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Abstract
coordination is most closely in semantic than other relations. Therefore, coordination relation identification is very

Among discourse relations, coordination is the most widely distributed one, and arguments in

important. This paper proposes several methods to automatically identify coordination relation, using sentence
similarity calculation based on lexical similarity, maximum common substring calculation, maximum length

matching around head word, special words strengthening. The experiment achieves promising results.
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Table 1 Levels and types of Chinese discourse relations
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