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Abstract: To address the problem of shortage of the pun samples, this paper proposes a pun recognition model
based on pseudo-label speech-focused context (pun detection based on pseudo-label and transfer learning). Firstly,
the model uses contextual semantics, phoneme vector and attention mechanism to generate pseudo-labels. Then, it
combines transfer learning and confidence to select useful pseudo-labels. Finally, the pseudo-label data and real
data are used for network theory and training, and the pseudo-label labeling and mixed training procedures are

repeated. To a certain extent, the problem of small sample size and difficulty in obtaining puns has been solved.
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By this model, we carry out pun detection experiments on both the SemEval 2017 shared task 7 dataset and the
Pun of the Day dataset. The results show that the performance of this model is better than that of the existing
mainstream pun recognition methods.

Keywords: pun detection; pseudo-label; transfer learning

Bifi %5 At A AR AN T & 8, AATTAE N FAAIE T R EHEER N 25 . BRI S5 0 A 140 2 2%, HLAROM B S i
SR . FEARIE T LW WABRE T RO R W R — A B R IE 2 RO B R 1 L IE S X
BRI, , A [7] — AN 4] A7 2 Fhalg 3 22 iR SO, SCAR ™7 AR AS ) R 8 A Uitk o UG T J 3 44 SO ) R T
P B IR PR B RE T B, TR R VRS — R R T B T, g1 R W A B ARG 1 Y
TEF IR BRRE 1 AT 2 SCRE ™ AR B AR R IC 2™, A 2 T I B SCAS B 17 i 1] o BRIk, BG83 PR gk
HAEAR GG T A A SRR S AL BT HUR A rh S R A ST PR, B T (R

XL TE 1Y 28 43 28 SR 188 8 RO TE FE SCROCHED S 1 OBUOCTE |, B4 [l i6) 2 S, i3k 1 Frs i What’ s
the longest sentence in the world? Life sentence.”J& T iF X ¥ &, “Life sentence” H1 f¥) “sentence” it A3 £E ] A9 &
B, Life sentence” 2R 7n i JCIABE TN Ay BUE o 18 8 BUOCTE , 2 AR A9 18] 15 £ 6 40 R i 555, B8 W) A [R) 3]
# 1 AY“A bicycle can’t stand on its own because it is two-tyred” H1 iy “two-tyred " H2 #f5 52 7 7 ¥ A BKAH A “too-
tired” , ffi ) F HAT 58 e N R & o BRAR DO X IR A B R 4018 LA HZEE X,

£1 WREHB
Table 1 Examples of puns
R TR 151
SIS

1. What’s the longest sentence in the world? Life sentence.

2. Better late than the late.
RO
3. Seven days without water makes one weak(week).

4. A bicycle can't stand on its own because it is two-tyred(too tired)

Wil 5 TR 3 A 22 I 25 1) e, IRAT UGB TR AR R B K 2 B T e I 24 o 4, A e S0 R T 0 S0
M 2 5 174 5 TC 7 02 I 2% 45 78 (word Net-Encoded collocation-attention network, WECA), 1% #& # ) 3t F JE 3 i)
M WordNet™ > L Fl g B fix AAE R A AL 456 bR SCRCER it #2830 2 0 I 4 il 3 18 SRR Th i 2 L
PE o H IS I T b 25 0 24 7 1ok 2 o IS TR AE (9 R 2 - 1) A B R AR R R I A A 4 Bl o B S TR BRI U
ER R, — B FE T B T E A AR A AT MG A 2 A1 428, Miller S/ A T SemEval 2017 shared
task 7 (SemEval 2017) ¥4 & rh— 34235 4 030 XOCTHR ARG, S NE HH X T 00OC 1 19 5 AR IC AT — 7 MEBE
2)FE D REAR 2 > v i) B B B 992 AL BB T 2 — A B A Pk R A n)

BEE IR I — R I T P AR 2 AT A8 22 2 B XSG IE I AR A (pun detection based on pseudo-label and
transfer learning, PDPTL) o | F A A5 2 £ 4l 1 & 17 876 W] S04 v 5 4000 3 HI AR AE , il S 22 > F &
15 BESS A PRIE ] U A DA A5 2, 52 PR 2 408 SR G U G A8, — 8 T2 B8 2 Ml WU OG T 500 1 A s B R A A8 72
L RE T[], 283 5255, PCPRPL AE A FF 804 42 1) WO 80 R 304 e s il e 4 v, AL T B AT Ak

