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Abstract: Uyghur is a typical agglutinative language. It has a strong derivational ability with very a rich
morphological structure and follows a harmonious rule. In the formation process, some phenomena may occur such
as weakened, increased tone and fallen tone. The specific character of Uyghur language determines the difficulty of
the Uyghur morphological analysis, including stemming and restoring the changed letter and POS tagging. This
paper employs the hierarchical structure of Uyghur word, and proposes a directed graph model for Uyghur
morphological analysis. In this model, words and tags are described as a directed graph. In this graph, nodes
represent stems, affixes and their corresponding tags, while edges represent the transition, or general probabilities
between nodes. Aimed at providing some light on the phenomenon of morphological sandhi in Uyghur language,
this paper also proposes a restore model by changing the word to its original form. With the assumption that one
letter can be changed to any letter, this model converts restoring problem into a sequence labeling problem, which
could be solved by statistical methods. Experiment results on “Mega-words Corpus of Morphological Analysis of
Uyghur”, which is manually annotated by Xinjiang multilingual key laboratory shows that the accuracy of
stemming reaches 94.7%, and the F score of stem and affix in line with tag reaches 92.6%.

Key words:  Uyghur language; morphological analysis; word segmentation; POS tagging; directed graph
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F B R ESMBR AR G B LEM, BT AT T . ARALA A E AT A A R R
PRI AR AR TN AR AR A RIE AT B RIBET AT F L AN T RILE, B R TN F 7
Foik ) B ST RAER AREA K F R RZAE BN T L BUE T AR 9 A4 TR R T8 AR ) A,
FIR Goit 7 ik ATIE R AL 788 % B E ERAR TR R T F TATIEW (S RiBG 71930k ATEAH ) Lt
AT R I BT T 38 T RIREHF S 94.7%,38 F 5 &3 %0 AR 60 FALAS] 92.6% 4945 M4k,

KEBIR:  fE B R ATEE A AR E A @ B

PEESES: TP391 XERFRIRED: A

VA AT R AR S A B A, 1A 4 AT (R 0 2 LR R W AR TE T AL BRI S AR AT 45 s B AT 2R L
YR HLAS IR S5 AR, AN [R) AR 55 X6 A0V 4 A AT AN A1 (00 2 w5 51 B 08 SR U, BV 43 BT (9 2 S50 i, BT Ay %
i BA AR R —— 2, L 0B NI BA 2 B S B WA T %, BT DL E TR & 40 BT A 55 A 3500
VB AL BT P B S AR 1) ) R ) T LA, ] A DO TRV A3 T 1) v 2 L

F) H w7 A 1k, 8 BT TR VR RSO 4 S 2T R0 . BE TG T A DL R I TR A SR 12T 1
D7 v EEAE F B S IR R S AT B 2 SR A RN S AR e B e S S A, HL R
6 35 1] (R A S A (A e i, T LA L AR S AN R T v 8 VR R T B A B AT R A b, AR TR
T Ui — s MUBE (0B R R IR B, (H 45 TR AR AR L3 T 0 5 vk i, R e B & HBLE VR TR 1) . S5 5be
ANFF 0 &5 JEBE TR A I SR W 5 TN — 608 5 R 2 TR GE v 1) 45 SR 38 o 2R 40 I ML A 3 i 45 I 9T 3%
$2 22 BB R EAT [ 2 3R A BT, 0 3 T e T 2R AT G B (HMM) [ 1) ¥ 0 W7 7 R B T e K R s
(MEM)L K JE T 4 1 BE LI B L (CRF) P14 53k S B8 g oy 7 P 0583 L O 2538 55 Bl ik o BTk 52 vh 9
IV EC R Hi)5 %

