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Abstract:



Extractive summarization aims to produce a concise version of a document by extracting information-rich sentences from the original texts. The graph-based model is an effective and efficient approach to rank sentences since it is simple and easy to use. However, its performance depends heavily on good text representation. In this paper, an integrated graph model (iGraph) for extractive text summarization is proposed. An enhanced embedding model is used to detect the inherent semantic properties at the word level, bigram level and trigram level. Words with part-of-speech (POS) tags, bigrams and trigrams were extracted to train the embedding models. Based on the enhanced embedding vectors, the similarity values between the sentences were calculated in three perspectives. The sentences in the document were treated as vertexes and the similarity between them as edges. As a result, three different types of semantic graphs were obtained for every document, with the same nodes and different edges. These three graphs were integrated into one enriched semantic graph in a naive Bayesian fashion. After that, TextRank, which is a graph-based ranking algorithm, was applied to rank the sentences, before the top scored sentences were selected for the summary according to the compression rate. Evaluated on the DUC 2002 and DUC 2004 datasets, our proposed method shows competitive performance compared to the state-of-the-art methods.






Keywords:


document summarization; word embedding; graph integration; TextRank












1. Introduction


The exponential growth of online publishing provides users with a large amount of text on a great diversity of topics, which leads to redundancy and makes it difficult for users to find relevant information. To obtain information-rich text contents, finding techniques that can generate a concise description of large documents has become urgent [1].



In this scenario, automatic document summarization is considered to be an effective solution. Automatic text summarization takes single or multiple documents as an input and creates a short form of the document/documents by identifying the relevant contents, removing the redundant information and shortening the length [2]. If the significance of every sentence were weighted almost equally, generating a summary would not be easy, as any reduction in the content of a document would result in a loss of information. Fortunately, one can identify rich and poor informative contents since the text content in a document appears in bursts. Therefore, the main challenge is distinguishing the salient sentence segments [3].



Automatic document summarization is a significant task that has been applied in natural language understanding and information retrieval [4]. Summarization is not a new topic. In the past fifty years, text summarization has been greatly improved since it was first proposed [5]. Recently, many summarization methods and techniques have been proposed.



The existing summarization methods can be mainly categorized into two types: extractive and abstractive [6]. Extractive summarization generates the summary by concatenating several sentences that are extracted directly from the original document or documents. In contrast, abstractive summarization produces an abstract summary, which consists of the main information or ideas from the original document, which is rephrased in a different form [5]. Extractive approaches are more widely used today, because less computation is required. Abstractive summarization demands more complicated understanding and deeper analysis of text documents. For this reason, extractive methods often have better results compared with abstractive methods [7]. In this paper, our approach focuses on the extractive summarization of a single document.



Graph-based summarization methods have achieved robust and promising results [8,9,10,11]. In these approaches, the sentences are treated as nodes and the relationships between them are the edges. The significance score of each sentence in a document is considered to be related to other sentences. An edge (or link) with a related weight is created if there is a relatedness between two sentences, while the weights between the sentences in a document are used to assign a score for each sentence. The first and most important step of this method is to obtain the representation of a high-quality relationship among the sentences in a document. Generally, these methods build the graph by modeling the sentence as nodes and the similarity values between two sentences as edges. After the graph is constructed, the graph algorithms, e.g., PageRank [12] and TextRank [8], are often used as an unsupervised way to compute the sentence importance score.



Despite the encouraging performance of the graph-based summarization methods that have been proposed by previous researchers, the inner semantic similarity is often ignored because of the limitation of text representation [13,14,15]. The classical text representation is bag-of-words (BOW). It is widely used for its simplicity and ease of use. However, many disadvantages, such as a poor sense of semantics, sparsity and high-dimensionality, make BOW unable to produce a good text representation with accurate semantic meaning [16]. When Mikolov et al. from Google proposed the algorithm word2vec [17] in 2013, word embedding witnessed a sharp increase in interest. Word embeddings could largely catch the semantic similarity on the word level. Several more complex semantic phenomena, such as polysemy and the meaning of phrases, lead to inaccurate similarity calculations. Since many previous studies show that graph-based ranking algorithms usually perform better, especially when fed a good feature matrix, we used the TextRank [15] algorithm to rank and select sentences for the summary in this present paper.



