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Abstract: This paper presents an efficient and optimal parsing algorithm for probabilistic context-free gram-
mars (PCFGs). To achieve faster parsing, our proposal employs a pruning technique to reduce unnecessary
edges in the search space. The key is to repetitively conduct Viterbi inside and outside parsing, while grad-
ually expanding the search space to efficiently compute heuristic bounds used for pruning. This paper also
shows how to extend this algorithm to extract K-best Viterbi trees. Our experimental results show that the
proposed algorithm is faster than the standard CKY parsing algorithm. Moreover, its K-best version is much
faster than the Lazy K-best algorithm when K is small.
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One of the most efficient ways to implement an

agenda, which keeps edges to be processed in A*

parsing, is to use a priority queue, which requires

a computational cost of O(log(n)) at each action,

where n is the number of edges in the agenda.

The cost of O(log(n)) makes it difficult to build

a fast parser by using the A* algorithm.
D7D, FEHELDVHMARDY ,, ANEIEED HRERTS AT
LTCTERL SN TV 5 b DIt Stanford Lexicalized PCFG
IN=HFLERLNTWE.

KEECTIIAEREMAT > A 7 205§ 5 O fed it & 44
Lo, RNEZBDERRETENY) 35872 % Fil: vt
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Y > 7 (iterative Viterbi parsing; IVP) XI5, Z0%
FroBH & LT, RETFHTIITIEN 2 ETELZ O LY
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Fhs, €8 EAM - M7 LT XA %D R UEE
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37 ¥ — PERZ o 2B REH LIS ED 2O FEREIIES)
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ZERIRT.
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Fig. 1 (a) An original chart table consisting of non-terminal

b
S

symbols only. (b) A coarse chart table consisting

of both non-terminal symbols and shrinkage symbols.
There exists a corresponding derivation A(X2(B(X1 B)
X2) X2) in (b) to a derivation A(C(B(A B) C) D) in
(a), both consist of black-shaded symbols.
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FNRABET L2 EDTEL. X 1(a) IFIERIRLT DA
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5. O mRE R ORI T E 7V — 1L
THIETESR, T2 TR &S, it,mﬁ
et T v — FREHRT v — PREMEE, 72L 213
#ERFLE X1 & X2 32NNt 5 0%E4A {B,C D}
E{C,D} &N —TELTHELNTHEY, X 1(b) IEifi
BF ¥ —FETH5.

iRl s X, X/, X" S HN B SOEBLR O B 8 7
A=FERDEIIHET S

lo X—B = max lo A—B
1() A — X = max 1() A — B

logg(A — B X) = CrgJa(}){() logq(A — B C)

logg(A — X X') = logq(A — B C)

max
Bel(X),Cel(X')

logg(X — X' C) = logg(A — B C)

AGI(X) BGI(X’

logq(X = BX') = logg(A — B C)

max
A€I(X),Cel(X)
log g(X — X' X") = logg(A — B C).
ogq(X — ) e ogq(A — B C)

Bel(X')
Cel(X")
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HMAI70 LIREx 525 [14]. £L T, ROEH%#E
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FIE 1. fBF v — NELICBIT A Yy CR T d 5%
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RICBITAEY ERTEEE —HT 5.

FEER. Y # KR DF v — FRICEEIN D T XTOK TEH
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W, dICRIET A TENE " ET5 L,
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Algorithm 1 RIEE ¥ CoX—=2 v 7

1: 1b «— det(z,G) or Ib — —o0
2: chart < init-chart(x, G)

3: for allie[l...] do

4: 1« Viterbi-inside(chart)
5 if ¢ consists of non-terminals only then
6 return £

7:  end if

8: if Ib < best(chart) then

9 b < best(chart)

10:  end if

11:  expand-chart(chart, £, G)

12:  Viterbi-outside(chart)

13:  prune-chart(chart, [b)

14: end for

ik b XIMEICERLTBL. IVPEOT VT X
L3 1 DOIERImRL T & 1 D DFFERFL S X1 205 7 5 #il
Fr— PREMYLLTHEE S, RICKEOEHZHET
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i, B4 7L =2 ar TEDOMBERRLT L0, RAE
Bl EHAY LTwa, /2, T2 b %) 2%
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12 1b < maxgey s(d) & 7% 5 TERAE b 2397 7o TWiLid,
aﬂd<wk&éﬂe@$@?$%fééltﬁ%#6
afle) EARKDF v — MERETHET S Z L3RI
NS B —)5, B F v — MRLETIZE Y ENH - %ﬁl
TINITY) XN %Mo T, ZOATT O FIREZRAIR
DAL TEA .

aBle) < ale) + Ble) = aple).

