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Abstract: A word sense disambiguation (WSD) method based on dependency fitness is proposed to solve the problem of knowledge
acquisition bottleneck in the development of WSD techniques. The method achieves automatic knowledge acquisition in WSD by taking
full advantage of dependency parsing. First, a large-scale corpus is parsed to obtain dependency cells whose statistics information is
utilized to build a dependency knowledge base (DKB); then, the ambiguous sentence is parsed to obtain the dependency constraint set
(DCS) of ambiguous words. For each sense of ambiguous word, sense representative words (SRW) are obtained through WordNet. Finally,
based on DKB, dependency fitness of all kinds of SRW on DCS is computed to judge the right sense. Evaluation is performed on
coarse-grained English all-words task dataset of SemEval 2007. Compared with unsupervised and knowledge-based methods which don’t
utilize any sense-annotated corpus, the proposed method yields state-of-the-art performance with Fi-measure of 74.53%.

Key words: word sense disambiguation; dependency parsing; knowledge acquisition; dependency fitness
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FARTE 5 AL B — DU T ) B AR ER T LA R . R B R AR, BISCEN AR BN R
g 121,
i) SO IR A A B L G B R T R 1 v B A B A A SO B i T B A R e B N T AR
HEVE R T DASR AT L 8 K B AR T ), 5 B e R Y T R AR ] S AT 4% 0 M ) ST B VAN T
AT AR o Vb, 5 28 A T AT A ) LR Y 3 T b s SR (¥ b SR AT SR 2 6 ) AT 4 3, S R
b — A SCHEHT (word sense discrimination) 75 v2:. 28 1 0 UREE I ] SOV S5 T VAR 4R 5 SR 1R TR SRR R R
SV (L) i . AR L 8 2 ) oK A T s S 1 1) S D A R 0 AN B AT M 1 O vk AR L R
F B I H AN, LA v R B T G, R T AR K AR ] S AT 55 04 SR AR AT 55 B s AT Y
T AT SIS W, 5 T 00 U2 £ 7 925 00 200 SR 5 5 i g b oo A A B 1) O kBB 2 T3 1 A U A S I — T
ELAE N T R AR SO AT 45 (1 7 vE S G 7E SemEval BN b 22 30 HH 1 B UF 28031 1% 7 VE W 2 B 9 3% 11
AR
55T S0 AR R 00 A SO B VI AR A 5, AR T L T A A I TR R R R A R R O 2
(knowledge acquisition bottleneck) 2 fil £ 1 % Jig (1 6 ik 8 25 (271 i A3 72 v 4] 7 285 b 3 B30 o R, 2 ] Sy
I AT R F o e 2 — B3,
Xof T35 T RN YR P T 1) SO 8 5 2, 0T R R R R A% i e — 2 R e T 22 2 10 05325, B Bl B L
JE PP A O A, G SR B L T A A [T 90008 5T o SR RN T ER R [ 1 7 3 R U o E
A RRAARBATY 78 B0 T B 2 1,518 A8 T S LA R 5 MR 3 R 2 A T ) Ui TR SR R,
ASASCHR 45 77— 52 0 Bl PN ) 5 0 A 408 SR 3% TR 90 03 6 R, e e 52 B8] L 3T 0 g 75 4] 180 T 90, 5% ) 3 IR 114 R
T R 2,15 B N TR B A2 0 4 T A D B v TR A Y R R (R T SOV BT TR R R IR B K K A
1% 25 K 58 AR IUX e AR AL AL,
T 3T N FE T AR ) ) ST B T S BT R I AT IR AN R A SR B O TR AR S T (R AR A )
SRUT] S 05 7 2 A S 19 T B DUk AR IAE LR LA T THE:
o IR BR I TR AE A)E S BT B AR B BN 3RE TV 7 I B AR AF ) o BT SR AR R A 2
] PR AR A 06 28 ) 2 AR AE 0 4 B e T A5 IR A A 0 VR R kWi 3 2R R A2 7 T A8 B T A 3
Sy BT A, AT DAYl 1l - 8358 2 ) K A7 G 2R, 85 3 4 g 75 3 ) B0, BRI T 26 TSR I ) o o

o B I A I O RE IR SO T % 1 DA B B 3R A SRR R T S S R
FIE SCOCHR, VIS8 SCAR] %A 18] S ] SCARER R (18] SOl al SCA) S e SCIA] S b dd] . Hid]) e R
SCIRES (MR A7 L AR ) v R A0 A7 385 T 82, T 00, SLA] 7 1) S

o RSCHE IREE H DLAAE AR A AT BOR O S 2k, B B BRI BN 3 LA A 40 4 T S A A R AT A
SCIH B 725 A% 725 I B S T B A 2k, LA v PRV 050 LE A 28, B0 T DK 3] SUVH A 55

