¥ - 354 B2 (16.20). BRItk AEKE At s 7 RS B J8 15 5 A P 0 1] 00 1] 33 462 /0, BRI T 481 2 20> 4]
VB [ 1E G5 AN S48 5 3850 e A 90 R R S £ 2 AR AN e A P 31

2)  TEASHAE 1R G B R BT 45 5 T, 17 S (0 R0 I ASE 7R i ok 3] 1) 2 e e T s KR RS RLR CNIN+CININ A
T 3 TV 2 AN E 2k K 48] (190 40 suggest. may. indicate £%,3X 3 AMid 7 Abstracts T-iE R 5 AN

SER 22 N, S T DUDASE 78 R 030) G 2% 0 D ASE 7 A 5 5 1 S R TRUBINAE 45 B I 1 B AR I (PCS=18.44%),
HH PCLB(33.10%)iz ik T PCRB(51.13%), HI 4 H 35 [l 70 12 SR - il 1tk R 22, Ut BH 75 5 A FH VS LA
e T B b P 208 22 1) JIT 7 1) 0 38 45 R R AT AR 310 T e A 0 8 28 TR0 5 5 A P 9 L ) i B A T e 2 Y
25 AR 2 B de R A B AN R AR 7 b TRl 4 5 AR VG FRL AR 5 3 5 PCRB(58.29%)3@ ik T~ PCLB
(84.00%).
3) AT T AL G A DA TR g R R R A SO BILSTM+BILSTM B2 s B FI 42 T8 A ] i He e,
LEAT A VG UM 45 |, PCS (MR THor5h 61.84%F1 33.86%; 1M £ ANl i 1 FH ¥ i R T 4%
I, PCS {H #I$E T+ 437}y 18.24%F1 13.73%. i 7] I, BILSTM+BILSTM #5784 55 A7 Bl 14 7+ 75 22 1 A
0 BB TR M BB b R T A R R B B BILSTM+BILSTM B B A7 2 42 & 7 7% & VE I Ju B 1)
PCRB 1H, 7548 F ji o3 FVE B A2 R K A R)E B A2 5] PCRB 3148 3 T 28.16%.
4)  LEASHA E ML AR V0 B R BT 4 L BILSTM+BILSTM 4% A1 %7 8] & 06 T CNN+CNN 4% %4 Fi
UniLSTM+UNILSTM 45 &1 33 35 WA A 5 T A8 % fE i 42 i) 38 L S0 CNIN BERSRT L5 B8 | i
UniLSTM #52% BiLSTM [Fl I 2% )& T 115 i bR SCERES. Mk, BiLSTM 1] LA A) 3 % AR ) 7 v 2 5]
BTN AR R R,
5)  BiLSTM+BILSTM #2Y [a] i} % 58 i 43 1) V25 6 4 FHR A7 A WL BR A% JE A RE 3 v /6 FH 90 R TR 00 0 1k e 3
AKX 2 BT BILSTM V22 A6 M 20 032 86 120 1 3 MK A7 A0V B 42 v 2 20 3R S A AE (R S TR
F ARG ¥ B A2 R AR A7 ¥ B 48 2 SR AE AT J2 R T T e 2 it et U5
T P ERHL Abstracts B EF BN E FIAT R 1E G BRI S5 PR BE, T 1, 4 331 %% Abstracts 1
IRVRHE AR 1T 10 A7 I AN 72 AN A8 2 2= 1 1R 4 F e BRI Pk fig, 3 64T 23 4.

5 SR T AR SCI AT I 2 A5 B A A R0 F) kR A% I Abstracts HRH BVRERT 10 07 B AN B o £ R A 1
A Y R0 4 i (B o A 2 2R ] B S B O M e 3 AN, JEX R R AR e 345 43 31 5 CNIN+CNN,
UniLSTM+UniLSTM,BIiLSTM+BiLSTM, T [fi; %} T- Abstracts T~ 35k} 1 i) & 2 22 1], A SCBCH: 10 1548 BRI )1
¥ PCS {ii, F[R)). Bk S B 2 1 3 A&, B suggest,may A1 indicate, &7 4 7 Abstracts H AN 5& £ & 17
53.70%.3 " suggest 1 indicate 1 H T2k (RO MR B R FE L8 15 0, may . might. whether. possible
WSE 5 F T 51 5 B AR e 8 10 B e R e 3 S 2 22 9] (1 18 i Vi TR 4 4 2 EL AT s 3 LI SO
BEAE B ) i R 3 2 2% 4] 1A A S TR — A T 2% ] F T ) SR AR S T SR R I T 22 L IR e 7 A
FI 53 R AR N 3K 6 4 2% 4] V9 4 FH ¥ B R ) e B A

