
`

^.(

Carnegie -Mellon Unive rs ify
ψο
"r′
ω
““̀″
ああ
“
げ′お乃

`“

rryp

あ
`“
by ω,ψなψο

"

HIDETO ToMABECHI

′あθ″磐″`0/

DOCToR OF PHILOSOPHY

in recognition of
the completion of the course of stuily

presnibed for this ilegree
in the feld(t) of

COMPUTATIONAL LINGUISTICS

Gjν
`"""ル

r`λ
`sθ
α:oJ

`λ`ω
ttο″rliO“ αι P・i簡あ

"響
カ

:"`ル CO“
“
ο
“
″
`α

I滋 げ&“rsyrνα
"ね

οれM`り′16,199θ

o?4-*t A<a-/a @lrr"lr^
CHA:RMAN OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES PRESIDENT

燿 |





|

|

1

|

,

へ
て G`
|

1

Efficient unification for Nafural Language

,     by

HIDETO TOMABECHI

Submitted to the program in Computational Linguistics
in pardal fulfillment of the requirements

for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHLOSOPHY

at tho

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

May 1993

(0‐

Co,y『 igit n 1993 by HidetO TOmabechi



E皿こient Unincation ibr Natural Language

by

Hideto Tom』)echi

、1棚吉鵠趣詰F稲 l器器潔駅僣龍翼嶋
DoctoF Of Philosophy

乱 the

CARNEGIE MELLON UNIVERSITY

Apri1 1993

0 HiddO TOmめechi,1993

The author hereby grants to cMU permission to reproduce and

Signature of Authol・ …
rogram in Computational Linguistics

〔ヽay 26,1993

by........・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・
・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ …

。
・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ …

・ ・ ・ ・ ・ … …
。
…

Masalru Tomita

Associate Professor, Computer Science

Thesis Supewisor'

Certttied by
Jaime G. Carbonell

Professor, Computer Science
Thesis Supewisor

●″(

Certi■ed

ユニ
,°ふ1=二:漱ぷ圭

'(

Certined by………‥…………・……………………

Associtte Pr
Thesis Supervlsor

ce■ined by・ … …………… …・・………・・………………… ……… ……… …
■:I五 :W轟Uよ

Stnior Rese=ch SdentiSt,COmputer Science
Thesis Supervisor

Certifled by… ……………………………。・●●……………………・・……
°・……………………………

Jun‐ ichi TsuJu

PTofesSor.Centre for Co血 put乱10nal Linguistics,UMIST
Thesis Supe】 wisor



イ|●

|

|

t

,

―

‐
１
１
・
ヽ

I(0

Contents

Foundations g

1.1 Introduction... g

1.2 Feature Structures 10

1.3 Four Types of Feature Structures L4

1.4 Generalization and Unification 15

1.5 SomeFormalPropertiesof FeatureStructures... ..... 1g

1.6 Reentrancy Zl

1.7 ExtentionandSubsumption. .....25

1.8 Unification and Generalization Revisited 28

Graph Uniflcatlon in Natural Language gz

2.1 Feature Structure Graphs g2

2.2 The Nature of Graph Unffication g6

2.3 Unification and Parsing gg

Past Representative Methodg

3.1 Pereirats method

3.2 Karttunen's method

“
　
　
４５
　
　
４８



WE10blewski's method. . . . . . . . ・ ・

Kogure's Method

Emele's Method

4 Quasi-Destructive Graph Uniflcation

4.1 Introduction...

4.2 The Quasi-Destructive Graph Unification Algorithm

4.3 Discussion......・ ・・・

5 Quasi‐DestructiVe Craph Unincation with Structlre‐
Sharing

5.l lntroduction. . . . . ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・
 ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・ ・

S.2Quasi.DestructiveGraphUnificationwithstructure-Sharin8...

. 5.3 Discussion

6 Empirical Results

6.1 Comparison using actual grammar

6.2 Comparison using a simulated grammar

7 Concluding Remarks

４９
　
　
“
　
　
５８

６４

６４

６７

８４

３
．
３

　

　

３
．
４

　

　

３
．
５

:ハ

88

880(

90

96

■22

Ⅲ

・０５

・・０

（
　
…
‐・

１
１
二ヽ

ま
ヽヽ「「
１
１
１
１
■１
１
（

（
１

１



‐

（ｉｔ，‐
‐
‐
‐

・̈１
１

・
一
１

Preface

Flom theoretical linguistics to computational models of natural language, unification-based

processing has become a central methodolory in many research efforts. In theoretical linguis-

tics, unification-based formalism has become one standard form of representation; many the-

ories such as LFG ([Bresnan and Kaplan, 19821), EPSG ([Poilard and Sag, 1987]), and JPSG

([Gunji, 198d) use feature structure and unification as the.base of constraint postulations. In

cotrputational linguistics, uniffcation is used as the central constraint processing mechanism

during parsing based upon the unification-based Brrmmar analyses. In artificial intelligence,

unification-based natural language is often used as an integral part of inference and learning

mechanisms. Recent efforts in massively parallel artificial intelligence have also demonstrated

the strength of graph unification as a uniform constraint processing mechanism for natural

language in a massively parallel environment.

Despite the popularity of unification-based processing, graph unification, which is the com-

putational method of unificatioa-based processing, has remained a bottleneck of the unification-

based systems. For example, in unification-based grammar parsing using parsing algorithms

such as Earley's algorithm and Tomita's algorithm, unification operations often consume 8b to

95 percent ofthe total cpu time devoted to a parse. In one large-scale unification-based spoken

language parserl, sometimes g8 percent of the elapsed time is calculated to be devoted to uni-

fication operation atone ([Kogure, 1990]). Furthermore, the number of unification operations

tends to grow as the grammar gets larger and more complicated. Thus, an unavoidable paradox

is that when the natural language system gets larger and the coverage of linguistic phenomena

is increased as an attempt to bring performance to a practical level, the number of unification

lATRta EPSG-bascd apoken Japaneoe analyaio oyoteo.
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operatiOns increttes rapidly and the performmCe of the systems degrades to an impraCtiCJ

level. Thus an avdlability Of ettCient graph unincation is Of paramount importance bOth to

theoretical natural language research as well as tO PTactical natural language systems.

Overall parsing emciency iS Crucial when building or eXperilnentingヽ
with both practiCal

and experimental natural language systems. For realtime practiCal systems,parsing speed is a

prerequbitQ.For theoreticd expe五 Fent就
1°n,the ttciency of hypothesis testing depend3 0n

the speed of constraint procesSing. In the inodeFn linguistic framework,Inost parsing systemS

cOnsist of two basic cOnstraint proCessing mechanismS:1)COntext‐
free pttsing algorithms and

i庶lW言貰丁ぶ茸:lX‖:fltta‖夏藍衡
NL systems,the beneflt Of improVing graph‐

unincation algorithms seems apparent.

The Center fOr Machine Transl就 ion of Carnegie Me1lon Un市
ersity pro宙ded me with bOth

the en宙■Onment ald the fundingfOr pursuing my Ph.D.Tesearch tt Cttnegie Me■
on UniVersity.

The L壼)oratory for Computational LingulstiCS of C=negle Me■
on Un市 erslty was the base

of the theoretiCal exploration of unincation_based inguistiC procesSing。
 ,Masaru Tomita was

the chairman Of my cOmmittee and provided me w■
th everything l needed for pursuing my

gOals at Cttnegic Me■ o■ UniversityD including the theSiS topic. Jaime C=bOnen,director

Of Center for]И achine Translation'nd also Ole°
f my COInlnittee nlembers, deservesmanT

thanks fOr his SuppOrt,adViCe md encouragement throughout my dayS tt Cttnegic Me1lon

University.Without his strong suppOrt,I WOuld not haVe been able to continuc lny research at

Cttnegie Menono A180,Without Tommy=ld」
aime,I would not hNe joined C=negic Menon

Un市erSity in the nrst placeo David Evans,my ttivisor and a130 the director ofthe Laborttory for

Computational LinguistiCS｀ and ofthe Ph.Do program in COmputational Linguistics,supported

meth■oughout my gradutte student years and also provided me With linguistic and Philosophical

,
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insights into natural language. Alex Waibel, also my advisor, provided me with an excellent
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for all the help and advice they gave me while I was at the Center. Radha Rao, the Business
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stays in 1990 and 1991). Akira Kurematsu, Tsuyoshi Morimoto, Eitoshi lida, Kiyoshi Kogure,

Osamu Furuse, Susumu Kato, Masaaki Nagata, Toshiyuki Takezawa, Kenji Kita, Genichiro
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Kikui,TOSttihisa Tashiro,Kazum1 0hkura tte among the rese=Chers tt ATR who COntributed

signincantly tO this work.

Makoto TaLhashi,Hidehiko Mttsuo,ald Kyoko Sagi,of Toyo lnform乱
lon Systems WOrked

with researchers at ATヨしand did their fully separate and independent implementatiOns of lny

algorithms for ATPs l霞 ge scale speech‐ to― speech transl乱 ion systems(SLTRANS and AsuRA)。

They have provlded me with invaluable feedback for developing the later versions of my al―

gorithms. 」たmong their contributions were extremely detailed experimental results on the al―

gOrithms'behttiour under dittrent environmentS(memory management,dtta structures,GC

=L撚

,lI111■
ft点1lTT童1lliI11'患 C

using ATR's grammar(PTObably the largest」 apanese gramm=ever developed).Their test

results conirmed my smaller scale experiments based on my implbment乱
lons which are re‐

ported in this thesis.Marie Boyle of the University of Tuebingen,Peter Neuhaus of Universitit

Karbruhe,祖 d graduate students at Tokushima University are among Other researchers who

independently implementec the early versions of my algoithms=ld PTOVided me with many

useful and important suggestions.I am J80 indebted to the members ofICOT(InStitute for
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Hird,for“erly with Hitxhiっ 耳idefumi Sawal“ d Toru Mttsuda of mcoh,and Tsuyosi Kttmi
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Chapter L

FoundatiOns

1.1 fntroduction

A variet5r of grammatical formalisms have been proposed historically in computationat linguis-

tics, natural language processing, and artificial intelligence to capture the phenomena called

'language'. Kay proposed Functional Grammar and Functional Unification Grammar (FUG,

[Kay, 1984]) motivated by the notion of. functionol ilescription of language. Bresnan and Kaplan

developed the Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG, [Bresnan and Kaplan, 1982]) based on the

framework of lexically-oriented linguistics. In the aritificial intelligence community, Definite

Clause Grammar (DCG, [Pereira and Warren, 1980]) wa.s developed by Pereira and Warren

in the logic programming framework. Logic programming and DCG later became the base of

natural language research efforts in the Japanese fifth generation computer research (ICOT).

Gazdar developed Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (GPSG, [Gazdar, et a( lgSb]) in

the nontransformational model of linguistic analysis. Pollard and Sag developed Eead-driven

Phrase Structure Grammar (HPSG, [Potlard and Sag, 1987]) in the similar nontransformational

framework centered around the notion of. the linguistic heoil of o phrase. Gunji developed the

(C



Japanese Phrase Structure Grammar (JPSG, [Gunji, 19S?]), which is a Japa^nese cousin of

EPSG. JPSG later became the central linguistic processing framework in the Japanese inter-

preting telephony research efforts (ATR).

In the more computational and implementational aspects, PATR-II (lShieber, ef al, 1983])

was developed at the SRI AI Center as a theory-neutral simple and malhemoticolly well-founiled

tool for natural language processing. At Carnegie Mellon University to address the inefficiency

of unification algorithms, pseudo unification and Pseudo Unification Grammar were developed

as a part of machine translation research ([Tomita. and Knight, 198d).

All these grammatical formalisms (at least the modern versions of them) use feature strucr-
(

ture as objects for capturing linguistic objects and use unification as the central constraint

processing mechanism. In this chapter we would like to review both basic and formal proper-

ties of feature structures and unification.

L.2 Feature Structures

Despite the variety of analysis captured in modern theoretical and computational models of

language, the so-called feuture structure has been accepted as the common object for repre-

sentation. Pollard and Sag explain, "fnstead of the NASA Physicists' Euclidean spaces and

difFerentid equations,though,the fOrm」 9bject of choice in inお rmttion‐ btted linguistics漁爾
:

things known as feoture structured'. A feature structure is a structured object that represents

informational content by specifying a set of. feotures and their tolues pairs. Feature structures

provide partial information about the information-bearing entities such as linguistic objects. In

other words, feature structures are partial descriptions of things that are captured in different

theories of language. Formally, feature structures can be understood as partial functions from

１

増

…

嚢

′●ヽ1
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10



feotures to their aolues where the underlying domainl of the partial functions is provided re-

cursively. Conventionallg feature structures are represented using the matrices offeature value

pairs. For exa,mple, a feature structure representing the linguistic object for a female professor

named Moiloko may be represented as below.

name Madoku

sea female

occupation professor

(o For the sake of economy of type-setting as well as of consistency with the sample feature

structures in the appendix taken from the actual computer outputs, we also represent the same

feature structure as below in this thesis.

[ [narne madoka]
[sex fernale]
[occupation professor] l

which can also be represented graphically as:

Iemale Pr wreDru, madOka

Figure 1-1: Graphical Representation of a Feature Structure

Since we will be representing feature structures in any of the above three ways in this thesis,

II・
e・ ,48.origi,ally denned by Ruseen for domain of relationg。

(a

f emale professor

11



we wiU be using the terms leoturesrlohels, and IaDeIs on the arcs interchangeably.

A fundamental property of feature structures is their potential for hietarchiolity (lPollara

and Sag, 1g8d). Thus, the value of a feature itself may be another feature structure embedded

within. For example, below is a feature structure providing a partial description of a linguistic

entity for a third person singular feminine noun:

cotegory iV

ogreernent

number singulor

per:on thiril

gender leminine

Or in our alternate notation:

[[category Nl
lagreement [lnunber singularl

[person third]
lgender tenininellll

singular third feminine
Figure 1-2: A third person singular feminin noun entity

Feature structures can be understood as partial functions mapping features to values. For

example, in the example for Mailokaprovided above, the feature structure defines the mapping
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of the feature nome to the value rnailoho, of sex to the value fernole, and of occupation to

professor, The partial descriptions by feature structures can be understood as ,,descriptions

pa"rticipating in a relationship of partiality with respect to each other" ([Pereira and Shieber,

19841). Formallg feature structures can be defined as below:

Defl'nition 1.2.1 (Feature Structures) Let f be o possibly infinite set of leatures anil C a

possiblg infinite set of atomic ualues, We first define special feoture structures {T, I}. T

represents ano informotiontt ond L represents oinconsistent information". The setl of leature

structures can be ilefineil by:

r= 0rdu{r}
i=0

The set T; is ilefineil recursiaelg such that

Io:CU{T}
i-1

For il /, I;= bWrf 3 Utp\ uhereDorn($ ep'(f).
Ic=0

Eere Dom(I) ilenotes ilomsin of the portiol function 72 and Pt(f) denotes o non-empty power

sef of F anil S nototes partiol moppings.

