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Abstract

We propose a novel reinforcement learning
based framework PoBRL for solving multi-
document summarization. PoBRL jointly opti-
mizes over the following three objectives nec-
essary for a high-quality summary: impor-
tance, relevance, and length. Our strategy de-
couples this multi-objective optimization into
different sub-problems that can be solved in-
dividually by reinforcement learning. Utiliz-
ing PoBRL, we then blend each learned poli-
cies together to produce a summary that’s a
concise and complete representation of the
original input. Our empirical analysis shows
state-of-the-art performance on several multi-
document datasets. Human evaluation also
shows that our method produces high-quality
output.

1 Introduction

Summarization is the process of creating a con-
cise and comprehensive representation from a large
and complex information input. It has important
applications in information retrieval (IR) and nat-
ural language processing (NLP) domains. Tradi-
tionally, summarization can be broadly categorized
as extractive or abstractive summarization (Torres-
Moreno, 2014). In extractive text summarization,
salient information and key sentences are extracted
directly from the original text without modification.
In abstractive text summarization, summary is built
by paraphrasing sentences or generating new words
that are not in the original text.

In this paper, we tackle extractive summa-
rization within a cluster of related texts (i.e.,
multi-document summarization1). Unlike single-
document summarization, redundancy is particu-
larly important because sentences across related
documents might convey overlapping information.
Thus, sentence extraction in such setting is difficult

1Note: multi-document here means multiple documents
about the same topic.

because one will need to determine which piece of
information is relevant while avoiding unnecessary
repetitiveness. In this sense, finding an optimal
summary can be viewed as a combinatorial opti-
mization problem. One way to solve this is the
Maximal Marginal Relevance (MMR) algorithm
(Carbonell and Goldstein, 1998). In the MMR ap-
proach, each sentence is extracted by maximizing
its relevance while minimizing over redundancy.
Since MMR is an iterative and greedy algorithm,
it only achieves local optimality. As another ap-
proach, in (McDonald, 2007) the author developed
a globally optimal MMR method by reformulat-
ing it as an inference problem and solving it using
integer linear programming.

In this paper, we present a novel approach to
tackle multi-document summarization. We formu-
late this as a multi-objective optimization problem
and we seek to jointly optimize over the follow-
ing three key metrics necessary for a high quality
output (McDonald, 2007):

• Importance: only the relevant and critical in-
formation should be extracted;

• Redundancy: the extracted information
should not be self-repetitive;

• Length: the final output should be as concise
as possible.

Our approach optimizes these three objectives
simultaneously and is able to produce output which
is a condensed and complete summary of the orig-
inal content. At a high level, our method utilizes
MMR to navigate through a complicated and over-
lapping multi-document space. We present our
PoBRL (Policy Blending with maximal marginal
relevance and Reinforcement Learning) framework
to decouple this multi-objective optimization prob-
lem into smaller problems that can be solved using
reinforcement learning. Then through our PoBRL
framework, we present a policy blending method
that integrates the learned policies together so that
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the combined policy is of high quality in the con-
text of the three identified objectives. Through our
newly proposed model and empirical evaluation on
the Multi-News (Fabbri et al., 2019) and DUC-04
datasets, our approach demonstrates state-of-the-
art results. Our contributions are as follows:

• We propose a novel PoBRL algorithmic
framework that jointly optimize over the three
identified metrics by objective decoupling, in-
dependent policy learning. We combine each
learned policies by "blending";

• We propose a novel, simple, and effective
multi-document summarization model that
leverage the hierarchical structure of the multi-
document input;

• Our empirical performance on multi-
document datasets shows state-of-the-art
performance. Human evaluation also
shows that our method produces fluent and
high-quality output.

2 Related Work

Extractive multi-document summarization can be
viewed as a discrete optimization problem. In this
setting, each source sentence can be regarded as
binary variables. Under a pre-defined summary
length as the constraint, the optimization problem
needs to decide which sentences to be included in
the final summary. Several techniques were intro-
duced to solve this problem. For instance, (Lin
and Bilmes, 2010) proposed to solve with maximiz-
ing sub-modular functions under budget constraint.
(McDonald, 2007)(Gillick and Favre, 2009) refor-
mulated the problem and solved with integer linear
programming.

With the recent advances in machine learning,
deep learning techniques have gained traction in
summarization. For instance, a more recent ap-
proach combines BERT with text-matching for ex-
tractive summarization (Zhong et al., 2020). In
(Lebanoff et al., 2018)(Zhang et al., 2018), the
authors adapted the network trained on single doc-
ument corpus directly to multi-document setting.
In (Jin et al., 2020), the author proposed multi-
granularity network for multi-document summa-
rization. In (Yasunaga et al., 2017), this problem
was solved by graph convolutional network. Other
related works include (Conroy et al., 2013) (Cao
et al., 2017)(Isonuma et al., 2017)(Nallapati et al.,
2016).