1 #HxIE

XA 55 9 Lo BRI 45 A2 i, B 5T 32 B O AR 26 FTEE B8 25~ SR il e SO TR AT 55 42 (18
Jiike
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1.1 KR A5 E K

Pedersen %5 Fi iA) LI 17 35 R (word sense disambiguation technique, WSD)“{H 51| i /) /b i) iF (1) 4 BB
S, HETT A BRI AT 9 H 1Y . Dieke SR T A ECHE A, 461 40 9 SCiR) 314 WordNet” , Xof XU G i (1 1) SC i
AT HIWT o b 2 5 vk 45 A Bl 0 R Re A B ), OIS R A A DS 5 & ARUE RE S A R
WA . NP B3R 2 AN A, Mikolov 25 il Pennington 2 i i id] ik A 3 R (word embedding techniques,
WET) W B AL T R £ n o 78 L PRs 5t — A BB R T B 78 SCAR B 1 F XTI BB A 2 FP R X, 1) 15
A 2 S S ] R N T8 OGRS i A B HE DL S AR A . g e iR R, Zhou
SO IR T TR B RGP A5 Y (pronunciation-attentive contextualized pun recognition, PCPR) ¥ = T X
T ST R A ) f 2 FRRRAE [] B R RO T TR A O A A RO o X S5 R R 4 DA ] ik
ABARMG T TC BB AR R T ORI 2 G HE, 20 Tig &2 5 M F 815 E . Doogan
Samuel 55 " PF 45 K B F A H R TR A A AR S (B R PR 7 B AOR A IR A R0 12 M 2
(long - short memory, LSTM ) Fl 5% 1 Ffi #1. 3% ( conditional random fields, CRF ) [ 45 25 156 & 46 0 A1 52 67 S 1
1.2 PR%E

Lee 55 "7E 2013 AR S2 8 T ] B4 0 i 2 W B X2 2 ik, m A P A5 2% (pseudo-label) ™, 3X AN AR PE J& 7E —
A AR 2 R TR 2 I G L TR B 2 — AR A B Oy AT A s 28 008 R0 JC A 28 25080 N A5 A 3
— L TC AR BB A P bR 28 e IS 8 R A s 4 BRCHE RO B 28 SN 1T R AR A

Google AT 11 Qizhe Xie 4F "4 H — F 32 111 2818 (knowledge distillation) Ji} & 1) 4 Wi 2 O v« Wi 7 27 A
(noisy student)” ., A%.C BARE I 25 2 Fp O [W] A9 B AL, B 22 0l (teacher) ” 1 2% 2E (student) 7 2 UASE 284 5 5 %
b 2 R EAT U, X R A0 BUR AT DO AR 28 HE W7 . SRS KA AR ic IR B i i MR 4 & 7 — i, IR AR 8 X
SO A YRR VI R LR R PR 2 A AR R A SRy B 0% DS Y R AT 2 AR, AR S A0 T Y T AR 2 BRHE K e AN
J& T HAREHE R 1 73 A o BaR PR 2 Ty i R 29l F T R A 3 45
1.3 FBF3]

iF# 2% > (transfer learning) 5 7£ 3 28 i B8 AL 3 76 A [F]E AR G U5 S8 b 09 R 38 & H b2 > #76 H AR 1
1Y 2 B, D /0 b E bR 2 ST 2 6 K B AR OB A AR AR S ) 22 S L 3B RS A 2T AT 4 R T 2 R A
TR S M IR RS 5 1 D AR [ IR R 5 > b, — LA 53 3 aoh A TF A A 6 % Al 22 171 8 P 722 kAl % 190
S Gy A o SR, XA B TEAR 218 B0 T I AN BT, WNTE 1% 8 43 28 a8 rh | — >3] T A [m] 450 5l A7 A (]
SO XA B ALFR N N SCRIE AR 22, R R DR A ()8, — SE R SR E— 2D A N T AR A 5 2) RS
) RAR WA R RIRRAE 2 [AE O0 T B9 R R b R L BR T 0 A A8 N, A I AR 2 o) IR T B R AR &S ) 0E
N AR AR E L A IE RS 2R 2 S A% . A BT XS AR RURR AR 25 8] A9 BUOC T Bt AR AT ab 3, R )R T R
M2 > 5k

