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Abstract

Objective Automatic text summarization helps the cliniciamal researchers in the biomedical
domain to access the intended information effityefitom the large volume of scientific

literature and other textual resources. In thisepape propose a summarization method that
utilizes domain knowledge and an itemset miningreagh to generate a conceptual model
from a text document. The informativeness of sergens quantified according to the extent

that each sentence covers the main subtopics tof tex

Methods To address the concept-level analysis of text, map the original document to

biomedical concepts using the Unified Medical Laanggs System (UMLS). Then, the essential
subtopics of text are discovered using a data mitéchnique, namely itemset mining, and the
conceptual model is constructed. The employed #¢msning algorithm supplies a set of
frequent itemsets containing correlated and rentigencepts of the input document. The final

summary is created by selecting the most relatddrdarmative sentences.
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Results We evaluated the competency of our itemset-basedmarizer using the Recall-
Oriented Understudy for Gisting Evaluation (ROUGHEtrics, by performing a set of
experiments. The proposed method was compared with SUMMA, SweSum,
AutoSummarize, term-based version of the itemssétbasummarizer, and two baselines. The
results show that the itemset-based summarizerifisently outperforms the compared
competitors and the baseline methods. The itemassebsummarizer achieves the best score for
all the assessed ROUGE scores (R-1: 0.7583, R3380, R-W-1.2: 0.0934, and R-SUA4:
0.3889). We also performed a set of preliminaryeeixpents to specify the best value for the
minimum support threshold used in the itemset ngirdafgorithm. It is demonstrated that the
value of this threshold directly affects the accyraf the conceptual model, and the relative

low and a high number of discovered itemsets rethee@erformance of summarization.

Conclusion Compared to the statistical, similarity, and wéreuency methods, the proposed
method demonstrated that the conceptual model rdatafrom the concept extraction and
itemset mining provides the summarizer with ancedfit metric for measuring the informative
content of sentences, and it leads to an improvemethe performance of biomedical text

summarization.

Keywords. Biomedical text mining; Data mining; Frequent itehsnining; Informativeness;

Concept-based text analysis; Domain knowledge;

1. Introduction

With the fast growth of producing digital text cent in the biomedical domain, many
efforts have been spent toward developing auton@ois to facilitate the difficulties of finding
relevant information. Notably, clinicians and resbars are always faced with a common
problem, acquiring the intended information frome tivast resources of available text
documents. The information is obtained from varioesources, such as scientific literature
databases, clinical trials, Electronic Health Rdc(HR) systems, multimedia documents, e-
mailed reports, and web documefits 2]. The biomedical literature is widely used to pesy
the main steps of researches and experiments, asigfetting to know the state-of-the-art,
collecting the required information, making new bffeses, and interpreting the resuiis

However, achieving useful information from the krgolume of biomedical literature is an
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exhausting and time-consuming task. Automatic sextimarization makes the task easy by
condensing the source text while preserving théertirthat refers to the essential points of text.
Reeve et al[4] have identified five reasons for generating sunmesaof full-text papers even

with the presence of their abstracts.

First research efforts of automatic text summaioratvere commenced in the late 1950s and
1960s by the early works of Lutii] and Edmundsof6]. During the last two decades, various
summarization methods have been proposed usinigtis{ Natural Language Processing
(NLP), machine learning, graph-theoretic, artifidi@elligence, and mathematical approaches
[7 , 8]. In summarization systems, the source text i$ éinmlyzed and modeled by a particular
approach, then, the final summary is generated. magrity of summarization systems deal
with the source text through constructing a modainfthe words. However, in the biomedical
domain, it seems that the term-level analysis gt tles not yield adequate summarization
performancg4, 9]. The biomedical field has its specific charactarss such as the variety of
synonyms and homonyms, elisions, and abbreviafi@hsMore specifically, text documents
related to each sub-domain of biomedical scienegs kheir particular singularities that should
be taken into account. For example, in the genoomenses, each distinct gene may have
multiple synonymg10]. When a text document from the genome domain atyaed at term-
level, multiple synonymous names of a unique geag be considered as different entities and
their relation is overlooked. On the other handthea concept-level analysis of text, multiple
terms that share the same meaning are consideradiagle entity and will be referred by a
single concept. Therefore, the accuracy of the inedald be improved, leading to an increase
in the quality of summarizatigd, 9, 11, 12] The concept-level analysis of text is performgd b
exploiting domain-specific biomedical knowledge m@s, such as ontologies, vocabularies, and

taxonomies.

Automatic text summarization is classified irgbstractiveandextractivesystemg13]. An
abstractive summarizer generates a new contentdinaeys the implications of the source text
by employing NLP and linguistic methods. An extraetsummarizer produces a shorter version
of the input text through selecting the most repnéstive sentences from the original wording
and putting them together. An extractive summaiozasystem decides which sentences are
relevant and informative, and selects them forusicin in the summary according to the model
produced from the source text. By using an appatprimetric for measuring the
informativeness of sentences, a summarization systan generate a highly informative
summary that covers the main points of the origiteadt. Several summarization methods

measure the quality of sentences based on sonsisgtand general metrics. Common metrics
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include the position of sentences, the frequenoyats, the presence of positive and negative
keywords, the length of sentences, the similaritysentences to the document title, the
existence of numerical data, and the presenceopepmoungl14-17]. Although these methods
achieved a desirable summarization quality compaiigid their counterparts, they may not be
suitable to meet the specific requirements of teatleling and sentence selection in biomedical
summarization. In this type of summarization, iteguired to construct an accurate conceptual
model from the source text that can be effectivebed to measure the relatedness and

informativeness of sentences.

