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1 EL&IC

KA (Tree Adjoining Grammar; TAG) [7] 13 4]
MEARZ ARSI FEAK) &L, RKITHd 2@ % 7
O DIR LB T 5 2 LT, URZ R T
Z)ff/ AGETH 5. 354, TAG O—FETH % spinal TAG

I & B RESCATHSE w%mﬁﬁ%LmLTwanou

SR [1] 2B 1F % spinal TAG T, EICHFEL D,
Z DHGEDSFEFE L 72 24 2 £ T Hi# el 5 R IR i
S0 D Unary 251 (spine) # AR ET 2. 2L T, 2
DIEARITHS LT, 2 DO EEAHRIE: sister adjunction
& regular adjunction 2179 C & T#T 2D 5.

Spinal TAG DHEARIL, BESORITR L T ERERLA (1
ZIX[3) 2w L 71BN 5. X 1 ICHSCRD
WJ L, ZOWXARD GERI N HEARDOH 2R T.
CEARFEOHZ R T. KT, BEINHER
7IW) TR TDOIERSRL 120 U T, Bl dmac o 2 46 5
ELTAY Ty 7 A3 LTws L AfgTida %z
fioT, DALY Ty 7 AZHRT 5.

SCHR [1] THRE S N BESURITE X m TR 2
2 1iC, AR O(nAG) (n 1ECE, G 1330ED
REI)TH Y, HISHZE Z 55 ITBIEN LA
BEEWFE AR\, F 2 TARRTIZ, spinal TAG (2% 7
% L0 ms s RESURTIE 2 525 T 5. 55T, By
FHEEIZFE-D < shift-reduce 75 [6] % spinal TAG ik
RT3 LT, BMErORERBITZIBIT S 2
5T, HESCEHT DRI & L T supertagging 2179 Z
& T, NTRED X 6 75 B b 25l 5.

17:72 L, regular adjunction D&, A HIERIC, BASIN 2
Jetal S & M CRER 27 1B E e O, HESORDIEIR S N 5 720,
EE LA Ty 7 AREZ TV,

23CHR [10] T, TAG 12X 3 WG SURITE 2 RE L TW» 3
73, KWL & 13 ¥ 2 FED TAG 123K 720, IR L 2.
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2 BXEWR7ZIIVXL
ARFASCEITHT 5 shift-reduce FEDIRAE T

[0,i,j,0]:m (D

ELTERTEDL VEATY T o 3R v 7,4, 1%
A Z vy 7 SEHHEED 28y 2R T 1 IZEIEHERE [6]
ZHEHT 2 720D FHIENHRE~D EA v Y ES LS
2, RELEOBRICIZBR R W0, SiHZ BT 5.
AY vy I HEFE s 133 ODEREFOELATET

s = (HS, start,isRegular). 2)

HS \ZFEFEE R 2 HARZRTEBTH 5. start &
HS D3RG IHERRAN DB DI HE 7 I e 5 DB
friEZ R TEHT, | BFiCHEALERAR DA v Ty
I A%EKT . isRegular ¥ s ZWEE LT 7> a v
regular adjunction TH > % KT 2 LK TH 3 3.

¥a—llky PENLANL 21, 2, BWEZ O
7o & & REFIEOMITIZAB[0,0,1,¢ : 0 B &
b N 6207 7y avzflio T ZHED, finish

CEO TREIREENE RV T T 2. &7 7> avid
{;ﬁ%?ﬁ a2 > CERT 5.

o shift: ¥ 2 —DJHHD S HiFEE — DM L, FA
ARhZEOLYTT, AY v 7 DIEHEICRE .

p

—_——N—
[0,i,5,0): 7
[€+ ]-aj7j + 1’O—|SO] : {p} .
Z 2T, sg.HS = h, sg.start = Q2,

so.isRegular = false &7 %. start %z TE®D
SRR T OMIEA Ty 72 @2 ELTW50D
&, BRGSO EA 2 EIE T 270 TH 5.

