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Abstract

Stanford typed dependencies are a widely desired repegganof natural language sentences, but
parsing is one of the major computational bottlenecks ih aealysis systems. In light of the evolving
definition of the Stanford dependencies and developmerssitistical dependency parsing algorithms,
this paper revisits the questionmt Mom): whétéstradeoff between accuracy and speed in
obtaining Stanford dependencies in particular? We alstoexphe effects of input representations on
this tradeoff: part-of-speech tags, the novel use of amratere dependency representation as input, and
distributional representaions of words. We find that dicisgiendency parsing is a more viable solution
than it was found to be in the past. An accompanying softwelemase can be found at:
http://www.ark.cs.cmu.edu/TBSD

1 Introduction

The Stanford typed dependency (SD) representations ofrgadical relations, introduced b;Ld_e_Mam_eﬂ_e_and_Madning
), have become a popular text analysis scheme for atyarf NLP applications such as event ex-

traction (Bjorne et all, 2009), error correction (Tetdeatiall,2010), and machine translati@t al.,
M). Relative to other dependency representations,asittiose of Yamada and Matsumoto (YM; 2003),

SD parses emphasize semantic relations (e.g., relatiusedaare rooted in the verb rather than the com-
plementizer, prepositional phrases in the nominal ratien the preposition). This may contribute to their

attractiveness in downstream applications (Elming e26113), but it also makes SD parsing more chal-

lenging than YM parsing.

Broadly speaking, there are two kinds of approaches to mibtpidependencies. One, which we call
c-parsing, applies phrase-structure parsing algorithms to obtamstitoents, then extracts dependencies by
applying expert-crafted head rules and perhaps otherftnanations. This is the dominant approach for SD
parsing; indeed, the ruBare considered definitive for the representation, and theyjadated frequently.

The second approach, which we cddparsing, applies dependency parsing algorithms, directly tack-
ling the grammatical relations without representing citushts. These parsers tend to be faster, and for
YM dependencies they achieve the best performahg_Q:_M@Ijﬂk tZQ;LB) report 93.1% unlabeled at-
tachment score on PT§3, while a state-of-the-art phrase-structure parserrf@iiaand Johnson, 2005;

http://nlp.stanford.edu/software/corenlp.shtml
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IMcClosky et al., 2006) achieves 92.5%. Several recent aigray parsers (Rush and Petrov, 2012; Choi and McCallur
2013; Zhang et all, ZQh3) further improve the speed of this@rh while preserving accuracy.

The main contribution of this paper is an empirical compmrief a wide range of different ways to ob-
tain SD parses. It follows on an important stud ), which found a 6.9% absolute unlabeled
(8% absolute labeled) point gap iy between c-parsing with the best available phrase-streigtarser and
d-parsing with the best available dependency parser in 38ingafor C°PROCESSEDdependencies (the
most linguistically rich representatioﬂl_c_elmgghﬂﬂt{Zle) explored similar strategies for parsing into
lexical-functional grammar representations without phratructure parsing.

Since those studies, dependency parsing has advancedheaddfinition of SDs has evolved consid-
erably, so it is worth revisiting the viability of d-parsirfgr Stanford typed dependencies. For Chinese,
@.2) found greater success with a second-oegemdency parser, Mar@OlO).

This paper’s contributions are:

e We quantify the current tradeoff between accuracy and spe8@ parsing, notably closing the gap
between c-parsing and d-parsing to 1.8% absolute unlalf2l6glo absolute labeled); points §3)
for CCPROCESSEDSD parsing. The current gap is 30% (25%) the size of the onedfbyl Cer et dl.
(M). An arc-factored d-parser is shown to perform a litelb¢éhan the Stanford CoreNLP pipeline,
at twenty times the speed.

e We quantify the effect of part-of-speech tagging on SD pargierformance, isolating POS errors as
a major cause of that gafi).

e We demonstrate the usefulness of the YM representation asraesof information for SD parsing,
in a stacking frameworkdg)).

e Noting recently attested benefits of distributional worpresentations in parsin 08),
we find that d-parsing augmented with Brown cluster featpessorms similarly to c-parsing with
the Stanford recursive neural network parégr (sgghgd,w), at three times the speed.

