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Abstract

Opinion summarisation synthesises opinions
expressed in a group of documents discussing
the same topic to produce a single summary.
Recent work has looked at opinion summari-
sation of clusters of social media posts. Such
posts are noisy and have unpredictable struc-
ture, posing additional challenges for the con-
struction of the summary distribution and the
preservation of meaning compared to online
reviews, which has been so far the focus of
opinion summarisation. To address these chal-
lenges we present WassOS, an unsupervised
abstractive summarization model which makes
use of the Wasserstein distance. A Variational
Autoencoder is used to get the distribution of
documents/posts, and the distributions are dis-
entangled into separate semantic and syntactic
spaces. The summary distribution is obtained
using the Wasserstein barycenter of the seman-
tic and syntactic distributions. A latent vari-
able sampled from the summary distribution
is fed into a GRU decoder with a transformer
layer to produce the final summary. Our ex-
periments on multiple datasets including Twit-
ter clusters, Reddit threads, and reviews show
that WassOS almost always outperforms the
state-of-the-art on ROUGE metrics and con-
sistently produces the best summaries with re-
spect to meaning preservation according to hu-
man evaluations.

1 Introduction

The growth of online platforms has encouraged
people to share their opinions, such as product re-
views on online shopping platforms (e.g., Amazon)
and responses to events posted on social media
(e.g., Twitter). Summarising users’ opinions over
particular topics on such platforms is crucial for
decision-making and helping online users find rel-
evant information of interest (Rashid et al., 2002;
Fanetal., 2019). Specifically multi-document opin-
ion summarisation aims at automatically summaris-
ing multiple opinions on the same topic (Moussa

et al., 2018). The bulk of work in this area uses
unsupervised summarisation methods.

Datasets/Domains. Most work on unsupervised
abstractive opinion summarisation focuses on re-
views (e.g., Amazon, Yelp) (Wang and Ling, 2016;
Chu and Liu, 2019; Brazinskas et al., 2020; Am-
playo and Lapata, 2020; Elsahar et al., 2021). How-
ever, it is also important to capture user opinions
in online discussions over specific events or topics
on popular social media platforms such as Twit-
ter (Bilal et al., 2022) and Reddit, where the text
structure and content is very different and often
much noisier compared to review-based corpora
(see some examples in Appendix A.5 and A.6).

Summary Representation. A main focus of unsu-
pervised abstractive summarisation is the creation
of a meaningful summary representation. Mean-
Sum (Chu and Liu, 2019) used a text autoencoder
to construct summary latent variables by aggre-
gating document latent variables. Subsequent re-
search (Brazinskas et al., 2020; Iso et al., 2021)
adopted a variational autoencoder (VAE) (Kingma
and Welling, 2014), which can capture global prop-
erties of a set of documents (e.g., topic). As a VAE
constructs the distribution of a document, including
both semantic and syntactic information, the main
meaning may be lost when latent variables sampled
from the document distributions are directly aggre-
gated; thus we need methods that can cater for the
potential effect of syntactic information, and dis-
tinguish between syntax and semantics, especially
in documents with unpredictable structure. How-
ever, previous work has not considered syntactic
and semantic information separately (BraZinskas
et al., 2020; Iso et al., 2021). Another important
consideration is the relative weights of documents
within a summary vs obtaining an average (Chu
and Liu, 2019; Brazinskas et al., 2020; Iso et al.,
2021). We mitigate the potential effect of syntactic
information on the acquisition of semantic informa-
tion through a disentangled method. We combine



the disentanglement into separate syntactic spaces
from (Bao et al., 2019) with the Wasserstein dis-
tance and Wasserstein loss to obtain the summary
distribution. Our experiments with different set-
tings and datasets prove the validity of this strategy.
Specifically our work makes the following contri-
butions:

e We are the first to address multi-document un-
supervised opinion summarisation from noisy
social media data;

e we provide a novel opinion summarisation
method (“WassOS”)! based on VAE and the
Wasserstein barycenter: we disentangle the doc-
ument distributions into separate semantic and
syntactic spaces (Bao et al., 2019). We intro-
duce these distributions into the Wasserstein
space and construct the summary distribution
using the Wasserstein barycenter (Agueh and
Carlier, 2011). This strategy can reduce the
mutual interference of semantic and syntac-
tic information, and identify the representative
summary distribution from multiple noisy doc-
uments;

e we compare our method’s performance with es-
tablished state-of-the-art (SOTA) unsupervised
abstractive summarisation methods on clusters
of posts on Twitter, Reddit threads and online
reviews;

e we provide both quantitative evaluation through
standard summarisation metrics as well as qual-
itative evaluation of generated summaries. Our
results show that our approach outperforms
the SOTA on most metrics and datasets while
also showing the best performance on meaning
preservation during human evaluation.