The main contribution of our work is the proposal of an integrated graph-based model for summarization, which extracts sentences from a document by applying the TextRank algorithm. We train the word embedding model with part-of-speech (POS) tags to improve the efficiency of the text representation, which possibly occurs by improving the handling of homographs and polysemy, and we train the embedding of N-grams to try to help to capture the phrase meaning. Therefore, the semantic graph includes multiple aspects. We propose an integrated graph model that combines three semantic graphs. Finally, we propose a redundancy elimination technique for further improvement of the summary.



The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the related work. The proposed method for determining the similarity of sentences and the extractive summarization method is detailed in Section 3. Section 4 presents the experimental results and comparison with baselines. Finally, we conclude this work in Section 5.




2. Related Work


2.1. Graph-Based Approaches


Constructing a graph by treating sentences as vertexes and regarding the relatedness between them as edges has been considered by former researchers. There are several papers constructing the edges between two sentences using their similarity.



As early as 2004, with TextRank [8], the authors proposed an undirected weighted graph according to the sentence similarity. In their work, sentence overlap is applied to measure the relationship. Sentences that include the certain concepts in the document are likely to share the same information, and thus an edge can be formed by the link between two sentences that contain the same content. In CoRank [15] and many other studies, the same definition of similarity is applied. Researchers in reference [18] excluded all other words but meaningful nouns when determining the common contents. In other words, only the meaningful nouns were taken into consideration when calculating the similarity of sentences.



Erkan and Radev represent sentences as the N-dimension vectors using the bag-of-words model [7], where N is the vocabulary size. They calculate the similarity score by the cosine value of two sentence vectors. This representation of text faces many drawbacks, such as high dimensions and sparsity. In reference [19], a weighted word-frequency vector is used to represent sentences.



Another work that is highly related to ours is GraphSum (graph-based summarizer) [20], which is a graph-based multi-document summarizer. In their graph model, the nodes represent terms. Frequent itemset mining techniques are applied to determine the association rules, which are taken into account when representing the correlations between multiple terms that are usually ignored. For the graph-based multi-document summarizer, the affinity graph-based approach proposed by Wan and Yang in reference [21] includes a diffusion procedure to capture the semantic relationships among sentences. The graph ranking algorithm runs on the differentiated intra-document edges and inter-document edges between the sentences to choose information-rich sentences for the final summary.



The human-created knowledge bases, such as Wikipedia, offer a further possibility for automatic document summarization. In reference [22], the researchers used Wikipedia to help understand the input text in terms of salient concepts. They represented the document using a bipartite sentence-concept graph, before an iterative ranking algorithm was used to rank the sentences for the candidates to be included in the summary.



Fang et al. tried to utilize the word–sentence relationship to rank the sentences. They represent the document as two matrices. The first one represents the adjacent matrix of the sentence graph. The second matrix is the word–sentence matrix, which represents the relationship between words and sentences. After this, a linear combination between the sentence graph and word–sentence weight is used to obtain the scores for each sentence [15]. Most of the graph-based extractive approaches represent the sentence as a bag of words to measure the content similarity value, which might fail to detect redundant sentences that are semantically similar. Extra time and effort from the domain expert is needed to build a semantic graph from a manually created ontology, especially in graph-based abstractive summarization [23]. Khan et al. built a semantic graph in which the nodes denote the predicate argument structures (PAS). The redundant PASs are removed using the maximal marginal relevance for re-ranking.



This paper focuses on two interesting points that are different from the previous work: (1) how to improve the text representation while computing the sentence similarity values; and (2) how to measure the sentence similarity from different resources and how to integrate different feature graphs to build a final enhanced graph for summarization.




2.2. Word Embeddings


Word embedding is used in many NLP tasks. Being able to determine the semantic similarity between two sentences is of great benefit. The challenge in employing word embedding lies in moving from word-level semantics to sentence-level semantics and text-level semantics [24], with the researchers striving to go from word embedding to sentence-level and document-level embedding.



Wieting et al. tried to build sentence embedding based on a large scale corpus set of paraphrase pairs [25]. The objective function of the neural network model is to optimize the word embedding in order to maximize the cosine similarity of the sentence embedding for the pairs. They used paraphrase pairs and word embedding to build the sentence embedding.