Alternatively, there is RL approach to solve sum-
marization. In (Shashi Narayan, Shay B. Cohen,
and Mirella Lapata, 2018), the author utilized the
REINFORCE (Williams, 1992) (an RL algorithm)
to train the model for extractive single-doc sum-
marization. A similar approach was also taken in
(Arumae and Liu, 2018) by including a question-
focus reward. In (Chen and Bansal, 2018), the au-
thor performed abstractive summarization follow-
ing the sentence extraction. In (Paulus et al., 2017),
REINFORCE is being applied for abstractive sum-
marization. A more stabilize strategy (Actor-critic
(Dzmitry Bahdanau, Philemon Brakel, Kelvin Xu,
Anirudh Goyal, Ryan Lowe, Joelle Pineau, Aaron
Courville, Yoshua Bengio, 2016)) has been consid-
ered in (Li et al., 2018). Similar approach has also
been investigated in (Dong et al., 2019) (Pasunuru
and Bansal, 2018). However, all these approaches
focus on training a single RL policy for solving the
summarization problem.

To the best of our knowledge, our PoBRL ap-
proach that blends two RL policies (with one pol-
icy optimizes for importance, and another policy
optimizes for redundancy) for solving the multi-
document summarization problem has not been
explored in any of the NLP literature. The closest
possible related work is (Czarnecki et al., 2018), in
which the authors proposed a curriculum learning
based RL method for compressing (mixing) multi-
ples RL policies to solve a high-dimensional (non-
NLP) task. Different than their curriculum learn-
ing approach, here we show that we can blend(mix)
different policies by simply taking the MMR com-
bination of them as in eqn.1 (and eqn.4), a much
simpler and intuitive approach for solving a NLP
task (multi-doc summarization) without introduc-
ing an extra layer of complexity.

3 Background

3.1 Maximal Marginal Relevance

We leverage MMR to navigate the complicated and
overlapping sentence space in the multi-document.
MMR provides a balance between relevance and
diversity. Formally, MMR is defined as:

MMR = maxsi∈R\S(λImportance(si)

−(1− λ)maxsj∈S Redundancy(si, sj))
(1)

where S is the produced summary, si is the ith

sentence from the documentsR excluding S, and λ



is a parameter balancing between importance and
diversity. In general, importance and redundancy
functions can be in any form. In practice, eqn 1 is
implemented as an iterative and greedy algorithm
that loops through each sentence in the documents
for a pre-defined summary length. The algorithm
is shown in Appendix Section A.

3.2 Motivation for Reinforcement Learning
As noted by (McDonald, 2007)(Lin and Bilmes,
2010), such iterative and greedy approach is non-
optimal because the decision made at each time
step is local and doesn’t consider its downstream
consequences. The sequential nature of algorithm
naturally fits within the reinforcement learning
framework in which each sentence extraction ac-
tion is optimized for future(downstream) cumula-
tive expected reward.

Formally, we view the sentence extraction as
a Markov Decision Process (MDP). We define a
stateXt = {R,S}, which is a combination of input
documents and extracted set of sentences at time t
respectively. At each time step, our policy makes
a decision at determining which sentence st is to
be extracted. We define our policy π that searches
over possible sentences across the space. Instead
of having a pre-determined length of summary, we
let our policy π to optimize it directly. We define
actions of two types:

at =

{
st ∼ Pπ(.|Xt), if continue to extract
STOP extraction, otherwise

With this action setup, our extractive agent can
design the optimal strategy as when to stop ex-
traction. When it instead decides to continue ex-
tracting sentences, each sentence in the input will

be extracted according to the probability Pπ(·|Xt),
where Xt is the state which is used to keep track
of what has been extracted so far (S), and what
has not be extracted (R). Our goal then is to
come up with an optimal extraction policy π∗ =
argmaxπ∈ΠE(

∑
t rt|Xt, at), where rt is the re-

ward contribution of adding sentence st onto the
system summary S.

If we define the reward contribution to be the
ROUGE score (Lin, 2004) that we wish to optimize,
then it can be shown (see Appendix B) that :

ROUGE(S) ≈
∑
i=1

imp(si)−
∑

a,b∈S,a6=b
red(a, b)

(2)
Fig.1 shows the sentence search process for the
multi-document space. For each ground truth sen-
tence (labeled as blue), there might exist more than
one candidate sentences coming across multiple
related text. For the optimal summary S∗, we want
to extract the single best sentence (colored dark
orange) from a pool of similar looking sentences
(region denoted as"relevant sentence space"in the
figure).

