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Abstract

Opinion summarization focuses on generat-
ing summaries that reflect popular opinions of
multiple reviews for a single entity (e.g., a ho-
tel or a product.) While generated summaries
offer general and concise information about a
particular entity, the information may be insuf-
ficient to help the user compare multiple en-
tities. Thus, the user may still struggle with
the question “Which one should I pick?” In
this paper, we propose a comparative opinion
summarization task, which is to generate two
contrastive summaries and one common sum-
mary from two given sets of reviews from dif-
ferent entities. We develop a comparative sum-
marization framework COCOSUM, which con-
sists of two few-shot summarization models
that are jointly used to generate contrastive and
common summaries. Experimental results on
a newly created benchmark COCOTRIP show
that COCOSUM can produce high-quality con-
trastive and common summaries than state-of-
the-art opinion summarization models.

1 Introduction

Widely available online customer reviews help the
user with decisions in a variety of domains (e.g.,
hotel, restaurant, or company.) After creating a
list of candidate entities based on initial condi-
tions (e.g., area, price range, restaurant type), the
user compares a few entities in depth by carefully
reading the customer reviews to make a final de-
cision (Payne et al., 1991). It is not only time-
consuming but also difficult for the user to detect
differences and similarities between the entities, as
those pieces of information are often scattered in
different reviews.

The recent success of neural summarization tech-
niques (Rush et al., 2015) and the growth of online
review platforms led to establishing the field of
multi-document opinion summarization (Chu and
Liu, 2019; Bražinskas et al., 2020b; Amplayo and
Lapata, 2020; Iso et al., 2021), whose goal is to
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Figure 1: Overview of the comparative opinion sum-
marization task. The model takes two set of reviews
about different entities to generate two contrastive opin-
ion summaries, which contain distinctive opinions, and
one common opinion summary, which describes com-
mon opinions between the two entities.

generate a summary that represents salient opin-
ions in input reviews. However, existing opinion
summarization techniques are designed to gener-
ate a single-entity opinion summary that reflects
popular opinions for each entity, without taking
into account contrastive and common opinions that
are uniquely (commonly) mentioned in each entity
(both entities) as depicted in Figure 1. Therefore,
the user still needs to figure out which opinions are
distinctive or common between the entities by care-
fully reading and comparing summaries generated
by existing opinion summarization solutions.
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Figure 2: Illustration of Co-decoding: (a) For contrastive summary generation, distinctive words are emphasized by
constrasting the token probability distribution of target entity against that of the counterpart entity. (b) For common
summary generation, entity-pair-specific words are highlighted by aggregating token probability distributions of
all base models to alleviate the overly generic summary generation issue.

To this end, we take one step beyond the cur-
rent scope of opinion summarization and propose
a novel task of generating contrastive and common
summaries by comparing multiple entities, which
we refer to as comparative opinion summarization.
In contrast to the conventional single-entity opinion
summarization task that makes a general summary
for each entity, the goal of comparative opinion
summarization is to generate two contrastive sum-
maries and one common summary from two sets
of reviews about two entities. Thus, the user can
easily understand distinctive and common opinions
about multiple entities.

A key challenge of building a summarizer for
the task is that the model has to correctly distin-
guish what are contrastive and common opinions
from input reviews of two entities. Existing opin-
ion summarization models do not implement this
functionality as they are designed to summarize
salient opinions for a single entity.

To address this issue, we develop a compara-
tive opinion summarization framework COCOSUM,
which consists of two base summarization models
for contrastive and common opinion summary gen-
eration. COCOSUM employs a novel Collaborative
Decoding (Co-decoding) that jointly uses the two
models for contrastive and common summary gen-
eration. The main idea of Co-decoding is to jointly
use two summarization models by aggregating the
token probability distributions in the decoding step,
so the models can generate more distinctive and
entity-pair-specific summaries.

Experimental results on a newly created bench-
mark COCOTRIP show that COCOSUM with Co-
decoding generate substantially high-quality con-
trastive and common summaries compared to base-

line models including the state-of-the-art opinion
summarization model.

Our contributions are as follows:

• We propose the novel task of comparative
opinion summarization, which takes two re-
view sets as input and outputs two contrastive
summaries and one common summary.

• We develop COCOSUM, which consists of
two base summarization models and imple-
ments a novel Co-decoding algorithm that fa-
cilitates generating distinctive and entity-pair-
specific summaries by aggregating the token
probability distributions of the models.

• We create and release a comparative opin-
ion summarization benchmark COCOTRIP

that contains manually written reference sum-
maries for 50 entity pairs.1

2 Comparative Opinion Summarization

2.1 Problem Formulation

Let C be a corpus of reviews on entities from
a single domain (e.g., hotels, restaurants.) For
each entity e, we define its review set Re =
{re,1, re,2, . . . , re,|Re|}.

We define a contrastive summary of a target en-
tity A against a counterpart entity B y

A\B
cont as a

summary that describes salient opinions inRA but
not in RB . Note that yA\Bcont and yB\A

cont are differ-
ent unless RA and RB contain exactly same set of
opinions. Similarly, we define a common summary
yA∩Bcomm of entities A and B as a summary that de-
scribes common opinions inRA andRB . For the

1https://github.com/megagonlabs/
cocosum

https://github.com/megagonlabs/cocosum
https://github.com/megagonlabs/cocosum


Abst. Cont. Comm.

Chu and Liu (2019) 3
Bražinskas et al. (2020a,b) 3
Lerman and McDonald (2009) 3
Huang et al. (2011) 3
Sipos and Joachims (2013) 3

Ren et al. (2017)† 3 3

This work 3 3 3

Table 1: Novelty of comparative opinion summariza-
tion against existing (opinion) summarization tasks.
This work is the first task that targets to generate ab-
stractive summaries (Abst.) for contrastive (Cont.) and
common (Comm.) opinions. Note that Ren et al. (2017)
extract keywords instead of creating textual summary.

common summary, yA∩Bcomm and yB∩A
comm are identical,

thus we only consider a single common summary
for an entity pair.

We formalize comparative opinion summariza-
tion as a task to generate two sets of contrastive
summaries yA\Bcont , yB\A

cont , and a single common sum-
mary yA∩Bcomm from two sets of reviewsRA andRB
for a pair of entities A and B.

Table 1 shows the task comparison against ex-
isting summarization tasks. Comparative opinion
summarization is the first work that aims to gener-
ate abstractive summaries for contrastive and com-
mon opinions.

