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Abstract

Sentence Pattern Structure (SPS) parsing is a
syntactic analysis method primarily employed
in language teaching. Existing SPS parsers
rely heavily on textbook corpora for training,
lacking cross-domain capability. To overcome
this constraint, this paper proposes an innova-
tive approach leveraging large language models
(LLMs) within a self-training framework. Par-
tial syntactic rules from a source domain are
combined with target domain sentences to dy-
namically generate training data, enhancing the
adaptability of the parser to diverse domains.
Experiments conducted on textbook and news
domains demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed method, outperforming rule-based
baselines by 1.68 points on F1 metrics.

1 Introduction

Syntax analysis plays a vital role in the field of
natural language processing, with the primary ob-
jective of enabling models to understand syntactic
information (Finkel et al., 2008; Yu et al., 2015;
Bai et al., 2023) or apply it to other downstream
tasks (Zhang et al., 2018b; Yan et al., 2019; Li
et al., 2023b). Typical syntax analysis tasks involve
constituency parsing, which emphasizes combina-
tory relationships between words (Xue et al., 2005),
and dependency parsing, which highlights modi-
fying relationships between words (Lucien, 1959).
In contrast to these tasks, this paper focuses on
sentence pattern structure (SPS) parsing, which is
mainly applied in language teaching. As in figure
1, SPS annotates the main components (subject,
predicate, object, etc.) and modifying elements (at-
tributive, adverbial, etc.), helping language learners
understand sentences (Peng, 2021).

Current research on SPS focuses predominantly
on improving the performance of parsers (Peng
et al., 2014). Its limitation lies in the heavy reliance
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growth rates of all indicators far exceed the develop-
ment speed)”’. These two illustrations are essentially
equivalent.

on textbook corpora for training, which hinders its
ability to generalize well on other domains. Efforts
have been made to extend SPS treebank resources
to the news domain (Zhang et al., 2018a; Xie et al.,
2022), which involves transforming constituency
trees from the news domain into SPS trees through
rule-based conversions. This approach requires a
substantial volume of manually or automatically
annotated constituency trees in the target domain
to facilitate data expansion. However, in domains
lacking such annotated data, this approach fails to
effectively address the issue of cross-domain SPS
parsing.

Self-training-based unsupervised domain adap-
tation has emerged as a promising approach for
cross-domain transfer (Yu et al., 2015; Sachan and



Xing, 2018; He et al., 2019; Rotman and Reichart,
2019; Ramponi and Plank, 2020; Ye et al., 2020;
Wang et al., 2021). This method utilizes a source
domain parser to automatically label a large-scale
raw corpus from the target domain during each
iteration. High-confidence pseudo-data are then
selected as additional training data to improve tar-
get domain performance. However, the quality and
quantity of raw corpus cannot always be guaranteed
for low-resource domains(Steedman et al., 2003;
Qiu et al., 2014; Peng et al., 2021), which limits
the use of self-training approaches.

To address the issue of cross-domain SPS pars-
ing and broaden its application in language teach-
ing, this paper explores the utilization of the genera-
tive abilities of large language models (LLMs). We
dynamically embed LLM:s into the iterative process
of self-training, enhancing their adaptability and
flexibility. Specifically, we extract partial syntac-
tic rules from annotated data in the source domain
and combine them with a small subset of sentences
from the target domain. These combined inputs
are fed into an LLM to generate sentences in the
target domain. Because these sentences adhere to
specific syntactic rules, they can be used for spe-
cialized training in the target domain. Furthermore,
to address the instability and hallucination issues
of LLMs, we incorporated rule-based methods in
both data generation and pseudotree selection.

To validate our proposed method, we conducted
experiments using textbooks as the source domain
and news as the target domain. The experimental
results indicate that our proposed LLLM-enhanced
self-training method outperforms the rule-based
baselines, with an improvement of 1.68 points in
the F1 metrics.

The contributions of this paper can be summa-
rized as follows:

* We present the novel task of cross-domain
SPS parsing, which can effectively expand the
applicability of SPS.

* We propose an innovative LLM-enhanced self-
training method, facilitating the transfer of
an SPS parser from the source domain to the
target domain.