2 ETENMARETENIESETIERERHNNKIFRANEER

T EE AT TR AL - BT P Am 2 A 8 27 ) 1Y BUG T AR A 8 PDPTL .
2.1 EEHE

HAE Zhou FE X TE 55 BY & L, X T —Be & A NI B STA { ¢,1,,0ty b B ¢, B MAS &R &
LRI A H (1,)={ hyyhighiy b by BoR SORHR R AR DB R X E R EH CMU K5 i
(CMU pronouncing dictionary)""$& fik o X 5C T ke il A5 Y (9 4F: 55 02 — A~ =0 25 ml i, H 09 02 46 D0 g A SCAS &
AL E R
2.2 PDPTLREIAEZE

FERl LAY . PDPTL 1 H] PCPR AR SRl AL o A58 AU fiff H] BERT™ A= Jii in) i (1 b5 SCi X i TC,(D 4k
1] o), DA R SCAR (1 S AR TR S TC 0

Xt F i1 ¢, 1 4> ¥ & b, i H Keras 1) Embedding 2 4 52 2 D, 4t 1] 1 p,, 2 J& 3 23 Jay 3 78 2 1 B
(local-attention mechanism )" #F47 AL A B3 & ik A ] i TP (pronunciation embedding vector)
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e, =tanh (Fp( p;;)), (1)
e i€y

= 2

2 che. (2)

TP-fz ae, (3)

A F p()iE%Jn"HD Yk o) 1 R IEHE s al 0 p, B E 8 e, 2 TR VEAL B4 18 3 ik A SR D, 4k ]
i, D, AR A SE SCY Jey &R T I LB KN .

ik P4 R SO I & TC, FiE ik A ] & TP, (pronunciation embedding vector) 42 i TJ,(D =D +D,
Yt & ) Jf iz FH A T AL (Self-attention Mechanism) ™ il AL 45 3] { £ & 7] & TJ, .1 ,( self-attention embedding

vector)

TJi:[ TCi;TPi]’ (4)
F (T )=Softmax T T, (5)
a
s exp (Fs(TJ)))
a;= R (6)
>,exp (Fs(TJ)))
TJ[ATT]:E aS'TJ (7)

2T Py (T ) 2 JH R A B 0 597 00 58 s a8 J2 A B0 o, 0T B 408 e — /R 8, M T 38 A5 ok /I 9
B o BB T ) 5 TCers, A MU A SCAR B8 VA G B 35 6 2 1 F S St T s,

TJ[CLS]:[ TC[CLS};TJ[ATT]]v (8)
T A5 25 He >R FH softmax 0 pREIY 42 3% 45 2 45
.};f‘:argmaXFD(TJ[CLs])k,kE{ 0,1 }, (9)

K, Fy () AR T B PR .

PRAR A < e 0 DA AR 24 27 > J7 105 0 2 O B 28 1) 5 WS 38 % Ry 0 BB B A FE IO REAS o SRR AR R SR 2 R
B, B B B REASAE AR R S A B AT Rt R K . HAR S B8 i &2 confidence coefficient iX — & {5 & B {H , K
B A A BR ZEHE 2 K T confidence coefficient Bif , #5157 2= Hfm A I R 54 o

BEZ DL A5 0

confidence = MAX (Softmax ( Fp ( TJ;cLs)) ), (10)

ELS3C R 1 SR, — 1y T 1L 1 8 ok T IO N T2 5, g — T T 200 T Y I v A R Y B B ——
RPN 9 f B AR EREATE A — € Al 5, A R HOR B R RFEA M AR TEAI St b h T
W E M EAREA R E S E G ERKER 4G R F 5T A MMD (maximum mean
discrepancy ) *FE B & PEAG T bR 2 FE AR 1 AT FEE

MMD J& 1 Gretton 45 A& i, 4] 78 & 2 A $ids 48 40 A (9 DC R B85, ] T ARG I B OCAE A i) T, 88 (L
1028 2 AN B0 4 49 A 76 5 4= A /R 1A 435 45 8] (reproducing kernel Hilbert space, RKHS) 9 I 25, B & (i # /) , 1)
PR B, A2 20 20 A ORI L, MMD 133 A T