In this paper, we propose a novel biomedical textrearization method by employing the
concept-level analysis of the text in combinatidthva data mining approach, namely itemset
mining. The goal of our proposed itemset-based samzer is to generate an accurate
conceptual model from the source text. The produnedel represents the main subtopics of
text and a measure of their importance in the fofrextracted frequent itemsets. In the itemset-
based summarizer, first, the input text documemagpped to biomedical concepts contained in
the Unified Medical Language System (UMLBJ], a well-known knowledge source in the
biomedical domain. Then, a transactional data sgmtation is generated from the source text
and its extracted concepts. Afterward, the mairiapibs of the document are discovered using
a well-established data mining technique, namesnget mining19]. To this aim, we utilize
the Apriori algorithm[20]. Each extracted frequent itemset is a set of zde@ concepts that
frequently occur in the source text and is useguantify the informativeness of the sentences.
Eventually, the itemset-based summarizer assigesoee to each sentence that measures the
informative content of the sentence. The most eglewand informative sentences are selected

and put together to form the final summary.

To evaluate the performance of the proposed itetvesstd summarizer, we performed a set
of experiments on a collection of biomedical safenpapers. The experimental results show
that our proposed biomedical summarization methedopms better than the statistical and
similarity feature-based, word frequency, and baseiethods regarding the Recall-Oriented
Understudy for Gisting Evaluation (ROUGE) metrjig§].

The remainder of this paper is organized as follodwdackground of text summarization
and previous work in biomedical summarization igegiin Sectior?. In Section3, we explain
our proposed biomedical text summarization methodiétail. In Sectiord, the evaluation

methodology is described. In Sectién the results of the assessment are presented and
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discussed. Finally, we draw some conclusions atmt pat the potential future work in Section
6.

2. Background

Automatic text summarization systems are desigoedenerate a short form of text that
conveys all the substantial information of the wréd) documen{7]. Regarding the number of
documents that a summarization system receivesag ito produce a unified summary,
summarization methods are divided irgmgle-documenand multi-documentmethods[1].
Genericversusquery-focuseds another categorization for text summarizatiph A generic
summary gives a general implication of the infororatprovided by the source text, while a
query-focused summary provides a summary that oenthe content related to a given query.
Summaries can be styled iaglicative or informativeoutputs[8]. Indicative summaries provide
information about the topics of the input documentpointing to some parts of the text. Users
still need to read the original text for acquirisigfficient information. Informative summaries
give complete and adequate content about the topiext, so that it is not necessary to retrieve
the primary document. Our proposed method is etiacinformative, generic, and single-

document.

Several summarization methods, like SUMNI&| and SweSunil5], employ statistical,
term-based similarity, and word frequency featurds.seems that in the biomedical
summarization, the use of traditional statisticad avord frequency features should be replaced
by another metrics that can adequately measurestent of informative content of each
sentence. Such a parameter can improve the acoofraoynmarization, because it evaluates the
quality of sentences according to their actual nmeganather than their position, length, and
contained terms. In this paper, we address thislgmo by introducing a conceptual model that
can be useful for assessing the informative conteihtsentences in biomedical text

summarization.

Various domain-independent text summarization nethdave been proposed using
clustering method§22], genetic algorithm$23], graph-based method84], Latent Semantic
Analysis (LSA) [25], complex networks[26], optimization methods27], topic based
approache$28], statistical approachg&9], and many techniques from computer sciences and
computational linguistics. However, as noted egrlitne biomedical domain has some
singularities that require specialized summarizaticethods. Domain knowledge resources can

be used in text analysis process to build a riphesentation of the source text and improve the
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performance of biomedical summarization. One of tleeful knowledge sources in the

biomedical domain is the UMLRB.8], developed by the US National Library of Medicine.

The UMLS is a well-known biomedical knowledge sauthat unifies over 100 controlled
vocabularies, classification systems, and additiknawledge sources. It has been employed by
some summarization systefds 9, 11, 12, 30-32]The UMLS contains three main components:
the Specialist Lexicon, the Metathesaurus, andS#mmantic Network. Th&pecialist Lexicon
[33] is considered as a lexicographic information dasaband contains English and biomedical
vocabularies. Thdetathesauru$34] is a lexicon that includes a large number of bidiced
and health related concepts, along with their sym@nand relationships. Tt8emantic Network
[35] contains a set of broad subject categories, namexntic types, for dividing the concepts
of the Metathesaurus into stable categorizationslso defines a set of useful relationships
between the semantic types. PI§%@] investigated the impact of a set of knowledge sasion
the performance of biomedical summarization. Skeetkdifferent combinations of particular
sources in the UMLS for retrieving biomedical domabncepts. The results showed that the
quality of produced summaries could be significanthproved by using an appropriate

knowledge source.

In the last two decades, various biomedical teriraarization methods have been proposed
using different approachds, 2]. Some methods have addressed this type of sunatiarniz
using concept-based approaches. Plaza Ei]gberformed the biomedical summarization using
a semantic graph-based approach. Their summarizatéghod uses the concepts and semantic
relations of the UMLS to construct a graph. Thedegree-based clustering algorithm is applied
to identify different themes within the documenhrde different sentence selection heuristics
were intended to assess the impact of various temecstrategies on the quality of
summarization. Another concept-based biomedicalnsamzation systeni30] makes use of
genetic clustering approach in combination withpgraonnectivity information. It uses genetic
graph clustering to identify the topics of the dmeut according to its concepts, and the
connectivity information of graph to investigatedaextract the relevance of the different
subjects. ChainFregl| is a hybrid biomedical summarization method tl@hbines BioChain
[31] and FregDis{32] methods. In this hybrid summarizer, the BioChairused to identify
thematic sentences, and the FregDist is resporfaiblemoving information redundancy. Both
the BioChain and the Freqdist methods utilize ti¢L8 concepts to improve their topic and
frequency modeling approaches. Sarjét] identified a vocabulary of cue terms and phrases
from the biomedical domain and incorporated theabodary as a source of domain knowledge

in the summarization method. In his feature-basethod, two new additional features, namely
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the presence of cue medical terms and the exis@noew terms, are used along with a set of
traditional features, such as word frequency, semtelength, sentence position, and the
similarity with the title. The summarizer assignsare to each sentence and selects the high-
scoring sentences to form the summary. As repdayatie above methods, when an appropriate
summarization approach is combined with domain Kadge, the biomedical summarizers can
perform better than their domain-independent copatés. Our proposed method also employs
the UMLS knowledge source to improve its itemseting model. The impact of both concept-
based and term-based approaches on the perforrofitive itemset-based summarizer will be
investigated in Sectioh

Recently, a few domain-independent summarizatiothows have been proposed using
frequent itemset38-40]. They address the challenges of selecting the metestant and non-
redundant sentences in multi-document and multihgsummarization. Frequent itemset
mining is a data mining technique that can be usetiscover frequent patterns in a dataset. It
has been actually used in summarization of diffedsta, such as transactional dgta] and
medical datd4?2]. In our proposed biomedical text summarizationhodf we employ frequent
itemset mining to extract the subtopics of an ingatument. In the sentence scoring stage,

extracted itemsets are used to measure the infmadintent of sentences.