SRIM,or 1) PCS B 2 (% T Ho At AN a2 26 23] ot CNIN+CNIN AR B AR or FRI1E FH 98 R 391 7 1o /g g e 22,
PCS {H/N T 10%. FATIA N, I & BT or (138 F Lh 8 R i, nl LA T3 B 9 AN Mk AR 3T 190338 SO 43, il % 42 42
T Bl B R B TR DR AL T or (R4 FH S B IR T Lk /1, CNINHCNINL RS 288 % appear,could, likely
FRIAE FH 0 TR TR et A T HE Al v 0 2 2 ], 7048 oy RV I AR I PCS (B 43 i R 39.95%,44.63%,51.55%,
HIL PCLB {H (474 58.90%,57.26%,56.13%) /% T PCRB {H (%4 75.02%,80.52%,93.42%).UniLSTM+
UniLSTM XJ T~ could,likely 4 A ¥ [l 14 i (1) 52 At AN JE AR B (21X 26 28 2 1] 1) PCS i i R H ¥ T-H PCLB 1H,

© TEBREEEEIEDT  htp/ www. jos. org. cn



2438 Journal of Software #k4+373R Vol.29, No.8, August 2018

PN AR F VG T 6 20 3 52— AN ME L B X TE R IR 23 4 AT & B T Abstracts 15 L 1 appear,could,
likely 53] Fl v R & A7 T1E FRVE AN R B i BLF i) s JE i AR 485 “< >7 3K BILSTM+BILSTM #5
T VR Y LB 1) 4 Happear 47 T VB H G [ 19 203 5t 51 51 5 A0 T 40 5 o ,appear HiIL7E appear to be
done Zt4 rh AR HIVE FIAU 2 T i 7 AU F235.

] 47 4: It also <appears that NF-kappaB suppression by RCC-S may contribute to the immunosuppression of

host immunity>.
%147 5. We furthermore demonstrate that this process involves activation of the transcription factor NF-chi B

and, to a lesser extent, of NF-IL6, while the activity of the transcription factor AP-1, <shown to otherwise confer
IL-6 inducibility, appeared to be unaffected by LTB4>.

PCS
100.00% 7

90.00%
80.00% -

70.00% -

60.00% -

50.00% -
40.00% -
30.00% -
20.00% -
10.00% -

0.00% -

possible  likely could might or whether  appear indicate may suggest
BECNN+CNN  ®UniLSTM+UniLSTM  ® BIiLSTM+BIiLSTM

Fig.5 PCS of scopes of the most frequent ten speculative cues on Abstracts subcorpus
(with constituency syntactic path/Cpath)
Kl 5 Abstracts 7 1ERH ST 10 A7 K AN € Ze R 0 1 /R HISE Bl PCS 8 (1 FH i )74 B 42)

ASCH) BILSTM+BILSTM BB or 1) PCS {H 4 i B 2 AH A T3 AR T A T H A AN 5 42 22 47T BILSTM+
BiLSTM #i%L4s appear,could,likely ) PCS {4} 742 i %] 88.13%,78.22%,73.85%, . PCLB 12 I 43 il £& =i ZI
92.40%,84.52%,82.59%, it 1 BiLSTM+BIiLSTM #5714 G f% 1R 4 b 4R 1) 47 T3 46 2 2% 1] 7 30 19 1] 18 02 15 71 HAE
FAYE 2 A, B e A 25k 5 e SE AR NG B 2e 3 5