2.2 The COCOTRIP Corpus
As the task requires three types of reference sum-
maries for each entity pair, none of the existing
benchmarks for opinion summarization can be used
for evaluation. Therefore, we create a compara-
tive opinion summarization corpus COCOTRIP that
contains human-written contrastive and common
summaries for 50 pairs of entities. We sampled
the entity pairs and reviews from the TripAdvisor
corpus (Wang et al., 2010).

We sampled 16 reviews for every pair (i.e., 8
reviews for each entity.) For every entity pair, we
collected 3 gold-standard summaries written by
different annotators for two constrastive summaries
and one common summary.

Details of the corpus creation process are de-
scribed in Appendix.

We summarize and compare the COCOTRIP

dataset with existing abstractive opinion summa-
rization datasets in Table 2. Our dataset contains
a similar scale of human-written summaries to ex-
isting abstractive opinion summarization datasets,
and the input reviews are about three times longer

than others.

3 COCOSUM

For single-entity opinion summarization, input re-
views can be used as pseudo summaries for training
summarization models in a self-supervised fash-
ion. This approach is not suitable for compara-
tive opinion summarization as the task takes two
sets of reviews for different entities to generate
contrastive and common summaries, which have
significantly different characteristics from the orig-
inal review as supported by Table 2. In addition,
recent studies have shown the effectiveness of pre-
trained encoder-decoder models for summarization
tasks (Zhang et al., 2020; Oved and Levy, 2021).

Therefore, we use a few-shot learning approach
that fine-tunes a pre-trained language model using
input reviews and corresponding reference sum-
maries. However, while the few-shot learning ap-
proach helps the model acquire the writing style,
we found that it was not sufficient to learn to gener-
ate summaries that contain distinctive and common
opinions between two entities. This led us to design
a “collaborative” decoding solution Co-decoding,
which calculates the token probability distribution
based on two summarization models trained for
common and contrastive summary generation.

In this section, we first describe the base design
of COCOSUM; then, we introduce Co-decoding in
§3.2.

3.1 Base Summarization Model

COCOSUM consists of two summarization mod-
els that are separately fine-tuned using reference
contrastive summaries and reference common sum-
maries, respectively. Both summarization models
take concatenated reviews of two entities as input.
Specifically, for given two sets of reviews RA =
{rA,1, . . . , rA,N} and RB = {rB,1, . . . , rB,M},
the input to the model is a token sequence rA,1 ⊕
· · · ⊕ rA,N ⊕ rB,1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ rB,M , where each
review re,i consists of a token sequence re,i =

(xe,i1 , . . . , x
e,i
|re,i|), and ⊕ denotes concatenation.

In this way, the model cannot distinguish which
reviews are about which entity. Thus, we introduce
additional type embeddings into the input layer of
the encoder to distinguish which reviews are about
the target or counterpart entity, as shown in Fig-
ure 3.

Another challenge is that the input sequence of
the model becomes longer after concatenation (i.e.,



Task # of sEnt Inp. Review # of Summ. Inp. len Summ. len Domain

COCOTRIP (This work) Contrastive 100 16 300 1529.4 132.9 HotelsCommon 50 150 20.3

Bražinskas et al. (2020a) Single 100 8 300 481.3 61.2 Businesses
Bražinskas et al. (2020a) Single 60 8 180 469.6 59.6 Products
Chu and Liu (2019) Single 200 8 200 581.1 70.4 Businesses
Bražinskas et al. (2020b) Single 60 8 180 473.4 59.8 Products

Table 2: Statistics of COCOTRIP and other benchmarks. COCOTRIP has a comparable corpus size against the
benchmarks, while offering unique characteristics (i.e., three types of reference summaries for a pair of entities.)
The average input length in tokens is calculated using concatenated input reviews.

Transformer Encoder

Reviews Reviews

Entity A Entity B
+ +

Token Embedding

Type Embedding

Figure 3: Encoder of the base summarization model
has type embeddings to distinguish the original entity
of each review. In this example, we consider Entity A
(Entity B) as the target (counterpart) entity.

more than 1.5k tokens on average as shown in
Table 2), which may not fit in the maximum se-
quence length of existing summarization models.
In this study, we use Longformer Encoder-Decoder
(LED) (Beltagy et al., 2020), which incorporates
sparse attention into a pre-trained encoder-decoder
(e.g., BART (Lewis et al., 2020)), to handle such
long input sequences and thus are more suitable for
the comparative opinion summarization tasks.

For contrastive summary generation (i.e.,
y
A\B
cont 6= y

B\A
cont ), we keep the original order of the

target entity and counterpart entity as the model
should recognize which one is the target entity.
Then, we fine-tune an LED model using reference
summaries for entity pairs.

For common summary generation (i.e., yA∩Bcomm =
yB∩A

comm), the model should generate the same com-
mon summary for the same entity pair regardless of
the input order of review sets. Thus, we augment
training data by creating both concatenation orders
for fine-tuning. For the inference time, we create
two input sequences (i.e., A ∩B and B ∩ A) and
merge the token probability distributions of the two
sequences for a summary generation.

3.2 Collaborative Decoding

Although few-shot learning is an effective solution
for training summarization models, the model may
not be sufficient to generate contrastive and com-
mon summaries as the model does not have the

functionality to compare and contrast two sum-
marization models for better contrastive and com-
mon summary generation. To incorporate direct
interactions between models, we design a solution
Co-decoding that uses two summarization models
in the decoding phase, which would help gener-
ate better contrastive and common summaries than
individual models.

We denote the token probability distribution
of a model M ∈ {cont, comm} at t-th step by
PM (Yt | y<t,RA,RB). The key idea of Co-
decoding is to aggregate Pcont(·) and Pcomm(·) at
each step, so the two models can collaboratively
generate (1) contrastive summaries that contain
distinctive opinions that do not appear in the coun-
terpart review set and (2) common summaries that
only contain common opinions that appear in both
target and counterpart review sets.

Contrastive Summary Generation To improve
the distinctiveness of generated contrastive sum-
maries that only contains entity-specific opinions,
we consider penalizing the tokens that are likely
to appear in the counterpart entity. That is, we use
two token probability distributions and highlight
tokens that are distinctive compared to the coun-
terpart entity by using the token ratio distribution
between them. We also introduce a trade-off hy-
perparameter δ that controls the balance between
the original token distribution and the token ratio
distribution:

p̂
A\B
cont (Yt) ∝ p

A\B
cont (Yt)

(
p
A\B
cont (Yt)

p
B\A
cont (Yt)

)δ
, (1)

where pA\Bcont (Yt) := Pcont(Yt | y<t,RA,RB) is the
token probability of COCOSUM for a contrastive
summary ŷA\Bcont . For the other contrastive summary
ŷ
B\A
cont , the token probability can be obtained by

simply swapping A and B in Eq. (1).