2 Related Work

Opinion summarization. The goal of opinion
summarization is to automatically summarize mul-
tiple opinions related to the same topic (Moussa
et al., 2018). The most commonly used datasets
consist of reviews (Wang and Ling, 2016; Chu and
Liu, 2019; Amplayo and Lapata, 2020; BraZinskas
etal., 2020; Iso et al., 2021), which assess a product
from different aspects and have relatively fixed text
structure. On the basis of such datasets, MeanSum
(Chu and Liu, 2019) uses unsupervised methods to
generate abstractive summaries. It uses a text au-

"https://github.com/Maria-Liakata-NLP-Group/
Wass0S

toencoder to encode each review, and averages the
latent variables of each review to get the latent vari-
able of the summary. Subsequently, several works
have focussed on obtaining a meaningful summary
distribution for this task. Bowman et al. (2015)
and BraZinskas et al. (2020) use a variational au-
toencoder (VAE) (Kingma and Welling, 2014) to
explicitly capture global properties of a set of doc-
uments (e.g., topic) in a continuous latent variable.
They average these document latent variables to
get the summary latent variable and capture the
overall opinion. Iso et al. (2021) argue that input
documents should not be treated equally, allowing
their model (‘COOP’) to ignore some opinions or
content via the use of different weights for different
input documents. Social media posts, such as those
on Twitter, Reddit, and news (i.e. CNN/Daily mail
corpus (CNN/DM)(Hermann et al., 2015)) also ex-
press users’ opinion. Such datasets are profoundly
unstructured and noisy, using casual language (Rao
and Shah, 2015; Moussa et al., 2018). Recent work
on opinion summarisation has considered social
media posts using a template-based supervised ap-
proach (Bilal et al., 2022). However the mutual
interference of semantic and syntactic information
has not been considered. Our work explores an
effective model for unsupervised opinion summari-
sation from both social media posts and online re-
views, while disentangling syntax from semantics.

Wasserstein distance. In most work on genera-
tive learning (e.g., text or image generation), it is
necessary to calculate the distance between the
simulated and the real data distribution. Work
from text summarization (Choi et al., 2019; Brazin-
skas et al., 2020) and sentence generation (Bow-
man et al., 2015), which uses a VAE, adopts the
KL (Kullback—Leibler) divergence, whereas Gen-
erative Adversarial Networks (GAN) (Goodfellow
et al., 2014) use the JS (Jensen—Shannon) diver-
gence for this purpose, since GANs face issues
related to mode collapse caused by the asymmetry
of KL divergence. However, when there is no over-
lap between the real and generated distributions,
or overlap is negligible, then the corresponding JS
or KL distance values can be a constant, leading
to the problem of a vanishing gradient. Here we
avoid these issues by leveraging the Wasserstein
distance to calculate the distance between different
document distributions (Xu et al., 2018; Chen et al.,
2019).
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3 Methodology

Task. Given a set of documents (here, social media
posts or product reviews) on the same topic, the aim
is to summarise opinions expressed in them. This
section describes our multi-document abstractive
summarisation approach which combines a disen-
tangled VAE space with the Wasserstein distance.

3.1 Architecture Overview

We build our framework on the basis of the Vari-
ational Auto-Encoder (VAE, §3.2), which can ob-
tain latent representations from a set of documents
both at the level of the individual document and
the group (BraZinskas et al., 2020). To preserve
the meaning of the documents and reduce the im-
pact of noise and purely syntactic information, we
disentangle the document representation into (a)
semantic and (b) syntactic spaces (Bao et al., 2019)
and construct the summary distribution from both.

Unlike earlier work (Chu and Liu, 2019; Brazin-
skas et al., 2020; Iso et al., 2021) we construct the
summary distribution as the barycenter (the centre
of probability mass) of the syntactic and semantic
document distributions (see Figure 1). Moreover,
to counterbalance the effect of the vanishing gra-
dient resulting from use in the loss function of
distance metrics such as KL and JS, we are the
first to employ the Wasserstein distance and the
corresponding Wasserstein barycenter formula in
the context of summarisation (§3.3).

