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segments as to their relevance towards the whole.
Abstract It identifies 1) segments that contribute some
detail towards the main topic of the input, 2)
segments that summarize the key points, and 3)
segments that contain less important information.
We evaluated our segment classification as part of
a summarization system that utilizes highly
pertinent segments to extract key sentences.

We present a new method for discovering a
segmental discourse structure of a document
while categorizing each segment’s function
and importance. Segments are determined
by a zero-sum weighting scheme, used on
occurrences of noun phrases and
pronominal forms retrieved from the We investigated the applicability of this

document. Segment roles are then system on general domain news articles. Generally,
calculated from the distribution of the terms  we found that longer articles, usually beyond a
in the segment. Finally, we present results three-page limit, tended to have their own prior
of evaluation in terms of precision and segmentation markings consisting of headers or

recall which surpass earlier approaches bullets, so these were excluded. We thus
concentrated our work on a corpus of shorter
Introduction articles, averaging roughly 800-1500 words in

length: 15 from theWall Street Journal in the
Identification of discourse structure can be|inguistic Data Consortium's 1988 collection, and
extremely useful to natural language processing from the on-linéThe Economist from 1997. We
applications such as automatic text summarizatioonstructed an evaluation standard from human
or information retrieval (IR). For example, a gegmentation judgments to test our output.
summarization agent might chose to summarize
each discourse segment separately. AlSO]  SeGMENTER: Linear Segmentation
segmentation of a document into blocks of
topically similar text can assist a search engine ifror the purposes of discourse structure
Choosing to retrieve or h|gh||ght a Segment inidentiﬁcation, we follow a formulation of the
which a query term occurs. In this paper, Wd)rOblem similar to Hearst (1994), in which zero or
present a topical segmentation program thaflore segment boundaries are found at various
achieves a 10% increase in both precision anBaragraph separations, which identify one or more
recall over comparable previous work. topical text segments. Our segmentation is linear,

rather than hierarchical (Marcu 1997 and Yaari

In addition to segmenting, the system als0)gg7) je. the input article is divided into a linear
labels the function of discovered dlscoursesequence of adjacent segments.

' This material is based upon work supported by the

National Science Foundation under Grant No. (NSF
#IR1-9618797) and by the Columbia University Center
for Research on Information Access.



Our segmentation methodology has three Once POS tags have been assigned, we can
distinct phases (Figure 1), which are executedetrieve occurrences of noun phrases by searching
sequentially. We will describe each of these phasdie document for this simple regular expression:

in detail. (Adj | Noun)* Noun
. . This expression captures a simple noun phrase
in-"|Find [~®Weigh —>Score R without any complements. More complex noun
put |T€rms| (Term Segment | o phrases such as “proprietor of Stag’s Leap Wine
Links Boundarie Cellars in Napa Valley” are captured as three
different phrases: “proprietor”, “Stag’s Leap Wine

Cellars” and “Napa Valley”. We deliberately
made the regular expression less powerful to
1.1 Extracting Useful Tokens capture as many noun phrases as possible, since
§he emphasis is on high NP recall.

Figure 1. 8GMENTER Architecture

The task of determining segmentation break
depends fundamentally on extracting useful topic After retrieving the terms, a post-
information from the text. We extract three processing phase combines related tokens together.
categories of information, which reflect the topicalFor possessive pronouns, we merge each possessive
content of a text, to be referred totagms for the  with its appropriate personal pronoun (“my” or
remainder of the paper: “mine” with “I”, etc.) For noun phrases, we
canonicalize noun phrases according to their heads.
For example, if the noun phrases “red wine” and
“‘wine” are found in a text, we subsume the
occurrences of “red wine” into the occurrences of
In order to find these three types of terms, we firstyine”, under the condition that there are no other

tag the text with part of speech (POS) informationsyine” headed phrases, such as “white wine”.
Two methods were investigated for assigning POS

tags to the text: 1) running a specialized tagging Finally, we perform thresholding to filter
program or 2) using a simple POS table |ookup!”elevant words, following the guidelines set out by
We chose to use the latter to assign tags for timguSteson and Katz (1995). We use a frequency
efficiency reasons (since the segmentation task freshold of two occurrences to determine
often only a preprocessing stage), but optimizedopicality, and discard any pronouns or noun
the POS table to favor high recall of the 3 termPhrases that occur only once.

types, whenever poss?f_xle The resulting system 1 o Weighting Term Occurrences

was faster than the initial prototype that used the

former approach by more than a magnitude, with &nce extracted, terms are then evaluated to arrive
slight decline in precision that was not statisticallyat segmentation.