3isRegular 13y 7 b L — A2 L THEUKRZ HESE T B X, sister &
regular adjunction % X3 ¥ % 7= DI ffibi s,
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e sister adjunction left: s;.HS 25/~ §HAR%,
s50.HS MR TRHEEARNEEET S, BET BN
BIIEH z THRT.

p € mA sg.start < x < height(sg.HS)
P

(i, k0 |sh]s1]) : 7" [0k, j,0|s1]s0] : 7

[0+ 1,4,7,0|s)|s1 2° So] : 7’
ZITs S s ko TTELHLRAY Y
TJHEFEOEKLEEIE, HS = 50.HS, start = =,
isRegular = false £ 7% %. height(h) I3HEARK R
DEIZBETHEETH 5.

e regular adjunction left: sister adjunction left & (Z(F
FARDERTH Y, RD L) IT% 5.

p € T A sg.start < x < height(sg.HS)
P

[ i, k,0|sh]s1]) : 7" [0k, j,0|s1]s0] : 7

[0+1,i,5,0"|sh]s1 5 so] : '
ZITs B s ItkoTTERHLRAY Y
THEFDOELEEIL, HS = s50.HS, start = =,
isRegular = true £ 72 5.

e sister/regular adjunction right: sister/regular adjunc-
tion left DIRIEZ 51 & so, Fheld, s <& &L
THDOEAEERITH . EFIT adjunction left DGH
ENZIZFRE R DTEHIKT 5.

e finish: shift 5 adjunction % Z 1L i@ C & 72w

i,
2n—1,0,n+1,80] : 7

2n,0,n+1,s0] : 7
LT, ITREZEC,

PEGIEIC X 2B 21X 3 12N

3 R

AR DA b, O 7 TGRS D A% 7R ¢, AR
(970 S8 13 SCHR [11] TEE S 40T 2 ARGERNT O
TOOFEEESHEIC L. 51T, S [1] 0F%* %
SEI EARNICEHT 2 F 2 EL L. 2T THERL
72\ R, sister 8 X O regualr adjunction O EEERFIC
\Z spine 1D EDALIEICEEA T % 0212 X - THESUEHT
WCRERWEREZ2 2. 20k, AT 2HMORA

43CHR [1] T3, sibling % grand-parent & > 72 R D HFER D
RO ZTBHROFMEZFIHL T %08, KL TIE 2 6 O
FAL TRV,
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(a) s
/\
NP VP

| —
NNP VBD NP

I | T
Ellen saw NP PP

(b)

NP S DT NP PP DT 1 NP

NNP VP the NN IN a gray NN

\ [ \ \ [

Ellen VBD man in suit
[

saw

1: (a) FESURDH; (b) FEAARDH.

(@)
PP@Q (...,,._.. PP@Z
\
IN©! NP = IN® NP
/’\ /’\
in DT JJ NN in DT JI NN
N \ \
a gray suit a gray suit
(b)
NPO2 <o, NP@2
~.....‘. /\
DT NN PP = NP©2 PP
\ | T ,
the man IN NP DT NN IN NP
/’\ /’\

in DT JJ NN the man in DT JJ NN

a gray suit a gray suit

2: G EAEDH]. (a) sister adjunction (b) regular

adjunction.

ROWD I aL 7, Bt S 15 MO IEAKR D IEHK I
Al & 2 DT DI RN E D 3 DFLICBI T 2 ik v
k% FFHIIC “grammatical features” & WER. SEERTIZ,
“grammatical features” % 1 2 7254 EMZ > 728
BORENDEBIZ OV GERT 5. SHIC, AT v 7
R DFEAARDS regular adjunction TIES 1Lz &9 0%
AT 2 EFEME (“regular features” & WER) ZBML, T
DFEEDIEENDFEIZ OV THRGEET 5.