MMD ( TD,PD )=H %22" (TD,.TD, )—LZZEjk (TD.PD,)=—

AHEE Y (14 Oh A 2 R AR O 5 O W, 25 % R J¥ U {E confidence coefficient— ] 4h {8 , B 15 & U_iHEU E
A I (speed) ¥ K, 1T 801 Y ai B 5 1 B (E T 0 2& 45 1 1) B4 A5 25 B0 35 (Pseudo label data) 5 Il 25k %% 35
(labeled_data) 1§ MMD i & , K H MMD B fi /0N 1 B (LA 0 d éﬁ}ﬁﬁf‘lﬂ{a‘ P LM 7 32 ) 5 28 DA o 25 5
P5 (Pseudo_label data) , #nic ThFRZE , AU Zk o T PR UERL Y BE R AT B8 7 21 1E 5 011 A s B 50 P8 A 2
I EE BRI, 2B R T AR K bR ﬁ,ﬁﬂfTSWJ[3{)\H'JXT”rﬁ’ﬁ%ﬁ%E@ﬁﬁﬂiuﬁjﬂgﬁfxfxf'éu‘ﬁﬂ,
B3 T FER AR FEASAS 2 5 0 weight.

(11)

J>
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0:
T t< TS(‘JV"
weight(¢)= ﬁXweight, Tsmft< Tl:‘nd, (12)
. n < lo
weight, e

W15k bR B R 28 U % PR A, BT 2 805 (1abeled data) A D AR 25 80 85 (Pseudo_label data)if <343 J1 1T
BAVRAE , 5 J5 W AL I A5 R Ak Loss

Loss = loss (labeled,,, ) + weight (z)*loss (Pseudo_label data), (13)
B | R [ SRR |
RSN SR

> I k] [ Vg |
o b

ZhRE
R X R E HREIN GBI

R B

A RAS RO R A RA

AU B YIZR Bipr s

FARERE —

’—iélilﬁﬁi, B

RSN GEARHI R T A Eweight(z)
| HWAA
TC, f h, ..k o P E] L A
tl ( L1 1,M1) H M O T TP1
XA 0B CT
L ¢ N E AE
—>» E D L N >
: Gt MD|[ T
* r E I 1
N 0
TCN ty (hN.l hNM) —ﬁ G N » TPN
le’ TJz’ T]3, TJ4, T-’s ........................ T‘IN—I’ TJN
é N
N B R4S )
v
P TCas Ty Ty (@
iy
y.D

B 1 PDPTLEZE
Fig.1 The frame work of PDPTL

PDPTL:[X 1 A8 T PDPTL Ay ARAELL . MEFE 0 7 , AT 43 Ry 326 .

1) 38 3 A AR 2 BRI 2R LRt B R 45 32 B I A A

2) T UINZAASE TR KT T s 25 B0 0 A7 70000 AR 7545 A PR b 25 10 5000

3) W A A B R 1 S 0 Dh B 28 BOH I TR S RO A 28 St T BT I R RS AR — %8
R LA b )ik, 50k 1R T PDPTL M) SR i 72 .
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ik

/*

times i 1 8§ pseudo_labels i IR X
Base_Model & fifi 155 74
num_train_epochs & £ I Zr it vk
eval_data JCHR 2 55040

eval ()PPl ok £l i AL RN JC A 25 2000 i H0 P A 28 25 Ai
confidence coefficient ] #f % {&
Best. MMD /N1 MMD #fi 2§
Best_confidence_coefficient fz {4 B
speed [ {34 25

*/
for index<-0 to times:/*times /& 1 ¥ i pseudo_labels i K L */
{

init Base Model/*Base Model 3 fili 15 74 */
for epoch<-0 to num_train_epochs:/*num_train_epochs #& & JI| x4t Uk */
{
train Base_Model with train_data_with_label /*fff Il Zr H 35 Il % Base_Model*/
}
data_with pseudo_labels <- eval(Base_Model,eval data)
/*eval_data TCHR 2 504 o evalOPEAl pR I A ASE 70 R T A 28 554t i Hh 8 b 28 B30 90/
init train_data_with_label
PRI AL R B B B 58 A B Oh s 28 8/
Now_confidence coefficient = confidence coefficient
While Now_confidence coefficient <= 1:
{
for data_with_pseudo_label in data_with pseudo_labels:/* i JJj £k — 25 Pl b 25 &0 s */
{

if probability of data_with _pseudo_label larger than Now_confidence coefficient:
/= F W 1 A8 SR K F {5 B confidence_coefficient®/
add data_with pseudo label to pseudo data_with_label/*5 Ph #5285 B A i A Dh AR 25 B0 48 rh*/
}
MDD = getMDD(train_data_with_label,pseudo _data_with_label)/* 3R I 24 fif P b 25 B0 P8 4 5 )1 2R K4 48
1) MDD*/
if Now_ confidence_coefficient == confidence coefficient:
Best MDD = MDD

else:
if Best MDD < MDD:/* i B A5 /N | 5 5 */

{
Best MDD = MDD
Best_confidence coefficient = Now confidence coefficient/* 5 i fi - [ (B A1 e 44 T B 25 B0

