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It6 & Mester (2016) : ARFBOERBR 7 7> MBI DWW T DO

WREBDHNRBOSHEBIE 2 (A5 231EH)

SiEEE Bl | EEEE el
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It & Mester (2016) TIREINZVF > (#0012 )

MT LexFr NoLAPSE MiNnWbACcc
|
NoNFIN(0o)

WSP FrBmv

\

InTFT NonNFIN(FT")

WbpAcc

PARSE-of

RiGgHTMOST



Z (2017) - EEB+ARBOEBLRT 7Y NIZDODWTODT

WRERBEEZDSZEES 1283 ; 1~4 T— 5 DEHEE)

SHEEE 3P | SRBE B0 | ERBE EA
L) A | (LL) E | (H#H) =0
(H) E | (L4l BT | (H#LL) =
(LL#L  Fef® | (L#LL) Tk | (LL#H) 823
(H)y#L B3 | (L#H)  As¢ | (LL#LL) IMmE

SHREDSHEBEZEH D& 2Bl 3,
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SOOBESCE 2 (2017) TRES NI VF V74 (FI0 14 @)

LeExFT
|
NoNFIN(L)
|
MorFT
|
NoNFIN(o) NOLAPSE MT
WSP FrBin MINWDAcCC
|
RigHETMOST INITFT NoNFIN(FT)
WbpAcc
|
PARSE-o

D ERIARERE Y TO—IC DLW TIAEFESRI L,
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SORFRED - NILF LA

five-level grammar model® (Boersma & van Leussen, 2016)

‘meaning’

l o lexical-semantic constraints

{morphemes ) -------- morphosyntactic constraints
i lexical-phonological constraints

|underlying form |

1 faithfulness constraints

| surface form | """"" structural constraints
1 cue constraints

[phonetic form ] 2 articulatory constraints

SApoussidou (2007) I\, [phonetic form] @ Z & % [overt form] (OF) & ML,
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BREBICHITERE  BRERTY /Y MDD

UF ——————- | ooo | ------- HENER
o] H— Rl A— BEIER. 7y MER. 7oty MERS
OF ——————. [o/o0 ] ----—- EHEB®R. 7Y MER

b5 3 DDIBEWH I 72354, full structural description & E 5,
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Error-Driven Constraint Demotion

EDCD (Tesar & Smolensky, 2000)

Require: A set positive-data of grammatical structural descriptions, and a
constraint hierarchy J¢-start

1: EDCD (positive-data, F-start)
2: H + H-start
3: for each description winner in positive-data do
4: repeat
5: uf < the underlying form of winner
6: loser < the optimal description of uf, using
T if loser is not identical to winner then
8: md < (marks(loser),marks(winner))
9: md-canceled < Mark_Cancelation(md)
10: A -new < Constraint_Demotion(md-canceled, 7€)
11: FC «— FC-new
12: end if
13:  until loser is identical to winner
14: end for

15: return 7

8=
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b. v &2 ) o
el -

| EGEEGIRECEIEEY
a. || o «
b. wv {RFH2 £

—9—



HERICINER T B (full structural description B'5 2 5N izi5H)
NEBRT—FIEDETED

HBEOZER—IAZKBRLU TR
OEDNY T —2 3= ERBATERW
EERMENEL 2BE. NERENAKIBICEETLES

"Tesar & Smolensky (2000) (& OF DH%ZEAHE Uiz 124 BOBESHEICH LT, 2
BENENZNOBENY—VEZBR/TEZINESMNCDOWTEDCD/RIF TYZal—
TaVETOER. T5BUNBETEAN >c & WD (IR = 60%).