This way, the features (ttr..., l-) of a feature structure ? are mapped to the values (f(fr), ..., z(l-))
for which the feature structure, as a partial function, is defined.

Nor,trton. Following Pereira's notation ([Pereira, 1985]), we represent the value of the

feature l; of a feature structure ?, i.e., {I;) by 1/l;.

For exampl e, 1 | categor! = N represents the feature structure provided above for the partial

description of a third petson singular feminine noun.

2R€call that in aet theory, domain of a partial function f:A -r B is the set {olo € ,{ a.nd /(c) € A}. Also
imlgc of f, written Im(f) ia the eer {/(")1" e Dom(f)}.
- 'R:qIl lhgt power set of A is the aet of all subsete of A, For ex"nple, if A={1,2,3}, power eet of A is
{1,2,3},t1,2},{2,3},{1,3},{1},{2},{3}, and 0.

(0

13



Notntron. Following the standard notation of set theory, we-shall write Dom(f) to denote

the domain of the mappings from features to values for a feature structure 'y. In other words

Dom(1\ represents the eet of features on the feature structure 'y. These features are not

recursive, i.e., only the highest features are elements of. Dom(1). For example, Dorn(fi of the

feature structure provided previously for the description of a third person singular feminine

noun is {categorg, agr eement}.

'For 
embedded feature structures, we geneqalize the notig,n of features and introduce the

notion of. poth. A path is a sequence of features from the outermost feature structure of the

embedding to the feature of the innermost feature structure. In our vocabulary, it is a sequence/

Y
of features from the highest to the lowest in the feature structure hierarchy. For instance,'

1 agreementrnumber ) is a path for the sample feature structure provided above for a third

person singular feminine noun.

Not.a.rIoN. We generalize the notation 7/l representing the value of the feature I of feature

structure,y to apply to the path of features, written 1fp. Therefore, given the path P € f*,

which is p -( Ir,...,In ) embedded in 'y € f, then tlp = (...((f(tr)Xfz))...X1'). For instance,

with the above feature structure for a third person singular feminine noun'

1l < agreententrnuntber )= singular.

1.3 Four Types of Feature Structures

we haャe four typё s of fe就平rё strutttits:atοれ,こ:こ0,Prett Ψ″
jabres and・ j売 lbttjjgιθπcy.Atomic

fetture structures tte fetture struetures,ith c6nstmt就omit,aliё6`Coh,lex feature struc‐

tures are feature structures which cOntain feature Structures within。 .Thus,to be precise,only

cOmplex fetture stiuctures ctt beヤ iewed ajlo■ tial functilll ⅢOⅢ featⅢёS,O Values.The

vdues of complex Lature structures themselves are dways fetture structures(complex,atomic,
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or variable). Variables are the special feature structures with an empty domain. Variables are

also called Top in this thesisa. Variables are the least informative feature structures indicating

no information at all. Inconsistency are those that indicate inconsistent information. The idea

behind inconsistency is that such feature structures represent more information than any fea-

ture structure possible. It indicates too much information to the extent that it is inconsistent.

Inconsistency is also called Bottom in this thesis. Care needs to be taken in reading Top and

Bottom, since due to historical reasons for looking at the hierarchy of information content, ?op

are somtimes called Bottorn in the literature (and vice versa).

Nouttow. We shall denote oariables by either I or T and, inconsistency by a.

L.4 Generalization and L]niftcation

We can define two cla.ssical operations on feature structures: generalization and unification.

Generalization is the operation to find a feature structure that contains only the information

that is common in two feature structures. When common paths contain conflicting information,

generalization introduces a variable and makes an abstraction. Unification is the operation to

find a feature structure that contains the information in both feature structures but no addi-

tional information. If inconsistency of information is found at any depth of the paths, unification

immediately returns inconsistency for the highest feature structure (the root feature structure).

When a unification returns inconsistencyrwe say that the unification foiled. This way, unifica-

tion is a operation to determine the consistency of information between two feature structures.

Informallniflisafeaturestructure(fef),generalizationoflandTalwaysreturnsTsince

by definition no information is common between the two. Alternatively, unification of ? and

4Note that iTomabechi,1991司
and ITomabechi,199a caned itぅ 。ι′οm in3tead Of fο ′.

(l
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T always returns 'y since by definition, .y contains the information of both and nothing more.

Generalization of two atomic feature structures is T if they are not the same. That is, it has

the property of making an abstraction by returning a variable for inconsistent information. If

they are the same then the generalization is also the name. Unification of two atomic feature

structures are I if they are not the same. If they are the same then unification is also the same'

Generalization of two complex feature structures is the feature structure only with paths that

aie common to two feature structures and unification of two complex feature structures is the

one that contains both the unique paths and the common paths'

Nor.lrrow. We shall denote generalization operation by f[ (or U ) and unification oPeration
tt

by Jl (or n) in this thesis.

More formally, generalization |l and unification fl operations on feature structures I are

defined below: But first, it is useful to define the two operations Complementarcs and Inter'

sectorcsbetween feature structures. These operations were originally provided in [Pereira, 1985]

and are central to unification:based algorithms including the one we are proposing in this thesis.

Deflnition 1.4.1 (Complementarcs and fntersectarcs) For tuo feature sttuctures'YL,12 e

l, the follouing tuto operotions oie itefineil corresponding to the set-ilifierence ond set'intersection

operations on ilornoins of th.e portiol functions.

む。mpreme.,arcl(γ l,わ)={(1,|)C γll『

“

Dο抗(72)}

I■ιerscctarcs(■ ,72)={(r,γ )∈
"IJC Dο

m(摯)}

Notation. We shall denote Gomytlementarcs(11,f2) by 'nO'lz und Intersectarcs(11,12)

by ?r d :)tz.

Complementa,rcs(11rfz) is the set of mappings of 'y1 from features to values with features

that exist in .y1 but not in "y2. Since mappings are often represented by arcs, they are called

16
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Complementarcs. Intersectarcs(11, tz) is the set of mappings of 'y1 from features to values with

features that exist in both 1 and in 72. Note that values of Complementarcs and Intersectarcs

are sets of mappings (i.e., pa^rtiat functions) and not domains.

Deflnition 1.4.2 (Generalization\ Let T be the set of feature structures as ilefined preti-

ouslg, then below is the definition of the generalizotion operotion ( ll ):
1)V € l, ?IIT = T

2)Yx€CV12 €c\{rr}, TIJ.tz =T
e)V e t, rllz - r
il Vn,T €t \ {T,I, } \ c, Vll € Darn(114 tz), (1aIJ1'.2)h = r(l) Ilrz(l)

Deflnition 1.4.3 (Uniffcation) Let t be the set of feoture structures as ilefineil preoiouslg,

then belou is the ilefinition ol the unification operation ( Il )t
1)W € l, ?IIT -- r
2) vy€ I V"y2 € c \ {rr}, TTI^tz = L

s) vt € I, ?IIr -- r
ilYr,?z€l\{T,r,}\c,

iI SI e D*(tt 4 tz\, ?r0) II.r2(t) -- a

then 11IIrz -- I
else Vlr € Dom(114.t2)rVlz € Dombze 11

(rr IIrz)tr -- rr(lr) IIrz(lr) and (11fln)tz = n(tz)

Below is the example of unification and generalization:

1.
[[category N]

[agreenent [ lnunber. singularJ

17



[person third]lll

2.
[[category NJ

[agreement [[number singularJ
[gender femiuine]lll

3. Unificatiou of t,2z
[ [category llJ
[agreement [[ur:raber singularJ

[person third.]
[gender feninine]lll

4. Geueralization of 1r2:
[[category N]

[agreenent [lnurnber singular]lll

5.
[lcategory N1

[agreement [[number pIuraLJ
lperson thirdllll

6. Unification of 3,5
Inconsistency

7. Generalization of 3,5
[[category NJ

[agreenent [[nunber []l
lperson tbirdlljl

1.5 Some Formal Properties of Feature Structures

From the definition of generalization and unification, we can easily see that unification and

generalization satisfy the usual formal laws of idempotenc5 commutativity, associativity and

absorption. Eowever, distributivity is not satisfied.

^I

(,A

ξ
　
　
＾

Ｆ

ヽ
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Idempotent :

'tAU"tA ='YA

'ltfl'u='1.a.

Commutative :

t;.IJtB : "rBIJ.'r.n

teflta ='taT7"t.e,

Associative :

(l (r.r II ra) II 'tc = 'tAII(ra II rc)

(r,r II rl\Iltc = refT(rB II rc)

Absorptive :

teIJ?elTtB) = tt

uTTbl-IJta) = 1n

not Digtributive :

(t

'tt II(ra II rc) = (reII ra) II(r,r II rc)

reTIUs IIrc) v (reIIrs) Ubt IIrc)

Unification and generalization are not distdbutive since the generalization introduces

variables for inconsistent information and therefore, order of unification and generalization

changes the results. For example, Figure 1-3 is the example where distributive law does

not hold for unification and generalization.

Note that when [b n] and [b ol are generalized tb I]l ir returned. This ability to generalize

inconsistent information makes unification and generalization not distributive to each

other.

19



Figure 1-3: uniflcation and generalization are not distributive

Eowever, since commutativity and associativity are satisfied, as long as unification is the

only operation on feature structures, the order ofunification does not matter regardless o(

the number of unifications performed on a set of feature structures. This is one important

reason that feature structures and unification are used as formal tools for representing

constraints in many linguistic theories, since constraints can be described declaratively

without wirrying about the order in whiih feature structures are combined by unification.

日 (^口 C)
Ψ
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Iattice theoretic When two operations such as V and A are defined for some set E and if

these two operations meet the laws of commutativitS associativity, and absorption, then

we know in set theoretic terms that:

L. aV b = b and a Ab = a have the same valuesl

2. if we define as a ( b then f, is a ordered set and forms a lattice.

3. Also oVD and oAD a.re equivalent to join and meet operations on alattice.

This wan from the properites we saw so far, we know that feature structures I forms

a lattice (< l,II' II >) and that generalization is a join and that unification is a meet

operations on lattice of feature structures. Eere, the naturally defined order for feature

structures corresponds to the order based upon how much information is contained in

the feature structureg. By deffnition of our generalization and unification operations, the

ma:cimum element of the lattice is T and the minimum is the J-. In other words, more

general elements are put toward higher parts of the lattice.

1.6 Reentrancy

An additional characteristic of feature structures that is found useful in modern theoretical

and computational models of language is reentroncy. A, reentrant feature structure contains

another feature structure embedded within that is shaxed by two or more distinct paths within

the feature structure.

NotlttoN. We say that the values of two paths are "the same" when the two values are

token identical. We use the notation :p for this relation. Thus, tr/pt =r ^ht/p2 when they are

"the same", i.e., when 'yrlptr.ly/pz are actually the single ?r € I.

(l
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Deflnition 1.6.1 (Reentrancy) Distinct paths 7t1r...tpn (oll of them in o single 1 €T) ore

soiil to be reenlront ifr tlpt =t t lpzEr, ..., =r t lp*.

Norattols. If paths pb...tpn of a feature structure l are reentrantwe shall denote the

reentrancy by [pr, ...rP^lr

More informally, two or more distinct paths in the same feature structure are said to be

reentrontwhen they share ttthe same" value. As an example, the feature structure below is not

reentrant:

Tokyo
a

Tokyo

Figure 1-4: Non-reentrant feature structure

But the following is a reentrant feature structure:

Figure l― |:本 re9■tF早ⅢIや■tWre,tr■ 91urO
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In Our bracketed notation,the non‐ reentrant feature structure is:

l[born Tokyo]
lhorne Tokyoll

The non-reentrant feature structure above indicates the "similar value,, but not the ,,same

value". Thus, the above indicates the value Tokgo as the same type but not the same token.

More precisely, the value may or may not be of the same token (i.e., the values may indeed be

the "same", but they are only guaranteed to be ,.similar',).

The reentrant feature structure in our bracketted notation is:

[[born I01 Tokyo]
lhorae I01l l

Eere, X01 shows that what follows it is reentrant with some other paths. If there is more

reentrancy, more reentracy marks X0l,...,Xmn will be tagged before the values. The tagging is

valid only within one highest level feature structure ("highest" meaning the top level feature

structure of the embedding). Therefore, the values with the same tagging Xo1 in the distinct

feature structures do not indicate the sa.me value.

We could also use the notation

for representing the reentrancy.

■
‥
■
１
‥
ｌ
ｌ
ｌ
Ｊ
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λ

鋤回

回
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Ｉ
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Finally, below is an example of a reentrant feature structure with a complex value (embed-

ding) using the three alternate notations.

and in our bracketted notation.

[lsubject [[agreeneut I01 [[nurnber singular]l
lpersou thirdl
[geader ferniniue]lll

lpredicate [[agreement X01]lll

The ability to represent reentrancy has been useful and used standardizedly in many lin-

guistic theories to capture phenomena such as agreement provided above. Also, by irpecifying

the value of certain paths, the equality relation between the paths is an important tool for

having different theoretical constraints interact. For example, an entity filling the position of

As a graphic flgure in Figure l-6:じ さ
)ブ
)

preilicote 
I ogrr"*"rt tr ]

ち

b

singular third feminine
‐  ‐
Figure l‐6:■t06mplett roё ntrant Feature structure

Using conllnon notation found in linguistic uterature:

subject agreement tr
number singulor

person third

geniler feminine
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a syntactic subject may bb reentrant for an entity filling the sema.ntic agent position of the

feature structure.

L.7 Extention and Subsumption

"Some feature structures ate mo?e informatioe than others" ([Pollard and Sag, lggd). As we

saw previously, there is a natural partial order defined for feature structures forming a lattice.

This ordering is based on the amount of informational content the feature structure capy.

Informalln a feature structure 'yr4 is considered more informative than 79 if it is at least as

informative a.s 7.a by containing at least all paths io ?a. Such a relation is called estention and,

it is gaid that 7r1 extends'yg.

NotltroN. rf te extends .ye than we shall denote the reration by te 1,1s.

Deflnition 1.7.1 (Extention Partial Order) The notural partial orilering I on I lor

( t,l[, fl > can be precisely ilefinei| as belouF:

l.VneC,L{rJrcJT,

2.Vt €f \{J-,T}, J-{r{.t1T,

3. il'ltr?a € I are complea then 1a <,lB ifr

(o) for each path 1 rnrt...rnli ) of "lB, there h a path ( 11, ..,, li ) of 1a such thot

^tA/ <h,...,1& > 3ta/ 1rnrr...tnlh) whereir<k<i,

(b) lor ererg reentroncgb;r...,prlra of 7s there is a corresponiling reentroncybi,...rpnhe

in'1.e.,

The efect of the condition 3(b) above is that

6Thie deffnition ie eesentially the dual of Pollardta definition of tr iu [Pouard, 19g4] except for the reentrancy
handliag pa.rt.