2 Background and Methods

A Stanford dependency graph consists of a set of orderechdepey tuplesT, P, C), whereT' is the type

of the dependency antl andC are parent and child word tokens, respectively. These grageie designed
to be generated from the phrase-structure tree of a serﬁeﬂﬂﬂamﬁﬁ_e_e_t_dIL_ZQbG). This transformation
happens in several stages. First, head rules are used &ztepéirent-child pairs from a phrase-structure
parse. Second, each dependency is labeled with a gramhratat&on type, using the most specific match-
ing pattern from an expert-crafted set.

There are several SD conventions. The simplesiB SD graphs, are always trees. Additional rules
can be applied to a phrase-structure tree to identify 2 depenencies (e.gref arcs attaching a rela-
tivizer like which to the head of the NP modified by a relative clause), and theoltapse dependencies
involving transitions and propagate conjunct dependsngeing the richest convention, GROCESSED
In this paper we measure performance first xsB dependencies; iff3.2 we show that the quality of
CCpPROCESSEDdependencies tends to improve assBc dependencies improve.

The procedures for c-parsing and d-parsing are well-astadul I@O); we briefly review
them. In c-parsing, a phrase-structure parser is applfeat,ahich the Stanford CoreNLP rules are applied
to obtain the SD graph. In this work, we use the latest verai@ilable at this writing, which is version
3.3.0. In d-parsing, a statistical dependency parsing insdapplied to the sentence; these models are
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trained on Penn Treebank tre€8%—21) transformed into &s1C dependency trees using the Stanford rules.
To obtain CPROCESSEDgraphs, KTRA dependencies must be added using rules, then the collagsihg
propagation transformations must be applied.

One important change in the Stanford dependencies ) conducted their study is the
introduction of rules to infer ETRA dependencies from the phrase-structure tree. (Cer eteal. wegsion
1.6.2; we use 3.3.0.) We found that, givesrfect BAsIC dependencies (but no phrase-structure tree), the
inability to apply such inference rules accounts for a 0.69%o#ute gap in unlabeled; (0.5% labeled)
between c-parsing and d-parsing for EBKOCESSEDdependencies (version 1.6|32).

3 Current Tradeoffs

We measure the performance of different c-parsing and sifgamethods in terms of unlabeled and labeled
attachment score (UAS and LAS, respectively) on Penn Trde$2?2 and§23. We report parsing speeds
on a Lenovo ThinkCentre desktop computer with Core i7-37.4%GBlz 8M cache CPU and 32GB memory.
All parsers were trained using Penn Treeb§BR—21. We target version 3.3.0 of SDs (released November
12, 2013), and, where Stanford CoreNLP components are thsgdare the same version.

We consider three c-parsing methods:

1. The Stanford “englishPCFG” parser, version 3.3.0 (Kéid Manning, 2003), which we believe is
the most widely used pipeline for SD parsing. This model @skltional non-WSJ training data for
their English parsing mod8l.

2. The Stanford “RNN” parser, version 3.3.0 (Socher et 8113, which combines PCFGs with a syn-
tactically untied recursive neural network that learnstagtic/semantic compositional vector repre-
sentations. Note this model uses distributional represiemss from external corpus; see secfiod 5.1.

3. The Berkeley “Aug10(engm6.gr)” parser, version 1.7 (Petrov et al., 2006).

4. Charniak and Johnson’s “June06(CJ)” parser (Charnidklahnsan, 2005; McClosky et/al., 2006).

Note this is the self-trained model which uses 2 million belad sentences from the North American
News Text corpus, NANC@S). It is therefore tedatly semi-supervised.