ASCER 1T AR ST B AH 56 AR B 2 1 VRN U I BT R I R T AR A IE IR 1 AR B B 3R B ST
T8 3 1o th i B oy M e JE i A SCREAT R A

1 tHXIE

B (10 30 SCI 5 92T Rl 20 R R O B RO R T A U A O 0 T A e T, e sl 2%
SFUALL AR Naviglit?, Agirrel®l 2 i AR BT S 7 A J8 5T 3 A 5 1 5, 45207 A R0 A A A 303
A AT B A, X LS P IR AR T A T AT B A TR 9 b R D SRR 130 B R T R [ 1) SO B (R AH
KT AE.

T AR AR ST BT B T S ST A SRR SR IEE FRIX 3 Bl B A R 2] 4k 4y
A6 BRI 2 H AT I 9T R R AR D LR AR SR, B DR W] SR NS 2 B 5 0 00 R AT R IV BRI T
#57 VE Navigli $2 11 5 T 45 B461E SCH 3% (structural semantic interconnections, fij i SSI) il i 77 30, &
HE B2 PR R (038 35 AR (4% WordNet™ . WordNet Domaint®!, 453 15 122 K #4817 345 ) 1 Ay 30 80 M 30
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P bR SCTE O SO i IR A 1 7 SOORIBeASE 2 1 S5 LIS AR ¥ 0 2, B M i SO il e b ik R & b 5 B vk
il SRR A7 AE — AT SCORTBR I 1wl R 104 08, 1 42 196 mJ R0 1) 3 SCOCTEG.AE SemEval 2007 Vv, SSI J7 vk 1 15
SRR AL T A W A ] U T AR T B I B S AE SSI R AR SRR R 2 B o I TN T 5%
Ak T I FL 7 B ARV TR 3 A8 15 38 20 B 9% 3 0 L AN 5 40 A [ 110202 Agirre 4 HYJE T+ Personalized
PageRank [#71r] S i 77 72:B2% & L) WordNet F1 eXtended WordNet!?2 4 J 13-k U 4% WordNet 5 R R & 1 4
7 25,4 WordNet I eXtended WordNet H1 ) 5¢ 28 4 Dby 122, 44 g S R B b s SO B b i, 28 19 S5 3] 1) 3
5 R P P o AORTRAE — S R H - PageRank vk T B Sl f) A il SCME A PR R, AN T 52 B AT )l X
W 5 5 R ) P 14 X 4% ) SC o 128 % i DA PR SRR VRS A . HowN et Dy Jn TR Yt s 5
AT PR e AR SCAE A T R T B SO T R S SRBILE B A A i, A R 4% P R T PageRank S
T S R PR % 3% 1 SR ACTE L DA T A A 0 T T xR R AR R AT S T IR AN I AT AR
PN 45 R A I A B A0 - 2 e g e S A (0 A8 78 K B 7 e ) FH AT e 1T 20 T A 44 S I A 1) O
SNSRI 25 ) .

] ST A S A AL SE 4 (Al-complete) i) 8512 i gl 1o — [ JAS A 75 S 200 0 90 050 B2 780, B 00 T K
PR R0 R T 3 SOV BT 7 B A RS B R, N AR S8 35 BT AN IS W 50 2438 B 42 v bl b
ZEO (A EAE R K. Google ZE it IF & A T Web-scale N-gram Corpust:Bergsma 14 41 24 91 05 i, iR 42
i SR ] 5 E T SO T R N-gram AR R AR VR e B 0E 1 14 1 CPLN-gram 18 SR RLAE SE i R R
T VA VA A AR B O R T A P LR R 2 )2 AT A SE T A0k 38 XK R, 45 ) 52 31 Wk 7 1] f19 52 1) ) g azc 12
HH I T 00T 1V Web 0182 DG TBE 1) 26 SO 05 7 ¥k 2 7 VoK 0 11V 1) Weeb 48 2 T 5 E Jhy 105 082 260 i, T B3 X0 ]
TE Y Web i) 22 5 56 8 LA 11 47 A4 36 SCS) 32 05 MR 40 X0 B2 75 8 [ — A 190 0 v S IR W 7 o i 454
5 ORI H 2 Web TUTHI B 28 2 FE . A 355 22 AN 55,1 23 5E W DG TG T4 1) P ¢ .Chen 42 H 35T TreeMatch 1) 34
SUTH B 7 9T AR IR AR AT O R Go i Web T8 R} i) T ) LU A DA 91 05 Jn i, i S R TreeMateh 4
xt b SRR T A (6 1) 5 48] SC IR 2 X (gloss) (M A7 F1) 325 A 17 DG I FE2 B, WAL o ok sl S35 i 70 4
T PR L AT AR I AR X A3 AT DG R (10 2 28 K 1 T AN [ 8 28 (R AR A7 e 201 b (i SR B A ] — 15 T SRk e i ax
HANZ N TR T AT T2 R 2 i) X 8 AT A A A2 40 10 08 200 VLI L 349 e AN 0% 40 380, R i 78 20 R 3l
B2 IR B SORR AT ST A ).