Figure 1 shows the overall model structure. X =
{z1,...,zi, ...,z } denotes a group of documents
to be summarised. The model consists of three
main components:

(1) a VAE-encoder (§3.2) that learns distributions
for each document x; in separate semantic and syn-
tactic spaces (Bao et al., 2019), samples the cor-
responding latent variables z; se, and z; sy, and
gets the document latent variables z; by combining
Zi,sem and Zi syn s

(2) a summarization component (§3.3) that learns to
construct the syntactic and semantic summary dis-
tributions, from which it samples the corresponding
latent variables which are concatenated to give the
summary latent variable z°. The summary seman-
tic distribution v;,,,, is the Wasserstein barycenter
of all document semantic distributions v; e, While
we examine two different strategies for obtaining
the summary syntactic distribution vg,,.

(3) Finally, the decoder (§3.4) generates the sum-
mary by combining an auto-regressive GRU de-

coder as in BraZinskas et al. (2020) with a trans-
former layer with pre-trained BERT parameters,
to guide the generation with syntactic information
already encoded in BERT (Jiang et al., 2020; Fang
et al., 2021). We input the summary latent variable
z® into the transformer layer, and the output of the
transformer is concatenated with the previous state
of the GRU decoder (Cho et al., 2014) as input at
every decoder step.

3.2 Document Reconstruction through VAE

Variational Auto-Encoder (VAE). We use a VAE
to encode a group of documents, disentangle it
into semantic and syntactic spaces and sample the
corresponding latent variables. Given a group
of documents {zi, ...,z,}, a VAE model will
parameterize an approximate posterior distribu-
tion g4(zi|z;) (a diagonal Gaussian) (Bowman
et al., 2015). We encode the documents with a
GRU encoder as in Brazinskas et al. (2020) to
get the representation h; of each document. To
compute the parameters of the approximate poste-
rior gy (2;|2:)=N (2;; pe(x:), 164 (x4)), we linearly
project the document representations — i.e., we use
the affine projections to get the Gaussian’s parame-
ters:
,qu({L‘Z‘) = Lhi + bL
log 04 (x;) = Gh; + bg.

Then the VAE follows an objective that encourages
the model to keep its posterior distributions close
to a prior p(z; jenerallla standard Gaussian dis-
tribution (u = 0,0 = 1) (Bowman et al., 2015).
This objective is to maximise its lower bound:

L(0; ;) = —K L(qg(zi|xi)||p(zi))
+Ey, (e logpo(zilzi)]  (2)
< log p(z;).

To capture the opinion expressed in multiple doc-
uments, we disentangle the corresponding latent
variables into two types — semantic 2; sern and syn-
tactic z; sy, following Bao et al. (2019). In this way,
the model can capture semantic and syntactic infor-
mation separately and reduce their interference. As
in Bao et al. (2019), Eq. 2 becomes:

L(0; i) = =K L(q(2i,sem| )| Ip(2i,sem))
— K L(gy(zi,syn|2i)||p(2i,5yn))

)

)-

)]

+E(1¢(zz sem|Ti)qe (Zi,syn |T:) [IOg Po (xz |Zz sem Zi,syn ]

In the description that follows, we denote
q¢(z7j,sem|xi) and q¢(zi,syn“ri) as Vj sem and Vi syn
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Figure 1: Overview of WassOS. The red dashed arrows are Wasserstein losses embedded in the Wasserstein

barycenter formula. The blue dashed arrows are multi-task and adversarial losses for disentangling the seman-
tic and syntactic spaces. The figure shows the first strategy to construct the syntactic summary distribution, where
the summary latent variable is sampled from the syntactic and semantic barycenters of the document distributions.

respectively. We adopt the multi-task, adversarial
losses and adversarial reconstruction losses of the
DSS-VAE model (Bao et al., 2019). We assume
2; sem to predict the bag-of-words (BoW) distribu-
tion of a sentence, whereas z; sy, is used to predict
the tokens in a linearized parse tree sequence of the
sentence separately. Their losses are respectively
defined as:

Lzt = =3~ tylog p(wlzi sem)
weV

ﬁg;n#l Zlogp 3]’51 -Sj— lazzsyn)

7j=1
where £ is the ground truth distribution of the sen-
tence, p(w|z; sem ) is the predicted distribution and
s; 1s a token in the linearized parse tree.