3. Summarization Method

The itemset-based summarizer performs the sumntiarizaask through four steps,
including (1) preprocessing, (2) data preparation itemset mining (3) extracting main
subtopics, and (4) sentence scoring and summaafianeFig. 1 illustrates the architecture of
the itemset-based summarizer. In the following eatiens, each step will be described in
detalil.

3.1. Preprocessing

Before performing the task of summarization, tlemiset-based summarizer must prepare
the input document for the subsequent steps. 8t fine unnecessary parts of text not required
for the final summary are removed. These partsdcbel specified according to the input text
and its logical structure. Since our evaluationpasrconsists of a set of biomedical scientific
papers, the figures, and tables of the input dootiraee removed as they do not contribute in
the text summarization steps. They would be adddta summary in the last step if required.

Every other section of paper that seems to be @wssacy could be removed from the text. Note
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that the preprocessing step is not merely limited stientific articles. This action is

customizable regarding the logical structure ofitipait text and the requirements of the user.

e e

Full-text article Final summary

| I

4 l I N\
Sentence scoring
Preprocessing and summary
creation
UMLS
— —
—_— .—
— 0 —
- ) —
Sentences and concepts Main sub-topics
l trl  item1 item2 - item k I
w2 iteml item2 .. itemk &
Data preparation tr3  item1 item2 ..  itemk Extracting main
for itemset mining —_— - - - - subtopics
trn  item1 item2 ..  itemk Itemset mining
Transactional representation
. e,

Fig. 1. The architecture of the itemset-based biomed@dlsummarizer.

After removing the unnecessary parts, the plaihrexst be mapped to biomedical concepts
contained in the UMLS Metathesaurus, to ease teation of the conceptual model. For this
purpose, we use the MetaMap progrgtfi], developed by the National Library of Medicine.
Each extracted concept belongs to a subject categamed semantic type. The semantic types
divide the concepts into broader categories suctBiatogic Function, Cell, Disease or
Syndrome, Finding, Sign or Symptom, Mental Proces§&enetic Function. The UMLS defines
over 130 semantic types and a set of semanticioetatamong the semantic types in its
Semantic Network.

The MetaMap uses NLP and computational linguistethnds to match the phrases and
concepts. It assigns a score to each mapping betaaeun phrase and its paired concepts,
returning the highest scoring concept along with semantic type. If there are multiple
mappings for a noun phrase and they have equasdbtie MetaMap returns multiple concepts
for the noun phrase. For the itemset-based sumenasz use the 2016 version of MetaMap
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program for the mapping step and the 2015AB UMLUBa%e as the knowledge base&y. 2

shows a sample sentence and its extracted corfoepishe UMLS Metathesaurus.

Genome-wide analyses have also implicated further related and interacting synaptic protein-coding genes in the etiology of ASDs.
Concept: analysis aspect Concept: Relationships Concept: Protein coding gene
Sem type: Functional Concept Sem type: Qualitative Concept Sem type: Gene or Genome
Concept: Widening Concept: Further Concept: Etiology aspects
Sem type: Spatial Concept Sem type: Spatial Concept Sem type: Functional Concept
Concept: Genome Concept: Autism Spectrum Disorders
Sem type: Gene or Genome Sem type: M | or Behavioral Dysfuncti

Fig. 2. A sample sentence and its extracted conceptstfietdMLS Metathesaurus.

3.2.Data preparation for itemset mining

After the mapping phase and concept extractionjrthet document should be represented
in an appropriate format for the itemset miningpstEhe most common data format to represent
the input data in itemset and association rule mginis transactional data form@t9]. A
transactional dataset consists of a set of tralsectwhere each transaction contains a set of
items. The input dataset should be converted twséetional format using a proper approach,
according to the context that itemset mining isdugd this step, we have a set of senterfses
..., %, wWhere each sentensecontains some concepts extracted in the previtys $his set of
sentences and their concepts are converted toatmsal data format by considering each
sentencesc as a transactiotry. The distinct concepts that appearedkiare considered as the

items oftr. A more formal definition is given below:

Definition 1 (Transactional representation of a docunmehetD be an input document. The
transactional representatidnof D includes a set of transactions, where each tréngairy
corresponds to a senters&esuch thasc € D, andtry consists of distinct itemg wherei; is the

jth concept irs..

Based on the above definition, the input documBntis converted to transactional
representationT. For example, three sentences of a sample docur(erdilable on
http://genomemedicine.biomedcentral.com/articled/186/gm10Y are represented ifiable 1
The transactional representation of these sentesaggen inTable 2 A transaction number is
assigned to every transaction that refers to iteesponding sentence, and the distinct concepts
extracted from the sentences will make the itemshé itemset mining step, the itemset-based

summarizer will use the transactional represemabbthe input document. The transactional
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representation is utilized to generate a concephaalel based-on latent correlations among the

concepts (items).

Tablel
Three sentences of the sample document, beforanatégm for itemset mining.