[Eborn X01 TokyO]

[home X01]]

extendS(≦ )

[[boru Tokyol
lhorne TokyoJJ

This is so because the feature structure with the reentrancy is more informative than the

one above without the reentrancy. In other words, a feature structure with t'the same value"

extends the feature structure with "the similar value". Because reentrancy is included in our

definition of J, the set ( t, J) is not exactly the same as the lattice ( l,IL fl > which,

v

we discussed previously, that is so because our original formulation of unification operation'

provided at the beginning of the chapter did not take care of reentrancy' Eowever, it is easy to

see that ( l, J) is a iattice, given that it is closed for T and I (i'e, l,V 'ls and 'y' A'y, exist

for any .ft,,fs QIt where V denotes jofz (least upper bound) and n denotes meet (great'est lower

bound) . We will also provide a framework for unification operation that handles reentrancy in

the later parts of this thesis. Then ( I,L[,fI ) will be the same lattice as ( f,<>'

our definition of extention malces it clear that J is a pa"rtial order' This is so because we

can see from our definition that for 1at'lB € r' it follows that (1) te3te; (2) te { "ye and

,lB <.lA*'l^a,:'lli (3) rn J'ys arrd Ia :.'fc +'lA 3''rc'It is not a complete ordeT'

however, since not every feature structure in t is in an extention relation'

The duol of the extention relation is the subsumption relation. % subsumes 'ys if ?a is less

informative than'Ys.

Nor.[TroN. If ,yr1 subsumes ?8 than we shall denote the relation by 1A E'|,B'

Deflnition 1.7.2 (Subsumption Partial order) Theportiolorilering E ozI conbe ilefineil

os the iiuol of 1, tlrct is, lor lt,^fa €1,'lAEta ifr ''la 1^lt'



Figure 1-? is a conceptual diagra"rn of a lattice of feature structures. Note that [] is put at

the top of the lattice. Therefore, the higher the location of the lattice, the less informative (or

more general) the feature structure becomes.
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Below are the examples of the subsumption iel就 10n taken fr6m lshieber,198d(but using

our notttional convention).The Ltture structures provided ettlier subsume dl the Lature

structures provided ltter in these examples.In other words,the subsumption relation l匡 2E

3E4E5E6holds。

1.
n

2.
[[category NJJ

Figure 1-7: Lattice of Feature Structures
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3.
[lcategory N]

[agreenent [lnunber

4,
llcategory NJ

lagreenent [[number
tPersor

5

singu■RT]]]]

[lcategory NJ

[agreement llnnnber singularJJ
lpersou thirdll

[subject [ [nr:ruber singularl
lperson thirdlJll

singu■ar]

third]]]]

[[number singula.rJJ
lperson thlrdll

／ｋ

6。

[Ecategory N]

[agreement X01

[subject X01]]

1.8 llnification and Generalization Revisited

Unification is the least informative feature structure which contains all the information from

both feature .stryc.turgs (but no additional information). By using the notion of extention

partial order, we can say that uniflcation is the least informative feature structure thata'ft
extends the two feature structures. (That is, it is the greotest lower bounil of two feature-\

structures with respect to the extention ordering {.) Thus, unification of two feature structures

'),rt and 7s is the least informative feature structure 'y6r that 1C < 'lA and 'y6r 4 ''la' Since

extention and subsumption are duals, unification can also be defined as the most informative

feature structute which is subsumed by two feature structures. That is, the unification operation

returns the most informative feature structure'ycr such that 7,1 f 7c and 18 E'Yc.

28
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Similarln generalization can be defined using the notion of extention partial ordering. Gen-

eralization is the mogt informative feature structure that subsumes the two feature

structures. That it, ?c : % fi ts it tc is the most informative feature structure with which

.lc E.lA and 76' tr ?B holds.

Note that by our definition of the subsumption relation, a reentrant feature structure extends

a non-reentrant counterpa,rt with similar values. Therefore, the unification of 1a and ?a in

Figure 1-8 is 1e.

fnA

"A,o ar roY:\Ixx\./(/
I.A I-n X
ロ

Figure 1-8: Uniff.cation'of same values with similar values

The important properties of the operations on feature structures are that unification always

adds information and generalization always subtracts information (unless two feature structures

are already in the subsumption relation). Because of the monotonic information combining na-

ture of unification, unification has been chosen as the central and often only operation on

feature structures in many theoretical and computational models of language. The linguistic

29



theories that use unification as the central (or only) method of capturing linguistic constraints

are collectively known as "unification-based" theories' GPSG, LFG, FUG and EPSG are some

of the well-known examples of uniffcation-based theories. Below is the summary of the prop-

erties of unification which form the basis of formal representation of linguistic constraints in

unifi cation-based theories.

Monotonicity: unification always adds information and never subtracts information' By

definition, the result of uniffcation is always subsumed by the two input feature structures'

This property of unification is the reason that unification is used as the basic tool of

combining information in many linguistic theories' (f

order Independency: since the unification operation meets the laws of idempotency, com-

mutativity, and associativity, the order of unification operations is unimportant' This

makes the feature structure and unification operation useful tools for capturing linguistic

constraints declarativelY.

flndecidability: The unification of two feature structures may be inconsistent (r)' Two

feature structures may contain incompatible information (incompatible paths)' When

the unification of two feature structures is inconsistent, it is conventional to say that the

uniffcation /ails. We also say that the unification is unileciileil when it is I. Because--

the unification may fail, the unification operation can be used as an apparato' to 
"hutkt(

. constraint satisfaction as well as to combine and propagate constraints.

We have seen that the usual formal laws of idempotency, commutativitn associativity, and

absorption hold on unification forming a lattice. Eowever, one final note here is that as we have

seen before, feature structures are not distributive on unification and generalization. Therefore,

if the generalization operation is adopted as a part of a constraint'chebking mechanism, the
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order of the applying generalization and uniffcation would become important. This is part of

the reason that generalization is not commonly used in computational models of language. 6

cDiejuuctive operationa however, would be diatributive with unification forming a ditributive lattice with
uafication. For exemple, Polla.rd and Sag eay about the distributive nature of unification aud diejunction of
feature gtructuree that the exteotiou ordered lattice of feature atructures form a distributive lattice, i.e., 71 V
(fzufr) = (?rV?2)U(?rV,yr) and,ylU(,yzV,ys) = (trUfz)V(frLl?s). Thus many ayatema that ueefeature etructures
uae diajunctive feature atructures. Eowever, the feature atructurea in this theais are not diajunctive. That is
becaugc non-diajunctive uniffcation algorithma can be extended into diejuuctive oneg by either 1) modifying the
algorithm itself, 2) opening the diajunctivefeature gtructureg iuto cross multiplee,3) treatiog the disjunctive part
and non-diejunctive part eeparately. The third method war developed by lKasper, 198?l a.od our experimenta
ghow that it is the begt method for a la,rge ecale grn-mar. We have seen that the major portiou of the uaification
operation during a parse of a la,rge-rcale grarnmar ie occupied by proceaaing the non-diajunctive part (normally
more than 95 percent) while very little ia occupied by proceaaing the diajunctive pa.rt (lesa than 4 percent or ao).
Thua, it makee eease to adopt Kasperta method and proceaa the diojunctive part reparately inatead of making
unification algorithma heavy by introducing the capability to proceceilg diojunctive feature etructuree.
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Chapter 2

Graph unification in Natural

Language

2.L Feature Structure GraPhs

Feature structures were chosen as the formal objects for representation of ringuistic entities in

modern theoretical and computational linguistic theories such as Functional unification Gram-

mar (FUG [Kay, 1984]), Lexical Functional Grammar (LFG [Bresnan and Kaplan' rssz])'

Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (GPSG [Gazdar, ei ol, 1985]) and Eead-driven Phrase

Structure Grammar (EPSG [Pollard and Sag, 198d) and are commonly known as feoture tt'u'Q(

lures which are feature-theoretic structures of feature/value pairs. For example, an EPSG-like

lexical entry.'for the word lquglw may look like this:

t[Pnou laughsl
tcAT ttEEAD [[MAJ verb]

[vFont{ ftulte]
IAUI rniuus]
IINV niuus]
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[PRD minus]]]

[SUBCAT [[FIRST [[CAT [[HEAD [[MA」 ュot・n]

[NFORH nom]

[PERS third]

[NUM s■ ng]]]]]

X01]]]]][CONT [[ARGl
[REST end]]]]]

[CONT [[RELAT10N laugh]

[ARGl X01]]]]

By representing mappings captured by feature structures a{, arcs on nodes, directed graphs

&re commonly used for both graphic and computational representation of feature structures. In

directed graph representations, feoturu are represented as labels on the directed arcs and lolues

are represented as nodes. Generally the labeled directed graphs used to represent linguistic

feature structures have the following properties:

o .A,rcs represent features: Each feature in a feoture structure is explicitly represented

by a corresponding arc in the graph representation of leature structures.

r Arcs are labelled: Arcs are labeled to represent feature labels.

o Arcs are unordered: The order of arcs in the same level of a feature structure graph

is irrelevs,nt to the expressed content of the feature structure. Thus, the order of arcs

contaiued in the.nodes has no significance. (That is, arc lists in the nodes are actually

refs, not listc) .

o Arce are directed: Feoture structures are partial functions mapping features to values.

Since this mapping is unidirectional, the arcs representing the mappings are directed.

o The number of arcs is not flxed: The number of mappings from features to values

captured by a feature structure can be finitely many. There is no fixed limit on the

number of arcs in a feature structure.
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Nodeg represent feature values: A node represents either: 1) an atomic value 2)

a complex value or 3) a variable. Variables need to be represented speciffcally as nodes

(feature structure) since a variable may be shared by multiple paths (reentrancy).

Graphs may contain convergence: A feature gtructure may be reentrantl therefore

a feature structure graph may contain a convergence.

電

- o Graphs may contain cycles: A path in a feature structure may be cyclic either

because gremmar allows for cyclicity or because the unification of two reentrant feature

structures creajed a cycle.

(
The last point about cyclicity requires some explanation. Our definition of feature structuret*

in the previous chapter did not include the nature of cyclicity. In fact, most unification-based

theories aEsume feature structures to be acyclic. However, some grammax formalisms allow for

cyclicity in constraint graphs. The ATR grammar that we used for experiments for this thesis is

one of them. Also, it is often easier to represent some linguistic phenomena using cyclic feature

structures such as constraints on relative clauses even with grammatical formalisms that assume

no cyclicity. Finally, unification of two reentrant feature structures may result in a cyclic feature

:

structure even if the input grammar specifications did not have cyclic paths at all. Thus, it is

safe to assume that feature structures may be cyclic even if the grammatical formalism did no!,
(

assume cyclicity. Therefore, feature structures need to be represented as directed graphs (dgs)

and not as directed acyclic graphs (dags) if we would like to design a upification-based systems

with robust behaviour. In fact, our definition of extention ald subsumption in the previous

chapter already included the possibility of cyclic feature structures. Hereafter in this thesis, we

assume feature structures to be directed graphs and not acyclic directed graphs.

Below is an example of grammatical rule entries taken from ATR's grammar [Takahashi,
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1)

2)

et aI, L9921. The first rule formalizes the subcategorization principle and the second rule

represents the adjunct (or COE) principle in JPSG. Although neither of the rules are cyclic

(only reentrant), a cyclic feature structure will result when these rules are combined (unified).

Given that these are very frequently used rules, it is important that natural language systems

using a gra:nmar like this one accept cyclic feature structures and handle them effEciently.

(syn subcat) = (dtrs 2 syn subcat rest>
(dtrg 1 syr head coh) = (dtrs 2 sy! sub cat first>

(dtrs 1 sy! head coh) = (dtrs 2)

These path equations indicate the convention that paths equated by : point to the same

node (variable). That is, "fol < syn subcat ): .lo/ 1 iltrs 2 sgn subcat rest ), etc. The

resulting graph of the unification of the rules looks as the following (taken from [Takahashi, et

af, 19921):

Figure 2‐ 1:Gralllmatical rule with a cycle

frrdj
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2.2 The Nature of Graph Uniftcation

While the unification operation has been popularly adopted as a basic tool in theoretical and

computational models of language, the design of an efficient unification mechanisms has not

been an easy task. Normally, unification is by far the most computationally expensive part

of natural language systems. For example, considering the time-efficiency problem alone, in

typical large-scale systems such as [Morimoto, el al, 1990], ?5 to 95 percent of parsing time is

occupied by unification alone. Also, designing an efficient unification operation that meets the

properties of. feoture structures listed in the previous section is not an easy task. Recall that

these properties include 1) order independence, 2) unfixed number of arcs, 3) convergence, anf
\(

4) cyclicity. Below are some of the essential criteria that a graph unification method for natural

language processing must meet:

o The input graphs should not be destroyed: The input graphs must be preserved

because constraints are represented by feature structures as rules that are unified against

the feature structures that are produced by input. Since rules are used many times, the

original graph representing the rule needs to be preserved. Also, during the analysis of the

input language, constituent graphs representing the current hypothesis ofthe constituency

are created. Since these constituent graphs are also applied many times against different
(r

hypotheses, these graphs need to be preserved as well. Consequently, in most unificatioht

algorithms, nodes are copied prior to or during uniffcation causing a heavy overhead on

unifi cation operations.

r Graphs may contain convergence'and cycles: As discussed in the previous sections,

feature structures may be reentrant and even cyclic. As we have seen, the possibility of

reentrancy complicates the nature of the subsumption relation as well as introduces the
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bidirectionality of the information flow, since different parts of a feature structure may

be connected by reentrant paths and since whatever happens in one reentrant path must

also be reflected in other reentrant paths. The difficulty of handling cyclicity is even more

problematic, since 1) cyclicity also changes the nature of the subsumption relation and

consequently the nature of unificationl and 2) cyclicity may cause an infinite loop during

a unification. With respect to the problem of a loop: If we perform a vanilla 'occur check'

to avoid the loop, this check would require a scan through the entire graph for one extra

pass; this can be very expensive if a graph is large. Therefore, an efficient method for

graph unification must have a built-in and cheap mechanism for handling cycles.

o Graphs may contain variables: Some feature etructures are variables. Often vari-

ables are introduced to capture the reentrant constraints on the equality of path desti-

nations. Such a construct is frequently used in grammatical specifications of phenomena

such as ogreernent. As we have seen in the previous chapter, variables ([],T) have peculiar

behaviour for subsumption (and therefore for unification). Again, correct and cheap han-

dling of such a behaviour is a basic reguirement for an efficient graph unifiction method.

The difrculty of handling reentrancy, cycles, and variables becomes even more problematic

when they are combined. Below is an example taken from [Poilard and Sag, 198fl (with a

different notation).

dgl

[[a [[a xol]]]

[b X01]]

dg2

[[a X02]

[b [[a X02]]]]
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dg3

[[a X01
‐[b X02

X02]]]

X01]]]]

ａ

　

ａ

量

量

獣

越

弩

輩

重

磯

埋

憂

現

菫

鵞

橿

壕

‥

貫

電

峨

鸞

燿

還

菫

馬

轟

書

確

渥

壌

鳶

麟

礎

礎

彎

層

重

重

却

壇

理

理

埋

電

１

．■
べ

‘
〓

…

．^
．‥

．・，・
‥

理

重

電
‥

毛̈

‥

ｔ
ｉ

ｌ

The unification of dgl and dg2 will result in dg3. However, Polla"rd and Sag would not count

dgl as a valid feature structurel because they define subsumption differentlS and cyclicity is

not allowed in the graphs. Therefore, this unification would be counted as atfail' by them.

