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Research on emotional question answering based on Chunk-CRF
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Abstract ; Emotional question answering analyses opinions, polarity, and other factors related to sentiment analysis.

Evaluations are complex compared to those for responses to factual questions. A great number of emotional ques-

tions were collected from the internet, and a chunk-conditional random field ( CRF) model and heuristic rules were

applied to classify them into five types based on the emotional features of the questions. This classification method

is different from the factual question classification method, which is mainly based on interrogative words, as it has

to take the opinions and responses from users into account. Combined with polarity and recognition results from

Chunk-CRF, different answers were exiracted according to different question types. The experiment shows that this

evaluation system for emotional question answering is effective and efficient.
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Fig. 1 Research framework
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Table 1 Emotional questions statistics

TRk 2 R FFAETR] RIEEE RREHE/ %
HEAE fra, i 211 24.2
JREHZE Hft4,Ba 101 11.6
RS WA B B R 108 12.4
RER g, 4, R R BEAE, BT 160 18.4
LRIES e, RAL, BRAS, Bp . 270 31.9
HAt2E R 21 2.4
2.3 ETF Chunk-CRF REISHMMBLESHERE RBRAEZTHEEEERROAE 2CRAET
RSy SR M Chunk-CRF K 30 AH 258 09 4 255 w5
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Table 2 The comparison of appraise type and fact type
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Table 3 Chunk annotation scheme

Chunk PEBH
B-vP SIAEIE
B-QP EERREIE
B-ADVP BliAEiE
B-PP MAEIE
B-RP RiR]
B-NP W&k A8 S — Y 2 TR & T T
B-UP HhiA]
B-NT A e PR A
B-NL AL FTRETE
B-ADJP BAREE
B-NH BRI AZ
B-CP ZiREE
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()RR B2 B FY) B-NP B AL Bk SCHRY .

FE3X BB B A H M F i B TS R T B
i 3ciAl R xh B-NP BEATALER. 40, [A)A% 3w iR
I E) B-NP S5 s0r 93K, TR & 6 H iR 5 i /Y
B-NP N “ M 9= 15" , B4 B-NP EiE MR R
Z5iA43 B TR A HERR” , BN IR 251 7 SCRR
[10] 43 5B F EEPEHAIE 5 7 & 1B RIS, X
XA PR AIE B 1B R R O o8 T —2
TR, T -8 A 1E £ T8 175 A 7 94 158 7R 1) A T 4
B 5 K.

HWR ER 19, BR 2 FRRERBEZ S, B
b K175 2% 70 0 4 0 TR R %o 2 B B . 3 LS o
B T IR 1t B4 E B9 Chunke 37 55 S8 A4 6 0
T LA 43, 33 SR ] 3 T 5 1% J () R ) 6 [ 1)
)RR H AR AR R (R 1).

TE BRI AY Chunk FRyELSRA M -, EaT
FIAJE & RINATE BRI, LB T LR E
BERA M FRR N 22K A, EHBE, T
Chunk FRELR 50K R ER E, B THERN
BRGARE N—4 Chunk 31, AT BEAS 41 T 48 5 26
BRI AR BUE W3R 4 FREYREE R Chunk 7
AR A ARG 3 T e S BUEs 5 DA K 1% IR o B9
) Bl AR e R B HE— L R

£4 ERBAME Chunk $RERE
Table 4 Examples of Chunk annotations

5 R ) R # A ChunkFrRiEZE KRR Chunk
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FUSER kSt as b ng: A8 A2 S/ B BRQPZ S 411
R KshftasRETRAF  KSAUA S ALk S ) :
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N FE HE AR B ) ARG SRR, T R R R ALy
UL R T B8 SRAMU) SE TR R

F I BrA B R R BLTE R e AT 4 AR T, B
H12/3 [T %k CRF 8, H4 173 FIT IR 6
i} CoNLL2000 ‘& 7 i) Chunking JEMARE , 4
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Table 5 Chunk identification results %

Chunk T BE#E F{E
ADF 88.24 83.33 85.71
ADVP 100 100 100
Ccp 92.31 92.31 92.31
NH 96. 61 95.00 95.80
NP 72.22 76.47 74.29
PP 66. 67 40.00 50.00
QP 87.88 96.67 92.06
RP 85.71 80.00 82.76
UP 97.62 89.13 93.18
VP 88.75 86.59 87.65
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& X [E] B B ) 18] 3 S L 28 1 — 2B 4l 43, T 44 TR
& NP HRAI A BY T K45 o) B 45 o, ShiA S
VP BT LA Bl 27158 R e R P £ o

FIF LA R HGR HI 25 R, 454 HN A R HE
BB LRERZE N 91.4% , 3 6 4 Chunk-CRF
BRI A HM ) TFI S R
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Table 6 Question classification results

A2 Rl W% W EEER
HEAE 70 61 87
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RS 36 36 100
BER 53 48 91
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Fig.2 Support comparison statistics
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Fig.3 Support comparison of enumeration objects
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Table 7 Answer extraction results

FERR AN SR SREES 1IN EREEERS A M
HYR 70 61 45 50 0.679
BE% 33 32 20 26 0.684
et 36 36 18 33 0.704
BER 53 48 32 2 0.686
M 90 81 54 70 0.681
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