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Abstract: This paper interpreted the concepts of English discourse parsing, introduced the corpus resource and gave the do-
mestic and international research results. Finally, it discussed the future study tendency. This is a fundamental work for Eng-
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lish and Chinese discourse parsing research.
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KT AARIE S HIBEFE ARSI TS G A 1A )
THYZTE L RS TR E R . BERETTERA, # 5%
BRI RAIT R R WE A B A2, B R T AT
AR 2 BB R AT 5 B —— R R SOAS o AR R A2 1L,
L)) AR AT 2R A e A R R A R R B ]
FL, RV AT I A1) B B )L, T ( discourse ) i 9 I 52 B i 1]
AT L, RS P A — ARSI S A Bl R 1 T A
TR R AR O R R EOETE . R TUR IR Rl — L L
A Bl ) T2 A, Her 45 oy Z 18], AT 2 21573 (cohen-
sion ) ) T LI % 5T ( coherence) [, fiT 45 Al B i 1)
FAEZORNE SRR o T 32 X LB 1 B T BEAEAR R
P b B X T 1 BRSO B, BF ST R A HE S
TEHEAE BT, — Mol Ak T . TR AR ) 7 Z R A 25
MR IR A M I — A~ BU LR IR W TR, 73 g B AR i
s B PR TR SR AR TR T R 45 R AR B =T 2y, H A B
FE B P TESAGE R AR AR R S R IR B B AATE
I A — e SCRE R A s ) AT — R 5K AR AT
e RE A A B SO R RN A, R IR R 451 b
AREE TR A ARE S . A SRR ST AR
Z HRIE A BT 55 FRARH 2, 40 [ 3 3ch SR AR R
IIHT TRV R GRS A R

1 HEXEE

KT PG AR ISR IE AL A ST iR BB R
L ER ) A3 TR .

il

WimBEEE: 2011-10-24; f&EIBHA: 2011-12-27

1.1 RENEEXR

TEVE 752 BF S Halliday 258 A" S5 BOREF6 432 10 45 i s
TBAEN—Fh R TS R IHAT RGN 30T, TR0 et 4
TFEGATHRMBETE . AANTE 3 1 ST 1T 12 ) b 25 6 167 2
PSR AN IS @ RIE T ¥ AR @A mIRE
o — R S B AR A TR R il 5 o Z 8] i Ui
F,BE YRR R P — 05 55— AT LS M LR A A
PR ER . HIER R — N B & ST 75— o
IR A R MEER I T T By ir 2 a)
151 5 425 ( grammatical cohesion ) , £ 35 18 i/ ( reference ) | 254t
(substitution ) .24 B (ellipsis ) #1134 2 ( conjunction ) ;b ) 18]y 187 $%
(lexical cohesion) ,fufif & & (repetition) . [i] X/ )z X ( synonymy/
antonymy) \_bF X/ e #— A 5K & (hyponymy/ meronymy ) FIf
B ( collocation ) , JHH i H2 & 12 F] 7 49 43 AR WL o O A [ J 4
Z[a) HAT I 245G 2R 0 T B, B ) 5 v I R ) S A B
DL, BI04 3 He 43 400 43 S DU AP S Y BN (additive ) 3% 4
(contrastive ) K % ( causal ) F1B} [6] ( temporal ) , J5 2 Halliday %5
IR TR RN 23 SR T TR 20 20788, RIS iR
(elaboration) ZE{H1 ( extension ) F13¥ 5% ( enhancement ) ,
1.2 Hobbs HJZERXF

Hobbs 760 123 45 1y 5 2 by phy 1555 24 37 discourse unit
A 4% 55 & (coherence relations ) 14 J o 75 i 50 AT L1 /N
1A, RBEERAS . 1R R RIR AR AL Z B
T ORI A 12 o R, FR AR DR R Ll (1% S0
HIST A WAARSCHY 4] F) sa) BRI (result) | HED SO fir
W AR B (TT BB ) 20 ST s BT IRDIR S s 485 b) i

