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Abstract

Abstract

Natural language processing (NLP) is an important sub-field of artificial intelli-
gence. As the first step of automatic text processing, converting a word into its computer-
understandable representation greatly affects the quality of NLP. The word vector gives
the smallest semantic unit of natural language — the word a dense vector representation
which contains syntactic and semantic information. As the basic block of neural-based
NLP systems, the word vector which is computed according to the distributional hypothe-
sis of words, has brought performance improvement to many natural language processing
models. To improve the training efficiency, previous work to make static assumptions on
word vectors, that is, a word has a unique vector. This assumption makes it possible to
learn word embeddings on large-scale data, but it also makes it impossible for static word
vectors to determine their representations on context, and thus cannot model the “poly-
semous words”. The contextualized word embedding, as an emerging technique, cancels
the static word vector hypothesis and dynamically determines the vector representation of
a word on its context. Contextualized word embedding has helped improved a range of
tasks, including questions and answers, textual implications, and sentiment analysis.

Many NLP tasks rely on sentence-level language analysis including Chinese word
segmentation, part-of-speech tagging, named entity recognition, and syntactic parsing.
Improving the performance of language analysis help improve the performance of natural
language processing. In recent years, the help of static word embeddings help neural
language analysis algorithms to achieve performance improvement. However, the role of
contextualized word embeddings for language analysis is yet to be explored.

Based on the progress of contextualized word embeddings and language analysis
technology, this paper focus on the combination of these two techniques. The research of
this paper mainly includes the following directions:

1. Localized and contextualized word embeddings: Contextualized word embed-
dings suffer from efficiency problem, which is mainly caused by the practice of modeling
the global context with multiple layers. Considering that the sequence labeling prob-
lem largely depends on the local context, we combine the relative position and the local
self-attention to represent the context in the contextualized word embeddings. Experi-

mental results on five sequence labeling problems show that, thanks to the local context
-1 -
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representation, our model runs three times faster over ELMo without loss of accuracy.

2. Lexical analysis with contextualized word embeddings: Properly representing
a segment (e.g. word for Chinese word segmentation and entity for named entity recogni-
tion) is important to the segmentation performance. We propose to represent a segment by
simply concatenating the input vectors and apply this representation to neural semi-CRF.
Experimental results on a collection of segmentation problems show the effectiveness of
our method. By incorporating additional segment embedding which encodes the entire
segment, our model achieves comparable performance the state-of-the-art systems.

3. Syntactic analysis with contextualized word embeddings: The effect of con-
textualized word embeddings on universal parsing is yet to know. We propose to use
the contextualized word embeddings as an additional features and show its effective-
ness with experiments on extensive treebanks. We further explore the reason of perfor-
mance improvement. The analysis shows the improvements are resulted from the better
out-of-vocabulary word abstraction from the contextualized word embeddings and such
abstraction is achieved by better morphological modeling.

4. Distilling knowledge from syntactic parser with contextualized word embed-
dings: Over-parameterization slows down both the training and testing of the model with
contextualized word embeddings. We proposed a knowledge distillation method for this
kind of search-based structured prediction model, which distills a complex predictor into
a simple one, thus speeds up the model. Our method combines the distillation from ref-
erence states and explored state, which shows to improve the performance. Experimental
results show that our method achieves magnitude of speedup with a slight loss of accuracy.

In general, this paper studies contextualized word embeddings and their applica-
tions in language analysis. contextualized word embeddings significantly improve the
performance of linguistic analysis, while linguistic analysis provides a new understanding
of contextualized word embeddings. This paper can make language analysis techniques
better serve the downstream tasks of natural language processing, thus promoting the

development of the entire field.

Keywords: Natural language processing, Contextualized embeddings, Sentence-level

language analysis, Chinese word segmentation, Dependency parsing
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SAH 4% (Singular Value Decomposition, [&j#% SVD) J& X277k A e FH IR [
IMREIAR . IR A AR B AR SR, LSA AR H s il I 48 1 SO ok H A
W TR 3

SR U= B ] 51735 K 7 Wl Y = B i B R BT e 2 ol Y PN ]
FEILIFEFE . Lund 5 Curt 75 1996 /) SCHR [49] H42 H Hyperspace Analogue to
Language (faFF HAL) 503k, 1 AT H brinl 5 3L 0 il i LB AR H bk
] (3 S CanE1-1175) » Rohde 25 AAE 2006 4R 3CiHR [50] H$2EH1 COALS 5ik
FXT HAL HEAT T — R A0k IX Ll dE: R LR B b o O A o B Kb
FHICZHL (Pearson’s correlation) Jf-23 4 SAAHICHIILHL, [FIAET] SVD 73 fi#3k4514)
(RARHE) m) B AR s o STHR (501 wT LA A 2 A8 H Bl 5 R Bl 1] 1) 9% 28 oF SR 4 |

O EM CETFXER BN—AEmEeydi2REE AL ETXWMEHRT. BT mEREE
T s MO b ST, AR Bl ) B PR 2% SRR IX 202 7B R SO R IR T R K
Q@  RXFPHEATLUESIR, o-idf, SEAE RS,
_4-
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barn fell horse past raced the]
bamm 1 1 0 0 0 1
fel 1 1 0 O O O
horse 0 0 1 0 1 1
past 0 O O 1 1 1
raced 0 0 1 1 1 0
(the 1 1 0 1 0 2]

Bl -1 AR ) bR ST R s SR R — M- 491, IXAMEI -4 “the horse raced past the
barn fell”” #2571 & KA 2 (SEBLRREE
Fig. 1-1 An example of the concurrence matrix which models the sentence “the horse raced past the
barn fell” with a window of 2 words.

HESL, PRI R B TAE. fERXZE, 2R SR ERE R s i) S5 Am =ik
B ) = A P . A AL FE Hellinger PCA &% [51], GloVe &k [3] 55, 1H
#3122, Pennington 55 AfE 2014 FEISCHR [3] - HK GloVe St A% HI AL
PR RS T 1] oA TR B o ARAN[R] TR R R 20l B4 1) T4, GloVe 54
Jefie H bRl A AR 1m) AL R, AR5 m) AL ) s i N — > ek 8501 H 1905
(177 ORI B oh B AT HU5 LLUIS BB 4E (Bl Ak RO

Word2vec ™ J& 55— AT I AL . Word2vee 50325 ] IONESE 4K H Ax i
) ) A R 7 i N — SR R 2 TN AR AR B R ) R 3 AT BLG, Word2vec
Je T H AR e R S0 B R AL A U k. H Levy #5AAE 2014 4
I SCHR [52] FRUE IS 7R FE (negative sampling) AL Word2vee ZE4 T4 T
H A Je L N B SO R B DA FEEAT SVD 70 . 1X— R IE T < 3Ll
FERE BT <P H brinl sl BR300 UPERMT 74— JEICes AN Tt H A ]
s ER 30 B A Word2vee JEATIN IR
1.2.1.2 £/ <fn iR @8N BgeI A%

1w HAsial w, 53 E R0 {w; ) MR R, @ BT Ll
B ARIE B 8L B AR F B SC o — R o S R I 7. X Tk
[R5 — 200 i AN B BB R R ¢ B A1 wy LI ERSTH) w; i
NE] ¢ HRAFMATIH RN vy 5 {v;}, JFIEIXEE S A S — R E R IR
PREL Fos WIMERAFIL BN 3o by = Fo({v;}), BUaRE by S A 21000 R
Fo(hy, v;) ISR I F G RN B bR EIXITTIET, ¢ &l LR R4 H .

ETETRRAOAE WA TR TN LT LS 7 SRR BNE 7,
I 2 R AT SR R R RSO A, B AR,
Bengio 4 A7E 2003 45 3CHK [541 3ty —Fiof A AT IR 11 SCHU i
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o g DA RS L2 2 A7 18 3

[OO0]  [OO0)]

Wi—w+1 Wi—w+2 Wi—1

1-2 Bengio 5 AAE 2003 5[ SCHR [53] i Hh i S
Fig. 1-2 The language model proposed by Bengio et al. (2003) [53]

W E B (A28, BOIR 2RI 5K BAARKIE, 255 — AN 1R/
W I ESC wiswor, . owiny UECH BRI wy, SCHR [54] A8 1) g2 0 05 S0 7
AL 22 R A 22 W 4 iR SCHE s — AN IR 7, = p(wi | Wiew-ts- . Wist)o
FRIR AT LUR A A A

h; = eaj';}—W—le
s = linear (h;) + linear (tanh(linear (h;)))

pWi | Wiiw—1,. .., wimy) = softvgnax (Sw; ) -

He, o RERMEMUTFPHZ. X Bengio (M h (00 s 5L 7, 5 1 F SCeR %k
Fo MHAT T —RA 0. XK HE: Mnih 5 Hinton 75 2007 4F 1) 3C#k [55]
P& A S R ST e AT R IR AU 1 Log-bilinear Language Model
(faiiFx LBL), LA} Mnih 5 Hinton 7E 2007 £Eff) SCHR [56] H4 H 4 3 T-1] 32 2%
I A R RS v LBL FP Y00 pR 250 7, 177 >J 3 1Y) Hierarchical Log-Bilinear
Language Model.

B T A ] PR B IS S B R R S Fe, IR ZS (recur-
rent neural network, fijFK RNND H & BT KR S ge Sy, BRIy LAE A
RSO R, Mikolov 25 AFE 2010 4EFISCHR [57] HPHEH RNN 5 5 A ¢
R ) RS CnEN-30178) . 530k [54] 10— 4F, RNN iF 5 AR 2%
B ESCEAT N AN IR A . Bk TE, OB T

vV, = RNN(Vl ..... Vi—l)
s = linear (v;)

pw; | w,. .., wi_1) = softmax (s,,)
w
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OO0 1000——> ~ ——1000
OO0 OO0 OO0

Bl 1-3 JE TR A2 I 25 1) T 5 A 2R
Fig. 1-3 The recurrent neural network language model

LAY, S A e L DA B SR R TR S H AR IR SR AR T
L AR L, S R R S ARE AE bR SCAR 5G] ) R P AR 2 TN

EFEMETRIFAZE  Collobert 55 ALE 2011 ISR [43] HHEH T 75— ML+
SBR[ FR SO B S HARESC R I TV, BIEE HARIE ) B
SCIR) < ELSRRRE KT8 H b inl 4 BEATL W (1) B R SO sE R B o HARSRE, 6
TR 2w i B3, SR [43] EH SRR ZA R (convolutional neural network,
fif#K CNN, SCHR [42]) g4 BRI Fo, PR BRSO A — DA isia 2 25
PAF— e s FRIX— BRI CBSRRE 1—Fh R . BRckiE, B BN
VieWs ooy Vise ooy Vigw I CELSERERE” W] DAREIR A «

hi = CNN(Vi—W9 ceesVipe o 9Vi+W)
Sw; = linear (tanh(linear (h;))) - (1-1)

TR, SR (43) SRR 200 527 5] FBE Cmargin loss):

O = argmin max{0, 1 — s,,, + 5,/ } (1-2)
e}

AR T IXRRSE IS RSB AR . b s, RAE BN S wiiw, . owi oW T
(0 wy B w e BT S - 13RAS 1 70 2

SCHR [43] 2R SE S B AR B 2 B2 4k AR S AADRTE, Hil
A E AN R AR BN SO AR R8BS, R A R 3. nTRLBE, X R
JARYS Devlin 28 ANAESCHR [16] 42 Hi ) BERT _I 1 SCH 5G] 1) & A7 X35 I &R

ETREANETXRSERIAXRNAE  WHArCIrid, @i oA s UEs
Y5l EE i 45 V) VR I viet: & S LD/ TN (52 9wl N PR DR virk & o i BRI RS R N E
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W 7R LAV RS L2 2Py 18 3

Wi_w Wi-w
Wi_1 Wi_1

Wit1 Wit
Witw Wisw

1-4 3Cik (1] $2H AR AL CBOW (/) 4 Skip-gram (£7)
Fig. 1-4 The CBOW model (left) and Skip-gram model (right) from Mikolov et al. (2013) [1]

5 BT R R AT HEFBA LU AT H 58 TR 1 7 RO — i
R SCEARRAT T AROR . BB T SCIR AR R IR AN TR DA FRAN SR ST R ] I TR0
A B S0 5 HARE Z A )55 R WE ? Mikolov 25 ALE 2013 4E3CHRK [2] 3k T IX b
JEARPEH T Word2vec #E7HY ,

FHAEH 5 A, Word2vec BRI EAS LI STl 43 17 B2 w7 A4 7, AT H
PRI PR A bR SCEIXAS R ST H AR 1] R AE A 7, o SCHR [2] 4 P AR
R, 43 5] & CBOW 5 Skip-gram i) (5% 16]1-4), CBOW ZEA 1) /2 MR H5 b F 3¢
] R PP T H Fria] IR, B p(w; | Wicws -« < s Wil Wists - - - » Wisw ) s Skip-gram ZE 5
R MR H ARl TN A B SRR, B p(w; | wy), Fehi-W < j <i+W,j #io
HARKYE, CBOW F7 AT DL IA Hy

1 ,
hi:% Z V;

i-W <j<i+W j#i
p(Wl' | WiWse o e s Wit 1sWitlse o« ’Wi+W) = softmax ((Vi)T . hl) o
1M Skip-gram 7] DL IR A
p(w; | w;) = softmax ((vi)T . VJ’) (1-3)

B UL RIS, SCHER [2] K F AN [R] R 3] 1) 2 29 nll @ A8E 1 b 3] ) -5 Tt ]
) &

Word2vec HIEAE A HE T #HZE 25 1K) B AR TE 5 AR BEAR Y 1) BEAD0 T HARTE 5 Ak
R R VR 1 . {2 Word2vec X T3]y bR SCBL R AR IR Rk B2 i fb 3ok
T—FRHTAE. 1D T Word2vec {5 EA ] N AT 2% R R TE A FRIE, — &A1 T

-8-



ERE

YEZ 1R M 2415 SRl Word2vee . FastText!™ 21X 28 5 v Hh B 81 78 (14X
o HHLL Word2vec SR 25 455N 18] — AN 1] ) 12 A0, FastText 4518 P9 7200 1)
ngram — [ 58, FFH ngram [a] & AN A 7 23RS 1 7] & . AH%E Word2vec, FastText
AL AR i — AN, BN R A A BER G skl I RE ). 2) BT Word2vec A
2% 18 H AR A 5 B F SR FAHGHA B, Wang 58 ANAESCHR [58] Hh e Al A E Y ¢ 3%
ANANRIAS AL B 3], NI EScE T R SR . 3D I Word2vec 8RR ] SR
A% R8N TRy )] SO i, — R TR 22k Ah RN, B an WordNet™, XY
T ] L 001 AT RN e R B RO 55, 5N Word2vec IR 2 > b

BARBENITEN B, AECOEXUATHARRMER CERE W A
VRIHAT TR, A BAR AR 1) 1) 8 LB 2 ) AL IR VR AR % o Lai 558 A4
2016 AR SCHR [45] TR el < 10 ) A R N2 AN TT AT T . SOk
[45] LU0 P 20 HE AN [ (1) R 2268 T 7 A6 140 ] [ 2 1R SR IR R M - SCHR [45] R
T SCRIMBLRE . 38 SCHSEL,  FIVERRAE I (A P e, FHAE WG A I BB 1k g =28
TRPRVEYT T AN A A ) YRR . X RAVTAESRARIE: D IRk O T4
RVEREEW; 20 FFEMSEWRE T, WREAIVERE a5 T2 AR, ¢
Wk [45] FZ5 10 2 2 VI ZRECH BT, 73 20 ] ) F PR RE BT o 128 A>Tl i,
AT 2 B 2R 2 o ANTR) )] ) 2 VR AEAS [ IR S B Fe A T R BT
A5, Yin 5 Schutze tB7E 2016 4113k [63] HEGIE T iX— W %%,

HAR—3RHA2, il EAR PP & — A P UUR R ). ] SCHBUE AR 2
Al [ B RS VR 455 . SR1T, Faruqui 25 A A6 SCHR [44] has i) AL E
W2, Lot 18 SRS PPN B B, SR AR5 ORI, 5 T RT
S PEREAH OCPERR ST, ANREVEAN— 18] 2 IR 55 .

AR B R AR 0 B S R RE S RS IOC R, ek UE, W)
EAEMEM L PGNP FE: 1) M4, DL 2) BAFPE R %)
WIEA . B — PP IR ) AR, JRERR R 2E S RS . B R S
il n) WG 28 5 — A AT AR R mT DL25 R BRAE VI 2 8 vh ] (FR I
SR AR NG EIR) —ASGHME n & X R J7 ARG B AL R S 4 (172
ek, AR T R AR ) R, AR 2E ) ar ok T IR . B8 AR A
AR 5 5 2 ), AHABAAE T — @ Mz Ak . PR 7 sCIE S ok LR
g RS, A AR R AKEE SEBRAT 25 I REREAT VRN 1Y«

KT AR ] 1) B AR LB AT 45 R R I — AR B Sy 420 TR [45] 5 30k [63)
TS TIX— . F1-1R0 45 TABAT T LR 4 R o RS SR 178 A ] P B s A
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K 1-1 BN AR A AS L] 1A P fE

Table 1-1 A comparison on the static word embedding algorithms

e Hisid 5 BT Sk [45] Sk [63]
ERIEeR IR F NER POS POS
Random | | 8439 9541 |
GloVe | AT EL A5 T S B LY 5] 88.19 96.42 96.65
Skip-gram | _b R SCHEAN ] 1 1] ] T H b i) 88.90 96.57 -
CBOW | bR 3% i) () & 1) °F 3 Tl H A 88.47 96.63 96.40
=
LBL | b F 38 s A& T H A ] 88.69 96.77 -
HLBL | b F3C&a s XH A T H A A - - 96.53
NNLM | bRl s LA T H ] 88.36  96.73 -
C&W | L FC& S HbwA piE Hesi S R | 88.15  96.66 96.58
MHE MIEC A 4] 5

MIBCE N EHTINZR 1A ) fE . Fodr, SCHR [45] £ CoNLLO3 iy 44 S AUl £ 4 £ 104
B ia] | AERFIE, 7E Penn Treebank (fijFK PTB) 1alPEAniE: 4 £E 1657 1 1]
) 5 HAERI AR . SCHR [63] £F PTB ] MEbryd s A FoKsin) ) s FHAE W) 2R 4k, A
K11 LUE W, ASFE R ) & VAR e — e 22 5, HIXMZERIFA R, RN
S I] [ B AR E H i HAR I () B IR IR, ARSI R B ) AR X
RITR A 0] ) R os T 2, RN M — [ ) AR R . KRR
77 FAT A 0] [ GV s M AR — ANl AN [F] B SCEREE T Ak R D RE AN R
122 ETXHEXEEE

AN AEANEN R SCAEE T AR 1 AR LD RETT REAF AR K ZE 5. 2541
Kb, iR AR ARFUIR T O B B %) AR TN PR BTN OB
Sl AES R (AR < FsE AT 29Ik LL A A4 i) (AR A AR IR ) .
PR BRSO <HilR AH R ) B R R BSOS A AR, A T
FRBX R S TR SO ORI AR T XD RE, S A B ) A T AR A 1] A
RO S A E I I R R . BNk, ARE A T SO G ) B )
RSN i NS AT [ o

context2vec Melamud %5 A\ 7E 2016 [ SCHk [66] H 1 ¥R M IA] ] & 1 A BE 1 i X
— i) P context2vec k. context2vec 7EfIA T H A5 i 5 R SO AW A]
PLZEEE CBOW i , {HAN[A]fP) /2, context2vec K LSTM f#iid I F 3 F.. HAAk
W, context2vec K A 1a) 47 LA AT ) 2 53] 43 i B AP A4S LSTM H, FRK B2
AR R X R . context2vee 1] LAIE AL HLE XA

-10 -



ERE
% %
h! = LSTM(vy,...,v,-1) ® LSTM(V41,...,V,)
h; = linear (ReLU (linear (h;)))

p(wi | Wieons Wi, Wisls - - - 7Wn) = SOfE};naX ((Vi)T : hl) °

b T IEFEAFE T KAk RS, AHXF Word2vee — R 11 A& 1] 1] &, context2vec
EEWAFEAETZR h 1EA w;, BYiRAEE. XPEATA F— A AEA 1 L
NI N EANFE R BRI~ AT LU, context2vec A& IR SCAHOGA] n) & ) B
H223K,

CoVe McCann &5 \7E 2017 4 [ 3CHR [12] P #F R 1A BT SO ] 2E47 7]
PR EE A . AESCHR [12] 7, McCann 55 AT H #i48 W9 45 (R B 38 13 107990 1) fig b
i 4 AR SR e N el ) T SO DG fm) &, I LS A 44 BT SO G i) i)
(Contextualized word vectors, [&#K CoVe) . HIRIFARIME X Hbrial 5 L3,
Al LAIAK CoVe A AL LSTM $#id F R 30 Fo, HMLES BB HbniE i /50 H
Frid],  ATTAS R R DG R R T IRE S B R S0 BB IR Z A& . McCann
SN CoVe [ AR MRFAES AN, TEAEIG BT VO )y 2R 1 SR 35 2
DA R 3] e e U731 i A T PERE e T

ELMo MR A B A EDE, CoVe JFARXS H bnial AL B R o< AR itk
AT WIHAE o 2018 4, Peters <5 N AESCHK [13] H WIARE H b e SOh SR 5
IR —ANa],  JF 3R H T SR B SCHIG A [ i— ELMo.  HARkit,
AT (Wi, wn) BIRT T SR AT OB E X -

pOw; | Wi, .., wi_y) = softmax (ij’,-_l + bwi) . (1-4)

Fooh T SRR SO B A . 8V AR SR AT R A 7 2

H T BB SO B, SR [13] B0 A TR ONN L — i
9 b R SO %5, B v, = CNN(w;); SRJ5 8 F 45 45 LB HLA] (skip-connections,
SCHR [74]) K% 2 LSTM EoR A /5 1 1R 30, BURTIE S B i, 2 )2 Him
T L3R U4 Y

W = LSTM® (B(, L wE) (1-5)

1

Hep, WO =viand W = vy B8R, bR SCHIEH BT BUE O L R RS
BT, B

S11 -



R Tl T2 W2 i
L — —
ELMq::y§:%~(h$%Bh$ﬁo (1-6)
k=0

SCAR [13) S BB AL MR SR 077 3R KR S A T 5)
MU, B S) RPN I O SR IR, T S

n

0= argmaXZ (logp(w; | wi,. .., wi_1) + log p(w; | wist,. .., 19))
o

i=1

n —> —
= argmax Z log softmax (linear ( h ,)) + log softmax (linear ( h 1)) 0 (1-7)
[0) =1 w w

SCHR (131 K5 bR SCAHOG ) B AR AR, 7o B B S BRAR U3, SOARZ & 02
T SCAFRIE T JLARIEAR O f 44 SR TR O USRS 1843 B 701 A8 Y 1R 75 10
e FIAT T A R R

B T PERERISETE, SR [13) AR X T2 = LSTM, Al s S 880 H by
I 2 BT I AJIERIE SR P s e ) o JARKTE, LSTM W E A 4 1K)
Tk ), )RR A AR AE ). © [FAE, Peters 2 AAESCHR [77] T
X1 ELMo BT T IR A 704 o A4 SCHR (771, ELMo R 32 2K F KR
B A TR R AT R SR )2 2] H AR I S8 3R BT ST R 256 5 fp ) T e 2%
FERIYE GRS HE AN K . @ RN, AS[R]R) 0 2 # B0 H JEC = B A vE s 5 e 0 S 4
1= IS SCH R B ) S A IR

ULMFit 7F ELMo [flif, Howard 5 Ruder 7F 2018 £/ SCHR [14] TH ML R 2% )
FREWFFE T MG 5 B E RS 3 SOAR > FAT 45 W e S 7 v SOk [14] 51T A
A3 K S AR A B4 SUAR /3 21 ok 0k 35 1k REAR T 11 0 B2 R DR oA A BE GG 75
PRI BEAT RS IS4 (fine-tune parameters) o SCiR [14] Mo — DN AEAEUE T LR
FH G 1] 1) 2 (AT 0

GPT W LA, Wi B F B ER H AR BRI R, ELMo #5
12127 5T RNN (B SHEMA YRR, AR T AN T/EH RNN &
AR TR e ] ) R R AL R AL R Y, ELMo K3 RNN A 2 1)
ALK =PI T E R BT WS, EERE 5B HE AR K
Jg 535119800 D Je Z AT 552 SJHORW  Je 81820 1154 ELMo [ #e it 7 Rk . Y
B F A bR SO O] ) 1) JE % Radford 55 A FE 2018 £E (1) 3¢k [15]

©  SEEF, REERMERRT SRR AT S P RIELF, S E RSB AR S AR AT 4 R IR 4
@ ik [77] 23 T Gated CNN®1,  Transformer '8! 5 f4 2% £ )
S12-



ERE N
P& AL H] 5 1) Transformer AR |- T[R4 4 — Generative Pre-Training (fij#% GPT).
b 7 AA BN TTEIANR, GPT W KRS s AR AT 55 LRI i) i 5 A Y
AT S RO vERE— DT T B P fE .