» Experimental findings validate the effective-
ness of the proposed method, showing signifi-
cant improvements in accuracy across differ-
ent domains. The associated data and code

will be made publicly available on https:
//github.com.

2 Related Work

2.1 Cross-domain Syntactic Parsing

Syntactic parsing (Collins, 1997; McClosky et al.,
2006; Finkel et al., 2008; Zhu et al., 2013; Dyer
et al., 2015; Dozat and Manning, 2016; Stern et al.,
2017; Gaddy et al., 2018; Guo et al., 2023) is the au-
tomatic analysis of the syntactic structure of natural
language. It is a long-standing traditional NLP task,
has evolved over the years. Research has explored
the application of parser combinations (McClosky
et al., 2010) and LLM-enhanced (Li et al., 2023a)
for cross-domain constituent parsing. Furthermore,
cross-domain parsing has also been investigated
on other grammar formalisms, specifically depen-
dency syntax (Blodgett et al., 2018; Li et al., 2019;
Rotman and Reichart, 2019). For SPS parsing, the
work by Xie et al. (2022) engaged with the issue of
cross-domain applicability but fell short of provid-
ing a comprehensive solution. Their methodology,
which is based on rule-based mapping, specifically
designs mapping rules from constituent trees to
SPS trees for Penn Chinese Treebank (CTB). How-
ever, this approach is not adaptable for application
across various domains, limiting its generalizabil-

ity.
2.2 Automatic Conversion of Treebank

Research on SPS grammar is relatively limited
in the NLP field, while wider application of con-
stituent treebanks and dependency treebanks. The
Language and Text Resources Research Center
at Beijing Normal University has constructed an
STB from textbook, while other areas experience
a lack of such corpora. Due to the high cost and
time-consuming of manual annotation, Zhang et al.
(2018a) and Xie et al. (2022) adopted a method of
treebank conversion. This involves utilizing exist-
ing treebank resources and identifying the mapping
relationships between two forms of grammars to
convert an existing resource treebank into target
treebank. Theoretically, although different types
of treebanks differ in their syntactic presentation,
they essentially describe the syntactic structure of
gold texts, making the conversion between different
treebanks feasible. Although automatic treebank
conversion has not achieved true cross-domain ca-
pabilities, the syntactic rules in the data generated
by rule-based method 156 have significant utility


https://github.com
https://github.com

in filtering raw corpus produced by LLM.

2.3 Self-training

Self training (Yarowsky, 1995; McClosky et al.,
2006; Yu et al., 2015; Ramponi and Plank, 2020;
Guo et al., 2023) is a semi-supervised learning tech-
nique mainly utilized in scenarios with a limited
amount of labeled data complemented by a sub-
stantial volume of unlabeled data. This method
initiates with the training of a foundational model
using the available labeled data, and then iteratively
generates pseudo-data with high confidence, incre-
mentally enlarging the dataset for model training.
This process aims to enhance the model’s perfor-
mance and generalization capability in the context
of scarce labeled data. Self-training has been ex-
tensively applied across various NLP tasks (Dong
and Schifer, 2011; Ye et al., 2020; Wang et al.,
2021; Yu et al., 2015; Rotman and Reichart, 2019;
Guo et al.,, 2023; He et al., 2019; Sachan and Xing,
2018; Li et al., 2023a). In this work, we focus on
unsupervised cross-domain SPS parsing, investi-
gating the LLM-enhanced self-training guided by
rules.

2.4 LLMs Parsing

Due to the remarkable generative capabilities of
LLMs, they have achieved success in numerous
NLP tasks (Brown et al., 2020; He et al., 2023;
Mysore et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2023; Pangakis
et al., 2023; Ashok and Lipton, 2023; Bai et al.,
2023), including commonsense reasoning (Zhang
et al., 2022), text summarization (Goyal et al.,
2022; Chen et al., 2023), and massive multitask
language understanding (Hendrycks et al., 2021).
Research has combined LLMs with constituency
parsing, demonstrating the efficacy of LLMs in syn-
tactic parsing. Li et al. (2023a) employed LLM:s for
data augmentation, generating raw corpora across
five domains and dynamically incorporating them
into the training process. Bai et al. (2023) assessed
the performance of LLMs under zero-shot, few-
shot, and full-training settings, evaluating both in-
domain and out-of-domain performance.