2 EFIRFEEE /IR B SIREURGH K &

2.1 SHIE B

N TAE T8, A SOy S 45 DU MR U

EX L(RBFETAH). WRAE w5 w, Z KRR r, H w4 1A (governor),w, 4 M JE 1]
(dependent), NI FR =& $L [RI A4 AR A7 020,38 4 r(wy,wo). e wy 5wy BLRR A9 565 5 A A A7 3

TE X 2(RFFEEL). WR AT wy,wo FEHCAE TCAL r(wy,wa) o3RI, TR 1 23 A AR A7 R AR r B (A S .

EMX 3IRTFAR). H1E w ERKA el r(w,x)EL r(w) = I FR r(*,x) 3% r(x,*) A w K7L,

EX AGAXARFR). 5 X s LA EEMEEEME R, AT LLEREH R s M . EiRTFsmET
SCIRIA] U B R s (i) SCARER ], an R) SR 3T A b ] 4R

i) SCI 05 B A FE A S g AL A L e SO SCR] 1) ST AR L BT Ak B TR SR S L SR R A
A7 L AR AT A A L BT S TR AR B Sl 2 il A T A A7 24 TR B 11, T8 % B Sl £ i ) S i) SUAR R ] 4
I3 A AT, T ) SO AT A e e R A A T R 3K e AR ST B R I R I T U AR SO
LINN S S

1BR% 1. B S (1 37 SCRT AR ] SR ] £ A A 240 TR 4 4 v 1) M6 A0 T 3 KA

B ¥ 1 S8 AR SCHR HE PR 9 0 9 1 2 A s AR AR A 5 1, BRI T DA AT SO 5 1) B A Ay A A IR )
FU A SC T4 R )R T 00 A0 T JRE 10 260 VR 1 B 3R] S i 5 ¥ IR A7 AR e T A Db S £, 1 sl b A A7
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J26 I SRS SCAA] FR A A7 29 OB B 25 7% 1B I SCa] FR) 8 0] SCARR 1] 70 AR A7 20 R 4R 5 v AR A A 3 T8 2 oK 4 W
TEA R3] S AR R AR AR 2L B 1 B,

(1) G I R R SO AT AR A A0 e eV AR A e LA R R AR A SR R

(2) ¥ SR I AE IR U 1 REAT AR A7 F035 0 B 45 BISLR A7 n L A 1

(3) R HEAE s B S ], WA T (A TCALER A P I AR AR A AR

(4) T 2 iy S ] AR v SOAS A AR IO 2% AN ] SCIR) ] SCACR

(5) AR AT S0 R AR I o 5 2% 1) SRR ] AR Bl 7 A7 29 R 45 v IR AR A7 38 T

(6) i MR 25 U] SR A 3 T B, 228 496 T8 £ ] S

538 % AFATL I kL H\(MIJ‘}):&H)T ‘

A
SR

f;nwrmm \ . ALk

e Y
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AT E }—7 TEERE i X
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Fig.1 Framework of WSD based on dependency fitness with automatic knowledge acquisition
Bl 1 BT ARAR I C B (1 1R B B 3R IR SO 057 95 1) HE A e 4

~Y
=
b
=

2.2 KTEFEMIRB IR A %

WASCES 1 R, KRB TE R ZE T HE (i JE AR L T T B A% AT LA by i i e PRS0 B A 1
AR 5 3 A7 A R0 VR SR EBORE FRE 652 S EURES £ il A A A 325 23 W B T LM Affy 1t 0 M e 1 v 3] 1 2 1) B A A7 R
FR P81 fif sk — ) SR AR TR 1 e AR SR A A7 TG AL ) B4 SR A A7 0 U EL A VA 2 R
AR 23 A0 YT HEAT A .