BERT 2018 4 [F:4F, Devlin 55 AJET GPT MUl ZRi) AR, 53R [16] 2
HAE ) B3 R 4% (Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers, i FR
BERT) 45 H Fw il () Ze AT 1) bR 30 383 H b 1] 388 55 450 FH ] 22 0] 52 %
A (BFREEEEE S, masked language model) Fl) T2 58 LA 1124 2 H b
LR FE R M, WIS T 11 T 55 1R BEVERe e T, 3R1S T8 ELMo
5 GPT IR,

HIX ELMo 5 GPT, BERT A ia] SCop A UBA A et & 22 D5 ThI i«
AR ER SRS, BERT XA B 5 W48 (AR 0, ECIE MR T << XUm)>
(1) ER 3. MR Hbrinl 5 BB E, BERT S H AN 2] BRI T

o WAEIBEAS . BN A7 TR RO — MR R AR G, TR IR A
1) _F T SCAH S ][] 2S00 S5 A 11 1]«

o MJTHSEIBELAS: KA R BRGSO, JEIINEE AN )T RS A
FITFHEEEN) o AEA3 4L, XM )1 e TR 1) 43 28 i) it & A8 3ml 2] I
HEAT T 55 22 2T 1)

XA A E AR KRS 2 Collobert 58 A 2011 1) TAF [43] f
L Z AL

W PR HeAMEE t, BRSSP AEE AR, BN SCAH SRR [ AT AT DA
i) A AR AN ERE . BN ST S B SOR H BRI O R TR . K 1-
2K PR AN YE RS FIR bR SCAH G [n) B AT S A . AR, B SO SR ) B
IR, R BR T2 1-20 i) bR SRR J7 v USOET B s H Al 5 B 30K
RN HE R R I
123 ETiaEEAIES 2R

BLFESN ] W PEARTE A A SR AR BT AR RIS AT AR S5 TR
SRIE S AT 55 2R CAnE-5T7) o« W5 A MBI PR BEAR KA RS ¥ T
NUHAESS HER . IR S | T KRR B8 PRI, AFERE B
FVEHT (§1.2.3.1) RUQVEAHT (§1.2.3.2) WA I THINT T 4 i iF AT . 4%
Ja R RN 2] H I T AR TN (s S e R (§1.2.3.3).

1.23.1 ETinEERIEEST
— A, R R G TR S I PERRE DA S 44 SR O . o, T
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Table 1-2 A comparison on the contextualized word embedding algorithm.

BRAAFR BN CROoR

Hbsi 5 B FCrcgz vk Multi-NLI 45 3

CoVe X|n] LSTM PLASEITE I -
ELMo XU £ )= LSTM XL In] T 5 R A 79.6/79.3
ELMo+ i £ )2 Gated CNN XU Ji] i 75 45 70 FHIE 78.3/77.9
XY [\] Transformer R[] T 5 A2 AL 79.4/78.3
GPT  Transformer L) Y LI Ee 81.8/-
BERT Transformer WM FEIRIES, f)f W 86.7/85.9
PHoe I

A7 B0 b

e Y
NR NR NN CcC NN NN Vv
1A VERRE
Ll EE L FA 5k R R
o = 3
H 3L 1] LS EER/ R/ G/ ks ER/ R

LB E AT RS AR S

K 1-5 ANl E 2T HIB T

Fig. 1-5 An example of language analysis

gyl Fi B AT SO SR AR ) 1 RUBOR PR A I R . 28K TE, X A) T <aliAR
Tk S &F R RID BT/ aT AR 3] < iRk Pk 5 &t @ik [ 1y
Fllo A PERRTESR 072 R 0) 1 BB AR il PR R R . P R EE A4 0] B))
Wl B mEL e AR, MR VRS RS . iy 44 SEAR U R
A VR ) TR R SEAR IR 45 SEARFT bR ()0 #2, LA “Michael Jordan is a professor at
Berkeley’” A, i 44 SEAR TR BPREIESE 110 Fr BE “Michael Jordan™ iR%10 N4, K
“Berkeley”” ML 44 o AR B4 Hh &5 A (AN ], 3K = Ff i) @ m] LA A D153 (45
WA A4 SRR DL A G ARy ) I 1a) L

I U153 00, e LR AR AR 1k s FL A 4 R b 1 S e 1) et 1924 B
“Michael Jordan is a professor at Berkeley’” )iy 44 SEAK UL A5, IXFh 7 vke5 N
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[¥] 7 ANH4T “B-PER, E-PER, O, O, O, O, S-ORG”* #%8, IXFf #H A  30ks =l il v
SINTHAT T 4 — o IIXFP R — WP AR E A SR, L A2 vl LA Ak
PREBN: 1D AT R R 2) S P2 g5 i 3E T A . Collobert 55 A
7E 2011 S SCHR [43] 0 i LR ] ) 5 A A AR 28 19 28 AN i) i) B L J) L)
RS TR R . TR [43] AR T B0 2R 1) 7 AN S5 R AT L. Huang 55 AAE
2015 AF I SCHR [5] #4234 T LSTM 1 bR SCRIRGIAGES AT, FHAE ] CRF @i ibi4h
FJo Lample 55 AAE 2016 “EHISCHER [6] T amifl 148 IR T MR A 0 il 34T 2R,
MTTHUAS 235 M RESE T . Peters 55 AAE 2017 S SCHR [83] Hh4E HKF 15 5 A 1)
AR iR R oR A AE, AT SRAGE— 2 IR RERE T .

NI T 3] ) ) — R AR A AR, A RE TR T S B ) &
INITEINED . Reimers 5 Gurevych WAE 2017 4F3Ck [84] H i H a7k 2 B AL T 1)
PEfE S a] [0 BRI AR . AHSCHR [84] 2o BEAALSE M A1 FE 3 3o

T AEH CRF A&t giss, wi N LA 7 AR 14t A S T3 7% DA
A R ARG IR 7 2 85800 R DL, 0 g e o A2 1V 2 i PR RESR T I L B4 . AR
R T, SR BIEE 1 ge iy kR Re Tt .

1232 ETiREEMELES T

FIANER RSB A M BB RVEFRAE A)iE . RTE 45 K R il A v 1)
FVE D RE L S A TR E A TS OB R RS IR o ARAT RV W 08 ) v i) 5 3]
RIS R . BB )ik, WAFTNERA AR RS A LU AZ XK
RGNS I, ASCHEA)VE S AT I B OB AR F) vk s

WAFTNE I P L R AR TR ITE ST B TE. T HE
(R TT A ARAE VR B e A R — AT 3R B R AE R Il G SR 4T 73 bR e AEH
BB g, s KA Beb i) i it ] DA i B A R 3EAT Sk 1. R TR 1
TTENPRARAE DL BT e A ok — A I R k- K24 1) 1 48 2% ) i 1261

Chen 5 Manning 7& 2014 41 3CHR [28] & R ia] ) &= Y H T 36 T2 1)
WAF AL . SCHR (28] 7 IEAE e 2 A W e B A G i TRE I 7 ik it . (H
Weiss 5 \AE 2015 4K SCHR [87] A€ 1 SCHR [28] 1057k, JFld 2 JZ Mgk iie T
WK R AT TS U RE . AR, SCHER (871 BT VAR AR 2 HAG @ M
172 . Dyer & NAE 2015 41 3CHER (7] T4 038k LSTM @8 1] 1) 1R ST i) ik
FLIE 25 J T 1] [ B PR AV o Al ale o T AGE IR T, B 1Mk WA 2803 s )0 T ) 9k
S3 M I E

bl AR B B ST RS 1) U774 . Kiperwasser 5 Goldberg 7E 2016 4 [ SCiik
[88] H 15 JCHRs ] fi) 5 3 FH -5 T I R AR Ak A Al b SCHR [88] A I8 LSTM
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WS 7R Db K2 T2 22 i ST

X TR SO BRSO LA AT — B Esiner 5095 5 Hed KA BB SCHR [88]
IRAGF T A R R VA PR RS . 1 Dozat 5 Manning 7 2017 4519 SCH#k [8]
Wk —20 kT SCHRSCHR [88] F . AHESCHR [88], SCHR [8] vfk T N 3CERIR
FHg AT &k . HoR H — R0 O M UEE T R AR R . X R 4k ok
B PERE K T BT, ZJ5, Dozat 55 NAE 2017 41 3CHR [89] TN AL T~
KR, HE—DHRTT T 1fRE

T e [y NS T3] ) B K RV AT TV, AR SOR LR SR T IR OB S A5 A
TR R A . 1K S AT, B RN BE ) R T2 Ak g i bk
REFETH IR B o
1233 REFIEETEMTMNAIES S TXR

NG AL FHEI R 55 G AR5 SR O 55 70 B 1) R, s Al ) i S A e Bk 1) 45 4 5 22 %)
Moo Forf, 3] iy 44 SEARVRNS W20 F0 G5 K6 TOTIU [ s ] PR AR R N e 1) 45 A
OO [0 55 )92 i AFr T I 5 AL T 7] B AR PP Y 2 ik 2 T, TN AR
TR FARTE S 5 AT S L . IR ERA R DT I N B4 D Rias
Py G s Mt R IR R RAR Y 1901 3] 5 AR AL AR A P R IX — WP de N A&
KRB IR AL A R AR T Gt SR e i O H TR B B A G i b it
HihsmZd (NHT NGB . 2) 2Bz M M. WAES T —Fr Eisner &
V2501 1) [ PL A B S o 1R e K AR R R T R X i AR . AN, X
i REARL IO T LU A 0 ) 0 EBCAT S B e kPR | A A ) B0 0

4 JR A B v T R TR A P 2 IR 298 XD 2 T 52 B HE S I — DK DL A it 1 ] Y1
RFIERIRRE AR« S2F5R, HFE 2008 4F, Liang 55 A eE SCHik [92] HH¥5 H Y
DR 5 RN B R FEAR A T o RIOTRT 5 O A0 5 2 2% B REAIE R 7= vl LA
3% B 5 2% IR AR 5 ] B () A ik 2 s Al [R] PR 7 B

Liang %5 N DU RAESE T2 288 (R385 5 20 BT Th 49 21 78 20 I B E o TPl 28 Y
255 T o AT B IR — KRR RO e AR e — B AR A% Tk Re s LI
W PEFR Y1623 ff ] LSTM 8% CNN gEsiin], JFAH 2 =3 LSTM 2 T
o PERESAL A3 A B O3 A A [a) LSTM &L 1K 3. PR RE s A7 Ui
Srirde B SRR ERSCERIR . aTRAUE, XU n) LSTM & A 18 215 5 i
BRI bR AERCE . FEREAE LSTM RN Y, 4 R b B R ik sl g i 57
HAE B PR BE S %S /N o Dozat 5 Manning £F 2016 4E ¥ SCHR [8] FP 82 HL 1 24 /i
P B8 S5 D0 FRTR FEE XUAJT S 1092590 B i o 3 — S RFEE IR B A 0 o % B U475
FRES TR SE A T Wb AR I ACFRIC ) Esiner 5032 CEl S iy B 110 85 R A B
B2, BARAE AL AR R 70 28 i . AHIF TR, Ma 58 AAE 2018 4F [ 3CHR [93]
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CRE
Hh B (R E R DL (18 Hh SO0 ] 25 UMK 5 G0 1 0 2 TS 1 s i A I
ARB “brlil” 2 AFRENLIZ AR
e B, sl AR AR E AT S 0 AT R R s B R S i
S AT IR RE IR M A R T B b SOMISRA] [ A 0 — P R R i 2 A B
PEriE S o R AL P RE

13 AXBIRABTRET=ZH

ASSCEE R BN SR SR [ S AE S 0 BT BRI YT R R AU ST AR
XL AR IR MRS, BAE T, fRRIRRA D B P HAORYE, AL
W5, FETNRALLIR:

FERITE, ASC A TASCRGE RIS 5t B30 R0 L N SCHIGA] 1) &
L HAETE 5 0 7 K BT BUIRBEA T bR 5 70 M, e JE 0 A SC 2 A kAT 170
X

FESR2TE R, AT R SOH DGR ) B ARG i, AR I3 5 0 A
BB ARATR B R SCRIR R, S T Bl S A AL B (R B D A R
JIHLHIIF e A bR SCAROG A ) e SCAR A RR W, A SCHE )] 1) = REAS AE
AHURTE T N EERI A N = A5 5L T ALY 1 A Ak

FESR3F A, BB S 2 D) 2 8 R g B i A4 SRR 0 A B
R B Gl B 5244 ZRoR BARAS, AN SCAE bR SO 1] 1) e ARG bty — A3k T
] PP 1) P BRI D3 IR JE R - R B GAFREN LI o AE I RED) 73 i)
AR S8 R, ARSI T SCAR O R] 1) S 1) BOR s AT ROt By TR PERE . 8
R AR S AR ORI R SCRIR DL R B B i B i, AR SO
WA T stk fe . ASCHRIFN AR AR UE Y] T SOHI9C A [ &n]
DA 5 5 45 s B

FESRAT T, BT BN SCHSGTR] ) o 22 [BTE AOvR A V8 i JC WA 5 12 1 B
W, ASSCHRAE 2 TR A3 0 M b A B SORH SR AR] i) AR KRR 121 56k
EON SO R AT R . B T AR ARE HAR A TR RESRE T, AR SCE XTI
JR R BEAT T VRAN 0 AT KR AT SRS R W], PERESRTT I T2 28 st X2 B R SR
] i) 5 T o0 AR SR AR R (1 S A A A RO AR T TR S ] (R AR . I
TIX 8RR SCHE TR R SR B R AT T sE R, JFa s tEstur i b
SARER SR SOH G R] [) F BC 5 T ARAHAR 4 i A s B PERE o

FERSE T, B R SCHISGHE R B Ak th 2 Eod 2 . sl e
I L, ASSCHR Y P S PR R AU AR ZAR L, BUR IR B R SCAH 5G] 1]
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EIRppa il | CIN il
FF bR SCH R [ i i FF bR SCH G [ T HiR 2B I A) vk
wE AR Lo wEINAES T i VA iwlhrd
(%3E) } (543 (%5%)
SR

B R AR B L SO R [ AR (525

1] 2 78

1-6 WS RAHER
Fig. 1-6 The organization of the thesis

R (R A R R A P A 23] ) ) ] PSR BEA T T ABL, - AT E AN S 2 AR 1
o0 B3R AT AT . SCIR A AR, ASCREH BT iR AE B R A B A3y
ProfEmR I OL R, TR T .

AL ENT RSO R W -6 7R . Horr, BB2% IR R R IR AR A 5 4w
TSI, 3T 2T ALAN_EWTHT T RVA T B I VA T IR R T 2
RN AR . SRATAE SR 25 BFEAE_EWEIT T ik A RN 20 T T AR 2%
R HEEIHTIIRR . 5T LN B2 TN SR AT N LA, 53X B 1K) R A ik
A7 I LA AT 2 SRAG 52 (RN
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5 2 LR E BN SO G )

E2E ETHEBEENLTXHEXIFERREZE

2.1 5|18

TR SO A g e 12100 S A ] ) i U B RO AR 4538 TR T A R
MR AEAS A BN SCIREE SR AP (g A, b SO DG ] ) i L8 45 22 T A) Vs
R4 R R EPERIE T AT ARG U300 GBS M abriE 3, JLda iy
il O SOARZR F U161 IR AT U0 R T ) )9 93961 DK i 44 SR R 16831

TR SO S ) RS R YR T BN SO A B A, O T A AR LR
S, BN TAERAE SRR AR B M T2 & 75 24716 M & T2 IR % . X Fp
AL A RS SCAS H 2 ) b SR ] ) o PR el R KB K FR (1) B85 Peters 45
NAE 2018 SR SCHR [13] 4t A8 F R0 1 5 AR Oy H bn 2% 20 B AH DG n] )
(R EE—ELMo. AATTHREIRAE F 5 )22 LSTM Ko b R 3. MR STk [13], &
80 J7 1/ [f) one billion word benchmark ¥} (1B word benchmark, 3C#k [971) il
“% ELMo KZ175 % 1 7k NVIDIA 1080 Ti & -FE WA WIIEH 7] . Devlin 5 A
2018 4E IR SCHR [16] T3t Af H 12 2 Transformer P48 EA% |- T S48 — BERT.
MRS SCHR [16], 75 330 J7 I s FYIZE BERT % 16 > TPU 4 K YIZRm
) o X — NG FEE5 4 T-4F 8 #% NVIDIA V100 & FIZ: 44 K. © & 7KK
Shmfia), XSS R B 250 (over-parameterized) [RIAR TS th 1R KRR FE b FRAR T il )
TR, AT I T B B S R N

T, 0 TARAR AR XL ), A R R ST ARG R IR
FEIRFE 2 S RAT AT BN A, A F S AR < RpAE> Zeominl s 2 5 )72 K H
(R3] e T 105 42529371 o - [ 4 AR, B i) A TR A, 7 22 TS 55 40 A i)
A TARGF I PERE 398, — AT BRI ) 2 AN 2 E S K E o8 LT
HATHA? MGt — T84 Btk IE Z 3R ? Peters 25 A4 2018 £
SCik [77] H R0k Sk [13] H Y LSTM &4 Gated CNN (GCNN, 3Ci#k [78]) LA
J Transformer P %%, SRTM, ABAT]ABE LA s il 57K CNN (198323 (inception
field) BRETERA) BAEH AR R MR R SR 1) BN SUE R JRie) Bk
INRERE IR B SR IR IH B AT 13 2R I B

AN TR TR T 5 AL IR b T SO R 1] i 8 PR ATE 4 U130 T PR 22 A P B ] i

®  http://timdettmers.com/2018/10/17/tpus-vs- gpus-for-transformers-bert/
@ HPRAZERIRI Ry, A A S B TN
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W IR Db R T2 il 224 18 S
B BT ICM AT RENE. LT CARREE . AR AR BRSO R R — ANl I R AH G
PR X, ARERE—FREEM L ERENRE B EEAHEIN
HB_E N SCHAT R R . AHESCHR [77] ) GCNN Al Transformer, AN FEAR A Ff A5 1
FToRBA LR UERE, BB R k. S ER,. 54T H LSTM 1544 ELMo
FHEG, X2 R A A A E AN BRI 2R P RE IR A T R4 R 2y 3 A5 IR BE e Tt

A FEAEREHLRAE 1 10 J7 3] A) 9 S 4EHE (1 RHE R (il ok enwikil00m) F1 1B word
benchmark PR KRS SCASTE R} 2 2] 1 AR EE S 1) B SCAH G ) &, IR 3L
I T AN e BN ) AR AT AR R S UARTATR 55 B4 oh o AR A AS [F) s
EHWCE T, ARFESEH I BN SO G E] [r) S U T 145 X B ELMo AHIE I
PERE, A LIRSS Bk ELMo. B8 SUM Ebryd: U5 FISLHRI Al 700 (13 S
WAUESE T AR BN SO SGH ) 5 R e ) S L.

E N RS INORAE

o ARFR-M T FhELA A AL BAE 1) R BV R AL RS R SO T
For, FRHIXR LR S BSOS & (§2.3).

o REAETIVAEES (§2.4) DURPIIHE LSS (§2.5) b T AT
AR oRAE ) o AIATSS S R o, AFEIR AR IAE Y 5 ELMo AH R %
REMAIE T, A5 t 7. B XMESER TR, AREHPBNNG TS
ELMo 1] LI PERE.

o ARFLIANEARSS N HAR, W0 T 58 e B P R B 2L 3R (§2.4.4)0 K
FoMr B, 2 E500 T B NSO oR e DA EENEH . R, AT
FRVAE R A7 AR ey 38 L R LI RE S A AR T, i e )y .

AFESZIGACHE FFYR T2 https://github.com/Oneplus/ELMo.

2.2 HxAR
22.1 E X IXKiAEE

A ARTE 5 AR BRI ST An DO T LR AT G R 2E 11y AR R 43 A B AR S E e 1)
. BT TE S I IEAC TG, TEELAL BN 3 A AR T A 1 A T
(120 BRI 2 7= N 15 (R ) e i o ok L AT UK PR R 8 7 s . B #il48 R 25 1)
RRE, WHFTEA TR T 2 M i e 4 sl AR E < ) FE o CHIARHRAN) IR . X
LEH AT 5 (PR AC B 1) SO A R 1, Bl — A8 8938 SCT AR Al 2 89 EF
L # 4T % . Word2vec!'?!, FastText™ Fl GloVel?! J& X e R 48K . Word2vec
Tk TN R ) bR SR R A AR . FastText 7EFR T 70 R3¢, 38 H -]
(subword) HIfF KA 1] . GloVe I i Foill Py /> B i (1) LI AR o Al e o At
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o 2 7 SETRAME B BN SO G )
AT S A il o A i bk — B — N A — @2 A . XAl
13 BN SO ) TGV < —R 2 30 SR .
222 ETXtEXIERE
5 BRSO AR R, B SO G IR] [a) 218 By T — AN iE A e —
Ay e A TR, AIMAEIR S AR b T LS e — AN ] o 7RI
PSR S, — AN B SO G o) e v LB e SR

e = 7':-(V1,...,Vn)io (2-1)

For ™ S A R L Fe K — AN T B R B S B I 8 b T v, € RY
FEER AN wy 0 B FCER MR R . AR R SRR — AN, XA
(1) i 2 SO LR RN 15 2 A
223 EFIESHREEN ETXHEXIFEEZE

Peters 55 NAESCHR [13] HH 4@ Hai i w7 S8 I 200 ) i 35 B 20 AR I 4 1 5 R 1L 1
BoUZ ) AR Ay b SCAH DGR ) e 1A 7 — BB S AR BRSO i . A
.22 BAX T ELMo W AR SR A, dnd @i st bR se, BAK AT o7 >
SHGAT T AT TE SR LN SCH DG M B I HESE T A1
R SCARDGH [ e RIS 1.2.27 e, FETE SR bR SOM G 1)
AW, R

o BETRH ¢ RS EEEEZ A w; I H e B SCE KA
[ 18 V;o

o BT ET R E A Fo Tor XA BRBER A LR LEXA
P, HA I BRSO DG [ &
23 ETREHEENLETXHEXIERERE

AT ) A2 H bR B bR SO DG ) S R R B o AR STk 771, 49
F 3 ¢ B I b SCOE G R nT DU o AL S AL s T A, AL
FEX T (R IR AN K D, AR AR S o £ F Uk
BT Fo LSRRI IEE (§2.3.2). fHJE, a5 MBI A 2
WGRarRnaE, M4 AR R . Rk, ATEAREHER T 0 LG I Zar ki
TEANE ) & e 3 (§2.3.1).