For effective navigation in such a search space,
we proposed our PoBRL framework(Algorithm 1).
Based on eqn 2, our framework decomposes the im-
portance and redundancy objectives independently
into two sub-problems. Since each problem has its
own local objectives, to maximize eqn 2, we simply
design policies πimp and πred to optimize for each
objective independently. At a high level, we can
think of πimp helps the policy to narrow down the
search by identifying the most relevant(or impor-
tant) regions. From these regions, πred searches
for the most relevant and diversify (non-redundant)
sentence. This search procedure is graphically illus-

Figure 1: Multi-document search space shows sentences across multiple related texts can represent the same
ground truth sentence. The search procedure for πPoBRL is to have πimp get to the relevant sentence region. Then
from here, πred finds the most optimal candidate sentence.



trated in Fig. 1 where πimp leads the search toward
the region containing candidates (1,2,3) which are
sentences relevant to the ground-truth sentence;
then in this region, πred leads the search to dis-
cover the most relevant and non-redundant sen-
tence (denoted as candidate 3*). Connecting πred

and πimp together formulates the optimal policy
πPoBRL which selects the most optimal sentence.

4 PoBRL Algorithmic Framework

We present our PoBRL algorithmic framework as
in Algorithm 1. We start off the algorithm by in-
dependently training two policies πimp

θ and πred
φ ,

where θ and φ represent two sets of neural network
parameters. We trained both policies with actor-
critic (Section.4.1) but with different objective. For
the πimp

θ , it is trained by optimizing over impor-
tance. For the πred

φ , it is trained with redundancy as
its objective.

Algorithm 1 PoBRL Algorithmic Framework
Input: λ,R
S← {}
πimp
θ ←train-RL-Policy(importance) as in Section 4.1.1
πred
φ ← train-RL-Policy(redundancy) as in Section 4.1.2

while True do
Xt = {R,S}
P imp
1:nm ← P

π
imp
θ
(·|Xt) with πimp

θ (as in Eqn.3)

P red
1:nm ← Pπred

φ
(·|Xt) with πred

φ (as in Eqn.3)
(optional) calculate a new value of λ (Eqn.9)
calculate πPoBRL by blending πimp

θ , πred
φ (Eqn.4)

P PoBRL
1:nm ← PπPoBRL(·|Xt) with πPoBRLas in Eqn.5
sselect ∼ P PoBRL

1:nm (extract sentence by sampling from
extraction probability) S ← S ∪ {sselect}
if STOP ∼ πPoBRL(.|Xt) then

break
end

end
return system summary S

Assume there are n articles and m sentences per
article for a total of nm number of sentences in the
input, once we have trained these two policies, we
then calculate the sentence extraction probabilities
for each sentence in the input as:

P1:nm ← Pπ(sk|Xt) for all k ∈ nm (3)

where P1:nm ∈ Rnm×1 (with each entry repre-
sents the sentence sk extraction probability). We
first calculate this sentence extraction probability
from eqn.3 with π

imp
θ as: P imp

1:nm ← P
π

imp
θ
(·|Xt).

We repeat this calculation with πred
φ as: P red

1:nm ←
Pπred

φ
(·|Xt).

Now, we are ready to blend these two policies
together utilizing MMR, which is:

πPoBRL(·|Xt) = λπ
imp
θ (·|Xt)−(1−λ)πred

φ (a2,t|Xt, P imp
1:nm)

(4)

where the sentences extraction probabilities of this
newly blended policy PoBRL are given by:

P PoBRL
1:nm ← PπPoBRL(·|Xt) = λP

imp
1:nm−(1−λ)P

red
1:nm

(5)
Now comparing both Eqn.5 and Eqn.4 to the

original MMR setup as in Eqn.1, we see that
they are nearly identical in terms of setup. Fi-
nally, to determine which sentence to extract at
the t = 1 (the first time step), we sample sselect ∼
πPoBRL(·|Xt=1), with the sentence extraction prob-
abilities given by Eqn.5. We appended the ex-
tracted sentence sselect into the summary set S, and
we update the state Xt=1 = {R,S}. We repeat the
extraction process until stop action is sampled.