Y IR T JE T B ORK 48 35 2R 58 IR I, 2 70 (0 A P S 4 KT (A T AT AN [ A T 4R, HL T
P2 5 88 42, 3 7 AN [ ¥ 1 5 Ty fie, TFD I 2 30 HH = 3 0 B2 2R (M2 840, 0 alma(GE ) almisi(GEA) 3R
almining (3% F (1)~ almiliridin( A (FE N [19) 22 A3 522 F0) 56 55 AR AR, 4 5 7R T 1A V2 0 B AT 25 22— il 2 1] T A
Tl G 4y 2, LURE G HH I 22 oA 6 SR 1l B, R T A 2K TS S R AR 1 R RN T 0 E . S
R8T A — A E (B AE 59 40) B I R (BRVE IR 98) « B9 I PR VE 3 2 S5 175 5. R 8 — 2 DL, A S0 v ffg i e 25
N AR PG IR B, T 45 B IE A A 1R T 5 R R T R R AR AR I G REMEA T IR R e i A R PR AR

Y IRV B ARNE S T T U AP AR R, 2 BOTE 5 3 SR PRI 5 e T A 5 6 110 7 1. SCHIR (4148 H1 R T 30 000 7D 7
0 B SRV AR AT U 43 0 A T 1A 2 R P 1 i DG R ) S DG G SR U o N A A T IR 4
AT LA R R O AR 7. 0 U7 vk AR AT AH 2 2 303 e . 3 078 7 25 R 1 40 0K SCHR[S5—718% Hi R FH AT BR
RE ASHLESMYNT 4200 T 217 55 517 (AE 317 BT 1] T2 B Horh SCRR[SIR T FSM 5 S R A A5 7R A
A BT AR AR 1 B T IR 2RI B 91.2%. [ EE R 89.7% F HIEF 90.51%. 1% L8775 % HON ] (AE3)
Tl BB T 3R U — 58 A28 SR AE R 6 5l ] Ak B gl AN 08 4 BEARL. TR kg 4 5 JR 2 DL S A DA R AE A3 L SR
VRN Xt F B B B % [R] B 3 4 T AR 9 32 RS ) 3 380 3] B B3 2R 2 RG] 45 SCHR[8]4% HH AR FH R
TR GHATIC IR, F RG] T FWE. A AEE. SiaiE SR, B 45 A 0 59 40 000 A A 58 TR
A0, FE S50 13 ) 560 B 90%. SCHR[9] 4 HH 180 3k P 75 15 S AR () 8 U1 Uy 20 38 A S B AT 30 i, S 6 25 R 3]
T 82.4%. 3CHR[1OTIE I M ER A1 22 A TA] R 52 T 2, SR T 1) i UG G 1 s DG G (9 VR T 1 3 ()
5925 2 101 09 43 89, 0 16 T (R ) 5 iR G R B ZRIE B T 96%, 1A T (HR) 5 A G4 1 4r BA B T 92%. 3CHk
[ILI2IWFSE T Se vt B2 CRF X 45 /R W T4 43 B AR T FL B 45 2 i IE A R £ 92.5%.
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REME DAL
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SR AN 18
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Al (T

Aldim FET

Alalidi FENELT
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F2 5 AT A U WA G R VR 23 B e i 1 R S0 23 R e B
SEAh 2 5 7R T 307 T AR B SO AR U 5 A U R A ] T RSO RN R g . L
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Table 1 Phenomenon of morphological sandhi in Uyghur
x 1 AEHRETERIER

HAENE i+ i )
mektep(%# %) +Hm(ER — AFREL A =mektipim(FK ¥ 2 1%)
g1k berip(2%)+aptu(B 3l i )=beriwaptu((fh) B4 % T) ANEICE PN EE S HL
bala(f% 1)+Har(RH0A 40 +HEE = AR B0 =baliliri(fh #1117
i arzu(JEH, 1] T)rum (G — AFR 5L 1 S)=arzuyum(FR 1) B 2H) WTEMMT — N7y
burun(& 7,3 T)+HCE = AFRHEL, 0 48 )=burni (1) 57 T)
i % kongl(«a, i )+ = N PR B HL, i 4 )=kongli(fth T L) A I 2 AN BEIR] I 7% (175 0
al(Z)+ip+tut+dek=aptudek (4 14 5= T)