T BN SCAH DGR [ SN ZR A g im) @, B T AREROR S BN SCROR I A
&, Li 8 AAE 2019 413K [99] et s/ Mt ER SCH DG ] ) & 5 i 2 1] )
R 2577 30 — SemPFite SCHR [99] A1) SemFit AR [13] H 1] F 211
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W IR Db R T2 il 224 18 S

XPEBSR, AT 3RAG T Ul T 5 T o AEARYE STHR (991, IXFh ik —E
R LR o BT ELAS B A7) A ] SCHR [13] 2t AR X0 0) 0 5 A R0 H B AR T ) 25 2
Hix (A3K1-7).
2.3.1 RFRFEE
2.3.1.1 £FF CNN WiARRA %

SCHR [13] SR Kim £ 2016 521 3CHER [79] 4 H IR 2R 7 CNN IR R 7R
B CanE2-1 2 B ) 6T CNN IR ] 37 A5 R0 i A7 FH A 7] 56 B2 1 45 A ek 4
LR FE BT I Sl R T AN R B B R B . 28R, 7 A R B 3
FL 7 CNN ] R 7 WY )3 B 25 ARG
2.3.1.2 BTk BRMIMEIRRTIE

N AL A B e @, TS CNN B VA I G N e 4 8 a2 4 e B
ORJ < TR RE IERAR AT LA & —Fiosd il i BE 4288 o B 13X M B 8 K7
W, 53R DL TR Al T E S 5 SO B B E e i — Ml g . ] 2
1) Fr B A RN fiR] 39 R (tokenization) » Luong %5 ALE 2013 £E 1) SCi#k [100]
L Botha 55 AAE 2014 SFEAYICHR [101] o0 R T D) F7 3R43 1033 K Bdy ) &
(wordpiece embedding) FESEI] ] B A R e 4 7B AL 2 ), AN 22 SR
[101] FFAEHSCHR [(16] HRIa ) v 528 Jeias e i Be, AR e aland i 1y Be i) 2 A0
(R AN R TR (T E2- 1A TR

BT F BOIA R 7532 3 ] 27 () B DR W 5 T 28— U7 Thl A BT U0
(R tH A ANAHAZ IR, T3] B 7926 BRI ] v B /o 38 5 T 72 T n A
AL E R s, BT v BUR iR AR AR . AR A o 7 v S A N A ok
TCEERARAS By, RIKBEIA LR 0]
232 ETXRTERE
BEETXHRR Wil B TF SRR AR BRSO, B AN TAERT LA
TGP, —2RIE28 L LSTM A Transformer {41 5284 710 N SCb4T
BRI o 57— I BL CNN I — AN N R SO T AR AR A (R AR
Ao XTHE i AN BSE A W BT3GR AT LUB A b e SR -

h;, = F.(vy,..., Viyoons Vo) = Fe(Vicws e o 3 Vig oo, View ) o (2-2)
FEHETE SRR BN SCH DG S AL T, B Ay Dlog SR
— —
h; = F(View,. . ., Vi) ® FelVis .o, View)o (2-3)

i BRI, A RN R, A AR ] DU RS B A 75 5
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5 2 LR E BN SO G )

|I|I|I|I|I|I|T

max{-}

absurd  ##ity

2-1 BN BEET 7 ONN i o8y, A 1B B T30 Fy BOIIAH ) 1] oA AL
Fig. 2-1 The left figure is the character CNN model and the right figure is the wordpiece summation
model.

Bengio 55 A\ 1E 2003 411 SCHR [53] HP B TR $E H A P pil 8 I 2 st il SR . [+
[, SCHR (53] 12 55 7R T 20 I 4% (1038 25 MR b A P B IR 2R 1T S0
TAE. BAKRYE, N7 5w, SCHR [S3] S R B v, v T
P LU N BT ZE 4% (MLP) (5 s EERE LR S0, LART 8 S A dal, 55 0 A
I SRR T AT LB AR

q
h; = linear (Viiw ® - ® V) o (2-4)

HRHR A i 20 P % (P B, SCHR [S31 AT LR A kK 11 A0 ] 55 450
R IR AL, AR, i 1 S B R e R b, TRLE XY hy =
linear (v; ® - - - ® Viw)o

Minh % A7E 2007 4E [ SCHR [55] 1R T STk [53] 1007300 e 4 4 1
i B 2 FEOHT G B BRI 55 7 AN B SC R hy i BUB AL 3 <

L

i)i = Z Ci—j*Vjo (2-5)

j=i-W
Hodt, ey R MbREE, ATLURRE N ARG A G B v — N B A I w5
B wi HOARCRRRE, —AMARAES HARIAIL, SRR, 25, & i A
[ R SCF R by ATRUB AR B = S ¢ v
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I R TR A i 2 6 18 3
SR ENERBRBEEZ NG AL AR AN DGR 1 kA
HEEIPLH] Cself-attention, CHR [18]) 38|t —D ke, Akl X+ —
AN vy B B SO T view, . v FIEEIHLEIE S A K

fi vi'Y 2:6
i—i = SO tma -
i i—WSjs)i( \/g (2-6)

W w, 55 O WA w;, IRE . o, a2 v, IIYEE . © AR [55] 3210
AXAIENE, HERIPHERE NS AR 0 RS v AR . M
M, PR T PN AR DGR BE B FIWT T AR A . DAE2- 1 [ R) 7o, 7
AL “absurdity”” B, “recognized’” [AHIFEEN & “the” o SR, XFhJ7vkICk
DX 3 AN IR BE B AR R ). DRIE,  E F SRR L e A B A B 2 3 I

FESCHR (18], B T (Va5 A ) 1 AT B A0 i 3 A 2
R SCE L, B R RN A BYE R N T B . BT AR 4
VE Ry BRI, ATEHAR SR [55] —FERE AT BE 25 5 | ABCHY, (79 1R 3¢
FONEERE T ANFEERS . AN AN BT SRR s — N B A SRR AN . AR
SN 8 1) 5 e K FLAE S — AN AR TR 4 S B ot AT
AL, 45300 FSCR R AT DU At SR

i-W<j<i \/2

Vi-V.
a;_; = softmax .4 Ci—j|o 2-7)
Vi'VT N -/
AN, TR AT L SCA a;—; = softmax; <j<j+w (le + Cj—i)o TEVF RS a;—j
Ja, # i AN SRR T LS

i

H;i = Z aj—j - Vjo (2-8)

JEW

KTALEAF L, SCHR [18] 4 HiK A48 0 A7 ()42 B &2 (position embed-

dings) 5 v; MDA AR BRI R4 B AE S o AHBCHR (18] T75, AFTTERMK

AL E A ¢ RoRALEAG S . 3CR [102] $EH T P FH AR XA B o) & 10 7 vk
FTRFHRAE o 7R LUE A A Oy -

softmax (Vi ARG
dizj = i-W<j<i \/E )o
Horr, oy AN AL E 0] 5. AHXETSCHR [102] 7575, AR A AL B &R

(2-9)

©  ICHR (18] 1 H—Hs v, Vo3 h 24T A3 W) B A R IR v, B2 Sk AR L
(multi-headed attention) . %k HIERE IHLHIF, d BN TEMMGER . AEWMAN T2 KER TP
il IR Sk Bkl 16.
_04 -



555 2 TR S S SCAH S )
AT T AT
Ziﬁiﬁ%%?jiﬁk[l3]9?4b7?[]VﬂﬂﬂfZ:Ffﬁﬂﬁljr]EEll B N TR I B M 2% (high-
way network, STk [103]) MIMIRAG 4K 7R h o ZRETIR, AREHE PRI
— AN IR IR AT LOE e A

h; = h(') - g’ + - (1 g(0). (2-10)

Hrf, h(x) = Wix+ by, J2& =l 2 B8 28 TR U pR 2L, g(x) = Wox + by s [ 135 RREL.

BRI ARSI (77] K 22U R SCE T 2 ki CnlEl2-28r
D)o [, ARTE R AR Z AL, AT sicb 22 J2 A1 R KB R K IR
B 5 SCRW S kSR AR, 2 LT DUB A R

h' k) 7:(k) (h(k n o .’Tl)gk—l))
TO_H® L kD @-1)
h h + h

Horp ke WO T8, k= 0AR3R B 3CTE IR in] i B
RE A 2-T202-11, XFRAL =, AT ) A A A A ) SR
FE R S AL AT AR IR -

B ey’
fki = softmax;_w << (% + ¢ ,)
T2k (k) 2 (*k-1)
hl _Zj =i— Wal_] h] (2-12)
H
h@ hm“bgmM5+W® (1- ﬂ?@D
e hw+hww

2.3.3 SEIMEEBIZGRMT

AZEAEREALRFER 10 J7) 9 3043 H BHEE  (enwikil00m) LA K 1B word
benchmark FYIZRAF 1) FF SCHICH [ & NSO gt Sl in 2- 171
HHe2-1n] W, AR At F I AR TE R A - ) SR A BRI O 23/ T 50, BT LA &) 1
F 50 [REAT T AT .

ARFN N SOOI ) = YRS BN 1,024 CRTR S a1 512 48 AT
AP, ARm R ARG R AE L B E R 1,024 AR T A B 1K SE G &5
RYER P EE L S8 VS We WEGSCTil, AT LIS 8 5 18 0 4
SRAT (AL A BRI T AR, AT Adam LU fift 2
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I JRAEE TP R T2 2218 S

7711

......... e,

... moment the absurdity i is recognized ...

Bl 2-2 ARFEAL K 2 JE ML

Fig. 2-2 Our model with multi-layer mechanism

L2 AR

Table 2-1 The statistics of raw data

e (BT A N T O I T v o 7 R 1 G 1 B N
enwikilO0m 6.8M 97.93% 100M 2.8M
1B word benchmark  30.6M 96.62% 776.4M 2.4M

e, IR SCHR (18] AL, MR 5K

5

rate = d%>, | x min(step”>, step X warmup~'~) (2-13)

[ E Ly
2.3.4 T XEXIERE B HEEEIEMN

ARFE S SR [13][77] LA [16] 48 2R R UFAE 25 — TavE- RV 55 Al X
AR5 IVEREVE R R SO [ B (R PR BEVEA o AR B 42 HR A 20 1-6 A FH 45 B2 11
BOFIIAE RN R SCH ISR . X T2 5k (fine-tuning) _F R SCAHK
), SCHR [13] $& AR T AR AR PERE Y s STk [16] W5 A NS . AFEH
Hbs5 SCHR (771 S AHL,  BPIE I bR SOM I )i (9 2 AR 45 e B 1
fir s SLRIARE Ty, BRI, 7ETA SE80 T, AT AT H A LLRRE G ) TR ST )
BAER E B e, HIEAR1-61H y 5 s

@ XA RIGTIAE T EIR 4 “noam” B, dioqa = 5125
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82 B TR B L SO )
2.4 RE-REESEM
241 ®E
KIBESIFMIEIR AT — RIAE-REA P FIFR RS B EdEAT T
o XEATSEE: A HT (CoNLLO00, STk [105])+ fiv 44 SRR 5] (CoNLLO3,
SCHR (641D TSR BT P ARvE (PTB500, STk [651) SRR (ACE05) LA K& 2 K
R TEARTE Cen_ewt, SCHR [106])0 AN F T vE-F)75AT 45 VPN E5 8 (1) IS Qi 6 2-2 7
MNo

AREERVERIAE T (CoNLLOO). i 4 544 1H5] (CoNLLO3. ACE05) HJ LA
P44 b BOUEO I . A By BoR ol 1) U4 2 BIO R AIbRTEATS5 o X T-ii P Ax
T, AN AR R PN B M R . 6T B e, AR A e
Too%Fr BE® 1) B F1AE PR AR 1 B

AT RS B AT T L AR TR SCHR (771 PR B SRR (82.3.2)
R, Jf 20 TR (§2.3.1) WIS . AL A GPU 444 — NVIDIA
P100 F1 NVIDA Titan XP VP T MRASH 2 o ff A5 B2 R A AL AH X ELMo [ 47
I LU AE A AR TR RS VP o @ SR TR &5 B2 AT GPU B4 5 3 K -3 (.

Hh, AT R ] ) PR AERE D 100, SR S B0 [ ] ) R AERE A 1000 7E3R
PRI, ARFESHE IR [84] ¥ H A AL 128 YEFaS#P 2 JT 1) PR |2 HE S XU in)
LSTM 3 4Rl gt FF 30, FK A 21 AR5 AH G B SCR7R i\ CRF J2 M4
PERRZE T A I G55 B

ATES R [84] FHAE I ELZ 4 0.33 [ recurrent dropout AL 107 Il A 5
(PP HIRRERAL . Adam SEAHE T2 S P AR B 240 AR STk [84], #if
2 W B [P 27 ) I R AR e PRI, BN IR AR U O 1RSI A )
BRI REm, AFERH 5 ASAS R BEA LR 34T SEE8 IR 5 RS 1 45 2R 1)~
BIEFFRAEZ .

242 BELRYG

A TN A TG 1] ) 5 5 AN R ) ] ) B REATREEL, 6 B )] ) B

* GloVel®: ARFAFHITE 8 T 400 A4 ETEEL EVIZR1 300 4k GloVe il [l HAE A
AFEWFL KR, @

FRURRIERREY AT ALY w] U PR ] i B R SRS I ) I ) ) e R ] 7R
K

© HEPRNER O.
@ {EXFPEE N, ELMo MIEEEANE A 1.
®  http://nlp.stanford.edu/data/glove.840B.300d.zip
-27-



W 7R LAV RS L2 2Py 18 3

22 BRI S

Table 2-2 The statistics of corpus

Hmde WSS Ik JTRSE WK PRATRE T 50 WL

CoNLLO00 15 8,936 1,844 2,012 23.72 98.15%
CoNLLO03 9 14,041 3,250 3,453 14.53 99.54%
PTB500 41 500 5,527 5,462 23.78 98.36%
en_ewt 17 12,543 2,002 2,077 15.33 98.54%
ACEOQ5 15 10,052 2,421 2,050 14.52 98.86%

» Word2vec!?!: ATEYE enwikil00m LA & 1B word benchmark 58} 43511 2k
Word2vec B8, J¥E AR AL RGBT I T HAZEMN 1,024 48 FH 30
DA [ AT AP LR, AN (¥ Word2vec I4ERE R E 1,024,

o ELMo!"3: FE ) AR RN, LSTM i BTS2 BE K. o0k
ML (back-propagation through time, BPTT, SCi#k [108]) 1 # H oK v iiix — i)
o I3 2 L HLHIRE 1) T BN PRI 23 A T8 (chunk) , FFAE I ZRIRE i — B
R ZRE RSN B, s B RN BT AL 3 . 1K HOR P G
A0k LSTM [PARZ Cstateful), SCHR [13] BUSEER N ] T iX—H0R. 2R,
Jai B SCR S BB RE S ANICSOIRAS Cunstateful) o Ky T A HEES, ATEAEE B
WZRH ELMo HHGH 7 sORAS L T7 20,

o Transformer"”: AFHEH A IALN Rl B & L. o 754/ A
= AHUHIBEAT ST L, AR XA Transformer WAE WA HILLE RS, A 1) XL )
Transformer €475 3 2=, [RIRFZ2%3CHR [16] R (48X A7 ) SEAE AT

e Bengio03P: T H—RVJREE F N CERRBIR T AL, AF AT S
R [53] $& Hh I 5L TP inl ) 2 () R OR T VEAE W AR R e

o LBL: AE LGECIR) Iy — N il b B SCR AR 2 SR [55] 44 th )4 il
Ir 4 RO A7 B 320 1) i

o GCNNV, KRE WM AT RS 5 H AT vEGeds 4f 1 Jmi &8 L N SO il —
GCNN 1 S TH L . AR5 GCNN L5 % 512 A5 R (1, 2, 4, 8} &R

AFEM) ELMo. Transformer. Bengio03. LBL. GCNN JEZfsiy, DL N A TERR
R (bR SelfAttnLBL) #R{ AL T3 CNN (i %7 (§2.3.1.1) 4 E MK
KT R I o
243 %5

S A5 RN R2-3PT R . R2-3I0 5 — 2 R IR A R K bR SO kA K
] ) B )P AUARE R R I A R . 3 2 WoR B AT HIAE enwikil00m _EYIZRA BT

ST TAR TSR] ) A A 2E B SR S B R ELE 1B word benchmark )l 2%
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Table 2-3 The results on syntactic problems. The ave. column shows the macro-averaged performance.
The SPD column shows the speed evaluation.

B | CONLLOO CoNLLO3 ~ PTBS00  en_ewt ACEO5  ave. | SPD.

GloVe
840B.300d ‘ 94.71 008y 89.86 0199 94.21 003 95.99 z0.100 83.19 x034) 91.59 ‘ -
official ELMo

small 96.18 003  90.25 031y  95.57 019)  96.27 z009) 84.80 042y 92.62 | 1.51x

medium 96.34 0120  90.68 (+0.19) 95.70 z009) 96.47 z005) 84.88 027y 92.81 | 1.47x

large 96.36 008y 91.30 2014y 95.68 (z022)  96.59 z008) 85.59 021y 93.11 | 1.26x

enwikilO0Om

Word2Vec 94.53 011y 87.36 0349 94.01 007 95.64 008y 82.29 x040) 90.77 -
ELMo 96.10 007 90.21 02499 95.60 =017  96.75 009 84.13 o051y 92.56 | 1.00x
LBL 95.18 009  89.35 x038) 95.28 z013) 96.24 x003) 83.23 028y 91.86 | 3.59x
Bengio03 95.39 009  89.19 0200 95.51 oy  96.51 ooy  83.67 049y 92.05 | 3.25x
Transformer | 95.61 =009) 89.39 023 95.41 031 96.35 011  83.32 0260 92.01 | 3.96x
Gated CNN 95.30 @017 89.35 017  95.41 0249y  96.38 008y 83.40 028y 91.97 | 3.72x
SelfAttnLBL | 95.85 003y 90.11 023) 95.79 014y 96.60 007 84.24 +026p 92.52 | 3.15x

1B word benchmark
Word2Vec 9471 012y 88.71 041y 94.44 006y 95.71 (z009) 82.51 x032y 91.22 -

ELMo 96.40 0055 90.83 (z025) 95.59 z0.16) 96.53 z006) 84.84 (x0200 92.84 | 1.00x
SelfAttnLBL | 96.12 009 90.62 024y 95.96 0120 96.54 x009) 84.76 z028) 92.80 | 3.14x
Previous SOTA
SCHR 1091 3THR [13] - SCHk [110]  SCik [111]

96.72 92.22 (+0.10) - 95.82 83.6

] [ B0 R 2 SR @ g fE — AR OR IR T LA R A Fx I 2 i S DA R ) 4
Fo MU EE —4IRIEE —41h Word2vee 5 HAh R SCH DGR S LG, A ER
SCAH I A [ AT N TR P B b A TR I S G A b S S ] ) A
o XSG T BN SO ) AR . i T X R SO DG )
ST HAGAED), X g5 RAR MBI UE T STk [77] O¢ T35 5 BEAL T
3] R SCAH A ) R B

X T enwikil00m _EfSEE (R2-328 41D, AFHEH A LR SCH S M H45
B R T A SR R b 38 — R 3Tt AR B K1) ELMo, AR F4E ¥ 17]
)& 2% 5 0.04 50344 . X T4F 1B word benchmark [ (£2-358=41), A=
& H 3] ) & 2R H T enwiki100m AH A )& #5 . 5 ELMo )22 8R40 2 0.04. HR4fE
B Ja AR LG, FEABURHER M RTER ~, AT AR ER T 3 %
(118 B H T

@ HFAE 1B word benchmark il Zx 2 SCAH I [a) & 75 i K OR8], AFEAR G R2-3 58 4145 ) -
1E 1B word benchmark FELEE T AR ZHE H Y SelfAttnLBL 5 ELMo fPERE, 1 28 T HiAh L R 48,
229



W R Lol A T 2 i S

T ok 5 HAh T R B R SCER IR IR [ & (Bengio03+ LBL LA GCNND, A
P TR RE A, T HEE A 2. 765 Transformer %) ELAf, AREEHEHI
R E 0.5 ARFRHAE S L HTARXS Transformer 1 RESE T 32 2R A

1F 1B word benchmark #3525 138 ) &= 7] LL 5 B /7 ELMo!3! #4743
XTEG . AHEGE 77 ELMo, A< FEHLK ELMo fESENPERE B 0.3 AN S 2, A
WA 22— J7 HORIE T & A Al 2 22 AL AL, 53— T A T IR A
). @ AHEAL HIVEREAHT ¥ Hh 45 ELMo #58Y (22-31 medium 17), AN K42 H
HRIGAT R

ARy, ARTEWAEFR2-3 T N B i 45 RHEAT T 0 e AR TE$E H 0] ) R AE
en_ewt+ ACEOS5 UL} CoNLLOO 53 B4 T 5 B el LA Hiy A dse 46 R vk
Ao XL St AR VA e . AR IR ) S/ CoNLLO3 FAH
BT AR ZE BRI R . AR TSN IX — ZE B AN R B bR 732 S 801
2.4.4 S
24.4.1 BSHH

WR2-3Pr7R, ARTEHEH I [ E A T 5 ELMo AT PERE . AT W] I OG7:
R ep R L6 43 0k ][] TR e R OCBEVE R . Ay SO IR, AR A
PAEWFSE: D @R 2) B AX—=d, ARBIIUXLE ST
i ) SRR RE A o 43 BT AX L8 S0 5 M m) LA 17 S bl A ARE SR R ST
RSS9

BOXNDEM AREELEVR T E LKW, AELHEM )2 SelfAt-
tnLBL B 43 IR T 4045 24 4. 8. 16+ 32 fENI 5 Fhad k. M #R2-2,
AR S I B o3 12 RV EAT 25 A R BE AN T 50, L 3 2 16 98 2 2 32 %
DA 3 )2 32 a8 W] LI RS 43 58 ) AT A . JF R AR B siae 25 R n 18]2-37c
BT o M 12-3, 7R 2R = 2B i s 1 O/NE 16 I ] LLSRAS 8 35 1k
RESETE, 4kl K] 32 = AR MR R . X — &5 R B T e i R m Ak i,
i3 YN T N R BB R W ERE Sy =W E S 2 LT S A o N
AN DASE AR () 27 ST e

H AN ) A AR 2 S AN R B KNI 2 S8R <238 Kbhe @
ARFERIIS LA <Az KN PR PR 2] 7 % 0 ks, Hah R BoR T K-
3T MRS 234, AN 24 31 48 2 IRIJF R AETERER AT, (H =R

@ BJ7 ELMo 1] AdaGrad H.3%0E47 1%
@ WIFERE ORI A s iR ] DIOGHE RIS K/ 280KUE, & 004 4 10 = 2B 2 48 /N 12,
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93.20

93.17 93.17
g 03.15 93.15 93.19 93.15 9315 =% 9315
g i 93.14 93.14 93.14 5 93047 N
% 93.15 X~ 7 \ X
g A X 1 \ S/
£ / N, N \ /’
£ paqo ) A7 SeAmLBL (layer2) 7\, NN \ 7
2 —8— SclfAtnLBL (# layer=3) ,° \, iy \ s
o K \ 11 1 \ Vi
= 93.06 / . 1 %3.4o/ \ ’
2 . \) 1 \ \ /
2 9305 oA~ R0 1% .04 19364
5 03.03 -+ ‘X 03.03 ¥ 1
< Ve X
93.00 1 . . . . ——— . . .
2 4 8 16 32 4681216 24 32 48 64 96
window width inception field

2-3 /el B 7R AT A s RN TR RPERE R L o A I BL IR RN A A
W T AR
Fig. 2-3 The effect window size. The x-axis in the right figure is the size of inception field taking
multi-layer mechanism into consideration.