4.1 Reinforcement Learning Training
Algorithm: Actor-Critic

To generate labels, we utilize the following tech-
nique. For each sentence goldk in gold-summary,
we find its most similar sentence from the input text.
We define similarity using the ROUGE-L measure.
That is, labelk = argmax ROUGE-L(goldk, sk),
for each sk in the example. We define the rewards
in corresponding to the agent’s actions. Formally,

rt =

{
ROUGE-L(sk, goldk), if extract
ROUGE-1(summsys, summgold), if stop

(6)

where summsys is the system summary and
summgold is the gold summary. We utilize actor-
critic(Konda and Tsitsiklis, 2003) to train our pol-
icy network. The gradient update for the weights
of policy network will be:

∇J(ψ) = Eπψ [∇ψlogπψ(at|Xt)A(Xt, at)] (7)

where πψ(·) is the policy function that takes an
input state and outputs an action (in our case, which
sentence to extract), ψ consists of the learnable
parameters of the neural network. Next, we have

A(Xt, at = st) = Q(Xt, at = st)− V (Xt) (8)

is the advantage function which measures the ad-
vantage of extracting a particular sentence st over
the rest of the sentences in the pool. And V (Xt) =
Eπθ{

∑
γtrt+1|Xt} measures the quality of state,

Q(Xt, at = st) = Eπθ{
∑
γtrt+1|Xt, at = st}.

We instantiate two sentence extraction policy
networks as in Algorithm 1, each with its own ob-
jective, and trained with actor-critic.



4.1.1 train-RL-Policy(Importance)
We train our first policy network πimp

θ to maximize
the importance over each step with actor-critic as
giving by eqn.7. To do this, we modify the first part
of the reward eqn.6 to be ROUGE-LF1 to encour-
age this RL policy network searching for the most
relevant sentence region from the multi-document
space.

4.1.2 train-RL-Policy(Redundancy)
We train our second policy network πred

φ with the
redundancy as its objective using actor-critic. To
do this, we modify the reward measure of eqn.6
(first part) to be ROUGE-LPrecision to encourage
this policy network to identify similarity between
each sentences in the pool versus the ones already
extracted. This in effect helps πimp

θ to identify the
best (or the most relevant but non-redundant) sen-
tence from the region identified by πimp

θ .

4.2 Adaptive Tuning of λ with the Advantage
Function

The formulation in eqn.4 and eqn.5 are good as
long as we have a reasonably good λ. In practice,
the λ parameter can be a fixed numerical value that
can be computed offline and determined before-
hand. In reality, this is not an easy task because: 1)
the λ parameter might vary from document to doc-
ument; and 2) the optimal value of λ might change
throughout the extraction process.

To solve this problem, we propose an innova-
tive idea that requires no separate offline training
process and can be computed online in an adaptive
fashion by leveraging the power of the RL frame-
work. When we train the network with actor critic,
we get the advantage function automatically as a
byproduct. Therefore, the advantage function from
eqn 8 provides a quality measure by comparing
sentences from the pool. Utilizing the advantage
function, we can have a score function that rates
each sentence in accordance with the importance
and redundancy/diversity balance. Formally,

λadv
t = Aπ

imp
θ (Xt, at = st)−Aπ

red
φ (Xt, at = st)

(9)
where Aπ

imp
θ , Aπ

red
φ are the advantage functions of

the importance and redundancy policy network re-
spectively, and at defines the action of extracting a
particular sentence at time t. The advantage func-
tion defined in eqn.8 scores sentences from the pool
according to the imp or red measure. Note that
since the sentences already extracted are encoded

by the stateXt, so the advantage function is context
aware.

5 Hierarchical Sentence Extractor
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Figure 2: The Hierarchical RL Sentence Extractor
Model. Each multi-document input will go through the
article level path (dark blue) and the sentence level path
(light blue).

In this section, we describe our model struc-
ture. Our hierarchical sentence extractor consists
of the following building blocks: sentence encoder,
document-level encoder, attention, and pointer net-
work. The complete model structure is shown in
Fig 2. At the high level, the model operates like a
pointer network with the attention module adjusts
the focus between the article level and sentence
level.

5.1 Sentence Encoder
Our model deals with each input document by read-
ing one sentence at a time. Each input sentence
will first be encoded by the sentence encoder. We
use a temporal-CNN to encode each sentence, and
denoted each sentence encoded hidden state with
sart=jenci , where art = j indicates the sentence that
came from the jth article and i represents the sen-
tence number from that article. Each of the en-
coded sentences will then go through two paths:
the article-level path and the sentence aggregation
path.

5.2 Article-Level Path
In our multi-document setting, each input con-
tains one or more articles. Here, we are look-
ing to formulate a representation for each article
of the multi-document input. The article level
path represents the dark blue colored region in
Fig 2. We implement the article-level encoder
with a bidirectional LSTM. For each article of the
multi-document input, this encoder takes its input



sentences (eg, sart=1
enc1 , sart=1

enc2 , ....sart=1
encn ). This ar-

ticle is represented by the corresponding article
level sentence encoded hidden states: hart=ji =

LSTM(sart=jenci , h
art=j
i−1 ) for i ∈ [1, n]. We repeat

this process for all the article of the multi-document
input text.