significant. However, if a Iarge system requires; o 1 Link Length

accurate tags after segmentation and the cost g

aggng s 1o an ssue, hen tagaing should b1 2,519 7 (un v & oo
used instead of lookup. '

link related occurrences together. We use
proximity as our metric for relatedness. If two
occurrences of a term occur withirsentences, we

> We based our POS table lookup on NYU’s comLEx link them together as a si_ngle u_nit3 and'repeat until
(Grishman et al. 1994). After simplifying COMLEX’s MO larger units can be built. This idea is a simpler
categories to only reflect information important to tointerpretation of the notion ofexical chains.

our three term types, we flattened all multi-categoryMorris and Hirst (1991) first proposed this notion
words (i.e. “jump” as V or N) to a single category by ato chain semantically related words together via a
strategy motivated to give high term recall (i.e. “jump”

maps to N, because NP is a term type.)

1. proper noun phrases;
2. common noun phrases;
3. personal and possessive pronouns.




thesaurus, while we chose only repetition of the Figure 2a shows the algorithm as
same stem word developed thus far in the paper, operating on the
However, for these three categories Ofterm wine”. The term appears a total of six times,

terms we noticed that the linking distance differs2S shown by the numbers in the central row. These

depending on the type of term in question, witpoeeurrences have been grouped together into two

proper nouns having the maximum aIIowabIeterm links, as joined by the "x’s. The bottom

distance and the pronominal forms having the Ieas;}.type" line labels each paragraph with one of the

Proper nouns generally refer to the same entit our paragraph relations. We see that it is possible

almost regardless of the number of interveniné; a term to ha_ve multlplefrc_)nt or rear ,
sentences. Common nouns often have a mu ragraphs, as llustrated, ~ since a 'terms
shorter scope of reference, since a single token qucurrences might be separated between disparate
be used to repeatedly refer to different instances

its class. Personal pronouns scope even more Then, for each of the four categories of
closely, as is expected of an anaphoric or referringaragraph labeling mentioned before, and for each
expression where the referent can be, by definitiorof the three term types, we assign a different
different over an active discourse. Any termsegmentation score, listed in Table 1, whose values
occurrences that were not linked were then droppeglere derived by training, to be discussed in section
from further consideration. Thus, link length or1.2.4.

linking distance refers to the number of sentence

allowed to intervene between two occurrences of @ 1M Paragraph Typewith | Link
term. respect to term

Type |front | rear| durinflo linkl Length

Proper NP | 10 8 -3 * 8
Common NP 10 8 -3 * 4
IPronouns &1 13 | -1 * 0

Possessives
Table 1 - Overview of weighting and linking scheme
used in 8GMENTER starred scores to be calculated later.

1.2.2 Assigning Weights

After links are established, weighting is assigned.
Since paragraph level boundaries are not
considered in the previous step, we now label each
paragraph with its positional relationship to each
term’s link(s). We describe these four categories
for paragraph labeling and illustrate them in the
figure below. For noun phrases, we assume that the introduction
of the term is a point at which a new topic may
start; this is Youmans’'s (1991) Vocabulary
Management Profile. Similarly, when a term is no
longer being used, as iear paragraphs, the topic
may be closed. This observation may not be as
direct as “vocabulary introduction”, and thus
presumably not as strong a marker of topic change

Front: a paragraph in which a link begins.

During: a paragraph in which a link occurs, but is
not a front paragraph.

Rear: a paragraph in which a lipkst stopped
occurring the paragragiefore.

No link: any remaining paragraphs.

paras 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 as the former. Moreover, paragraphs in which the
sents 12345678901234567890123456789012345 link persists throughout indicate that a topic

i : 21 . . .

tee n it N . e continues; thus we see a negative score assigned to
Figure 2a. A term “wine”, and its occurrencesgpé. during paragraphs. When we apply the same

paragraph labeling to pronoun forms, the same
rationale applies with some modifications. Since
, _ _ ~ the majority of pronoun referents occur before the

We also tried to semantically cluster terms by usingyronoun (j.e. anaphoric as opposed to cataphoric),

Miller et al. (1990)’'s WordNet 1.5 with edge counting we do not weigh théront boundary heavily, but
to determine relatedness, as suggested by Hearst

(1997). However, results showed only minormStead place the emphasis on tear.
improvement in precision and over a tenfold increase
in execution time.