< R Q—V (R ARAFADES BT > B > KA TCALGE —><M<ﬁ’ﬂli}!)?ﬁ©

Fig.2 Method for dependency knowledge acquisition
Kl 2 A7 50IR A 3h 3R U %

zm.‘ﬂf%ﬁ#

FEARE IR S A7 S U AR AU, 3 A P R - Wb TERLAT N T iE R Web R A RIS . 33T B
FIAE A B R 3555, 2 52 M A0 R I o o i N v b e Mk N 0 i 8 58 B, T R AT A A T BRIE AR AT A
VLR T A ek B4 N T B E——Reuter Corpus® % i kL 5 T B 411K 806 791 55 %25 Il 4 i
SR,

2.2.2  MRAFRE AT TR

FASERF L, % F R A)vE 497 T B Minipar®® Stanford Parser'?® Berkeley Parsert®14% H: 1 Stanford Parser
$RUET 5 FhRARRAZ e AL B 3K, 1T ARS8 2 75 RVEX R AT X RT3 B AL 3R 4 T 2 Fh & 3 Y 2R 11
PCFG 4 M A2 X g AR SC AR I T JE SR 4 T B OK (¥ R DS ke, A SR - Stanford Parser 4 b A7 A3k 4347 1
H..Stanford Parser A] % i 52 Fl A [) 2 704 (AR A7 0% F8, A (103508 0 i AR A7 00 &R L3k 1.
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Table 1 Dependency relations

x1 KAERA

VSN G4
WAF KRR WAFRER T X B T
nsubj AP AT The baby is cute. nsubj(cute,baby)
dobj HEEE They win the lottery. dobj(win,lottery)
iobj ) T Teachers gave students a raise. iobj(gave,students)
nsubjpass W Bh 2 Dole was defeated by Clinton.  nsubjpass(defeated,Dole)
xsubj NGk ET Tom likes to eat fish. xsubj(eat, Tom)
nn A5 GBI il price futures. nn(oil,price)
conj U] They either ski or snowboard. conj_or(ski,snowboard)
amod T 25 Sam eats red meat. amod(meat,red)
det R 7 A The man is here. det(man,the)
aux Bhzhin] He should leave. aux(leave,should)
auxpass 15 5 Bh 3] Kennedy was/got killed. auxpass(killed,was/got)
xcomp i MA) He says that you like to swim. xcomp(like,swim)

223 KkArudl gt
5% Chen ()77 i 1 ) U A SC G H LA TR FE Hh (1) 4% S A A7 S0 41 10 B0 A JE, M A A7 S A A
U BEAT MOAT I E B U S A A0 T S R, B A AE W SR R AR A T AL T LLYBR.Chen 1T VA (ESE
THKAE TC AL IR AT AN 7] IR AR A7 9% R R R HEAT IX 43, W AR DX 43 43 PR ) P AR L IO AN IR 2 A SO B ik 5 2 A
[, 25457 i 1 -

#i41) 1. “The coach is training football players.”.

%) 2. “The train and coach are chosen to transport the soldiers.”.

Fuii] coach A 2 44 1l I, A AN GO HZk @ K& ) 15600 2 53 5] 55 2 68 86 AT
HEAT A7 A3 03 Hr RN T 388 s 2, AT BAAS B a0 S ARAF T4 4R 5

%1 1. det(coach,the), nsubj(train,coach), aux(train,be), nn(player,football), dobj(train,player).

#14] 2. det(train,the), nsubjpass(choose,train), xsubj(transport,train), conj_and(train,coach), nsubjpass(choose,
coach), xsubj(transport,coach), auxpass(choose,be), aux(transport,to), xcomp(choose,transport),
det(soldier,the), dobj(transport,soldier).

St T4l 4 1 P i) nsubj(train,coach) 5 4141 2 1% conj_and(train,coach), it 5 AN %4 17 55 2 (IS B HEAT X 4%,
ML W 1 train 5 coach (1997 & AN R B AT 2 8 & 31 4 [i]— AN Jo 4 (train,coach) 1y 45 7. 1% 2 48 I A~ 45 2.
BEAM AR AT ] (1G] 4 6 05 S]] AR 48R Fl.coach 5304 train JLILES 1 SCWR F4O© B S 4
] train JLILIN, ] OB T@ KaE 4.

PRI, A SCAE e A7 T A I AN OR B T A7 e 20 A 28 A5 R, o LS I 1l M b A B e S 1(K A7 ot
)T RIRA r(Wy,p1W2,P2), 21, p1,p2 2350 Wy, BRI PR GC. 4 T T2, A SC LR B R
r(wa, o) YT R AR A7 T 4 A 3L T K wy, wip 249655 3] B A i A L.

