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Under this problem, there are several existing works focusing on aspect (or opinion) terms
extraction which utilize the syntactic relations among the words given by a dependency
parser. These approaches, however, require additional information and highly depend on
the quality of the parsing results. As a result, they may perform poorly on user-generated

Ilfi?/:_vg;:isﬁed opinion mining texts, such as product reviews, tweets, etc., whose syntactic structure is not precise. In
Deep learning this work, we offer an end-to-end deep learning model without any preprocessing. The
Memory networks model consists of a memory network that automatically learns the complicated interactions
Multi-task learning among aspect words and opinion words. Moreover, we extend the network with a multi-

task manner to solve a finer-grained opinion mining problem, which is more challenging
than the traditional fine-grained opinion mining problem. To be specific, the finer-grained
problem involves identification of aspect and opinion terms within each sentence, as
well as categorization of the identified terms at the same time. To this end, we develop
an end-to-end multi-task memory network, where aspect/opinion terms extraction for
a specific category is considered as a task, and all the tasks are learned jointly by
exploring commonalities and relationships among them. We demonstrate state-of-the-art
performance of our proposed model on several benchmark datasets.

© 2018 Published by Elsevier B.V.

1. Introduction

In fine-grained opinion mining, aspect-based analysis aims to provide fine-grained information via token-level predic-
tions. Under this branch, a number of works have been proposed for aspect/opinion terms extraction [1-3]. Here, an aspect
term refers to a word or a phrase describing some feature of an entity, and an opinion term refers to the expression carrying
subjective emotions. For example, in the sentence “The soup is served with nice portion, the service is prompt”, soup, portion and
service are aspect terms, while nice and prompt are opinion terms. Most of the existing works focused on solely aspect terms
extraction due to the absence of opinion term annotations in large-scale dataset. However, opinions also play an important
role [4] in fine-grained opinion mining in order to achieve structured review summarization as a final goal. At this point, we
provide additional opinion term annotations which have been made public! and propose to solve both aspect and opinion
terms extraction at the same time.
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In the literature, there exist many lines of works for aspect and/or opinion terms extraction. In [1,5,2] the opinion targets
are mined through pre-defined rules based on syntactic or dependency structure of each sentence. In [6,7] extensive feature
engineering is applied to build a classifier from annotated corpus to predict a label (aspect, opinion, or others) on each
token in each sentence. These two categories of approaches are labor-intensive for constructing rules or features using
linguistic and syntactic information. To reduce the engineering effort, deep-learning-based approaches [8,3] are proposed to
learn high-level representation for each token, on which a classifier can be trained. Despite some promising results, most
deep-learning approaches still require a parser analyzing the syntactic/dependency structure of the sentence to be encoded
into the deep models. In this case, the performances might be affected by the quality of the parsing results. There are also
recent approaches using convolutional neural networks (CNNs) [9,10] or recurrent neural networks (RNNs) [11]. However,
without the syntactic structure, CNN can only learn general contextual interactions within a specified window size without
focusing on the desired propagation between aspect terms and opinion terms. It is also challenging to extract the prominent
features corresponding to aspects or opinions from convolutional kernels. RNNs are even weaker to capture skip connections
among syntactically-related words.

In practice, the dependency structures of many user-generated texts may not be precise with a computational parser,
especially in informal texts, which may degrade the performances of existing approaches. Therefore, we propose to use
the attention mechanism [12] with tensor operators in a memory network to replace the role of dependency parsers to
automatically capture the relations among tokens in each sentence. Specifically, we design a couple of attentions, one for
aspects extraction and the other for opinions extraction. They are learned interactively such that label information can be
dually propagated among aspect terms and opinion terms by exploiting their relations. Moreover, we use a memory network
to explore multiple layers of the coupled attentions in order to extract inconspicuous aspect/opinion terms.