B 6 S T ARSI 28 I 4 A5 0 £E A A A7 A0V B A% I Abstracts 7 15 R HS I IR BT 10 A7 1045 i 2k R
i P P 0 LR 0 A e b not R no 7 5 T A5 SE £ &A1Y 73.07%. (Kt not A no (1 1 FH Y B IR S A AR AR K
FAEE bese 7 Abstracts b5 e 4 FH Y8 [ 9 2 6. — 7 THIL AS 2D A5 5 28 2 1) [ FH VA 6 1 52 48 4, CNIN+CININ A5 28
ELE AT LLLE IR 51 without 4E TS B L3454 i A P B8 BILSTM+BILSTM BE R AR T AN R IR W 2 X K K
without Ji5 18 45 44 1] 50 44 1] 1t 0, LA P[RR R AR 25 55 5 — 5 T, 5 48 2R 1) 8 6 1 5 2 ot 1
B R AR I T ) AR T AN S 4 3R], 75 08 4 2R U PR A FH 90 LK R A A (Abstracts Bk A5 58 1 VG
F-H K5 2l 8.60,not Al no f A Y BT 34 1 543 310 0 8.31 A 9.31), Hefy vk & 4 4 xet 7 2, HLAE I Y B 2 oA 11 4]
VB 5 2 BR AR 2 M AT A5 A 50 B8 AR AT DR 2R T LA, K 43 5 2 44 2% 1 1 1 T 3 BT 0 A T A e 1 o i

SR, 75 52 25 % 1A] unable F1 cannot 14 F 36 [ N 1 RE SR AR, BILSTM+BILSTM HZM B 1S 1) PCS {H 43 71 A
23.33%7I1 55.56%, H: PCLB {&)U) 2> %1l 4 38.33%i1 63.89%, 3% T H: PCRB {4 76.67%!1 91.67%.5 [ 3 #1H
AT i 2k %] appear,could,likely 246, TEf 1R %) unable A1 cannot (¥ 4F FH Y8 [, B8 25076 T 1 7 4 B 3 o AN 15 52 2k
RSB W SO B AR T IR .
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PCS
100.00% %
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50.00%
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0.00%

cannot rather unable  neither absence fail without lack no not

B CNN+CNN  ®UniLSTM+UniLSTM  ®BIiLSTM+BIiLSTM

Fig.6 PCS of scopes of the most frequent ten negative cues on Abstracts subcorpus
(with dependency syntactic path/Dpath)
6 Abstracts i BL AT 10 A7 115 52 2 1A (1 11 FTVE ] PCS AR (1 F A7 1012 4%2)

3.4 SRIEEEFAS HT(Clinical FiEHl)

FR4E B SCH 4 7, Abstracts F1 Full Papers 156123 il >k B A2 49 B 27 00358 i SC (047 22 1 4 303 43, DRkt 3K v
AT R A R G #R R K T Clinical 38 BHRE 5 XU X 51 1 Abstracts F1 Full Papers, X4y 7 il 4E A
S BB .2 3 B R T Clinical - AF 1 Y5 B R ST 4% (v g

Table 3 Performances of various models on Clinical subcorpus
F< 3 Clinical T-iER} -4 T (1 14

A Y 2 RY P(%) R(%) F1 PCLB(%) PCRB (%) PCS (%)
Rules 85.93 83.07 8447  73.20 64.66 50.90
MaxEnt 91.87 81.06 8613  78.15 73.74 56.56
Cpath 86.49 87.90 87.19  72.30 80.13 59.26
CNN+CNN Dpath 8512 87.28 86.18  78.51 75.63 61.33
Cpath+Dpath | 84.93 88.33 86.60  75.27 78.96 61.87
A UniLSTM= Cpath 8439 9204 8805  77.25 83.63 65.38
UniLSTM Dpath 88.27 90.62 89.43  83.00 78.60 68.26
Cpath+Dpath | 89.56 88.16 88.85  74.37 80.40 62.41
BILSTM < Cpath 8953 9269 91.80  83.27 86.06 73.11
BiLSTM Dpath 87.33 89.09 8820  76.71 76.98 62.68
Cpath+Dpath | 84.88 9111 87.88  72.39 80.58 60.25
Rules 9519 6122 7452  92.87 44.60 39.54
MaxEnt 98.01 7663 8601  97.59 54.60 53.10
Cpath 9378 9507 9442  96.44 87.50 85.06
CNN+CNN Dpath 92.48 9228 9238  95.17 86.78 82.53
Cpath+Dpath | 91.36 9379 92.56  95.52 86.44 82.76
s . Cpath 96.60 93.75 9515  97.24 88.85 86.21
%"A:-LS;TTA" Dpath 9632 9563 9597  98.62 90.11 88.97
Cpath+Dpath | 96.56 94.12 9533  98.51 89.31 88.05
BiLSTM+ Cpath 96.16 96.34 9625  97.59 90.80 88.74
L STHA Dpath 9505 97.99 9650  97.59 94.14 92.30
Cpath+Dpath | 95.83 97.69 96.75  98.16 94.02 92.07