3 Method

3.1 Rule-based Mapping

Research on constituency parsing is relatively ma-
ture, with parsers achieving high accuracy. Con-
sequently, Xie et al. (2022) designed rules for the
CTB to convert constituent trees into SPS trees. We
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Figure 2: LLM-enhanced self-training frameworks for
cross-domain SPS parsing.

first generate constituent trees for our testing set
with CoreNLP, then apply rule-based mapping to
obtain SPS trees for comparative analysis.

3.2 Berkeley Neural Parser

The Berkeley Neural Parser (Kitaev and Klein,
2018) is a state-of-the-art tool in syntactic analysis,
leveraging neural networks to accurately generate
parse trees from sentences. It is distinguished by
its ability to adapt across languages and domains,
thanks to its integration with pre-trained language
models. Its architecture, which combines a self-
attentive encoder with a chart-based decoder, al-
lows for efficient and reliable parsing. This has
made the parser a preferred choice for syntactic
parsing tasks among researchers and practitioners
alike. Based on the bert-base-chinese model, we
continue training with textbook data and news data
after rule-based mapping, serving as our founda-
tional baseline.

3.3 LLM-enhanced Self-training

To improve data diversity, we supply LLMs with
syntactic rules and example sentences extracted
from the target domain, facilitating the generation
of candidate raw corpora for each iteration of self-
training. As the iterative process progresses, the
parser’s capability gradually improves. As shown
in the Figure 2, the process specifically includes
the following steps:

* Extract syntactic rules S Rs based on existing
training data.

* Input SRs and target domain example sen-
tences R as prompts into the LLMs to gener-
ate raw, domain-specific corpora.

* Train a parser P based on source data S and
high-quality pseudo-trees 7', which are absent
if it is the first round of training.



* Utilize the newly trained P to parse the LLM-
generated sentences R, resulting in the parsed
output 7'.

* Employ the Instances Selection Criteria to se-
lect the top K pseudo-trees to be added to
T.

To generate higher-quality sentences that more
closely resemble the target domain, we constrained
the prompts for LLMs from three aspects: syn-
tactic rules, example sentences, and length. We
introduced a Gaussian distribution for the average
length of source domain data and randomly sam-
pled values at each request to constrain the length
of the generated sentences, as well as the number
of required syntactic rules.

The example of the LLM prompt is illustrated in
Figure 3.

To verify whether LLMs genuinely adhere to our
constraints during data generation, we randomly
extracted 20 sentences of data from the raw corpus
generated by LLMs. Then manual annotation and
matched them with the syntactic rules provided in
the prompt. We found that the syntactic structure
of the generated sentences matched the provided
syntactic rules 69.3% of the time. Furthermore,
when the prompt includes uncommon labels such
as tnd (independent word), LLMs tend to generate
sentences with the ind label.

3.4 Rule-based Instances Selection Criteria

Yang et al. (2022) and Wang et al. (2023) have
confirmed the feasibility of grammar-rule-based
selection criteria. To filter higher-quality pseudo-
data from the raw corpus generated by the LLM,
we propose mapping-rule-based instance selection
criteria. Unlike previous self-training selection cri-
teria that focus on grammar rules extracted from
the source domain (Li et al., 2023a), this criterion
considers the selection based on syntactic rules
from the target domain.

We first get target domain SPS trees converted
via mapping rules. Differently from previously
calculating the distance between pseudo-data and
training data, we calculate the distance between
pseudo-data and the converted target domain data
to filter pseudo-data suitable for cross-domain pars-
ing self-training.

The Jensen-Shannon (JS) divergence is a sym-
metric and finite measure of similarity between two
probability distributions, often used to quantify the

LLM Prompt

AARE  sbj: FiF, prd: {BIE, obj: FE, att: TFIE, ...
Sentence Pattern Tags ~ sbj: subject, prd: predicate, obj: object,
att: attributive, ...

MRS n: BiE, v 5E, - KA, a: AR, & BA,
POS Tags n: noun, v: verb, r: pronoun, a: adjective,
d: adverb, ...