HEE&TH: BRaAKA34E4%357 8 (90920004 ,60873150,60970056 )

ERE N : FHE(1982-) %, Td# S A, M3, L4, LR H @4 A A% 5 43 (yancuili@ gmail. com) ; K374 (1974-) %, @144z,
M, LR QAR SR R BMR(1967- ), F 3048, W5, TR @A B RES LI, 55T H R S M %15 B2k



% 6 M

EHE K. EBEBREMINTTIREGER

- 2019 -

FE IR (explanation) , HEM ST fir /5 B A RS 5 AF (T RE ) =
S0 fr A W B RS B 5 ) IR 81 58 & (parallel) |, #E SO
P I P(ay,ay, ) 5 ST FFABIRY P (b, by, o) 2K
115 d) 41k 36 £ (elaboration ) , #EM S1 1 SO Jir 75 B 1) & ] —
fir Pe) I HLIC R (occasion) , I i SO Jir 75 I A9 R 285 5
S1 g ZORA MM, siE By ST A WAk 2 S0 Y eIk
S,

Hobbs 2 4 156 R FE AT 115 L FR M AR H H K
KI5 W, 49 45 discourse graphbank . SDRT A1 Penn discourse
treebank HBfEES5 T Hobbs FAI
1.3 (EFFEMER

B E 25 ¥ BRIE (rhetorical structure theory, RST) J& 3% [E 2%
# Mann % A\ 5 R G5 hEERIE AOREZL T 01 57 1) v 25 25 BRI
BT 3IE . RST 5 Hobbs BEHUA AR Z2 BRI, g LT 4
K25 NETELRR RN R, B MBERERRINE X
A A BRI A A RBCR A B 430 BT 2 38 A AR I Y
R XL SE R RST %L LR TE R T AR A

TAMERFRRTT LU EEM AR R B, W B
RAER D FANAFAE F IR Z A, Forp 3RoR FBAE B0 B ALFRA
# (nucleus) , FRUCEAE BB AR (satellite) , X3
RARWFRN PR ETE R . WA — LB R IEH M AL
FPIEFERZ I8, AT FE AR (contrast) FIFI R FR (list) o XK
KEMN AL K FR 1 PEPAER AL (TAFIIB) ,
Forpr 1A RO TEIR 1 bRk 1B 2 TR AL, —
2R EE R R R

1 [ Mary is in a bad mood ]'* [ because her son is
il ',

75 RST of, AR AYTE R A8 BB & 5 R I, sitAl
BT — R SR —— B RS . A5 R 2 (] B — R
RF, NI I — A K BT, 55 AR AR 14 7 T AL B e )2 1Y)
BREC R, AR B FTIH N B AR R 45 . B ERY )2
R /D RN E 1Y JE IR 1 220 B ) 540 2Z ] 15 X
KAEMERBEIGER . WHEL T, 8 LR ME J, 2R IR
MZ B TB R R S RE NG L IER AR Wik
BT IR NARAYIE COGAR o AHEL Hobbs #5571, RST 013 4]
P I  TE A R T B T DA/ BI R R R T R T A2
N E IS G
1.4 ETFEMAE

Wolf % N\ 4R i 1K 18 5 Fem — A EE IR, b g 9k )
DL 1] AT LR T T 1Y, Ho SOR R REGEAE Hobbs 1118
MRFR . HMAPREF TR T 135 FH7 SR ARk e &
WA ATAT 2T QAR T 19 2 DL R, 25t — 2R AR AT 431 SCAC
PRI HRIHR R o AR H R AR P R AT ) H5 SCAR 43
JRIEA B BAL s b) 2 R B AR 2 5 AR IR JT I KR
BRI BRI B o) IR A i BEZ 8] & & i K
F 5 d) BUIIE IR G R M BARE G

W 2 2] 2 R g B ) — A SE 1

]2 a. Susan wanted to buy some tomatoes

b. and she also tried to find some basil
c. because her recipe asked for these ingredients.
d. The basil would probably be quite expensive at this time

of year.