—10—



Gradual Learning Algorithm

Stochastic OT ICED K EZF 7 /)L T') X L (Boersma, 1997, 1999;
Boersma & Hayes, 2001)

VX VIR TR, ERNTH S
EVAL Wil / « X252, HHOEZ —RKNICELIE3 8
X5 : I DEDZAL (Boersma & Hayes, 2001)

a. Common result: C; 3> C;

PG o P
({ L )
strict lax
b. Rare result: C; 3> C;
C, P % G
( — )
strict lax

SEDZALIXIER D% (1 = ranking value, o = evaluation noise) ICH£ >,
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FREBEOTMAZRD ANTWNS?
Hl# 1 wR2 | K3 | HK4
100—99 | 9695 | 90—89 | 86+-85

a. w &1 — * # — %
b. v &2 * — Fx —

EBRIENHE S BE. EDCD &£ D IEREAFW 10

SRR & BARDIZE (BN ZENE) & plasticity (learning rate; ¢) IcED <,
1°Boersma (2003) i& Tesar & Smolensky (2000) TERAENcTF—FICXH LT
GLARIP TYXal—Y3>Z{TocfER. 70%6DYCRENE SN ERELTWS,
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Robust Interpretive Parsing

7w MEBRD & 5B ERNZIER (hidden structure) Z 9 578
D7 )LV X L (Tesar & Smolensky, 2000)

Perception: OF — SF (Apoussidou, 2007)

underlying
[eXeXo]|

recognition

perceived
structure

/(6 6) o/

virtual
production

produced
structure

/(6 o) o/

error defgCtion

overt input
[c6 0]

—13—



Perception (RIP) in OT'" (Apoussidou, 2007) :

Input: [o0’o] | AFL | AFR | TROCHAIC | IamBIC |
a. Jo(c)a/ [od'a] | ! *
b. wgp [(00')o/ [00'0] * *
C. Ja(d'a)/ [oa’a] || *! *

" Apoussidou (2007) I Tesar & Smolensky (2000) H'\f&E - 1= #IFIBEZ FIB L THI &2
FTWs, BEHDERZ TICRT !
AFL: The left edge of a foot is aligned with the left edge of a word.
AFR: The right edge of a foot is aligned with the right edge of a word.
TROCHAIC: The leftmost syllable in a foot is the head syllable.
IamBIC: The rightmost syllable in a foot is the head syllable.

—14—



Recognition'?: SF — UF (Apoussidou, 2007)
Virtual Production: UF — SF (Apoussidou, 2007)

underlying
o ool

virtual
production

Structure
/(6 6) o/

perception

overt input
[o 6 0]

error detection

structure
/(6 ©) o/

RERNRT 7y NEERS fcs, SEIEZ DOBEE BB (trivial) SIRET 3.
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Virtually Producing |coo| (Apoussidou, 2007) :

| Input: |ooo| | AFL | AFR | TROCHAIC | IaMBIC |
a. looa|lo(c")al [oo'a] || *! *
b. (=gip) |ooo|/(cd)ol [o00] * *!
C. looa|lo(c’o) [oo'a] || *! *
d.  wyp |ooo|/(d'0)ol [0'00] * *
e. looa|lo(cd’) [ood’] || *! *
f. loaa| (c")oal [0'a0] sex|
g. looa| loa(d’) [ooa’] | *lx

—16—



Error Detection: syp < sgip (Apoussidou, 2007)
wyp = ERp | FENFELZL
wyp £ &pp | PRIV ILICES, XEZHAET S

underlying
[eXeX¢]

perceived
Structure

/(6 6) o/

production

perception

produced
structure

/(6 o) o/

error detection

overt input
[6 6 0]
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2 L—3 3 : Surface Form ZAH & LB E

fFE9 %Y 7 b : Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2016, Version
6.0.19)
T—% BABEZBRONREBOBRERT7 7Y N

(TRTT7 Y NEBIPRADNSHEHREINTWEHDT, G5 321E)

L) (LL) (L)#L (H) (L#(LL)  (LL)#L

(H)#L  (L#(H)  (LL#(LL)  (H)#(LL) (LL)#H)  (H)#(H)

(L'L)L (H’)L (LYH (LL)(LL) (H)(LL) (L'L)H

LH)L  (LL)(LL)L (LL)L(L’L)L (LL)(LL)}(L'L)L (H)L(L’L)L (H)}H)L

(H(L)H LLLH (H)H L(H)(LL) (H)H (LL)+(H)

(H)+(H)  (LL)+(L)