2.3 RXKRFRIARMA %

AR SCK WordNet 15 k78 SUAR A, SRBGA AR 1. WordNet L[] S 4E (synset) i & 7 v Ui & (concept); X
. i, B 2> A HEAT A2 R SO AR Tl 22 Al SCOG RHEAT L, i e K R (antonym)
A7 9% & (hypernym) 2%,

) SO & R [R) S 3 SCAA] s A7 ) 3 AT s 2 i) SRR 4 S S 40 T S e SC] E AR ] SCAH HL X 7 fH
AR T 1H 5 b, v DU SR 4638 5 57 BEAH 8] 1946 % (Wi “short-long™, “quickly-slowly™), i & B8 1% 3817 5. 3,
AIIE T ) R SCER T WordNet Hh )R e SRR (gloss) il Dl AN KA, 4 4 3R] “apple” ¥ 3R] L 1 AR
Jy:fruit with red or yellow or green skin and sweet to tart crisp whitish flesh. % %3 & #EAT 4K A7 1) 7520 #r, n] 3R 45
PRVERE B rh O ] BB B Fruit. ) DU L ARE 0 mh 1t i 8 AR ] SR 7 25 3.
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ARSCH R SR 3T SR R S A aA] s O A4 ke AR R 1A R WordNet [ [R] SCIRIEE L I R
Z(similar to). Jx X 5% % (antonym). 473K 2 (hypernym) a] BLJ7 {5 i 3k B HE T 4 2838 SCAR 23 6 T op oo i,/
DATE b 0 B s AT A F0 72 20 T AR AR A7 A0 V0 b T SR A 75 v 3 00 2 3] SRR A AN AL 5 B SiA) B
24 KEERETEA

M AT 335 T FEE 5 %% 0 Sl (0 1) SCAR 2 1) 1 i) SCAE A A7 29 SR G 21 Hp 1) R EE, ) AR FH e T S I 2 T 5
I SE T IR O A2 A% & (point-wise mutual information, ik PMI). DICE & %((DICE). Phi *F-J5 &%k
(F) R E AR H (log likelihood ratio, fij #k LLR)MSLIL L PMI ()45 FH 5% 3, A% SO A8 O o5 e
2.4.1 B IARAE G BC B

B AT TCAL r(wa,wo), 0 T ST T wy,wy AR R R r N KRG I, 2 L UL S 4L

o a=freq (wy,Wo) K A7 X FR A r, B A wa MBI A wy BIHKAT TG 4H I B 3L

o b=freq"(wy,*): K AF KRR v, H SR wy (AR A7 TC ALK 5 8L

o c=freq'(*\wo): K AF R R N v, BT R wap BIAK A7 G4 i B 5

o NUKTER RN r T A IKAF Gt B AL

T Wy, Wo FEARAE G ZR 1 R IR AT PMIE A 24 2R (1) 50

' = N"x freq"(w;, w,) _ N"xa
PMI"(w;,w,) = log freq" (w,,*) x freq’ (. viy) lo - 1)
AR s AT BAE IS wy, Wy FEAKAE R R r R IARKAA G BC B, mT th A = (2) 1 5
fitness g w,.1) = PMI g, ) = log 2 @

bxc
23 (2), 2 a=0 If,4 fitness(wy,wa,r)=0.
2.4.2 A SCHHAF G LR v 5
I S Am] R A ] SCIEARAF 29 RAR & o KA 3 IE JEZ, 7 S 25 2% 8 L 2% 28 1) SR E &M R A7 A R
A A AR A 3 C S, W] AR 2~ 5 () T B
fitness(s;,R) = D a, x max Y fitness(w, ,r;) (3)

Cy<Cy Wiy <Ck rjeR

Hrp,

o siesense(w), U B i w B — AN X

o R OE NG w A IKAF A R T AL G

o C, =Cy UCy UCuu0 UC e U Cyy AN S s 55 0] AR il AU ER 15, WAl R SLH 5 Cypnn X

4R Coimi~ R SIASE Canto AT EE Chype S H L2 4E Ceeng;

o C,cCy ARK g FM i SURE W 18 &

o o AR k 21 U Cy AR RAL

o reRANEIEMKAEL W ITA,;

o w eC AR C P I AN 1] AR 14

R 80 SCHA AR AR AF 20 R T 4Ly R i B, 2 S (B) 1Y fitness(w, L) W% 4k fitness(w, ,w,r;) B
fitness(w', w, ,1;) , H1 23 X (2) o5 2L b w2 05 SCA] w AR AR AT 21 SRTG 2L vy P A7 37
25 HEBURKREZE

MR AR ¥ 1,080 3] (1 TE 7 SO s = arg max fiitness(s;, R) SRR i 914 I8t e S it LG9 1.