SR [ N qal () +ip+tu+iken( R B )i )=qéptiken(Wr Sl 7~ 1) )R a 5540 &I Li,u BB

VT M R Y 5 2KV I — KR R BUR SE A — S8R PRV 5, o O A A7 AR TR 5 M R (H
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AN RV % A RE R TR 1SR o N T R O R AR R W T BT IR TR
YGRS LR AR TG 45 18] T 5 R R D) 4045 R AR 22 A, A 45 ke >k m] ARG 21 BT LK
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e qaymaq(¥}#)
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(4) TR EB B O A A R ) B
o tamaq(R, ¥ 1)
o tat+tmaq(HiiR MY
(5) WBRPSVI IS
o didim(F& i T )=de(it, 7 T)+dim(H — AFR A% 22 A %%)
o didim(Fk it T )=did-+Him(E iR K 7 2
(6)  EARFBER] LLIE S A [R] 1 - B, T HARA LB X
o &tip=at({/3,1d] TF)+ip
o &tip=et(fi, 7] +)+ip
(7) BB A B )38 B 2%, T B 2 A 94 . I 1) BEJEAT 38 I
o ekel(%K)=al(%, 1 T )+ip(p Bl 201 ) +kel(CR)
(8)  HB3 2y inl T 1 J5 s P A 1]
e achiq(EE H K)=élip(Z,1 T )+chiq(Bh 3 17)
AR AE T R RNERR 5 A%, T5 75 18 2 MG R KSR U A B R VB R 40 AT R AR LU i)
1) W E ARG REAT I S — AN R A A T G ) BEREAT I B X R W) A T R
2) AT WIS ANE PR RS R AT V) 48, AR AL O I U T R B
3)  BREHA T AT AR

2 HEERIFEWZESITRIAE [ ERE
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XTI 52 K 4 R R B8V, =U, L U, Uy
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(

Ui=S+A +.+A Q)
o, Fznin] 1A R ia 4.
B A IAR B A
U /t=S/t, +A Ity +..+A /t, Q)

Horpot HFRiE.
HEAT P F bR B
Sl/tSl +A /ta]1 ot A /talm] +..+S, /tsn +A, /tan] ot A /tanmk 3)
Y B IRV REAN TR 048 T — M F — AN T R — AN B2 A T 45 1D A A S, A 4 08 R A AR IRAE R T
1) 28 2 18], AR TR 510 28 2 180, W L 1 7 ket A2 ) 1 AN 1R 1) 7 X AR BRAE ) T b ;-iwat Fll-qan #5217 2,
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Ul:-iwat JERTREISEL A 4 SRR (-wat,-iwat,-uwat,-iwat), KR SIAE I FFEE M -qan S TEANIA RIS, A 4 A4k
(-ghan,-qan,-gen,ken), A2~ — A1 (1 75 FH 350 J5 322 A 1) 4% (0 WA A8 4, A2 MR 90 8 55 R BB R e sz 1.

(AT 5 1) (RZ %)
YAEE R TR 4 ketiwatqan maxinilar
1 2
‘ ket ‘ + ‘ iwat ‘ + ‘ qan ‘ maxina | + lar
W AR

Fig.1 Relationship between the stem and affixes in Uyghur
K1 4B kB o SRR

M1 A RT B 2 7R v ) E AT WS 2 R4, T o J2 5 K T L AR 5 4 R i X B2 AR 5
SR M
2.1 AF. AR EARE

ATHELEF IR A A R 73 5 R 52 SO BRIRZ & K, 1 B 2 s,

Bl 2 #1:S o il T (stem);ai(0 << i< n) & o 1l 28, FLU R i) T BT 28 1) 28 383 28 2 ) (8 26 B G AR N
AN Ef 3 M 45 SR AT LI o BOIR 45 48, 0 B 3 BT,

SR W W

N X
‘ ' ' ‘ \
.
N

Fig.2 Directed Tree of a word Fig.3 Directed Tree of word string
B2 B d) oA 1 Bl 3 Y kTl H3 1R AT 1] 4

B BN T 1) 45 KA EL 28 ER 43 AT 5 K b G I T AR A0S G 2 TR R B RS OC AR DN AR T A ] R R R TR T
— AN R S .