Sentence number Content

“Genetic epidemiological studies of autism, bipalésorder and
schizophrenia show that the risk of developing ofnnese specific
psychiatric illnesses is proportional to the amamfrgenetic material
shared with an affected individua[44]

“The distinction between schizophrenia and bipdiaorder has been
9 justified for many years by reference to familydiis showing that
these disorders seem to 'breed tryé4]

“Genome-wide analyses have also implicated funtelated and
23 interacting synaptic protein-coding genes in thelegy of ASDs.”
[44]

Table2

Three transactions corresponding to the three seeserepresented ifable 1 after preprocessing, mapping and
preparation steps. The non-essential conceptdsrarded, and the remaining concepts make the items

Transaction number Items

2 Study of Epidemiology, Autistic Disorder, Bipolaidorder,
Schizophrenia, Mental disorders, Genetic MaterRé&sons

9 Schizophrenia, Bipolar Disorder, Reference Objeehily
investigation, Family, Disease, Tryptophanase, &reg

23 Genome, Protein coding gene, Autism Spectrum Deysrd

3.3. Extracting main subtopics

At this stage, the itemset-based summarizer dissdtie recurrent combinations of concepts
from the transactional representation of the irgmtument. The output of this step is a set of
frequentk-itemsets that demonstrate the themes of documehtitemset is an itemset with
lengthk that contains a set &fdistinct items. If all of the items of an itemsgtpear in a given
transactiortry (sentences), it could be said that the itemset coverstthheln itemset mining,

there is a property that measures the frequenepdi itemset in proportion to the total number
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of transactions in the dataset. This property iedaupport and for each itemset is defined as

follows:

Definition 2 (Itemset suppojt Given the transactional representatibrcorresponding to
documentD and an itemsdt the value of support property for items$en T is determined as
the number of transactionsTnthat are covered Hy divided by the total number of transactions
inT.

For example, in the sample document with 85 sesteniProteins} is a 1-itemset that its

corresponding concept appears in seven sententesefdre, the {Proteins} covers seven
transactions ifl, and its support value E% The {Deletion Mutation, NRXN1 gene} is a 2-
itemset and the {Autistic Disorder, Bipolar Disord8chizophrenia} is a 3-itemset. These two

sets cover six and nine transactiond jmespectively. Hence, their support values Woud%b—sb

and % The itemset-based summarizer considers the supplue of itemsets as a metric to

measure their significance.

In the itemset mining step, a large number of iemsvill be produced. However, just the
frequent itemsetare useful for the subsequent steps. In the faigwa formal definition of a

frequent itemset is presented.

Definition 3 (Frequent itemsgt Itemset | is said to be frequent in transactional
representatiom of documentD, if its support value inT is greater than or equal to a given

minimum support thresholain_sup

For example, let thenin_supvalue for the sample document be equa%LStOBased on this

value, the early mentioned itemsets {Proteins} dAditistic Disorder, Bipolar Disorder,
Schizophrenia} are frequent itemsets, and the i¢fi3eletion Mutation, NRXN1 gene} is not
frequent.

Given a transactional representatidrof documentD and a minimum support threshold
min_sup the frequent itemset mining process is execwatiscover all the frequent itemsets in
T. To perform the frequent itemset mining task, welkey Apriori [19, 20] a basic algorithm
in data mining. The Apriori algorithm is basicallised for association rule mining. In our
proposed method, we utilize it just for extractthg frequent itemsets. We do not use its ability
to generate association rules. The itemset-basemnatizer considers the extracted frequent
itemsets as main themes of the input text andzeslithem to select the most related and

informative sentences. The inputs of the algoridm® the transactional representatitR of
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documentD, and the minimum support threshatdn_sup The output is a set of discovered
frequent itemset&l where each itemset demonstrates a subtopic ofatektcontains a set of

correlated and recurrent concepts.

In Table 3 the frequent itemsets extracted from the samptaimhent are represented. The
sample document is about the Genetic overlap betveegism, schizophrenia, and bipolar
disorder. In this example, the value of minimumgsp thresholdnin_suphas been set to 0.07.

It means that an itemset is frequent, if it coxarieast 7% of the transactions. In other words, a
set of correlated concepts is a central subtoptexif if the concepts appear together in at least
7% of the sentences. A total number of 32 freqitenmisets have been produced, 25 of which
are 1-itemsets, six of which are 2-itemsets, arel3iiemset.

Table3

The frequent itemsets extracted from the transaaticepresentation of the sample document relatetid genetic
overlap between autism, schizophrenia, and bipb$arder.

| temset Support  ltemset Support
{Autistic Disorder, Bipolar Disorder,
) ) 0.105 {Alleles} 0.094
Schizophrenia}
{neuroligin, Binding (Molecular ]
] 0.070 {Reporting} 0.082
Function)}
{Deletion Mutation, NRXN1 gene} 0.070 {Proteins} B2
{Schizophrenia, Autism Spectrum _
_ 0.070 {Encode (action)} 0.070
Disorders}
{Bipolar Disorder, Schizophrenia} 0.223 {Genes} PaL
{Autistic Disorder, Schizophrenia} 0.152 {Autism 8gtrum Disorders} 0.223
{Autistic Disorder, Bipolar Disorder} 0.105 {Genorhe 0.105
) {Genome-Wide Association
{Mental Retardation} 0.070 0.070
Study}
{NRXN1 gene} 0.129 {Study} 0.094
{Procedure findings} 0.070 {Diagnosis} 0.070
{Binding (Molecular Function)} 0.082 {Tryptophangse 0.094
{Staphylococcal Protein A} 0.070 {Disease} 0.094
{neuroligin} 0.176 {Persons} 0.105
{Copy Number Polymorphism} 0.105 {Schizophrenia} 382
{Scientific Study} 0.082 {Bipolar Disorder} 0.235
{Deletion Mutation} 0.164 {Autistic Disorder} 0.200
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3.4. Sentence scoring and summary creation

After performing the itemset mining step that disers the main subtopics of text, the
sentences of document can be ranked based on hotv tihney are informative and cover the
main subtopics of text. Hence, a scoring strategylty be required to quantify the

informativeness of the sentences.