Each of these parsers performs its own POS tagging. Runtieasumements for these parsers include POS
tagging and also conversion to SD graphs.
We consider eight d-parsing methods:

4. MaltParser liblinear stackprdj_(NBLLe_e_ﬂ iLJbOG) ansidion-based dependency parser that uses the
Stack-Projective algorithm. The transitions are esskntlze same as in the “arc-standard” version of

Nivre’s algorithm and produce only projective dependemegs [(Nivre, 2009; Nivre et al., 2009). In
learning, it uses the LIBLINEAR package implemented by Raallg2008). This is the same setting
as the most popular pre-trained model provided by MaltParse

2In version 3.3.0, inference rules have been added to thédBth@oreNLP package to convert fronnBic to CCPROCESSED
without a phrase-structure tree. Given perfessB: dependencies, there is still a 0.2% unlabeled (0.3% lapgkgalin 7 in PTB
§22 (0.4% and 0.5% fo$23). We added some new rules to help close this gap by about;Q(inlabeled and labeled), but more
can be done. The new rules are not fine-tune§P®-23; they are given in AppendiX A.

3See the Stanford Parser FAQHattp: //nlp.stanford.edu/software/parser-faq.shtmll
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5. MaltParser libsvm arc-eag ' ELJOOG), a itemsbased dependency parser that uses the
“arc-eager” algorithm|(Nivi 4). In learning, it useBBEVM implemented bm_in
). This is the default setting for the MaltParser.

6. MSTParser, a second-order “graph based” (i.e., globaiesoptimizing) parseﬂmm.,
2005 McDonald and Perei 06).

7. Basic TurboParseLLMa.tt’ms_e_ﬂ al., 2010), which is a frsker (arc-factored) model similar to the

minimium spanning tree parser.of McDonald et al. (2005).

8. Standard TurboParser (Martins et al., 2011), a secomekanodel that scores consecutive siblings

and grandparents (McDonald and Pefeira, 2006).

9. Full TurboParset (Martins et/al., 2£|)13), which adds gfa'bdng and tri-sibling (third-order) features

as proposed H;LKQ_o_and_C_QIJHS_(zﬂ)lO) and implement 3).

10. EasyFirst (Goldberg and Elhadad, 2010), a non-dineatidependency parser which builds a depen-
dency tree by iteratively selecting the best pair of neighlto conne

11. Huang's linear-time parser (Huang and Sagae,|2010; ¢Heteal., 2012), a shift-reduce parser that

applies a polynomial-time dynamic programming algorittmattachieves linear runtime in practﬂe.

POS tags for dependency parsers were produced using v&$8iaf the Stanford POS Tagger (MEMM
tagging model “left3words-wsj-0-18"; Toutanova et al.,03; this is identical to Cereth 10). POS
tagging time and rules to transform into R0 CESSEDgraphs, where applied, are included in the runtime.

Our comparison includes most of the parsers explorm ), and all of the top-performing
ones. They found the Charniak-Johnson parser to be morettepoint ahead of the second best (Berke-
ley). MaltParser was the best among d-parsing alternativesidered.

3.1 BAsic Dependencies

Table1 presents our results oa8c dependencies. The masicurate approach is still to use the Charniak-
Johnson parser (4), though Full TurboParser (10) is thedmeshg d-parsing techniques, lagging Charniak-
Johnson by 2-3 absolute points and with about twice the spédte Stanford englishPCFG model pro-
vides adequate accuracy for a downstream application, weeadvise using MSTParser or any variant of
TurboParser instead. In particular, without sacrificing Stanford englishPCFG’s level of performance,
Basic TurboParser runs nearly 20 times faster.

Figure[1 plots the tradeoff between speed and accuracy fst ofahe approaches. For clarity, we
exclude parsers at the extremely fast and slow ends (all adgtluracy around the same or slightly below
Stanford englishPCFG at the lower left of the plot).

3.2 CCPROCESSED Dependencies

Table[2 shows performance scores for KIROCESSEDdependencies extracted from the parse§3dl.
Because the number of attachments in a parsers®&CESSEDouUtput may not equal the number in the

“EasyFirst can only be trained to produce unlabeled depeietenit provides a labeler for SD version 1.6.5, but it carb®
retrained. We therefore only report UAS for EasyFirst.
®Huang’s parser only produces unlabeled dependencies, salwesport UAS.