The adversarial loss in DSS-VAE further helps
the model to separate semantic and syntactic infor-
mation. It uses zg, to predict token sequences,
but predicts the bag-of-words (BoW) distribution
based on z,y,,. The VAE is trained to ‘fool’ the ad-
versarial loss by minimizing the following losses:

Led) = 3" t,log p(w|zi,syn)
weV

(adv)
Esva E log p Sj‘sl -Sj— lazzsem>

J=1
Furthermore, DSS-VAE proposes adversarial re-
construction loss to discourage the sentence being
predicted by a single latent variable z; s OF 2; syn.

The loss is imposed by minimizing:

M

L899 (2) = S log prec(@ileai, 1), (3)
=1

where M is the length of the sentence, and z; is

Zi,syn O Zj sem.-

3.3 Summarization Component

This is the core component for constructing the
summary distribution. After obtaining the distribu-
tion of each document in a group, we seek to obtain
the distribution of a hypothetical summary of the
group of documents. Our intuition is to directly ini-
tialize a summary distribution that has the smallest
distance from a group of document distributions.
In this way, we impose a higher semantic similarity
between the generated summary and the group of
documents and increase the chance that the gener-
ated summary can capture the opinions expressed
in the group of documents. We set the following
minimization problem as our training objective:

in)leZ AiD(v;, v%), 4)
=1

where n is the number of documents, D(v;, v®) is
the distance between a document distribution v;
and the summary distribution v*, and \; = f(z;)
is the weight of the distance between the summary
and each of the document distributions. f is imple-
mented as a feed forward network. Considering the
advantages of the Wasserstein distance (see §3.1),



we introduce the document distributions into the
Wasserstein space and use the Wasserstein distance
as D in formula 4. This allows us to calculate
the Wasserstein barycenter v*® of the document dis-
tributions. The barycenter provides the centre of
probability mass between distributions.

Wasserstein Barycenter in Gaussian Agueh
and Carlier (2011) propose the definition of a
barycenter in the Wasserstein space. In analogy
to the Euclidean case, where the barycenter is cal-
culated on the basis of formula 4 with D being
the squared Euclidean distance, they replace the
squared Euclidean distance with the squared 2-
Wasserstein distance: defined as:

W3(P.Q) = |l — p2l* + B3(£1,52), (5)
where B%(31,3,) is:
tr(S1) + tr(a) — 2tr[S)/ 25,5117

They then minimize:

P
1r1}fz N W3 (v;,0), (6)
i=1
where v; and v are probability distributions, A;’s
are positive weights summing to 1 and W3 denotes
the squared 2-Wasserstein distance.

Since the distributions assumed in VAE (Kingma
and Welling, 2014) are Gaussian, it is important to
know whether the barycenter exists in this case, and
the corresponding specific Wasserstein distance for-
mula. Agueh and Carlier (2011) proved the exis-
tence and uniqueness of the barycenter in problem
6 in the Gaussian case, and provided an explicit
formula. However, this formula is only applicable
when f is 0, that is Gaussian(0, 02). A proof by
Delon and Desolneux (2020) demonstrates that if
the covariances >3; are all positive definite, then the
barycenter exists for Gaussian distributions. The
above studies provide the theoretical support for
our model, which obtains the Wasserstein barycen-
ter as the summary distribution under the assump-
tions of a VAE (Kingma and Welling, 2014).

Wasserstein distance in Gaussian Next, we
consider the calculation of the Wasserstein dis-
tance under the assumptions of a VAE. Kingma
and Welling (2014) provide the theory for an Auto-
Encoding Variational Bayes. They assume that all
prior distributions are Gaussian, and that true pos-
teriors are approximately Gaussian with an approx-
imately diagonal covariance. In this case, they let

the variational approximate posteriors be multivari-
ate Gaussian with a diagonal covariance structure:

log gy (z|z) = log N (z; 1, 621)

Thus the Wasserstein distance (Eq. 7) can be de-
rived in the Gaussian case from Eq. 5, where the
two Gaussian distributions are multivariate Gaus-
sians with a diagonal covariance:

J
1
W3 = Z[(Mlj — p2;)* + 5%;’ + 5%;‘ - 2(5%‘-5%]‘)2]»

j=1
(N
where J is the dimensionality, and ., 6; denote
the j-th element of © and &, respectively.