Let us examine the above three feature structures graphically. Figure 2-2 is the directed

graph representation of the three feature structures:

As we can see from the figures, clearln dg3 extends both dgt and dg2, using our defini-

tion of extention/subsumption. Viewing dg3 as the least informative feature structure ,O"ttt_

subsumed by both dgl and dg2 seems perfectly reasonable. In fact, in the current frameworks

of unification-based processing; our definition of subsumption is often adopted and has been

proven useful in many systems (including CMU, ATR, and Tokushima systems). Whether

cyclicity iri the graphs is originally assumed or whether it is an avoidable result of allowing for

reentrancy and of providing a,definition of subsumption that coverg reentrancy, the above uni-

fication result must naturalty be accepted as a.unification success. Otherwise, reentrancy is not

fu1ly processed in unification-based systems. In other words, once a unification-based frame-

work adopts reentrancy and variables, it has no choice but to adopt cyclic feature structures in

order to handle reentrancy and variables adequately. (1

It should be easy to imagine that the design of a unification methodology that covers the

unification of dgl and dg2 to result in dg3 is not trivial. Once cyclicity is allowed for feature

structures, we can have a multiple loops in different places of a feature structure. Thus, it

is important that an efficient unification method provide natural and cheap functionalities for

rThe recent vereions of the HPSG theorS however, aleo treat dg3 ae the valid unification of dgl and dg2

(according to Bob Carpenter, pereonal communication).
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Figure 2-2: Uniflcation resulting in a cycle

handling cycles adequately. We will see in Chapter 4 that one of the main advantages of the

algorithm described in this thesis is the ablility to handle cycles naturally.

2.3 Unification and Parsing

Before discussing the actual unification algorithms, we would like to briefly review a repre-

sentative methology in unification-based natural language processing. At least three methods

are common in using unification during natural language processing. The first method is em-

●
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ployed when linguistic theories such as EPSG are directly implemented. Lexically-oriented

theories such as EPSG assume no separate context-free rule for phrase structures. Phrase

structure rules are implicitly contained in subcategorization lists which are lexically stored.

Therefore, combined with universal principles such as the Head-Feature Principle ([Polard and

Sag, 198?]), which are also represented through leoture structures, parsing is performed purely

through graph unification [Franz, 1990]. The second method which is most popular ([Shieber,

et al, 19831,[Tomita and Carbonell, 1S87],[Morimoto, ef al, 1990]) is employed when grammat-

ical theories such as LFG and GPSG, which assume context free rules, are adopted. Also,

some systems (such as [Morimoto, et af, 1990]) use this method f,or speed, although they adopt-

lexically-oriented formalisms (such as HPSG) by extracting lexically-specified subcategorir"((

tion constraints as context-free rules. In these systems, context-free rules based upon major

grammatical categories (parts of speech) are augmented with unification-based constraints that

specify actual constraints for building up phrase structures. The third method is employed

when graph-based constraints are used in the conceptual memory-based recognition of natural

language inputs. In these systems (which often assume massively-parallel spreading activation

architectures) graphs are propagated in the network of semantic memory nodes to provide syn-

tactic constraint application while performing spreading activation-based conceptual memory

recognition. Eere, we would like to examine the second method, which is the method 
"Uonr"U{ (

in the majority of natural language systems. We will not discuss the first method in this thesis.'

Because the first method has no separate contlol structure other than tlre unification operation

itself. We will not discuss the third method in this thesis either. (Please refer to [Tomabechi

and Levin, 19891, fTomabechi, 1991bJ, [Tomabechi, 1991c] for discussions of the third method.)

In the so-called augmented context-free parsers, grammar rules are provided to postulate

how major grammatical categories (phrase types) combine to create larger phrasal structures

40
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through context free grammars (CFGs). But whereas a context-free grammar allows only a finite

number of predefined atomic phrase types or nonterminols, a unification-based (augmented)

context-free grammar implicitely defines an infinity of phrase types ([Pereira, 1985]). A phrase

type is specified for type X0 by postulating the context free rule X0 =+ Xl, ... ,Xn (where

Xl, ... , Xn represent its constituents), which is augmented by equations specifuing values for

x0/P1,...,X0/Pn. The values for X0/P1, ..., XO/Pn may be atornic as well as cornplexspecified

by Xm/Pm. Thus a rule entry may look as Figure 2-3.

I0 =) 11 ,...,In
I0lP1 = a1

I}/PZ = IL/P1
IOlPi = Xn/Pn

:

Figure 2-3: An augmented CFG rule entry

Here al is an atomic value and Xn/Pn represents the node at the end of Xn through the

path Pn. A sample rule entry using the commonly adopted PATR-II ([ShieUer, e! al, 19ffi])

notation for augmented context free rules looks follows:

I0 =) 11 X2
(x0 cat) = vP
(xl cat) = V
(x2 cat) = N

(r0 head> = (r1 head)
(r2 head case> = objective
<rt head vtlrtrrs> = transitive
(x0 cont) = (xl cont>

Figure 2-4: An augmented CFG rule using PATR-II notation

Here ( Xn .... ) specifies the paths.



Most implementations omit ( Xn cat ) = Cat and specify the major categories directly in

the context-free parts (e.g. VP =) V N) so that parsing algorithms ([Earley, 19681, [Tomita,

1g85l, etc.) can be directly used on the context-free portion ofthe rule entries. Therefore, tules

in most systems look like Figure 2-5:

VP=>Vl{
(x0 head) = (x1 head)
(x2 head. case> = objective
<xl head vtlrpe> = traasitive
(x0 cont) = (xl cont)

Figure 2-52 a standard ACFG notation

The augmentation path equations are converted to graphs when the grammar is read into

the system. These graphs are stored along with the context-free rules. For example, the graph

provided in Figure 2.6 representing the path equation above is stored with the rule VP =+ V

N.

Furthermore, lexical entries (i.e., terminal symbols) are augmented with path equations.

Augmentations are also converted into graphs when the grammar is read into the system.

Figure 2-7 is asample lexical entry for the verb loughs based on the HPSG framework.

Whenever a context free parser fires the rule VP =+ V N' (the subgraph of x0 of) the

Ir
constituent graph, which was stored along with the lexical entry (such us loughs) that fireLl

V, is unified with (the subgraph of) xl in the augmentation, and the constituent graph for N

is unified with (the subgraph of) x2 in the augmentation. If unification fails, then the rule is

killed. If unification succeeds then (the subgraph of) x0 is the result of the rule application. If

VP is used subsequently (for example by a rule S =+ VP), then the x0 path of the result graph

will be unified with the rule augmentation graph.

（′
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objective

transitive

tl
Figure 2-6: An augmentation graph for VP =+ V N

This way, parsing of the augmented context free grammar continues by repeatedly firing rules

and unifying constituent graphs with the rule augmentation graphs. Graph unification performs

the functions of 1) applying constraints (blocking unacceptable constituents and inapplicable

rules) 2) building the larger information contents by unifying two graphs and 3) propagating

information upward in the constituency (the bar levels [Jackendoff, 1977]). Everytime a rule is

fired, graph unifications between a rule and a constituent occurs for each Xn and therefore, the

number of unifications performed during a parse can be massive.

43



v -> <1 a u g h s> {t\_\
<x0 head vform) = finite
<x0 head aux> = miuus
(x0 head inv) = minus
<x0 head prd) = minus
(x0 subcat first cat head nform) = nom
(x0 subcat first cat head. pers> = third
<x0 subcat first cat head num) = sing
(x0 subcat first cont argl> = (x0 cont argl)
<x0 subcat rest) = eud
(x0 cont relation) = laugh

Figure 2-7: a lexical entry for lotghs
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Chapter 3

Past Representative Methods

3.1 Pereirats method

Pereira ([Pereira, tSAf]) proposed a method of directed acyclic graph (dag) unification based

upon the notion of structure-sharing. The basic idea behind his scheme is that an original

dag and the result dag can share the information (structure) except for the information that

modified the original dag as a result of unification. Therefore, a result graph is represented as

a combination of the original graph and the information that represents the changes that are

caused by unification.

I gkeleton | (.- Poilter to th€ original dag atructure
+- ------ -------- +-- -- -- ---- - - -- -+
|

|

|

I reroutiag | (.- foryardilg poilter
+ €[Vironm€nt +---------------+

I arc-bindilg , I (-- r€v arca to be added to create regult
+---------------+---------------+

Figure 3-1: Pereirats Data Structure

In this scheme, a dag is represented by a skeleton and an enaironrnent. Skeleton represents
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the (pointer to the) original dag. Enlironment contains the information that represents the

changes to be made in order to create a result dag'

(6

Figure 3-2: Forwarding OPeration

Specificatly enrironment contains reroutingand arc binilingrwhich represent the forwarding

information and new arcs to be added to create the result, respectively. Forwarding redirects a

reference of a particular graph node to some other node. In Figure 3-2, the reference to the top

node of the left graph is forwarded to the right graph; therefore externally the content of the

left graph looks like the content of the right graph. This operation of putting the forwarding

pointer on a node is called a forwariling operation; following the pointer to return the intended

content is called ilereferencing. In Pereira's method, when two graphs (dag1 and dag2) are

unified and if recursions into shared a.rcs succeed, then dagl's highest (root) node is forward&

to dag2's highest node (as in the ftgure). This forwarding pointer is saved into the rerouting

content of the eisironmenl. Also, the complementarcsl in the highest node in dagl and the

highest node in dag2 (i.e., the arcs with labels that exist in dagl but not in dag2) are added

to the orc-binilingfield of entironmenl to represent necegsary changes for producing the result

rAs we defined in Chapter 1.

1

k*"ro d92
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graph based upon dag2's skeleton. This adding to the biniling content of the enaironment is

performed at all depths of recursion so that a result graph can be created (when necessary) by

looking at the dag2 nodes and referencing the environment. This way, no copies at all are made

in his'method. Instead the result graphs are dynamically created when the graph is needed

later. Below is Pereira's algorithm taken from [Pereira, 1985] (snghtly modified to make it

up-to-date):

PpnslRAtg Arconrrnu

FUNCTION unify (dag1-underef,dag2-underef);
dagl +- dereference(dag1-underef);
d42 * dereference(dag2-uaderef);
IF (dagl =r dag2) TIIEN

return(dag2);
ELSE IF (dagl =s Top) THEN

forward(dagl,dag2);2
return(dag2);

ELSE IF (dag2 =-r Top) THEN
forward(dagl,dag2);
retura(dag1);

ELSE IF (dag1 and dag2 a.re atomic and the valueg are equal) TIIEN
forwa,rd(dagl,dag2);
return(dag1);

ELSE IF (dagl and dag2 are complex) THEN
gha,red e- intersectarce(dag1,dag2);
ae\tr .- complementarce(daglrdag2);
forward(dagldag2);

FOR EACH a,rc fN shared DO
u+ily (deatination of

the ahared arc for dagl,
degtiaation of

' the shared alc for dag2);
If all recuraive calla returned succesgful THEN

put new in the arc-binding ofdag2 ia e;

return (dag2);
ELSE return I immediatdy

END;

This way, the structure-sharing scheme essentially evoids copying of nodes since original

nodes are preserved using the skeleton and environment. However, the cost for these char-

acteristics is rather steep. That is so because there is an inevitable drawback of this scheme

zln Pereira'g data structure, forwa.tding ig done to add the rerouting information to the envirooment e.
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due to the enoironment storage scheme. The drawback is the fixed cost log(d) overhead that

is required fot all node accesses. The reason for the cost is that the information concerning

each node is represented distributively in the enrtironmen{ every time a node is accessed, the

en ironmenl has to be looked up in order to update the skeleton assoiiated with the node so

that the required feature structure is dynamically created. In other words, for any operation

accessing or manipulating a graph, there will be a fixed log(d) overhead (where d is the number

of nodes in the graph) associated with each node in the entire graph in order to assemble the

whole graph from the skeletonand the enrironmeni. Thus, although Pereira's scheme effectively

avoids excessive copying, the trade-off required for his scheme is expensive.

C

3。2 Knrttunen's inethod

Karttunen introduced,ュ algorit、 In bas,d lpo,the nOtion of reυ ersibrl u.lβ
catiO・ (lKarttunen,

1986bl).Ee reportS in IKarttunen,1986司 that thiS Simple rθυθrg:3:ど ● IⅢ
6d il■ore efFect市e in

reducingpargingtime thm the previous methOdS IKttttunen ttd=こ 10851‐
and IPereirL 198司 .

The basic idea behind reversible unincation is that when a dest,uCtive change is about to be
:11       11‐  ■ |■ |■

.|||      
‐

made,the contents ofthe oijnd graph atr,1町 ed,ⅢⅢ,9Ⅲ嵐aftti a destructive unincation,

copies can be created froln the reeult Ofthe destructive uliflcati6五
and all destructive changes

can be undone by restoring the graphs,■ sing the inf6rlnation iaVed‐ Pri°ll?tle deStructivt

operttiongo ln his D― PATRimplementttio1 0freversible uninctti6五
3:Karttunen us,,tWO arrays

to saVe the o五 ginal informati9n. In One arrayD(pOinters to)node Structures are stored prior
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gtructures are going to be changed). After the top-level uniffcation operation is done, the

nodes are restored by setting the values saved in the a,rray. Copies are made after a successful

unification and only the necessary nodes are copied to create a new dag. Since Karttunen

actually creates a copy after a successful unification (whereas in Pereira's scheme no copies are

created and a dag is assembled every time it is needed), once the copy is created there will be

no log(d) overhead for node accesses associated lvith Pereira's algorithm. On the other hand,

there will be a cost of saving the dag structures and their values prior to destructive operations

which is proportionate to the size of the input graph. There is also a cost of, reaersing the

unification operation every time uniffcation is performed which is also proportionate to the size

of the input graph. Thus, if the size of the input graph grows theu the cost of saving and

reversing changes can be high.

3.3 Wroblewski's method

Wroblewskillg87] introduced a different scheme based upon the notion of incremental copying.

His algorithm is known as "Wroblewskits nondestructive unification scheme" and has been con-

sidered as the fastest graph-unification algorithm. The basic idea behind his scheme is to create

copies incrementally during unification only when such a need arises. It is a combination of a

destructive unification algorithm unifyl (similar in its control structure to Pereira's algorithm)

and a nondestructive algorithm unify2 in which copies are created incrementally. Unifyl is

called only when either (or both) of the highest nodes of the input graphs are current copies

of other nodeg (so that they can be modified destructively without losing the original grammar

and constituent graphs).