Kobayashi et al. used document-level similarity to summarize the document [26]. They proposed a sub-modular function based on word embedding in the document. The objective function is calculated based on the k-nearest neighbor distance for embedding distributions. After that, they used a modified greedy algorithm to select the sentences to form the summary. The weight that they used in the cosine similarity measure was based on word embedding instead of term frequency-inverse document frequency (TF-IDF).



The learning of word embeddings is entirely unsupervised. The ability to train on large unlabeled datasets allows the model to learn complex word relationships. In view of the shortcomings of the traditional word embedding methods, we propose a method to help improve the representation when calculating the relatedness at the sentence level.





3. Integrated Graph Model


In this section, our proposed model, an integrated graph (iGraph), will be detailed. First, we introduce the enhanced embedding models, which will be used to calculate the semantic similarity between sentences. After that, three graphs will be built from different aspects of one document to reveal the relationship between the sentences. After this, we will detail the approach for integrating the graphs. Finally, the TextRank algorithm is applied to rank the sentences, before the redundancy elimination technique is used for further sentence selection for the summary.



3.1. Enhanced Embedding Models


Word embedding models, such as CBOW, Skip-gram and so on, are mainly based on the hypothesis that words accompanied with similar contexts are likely to have similar meaning [27]. Based on this hypothesis, we are convinced that some specific features also have a certain relationship with their contexts. In fact, there are already studies that aim to conduct word sense disambiguation based on contexts [28]. For homographs and polysemy, we treated them as different words when they have different POS. In our enhanced embedding model, the homographs were trained as different embeddings so that they could be distinguished. We found that the training embedding model using bigrams/trigrams as the basic units was able to map the bigrams/trigrams feature to fixed length vectors so that the semantic information of the phrase might be captured. This process helps to reveal some hidden information that traditional sentence embedding or word embedding cannot capture.



3.1.1. Part of Speech Feature


Part of speech (POS) tagging plays an essential role in many NLP tasks. In this work, we use POS tagging to help solve the polysemy problem when calculating the sentence relatedness. Consider the following example:

	(a)

	
Please write your address on an envelope.




	(b)

	
Now, I am hosting a summit with President Xi of China at the Southern White House to address the many critical issues affecting our two peoples.









It is hard for the traditional models to tell the difference in this specific polysemy phenomenon. Fortunately, POS allows us to distinguish these sentences. In sentence (a), “address” is a noun, while the “address” in sentence (b) acts as a verb. However, the typical embedding models, such as CBOW, Skip-gram and PV, treat the polysemy words as the same words although they have a totally different meaning when they are used with a different POS. Therefore, typical sentence embedding fails to handle the polysemy problem, which inspired us to utilize word–POS pairs. Every single word attached to its POS tags, forming word–POS pairs, is used to train the embedding model as a POS-enhanced embedding model.



In Table 1, the traditional embedding model is utterly confused by polysemy and it recognizes “address” as a noun in most cases. Fortunately, with the application of POS, the vectors in the POS-enhanced embedding model demonstrate a clear understanding of the difference. Most similar words to “address” when it acts as a noun are object words, such as “email”, “postcodes” etc., while “address” in a verb form has more similarity to action words, such as “discuss” and “focus”. When measuring relatedness in the process of constructing the graphs, the “verb-address” is unlikely to have a close similarity with “IP”, “email” and “telephone”. The “noun-address” is more likely to have higher similarity with “postcodes” and “email”. However, it is clear that the typical embedding model is confused regarding the difference, which will add noise or imprecise factors when calculating the similarity. Therefore, we have reasons to say that the POS-enhanced embedding model effectively distinguishes words that act as different parts of speech.


Table 1. Most similar word/N-gram to the target word/N-gram in embedding models.