Co-decoding for contrastive summary genera-
tion is illustrated in Figure 2 (a). The intuition
behind this approach is that the token ratio distribu-

tion p
A\B
cont (Yt)

p
B\A
cont (Yt)

(i.e., A ∧ ¬B) highlights distinctive

tokens that are relatively unique to the target entity,
which are emphasized by combining with the orig-
inal token distribution. This can be considered a
variant of Product-of-Experts (Hinton, 2002; Liu
et al., 2021), which models Logical AND with mul-
tiple probabilistic distributions.

Common Summary Generation Common
summaries should contain common opinions that
are about a given pair of entities. However, we
observe that simply fine-tuned summarization
models tend to generate overly generic summaries
that can be true for any entity pairs. The issue
is more critical with common summaries as the
target summary length is significantly shorter (20.3
tokens on avg.) than that of contrastive summaries
(132.9 tokens on avg.), which we will discuss in
§5.

To incorporate the entity-specific information
into the common summary, we design Co-decoding
to use the sum of the token probability distributions
of the contrastive summarization model, which is
then combined with the original token probability
distribution using a trade-off hyperparameter γ:

p̂A∩Bcomm(Yt) ∝ pA∩Bcomm(Yt) + γ
∑

E∈{A\B,B\A}

pEcont(Yt),

(2)

where pA∩Bcomm(Yt) := Pcomm(Yt | y<t,RA,RB) is
the token probability distribution of the common
summary model.

Co-decoding for common summary generation
is illustrated in Figure 2 (b). The intuition behind
this approach is that we first identify salient to-
kens for the input entity pair by adding the token
probability distributions of contrastive summaries:
p
A\B
cont (Yt) + p

B\A
cont (Yt) (i.e., A ∨B), which is then

combined with the original distribution using the
trade-off hyperparameter γ. This can be considered
a variant of Mixture-of-Experts(Jacobs et al., 1991),
which models Logical OR with multiple probabilis-
tic distributions and is suitable for interpolating
the token probability distribution of models with
different characteristics.

We would like to emphasize that Co-decoding is
a token probability distribution calculation method
for comparative opinion summarization based on

two summarization models; thus, it is flexible of
the choice of the base summarization model and
the decoding algorithm. We verify the effectiveness
of different configurations for Co-decoding in §5.

4 Evaluation

4.1 Experimental Settings

We used COCOTRIP for the evaluation. For ro-
bust evaluation, we ran the training and evaluation
process 5 times with different train/dev/test splits
(40%/20%/40%) and report the average scores of
the 5 trials.

For COCOSUM, we used Hugging Face’s Trans-
formers library (Wolf et al., 2020) for imple-
mentation and pre-trained models. For both
contrastive and common opinion summarization
models, we fine-tuned a pre-trained LED model
allenai/led-base-163842. We used Adam
optimizer (Kingma and Ba, 2015) with a linear
scheduler with an initial learning rate of 0.002 and
a warm-up step of 1000. For Co-decoding, we
used top-p vocabulary (Holtzman et al., 2020) with
p = 0.9, which is the smallest token set whose
cumulative probability exceeds p, for pA\Bcont (Yt),
p
B\A
cont (Yt), and pA\Bcomm(Yt). We used Beam Search

with a width of 4. We chose δ and γ using the dev
set.

We compare COCOSUM with a variety of opin-
ion summarization models as baselines, namely
LexRank (Erkan and Radev, 2004; Reimers and
Gurevych, 2019)3, MeanSum (Chu and Liu, 2019)4,
OpinionDigest (Suhara et al., 2020)5, Copy-
Cat (Bražinskas et al., 2020b)6, and BiMean-
VAE (Iso et al., 2021)7.

Evaluation Metrics For summarization quality,
we use ROUGE 1/2/L F1 scores (Lin, 2004)8 as au-
tomatic evaluation based on reference summaries.
To evaluate the distinctiveness of generated sum-
maries, we calculate the average distinctiveness
score (DS) between generated contrastive sum-
maries and common summaries for all entity pairs

2https://huggingface.co/allenai/
led-base-16384

3https://github.com/UKPLab/
sentence-transformers

4https://github.com/sosuperic/MeanSum
5https://github.com/megagonlabs/

opiniondigest
6https://github.com/abrazinskas/

Copycat-abstractive-opinion-summarizer
7https://github.com/megagonlabs/coop
8https://github.com/Diego999/py-rouge

https://huggingface.co/allenai/led-base-16384
https://huggingface.co/allenai/led-base-16384
https://github.com/UKPLab/sentence-transformers
https://github.com/UKPLab/sentence-transformers
https://github.com/sosuperic/MeanSum
https://github.com/megagonlabs/opiniondigest
https://github.com/megagonlabs/opiniondigest
https://github.com/abrazinskas/Copycat-abstractive-opinion-summarizer
https://github.com/abrazinskas/Copycat-abstractive-opinion-summarizer
https://github.com/megagonlabs/coop
https://github.com/Diego999/py-rouge


Contrastive Common Pair
R1 ↑ R2 ↑ RL ↑ R1 ↑ R2 ↑ RL ↑ DS ↑

Unsupervised
Extaractive

LexRank (Erkan and Radev, 2004) 23.28 3.68 13.85 21.82 4.17 14.50 43.69
LexRankBERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) 27.64 5.31 15.89 22.38 4.54 15.44 40.51

Abstractive
MeanSum (Chu and Liu, 2019) 33.72 7.83 19.61 13.77 0.98 10.56 70.04
OpinionDigest (Suhara et al., 2020) 37.27 8.91 20.77 21.01 4.02 14.87 72.94
CopyCat (Bražinskas et al., 2020b) 23.19 6.43 16.23 35.35 11.55 24.05 39.34
BiMeanVAE (Iso et al., 2021) 37.87 9.82 22.20 37.07 14.17 26.39 40.59

Few-shot
COCOSUM 39.05 10.17 21.51 39.38 15.06 30.11 80.02

w/o Co-decoding 40.96 11.19 23.15 40.36 16.14 31.48 74.40

Human upper bound 47.29 12.75 26.15 49.11 18.25 37.76 78.59

Table 3: ROUGE scores (summarization quality) for contrastive and common summaries on COCOTRIP and the
distinctiveness score (DS) of generated summaries. Bold-faced and underlined denote the best and second-best
scores, respectively.

defined as follows:

DS = 1−
∑

(i,j)∈I(2) |Vi ∩ Vj | − 2|
⋂
i∈I Vi|

|
⋃
i∈I Vi|

,

where I = {A,B,C}, I(2) is the 2-subsets of I
and VA, VB , VC denote the token sets of two gen-
erated contrastive summaries ŷA\Bcont , ŷB\A

cont , and a
generated common summary ŷA∩Bcomm.