ZZTale) & Ble) FiEBF v — L ELEOBLe DES LR
MAIT LI CHMIATIT LTS, b L, afle) <Ibk
UL, LOREXDPSREDT ¥ — FEOPT e ([THIE
TR ERAETH LI ENGHDEDT, ZOfHEE
F v — FEPD e EREIIEAN)T5IENTEL.

Algorithm 1 TIIARKDF ¥ — MR LETHREN R T ¥ —
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TRt & LTHET S, det() T, Fr— bOKLIIC
BWT, RBOEHINTAAZTEELT, KTy
FIZF x — MENT 2479 . det() TIXIT L A L DB EFA
D270 (E—Alg1 OV —L4ER L&), EHICH
HTHDLH., LoL, X—IrrofEsET510F, &
NS A FNGETRIEZRDLZEDVNEREIILL, FD720
best() B % flio> T, BAEOHIET ¥ — b E£OH TIEK IR
FEEOAEFOREOERZ KDL, Z1LC, FOR2
THREOTHRMEZ L2 & &, bEZFDATT7 CTHHT
L. LN E L ORELR D2 FHTEPTHANY $5 2
EWTREE 2 A
HEERIELLLT, TOBMNY 2T HELITDRVY
BIZBNT, HLLEMRITLEZ D054 T L —
YarizFEo{MLLThHhLILEERELTEBL. £
72, B4 TL—2aryCEENLGERD T LFELTH
L. FORD, TOFAYIZEA T L= 3 bl
A2 EHELT 5 EDARICHEGTLRIETDH B,

2.2 Fr— FROREFHKEE

Algorithm 1 @ 11 THIZBWT, BIEDOF v — FF 2@
BT A H LA ICEZ OGNS, KEETIE TSI —8
A L CTOBBEIZHED W IR T DT & BIEIC D,
F ¥ — FEEOZ LV TIIHBHE DSV S 2 SIEICE
FMT5ZLa2FE25. MR T IZEIRRIZT VT 7y
FOBID & 5 1R A TIERmRL T DR S b X 9 ITE-
THL. LT, EA4 7L —Ya ilbni, it % EmM
T5EVORFUTKD [H—F v — MERE] & [REE
WF v — FERE] 0200 hEERELS.
2.2.1 ¥—Fv— NERE

HAEDOF ¥ — FEIZBIT A2 TRTO LIV OIERIRE S D
Bx 2o h., ZoORETRIFRERTOMY N & ¥
LEE, ATFL—Y 3 ryof/holid 1 oT, mAbEE
[logo N1+ 1101& % 5. R/ANOIECTHFTSPRYT 5 & &,
HZEVOFRFTOKIE 2 TH B 720, FIHEREMIT ON®) T
Hoh. 721L, KEOF v — MR ETOPRENRIS—D »
L) THREE LT 254, On3N) OFHEREE -
VETH L., —F, i FHOKE T 20 H O I ImFL 5
PEXNVIIIFIET D, 2070,

[log, NT+1 3gi1 5 1 8]'log2 NT+1 {n3N3 — p3
Z; e 7
< §n3N3

L0, IVP B9 5 REOFEREIL On3N3) &4
b, ZHULEE O CKY L[ LRHERETH 0, fREED
RAEDLETHEE O CKY k& MR EZOKRE TEHET 5

*L8~10 4T H DI 4 4TH @ Viterbi-inside() B % 4 LISIET
BT, TNEMBICMITE 2720, EBRIEIZO L) hEEE
IZLTw5,
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ZEDG A, ZREEREIZOWT, CKY #ETIE O(N?)
OHANIFF 2 2 2T % RFE L7 AT LB % 5 — T,
REFETIE O((N + [logy N1)?) OFAN % PRFET 2 L EA
H5b.

