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XHOBGEMEZ A 2 720 OB & L TEREE
WEHER (Rhetorical Structure Theory; RST)[1] %
Discourse Tree Adjoining Grammar (D-TAG)[2]
Cross-document Structure Theory (CST)[3] % &' 23
Hh, ZNoIEIET /) T—vavlica— L
LT, RST I2iZ RST discourse treebank[4], D-TAG
C: I% Penn Discourse Tree Bank (PDTB) [5], CST

213 CST corpus[3] 23H 5. HARSFEWIE TG

ICE > THH L 2 kGG DM R 5 720,
éﬁw) Rana B SRS % 2 EI3HFE L, SEER,
RST I3BEMEER (6], D-TAG 3556 [7], CST 13T
Bl ICHHSNL T3,

2Dk &’%ﬁ%’i’ﬂki AT, FAIIRY ZIHEE
RICHES b D BB 2 RET 5. R4
‘J“E%Lo)ﬁfﬁﬁ{?& IRST ZJnicLTxH, fHieX
BEDTXAPLZy b2/ —F, 205 DHOER
BIfRZ T v DICRF 1R D 2T R & U CRRaifiG 2 4
W92, F*Llx Iz ‘Document-level Dependency
Representation’ (DDR) & M-08, DDR (24D < 56
H3EARD Z & % DDR discourse tree (DDR-DT) & W
5. DDR-DT oz K 1 12”9, K1 Tlde 256
e1o 1ZIFIFHEIIZH YT % Elementary Discourse Unit
(EDU) TH Y, e WiEEDT /= FThbs. #lz
LEE €g = €10 %f ‘Antithesis’ @E‘g{%fﬂ%ﬁﬂi L Tnw3 C"_ B
ITEERDLTVS,

DDR-DT & Z D & 9 IR D Z1F K% Al 7o R
Echbrlehs, BTHAREAALT XA 2=y
b Fﬁ'ﬂ@mﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁ%lﬁ%?@fﬁ'f 52 LINTES, £,
BRI AR S CEBED K 9 BLERINAL £ & D I127E]
SN 2RBTHILLTES, HIEDHITIE, e
X eg &K DHRNWICHIETH 2 Z LD, BED
BT 1 DEIR eq, es-eq, erejg D 3 DDEIE
M F & EDICHETEL I LT 5,

29 L7 DDR-DT #1585 7 ®, ATl RST IcE

{ &R (RST Discourse Tree; RST-DT) 225
DDR-DT ~—RICEHAT % JjE 2185 T %, DDR-DT
¥ RST-DT DJRA & L THA % 2 EA3TE, RST-DT
DRMZFIZHENIIRE TES 52T 5 2 Lo3
TE5. ORI EEPITIIKIF LR
HEGER AL VEED RST 2—/%2 [8, 9] v ==a
7ILED RST 2 —32 [10] 7% EKk% 7 RST a—
PNAHHT 2 2 L3 TE, PHEDE V.,

DDR-DT OFf ORI 5512 ¢ 5720, RST 21—
ISR 524 L 72 DDR-DT @ a2 —/SAh 548D 321
DFRBFECIETERIR 7 L DR & & T8 O TS L
DO ZHEL 72, 2 DKEH, DDR-DT 135
HERY 72 SCN D BAER 2 & HEEAN DR D 3217 & 0 b R
DR Z13H5% <, £72 DDR-DT OfENTIZ SIS
LHEEDRD ZUIHT L D BIE 2L VWF AT
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e0
T ROOT

‘ e2: Mars experiences frigid weather conditions. ‘

Background
Elaboration

e8: most Martian
weather involves blowing
dust or carbon dioxide.

e3:Surface temperatures typically average
about — 60 degrees Celsius (- 76 degrees

Fahrenheit) at the equator and can dip to -
123 degrees C near the poles.

el: With its distant orbit
{- 50 percent farther from
the sun than Earth -} and

slim atmospheric blanket,

e7: Although the
laboration | atmosphere holds a

e4: Only the midday | | e5: but any liquid water small amount of water,
sun at tropical formed that way would and water-ice clouds Example
latitudes is warm evaporate almost instantly sometime develop,
enough to thaw ice
on occasion, e10: Yet even on the summer pole, {where the
sum remains in the sky all day long,} temperatures
e9: Each winter, for example, a blizzard of frozen carbon dioxide rages

Evidence
over one pole, and a few meters of this dry-ice snow accumulate as

e6: because of the low
atmospheric pressure.
previously frozen carbon dioxide evaporates from the opposite polar cap.