1.2.3. Zero Sum Normalization of short length (800-1500 words), we have

When we iterate the weighting process describe@PServed that multiple consecutive paragraphs, all
above over each term, and total the score¥ith a positive summed score, actually only have

assigned, we come up with a numerical score fok Single, true boundary. In these cases, we take
an indication of which paragraphs are more likelythe maximal valued paragraph for each of these
to beh a topical boundary. The higher theclusters of positive valued paragraphs as the only
numerical score, the higher the likelihood that théé€gment boundary. Again, this only makes sense
paragraph is a beginning of a new topical segmentor paragraphs of short length, where the

The question then is what should the threshold be@istribution — of ~words would smear the
segmentation values across paragraphs. In longer

paras 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 .
sents 12345678901234567890123456789012345 length documents, we do not expect this
tvre in St ) . oA phenomenon to occur, and thus this process can be
score: * 10 -3 8 * 10 -3 skipped. After finding local maxima, we arrive at

sumto bal ance in zero-sum weighting: +12 the finalized segment boundaries.

zero -6 10-3 8 -6 10 -3 1.3 Algorithm Training
Figure 2b. A term “wine”, its links and score

assignment to paragraphs. To come up with the weights used in the

To solve this problem, we zero-sum the Weight§egmentation algorithm and to establish the
for each individual term. To do this, we first sumPosition criteria used later in the segment relevance

the total of all scores assigned to dngnt, rear calculations, we split our corpus of articles in four
and during paragraphs that we have previouslySets and performed 4-fold cross validation training,
assigned a score to and then evenly distribute thtentionally keeping the fivé=conomist articles
the remainingno link paragraphs the negative of together in one set to check for domain specificity.
this sum. This ensures that the net sum of th@Ur training phase consisted of running the
weight assigned by the weighting of each termalgquthm with a range of different parameter
sums to zero, and thus the weighting of the entirg€ttings to determine the optimal settings. Waeltrie
article, also sums to zero. In cases whrdink @ total of 5 x5 x 3 x 3 = 225 group settings for the
paragraphs do not exist for a term, we cannofour variables ffont, rear, during weights and
perform zero-summing, and take the scorednking length settings) for each of the three
assigned as is, but this is in small minority of(coOmmon nouns, proper nouns and pronoun forms)
cases. This process of weighting followed byterm types. The results of each run were compared
zero-summing is shown by the extending thedgainst a standard of user segmentation judgments,
“wine” example, in Figure 2b, as indicated by thefurther discussed in Section 3.

scor e andzero lines. The results noted that a sizable group of

With respect to individual paragraphs, thesettings (approximately 10%) seemed to produce
summed score results in a positive or negative tota¥ery close to optimal results. This group of
A positive score indicates a boundary, i.e. théettings was identical across all four cross
beginning of a new topical segment, whereas yalidation training runs, so we believe the
negative score indicates the continuation of algorithm is fairly robust, but we cannot safely
segment. This use of zero sum weighting makegonclude this without constructing a more extensive
the problem of finding a threshold trivial, since thetraining/testing corpus.
data is normalized around the value zero.

1.2.4 Finding Local Maxima
Examination of the output indicated that for Iongonce segments have been determined, how can we

and medium length documents zero-sunf© about using them? As illustrated in the
weighting would yield good results. However, for Ntroduction, segments can be utilized “"as-is” by
the documents we investigated, namely documeniEfOfmat'on retrieval and automatic summarization
’ applications by treating segments as individual

2  SEGNIFIER: Segment Significance



documents. However, this approach losesegment on the distribution of noun phrases within
information about the cohesiveness of the text asthe document. Note that this is not exactly
whole unit. What we are searching for is aanalogous toDF; we do not compute inverse
framework for processing segments both as 13egment frequencyisf); this is because we are
sub-documents of a whole, and as 2) independefdoking for segments with noun phrases that occur
entities. This enables us to ask a parallel set afroughout a text rather that segments which are
general questions concerning 1) how segmentharacterized by local noun phrases. Higher scores
differ from each other, and 2) how a segmentlong the TF*SF metric indicate a more central
contributes to the document as a whole. segment, which we equate with segment
In this portion of the paper, we deal with importance. SGNIFIER first calculates therF*sr

instances of the two questions: 1) Can we decidecore for each noun phrase term using the term
whether a text segment iisportant? 2) How do occurrence information and segment boundaries

we decide what type dtinction a segment serves? Provided by the segmentation program.