Er e 48230, DL Abstracts S Il 254 2E B 644 Clinical 4 o R4, 75 21 Clinical b (14 F 3t Bl R I 25
L Sz 2k ) RE K B, BILSTM+BILSTM 7£ PCS 18 _E AR T HiAth 5 .
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A H BILSTM+BILSTM 76 4 F ji 20 ) 3% e 4% 1 72 Clinical 1558k AT %2 /8 F St B /) PCS {81k Bl B it
1) 73.11%, 3 i % T L #E Abstracts - [ 7E f8(PCS=86.20%). 4 T 3t — 2L /3 Wi S50 45 L, 55 Abstracts iF kL2481,
ARCERER T Clinical F ik} b5 AR 2k 2% ] 1976 i 3 [ 2 e
K7 AR oR T AR s AR AR S I Clinical —1-3ERE P Y BUSBRT 5 A7 iR ASH a2 2% 2% 3l 1 4
T TR I 5 AN T B R R E 4 A 11 52.88%. T LLFE B, HOANAA E £ & il /) A 55 Abstracts 115
KA :Clinical T 175kl b H 30 8% S % 1) A o8 Ze R A A or, o T B A 8 2 R A 1Y) 23.29%;BiLSTM+
BiLSTM #AUH1E PCS fHRA 57.14%, (% T Ko oA A & 26 % 1i (may . evaluate. consistent. suggest
S). 31X T AEAE I I 2R B 14 Abstracts 138 8L, or AN by AN 2 26 28 11 1) 3.429%, 15 BUAR M M I 258 v 2 2] 31106
T or (¥ 15 FH Y Bl 40 2 88 (R AE A U2 e A0, IE B ST 4347, or 1932 P Ll Ase R 3%, ml DAIE B 4% 1BV 0 &
PCS
100.00%

90.00%

80.00% -

70.00% -

60.00% -

50.00% -
40.00% -

30.00% -
20.00% -
10.00% -

0.00% -

likely consistent evaluate ~ may or lack  negative not without no
B CNN+CNN  ®UniLSTM+UniLSTM  ®BiLSTM+BiLSTM

Fig.7 PCS of scopes of the most frequent 5 speculative (left part) and negative (right part) cues
on Clinical subcorpus (with constituency syntactic path/Cpath
and dependency syntactic path/Dpath, respectively)
Kl 7 Clinical 738} AT 5 A7 AN E (A2 ) FIA5 8 (R R I E I Y 1 PCS fH
(73 AT FH 8 ) 9 B ARG A ) 9 B 42

PEAN B 7 A B B T AR AR F AR B AR RIS B0 R Clinical 135 Rk H BIUSAL AT 5 0 10 15 5 2 2 2L 1E
FHYE B g Clinical /1 075 B £ R no &£, 585 T 77.59%,not. without. no. negative /& HiBUAE A 4
A7 1A 8 S 2], o 98.05%, HoAx 75 58 £ 2 i I tH B RE 3 /T 5 X i T Clinical ™15 & 2 %17 73 A1 8L T1E
HINRE R Abstracts T8k}, 3 B0 S Wi € 26°% 37 no. ,without. not 7F Abstracts o1 th & Tt BRI LT 5
PL AT 2 Zegd i), H. Clinical Hh g7 F04E I 6 B B BURT, A0 70 465 4 G F AN S 2%, R G A SO BILSTM+BILSTM BEAY
ZER 5 Clinical 78815 & 1E G R4 L RIGIR &, 3 PCS )y 92.30%.