4 1: DDR-DT ®Ofi, 3k [11] & H 51 L 72 RST-DT
AL 72,

Elaboration

never warm enough to melt frozen water.

/’Antithesis

b5 EWThroT.

2 BOEMAR

RST I3 3CEOEWWERZ DR T2 2o IcfEo i
FHERTH D, CHEZERBER T v L &b ICEER
WEIcX>TRHT 3, K212 RST-DT Ol %Y,
RST-DT Tl%, EDU & EDU 2SS S NFi7-%—
D)—FEkrYh, /)—FE/)—FyLfkc—oDKIC
A FEFTHAEZINS, EDUR/ — FBEEI N5
IERRGE 7 VNGNS, Z0BICZRZEND
EDU % / — FIZ Nucleus(#%) %> Satellite(f# ) @ 7
LS AEE 45, Nucleus (& Satellite & D b AR
ICHEETH A, PDTBIE D-TAG ZIGlcfEonta—
NRATH 5 [2]. PDTB Tl ‘because’ % ‘but’ & £ D
PHmEBRICNTA2HEELTTFFA b=y FRELD,
Zh o OROFEGEE R TEDb T, CST 134
BoGEMo#GEEGE2 EbTHATHY, XE2 £
WRETFA b2y FMEOBRERDLT, 2L, K
NS AR

RST-DT & DDR-DT i3 3CENARDHEIE 2 %
B9 %55, PDTB I 3CGENDO XD 2 Wiz DMD
SR 72 ﬁ%L@ﬁ%%ﬁLfWé PDTB IZ D-
TAG IO WTE Y, WMEEEGEL X PE2
Fib, E@W@Vﬁ%%7«»ﬁ%@ HRRZED
LCw3, —%, RST 3#&¥u% EDU & L CHEW
0% 2k A8V A T 5z, AREEARIZIT
consistency DT TEDLIN T3,

D LI, BKGFREHRIZIRE T 2HEYZD
TEPREL>TwS, L, Ihsofiid (1) X
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Root
Elaboration

€1 5 € €9 €10
2: RST-DT D, N & Nucleus, S & Satellite %
D7, nl 25 nl9 FTTOMIFRST D/ —FEF
b7,

HetkoikiElEsEbLL, ) TFA 1=y M
Z ZIHBIR TR DT, REEHHEHEN S ESEEL 2w
T4 DIRET 5 DDR IZ N F TH - - HEEE
ST kIS0 RBGETH Y, LR A %
i3 bDTHS. (1) IC2WTIXDDR Tk 1 8T
BRIz k9 7 7 — FREIOBFEIRIC & 2 BHEF W0
ReHOCEO B2 RET L85 TES, £
7z, (2) IZ2WTIEDDR CTlE7 ¥ A b=y oD
BRER I V2 EBENS Z LB TEZDT, AT
I TIZ L E 2 7 — 25 2 3l L 72 "B, 23
FLRZEHMZ 2 ERTELLIICRDE, ZDEHIRTX
2 bazy MO TIEBRIZ, FRRORE TR
RG22 EDSHEAMICHICOEHTH 5.

3 RST-DTH5DDR-DTADE
10 B

AFETIZ RST-DT 725 DDR-DT ~DZEHaS7k: % 3
Y%, ZOZMTTIEIZS [12] D head finding rule
ICHD BT LB, Bk I IR BEEBIR I LRSS
IR L b Th B,

F9, t 25200 CEDRST-DT &L, tiEF N
o EDU 2Fi> & 9%, t D i FTHD EDU % ¢;
EERDY (727L, 1<i<N), 5, R% RST
THINCERINEFHRO I VELSGET S, 2
T, DDR-DT #EH#T 270, £7, 74
BHAZTD X 9 ICEET 5.

