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Abstract

This paper describes a method building
UD Treebank of Estonian Web Language
from scratch. First, the texts were parsed
using Estonian CG parser and the parser
output was manually checked by two hu-
man annotators. After that, the CG annota-
tions were converted into UD annotations
by means of CG rules and external scripts.
Apart from providing a detailed overview
of this method, the paper also discusses
benefits and limitations of this approach.

1 Introduction

This contribution reports on a project of building
a preliminary version of the UD Treebank of Esto-
nian Web Language (EWTB) and lessons learnt in
the course of this effort.

Universal Dependencies (UD) is an open com-
munity effort to create cross-linguistically con-
sistent treebank annotation for many languages
within a dependency-based lexicalist framework
(Nivre et al., 2016).

As the Estonian UD Treebank (EDTB) has been
part of the UD treebank collection since its Ver-
sion 1.2 (Muischnek et al., 2014b), the corpus of
web language has been included since Version 2.4.
The main Estonian UD Treebank contains 30,723
trees, 434,245 tokens. EDTBs texts represent the
“classical” genres of written language: fiction,
newspaper and scientific texts. EWTB (1660 trees,
27,000 tokens) includes a small sample of texts
from the corpus Estonian Web 2013.

The main aim of the UD effort is to facilitate
developing better parsing techniques and better
parsers. By “better” one also bears in mind bet-
ter coverage of texts that are “out there” and need
to be parsed for practical purposes. These texts in-
clude also the user-generated internet content con-
taining a large variety of genres, differing from the

normed language usage of the “classical” texts and
also from each other in orthography, lexicon and
even in the preferred syntactic structures. So we
are extending the coverage of Estonian UD and as
a pilot project we have annotated a small collec-
tion of web texts and published it as a UD Tree-
bank of Estonian Web Language (EWTB) in UD
Version 2.4.

In the UD repository different internet genres
(blogs, web, social, reviews) are distinguished. Of
those, EWTB contains blogs, social (forum posts)
and other web texts, but no reviews.

2 UD Treebank of Estonian Web
Language (EWTB)

EWTB includes a small sample of texts from the
corpus Estonian Web 20131. Estonian Web 2013
belongs to the so-called Ten-Ten corpus family.
The texts have been crawled from the web, cleaned
from non-textual material, tokenized and analysed
morphologically (lemmatized). The same tools
were used for tokenizing and lemmatizing classi-
cal written texts and more informal web texts, so
the quality of the original morphological analysis
was not reliable. Thus we preserved the tokeniza-
tion but created new morphological annotation, in-
cluding lemmas.

The creation of EWTB proceeded in two steps.
First, the texts were annotated using the Esto-
nian Constraint Grammar annotation scheme for
morphological analysis and dependency parsing
(Muischnek et al., 2014a). The annotation stan-
dard was the same as used for annotating the Es-
tonian Dependency Treebank (Muischnek et al.,
2014b), but one additional syntactic label has been
introduced, namely that of discourse particle. The
initial annotations were created using the Con-
straint Grammar parser for Estonian and the parser
output was manually checked by two human anno-
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tators. The preliminary Constraint Grammar style
treebank of web texts is described by Särg et al.
(2018).

The CG annotations were converted into UD an-
notations by means of Constraint Grammar rules.
The conversion rules and conversion process are
discussed in detail in Muischnek et al. (2016).
Resulting UD annotations were again manually
checked, but this time by one person. Also, several
consistency checks were made using the Udapi
tool (Popel et al., 2017).

Such a procedure - creating UD treebank by
converting Constraint Grammar annotations into
UD annotations - has also been used while creat-
ing the North Sámi UD treebank (Sheyanova and
Tyers, 2017).

The annotation scheme of UD has been en-
hanced on each release, as well as the developers
of the corpora are becoming more and more de-
manding for the correctness and consistency of the
annotation.

When converting the new corpus from CG to
UD, it appeared that, in addition to known prob-
lems in determining the function of clauses, it was
necessary to check:

• POS tags of pronouns and their classification.
Estonian CG annotation employs only pro-
noun part-of-speech, UD uses also determin-
ers. Although most of the cases can be dis-
ambiguate rule-based, there are some cases
which only human could solve.

• The annotation of names and appositions is
different in CG and UD. The leftmost part
of a multi-word name is the head in UD
while Estonian CG annotates the last part of a
multi-word name as the head. As for apposi-
tions, Estonian CG annotation scheme treats
them as attributes.

• UD version 1 employed the same tag for
nominal modifier of nouns and verbs, newer
versions make the distinction. Fortunately,
the conversion from CG is straightforward.

• The annotation of copula clauses is different
in Estonian CG. Also, the definition of cop-
ula clause is wider as in CG and the straight-
forward rule-based conversion is not possible
(Muischnek and Müürisep, 2017).

• The annotation of clausal complements

(ccomp) and open clausal complements
(xcomp).

• The annotation of elliptical constructions:
rule-based detector can recognize some el-
liptical clauses but not all. Atypical ellipti-
cal clauses are quite frequent in the corpus
of web language. Also, empty nodes have
been included into UD syntax trees and the
whole clause has an extra annotation of en-
hanced dependencies.

Figures 1 and 2 in Appendix 1 illustrate the for-
mat of CG and UD annotation of the EWTB sen-
tence (1). The final version of the paper will dis-
cuss the transfer procedure in more detail.
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Zopp did not hit any ace and his opponent hit
only one.

3 Future plans and conclusion

The conversion rule set consists of approximately
1000 rules which transfer texts from CG format to
UD. Some conversion steps need human knowl-
edge and their rule-based automation is impossi-
ble (or hard). As for future research, we plan to
increase the treebank and improve it by adding
coreference annotation.
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Appendix

Figure 1: CG annotation of the sentence.

Figure 2: UD annotation of the sentence.