3.5 SIEMEEEFAS H7(Full PapersTiEHl)

2 4 7 Full Papers T8 81 11 FH ¥i [ 1R 00 PE g . 52 56 45 SR B, BILSTM+BILSTM B3 (1 FL1 Al PCS {E L T
ARSI HAl Ty v B T AR A 8 AR RO R AT 45 F1{E(86.06) B& I T UniLSTM+UniLSTM(86.16). H: H i FH ik
Ir )T AR I AR SO BILSTM+BILSTM A% /e 1% 15 Rk (¥ AN B FH 90 B DR BIMT 45 10k B B 4 () PCS=
63.10%; 11 A A7 7)1 % A2 1, BILSTM+BILSTM #8715 52 4 FI ¥ Bl IR BT 45 LI 255 bf 1) PCS=62.50%. #H
XfF Abstracts Fl Clinical % #k,Full Papers 8} b 1A i 1B FH ¥ R0 45 2 1B FH v [ 44 e 34 8Lk Full
Papers 115k 7 S AN RIS 5E £ AU 7K B 43 51 30.76 I 30.55,34 KT Abstracts(4) 5l 4 29.77,29.28)
M1 Clinical T %} (43 %) 4 11.96,8.53). 5, Full Papers - #} 11 1 1) 7 B AT 8 0 8 2R (R A0 vE 85 4, AR ) 4 7 P
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2 1] [ 1 FH 8 1l 3 5K

INZE 4 FR] I AE AN E VR T E B AR AT 45 5 T, BILSTM+BILSTM i 8 By 75 ¥ PCLB=86.76%, 2t iz /& 1~ H:
PCRB=70.83%; ifii 7¢ 75 & 1 H vt [ 1R 50 4F 45 J7 11, BILSTM+BILSTM 4% %4 3% B /) PCLB=87.23%, th /& T H:
PCRB=71.28%. A It Full Papers “F-if A} L (145 FH 3 BBl R AT 5 M R HRAIG, 3 2 1t AN SC AR R 7 R 14 i
FRLAT 3 5 5 T R A AR A7 2 E R N Full Papers —F 15 BHE ) 1w R A A1) 1 K B AT i 65 10 i s il 4,10 %
P 51 K0 51 Sk AR BE BioScope TSR M I A i R U, 3 28y 5 5 1) i) sl A0 AN L AR AR FHYE L 2 L AR S
BILSTM+BILSTM 45 4 48 5 HiUHE 358 40 10 7 oK R s 365 140 il R A A/ FH 1 FB1 1 — 38 0 AF N o R 15 A G
[l PUMAT 55 b X S 40 i) o 13.73%F1 12.50%.

Table 4 Performances of various models on Full Papers subcorpus
F 4 Full Papers T8} b & MBI PE g

A FH Y 28 ¥ P (%) R (%) F1  PCLB (%) PCRB (%) PCS (%)
Rules 8471 73.07 7846 5818 60.42 39.58
MaxEnt 87.49 7576 8121  71.43 60.12 41.96
Cpath 86.17 83.13 8462  69.05 61.01 43.45
CNN+CNN Dpath 8423 78.82 8143 7545 56.25 43.45
Cpath+Dpath | 84.94 8272 8381  75.30 58.93 4554
ATy 5 OmiLSTM~ Cpath 8750 87.46 8748  74.85 66.52 50.60
UL STV Dpath 9073 7010 79.09  77.68 50.89 37.95
Cpath+Dpath | 89.77 82.68 86.08 8170 62.20 51.19
BiLSTMS Cpath 90.39 86.65 8848  86.76 70.83 63.10
SiLS T Dpath 88.62 8240 8540  80.21 61.16 49.85
Cpath+Dpath | 84.71 89.42 87.00 8110 65.63 54.02
Rules 68.82 6470 6670  43.09 48.94 18.88
MaxEnt 83.19 6053 7007  77.66 45.21 31.65
Cpath 7670 78.15 7742  68.62 54.26 35.90
CNN+CNN Dpath 7856 78.69 78.62  76.86 56.12 4176
Cpath+Dpath | 79.73 80.06 79.89  76.33 61.44 46.28
s : Cpath 87.16 8025 8356  76.60 68.35 50.53
L:Jnr:iLLSsTTW Dpath 87.98 8442 8616 8351 66.76 55.32
Cpath+Dpath | 87.62 8452 86.04  85.37 66.76 57.45
T Cpath 9138 79.36 84.94  86.97 65.16 55.05
LS TM Dpath 87.72 8445 8606  87.23 71.28 62.50
Cpath+Dpath | 86.50 8535 8592  87.23 65.96 56.65

3.6 IR HTERAN)

5 R T AR T 1 3 R B BE 1 52 .

5 2.2 P B R B AR SOK R A 43 A FEAREAE AN L AR R AE L R R AR AE AL T 1A T S 2R R R AR
P A AT Sk £ FR AR AR AN AR T SE B RONAT 55 b A T I Al ) v s A A8 T R R0 4% Cpath
RERE 70 TR BB S i vk fig, IR, 3R 5 i AR SCRE B a3 13k B AT 28 B, 7075 2 1 A VE [ IRIAT 45 |,
i FHAK A7 135 6 7% Dpath BE7E & T8 R LI B i (0 g, 3K 5 h BB A7 A7k R A2