These two questions are related; together, they However, segment importance cannot be
might be said to define the task of findissgment  derived from merely summing together each term’s
significance. We will show a two-stage, sequential Te*sf score; we must also track in which segments
approach that attempts this task in the context ahe noun phrase occurs. This is needed to decide
the article itself. Assessing segment significancenhe coverage of the noun phrase in the segment. We
with respect to a specific query could be quitgllustrate segment coverage by the example of two
different. hypothetical segments A-2 and B-2 in Figure 4. If
we assert that the terms in each segment are

Segment Significance equivalent, we can show that segment B-2_ has
: better coverage because two noun phrases in B-2
segmented |Calculate Determine
text > —> > labeled taken together appear across all three segments,
(from Figurg >C9MeNt Segment |- segments her in A-2 the noun phr r only t
o Importancd  |Function whereas in A- e noun phrase cover only two
segments.
Figure 3 - &GNIFIER Architecture
21 m Im r XXXXXXXXXXAXXX
Segment Importance A YYYYNYYYYYYYYY
Informally, segment importance is defined as the seg A-1 seg A-2 seg A-3
degree to which a given segment presents key
information about the article as a whole. Our XXXXXXXXKKAXXX
method for calculating this metric is given in the B YYYYYYYYYYyyyy
section below. seg B-1 seg B-2 seg B-3

We apply a variant of Salton’'s (1989)
information retrieval metric,Term Frequency * o
Inverse Document Frequency (TF*IDF) to noun To calculate coverage, EENIFIER first iterates
phrases (no pronominial tokens are used in thigver all the occurrences of all terms within a
algorithm). Intuitively, a segment containing nounS€gment, and then increments the score. The
phrases which are then also used in other segmerfi§rement depends on the number of terms
of the document will be more central to the textPréviously seen that also fall in the same segment.
than a segment that contains noun phrases that af¢§ US€ @ harmonic series to determine the score:

used only within that one segment. We call thidor the first occurrence of a term in some segment,

metric TF*sF, since we base the importance of al 1S added to the segment's coverage score; a
second occurrence adds 1/2; a third, 1/3, and so

forth.

* sF = Segment frequency (How many segments does
the term occur in)

Figure 4 - Segment NP Coverage




We normalize both the sum of the*sF Empirical evidence suggests that in the
scores over its terms and its coverage score tomain of journalistic text, at least a single person
calculate the segment importance of a segmenis introduced during an anecdotal segment, to relate
Segment importance in our current system is givethe interesting fact or narrative. This person is
by a sum of these two numbers; thus the range wften not mentioned outside the segment; since the
from 0.0 (not important) to 2.0 (maximally purpose of relating the anecdote is limited in scope
important). We summarize the algorithm forto that segment. AccordinglyEENIFIER looks for
calculating segment importance in the psuedocode proper noun phrase that occurs only within the

in Figure 5 below. candidate segment, and not in other segments. This
for each segnent { first or last segment is then labeledaascdotal, if
{ // TF*SF calculation it has not been already selected as the summary
TF_SF = sumof TF_SF per NP term .
TF_SF = TF_SF / segment. This method worked remarkably well on
) (max TF_SF over all segnents); our data although we need to address cases where
{ /1 coverage cal cul ati ons the anecdotal material has a more complex nature.
coverage = sum of coverage per NP term ) R .
coverage = coverage / For example, anecdotal material is also sometimes

(max coverage over all segnents);

} woven throughout the texts of some documents.

seg_i nportance = TF_SF + coverage;

Figure 5 - Segment importance psuedocode C. Support Segments — These segments
i are the default segment type. Currently, if we
2.2 Segment Functions cannot assign a segment as either a summary or an

Contrasting with segment importance, whichanecdotal segment, it is deemed to be a support
examines the prominence of a segment versitEegment.

every other S(_egment,' we now turn to examln%ﬁ Related work on Segment Slgnlflcance
segment function, which looks at the role of the
segment in discourse structure. We currently

. . There has been a large body of work done
classify segments into three types:

of assessing the importance of passages and the
4 Summar ments — A summar assignment of discourse functions to them. Chen

mary Seg . ummary - and Withgott (1992) examine the problem of audio

segment contains a summary of the article. V\/gu mmarization in domain of speech, using
ifstances emphasized speech to determine and