5.3 Sentence Aggregate Path
In this path, we feed in each sentence sart=jenci for
i ∈ [1, n], j ∈ [1,m] one by one by concatenat-
ing them together as if they came from a single
piece of text. We utilize a pointer network (Vinyals
et al., 2015) that captures local contextual and se-
mantic information. This pointer network utilizes
information by the article level encoder and form
the basis for sentence extraction. We implement
the pointer network with encoder-decoder based
LSTM. Formally, we can write:

utk = vT tanh(Wsentek +Wartct) (10)

where ct is the output of the attention mecha-
nism at each output time t, ek is the hidden state
of the encoder pointer network LSTM. In other
words, (e1, e2, e3, ..., ek, ..., en×m) are the en-
coder hidden states for the input sentences sart=jenci

for i ∈ [1, n], j ∈ [1,m]. Lastly, v,Wsent, and
Wart are the network learn-able weight matrices.

5.4 Attention
The attention module integrates article level infor-
mation to the sentence aggregate level extraction
network.We implement this module with dot prod-
uct attention (Luong et al., 2015).

Let dt to be hidden state of decoder pointer net-
work LSTM at output time index t, hk to be the
corresponding article level sentence encoded hid-
den state, then:

ct =
∑
k

αt,khk, αt,k =
e(score(dt,hk))∑
k′ e

(score(dt,hk′ ))
,

(11)

and that score(dt, hk) = dTt hk.

5.5 Actor Critic Sentence Extraction Policy
Network

Now, we can connect the dots between each com-
ponent above, and this builds our sentence extrac-
tor. During the actual sentence extraction pro-
cess, we ranked each candidates in the pool set
by: P (sk|sk−1, ...s0) = softmax(uk), for k ∈
pool set. The pool set is initiated to contain all of
the sentences in the input text. When a particular

sentence has been extracted, we remove it from the
pool set. That is: Pool Set ← Pool Set \ {sk}

5.6 Training Details

Training a reinforcement learning neural network
from scratch is difficult and time consuming be-
cause the initial policy network tends to behave
randomly. To accelerate this learning process, we
warm start it with supervised learning.

Warm Start: Supervised Learning We modify
the training objective to be negative log-likelihood,
and we train our network by maximizing this objec-
tive function. After pre-trained supervised learning,
we can then train with actor-critics.

6 Experimentation

We showcase the performance of our methods on
the following two multi-document datasets: Multi-
News and DUC 2004. We begin by defining the
following baselines :
Lead-n. We concatenate the first n sentences from
each article to produce a system summary.
MGSum (ext/abs), an extractive/abstractive sum-
marization method with Multi-Granularity Interac-
tion Network. (Jin et al., 2020).
MatchSum, an extractive summarization method
with text-matching and BERT (Zhong et al., 2020).
GRU+GCN: a model that uses a graph convolution
network combined with a recurrent neural network
to learn sentence saliency (Yasunaga et al., 2017).
OCCAMS-V a topic modeling method (Conroy
et al., 2013).
CopyTransformer This is a transformer model
from (Gehrmann et al., 2018) that implements the
PG network.
Hi-Map This is a hierarchical LSTM models with
MMR attention (Fabbri et al., 2019).
FastRL-Ext This is the reinforcement learning ap-
proach with extractive summarization focusing on
single document summarization (Chen and Bansal,
2018). Here, we adopt it and apply it to the multi-
document case.
RL w/o Blend We train the multi-doc Hierarchical
Sentence Extractor (this paper) with actor-critic
without policy blending (i.e., single policy instead
of blending of two policies). This can be regarded
as setting λ = 1.0 in PoBRL method (eqn.5 and
eqn.4) which optimize purely on importance.



6.1 Experimental Setup
We report the ROUGE F1 score on with ROUGE-1,
ROUGE-2, ROUGE-SU(skip bigrams with a maxi-
mum distance of four). For our PoBRL model, we
instantiated two actor-critic policy networks repre-
senting πimp

θ , πred
φ respectively. We then blend these

two polcies by forming πPoBRL as in eqn.4 with ex-
traction probability in eqn.5. For complete network
hyper-parameter and training details, please refer
to Appendix D.

Besides using a fixed λ value, we also evaluated
a λ value calculated using the advantage function
as in eqn.9, and denote it by PoBRL(λ = λadv

t ). At
each extraction step, the optimal λ is recalculated
by balancing between the importance and redun-
dancy consideration.

Method R-1 R-2 R-L

Lead-3 39.41 11.77 18.03
CopyTransformer 43.57 14.03 20.50
Hi-Map 43.47 14.87 21.38
FastRL-Ext 43.56 16.05 39.69
MGSum-ext 44.75 15.75 40.84
MGSum-abs 46.00 16.81 41.36
MatchSum 46.20 16.51 41.89
RL w/o Blend 44.01 17.63 33.96
PoBRL(λ = 0.8)(Ours) 45.13 16.69 41.12
PoBRL(λ = λadv

t )(Ours) 46.51 17.33 42.42

Table 1: MultiNews dataset

6.2 Empirical Performance
We empirically evaluate the performance of the
models on the following two multi-document
datasets.