P */

best pseudo data with label = pseudo_data with_label

}

init pseudo _data_with_label/*#) I 1k 24 1 th AR 25 B dl 48 |, Bl =5
Now_confidence coefficient = Now_confidence coefficient + speed/*$% il speed i 34 */

H
Add best pseudo_data with label to train data with_label
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3 SCIg

JR R S A DG I B K PDPTL AR Y 5 o Ath 268 B 7E 2 A A TR 8 Ui 4 b AT R B L
31 EHWIEE

SRR 4E AR /E SemEval 2017 shared task 7 30424 (SemEval 2017) “LA & the Pun of The Day % &
% (PTD) "#F175L 5 . SemBval 2017 task 7 4 4E t 4 030 4~ WU I8 #F 61 21 B, LR A #E 51 6 9k 410 40 i
XU B RO, R 2 TS T8 5 . SemEval 2017 BU¥E 8618 T RUOCTE AR DGR 05 M5
DA bR %l 1 BRAE SR A O I 2% 1 IS0 9 8 SC o XA B 4R 2 E I I I 5 b 0 A B R T8
Pk

PTD i 60 4 826 M AE . K3 W/ T PDT WS TH{5E S o PTD #4405 RG99 3| i 1E
WAL T RO 18 597 DA 5 56 AL I 2 2 B 4t ) A B T 280 LA R o S 3 v O R A IO AR B BRSO AR . AR
PTD S04 45 Ji 3 02 O 1R 1) 1 BRSO AR G s, F F L T iR KR R 1 D o A, A A TR g A i B 4 T R AT

%2 SemEval i #E&EEHIESIT
Table 2 SemEval dataset statistics

SemEval
Bl 5 - PTD
X W
A5 XU 1 14 B ) 1607 1271 2423
AN B R T ) R 45 643 509 2403

TE 0 AR IR OBUOCTHR i85 AU RIS 5 XOGT

=3 PDTHIE&ESIT
Table 3 PDT data set statistics

GRS PTD
I R SCA 2423
N NN 2403

PEAN R UE 2 PR T ME A R (P) A3 MR (R) L K F1AR K L ¢ PDPTL R il A5 Y LA K G At 55 o A5 Y 11 14
Ao o TP AR IR IE A 23 28 B9 B 5 XOOC TR B RE 80, M AR 1 AR W Ry 0 5 U T B4 AR f91 14
i, TP g B AL & MU I RE ) B

TP
P=—"—r, 14
WP (14)

TP
R=—", 15
TR (15)

2RP
Fl= . 16
R+P (16)

JE o B A . /F SemEval 2017 #( #i% 4 I , PDPTL 4 45 Duluth , CRF *Y, Joint *¥, JU_CSE_ NLP®,
PunFields®™, Fermi®” LA & CPR""7 AL ffE B AU Fu 45 . JU _CSE_ NLP T ML 432 W 518 . PunFields fii ] [H]
SCiA LR X o Fermi 78 Wi B 2% 2J A Lk L ff FI RNN 4325 . CPR R J& PCPR Y 2 bR i 35 4% AF , H 08
T SCERE . 16 PDT B4R 4 b, BRI 25 FI HAE ™, MCL™, PAL ®™ HUR®" \WECA®LJ K CPR 5> JE i 4 10 4 17
Fe# . HAE™NH] T 5 T Word2Vee Fl LLA A A0 B BEHLAR AR 5 1k . MCLPH) I A 22 SCUR FRAE 14 5317
FR . PAL™iz H CNN J7 i 25 H 82 > FEAFRAE . HURPY £6 T A CNN AR SRS |- 8% 7 3 98 2% 19 K /N
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I highway )2 .

SCOB 40 T o B o R A By o &2 B weight=0.84, T,,.=2, T.,~4, times=5, num_train_epochs=7,
confidence coefficient=0.999 7,speed=0.000 1. {H7E PDT 4 #i4E |-, times=3,num_train_epochs=5. #& Y5
55 ¥R 5% . pytorch-pretrained-bert==0.6.1, seqeval==0.0.5, torch==1.0.1.post2, tqdm==4.31.1, nltk==3.4.5, GPU %!
74 Tesla V100-SXM2, S 55 #F Goolgle ) Colab *F- 51517 .