B3k 1 JHERRA

BB S we B SR BTAE I A) T Sens MKAEHITR)E DKBL BUE R ¥4l o,

A L 5 SO TE A1) 3L s
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Step 1. HIZAM 47T 0) T AP TC A LE S Reen=0, B SR K F A AR TG A Ry=D;

Step 2. %) Sen {EHAF FUVE X AT BRI 4 i AKA7 04, RAF A2 Raen

Step 3. HIMKAETCAI R G Reen WU 7 B S w, H. w BIARAZ 3] 0 SE3R] (4437« gl eI . @R o4,

TRAF B S R YRR & Ry

Step 4. for s;esense(w)
B X s LR GG R fitness,, o ) A 0;
A WordNet, 3k 5 il X s; (155 2 1 AR 15 Coyn, Csimis Canto Chypes Ceents 2 BRI S il w [ £ L 5L
i Je, B N AR A 4R C T

for C, =C,
Ak A SRR C R IG I fitnesse, q,) 4 O;
for w, €C,
B C HS AN ] SUACH ] 1 £ 5 T 2 fitness,, )M 0;
for rieRy
if 5 S W ARAF 2RI AL 1y S IC A (e w2k AR A 1))
HH DKB, 12 X (2) 75 fitness(w, ,w,r)), TRA7 2 fitness,, )
else
4l DKB, i A4 X (2) 51 fitness(w', w ,r;), £RA7 21 fitness,, )
s fitness,,, ) FIIE fitness, o
end
end

RET Cic IR AT SURE ] U KA fitness,, g 54 4T 505 k 3] ORI 25 i
JE LRAF 2 fitness g,

end

L BCE R M A o Fs fitness, g ) IIBURINZE fitness g ¢ )5

end
Step 5. X T & AMEILIT X M s = argmax fitness(s;,R) & s 1 Ay 1E A SOOI [ (i R 22 AN 17 SCE A AH R 11

fitnessy 5, JUHR4E WordNet B 1 X).
3 % I

3.1 HIEEMITM IR

A SCH)F SemEval 2007 [ Task#7 FHHr & ] X3 B 4T 4% (coarse-grained English all-words task) k5% iiF i 32
H TR AR AR L R B AN ) Ik I 5 R SCRS LA B 2 269 ANV O %, SR LHCh 3.06, 34147 XY
HRbRE— B0 4 93.80%].

AR SR PRI ) S B R (0 AR ME B R R L IR AR, By D0 P s 5 BT VAR, LA
E XN

W A Feon R ) S I H B o T AR G ) SRR AL I S AN B M R a3 B R G 4 T A
SCbrC S A B, W7 5 2 (coverage)  IE i (precision) . 7 [ 2 (recall). Fy il & (F1-measure) i1 o 5 24 20
Vi)

B . M M 2 x Precision x Recall
Coverage = % Precision = B Recall = ”

,R= 4
! Precision + Recall @)
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32 KBWSHIRTE

ASCAE T Matlab 38 £ S0 TR R B i 20 20(3) b 4% 2 3] AR AL T 28 A a3 3 A2 B0 2 — ol
AT AR AN AR AL UL e AR AL 10 R B LIR R S e B HLBD a6 4 AR T 4 £ e (AR B REAT
TR P 22 AQHE 1A, SR A o 365 I A 555 1 G 000 A A Dy o DI A 38 A% S0k T A I A L s A o8 74 2 2 2 R e /I,
BRI, AR SO (@) =1—Precision 15 Ay i 3 #6554 5 N AR AL E RE on, o, 0, 0, s A A 38 R J5E 1R HTH)
iy N, VO A AR IR BRABL A O; LAt 2 B0 4 ) 3 A% S0 T R A ) A LA

AT T S A L AT SCTA B | e SCR AR L B A A L rht e B, 43 50 49 3 LR LAk AL FE:0.31,0.77,2.02,0.24,0.28
FErh, e SCIR A ALHE de e, 3 SO IR 2 oAt 3 SRR BB $230 . > — A B SCI] [ I A7 22 283 SRR 3 I,
S| AL SCAR] K R ] SCHR DX 73 kS 31 5K A
33 KWLHER

I3 T VR A ST Hh 0 7745 1 2 R A5 et & RO VREAT TR, L 2.

Table 2 Comparison of WSD effectiveness (%)
R 2 BN (%)
Tk BiER(C)  IEfMZEEP)  HBIER) Fi i

BLwrs 100.0 78.89 78.89 78.89
DepFit 100.0 74.53 74.53 74.53
TreeMatch 100.0 73.65 73.65 73.65
TKB-UO 100.0 70.21 70.21 70.21
SUSSZ-FR 72.8 71.73 52.23 60.44
UofL 92.7 52.59 48.74 50.60