PTB§22 PTB§23 Speed

Type Parser UAS LAS UAS  LAS | (tokens/s.)
1 Stanford englishPCFG 190.06 *87.17 190.09 '87.48 123.63
2 c-parsing Stanford RNN 193.11 %90.16 192.80 %91.10 66.57
3 Berkeley 93.33 90.64 93.31 91.00L 200.00
4 Charniak-Johnson 19391 *t91.25 19438 %9207 100.72
5 MaltParser (liblinear stackproj) 88.93  86.23  88.47 85.90 8799.91
6 MaltParser (libsvm arc-eager) 89.35 86.61 89.20 86.46 8.81
7 MSTParser 91.24 87.83 90.87 87.583 239.60
8 d-parsing Basic TurboParser 90.25 87.93 90.12 87.89 2419.98
9 Standard TurboParser 92.16 8950 91.95 89.4p 413.67
10 Full TurboParser 9229 89.64 9220 89.67 209.98
1 EasyFirst 89.80 - 89.28 - *2616.19
12 Huang f90.90 — 190.70 -|  *616.55

Table 1. Basic SD parsing performance and runtimézasyFirst and Huang do not include dependency
labeling in the runtimefWhen training the Huang parser, we provi®3 (§22) as development data when
testing on§22 (§23), which gives a slight advantagéCharniak-Johnson uses semi-supervised training;
Stanford englishPCFG and RNN models use external resqueeedext.
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Figure 1. Speed-accuracy tradeoff. Huang, MSTParser, latitedhree versions of TurboParser give better
accuracy and speed than the “default” Stanford CoreNLHipgme



PTB§22 PTB§23

Type Parser UFR LF UF LA
Stanford englishPCFG 187.7 784.6 T787.9 785.0

c-parsing| Stanford RNN f91.3 f88.1 91.0 188.1
Berkeley 91.4 885 91.4 88.9
Charniak-Johnson to22 1894 1927 1903

MaltParser (liblinear stackproj) 86.3 83.2 854 82.%
MaltParser (libsvm arc-eager)) 86.2 83.2 86.0 83.2

© o N o g 9~ w N B

d-parsing MS‘I_’Parser 87.1 835 87.3 83.§
Basic TurboParser 87.0 84.1 86.7 84.(
Standard TurboParser 90.2 87.3 89.8 87.G

10 Full TurboParser 904 874 901 873

Table 2: C@?ROCESSEDSD parsing performance. Since converting toRROCESSEDSD requires labeled
dependencies, EasyFirst and Huang do not join in the cosgratiere. fCharniak-Johnson uses semi-
supervised training; Stanford englishPCFG and RNN modmseternal resources; see text.

gold-standard tree, we follow the convention of reportingscores (unlabeled and labeled). The additional
runtime for this transformation is negligible, so we do regiart runtimes. The EasyFirst and Huang parsers
cannot be evaluated this way, since labelessE® dependencies are required for the transformation to
CCPROCESSED The pattern is quite similar to theaBic SD experiment, with the same top performers

among c- and d-parsers. The gap between c-parsing andidgper2.6% unlabeled’ (3.0% labeled).

4 Part-of-Speech Effects

We next consider the effect of POS tagging quality on SD pgrperformance. We focus on the Berkeley
parser, which performed strongly among c-parsing teclesicand is amenable to substituting its default
POS taggdﬂ and the two strongest d-parsing models, Standard and FddbParser.

First, we consider how these parsers perform with goldestathPOS tags provided at test time. Results
are shown in the top three rows of Table 3. As expected, alhaukt perform better with better POS tags.
More interestingly, the gap between the Berkeley parsefrafidrurboParser is essentially gone, with each
showing a slight lead on one of the two datasets.