Going further, we extend the extraction task to a finer-grained problem named category-specific aspect and opinion terms
extraction, where aspect/opinion terms need to be extracted and classified to a category from a pre-defined set, simulta-
neously. This could provide a more structured opinion outputs and is also benefitial for linking aspect terms and opinion
terms through their category information. Consider the previous example. The objective is to extract and classify soup and
portion as aspect terms under the “DRINKS” category, and service as an aspect term under the “SERVICE” category, similar
for the opinion terms nice and prompt. To this extent, some previous works focus on categorization of aspect terms, where
aspect terms are extracted in advance, and the goal is to classify them into one of the predefined categories [13-16]. The
joint task is much more challenging and has rarely been investigated because when specific categories are taken into con-
sideration for terms extraction, training data become extremely sparse, e.g. certain categories may only contain very few
reviews or sentences. Moreover, it requires to achieve both extraction and categorization, simultaneously, which significantly
increases the difficulty compared with the task of only extracting overall aspect/opinion terms or classifying pre-extracted
terms. Although topic models [17,18] can achieve both grouping and extraction at the same time, they mainly focus on
grouping, and could only identify general and coarse-grained aspect terms. To solve the problem, we offer an end-to-end
deep multi-task learning architecture. Our high-level idea is that we consider terms extraction for each specific category as
an individual task, where we can use the proposed memory network aforementioned for co-extracting aspect and opinion
terms. The memory networks are then jointly learned in a multi-task learning manner to address the data sparsity issue of
each task.

In summary, our contributions are 3-fold: 1) We propose an end-to-end memory network? for aspect and opinion terms
co-extraction without requiring any syntactic/dependency parsers or linguistic resources to generate additional information
as input. Note that preliminary results have been shown in our previous work [19]. 2) We further introduce a finer-grained
problem and extend the memory network with a multi-task mechanism to solve it. 3) We conduct extensive experiments
on SemEval Challenge benchmark datasets to demonstrate state-of-the-art performance of our proposed approaches.

2. Related work
2.1. Fine-grained sentiment analysis

There have been a number of works proposed for aspect/opinion terms extraction. Hu & Liu [1] proposed to use as-
sociation rule mining for extracting aspect terms and synonyms/antonyms from WordNet for identifying opinion terms.
Qiu et al. [2] used a dependency parser to augment a seed collection of aspect and opinion terms through double-
propagation, similar for [20,21]. The above methods are unsupervised, but depend on pre-defined rules and linguistic
resources. For supervised methods, the task is treated as a sequence labeling problem. Li et al. [7] and Jin & Ho [6] im-
plemented CRF and HMM with extensive human-designed features for aspect and opinion terms co-extraction, respectively.
Liu et al. [22,23] applied a word alignment model in order to capture relations among opinion words, which requires large
amount of training data to obtain desired relations. Recently, deep learning methods have been proposed for this task.
Liu et al. [11] applied recurrent neural network on top of pre-trained word embeddings for aspect extraction. Yin et al. [8]
proposed an unsupervised embedding method to encode dependency path into a recurrent neural network to learn high-
level features for words, which are taken as input features for CRFs for aspect extraction. Wang et al. [3] proposed a joint

2 The code is available at https://github.com/happywwy/Coupled-Multi-layer-Attentions.
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model of recursive neural networks and CRFs for aspect and opinion terms co-extraction. The neural network is constructed
from the dependency parse tree to capture dual-propagation among aspect and opinion terms. Most existing deep models
require a syntactic/denpendency parser and auxiliary linguistic features to boost their extraction accuracy. Recent approaches
also applied CNNs for aspect terms extraction [9,10], where multiple convolutional layers are stacked to extract features in
some contexts contained in each sliding window. Xu et al. [10] applied both general-purpose and domain-specific word
embeddings to incorporate more information. He et al. [24] proposed unsupervised aspect extraction using attention model,
but the focus is more on aspect categorization. Li and Lam [25] proposed to use memory interactions between aspects and
opinions. On the other hand, for the task of aspect categorization, most existing methods assume the aspect terms be ex-
tracted in advance, and aim to predict their corresponding categories [13-16]. To apply these methods to category-specific
aspect/opinion terms extraction, one needs to first identify aspect/opinion terms as a preprocessing step. In such a pipeline
solution, error can be propagated across steps. Although topic models or clustering based approaches [26-30,14,31] are able
to group potential aspect terms into different clusters or topics (not explicit categories), they still fail to explicitly extract
and classify a term into a predefined category.