	Target
	Model. Mostsimilar (“Target”, Top n = 10)





	address
	addresses, addressed, ip, email, telephone, login, sender, answered, disscuss, call



	(address, nn)
	(addresses, nns), (email, nn), (postcodes, nns), (ip, nn), (names, nns), (ip, nn), (databases, nns), (usernames, rb), (contacts, nns), (login, nn)



	(address, vb)
	(discuss, vb), (addressing, vbg), (addressed, vb), (repercussions, vb), (deal, vb), (answer, vb), (resolved, vb), (reconsider, vb), (focus, vb), (tackle, vb)



	come
	coming, go, bring, see, came, get, going, look, give, want



	true
	indeed, fact, truth, truly, certainly, real, love, dreams, genuine, never



	(come, true)
	(dream, come), (dream, come), (make, dreams), (wishs, come), (wish, come), (would, dream), (experience, dream), (biggest, dream), (true, play), (absolute, dream)










3.1.2. N-Gram Feature


The training process of the typical embedding model is based on word surface, which causes the semantic information of the phrase and the group of words to be lost. For instance,



I wish your dreams come true.



In this sentence, the semantics of “come true” are not equal to the rough summation of “come” and “true”. Simply averaging the word vectors of “come” and “true” not only cannot catch the phrase details but also remove the semantics of the original word vectors. In order to solve this problem, the n-grams are extracted as another enhanced feature. Similar to the POS mentioned before, the n-grams are fed as the basic units to train the n-gram embedding model, which helps us to keep the semantics of phrase and the groups of words. The later part of Table 1 shows the most similar bigrams of the phrase “come true”. It is obvious that the semantic information of phrases are preserved by the n-gram-enhanced embedding model. In particular, words, such as “biggest dream” and “wish come”, have important relationships with “come true” in semantics and this relationship is ignored in the word embedding model. Considering the amount of computation in this work, we only take the bigrams and trigrams into consideration while training the n-gram enhanced models.



In this work, the enhanced features extracted above are fitted into the word embedding models, thus each feature instance can be mapped into a fixed length vector. For each type of enhanced feature, the word-POS, bigram and trigram, and enhanced feature embedding model is trained. Figure 1 shows the enhanced feature embedding models with the Skip-gram.


Figure 1. Enhanced feature embedding models with skip-gram.
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3.2. Integrated Graph Model for Summarization


The integrated graph model combines the semantic relatedness from three different dimensions. We will start to describe the calculation of sentence similarity and how to build the semantic graph from three different aspects.



In practice, representing sentences or documents by simply averaging the word vectors that are contained in texts has proven to be an efficient and effective method of sentence embedding. Generally, sentences that share the same meaning tend to contain words with similar meanings. If words are represented by word embedding, similar words will be mapped closer in the vector space, which means that the averages of those word vectors will also be similar.



Definition 1.

Suppose that the given document D (preprocessed) consists of a set S of n sentences[image: ]. For a single sentence[image: ]that includes T tokens[image: ], the word-POS pairs (wp), bigrams (bi) and trigrams (tri) are defined as follows:


[image: ]










[image: ]










[image: ]













We represent the sentence by averaging the enhanced feature vectors contained in wp, bi and tri. After this, in Equations (1)–(3), we obtain three types of representation of a sentence.


[image: ]



(1)






[image: ]



(2)






[image: ]



(3)







Cosine values between sentence vectors are calculated as the semantic similarity between them. According to the sentence similarity values, three undirected weighted graphs are built for the sentences in a document. Mathematically, the adjacency matrix of the sentence graph is denoted as [image: ] with each entry [image: ].



After building the three types of sentence semantic graphs for a document, we compute a final “combined weight” between every other sentence. This final weight is usually larger than the individual weight in the subgraph. When a semantic association receives several types of evidence, it expresses greater confidence [29]. We used the naive Bayesian fashion to integrate graphs from different sources, which are supposed to be independent. The integration can be expressed by the individual matrix using Equation (4):


[image: ]



(4)




where 1 represents the matrix with the same size as [image: ] and all items being ones; [image: ] is the individual adjacency matrix; and [image: ] is the final one. Here, in Equation (4), the matrices multiplication [image: ] is a Hadamard product. The overall framework of our graph integration is illustrated in Figure 2.


Figure 2. Graph integration using the naive Bayesian fashion.
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In the graph, sentences are represented by the nodes or vertexes and the final semantic similarity values between them are seen as undirected edges. The TextRank algorithm is the most popular graph-based ranking algorithm that is used to determine the importance of vertex within a graph. The intuition regarding TextRank is that it applies a type of “voting” or “recommendation” [8] such that when one node links to another one, it is basically casting a vote. Node importance is not only decided based on the number of votes or edges, but also the importance of the node. This helps determine the score or rank for each vertex.