As a data structure, a node is represented with four fields: tforward', 'arc-list', 'copy', and

'status'. 'The forward' field contains (a pointer to) another node which the node is being
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forwarded to. Arc-list contains the list of arc structures (i.e., mappings to other nodes). In

addition to these two fields common in graph-based algorithms, Wroblewski's gcheme has the

added fields called'copy'and'statust. In'copy'fields, the pointers to copy nodes that are

created incrementally during unification are stored. (Status' field containq a flag that indicates

whether or not a particular node ig part of an original graph (i.e., whether it is an original

node or a copy of some other node). Later implementations of his algorithm (such as the

one implemented in [Morimoto, e,t al, 1990]) use mark (or generation) field in place of status

field. The mark field contains an integer which determines the cufrency of the copy node by

compa"ring it to a global counter which is incremented every time the top level unification is,

called. The representation for an arc is a standard one. It is a pair of 'Iabel' and 'value'. 'Label'k

contains an atomic symbol (i,e, a feature) which labels the arc, and 'value' contains another

node structure.

1

f,ODE
+-- - -- -- - -------+
I lorcard I

+---------:-----+
I arc-liat I

+---- ---- --- ---- +

+-- -- --- - -- - --- - +

I status I

+-- - --- -- -- -----+

lRc
+---- - -- ---- - ---+

+----- ----------+
I value I

+-----------,---+

Figure 3-3: Wroblewskits Data Structure

In Wroblewski's algorithm, unify2 first receives the input dags. If both of the highest nodes

do not have copies then one copy node is created. This copy node is stored in the tcopy' field

of the two input dag nodes. Also the 'status' of the copy node is set to be "copy". Then two

set-complement operations are performed to produce two sets, i,e., neudl ar.d' neud2. Newill

contains the set-difference arcs of dagl and dag2 (i.e., arcs with labels that exist in dagl but
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not in dag2). NewilL contains the set-difference of dag2 and dag1. Also another set shared,

is created which contains a set-intersection of dagl and dag2 arcs. Then for all arcs in the

set shoreil, the destinations of the shared arcs from the dagl and dag2 are recursively unified.

Every time one recursion to a shared arc succeeds, the shared arc with the new value (result

of recursion) is added to the copy node. If all recursion succeeds copies of arcs in both neuill

and newd2 are made while the'copies'of nodes contained within the arcs are respected. The

copies of the union of. newill and newilL are placed in arc-list of the copy node. This is the

nondestructive incremental copying scheme in Wroblewski's unify2 algorithm. Also, if either

(or both) highest input graph nodes is a copy, then all of this is bypassed and the destructive

unifyl is called, adding the changes directly on the copy nodes.

Below is Wroblewski's Unify2. Unifyl is the same as Pereira's algorithm. The only difference

from Pereira in Unifyl is that in Wroblewski's algorithm, forwarding is done by directly putting

the forwarded node in the 'forward' field of a node instead of storing it in a enaironmenl. Also

when complementarcs (dagl,dag2) are stored into dag2 after successful recursive calls, 'new' is

stored directly into the 'arc-list' of dag2. Thus, Wroblewski's Unifyl is a destructive version of

Pereira's algorithm. In the Wroblewski method, Unifyl is called only when either of the input

graphs is a copy. Therefore, there will be no modification made to the original graph. Below is

Wroblewski's Unify2, which copies incrementally while unification progresses:

WnosLswsxl's Urtrv2

FUN CTIO N unify2 (dagf -underef,dag2-underef ) ;
dagl e dere,ference(dagl-underef);
dag2 r- dereference(dag2-underef );
IF (dagl =r dag2) THEN

return(dag2);
ELSE IF (dagl =t Topl THEN

forward(daglrdag2);
return(dag2);

ELSE IF (dag2 =y Top) THEN
forward(dagl,dag2);
retura(dag1);

ELSE IF (dagl and dag2 are atomic and the values are equal) THEN

■
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fotward(daglrdag2);
rctura(dagl);

ELSE IF (dagl'copy asd dag2'copy are empty) THEN

copy F (create-node);

copy.rtatua.- tcoPYnl

dagl.coPY {- coPY;

dag2.coPY {- coPyi

aewdagl {- complernetrta'rco(dag1'dag2);"oilG; t 
"o-Plt-"nta'rca(dag2.'dag1);ti*"a".- intersecta'rce(dag2'dag1) ;

ion n,c.cH arc IN ahared Do
- - 

tu'"rt r- uuifv2(dea"11l"l#* 
arc for das1,

deetination of-----lth" ghared arc for dag2);

coPY.a'rc-liat r- reeultl

FOB, EACII """ 
fNlo"io" nemdagl'uewdagz) DO

tecursively copy the value of :u"h T"
hooo,iog oitii"g copiee within' and place

this vslue in coPY

returu(coPY)
ELSE IF (ilagl.copy xot dag2'copy ie non-empty) THEN

unifYl (dagl'coPyf as2)

r";iT"(t::t:Hli and dag2'copv af e tr on- emp tv) TH EN

unifYl (dagi'coPYdag2'coPY)

END;

そ

Below is an example of his nondestructive unification taken from [Wroblewski' 198fl' In

the folrowing series of figures, dashed rines indicate the contents of copy field. Darkened circles

represent original input nodes and hollow circles represent nodes which are current copies' we

quote (with slight modification in terminology) his explanations in order to walk through his

unification algorithm'

,,First figure shows (Figure 3-4) the state of unification after the path ( a'b ) has beef

followed during unification. unify2 has recursed twice and returned to the top node; three new

nodeshavebeencreated,ones.copyoftheroot'oneacopyofthenodeonthepath(o}and

the last a copy of the node on the path 1 a,b )' The copy field of the appropriate nodes in

dagl and dag2 have been filled with the copy nodes' as indicated by the dashed lines'"

,,In Figure 3-b, unify2 has follwed the path < d > on the argument dags' But notice that

thenodesattheendofpath(o>andattheendofpath(d>indag2arethesa'me;acopy
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Figure 3-4: Wroblewskits method: Snapshot 1

of this node was previously made when traversing the path ( a, D ), and so this copy is reused

rather than allocating a new node. Subsequentlg an arc labeled 'e' is added to this reused copy.

Finallg Unify2 recursion unwinds back to the root node of both dags.,'

Figure 3-5: Wroblewekits method: Snapshot 2

"In Figure 3-6, Unify2 has added the arc labeled 'g'in dag2 to the result graph, making a

copy of the subgraph at the end of that arc and placing it in the result graph. Notice that the
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subgraph dagzl< g,,h)

dag1."

wascopiedeventhoughthereexistednocorrespondingsubgraphin

It

Figure 3-6: 'Wroblewgkitg method: Snapshot 3

Cr

As discussed by wroblewski [198fl only 6 new nodes and 6 new arcs are created in the above

unification. In a naiive destructive unification which uses unifyl, 10 nodes and 9 arcs would be

created as copies of dagl and dag2 prior to calling unifyl' This way wroblewski successfully

reduced the number of wasteful operation (unnecessary copying) by introducing the incremental

copying scheme. since wroblewski directly places nodes in the copy and arclist of the nodes'

no structure.sharing based on entironment is performed. Therefore, there is no fixed cost tog(d)

overhead as associated with Pereira's algorithm for accessing the nodes' Also, changes in tn{f

copy field can be cancelled constant time by invalidating the copy field (for example' by using

generation counters), therefore, there will be no cost for reversing the destructive changes which

were associated with Karttunents reversible unification'

Thus, the nondestructive unification algorithm wa's a'n immediate sfccess and was immedi-

ately adopted by natural language research laboratories around the world' Of course there was

some disadvantage to Wroblewski's scheme. Over-copying does occur in some cases' for exam-
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ple, in some conffgurations where dagl contains a variable and dag2 contains a convergence on

a variable ([Wroblewski, 198d). Also, we will be discussing the inherent 'early copying' prob-

Iem of the incremental copying echeme. Eowever, despite the shortcomings of his methodology,

until recently his method has been accepted as the most efficient method for graph unification.

Later, Kogure and Kato ([Kogure, 1989J) developed a version of Wroblewksi's algorithm which

extended it to handle cyclic feature structures. Their method was to check whether an arc with

the same label already exists (i.e., so called "occur check") when an arc is added to a node. If

such an arc already exists, destructive unification (unifyl) is called for the destination of the

existing arc unified against the destination of the node beeing added. If such an a.rc does not

exist, the a.rc is simply added. FortunatelS their scheme for handling cycles in Wroblewski's

framework is not costly (since it does not need to scan through the entire graph for occur check).

Thus, Wroblewkski's method is also used by projects (such as ATR) that require cyclic feature

structures.

3.4 Kogurets Method

The success of the incremental copying scheme proposed by Wroblewski led to a few research

efforts based upon the incremental scheme. Among them, Godden ([Godden, 1990]) introduced

a version of the incremental copying scheme in which he used a lazy evaluation technique for

programming languages (Such as in ileloy, force in Scheme) and treated dags as active data

structures. In Godden's method, evaluation for copying was delayed, using delayed streames,

until a destructive change to the node is to be performed. At that point, copying is forced

to perform the necessay copy operation of the original node. This wa5 copies are created

incrementally during unification using lazy evaluation. Although using lazy evaluation to delay

copying seemed a straightforward answer to some of the problems of Wroblewski's method,
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Godden's method was never favorable to efiEcient implementations of Wroblewski's original

method. Firet of all, delayed evaluation is not a cheap operation. The cost of creating delayed

closures is a potentially costly operation. Secondln some of the burdens of excessive copying

were simply replaced by creating closures using lazy evaluation. Since delayed closures may not

be needed at the end of a unification to create a result graph, some closures delayed on a lazy

stream gimply get wasted. Thus, although, some copies that were originally wasted by creating

structures for nodes were avoided, other wastes were produced by closures that were not forced.

Kogure [1990] introduced a different laay incremental unification scheme by using depen-

dency pointers instead of delayed closures. In his scheme, nodes to be copied contain a backward
(

pointer (called copy depenilency link) to the mother node of the graph, so that copies are not'

created from higher regions in the graph to the lower regions in the graph; instead, copies are

created from the lower region in the graph. This scheme avoids copies of nodes whose subgraphs

were never modified. As a result, an unmodified subgraph of the input graph is shared with the

original input graph. Thus, Kogure introduced structure-sharing to the incremental copying

scheme. Ee found that some subgraphs copied in Wroblewski's scheme did not actually need

to be copied. Figure 3-7 is the example taken from [Kogure, 1990]:

Since the subgraphs E, F, D, in the figure were never modified, Wroblewski's scheme clearly

overcopies them. Kogure introduced the copy ilepenilency pointers stored in the nodes to ensure,

that copying of the nodes was delayed only until the children nodes were modified and virtuallyl

eliminated the redundant copying in Wroblewski's algorithm. UnfortunatelS Kogure's method

also has its trade-offs. They are due to the need to maintain lhe copy ilepenilencypointers in

each of the nodes in the entire graph. In Kogure's method, each node has an added field called

the copy-ilepenilencyslot, in which the list of pairs of mothers and the arc structures connecting

mothers to nodes are stored. Thus, in addition to the need for an added field, this list of the

(つ
ハ
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1

dgl copylng copylng dg2

dg3
b

X← X'

Figure 3-7: Kogurets method avoids copying E,F,D.

garbage-collectable additional 'conses' (node arc pairs) are stored in copy-ilepenilency. Thus,

by ma^king incremental copying, in order to avoid redundant copying of unmodified subgraphs,

Kogure had to introduce a bidirectionality in the entire directed graphs of feature structures;

this could be steep if graphs are very large. F\rrthermore, there will be a need to traverse the

graphs upward the dependency pointers to make the copies which in return may result in another

traversal to make further copies. In other words, his algorithm can avoid redundant copying of

unmodified subgraphs, but it will need to traverge twice on a modified subgra-oh - once to unify

and once to copy, traversing the dependency pointer backwards. Therefore, in the worst case,

his algorithm becomes a two-pass operation, when the advantage of incremental copying was

that it was a one-pass operation (once to traverse down to unify and copy incrementally). Thus,

動
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Kogure,s algorithm should be favorable to wroblewski's when the input grammar contains large

subgraphs which are rarely modified, then gains by structure-sharing of unmodified subgraphs

more than offset the need for added data-structure and added garbage collections' Ilowever'

if the grammaf's behaviour was designed to modify graphs frequentln then the need for extra

traversal can be considered very costly, making it disadvantageous compared to Wroblewski's

odginal algorithm.

3.5 Emelets Method

Emele1991 a180 introduced a meth6d btted upoh inCremental,Opying Ⅲd lMy Oper■ ion Oで|

cOpying. He called his scheme Lazy lncremental Copying. His lnethod is a cOmbination of

WroЫewski9s incremental SCheme and the structure― shanng idea・
of Pereira. irhe lncrementd

cOpying algorithm itself is sllnilar to WIoblewski's:however,lazy copying is introduced to delay

the copying of■ odts so that copying is done only when the destructiVe cha■
lge is ttbout to hap―

pen. Godden used delayed evaluation for delaying copying,and Kogure used copy―
dependency

13inters tふ atitt topying・ Ёmelt iξ os a series Ofwiat it talis 
ёir61o16はical dereference chains

il‐ 6:lei to ttakt aよ五yed c8pシ i五:5ossible.Itt ord`i to tvall品 とЁ五ιle'o sdhё
mt,we need to

Lしlarate the iicrtmental copyi五 意 1議t of hiS algOrithm and the attta structure based upon

chronological derefence chains which resembles the last-call optimization technique of Prolog( (

(畠 i五 IWarien,16な Ol)。 As is thё
 c島6 With Pereiia's tiヤ lion血さnt ttd 61ёletOi methOd,Emel♂ s

sthelne f6r chrb五 ological dereferenこ o is a data=structtre tethniouO and is indё
pendent of the ac‐

ttal uniitati6五 algorithtt itjё if.Itt other wordO,it ij,6osible to c6血
bi五I Emele's chronological

dtrさ艶FenCe ζchこme■ith an,6thtr i面 icatiott dg6rithms ihcludi五 をthご 6nё we ae pro,OSing in

tht next ch五ltei ii thiS thOsiso Whethei suCh a cOmbinaHon is a g66d idea oi not is a difFerent

qutstion。 lt wotld l■ obめly dep6nd bn the kind Of grammtt With青卜ich that uninc就
1。 n is
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intended to be used.

What Emele does in his chronological dereference scheme is to adopt Pereira's structure-

sharing idea, but instead of using a global branch environment, each node records its own

environment. The chronological dereference is performed by following the chain of forwarding

pointers based upon the enrironment list which decides whether a forwarding pointer should

be followed or not. Ln enaironment is represented as an ordered sequence of valid generation

counters (such as 1Lr2r3,4, 5,6... >). The current generation is defined as the last element in

this sequence.

Figure 3-8 taken from [Emele, 1991] is an example of a chronological dereference chain.