INTA—=%

7yvI7TF—=KNIL=I)L FHE/AX #WEDe D cEDERTEH < DR=E Go FEE

EDCD 0 1.0 1 1,000 R All100 20 A

Symmetric all (GLA) 2.0 1.0 4 10,000 0.1 All100 20 A
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4% : EDCD @14 (Input = SF)

2BIRLTWS (IEEX = 100%)

2/ —UhERIND
Linguistic Analysis (Pr,A, 10 A)

GRS &
LexF1, MT, MINWDACCc, NOLAPSE, RicHT™MOST 100
NonFIN(L) 99
MoRrFT 98
NoNFIN(o) 97
FrBIN, WSP 96
INITET, NONFIN(FT?) 95
WbDAcc 94

PARSE-o 93
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Ranking Value

Constraints
1004
= | EXFT
e MT

=== NOLAPSE

= MiNWDAcc

98 1
RIGHTMOST

NonFin(L)
=== MoRFT
= NoNFIN(SyLL)
WSP
FTBIN

96

= |NITFT
= = NonFIN(FT')
=== \WDAcC

94 1

= = PSvwL

0 250 500 750 1000
Input Data

=

1: Ranking Dynamics (EDCD, input = SF)
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Crucial Ties (Pct, 10 A)
2O EDESHPERUZ VIVICESE. TNOSDERHZXEEHT
Aok U, BB 1 DDHWOLSICEDIFESARNSTI—

8 A I NONFIN(FT’) = FTBIN. WDACC = INITFT
2 A : NoNFIN(L) = LEXFT. MORFT = NONFIN(L)

GHlES B
LeExFT, MT, MINWDAcc, NoLAPSE, RicHT™MOST 100
NonFIN(L) 99
MorFT 98
NoNFIN(0) 97
FrBIN, NONFIN(FT’), WSP 96
INiTFT, WDACC 95

PARSE-o 94

21—



Per OB & |LLLL| [£&1F % IniTFT & WDAcc D%

N
o S <
s @vo & & @G\Q& \%\é\é &6 S
< N N Qig g < $ < Q K Y*Q &
5 S G F ST F S SO F
[LLLL] romr | S > ) <Y ®‘$°‘ + | %Q‘ DR ‘@‘@ | <7
a. = /(LL)(LLY Lo R L
b. /LY . s

Crucial Ties [FZYMEMNXRIFTTH D, FNZXFIT 2 DAL
72\ (Apoussidou, 2007; McCarthy, 2008)

—20—



&R . GLADHZE (Input = SF)

2BPERLTWS (INRE = 100%)
Linguistic Analysis (Ppa, 20 A)

Gk 18 %9 =
LEXFT 150.062 | FTBIN 124.642
NoNFIN(L) 143.222 | RIGHTMOST 121.131
MoRrFT 137.33 | NonFIN(FT’) 118.79
MINWDAcc 133.222 | INITFT 118.3
NOLAPSE 131.353 | WSP 115.076
MT 130.699 | WpAcc 111.587
NonNFiIN(o)  130.146 | PARSE-o 105.669

ER e BREL TT—HMERICEI S

BEH DR EL. T7—DOHEBHRE->TWVL

23—



150 4

140+

=y

w

o
L

Ranking Value
5

1104

1004

Constraints

== L EXFT

« e MT

=== NOLAPSE

= MiNWDAcc

- RIGHTMOST
NoNFIN(L)
=== MoRFT
= = NoNFIN(SYLL)
WSP
FTBIN

= |NITFT

= = NonFIN(FT')

=== \WDAcC

= = PSvwL

10000 20000 30000 40000
Input Data

2: Ranking Dynamics (GLA, input = SF)
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/77
111

2L—¥3Y :OvertForm Z A& UIciBE

T—% HAEBEERUAKEOEBBELR 77 B
(PO EYNEBOHATH>T. 7V MNMEERIEENTLAEWN)

L LL L#L H L#LL LCL#L
H#L L#H LL#LL  H#LL LL#H  H#H
LLL HL LH LLLL HLL LLH

LHL LLCLL LLLLPLL LLLLELL HLLLL HHL
HU'H LULH LHH LHLL HH LL+H
H+H LL+L

BERRIEANE U 261 ¢ [LLL] — AL'L)L/? /(L) (LL)/?