4.2 Results
As shown in Table 3, COCOSUM outperforms the
baseline methods for the ROUGE scores (summa-
rization quality) and the distinctiveness score (DS),
showing the effectiveness of few-shot learning and
Co-decoding. Comparing the ROUGE scores by
COCOSUM and COCOSUM w/o Co-decoding, we
confirm that Co-decoding sacrifices the summariza-
tion performance as expected while significantly
improving the distinctiveness, achieving the same
quality level as the gold-standard summaries. We
will further analyze and discuss the distinctiveness
of generated contrastive and common summaries
in §5.

Among the baseline methods, BiMeanVAE
shows the highest ROUGE scores while perform-
ing poorly for the distinctiveness score. Although
MeanSum and OpinionDigest show high distinc-
tiveness score, those models show significantly
worse performance on the common summary gen-
eration task. The results indicate it is challenging
for existing opinion summarization models to im-
prove the distinctiveness of generated summaries
while keeping them high-quality for both of the
tasks.

Contrastive Intra-ROUGE F1↓
R1 R2 RL

Best Unsupervised
BiMeanVAE (Iso et al., 2021) 68.23 49.12 54.81

Few-shot
COCOSUM 32.75 7.39 18.98

w/o Co-decoding 41.54 14.54 26.93

Human upper bound 38.07 7.94 20.17

Common Inter-ROUGE F1↓
R1 R2 RL

Best Unsupervised
BiMeanVAE (Iso et al., 2021) 71.61 50.52 59.84

Few-shot
COCOSUM 55.69 37.93 50.35

w/o Co-decoding 82.31 70.91 78.54

Human upper bound 38.18 16.72 30.11

Table 4: Intra-ROUGE scores for contrastive summary
generation (above) and Inter-ROUGE scores for com-
mon summary generation (below.)

5 Analysis

5.1 Distinctiveness in Generated Summaries

In addition to the summarization quality, distinc-
tiveness is another important factor for comparative
opinion summarization to help the user pick one
against the other. Therefore, we conduct additional
analysis to investigate the quality of distinctiveness
in generated summaries.

How distinctive are generated contrastive sum-
maries for each entity pair? Since we already
confirm that COCOSUM achieves the best perfor-
mance for the distinctiveness score, we investigate
pairs of generated contrastive summaries to verify



Contrastive ROUGE F1↑ Intra-ROUGE F1↓
R1 R2 RL R1 R2 RL

Original (Eq. (1)) 39.05 10.17 21.51 32.75 7.39 18.98
Mixture-of-Experts 11.05 1.12 6.93 3.56 0.04 2.51
pcont/pcomm 34.90 7.34 18.32 33.13 7.42 18.32

Common ROUGE F1↑ Inter-ROUGE F1↓
R1 R2 RL R1 R2 RL

Original (Eq. (2)) 39.38 15.06 30.11 55.69 37.93 50.35
Product-of-Experts 39.86 15.08 30.59 61.28 43.44 55.27

Table 5: Summarization performance and Intra/Inter-
ROUGE scores by COCOSUM with different Co-
decoding configurations.

the intra-entity-pair distinctiveness of contrastive
summaries generated by COCOSUM. To this end,
we measure the intra-entity-pair ROUGE (Intra-
ROUGE) scores between a pair of generated con-
trastive summaries for each entity pair.

Table 4 (above) shows that COCOSUM signifi-
cantly outperforms the state-of-the-art opinion sum-
marization model (BiMeanVAE) and the ablated
version of COCOSUM (i.e., w/o Co-decoding.) The
results confirm that Co-decoding successfully gen-
erates contrastive summaries that contain distinc-
tive opinions of each other.
Does Co-decoding address the overly generic
summary issue for common summaries? As
mentioned in §3.2, the simply fine-tuned model suf-
fers from generating overly generic summaries that
can be true for any entity pairs. We verify if COCO-
SUM successfully addresses the issue by using Co-
decoding, which takes into account salient tokens
that are specific to a given entity pair from the con-
trastive summarization model. Thus, we measure
inter-entity-pair ROUGE (Inter-ROUGE) scores
as a distinctiveness metric in a similar manner as
the Cross-Product Diversity proposed in (Oved and
Levy, 2021).

Similar to the Intra-ROUGE scores, COCO-
SUM also shows strong performance for the Inter-
ROUGE scores as shown in Table 4 (below.) The
results confirm that Co-decoding successfully ad-
dresses the overly generic summary issue, indicat-
ing that COCOSUM generates a meaningful com-
mon summary for each entity pair.

5.2 Analysis on Co-decoding Design

Our design of Co-decoding uses different types of
distribution aggregation methods for contrastive
(Eq. (1)) and common summary generation (Eq.
(2).) Although those designs are supported by the
intuitions, we examine how the quality of gener-

ated summaries is affected when different configu-
rations in Co-decoding are used for each task.

Contrastive Summary Generation First, we
tested the Mixture-of-Experts style aggregation
that is used for contrastive summary generation.
Specifically, we use addition to combine the origi-
nal distribution and the ratio distribution instead of

multiplication: pA\Bcont (Yt) +

(
p
A\B
cont (Yt)

p
B\A
cont (Yt)

)δ
.

As shown in Table 5, this configuration does
not generate contrastive summaries with an accept-
able quality (thus, low Intra-ROUGE scores are not
meaningful.)

We observe that this design causes a serious dis-
tribution collapse issue in the aggregated token
probability distribution. This is mainly caused by
the lack of the cancellation effect obtained by the
Product-of-Experts style aggregation. That is, if the
probability of a token were low in the ratio distribu-
tion, it would be canceled out via the multiplication
operation.