2.2.2 ZREWHF+— NERZE

HAEOTF v — FELICBIF A ¥y UK TEE YRR
RO L&, ZOMHRE S AN S LV 2 IR RS O
BE 251275, ZOWKTIZA T L — 3 okl
En2-([logy N +1) &7 b 720, B EOBII 0% - 721
MEtEEZz RED A 2 LIXD IR EELR LW, L2 LD
5, JADOFMERTIE, ¥W—Fv— MERMLLIY)IRE
BT v — MEBREDO S PERDSN— T T e BRI E R
ETEBLZEDRGholz. 2D, ARTEIY—F v —
MEREEHCT, CoRBENF v — MERHEEZH o T
FEEREAT .

3. BEBEIVP A

PR, AMERO BB RV E2 R RWICEH R T 572
O, MEORSREEEZ R T 5T (B AESR) 7S
DAICHIZEE N T A [4]. BASHEOMERITICE VT
b, IEHmRL T 2 RIS EFR L, SO IO <
WEEENENEL L TBLLZerH b (B, £
LT, BRI B B ER DI % 8 - 72T R R %
ROTIEN L BIEM O REAED & U CTEBEICFIHS 2 R
@R A*BEOWFED T b7z [17]. RO IVP #ETL 20
L9 BB R MREAFIHT S 2 LT E L, MEIC X
D LR EIT) CEDNTELEEZONSD,

TLOLD: G BFO I T OESGE L L34, 22
TYDORFEMELDHEICLD m+ 1 B ORI %2
7R ELTERL, SBEORLTOESE Xg,...,2n
(Em=X)e35. 5ic0..m—-1]IIHHLT, &, 0%
Fi3 i R OB LIER. /2, $50<i<j<m
LT, BENZILEOERTIE S, OEENS B, O
GEANDGS w5 P(T,) EFEXDH. TITHP
REEAL T, $72, i=j0LE, m_; WANLRD
BHEEZFOTEI NI ELTERY. COBS o
T, BFEDO<i,j,k<mOEBORTIIHNLT (i,4,k
DIHIH, LD 12Fm LSV, FBidsx e
G CEBA OIS T A — 51

logg(X; - X; Xi) = max_ logg(A —BC)

Aemm(X;)

Bem;m(X;)

CeETp—m (Xi)
ELTRODLZENTESL. A — BCIHEMRELGZWIEGE,
AT o0 & LTEELTBL.

AR TIEICHK [1], [20] DEFEZSEZICL T, [ A1 O
&9 BIER RS (L hE Y ) OBEN LR 7 I A5 %5
FL, CZOX) BRENGILSERLH o772 IVP # (B
JBRIIVP i) 1, 0BBO TNV 542 5B TF v — F &
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ML LTI D, TCOIEMIRALE DR S 7 HiETE
2SR5 FCTIVP #: & [ L & ) 12 AR %Y K
F. Fr— FEETERT A LIV o@I IR BERF v —
MEREEH W, ZO#TERA fEOMERL T2 &S
LE, FORTIIHIETAROBEBORTESEFDLIL
RS 5.

4. K-best 5K

SCHR 9] O Lazy 7V T A LG E S EHRMT VT R
LaFESEME, by T VI k-best EHUK F R
T 5. K-best IVP 1% IVP FEO G L Lazy 7V T
VALBMETAHILT, LD Lazy TVTY XLD
EYERNMT7 LV T) XA EEfbT 52 LI HB DD 5.
Alogirhtm 2 |2 K-best IVP #EDO 7NV T) AL %RT. 3
R ZEEIIIVP LR L TH 525, ©o ERTEE IR
Mlat s DA 55 & &, K-best IVP # Tl Lazy 7 )V
T AL EESE T k-best MHATHEET . b L, T
RTD k-best # TEUPHFEFLEEZ 1 2bEE VL &,
FORERERLT, 7TLIT) XL TT .

K-best IVP {ETORELRBEFAY LT, KREA T
L—=2a TR LHFAT S, £7, ARkROF v —
FEETE—LAIEE DY — 2ERIIHEDLNN=T I T I
TY)ALEFHPT LT, KFEOKTELEZESL. Z0L
& kEFEHORTEHRO AT 2 FHAE b & LToiits
L. KAIY 2 X DRI T 2720, 4710 —va sk
IZ b ZHHT B, kbest() BE#E - T, BHEDOF ¥ — |k
FizBw, ERmRTOADS R LEROHRTEFHIC

Algorithm 2 K-best JUIEE ¥ €= » 7
1: Ib < beam(z, G, k) or b — —oc0

2: chart « init-chart(z, G)