Next (second block in Tablg 3), we compared these three ngaigigen the POS tags produced by the
Berkeley parser. Both TurboParsers gain about one point in each g¢comepared to their performance
with Stanford POS tags reported earlier and repeated irhtteelilock of Tabld B) and generally match the
performance of the Berkeley parser with its own POS tags.

Further, we see that the Berkeley parser suffers a drop @frpesince—about one point on each score—
when providedtanford POS tags (the same tags provided to TurboParser). Givefo&tdPOS tags, the
Berkeley parser and Full TurboParser again perform abewdime.

Taken together, these results suggest that future work provimg part-of-speech representations (per-
haps along the lines of latent annotation methods alreadiynized for phrase structure parsing in the

®We explored Berkeley POS tags rather than Charniak-Johnsoause the Charniak-Johnson parser alters the Penn fikeeba
POS tag set slightly. (For example, it introduces tags AUX AlWXG.) A fair comparison would require extra steps to cohfor
this important difference.



BAsiIc CCPROCESSED

POS Tags| Parser PTB§22 PTB§23 PTB 3§22 PTB§23
UAS LAS UAS LAS|U.F, L K U L F
Berkeley 93.61 91.85 93.65 9205| 91.7 89.7 918 90.0
Gold Standard TurboParser93.55 91.94 93.31 91.73 91.7 89.8 914 89.5
Full TurboParser 93.79 9221 9356 9199 920 901 916 89.8
3 Berkeley 93.33 90.64 9331 91.01| 914 885 914 889

Berkeley | Standard TurboParser93.25 90.67 92.74 90.42 91.4 88.6 90.8 88.2
Full TurboParser 9346 90.88 93.01 90.70 916 888 91.1 885

Berkeley 92.26 89.46 9241 8987 | 90.3 87.3 903 87.6
o | Stanford | Standard TurboParser92.16 89.50 91.95 89.4p 90.2 87.3 89.8 87.(
10 Full TurboParser 9229 8964 9220 89.67] 904 874 90.1 87.3

Table 3: Effects of POS on SD parsing performance. Numenathé leftmost column refer to rows in
Table[d.

Berkeley parser; Petrov et al., 2006), specifically for &mhdependency representations, might lead to
further gains. Further, joint inference between partjgech tags and d-parsing might also offer improve-

ments |(Hatori et al., 2011; Li et al., 2011).

5 Yamada-Matsumoto Features

As noted in{Il, dependency parsing algorithms have generally been ssfotdor YM parsing, which
emphasizes syntactic (and typically more local) relatiguss over semantic ones. Given that dependency
parsing can be at least twice as fast as phrase-structusagawe consider exploiting YM dependencies
within a SD parser. Simply put, a YM dependency parse mightesas a cheap substitute for a phrase-
structure parse, if we can transform YM trees into SD trees.

Fortunately, the featurized, discriminative modeling iflas typically used in dependency parsing are
ready consumers of new features. The idea of using a paesprsduced by one parser to generate features
for a second was explored by Nivre and McDoh 008)|andiMgaet al. [(2008), and found effective.
The technical approach is called “stacking,” and has tylyiteeen found most effective when two different
parsing models are applied in the two rounds. Martins eefdased a package for stacking with MSTParser
as the second pari}which we apply here. The descriptions of the second parfeatsres derived from the
first parser are listed in Tadlé 4; these were reported by thdeest-performing of22 in more extensive

experiments following frorh Martins et al. (20 ).

The method is as follows:

1. Sequentially partition the Penn Treeb&fR—22 into three partdy, P, andFs).

2. Train three instances of the first parger g2, g3 using P, U P3, P; U P3, and P, U P, respectively.
Then parse eacR; with g;. These predictions are used to generate features for toagearser);
the partitioning ensures thatis never trained on a first-round parse from a “cheating” grars

"http://www.ark.cs.cmu.edu/MSTParserStacked
8Personal communication.
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Name Description

PredEdge Indicates whether the candidate edge was present, and velsgt w
its label.
Sibling Lemma, POS, link label, distance, and direction of attaattnoé

the previous and next predicted siblings.