We also tested another way to highlight con-
trastive opinions using the common summary gen-
eration model for the ratio distribution. That is,
we replace the ratio distribution in Eq. (1) with
p
A\B
cont (Yt)/p

A∩B
comm(Yt). The result (pcont/pcomm in

Table 5) shows competitive performance as the orig-
inal design with respect to the Intra-ROUGE scores.
However, this configuration does not perform well
in the summarization performence (i.e., the stan-
dard ROUGE scores.) This may be attributed to the
fact that the contrastive and common summaries
have significantly different characteristics, espe-
cially in the writing style and the summary length.
Therefore, when the decoding step goes beyond the
average length of common summaries, the com-
mon summary generation model might not provide
a meaningful token probability distribution, which
can harm summary generation by Co-decoding.

Common Summary Generation Similarly, we
verified the effectiveness of the Product-of-Experts
style configuration for common summary gener-
ation. That is, we use multiplication instead of
addition: pA∩Bcomm(Yt)

∏
E∈{A\B,B\A} p

E
cont(Yt)

γ .
The result in Table 5 shows that the configuration

(Product-of-Experts) performs competitively with
the original Co-decoding for the standard ROUGE
scores while the Inter-ROUGE scores were sig-
nificantly degraded. This indicates that Product-
of-Experts focus too much on the tokens that are



COCOSUM Intra-ROUGE1/2/L = (41.48, 5.97, 18.52)

Entity ID: 203083 Entity ID: 208552
The hotel was available with a deal via the hotel , but
there were some issues with the elevator and lines
were a bit plain . Overall this is a perfect hotel for
solo stays in Rome and not far from Campiano Air-
port . The rooms in the hotel are not huge but com-
fortable and clean . The bathrooms are gorgeous
and the rooms make the day extra special . The
hotel upgraded rooms to have Boschari toiletries on
the bed each day . The elevator was a bit plain and
the lines were too lines . The hotel staff are always
courteous and helpful . Every member of staff have
loads of great advice and recommendations for local
attractions and sight-seeing . The hotel provides a
good size buffet and on roof top garden you can enjoy
a nice shower .

Hotel Campo de Fiori is great for sight-seeing in
Rome and is n’t cheap because it ’s European-sized
but it ’s beautiful and well appointed . The hotel
is situated near the ancient centre of Rome but a 5
minute walk to most of the sites , 20-minute walk
to the library and restaurant La Scalla and The Li-
brary are both great restaurants but the rooms here
are smaller in size but they are decorated with char-
acter and have a great view of the historic area . The
staff at the hotel were extremely helpful and made
you feel so welcome there . The food is good here
and offers both breakfast and orange juice . It ’s a
little disappointing to see the food restrict to the ba-
sics of the food as it is in a claustrophobic room .

COCOSUM w/o Co-decoding Intra-ROUGE1/2/L = (59.14, 26.67, 35.02)

Entity ID: 203083 Entity ID: 208552
This is a perfect hotel for any type of stay and you

will want to keep coming back for the tranquillity ,
unbeatable price and the great service . This hotel
is in a really bustling area of Rome and close to the
main sights of the city . The rooms in the hotel are a
good size , with spacious bathrooms and even some
really great chocolates on the bed . The hotel staff
are very helpful and always willing to help out with
their polite manners . The breakfast provided by the
hotel was really good , although a little bit basic . The
elevator in this hotel is a little bit old but it ’s in good
condition .

This is a perfect hotel with a central location and
superb roofterrace . It is also a great place to drink
some wine in the hours leading up to sunset . The lo-
cation of this hotel is great for those wanting to relax
and have a few drinks , as well as the view deck in
the room was really great . The hotel ’s rooms are
smaller in size but are clean and with a good view
of the historic area of Rome . The bathroom in the
room was great . The hotel staff are so helpful and
always willing to help out with their polite manners
. The hotel provides a great breakfast and both the
breakfast and the wine will be great . The hotel ’s
location is excellent for those wanting to relax and
have a few drinks , as there is a great view over the
river .

Table 6: Contrastive summaries generated by COCOSUM with and w/o Co-decoding for an example entity pair.
Distinctive (common) opinions are highlighted in blue (orange), and hallucinated content is in italics.

likely to appear in both contrastive and common
summaries, and thus it tends to generate overly
generic summaries.

5.3 Qualitative Analysis

To further analyze the effect of Co-decoding in
COCOSUM, we conduct qualitative analysis on
contrastive and common summaries generated by
COCOSUM and COCOSUM without Co-decoding.

Contrastive Summary Generation Table 6
shows example generations by COCOSUM with
and w/o Co-decoding for contrastive summary gen-
eration. While both models generate summaries
that are consistent with the target entity reviews,
the summaries generated by COCOSUM w/o Co-
decoding tend to contain common opinions (high-
lighted in orange) that are true for both of the enti-
ties. This is not suitable for the comparative opin-
ion summarization purpose, as the user would like
to quickly understand the key difference from the

contrastive summary. On the other hand, COCO-
SUM successfully generates summaries that contain
more entity-specific opinions (highlighted in blue),
which help the user contrast the entities.

Common Opinion Summarization Table 7
shows examples of common summaries generated
by COCOSUM with and w/o Co-decoding for a cou-
ple of entity pairs. COCOSUM w/o Co-decoding
generates quite similar common summaries (high-
lighted in orange) even for different entity pairs.
This is a limitation of the few-shot learning ap-
proach that is biased by the characteristics of refer-
ence common summaries in the training data. By
getting feedback from the contrastive summariza-
tion model using Co-decoding, COCOSUM can
generate common summaries that contain entity-
pair specific opinions (highlighted in blue) in addi-
tion to common opinions.



COCOSUM

Entity IDs: 203083 & 208552
The staff at the hotel were very helpful and friendly.

The hotel is situated in a bustling area of Rome.
Entity IDs: 305947 & 305813
The staff at the hotel were very helpful and nice

to guests. The hotel is in a working class area of
Kowloon.

COCOSUM w/o Co-decoding

Entity IDs: 203083 & 208552
The staff at the hotel are friendly and the rooms are

clean.
Entity IDs: 305947 & 305813
The staff at the hotel are very helpful and the rooms

are clean.

Table 7: Common summaries generated by COCOSUM
with and w/o Co-decoding for two example entity pairs.
Entity-pair specific (common) opinions are highlighted
in blue (orange.)

6 Related Work

Abstractive Opinion Summarization Abstrac-
tive opinion summarization aims to generate a flu-
ent and concise summary that reflects salient opin-
ions in input reviews. Due to the lack of sufficient
amount of reference summaries, the most common
solution is the unsupervised approach that trains
a summarization model with the reconstruction
objective (Chu and Liu, 2019; Bražinskas et al.,
2020b; Amplayo et al., 2021b; Elsahar et al., 2021;
Im et al., 2021; Wang and Wan, 2021; Isonuma
et al., 2021; Iso et al., 2021).