R EEARVE RERT, IX UL WIADG 2 1, B AL E BE KA1 52 2R R 2R T K 2
Wiy 5K e SCHR [77] 9iR T 20 2B RUAE A B b SCAR SCGTR] ) LI IO R BE T SO
K IR SIS VA A 20 S 5 R ) B i ) 4 5% e

IR, X —SEaG 25 R 1R/ R 16 I s H R BUFI IT R SRR RE . AT
LK SERIEA T IR 23 AT S 6 o

BEEIEN Tk, ATXZEIEZWEAT T RS0, ARERE R H
KA 16, FFWIFTT 10 24 3. 4 EBRAERE. b S gy R W E2-407m . R
PX 4R, EECh 1 i ) B e WA ST HAR R . W, B SNk
4, AREEMEERRMITT REMERE T . HT RGBS, ARz oe
JZHN 3,

2442 HAAKH

FEBEE TR AL EMNERN N AR LK2-3, ATSEH 1) 7 S AN Transformer
AT T 0.5 kRS T AR TR Transformer ) FZEZE IR T: 1)
Al B INUEL 20 BB E . O T RBC VR REIR TR OCHE, AFEAEX
— AT T VB . SER I R SERR T LBL. Transformer Fil SelfAttnLBL, i {45

o JA 5 R R LTS SelfAttn;

o AL SRR R L Lt 7 L ) B (KA Y - SelfAttn+position embeddings.
X—g R BIRfER2-4% . BT Transformer 55 SelfAttn+position embeddings ]2
AE T T BB R4 Jr e, B L 2-4rp o AT, ARTEUCATE BRSO
F 3] [ B S R A S AT UG 54 R R BAHT S R A R . BT Self-
Attn+LBL 5 SelfAttn+position embeddings %) 3= X 51 7E T i FH £ 5% 47 i 1) 8/ 4H
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93.2

93,14 e 93,1P
93.1 4
93.0

92.9 1

92.8 9277

averaged development score

92.7

1 2 3 4
number of layers

] 2-4 A 00T PR RE Y 5
Fig. 2-4 The effect of number of layers

K 2-4 WRhSEEG A5 R
Table 2-4 The ablation results

HET (A it FEREE  MRLE
RERS 4XH'E Transformer 92.77 92.01
- XA 'E LBL 9257  91.86
JrE R - SelfAttn 92.63  92.01
JRERERT)  AXNALE +position embeddings  92.78  92.16
JERRE R A +LBL 93.17  92.52

X BB, TR LR 2-4 b R AT AN TSR AR R 5 AR BB R SR
TR IR AT TR PERESRTT o IX R WIAE P AT A7 BB )

gity FORTHRL IR 25 R, AT K Self AtnLBL iy K R P R HETH AN A2 &6
VR SRR EACEYERER T R N, Al AR AR A B A R OR

HWNFRIHIRN  W2E2.3.1.27 iR, A S i hn b 1] 2 s SRS I ikt B 1R 9
Tho FEIX—1, AZWGEF0 CNN AR RSy AT H2.3.1.2 $H LT
v BOIAI AT 1] 7R IR o LS 25 SR 2-5 7R . X — &5 R WoR 740 CNN
FHA W] BER 7 A ) 7 RAE R IR Be ) B 3A . ARz X — WS A DR A 1]
B 5 27 508 MBS RN, ASBE SRR AZ il B, RIS v B Im) 52 AT 1)
TIRBESIA
2443 REREHERIRA RN

AREEHT T RIRER IR BT R (5 . ARZIERCT 1. 24 5. 10+ 80
TTAARFE B, i, 10 20 5. 10 J75dE 2 M enwikil00m HRAE3RTH . 80
JIE4E N 1B word benchmark HH3fAF . SZEG£5 B anE2-5 7~ . B A AL HE = gy .
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Table 2-5 The effect of different word representations.
sidl TR Rk
SelfAttnLBL + CNN 93.17 92.52
SelfAttnLBL + wordpiece sum  92.87 92.00

93.64 =»- ELMo -
—- SelfAttnLBL (# layer=2) __-=""

averaged score

10m 20m 50m 100m 800m
log10 (# of tokens)

Bl 2-5 ARbRTE R BB R fE S
Fig. 2-5 The effect of unlabeled data size

ELMo, W)z SelfAttnLBL LA K =7 SelfAttnLBL. [E2-5/ 45 % i 7n B A brit %
PRGN, bR SCHOGE MR IR R R B A . XS ARG TUN, B
FH S 22 (R I 23800 RE S van 27 A5 (V)BT SORH 5G] 1) SRR e
2444 EEREIMEERTRINXAR

Wha, AT TIE SRR BRSO G M = RRBE IR, AT
DARE RN 25t s — R N SR O R 2R (perplexity) A8 08 5 BARVERE (R LPAN . 1%
SR BIRTE2-6rh . MR E2-6 /0 ], RS SR B R H AR OCHE,  BITIA 2
F TR P BERR AT, (H P ARSI . © nl 0L, T Ik ) 4% R B i S A Y
A VIR 1 B8 ) HAS e CRUE S iR o6 B E R SCAR DGR [0 (W 3R OR e 0o (HAR
Fl2-64 18, W TAHIR 15 SR, FRAR IR0 N 2R B2 Re e A K Ik Re e It . @
2.5 BEXEZEM

REESZESCHR [77] FEAEPIANTE AT S — 38 UM (bnid D) FidL e g e I
B UFAR TR I B SOR DGR [ B A Ak T SOREXT IX AT 55 SR AT A

4.,

O AW R R ECN-0.7211, p-value>0.1.
@ WIS R RN R R . -0.7801 F1-0.9633. p-value #/NT 0.01.
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o 34 29 93.4 A

S £y

L 9321 SelfAgnLBL 93.3 1 SA----- 4

5

€ 93.2 -

o

S 93.0

% 93.1 4

g 92.8 A Transﬁ)rmer GCNN Beﬁg 0

3 7 o\ 93.0

[®)]

g -A- ELMo

2926 1 LgL 92.91 _g— selfAttnLBL

45 50 55 60 65 70 50 60 70 80

perplexity perplexity

K 2-6 BRI ZRIA 2 5 RIS TR REZ IR R R e LB Bon A FTE SRR AL, A K]
BRI S R AN A AR K 45
Fig. 2-6 The relation between training perplexity and model’s performance. The left figure shows
the perplexities of different models and the right figure shows the perplexities of one certain model at
different iteration.

* 2-6 i LS54

Table 2-6 The results of semantic evaluation

Y X AekrE R R
GloVe 79.00 (0.11) 61.60 (+0.06)
ELMo 82.81 (-0.12) 65.67 (+0.27)

SelfAttnL BL 82.03 (z0.15 65.09 (=0.18)

2.5.1 &5

BEX AT A OIRTRE LN PR - TS . TH IR IS
A LELE A R A) ) <R T A 4, B A6 1) 8. ANFELE OntoNotes
AR FEAT 7 SEE, AR B TE A AR O He 25 AAE 2017 4RI 3C
BR [112] 3L T 8 J2 BILSTM [ HIbRid: 1w XA (abrii . ARmIL T Al-
lenNLP!S! ST T S0k [112] Wil AR BB F1EAE A8 XA brivE )
PEFRbR . SANEVFINZERL, AT 5 MBIV TG, RS S5 R
RIS T 7% .

HIBHEMBR LRI ALK SO AR S SR RS B S SR AT S5 . AT
CoNLL-2012 4L 70 FEATHuE . A% KH Lee %5 AAE 2017 5-3CHR [114]
P M FH BILSTM 1573 = ML vy B i L AR 2 o 5508 SO b 5481,
AFEHT AllenNLP S SCHR [114] BB AR HTIR T 5 ANAS [ BEALRD -7 Al
SR IR S5 25 SR B 3BE T 72
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AFNS EE T A GloVe i ] 1) 5t LU Af ] ELMo [, #2-6 278 T A
T PPN IS R . MR 2-6, AN GloVe M58, A1 bR SO G A B g g
Y PIANTE AT 5515 ok W5 P BB T . X EE ELMo 453, AR /e i A b
WA 0.78 HIZERE, EILIRWIMR LA 0.58 (25, AT WAEE SUT45 LA FH A i 4
JR e BB AT A7 0 S AR AR T4 PR R R 2 L 0] 75 AT S A R I gk
), JF HAHX ELMo A7 =5 g B LA, T LA A A Bk i e
2.6 KENE

AT bR SO ] ) R R ) R, AR T A BT AR IR
P, R Tl R A O AR PR SR 1 R LR A R SO G ) i I
E L IRAJIAT 25 R T00 5 SUAT45 FIUEAR e b SO G 1) B 1R AT b . S 45
LR, BT IR T ) B LE R RS TR B (R 4 1 A TR 1 i
T
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oF 3 & L bSO I ) R RE BT

£ 3F BT L TXHEXREREREST

3.1 3|8

Y143 1) & R A4 N T B0 6 737 51 51245 J0 0 FE PR 28 10 ) . A 5 iy 44 SR
S TST 7 AR TO) e S 434 U FE Y (1)1 22 2 F AR TE 5 AR PRAT 55 ] LA R
P15y . A BLHLER R ) 4 () R BT U0 I RE 2R G B, D) 43 il i v LA
RN TG (BINRIR B R At — AR B AR B 4 e B b
)R, S5 AFRIL O 25— 287 B bR LAY nT DUR R @R R )l . AR 1A
TR, R BB A Re g A R H  BUE R, ARSI RIBE A D2 1 5%
Wi - Ty JRBFRAAFBENLY (Semi-Markov CRF, f#i#K semi-CRF, ik [118]) &
—FhBE A B Y . semi-CRF A2 WoRHb g B T4 NP5 B (-1 7R
BERBED) ISR . 3X 873 semi-CRE A% [ 4R 1 G173 o) 7

SR, R T WAL D) o3 PERE, AR SR semi-CRF BT AR AR R b AROH 4 5K
SE RN BORRIE . TAEK, AR AR AR [ AR VE o5 Ab 2 P A T AR K
TN o AER I 45 BT [ AR VE T 45 A TR 4 B R DA B MR IR A o i v 2 3
TR ) IR e R T I S . 7F semi-CRE Hf AT T8 0 48 6 F B — /M B
W71 . —J71H, 0 LSTMUT) 45 ) &% 28 k) vl LU o 20 4y N\ 7 811 7 2 e
FBUWs 5T, W Word2vec 2 — 21 1] i) 58 5005 T DL KRR A i 2
g 3] v B AR RO

FEAE FH AN I 48 KR i BUX 7 TR, Aip N A 91200 S e g 1 i AN [] 9 2%
BN B2 A v BERIR, IR AR R AT I B ) SCBER A T IR R, B K
VAR BB T R RT3 AR SR P 8 A58 55 semi-CRF 3HE47 45
&, HHRGHIIF T semi-CRF A8 F A& W 25 387 7 B Il e ASEITST 750
TFHINAT EFSCRRIER, RN AT T 2 P24 75 3 BL R ] A AE SCAR
H2E S — A BUEAR I RN . ARTEAE— LR Y) 4 1) 1 — A8 (chunking)
& SRR (NER) 5 /3ia (CWS) _EHHT 7928 . 45 R, difi 1R
X TR ) i AR B R R . AT IR A PF T AR 5 SRNN AHALLY
PERE, I AR HARE TR . X — R A H semi-CRF (AL AR L T8 41| iy Fl
CRF 2, w] WL A8 B A7 e

TESCIERD b, ARTES AL B SO G 1) 5 0 AR N 17 1 DA AT 1

@ - TR BERBERPR SR M AT — v BB — A 8k T
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W IR Db R T2 il 224 18 S
N ICER R JE 1) LA 8 T SORH O 1] 1) B REAT I8 R ) f B AL A AT Bk
TNo SRR, b SCAH O] ) i n] DA I A7 B S O AR RO di A 1] ) b AT |
ORI AR, SRR BT SO DG ) R AL EE P AT AR S5
K BN SRR AT Lty R BRI T o R, ARZAEH b SOH O [ = 1) semi-
CRF A P S bRy E B AL IS 13.15% AR DR AR BEAG, E— U] T 4 B
AR

AEE ) F B o ER S

o ARFEAMMHIL T 1L semi-CRF P AE ] #4846 387 v B 1) il . A &
IE T 2RI AN oo BRI TR UL R i BORBA AT R ORI 78 (§3.4.10.
X7 AR A R AR E I REFE T (§3.4.2)

o AFX] semi-CRF #HAT T A4 1S (§3.6) o XELSLIOHIST T 1R 3CRR
DA B BER 70 TR P BE 520 o A B i L PRI R RH 0] 4 iy e D0 PR 21 v A
BRI T B MR RT) .

o AELL semi-CRF i T HBFFT T A FH SOH G ) & 24 & o v Beig )
(§3.5), FFAIG I UE FF 30 o) & I 240 A5 58 07 LA ARSI Foin AMES5AH G E
NIRRT R

AFEARL TR T . https://github.com/Oneplus/semiCRF.

3.2 Bl E X

KI3-1 fEoR T A 44 SR S AN S0l 1o 0T 44 SEAR DU 1)
17, W IY) 53 7)) (“Michael Jordan”: PER, “is”: NONE, “a”: NONE, “professor” :
NONE, “at”: NONE, “Berkeley”: ORG) {3 “Michaels Jordan” X B —"A
%, “Berkeley”” iIX/N v BUR A3 44 o £ i 44 AR ] 1~ oh, A 01 50 e 51 C il
R TRy, b cgdtve) AR . X, U1 AES AN
NFB, IR0 A T A T P51

153 ) /] OB A e SOh, 25 8 KB n AT x = (xy, .. ., Xn)o JE X
Xap REXWIT B (x4 - oo xp) o X IR BATLLE A —A =704 (u, v, y)s XA =00
HAREA TP xey PHRER y 5% FIN X 552 x BT s = (51, . .,8p)0
Horp, GBS B, B2 sy = (ujvy, y) IS wj = v + 1o RETEERA
FIx, Y1) n] Bl SR x BT e BT A1) s 1R i

3.3 BETFF-OREIXRFZERENIARIIEED T
ol H R PR ESARALIA Y (Semi-Markov CRF, & #5 semi-CRF, 1&|3-27
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https://github.com/Oneplus/semiCRF

oF 3 & L bSO I ) R RE BT

Michael Jordan is a professor at Berkeley Person
\J_L/ None
Michael Jordan|is|a|professor|at|Berkeley Organization

WA R SRR Ty WA/ R O/ 5/ BR

Pudong development and construction

B 3-1 drA stk ilnl CEED S scpia gt CRED 16T,

Fig. 3-1 Examples for named entity recognition (above) and Chinese word segmentation (below).

Yi-1 Yi
segment string segment String
edding bedding
% Xlui_y:vi_4] % Xlugvy) E E E
subsequence subsequence SRNN SCNN Conv
§ encoding encoding &
context reprsentation !& ﬂ
é é é é é é input repr. E
Xui_y . Xv;_, Xy Xy, SConcat. SAve. SMinus

Bl 3-2 AFfE Rl G4 & RS i BeR ORI semi-CRF B84, [AlIN, &R T A it
FEIIH N A B8 — SRNN. grRecNN. SAve. SCNN. SConcat LA & SMinus.

Fig. 3-2 An illustration for the framework of our neural semi-CRF model, along with the composition
functions: SRNN, grRecNN, and our SAve (Eq. 3-5), SCNN (Eq. 3-6), SConcat (Eq 3-7) and SMinus
(Eq. 3-8).

7R, SCHR [118]) X T-45 52 x 774 s 4R () — o Ao
p(s|x)= sogggax (W-G(x,8))o (3-1)

Hrr, S EPTHWERM BT, G(x,s) R IERE. G(x,s) HiﬁJ)\x R BFS)
s B B R B ) [ R R R . WX N AR [ E . Wi W G(x,s), HiA
x 5 BUT A s LR L ] e 2T

W PRI AE R B G R B A B, AN RS B B T E’J%Bﬁ?‘%
R, G(x,8) W LA AME A — R A8 XA I B EIRHE B3 g(x,s7) DDA,
G(x,8) = X7 g(X.57)0 X — 73 MRAEAT B AR PP 1) LA B 0 ZE R S5 gt ) S TuL
A AMRIPEAT I8 . X 0-F semi-CRFE, 4 T HBMFES), W LLE Xaha
MRPIRES a; AULEE j NS R BRI P51 [ o o LR W F A2
HeTHE



W 7R LAV RS L2 2Py 18 3

;= max Y(j—1j,y)+ai10 (3-2)
I=1...L)y

Hh L 22— MANTEX R B R KK . Y - Lj,y) 2IUERERFE s = (-
Lj,y) Ba%. PG —1,j,y) WTLURE (i~ 1j,y) = W - g(x,5) P15

AN TAEUSM AR ] semi-CRF BB N AEAEHKS g(x, s) BB — MBI 0-1
. HPRE—AHAER x, s B ERAFE LN LIFRE. —Bek ik, X RRHER
FEWZE: D MAEABEHE, Bl A8 i ACERRPETE s 2) R BBHE, 1
B

Kong 25 NAESCHR [119] A8 H A8 B RNIN B0 N\ B0 1) 0] B 214 1 Be o i)
T BAEFA PR P 25 B8 (SRNIN, A58 25440 22 2% 15]3-2) 0 SCHR [119] 1 XK semi-CRF
W4T T 4546 . SRNN B H X LSTM 24 g(x,5) SRNN 5% H]
— AR LSTM W T4 NP1 x (1) BN SCHAT AR, K BILSTM [ R:AM 7 & 1
B 24 AR R R RN he TN B sy = (w),vy,y;), A RIC TIPS
(Xuyr - r50y) HIBIEFR (b, hy,) 3% FREIA 55— AN LSTM,  HECH i i)
LSTM s J5 —ANF2)Z 8 S [n) LSTM (1P 55—/ eI 1 A2k 1 30s pR 4L
ReLU 5 Z3R1F g(x,5). Kong FE AU 25651 T semi-CRF 5 M4 W 4% 1 45 45
A LSTM nf AR —Fh < PR 4eib 14 N8 TR FHE. Zhuo 55 ATE 2016
TEIRSCHR [120] 42 HH 57— R R4 g5 k) — Al 18R ) M 4% (gated recursive neural
network, HjFK grRecNN, S [E3-2), X Fh 45556 ) ok N VT 90 K .

Kong 8 N[ TAE LA Zhuo 56 NI TAEHS =& BRI Be R /s e 642 i1 70 %1
S5 BT RE . XTI, ARATTI TAEAOME H RNN &8 5 Bealb AT THR %, 2% T HAD
WL M 2 S5 8 . BRItz Ak, BT AWEFTUE B BE R AEAE semi-CRF HAEH A 24
AT A A XX R IE AT IR R
3.4 F-ORBIXREHRENIFPIRERT

XTT semi-CRF K, Fr BeRom o se itk g 1) Ok . A5 AN A1 BEF I T
semi-CRF [ BER s ) 1) @il . XA EEEHE: D KA BN B AR Idl 58
BTN 2) B B AR B s A B R R

X R A GNP ICH) r Beon iR, H R B =B D B
FORBEE (§3.4.1.1): X BHEHIN x = (x1, . .., x,) BRI F TR SCIE K
TR (Vi,. .., v)s 20 BRI (§3.4.1.2): IX—HiHuk N U KR Rn AL
N EFCHKFOR (hy,. .. hy)s 3) JFBERRBEER (§3.4.1.3): X—RHul— AN

@  HISYARIESE N R 7 £
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853 8 ST L SCHIG I & AT
B s = (u,v,y) WHIE R SCAHREIR (hy,. .. h,) B4 Bk R, Ad2al T A
A ERSCRAR R B R

R R B sk AT i BER ORI, AT AN B (wv,y) fERI T
T H Xpew) W BRI VESR I ERIR . X — 7 EEE T 58 = T
PERS . ARTE R EWFST T W A 3 B DA R G e] AR B RL 2 3 S . AR A
H3. 427 I T A R A B T
341 BEMANBTHEMERTHE
3.4.1.1 MIARR

A ) R AR S AR A . AR TR B A O . ¢ A7E T N
) B FL ) R R WU DGR
3412 ETFXERTR

SCHR [119] 5328k [120] 19— B ZR X HIFE T BN SCRAR AT SCHk
[119] SR HXUA) LSTM gt b T 301 SCHR [120] SRR R HEAEA R 3CE
TNo LEFETHIZE ML) semi-CRF H, MR T LSS IR A B &5 . A
SR T AN BN SRR, BIMER LSTM 771k

(hy,...,h,) = BILSTM(v,,...,V,)e (3-3)
DL HAAE R NGB R AE N R SCRoR 71
(hy,....h,) = (Vi,. .., V) (3-4)

3413 BETHEWMFRERTR

E3R1G R CRIR e Ja, AT M S R B (u,v,y) BEEZR TS
(€us- - . ey) Hed h—NEDERKFEM Bk . T BEHA KR E, 1X 5 k2%
i EH AR B KN e 3k ) S RE ST SCHER [119] 4T H RNN AL# A
AR BN s SCHR (1200 TS FH 3 A A 28 I 28 58 BSCRALLI T (5 E(3-2)
FEFE R R, TR H PURH BRI Ab BRAR K N (1) A 28 I 25 1551

FEGt b M4 (Segmental Average, SAve)  J:T-H £ 4% K] 1] 2545 7% (Neural
Bag-of-Word, [j#K NBOW, SC#k [121]) b — AN 41 ) m 3t 4T hn A A
RN FHII ) K78 . Cai 55 Zhao 75 2016 FE11SCHR [85] K NBOW A T
H L3 ] R R R R TR S B PR RE e T . ARFE AR 22 T R R . Bk TE,
RFALH 3 e B 7R T v B somp), |)

_41 -
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g(comp) _ ! Z h;. (3-3)

v—u+1

ASEE AL S St A LA 1) UIYT e % 22 A8 o - A\ BCRE AN [F) 3 B30 BfE v AN AT 7

7] 7L o

FE &M 4 (Segmental Convolutional Neural Network, SCNN)  SAve 1 [1ith
AL 25 2008y Be N g AR N Z TR DG 3R o AR R B G R AE VU B
B AR . BRI ML (convolutional neural network, CNN, SCiik
[43]) REBE GRS Be N AR n-gram /58, FrLART LA — @R F 22 fifax — fn) il
AT I CNN R B o 17 CNN ZEH A S0 ) L3 835 TR R 5, JIF
A5 FH AL R EO0 B B B A B SRR AT I . 1M vk T DU it b e SO -

smP) = Conv(h,,...,h,). (3-6)

FESCER R, AR BOAAE A R s B AR FAEI (. AT M s %, RIE
BT B s BRI (B BN EREA T AL, AT 1 BERoR

FELHH3EM 48 (Segmental Concatenation, SConcat) 4 T AEE 52 2 MR B B
WA A BIIE B, AFER AT PN IEAT  BERIR . TP M 25 e
AR KEIAN, ANFEFH semi-CRF {EffAL LB 75 2808 e K BEKRE LR
PE, AN E (padding) HLHRH AR AN LN EKF R, X FE T LB AL
HE LA

scomp) — pylsconcaly o ...ah, ® 0d---®0), (3-7)

~——
L—(v—u+1) zeros

Horp @ AR R EPHE . wieona ¢ RUXIeDxlel i HERE S I 1] 8 WU 2K 4E. HHZ M
2 n] LLSg S AR B A AN U5 6L, RIS el AN B A TR fd s, pF e g Ik
XA LRI RE .