All nodes’ TextRank values (TR) are randomly initialized at first, before updating until convergence in the condition of a given threshold. As we carry a random walk algorithm on the sentence graph, the TextRank (TR) score is defined as follows:


[image: ]



(5)




where [image: ] indicates the TextRank score of the i-th vertex; and [image: ] is a damping factor that is used to deal with the dangling node (node with 0 degree). In this work, the factor is denoted as 0.85. After the TextRank algorithm is run on the graph, the sentences are ranked in decreasing order of their score. According to the compression rate, the top ranked sentences are selected to generate the final summary.




3.3. Redundancy Removal


In this part, as a refinement of our summarization model, we propose the redundancy removal for further improvement. As a matter of fact, multiple sentences occur in a document to reflect the main idea, in which there are probably many co-occurrence words and phrases. To ensure that there is little repetitive information in the generated summary, we add a redundancy removal procedure when selecting the summary sentences.



Definition 2.

Suppose that[image: ]is a set of sentences that have been chosen as the summary. Let[image: ]denote the current candidate sentence. The redundancy measure is defined as follows:


[image: ]



(6)




where[image: ]is used to measure the similarity between the candidate sentence and every summary sentence. The similarity values are calculated in the graph integration process, which is defined in Equation (4).





It can be noticed that all the similarity values needed to calculate for redundancy are included in [image: ]. After adding the first candidate sentence to the summary, only the sentences that have a similarity score of less than the threshold [image: ] ([image: ]) are selected. In our implementation, [image: ] and the process was repeated whenever we obtained a candidate sentence.





4. Experiments


4.1. Corpora and Baselines


For our experiments, two summarization test corpus published by the Document Understanding Conference (DUC), were used to evaluate the proposed method for summarization.



The DUC2002 corpus consists of 567 news articles from 1987–1992 and the corresponding summaries that have a length of approximately 100 words, which contains 59 subjects. Each cluster of documents is formed by 5–15 articles with the same theme and this dataset can be used both for evaluating single-document and multiple-document summarization. The DUC 2004 corpus consists of five tasks. Task 1 consists of 500 newspaper and newswire articles. Each document includes four very short gold standard summaries with a maximum length of 75 characters used for evaluation. Task 2 used 50 clusters of related documents, each of which contains 10 documents. Each cluster of documents also includes four gold summaries with a maximum length of 665 characters (about 100 words) for each summary, including spaces and punctuation. In this work, single-document summarization tasks were used. We used the following baselines.



Leading sentences (Lead-3 model) simply produces the leading three sentences of the document as the summary, which we applied to both datasets. For DUC 2002, we also report the results of the integer linear programming approach [30] and the performance of LReg as a baseline, which is used widely. We also average the Google pre-trained (100 dim) word2vec embeddings to construct a cosine graph as a baseline (EmbAvg) for both datasets. We also report the results of the Wikipedia-based summarizer [22] in a single-document summarization task. The other two models we chose, which were TGRAPH [31] and URANK [11], are the state-of-the-art graph-based summarization methods. The SummaRuNNer [4] and neural Summarization model [32] proposed by Cheng et al. are also evaluated on DUC2002 as an out-of-domain dataset.



From the DUC 2004 task, we included the PREFIX baseline that simply returns the first 75-bytes of the input as the headline. TOPIARY is also widely used as a baseline, and returns a set of topic descriptors [33].



To make sure that the recall-only evaluation will not be biased to the length of summary, we used the “-l 100” and “-b 75” settings in ROUGE respectively for DUC2002 and DUC2004.



Our summarization system was implemented in the Python 3.6 version. The module nltk (natural language toolkit) was used for preprocessing, including paragraph splitting, sentence splitting, word tokenization, POS tagging, stop word removal, bigram tokenization and trigram tokenization. We trained the enhanced feature embeddings on DUC 2002/2004 and DailyMail/CNN using word2vec implementation in the genism module.