non-volitional m calse ‘
m elaboration
Mary is in a because her son simila)
bad mood is ill E n n
Bl SE%OSE AR B2 —A B
SHRIBRIERX R

AR — 0 Tl P v 14 5 UG 2R o B Al S S ) 4 767
o WL REHR THHNKER, RBRRZER LR, HY
Hobbs % SCHY O RA AR XA o SR, IR 45 1 2 s T i e
FIE R THERFR BTSSR FRTERA —E 1R R
P, PR 58 SR ZRAE S B SCAS P 8 A7 AE Y

2 BEHHER

2.1 EEREHBERIEEME

Yeifi RST FERIHIPET LA RST Jy S i bk ik
RST discourse treebank, FfAR 1 Y 385 fs A8 /R i H H S35 55 B
B EE M, RRHR BEARSE DA 31 AN 3] 2 124 A3, B m 86k
) 176 000, - 34 1 55 SC T 458 AMial, SCHE Y 259 B & Fiid
RO, QNI BCHGE | IR SO R G e R S

TERREE 43 BT 1 58— AT 55 02 1 A B AR 1 R B A7 ele-
mentary discourse units, EDU) , 78 EAKFR 7 B, BF 55 3 %) A
T AL TR AEE 70 Y F B R WA E T R AE
T B 5 30 Y F I ANE 1 AN B T IR AR AL T
TNC A AR IC AR PIE R FT 0 N # 8 T AE R 0y,
SRR AR AR Sh iR IR 4L 21 A LS B 4 T 1
ST R A AR T LA ) T 4 DA sl AR TR T Bl ) S
h A B AL s A TR T PR 0 R BRSBTS B
AN (because) R4 (in spite of) HMYE (according to) 45|
AR IR T RATE R AL

FEATR R AL E TR S, BT 9 TAE U2 R 4 RST )
FEBEATE R FAALZ T Y 56 AR, 1 107 A2 A 2 IR B R S5 B
BRI RR BRI LR B R, RS J 42 RST i
HEHT 20 ZRERESCR  (HATTIIBR 8 X 2 — A FFHOR
FAE BRI TP HCHE Y, ol R A 12 35 1 25 7€ TR R I N R AT LA
B SCH HA YOG RIS . RST IER PR TP ARYE T 53 Bl )2 4%
DRFH 25 FhZ 20K FR T8 FhOEF Xl 16 451,
AR EA A RS T SO RE , W5 | Hd X EE 2R R4S

TN B RS — EONARTE AR HE R Ty 2, DR R
FANTARTE 55, Bk i bR i3 & 0 2 A AR T2 D i A
VB 3 BT AET I ROE B L B3 o 7R IE SRR TR Z AT, A #B 42
TR ITHER AR R . e R R A B R
WFFEF — H B R UERR TR =22 18] B N v — 2
2.2 ENMEEWE
2.2.1 A4

T M5 &S ) JZE (Penn discourse treebank , PDTB ) J2& 7F 2 M
W ZEF PropBank HYFERL F & AN, BAREFF K —AFriE
A TR S5 AR B R OB IR B, AR S R A
(discourse connectives ) #H 5 it 3% T ' 5 2 ( coherence relation) ,,
PR B FE AR R IR TTAE ) TE X AME B DA R
TANE IO B PEAH S RRAE %

PDTB & — MRS A KB R =R 6 E 3 R FE AT
BhIUH X A>3 H /Y H A& AR 100 5 5 /9 (R - i1 H i)
Treebank-2 #k}HE (LDCISTT ) Hr Ir 2 I iEF X &R, B RTRAS
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J&PDTB 2.0, PDTB 2.0 #5iE T AT ILMISTTL X £ . B
KA (explicit) JalO& & (implicit) FFALR R (altLex) \SE
X% (entRel) . TG £ (noRel)