It illustrates how dereference works with respect to the environment: "Node b is the class

representative for environment < 0 ), node c is the result of dereferencing for environments

( 0, 1 ) and ( 0, 1, 2 >, and finally node f corresponds to the representative for the environment

( 0, 1, 2,3 ) and all further extentions that did not add a new forwarding pointer to newly

created copy nodes".

q…■…裁…t…規 T¨つ
Chronological deref erencing

く0)= b
く0 1)= c
く0 1 2)= c
(0 1 2 3> 〓 f

Figure 3-|:■ aVersing Forwarding H」にs ac99=`1■g tO θηυjrO■ mθ″

with this methOd 6f`hrOn010gital derefeiё ttcittgand l。こally represehted en宙 ronment,Emele

erectively attained a data structure that supp6rtO structuFe― sha五ng and aャ oids the pOtentially



complex operation of merging environments in Pereira's structure-sharing scheme- Ile com-

bined this data-structure with Wroblewski's incremental copying scheme and called it a "Lazy

Incremental Copying" scheme.

What follows is a walk-through of how this happens in his Lazy Incremental Copying scheme

using the example input graphs below (Figure 3-9).

dagl
く0>

dag2
く0>

. 
Figure 3-9: SamPle inPut graPh

Figure B-10 shows that copies with generation 1 are created incrementally while uniffcation

progresses. Since everything needs to be copied there is no structure-sharing of nodes. Note

that in Emele's scheme, as in Pereira's scheme, arcs ate not copied. Instead the result graPh

dag3 comes with the entironmenf < 0,1 ) so that subgraphs of dag3 are created by looking at

the environment and traversing down dagl.

Figure 3-11 shows the unification of the result graph dagS with a new graph dag4.

Note that arcs (a 0) and (b 0) of dag3 are simply placed in dag5. Some copies are mad(

(the Ones numbered"ith generation 2)since destructivё
 changes were to be lnadeo After the

unincation dag5 can be constructed by following the Origlnal graphs stored in dag3(which iS

actuallナ digl)ana by lerbrmttξ the chiOn016は icd dtietrettcing On‐ the sibgraphs。

This wayD P響
‐,19‐,ucc,'Sキlly撃■

blled w■Oble■skPs incremental scheme with Pereira's.        ||■
, |

structure sh田 1■g,中eme t9 COttbine the adl陽 ,tages of the two.On the Other hand,he also
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dagl
く0>

dag2
(0)

0⌒f

dag3
く0,1>

Figure 3-10: dag3 = dagl l-l dag2

combined the disadvantages as well. The disadvantages of Wroblewski's incremental scheme,

which is inherent in incremental method and is shared by Godden, Kogure, and Emele, will be

discussed in the next chapter. The disadvantage of the structure-sharing scheme is that there

will be a cost for sharing structures which could be expensive. In Emele's method this shows

as the cost for traversing the chronological dereference chain. As we have seen in the above

example, every time a destructive change is to be made to a node, a copy of the node is created

and put at the end of the chronological dereference chain. Figure 3-12 is a picture of dagS from

the above exarnple.

After only two successful unifications, with a graph containing only 3 non-root nodes and 3

arcs, we need to follow the derefence chain 4 times. Since every unification in a shared arc is a

destructive operation, this dereference chain is exteuded every time a unification is performed
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dag3
く0,1>

dag5
く0,1,2>

孟

:ln

in a shared arc. since some congtituent graphs are unified a great number of times in typical'
(

large scale natural language systems, the cost of this can be very high' A long chronological 
-

dereference chain may be needed to be followed in order to get the node that is needed' Note

that the chain must be followed every time the graph is needed fgr each and every node in

the entire graph. Since each constituent graph built during unificatioo .u.t grow extremely

large in large scale systems, and since unification between them escalates the complexity of

traversing the chronological dererence chain, the question of whether the introduction of this



data structure scheme is desirable is an open question dependent upon application areas. If

we could find an application where graphs contain only few shared arcs and where graphs are

rarely reused once unified, then Emele' scheme could be an ideal option. In such a case, as

we have discussed above, his scheme can be adopted to any existing unification algorithms,

including the one we are proposing in this thesis.
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Chapter 4

Quasi-Destructive GraPh

unincation

4.L Introduction

In designing an efficient graph unification algorithm, we have made the following observation

which influenced the basic design of the new algorithm described in this thesis:

Uniflcation doee not always succeed'

In a typicat natural language system with a relatively small grammar size' 60 to 80 percent

of unifications attempted during a successful parse result in failure' As the grammar siz(

increases, the number of unification failures for each successful parse increases. For example,

in our large-scale speech-to-speech translation system jointly under development by cMU and

ATR Interpreting Telephony Research Laboratories' we estimate more than 90% of unifications

to be failures during a successful parse. If a unification fails, any computation performed and

memory consumed during the uniffcation is wasted'



0管一し
、

Another observation about the behaviour of graph unification which seems well accepted in

the existing literature is that:

Copying is an expensive operation

Copying a node places a heavy burden on the parsing system. Wroblewski[lg87| calls it a

"computational sink". Copying is expensive in two ways: 1) it takes time; 2) it takes space.

Copying takes time and space essentially because the area in the random access memory needs

to be dynnmically allocated, which is an expensive operation. We calculated the computation

time cost of copying to be more than 90 percent of the total parsing time in our large-scale

speech-to-speech translation system. This time/space copying burden presents problems in an

environment where computational resources are limited due to the size of the grammar and

other knowledge sources. (Also, the creation of unnecessary copies eventually triggers garbage

collections more often in a Lisp environment, which also degrades the overall performance

of the parsing system.) In general, parsing systems (such as large LR tables of Tomita-LR

parsers, expanding tables and charts of Earley, and active chart pa^rsers) are always short of

memory space. Our own phoneme-based generalized LR parser for speech input is always

running cin a swapping space because the LR table is too big, and the marginal addition or

subtraction of memory space consumed by other parts of the system often has critical effects

on the performance of these systems. An experiment conducted at ATR showed that in order

to attain a stable performance of a parser, a physical memory space required for the sentence

that requires the most memory needs to be guaranteed to the system. We have seen that the

amount of memory (conses) consumed by copying operations during a parse determines the

necessary physical memory.l With the aforementioned observations, we propose the following

r

lFor exa,rnple, 88 we will see from the data in Chapter 6, the memory needed for \froblewskits algorithm
was 5 to 6 timee greater thau the propoaed scheme. This mearg tbat not only were geutences faetet with our
acheme, but algo that some geNrteacea could not be paraed at all uaing Wroblewskitg algorithm on our machine
euvironment due to the phyaical limit of rnemory epeed.
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principles to be the desirable condition,for“ emcient graph u■ i,c■19■ alg9ritl理 :

o Copying should be performed only for successful unincations.

o Uniflcation fai11lres should be found as soon as pos,ible.

By way Of deflnitio■ ,we Would like to categoize ёxceO§ ive c6pying of gra.phs into Over

COpying猛dE田 1ゴ C6″ingo WrObleWskl198可 dso dёines Over C61,ing alld Early Copying。

our dもflniti61.of 6ver cOlyiig ig the same as wroblettskl's; however,our deinition of early

cOpying is sughtl,difFerё nt

I Over Copying: Two graphs are created in order to create one new graph. This typicall

happens when copies of two input graphs are created prior to a destructive unification

operation to build one new graPh.

r Early Copying: Copies are created prior to the failure of unification so that copies

created since the beginning of the unification up to the point of failure are wasted.

Wroblewski defines Early Copying as follows: "The argument dags are copied before unifi-

cation started. If the unification fails then some of the copying is wasted effort." Ee restricts

early copying to cases that only apply to copies that are created prior to a unification. Restrict-

ing early copying to represent copies that are created prior to a unification leaves a number o{

wasted copies that are created during the same unification up to the point of the detection of

failure. Therefore, these wasted copies will not be covered by either of the above two definitions

for excessive copying. We would like Early Copying to mean all copies that are wasted due to

a unification failure, whether these copieg are created before or during the unification.

難
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4.2 The Quasi-Destructive Graph Llniffcation Algorithrn

We would like to introduce an algorithm which addresses the criteria for fast unification dis-

cussed in the previous sections ([Tomabechi, 1991a]). It also handles cycles without over copying

(without any additional schemes such as those introduced by Kogure[1989]).

As a data structure, a node is represented with six fields: 'typet, 'arc-list', 'comp-arc-list',

'forwardt, tcopy'2, and generation.S The data-structure for an arc has two fields, 'label' and

tvalue'. tlabelt is an atomic symbol which labels the arc, and 'value' is a pointer to a node

structure.

■ODE
+――‐‐―――――――‐―――+

l      type     l
+――――――――――――‐――+

l    arc―■18t   :
+―――――――――――――――+

: comp― arc―■13t :
+―――"―――――`―

―――_+

l    fOi,ard    l lRc
+----- -- - --- ----+

copy
+---------------+ +---------------+
I generatLon | | value I
+---------------+ +-------'-------+

Figure 4-1: Node and Arc Structures

The central notion of the Q-D algorithm is the dependency of the representational content

on the global timing clock (or the global counter for the current generation of unifications).

Any modification made to comp-arc-list, forward, or copy fields during one top-level unification

can be invalidated by one increment operation on the global timing counter. Contents of the

'Martin Emele of Univeraity of Stuttgart euggeated that a aeparate field for tcopy' may be aaved by uaing a
forwa,rd link only, aince copy link is ue€ded only wheu forward liuk is not used.

rNote that [Tomabechi, 1991a1 ured sepa^rate mark fielde for the comp-arc-list, forward, and copy; currently
however, only one generation ma.rlc ie uged for all tbree fleldg. Thankg are due to Eidehiko Matauo of Toyo
Informatiou Syatema for euggesting this.



comp-arc-list, forward and copy fields are respected only when the generation mark of the

particular node matches the current global counter value. Q-D graph unification has two kinds

of arc lists: 1) arc-list and 2) comp-arc-list. Arc-list contains the arcs that are permanent (i.e.,

ordinary graph arcs) and comp-'arc-list contains arcs that are valid only during one top-level

unification operation. The algorithm also uses two kinds of forwa.rding links, i.e-, permanent and

temporary. A permanent forwarding link is the usual forwarding link found in other algorithms

([pereira, 198b1, ffioblewski, 198d, etc). Temporary forwarding links are links that are valid

Only during one top‐ level uni,catiOn.The currency of the temporary links is determined by

matching the content of the generation fleld for the links with the global counter;if they lnatch,

C
the content of this fleld is respected4.

As in Pereir■1985!,the Q‐ D Jgorithm htt three types of nod“ 1):就Omic,2):Top5,and

3):complex.The ttomic type nodes represent atomic symbol vdleS(SuⅢ .3`Noun'),:TOp

type nodes are v=iables, and :complex type nodes are nodes that have arcs coming out of

themo Arcs are stored in the arc― list ield. The atomic valuc is also stored in the arc‐ list if

the node type is ttomic.:Top nodes succeed in uniけ ing with tty五 Ⅲ 6Ⅲd the result of

uniflcation takes the type and the value of the node with which the:Top node was unifled,

:atomic nodes succeed in unify:ng with:Top nodes or with:就 omic nodes with the same value
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dereferencingz function. Following that is the algorithm description for copying nodes and arcs

(called from unify0) while respecting the contents of comp-arc-lists.

terminal atomic valueg.
?Dereferencing ia the opetation of recuraively traveraing forwa,rding lioke to return the target node of the

forwarding (a^a preaented in discusaiong of Pereirats and Wrobleweki'o algorithma in Chapter 3).

^}lt



FUNCTION unifY'dg(dg1'dg2);
regult e catch *ith tag 'unify-fail

calling unitp(dg1'dg2) ;

iacrement *ooily-gbti'"ooot"t*; ;; etalta from 10 I

returu(reault);
END;

FUNCTION unifY0(dg1y'g2);
if '*T* = unifyl(dg1dg2); THEN

copy F copy-dg-with-comp'a'rca(dg1);
return(coPY);

END;

FUNCTION unifyl (dg1-underef,dg2-underef);

dcl * dereference-dg(dg1-underef);
alz * dereferenco'dg(dg2-underef );
lF (dgf.copY ie non-emPtY) THEN

dgl.copy r- ail; ;; cutofr uncurrent copy

IF (dg2.copY ir non-emPtY) THEN
dg2.copY - nil;

rF (dgl = dg2)DTHEN
return(t*T*);

ELSE IF (dgl.tYPe = :ToP) THEN
forwa.rd-dg(dg1,d 92 r:temPora'rY) ;

return(t*T*);
ELSE IF (dg2.tYPe = :ToP) THEN

forward- dg(dgZ,dgl r:temPorarY) ;

return(t*T*);
ELSE IF (dg1.tYPe = :atomic AND

dg2.tYPe = :atomic) THEN -^
If (dg1.arc-list = dg2.arc-li8t)10THEN

fotwa.rd-dg(dg2,dgl r:temPomrY) ;

return('*T*);
ELSE throwlrwith keyword'unify-fail;

ELSE IF (dgl.tYPe = :atomic OR
dg2.tYPe = :atomic) TIIEN
throw with keYword 'unifY'fail;

ELSE ahated <- intersectarca(dg1'dg2);
FOR EACI{ alc IN shared DO

unifYl(deathation of
the ahared a.rc for dg1,

deatination of
the gbared arc for dg2);

forwa.rd- dg(d 92,dg1 r:temporary) ;ru- -
nclw F comPlementa,rca(dg2,dg1);"
IFr{ (dg1.comp-a.rc-liet ia aon-empty) THEN

'f F lagf !"""ration = *unify-global-counter*) TIIEN
FOR. EACH arc IN new DO

puah arc to dgl.comP-arc'liat;

ELSE dgl.comP-a,rc-tis6 {- nil;
ELSE dg1. generatioo <- *unify- global-counter* I

dgl.comP-arc-liat +- newl

return ('*T*);
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END:

Gn.l,px Nons DunppERENcrNG

FUNCTION derderence-dg(dg);
forward-dest e dg.forwa.rd;
IF (forwa.rd-deet ia non-empty) THEN

IF (dg.generation = *unify-global-counter* OR,
dg.generation = 9) THEN
return(dereference-dg(forward-deat)) ;

ELSE dg.fonwa^rd r- uil;
return(dg);

ELSE return(dg);
END;

The functions Complementarcs(dg1,dg2) and Intersectarcs(dgl,dgz) return the set-difference

(the arcs with labels that exist in dg1 but not in dg2) and intersection (the arca with labels

that exist both in dgl and dg2). During the set-difference and set-intersection operations, the

content of comp-arc-lists are respected as parts of arc lists if the generation mark matches the

current value of the global timing counter. Forward(dgl, dg2, :forward-type) puts (the pointer

to) dg2 in the forward field of dg1. If the keyword in the function call is :temporary, the current

value of the *unify-global-counter* is written in the generation field of dgl. If the keyword is

:permanent, 9 is written in the generation field of dg1.15 The temporary forwarding links are

necessary to handle reentrancy and cycles. As soon as unification (at any level of recursion

through shared arcs) succeeds, a temporary forwarding link is made from dg2 to dgl (dg1 to

Eg indicateo a permanent forwardiag link.
eAs diecussed previoualy, thia represeata 'equal' in the 'eqt gense. Becauge of forwarding and cyclea, it is

possible that dgl and dg2 are'eq'.
loArc-liat containe atomic value if the node ie of type :atomic.rrCatch/thrm' conatructl i.e., immediately return to tnify-itg.
l2Thie wilt be executed only when all recursive calle into unifyl have succeeded. Otherwiae, a failure would

have caueed an i--ediate return to tnifg-dg.
rsComplementarcs(dg2,dg1) waa called before unifyl recureions in [Tomabechi, 1991a], Currently it ig relocated

to after all unifyl recurgioae euccersfully return. Thanka are due to Ma.rie Boyle of the University of Tuebingeo
for suggeating thia.

t'Thig chedt wag added after [Tomabechi, 1991a1 to avoid over-writing the comp-arc-liat whea it ig writteu
more than once within one unify0 call. Thanko are due to Peter Neuhaug of Uuiversitit Karlsruhe for reporting
this problem.

l6The q-D algorithm itseU does uot require 8ny permanent forwarding; however, the functionality ia added
becauae sotne gremma'r. reader modules tlat read the path equation apeciffcationa iato directed graph feature-
structurea use permatrent forwardiug to merge the additional gra,mmatical apeciffcatione into a graph structure.