K 5 TR, U AN T R AN AL T 20 W% ) I A, A FH e R TR A S 2 K T 7 ) 92 I A ) AR 10 X 13
A FH O B R0 P B 3 A R TR S 2 R A 2 TR (R A0V R AN TR £k 2R 1 1 S L 3L A vk A A AN T
X % &) VE e AR R A, PE R IS AR T () B o FE SR AR R AU VR B A2 AR R TN e FE AR AIE X 38 W L AR 1E A B
BT FH T 1 VR 53 e Bl 3 AR AR T UK £ 220 5 AR 2 2R A In LA X 4, S 1R 5 2k 2R ) 2 18] B AN )
£ 229 (1 I Y B P 2 K B AN TR 0 0 #E Abstracts 1 RN a2 2 A 1 H T 3R IR W S RS R S s
suggest, 2% H T 515 A, HoAE Y8 Bl 3K B Sl 19.62; 1 3 5 FH 161 44 ) M 1] 21 1 2% 46 5 110 possible, HAE
FHYE FE K AR 12.96.
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Table 5 Performances of various types of input on BioScope

# 5 BioScope LA [EH A )P fE

YERE R 257 TR FEAE P(%) R(%) F1 PCLB(%) PCRB (%) PCS (%)
E¥N 87.29 91.63 89.36 80.48 80.78 67.36
Abstracts Cpath 95.26 96.13 95.68 90.22 89.02 81.65
KA +Cpath | 95.68 96.85 96.26 93.61 90.38 86.20
A 79.47 92.80 85.62 68.44 78.51 55.85
AN Clinical Reports Cpath 86.93 91.82 89.31 76.98 83.18 66.10
JEA+Cpath | 89.53 92.69 91.80 83.27 86.06 73.11
E¥N 8512 80.08 82.52 72.62 58.18 43.01
Full Papers Cpath 89.87 88.05 88.95 82.29 66.96 56.55
J:A+Cpath | 90.39 86.65 88.48 86.76 70.83 63.10
A 84.11 7311 78.02 84.24 56.55 46.42
Abstracts Dpath 93.51 89.48 91.37 91.16 85.57 78.13
JEA+Dpath | 9259 91.12 91.80 94,51 86.45 80.28
S 92.27 9832 95.20 96.44 93.22 89.89
e Clinical Reports Dpath 94.80 97.14 95.96 97.36 93.45 91.49
J:A+Dpath | 95.05 97.99  96.50 97.59 94.14 92.30
E¥N 72.93 7021 7155 78.19 35.64 27.39
Full Papers Dpath 89.67 80.22 84.68 83.24 66.49 53.46
S A+Dpath | 87.72 84.45 86.06 87.23 71.28 62.50

3.7 5P ALHERFER LES

%6 s T AL BILSTM+BILSTM R 553 JLAE AT Py 1 B8 S50 P 19028 - 1 FH 95 [ R 531 &R 48 4 BioScope
EVERERIHL R H b 1 T Velldal 25 AN BBIZE L T SVM A5 HEFE 221 G vt B A p il B S IN T B, T
OB AR SCANAG 28 A0 (0 B R R (R g 3 A6 Fancellu 4% A BYMg T 9 35 13 VR R AL (0 001 BILSTM 46273,
6T (14 A B3 2R 16 5334 58 -4 /K BE T (Conan Doyle’s Sherlock Holmes) i k. A< 3¢ 5 SE B T Al 110 2R 28, 3
JH % BioScope & #} )% L.