R TieIeah i A, PDTB 2. 0 43 Flig Ju 4l # 58 RARTE
TIBEXIXME R, RN BN TE R OC R 12 &R,
B XA ENRIE TR EREFER . BAKR RAX
B ORI LI E BB PR S, S R AT
KETChRE . PDTB J&—AFRiE 1B 45 1 F I i 18 SO G
B AR . BAR AT LTS TR 191/ 22 J7 1R 58 5 b
PRfg AORE T, PDTB £ 1 TR IER G R, PDTB 1Y bRiE T
B MR AR v, R T S5 e TE G s, HIR A T
LB RHEA F A P AE S N

PDTB JET-( /R 1 HAR) , JEhRTE T 2 304 J7 3CFE, 29 100
T3] AR SCEE LA IE O ., PDTB 2.0 S8 25 #845,
TR 2 ~ 21 S8 S 2R 4, 22 JR o1 S T 44,23 Aoy
PR INIAAE 0 1 24 MR ZEA9IE IT LIVE A BT IT A 46 o
2.2.2 #ERXRABRLATAFE

PDTB 2.0 7£ PDTB 1.0 ({56l B XHARFESEAT T4 ik FE
VT, B R T SU(E B G R R ey e R A R
JrTHEAT TR, BETBFF RHELE PDTB 2.0 BT,

PR T B R 18 TG B AT 1R S I IR AR 2 A i il i X
SRS LM ZME AR R E R PIA
WIC, i AHIC N argl Al arg2, i, arg2 245 H BUAE W A1)
AEHRTE )T EARSREOIETT , argl 273 h—iETC. T
Bl5r  argl FIRMAZIR  arg2 JHRBAZR , E4ia] FI R B4 bR
BE, PDTB (R ii i He e R AT

a) B 1B RS 1 54 & (explicit discourse connectives ) , ] T
Hr g B ) 3 TR AR AR, BN The city” s Campaign Finance Board
has refused to pay Mr. Dinkins $95,142 in maiching funds because his
campaign records are incomplete. (0041),

b) 015 i %255 £ (implicit discourse connectives) , 7E /]
T IR BA WA 10 R, (FLTE R 0% 2R 02 T LA T ok iy, AT
PATE A1) 5 Pl A — A 2 n) , A1) AT SR . {51411 - Motorola is
fighting back against junk mail. So much of the stuff poured into its Austin,
Texas, offices that its mail rooms there simply stopped delivering it. ('so)
Now, thousands of mailers, catalogs and sales pitches go straight
into the trash. (0989) .

) BUCR (altlex) , 16 R OC & J2 1T LIMEWT Y, (HI2 46 A
IR 2 BASIUAY . BN Afier trading at an average discount of more
than 20% in late 1987 and part of last year, country funds currently trade at
an average premium of 6% . AltLex| The reason: ] Share prices of many
of these funds this year have climbed much more sharply than the
foreign stocks they hold. (0034)

d) SRR (entRel ) , PIA4) T BEA TR OGR4 A0k
HFA TR S — )il i B A SR SR A B — 2P R ik . i .
Pierre Vinken will join the board as a nonexecutive director Nov. 29. EntRel
Mr. Vinken is chairman of Elsevier N. V., the Dutch publishing
group. (0001) .

) JoK F (noRel) , BeAT T & F8 AL AR — Sl LUMAH
AR TP eSOk . A0 Mr. Rapanelli met in August with U. S.
Assistant Treasury Secretary David Mulford. NoRel Argentine negotiator
Carlos Carballo was in Washington and New York this week to meet
with banks. (0021) |,

PDTB 2.0 HbBRTE 1 40 600 FfiSCHR , 3 1 g il 1 & ff

KA B A DL
%1 PDTB2.0 XRHC M

PDTB %% e PDTB %% Bow
explicit 18 459 entRel 5210
implicit 16 224 noRel 254
altlLex 624

2.2.3 #EAMFE

PDTB X i 2 6 & Bl 0 R/ B AU RARbR T
T XBIER . Sahial—kE 1B E R R A Ik —NE
S, BMAE LR T R SCRRE TN A . B0, since B =Fh
L, — AR AR IR, 5y — A R AR R A — 2R
IS [R)#2

a) The Mountain View, Calif. ,
mon- 1,000 calls aday about the product since strated at a computer pub-

company has been receiving it was de-

lishing conference several weeks ago.

b) It was a far safer deal for lenders since NWA had a healthier cash
flow and more collateral on hand.