3: forallie[l...] do

4:  t; « Viterbi-inside(chart)

5:  if #1 consists of non-terminals only then

6: [t2, ..., 1] < Lazy K-best(chart)

7 if All of [fg, e fk] consist of non-terminals only
then

8: return [t1,to, . .., i1

9: else

10: {1 + getShrinkDerivTree([f2, . .., fx])

11: end if

12:  end if

13:  if Ib < k-best(chart, k) then

14: b «— k-best(chart, k)

15:  end if

16:  expand-chart(chart, 1, G)
17:  Viterbi-outside(chart)

18:  prune-chart(chart, Ib)

19: end for
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KETHLETEROAIT %KD, TOfEHI b % 10
HEE, BIxAT) . k-best() B EARN 2 Tl X 13,
Lazy 7V T X 4 & IERIGEL T 5 = 538720 &ffio C
EX S5 2 & TITR 5%,

OBHEFE L IVP 213 & A LK TH 525, 1047
H ? getShrinkDerivTree() BA%tTId, k-best # &M D H
MPOFRRL T 2 BOHTELD ) LETAaATHRRKOD D
PAFLTBY, Tt 16 THOREER T v — MEH
WAL TWA., 7T ZLDESEIZOWTIE, TR
b 2RI EFHICREOEROZ 2T 2 Fl5 X9
ICREENTVWED, WS THA.

5. =B

5.1 EERETE

FEBRTIZIEFE Penn Treebank @ Wall street journal #45
DYrvar02-21 T —%, vtrar20kS
135DX%ETANF=% & LTHWZ, T — 5 051
RET NV, 2GS 7, 7147 —FRERYBRVT, G5
o> 2 53 b2 i L 72, F 3 & A F — #1268 ) PCFG
IR CTRO - FERIGRL T OFUE 52 (MF oK
45) TH o7z, Zd &9 7% PCFG 1X FLEAY /N B 72 5 48
DVETIEHHDY, WEOCKY HidInih K& LY
A2 GUEHDBEZ D) (275 LRICENEL iz,
REFEOEMEERTOONyF—r F—5 L LTI
T TH L. FFITEEE OFHINIZIE Xeon 5600 3.33 GHz D
CPU~Y Y %#HMM L.

5.2 1-best /N— LT DEER

#* 1 TIE CKY ¥, IVP i, WERIVP &z HwTTr
ANT =R L7 SORBREZILET 5. EBE2 O
BERE R IVP 175 CKY 12T 8-9 R B ik L B 1§
BT ENGND. —J, BEOIVP FHIE VT CKY
FBEXDOEBEICHNEL 7225, T A T — 7 &R TOFL R
W IR RIE T o 72, IVP 13 CKY & i L ¢,
ERENLLEDOSDIEL D, PWRETDOAT L —
Ta VEIL D A, FICEWTTIZREMENSIHMD
MICOEE R, 1HE) OFFE IR MPEL 25720,
FRNTICEERIDS o T, K2 IZIETA M T =7 OUE
L OFHEHRRE 2R L7z, BEwicx LT, IVP D
BENSALETH S —J5, BRI IVP 3% L TEfEL
TWBLZ e nsb.

F 1205 IVP EEHBEMIVP 3 CIER SN A B0
FHT 2R ER A o TWA,. ZHIEREER VP T
N LRI T O HDHEICLVE L 727 T A5 Ik -5
TWb72DThhb. Thbb, 47— arOofificE

2 Z OIS €7 EPMIA 3 7 1d Viterbi-inside() B TR
L 723l s DA b 2 MDD 2 a7 2o THY, Zhid
1-best D FRMEFTH (best() B%D) LD THE TH 5.
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F1 CKY %, IVP i, BIU, BEIIVP % (HIVP) O TR R S 7zn,
FoAl ) sz, WOREFTOA TV - a3 V8, MIEmMEZRL Twh, RIITIEZE
NENDFERNIHTT B P2 77§