INTX—4 B T7ILTI)VXLEUTRIPZMZICO%ZRKRE.
FHNDINTA—FIESFEADNE LB ERD

05—



R UNEREKRE—FHXCDWNT

EDCD/RIP & GLA/RIP D EE5BINEKRTERM > I
(IXHRZE = 0%)

ANT—=FDT7 7> hBIED—EEK (accuracy rate)

ZLIVXL FEER FHE BFRE PRE RIME BAE EFE RE

EDCD/RIP 20 0.89 0.15 0.98 0.5 0.98 -1.14 0.06
GLA/RIP 20 0.92 0.01 0.92 0.92 094 1.76 0.06

WEDO—HROBICHERBENHBN >
(Mann—Whitney @ U RR%E : U = 157.5, p = .245 > .05)

EDCD/RIP (& GLA/RIP & D piHvKE LY

—26—



4% : EDCD/RIF ®#8% (Input = OF)

2\ —UhEBRIND
NONFIN(FT’), INI'TFT > FTBIN (Pxp(er), 1rp, 12 A, —EEK

98.4%HiI1%)
GRS (B
INITET, LEXFT, MT, MINWDACC, NONFIN(FT’), NOLAPSE, RicuT™MOST 100
NoNFIN(L) 99
MorFT 98
NonNFIN(o) 97
WSP 96
FrBIN 94
WbpAcc 93

PARSE-o 92

—27—



ABADLLLH r7Lux—, DIFE. FEIE S

O o8 <
SEIN O o
YL » ©O 8 \O
RIS S
e SESESTE T s S
ILLLH] monees || S5 8 7 8 29 <81 ) <0 ) <0 @7 <Y ) )0
a. /L(L'L)H/ w1 I I I I I * Es
b. w /(L)(LLH/ I A . | .
c. w /LL)(L)H I A v | = .

—28—



Slump (Peg,ps, kv, wal, 8 A)

FTBIN, PARSE-o, RIGHTMOST, WDACC DEMNERX T 2 D HUEFHIY
ZFHEHEIBENO—BEOITNHIKREL, BHEWLWDEDIE50%0LHEL

GRS [E
INITFT, LEXFT, MT, MINWDACC, MORFT, NONFIN(FT’), NoLAPSE, WSP 100
NoNFIN(L), NoNFIN(o) 99
FTBIN, PARSE-0 -216
RicHTMOST -224
WpAcc

-225

—29—



Ranking Value

100

-100

-200

500
Input Data

—30-

Constraints
= LEXFT
= = MT
=== NoLAPSE
= MINWDAcc
RiGHTMOST
NoNFIN(L)
=== MoRFT
= NoNFIN(SyLL)
WSP
FTBIN
= |NITFT
= = NonFIN(FT')
=== \WDAcCC
= = PSviL

3: Ranking Dynamics (EDCD/RIP, Prg, ps, rMm, wal)



&R : GLA/RIF D355

MoRFT > NoNFIN(L) & INITET, NONFIN(FT’) > FTBIN

(Input = OF)

(Pyr, npEny, rt) KB U TWBEBENKEZH

GHlE {(El e {(El
MorFT 136.163 | FTBIN 123.591
MINWDAcc  133.747 | LEXFT 122.749
NOLAPSE 129.436 | RicurmosT 121.065
MT 129.146 | WDACC 118.307
NONFIN(o) 128.826 | PARSE-o 113.715
NonNFIN(FT’) 126.428 | NONFIN(L) 89.785
INITF'T 124.248 | WSP 59.949

ILLLH| T IZ3 U T/HL)(LL)H/ & /(LL) (L) H/ DT AN RE TS & 4
frah. EHDE%T“
HAL| v, (@/(H)#(L)/. |LL#L| es (Z/(LL#(L) EZNEBNDTS N

TLFES

Ins

31—



1204

1004

Ranking Value

80

60 4

Constraints
— LexF1
- MT
—— NoLapse
-+ MINWDACC
RiGHTMOST
NoNFIN(L)
— MorFT
-+ NOoNFIN(SYLL)
WSP
FTBIN
— IniTFT
-+ NoNFIN(FT')
— WbAcc
-+ PSyLL