ER—NMESZEER, (RFEERET TE N MIENN
E6, BSELEHNGIFER M MF, Bk 81
ADFIKESEEE L1 5 L2 N FZiE,

As a linguistics expert, you are very good at constructing sen-
tences based on the following N syntactic rules. Please refer to
the provided examples to generate M sentences. Please re-
member, the length of each sentence must be between L1 and
L2 characters.

Snts 1. £ X—B#IR, XUPKBEIIRET. 2. iliE
HEXEFEHNTUINRBIE SR TIHE, WhZE
BIEXUIMBRATRANANNEH TEMRERE. 3. ..
Snts 1. Once the community is destroyed, the cultural con-
text is gone.2. They also invite experts to evaluate the indus-
trial projects proposed by the relevant countries, and after the
evaluation, these projects are entered into the UNIDO network
for international bidding. 3. . . .

Figure 3: LLMs prompts example for generating sen-
tences based on syntactic rules and target domain in-
stances. Note that the blue markers and dotted lines are
not components of the actual prompt but are included
solely for illustrative purposes.

difference in information content or to assess the
similarity between datasets. We employ the JS di-
vergence shown in Equation (1) to assess the simi-
larity between the target data converted by mapping
rules and individual instances:

D(c,S)=JS(S,SUc) (1)

instances = Top-K argmin D(c,S)  (2)
ceC
where S represents the target domain dataset trans-
formed by rules, and C' is the candidate set, as well
as the candidate instances are denoted as ¢ € C.

We then select the top K candidate sentences as
shown in Equation (2). These sentences possess
syntactic structures more closely aligned with the
converted target domain data and serve as an exten-
sion of the training set in subsequent iterations of
self-training to achieve a gradual adaptation to the
target domain.

Our criteria has three levels: token, confidence,
and syntactic rule. Additionally, we considered the
integration of criteria based on confidence and syn-
tactic rules to establish a more effective standard,
aimed at better filtering instances that adapt to the



target domain, whick is also supported by Li et al.
(2023a).

Token-based criteria filter sentences whose to-
ken distribution is closer to that of the source do-
main treebank (using the JS distance as in equation
(2)).

Conf-based criteria focus on pseudo-trees pro-
vided by the model with high confidence.

SRs-based criteria filter sentences that are struc-
turally more similar to the source data by calculat-
ing the JS distance between instances and the set
of grammatical rules in the treebank of the source
domain.

SRsConf-based criteria combine scores from
both Conf-based and SRs-based criteria, and select
high-confidence instances among candidates with
high scores on the syntactic rule while considering
both structural information and data reliability.

CSRs-based criteria differ from the SRs-based
criteria in that it compares instances with the set
of syntactic rules of the target domain that have
undergone rule transformation.

CSRsConf-based criteria combine Conf-based
scores with CSRs-based scores to obtain more ef-
fective training data.

4 Experiment

4.1 Data

We use the STB as our source domain (Textbook)
and the CTB as the target domain (News), and
employ GPT-4 to generate 40k sentence points for
data augmentation in each iteration.

CTB. Penn Chinese Treebank (CTB), a widely
used constituent treebank in linguistic research,
with existing rule-based transformation studies tar-
geting CTBS5 (Xie et al., 2022). Following the data
segmentation approach of Liu and Zhang (2017)
for CTBS, we constructed the training and develop-
ment sets in a 50:1 ratio, as illustrated in Table 1.
The development and test datasets were manually
annotated by our annotators.

STB. Sentence Pattern Structure Treebank
(STB), constructed by Beijing Normal University,
which primarily comprises sentences from inter-
nationally influential Chinese language textbooks,
comprising approximately 70k sentences in 1,040
articles. The length of sentences in this corpus
varies significantly, with the shortest comprising
only 2 tokens and the longest extending to 217
tokens. Additionally, sentences within news cor-
pora tend to be lengthy; for instance, the average

Dataset train dev test
CTB5 17,544 352 318
STB 9,700 193 193

Table 1: STB and CTB Data Statistics
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Figure 4: Example of removing redundant non-leaf node
POS tags. Note that in the SPS grammar, punctuation
marks are treated as suffixes to the preceding word.

length in CTB5 is 362. Therefore, while retain-
ing complete articles, we delete articles contain-
ing short sentences, ultimately preserving 10k sen-
tences across 785 articles, with an average sentence
length of 32. To enhance the relevance and com-
parability of our evaluation results, we adopted the
data segmentation approach for CTB5 by Liu and
Zhang (2017), as shown in Table 1.