Multi-News The Multi-News (Fabbri et al.,
2019) is a large dataset that contains news arti-
cles scrapped over 1500 sites. The average number
of words per doc and ground-truth summaries are
much longer than DUC-04. This dataset has 44972
number of training examples, 5622 for validation
and test set respectively. We trained our models on
this dataset, and reported their performance in Ta-
ble 1. Our best model PoBRL (λ = λadv

t ) achieves
a score of 46.51/17.33/42.42, outperforms other
baselines in all metrics (with the strongest ones be-
ing MatchSum and MGSum). Here, we also show
the performance of our model on different values
of λ. When λ = 1.0, the model reduces to single
policy and is not policy-blended (denoted by RL
w/o Blend). When λ = λadv

t , the value of λ is adap-
tively determined by the advantage function as in
eqn. 9. For a fixed value of λ = 0.8, we achieve

a good score (45.13/16.69/41.12). However, it is
intuitive that the optimal value should be varied
from document to document, and it might change
during the extraction process. That is reflected by
the PoBRL(λ = λadv

t ) advantage method which
provides a significant performance boost. On the
other hand, the RL w/o Blend represents a model
without policy blend strategy. Comparing RL w/o
Blend with PoBRL demonstrates the effect of our
policy-blending algorithm. Incorporating policy-
blending on top of this hierarchical sentence extrac-
tion model provides remarkable performance boost
(going from RL w/o Blend’s 44.01/15.65/33.96 to
PoBRL’s 46.51/17.33/42.42).

DUC-04 This is a test only dataset that contains
50 clusters with each cluster having 10 documents.
For each cluster, the dataset provides 4 human
hand-crafted summaries as ground-truth. Follow-
ing (Fabbri et al., 2019)(Lebanoff et al., 2018),
we trained our models using the CNN-DM (Chen
et al., 2016) dataset, and report the performance
of different models on Table 3. Our best model
(PoBRL λ = λadv

t ) achieves 38.67/10.23/13.19
(ROUGE-1/2/SU) which is a substantial improve-
ment over all other baselines (with the closest ones
being OCCAMS-V and GRU+GCN). On the other
hand, using a fixed value of λ = 0.8 of PoBRL
still achieves good performance (38.13/9.99/12.85).
Comparing PoBRL’s λ = 0.8 to λ = λadv

t shows
the power of our method of calculating λ with the
advantage function. The effect of our policy blend-
ing algorithm is demonstrated by comparing RL
w/o Blend with PoBRL. Here, we also observe a
major performance boost (36.95/9.12/11.66 versus
38.67/10.23/13.19).

6.3 Human Evaluation
In this experiment, we randomly sampled 100 sum-
maries of Multi-News dataset from the following
models: Hi-Map, CopyTransformer, MatchSum,
and PoBRL. Following (Chu and Liu, 2019), we
asked judges2 (10 for each sample) to rate the qual-
ity of system generated system in a numerical rat-
ing of 1 to 5, with the lowest score to be worst
and the highest score to be the best. We evaluated
the quality of the system generated summariza-
tion in terms of the following metrics as in (Chu
and Liu, 2019) (Dang, 2006): Grammatically, Non-
redundancy, Referential clarity, Focus, Structure

2All judges are native English speakers with at least a
bachelor’s degree and experience in scientific research. We
compensated the judges at an hourly rate of $28.



Method Grammar Non-redundancy Referential clarity Focus Structure and Coherence

CopyTransformer 3.83 3.26 3.89 3.94 4.04
Hi-Map 4.06 3.46 3.74 4.01 3.89

MatchSum 4.26 3.32 4.12 4.00 3.96
PoBRL (Ours) 4.28 4.68 4.19 4.23 4.08

Table 2: Human evaluation on system generated summaries of Multi-News dataset

and Coherence. Our result is shown in Table 2.

Method R-1 R-2 R-SU

Lead-1 30.77 8.27 7.35
CopyTransformer 28.54 6.38 7.22
Hi-Map 35.78 8.90 11.43
GRU+GCN: 38.23 8.48 11.56
OCCAMSV 38.50 9.76 12.86
RL w/o Blend 36.95 9.12 11.66
PoBRL(λ = 0.9)(Ours) 38.13 9.99 12.85
PoBRL(λ = λAdv

t )(Ours) 38.67 10.23 13.19

Table 3: DUC-04 dataset

Redundancy Measures Cosine (Higher the better) ROUGE-L (Lower the better)

RL w/o Blend 12.49 2.28
PoBRL 12.73 0.19

Table 4: Redundancy Analysis, the first column redun-
dancy is in cosine similarity measure (the higher the
better), and the second column is the ROUGE-L mea-
sure (the lower the better).