XFEG IR RS FE SemEval2007  H G W 5 R - %0 R PR 1R 5 7 W BT — 44 (TKB-UO,SUSSZ-FR,UofL) .
TreeMatch 7775 % BLyes, il 24 2840 R4
(1)  Blwges: %77 154 3% WordNet il 550 35 B 5 FH 093] S, FH AR ) SO 08 280 T Dl A 09 M 7 0 R AE R 5
PP AR5 P ) S B AR e e, DTG M B R R R VR ) S S V2 TR B s R i A DR R i
e Ty 22,
(2) DepFit:iX & A ST $& H 58 T A7 38 T B IR AR 18 Bl 3R B 3] SV 87 1%,
(3)  TreeMatch:i% J5i%: 2 Chen $2 HH (¥ 35 T~ A< A% UG I (¥ ) S 08 7 325, 85 LG 3 B A IR AR A7 1) v b
V) S R 1AM A7 0 T A T W P P i e T,
(4)  TKB-UO:i%Jy i —Fi Bk T J 1 T W& Uy ik T 22 IR AR 28, i W 5 A B S 1)) X
(5) SUSSZ-FR:i% Jy ik 3 T4 #4437 X (predominant sense) [ 2h 3k B i1 1] I 527 325 1 5 , 1h AN [] 45 35
R TE R B iR 2 R d B DT 50 AR TC 7] 110 i R i 130 42 4 e ) Aff 5 s S i) 7 24 R A3 )
e 31 SCIHAE b 1 B A 2R
(6) UofL:i% J7 i & — B & T+ i) JC 1Bk 45 (lexical cohesion) (1) 1] SCI % 77 v ) WordNet 2 eXtended
WordNet H {8 X 36 &, B XA #2315 K (disambiguation graph), #2 3% B b X3 #-17] X 5 EF
ST (1 ]V 45 1D 5 SR B 8 1 A 1 ST
2 2 (0 SZ IR B K E R A S5 BRI T Blyes, 1B H: S T HAB T R A AE I AF A b i 55
R ) A0 B 7B R0 T e VR )R] ST B8 VR I UE B T A S T R HE Y S N IR B B AR L TR A OE T )
J7 R V24T A ST 5 TreeMatch J5 A1 EE Py {8 R ML 0.88%, X LB 25 FHAN 510 — A SR T
Lt TreeMatch 5350 2 MYE 1) Reuter BBk ZE A Sy S0 TR RUR, AR SC I SR St R 0T i 57 4 T 4 8 A SCTE SR BUIK
AEFARIN HE— 25 X 43 T KA 70 4H 28 B RN 3] PR AT G0, AR SCER BN VR R AL JSE B A 4 40 3 1 7 TR 340 )T 5038 9
ROR.
AR T4 1 T RS S T VR AE AN R A M E 0 0 RO LU B LR 3. A [ i) A f e 5 RO R R AR
SC 510t ) 0 25 T (10 0 05 2 SR e U, 42 T R B ) 1) 2 R e 2 AR K 1 RN Bl ] ] R S 2 4] 11 J S ]
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SO R4 3.2 45, e SCURR T d e FA B, F A S 0 1A DX 0 1) SR 36 3 v ) Bl e 364 17 e L] =R
(1 ) ] PR 25 9] i i ) DAIRCAS: S PR 7 B OR.

Table 3 Comparison of F; measure on different POSs (%)

RT3 EFITEXSAFEE R Fy (%)

ik EAG] )i TE 25 Fll 1]
BLwrs 77.44 75.30 84.25 87.50
DepFit 72.74 70.05 82.04 83.65

TreeMatch - - - -
TKB-UO 70.76 62.61 78.73 74.04
SUSSZ-FR 68.09 51.02 57.38 49.38
UofL 57.65 48.82 25.87 60.80

ASC Pt 1 07 5 Hofh 7 iR AR DR 5 5 SCRY B 1R B T LU W38 4,43 0 A [R] J7 32068 25 AN I S
R RV B R R A ST ANAE D002 SCAS I AL IR T TreeMatch & BLges /5725, BEARBURAL T B BLes Z
B A A T NS SCTTVEAE B AR SCRY ¥ B4R 2Kk 6, D001,D002,D003 ) 7 5 3 R #£4) T- D004,D005. 3%
ARSI E AR A SRt Reuter 37 TORHZE (3R BUE 2. TT 3 58 WK SR 4ok B T 427k 48 H AR5 R} EE (WS
corpus), 5 Reuter i} [\ & T8 [ 35 6L 2E;D004 Sk B T4k 2 FH4f i 45 computer programming 158 X fig %,
J& T T LA D005 S A Knights of the Art — 5 /4 5% 19 20 T 1H X Masaccio [ AW, 8 T 2 AR 4ikk. &
$X,0004 1 D005 H [ 3] SL 1) 40455 % M A T 5 A S H B B e 5 B A0 A7 2001 TR P A B AR A v HE 90 03
SR T A SR AR A X 2.