3.2 EWHR

7 445 PDPTL A5 1Y 15 oAt 248 MLASE R /8 K5 1 SemEval Bl 4 b A3 SURUSE 1 A 355 DG T8 M fiE 5 1 047
FLEL . 1 SemEval 2017 454 b, PDPTL Xf [t 3 D JE R R R B A o 78 T SOBUOC T b X L i fIt 6 v 45 241
S AEWER 2 (P) A M (R) A U (F1 5 5.01% .2.93% . 4.04% , 761 & WG IE L X LG S {18 119 4 v 458 250
S AAERERR SR (P) A IR (R) HFUE (F1) 4275 9.12% .3.77% .6.55%

R4 HWESEBEEAE SemEval 2017 118 & AWK BRI M8
Table 4 The pun detection performance of the model and the benchmark model in the SemEval 2017 data set %

SemEval 2017 SemEval 2017
TEE T TH SR W E RO TE

iR FENIES F1 iR RS FERUES Fl
JU_CSE_NLP 72.51 90.79 68.84 73.67 94.02 71.74
PunFields 79.93 73.37 67.82 75.80 59.40 57.47

Fermi 90.24 89.70 85.33 B _ _
Duluth 78.32 87.24 82.54 73.99 86.62 68.71
CRF 72.51 90.79 68.84 73.67 94.02 71.74
Joint 91.25 93.28 92.19 86.67 93.08 89.76
CPR 94.18 94.21 92.79 93.35 95.04 94.19
PDPTL 96.26 96.21 96.23 95.79 96.85 96.31

XS 7E PDT BPR4E I & TR (P BE . 76 PDT AU 42 [, PDPTL X LU 5% £ A 366 o 455 760 43 301 76 v
A (P) AR (R)F FIE(F1) 35 12.01%.5.54% .8.98%.

x5 HWAESEEREEPDT HIEE P W KIE RN 6k

Table 5 The pun detection performance of the model and the benchmark model in the PDT data set %

.- Pun of the Day
MIRTIES 7 Jul 2 F1

MCL 83.80 65.50 73.50

HAE 83.40 88.80 85.90

PAL 86.60 85.40 85.70

HUR 86.60 94.00 90.10
WECA 89.19 90.64 89.21

CPR 98.12 99.34 98.73

PDPTL 98.61 99.54 99.08
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Pl 2 5 & 3 3 PDPTL 5 & fili 855 A0 7F 2 A B dls 45 B9 Lb 8 . 76 SemEval Zdi 4 I, X F 18 LXK,
PDPTL % 1A 5 T~ & il A5 284 43 3 7E v 32 (P) I8 (R) A FLAE (F1 4215 1.51%.0.69% . 1.10%c  Xf T3
O , PDPTL A B XoF L K6 At A5 78 43 53] 76 v % (P) A 1 3 (R) A FLAEL (F1) #2175 0.87%.1.73% . 1.30%.
75 PDT %46 45 b, PDPTL K R X by KL Al 452 784 73 53] 7 v R (P) A [0 R (R) 1 F1AEL(F1) #2155 0.37% .0.65%
0.52%. {HA%7E &, PCPR J7 % 1 CPR J7 1% 76 PDT £udfa 4 BAH U B A5 RAH 22 JC L. CPR J5 i RIE PCPR £ R
T ) S, SUKEE BERT AR Y 1R SCIFR SO i R 7 B0 AL . W1 & Y PDPTL J7 i 76 PDT 84 4 142 FH
RORAUWNAE SemEval 2017 %45 45 , PDT £ 4 4 i B A KU /2 SemEval £0d 46 B — T AR B0 A9 20 45 R AT &

1B

99 100
98 | 99
8 L 98
M gg R o7 L
£ i ¥ 96 |
&€ 9% r E 95
9% RE o4 |
93 L 93 L
9 = ey E— % = p—
WY | EEFR W | EEW
N : PDT N ! PDT
K K K K
mPCPR | 9475 | 9492 | 9824 BPCPR | 9552 | 9512 | 98.89
mPDPTL | 9626 | 9579 | 98.61 mPDPTL | 9621 | 96.85 | 99.54
(a) HEBZ (b) H MR

B2 RESEMRBEER I HEENERESBEE

Fig.2 The accuracy and recall rate of the model and the basic model in each data set
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