7 Analysis

Since the Multi-news dataset provides higher num-
ber and more variant/diversified input examples,
this will be the dataset which we will be analyzing
below with 1000 examples randomly sampled.

7.1 Varying number of input document
Unlike DUC04, each example of the multi-news
dataset has different number of source documents
(range from 2 to 9). In general, the higher the num-
ber of the example, the longer the input. In Fig 3,
we show the effect of our proposed method in han-
dling different numbers of source document in each
multi-doc input. As can be seen in the figure, the
performance is almost uniformly distributed, show-
ing that our method can handle higher or lower
number of input documents (which also translate to
longer or shorter piece of input text) equally well.

7.2 Redundancy
We measure the redundancy of our system sum-
mary by comparing the policy blending formula-

Figure 3: Model performance on ROUGE-1 on Multi-
doc inputs of different number of document.

tion of our model (i.e., PoBRL) against with our
non-policy-blend (i.e., RL w/o Blend) model. This
comparison allows us to understand the effective-
ness of employing the policy-blending strategy. We
measure redundancy by making use of the ROUGE-
L score and the BERT’s (Devlin et al., 2019) em-
bedding, separately. Our evaluation criterion is the
following: for each sentence in the generated sum-
mary, we compute the redundancy metric between
that particular sentence against with the rest of the
sentence in the summary. In ROUGE-L experi-
ment, we report average sentence level ROUGE-L
score within the input example. PoBRL reports
the lowest score of 0.19 versus 2.28 as in RL w/o
Blend, signifying the significant reduction in over-
lap (or redundancy) in the system summary. In the
BERT’s experiment, we report the average cosine
similarity score. As shown in Table 4, the PoBRL
model achieves higher cosine measure (signifies
more diversify and less repetitive).

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a novel PoBRL
algorithmic framework that allows independent
sub-modular reinforced policy learning and policy
blending leverage on maximal marginal relevance
and reinforcement learning. We have verified the
proposed framework on our proposed model. Our
empirical evaluation shows state-of-the-art perfor-
mance on several multi-document summarization
datasets.
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A An Iterative and Greedy MMR
Algorithm

Algorithm 2 Greedy Iterative MMR Algorithm
Result: System summary
S← {}
while len< maxLen do

for si in R\S do
scoreimp = Importance(si)

for sj in S do
scorered = max(scorered,
Redundancy(si, sj) )

end
if MMR-Score < λ scoreimp − (1 −
λ)scorered then
spick = si
Update MMR-Score

end
end
S ← S ∪ {spick}

end

The MMR from equation 1 is implemented as an
iterative and greedy algorithm. The complete pro-
cedure is shown in Algorithm 2.

B Optimization Objective Decoupling

In this section, we derive the result for decoupling
the multi-objective optimization problem into small
sub-problems. We borrow the notation and formu-
lation of ROUGE score from (Peyrard and Eckle-
Kohler, 2016).

Let S = {si|i ≤ m} be a set ofm sentences that
constitute a system summary, and let ρ(S) be the
ROUGE-N score of S, where ROUGE-N evaluates
the n-gram overlaps between the gold summary
and the system summary S. Then,

ρ(S) =
1

RN

∑
g∈S∗

(min(Fs(g), F
∗
s (g)) (12)

where S∗ is the gold summary, Fs(g) denotes the
number of times that the n-gram of g type occurs
over S, and RN denotes the number of n-gram
tokens.

Let CY,S∗ = min(FY (g), FS∗(g)) to be the
contribution of the n-gram g, ε(a ∧ b) =∑

g∈S∗ max(Ca,S∗(g) +Cb,S∗(g)− Fs∗(g), 0) to
be the redundancy between between a, b in the sum-
mary, it can be shown (Peyrard and Eckle-Kohler,
2016) that we can write

ρ(S) =

m∑
i=1

ρ(si) (13)

+

m∑
k=2

(−1)k+1(
∑

1≤i1≤...≤ik≤m
ε(k)(si ∧ .. ∧ sik))

(14)

≈
m∑
i

ρ(si)−
∑

a,b∈S,a6=b
ε̃(a ∧ b) (15)

≈
m∑
i

imp(si)−
∑

a,b∈S,a6=b
red(a, b) (16)

where ε̃(·) approximates the redundancy, imp(·)
denotes importance function, and red(·) denotes re-
dundancy function. In other word, to maximize the
ROUGE score, we can optimize it by maximizing
the importance of each sentence while subtract-
ing(minimizing) over the redundancy.