(toward; the beginning of an artlcl_e) O 8S %Yemarcate important phrases. Although their work
conclusion (near the end of an article), so th

o . : % similar to the use of terms to demarcate
position of the _sggment within the docgment 'S Orl%.egments the nature of the problem is different.
of th? determining factors. ~ According  to ol e frequency of terms in text versus emphasized
empirical study, summary segments are segmen

with the highest segment importance out Ofg?)eech in audio forces different approaches to be

o , ken. Singhal an lton (1 min
segments that occur within the first and last 20% o etg mi nisnl gg pz r agra?oh S(i)tnonectga dgn%BS)s \e/i);a vle(i((j)r
22 :2'5:]2 tt|12 ﬁ% Orlllggtnié%z;rpgg;trigﬁfsratmg rnuStSpace model similarity metrics, and this approa_lch

' may extend well to the segment level. Considering

the problem from another angle, discourse

b. Anecdotal Segments — Material that approaches have focused on shorter units than
draws a reader into the main body of the article bp

itself are known in the field of journalism as multi-paragraph segments, but Rhetorical Structure

anecdotal leads. Similarly, closing remarks are Theory (Marcu 1997 and others) may be able to

often clever comments for effect, but do not convei ZalrierL:tF; tooifsvovg'i[is rZe:cﬁgfa;ttLur:c?otgs b\rI;Irllth
much content. In our attempts to try to detect thes% 9 ’ P 9

segments, we have restricted our scope to the firéteesrﬁer?[eilr?]s o:?a?r?ézearmﬁurslgi\éi the problem of
and last segments of an article. 9 P '



15 WSJ 5 Economist Total
Precision Recall Precision Recall | Precision Recall
avg | S.D.| avg| S.D.| avg| SDb.| avg | S.D.| avg | SD. | avg | SD.
Monte Carlo 33% 29.0% 9.2 33.3% .02 32.8% 1R.6 33|3% 02 29.8% |9.9 33.3% | .02
Hypergeometrig30.6% N/A|30.6% N/A| 32.9% N/A 32.9% N/A 32.006 N/A 32.0% N/A
TEXTTILING 28.2% 18.1| 33.4% 25.9 18.3% 20.7 18.7% 185 258% 18.7 29.8% |27.8
SEGMENTER |47.0% 21.4| 45.1% 24.4 28.6% 26.2 22.67% 25.2 42.6% 23.5 39.6% [25.9
Human Judgeg67.0% 11.4| 80.4% 8.9 55.8% 17|2 71.9% 46 62[4% 185 78.2% B7.6
Table 2 - Evaluation Results on Precision and Recall Scales

although the interjudge agreement is weak, it is
3  Evaluation statistically significant and observable.

. . We computed SGMENTERS performance
3.1 Segmentation Evaluation by completing the 4-fold cross validation on the
For the segmentation algorithm we used a webtest cases. ExaminingeESMENTERS results show a
based segmentation evaluation facility to gathesignificant improvement over the initial algorithm
segmentation judgments. Each of the 20 articlesf Hearst 1994 (called BXTTILING), both in

in the corpus was segmented by at least foyprecision and recall. A future step could be to
human judges, and the majority opinion ofcompare our segmenting algorithm against other
segment boundaries was computed as thmore recent systems (such as Yaari 1997,
evaluation standard (Klavans et al. 1998). Okumura and Honda 1994).

Human judges achieved on average only We present two different baselines to
62.4% agreement with the majority opinion, as seebompare the work against. First, we applied a
in Table 2. Passonneau and Litman (1993) showmonte Carlo simulation that segments at paragraph
that this surprisingly low agreement is often thebreaks with a 33% probability. We executed this
result of evaluators being divided between thoseaseline 10,000 times on each article and averaged
who regard segments as more localized and thosiee scores. A more informed baseline is produced
who prefer to split only on large boundaries. by applying a hypergeometric distribution, which

We then verified that the task was well c@lculates the probability of some number of

defined by testing for a strong correlation betweeFUCCeSSes by sampling without replacement.  For
the markings of the human judges. We test fopxample, this distribution gives the expected
inter-judge reliability using Cochran (1950)@- number of red baII§ Qrawn from a samplendifalls

test, also discussed in Passonneau and Litmafio™ @n urn containindy total balls, where only
(1993). We found a very high correlation betweerfi"® €d- If we allow the number of segmentdp
judges indicating that modeling the task was indeef€ 91Ven. we can apply this to segmentation to pick
feasible; the results showed that there was less tharp€9ments froN paragraphs. By comparing the
a 0.15% chance on average that the judge§85“|ts in Table 3, we can see that the _correct
segment marks agreed by chance. We alsgumber of segments)(is difficult to determine.
calculated Kappak(, another correlation statistic | EXTTILING'S  performance falls  below  the
that corrects for random chance agreement. Kappgl/Pergeomtric baseline, but on the average,
values range from -1.0, showing complete negativéEGMENTEROUtIDerformS .