4: Ranking Dynamics (GLA/RIP, Pyip, np ey, 171)



150 4

125+

Ranking Value
g

754

504

Constraints
— LexF1
- MT
—— NoLapse
-+ MINWDACC
RiGHTMOST
NoNFIN(L)
— MorFT
-+ NOoNFIN(SYLL)
WSP
FTBIN
— IniTFT
-+ NoNFIN(FT')
— WbAcc
-+ PSyLL

5: Ranking Dynamics (GLA/RIP, Pyip, np(r), 171, € = 1)



Robust Interpretive Parsing [cX3 9 2 BE R

RIP OfEIRER (Jarosz, 2013) :
& > fo 3UEIC K B ##4T (parsing with a losing grammar)
fRT—EHICH TSI XY v F (the parsing—production mismatch)
fiRiREE 13 (Jarosz, 2013) :

Resampling Robust Interpretive Parsing (RRIP)
Expected Interpretive Parsing (EIP)

BZns @7 LT XLRHERNZERZFRT 2RELNH Z7cH. LIEEY >
FrUTILTUX L% GLA ICBREL THEAT %,

—34—



GLA/RIP

Robust Interpretive Parsing for GLA™

Require: Initialised Stochastic Grammar Gg
1: for din D do
2:  Sample G’ ~ G;

3:  Parse + RIPq/(d) ®

4:  Input < uf(Parse)

5. Output + Optimiseq (Input) '®

6: if Output # Parse then

e Git1 < Update(G,, Parse, Output)

8: end if

9: end for

“Boersma (2003) IC & > TEAICARILE . Jarosz (2013) IC & > TEES hiz,
®Perception (Apoussidou, 2007) IcZ L W\, (p.13)
'8Vitual Production (Apoussidou, 2007) I2Z L W\, (p.15)

—35—



[B1& > 1 3OEIC & 2 AT

Reformulated Robust Interpretive Parsing for GLA (Jarosz, 2013)

Require: Initialised Stochastic Grammar Gg
1: for din D do
2:  Sample G’ ~ G;

3:  Input < uf(d)

4 Output < Optimisegs (Input)

5:  if overt(Output) # d then

6: Parse < RIPq/(d)

7 Git1 < Update(G,, Parse, Output)

8 end if

9: end for

IRE 1 : B& > fo3UEIT & DR ¢

ATV 7B DESBA—HIREHS NIRRT, 2EER G 1HE
EoTWbZEilg/pokicdMbhsd, KRELTGE ZAWT
ATv76DRIPZ{TSEWSHE

—36—



[EE 1 DB

d: [oo’0]
Go:A>>B>>C

Sample G’ ~ Go
G:B>>A>>C

Input + uf(d)
Input: |ooo|

Output « Optimisec’ (Input)
Output: /(0’0)o/

overt(Output) = d

TRUE

Parse + RIPc(d)

[ G1 « Update(Go, Parse, Output) ]

37—



Resampling RIP (RRIP)

Resampling Robust Interpretive Parsing for GLA (Jarosz, 2013)

Require: Initialised Stochastic Grammar Gg
1: for din D do
2:  Sample G’ ~ G;
Input « uf(d)
Output + Optimiseg: (Input)
if overt(Output) # d then
Sample G’ ~ G;
Parse + RIPq (d)
Git1 < Update(G,, Parse, Output)
9: end if
10: end for

38—



ME2  BIT-ERICEITEIRAYYF

R-EHICBITZI AT Y F !

BRI IR DBHEICE T DEHDOHERZIEL K RIRTE TLRL

Gaf=E]

Jarosz (2013) Ol (L : EHDIHZE ; T BADIHE

|LLL|

300

ALLFT-L |

ALLFT-R
300

TROCHAIC
200

IAMBIC
100

Lo

*

(L)

*

IL(L'L)/

*

Qlolo|e

IL(LL)/

*

l

[LLL]

[ ALFrL

ALLFT-R

TROCHAIC

IAmMBIC

b.

