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Approaches Precision(%) Recall(%) |F(%)
link-first 77.56 75.54 76.54
link-best 78.42 75.36 76.86
Bottom-up 77.91 78.06 77.98
Family-Vote(1) 77.59 78.01 77.80
Family-Vote(2) 77.60 77.89 77.74
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