correlation to +1.0, indicating complete positive However, notice that the performance of
correlation.  Surprisingly, the calculations Ef  the algorithm and EXTTILING quoted in this paper
showed only a weak level of agreement betweeare low in comparison to reports by others. We
judges K avg = .331, S.D.=.153). Calculationsbelieve this is due to the weak level of agreement
of the significance oK showed that results were between judges in our training/testing evaluation
generally significant to the 5% level, indicatin@th corpus. The wide range of performance hints at the



variation which segmentation algorithms may For judgingsegment function, we plan to
experience when faced with different kinds of inputperform a direct assessment of the accuracy of
segment classification. We want to expand and
refine our definition of the types of segment
As mentioned previously, segments and segmeiitinction to include more distinctions, such as the
type assessments have been integrated into a kdifference between document/segment borders
sentence extraction program (Klavans et al(Reynar 1994). This would help in situations
1998). This summary-directed sentence extractiowhere input consists of multiple articles or a
differs from similar systems in its focus on highcontinuous stream, as in Kanade et al. (1997).
recall; further processing of the retrieved sentences

would discard unimportant sentences and clause5.  Conclusion

This system used the location of the first sentencle thi h h h i h
of thesummary segment asone input feature for N this paper we have shown how multi-paragrap

deciding key sentences, along with standar%eXt segmentation can model discourse structure
features such as title wordss* IDF weights for the y _addressmg the dual problems of computlng

words of a sentence, and the occurrences (in!C"’d. te?(.[ segments and subsequently assessing
communication verbs. This task-based evaluatio Ie'rr.fr']?;"f'ciﬂgf' Wgrf};?\r;es derngg::rate;jo aiCI;?W
of both modules together showed that combinin§ gori b P

segmentation information yielded markedly bette eg?r?nfj?st![?cn 'nrir?; Tgféuentwrr;ar;r::iri;c:t :‘ ligg/ed
results. In some instances only segmentation way! 'Nguis P Ples. 0
ncrease in accuracy and recall levels over prior

able to identify certain key sentences; all othef .

features faiIedeto find thesg sentences. Overall, \gor_k _(Hearst 1994, 1997). Our evaluation corpus
3.1% improvement in recall was directly achievedexmb'ted a weak It_avel of agreement. among
by adding segment significance output, increasin dges, which we believe correlat_es with the I(.JW
the system’s recall from 39% to 42%. Since th evel of performance of automatic segmentation
system was not built with precision as a priority,Iorograms as compared to earlier published works

so although precision of the system dropped 3%(’Hearst 1997).

3.2. Segment Significance Evaluation

we believe the overall effects of adding the Additionally, we describe an original

segmentation information was valuable. method to evaluate a segment’s significance: a two
part metric that combines a measure of a segment’s

4 Future Work generality based on statistical approaches, and a

lassification of a segment’'s function based on

Improvements to the current system can - . , ;
categorized along the lines of the two modules‘?mp'”cal observations.  An evaluation of this

For segmentation, applying machine learning metric established its utility as a means of

techniques (Beeferman et al. 1997) to Iearr‘?XtraCting key sentences for summarization.

weights is a high priority. Moreover we feel K led t
shared resources for segmentation evaluatioﬁ‘C nowledgements

should be establishgdo aid in a comprehensive The authors would like to thank Slava M. Katz, whose
cross-method study and to help alleviate thdnsights and insistence on quality work helped push the firs
problems  of significance of small-scale part of the research forward. We are also indebteslisan

. . . Lee of the University of California, Berkelefor providing
evaluations as discussed in Klavans et al (1998). empirical validation of the segment significance through h

key sentence extraction system. Thanks are also due to
Yaakov Yaari of Bar-llan University, for helping us hunt
For the purposes of our own evaluation, wedown additional segmentation corpora. Finally, we thaek th
constructed web-based software tool that allows use@nonymous reviewers and the Columbia natural language
to annotate a document with segmentation marking$"ouP n_lembers, whose' careful_critiques led to a mordutare
We propose initiating a distributed cross evaluation of Valuation of the paper's techniques.

text segmentation work, using our system as a

component to store and share user-given and automatic

markings. ® Who was supported by the Computing Research Atisoci
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