PHERTLL N EAE CNN AT B L G R ek 2. [RT i A ER B dan A I
FEIAARE, PHEMZE 5 AL 2 AT 1% 1 B .

FERZEEML (Segmental Minus, SMinus) X F Bk B R 2 ) 7 v AE /T A
FRES BT 4 TAE 220230 vl iE B BERAE S b R SO — Mo . XRikfe 5
) LSTM bR SCRIRBE &8 HI R BE W] &« Zhou 45 A A 2017 4 ) SCHR [86]
A IR T X AR T 3 B . ARSI TN TAE, UK E
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B3 % BRSO R B
1R Beor, Bl

sleomp) — (hu’l'_@_1 - hv,l..“z‘—‘—l) ® (hv,@_._un - hu,@...lhl)c’ (3-8)

P I3-8HURE by I3 3 70 FRIABGES ASEAS 22 (B I 48 B AT 8 1 e P ) 1) R 3C
E
342 BIRREERTHER

X B, 7 B A BRI AR AL LU H A ) n-gram AT TSR AR IA R
71, HE S D o AERT A KT semi-CRF (1 TAEH, v Beg mREAE AR 1F B SRR
IdeTte 55 3.4 177 BER R A @ T A o (B8 B A FL G n-gram) .
P, AR B s (B R Bl ) ARt 03T fe.

ATENG P Bl S — i ] ) B SRR . B AR AN B O B (e
ANBIRAL, PN H R B . AR R B s = v, y) B BRI e
DO

v
B
<A
=

S = @B () (3-9)

Horp gte®) 2 B ek

FERRA 7 BUial i m, AT A k. 1 AR B A ME— B
PRI 2) K3 ARG TR BOCA S I BUR EEHHRAE i, Bk
B R . P BERRIIAE I T EAREE — R A 1] M (D) 70 R o XS RY ) —
R s 1) S 0 SO S M R R PR e . il T U0 0 B — A AR 2 R0 v B 5, i
AR B B R X S SR O YOI L B AR R R 2K . BT ELEAII
ZRA8C Hh R At ] AT R R A A AR KU

AR AR AR AT RER S IEMD) 2 DL R, BN AL 2 RR
fr B, AmBr b G gl . AR T IR E R M k. b
NTTIEFER N 2 F A ERR . XFPIRER TS B BL OS24
B T BRI ER P BLe @ I3 FOUNE R A A m A P AR AR . XM IR
LA I K E TR R, SRJE AR F sh o i 4 R i gk

o PR s A R g 3 nT LG B B AL 8 30 20 A 4l R BB A E fE I
2 B A S SR 1R T i) 2 S AL AL AR i 8 [ I 2 R A 4
B UL B R AR 2R 7 2 [ i m] RE R B 1 B

] [ B AR 2% B AR TE 5 AL B AT o AEAR TSR A ZE Rl vk
AR I AR] R B, N B B0 M a5 A R SN R R Bl e BB A AT SO SR

©  AEER CHRR T BC SRR AR T B
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WS 7R Db K2 T2 22 i ST

PP ) B B B0 ] AR RS e R e, AR o] DL R IA AL . #5508
TR, EAR BRI BOAE—ASE <an, SRS H Word2vee %
X BRI B & fEARFE SIS, AREH A 3R 0 Bo i 1)
N RIZeiEHz, i ZRATH AINZR b SOM DG [ S 08T <) o AR S v Belnl
AN S BIER S PR E 2% ) B m) S I I 5 25 B N AR
3.4.3 LM ERBINGHET
3.4.3.1 MIART

H T IR AL R, ATEZIE SO (7] AL FH P81 m) & — [ R T 253w
) 28 ¢ S AL [ o [P A, B

P(x) = "™ (x) ® ¢ (x). (3-10)

X T AL B A MRS AT 55 — AL (chunking) Ay 44 SRR (NER), A
A F Bl Pk 1) g2 (POS(x)) 1 A BN ] 2 I 3 55 20 :3- 1011y ] ) D2
T P e ] i) 3t o

TERRT o(x) Ji, AREMHANI-3EA3-4 157308 1 FCRR.
3432 RFEB&RR

i MBCs = (uv,y), KRR BT RS (e, . .. o) BINB T BALA
4 (AR3-5-3-8) HERAT BRI sComp) [, ARLHRL T xp,. SR B
i) g s©m) SR sleomp) by glemb) mlpifpe b Ny b FHAE B 28 BY ROk . R T steomP) B
sEme), AN T BRRFAIE gl b5 gpllabel gl B T Bem e Hirh glem o Bk
JERAL Ty i s Ul B bR y FeA i RS, AT AR LA ReLU
PO eR B AT A 22 M PR A R R K Bk, B

) =M, ) © S () © 67— v) @ PN (y)

g(x,5) =ReLU(Ws"™ + p).

ARERSRE MR- 1R AFAEAX3-6-P I 1 2 6 3k 6 Fh 5 B 14
k% ©

AR T AN ZR B0 ) 35 KB AR 2 ST S 4, BT argmaxg X, log p(s; |
x;)o FEVNZRITA Y LSTM BN, ARFHIEH T recurrent dropout!?” A< % A H R
IWSH Adam FyEUM YIRS 5. BfE BRI T REEEREULE .

@ XM EIEEN 32, 32,32, 16, 8, 8
44 -
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K31 ATEBSERE
Table 3-1 The hyper-parameter settings

G 2 N YERE ¢ | 300
S SN I ERE ¢ | 100
AN YERE g | 32
ELMo 4z Mo | 1,024
T 1) 1) 4 B pltae) 12
FRBEMYERE ¢labeh | 20
K ERFAE ) 4 B pllem) 4
Al LSTM HIRRJZE /N | 128
X[ LSTM 250 (4 3(3-3) 1
SRNN X[ LSTM 2% | 1
R B E 10
F B YERE g9 | 50
batch size 32
dropout rate | 0.1

3.5 £ F LT XHEXIFARENFE-B/REKZEHRENIZ

T SOR S ] ) R U IR W] REAS AT R R T 2 B F RIS AR BT S5 1 1
8o AN SRR - By R B AAT BEA LI A 6 T80 S AL W B TR SCAH DG ] ) &
AL CAEFL2.20 B TR TE SR E R SCHOGHE mE I S S 50%E 2.
X —F R, AREEEANX-6 ¥ F N ST & HAE Rk, B e HAs
o, SRR 161 y 5 sio

AT NIAN A BE AR bR SO DGR ) 57 semi-CRF R N o JLrb—Fffs
HARN EFSCRIRIEAR, R A 3-38

(hy,...,h,) = ELMo (xy,...,x,) (3-11)
Iy T R A DA i N ] [ B AR, R 2 A3-38 ek
(hy,...,h,) = BILSTM(ELMo (x, . . ., X,))o (3-12)
JE 2 AT LAY SR bR SRR IERE RN S5 A5 R SCRoR
3.6 XI§
3.6.1 1%

RFELE =AU NLP V)01 55 — By, iy 44 S R0 f b S oy b
AT S0 . AR R BHE GG Bk 3-25 7.

LAEINRI 6T BRI S, A AT H CoNLLOO #4105 #E47 5255 . CoONLLOO

KHIHE R (Wall Street Journal data, fajF8 WSJ, SCHER [65]) ik o kb B3RS .
_45-



I JRAEE TP R T2 2218 S

% 32 FHARERRERE ST
Table 3-2 The statistics of labeled data

CoNLLOO CoNLL03 CTB6 PKU MSR

Al TrEEE IR 8,936 14,987 23,416 17,149 78,232
TF R 1,844 3,466 2,077 1,905 8,692

MIRFNS 2,012 3,684 2,796 1,944 3,985

i) YL 211.7K 204.6K  1,055.5K 1,662.6K 3,633.3K
TFRSE 444K 51.6K 100.3K  1639K  417.1K
IR LE 474K 46.7K 134.1K 172.7K 184.4K

Horp 15-18 AN ZREcE, 20 W HIAENR SR . w7 inBdE s bk gk, A
T E T SR B R A SR AE R A R TR chunklink . pl® #F 22 4%
CVE R TP &

RAEMIRA Xy 2 SRR 525, ATEEH CoNLLO3 Hfa4E 64 gH17525 .
ZEPRER 2 H TP NER BB P RE . AT R F-score HEVEALFEFR. AH
W AgFRiE I CoNLLO3 share task (A RS, @

RICE XSO, ARSI TR = AR SC . X =
AN R ALFE B IR SIGHAN 13403 PFll (the second SIGHAN bakeoff) H1I
PKU fl MSR #{#54, LLJ% Chinese Treebank 6.0 (CTB6). X+ PKU Fl MSR ##
&, KEZHECER [126], RIS &G 10%E 8 K EdE . X T CTB6
B, ARFATHARAETT LRI ISR TFRAMAAEAE . fEWiAbE T, A& PKU
HH b ) A R T R R B O TR . S A4 SR O R, AR R
F-score PEAl H ol ERE. ©

WEE AT SCHR (3] IR 840B GloVe i) ) & AFE y [f] 52 Y 5 SCA] ) 1o
ASTEAY FH SCRR [58] FFUR 1125 [EAH XS BE 2 ¥ skip-gram I HL9fE Chinese Gigawords
Version 5 AR} _F3RAG 307 0 & S

HER RS R TE R E e R34 27 $E I VA RIS A B . X T
SCSEES, AT RCVL AR AR S . 0T 3csesk, A% 4E ] Chinese Gi-
gawords Version 5 VN AbrEEd . X3-3878 TAEERMSGIHE B

https://github.com/esrel/DP/blob/master/bin/chunklink.pl
REAH] conlleval I,
AFAL I EE X SIGHAN 303 EIER L score JHIAS.
https://github.com/wlinl2/wang2vec
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oF 3 & L bSO I ) R RE BT

% 33 AEEEMSIHE R
Table 3-3 The statistics of unlabeled data

RCV1  Gigawords-v5
FTHE 8.18M 4.82M
ke 131.22M  473.73M

SCHR [84] Fi7 A2 W2 (R g B2 AR E 1), JF B SO T 01461k
THERAPIERA TEAVEREI W, ARFX T S 83T T 5 AR RE L
TSRS, FFRE T SR AT 2
3.6.2 BERLG

ARFERG AR TESE B S AN B R UEAT T AT, XEERGAHE:

o Sparse-CRF: ] N\ T3 SURFEIY) CRF 112

* NN-Labeler: At #2894 25 6 i A\ (1) b1 SCREAT SEAS 06 55 A i A ST 7y
FKIPER

o NN-CRF: A FI#hZ W 48 X N (1) F SCEAT @RI 0 #4751l CRF
jeigtiv] etk

 SRNN: Kong % NFESCHR [119] &t 4 F RNN SR Bt 56 1w 42 1
2511 semi-CRF #8817 AP HEAL, AR HAMFE AL R R CERRK
AP N EDH AT T A

o grRecNN: Zhuo %5 NAESCHER [120] T4 Hh -4 FH 32 9 0 228 0 S Ay B ) 2 T
PR P25 1) semi-CRF B4, 55 SRNN J8{BL, AFWAEAH R w &~ I 1 At AT 11
B,

XI T CRE M 2RI R 48, A A BIESO FRA&AA FEAL 3 1 n) L
©XtT Sparse-CRF, AFEAF I SCHR [127] H R Loy MR AR A iy 44 S AR U AT
55, FATHISCHR [128] $ H R AE RS AR 1 SC 9314 5%« NN-Labeler }1 NN-CRF
#o R H 5 AT H (1) Semi-CRF A58 AH [R] R4 A S A7 () &, AHAEAgAS B P AN IR,
I HEA W oot Be g s B
3.6.3 tHEHREAIXTLE

M PE£3-4, SRNN F1 SConcat 25 LT . JF HPEBEIL T SCNN, R
CNN #] DO FE 4 A P A ST, (R RS 7 " R AN 1 T i A s B )
BB, SEER A RUESE T IF H oR T IERAL P AN B EME . % I& 2] SCNN 1)
PEREAHRT L, FRATANAE LR 5258 HhAfF 58 SRNN AT SConcat.

@ O WRBAETLHFEN . TR s v BT R4, WA sSER b AR O #5745
-47 -



I JRAEE TP R T2 2218 S

* 3-4 ARG R BT OLT, AU iy 4% SR BLR TR SO R R EE SRS . A
TR T 5 CERBME, + E BTN 5 RRE A5 RIOFREZE . spd. AREAHXS NN-Labeler
JIT 85 VD RS R 1) 74 5 2
Table 3-4 The chunking, NER, and CWS results of the baseline models and our neural semi-CRF
models with different input composition functions. The number after + shows the standard variance.
spd. represents the inference speed and is evaluated by running time against that of NN-Labeler.

kit CoNLLOO  CoNLLO3 CTB6 PKU MSR Ave. | spd.

NN-Labeler 93.31 z0.14y 88.46 (z0.18) 93.12 008y 92.87 0100 95.19 =045y 92.66 1.00
NN-CRF 93.84 x009) 88.83 x0.18) 93.64 (x009) 93.57 004 95.47 007y 93.15 1.66

Sparse-CRF 93.29 83.43 95.08 95.06 96.54 92.66

raw embeddings (Eq. 3-4)
SRNN 93.31 =014y  83.37 029 94.35 z014) 94.26 =007y 96.51 007y 92.36 | 14.01
grRecNN  93.07 012y  81.64 042 94.47 001 94.24 013 96.10 008y 91.90 | 7.00
SAve 90.15 024y 81.75 z050) 91.38 z0.199  90.61 z0.08) 92.26 (0200 89.23 2.24
SCNN 92.93 0020 86.07 085 93.90 007 93.49 009y 95.69 003 92.33 | 12.27

SConcat 92.46 004y 82.41 077y  94.22 014y  94.12 o1 95.78 005y 91.80 1.70
SMinus 88.76 x0190 81.67 x032 91.18 x0.13 90.64 x0.149 90.89 (x023) 88.63 1.33

BiLSTM (Eq. 3-3)

SRNN 94.25 +006) 88.88 (x061) 94.14 (0060 93.91 oy 9598 0100 93.49 | 16.58
grRecNN  94.43 z006) 89.07 z036) 94.43 009 94.18 z0.09) 95.96 004 93.66 | 16.78
SAve 94.11 0200 89.02 0120  93.74 2013y  93.53 2008y 95.39 0100 93.20 5.19
SCNN 94.16 0260 89.10 z061) 94.17 z006) 94.08 0100 95.74 008y 93.45 | 11.90

SConcat 94.31 007y 88.69 (z065 94.62 x005) 94.48 007 96.11 007y 93.64 4.68
SMinus 93.87 z0.17y  88.21 (z027)  93.62 (x009) 93.55 0100 95.05 (0099 92.86 3.50

S} A 3 — 20 LU #c K B, SConcat i2 178 & Lt SRNN R 1.7 £, {HEbIE
FHRZE 25 1) 53 FAR I DL S TR 45 1) CRF AN, I B I ) B2 4% B 1)
VAL 22 7 38 ) o

KEEH I T AR A ERE (534175 ERR A BINIERE. AZHF5T
PN AAFE, AP E T SRR LA R A R B b BRI iy 44 S8R
531 A B PR SC AR ) S B 4 SR AN R 3-4 TR o R3-4M0 SR — NS R B8 TR dlbsiE Y
CRF BRI R, 28 —H BRI R GERR (AK3-4) W PERE. 2
= WU LSTM #-47 F R 0 (A3-3) ZMBATERE. {ER3-411%
AN, AFHEH T SConcat 7EAH FHXL M) LSTM HHAT F R SCRIRITEUS T 5 5%
LARLG (grRecNN) JLP—8 R, 76 LRI L AMMTESH, grRecNN fEZA Heil b
TR EF, SCNN 7 44 LR VO R I IF o MAF 35 T4 ngram FEAE KR,
Sparse-CRF 747 1] R I if o @

TR A () 55 = 41 P 1) semi-CRF 5 NN-CRF, A &I, £ T SMinus

©  3CHR [129] $2 HE T 710 bigram 754 i A\ BEIUS A A S0l 80R o EOR I TR 48—k, AT
(LA
- 48 -



25 3 5 LT N SORH K] ) o ) )V S A

ZAMA B E Y, semi-CRF #E8Y [P EER4F T linear-chain CRF. semi-CRF 4 linear-
chain CRF #1530 Z2 502 0.55. X —45 AL 7R T 78 43 % in i rb gl 458 B 1) o
BES

WL EE 28 AU = 85 R, A KILAE semi-CRF A i b ST H 2L
Yo AEXTLLIATE S5, @A R SC#FE CoNLLOO 5 CoNLLO3 b4 54 1 fit i K o
KIFRTE. CAHEEZR, o0l B s S ISR THADR BN 3X - SR W 2 He-nl
S SRR BN SUE B RUR . BRI KNS AR T AR, A
WNAAE semi-CRF H AR |- S0 b 211

T 2 = AP AEN ) Bl G kg, AEHR 1Y) SConcat HPEREH 55 T
grRecNN V3441 0.02, A VR &2, A FE IS BT 8 (SRNN,
grRecNN L A& SConcat) HIUR I T ASGEMUF B (SAve 5 SMinus). iX— M
SR IR A A AN TR P B I R AR 1 T

AT A T AR R A3 R . b SConcat I =% DL ERT
SRNN 15 grRecNN. {HAHX} NN-Labeler 1 NN-CRF {547 % . AZ I\ AIX—ZH
SERENAE R AR T 28U

7% &1 SConcat FIHER A 55 M RERIAL Y, AN FAE J5 2258 th#4i A SConcat 1
N N AL R
3.6.4 REREERIFTLL

FEIX 15, AL A B AR R ME— B 1) n) i

RHEEE3.4.277, FEBERRERENMEN ZoRtEge k3% T EEEH. A%
HAEEIT T AN 25 838 o M2 SR AU E R I UE T RS e . A
& CoNLLO3 5 CTB6 b7 1 L5 el 17 v Be il i MBS B R RE I K &R .
XK R WIE3-3. R4EE3-3, A REREAE S50 g . X — g sk 1
TN S A S R R . AR, KI3-3 Mg iz, — e g R 43
P MR AR BITVEIA R B TT . AR AR AT IRE

FEROR, AT T A AER P AR ERE. WG ZXRMIEE S
FELB [ B o0 B KRB A SO, RN A & B rp R gl B ik o DR iy R e A
YRR RITET P E L EH o AT AT H MR A — JL TR 2 M 4% 1)
semi-CRF (it.y Baseline) A% Sparse-CRF (ici’h) CRF). Ly C2Rl, ARFEAEIX
HALAE CoNLLO3 F1 CTB6 FiFATSEE o A SCARIR S TN 2 i B ) (1) 1) . AR
IR AL S TP AR A A T IRy B m) S R AR )5 . X LB A S —

@ XRRFETA 1.36 F13.03.
@  XTMHIERTEHR 0.15. 0.22 BLA%-0.40.
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Fig. 3-3 The relation between number of negative segments and the model’s performances. The left
figure plots that for CoONLLO3 and the right figure plots that for CTB6.

K 3-5 ANFE SR TR LA Bl AR
Table 3-5 The effect of different segment embeddings, including use them as fixed one, update their
weights with and without initialization.

e CoNLLO3 CTB6
500K update 51.37 038y  92.13 zo.11)
Baseline TVl 45 F B n) &

T 74.81 =041y 91.86 (z0.10)

VWA I 5B 73.62 w051y 93.65 +0.13)
AWIEAAEE R 63.54 @159 92.96 =0.08)

CRF T 5 7 B i i
[#] 5 7338 014y 92.05 z025)
VI IS 73.03 04 93.68 008)
AWILEAD T H  62.34 079y 93.13 z015)
D BE WIS Bem s 2) Bl gy v Bl AR 1aak: 3) JAH A B
PR P A =M aE nT DL A 2R 5 38 b A R I T VAT AP . X
SIS A AN ER3-5 s . BRI HAT ] A Bein A AR, Am R AR TR i i A
T EA AT T 0T AN Rt vh i) i A R R R o A FH 0 2 ) 7 B
o) ReiE— DRI RE . X G R WoR T AT RS B AR TR oy g A R R A
BANE
K35 R TS ETH B s R . AR, MRERT PR R, 2
50O B S T4 AH K. CoNLLO3 [ 5 [a) S R b, 11 CTB6 ST ] &
BRI . K35 BN T AFIIRLEIR LR, g5 BB S &R, R AR
I REAHZEAZ o X — 4 RRPIAR TR H A B4 A s AR I 750
T B35 M B K 7V I AN U
AFAFTH] -SNEU %f NER ) fy Beln) 5 EAT T Al AL . Hegh R E3-4 7R
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Fig. 3-4 Visualization on the segment embeddings for CoONLL03. “NONE” denotes the incorrect
segment and “MULTI” denotes the segment that is associated with multiple labels in CoNLLO3.

[5]3-4 575 Fr Be ) BERE 0 M — i b 220 B AR5 e X S A R T
] 5 B i At K G PRI RE B A SR BRI R o RIS P3-4 S 1 B s
IEARRER SR F BE (BRICH NONE IR B 515/ T BYBE T A X 45 . AR EIA A
X IR R R R A B A R, DRI T 2 A BR A B B, R
ff1/&, Word2vec SEVE R BT H: T 19 0 A A8 U TovE R IE A4 108 BES TE 0 Y BOdEAT
L P 4y
3.65 FEBRFRTES

PRk, ASERI T KNS PAF 2R 5 P B AT AL A AT SR AR
BERIR IR . A2 S 2 RN 3-6T 5% M 23-6, A4 B i it b i 4 i
Wik S35 IVERESR T o AIX) NN-CRF HE5 80, 762/ MT4%5 L ISFI8 T A 1.46,
PR AR AR 24.56% . FIXE T AN AL 77 AT ) BER R R, P
PHRTF 5 P R R AR A M 0.97 55 17.61%. 3% HRATEIL S T Sk Fy B A fAs g
T,

B T VEREAR T, AN A R3-6 WL 5 H By i B RIS THRAT S MR .
BE 1) R 4 SHHOR A ok B P R T, (B4 fr 4 SR AN h S Al Al ok T %
TR T e AN B S H Rk 2 B b 3 R () F B 2 R
Fio XAEAEF B R ICE A AOBTE A R R T R 2 T B, AR B B
PesE SRR 5L

# of unique segments ] (3-13)

Diversity =
Y # of segments

R3-6IMEIHCER = AT Bon T AR BRI A BEEFEE. IRHE23-6, CoNLLOO il
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Table 3-6 The results of using both the composition function and segment embeddings. The first error
reduction is calculated between the model with segment embeddngs and NN-CRF. The second error

reduction is calculated between the model with and without segment embeddngs.

i CoNLL0O0  CoNLLO03 CTB6 PKU MSR
TR R
NN-CRF 95.26 92.92 94.26 94.55 95.42
BiLSTM+SConcat 95.85 93.13 95.30 95.67 96.00
+ [#] 5 /9 F Bt w) i (Baseline) 95.86 93.52 96.05 96.83 97.07
+ [ % 1 Bt Ia) & (CRF) 95.86 93.52 96.12 96.98 97.46
+ FHTI B BE i) & (Baseline) 95.74 93.77 96.22 97.03 97.45
+ FHT A B n) i (CRF) 95.77 93.79 96.15 97.02 97.70
MR EE 45 R
NN-CRF 93.84 88.83 93.64 93.96 95.47
BiLSTM+SConcat 94.31 88.69 94.62 94.48 96.11
+ P R4 Ry e 1 1 Bl &
94.39 :009) 89.87 z041) 95.63 (z005) 95.67 =011y 97.52 (x0.07)
Diversity 27.44 10.77 6.08 4.75 3.64
H R AL ! 8.88% 9.27% 31.17% 28.27% 45.21%
B R R R 2 1.30% 10.40% 18.61% 21.50% 36.22%
301 Xmsr ——- y=-1.00 x + 26.75
25 1 ’
§20{ PR
° CTBB~ _
B 151 DR
S 10+ XCoNLL03\‘\\
w 5 | \~\\\~\
0- CoNIT8a X
é 1I0 1I5 2IO 2I5

Niversitv score

K 3-5 W ZFEIE SRR Z IR M KR .