BT v FRATT 4 1 e R PR T S, P SRl e 1) T 9 4 LA B A 2 1A 2 2 TR 2 R ST 1
53 BT 1) FROL A A A kg T T A )0 Jo AR v 30 438 OME 23 2 R A o v (RS ASE Y e BRAT 14 ] T B T 1) 4 OB O i B
N5 o i) T 810 1] 258 DA B i) 48 3810 1R 8% 2 T P 240 SRR O 2 JiAE

R RVE B e X

P(SilSi-15---5Sin)
Horp S i 1, A AR R 18 T2 T B MR LT n-gram 8 T BIALT L7817 ,n RRTE SRR ITHL
PCAil(S/A)i-1,....(S/A)in),

HorpS i A IM SR, S/A Kol TR 2, A dUR R T T BRI 4B 282 A ) AR O 6.

G578 MBI T, BATTH BL_ AR ) e AR e IS i A e IR 110 A4 MR 22
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Ay t(aki)

a »{(a
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Fig.4 Directed graph model combined with segmentation and tagging
Kl 4 Ui SERvEAH S a A 1 B R

B v JRATI LBV T A ik YA AT B R v 1 2 ) PR 9% A
P(X[t(X)),
X AR 1] T 21 28, b OO AU FEAR Y . TUME 2 2 7 1] 8 (X)W 17 ] T i) 488 ) A
PACOX),

T T T 4% A1 W 23 7 S A T A 45 AR TR 1 i 22 TR 2 7 DA 5L XU ) PR 3, AT Sk 7 7B P A T AR 485 4 22 T PR I 5 O
R, B IR R R B TE R A ) AR Y
SRAR ) 43 FUBRE B3k 78, B K 7005 G ) B b 4R 26 R0 B ORI ) [ A 1 18 G i s S
P(G)=P(T)xP(t(T))xP(T.t(T)) 5)
Hrp PR AR (T RINEER, A P(T) Y E SC—FF, L R5 A1 030 45 46 oA W2 PR B v B TS P(TLH(T)) %6
INPAT A S5 R T R () A WS M2, T e SR SPAT AR v T 1 X 110 4 A RO 2 ) afe L R
PTtTy=[[ PXItX)xPE(X)|X) (6)

XeT, t(X)et(T)
R ELP(G) 3 Jiife v~ M0 T A 1) P )DL LE 7T 8 AT AN R ke 30, T LA 24 AT T T 5 3 Y
FRE IR, A7 S 3R T R B ABAE A SC AR R B AN B8 3 AL ) 730 3 AH 24 - i A7 IS 320 4 1.
2.3 BBIAREEIRIE S MR
H T 2 IR U T 5 N R PR A A RO — A U] RG9S 20 W A B8 I i 0 B 8 A AR B 10 7 REREAT Ik
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J BT AAEAS B2 L FR AT 23 o0 3 AN DB
(1) HZEE g 0k AR 40 30 BT 0 B - BER R A S AR T A2 AT BRI R 388 5]
(2)  OWPEEANTTRE BE R AL 2 AT BE R T TR ik
(3)  MIPIERQ2)H SR W R — 01388 A A 28 H LA i i A3
FATLL mektipining(1PE:Ath 224 (1) — 1 4 B, 338 7] vk o B it B an i 5 B,

e — T

3121

mektipining mektepining maktipining

mekt+e+ptitnti+ng

( maktepinng ( maktepinng ( maktpining

mektep+i+n+i+ng/NB

mektep+i+n+i+tng/NP

mektept+i+n+ng/NB

mektep+i+n+ng /NP

Fig.5 Recursive enumeration of instance candidates

K5 3 VMO Mk 5

T 46,0 maktipining — i MU B AT ) BEIE B (B 5 T HT 1 SRERIR) A ANk AL S T RE A AR T
W S U153 B (B Ll 2 SRS, B A — M LE 41 L TT B8 bRV A 8 e (181 5 Y 3 SR e ik
FE 0 O R A I R A SR LK 2.
Table 2 Algorithm of enumerate candidates recursively