Based on the above theory, we can assume that
there is a posterior distribution of a summary of
documents, expressed as the barycenter of the docu-
ment distributions, which is a multivariate Gaussian
with a diagonal covariance structure:

10g G (2° |1, oo ) = 10g N (2°; przs, 62 1)

Specifically, we linearly project the summary
representation hg to get the approximate poste-
rior v¥=qy(2° |21, ..., ©n)=N(2°%; pg(hs), 104 (hs))
of the summary, which is the same process
as getting the document posterior distribution
(Eq. 1,§3.2). hs = wihi + ... + wyh,, where
w; = f(h;) is the weight for each document repre-
sentation h;.

We use Eq. 7 to calculate the Wasserstein dis-
tance between the document distributions v; and
the assumed summary distribution v* under the
assumption of a VAE. Therefore, the final Wasser-
stein loss function is:

n
Loass = inf>  NW3 (v, v%)
vs ;

where the \;’s are positive weights summing to 1
and n is the number of documents in the group.

As elaborated in §3.2, we disentangle the docu-
ment distribution into two parts which capture se-
mantic and syntactic information separately. There-
fore, we assume summary distributions v;,,,, and
Ugyr, 10 semantic and syntactic spaces respectively,
and obtain the corresponding Wasserstein losses.

: 2 s
Lovger, = 1Snf E AiW5 (Vi sems Voem)
vsem 1

n
1=

n
: § : 2 s
‘Cw.syn = 7}?f )\ZW2 (’Ui,syn7 Usyn)

SYM =1
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decoder into the transformer layer, and the output of the
transformer is concatenated with the input of the GRU.
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We sample z?

5.m from the summary semantic distri-
bution v,,,,, which is the Wasserstein barycenter of
all document semantic distributions v; se,,. Consid-
ering the potential effect of syntactic information
in different datasets (e.g., data from social media
with a more cluttered text structure), we consider
two strategies to obtain the summary syntactic dis-
tribution vg,,,: (a) similarly to the above method
for v%,,,; (b) use the affine projection applied to
document representations in the syntactic space to
project the summary representation h to the sum-
mary syntactic distribution. Then we sample z;,,,
from it. Finally, the latent summary variable 2° is
defined as:

ZS — [ZS S ]

syn> “sem

We minimize the final loss function, defined as:

L= [~L(0;z;) + LD + L{mb + )
1=1

E(adv) —i—ﬁg%”) +£(adv)] +£w

Sem rec

where £, is the Wasserstein loss. For the first
strategy (a) L, = L + Luy,,,- For the sec-
ond strategy (b), there is no need to calculate the
Wasserstein barycenter in the syntactic space, and
therefore £, = L

Wsem

Wsem *

3.4 Decoder component

In the decoder component, we use an auto-
regressive GRU decoder and a pointer-generator
network, as in (Brazinskas et al., 2020). In order
to make the generated summary more grammat-
ical, we first input the sampled latent variable z
into the transformer layer, and then concatenate the

output of the transformer to the GRU decoder input
at every decoder step, as shown in Figure 2. The
transformer decoder layer contains a multi-head at-
tention layer and a feed forward layer. We load the
pre-trained middle layer parameters from BERT
(Devlin et al., 2019), which have been shown to
have syntactic features (Jawahar et al., 2019). The
same decoder is used for both document reconstruc-
tion and summary generation.

4 Experiments

4.1 Datasets

We experimented on datasets with different types
of content (social media posts, reviews) to allow
for a thorough evaluation across different domains:
Twitter Bilal et al. (2021) released 2,214 clusters
of tweets on the topics of COVID-19 (2020-2021)
and politics (2014-16), manually labeled as being
coherent. Each cluster contains ~30 tweets dis-
cussing the same sub-topic, posted by different
users on the same day. We randomly selected 2,030
clusters for training and 115 for validation of the
VAE reconstruction component. We additionaly
used 35 clusters for development (GRU) and 34 for
overall testing.

Reddit We collected 4,547 Reddit threads from
the r/COVID19_support subreddit, using the
PushShift API. We focused on 118 threads with
at least 7 comments, to have enough content to
perform summarisation. In each thread, we only
kept the original post with its comments, ignoring
any replies to comments to ensure all content was
on topic. Finally, we manually selected 40 threads
whose posts introduce information pertinent to the
topic and do not exceed 70 tokens (similar to the
Amazon dataset). Three expert summarisers, native
English speakers with a background in journalism
were employed to summarise the main story and
opinions of each thread, following the same meth-
ods used in (Bilal et al., 2022) to create opinion
summaries for Twitter. For details regarding the
summarisation guidelines see Appendix A.2. We
use these 40 Reddit threads for evaluation purposes
only.