2.2. Attentions and memory networks

Attentions [32] and memory networks [33] have recently been used for various machine learning tasks, including image
generation [34], machine translation [12], sentence summarization [35], document sentiment classification [36], question
answering [37], etc. The attention mechanism aims to select and attend to relevant parts of the input which could be
thought of as a soft-alignment process. A memory network generally consists of multiple layers of attentions, which has
shown superior performance in many NLP tasks [38,39]. In this paper, we aim to develop a memory network to replace the
role of a syntactic/dependency parser to capture the relations among words in a sentence for information extraction.

2.3. Deep multi-task learning

Multi-task learning aims to improve generalization for each individual task by exploiting relatedness among different
tasks [40]. One common assumption in multi-task learning is that parameters for different tasks lie in a low-dimensional
subspace [41,42] which is achieved either by imposing low-rank constraints or matrix factorization. Through factorization,
the model of each task becomes a linear combination of a small set of latent tasks. Following this idea, a multi-linear model
was proposed in [43] to deal with multi-modal tasks with multiple indexes. This tensor factorization idea also promotes a
deep multi-task learning model [36] where the parameters in different layers of a CNN for different tasks form a tensor that
could be factorized across tasks. Moreover, many deep learning models have been introduced for multi-task learning [44,
45] with an aim to learn shared hidden features which are regularized from different tasks. Our proposed deep multi-task
learning model is specially designed for sentiment analysis. We incorporate additional opinion labels to solve both aspect
and opinion terms extraction at the same time by modeling their fine-grained interactions, compared with other general
methods.

3. Problem statement and meotivation

We denote a sentence by a sequence of tokens s; = {wj1, Wiy, ..., Wip;} and represent it as a D x n; matrix X; =
[Xi1, .., Xin; ], where x;; € RP is a feature vector for the j-th token of the sentence. For fine-grained aspect and opinion terms
extraction, the expected output is a sequence of token-level labels y; = (¥i1, ¥i2, ..., Yin;), where each y;; € {BA, IA, BP, IP, O}
that represents beginning of an aspect, inside of an aspect, beginning of an opinion, inside of an opinion or none of the
above. A subsequence of labels started with “BA” and followed by “IA” indicates a multi-word aspect term, similar for opin-
ion terms. For the finer-grained terms extraction, we consider the category information, and let C = {1, 2, ..., C} denote a
predefined set of C categories, where ¢ € C is an entity/attribute type, e.g., “DRINK#QUALITY” is a category in the restaurant
domain. A superscript ¢ denotes the category-related variable. We denote y € R", where yfj € {BA., 1A, BP., IP., O} is the
label of the j-th token. Here, BA; and IA. refer to beginning of aspect and inside of aspect, respectively, of category c, similar
for BP., IP; and Oc. In the following, we use j to denote the index of a token in a sentence, ¢ to denote the association with
category c¢ and for simplifying notations, we omit the sentence index i if the context is clear.

As discussed in the previous sections, to fully exploit the syntactic relations among different tokens in a sentence, most
existing methods applied a computational parser to analyze the syntactic/dependency structure of each sentence in advance
and use the relations between aspects and opinions to double propagate the information. One major limitation is that the
generated relations are deterministic and fail to handle uncertainty underlying the data. It is even worse when grammar
and syntactic errors commonly exist in user-generated texts, in which case the outputs of a dependency parser may not
be precise, and thus degrades the performance. To avoid this, we develop a memory network with coupled attentions to
automatically learn the relations between aspect terms and opinion terms without any linguistic knowledge. In the sequel,
we name our proposed memory network with the coupled attentions for fine-grained sentiment analysis as MNCA.