Definition 1 (7 XA EHA). i & j &2 EDUD
AVTFw 2 REL, r2BERBEROIVET S, C
DEE, i%HD EDUDS jHHD EDUND T X)L
fEBHRZ (i,r,7) DZ2MEHCTERI NS,

& 512 DDR-DT (&3 2 BRIk 2480 EDU
eo ZEAL, BEEHRS L ‘ROOT 38T 5., &
DARTRI AR e ~D ‘ROOT’ T )V [ THiDS
Ronb EEDHR, 2% (i, ROOT,0) D & ZDAH
BT 3 LIgERSN (727210, 1<i<N).

%12 DDR-DT Z M T2 7 L&
BHADESE L TEERT 5.

1. (i,r,j) € ¥y, where 1 <i < N, 1 <j5 <N,
i#j,andr € R
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Algorithm 1 convert-rst-into-dep

Require: RST-DT ¢
Ensure: DDR-DT y

1: y«—0

2: for all EDU e¢; in t do
3: 4« Index(t, e;)
4: P « find-Node-NearestNucleus(t, )
5. if isRoot(P) = TRUE then

6

7

r «— ROOT
Jj0

else

r « Label(P)
10: P — Parent(P)
11: j < find-EDU-LMNucleusPath(¢, P)
12:  end if
13: y—yU(,nj)
14: end for
15: Return y

Algorithm 2 find-Node-NearestNucleus(t, 1)

Require: RST-DT ¢, index of EDU ¢
Ensure: P
1: P « node(t, 1)
2: while isNucleus(P) = TRUE and
isRoot(P) = FALSE do
3: P« Parent(P)
4: end while
5: Return P

Algorithm 3 find-EDU-LMNucleusPath(t, P)

Require: RST-DT ¢, node in RST-DT P
Ensure: j

1: while isLeaf(P) = FALSE do

2: P « LeftmostNucleusChild(P)
3: end while

4: j < Index(P)

5: Return j

2. (;,,ROO0T,0) € y”, where 1 <i < N
3. y=vy Uy’ where |y| =N

4. y has a directed path from for all EDUs e;,
where 1<¢< N, to the dummy root EDU ey.

Algorithm 1 I RST-DT %> 5 DDR-DT ~D % i
FHE 27, Algorithm 1 HDBI%, find-Node-
NearestNucleus, find-EDU-LMNucleusPath % % #1
ZN Algorithm 2, 31ZR3 T, INHDT7LITY XA
IZE VT Parent(P) 1/ —F P D@/ — FZ2iK$EY
%%, Label(P) 13/ —F P ~OERER 7 L 2K T
BA%, Index(P) 3/ —F P DETFIZH % EDU DA
YT 7 AR TR, LeftmostNucleusChild(P) I%
/) —F P O/ED Nucleus DD 7 — K%K
K, Index(t,e;) |3 EDU ¢; DA ¥ T v 7 A%iIK§EY
HThb.

Algorithm 2 Tl&, BEHFHL T35 EDU % ¢; &
L7zt &, 713 X513 RST-DT ORICHD - T
LI Satellite D/ — F 28T, oL ZHonik
/ — F P RST-DT DR - 72354 (2 O8E 3R
FTWU>TELETD ./ — FH Nucleus TH-o7=, &
W) ZETHD), e IFEHEFLINRRD EDU 28 &
T2 (BREAR 7 LIE ‘ROOT 7RV EIRS). £ 9
THROEHE, P« Parent(P) &L, HUOHE/—F
W2l ) 5< £T P D Nucleus TIRED T/ —F %7
Eo T, &I Algorithm 3 TIE RO 723E ) —
E@TK%%ENJ@4V?v7x%@®ﬁ&LT
R,
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3: £/ D 32\ DREED SRR A

4 A—NRAFHEIEICELS DDR-DT
DT T

A TIZ DDR-DT DR ZH S 2T 372012,
BEHER 72 SCN D HGED & HIEEANDIR D Z AR (22T
i TXDRYZIFA, LIESR) & DDR-DT Di#E\»IC
DT a— " AFEHEZEL TGl 5.