R 2R RIESE

Algorithm. Recursively enumerate candidates.

Input: A word w;
output: Set of candidates {S+a;+...+an/t}.
1: //initialize vectors

2:

el e Y I

9:

10:
11:
12:
13:

V_restore<0, V_sep«0, V_tag«0
/IV_restore for fixed candidates
/IV_sep for separated candidates
//V_tag for tagged candidates

add RestoreFunc(w)—V_restore
for i=0,...,length(V_restore) do

add Sep_Cand_Func(0,V_restore[i],0)>V_sep

endfor

for j=0,...,length(V_sep) do

add tagFunc(V_sep[j])—>V _tag
endfor

14: function Sep_Cand_Func(p,w,cur_pos)

15: //p point to stem or suffix table, w is current word

16: //cur_pos point the current position of letter

17: if (cur_pos==w.length) return V_a

18: //V_a is a vector, its construct has {stemList,affixList}
19: symtable=(p==0)?stemtable: suffixtable

20: for n=cur_pos,...,w.length do

21: cand=w.substr(cur_pos)

22: if (cand is in symtable)

23: push cand into V_a;

24: Sep_Cand_Func(p+1,w,cur_pos+1)
25: else

26: cand=w.substr(cur_pos+1)

27: endfor

28: endfunction

I Ji 6 M2 bR £ RestoreFunc s — N SR IR A, 2 4 5 2K T DRV 70 M RO A 22— AR SOREAE T T

© PERREERSMROT  httpy/ www. jos. org. cn



3122 Journal of Software &1 =3k Vol.23, No.12, December 2012

MR T VEM A T W) 40k R %k Sep_Cand_Func #9322 B - 45 78 B3] TP AR B B — 8 I J3
iR eI R ] S R R S R e R el R i = AT B L E N s RN IE - E SN [ )V (8 3 e e
T RIE S AT 1 775 5 O b BR v B 2 tagFunce 35 fiE 5 Sep_Cand_ Func 24LL, 3% BN F-fifBE .

HRAE A2 VLT B0 T BT A (W5 00 J5 A 65 2 3 2 A 108 21) 3 rh 48 R 238 2 B d K IR i 7 B 4% A K (1)

TEFE P(G)ME e K 3, I I A% B 5 (0 00 TID Ay 224 7 ) H £ 30 925 3 7 445 R AR SO B 38 R S0 86 4T T A A 7 8L
AFFEIR.

3 ELUKRMBHMERERRE
Y RV R AT A 3 Y 3 — A ) o IR AR A 2 AT I 13 86, T 6 BT s

il ‘ men(3k) ‘ ‘ mektep(2#1%) ‘ ‘ yiraq(iZ) ‘

1] . .
% +ning +1m +raq
4

?‘ mening(FL 1) H mektipim(224%) H yiraqraq(iZ A5) ‘

Fig.6  Procedure of Uyghur sentence generation

K6 4iF ki a7 A o R

MK 6 BT LA W1 TR T 2RI 2 R A AR I 0BT L T R 4 i e R AR S AR I ) - Bk
ITIR IR, 2 LMY 40 1 T R 2% T B 8 5 8 UL ARTE:

ANIE LGARH AT ). $83 A P Ao BT B %A & n AN RE L m AN(m<sn) FRER AR T B RIS
Weyr KK

RIE 2R RIATE ). R A S RIS LT B, worg KK TR,

5T deptirim(FK 14 1)— 11 5 ,Weur=deptirim,Worg=depterim

BRI G AR SCHE T IR SR B — AN BT B 1) S BEAA B P BB Wey =X Xan . X, MY X TR
SRR A{D Vi1 Yins- - Yim lSMS32H(DRIR X /&), 00 B8k T 7 BE ] fig )5 2 6, A0 4 6 45 o i) () 38 J
TR AE 1 T RN T BEAR 2 10 S 1k 208 v 4 H e e (R A0 0 bt 3 AR SIS ARL T P 7 27 e ) L A 282 (1) g K
F LB S8 T 5 A8 T 5 S (10 0 T, 3 e A AR AL 8 27 20 B 5 T R e T 3 J ) R

P H TR P B SR I
31 WAFEMFEZE

TA] N SRR S5 S B H R R IR N A BT RE R RTE AR A

BEL S U] (K PRI E O Weyr AT Worg L LeN(Weyr)=n, Len(Worg)=m, K Weyr AT Worg FIT AL 35 1) 7 B AT fE— X
55,3 H 0 [RIE 1 7 3 0 AN BN 55 1R Bk, DU W L 554k o e 9 B & A s — A oo A

{(ciop|l<isn,l<jsm},

;H‘:l:f:l’ci j,‘:, Wcur I:F!;T—"; | /|\‘T“",Oj y‘j Ci ﬂﬁ%ﬁdnﬁ%

X Wy, Worg BEAT 1] PN - BEXT S5 I 268 3] 10) 175 150 B0t 5 Jis ) L 5% 3.

KT TR — B U E — AN TR DL SRR i(i=0,1,2)A BT RN SR A A8, S MRS 4k T R T A 1
AR TG AL HH 03] PN 5 BT 5 B2 DG B R B e A (0 B, R AT ISR T Bl 2 R S S L R S A
* 4.

Sk - BE DU R B maxMateh, 3L 3 BB R AR IR B AL Wour, Worg 7 IRI AN 5 B 3 DU IE, A 48 0] 55 1) 72 BE X 3
FEAKE B HpABEAN A — A - BE 24 1 T 2 5 068 B (1 JU
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Table 3 The principle of letter alignment in a word

=3 GANTFEERSFE R

e w5 s % 5 2R HIE
a b c d

or b d - . N

wels el LY (a.a), (b,b), (e.c), (d.d) 1k LA o)
a b e d
a b c d

il IRl B IRV (aa). (b.ibe}). (dd) | BEHCERE Bl
a b d
a @ ¢ d

il PN B O B (). (b@), (c.c). (d.d) BT (b RHITE)
a b ¢ d

b d abcd O

Wl 1% e g e | 77 1| (atabi). (oo (da), (@) | M SR

a ¢ d e

Table 4 Algorithm of letter alignment in a word
R4 WA TR TR

Algorithm. Maximum matching.

Input: Weyr, Worg; 12:  else

output: V_pair /lvector of pair letters. 13: cur=j+n (n=0,1,2)

1 pusha(aewgy) into V_cur 17: if aligned(V_cur[i],V_org[cur]) then
2: push b (bewyy) into V_org 18: goto pair

3: add maxMatch(V_cur,V_org)—V_pair 19: else

4 20: push(V_cur[i],V_org[cur]) into V_pair
5: Function maxMatch(V_cur,V_org) 21: endif

6: row=V_cur.Len; col=V_org.Len; 22: endif

7. fori=0,...,row—1 do 23:  endfor

8 for j=0,...,col-1 do 24: endfor

9: pair: if aligned(V_cur[i],V_org[j]) then  25: return V_pair

10: continue; 26: endfunction

11:

3.2 E KNS Y4k BLFD I 2R
HRH R A AR B T REX S BRI R LA 27 > 1 5 23 U1 490 HE 2 5 K v ] o B A - BE T R IR S0 A k.
AR S i KRR R of TR I 5, I 2 T e 2 0 A 1) £ 244 i TS ORI N T3 Ji v s T 5,08 24 i i) Y
B B LRI 5 AL B A B D R IE AR, 6 5 45 H.
Table 5 Feature templates of ME
RS AR