Table 1 Main results for the CKY, IVP and HIVP methods: This table shows the num-

ber of edges, the number of the pruned edges and the number of iterations until
the convergence. The last row denotes the mean values.
CKY ik IVP % HIVP i
W | edges time | edges pruned edges iters time | edges pruned edges iters time
20 10590 1.25 5290 4499 56 0.24 | 2864 2089 68 0.13
23 13938 1.76 5342 4447 60 0.06 | 2219 1462 41 0.06
22 12771 1.52 4516 3767 58 0.08 | 2204 1425 46 0.05
17 7701 0.72 3791 3237 42 0.05 | 1526 1119 32 0.03
28 20538  3.14 | 15801 13830 134 4.88 | 7306 5338 144 1.18
34 30141  5.44 | 15377 13150 134 2.74 | 6390 4634 98 0.49
21 12801  1.77 7864 6764 74 1.71 | 3502 2456 70 0.21
10 T r
14 CKY Lazy K-best
TVP e K-best HIVP -«
~12 | HIVD wwme sl
0 0
& 10 ]
3 | 5 6 F
g’ G
0] of o ar “
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Fig. 2 The parsing time of the CKY, IVP and HIVP methods

for sentences with various lengths.
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Fig. 3 The number of edges in each iteration of the IVP and
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#F 2 K-best HIVP D FEE R
Table 2 Main results for the K-best HIVP method.

k=28 k=32 k=128
W | edges pruned edges iters time | edges pruned edges iters time | edges pruned edges iters time
20 2991 2079 75 0.33 3433 2149 103 0.72 3810 1997 144 2.74
23 2247 1160 44 0.16 2518 1215 65 0.40 3223 1321 108 1.21
22 2493 1441 63 0.13 2899 1427 100 0.69 3464 1041 146 2.37
17 1699 1169 45 0.07 1987 1096 67 0.32 2380 975 102 1.07
28 7654 5488 167 2.15 8312 5779 203 2.76 9062 5560 251 7.13
34 6390 4600 98 0.74 6577 4571 106 0.94 6996 4324 120 1.71
21 3767 2515 84 0.52 ‘ 4193 2548 108 1.01 4809 2479 145 3.92
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Table 3 Results for the Lazy method. HIVP eeeetieeees
CKY#: | k=8| k=32 | k=128 12 /
9]
X | edges time | time time time 5 "
Q,
1 ¥
20 10590 1.25 2.34 2.48 2.94 ° i
23 | 13938 1.76 | 1.97 | 3.42 3.90 £ -
) . M
22 12771 1.52 1.76 2.10 2.59 i x:'l' A
17 | 7701 072 | 091 | 1.14 1.54 _”__,_,.....--f’“""'"
28 | 20538 3.14 | 3.75 | 4.22 5.00 0 s 10 15 20 25 30 35
34 30141  5.44 5.84 6.39 6.71 sentence length
6 1-best HIVP {J: & Berkeley Parser O ik
Fig. 6 The parsing time comparison between the HIVP and
21 | 12801 177 | 201 | 234 | 261
Berkeley methods.
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Fig. 5 The number of edges in each iteration of the K-best
HIVP method for a sentence with length 28.
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F {HAEEE 89.9 2% F A 90.2 12 EH-L 72,
6. BEEXE

ICHiR [23] TR CKY 28 L L T 5.
VA LEHLHMEx - T, Zhaiz 2E8HAKRPE o0
5FTCCKY A ESELHETEADIVP FELHUL T
Wi, AL, IVPETIET v— FRZEAICERLTW
ZET, XhEWER, FTHRAEZZZEMICETE L THEH
Lahss, BMY 2479 HCRE L. $72, 30 23] TIE
K-best {LICOWTE R EN TV,

SCHR [14] TUE AMRER 2 MU G 3 5 H oI 4
ENTWE (A*E)., AXETRA 794>, 213, F
FTAYTARROILEL Y SRR EEHWTEIRE I NS
REVHEEZFIS 5 2 & TRT 2 mdfbs 5. Sk [17] ©
(IR B AR (4] 12HED VT, WS SR (1), [19] % R
L7z AXERIREL TWD (BB A*:).

RINT =516 LT, Sk [12] TIERE Y & e
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INHEDTNTY XL %= v FEN—L L 720 D
ERBTIENTEL. T/, RHITI—FOMFTIERE
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KEGTIE PCFGs (233 280560, 20, fORE%%
PEEL72X— v TN T) AL ERE L, ZOT7LVT
) X LTENEIE RIS RO WTB Y, EEEIRESHTH 5.
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DG 7 T A B ERTERVWEL ) BRGE, X—V 0%
HEHELT A L) R T AY # HETHIET 5 HEICDOWT
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AE TV = 72300 B SO O IR B 2 G T 5
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