Grandparents Lemma, POS, link label, distance, and direction of attaatinoé
the previous and next predicted siblings.

PredHead Predicted head of the candidate modifier (if PredEdge = 0).
AllChildren | Sequence of POS and link labels of all the predicted childfen
the candidate head.

Table 4: Features derived from the first parser, used in ttensk in stacking.

PTB§22 PTB§23

UAS LAS UAS LAS
MaltPaser-YM | 89.60 85.80 89.37 85.9
MSTParser-YM| 92.17 88.36 91.97 88.4

Parser

OT

O

Table 5: Accuracies of MaltParser and MSTParser on YM degpecids.

3. Train the second parskron §02—-21, including the predictions from S{gp 2.
4. Train the first parsey on §02—-21.
5. To parse the test set, applythenh.

In our experiments, we consider four different first parsédSTParser (second order, as before) and
MaltParser (liblinear stackproj), each targeting YM andd&dpendencie(x 2 combinations). The second
parser is always MSTParser. These parsers were chosersbdébay are already integrated in to a publicly
released implementation of stacked parsind_b;LMa.LtmﬁledQQD;b). For reference, the performance of
MaltParser and MSTParser on YM dependencies, on £2B-23, tagged by the Stanford POS Tagger are
listed in Tabldb.

Stacking results are shown in Table 6. First, we find thataalt tombinations outperform MSTParser
on its own. The gains are usually smallest when the samerpgd& Parser) and representation (SD) are
used at both levels. Changing either the first parser’s septation (to YM) or algorithm (to MaltParser)
gives higher performance, but varying the representationare important, with YM features giving a 1.5%
absolute gain on LAS over MSTParser. The runtime is rougblybted; this is what we would expect, since
stacking involves running two parsers in sequence.

These results suggest that in future work, Yamada-Matsureyresentations (or approximations to
them) should be incorporated into the strongest d-paraatsthat other informative intermediate represen-
tations may be worth seeking out.

5.1 Incorporating Distributional Representations

Distributional information has recently been establishsdh useful aid in resolving some difficult parsing
ambiguities. In phrase-structure parsing, for example&h8pet al. [(2013) improves the Stanford parser

8



PTB§22 PTB§23 Speed

Parser UAS LAS UAS LAS| (tokens/s.)
s | MaltPaser-SD 88.93 86.23 88.47 85.90 8799.91
7 | MSTParser-SD 91.24 87.83 90.87 87.58 239.60
Stacked(MSTParser-SD, MSTParser-SDP1.38 88.85 90.98 88.86 98.67
Stacked(MSTParser-YM, MSTParser-SP91.85 89.40 91.43 89.10 95.94
Stacked(MaltParser-SD, MSTParser-S[))91.55 89.02 91.18 88.91L 163.79
Stacked(MaltParser-YM, MSTParser-SD)91.61 89.09 91.13 88.88 164.07

Table 6: Integrating Yamada-Matsumoto dependencies ilBasaCc SD parser. Numerals in the leftmost
column refer to rows in Tabld 1. “MaltParser” refers to th#itiear stackproj version.

by 3.8% absolute”; score by injecting word vector representations and cortipnal operations on them

(captured by recursive neural networks) into the parsedbailistic context-free grammar. In dependency
parsing, Koo et dl.l_(&d)S) demonstrated that cluster featgan effectively improve the performance of
dependency parsers.

We employed two types of Brown clustering (Brown €tlal., )o@2atures suggested by Koo et al.: 4—6
bit cluster representations used as replacements for Rf3Satal full bit strings used as replacements for
word formsd we incorporated these features into different variantsuwb®Parser, including its second and
third order features. Because these cluster represamaie learned from a large unannotated text corpus,
the result is a semi-supervised d-parser.

Table[T reports results onaBIC SD parsing. Both Full TurboParser and Standard TurboPgetem-
provement from the cluster-based features. We comparest8tdmford recursive neural network pa
The Full TurboParser matches the performance of the SthiRfbN model with around 3 times the speed,
and the Standard TurboParser is slightly behind the Staf®N model but may provides another reason-
able accuracy/speed trade-off here.