4.2. Automatic Evaluation


In our experiments, described below, the proposed method iGraph (integration graph summarization model) was evaluated using different variants of the ROUGE metric computed with the corresponding summaries. The evaluation of the proposed methods on every dataset was conducted using ROUGE, ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2 and ROUGE-L scores. ROUGE-N was defined using Equation (7) as follows:


[image: ]



(7)




where n stands for the length of the n-gram; and [image: ] is the maximum number of n-grams occurring in both the candidate summary and a set of reference summaries.



ROUGE-L computes the ratio between the length of the two summaries’ LCS (longest common subsequence) and the length of the reference summary. The advantage is that it automatically includes the longest in-sequence common n-grams and thus, no predefined n-gram length is necessary [34].



The ROUGE toolkit was applied by all techniques to assess the summaries produced. The comparative analysis of the various methods was then carried out [35].




4.3. Experiment Results and Discussion


The comparison between our integrated graph model (iGraph) and two state-of-the-art graph-based models and other baselines is shown in Table 2, and was conducted using Rouge recall with a limited summary length of 100 words. In the later part of Table 2, we present the results of summaries from the sentence ranking in relation to each individual semantic graph and its integration on the DUC 2002.


Table 2. The Rouge score (%) of various models on DUC 2002 using the limited length recall variants of Rouge at 100 words. Word part-of-speech (POS) pairs similarity = W-POS; Bigram similarity = Bigram; Trigram similarity = Trigram; The integration of three types of graphs = iGraph; The iGraph with the redundancy removal = iGraph-R.





	Models
	Rouge-1
	Rouge-2
	Rouge-L





	Lead-3
	43.6
	21.0
	40.2



	LReg
	43.8
	20.7
	40.3



	ILP
	45.4
	21.3
	42.8



	EmbAvg
	45.6
	19.3
	41.6



	Wikipedia-based summarizer
	46.0
	23.0
	-



	SummaRuNNer
	46.6 ± 0.8
	23.1 ± 0.9
	43.03 ± 0.8



	Cheng et al.’ 2016
	47.4
	23.0
	43.5



	TGRAPH
	48.1
	24.3
	-



	URANK
	48.5
	21.5
	-



	W-POS
	47.4
	22.4
	43.0



	Bigram
	46.9
	21.2
	43.1



	Trigram
	43.1
	18.6
	40.5



	iGraph
	48.5 ± 0.4
	22.0 ± 0.2
	43.7 ± 0.3



	iGraph-R
	49.2 ± 0.3
	23.1 ± 0.2
	44.1 ± 0.2









For the W-POS graph sentence ranking on DUC 2002, we obtained better results than the EmbAvg. We implemented EmbAvg by using the pretrained word2vec embeddings, which do not take into account the different meanings when a word acts in various parts of speech. There may be noise effects when calculating the similarity between sentences. This shows that our W-POS similarity performs better than the typical embeddings when building the semantic graph for sentences.



We found that the performance of the Bigram graph sentence ranking was very close to the W-POS (narrowly lower in the Rouge-1 and Rouge-2 metrics) on DUC 2002. At the bigram level, the same word in a bigram can be distinguished by the context of the bigrams, and this may help solve the polysemy problem. Moreover, the performance shows that the individual performance of the bigram similarity graph is promising and valid.



One possible reason for why Trigram did not consistently outperform the typical EmbAVg and even the Lead-3 baseline is that we removed all the trigrams that contained the stop words. Furthermore, the similarity between sentences on the trigram level was sparse compared to the relatedness on the word and bigram surface. In particular, we measured similarity in three different dimensions to encourage the diversity of the integration while calculating the combined weight of sentence similarity using the naive Bayesian fashion.



We can observe that the sentence ranking on the integration graph (iGraph) achieved competitive performance compared to the TGRAPH and URANK in Rouge-1. With the refinement of redundancy removal, although TGRAPH still achieved the highest Rouge-2 score, iGraph-R outperformed the state-of-the-art graph-based models in almost all Rouge metrics on DUC 2002.



We also report the performance comparison using DUC 2004, which is shown on Table 3. The ROUGE metrics for DUC 2004 are not as good as for DUC 2002. The reference summaries in the DUC 2004 single-document summarization tasks are short, headline-like summaries. We used the limited length recall variants of Rouge with respect to the gold summaries at 75 bytes. This may explain why the redundancy removal procedure did not improve much.


Table 3. The performance of various models on DUC 2004 using the limited length recall variants of Rouge at 75 bytes.