Amazon Brazinskas et al. (2020) released 60 gold
summaries for the Amazon product review dataset.
We follow their work and use 28 products for de-
velopment and 32 for testing. Furthermore, we use
183,103 products for training the VAE to recon-
struct the reviews and 9,639 products for validation
— with 4.6M and 241K reviews, respectively.



4.2 Models & Baselines

We compare our method against existing models for
unsupervised abstractive opinion summarisation:

Copycat (BraZinskas et al., 2020) relies on contin-
uous latent representations to generate a summary.
They use a hierarchical architecture to obtain the
distribution of a group of reviews; then, the sum-
mary latent variable is chosen by sampling from
the distribution of documents within the group.

Coop (Iso et al., 2021) optimizes the latent vector
using the input-output word overlap to overcome
the summary vector degeneration. Compared to
the averaging strategy in copycat, it calculates the
contribution of each review, and has a better perfor-
mance on review datasets.

We also introduce two extractive summarisation
baselines that make use of the Wasserstein and Eu-
clidean distance — Medoid (Wass) and Medoid
(Eucl), respectively — selecting a single central
item (i.e., the ‘medoid’) from a group of docu-
ments as the summary. For Medoid (Wass)/Medoid
(Eucl), we calculate the Wasserstein/Euclidean dis-
tance between each document distribution and the
rest and select the document whose distribution is
closest to other documents’ distributions.

We create two variants of our model to obtain
the latent variables of the summary: WassOS(T-
center) uses two Wasserstein barycenters (see
§3.3), whereas WassOS(O-center) uses only one
Wasserstein barycenter which comes from the sum-
mary semantic distribution.

Twitter Amazon Reddit
Rl R2 RL |[RI R2 RL |RI R2 RL
Copycat 305 110 250 | .319 .058 201 | 206 .039 .159
Coop 327 135 267 | 365 072 212 | .197 .031 .137
Medoid (Wass) 264 .083 201 | 288 .051 .173|.164 .021 .118
Medoid (Eucl) 270 .089 219 | .309 .063 .189 | .173 .029 .119
WassOS (T-center) | .343 150 .291 | .285 .058 .182|.207 .043 .153
WassOS (O-center) | .265 .102 221 | .330 .090 .218 | .174 .030 .126

Table 1: ROUGE scores on the test sets (best scores
shown in bold). The scores of Coop and Copycat on
the Amazon dataset are copied from BraZinskas et al.
(2020) and Iso et al. (2021).

4.3 Experimental Settings

Before the GRU decoder, we add a transformer
layer to provide syntactic information to our
model. Since the middle layers from BERT (De-
vlin et al., 2019) are shown to encode syntac-
tic features (see §3.4), for our transformer layer
we load the pre-trained parameters from the 6"

layer? of bert-base-uncased. The text and sum-
mary latent variables have the same hidden size
as bert-base-uncased (768). We use Adam op-
timizer (Kingma and Ba, 2015) (learning rate:
5x10~%). During training, we parse each doc-
ument into the tag sequence with Zpar® (Zhang
and Clark, 2011), which serves as the ground truth
when getting the syntactic information.

5 Results

5.1 Automatic evaluation

Results on the test sets are shown in Table 1.
ROUGE-1/2/L scores are based on F1 (Lin, 2004).
WassOS outperforms all competing models
on Twitter, offering a relative improvement of
5%/11%/9% (ROUGE-1/2/L, respectively) over
the second best-performing model. On Amazon,
it trails by .035 (11%) in ROUGE-1, but outper-
forms Coop on ROUGE-2 (25% improvement) and
ROUGE-L. The results of Copycat and WassOS on
Reddit are similar.* Copycat slightly outperforms
WassOS on ROUGE-L (.006), while WassOS is
slightly better on ROUGE-1,2 (.001, .004).
WassOS(T-center) performs better on the Twit-
ter clusters and Reddit threads, but WassOS(O-
center) outperforms WassOS(T-center) on Ama-
zon. We hypothesise this is caused by the different
acquisition of syntactic latent variables, demon-
strating that syntactic information has an influ-
ence on the generated summary. This is likely
due to the different format between Amazon re-
views and the Twitter/Reddit posts: Amazon re-
views follow a very similar format, whereas posts
on Twitter/Reddit vary greatly in their structure.
We also make a comparison between two extrac-
tive methods based on WassOS, which use two
different distances to get the medoid in a cluster
of documents. Medoid (Eucl) slightly outperforms
Medoid (Wass) on these datasets. They are both
outperformed by WassOS by a large margin.