The support value of each itemset indicates that hwch the itemset is significant. It
means that in comparing two itemsets extracted fmogiven document, an itemset is assumed
to be more valuable and informative if it has ahkigsupport value. Therefore, the support
value of the itemsets that cover a sentence igppropriate measure to quantify the importance
of the sentence. The itemset-based summarizemasaigcore to each sentence by adding the
support value of the itemsets that cover the sertefhe score of each sentence is calculated as

follows:

Score(s;) = Z Support(FI;) (2)

FIj|FI; € FI nFljcovers tr;

wheres; is thein sentence in documeb, andtr; is the transaction correspondingsto FI is
the set of all frequent itemsets extracted fromtthrsactional representatidrof documenD,

andFI; is thejw itemset inF 1.

After scoring all the sentences of the input doautinéhe summarizer can decide which
sentences should be selected for inclusion in it summary. Two factors contribute to an
increase in the score of a sentence: 1) the nuofbfeequent itemsets that cover the sentence,
and 2) the support value of the frequent itemsktd tover the sentence. Therefore, the
sentences that contain more frequent itemsets emd@ered by high supporting frequent
itemsets produce higher scores. The summarizerdgsghe high-scoring sentences to be high
informative and more related to the main topicghefinput text. After the sentence-scoring, the
sentences are sorted based on their score. ThH tgmtences are selected to build the final
summary, whereéN is the number of sentences that must be chosethédosummary and is
determined by the compression rate. The summaaizanges the selected sentences according
to their appearance order in the input text. Fnallthe summary refers to a figure or a table of
the primary document that was removed in the pegssing step, it would be added to the

summary.Fig. 3 shows the summary of the sample document prodbgedtie itemset-based
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summarizer. In this example, for brevity reasohs, compression rate has been set to 10%. It

means that the size of summary must be 10% ohihg document.

Such diagnostic categories are therefore likely to be heterogeneous and the boundaries between
them somewhat arbitrary. Autism, schizophrenia and bipolar disorder have traditionally been
considered as separate disease entities, although they do share some common behavioral
characteristics and cognitive deficits.

Therefore, just as for NRXN1 deletions, it is apparent that these large CNVs confer risk of a range of
neurodevelopmental phenotypes, including autism, mental retardation and schizophrenia.

The advent of the GWAS has allowed most of the common SNP variation in the human genome to be
tested for association and the first wave of such studies has been reported for schizophrenia, bipolar
disorder and autism.

Furthermore, there have been recent reports of association for common alleles at several GABA
receptor genes in a subtype of bipolar disorder and schizophrenia, which implicate loci also reported
as associated with ASDs.

Such biological roles fit with hypotheses of the etiology of autism and schizophrenia in which a
neurodevelopmental insult and adult imbalance in excitatory and inhibitory neurotransmission
occur in the absence of overt macro-pathology. SHANK3 is implicated in autism by several lines of
evidence and functions as a post-synaptic scaffolding protein that binds indirectly to neuroligins,
forming a potentially functional circuit of neurexin-neuroligin-Shank that is dysregulated in ASDs.
Whole-genome studies of many thousands of affected individuals are uncovering evidence for
genetic overlap between autism, schizophrenia and bipolar disorder.

Studies of CNVs and other rare alleles have found overlap between autism and schizophrenia,
whereas those of common SNP variants have shown overlap between schizophrenia and bipolar
disorder.

The findings also support the view that schizophrenia has a stronger neurodevelopmental
component than bipolar disorder and suggest that it lies on a gradient of decreasing
neurodevelopmental impairment between syndromes such as mental retardation and autism, on
one hand, and bipolar disorder on the other.

We have based this conclusion on the fact that several rare CNVs, including deletions of NRXN1, are
associated with mental retardation, autism and schizophrenia, and on the overlap in common risk
alleles seen between schizophrenia and bipolar disorder.

Fig. 3. The summary of the sample document generatedebyetimset-based summarizer (compression rate=10%).

4. Evaluation

The performance of text summarization systems eaavaluated by two types of methods,
Extrinsic andIntrinsic [45]. The extrinsic method evaluates the impact of sarnmation on the
quality of a specific task that uses the produeedrsaries, such as question answering systems
or search engines. The intrinsic method evaludtegpérformance of summarization regarding
the quality of summary measures like informativenascuracy, relevancy, comprehensiveness,
and readability. Since we intend to assess the etanpy of the itemset-based summarizer
regarding the informative content of produced sunmsawe evaluate its performance through

intrinsic evaluation.

4.1. Evaluation dataset and metrics
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To assess the performance of the proposed summianizaethod, we need to summarize a
corpus of biomedical text documents that their rhedenmaries (gold standard) are available.
The model summary is used to measure the simil&etyveen its content and the system-
generated summary. To the authors’ knowledge, suclorpus has not been developed for
evaluating the single-document biomedical text sanmation methods. However, a common
approach is summarizing a collection of biomedisicles, and using the abstract of each
article as the model summary. To evaluate the pednce of the itemset-based summarizer,
we employed a collection of 400 biomedical articleendomly selected from the BioMed
Central’s corpus for text mining researctit|y://old.biomedcentral.com/about/datamining/e
used the abstracts of the papers as the model suesmahis dataset is large enough for the

results of the evaluations to be significgtt].

To evaluate the performance of the itemset-bas@dhsuizer in term of its ability to
improve the informativeness of automatic summarnes, used the ROUGE packag@l].
ROUGE estimates the shared content by compariygtara-generated summary with single or
multiple model summaries. The estimation is perfmirby calculating the proportion of shared
n-grams between the system and model summariegsh&avaluations, we used four ROUGE

metrics:

« ROUGE-1: it computes the number of shared unigrbetsveen the system and model
summaries.

* ROUGE-2: it computes the number of shared bigramisvéen the system and model
summaries.

e ROUGE-W-1.2: it compares the consecutive matchdsvdsn the system and model
summaries and computes the union of the longestmmmsubsequences.

« ROUGE-SU4: it calculates the overlap of skip-bigsafpairs of words having intervening
word gaps) between the system and model summangksallows a skip distance of four

between the bigrams.