Due to the annotation standards of STB not align-
ing with CTB, we make a unification of the format.
Initially, the word segmentation granularity in the
STB was finer, including a broader range of collo-
quial words, idioms, and slang that are not present
in the News domain, necessitating a word segmen-
tation granularity transformation. Additionally, not
all part-of-speech (POS) tags in the STB are located
at leaf nodes as shown in Figure 4, which signifi-
cantly affects the accuracy of evaluations. There-
fore, we removed all extraneous non-leaf node POS
tags.

Word Segmentation Granularity Transfer.
Due to the differing word segmentation granular-
ity between the STB as the source domain and the
CTB as the target domain, considering the univer-
sality of the CTB corpus, we designed an algorithm
to give a word segmentation granularity transfor-
mation on the STB. This process aligns its word
segmentation granularity with that of the CTB, en-
suring uniformity between the two.

As shown in Table 2, we deal with three scenar-



Before After Method Textbook News

Merge Xt Y LT Kitaev and Klein (2018) w/o 91.75 67.84

Split RN N Bk /N Kitaev and Klein (2018) w/  88.01  73.61
Misalignment &K JLT & kL T

Table 2: Three scenarios requiring word segmentation
granularity transformation.

ios: merge, split, and misalignment. The merge
scenario involves combining words in the STB that
are of finer granularity than those in the CTB, pri-
marily utilizing the CTB lexicon to conduct prefix
matching with words in the STB to determine if
merging is necessary. The split scenario involves
dividing words in the STB that are of coarser granu-
larity than those in the CTB, mainly using dynamic
words, or out-of-vocabulary words, in the STB. The
STB annotates the internal structure of dynamic
words. For words that require splitting, we refer to
the dynamic words’ splitting method. Lastly, for
a small number of misalignment cases, where the
word segmentation standards for the same phrase
differ or dynamic words cannot address the split,
we resort to manual annotation for resolution.

The process of word segmentation granularity
transformation is iterative. Initially, we split the
STB into the finest granularity based on the split-
ting method for dynamic words. Next, the merging
process is as follows: 1) Prefix Matching: Upon
getting the leaf nodes in the syntax tree, we first
determine if this leaf node is a prefix of a word in
the CTB lexicon. If it is a prefix and shares the
same parent with the next leaf node, a merging
match is attempted. If the merging word exists in
the lexicon, combine them, if not, this may indicate
a misalignment case. 2) Lexicon Matching: If
the leaf node is not a prefix, we then determine
whether it exists directly in the lexicon. If it does,
we proceed without action. 3) Error Logging: If a
leaf node is neither a prefix nor exists in the lexicon,
the term may represent a scenario unmanageable
by dynamic words and is thus documented.

Due to the fact that many words in the CTB
lexicon can be both prefixes and complete words,
such as “FF[E"” (China), which can stand alone as
a word or serve as a prefix in “/[E A" (Chinese
people), we filter sentences that did not match in
the above process. In this round, we first determine
whether the obtained word is a lexicon word and
then assess its potential as a prefix. Finally, 766

Table 3: Comparison of the effectiveness of training the
SPS parser with data before and after the application of
word segmentation granularity transfer.

sentences were identified for annotation.

As shown in Table 3, our transformation of the
granularity of the word segmentation significantly
aids the performance across the domain, resulting
in a 5.77-point increase in the news domain.

4.2 Parameters

We adopt the self-training method for our parser,
which is consistent with the approach utilized by
Kitaev and Klein (2018). During the self-training
iterations, the raw corpus is tokenized by CoreNLP
and subsequently tagged by the trained parser. The
self-training procedure encompasses four iterations
in all cases, with a selection of the top 2k pseudo-
trees from a pool of 10k examples generated by
the LLMs during each iteration. These selected
instances are then integrated into the training set
for subsequent iterations. For the LLM-enhanced
SPS parser, we extract grammatical rules from both
available treebanks and those generated by rules,
integrating them with GPT-4 for the generation of
raw corpora. All parsers utilize three distinct seeds
and the performance is measured as the average F1
score.