5.2 Ablation

We performed ablation studies to investigate the
importance of the disentangled component (§3.2)
and the transformer decoder (§3.4). We hypothe-
size that having messy syntactic information will

>We tried the middle layers from 5th to 7th in turn, and we
found that the model shows the best performance with the 6th
layer’s parameters.

3https: //www.sutd.edu.sg/cmsresource/faculty/
\yuezhang/zpar.html

“Here we use pre-trained parameters from Twitter.
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Amazon Twitter

Model R1 R2 RL | RI R2 RL
WassOS-dis 251 .049 175 | 320 .138 272
WassOS-trans | .258 .043 .173 | .276 .102 .236
WassOS 330 .090 .218 | .343 .150 .291

Table 2: Ablation study: ROUGE on Amazon/Twitter.

impact the acquisition of the core meaning. There-
fore, we disentangle the latent representation into
separate semantic and syntactic spaces, and get the
semantic and syntactic information separately. To
test the contribution of this approach, we remove
the disentangled component. Furthermore, we also
tested whether the transformer layer provides syn-
tactic guidance when generating the summary. In
particular, we experimented with (a) removing the
disentangled part but keeping the transformer de-
coder (‘“WassOS-dis’) and (b) keeping the disen-
tangled part but removing the transformer decoder
(‘WassOS-trans’). We conducted experiments with
the two models on the Amazon and Twitter datasets.
In “WassOS-trans’, we use the first strategy (two
barycenters) for Twitter and the second strategy
(one barycenter from semantic space) for Amazon.
As ‘“WassOS-dis’ lacks the disentangled compo-
nent it uses a single barycenter. Our Reddit dataset
is small and is used only for evaluation purposes
so does not feature in this comparison where we
would have to retrain the model with each of the
components removed.

Tables 2 shows the ROUGE values on the Ama-
zon and Twitter datasets, respectively. The two
models fail to compete against WassOS, showing
a drop in ROUGE when either component is re-
moved. Upon manual investigation of the char-
acteristics of the generated summaries, we find
that WassOS-dis (which misses the disentangle-
ment component) often produces summaries with
confusing semantic information, as opposed to
WassOS-trans (see examples in Tables 6 and 7 in
Appendix A.4). However the summaries generated
by WassOS-dis are more fluent than the summaries
generated by WassOS-trans. This shows that the
pre-trained parameters on BERT in the decoder
component provide helpful syntactic features for
the generated summary. Importantly, our findings
highlight that using the transformer or disentan-
gled part alone is not enough to generate good
summaries and that both components are equally
important to model performance.

Non- Referential Meaning
Model  redundancy Clarity Fluency Preservation
5 | Copycat -.137 -.078 -.333 -.142
§ Coop 338 -323 363 -.289
| WassOS -.201 402 -.029 431
= | Copycat -.064 -113 .039 167
% Coop 338 -.157 -.098 -.882
& | WassOS -274 270 059 716
£ | Copycat 517 420 207 -.115
§ Coop 144 057 092 -103
< | WassOS -.638 - 4717 -299 218

Table 3: Best-Worst evaluation (best scores in bold).

5.3 Human evaluation

Our last part of the evaluation involves human as-
sessments of the quality of generated summaries.
Three experienced journalists, whose professional
training includes writing summaries of articles,
with previous experience in evaluating NLP gener-
ated summaries, were hired for this task. For each
entry in the test set (29 test products from Amazon,
34 test clusters from Twitter and 40 test threads
from Reddit), we grouped the corresponding gener-
ated summaries from Copycat, Coop and WassOS
in a summary tuple, assessed by the experts us-
ing Best-Worst Scaling (Louviere and Woodworth,
1991; Louviere et al., 2015). The experts were
asked to highlight the best and the worst summary
in each tuple with respect to these criteria: Non-
redundancy (NR), Referential Clarity (RC), Flu-
en