¢) Domestic car sales have plunged 19% since the Big Three ended

many of their programs Sept. 30.

TEXFPEOLT 1 AR Y B AR 80 XA E B B IS 2
WRRRIE S FERTAIEOL T 1R CARUESE 1 M Hin] BT e 18
JLZ B IR, WM TCAH LA EROCR I, 280 SOC
FRY IR AR

PDTB B IR T 1 1 AR 2SR 2 Ak 4 7 1230k
HBL oo AL TR IRTUZ YRR FERTE X
259,43 42, B temporal | contingency , comparison £/l expan-
sion s X A— N2, — RN 1 ZERIPEE SCH R A AL 201,
514 , temporal 45 asynchronous #I synchronous ; 5 = JZ i) 725 FH
Hed e —MIBITINE LTIk, [ 3 J& PDTB i L hnid )2
UORTEI k4 RIG 16 DAL 23 12K,

2.3 Discourse GraphBank

SRR AE R RST (8B RTISRE 427 21 1
A SUHKHS N J5 A 225 S5 B DUAE SCAS s FE B L, 3
i O AN REAG R B 254 o Sy 1 o ARG A [ AT, Wolf 45 A
P TR FRIR SOA X AP FoR 5 i 5 BRI U . ]
Ry T 135 B30k, Hirp 105 553k B AP Newswire, 30 5 3E B
WSI IR T TR 1 P o AT TR DR 1 A BEAS 1 18 AL
FEATE R SRR R TR P R — A e TR IR P e
#E R 3L 11 F ; cause-effect , condition , violated , expectation , elab-
oration, example, generalization, attribution, temporal sequence,
similarity , contrast and same, U 2 Frx, BT 500 0 R
—DRER, KRR ATLUEA B AAEXFR R, R R0, o m]
PUETCI BRI PR AR, AnFFFI AN HE o

3 ERSMFRIVIK

3.1 7 RSTDT LEHIFFR I

16 RST 1B R W2 FREATTE RS S5 M 3 BT 58 — M0 g AR
VB BT PRI R S5 A A A
3.1.1 A KEE BI2RA

&F EDU (1 A shit B0 58 & WF e 1940 %, 245 Sl g o
A8, Soricut 25 A\ SR BT Gi 197 2k AT, 8% e B
TR, 5B A — N GET AR P (b, lw, , T) ,Horp T J2 /)
TR EER w0, BT R, b, FR A E RS AR, W
R EMIED AN P =1, 4] Fi 1 Fb & EDU sh 5. fE&#E
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AR 2] TN AR RRIE . 58 3R R o EIE L, 4y
#) EDU 1 JFUE Bk iRl I HERE K F 0.5, JEA R #
PEFIAE B S AR RIS 09 F A6 83. 1% , F bR ift ) 1
I FAEN 84.7% o B FSCHKL9 I M B AL & &R, T L
RREMER I R A ) T A Huong 28 AU R T — A
SR AIE ML R EDU 08I0k, Al T — 43T
T AR TE RS A RUR 2%, 3 BOR FH 2 5 s, AR B
FRERS 22, 1551 F {8 80% ,EDU 8510 AR AT (i Il 25
Rz AT 8 G SCEE AT, 25 SR B Rtk . Sub-
ba 25 A\ (2 4 HEAT EDU U, 72 [ Sh Ak ki F
B 84.41% , £ 1IE B M) B0 /9 F {H~ 86. 07% , Milan %5
U B AR RN BT R 4 ), DO {0 B AT
BRI E A B sl 007 R R, sebr b ER A
H R R A BB AR I TR I gl RS TR
WAL, EE AR A T A R E S R A E . LR+
FEIATH I RSTDT i i 43 B 7 6474031, s oo T #
FIEA TR AL, A A5 B AME AR YRS EDU,
UN“He said that” Ak m4& EDU, Hernault 2 AU A H T —4
FETF PP VEARAR I A 15 R 4 BB A (i F 1R R AR R AR, R
F CRF iIlZ5 RSTDT, F 48 5 HoAh L F R BEF5e it DA Sk
T SVM A5 RS 7 BRI AT — € M P, 5256 3R BT
GIRERIERS A8 FAESE 9L R 94% 1558 T A TIE S 4y 80 F
{H 98% . Hy L AI%1, RSTDT 3L 5 5 B iR 1) B Al 0 S48
i, AR T A AN