4 RBEILUEE
41 BRE

RZEEDOE RN 2 WREET % 72 D12, BESCiRhT iR
FIZ Y & 41 5 258D WSJ Penn Treebank % V> 7=,
SEMZE E R 7 — & DET I e, FE T =8 Ick
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action stack
1 shift DT
|
the
2 shift NP
|
DT NN
‘ \
the man
3 sister adj left 7 Np®2
DT NN
! \
the man
4 shift NP PP
| |
NN IN
| |
man m
5 shift NP PP
| |
NN IN DT

6 shift NP PP
N‘N II‘\I DT 1
mLm i‘n 3‘1 gr‘ay
7  shift NP PP NP

!
NN IN DT JJ NN
L | !

man in a gray suit

NP PP 7 Np92
\ \ \
NN IN DT JJ NN
\ b \ ‘

man in a gray suit
NP PP .7 NP®?

[ [ i [
NN IN DT NN

\ [ \ [

man in a suit

8 sister adj left

9 sister adj left

10  sister adj right

NN IN NP

man in NN

suit

11 regular adj right ~ NP®2 <.

3: shift-reduce 12 & % HiGES the man in a gray suit
DFFEHTHI.

732 av 22, BT -8k sy ay 22, fEkkED
g Ic 2 72 a v 23 Z w7, TAG DEEAKRE LT
EHWESTR [1] DITEICRE N, EET— 8 D SR L 7.
FFET— 4 & LT A I 7— % 13 Stanford POS Tagger’

Shttp://nlp.stanford.edu/software/tagger.shtml
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Bt

baseline 90.66 90.45  90.56
+ grammatical features | 90.77 90.66  90.72
+ regular features 90.80 90.64  90.72

F 1 B s %MLy b T L O T — 8 ORNIEEE
D L. grammatical features, regular features % X1
WA HEOREZEL Tw2

beam F1 tokens/seconds

16 87.22 1320

32 87.29 662

wlo DP 48 8753 464
128  87.66 185

2 89.06 4306

4 90.15 2285

w/DP 8  90.63 1325
16 90.72 752

2 89.07 6989

. 4 90.12 5181

w/ DP + supertagging 3 90.40 3896
16 90.57 2183

# 2 B — LR L FRNTREEE S X OVBENTIR L D BIFR.

Z e TdMN 52175 72, FHIiIC 13 EVALB 2 v
o B, FER, TAMREDICE—LERDOE— A
I§% 16 IZFE L 72, &7V D¥E T violation-fixing
perceptron, »$ 7 X — & B /513 max-violation %
FH 72 [5]. il 2 SARIRIEUIBAYE 77— & T D NTRE
WX DBREL 72

42 FHMHEOEE

#FEEX Y b T EDRFET— 5 DIEITRIEE Z £ 112
NS, LD, “grammatical features” Z M A %5 Z £ T
“baseline” 12X L TREESH EL T3 2 L0005
“regular features” Z M Z % L FHEMET T2 00D,
AR ELTW3E I ENThd

43 REDESOHE

FRFTHFICE U A T v 7T — AICE T 2 25
IREE T ZEA T 254 (“‘w/DP?) LA L Rnigs
(“wlo DP") THIX ICE F L DY 2T, Bige 7 — ¥
DFGE~NDHE L TEL 7=

20, HFF—2 IR LT, E—AIRZEZ KD

ﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁk@ﬂﬁj_l#@ﬁﬁ{;ﬁ%:m?. REZ AL 2w
S, KBz A ’J:[ﬁf*‘“(,ff’ﬂ37b>65ifi<
#HF*Z’)){RTL’CIA% <E7b> rip %, REZ KA L A

5y, E— L% BT 5 2 CRITREEE AN LT

Shttp://nlp.cs.nyu.edu/evalb/
1T 200 ) IRAED AL X STHR [6] ICHET VT3,
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52806, E=LIZHL L) RN REIEENT
W REEDFEA DRI KRESFLELTWB I e
D, Fi, BHREICOWTHOEHEHLTHRS L, @
MIRFIC Sl 2 REEZ AT 5 2 LIk o T, BENK
EMETE2T TR BELZRECEBH L2
F¥, BEICITCETVB I ER 5.