AL o) AL =y

Co iy ) 7B C_2C_1 i RET T P A7 B
Cl LT FREE — A TR | C1C0 MRS — AT
C2  CHARFRERH AR | CoCl ARG R AT R

c.1 SRR AT CIC2 i BRI i Py A> 7 B
C2 HurFRMmE AT/ | C1C1 Iy’ E &% A

X B BATE 5K SR 1L T R 1 4 K T B (http://homepages.inf.ed.ac.uk/lzhang 10/maxent.html) 2 4T fi
RBNER AL = 00t 56, L EAT 100 #8a%k4K
3.3 B#E[RIiZAIEEED

T YR P A3 A A BT BE 1 TR A3 0L 0 45 58 1) — AN BEAT I8 J R 4, S B b gl 2 B E REAR 2 1)
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Fig.7 Schematic diagram of decoding process
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T/ D) 3 34, CRAEBIARY . /NS SR E M 2, (e 17 K )s CGil—h&Ed. i
FRALRLY S AR IR N A LG 67 114 AN SEAERIR) T BN S A — RN bR, o — bR £
H 15 Bl T RERERCK 71

BATTBE AT IS 5% 1 T A 43 0l FEABOE J SR FN I AR, T80 42 90% 1) FH BT 25 4 S 20 & AR 236 M 2
H DU KA AG TH(MEL) A ¥E G vE H L e Hp ia) T 248 T e A . 1A T 2R 4% 1] 48 380 1A 28 1 A o b 2R B K
FE B 2 1) £ s s A M 2, AT D 1 3 P e 3 3 5 80 T L SRILMIPL DA WB g 7 N &5 3 Jesi Y.

YT R UE HRNVE A3 AT LU ST 2 5 M T A 22,00 T Rets 50 47 R I R G Pk R, Bl e LT 2 Fhfa b, AL
AIE £ FE R ZTH AR T R 8016 048 25 48 b i sE e

o il T (S IEMIZE Pyen

DL T 0 B AN 5 2R T 5 IE A I & A8 5 B 5 A i, T AN OG0 iA) 88 PR 1

o TZBWERIE Pyoras A IF1H Ryorg A1 Fyorg 1

DLA] Sy B A7 AN 2 ] P O] IR A (RS AR BEIE B« & 1R B8 1) 40 1 A (B R S RE R ) B A A R
A4, B s w=S+a,+...+aq(S Al T,a b ial4)
42 KBRERDH

S VAR XA TGS

S H 1) BB R WK RG] b Tt e

S S e M S A e HEAE AR AR AT A T SE A T R R G e IR — AN IR AR b S T A S

(A) R EARE, T 5 %22 2R G000 T $RHL DR A7 23 M7 (14 1 B

(B) AESZH(A) WK TR AR 0 3025 4890 H 2 9, RIS AR 18] 1R 23 A 15 i, 1T ELAR e 20 B 75 22

TEH0 A BN A IE 2317

LG L5 R 6.

MF 6 SEB0 B o LU 3R G856 4t 5 2K 8 (3] 5 (S) 23 AT 8 ) 0 i) G (W) 43 T 156 10 46 AS T A 1) 43
WITE B 94.7%H1 91.6%, 15— Hbr i N 43 BIEE] T 93.1% 92.6%, 17 — HARIEIIEF T 89.1%F1 89.0%. B4R, &
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G0 At bR ) 23 A 68 7 BEAN Y AR VE I B8 0 AR T LA P 23 s 20 A S DR I8 2k 4 3 R v bR E SR 2,
) B SCAFAE R B e i) eSS am], AT -5 B0bm i B S a0 -kokrek — 1] 5 7~ “ U — 0 BMBUE 25 1] < B8 B 58
7N 44 1 kel CR)— 1 1 LAAE 5 3017 (men keldim &K T), AT /EB) 27 (berip keldi fih2: T), X T E LW M)k
N SCAE A B A M AR S A, 1 R G P AT B RN LR SO R A BRI AR S BT S 0 Sk AR o R AT 5
i i) f 2 —.