Fig. 3-5 The relation between diversity and error reduction.

TR . AWM T 2 SRR R PRI R R . R AR WIE3-517
PIAE IR B2 R HEMH R R A —0.84,  1X— 45 Lk — Ik T i SC IR
VI3 SR AN 45 BUTARSE, AFRAR R AP 4R
CEP I A0 AT ) AR & 48R (RIS IE R EFR 242D o AT 148
Jr B ) RS A X AR T I ROR . R 3-7 WoR AR EUAR R IR, A R B

MR A] IR 2 1 Btk . 1X—MBEIREN], & BbaRes v Bun
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Table 3-7 The distribution of two types of errors for our model with and without segment embeddings.
The numbers are obtained on the results of multiple runs on CoNLLO03.

Y HFER FREERR

BiLSTM+SConcat 354.00 285.60
+ T BRIR 310.75 269.15

Error reduction 12.25% 5.76%

— e mtERe

SN, K3-TWon: AFHEREIIREE RGEAT v BER IR LSO A5 B8 v B &
(I RE M AN S o [ 58 B ) S0k - A SR 0 BE A R0 i BB v B ) 0 A
S AR RAT MSR Hifa sk LS Wi il sparse-CRF 345 H 30 204 i)
Bt stk

U, REmKW YT TN T TR P 4% 1) semi-CRF I ELER 5y o ARYE
SEE AR, AEAHUT 45

o ST PA ML) semi-CRF F5 875 K E 70 V) 40455 HH A e 4 T linear-chain
CRF (Z%#33-453-8441);

o B4 AR R g 1l AT BN SE R, N TREEAR S R SCaE
ITH AN RN (ZHR3-453-84550);

o S H R B B TR RS A R B BEE FEEAR S KIS (Z%3K3-5,
3-6Lh J43-845 ),
3.6.6 T L TXHXIARERFE-B/RELK FZHREN I

Tk AR 2% 2] 1 B SCAH 9G] ) & (Embeddings from Language Model, f#]
PR ELMo, [13]D) AZ U0 HRE S APES Ak TITF. ARl BN SO ¢
) AR N o © XS TS SO, AN A FH SO [13] SRS A 1 Billion Word
Benchmark AR 10 B SCH G [ S=AE 4 A @ R S RF, AR EAH
B275 ) ELMo . HLYE Chinese Gigawords V5 &5 28 5] ELMo. @ ATE S
{1 ELMo HI4EEN 1,024, XFi R R HEid 240 (over-parameterized) 1R
B oy WG BN ZE s . P AA T AR AL 5250 oK dropout rate %24 0.25,

R3-8IyR TIX IR LI A . AT HEF 3-8 5 K3-6 AR, RIAE
semi-CRF BAYAE 5 A SEEGHAR AR 3 S A 70T NN-CRF (RO . 8 B
Tt — 04y 4 DMEARSATRIEREMIR T . v Bt 2 FEME S A A R FE BRI O R

©  AMkYF, AFKE ELMo 1E 4 2 3(3-107 ¢ @ ¢ 8.
@  https://allennlp.org/elmo
®  https://github.com/HIT-SCIR/ELMoForManyLangs/
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I JRAEE TP R T2 2218 S

% 3-8 {i/Hl ELMo 1E NN B SEE 45 0 o B Ja PIAT IR R R BRI 5 3-6 75 SUM ] .
Table 3-8 The test results with model using ELMo as input representation. The first and second error
reduction have the same meanings with those of Table 3-6.

model CoNLLOO CoNLLO03 CTB6 PKU MSR
NN-CRF 96.48 0100 91.72 028y 95.91 (z005 95.58 z003) 96.74 (x0.02)
SConcat 96.07 0120  89.31 035 95.57 00 94.78 011  95.30 (z0.10)

BiLSTM+SConcat  96.60 (x006) 91.84 x00m7 96.11 0120  95.39 0050 96.75 (x0.05)
+ HER3-6 T AL 45 ke 1 BR kR
96.58 (0099  92.33 (z005) 96.46 =0.13) 95.97 (z008) 97.85 (0.06)

Diversity 27.44 10.77 6.08 4.75 3.64
H R PRI ! 2.73 7.36 13.23 8.94 33.92
R AL 2 -0.67 591 8.81 13.12 33.81

WAFA B3-S T B R HE AR 4y CoNLLOO i Sy ok o 2 e It . A
TN IX IS A& H CoNLLOO 19 BE 22 REME 4 i 3 I

ARFEBAERI-S P LU T B3k ELMo H T H BEAL A AR CHIASE AR Y v
H BILSTM &R b 30, H4 R EIRAE “SConcat”” —%1]. #HLL#K3-4, {iH] ELMo
REE LG PERE A KA T ATEA N IX —42 T T ELMo 7Eil AU A T 1 F 3
B BRI, X g5 A AT S AH I T SCRAR BRI 220 . 1X— W%
RWATAT A0 L R SRR T2

MR F3-8, AHXF NN-CRF, ] 5 Bl st fetg ok 13.16 HI PRI R K.
AR AME B i) s AR, PR8I B BRI 12,000 X B 13 1 R4t 60
FT1H4 0.55 F10.49. &3-8H BRI IR F AN/ T-383-6, IX—45 0K W], A4
BB R B B E AR SE S IER . RN AR RSO, BB =
A B ART I 59 . SR, B A4 AR TE R ok T PR REIEE T X — M2
WO T A EE 0 B A .
3.6.7 SEHmMEEIN L

AR AN L R I T2 I 25 1] semi-CRF F7 5 Y iidefiiAY (state-of-the-
art, fAjFK SOTA) BT T X EL. FR3-9% s T AP EL 8 o A AL T
25 1¥] semi-CRF HL2 )R I T~ B 24T 55 2% 21 82 LR AE FH =F & - GONFFE T 2
AN AR . El T SCHR [82] I AT 5525 SUAEAE— M S IS 2 S — A
S MINGERIEOL, HERIEARRER LR, © Wit 530K [109] FIXTEHE, A%
YA TEE R AN RN, AR B S S SRR

F3-1087R T 4 LR I LR 4l o X — 45 ] 5 R 3-945 Rt —3k. jl

@ FESCHR [82] AT 20, ARAE AV HT Al WST 2 31 21 15/ Il 28 o ifi CoNLLOO {4 WSJ 20
TR K, AR A > Rl R L B i
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% 3-9 ABPUNHIS LA R . & AR 2RSS 20 R S o AGRMHIRIRE 2 IR S
* MAREAERG L ERZLES O REGIRZE LRI EIE.
Table 3-9 Comparison with the state-of-the-art chunking systems. & marks the system that uses
multi-task learning. © marks the system that uses semi-supervised learning. * marks the result which
is not directly comparable due to data split difference. { marks the result which is obtained from the
average of multiple runs.

FR CoNLL00
CVT+Multi-task (Large)¥*¢ (82! 97.0
Flair embeddings® [1°! 96.72
TagLM*¥¢ 831 96.37
LM-LSTM-CRF*7#¢ [131] 95.96
JMT* 132 95.77
Low supervision 133! 95.57
Suzuki and Isozaki (2008)7 [134] 95.15
grRecNN (reported)? 120) 95.10
NCRF++![133 95.06
ours”® 96.58

i = i N 7R 161090 DY K 22 AT-45-2 5] 1821 W] DL iy 44 SEAR DR A5 K B8 4 1R PR
F3-1087R, ARF RGN ECUATHRAAL N BERTUO 1)y 4 AR RSEK 0.47.
ARFEN A IX — 2200 BB i T 2% 2 BN SO G ) I 5l 1 22 5 (BERT A
JH 330 J7, ELMo 1§11 80 ), LI BERT [ fir 44 SEAR VRIS i) A BELL M s 55 4%
Fone BRI, (HAER I ARTRA L SCER [13, 83] H 4 H ELMo [RS8 47 .
X S s A A B ) 2 ) ARk

ARFEAER3- VA T R G5 S AR Sk 1) b SCo R BB AT T L. 3R3-
1L 7R T FHA4F bigram 7E AN TH0 N TAER 20 . A% A 2 {E ] unigram
RTHE NI T 53 NS RGAHE RS, 76 CTB6 I, ATEIA LUK 30k
[93] 47 IR 24 1T de AT (K RS 41 2 biILSTM-CRF F8U% 0.24. 7F PKU L, A% 5
NEBEMAGRIZR & 033, £ MSR I, X—2ZHJE 0.25. W &R, #R3-11
HRI A AT AR Y A —25 B AR TS T 2 s 34, DR 19
g5 R RRE i 4E

AR H AR TR AT = AN ST 45 AR AT N B R G T34 258 4 0.29.
A DU AR F g AR B T i AL R GAIE I PE R . X — &5 R o
T AU semi-CRF g5 % in) i, FF&BEoR i B skt
3.7 HXRI{E

Semi-CRF T2 7E i aw B HC 8T, iy 24 SRR 151 s WA 4R 1181 i)

Ao e PL K e S gy ] U781 25 22 T NLP AT 55 AT T RS . AR, IXEETAE K
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Table 3-10 Comparison with the state-of-the-art NER systems. &, ©, and ) have the same meanings

with those in Table 3-9. * marks the result which is not directly comparable due to using train and
development splits for training.

i CoNLL03
Flair embeddings*?¢ [1%! 93.09
BERT Large? 1! 92.8
CVT+Multi-task (Large)**¢ 82! 92.6
BiLSTM-CRF+ELMo®? 13! 92.22
TagLM*¢ 831 91.93
HSCREv© [136] 91.38
NCRF++133! 91.35
LM-LSTM-CRF?*¢ (1311 91.24
BiLSTM-CRF-CNN 23! 91.21
LSTM-CRF®! 90.94
grRecNN (reported)? 120! 90.87
ours“? 92.33

Z KB HEFEVE NI o semi-CRF 5 #1128 W 4% 1 455 A ORI 3 D o SUARSE
T 3CHk [119, 120, 136] HIFE T2 M4 1) semi-CRF TAE, JFHHT T H THEX
IR . BRILZ AN, ARZEVEIHARST T 35T 002 45 ) semi-CRF ) 55 221 30

T

Fe S bt o — P MK 20 S 55 B0 R AL 5 5 Br AWPER W), Tl F W
NN, RIAEAS P ] 5 (1 G A AR, P R AR R mT At B AR e 1) 2 8 7
ANBI6S0BN R FAE ] ELMo /ARG O M BRI T IERERI§ETT, IX
R RIAEAEAR R () s B - 5 P A 5 A AT SRR AR AT 3 )

A5 1) B 323 Fr BB 335 1 o S0 A i S AE SR [125] A5 25T (HARATH
TARREFRAAE TR, RN O B 3h o #r (0 Bt R B Ge vt AR MR AE, 1A RIE
FI AT ISR Ao A5 a T-UTIYTiA ) B (AR AT, ANEE 4R U5k T LA
R E IR TS BB TR 4R

RERAFETTFAE=A BRE S 2 FUESS Lty 7. b s A sl
iy A4 SR YU BLR SOl o BRI, AR 2 EARTE 5 AR BRAE 55t n] LUERR D 0 i)
AL Pen R U A Rl L RO 1 AR e A B 1T, AR IR SS
AT T MEARR N

3.8 ARE/NL
KA MBS T E semi-CRF A6 b FH 41 28 0 4% 367 B I 1) J . Ak 2%
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311 Py LA e+ AR FH S unigram MR RSE: + ARRAEFH bigram fildi

ARG 0 LK O 5383-9 & XA . « HIZR ST T TAL B AN R 55 A 28 R e o ik B % HU AL

Table 3-11 Comparison with the state-of-the-art CWS systems. { marks the system that uses unigram

character as input.  marks the system that uses bigram character as input. © and ¢ have the same

meanings with those in Table 3-9. * marks the result that is not directly comparable due to prerocessing
on digits and English letters according to!137!,

A CTB6 PKU MSR
BiLSTM-CRF+hyper-param. search™®! 96,7  96.1  98.1
Transition-based+emb. tuning* 138! 9.2 963 975
Greedy Search+word context’ 186! 96.2 960 97.8
BiLSTM-CRF+adyv. loss™ 1% 94.3 96.0
Greedy Search+Span repr.” 140! - 95.8 97.1
Greedy Search’ 3! - 95.7 96.4
Gated Recursive NN*7#[141] 95.8 964 976
LSTM*¥#[142] 94.9 957 964
Max-margin Tensor NN#[126] - 952 972
CNN' 21 - 924 933
SRNN (reported)’ (11! - 90.6  90.7
Sparse semi-CRF!!43! - 952 973
Sparse transition-based 1>’ - 95.1 972
Auto-segmented Features® 12! 95.7 - -
ours’¥ 96.46 9597 97.85

Peth T PR M AR N s 5 Bk, XM AR T 5 SRNN AN
grRecNN AHIT AN 2 15 SEPR AT B o AS 5 [ IS 402 H K BORAREA T R s I 15 45
BN v B A — RSN s I Bk s . SEIG AR R I — BOR e
B BINERE, REER v B R BRI . AP iy 44 ST
DA K PR S5 SESG IR B T A4 Y OB B A 5 o TR, AT R T I
2511 semi-CRF %R0 347 1 M B 041 e 20 Hr S AT 25 AR SC (R 30k
semi-CRF [P fE 2 G 2L,

FEMCEENE by AT R SO SRR 1) & L semi-CRF #EAT45 5,  BAWTFTILEL )
N B A E RS ATEWTFTR W] BN SO O] ) &) DU ) SR 5 04T v Bk
IRIFIRAGA R PERESR T A BN SO IR 3R] o) o i AR Al gk — D REATAT S5 AH G
N ICROR AT AR B R B3R T WX Tk, ARG T T N A R
FHEHIPERE

-57-






5 4 ke b SO G T R f) ik

£ 48 BT LETXHEXRARENRLESH

4.1 3|57

MAESCA A 2 o) — o2 BARTE B H bR bR SCAH G ] )
g 12714161090 g — Ry 2 R AR AR SRR T e (7 30 B S AR WA SOA
H2E ] B SUE R, TEBAE W] & ] LA A 3 m B 4G ) 2 U100 R A bR 13
SEFRTH AR Y SOAR 2 B 161 A IR B 30 T8 S 4 )32 95900 DL R i 44 SIEAR R
S L6831 A8 N IR 22 B AT 45 IR HERR 2 U771

SV B SCAR SR ] ) 5 A B — B 00 1 S5 IS T PR RE RIS TT AH R AR AT
SWERIHAN A NG R T o3t FLRe 15 iy R PE RESR T DA S REHE TR ks, BRARTK)
WAA- & N AL S A R ARE RS B I 2 ANk o A Bl e . Boe bk SORE oG] ) 2
X AN TRV ESAR £ ()57 i ] AR 7 PR BEAR T 5 i B N AR AR 1) /) G 3R 5 AT B8 474l
B b SO O] ) 5 o ANk 22 BB H K A7 703273 Bt (Universal Dependency
, SCHR (106D RIS 6 o 2 £630 HARAF Vo0 B B S PR e 4 it 1 — Mt v
AR R B A 60 ZFhE S IR IE 100 MKAFAVER FE . 12 1R SCH A
[v) i BE A B vl A R0 20 W P BE TR R X et RE S T ) Ji PR AT RAAT B 1 BE 47
MR bR SCAH I R] )

ARFEREGE T HE T SRR BT SOH JG ] [n) B — ELMo 3! i K A7 Ak 43
B S HAR PEARVE 520 . AT Dozat 55 Manning 7£ 2016 1) SCHR [8] H 4 H
(11 250 VR BE S A0 TR FE XU KA 1) 70 T8 (Deep biaffine parser) #4) @A & 1)
PRI A S AR T ds . [RIIN, ASEEAE A ELMo A A AN ) ] 1) HE R e Sk
[8] HI%&¥E. CoNLL 2018 [ Frif H A& A7 £ 0 BT iFill (CoNLL 2018 shared tasks —
Multilingual Parsing from Raw Text to Universal Dependencies, 3Ci#ik [146]) [ 57 AN
PER S5 45 W] AT ELMo m] BA%S 4 i dse D0 IR ik 2k AR ety R Ase i Tt o o6
TAEPREATESS, ELMo 45 57 MW AR 0.91 BI5ETT: XAk e i AT 55,
ELMo K 15712 1.11,

TEIRAT T REIER TG, ARFRE— D T M IR o 3l i WESEAS ] %
PE TOAPREAE S L S PER SR TH AR G, A= R I ELMo 2 S50 id et oK 8 s il
(Out-of-vocabulary Word, fij#K OOV) K7~ fE SRS Ak M. X PhRIsfE
[ et = ZEYR T ELMo HH 3812051 CNN 1l iy o S 1 n) 5 [ n] AL IE— 20
B ELMo 38 b 71 ] [ra) 5 255 [0 A ) 3] 12 1 PR AR 26 SR 1] SR 2RAE — it ke 2% ) W b
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IR SIS

ST IX LA T, ARFEHE P AR ELMo DL AT 254 H (1 3L T e 3 A
S BRSO ) & (SelfAttnLBL) 7 N I _E T SCRH G ] [r) &8 3 FH A 9% 5 4 4k
TS WARAF AVE b R SESR:, bR SOM SR ] 1) 58 AT LAAE 2D B RR i 2
(100 AJEERE/D) HITE O T W2 P2 M PR e o X — S0 W b SO SR A] i)
it TR SR UM ) L ) — AR AT AT SO

A FEH T E Tk b

o ARFALRIBEAR FEAE T ELMo X T3l FKAE Ak A 3R] . SIie 45
K], ELMo Refig 4 A aT s R R gk T EE T (§4.5),

o ARFX FIRGERAAT TR (§84.6), FFUEH] ELMo i kI PRS- Tt
T BRI R G A % e S (§4.6.3), 1 ELMo [3E 52 (1 1] KR A Y
XA A RE ) TTRRIR K (§4.6.4)

o LT IR AT, ASEEAE DL G B ER T EAT TSR (§4.6.5) 0 SEEG
R D EEFREHE B SO O] ) T & AT RASRAFAR 4 1 A3k 0 B 1 BE
42 B=HIR
WREFEREDI WAF AL TR — AR NLP 08, A7 R)VE 40 1 1 H b 1R
Sl 1 TP R ] S AR ] 2 TR PR DG R . JEAEOR, BEAEBFICIIERAN, WA RVE I B
e XS HAR S A TIRK AR . X 2848 A A FE M A X 0 1 4 falgr 1 1) 2 M
W P A A 1) 33 P 22 [ O HLA 5 3 v MW R I AR A7 A3 H - (Universal
dependency project, SCHR [106]). I FHAAEAEIH A ANFIE 5« AR KUK )£t
€ ST —BAHF IR KA AR R (B HE4.2) 0 X— B KAERNE S T
VAR BT Pk A

e LU HET, SRR T 2 R8s SR sh KA r) ik A k. JLrh
B D FEFERIREED 5 2) Fe PR R EE 720197 B B SRl XA
TR a5 IFT o) pRECKR A E B R AR o« BE T3R8 IR S E A AR A FRORZS AL
XPAF FJER B AR O R AT AT APk, PR P2 1 NLP i o B BRIk
jy X — s 7 AA Ak i k. s TR M4 KINRoREe )1, Bl
R SE BT F)E 3 s 18890 R A SR R A A2 il AN MBI 1] ) 1
%, BMKEEZ 2K HICIZ MG (LSTMD SKAiHE — AN e B SO AT AE
AT DR N IR %1 95 DL EHER 2
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root root

advmod advmod

nsubj
nsubj aux

det
nmod advmo punct ( nmod advmol punct

WvF HEe 2ok T v . Maybe the dress code was too stuffy
ADV NOUN NOUN ADV ADJ PUNCT ADV DET NOUN NOUN AUX ADV ADJ PUNCT

K 4-1 S RAE AR e 1. IR 22 e B R, JF HACIUARBLAY AvE 4 o
Fig.4-1 Examples of universal dependency trees. The sentence in left and right figures are translation
to each other and they share similar syntactic structure.