Table 4 Comparison of WSD effectiveness on different articles (%)

R4 BTN ANTF SRS K3 R (%)

24 D001 D002 D003 D004 D005

R P R P R P R P R P R
BLwrs 8560 8560 | 84.70 84.70 | 77.80 77.80 | 75.19 7519 | 7420 74.20
DepFit | 82.88 82.88 | 7546 75.46 | 73.40 73.40 | 72.08 72.08 | 71.01 71.01
TreeMatch | 80.71 80.71 | 78.10 78.10 | 72.80 72.80 | 71.05 71.05 | 67.54 67.54
TKB-UO | 78.80 78.80 | 72.56 72.56 | 69.40 69.40 | 70.75 70.75 | 58.55 58.55
SUSSZ-FR | 79.10 57.61 | 73.72 53.30 | 74.86 52.40 | 67.97 48.89 | 6520 51.59
UofL 61.41 59.24 | 55.93 52.24 | 48.00 45.60 | 53.42 47.27 | 44.38 41.16

WIER 2.2.3 1 TR AR SCARAF SR PEAL 2 T AR AZ Je AL I 28 28 B0 A 1 A7 U8 FF 610 {F DK-Base. y T #E—30
P G2V 0 T ] SOV USRI R A S 5 AN T 3 AN AN [ ) A R
o EE L ANANRPETE A SCARAE SR EE 26 ERIBR T A7 06 R AUE B, id/E DK-Relation. i 1R FETE 48
PR AT JCULI AN T 26 FE AR A7 5% FR I 22 5, LB S 10 1) R0 DA ) 1) 1) T 5 ) 1 A R 88 00 A 2 A TR TR A
PSRN
o 2 MNRPEFEAR SCRAT AN ULE AL EAER T iaPE(5 B, 10 4F DK-Pos. i 1 R FE7E vk A7 TG 4L
ANTE G DR 1 22 S SUEARAE DG RIS TY L ST 1] 0 A Ja 1] 1) 1) T A (], (5 DA O 2 AH [ IR A A e A
o B 3 ANENREETE A SUHCAE AR PR Al b RIS 5 BR T A7 20 SRS BRI 5 2, id /E DK-Rela-Pos. 1%
HIR PEAE GETH AR AT 70 4L I 7S 1525 R AR A7 0 22 R0 ) 1k 1) 22 S, RSS2 e 3] R DA 1) %) 3 T A T (880 A
JE AR ] A T AL
B S5t AN TR] FR) S0 LR, AR S St A0 A7 38 T T B3 vk B T U AR AT T M D A TR A AT T — 4 S, S 4 R
W2 5.

Table 5 Effect of WSD performantce of different dependency knowledge (%)

F 5 A FIZEEUKAT HR ] T B8R 1 52 1 (%)
A7 SR ST DK-Base DK-Relation DK-Pos DK-Rela-Pos
LA % 74.53 74.09 74.22 73.87
ARAL T 4y T 0 -0.44 -0.31 -0.66
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H13% 6 7T LA HH, TG 18 A2 50 B A A7 50 2R SR SO0 A S0 R ] P A SR, 380 2 o 9 B CR ™  Si  s mi, JGv  A4G
A5 9% ZR R RN T 11 ORI 5 W B 0 (225 X UE B 1 A S0 AR A 70 4 S TR R 1 A 3 1 A D5 T TR
BRIEAT A2 A R

4 HRIE

ASSCAR Y T — e T4 A7 38 B 1) 0 R A Bl 3R ] SO B 7 15 A% 07 105 38 03 BCARARAE VA S i SR R AR
e 8 SR R AR R P2 REAT AKAE A0 23 B A8 6 A A7 0 A 1K 8 v ) S A S R AR i i o SR BT A )
BEATARAT 0753 BT AR A8 SCAA] 11 A7 24 RCEE 5 M 41 WordNet SR SCIA] 1) 45 2K 1) SUAR R 4] a5 Ji AR 40 4 A7 1
VUV 3] SO AR A A7 20 SRR 15 P IR 77388 50, 40 W B SCRA] F) ) SLAZ 7 ¥R A 4] WordNet 5 2 18 X
i e, I 7 A A AT N ARV R W B SR L. AR AE SemEval 2007 () Task#7 55 b, A5 043 117
KT e A R

AR SO YR Y PAMAF 030 0 T RO D 32 4 BRI B R 25 5 26 18 22 i SO AR T S0 3] SCIR) A7 36 7
JEE, AT 1 I B2 SCFRY 7 925 32K DA e o R B 22 R 3] SCIF 5 ) BB A3 07— 08T Ol AT (9 S8 JRAT TR — 2B i AR )
MATR 3 ANT7 HTHEAT 58— AW A & R ZE A RUBE, SR A5 B 58 36 < B0 AT 3 10 3 50 5 — IR R AN ) R AL
AT R FR R ST ] U, 0 — 20 8 v W B P i B = B o v OB 4 S A SOk, LA B N AN R
A
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