Table 6 Performance comparison of our system with the state-of-the-art ones in PCS (%) on BioScope

K6 AURY G A LI RYAE BioScope E 1 PCS 1 (%) (1)1 fE Lb &

R Abstracts Clinical reports Full papers
Velldal 2 A\ ®1(2012) 75.48 73.61 66.17
Zou % \[19(2013) 84.21 72.92 67.24
AHfi e Fancellu 45 A\ *1(2016) 71.27 56.47 4851
Qian 25 A3(2016) 85.75 73.92 59.82
&3 BILSTM+BILSTM 86.20 73.11 63.10
Velldal £ \*®1(2012) 68.35 89.59 60.90
Zou % A'9(2013) 76.90 85.31 61.19
5 Fancellu 2 AB4(2016) 69.05 90.80 49.20
Qian %5 AP2(2016) 77.14 89.66 55.32
AL BILSTM+BILSTM 80.28 92.30 62.50

] PLE B, AR SCH) BILSTM+BILSTM B8 #F BioScope 75 i 1 F i BRI 45 L3 1 HoAth & 40, U 0 B AR
SCAR T T A 1R 5 BioScope 145 5 1 F Y6 LR T AN a2 4F H Ya L 7E BioScope ) Abstracts iRk AN SC
WA T B Itk e B PCS=86.20%, Lt Qian % A B2E i 0.45%.

E Clinical T A A2 15 I B IR BT 45 b, A SCHE R % 81 PCS=73.11%, Lt Qian 25 AP pCs=
73.92%{% T 0.81%.Velldal %5 NS e vl BEAL A3 (4 PCS Sy 73.619%, 11 45 & MRS ) PCS nJ LLik 5]
78.69%. 155 3.5 Wi T, 1 B A2 BILSTM+BILSTM R B ZE 1) 2k R 4d] or BI4E FIVE R B4 AN T
T £E 757 52/ FH S B IR 51 7 1, A SCI PCS 80 92.30%, 18 T HoAts 5 4 458 5 B4 2 Veelldal 25 A M8V 25 o 5 0 )
Sh4 MY JE PCS it JLik 3] 90.74%, JL 17 50 A5 28 51w LAIA 3] 91.43%, {H K T AR SCAR AL,
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A SCHE Full Papers ik ICAS B AN 78 FH A5 52 A FH 3G [ ¥ PCS 4 8 23731 4 63.10% %1 62.50%, 178 Ik T
Abstracts FI Clinical 735 &} H Al 5 28 i B (1 PCS KT 70%. 36 B3R Full Papers -8 8h_E 46 H VE
S AN AR PRHE (K1 4F 55 Zou 25 ANTURT Velldal 25 N T81ES 2 1 7 LAY i 3 15 D M 1K) 7 B 46 440 70 % 1 18 R B I AS
fiff 52 VE v R VR 3 8 T T A SO,

DN T HE IR A SR Y 1 o 20 o0 % R 16 3 T P, AR 03B % CoNLLL-2010 Shared Task®* e 445 2 74 1]
[) Evaluation & KLZE. 5 Full Papers 2801, 1 W B} [ SR B AR PR 2% At 10 3, I rPANRRVE T ANiff 58 15 B AR
CoNLL-2010 Shared Task [¥]#1 58 ,Evaluation 1k} 25 5 B1 Abstracts F1 Full Papers & Il 2545 21 ()45 7 7= A= kA,
AICHs Qian 25 NP2 ZR 40 1 T i% 38 R 3R A3 SL AN 5 1 VG B L0 R 5 26 6 800,00 T 5 A SCRE RS EAT 24
SEHAS, ASCHI 25 T Velldal 25 A\ D8 S 1 70 i 1k g

X7 Wox T AT Evaluation ¥R 1A 2 4E F Y8 Bl RUNAT 55 b 28 SOBER 0 45idek 3 5 3 R 4o M RE IV LU 3R 75
P A R T B A% Cpath B A S () ol 28 I 24 455 75 B 4% B85 4 () 7 8. Evaluation T8k 8 A ASH 52 A B A1)
TRIAE 56 BB B 43 31 8 34.41 F1 16.75,3 KT Full Papers T-i5 (4> 514 30.76 FI 14.38). (X t, 55 Full Papers
JeAl Evaluation HAF 1) 15K, i g5 4 52 2%, 1 FH 90 PRl AR el ) AS SR A A Evaluation 8k E (1A 52
A FHYE [ IR 591 (4 PCS {14 65.34%, 115 145038 4 JiAth 2R 28 Velldal %5 A\ 8- 4 4011 3545 (1) PCS y 58.37%, 45 4
AR 1) PCS AT LLIA 31 69.60%. B I, AH % F Abstracts F1 Clinical T-i& k), 4% 15 %1 75 Evaluation I [ # G5 b
TRA%. LT Full Papers,Evaluation /1t & A 1R 22 7 365 11 44 18] P 1A 40 50008 R n 5 I SCmk . . AL 48
5 A% X 1A 41 BE R RE H I AE A R R, R AT BB AR Y ], 3 BN 5 R TE N 52 A% AR B R DU K 2 4]
Bl TR G B 2 P9, 5 S S A i L A SO 545 380 0 8 491 o K 5 5 5 T 4 3 4 1 TR A e
TE a2 3R 22.35%.