FEWBHREFES AR ARSI — B2 IR AR A5 e S iR
TERPE ST 122N Z 17, Chen %5 A7E 2009 4 3CHk [124] &AM A
B 53 AT IR RS A b i 50 vl R SR H o 3 1 B AR A A A AT i P . X
— LAEYE Chen 55 A\ 2015 4E[¥SCHR [148] 133D K . Liang % A7E 2008
SERSCHR [92] ST T W] DA bR E5d A A%, R A7 S AR 2R 3 DL A 2% A
o PR 1] 1) o AN KOS A A 0 TP 2% 2D 0, A Ao 428 I 4 v A T ] i 2 1) 7
A T AR AT S 2 W B 2 ST N o bR SO G A] 1) R U316 Y5 3X — R Hk S8
3 I AARYE B P 2 3] R SO SR A ) ik 2 A NLP AT45 . — R 4k
AR 177961 38 P 4 7R Ly 1) s A

AR B S IR A P R b v B 4 e B R e 1 ST B T T AR . AT IRAE £ [T
&I ELMo 1A %5k

EFTXHEXAREMPITIE LT SO 0 A2 ML S BRI R A2 AR
FERF 3 AT P BEPE T 11 i DR B R B DGR o Peters 55 A AE 2018 411 SCHR [77] HHAEST
0 HoAth ) 25488 LSTM,  ARATT & L5 W1 Gated CNNU8 I Transformer 8 3X A5 1)
BRG] LUA o 2 > v e B SR DGR ) B2 . Bowman 55 AAE 2018 R[] 3C
Bk [149] AT 25 2% 2 1 JBR) A FERT ST T b SOM G ) B RO, IEIIEST T8
5 R AN AR RS R SO OGS AT S . AR I, FERESOS AR S
i AR L e UL HE . Zhang 25 A\ AE 2018 S 3CHR [150) it — DAL Ak
I3 M bR T R S R AN BB AR SRR S £ . Tenney 55 AALE 2018 411
SCHR [151] 4331 7 2R 4k .
4.3 REIUAHFHAIED e

AT AL LT Dozat Al Manning 75 2016 5 [ 3CHR [8] H 42 H 1R E WA &t
FES A (deep biaffine parser) o X5 A0 AR 248 FH BILSTM 4 &4
BATA A ) TN, AR A I Z AR s SR TN A PR AR A A0S R
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WMEAREEE X TR PR R A AR S5, ko ] OB e SOy

>'n

by = BILSTM (V" v 4-1)

b, v RARROR . FESRAG T REF R by J5, FOBTRUREE I A SR A
bR IC SR AR 2 5

h{P = MLP®* (h,)
(pOS) MLP(pos ) (h(pOS))

yo = argmax s(pog)

TP R HE SR I B 4-2 7 7 o

WEFADEDITREL X TARAF AR, F A i k. Brbloh 13
Shy s IREERTHS AR 7 BT SR P Rh R R BT HF R, SRR fT A\ BILSTM A=A
R BB AR T

V; = ngord) ® Vgtag) (4_2)

h; = BiLSTM (vy,--- ,V,); o (4-3)

FERRAF T hy Ji s RIS A0 o0 A SR X il AR R A 21— SR XL
Pisit 2%, uﬁ?ﬁﬁxﬁﬂwﬁw@f’rﬁﬂé%B‘]ﬂﬁb'fffo T, 28 M) T
HH A 3] AR R UG T n | D A T B

(BIC) H(arc -head) W(arc)h(dl‘C dep) + H(arc head)b(arc)

l

(arc)

y* = argmax s;’
J

R N RN LA T IR = S B AR PIECE RN
MLP HSE3A . 5260, O R AIRE | AL I R R
H a0 s S0 5] 1 1 ) e A RO RE R . B TR R
YO YRR T S AR AT 4 2,

frel) (hi}rglr;ead)) U(rel)h(rel dep) | pytrel) (h(rel dep) h(r:\lr;ead)) +bleD,

Yy = argmax s(reD

Horpr, pOethead) L plreldep) ity v i b5 R J1 Rehed 4, HRAR (R HE S U
E4-307718
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ty t
MLP MLP

-+ < [ BILSTM ][ BILSTM|-——{ BILSTM - [BiLSTM - - -
4 4

BILSTM |- BILSTM |- BILSTM - BILSTM]- - -
i

- o= >

\/ Vs Vg V7
A
+
e N
(tune) (fix) (char) | KLLMo,
v, v, v, =

Kl 4-2 RBEXUT S I PEARTE AR IOHESE . 75 CA I HE AR 7R A F ELMo 15 b\
Fig. 4-2 The framework for deep biaffine tagger. In this paper, we use ELMo as an additional word
input, as highlighted in the cyan block.

(arc) (rel)
S4.7 S4.7

biaffine

Y TTE T

v, T
y{chan V4 Vs V6 vy
A
ELM04 + > Viword) — D — Vgtag)

K 4-3 GRPEERTHHRAF AR e AR ZE . 5 (AR SR Y ELMo 108 . 1% 2R
T AT SR DY AN TG U 2R AR 10 7 K
(arc)

Fig. 4-3 The framework for deep biaffine parser. We demonstrate how to calculate the arc score (s, ,

and relation score (sff;l)) between the fourth and seventh words. Like in Figure 4-2, we highlight the

additional ELMo embeddings in the cyan block.
FEDR RS FTR o M e, el RS0 N R A o i) 2 O ok S0,
LISRAS yore Janl fies Bk . SCHR [8] R T Fia R s USAIRA RIS SSeRE AN 3]
MAZATT e RTHEIRMANTT, Bl IS 500

BN FEURREOU T A TS, B R VOO SR D
ATTEF Vs 2) M Rk TR v, % 3)
A4 5 LSTM SR 00 1 V™, I 28 3 ot ph = ol s A s

V(.word) — V(~tune) + Vgﬁx) + Vgchar)o (4_4)

1 1
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I R TR A i 2 6 18 3
M Dozat 25 A 2017 4 SCHR (891, T YA AAITA [y 8 v AT L2 3 WL iR] (1287
] 2 4l 7 e v R AR ) AR AR T R R B A 5] BT LSTM (1Y
) [ e v i T TR A SRR o AT INRT 5 SRR IEAE %5 T Residual

Network 74 {1t JEAE
4.4 EF FTXHEXIEEREBREN RS AL 83

R SO e [ 1216 7 2 T R A4 oD R B AR A I PERE . Peters 45
AE 2018 AE[ASCHR 1S oo o T4 5 0 1 R SO 6] ) — BLMo. A
ZeAE51.2.27 X T ELMo (9 bR SCR R LA B M2 STHET T VA 400 A
T3 LR A 301630459 bR SCA S i+ ELMo; = y XE_ s - (ﬁg@ ® ‘Hg@)o

EREW RS AED W HER ELMo AR i) 82 ELMo {Eil F K171
EAHTH IR . AFK ELMo FIAE—Fhanah 1)) n) s ALY rh

SCHR [152] 752 MBS ERESE T AR bR SCAH G TA] ) 2 ) 2 17 75 2 1 48 17
WS ) . ARPEILEE 1R, 7E¥ B SOM DGR 1) 5 N T 3 5 AT 25 A %
ZAI R BY IS [ 8 Z3000T LASRAG SE A IR o F AR B A8 KR B XU S5 107k 4
Mras & FEEMSE, ARFTESH IR [152] FEE B b [E w240

£33 ELMo; 2 ), Az HHAE—ANEAMNA W & IEES4.3 5 P,
SCHR [89] I L AH I AN R i R A A T 24 A5 IR 3R 1R o (A X d-4T ) A%
22 HAGE I ¥ ELMo; W 21 5 vOvord A [m] ) 24 B I 3a ik AH -5 A RE e e AT 41
Ho L, T IAMEARE SAVES TR (3% F4-25 F43 sy, v

5T

V(.WOTd) — V?une) + VEﬁX) + VEChar) + W(ELMO) . ELMOi (4_5)

SCHR [13] TR T WK R SCAR DGR [ B N T RS T E . — RN
H 5L BT S, R SRR S . M Sk [13], E A
J7vEA R T AR BE R TE . AR, H T AR S 0 H AR ST R SCH S 1 R
WFKAE NI TR, A2 S TG b T SO 1] ) 5 4% 4] 1) Sk AT 4 4 11
7 2R IR B XA S 43 2% b B ELMo.
4.5 325§
45.1 1%&

AREAE CoNLL 2018 % [EEAYVE4 AT SRl 146 () 57 AN SR g Bk 7588 .
13X S 6 40, 4 308 P 3 P bR R AR A A 0T 3X 57 N EHRAR I35 44 T AN [A]
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84 ST 1R SO R 0T
ERMNIE T . AT LR SO B2 1 B DR A B s S B (1 5 8 5 2 i
A TE R AT R R bRAE DT V0 B A R e AN . R R EFIEAEE . A T
25 ELMo, A% MUFI A FF () AL b b B Rh i 5 BEA LA E T P9 T )7 10 B AR T L

X 138 AR P A S, AT A TR 1R 203 45 A A N o VRIIAT45 h aml ik
P FR AL T3l AR AR (UPOS) SRS FERF A A AR 2 (XPOS). A TS
SCHR [89] HAEHH UPOS 5 XPOS B4 24 S I N ik ISR AR T [l PEbR 2% . Ak
PE, A2 2 1) H AR 2 A AT FH L 10 16 g 1 7= 1) [R] B TE A 3060 UPOS #l XPOS .
AR FE AT N PR U A AR PR FR bR . BT LS R 1Y) XPOS L
X®, AR UPOS 45 k. HIL9i 4 Box 7 UPOS 1 XPOS HIZRIEH,
Wl UPOS 45 3 A A7 2% AR k.

XT38 AT 3200 T S s, SRl PERR R SALL, AR T th A LA 1) 21 45 A
NN o AT AN ZR FE 5 MRS FRAHE, AL B Shid AR E AN AT
PAFNGAAE L Aghia e, ARz MR S5 b I E MR e 2R Al E, R
5 P88 U AR AR AR T A3t . ATl A A bR 2SR A7 0 R UER %
(LAS) VA8 H A 2> BT R e

Ik ELMo 11— ANAXEZ ANET: A 3R 5K, softmax fr it 2 M 4E 2 it & .
N TR A 4T, AFEAfH] sampled softmax A B0 Y ZRasi R, ASEE (111 25005 10
btk sampled softmax 2 [F] PR 3= 58 22 A0 T AN Y H AR 1] (1) — 2 7 1N IR AR R
TREAR . @ YIL SR, EMOTEA LK RE. /£ NVIDIA P100 GPU |, I
2 —FE S ELMo KZFH% 3 K,

452 #R
R 4-1: AEIMHAMKAFA)VE A H A ELMo [ LE#L .
Table 4-1: Comparison of model with and without ELMo.
Af#H ELMo 1] ELMo
12 UPOS LAS UPOS LAS
Arabic-PADT 96.73 82.88 9693 83.64
Bulgarian-BTB 98.40 90.80 99.13 91.78
Catalan-AnCora 97.37 91.05 98.89 91.40
Czech-CAC 99.01 91.22 99.25 91.40
Czech-FicTree 98.55 91.08 98.57 91.57
Czech-PDT 98.99 9236 99.13 92.39
Old_Church_Slavonic-PROIEL 96.61 81.01 96.47 82.26
Danish-DDT 96.97 85.19 9795 86.34

® {4 Japanese-GSD 4t T UPOS #533:, XPOS 43K 5 (i 45 o
@ ATMHKE D KNA 8,172,
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F 41 (EF)
KAl ELMo i/ ELMo
e UPOS LAS UPOS LAS
German-GSD 9440 81.26 94.89 81.79
Greek-GDT 96.57 88.18 98.02 89.31
English-EWT 9596 87.62 96.74 88.27
English-GUM 93.57 84.08 96.42 86.00
English-LinES 96.52 79.68 97.14 80.46
Spanish-AnCora 97.78 90.44 98.84 90.86
Estonian-EDT 96.26 85.10 97.49 85.48
Basque-BDT 9522 81.85 96.48 83.56
Persian-Seraji 97.22 8720 9793 88.15
Finnish-FTB 95.89 89.11 96.87 89.94
Finnish-TDT 96.24 8799 97.48 89.65
French-GSD 97.13 8793 97.59 88.62
French-Sequoia 98.27 8§9.12 9891 91.18
French-Spoken 9424 7495 9631 77.79
Galician-CTG 97.71 8331 97.71 8345
Ancient_Greek-Perseus 92.05 75.12 9439 78.73
Ancient_Greek-PROIEL 96.86 81.76 97.85 83.75
Hebrew-HTB 96.43 8521 9734 87.21
Hindi-HDTB 97.24 92.00 97.60 92.19
Croatian-SET 9735 86.51 98.14 87.24
Hungarian-Szeged 9296 76.69 96.59 81.35
Indonesian-GSD 91.82 79.21 93.76 79.30
Italian-ISDT 97.89 9152 98.41 9248
Italian-PoSTWITA 9593 80.54 96.82 81.77
Japanese-GSD 97.76 9251 97.96 92.70
Korean-GSD 96.25 83.71 96.60 84.94
Korean-Kaist 9532 86.62 95.68 86.40
Latin-ITTB 98.55 89.04 98.53 88.90
Latin-PROIEL 96.23 79.06 97.03 80.49
Latvian-LVTB 93.96 8243 96.07 83.87
Dutch-Alpino 96.09 8743 96.35 90.21
Dutch-LassySmall 95.78 8596 96.61 87.51
Norwegian-Bokmaal 97.46 90.78 98.36 91.67
Norwegian-Nynorsk 97.19 90.42 98.20 91.33
Polish-LFG 97.90 95.03 98.83 94.73
Polish-SZ 9724 91.74 98.32 92.18
Portuguese-Bosque 96.20 89.12 97.21 89.85
Romanian-RRT 97.53 8690 9797 86.95
Russian-SynTagRus 97.81 9296 99.02 93.09
Slovak-SNK 9396 88.11 97.08 90.13
Slovenian-SSJ 97.74 92.01 98.61 92.04
Swedish-LinES 96.39 81.72 97.38 83.21
Swedish-Talbanken 97.60 86.61 98.09 88.26
Turkish-IMST 95.66 6497 96.65 68.03
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%41 (B
AfEF ELMo  {# ] ELMo
P UPOS LAS UPOS LAS
Uyghur-UDT 89.84 6532 89.68 68.13
Ukrainian-IU 96.20 85.50 97.74 86.40
Urdu-UDTB 9439 81.66 94.21 82.26
Vietnamese-VTB 88.99 60.27 90.54 62.12
Chinese-GSD 94.60 79.70 9430 79.85

Fe4- 1380 F ] PR AR AGE AR AR i PE . R4-1178 ELMo 45 57 4
WA R R E A PERESR T . ki, ELMo 25 57 M) 51 AN 2R 2
1 UPOS MIHEMZ . ~FIgHERZRIET R 091, WPEFRIEARICI PR 2 Cerror
reduction) P T 24%. X118 FAKAF 01081, ELMo 45 57 M FEH 1) 54 B
R LAS HIHERR IR T, T3 LAS #2710 111, PR ERET 7%, L
()45 B W] ELMo AT LLAT R4 it Fi 3] A R AR A VR B I Tk R

AT AE R A2 OB A B (A ] ELMo FIAR Y 55 24 iy Bt 1038 F AV 00T R4
AT TP X RGEHE; 1 P REREA 4 UDpipe 2.019%1; 2) Z21EF
LA A B UDify 54, 3X— L s ELMo A% 5 B I8 FH A PR vEAR A7 F03k
AT TR AL VERE .

RFILWILT UPOS $2T+15 LAS $&F+ 2 M A . IL Pearson AHOC R HN
0.5196 (p < 0.001), XK Bl H ELMo Frafy K i Sl e AN TEIEAT 45 o — 28U
4.6 G4
4.6.1 MERMHSMHEERAKXR

554.5.2°15 ok ELMo AT LL&5 38 A ] P br i S50 2032 93 B s SR PR BRI 32 T
SRTT, AT AR IR, $& T IR Z AN A ¥ . ELMo 45 Hungarian-Szeged 5 K [
PTHIRE R, H45 Galician-CTG ik 7 FIHIACR . @ X —MWEEE W] ELMo 11E
TR S E SR @ EA G . o TR TR IX e g v, A S AN R 5 fO A
HEAT AT S5, R A ABATT I i M2 e 5 PR RR PR THAH DG IR . AR T O — AN L
Jrif R, X R

o WK D AT IGESR A BCRE RN @

o BAFFEARL: AL ICHR (1551 B, B FHERHE T #0081 4 1% 15
BRI & 5 £ G AR MVl . A3 SCHR [155], B 518 5 5208 XINTEA R

@ ELMo % Galician-CTG %K T 0.30 #] UPOS T~ B&, % Hungarian-Szeged 7K T 4.56 ] UPOS 27+
@ LL10 NS
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*® 4-2 AEAE] ELMo #5284 5 24 Jir g YU ] A7 70 RGEHIRS B
Table 4-2 The comparison with the state-of-the-art UD parsing systems.

Y FVH-UPOS %2 34-LAS
UDpipe 2.01153 96.94 85.05
UDify 154 95.88 85.50
WEEXTST CRA$ ] ELMo) 96.15 84.94
XU (fifi il ELMo) 97.07 86.04

AP ARG I AH G

o ARIHTAL R AEALHINZRE s T AEBOE INET 5 2 EUAE 4 3F 3 4442 & 1) oY
i

o ZNWEFGAE: RERINE Z AW PER T RLE o 2 . ARFEAEH
W TR 22 SCURI R LU A B 1 1) 22 SCIRl B R o F T B SO G 3] ) 2 1 e it
WIF S e — i 22 i, AE Ay il X —febsfi &= b N SO O m R 4y
% SO A B AR BRI T

o ABFIE LA ATRE AN I B IE AR SR I il e SOk R
A %33 (0O0V) . OOV HITHELHAETERITE K . A TR U EHH: o it 2 R m] 1) 7
bEE SO A T3 e fs) .
Hrb D AR KD &S F 5 AL B DURARBATAZ BAESCHR [89] (B33 T i1k .

A S AR E4-4 SR T AT S A R I S R By ] R/ R R e IR A 0 £
THARRFRARZ AR R B T AR, El4-4 BoRIX 5 g 1 5 P e THE A
L (monotonic) HIAHIG . JET1X—K&7R, AF AT H MG vHAH IS PE PR J7 1%
WAL B 28 PEAH OCPE Y Pearson AH ¢ 2 BUR PR I A2 & HE P A7 P 1F) Spear-
man PR R K4-357R T AHRPER PR 85 3 i T AH ¢ R B A0 B A HL & PT i
ek, A HATH IXAME T A 1t S PR SR T ARG . R4A-3 /R T A7 X 4t
IR, AA R85 38 F e ARy P g4 T A oot K. &8 K 5
T8 AL PR BEER T B AH DG M B Ko T ARBS 98] pb ) 5 08 A3k 20 i Pk e 3R T
PRI . W SEom R, IIGRER B D RO I, 300 27 BE 220 1) R 6 o 1]
HELAEIMRE R o @ PRk, ARFEYCH A B Foaag el g — AN A HE B E W
JE 1 o

R T IX LR FEAHOCJE PR, ELMo s K i1 e S TH L5 SR 12 J& VA7 e AR 1)
FRVE. 28 TIRRIXFIAR N, ATESH Ma 55 NAE 2018 £ SCHR [157] LK
McDonald 5 Nivre £E 2007 4= 1) SCik [158] 7 T = AN g5ikH e gt . 1X48)E

© 5% HESEASIHE [156]
@ A{EARFSZIBHRET, D GRIE KD FIAR A T8 s 2 18] (1) B IR AR D -0.5477
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LAS imp
>
B
e
:
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>
> s

A aA A A A

A A A A i it
A A A

training size morph. complexity nonprojectivity polysemy rate OOV rate

LAS e.r.

4-4 FARR R S S M AR R AR T (imp.) SRR AR (e.r) ICR, BTN
B AR — D
Fig. 4-4 The relation between five attributes and the ELMo’s improvements (imp.) and error reduction
(e.r) for POS tagging (UPOS) and UD parsing (LAS). Each point in this figure denotes a treebank.

% 4-3 WEEVE R S YEREFR T Y Pearson/Spearman AH S o R AR 7 AH S B3¢ i O MR iR o
Table 4-3 The Pearson/Spearman correlation between five attributes and the improvements and error
reduction for each treebank. Bold number show the highest (absolute) correlation value.

UPOS LAS
W S Tt R 22 BRAIG Tt 1R 22 FRAIG
VI ESACTINGN -0.30/-0.23 0.03/-0.05 -0.58/-0.56 -0.36/-0.39
EA%FEEMAE  026/025 020/020 024/0.19  0.17/0.17
B R 0.14/0.05 -0.07/-0.09 0.33/0.11 0.14/0.04
% A FEERE  -020/-0.15 -0.10/-0.15 -0.17/-0.14 -0.13/-0.12
ARG 351 LA 0.51/0.44 022/024 052/043 0.33/0.33

PEALFEINK B (dependency length). & & (distance to root) F145 415 4~4k (number
of modifier siblings). ANF A FTIXLE J& 11 1) — N & R A8 ELMo FRE 8 1] i A
FEAN A gy R SR ER T, et Al ELMo HIB AR ] ELMo 5 4 b 4 7
BRI AT BB PR B N P . AR A K45 oR TIX— i g R
Fl4-5 45 A ELMo 4B &b Jg M R A DR K. vl L, ARFER T
1148 ] ELMo 77 K BT iR BRI LT — 3 XM ioR T 450 @ 5 threde Tt
B BEA Y. B, ARTEAL G S A8 BT ELMo (8 R 6 sl J7 T 1) P
AE -
4.6.2 REFIRAY4RE

h 1 RS ELMo A5 R I edh = 2R e ARG, AEAES IR
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0.90 A ®- w/o ELMo ®- w/o ELMo
c —A— w/ ELMo 0.90 1 —A— w/ ELMo
-g 0.85
b
& 0.80 0.85 1+ @- w/o ELMo h \e
071" =4~ W/ ELMo o
0.75 i i i ) . . .
0 5 10 0 5 10
0.90 A ®- w/oELMo | 0.925 - ®- w/o ELMo
—4&— w/ ELMo —&— w/ ELMo
= 0.85 0.900 -
“:" 0.80 0.875 A
. 0.850 * 0.6 -®- w/o EMo- :
0.75 A % & : 0_5_—A—w/ELMo 1y
5 10 0 5 10 0 5 10
dependency length distance to root number of modifier siblings
4-5 MRAFIN =T @ PEXT I (P HERf /A Rl S AR R AR R IR, B iR BRI yu

£ 0.0 £ 0.3,
Fig. 4-5 Dependency arc precision/recall relative to three attributes. The dashed green line shows the
error reduction. The limits of y-axis for error reduction are fixed to (0.0, 0.3).

R 4-4 SR ELMo F A A B 5 i) 5 R Bl EMRBL. )5 AT Bon TiRZERD

Fig.4-4 A comparison on the IV and OOV performance of two models. The last row shows the error

reductions.
SR 1] A e
T UPOS LAS UPOS LAS

A ELMo  98.00 87.97 88.50  79.52
1§ | ELMo 98.27 88.58 9336 81.32
13.50% 5.07% 42.26% 8.79%

IR FHE T A T AR AR 25 S R R B Sk ] PR fE . © RA-4BIR T LRI I 45 2R
MR F4-4, ELMo 7130 A1 P Ay A FARAE A7 a0 B B 45 R 8 Sk im) iy >k 7 bLn]
B IR E Z BT o 0 T R AR, ST ZERE A 4.86, 1R 2=k K 42.26 %.
X Tl ARAE T30, SRTFIZAERHE K 1.80, R ZEW N 8.79%

bR T ARG TR TR RS, AT AEE4-6 22 T S5 Al ELMo [
PR TE FH R PR R 2500 A o BT E4-6n] LA e PSRRI AE Q833 (AUXD, FF
3%15 (CCONIJ) FIA & %35 (SCONI) —RA )R LRI LF—5. B2, ff
H ELMo #5575 05 S5 R I S 4 1% A %33 (PROPN) ThRE. XANEE 355 —Fh
FEUER] T ELMo %} OOV s o PIA 1R — NI SEAR A FR, R h &
AR N

M, KER—RANSHETE L : ELMo T Ei@i312 5 KRB FiAY4RERIE
5187k NLP & R9E8E

@ IV F OOV i i Le R 2 dis 4y 87.38 % Al 12.62 %,
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PROPN NOUN ADV ~ ADJ PRON VERB NUM DET INT] AUX X~ CCONJ SCONJ SYM PART PUNCT

4-6 A5 ARG ] ELMo BB S R i) 1 BR v AR B 15 20 A o
Fig. 4-6 The POS tag error distributions of our models with and without ELMo.

4.6.3 REFRIWAEHRENHD

ARG S AA] — HAE M NLP RGEVERE IR ) . R 36 sl [n) /) — e fidt i 7 5802
FH 2 R 3% kR s 5did o 11, Collins 7E 2002 4F [ SCRik [37] HF 44 FH AT 28R 5 4%
INRESR N PRI AT S5 ) B3A] o« Liang 7E 2005 4E3CHR [159] 76 R AR 1)
FOUNH 3] SR 284 % 137 P . Ballesteros 25 AAE 2015 4E 1) 3Cik [160] H4d F
FRF LSTM B 4feinl [n) &, MITLESE T 588 M AKAE AL 20 A v B T S (R 280
1525 ) EAF IR B4 R 07 10, ELMo J&— M {EIR ¥ T7 %, IR —: 1) ELMo
PNl FEAE B4R 22 #AA], X RS ELMo* it 12" #iil. 2) ELMo f# MR #E =T
R (BILSTM) BAKIAIE & 7R (CNN) X 8id] () AL T REBEAT SEAF 1 <dh % .