Recent opinion summarization models use the
few-shot learning approach that fine-tunes a pre-
trained language model (Devlin et al., 2019; Lewis
et al., 2020; Raffel et al., 2020) with a limited
amount of pairs of input reviews and reference
summaries. Bražinskas et al. (2020a) and Oved
and Levy (2021) show that the few-shot learning
approach substantially outperforms conventional
unsupervised learning models.

All the existing methods listed above are de-
signed for general opinion summarization and, thus,
are not necessarily suitable for comparative opinion
summarization, as shown in the experiments.
Controllable Summarization Controlling the
summarization model is an important problem to
satisfy various requirements (Fan et al., 2018), and
conventional methods have used control tags (He
et al., 2020), guidance signals (Dou et al., 2021),
and classifiers (Cao and Wang, 2021).

For the opinion summarization, aspect-based

control has gained much attention (Angelidis and
Lapata, 2018; Suhara et al., 2020; Angelidis et al.,
2021; Amplayo et al., 2021a). AceSum (Amplayo
et al., 2021a), for example, uses an aspect controller
to create aspect-specific pseudo-review-summary
pairs, and train the aspect-specific summarizer.

Our proposed method, Co-decoding, can be seen
as a method to control the summarization model.
In Co-decoding, the target summarization model is
controlled by using the counterpart summarization
model.
Comparative Summarization There is a line of
work on extracting comparative information from
single/multiple documents. Lerman and McDon-
ald (2009) defined the contrastive summarization
problem and presented early work on the prob-
lem. Their method selects sentences so that two
sets of summaries can highlight differences. Wang
et al. (2013) developed an extractive summarization
method for a problem of Comparative Document
Summarization, which is to select the most discrim-
inative sentences from a given set of documents.
Bista et al. (2019) tackled a similar problem by
selecting documents that represent in-cluster doc-
uments while they are useful to distinguish from
other clusters.

Other studies (Kim and Zhai, 2009; Huang et al.,
2011; Sipos and Joachims, 2013; Ren et al., 2017)
tackled similar tasks by developing extracting sen-
tences/phrases from given sets of documents for
comparative document analysis. Topic models have
been also used to capture comparative topics for
better understanding text corpora but they do not
generate textual summaries (Ren and De Rijke,
2015; He et al., 2016; Ibeke et al., 2017).

Our work differs from them in two points, as
shown in Table 1: First, none of the work focuses
on generating common summaries. Second, all
of the previous studies for contrastive summary
generation use the extractive approach. To the best
of our knowledge, we are the first to develop an
opinion summarization model and a benchmark
for abstractive contrastive and common summary
generation tasks.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we propose a new comparative opin-
ion summarization task, which aims to generate
contrastive and common summaries from reviews
of a pair of entities, to help the user answer the ques-
tion “Which one should I pick?” To this end, we



develop a comparative summarization framework
COCOSUM, which consists of two few-shot sum-
marization models; COCOSUM also implements
Co-decoding, which jointly uses the token proba-
bility distribution of each model to generate more
distinctive summaries in the decoding step.

For evaluation, we created a comparative opin-
ion summarization benchmark COCOTRIP based
on the TripAdvisor review corpus. Experimental re-
sults on COCOTRIP show that COCOSUM with Co-
decoding significantly outperforms existing opin-
ion summarization models with respect to both
summarization quality and distinctiveness. We also
confirm that Co-decoding successfully augments
COCOSUM, so it can generate more distinctive con-
trastive and common summaries than other models
through comprehensive analysis.

Acknowledgements

We thank Stefanos Angelidis and Wang-Chiew Tan
for discussions and valuable inputs that helped cre-
ate initial ideas.

References
Reinald Kim Amplayo, Stefanos Angelidis, and

Mirella Lapata. 2021a. Aspect-controllable opinion
summarization. In Proceedings of the Conference
on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Process-
ing (EMNLP).

Reinald Kim Amplayo, Stefanos Angelidis, and
Mirella Lapata. 2021b. Unsupervised opinion sum-
marization with content planning. In Proceedings of
the AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, vol-
ume 35, pages 12489–12497.

Reinald Kim Amplayo and Mirella Lapata. 2020. Un-
supervised opinion summarization with noising and
denoising. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
pages 1934–1945, Online. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Stefanos Angelidis, Reinald Kim Amplayo, Yoshi-
hiko Suhara, Xiaolan Wang, and Mirella Lapata.
2021. Extractive Opinion Summarization in Quan-
tized Transformer Spaces. Transactions of the Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics, 9:277–293.

Stefanos Angelidis and Mirella Lapata. 2018. Sum-
marizing opinions: Aspect extraction meets senti-
ment prediction and they are both weakly super-
vised. In Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 3675–3686, Brussels, Belgium. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Iz Beltagy, Matthew E. Peters, and Arman Cohan.
2020. Longformer: The long-document transformer.
arXiv:2004.05150.

Umanga Bista, Alexander Mathews, Minjeong Shin,
Aditya Krishna Menon, and Lexing Xie. 2019. Com-
parative document summarisation via classification.
In Proceedings of the AAAI Conference on Artificial
Intelligence, volume 33, pages 20–28.

Arthur Bražinskas, Mirella Lapata, and Ivan Titov.
2020a. Few-shot learning for opinion summariza-
tion. In Proceedings of the 2020 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Process-
ing (EMNLP), pages 4119–4135, Online. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics.

Arthur Bražinskas, Mirella Lapata, and Ivan Titov.
2020b. Unsupervised opinion summarization as
copycat-review generation. In Proceedings of the
58th Annual Meeting of the Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics, pages 5151–5169, Online. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Shuyang Cao and Lu Wang. 2021. Inference time style
control for summarization. In Proceedings of the
2021 Conference of the North American Chapter of
the Association for Computational Linguistics. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Eric Chu and Peter Liu. 2019. Meansum: a neural
model for unsupervised multi-document abstractive
summarization. In International Conference on Ma-
chine Learning, pages 1223–1232. PMLR.

Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and
Kristina Toutanova. 2019. BERT: Pre-training of
deep bidirectional transformers for language under-
standing. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference
of the North American Chapter of the Association
for Computational Linguistics: Human Language
Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers),
pages 4171–4186, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Associ-
ation for Computational Linguistics.