DD 21 AKRIZIE Penn Treebank % Penn2Malt
TEL 725 D% FHT %, DDR-DT I21% RST Dis-
course Corpus[4] 1@ RST-DT %% 3 HmTat L 7
L 7-b0%2FHT 3., 2D a—,3Z % Penn Tree-
Bank O—Fo 385 ZhHIC 5 L TEEHSGEMRO 7/
F—arBENLLDOTHL, BREERT L EL
TIIRDED 18 EE2AHT 3.

XDRN ZITARDRD 2T DD Y, kA,
BRNEHEIX [ I 2 N Zh 2.66, 218, [1, 9] &7 b,
DDR-DT D% b 32} DR, &KHE, 95%E
FXFIEZ N Z 1 6.84, 232, [1,30] ThH-o7. F7z,
3R D Z T OO BRHER NG 2 R T

3LD, DDR-DT 3 XDBHRIFARL Y HEHE
HEDR D Z T D%\ E ) 2 EDTh 5, RIHEEDOR
DZAHIEIEEDOR D Z T X bHEL v E W) T e
HENTWED, ZOfEHED S DDR DT IZ XD
BOZIIEHT LD L WE W) Z LB INS,

E72, 4N E DR 320F D kD RS
otz nd, K4 kb, XEDRHZIFESCHDERD
ZTED ) EHTH L LS. 51T
EXEDBRBIR S VO LA L 7. fERe#
LISRT, #1956, SUNEETERBIR T LDy
MDD DB 2 2 Eh3gd 5, HilZ1E, ‘Attribution’
SR> THBLL TE D, ‘Topic-Change’ 123X
o> THEHLTw 3,

5 MRITEOBITKEICK S DDR-
DT O%FE T 7

X2 DDR f@trénoMfgIc 35 %, DDR DR %
FARD, fETEs £ LT, HILDA, One-step parser,
Two-step parser % 7z, HIDLA (3 3CHk [13] TH
RINIERHED RST fia:Td 5. HILDA »»
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4: XN & X DR Y 321 D FREED SRR A

Intra-sentence [ Inter-sentence
Attribution 98.9% (3050) 1.1% (34)
Background 55.3% (563) 44.7% (455)
Cause 57.7% (369) 42.3% (271)
Comparison 65.9% (122) 34.1% (63)
Condition 85.9% (269) 14.1% (44)
Contrast 53.9% (372) 46.1% (318)
Elaboration 19.3% (4426) | 50.7% (4543)
Enablement 95.0% (547) 5.0% (29)
Evaluation 13.4% (64) 86.6% (415)
Explanation 24.0% (287) 76.0% (909)
Joint 0.0% (0) 100.0% (5)
Manner-Means 89.9% (232) 10.1% (26)
Summary 33.1% (111) 66.9% (224)
Temporal 88.8% (207) 11.2% (26)
TextualOrganization 5.3% (7) 94.7% (126)
Topic-Change 4.1% (13) 95.9% (304)
Topic-Comment 19.2% (51) 80.8% (214)

% 1. XN & XH DTG 7~V DA,

5 DDR-DT #2792, 9, HILDA ZFH L,
A:3CH D5 RST-DT 25%, KiZ, H3IETREL
7225417575 C DDR-DT ~ZA#1 L 72, One-step parser
I3 Maximum Spanning Trees (MSTs) algorithm %
FIH L 7T TH %, One-step parser DFEMEITIZ
HILDA T L Tv» % DHT One-step parser i
TR b DD AMA L 721, Two-step parser t& One-
step parser ZJ0IC L 7- “BRPEFENTER TH 5. Two-step
parser Tl&, XD % 1775 - 72 ISR D T %2
1729, £9, XHNOMRHTTIZ EDU D42 AJ1& L
TRIFHLH R EDU 2> 65 EDU ~NOR ) Z 1 K% H
N3 5. RIEDIENTTIEL DI (7272 L, XUITIEX
MIZB T 2 EDU %6 EDU MR D ZIFRHF G- X 4
TWw3) ZAJELTRITHD, X6 XADFRHZ
IARZHNT 2. BRI 6 XA~DER D Z TR %
EDU 725 EDU ~Of% ) ZFBIRICIR Y. XN, SCH
DIFEFTIZ & 12 MST algorithm % V> %, Two-step
parser CII XN & XH DT 2T 2235, Jeicid
NIz X)W ZNZTNRED R 5D THEED DEIL T
HaElT 5, XNDOFENTERDFEME X One-step parser DFE
HEIZIZELC D ZM ) O THALZEMET 5, XHED
fENTER DM L L TlE, Subtree feature? Sentence