4.3 Main Results

The principal comparative study was conducted
employing the bert-base-chinese model, with ex-
periments carried out on data post-harmonization
of word segmentation granularity. The efficacy of
the SPS parser across both source and target do-
mains is delineated in the accompanying Table 4.
In the first stage of our experiment, we imple-
mented a rule-based approach to transform the test
set of the target domain. We first utilized a con-
stituency parser to generate constituent trees. Sub-
sequently, leveraging the rule-based mapping rela-
tionships between the constituent treebank and the
SPS treebank produced SPS trees. Testing within
the target domain yielded an F1 score of 73.36.
The direct application of rules to generate SPS
trees, however, still resulted in issues concerning
non-leaf nodes being parts of speech, leading to



Method Criteria Textbook News
Rule-based Mapping - - 73.36
Rule-based Parser - 70.87 73.51
Kitaev and Klein (2018) - 88.01 73.61
token 87.94 (-0.07) 75.22 (+1.61)
SRs 88.31 (+0.30) 75.25 (+1.64)
LLM-enhanced Self-training Conf 88.32 (+0.31) 74.63 (+1.02)
w/ Rule-based Criteria SRs-Conf 88.04 (+0.03) 74.51 (+0.90)
CSRs 88.38 (+0.37) 75.29 (+1.68)
CSRs-Conf 88.29 (+0.28) 74.91 (+1.30)
o token 88.05 (+0.04) 73.20 (-0.41)
LLJV\;I'I?E{’C ar;‘;z: dsﬁi';;?gmg SRs 88.26 (+0.25)  74.17 (+0.56)
CSRs 88.21 (+0.20) 73.96 (+0.35)

Table 4: Main results of Rule-based Mapping, Rule-based SPS Parser and Rule-based LLM-enhanced Self-training
(ST) with six pseudo-data selection criteria: Token, Conf, GRs, GRsConf, CRGRs and CRGRsConlf.
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(The "China-US High-Tech Project Signing Ceremony" was held in Shanghai today.)

Figure 5: Examples of SPS parsing by the baseline and our method. The left side shows the gold standard, the
middle displays the results of baseline parsing, and the right side presents the results parsed by the method of

LLM-enhanced Self-training + CRS-based criteria.

suboptimal outcomes.

Secondly, we converted all constituent trees from
CTB into SPS trees, which were then employed to
train a Rule-based SPS Parser. From the result, the
method of training the parser offers a marginally
better performance in the target domain compared
to the direct application of rule-based conversion,
with the F1 score increasing from 73.36 to 73.51.
However, the rule-based parser exhibits limitations
due to the inflexibility of the rule-generated training
set, which reduces the diversity of the corpus and
leads to a significant decline in performance within

the source domain, with an F1 score of only 70.87.

Furthermore, in instances where the rules fail to
cover, the model may reinforce errors during the
training process, resulting in decreased accuracy.

In addition, we explored the efficacy of direct

model transfer for cross-domain SPS parsing, po-
sitioning it as a robust baseline method compared
with LLMs’ parsing. The parser was trained on
the processed STB data and subsequently applied
directly to the target domain. The results revealed
a significant discrepancy between the source and
target domains, quantified as a 88.01 - 73.61 = 14.4
point. As mentioned in Section 4.1, there is a sig-
nificant discrepancy between the data in the source
and target domains. The average sentence length
in the textbooks is 32, whereas in CTB data, the av-
erage sentence length extends to 362. On the other
hand, the source domain data from international
Chinese textbooks are considerably less challeng-
ing than data from the news domain and contain
biases, posing a cross-domain challenge.

Lastly, we explored LLM-enhanced self-training



for SPS parsers, employing the six selection strate-
gies. Notably, the GRs-based selection shows a
bit more enhancement compared to the Conf-based
selection. This further illustrates that the effective-
ness of the selection criteria is significantly influ-
enced by the quality of the raw corpus utilized in
self-training. The positive results also validate the
efficacy of our approach, which employs LLMs to
generate target domain sentences in each iteration.
Compared to the basic model transfer, our LLM-
enhanced method achieves an improvement of 1.68.
Importantly, it does not compromise the parser’s
performance in the source domain, on the contrary,
it results in an enhancement of 0.37. Moreover,
the method of rule-based conversion applied to in-
stance selection achieves better results, indicating
that the SPS trees generated by rules possess higher
structural accuracy and are closer to the target do-
main. Employing rule-based methods in instance
filtering also better leverages the structural advan-
tages of data, while simultaneously minimizing the
adverse effects caused by a lack of flexibility and
potential errors within the data.