Zi-Yi Dou, Pengfei Liu, Hiroaki Hayashi, Zhengbao
Jiang, and Graham Neubig. 2021. GSum: A gen-
eral framework for guided neural abstractive summa-
rization. In Proceedings of the 2021 Conference of
the North American Chapter of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: Human Language Tech-
nologies, pages 4830–4842, Online. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Hady Elsahar, Maximin Coavoux, Jos Rozen, and
Matthias Gallé. 2021. Self-supervised and con-
trolled multi-document opinion summarization. In
Proceedings of the 16th Conference of the European
Chapter of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics: Main Volume, pages 1646–1662, Online.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Günes Erkan and Dragomir R Radev. 2004. Lexrank:
Graph-based lexical centrality as salience in text
summarization. Journal of artificial intelligence re-
search, 22:457–479.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.175
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.175
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.175
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00366
https://doi.org/10.1162/tacl_a_00366
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1403
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1403
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1403
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1403
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.337
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.337
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.461
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.461
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.384
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.384
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.384
https://aclanthology.org/2021.eacl-main.141
https://aclanthology.org/2021.eacl-main.141


Angela Fan, David Grangier, and Michael Auli. 2018.
Controllable abstractive summarization. In Proceed-
ings of the 2nd Workshop on Neural Machine Trans-
lation and Generation, pages 45–54, Melbourne,
Australia. Association for Computational Linguis-
tics.

Junxian He, Wojciech Kryscinski, Bryan McCann,
Nazneen Rajani, and Caiming Xiong. 2020. Ctrl-
sum: Towards generic controllable text summariza-
tion. ArXiv, abs/2012.04281.

Lei He, Wei Li, and Hai Zhuge. 2016. Exploring dif-
ferential topic models for comparative summariza-
tion of scientific papers. In Proceedings of COLING
2016, the 26th International Conference on Compu-
tational Linguistics: Technical Papers, pages 1028–
1038.

Geoffrey E Hinton. 2002. Training products of experts
by minimizing contrastive divergence. Neural com-
putation, 14(8):1771–1800.

Ari Holtzman, Jan Buys, Li Du, Maxwell Forbes, and
Yejin Choi. 2020. The curious case of neural text de-
generation. In International Conference on Learn-
ing Representations.

Xiaojiang Huang, Xiaojun Wan, and Jianguo Xiao.
2011. Comparative news summarization using lin-
ear programming. In Proceedings of the 49th An-
nual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages
648–653, Portland, Oregon, USA. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Ebuka Ibeke, Chenghua Lin, Adam Wyner, and Mo-
hamad Hardyman Barawi. 2017. Extracting and un-
derstanding contrastive opinion through topic rele-
vant sentences. In Proceedings of the Eighth Inter-
national Joint Conference on Natural Language Pro-
cessing (Volume 2: Short Papers), pages 395–400,
Taipei, Taiwan. Asian Federation of Natural Lan-
guage Processing.

Jinbae Im, Moonki Kim, Hoyeop Lee, Hyunsouk Cho,
and Sehee Chung. 2021. Self-supervised multi-
modal opinion summarization. In Proceedings of
the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association for Com-
putational Linguistics and the 11th International
Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing
(Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 388–403, Online.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Hayate Iso, Xiaolan Wang, Yoshihiko Suhara, Stefanos
Angelidis, and Wang-Chiew Tan. 2021. Convex Ag-
gregation for Opinion Summarization. In Findings
of the Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural
Language Processing (EMNLP).

Masaru Isonuma, Junichiro Mori, Danushka Bollegala,
and Ichiro Sakata. 2021. Unsupervised abstrac-
tive opinion summarization by generating sentences
with tree-structured topic guidance. Transactions
of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
9(0):945–961.

Robert A. Jacobs, Michael I. Jordan, Steven J. Nowlan,
and Geoffrey E. Hinton. 1991. Adaptive mixtures of
local experts. Neural Computation, 3:79–87.

Hyun Duk Kim and ChengXiang Zhai. 2009. Gener-
ating comparative summaries of contradictory opin-
ions in text. In Proceedings of the 18th ACM con-
ference on Information and knowledge management,
pages 385–394.

Diederik P. Kingma and Jimmy Ba. 2015. Adam:
A method for stochastic optimization. In Inter-
national Conference on Learning Representations,
ICLR 2015.

Kevin Lerman and Ryan McDonald. 2009. Contrastive
summarization: An experiment with consumer re-
views. In Proceedings of Human Language Tech-
nologies: The 2009 Annual Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics, Companion Volume: Short Pa-
pers, pages 113–116, Boulder, Colorado. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics.

Mike Lewis, Yinhan Liu, Naman Goyal, Mar-
jan Ghazvininejad, Abdelrahman Mohamed, Omer
Levy, Veselin Stoyanov, and Luke Zettlemoyer.
2020. BART: Denoising sequence-to-sequence pre-
training for natural language generation, translation,
and comprehension. In Proceedings of the 58th An-
nual Meeting of the Association for Computational
Linguistics, pages 7871–7880, Online. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Chin-Yew Lin. 2004. ROUGE: A package for auto-
matic evaluation of summaries. In Text Summariza-
tion Branches Out, pages 74–81, Barcelona, Spain.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Alisa Liu, Maarten Sap, Ximing Lu, Swabha
Swayamdipta, Chandra Bhagavatula, Noah A.
Smith, and Yejin Choi. 2021. DExperts: Decoding-
time controlled text generation with experts and anti-
experts. In Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Computational Linguistics
and the 11th International Joint Conference on Nat-
ural Language Processing (Volume 1: Long Papers),
pages 6691–6706, Online. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Nadav Oved and Ran Levy. 2021. PASS: Perturb-and-
select summarizer for product reviews. In Proceed-
ings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association
for Computational Linguistics and the 11th Interna-
tional Joint Conference on Natural Language Pro-
cessing (Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 351–365,
Online. Association for Computational Linguistics.

J Payne, JR Bettman, and EJ Johnson. 1991. Consumer
decision making. Handbook of consumer behaviour,
pages 50–84.