The ROUGE metrics compute a scores between 0 aAdhigher score indicates a greater
content overlap between the system and model suiesndherefore, a summarizer is assumed
to be better if its produced summaries obtain higd@UGE scores, because they contain more
shared content with the model summaries and argidened to be more informative. It is worth
mentioning that the ROUGE has shown high corratatiith the human judge®1], and the
Document Understanding Conference (DUC) has adap#sithe official evaluation metric for

text summarization.
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4.2. The value of minimum support threshold

We conducted two sets of experiments to evaluateptirformance of our itemset-based
method for biomedical text summarization. To tume parameter of the system, the first part of
experiments is described in this subsection. Aféedywthe second part of experiments will be
described in the next subsection that evaluatesitémeset-based summarizer against other

summarization methods.

We designed and performed a set of preliminary ex@ats, in order to determine the best
value for themin_supthreshold involved in discovering frequent iterssébection3.3). The
Apriori algorithm finds the frequent itemsets thia¢ir support value is greater than or equal to
the min_supthreshold. Then, the itemset-based summarizeridenssthe extracted frequent
itemsets as the main themes of the document. igresss. score to each sentence based on the
frequent itemsets that cover the sentence. Thergioe higher value ahin_supthreshold leads
to a fewer number of frequent itemsets to be dismd, and fewer number of itemsets
participate in the sentence scoring. In contrdm, lbwer value omin_supthreshold leads to
more frequent itemsets to be extracted, and menasiets get involved in the sentence scoring.
We assessed the impact of lower and higher valug min_supthreshold on the performance
of the proposed itemset-based summarizer. Thehbldsalue that reports the highest ROUGE
scores is chosen as the best value for rtfie_sup and will be used in the subsequent

experiments for evaluating the itemset-based suiaraagainst other summarization methods.

For specifying the best value for tmein_supthreshold, we used a separate evaluation
dataset consisted of 100 biomedical articles, raglselected from the BioMed Central’s

corpus for text mining research. The abstractb@ftticles were used as the model summaries.

4.3.Comparing against other summarizers

We compared our proposed summarization method sigasther research-oriented,
commercial, and baseline summarizers to assesspipgopriateness for biomedical text
summarization. The other summarizers used in tauations areSUMMA[14], SweSuniil5],
Microsoft AutoSummarizéerm-based version of the itemset-based summatiead baseling

andRandom baseline

SUMMA [14] is a publicly available research summarizer fothbsingle and multi-

document summarization. It selects the sentencandtusion in the summary based on several
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statistical and similarity-based features. Eackufeahas a customizable weight that specifies its
importance. For the evaluations, we used thesarfessafor the SUMMA: the frequency of terms
contained in the sentence, the position of theeseet in the document, the similarity of the
sentence to the first sentence of the documentitendverlap between the sentence and the title
of the document. SweSuh5] is another research-oriented summarizer thatnlise version
(http://swesum.nada.kth.se/index-eng-adv.iisilavailable for public usage. For the sentence
scoring, it uses a set of features such as presentiee first line of the text, presence of
numerical values in the sentence, and the presaeinkeywords in the sentence. The user can
customize the weight of each feature. For the tyfpeext option, we used the ‘Academic’ text.
AutoSummarize is a commercial application and &ufesof the Microsoft Word softwaii@é7].

It performs the sentence scoring and summarizatisks based on a word frequency algorithm.
Higher scores are assigned to the sentences thttirtanore frequent words. We used these
tree summarizers for the evaluations, to assessdimpetency of the statistical and similarity
feature-based and word frequency summarization adstlior summarizing biomedical text

documents, compared to our proposed conceptuatétebased text modeling.

The term based version of the itemset-based sumenanses terms instead of concepts to
build an itemset-based model. In the term-basesdiaerof our method, the stage of mapping
text to biomedical concepts is no longer needed, tim@ additional steps are added for
extracting appropriate terms that can be usedanté#mset mining stage. The first step is stop-
word elimination that removes the highly frequemtrds that have little lexical content. To this
aim, we employed the Natural Language Toolkit (N)T¥fop-word corpu$48]. The second
step is stemming, reducing all the words containgtie sentences to their corresponding stem.
For this purpose, we adopted the porter stemmiggrishm [49]. After applying these two
steps, the resulted terms form the items, andetmining steps are performed similarly to the
original concept-based version. The goal of usirgterm-based version for the evaluations is
to investigate the impact of concept-level analpdisext on the accuracy of the itemset-based

text modeling for biomedical text summarizationyngared to term-level analysis.

We also used two baseline methods in the experandiie Lead baseline method returns
the first N sentences of the input text as the summary, aadRémdom baseline randomly

selectaN sentences and generates the summary.

In our evaluations, the compression rate was s80% for all the summarizers. It means
that the size of generated summary would be equz0% of the input document. This choice is

based on a widely accepted standard that sayothpression rate should be between 15% and
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35%[50]. The statistical significance of our results wested using Wilcoxon signed-rank test

with a 95% confidence interval.

5. Resultsand discussion

In this section, first, we present the resultshef preliminary experiments and the impact of
the value oimin_supthreshold on the performance of the proposed mdefhioen, the results of
evaluations that compare the itemset-based sumenavith other summarization methods will

be presented and discussed.

5.1. Preliminary experiment results

The initial experiments were performed to determthe best value for thenin_sup
threshold. The Apriori algorithm decides whether #éxtracted itemsets are frequent, according
to the min_supthreshold. As mentioned in Sectidn2, the number of discovered frequent
itemsets has an inverse relationship with the vafilgipport threshold. In fact, the higher value
of the minimum support threshold leads to fewer benof frequent itemsets to be discovered
and vice versa. The results of experiments areesepited irFig. 4 For brevity reasons, only
ROUGE-2 and ROUGE-SU4 scores are reported. Theviadise for themin_supthreshold is
0.08 (i.e. 8%) that provides the best scores IRDUGE metrics.