4.4 Comparative Results

As shown in Table 4, we also conducted another
set of experiments on LLM-enhanced self-training.
Unlike the experiments solely based on rule-based
criteria, in this set, we additionally utilized rule-
based mapping. In previous approaches, we em-
ployed an existing parser to analyze the raw cor-
pora generated by LLMs and selected the top K
pseudo trees. In the approach utilized rule-based
mapping, we apply a rule-mapping method to parse
the raw corpora. Specifically, this method involves
initially conducting constituency parsing on the
raw corpora, followed by transforming it into SPS
trees through a rule-mapping algorithm, and subse-
quently choosing the top K pseudo trees. Since this
method does not involve the use of models for pars-
ing, it is not possible to utilize confidence-related
criteria.

Overall, the performance of LLM-enhanced Self-
training combined with Rule-based Mapping sig-
nificantly lags behind methods that employ parsing.
This discrepancy is evident when considering the
Token-based criterion. If the Token-based method
is applied, the examples selected by the two experi-
ments of LLM-enhanced Self-training are identical,
yet the outcomes differ by 2.02 points. This differ-
ence clearly demonstrates that the parser trained
by our method achieves a much higher accuracy

compared to rule-based mapping. Furthermore,
during the iterative process, tree conversion by rule
is prone to cumulative errors. This is observable
from the results of using SRs-based and CSRs-
based selection methods, indicating that increased
reliance on rules during the training process tends
to deteriorate the result.

In summary, whether it involves reliance on
LLMs or on rules, the training process should ad-
here to the principle of moderation. We have lever-
aged the generative capabilities of LLMs while
avoiding the issues of insufficient flexibility and er-
ror accumulation caused by rule dependency, which
can get more improvement.

4.5 Case Study

We use CSRs-based criteria as an example to
demonstrate how the parser developed through
our method exhibits enhanced domain adaptabil-
ity. As evidenced in Section 4.1, the data from
the source domain, which pertains to Chinese as
a Foreign Language education, feature simpler vo-
cabulary, shorter sentence lengths, and more uni-
tary sentence structures. Conversely, the target
domain data, derived from news, contains longer
sentences with more complex structures. There-
fore, a parser trained on news domain data is bet-
ter equipped to handle complex sentences. In
contrast, the baseline trained solely on textbook
corpora lack the capability to manage complex
sentence structures effectively. As shown in Fig-
ure 5, our model demonstrates superior capability
in handling "att", which stands for attributive la-
bels. For example, our model is adept at identify-
ing “/5£H¥ (high-tech)” as the attributive of “Iij
H (project)” and “ZF(signing)” as the attributive
of “Tﬁiﬁ(ceremony)”, whereas the baseline model
cannot achieve this.

5 Conclusion

In this study, we develop a novel approach that
combines rule-based criteria with the generative
capabilities of LLMs for cross-domain adaptation
in SPS parsing. By harnessing the generation of
LLMs and integrating them into the self-training
process, we showed that our approach consider-
ably enhances the performance of the cross-domain
SPS parsing. Our method effectively leverages
the rule-based selection criteria, gradually mov-
ing the training data closer to the target domain.
Through experiments, we have validated the effi-



cacy of our methodology on cross-domain tasks
and improved performance in the target domain.
In conclusion, our rule-based LLM-enhanced self-
training approach offers promising solutions for
cross-domain adaptation tasks.

Limitations

Due to the widespread application of news data,
this work initially selects the news domain as the
target domain, with plans to extend our exploration
to additional domains in subsequent studies. Fur-
thermore, future efforts will involve comparing ex-
isting real corpora with the LLM-enhanced method.
There are many detailed explorations for LLM-
equipped self-training in the raw corpus generation
partition, e.g. the influence of different prompts.
For time constraints, was limited to the final results.
Future analysis should also consider the influence
of various factors during each iteration.
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