Colin Raffel, Noam Shazeer, Adam Roberts, Katherine
Lee, Sharan Narang, Michael Matena, Yanqi Zhou,
Wei Li, and Peter J Liu. 2020. Exploring the lim-
its of transfer learning with a unified text-to-text

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/W18-2706
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rygGQyrFvH
https://openreview.net/forum?id=rygGQyrFvH
https://aclanthology.org/P11-2114
https://aclanthology.org/P11-2114
https://aclanthology.org/I17-2067
https://aclanthology.org/I17-2067
https://aclanthology.org/I17-2067
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.33
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.33
https://transacl.org/index.php/tacl/article/view/2955
https://transacl.org/index.php/tacl/article/view/2955
https://transacl.org/index.php/tacl/article/view/2955
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6980
https://aclanthology.org/N09-2029
https://aclanthology.org/N09-2029
https://aclanthology.org/N09-2029
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.703
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.703
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.703
https://aclanthology.org/W04-1013
https://aclanthology.org/W04-1013
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.522
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.522
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.522
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.30
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.30


transformer. Journal of Machine Learning Research,
21:1–67.

Nils Reimers and Iryna Gurevych. 2019. Sentence-
BERT: Sentence embeddings using Siamese BERT-
networks. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing
and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natu-
ral Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), pages
3982–3992, Hong Kong, China. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Xiang Ren, Yuanhua Lv, Kuansan Wang, and Jiawei
Han. 2017. Comparative document analysis for
large text corpora. In Proceedings of the Tenth ACM
International Conference on Web Search and Data
Mining, pages 325–334.

Zhaochun Ren and Maarten De Rijke. 2015. Sum-
marizing contrastive themes via hierarchical non-
parametric processes. In Proceedings of the 38th
International ACM SIGIR Conference on Research
and Development in Information Retrieval, pages
93–102.

Alexander M. Rush, Sumit Chopra, and Jason Weston.
2015. A neural attention model for abstractive sen-
tence summarization. In Proceedings of the 2015
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing, pages 379–389, Lisbon, Portugal.
Association for Computational Linguistics.

Ruben Sipos and Thorsten Joachims. 2013. Generat-
ing comparative summaries from reviews. In Pro-
ceedings of the 22nd ACM international conference
on Information & Knowledge Management, pages
1853–1856.

Yoshihiko Suhara, Xiaolan Wang, Stefanos Angelidis,
and Wang-Chiew Tan. 2020. OpinionDigest: A sim-
ple framework for opinion summarization. In Pro-
ceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics, pages 5789–
5798, Online. Association for Computational Lin-
guistics.

Dingding Wang, Shenghuo Zhu, Tao Li, and Yihong
Gong. 2013. Comparative document summarization
via discriminative sentence selection. ACM Transac-
tions on Knowledge Discovery from Data (TKDD),
7(1):1–18.

Hongning Wang, Yue Lu, and Chengxiang Zhai. 2010.
Latent aspect rating analysis on review text data:
A rating regression approach. In Proceedings of
the 16th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on
Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, KDD ’10,
page 783–792, New York, NY, USA. Association for
Computing Machinery.

Ke Wang and Xiaojun Wan. 2021. TransSum: Trans-
lating aspect and sentiment embeddings for self-
supervised opinion summarization. In Findings of
the Association for Computational Linguistics: ACL-
IJCNLP 2021, pages 729–742, Online. Association
for Computational Linguistics.

Thomas Wolf, Lysandre Debut, Victor Sanh, Julien
Chaumond, Clement Delangue, Anthony Moi, Pier-
ric Cistac, Tim Rault, Remi Louf, Morgan Funtow-
icz, Joe Davison, Sam Shleifer, Patrick von Platen,
Clara Ma, Yacine Jernite, Julien Plu, Canwen Xu,
Teven Le Scao, Sylvain Gugger, Mariama Drame,
Quentin Lhoest, and Alexander Rush. 2020. Trans-
formers: State-of-the-art natural language process-
ing. In Proceedings of the 2020 Conference on Em-
pirical Methods in Natural Language Processing:
System Demonstrations, pages 38–45, Online. Asso-
ciation for Computational Linguistics.

Jingqing Zhang, Yao Zhao, Mohammad Saleh, and
Peter Liu. 2020. PEGASUS: Pre-training with ex-
tracted gap-sentences for abstractive summarization.
In Proceedings of the 37th International Conference
on Machine Learning, volume 119 of Proceedings
of Machine Learning Research, pages 11328–11339.
PMLR.

A The COCOTRIP Corpus

A.1 Entity-Pair Selection

For comparative opinion summarization, each of
the selected entity pairs should always be compa-
rable. To achieve this goal, we leverage the meta
information of hotels in the TripAdviros corpus to
make sure that the selected entity pairs always lo-
cate in the same region (e.g., Key West of Florida.)

A.2 Annotation

The input for each entity pair includes 16 reviews,
which may be too difficult for human writers to
write summaries from. Thus, we used a two-stage
annotation method to ensure the quality of refer-
ence summaries.

Sentence Annotation Our first annotation task
focuses on obtaining a set of sentences that contain
contrastive and common opinions. Since the aver-
age number of sentences in each entity pair (90 in
COCOTRIP) was too many to annotate at once, we
grouped sentences based on their aspect category
to further simplify the annotation task, In particular,
we first split input reviews into sentences. Then,
we grouped sentences into 6 aspect categories (i.e.,
general, staff, food, location, room, and others) us-
ing a BERT-based aspect category classifier trained
with 3K labeled sentences. By doing so, we ensure
that the number of sentences annotators need to
review each time is no more than 20. For every
sentence from entity eA (eB), we asked human an-
notators to compare it against a group of reference
sentences of the same aspect category from entity
eB (eA) and to distinguish whether it contains any
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common opinions that also appear in the reference
sentences.

We collected 3 annotations and finalized the la-
bel through a majority vote. We obtained labels
suggesting whether it contains contrastive or com-
mon opinions for every sentence in the entity pairs
with the sentence annotation task.

Summary Collection In the second annotation
task, we first asked human writers to write aspect-
based summaries. To exclude unreliable labels ob-
tained in the previous step, we displayed two sets of
sentences, one from each entity, to human writers
for the summary collection task. This helps hu-
man writers ignore irrelevant or incorrectly labeled
sentences. For example, to obtain the contrastive
summary for aspect location, we first show two
corresponding sets of contrastive sentences from
both eA and eB based on the labels we collected
in the previous annotation step. Then, we asked
human writers to write two contrastive summaries
for eA and eB , respectively. Similarly, we asked
human writers to write a single common summary
by showing two corresponding sets of common
sentences. By doing so, we obtained aspect-based
summaries for each entity pair, which are then con-
catenated into a reference summary. For every
entity pair, we collected 3 reference summaries for
each of two contrastive summary generation and
one common summary generation tasks.