71



dg2 if dg1 is of type :Top). Thus, during unification, a node already unified by other recursive

calls to unifyl within the same unify0 call has a temporary forwarding link from dg2 to dg1 (or

dgl to dg2). As a result, if this node becomes an input argument node, dereferencing the node

causes dgl and dgZ to become the same node and unification immediately succeeds' Thus' a

subgraph below an alrea.dy unified node will not be checked more than once even if an argument

graph has a cycle.16

Qulst-DusrnucrlvE CoPYtxc

FUNC110N∞ p■ dg‐憫 th‐∞mp‐arCS(d「 underef):

IEN                               (

newcopy.type← :atomic;

1瑞.扉胤黒世嘲ま」。bal_counter≒
dgocopy‐ newcopy;

retum(newcOpy);
BLSE IF(dgot'pe=:TOp)THEN
ncwcopy← cre■ e‐■OdC();

:ま::雷城認ま:11牌 *u」摯g10bin“ 0■
dgocopy← neWCOpyl

ret―  (newcopy);
ELSE
五議呵ッ← create―nodし ();

LTCOunte薦
new=c‐ COp■肛彎an4‐90mp~譴ClarC):                       (

IEN
出DO
IP‐ atrc);

P,3h neWarc■ tO newcopy.aT,u“ :

agocomp収llist,Ⅲ :
retun (newcOpy):

END:

庶 電 器 譜鶏懺 鮮 よl譜露零I驚富諄
'盤寵』器 1軍出l響

em“宙u耐
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FUN CTION copy-arc-8nd-conpuc(input-arc);
Iabel * iaput-arc.label;
value +- copy-dg-with-comp-a,rco(input-arc.value);
return a new arc with label and value;

END;

Let us walk through a simple uniffcation example first. What follows in the following two

pages is simple unification of two graphs dgl and dg2 which represent feature structures:

dg1

[[a s]
tb Hll

dg2
[[a I01 n]
[b r01]
[c t]l

First, topJevel unify-dg calls unifyO which in turn calls unifyl. Unify0 will perform quasi-

destructive copying operation after the top level call to unifyl successfully returns. Now top-

level unifyl finds that each of the input graphs has arcs with labels a and b (shareil). For

now we represent arcs with label a as arc-a. Then unifyl is recursively called (unifyl(2,5)).

At step two, the recursion into arc-a locally succeeds, and a temporary forwarding link with

time-stamp(n) is made from node 5 to node 2. At the third step (recursion into arc-b), by the

previous forwarding to node 2, node.5 aheady has the value .9 (by dereferencing). Theh this

unification returns a success and a temporary forwarding link with time-stamp(n) is created

from node 3 to node 2. At the fourth step, since all recursive unifications (unifyls) into shared

20I.e., the 'generationt field of the node etored in the 'copyt ffeld of the tdgt node. The algorithm descdbed
in [Tomabechi, 1991a1 uaed 'copy-malk' ffeld of 'dg'. Currentty 'generation' ffeld replaces the three ma.rk field
deecribed in the article.

2rf,e., the exiating copy of the node.
22Createg an empty node structure.
zlThis operation to aet a newly created copy node into the'copyt field of tdg'waa done after recursion into

eubgrapha in the algorithm deecription in [Tomabechi, 1991a] which was a cause of infinite recurgion with a
particula.r type of cyclee in the graph. By moving up to thia poaition from afLer the recurgion, euch a problem
can be efectively avoided. Thant<s are due to Peter Neuhauo for reporting the problem.
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arcs succeeded, top-level unifyl creates a temporary forwarding tink with time-stamp(n) from

dg2's root node 4 to dgl's root node 1, and sets axc-c (neu\ into comp-arc-list of dgl and

returns success ('1T*). At the fifth step, a copy of dgl is created respecting the content of

comp-arc-list and dereferencing the valid forward linls. This copy is returned as a result of

unification. At the last step (step six), the global timing counter is incremented (n :+ n+1).

After this operation, temporary forwarding links and comp-arc-lists with uncurrent time-stamp

(l n+f) will be ignored. Therefore, the original dgl and dg2 are recovered in constant time

without a costly reversing operation. (Also, note that recursions into shared-arcs can be done

in any order, producing the same result).



As we just saw, the algorithm itself is simple. The essential difference between our unifyl

and the previous ones such as Pereira's is that our unifyl is non-destructive. That is go because

the complementarcs(dg2,dg1) are set to the comp-arc-list of dgl and not into the arc-list of

dgl. Thus, a,s soon as we increment the global counter, the changes made to dg1 (i.e., addition

of complement arcs into comp-arc-list) vanish. As long as the generation value matches that

of the global counter, the content of the comp-arc-list ca,n be considered a pa"rt of arc-list and

therefore, dgl is the result of unification. Eence the name quasi-destructive graph unification.

In order to create a, copy for subsequent use, we only need to make a copy of dgl before we

inCrement tht global cOunter,while respeCting the cOntent Of the COmp―

::―:i1111:iski)forGThis wayl injtead of calling other unincation functions(suCh as unif

incrementally creating a, copy node during a unification, we need only to create a copy after

unification. Thus, if unification fails, no copies are made at all (as in Karttunen's scheme).

Because unification that recurses into shared arcs carries no burden of incremental copying

(i.e., it simply checks whether nodes are compatible), as the depth of unification increases

(i.e.,-as the graph gets larger) the speed-up of our method should become conspicuous if a

unification eventually fails. Since a parse that does not fail on a single unification is unrealistic,

the gain from our scheme should depend on the number of unification failures that occur during

a unification. Ag the grammar size increases, the number of failures per parse tend to increase..

and the graphs that failed get larger, and the speed-up from our algorithm should become more

apparent. Therefore, the characteristics of our algorithm seem desirable.

What follows is a sequence of examples showing the way that temporary forwarding and

comp-arc-list work to perform efficient unification. The quasi-destructive copying after uni-

fication qopies the dgls by simply following temporary forwarding pointers. Unlike Emele's

method, the temporary forwarding does not glow since there is no chronological derefencing.

0

⌒ (
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After a successful uniftcation, one increment in the global counter invalidates all changes made

to the graph.

First we will start with another simple example as shown in Figure 4-2 and' Figure 4-3. Note

that unify-dg(dg1,dg2) and unify.dg(dg2,dg1) get the same results. The result should be as in

Figure 4-4. We can see that only a minimum number of copies are created.

Figure 4-2:A■otler Simple example

Figure 4-3: At the end of time n

Now, for a bit more complicated example (Figure 4-5, Figure 4-6), but one that works in a

similar manner.

cttnp― arc― list

forurard(n)

forruard(n)

foruard(n)
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⌒ (

dg5(result)

Figure 4-4: and the result

H

Figure 4-5: A little more difficult .g)cnYnFle

And the result in Figure 4-7 
(

Now comes a difficult example. Not only might its workings be difficult to follow, it was

impossible for most past uniffcation algorithms. But if you follow the simple rule of traversing

the a.rcs, and if you find [], just forward it to the counterpart. Add the complement arcs

into comp-arc-list, and it turns out that the unification is rather straightforward in the QD

framework. We will use four figures (Figures 4-8, 4-9, &10, and a-11) to depict this one. The

first step is to forward the dezl< o ) which is [] to dSU < o > (Fig a-9).

Y

Z
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forruard(n)

cmp_arc_:ist〔
n〕

foruard(n)
iLFLLrdin〕

Figure 4-6: At the end of time n

Figure 4‐7:and the result

Then we unify dg1/<b,d>and dg2/<b,α >。 Since both are n,dg1/く ら,d>gets

forwarded to dg2/<b,d>(See the algorithm)。 Now we trNergeintO由 に‐c and unitt dg1/く C>(

and dg2/<c>.We ind that dg1/く c>iS already forwttded to dg2/<b,d>SO actually we

田ぬinifying the dg2/く b,d>With dg2/く c>。 Since dg2/く ら,d>then is n,it succeeds ttd

dg2ノ kb,a>is forwttdtd to dg2/く c>.Thij is the end Of the rここursions into the shared arcs.

Nowi“ cefiS tht cOmplementarc(dg2,dgl)therefOre,itis put into the comp‐ are― list Of dgl.ThL

is thё
:も
五d ofthe rёこurs市e ca1ls to unifyl(Figuie 4‐ 10)。

Now unifyl ietuins and uni諄 O mJヒes=copy of dgl respecting the currё nt forwarding and

dg5(result)



dgl

■
Ｊ

ｒ
ユ

(,

TI
Figure 4-8: A difficult example containing a cycle

Figure 4-9: First steP

comp-arc-list (Figure 4-11).

One final note is that when Q-D copying recurses into the arc-e of dg2 by following the

temporary forwarding links while making a copy of dg1, the top node of dg2 will not be copied

twice. This is so because when the top-level unifyl returns, the tempora^ry forwarding from

the top node of dg2 to dg1 is made, therefore, when the cyclic arc-e tries to make a copy of

the top node of dg2, it finds that the top node is already forwarded to the top node of dgl.

Since the top node of dgl was already copied at the beginning of the Q-D copying of dg1, the

already-made copy is simply returned (see the first IF in the Q-D Copying algorithm).

dgl

orШ arl〔 n〕
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dgl

a

ご

Ｐ

・

ミ
ー
ー
∴
彙
離
籍
ｅ

Figure 4'10: At the end of time n

Finally, we would like to provide the example of another cyclic graph unification (Figure 4-

12), one which we already saw in Chapter 2 (Figure 2-2). It is the unification of the cyclic

graphs which Pollard and sag once regarded as not unifiable. we already claimed that from

our definition of the subsumption relation, the unification of these graphs should be perfectly

reasonable.

we promised in chapter 1 and 2 that we would provide an algorithm that supports our

Figure 4-11: and the result

forlllarご I百,

dg3〔resu:t〕
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dg2

〔a
X01

X02

〔a

Figure 4-12:Unincation OF another cyclic Featl・ ,e structure(Figure 2‐ 2)

deinitiOn ofthe subsumptiOn and extention reiations regardless Of the e●
stence of cycles,Here,

We can see easily that the Q_D algorithm fulllls the prOmise.Actually・
you wnl probセ島ly see

that uninc■ion of these sturctures is rather tri宙
al if you f0110w the steps of Q‐D unincation

by hand.First we dO unifyl(dg1/<α
>,dg2/<α >).Since dg2/<α >is l we forward from

it tO dg1/く α>as in Figure 4-13。 Next we dO unifyl(dg1/く ら>,dg2/<b>)and this time

dg1/<b>is口 and we fOrward it tO dg2/<b>such that the result is as in Figure 4‐
14.

Figure 4-13: Putting temporary forwarding linlcs

ｄｇ．

ｌ

ｇ２

１

ｄ
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Finally, we esimply make a copy of dgl as usual.2l When we Q-D copy dg1/( a, o ) since

it is forwarded to dgzl< b > we copy the arc below which points ro dgzl<b,a )' since it

is forwarded to dgl/< o >, we can copy that node. Now we find that this node was already

copied when we traverse down the arc-a on dgl, so we simply return the copy that is already

stored in the ,copy, field of dsl/< a ). This way, we can see that unification of these feature

structures is possible and actually trivial using the Q-D scheme.

x01
x01

xoz

ａ

　

　

ａ

亡

亡

ｇ３
ｒ
ｐ
‐
‐ｈ
て

tI
x02 Figure 4-14: and the result

4,3 Discussion

Incremental copying has been accepted as an effective method of minimizing over copying and(

eliminating early copying, a3 defined by wroblewski. However, while being effective in mini-

mizing over copying (it over copies only in some special cases of convergent arcs)' incremental

copying is inefiective in eliminating early copying as we defin e it'22

iththeaametaggiogX01inthedistinctfeaturestructuregdonot
indicate the ga.me value. the tagginga x-t are oimply put in orde'r of appearalce ftom the root nodea within

one graph. Therefore, the node Xoi of dg1 ooil ooi" >ior "r 
dg3 a,re distinct nodea' Actually' as a matter of

"o"ripood*ce 
iq this ffgute, X02 of dg3 correaponde to X01 of dgl'--iiiB*1t 

copyingr will f,enceforth be ueed to refer to early copying ar defined by us'
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Incremental copying is ineffective in eliminating early copying for two reasons. First, when

incremental copying unification is performed, any copies created up to the point of failure in

the same subgraph of a shared arc will be wasted, as seen in Figure 4.15.

bopy、喘」11:“曖Jl;'pl
上
ｆ

Ｚ

ＩC

L cl toptaopdIJ
oopy

if inconsistency is f ound here
all this is wasted

Figure 4-15: Early copy of incremental scheme within the same subgraph

Second and more significantly that since the recursive calls into the shared arcs axe non-

deterministic (independent of each other), there is no way for one particular recursion into a

shared arc to know the result of future recursions into other shared arcs. Therefore, even if a

particular recursion into one arc succeeds (with minimum over copying and no early copying

in Wroblewskits sense), other arcs may eventually fail; thus the copies that are created in the

successful arcs are all wasted. Figure 4-16 shows such an example. If incremental unification

proceeds unifying the subgraphs E,X,Y, and then Z. At some deeir position of Z, if unification

failure is found, not only are nodes in Z wasted (as we saw in Figure 4-15) but all of the copying

卜

、
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created in E,X,Y will also be wasted. By structure-sharing of unmodified graphs, Kogure's and

Emele's schemes can avoid wasting the subgraph E (i.e., a complement graph), but their scheme

cannot avoid wasting X and Y (Figure 4-16). Note that this is inherent and unavoidable in

incremental schemes, since by definition, these schemes must produce copies as they proceed'

Since each recursive calls to sha^red arcs are non-deterministic, future event in other recursive

calls are not predictable. In order to avoid this problem, incremental schemes will have to delay

all copying until after entire top-level unification. This will mean that these unifications will

no longer be incremental. Thus, fully delaying copying in incremental schemes to avoid early

copying would make their control structures essentially no diferent from Q-D and reversible

(Karttunen) schemes. In other words, we can also view the Q-D scheme as a fully lazy scheme

without overhead for delaYing.