Table 7 Performance comparison of our system with the state-of-the-art ones in PCS (%) on Evaluation corpus
RT EIULRYGHAE A % RS A Evaluation 15 R _E K PCS 15 (%) 17 A8 E i

Y PCS (%)
Velldal 25 A\[*®1(2012) 58.37
AR A Se i R 4 Fancellu % A*Y(2016) 49.95
Qian % A%(2016) 55.95
Rules 50.63
MaxEnt 51.89
ALRGE CNN+CNN 51.11
UniLSTM+UniLSTM 61.37
BiLSTM+BiLSTM 65.34

4 HRERKMOIIE

AR SR SHF AR E SR A 2 R A F Y R RN — B AR AU AT A AR T R T
PIJE AL LSTM #1480 25 (1A 28 1 5 AR SCRT R — AN XUR) LSTM i 28 000 28 452 298 AN 2% 2R 4] L5 ] 1 2 [R) (¥ 405
e Th 2 5 B UL R 7 SR 5 G5 25 D8 1) 5 B AR AR R L At i R AR A, 20 1 45 AN 1) 1 TR AR AIE 3R 7 i O
B TS B RO 1) UG A K 7 51 b v ) 8, R P 5 — AN 1) LSTM Al 28 10 45 [ A5 28 Kb B BEAN 1) F b v 454 1 9,
P 24 7 2 2% 4] 0 A P 98 BB, 9 R 38 24 10 5 A B GR35 P 2 328 482 11 S AR 5 LA B 1 o 2 ) & A 7Y
(%145 I 3 Bl 300 7 12 (Fancellu 25 A\ BYAT Qian 25 AP AR b, 8 SC MR B 6 18 1 2k 2% 3] g ) 5 22 TR) 1) 4 1 45
AR B, S I8 TG 1 1R S0fE BRI 25 AR W AR ST I R T S 00 LSTM il 46 ) 485 (1 458 184 71
BioScope ik} L AE 05 I AT R 4T 1)1 8. 2L o 78 AN At e A A Y LR A 5 T, A SCHE Abstracts fiT Clinical 7 ik} 1
REINAF I PCS {H 47 A 86.20%F1 73.11%; 7 15 22 A I 3 BBl 1R 3 U7 T, A SCBE AR T A8k B 17 FoAth 58 38 R 4,
Abstracts F1 Clinical _E ¥ PCS & )43 %] & 80.28%F1 92.30%. 7 f1) 1 &5 #4424 1¥) Full Papers 758l B, A
(RS20 e B A R e 1) 1 e, LA e AN A5 5 /5 PG Bl PCS 43510 63.10%F1 62.50%. 7T 18 & XUE 2R L1 Full
Papers [J Evaluation ¥ &k} b, A SCEI TR IAS K] PCS {H 4371 9 65.34%, = T 40sk o et e 1 3R 48 A SC I K WL 1)
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LSTM By CNN BERL, Fiji) LSTM BERSIEAT 17 SIS EE. iy -3 LSTM BRI I 2% 58 117 51 1) bR 3L,
AE M WP 91 rp 27 20 B8 (K A7 2805 6, PR e S 6 4 2R 7, XU LSTM BEAU AT CNIN AR ZR AT B [ LSTM A5E 7,

SR, AR SCATS SR A5 FF 5 B g TS ASE 280 A 5 V8 45 g TR SRR (19 - eelldal 6 AT 7 U500 7 AT 1
IS [ A BE 5 A B (10 18 R L A, AR S 11 ol 2 o 9 ABE TR A 7 A0 D = AT PAY B85 A [i) XA SR 1) S 36 v T8 e
A2 AE Full Papers i BE L HCEHI 1R BE 55 5T (1 55 D0 2R SE A0, AR SR TH AN W] S TAT e, AR R AR SORE 23 1) el 3
TRV A TSRO R e, LLROI G5 K S 2% 1 S5 4810 1) 1 o 0 4 P S TR AR S g 3 S I A i 22
WA 2 R B v VTR R e 1 1 e
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