temporal comparison
—asynchronous —>contrast
— synchronous 4 Jjuxtapositon
[—®>precedence opposition
—Psuccession [—>pragmatic contrast
—concession
contingency —pp-expectation
L—»contra-expectation
—»cause
—Ppragmatic concession
reason
':: result expansion
—>pragmatic cause . .
. o . —P>conjunction
justification . L.
| 5 diti —pinstantiation
condition
. —_prestatement
—»hypothetical L .
1 +—Pspecification
| —»genera .
+—Pequivalence
? reai preient L__»generalization
|—».unreal pas X
—>alternative
—p>factual present i X
|5 factual past —Pconjunctive
. L —pdisjunctive
—Ppragmatic condition .
1 L_y.chosen alternative
relevance
K L —>cxception
implicit K
asertion —p list
E3 EUrEREER
3.1.2 EREMAER

VB AR A SR T R 20 A (9 B, X R Soricut
A R PR AR A AT ) T B T R SR AT, L
BrFK N SPADE, 1E 1 i 5% 2 PR I 5% ) — A A BB 35
AP ORI . TR A5 0 M RR 4 A Sh D58k
PUNTGAR U A T8 5% 28 IO MERR 3R J2 70. 5% , R I IE B (19 26 A
T s B0 I 0 4 W 1R 45 2R 96. 2% o {H SPADE Jf A X
B SUR AT IR R AU, T SR B RE R E R 15 B Y
KR TR I B A FIF %Ki, Huong %5 A BT T 1
A TE R A A I A A, 25 1 T — B IRSOA [ Sl s 451 4=

JRGE , RGP 2R ) TG T R G544 3 BT R SCAR
(B RS SR AT o A1) -SRI V8 T 45 B 40 T (i P ) v Ak 2R 1)
SR RS A AT IR BN B R 25 A R X T o], oA
Rep AVt 30 5 K 0 BT T4 2R 4 ), I T SCAR A SR 0 S AR 21 2 B
il o SEH R F RSTDT, 25 R W B IR R )5 F (H oA
70. 1% R RE K, DuVerle 2 A\ R T — AT 50 HE
AL B RS S5 F T 28, 25 1 T —FioB 0 ik A T e 45
IR R GRS T Wk R T ARRIE S ), 45
4 B S AR AU A F Y . 1% 05 16D F A 2847 EDU 1L
TSR PR T LT EDU SR, 322 R e A h
FEAS TR T S U R A 8, BT A HOGO 5 0 I AR
SRHABA 28, b S B — A o K88 L i — A £ 004
Fedio WS HIWHEAHSR A EDU Z M fFESC R U L
HEAT 18 T 6 22 W0 A0 A% O 3 o A, S RN F {Hh
73.9% o ZICHRIFIIS 45 10 T — R 4 Jy S A AR 1 vk, (R 3
JICR BRI 2 R 75— R
3.2 £ PDTB LRI#FZRINAR

1E PDTB it BT — o =25 a) SUNAEAETE R &
R R M), 3% B8] A BB A HE A, W] BRI i 1A
b)) PR T e 3 45 5 R A F I8 T argl Fl arg2 ;e ) B 5 %
P T B MR s Z R BRI IE R C R . HETC TS
FPTETE T e R0 , — MR B R AR AT I A7 A
BRI AR AT TSER . DRI 3 56 R I8 G argl Al
arg2 HESE 24 B LIIFSe 45 SRR KR HAR, H AT 9E - B4 vh e
W=
3.2.1 #aiR