ROUGE-2 ROUGE-SU4
0.45
0.4
0.35
03
0.25

0.2

ROUGE score

0.15
0.1

0.05

0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 007 0.08 0.0 01 0.11 012 0.13 0.14 0.15 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.19 0.2

min_sup threshold

Fig. 4. ROUGE-2 and ROUGE-SU4 scores for different valuehefminimum support threshohdin_sup
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It can be observed fromaig. 4 that according to the ROUGE scores, the valumiof_sup
threshold has a significant impact on the qualitfh@ generated summaries. Table 4 the
average number of all discovered frequent itemaetsthe average number loftemsets are
reported, where is equal to 1, 2, 3, and 4. The average numbergiaen for each tested

support threshold.

As reported iffable 4 and consideringig. 4, when the support threshold value is relatively
small, for instance, 0.02 or 0.03, an enormous raurob extracted itemsets are returned. These
itemsets participate in the sentence scoring stéygreas only a small number of them are
indeed important. As a result, the sentence scdengerformed using numerous redundant
itemsets, and the quality of the produced summasiegeduced. On the other hand, when a
relatively high value, e.g. 0.19 or 0.2, is chofarnthe value omin_supthreshold, the number
of discovered frequent itemsets is remarkably redutn this case, the summarizer quantifies
the informativeness of the sentences according towanumber of itemsets, whereas this
number of itemsets is not enough to decide abowthach informative a sentence is. In fact,
the summarizer assigns scores to the sentenced bas limited number of main subtopics,
while there are other important subtopics disregarddy an extreme value of the support
threshold. Consequently, the summarizer cannotratdy assign scores to the sentences based

on their actual informativeness. Hence, the qualitthe produced summaries is reduced.

In Fig. 4, the minimum support threshold of 0.08 reports liest ROUGE scores (R-2:
0.3359, R-SU4:0.3884). As Table 4shows, when the minimum support threshold is etwal
0.08, the average number of all discovered fregitentsets is 74.3. The average number of
frequent 1l-itemsets, 2-itemsets, 3-itemsets, aritbrdsets are 18.9, 19, 16.7, and 11.9,
respectively. These figures and the obtained ROWYGites show that the discovered frequent
itemsets provide adequate knowledge to the sumeraBy using an optimizechin_supvalue,
the summarizer can adequately quantify the inforreaess of the sentences by calculating the
score of each sentence, according to the suppoiewaf the extracted frequent itemsets. When
the value of minimum support threshold decreasesjtebecomes less than 0.08, the number of
redundant itemsets participated in the sentenceingcancreases, and as a result, the
summarizer is misled by numerous unimportant itésa€en the other hand, when a value more
than 0.08 is assigned to the value of thia_supthreshold, the number of required itemsets
decreases. As a consequence, the important itethsg¢tsould help the summarizer to quantify
the informative content of the sentences effectivelre no longer available to help the

summarizer. In this situation, the knowledge ofshenmarizer about the main subtopics of text
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is inadequate, and this negatively affects the raoguof the summarizer and the quality of the

produced summaries.

Table4

The average number of all extracted frequent itésnand the average number loitemsets, for the preliminary
experiments evaluation corpus. The average nunfitzars been given for each tested minimum suppagskioid in
the preliminary experiments. The numbers have beemded off to one decimal digit.

min_sup Average number of  Average number of Average number of Average number of Average number of
threshold  all frequent itemsets frequent 1-itemsets frequent 2-itemsets frequent 3-itemsets frequent 4-itemsets

0.02 1891.0 96.2 239.0 355.4 416.6
0.03 974.9 62.6 129.0 179.2 200.8
0.04 557.4 46.4 76.9 100.0 110.9
0.05 322.0 36.2 52.3 63.0 62.9
0.06 166.1 27.5 33.2 34.1 30.2
0.07 133.0 22.8 25.9 25.4 23.0
0.08 74.3 18.9 19.0 16.7 11.9
0.09 60.1 155 15.0 13.1 9.6
0.10 51.5 12.8 125 111 8.5
0.11 35.8 11.3 10.0 7.6 4.6
0.12 23.9 9.6 7.8 4.5 1.7
0.13 19.2 7.7 6.4 3.7 1.2
0.14 16.5 6.9 5.3 3.1 1.1
0.15 15.2 6.3 4.9 29 1.0
0.16 12.5 54 4.0 2.3 0.8
0.17 11.8 5.0 3.8 2.2 0.8
0.18 9.8 4.3 3.1 1.8 0.5
0.19 6.8 3.6 2.1 0.8 0.2
0.20 6.2 3.2 2.0 0.8 0.2

5.2.Evaluation results

To evaluate the performance of our proposed itefvsséd biomedical summarizer, we
compared the ROUGE scores assigned to our methibdtive scores assigned to the other six
summarizers, including SUMMA SweSum Microsoft AutoSummarize Itemset-based
summarizer (term-based versiphead baselineand Random baselineThe ROUGE toolkit
assigned four different scores to each summarim@ugh comparing the system-generated
summaries with the model summariésble 5shows the ROUGE scores obtained by all the
summarizers. As can be observed, our proposedétdmased biomedical summarizer reports

higher ROUGE scores than the other summarizersbasdline methods. Compared with the
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other six summarizers, the itemset based summasigeificantly improves all the reported
ROUGE metrics according to Wilcoxon signed-rank {ps< 0.05). The term-based version of
the itemset-based summarizer substantially perfdretger than th&SweSumLead baseling
AutoSummarizeand Random baselindor all the reported ROUGE scores. It also greatly
improves the ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2, and ROUGE-SU4 scommpared with th6SUMMA
although, its improvement is not significant foe ROUGE-W-1.2 scorg(< 0.05).

Tableb

ROUGE scores for the itemset-based summarizer adeitm-based version, two research summarizers, a
commercial application and two baselines. The beste for each metric is shown in bold type. Thamarizers are
sorted by decreasing the ROUGE-2 score.

ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 ROUGE-W-1.2  ROUGE-SU4
Itemset-based summarizer 0.7583 0.3381 0.0934 0.3889
Itemset-based summarizer (term-based) 0.7297 0.3219 0.0853 0.3694
SUMMA 0.7058 0.3114 0.0807 0.3498
SweSum 0.6804 0.2901 0.0772 0.3397
Lead baseline 0.6322 0.2529 0.0721 0.3196
AutoSummarize 0.6281 0.2436 0.0692 0.3125
Random baseline 0.5602 0.2128 0.0669 0.2908

The results show that the Random baseline perfavorse than other summarizers. As
expected, creating the summary by random seleofieentences from the documents does not
lead to producing useful summaries. The Lead besgberforms better than the Random
baseline because a portion of valuable informatbra scientific article is presented when
beginning by the introduction. However, the summation performance of the Lead baseline is
not satisfying, and it would be required that dlk trelevant information throughout the
document to be contained in the final summary. Mweee, other types of biomedical text
documents may not have the same structure asigmiBc articles, and the Lead baseline may

give worse summarization performance when the diipers of text documents are used.

As can be observed from the ROUGE scores obtaigethd AutoSummarize, the word
frequency heuristic may not provide a useful meadar quantifying the informativeness of
sentences for this type of summarization. It isvat that in the context of biomedical text
summarization, the quality of summaries producedabgummarizer that relies on word
frequency algorithm (AutoSummarize) is lower thhe feature-based methods (SUMMA and
SweSum), and the two versions of the itemset-basetmnarizer. When the two feature-based

summarizers (SUMMA and SweSum) are used, we obsersignificant improvement in the

Manuscript 21 30 August 2016



performance of summarization, regarding the ROUGEres, compared with the baseline
methods and the AutoSummarize. The SUMMA method statistical, and similarity features
and the SweSum uses position-based and term-baatads for sentence scoring and sentence
selection. Nevertheless, it seems that the feaused by these two summarizers may not be
served as adequate measures to quantify the infioemeontent of sentences in this type of
summarization. It would be required to analyze dboeument at a conceptual level and select

the sentences according to the subtopics thatssatdbnce covers.

As Table 5shows, the term-based version of the itemset-bagednarizer provides better
summarization performance than the domain-indepgngdemmarizers (SUMMA, SweSum,
and AutoSummarize) and the two baseline methodsoristructs a model from the input text
using discovered frequent itemsets, where eachséeontains a set of correlated terms and
shows one of the main themes of the document. Aaegrto the evaluation results, the term-
based version of the itemset-based summarizer cgmove the quality of the produced
summaries by utilizing the extracted itemsets taat efficiently measure the informativeness of
sentences within a text document. Eventually, teet ROUGE scores are reported by the
itemset-based summarizer (concept-based versiagitproized to summarize text biomedical
documents. The itemset-based summarizer can imghav@erformance of summarization by
representing the document at a conceptual leveld@ading with concepts rather than terms.
Through the use of itemset mining, the correlat@utepts are extracted in the form of frequent
itemsets, and the summarizer considers them asatlerwoncepts. When the input text is
mapped to biomedical concepts, a single conceptdnaoel representative of multiple words or
phrases sharing a common meaning. This operatibbrimnaiease the accuracy of the produced
model. Consequently, the summary is constructeddas an accurate conceptual model. The
itemset-based summarizer utilizes the generateceirtodquantify the informative content of
the sentences. The summarizer assigns a scorehcseatence according to the support value
of itemsets that cover the sentence. The assiggméssare considered as the informativeness
metric of sentences, and the high-scoring senteaceschosen for inclusion in the final
summary. The result of this modeling and summaddpatstrategy is a considerable
improvement in the quality of the produced sumnsaee evaluated by the obtained ROUGE

scores.
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6. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel biomedical sexhmarization method by employing a
well-known data mining technique, namely itemsening, and conceptual modeling of text.
The input document was mapped to the concepts icedtdan the UMLS, to facilitate the
concept-level analysis of the source text. With tise of concept-level analysis rather than
traditional term-based approaches, the itemsetdbagmmarizer could actually deal with the
inherent singularities of biomedical text. The ment and correlated concepts appeared
together in the source text were discovered usiaquent itemset mining. The discovered
frequent itemsets demonstrated the important therhése input document. The itemset-based
summarizer quantified the relatedness and inforeaéss of each sentence, using the support
values of the frequent itemsets that covered tméeree. Eventually, the final summary was
produced by putting the most informative sentertogether. The itemset-based summarizer
was evaluated on a collection of 400 biomedicakrdic articles. Compared with other
summarization methods that utilize statistical asidhilarity features or word frequency
algorithms, the itemset-based summarizer produceet nmformative summaries and showed

better summarization performance.

The evaluation results confirm that the use of #etrmining in combination with domain
knowledge provides an appropriate approach for rg¢ing an accurate conceptual model for
biomedical text summarization. Furthermore, it lh@en shown that the extracted frequent
itemsets can be effectively used to measure tlenmstive content of the sentences. We also
investigated the role of the minimum support thodghinvolved in the itemset mining
algorithm, on the quality of produced summariese Bopport values less than the optimum
threshold value generate a number of itemsets rthslead the summarizer and reduce its
accuracy by redundant information. Moreover, thppsut values greater than the optimum
threshold value will produce fewer itemsets. Irsthase, the summarizer's knowledge is not
sufficient, and its accuracy decreases due to rthemplete information about the essential

subtopics.

Although the itemset-based summarizer has showeffitiency and usefulness for single-
document biomedical text summarization, it may emter the redundancy problem in multi-
document summarization. We intend to concentratadatiessing this issue by incorporating a
redundancy reduction strategy into the summarinatiethod and proposing a multi-document
summarization method. Our future work will also lude extending the itemset-based

conceptual modeling for query-focused biomedica s&@mmarization.
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7. Mode of availability

The Java source code of the itemset-based biontediod summarizer and its

documentation are accessiblentip://dkr.iut.ac.ir/content/code-itemset-based-siarzer
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