4.4 Supertagging Ic & 2 EEIL

PRGIEIE shift IFIC HIEEO EIC R LCH D <l
BERHEARE TRTEZ 5720, HARDBHIEDE
WIS R & CET 5. 2 2T, BEURT O R AL
& L T, supertagging 21T\, & 5 7> U Dbl kf L
T K-best DIEARZE ) B TTo o, FXENT 2179
C & CHTERE D1 LASHIREDRGEE L 72. supertagging
DFEECHR [5] ZR—R & LB — L8RS 2 A0,
E TV DFEENIIRESCNT & R U 75k 72 il o7z, 6k
& L C, Hi§E unigram, (i unigram, 5 bigram, JEA
K unigram & & OFEAK bigram % 7z

T A M T =128} % supertagging DFHLEL L 94.43
Td 7. 2 212 supertagging % 1> T & W SCIAT
2T TGO OIS & VTR E 2R3, ks, T
I X, supertagging DL & RESEMT DI D /7 %2
bR HETH S, £L D, supertagging ZfTH %\
38 (“w/ DP”) & MR, BRHTREFEIR 0.03 705 0.15 {%
THRS N5 03, ITHEL 1.6 55 2.9 f5 D A
ERTETCLIEBTD5.

45 TEREEL DL

£ 3T AT =B BHEHKE & DFEE D UK
ZNT . $R4EL shift-reduce HEICHED K HiE E LT
HEORE L LTS ST 33 [11] & %ok
BLoTWwAR I ENTD5. £, IREEOE— AR
240 E LCT AT =8 2@ L7254, STk [1]
DFFFEEHRTFEN 0.6 R BT 5. ik
SCHR [1] DTk & T, BT 7 v 3 AL e %
TUPE) FEEDBEL 2720 TH D EEZ 6N D, HEE,
SCHR [1] THV 50T 5 sibling EME% AN THEERZ
fioCHREN HEER EIZR S Do 72, SCHk[1] T
1%, & 512 grand-parent DFHE: b o T %23, BIRVET
L 125D < shift-reduce 15 D54y, grand-parent % A
DT ETEAHICEE L v, BRI L 2 28
JEIA B2 oW TR SHROBETH 5.

SE—AEIE 6 IZFE L 7.
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BWEHE O WHEE R
TSagae & Lavie 06 [9] 88.1 87.8 879
Petrov & Klein 07 [8] 90.2 89.9  90.1
TREEER (b=16) 90.6 9.2 904
T $RFFIK (b=16) + supertagging | 90.5 90.2 903
TZhu et al. 13 [11] 90.7 902 904
T RZRFIR (b=40) 90.6 90.3 905
Carreras et al. 08 [1] 91.4 90.7 91.1
Charniak & Johnson 05 [2] - - 91.4
Huang 08 [4] - - 91.7

#£3: TAMTF=F BT DKL DRSEELEL. Tshift-
reduce 7.

5 &bbDIC

AR, SCHR [1] THRE S 4172 spinal TAG D72 %
DEIRYEHEARNEICFED { shift-reduce HEZIRE L 72, 1R
BalZ, TEEDRESURNT % A 7128\ T, shift-reduce %
ZHD RSO O, IR b B OIS & LTl
ST DR & FIREDORSEZERTE 5 2
EDT Do T, F Tz, RNTIRHC Sl 2 REEDOFS A2 T 2
ER KT RESKIEICH ET A2 0T, XD
INEVE —LIRTEMICEITTE 5 2 L3 0ho 7.
I 51T, MESCNT OETLEE & L T supertagging %179
LT, RITREEE 2 KR I 372 2 & 72 <, IR
oS LEERTE 2 Z 0o,

SE X
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