The difFerence between the Q― D scheme and the incrementalscheme becomes apparent when

the used grammar is sumciently large,"五t」ning large subgraphs which may be over‐ copied by

the incrementalsCheme.As We willsee in the data in Chapter 6,by avoiding the Early Copying,

the proposed Jttorithm rins at島 olf twice the speed of WroblewskPs卜 98η 」goЁthmo The

control structure of Our algorithm is ideitical to that of Pereira119851.HoweVer,in Pereira's

method,a result graph is represented as a Co口 binttiO■ ol the Orijnd graph(`skeleton')and

the updates tnew arCS tO be a・dded to creale the result StOred il`envilonme,t'): ThuS the result(

graph is dynamically cFeated when,Ver it iS needed. lrhiS Causes tho 10g(d)OVerhe■ d(where d

is the nlmbe1 9f n9d9'in■ gFaph)t‐9:ドsemble t,9W1919 graP卜
'V9rytil■

e the nOde is acceSSed.

In the plopoSed schette,instead Of Stolling changes to the argutte■ t grapls in the environment,

we store tho Changes in the gral)h Stlucturo them,elves (lon「

`e,tFuctively); thercfore, there
i、F■l be no overhead associated with nodO rceSSeS. We share the principle Of storing changes

in a restorable way with Ka^rttunen's[1986] reversible unification and copy graphs only after a

６

ヽ
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Suppose X, Y were successful but unification failure was f ound
somewhere in Z; then X, Y and Z until detection of failure are
wasted. Kogure and Emele avoid copying of E but X, Y, Z will be
copied and these copies are all wasted.

Figure 4-16: Unavoidable massive early copying of incremental schemes

successful unification. In the Karttunen's method, whenever a destructive change is about to

be made, the attribute value pairs23 stored in the body of the node are saved into an array.

These values are restored after the top level unification is completed. (A copy is made prior to

the restoration operation if the unification was & successful one.) Thus, in Karttunen's method,

each node in the entire argument graph that has been destructively modified must be restored

separately by retrieving the attribute values saved in an array and by resetting the values into

the dag structure skeletons. In the Q-D method, one increment to the global counter can

invalidate all the changes made to the nodes.

2ll.e., arc etructures: tlabelt and ,valuet paira in our vocabulary.
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Chapter b

Quasi-Destructive GraPh

unincation with Structure‐ Sharing

5.1 Introduction

Inthepreviouschapter,wepresentedthefollowingobservationaboutgraphunification:

Uniff.cation does not always succeed' and

Copying is an expensive operation'

Weproposedthefollowingtwoprinciplesforfastgraphunificationbasedupontheabove

observations:

e Copying should be performed only for successful uniftcations'

o lJniflcation failuree should be found as soon as poesible'

Thus, we eliminated over copying and Early copying (as defined in the previous chapter)'

In this chapter, we propose another design principle for graph unification based upon yet

another observation :
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Unmodiffed subgraphs can be shared.

At least two schemes (namely [Kogure, 1990] and [Emele, 1991]) have been proposed recently

based upon this obeervationl however, both schemes are based upon the incremental copying

scheme. As described in previous chapter, incremental copying schemes inherently suffer from

Eorly Copying, as defined in this thesis. This is because, when a unification fails, the copies that

were created up to the point of failure are wasted if copies are created incrementally. By way of

definition we would like to categorize the sharing of structures in graphs into Feature-Structure

Sharing (FS-Sharing) and Data-structure Sharing (DS-Sharing). Below are our definitions:

Feature-Structure Sharing: Two or more distinct paths within a graph share the same

subgraph by converging on the same node - equivalent to the notion of structure shari,ng

or reentroncy in linguistic theories (such as in [Poilard and Sag, lggd).

Data-Structure Sharing: Two or more distinct graphs share the same subgraph by

converging on the same node - the notion of slructure-shoring at the data structure level.

[Kogure, 1990] cails copying of such structures Reilunilant Copying.

Virtually all graph-unification algorithms support FS-sharing and some support DS-Sharing

with va"rying levels of overhead. In this chapter, we propose a scheme of graph unification

based upon a quasi-destructive graph unification method that attains DS-Sharing with virtually

no overhead for structure-sharing. Henceforth, in this thesis, structure-sharing refers to DS-

sharing unless otherwise noted. We will see that the introduction of structure-sharing to quasi-

destructive uniffcation attains another two-fold increase in run-time speed. The graphs handled

in the scheme can be any directed graph and cyclicity is handled without any algorithmic

additions.

Our design principles for achieving structure-sharing in the quasi-destructive scheme are:
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●ハLtomic and TOp■ odes can be sharedl: Atornic nodes cm be shared safely since

they never change thelr vdues. T,p nOdes can be shared'Since TOP nodes are always

forwttded to some other nodes whOn they uni与

o Complex nodes can be shared unless they are modined:complex nodes can be

considered inodifled if they are a target of the fbrwarding operation or if they received the

Current dditiOn of complement=cs(iitO Comp‐ arolist in a quasi‐ destruCtiVe scheme).

By designing an algorithm based upon these principles for structure‐
sharing while retaining

the quasi― destructiVe nature of Our algorithm,our scheme eliminates]Redundant Copying while

elimhating bothコarly Copying and Over Copying.

Figure 5‐ l shows how structure sharing in the propoSed scheme will be attained. All the

subgraphs which are not mOdifled are shtted by the result graph. In thご
subgraph where

modiflcation occurred,only the path above the rnodined node is copled and the nodes in the

ptth below the modined node are simply shared with the original graphs.h the neXt SectiOn,

■e win see how this can be done in the Q―D scheme.

ruttive cliaph」五iflcation with Strutture¨ shnring5,2 Quasi‐Dёst

In order to attain structure-sharing during Quasi-Destructive graph unification, no modification '(.

is nefes,ary fOF th0 1li'こⅢ 叫
functio■ s de,cripedinthepFevious,9,ti9n.T11,S,CtiOn lescribes

the qutti‐ dest,■ 9twe cOpy,■5wlth Struct■ 19‐
Sharing(QDSS)whiClrepl● Ce,tle on母 ■■ COpying

ヴg91ithm.sil,,v■ 1lCati。 1・ヽ 9ti°1,Tc■■■Odil,4,the 9,p lnl19乱
i。l WithO■

t Structure―

shtting can bc平Ⅲed ti■ally with the Q‐ p unincttion with stFucture,Shalng if Such aコ
破ture

ffidegarenodeathatrepreaentatomicvalues.Topuodeaarenodeethatrepreseot
va.riables.

2Ar long as the urification operation ie the only operation to modify grapha.

C
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these nodes
are newly

and arcs
created

modif:ed

Figure 5-1: Ifow Redundant Copying is Eliminated

is desired (by simply choosing different copying functions). InformallS the Q-D copying with

structure-sharing is performed in the following way. Atomic and Top nodes are shared. A

complex node is shared if no nodes below that node are changed (a node is considered changed

by being a target of forwarding or having a valid comp-arc-list). If a node is changed then

that information is passed up the graph path using a multiple-value binding facility when a

copy of the node is recursively returned. Two values are returned, the first value being the

copy (or original) node and the second value being the flag indicating whether any of the nodes

below that node (including that nodes) have been changed. Atomic and Top nodes are always

sharedl however, they are considered changed if they were targets of forwarding, such that the

'changed' information is passed up. If the complex node is a target of forwa"rding, and if no node

below that node is changed, then the original complex node is sharedl however, the 'changed'

these nodes
are shared

■
■
Ｏ
υ



information is passed up when the recursion returns. Below is the actual algorithm description

for Q'D copying with structure-sharing.

Q-D Convruc wrrn Srnuctune-Snlullc

tr. UN CTION copy-dg-with-comp'arca-ahare(dg-underef) ;

dg r- dereference.dg(dg-underef);
IF (dg.copy ia non'emPtY AND

d!.copy.generation = 
*unifpglobal-counter'f) THEN

valuea(dg.copy, :cbanged) ;!
ELSE IF (dg = dg-uuderef) THEN

copy-nodecomp:not-forwarded (d g) i
ELSE copy-nodecomp-forwa.rded(dg) ;

END;

FUN CTION coay-node-comp-not-forwa.tded(dg);
IF (dg.type = :atonic) THEN values(dg'nil);

;; refiurn original dg with 'no changet fl"g.
bf,Sp IF (dg.type = :Top) THEN valuee(dg,uil);

ELSE
IF (dg.comp-asc-liat ia noa-empty AND

dg.generation - *unify-global-countet*) THEN
newcoPy r- create-node0;
newcopY.tYPe r- :comPlexl
Dewcrpy.geueratiou <- *unify-global-counter*;

dg.*py F lewcoPY;
f'OR ALL arc IN dg.a,rc-list DO

Dewarc
' F first value of copy-a,rc'aod'comp-arc-aha're(arc);

puah newarc ioto newcopy.a,rc-liat;

FOR. ALL oomp-arc IN dg.comp-a'rc-list DO
trewaac

F ff rat value of copy- arc-and-comp-arc-ehare(comp-a'rc) ;

pueh newarc ioto newcopy.arc-liat;
dg.comP-a,rc-listr r- nil;
valuer(newcoPn:changed) ;

ELSE
etate F nil, arce r- nill
dg."oPy F dg', dg.generation<- *unify'global'counter*1

FOIL ALL arc IN dg.arc-liat DO
newa'rc,changed J copy-arc-a'nd-comP-a'rc-ahare(arc); 

5

push newa.rc into arcsl
IF (changed hae value) THEN

gtate .- changed;
IF (etate has value) THEN

newoopy r- createnode0;
newcopY.tYPe r- :comPlexl

, n$lcgPy.ganeration r- *unify-global:counter*1

ttewooPy.arc-liot r- arcal

dg."oPy {- newcoPy;
' valuea(newcoPY,:changed);

ELSE dg.*PY <- ni\ ;;reaet coPY ffeld

valuea(dg,nil);
END;
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FUN CTION copy-node-comp-forwa,rded(dg);
IF (dg.type = :atomic) THEN valuea(dg,:changed);
11 return original dg with 'changedt flag.
ELSE IF (dg.type = :Top) THEN valuea(dg,:changed);
ELSE

fF (dg.comp-arc-list ia non-empty AND
dg.generation = *udfy-global-counter*) THEN
newcopy F cteate-node0;
newcopy.type + :complexl
newcopy.generation +- *unify-global-counter*1

dg.copy.- newoopy;
FOR ALL arc IN dg.arc-liat DO

IlgwaSc
r- ff rgt value of copy-a,rc-an d-comp-arc-ehare(arc) ;

puah newa.rc into newcopy.a,rc-liet;
FOR ALL oomp-arc IN dg.comp-arc-liat DO

Dewa.tc
+- ffret value of

copy-arc-atrd-comp- arc-ahare(comp-arc) ;
puah newarc into newcopy.arc-liatl

dg.comp-arc-liat +- nil;
valuea (newcopy, :changed ) ;

ELSE
state {- nil, a.rca +- fi1;
dg.copy * dg, dg.generation t- *unify-global-counter*1
FOR, ALL arc fN dg.arcJiat DO

newarcrchanged +- capy-61c-and-comp-arc-ahare(arc);
puah newarc into a,rcal

IF (changed has value) THEN
Etate r- changed;

IF (atate has value) THEN
DewcoPY * create-uodeO;
newcopy.type {- :comPIeK;
newcoPy.generation * *unify-global-counter*1

nercopy.arc-liat +- a36s1

dg.coPY r- newcopli
valuee (newcopy, :changed) ;

ELSE dg.co'py r- ait;
values(dg,changed); ;1 conaidered changed

END;

F UNCTIO N copy-arc-and-comp-arc-Ehare(input-arc);
destination,changed

F- copy-dg-with-compa.rcs-ohare(input-arc.value) 
;IF (changed haa value) THEN

label e input-a.rc.label;
value +- deotination;

__ Srlues(a rrew arc with label and value,:changed);
ELSE valuea(input-a,rc,nil); 

11 return original arc



END;

Let us review a few examples. Figure 5-2 represents a unification between two graphs, each

containing large subgraphs (shown as triangles).

Figure 5-2: A simple input s)csyniile with large subgraphs

The e-D algorithm without structure sharing described in the previous chapter would copy

these subgraphs. Eowever, with the introduction of the structure-sharing scheme, only one

node (i.e, the top node of the result graph dg3) and only two arcs (arc-a and arc-b) are copied

(Figure E-3). The subgraphs dgl/< b > and dgzl<a ) are not copied at all since there was

no modification in these subgraphs. Therefore, the original top nodes of the subgraphs are

directly pointed to by the newly created arcs arc-a and arc-b for dg3. ,The arcs arc-a and arc-b

are copied since the top nodes of the subgraphs were tg.rgets of forwarding; therefore, :changed

information is passed up. In our algorithm, if a complex node is a target of forwarding although

no copies are made of that node; it is considered modified and the arcs and nodes above that

node are copied. Therefore, there will be one copy node, the top node of dg3, and two new arcs

pointing to the original nodes created in this unification.

We would like to provide one more example of Q-D structure-sharing (QDS). This one is

nction.Inouralgorithm,twovalueearereturued.Thefirstvalue
ie the reeult of copying, and the second value is a flag indicating if there w88 any modification to the noile or to

any ofits deacendanta.
iTempora,rily aet copy of the dg to be itself.
ottoltiplo.,joe-bioa ca[. Thehrat value ie bouud to tnewalct, alld the eecond value ie bound to tchanged'.
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dgl dg2

Figure 5-3: The result of e-D with structure-sharing (eDs)

bit more complicated (Figure E-4).

First, Q-D unification is performed on the input graphs, as we already learned in the previous

chapter putting temporary forwarding links and a comp-arc-list (Figure s-b).

Now, after Q-D unification we do the QDS Copying (Figure 5-6). The top node dg3 will be

created since changes below will return the :changed flag upwards when recursive unification

returns. The arc-e is not copied at all since there was no change and therefore, the entire arc-e

is simply put in arc-list of dg3. dgL./<a ) is not copied but the arc a of dgl is copied since it

is the target of forwarding. By the same token dsz/< b > is not copied but the arc-b of dg2 is

copied. This wa$ only one node (i.e., the root of dg3) and two arcs (a and b) are created to

produce the result graph as seen in the figure.

The following two figures (Figures 5-7, 5-8) show the similar structure-sha^ring. First tempo-

rary forwarding is performed after successful unifications (Figure 5-7). Then this time because

dg3 (result)
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