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Comparative News Summarization Using Co-ranking Graph Model
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Abstract This study proposes an approach of comparative news summarization using co-ranking graph model.

The model makes use of the similarity between sentences within each topic and the comparativeness between

sentences of different topics, and then calculates the saliences of sentences of both topics simultaneously using an

iterative reinforcement approach. Experiment results show the effectiveness of the proposed approach.

Key words comparative news summarization; comparative text mining; multiple-document summarization; graph

ranking model
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Table 1 Comparative summary about “Wenchuan earthquake” vs. “Yushu earthquake”
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Fig. 1 Illustration of the relations between sentences
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Table 2 Comparable topic pairs in the dataset
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El Haiti Earthquake Chile Earthquake

E2 Chilean Mining Accident =~ New Zealand Mining Accident

E3 Iraq Withdrawal Afghanistan Withdrawal

E4 Apple iPad 2 BlackBerry Playbook

E5 2006 FIFA World Cup 2010 FIFA World Cup
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Table 3  Evaluation results on the English dataset

T ROUGE-2 ROUGE-SU4 M-ROUGE-2 M-ROUGE-SU4
Manifold/M 0.197 0.244 0.148 0.186
Manifold/S 0.204 0.238 0.166 0.193
CoRank/S 0.219 0.263 0.172 0.213
CoRank/U 0.251 0.292 0.182 0.219

F4 PXHBEELWITNER
Table 4 Evaluation results on the Chinese dataset
Y ROUGE-2 ROUGE-SU4 M-ROUGE-2 M-ROUGE-SU4

Manifold/M 0.133 0.154 0.112 0.130

Manifold/S 0.128 0.154 0.108 0.131

CoRank/S 0.140 0.162 0.115 0.137

CoRank/U 0.157 0.179 0.142 0.161

R5 «“2006 EHFF <2010 EHFRIF P LB ELE R

Table 5 Comparative summary result of “World Cup 2006” vs. “World Cup 2010~

T World Cup 2006 World Cup 2010
Ttaly claimed a fourth world title in a penalty shoot-out victory Spain have won the 2010 FIFA World Cup South Africa final,
over France after the two sides finished a goal apiece following  defeating Netherlands 1-0 with a wonderful goal from Andres Iniesta
extra-time in Berlin's Olympic Stadium on Sunday. deep into extra-time.
France captain Zinedine Zidane, sent off for head-butting Uruguay star striker Diego Forlan won the Golden Ball Award as he
Marco Materazzi late in Sunday's World Cup final loss to Italy, was named the best player of the tournament at the FIFA World Cup
i won the Golden Ball award for the tournament's best player. 2010 in South Africa.
LES
But has this World Cup been a success for football or just for SOUTH Africa and its people have indeed benefited from the on-going
the hosts, Germany? FIFA 2010 FIFA World Cup.
An average of 52, 500 fans packed into the 12 stadiums for the A global TV audience of more than 700 million watched Sunday’s
64 matches, making the tournament the second most-attended World Cup final, according to the tournament's organizers.
in the past 24 years after the 1994 tournament in the U.S. About
32 billion people tuned into the games, according to FIFA.
F6  “DIHE” 1 “ERMIE" WNILHESER
Table 6 Comparative summary result of “Wenchuan earthquake” vs. “Yushu earthquake”
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