Wl Z8, T AROEEBAR T v is £ DFMEIE One-step parser
TIRFHTZZENTER

23T D FRTER TIXFRHT D3 o 7 SCN DI R D 15 % FI .
#le LCiE, XNDORD EDU ILfR% EDU OBEFHEG 7 v

All Rights Reserved.

Copyright(C) 2014 The Association for Natural Language Processing.



;
842 847 854

-One—step
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0.601
0.551
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0.35(
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0.10

[CJHILDA
[WOne-step
Wl Two-step|

231 .235
10

Intra—sentence Inter—sentence

(b)

Total

5: HBEMTERDMNTREEE. (a) FMHTERD UAS. (b) 25T 4D LAS.

importance feature®, Text segmentation feature*7z
EzFML 7.
FFITIE, 5 4 7 L [FAERIC RST Discourse Corpus(4]

2RI L 72, FHilifEERICIE, SCGEHPDTF A h2=y b
DHILIELRYEE RO Z 2 L TELLDDHE
£ (Unlabeled Attachment Score; UAS) & XErho 7
FAL2=y FDI)BIEL R EZAOIT B Z LT
E, DOBEBR T LB IEL WH ODEEA (Labeled
Attachment Score; LAS) ZH\w7z, S 512, Gl fiE
WIFEEE % 1 % 72 1T Total Accuracy(XCHEFICE F 1
% EDU @ UAS & LAS), Intra-sentence Accuracy (3
Fiz& 1% EDU @ UAS & LAS), Inter-sentence
Accuracy (XEHPUITEE 15 LD UAS & LAS) z 5%
ELTHMLZ.

5.1 BITEEICES DDR OF#TF

X 5 1\ K RNTER DRI EE 2 /3. 2R D UAS 1
LoD 6 El2 THE> T3, SXORBRD ZIT R
MOEZWZ TR L%2#ET 2L, DDR-DT ~
DFEFTIESCDIR D SZVHENT & LI 2 & IERICHEEL
HYAYTHDIEDT D, FRCRHENE SN & g3
2 EIEFICHEDN T o Twd, HREE LT, (1)
54 TR & 912 DDR-DT D% D Z1F 13 XD
D2 EERT % L RIFMTH 2 2 L CCHEIDOBRIZ
EHEED b DOFFHCE ), (2) XDRD ZTRTICE
VB SIS S 3 4 D23 DDR-DT I I3 BURTE
ELRWI L, OTEBREITONS,

6 F&&

ARETIE RST IC D W - HEERSE DR ) 3217 Ric
X 278, DDR ##&4%& L. DDR &, (1) XE4ek
DHFEHEZED LTV A0, HKiEoWEFHEY—§H
HEERHETE, 2) 7% A 2=y Mo R T
LboX¥ b0, 2=y FEOBEHERZ BEELET 3
TENTES, LLIHFEBH D, ZIUIEFOHEE
MGG 2T T 25D TH S, £/, DDR-DT ##
DR a — S AEHR LRI ORI E D oD
M2 S5 F|EL 72, ZOH5E, DDR-DT Z XD D
ZUIARED b EFMOKFRARZR>TEY 20720
FRNTDSIEHICHE L\ 2 &, F 720N & SCHITR D 321

ZHMHAT 5.
SEADID TF-IDF =5 v 7,
4TextTiling D+t 7' X v FEDHEERP 2 2 7,

FHEEDAERERIER 7~V DA H e 1), KRS O fig

DL\ Do 7z,

413 DDR DOfitbias o

BEMLE2EETE LI, DDRZHWVWAZ ETH
REFEVNHGHOMERER EL HIEL TV ER L,

SEXW
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