Table 6 System performance on the test set

F6 ARG ENWE LR

bRt
Mg SH(A) S:56(B)
—tag (%) +tag (%o)(— HbRE) +tag (%)(—HhRiE)
Pstem 94.7 93.1 89.1
Pword 93.1 93.4 89.9
Rword 90.0 91.8 88.3
Fuword 91.6 92.6 89.0

SZIG 2 X AN [ AA] 1 DA B b (A P I SE S
SCH 32 BB AR G X FEA R R V2R K 4 AT 0 BR T I T (S) (W) 43 T e ) 2 A, 1D
Tl 58 1R AR (4 e — L Tag, F1 4% Tagy) LI RE.
B REAR 12 B Pk 70 A7 o O A I R B AN BhiE(V). TEAE(A) AR5 (P) A E
(D). FRATAE MR AR 58 1 T B T2 56, SE g # s W& 7.
Table 7 System performance on 5 different POSs

RT ARG 5 M bE_ERTERE

V (%) N (%) A (%) P (%) D (%)
S W Tag, Tag,| S W Tag, Tag,| S W  Tag, Tag,| S W Tag, Tag,| S W Tag, Tag
P[89.7 87.8 947 77.8|93.0 934 96.8 93.9(94.8 93.6 933 943|974 972 98.0 94.1 919 919 963 91.2
R|875 772 972 759 |94.1 93.6 957 950929 924 952 925|979 973 97.5 945|962 956 92.1 954
F|[88.6 822 959 76.8|93.6 935 962 944939 93.0 942 934|977 972 97.8 943 |94.0 93.7 942 93.2

s W] A IR T AR AT bR, XA R R AR SE S 1 bR 7RIS TR R
NNk S e e N T A= e i a4 B % o T g i e <K (A9 R N (A e = 9 S Py = = AR P
BHERZ . BEREREIR BRI T3 T 5 24 015 1, AN b 23 W B 18 G0 [R] 1R & 79,1 HL 4% ]
2% 2 (AT AHABL 5 -tamaq(R) 5 - atmaq(F9)=at($3)+maq(iE 4% );-ghan(3) 4 1 17 4% 5 -yidighan(J% 3l 17 17 4% ),
TXAAH AL T 5l 3] R 23 B 2t S bl S 1 A1 J77 1% B BE A RAHL I 050, 2 4 B R R A0 A b A R g —
A i) 7L

SEHG 3BT B Bl SR R ) S

(1) BEXF A B3d Js A A 5 M R 1 S

S 00K A 23 BRI Je R v R .

UG g AT R AR e T S

H 238 I ARG T 4R P AN 1 (8 S E A B B T 90%, HoAL K5 1] 1 DA S &1 48 b AR S AR IR - B
1320 JL, 1 W A SO 4 1R 38 s 7 9 PR P BB AR IR AT AT T 5 RIS 0L B B T 3 2 52 BR 757 3K (M ZKCF b A1,
FATI I3 AR T 38 S AT AN [w) 3 4 38 I i 07, 51 B Bt L6 8.

Table 8 Performance of restore model
% 8 EJEBIHERE

V(%) N(%) A% _ P(%) D (%)
P 710 912 981 976 921
R 692 910 963 991 973
F 7001 911  97.1 983 946
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Fig.8 Effect of restore model on the performance of morphological analysis
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Fig.9 Curve between Training corpus size and system performance
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IF, 1925 23 M 1) LE 0 R AT 88% 82 1 £ 89%. IX T 45 YN R R IK ISR 51 3 vy 2R e 1 e, (LA 31— 52 BN, 111 4K
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