Note that although both methods incorporating distrimalaepresentations, the methods and the un-
labeled corpora used to construct these representatiendifierent. | Socher et bll_@m) uses the 25-
dimensional vectors provided b;duua.n_ek hL_(jOlO) trdioe a cleaned version of the RCV1 (Lewis et al.,

) corpus with roughly 37 million words (58% of the origliisize) using the algorithm of Collobert and ngston
d29_0$) | Koo et al.[(2008) used the BLLIP corpus (Charnial.e2800), which contains roughly 43 million

words of\Wall Street Journal text with the sentences in the Penn Treebank removed. Thiésedces im-

ply that this comparison should be taken only as a practica) not a controlled experiment comparing the
methods.

6 Conclusion

We conducted an extensive empirical comparison of diffemegthods for obtaining Stanford typed depen-

dencies. While the most accurate method still requiressghsructure parsing, we found that developments
in dependency parsing have led to a much smaller gap betwedyest phrase-structure parsing (c-parsing)
methods and the best direct dependency parsing (d-parsiatfjods. Further experiments show that part-

°The cluster strings we use are the same as used )(20they are publicly available at
http://people.csail.mit.edu/maestro/papers/bllip-clusters.gz
10We use the most recent model (“englishRNN.ser.gz"), shipgi¢h Stanford CoreNLP Package (v. 3.3.0).
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PTB§22 PTB§23 Speed

Parser UAS LAS UAS LAS | (tokens/s.)
1 | Stanford basicPCFG 90.06 87.17 90.09 87.48 123.63
2 | Stanford recursive neural network 93.11 90.16 92.80 90.10 66.57
o | Standard TurboParser 92.16 89.50 91.95 89.40 413.67
Standard TurboParser with Brown cluster featureé32.82 90.14 92.50 89.95 243.83
10 | Full TurboParser 92.29 89.64 92.20 89.67 209.98
Full TurboParser with Brown cluster features | 92.96 90.31 92.75 90.20 179.26

Table 7: Incorporating distributional word representasiinto Basic SD parsing. Numerals in the leftmost
column refer to rows in Tabld 1.

of-speech tagging, which in the strongest phrase-streigiarsers is carried out jointly with parsing, has a
notable effect on this gap. This points the way forward tamargeted part-of-speech representations for
dependencies, and improved joint part-of-speech/depeydanalysis. We also found benefit from using
an alternative, more syntax-focused dependency repmmtiamada_and_MaL&umth._ZDOS), to provide
features for Stanford dependency parsing. Overall, we Fiatldirect dependency parsing can achieve sim-
ilar results to the Stanford CoreNLP pipeline (including tiew recursive neural network-based Stanford
parser) at much greater speeds. The TurboParser modalsdtiaithis work are available for download at:
http://www.ark.cs.cmu.edu/TBSD
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A Additional Inference Rules

We applied our additional inference rules after the collagpsransformation and propagation of conjuncts
transformation (implemented by the Stanford CoreNLP TibplRhe rules we use are as follows:

e Rule 1: Fixing the uncollapsect dependencies: For each(A — B), T'(A — C), whereC'is the
first right sibling of A, and A linearly precede®3, addconj_B(A — B) and removel'(A — C).

¢ Rule 2: Fixing the uncollapsgatep dependencies: For eaphep(A — B), pobj(B, C') andA linearly
precedes3 linearly precede€’, addprep_B(A — C') and removerep(A — B), pobj(B — C).
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I 'm for the Giants today but only because they lost yesterday

conj_but
prep pobj

A<B

~
Some big institutions , including banks began picking up shares

A~ B _~C A<B<C

prep_including

Figure 2: Examples of the application of rule 1 (above) andb&diwv), showing the patterns above the
sentence and the added dependenciesdbelow the text. Dependencieskiue will be removed.
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