	Models
	Rouge-1
	Rouge-2
	Rouge-L





	PREEFIX
	22.4
	6.5
	19.6



	TOPIARY
	25.1
	6.5
	20.1



	EmbAvg
	29.9
	7.3
	25.9



	W-POS
	30.6
	7.0
	27.3



	Bigram
	29.2
	7.6
	25.1



	Trigram
	24.3
	6.4
	19.5



	iGraph
	31.3 ± 0.4
	7.3 ± 0.3
	26.2 ± 0.3



	iGraph-R
	31.7 ± 0.2
	7.3 ± 0.2
	26.9 ± 0.2









However, the results show that our proposed method outperformed the two baselines in all three ROUGE metrics. W-POS showed improvement compared to EmbAvg even if this is not as huge a margin as on DUC 2002. The performance of iGraph provided proof of the validation of the graph integration of W-POS, Bigram and Trigram. Sentence ranking on the Bigram graph obtained the best Rouge-2 score, while the integration may also add some noise as well as reduce confidence when creating the edges. One possible reason is that the assumption of independence for the three types of graphs may not be that strong.



As a supplementary experimental verification, we also evaluated our method using a multi-document summarization task. We applied our model for the second DUC-2004 multi-document summarization task. To make it simple, 10 documents in a collection were concatenated into one and we treated the multi-document summarization task as a single-document summarization. For a fair comparison, the summaries had an average length of 100 words (665 characters) instead of 75 characters for DUC-2004 single-document summarization task.



For the comparison, we applied the following baselines:



LEAD outputs the first 665 bytes from the most recent document in the collection.



Peer65 is the winning model in DUC2004 task 2.



LexRank, proposed by reference [7], is also a popular baseline.



NMF (non-negative matrix factorization) was used to adopt the generic relevance of the sentences in [36], which also uses compact and dense representation.



C_SKIP, which was proposed by reference [37] in 2017, is the state-of the-art method for DUC 2004.



As shown in Table 4, while our model did not reach the level of other state-of-the-art methods, the proposed model still outperformed the basic baselines, which proves the feasibility and the superiority of the proposed model. In the multi-document summarization task, our method needs more refinement and improvement.


Table 4. The performance of various models on DUC 2004 using the limited length recall variants of Rouge at 100 words (665 bytes).





	Models
	Rouge-1
	Rouge-2





	LEAD
	32.4
	6.4



	Peer65
	38.2
	9.2



	LexRank
	37.6
	8.8



	NMF
	31.6
	6.3



	C_SKIP
	38.8
	9.97



	iGraph
	37.8 ± 0.3
	8.2 ± 0.2



	iGraph-R
	38.0 ± 0.2
	8.3 ± 0.4









The evaluation results of all the tests above show that in most cases, the enhanced embedding models improve the document representation compared to the traditional embedding model. Moreover, our integration graph model shows significant improvement when competing with the state-of-the-art graph-based methods.





5. Conclusions


Due to the information overload in the internet, automatic document summarization has received a great deal of attention. In this paper, we proposed an integrated graph model that utilizes three types of enhanced features to create the graph. Word-POS features, bigrams and trigrams were extracted to train the enhanced embedding vectors, while sentence similarity from three dimensions was calculated. After that, given the independent assumption, we used the naive Bayesian fashion to integrate the graphs from different sources. The final graph was fed into the TextRank algorithm to rank the sentences. As a refinement, the redundancy removal procedure was applied to generate the final summaries. Experimental results for two datasets did not show the improvement of the enhanced embedding models compared to typical embeddings, but also proved that our model outperformed the state-of-the-art method.



This work is different from the previous research in the following three aspects. First, the enhanced feature embedding model, word-POS, improves the efficiency of the text representation, which possibly occurs due to the better handling of homographs and polysemy. Second, N-gram embedding models provide the distributed representation at the phrase level, which offers a novel channel when evaluating the similarity between sentences. Third, we built the similarity graph from three different aspects and the integration of graphs was obtained by fusing multiple sources. We are convinced that our enhanced feature embedding model can be applied to improve text representation in other NLP tasks, such as sentiment analysis. In future work, we will explore other methods that are suitable for our problem, with the deep-learning-based approach holding great promise.
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