I

*

*

IL(LLY/

*

—39—




Expected Interpretive Parsing (EIP)

Expected Interpretive Parsing for GLA (Jarosz, 2013)

Require: Initialised Stochastic Grammar Gg
1: for din D do
2:  Sample G' ~ G;

3:  Input < uf(d)

4:  Output < Optimiseg: (Input)

5:  if overt(Output) # d then

6: Parse ~ P(parse | G, d)"’

T Git1 < Update(G,, Parse, Output)
8: end if

9: end for

TEEOBEICEWTIE. YUYy U YIS ORKREHEZ 1000 BICHRELTWS,

—40-



Expected Interpretive Parsing (EIP)

d: [oo’0]
Go:A>>B>>C

Sample G’ ~ Go

Input + uf(d
Input: |ooo|

[ Output + Optimisea (Input) J

overt(Output) = d

FALSE

Parse + RIPc'(d)

[ G1 + Update(Go, Parse, Output) ]

—41—



R UNEREKRE—FHXCDWNT

GLA/RRIP : 2 AR L TWS (GRS = 10%)
GLA/EIP : 2BIGELTWS (INFEZEK = 100%)

— 5 -

ZILIVZL FEER THE BERE TRE &IME XE

XE

EDCD/RIP 20 0.89 0.15 0.98 0.5 0.98

GLA/RIP 20 0.92 0.01 0.92 0.92 0.94
GLA/RRIP 20 0.94 0.02 0.94 0.94 1
GLA/EIP 20 1 0 1 1 1

0.06
0.06
4.3

GLA/RIP - RRIP - EIP O—&XDBICERRENRE S hic

(Kruskal-Wallis 87 : H = 48.627, p < .00)

ZELE (Bonferroni &) : EWCHEBEMNH 3D2DR7 EDH

p < .00)

—42—



&R : GLA/RRIP O5&

3 —UHEREINS

Pra 2A)

GIES) & GRS &
LexFT 148.107 | RIGHTMOST 123.322
NoNFIN(L)  142.119 | FTBIN 122.819
MoRrFT 135.725 | NoNFIN(FT’) 122.584
MINWDAcc 131.784 | INITFT 119.244
NOLAPSE 129.611 | WpAcCC 113.75
NoNFIN(o) 129.207 | WSP 110.912
MT 128.947 | PARSE-o 104.891

—43—



Ranking Value

150 4

140 4

-

w

o
1

e

N

o
1

1104

100 4

Constraints

— LexFt
- MT

—— NoLApPse

-+~ MINWDAcc

RIGHTMOST

NonFIN(L)

— MorFT

-+ NoNFIN(SyLL)
WSP
FTBIN

— IniTFT
-+ NonFIN(FT')
— WbAcc

<o PSyLL

10000 20000 30000 40000
Input Data

6: Ranking Dynamics (GLA/RRIP, Py,)
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MoRFT > NoNFIN(L) ; NoNFIN(FT’) > FTBIN
(Pue, xe@Ey 17 A)

bS] & GHIED) &
MorFT 131.534 | FTBIN 118.481
MINWDACC 129.602 | INITFT 115.729
MT 125.045 | RigaTmosT 113.597
NOLAPSE 124.742 | WpDAcc 110.569
NoNFIN(0) 124.289 | PARSE-0 102.639
LexFT 121.324 | NoNFIN(L) 99.609
NonFIN(FT’) 120.631 | WSP 66.32

GLA/RIP D & = t ﬂﬁ% Z. MORFT > NoNFIN(L) IZ& 2 T,
|H#L| v, —/(H)#(L)/. |LL#L| ram —/(LL)#(L)/

—45—



120+

Ranking Value
g

80

Constraints
— LexF1
- MT
—— NoLapse
-+ MINWDACC
RiGHTMOST
NoNFIN(L)
— MorFT
-+ NOoNFIN(SYLL)
WSP
FTBIN
— IniTFT
-+ NoNFIN(FT')
— WbAcc
-+ PSyLL