Now, we define a policy π with the goal of
searching over the sentence space and picking
the most optimal set of sentences Ŝ∗ such that
π∗ = argmaxπE(

∑
t rt|st, at), where at corre-

sponds to searching over the sentence space to
determine which sentence to be added onto the
summary S, rt = ρ(si) is interpreted as the impor-
tance (or the ROUGE-score contribution) of adding
sentence si onto the summary set S, and the pol-
icy π(at|Xt) outputs the probability of selecting
a particular sentence and adding it onto S. Now,
instead of having a pre-defined length m, our pol-
icy π also decides the optimal summary length by
determining when to stop the selection extraction.

In the multi-document setting, however, related
documents might contain large amount of over-
lapping sentences. As shown in Fig.1, for each
sentence in the ground-truth summary, there exist
multiple candidate sentence across related text. The
optimal sentence selection strategy is to have two
policies, with the first search policy πimp learns to
discover for the most relevant sentence space. And
from this smaller space, we have the second policy
πred learns to search for the most relevant but non
redundant sentence (denotes as the most optimal
sentence).

At a high level, these two policies, with πimp and
πred are learnt with the two decomposed objective
independently as in equation 9. When we combine
these two learned policies together (as in Algorithm
1, and eqn.4), these two policies complement each
other and formulate the optimal search strategy
πPoBRL.



C Details on the training and testing
dataset

We evaluate the performance of our proposed strat-
egy on the following two datasets

In the first experiment, we train and test on the
Multi-News dataset (Fabbri et al., 2019). This
dataset contains 44972 training examples, and 5622
examples for testing and also 5622 examples for
validation. Each summary is written by profes-
sional editor. We follow the testing procedure as in
(Fabbri et al., 2019), and the dataset can be found
in github link 3.

In the second experiment, we test on the DUC-04
(Dang, 2006) dataset. This dataset contains 50 clus-
ters with each cluster having 10 documents. For
each cluster, the dataset provide 4 human generated
ground-truth summaries. Because it is a evaluation-
only dataset, we follow the same procedure as in
(Fabbri et al., 2019)(Lebanoff et al., 2018) to train
our network with the CNN-DM (Chen et al., 2016),
and then test on the DUC-04 dataset. The CNN-
DM dataset contains 287,113 training, 13,368 val-
idation, and 11,490 testing examples. It can be
downloaded from here 4, and the DUC 04 dataset
can be downloaded from here 5.

D Training details

Our Model. For our hierarchical sentence extrac-
tor, we instantiate the temporal CNN module with
a setup of 1-D single layer convolutional filters of
the size of 3, 4, and 5, respectively. Each input
sentence is first converted to a vector representa-
tion by a word2vec matrix with a output dimension
of 128. Then, each sentence is encoded by con-
catenating the output of the each window from the
temporal-CNN model.

Next, we instantiate the article-level encoder
with a 2 layers bidirectional LSTM with 256 hid-
den units. We use this same configuration also for
the encoder and decoder pointer-network as well.
For the supervise learning (as the warm start), we
trained the network with Adam optimizer with a
learning rate of 1e-3 and with a batch size of 64.
For the reinforcement learning part, we trained the
network with actor-critic and with a learning rate
of 1e-7, γ = 0.99 and a batch size of 32.

The entire training time takes about 24.05 hours
on a T4 GPU. All hyper-parameters are tuned with

3https://github.com/Alex-Fabbri/Multi-News
4https://github.com/abisee/cnn-dailymail
5https://duc.nist.gov/duc2004/

the validation set. For the batch size, we search
over the values of [32, 128], and for the learning
rate (supervised learning part), we search over the
values of [1e-3, 1e-4]. For the learning rate in
the reinforcement learning part, we search over
the values of [1e-3, 1e-7]. For hyperparmeters
searching, we ran 1 trial for one set of parameters.
After selecting the values for learning rates and
batch size, finally, we tune λ. Here, we only tried
λ for the values of [0.8, 0.9], and we select the λ
value base on its performance on the validation set.
For our λ = λadv

t , no tuning is required.
Besides the learning rates and batch size, our

overall model has 1 parameter (if using a fix value
of λ) to tune. On the other hand, if using a adaptive
λ = λadv

t , no tuning is required.
The overall runtime (for summarizing the Multi-

News dataset) is about 8.25 minutes (for λ =
0.8, 0.9), and 10.5 minutes for λ = λadv

t . For the
DUC-04 dataset, the runtime is about 1.80 minutes
(for λ = 0.8, 0.9), and 2.12 minutes for λ = λadv

t .
For the baselines, we used the exact setup as in

their original papers.