FUMHLIE, <9012 RO AT DO ARG gl ke MERe R T SR, B T-75%% 2] ELMo
IS G5 IR P A AT, AEENOGERE <“Hhig PRSI ERE. A
TV A2 <hh g MRS HITERE, A TR ARG KI5 AR, AR
ELMo I @& &3] (HED XA 75 B R A sk 1] bR AR A x) il
12 ORI — B VPl 1T A A3 [ () A 26 333 U S Bkt T ELMo (1) 4% 350k . 3R4-5
SR 7R T I8 R PR AR AR A AVE AT EIX PRI M RE . R K45, T
ELMo BB (R RIS ARAE D ARG s im #ia ok T HERese T, m Bk
KRG SR IR TIAHIT . XA R U] ELMo BEAEI0IZ R B 517, WhsHh S R G ok
Tilo AE AT I B RE T S ELMo PEREFRTH B EEEOR YA .
4.6.4 KRB RIRIRFIMEKEE NI

MRIEATSC, ELMo H &% — M AL ThRene 1. AR EUE—PHITIX
R ZRETINRYE . AT SCie, REFIA LR LUE 1D e B R
J 2D R TE AT HERT . Sk T WX P R A R DTk TR, AR E TR
ARG RAT TG A T I BRIERBEU S A ds th 24 R on - (X d-49 i
V) s, AT U IR R w S e ) p LA ) .
H ] 5 3] ) EL
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Table 4-5 A comparison on the OOV word performance. We categorize OOV words into two types,
indicating whether a word is recalled during the learning of ELMo.

e KA
iy UPOS LAS UPOS LAS

A ELMo  88.85  79.52 8829  79.52
{§H} ELMo 9390 8142 92.05 80.99
45.29% 9.27% 32.11% 7.18%

R A4-6 TSI ATUR . 55 BB AR A [ ) AR B 1 IO HERf

Table 4-6 The ablation results. The number in the brackets shows the performance of unrecalled OOV.

UPOS LAS
B Gsdn ORGSO | P B KRB
Word2vec 93.04 96.80  72.59 (62.83) | 82.73 84.94  72.15(62.83)
FastText 94.91 96.81 83.69 (75.05) | 82.83 84.73  73.34 (68.23)
JETHE ) ELMo | 95.64 97.42  85.52(68.48) | 84.06 85.96  74.68 (64.07)
ELMo-CNN 96.60 97.58 90.74 (85.56) | 84.75 86.19  77.38 (72.79)
T ELMo | 96.82 97.68 91.50(86.74) | 84.94 86.43  77.82 (73.60)

* Word2vec: Word2vec /& AT AL A b SCAH DG 1) = 1 IR 2R 5000 R 4%

o FastText: FastText™ j&—FhBEM AT R0 i &0 M & . T FastText H
REBAE R IRE )], AR Word2vee RZEH ) Word2vee #5464 FastText LLI:
TIEH o oA X SR T RIS B ) A2 15 BR S T SRR e Tt

* ELMo-CNN: AFAFH ELMo "' EF3CHECM I & (CNN i) AR
ELMo. X —HMAER T ELMo 1) F N SCEBIRE Ty, I B S W B G T
HE R o

« AT & ELMo: A% ¥ ELMo i CNN B4y %38 1) ) & I 14 11
A4S ETE RS T ELMo. iX— B ER T ELMo Mid B % 8E )1, M
M E B BRSO TR R 520

o AT 58 ELMo: AFITH] R SOM G ) & (AR

ARELENMIEFC FHATIX 5. LI Ruk4-6R. WikRs-6, A
BT AN KRR (ELMo-CNN F1A& T 549 ELMo) 1 GE 03 4 T H
AL 45 1] ) = FRIAE T (Word2vec 1 T 1869 ELMo) . 1A% 3152 1)) 3 7~ B AR
AR T I R A B A (A DR PR IX S0 45 IR R WL T 40 00 ) R R A
ELMo il % 88 b k5 TR KIE A

@  BFEAEE RE. BB ROFARE . BOOREANE AO0E.
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Table 4-7 A comparison of the polysemous/monosemous word performance. We determine a word
as polysemy when it has multiple POS in the training data. The last row shows the error reductions.

e 2 ] A

KA ELMo 8890  87.84
1§ H] ELMo 89.47  88.12
5.13%  5.13%

+ R y
Tooe e o
o0
K et et T
x % ffood © . - o“.ot:* i, +
e e ¥ . £ . &
- ® . + ] +
A 8 LR i
- . § »
. e s . X @t lother e At oy

Llragh o Ly M+ AT
s, =+

. * . +o- +
. L X3 ':x'.. X :s:: “-‘t +' == PROPN

% "X RN £ e «a° —— NOUN
XX X X .
X% S%X, X% —— VERB
X X ¥ . peopl AD)

4-7 RE AT R . 2B Bori) g ELMo B R SCRREER, A K BoR i
Word2vec FI45 53 &40 & DY PR A 302 3] . (i T Word2vec SR i il & I JR B, TG ik
ERBEAN AR S UG M 3R 7R o BT LAZE N LA DA B 22 (1) 5
Fig. 4-7 Visualization of the OOV word embeddings from ELMo (left) and Word2vec (right) along
with the prototype word for 4 POS tags for content words. The left figure presents more words than
the right one because ELMo can produce embeddings for any word, while Word2vec only yields
embeddings for encountered words, and some OOV words are not recalled.

WL be R 4-6m Word2vec 5 FastText 455, A4 FastText V5 2% N\ FIF Y
ITERELS T Word2vec . 3X— &5 R R WIS A5 B RERE S TS R PR RE . SRy, A
FastText WR R AT HI 7o) s B AT A R 2250, mT L ELMo ()48 )
RN BAT R RN EE ) o AT NIX R R R J) ok H CNN 55 n-gram
1) 104 &% 235 ) LA R vl 5 AR 2 ) H b

T MAMHE R4 R TR IR (ELMo-CNN) B3 T 5564 ELMo 4
W PERE . FIR, X—85 9 B3 I T2 71 1% ELMo. - T-J& T3 ¥ ELMo H g8
T RN, AT DA BRSO TR PR RE I s, A TR AR S
HA Z AN P53 280 2 i) 5 i 8] B S B 22 SO AR )ik o i BTk e
WRA-TH7R . MRIERA-TINEER, 505 2 O R B L TR . AR
W, R ELMo MBI @A 2 X, e T a)ik iy, HAER
RIP HE  ET SCIE R IR R i R A TSR IR .

H SO B R $2 FHVH R T ELMo 78 1 DA% 3 50 (1) A 56 55 3] (1) 10 F v 4l
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Fig. 4-8 The simulation results on low-resource settings

G0 N T SUENNER, AN ELMo H b FSCER I [ 5 (CNN 4D g
1T T A4k . ATEAE ] T-SNESO X0 2 6 55k 1] LA K45 2 ] 4 1 e R3] AT M v 4
AE) 2 4P PTG © TR S R B RTEE4-Tr . s B AR SR AR Y R
TR PERR S . @ IXAN B R AN R (1) 2 6 i) (1) 3R 7 (R SR 5 A AT T 1) M TR
(ARG, BRI ELMo 7= AL (1l s A IR Ak @ e i % 6e 1. M2,
Word2vec 177 A2 115 1) 5 43 HOCE RN 5 TR R AN [RIAT BE AN e 78 20 Fili B £ i )
(R AR A .
4.6.5 BUR#IRA)ES HTAERISLIE

AU SC 7R T ELMo il i 2% 3 B U 1 A 8 sl fh ok Bt mnB ik A kg 1
N ZREHEAS L (AT, A6 Sl () ) AR AR IR ™ . ELMo 548 b R SO G 7]
] DA R I 2 o] R B A RO B s s . O TIRIEX Rk, ARFIEAT T
AR AL AT AR S o A FEREHISKAE T UD_English-EWT LA & UD_German-
GSD JE I ZEHE 1) 0.5%, 1%, 2%, 5%, 10% LA 20% 15 Rlg, FFRAE

©  AFRIEMARE R ZM UD_English-EWT 3. AT Bush M Traq 1105 %47 44 3 1 4L 35,
people 1 food 1 4y 4 v I ML 715],  good AT other 4 4 JE 2518 FY ML 45, know FI get 4 Sk &l (1) St 3] .
@ 25 97% ARG AT AN KKK POS #5%5 .
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WA AL R SRS R HOK AR AR RO R . XA SRS o B0 WY T S LA A R ek kAT o
Mo IXFEAT R AR SR04, AL RENSAE S 7% SO I 21 (IR BT
T L 2525 M I AR R B o IRy AT I REAT Tl L o Herp A [l 2
2 AT, RIS A (P R S VR A n) LUK BIERA I 2k o (EAER D R v
SAT MBI IER S BRI GR o 2RA5 1o 55— AN R P ZRMHR A S
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PN A NP 7 IR RAX i o DA T gk R N 2 50l PR 5 ST i, SCR [170]
ISR 23] o o TN ZRINRA— SO L, i N AU el Rl B
SRR R IR R B IR RAS . AT R AT i A U0 [T Bege— i i vy
Ao AEE YR A A [T 5 A0 AR AR R AT B 3R A ) SR 2 B A v 28 1 L
AR R o AR AR R T LA DA P ] SRS IR A 2 SRS (RIR S R UL RS ROk
B BER A o BRIEZAh, ATt Ar o > R h SR VR AR AR R R R A 2 ], T F
FER R BIRPIRGS b 2 SRR, R X P P Z8 TR I REREAT 45 15 7T DLt — 2D S i T K
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Fig. 5-1 Workflow of our knowledge distillation for search-based structured prediction. The yellow
bracket represents the ensemble of multiple models trained with different initialization. The dashed
red line shows our distillation from reference (§5.3.2). The solid blue line shows our distillation from
exploration (§5.3.3).

FANES I S, AR B R R T 1.32,

B 1 M TR) ) P B B R R BEA T R R AR, A T AR A T BRI T S g A
R FIRZR I o ARG B SCRYEAR RN XA b T SCAR 9% ] 1) 8 RO ASE 2R 1) 2%
T o S 45 RARWIA TGS 107 5 ] AT O S AR BEAT SRR T . 3K 4
SRAEAF AL T SCR S 1] 17 8 (R 2 i 3 A P PR 20 (M R RSk T e

AN ) T EE TR R

o AREHFIUE TR G ATN A R RRZ S ), I E G5 %

4

FfopRas 2z )y Dk — 4 T PERE (85.3.4).

o ARFEAEPIANEE T HE BRI A5 A PIN v J — LTS B Ak o AT A R L
BV LI E TR RE . IR AT SEES, AT R AN R IR Re s A AR s R TR
(PSSR T R, AR AL LR RG0S T B RGeS T, RISk REAL
T A I T SO AR R S5 R PRI TR (§5.5.2) 0 [RIEE, JERE A B0 AT, ARTELN
PEUE A B2 5 VR A B (§5.5.3).

o BT RIREER, AT ATHE A AR A A B AR N T S RIS )
208 b AT A BN SO DGR 1) BB 28 B AME R | (§5.5.2), IF
AT T AT RE . XS5 R A ] b SO DG TR ) R R R SR A TR

-78 -



55 T T IR ZE IR N ARAE A)VE S B hnid v

52 Bx#HIR
52.1 BEFEBRIKERESR

CER TR RN X = (X1, X000 %) WS R SR Yy =
(V1o Y20 es V)0 FEHT, y AR B2 [RIAH FARHS o i 48 2% 1) &5 g T ) 138-162.168.169.172-175]
W Sl R 0 2B e R R — MR R . MRS R LB R E A 5
T (S, A, T (5,a), S0, Sr)o ' S RIGZREMES: A RMRIENES: 7 £
BER PR, SRS B BRI B N RS SN E P A RIS, I SXxA - S
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GEIRE sr o€ Sro 1RZ HARTE 7 ACHE () B n] LLEEASE A ST 48 22 (1) 45 M 00 ) 8, 3
S ) 0, AR AT R0 53 AT 200 FOAR e LA B 2 167103] RS- 1R T AR T R 11
SR TR AT T B R VR A M IR 7 4

TEAAR IR BN G 5T 5 m(s) 8 A 98 Z O R O o s — A0 28
pla | 8)o XA AR s TR —D3E a MR fEXFoe T, 2u0 R
Al LB A e SCARYE pa | s) EFEMF R = 801E, Bl n(s) = argmax,, p(a | s)-
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2 RIS IERA S5 y SNIRE s —ADNSHGME ao 22 pla | s) M REET
WA A LL s RN, a R BnvEd 1R o S8 2% S I8, S5 1808 T2 X pla | s)
M — M. P s 1, RIS ax(s,y) ISR LS5 RE S 5% 5)
B CEVES- 1B RIS 4T) s RG, S IRE LSS 3 1E DI EUSA A 2% 5]
HAxZk p(a | s) (BIES-111561247), R

Lyie =) ), ~I{a=rnz} logpa] s)- (5-1)

seD a

S22 MG N R AR ECE A B W o BIFE RSN, nTREA 2 s E R IEM
(Rl A LU AR IR E A o AR TR I S5 T, Goldberg 45 A\ 1E 2012
SEESCHR [167] W3 an AT F SCHER [26] 32 arc-standard 3%, — MRAFRIER
A LAY MRS e 2100 B

B T B SRR, N AN — S0 — S R e S T R I 5 A T 1 e
] e PR N ZRIR) H AR 2 0T 225 i, RS 5 STk B TR A FH i YIRS # 2
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*® 5-1 SRR TR Sk TN TR R 1 A3

Table5-1 The search-based structured prediction view of transition-based dependency parsing 12!,

Dependency parsing

s (0,BA), e o ek, B e NEEAE, A ERER S LRI
A {Swurrrt, LeFT, RiGHT}
So {(LLIL..nL.0)}
Sr {([ROOT],[ ], A)}
T(s,a)  SurFr: (0,j1B) — (1), B)
* Lerr: (o|i j.B) = (0|j.B) A< AU{i < j}
* RigHT: (0|i j,B) = (0|i,B) A— AU{i — j}

Input: training data: {x"),y™}" : the reference policy: m&(s,y).
Output: classifier p(als).

1 D« 0;

2 forn <« 1...Ndo

3 t 0

4 s — so(x™);

5 while s, ¢ Sy do

6 a, — mg(s,y™):;
7 D «— DU/{s};
8 Sev1 < T (s1,a0);
9 t—t+1;

10 end

11 end

12 optimize Lypr;

BIE 51 BRI T — L.
HEGOIRAS EAHI S, B AT Ay AR S B T (RIS e T2 O 25 5
TR, R T e B S B 04 .
5.2.2 FHRZAIE

BRI A K 5 L S AR A AT (10 B RIS AT M P 1

JaR A UL LS B 5] Gk SRV T LI B AR (RO AR AL 11
AR SRS BRI (AR b, R TAL G 018 A SR AR AL,
SR VA P12 2 R 0L 4 SBOTT R0 (R R 43 A1 2 AR AL R AR
=1 A b

Lxp =), Y =q(y | x)-logp(y | x). (5-2)

xeD 'y
PR TR MG TTM AT h, x HHZRE s W,y BRI a WM. #
Y R 2 A E 0 n] DL R DA R ZR R 1 52 20 Hob 28000 B A B 24
BN x BIERSEA] y* AN, JIRER R 5 > H AR ] BLS AR GRS BB AR 27 > H
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55 T FHT AR ARAE AR ik gy ik
PR i iy R AT 45 A, I
L=aLlgp+(1-a)Lyrro (5-3)

5.3 BETEBMIKEES TP aIEIR S
5.3.1 HRBVERK

MR SCHR [161], S HLER2E I FEN CBA HAR i dh LIS ek
B, AESZER A P IS ISR EE L HERR R . IX PN & AR Y = A 1
PRI E . ERE TR LTI b, I ZRBH (5 A B IR — B4
S EOXFR T o TR T RO SRS 22 1092 =) F AR AR R X R

SCHR [170] BF5T T B A2 oot 1 A5 508 i - I HL 2250 1 b ik BH A il 2 )
REfS o I IR (PN 5 o SCHR [38] A I W AN [FIHE R SR A5 1) 5 F4) Tl A5 230 AL
BRI AR 2 ST RO . 22 Bk TAE, A2 180 AR il 2 2] e T Y
Pz e 7S, ARFINZR M ARG )5S T3 2R 0 45 5 T A TR AR 5
W FMER I IO g(a | s) = 37 X gmla | ) TEABAERL . fE555.5.3.1°15 0, A
BT VE (KIAIE W B TR R AR AT B SRS TR B 4T
5.3.2 NSEREHEIBIRE

W55 R, BAE R LAY R BRI $E T, SR, B [ S Rm 5 28 i FE
AT G H S NAE I IS B AR Wl 75 0 — AN S el 22 ok, aX PR T
HAEPLSL W R N o D T REAE MRS — IR G 00 N R R T AL, AR
T 7% 18 R BB IR Hh Ol e R R IR A 2 B AN T . B R 2R R TR e i
VES-1 PR BBIAR 2 5T HAREE AL AR 2] H bR (3% A 305-3), Hk5-24
NIk, HTRXFEVEES LIRS LTRSS, A Ha 4
RS P R, S5-I P BRI MR R A B A R A P AR gAY
A
5.3.3 NIRERSHZEIBIRE

TEHE TR B G A T ()1 S, W FOMAL T B R <2800 B2 AR B R
TSR ERBT BB FINER 0 A, WA SRR OB AU sk . A
TIEBIX— Hbr, Az A HBUNB T BEHLRAE H— RAPPRES, JFAE X LIRS
I RVAIRZEIA B bRay S A A . BAACRE, ARFEAEH A RIS e (s) BAR
B mr(s,y)e me(s) KHE—ANIRFE TO FHIMREL g(a | )T RFEH ao Bi)5
R SEE IS 207 . TR EAE R RS BIIRS BT RN 2], &

@ HRESCHR (1611, IR HIRAE BRI AR B
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Input: training data: {x("),y<")}f:’= > the reference policy: mg(s,y); the exploration policy:

ng(s) which samples an action from the annealed ensemble ¢g(a | s)TL
Output: classifier p(a | s).

1 D« 0;

2 forn <« 1..Ndo

3 t 0

4 | 5 so(x™);

5 while s, ¢ S do

6 if distilling from reference then
7 | ar — mr(sny™);
8 else

9 ‘ a; — mg(s,);

10 end

11 D «— D U{s;};

12 See1 < T (s,a0);

13 te—t+1;
14 end
15 end
16 if distilling from reference then

‘ optimize @ Lxp + (1 —a)Lyrr;
else

‘ optimize Lxp;
end

e
e e 3

13
>

BOE 52 SRS R PR E L.
TR AT A IR F RS P AR AL, EI5-1 P (O S B RE R 0 AR A T ARAR
RSP ABRA R,

HIFT 2% 5006w AEAERARIRGS g X, BAEXSOIRAS AT I E Bk 24
SIEAE LEACIMAE . AR, AESES5.571, AEZ IS Ml B 58 e MR ZE IR H Ax
AR (AIEARS-3TRE o = 1) KA.

53.4 NAHRZS A ERE

NS5 IR h 28 VT S B AL 2 I 2 2 S AR EAT T s IR ZORZ v 2581
PR AT GENS AEAE TR R HEAT 5250 o X PRS2 20 v AN R R A1 PR B ik
B (K2 AL RE I 28 R 2 s B rpr o B W] LLE— D 4 BRI B A (I ROR . A
N IR TR NPTRCIRZAS TP BEAT RN 52 ) . AR e 5 e 7R RATH
WZRIRAS, RIRAERRLIRS L5 pa | s)e WER— RS e 77 A, MR/
AR EBUR 55 R R ZE I & W B MEFI R IR I R 22 . SLiRS-26 45

THAE R
5.4 ETF LT XX R ERAES a8 R RIR
AT T HR I IR AT D REA TER ARG 7 7. A9 225 30k [7)
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Fig. 5-2 The parser of Dyer et al. (2015) [7].

PEH Y stack-1stm parser FJ A FE K A)VE AT d o SLHERQLUN K527~ X T stack-
Istm parser, Fe47 A 1] [) /B 36 [E] 5 1] o) = p 5 n] U O] ) = w, FLAEG dn B S-2 BT
TNo AR stack-1stm parser [FJEE A Y DL S LT F 7R SOMH DG 1] [ ot R4
VAT 2808 @I 5E T B SOM DGR 1) S (AR EAT 2600, A n] DA[R & A
JIAERT MR Y 55 22 AR R S A IR Ol 1, REAS 28 e AR 208 1) XA 21 SR X
B (1) 5 A T R R A 2

A EE AR AT 5 A4 A T U 3 TR B AR AE A0 2 M i 7R 3
FHOGTR ) o BRI, AR — B o (0 [ (1) 1n) R . AN B A 2500
(RS RY JUDAN 5 A5 B () b R SCAHOG R ) f e AEIX— 719, AR A 28R A2 5
SRR A 2R I 7 AR R
5.5 KU

AR FEAERE TR O MRAF IR AT AT SE 50 o AR B AR 28 5. 2. 1 $R B T 8
TR AL AT i A O 5149 2R 140 45 44 T ) 7t

ST HR A NE AT S5 T, A=Al R Dyer 28 A\ A5 2015 4F (1 3CHR [7]
P stack-1stm SV (1K) ) Kds. @
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Table5-2 The dependency parsing results. Significance test!!’8! shows the improvement of our Distill
(both) over Baseline is statistically significant with p < 0.01.

LAS
Baseline 90.83
Ensemble (20) 92.73
Distill (reference, a=1.0) 91.99
Distill (exploration, 7=1.0) 92.00
Distill (both) 92.14
Ballesteros %6 N\, ik [179] (dyn. oracle) 91.42
Andor 55 A, 3CHR [180] (local, B=1) 91.02
Buckman %6 A\, 3CHk [181] (local, B=8)  91.19
Andor %5 N\, 3k [180] (local, B=32) 91.70
Andor %5 A\, 3CHik [180] (global, B=32) 92.79
Dozat 5 Manning, 3k [8] 94.08
Kuncoro % N\, 3CHik [182] 92.06
Kuncoro &% A, 3CHR [183] 94.60

R 5-3 AR BTN SCHIDGR] ) A A3 o M A SR8 TR S

Table 5-3 Distillation from structured prediction model with contextualized embeddings.

model LAS  spd.

Baseline 90.83 1x
+ELMo 92.64 7.3x
Distill (both) 91.80  1x
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Fig. 5-3 The effect of T on development set.
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Table 5-4 The ranking performance of parsers’ output distributions evaluated in MAP on “problematic”

states.
FAESIEFIRES  JEIEMIRES
Baseline 68.59 89.59
Ensemble 74.19 90.90
Distill (both) 81.15 91.38
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Fig. 5-5 The distributions of scores for the baseline model and our distillation from both on PTB on
differently-seeded runs.
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Table 5-5 The minimal, maximum, and standard derivation values on differently-seeded runs.

system seeds min max o

PTB test
Baseline 20 9045 91.14 0.17
Distill (both) 20 92.00 92.37 0.09
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