7. Ranking Dynamics (GLA/RRIP,Pyip, nw(r/y1)



FTBIN > NONFIN(¢), NOLAPSE, MT (Pppt, 1 A)

bS] [ b ([El
LEXFT 149.702 | RIGHTMOST 127.333
NoNFIN(L) 142.968 | MT 12717
FTBIN 142.261 | INITEFT 123.239
MorFT 138.2 NonNFIN(FT") 122.541
MiINWDAcc 136.137 | WDAcCC 119.591
NonNFiN(o)  132.807 | PARSE-o 118.273
NoOLAPSE 132.223 | WSP 114.567

FrBiNn > MT Ic &> T,
|[HLH| r5>7—, —=/(H'L)H/

ILH| 7>, —/(LH)/\

—47—



f&R : GLA/EIP D355

2N\ —UhER=ND (EBIR)
Pra (12 A ; ERBRISERE)
NONFIN(FT’) > FTBIN (Pxp@ )4, 8 A)

9 [ 9 [E
LexFT 148.321 | NoNFIN(FT’) 123.019
NonNFIN(L)  141.101 | RIGHTMOST 123.01
MorFT 134.846 | FTBIN 122.245
MINWDAcc 133.312 | INITEFT 118.603
MT 130.112 | WSP 113.195
NOLAPSE 130.032 | WpAcc 113.016
NoNFIN(g)  127.906 | PARSE-o 106.211

NoNFIN(FT’) > FTBIN IC & > T |LL| ey, =/(L)L/
Pra OFBERFIZ 2= —Y 3V ORBENMEI S TITED
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150 4

1404

-

w

o
1

Ranking Value
S

1104

1004

Constraints

— LexFt

- MT

—— NoLApPse

-+~ MINWDAcc

RIGHTMOST

NoNFIN(L)

— MorFT

-+ NOoNFIN(SYLL)
WSP
FTBIN

— IniTFT
-+ NonFIN(FT')
— WbAcc

<o PSyLL

10000 20000 30000 40000
Input Data

8: Ranking Dynamics (GLA/EIP, Pxgri)t)
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160 1

1404

Ranking Value
5

1004

Constraints
— LexF1
- MT
—— NoLapse
-+ MINWDACC
RiGHTMOST

NoNFIN(L)

— MorFT
-+ NOoNFIN(SYLL)
WSP
FTBIN
— IniTFT
-+ NoNFIN(FT')
— WbAcc

<o PSyu

10000 20000 30000 40000
Input Data

9: Ranking Dynamics (GLA/EIP, Pxp(pryy, € = 1)
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K&

SFZ AN & ULTcHE. EDCD/RIP 6 GLA/RIP HE£(ICYPER L fc
OF ZAHh & LIIHZR. EE5BPERTERM ST
GLA/EIP DZBENOF Z AA & LIHBETOHREICPR U

FILTVZXLDEWCK > TRRED/INY—VHEDD, PERU K
EPR U B> TeFICR SN 5 HIDEDRRRZL (Ranking
Dynamics) D/XY —> HR13 %

% (2017) TRESNLIVF VIV FEHRICRZZD. T THEE
FIEETH D
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SEROFRE

RGA=IROTZYTTF—RMIL=IL :

% [ali&EIC Apoussidou (2007) Ic Lfzht> T, FFZILTY XLD/K
TA—=HFDEREZITo>Ieh

INTA—=% (FHli/ A AP ec/rE) DEDEIICE>T, ZILTY
ZLDUIEENE D B[RS ZE X 515 (Jarosz, 2013)

Symmetric all FFFEDZ Y F V7D —ICENWTIES F YR
T30 18(Pater, 2005)

BMagri (2012) & GLA ICER U e F 7 v 77— ML—ILERELTWS,
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LF¥>aAyvnREAHEN -

HEDZE. UF OFEHMTIE non-trivial T3H 571z,
XEELFYAVHAZRBICEE TESZILTYXLDRED
FEF—I0RH EIEE -
SEIFITRTOEBBEEZHEFICEFTEICEZ TWEDN,
SORENBRT—IDH D ICTZ2RENH S

9Zuraw (2000) HMEZE U 1 Listedness & WS IEIZEZFBTE ZM. SHEND GO EM
IcBbonsd, £, Apoussidou (2007) H'12ZE L 7z Lexical constraints H'd %%, #l#Y
ELTOERENEDND,

D1 0. FHRNKKERTZLSREEBELRE,
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