SCHkL 16 A SR B1E R e o0, KR 5 PDTB H g i
M AEAETE R 06 28 1 438 T fRT Ak o HRUBI08 Te I =234y,
R ey iElE L, SR AR AR AR AR L ] R S 2 R R
TEREATIETCIR B, 76 N TARTE A A B34S T 74. 2% MY
2R, 16 B SRS A e B RS T 64 6% Ry MERT R, El-
well 28 A7) R BEHEAT [ S8 R % B e TR, BT Well-
ner 25 A\ IBRSE IR T — IR A ek AIE SRR
SERHIE , 7R FE BRI DL S8 JT iR i 7 AR AR AT T 547 1 45
o Wellner ™ BB ANHE Y J7 i AT IR R 00T, 440 T
SERE AT R 40 BT 04 25 B AR 8 e IR AR B RS T Y
(1R NI N S A o IR S = i B A LR 2| 1 B T
B 2O R O R O R W MR R 74.8% |, IF
W) B B argl P50 E B %2 80% , arg2 P I o 1 K J2
91% , B s/ | argl 51 HER 02 62% , arg2 U5 HE
HRIE 86% o b3 SCHR TE LB T I R FH IS T Hh O AR
ANETE, AR B X R 8, Prasad 28 A" F Y B #E47 4R 2
EREA AT A T — ROk A IR E B e e, Xt
TFIEHAPIAIETT argl I arg2 , KRy arg2 — A6 % H230 J5
TR AT 322 T AR 8IS, T LA G i 30 5 arg] LSS X SRL) i 2 S
W argl o 7R FH 2L T4 F RO R R ik K ig ot s
Ry AT PR R A - 22 [ R R L AT AR B, % R R
b FR ) F 2Z ) R O, B argl A arg2 8K [ (1441 F 51
45 I argl W4T CRRA T — &9 536 B4 &
(18 3 00 2 2o 4 3 1) T 300 1) ) AR A e R s ), R 0
PRGBS FHRAOC R IFAT IR, b e R 55 1Y
AT AERERWIRS) argl MRCRA AT, (B AE R 5
WIS e e AT A R B IE S TG,

B LA LA BT AT, e e IR R, U arg2 BRI
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argl BAME. HRTETCAI N SR AR 7k, B0 2 4%
PR B TC L, BOCE E UNL BB e
AT S PIRBEARAS R, A28 2R A 8 04 J 1 R i
SETT, XA A B TR SR U
3.2.2 EHXZRA

PDTB Wik X R F8A BAAMBERCR, BUE
T R ZR T A T e R R B U, TR Y T R
Pitler 2 N2V gty T —FiRU B R IE R 6 R 040 %, Bk
F TR RSO 2 TR, B0 R % R R R Y,
LR I ] B A DG AR B S S g Rt i 2 R DG R R Y
HERI 32 93. 09% , B I FUN HE B % 74. 74% o 5341, Pitler
S NI AT A B8 OC R B BT A E BELAG TR A LAY , X
AR IR 42 R 3 9 s O ZR UM AT ARG B i 25 28 )
R R B A, Pitler 2 A4 A1) B AL 11
W . A O R B, TR 1 F i) BT 7 40 once \since on the
contrary 55 B i F/RIER Z M IAATEC R o (HITHR Ab H1 b il
A PR SCRE AR - a) — M) AT DURAE G B AT LU 2
TR ERET, A0 once T L J&— 4> H] 2 B2 ] , o AT L2 — ]
BRI AR AR 3 b) — S8 B BT RoR BOTE R G R AT IS, fn
since T] LAZFIRIN ] R, WA LIFIRIE R C R, GG H 77—
BEATEEARAE (self category, parent category, left sibling category,
right sibling category, right sibling contains a VP and right sibling
contains a trace) , JX L& JfIF X 33K T il 5z S 14 A AR S B
SRR B R S VUM EHAR R R RN ORI F
{EHA 94.19% , BEB i AOC R I PUIMER R 8
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