To further explore category information for each aspect/opinion term, one straightforward solution is to apply the ex-
traction model to identify general aspect/opinion terms first, and then post-classify them into different categories using an
additional classifier. However, this pipeline approach may suffer from error propagation from the extraction phase to the
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Fig. 2. Architecture of MNCA for aspect and opinion terms co-extraction.

classification phase. An alternative solution is to train an extraction model for each category c independently, and then
combine the results of all the extraction models to generate the final prediction. However, in this way, for each fine-grained
category, aspect and opinion terms become extremely sparse for training, which makes it difficult to learn a precise model
for each category. To address the above issues, we propose to model the problem in a multi-task learning manner, where
aspect/opinion terms extraction for each category is considered as an individual task, and an end-to-end deep learning ar-
chitecture is developed to jointly learn the tasks by exploiting their commonalities and similarities. We name our proposed
multi-task model as Multi-task Memory Networks (MTMN).

Note that MNCA is the basic component of MTMN. In the following, we first present MNCA for aspect and opinion terms
extraction in Section 4. We then present the detailed architecture of MTMN for category-specific aspect and opinion terms
co-extraction in Section 5.

4. Memory network with coupled attentions

In order to model the interactions between aspect terms and opinion terms automatically, we propose a novel memory
network, MNCA, that consists of the following features:

e For each sentence, we construct a pair of attentions: an aspect attention for aspect terms extraction and an opinion
attention for opinion terms extraction. Each of them aims to learn a general prototype vector, a token-level feature
vector and a token-level attention score for each word in the sentence. The feature vector and attention score measure
the extent of correlation between each input token and the prototype through a tensor operator, where a token with a
higher score indicates a higher chance of being an aspect or opinion.

e To capture direct relations between aspect and opinion terms, e.g., the A 2P, B relation shown in Fig. 1, the aspect
and opinion attentions are coupled in learning such that the learning of each attention is affected by the other. This

helps to double-propagate information between them.
.. . .. bj 1 . .
e To further capture indirect relations among aspect and opinion terms, e.g., the A I, ¢ &2 B relation shown in

Fig. 1, we construct a memory network with multiple layers to update the learned prototype vectors, feature vectors,
and attention scores to better propagate label information for aspect and opinion terms co-extraction.

The overall architecture of MNCA is shown in Fig. 2, where each block shows the computation of a single layer with the
shared input X and four 3-dimensional tensors {G?, D% GP, DP}. Next, we illustrate each component in details.
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Fig. 3. Independent attentions with tensor operator.

4.1. Attention with tensor operator

A basic unit of MNCA is a pair of attentions: aspect attention and opinion attention. Different from traditional attentions
which are used for generating a weighted sum of the input to represent the sentence-level information, we use atten-
tions to identify the possibility of each token being an aspect or opinion term. As shown in Fig. 3, given a sentence with
pre-trained word embeddings X = [X1, ..., Xp;], we first apply Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) [46] to obtain a memory matrix
H=[hy, ..., hy], where h; € RY is a feature vector for j-th token considering its context.

In the aspect attention, we first generate a prototype vector u? which can be viewed as a general feature representation
for aspect terms. This aspect prototype aims to guide the model to attend to the most relevant tokens (most likely aspect
words).> Given u? and H, the model scans the input sequence and computes an attention vector r? and an attention score

oc‘} for the j-th token. To obtain r%, we first compute a composition vector ﬂ? € RX that encodes the extent of correlations
between h; and the prototype vector u® through a tensor operator:

B9 = tanh(h; G'u%, (1)

where G* € R¥*4%d s a 3-dimensional tensor. Motivated by [47], a tensor operator could be viewed as multiple bilinear
matrices that model more complicated compositions between 2 units. Here, G could be decomposed into K slices, where
each slice Gj, € R4 is a bilinear term that interacts with 2 vectors and captures one type of composition, e.g., a specific
syntactic relation. Hence thGaua € RK inherits K different kinds of compositions between h; and u“ that indicates compli-
cated correlations between each input token and the aspect prototype. Then r‘} is obtained from B{ via a GRU network:

a a a a ~a

rj_(l—zj)(arjfl—kzj@rj, (2)
where

8= o Wirs 4 U8

2= o (Wirl_, +U2BY,

T = tanh(W;(gj O 1j_;) + U7 B%).

This step helps to encode sequential context information into the attention vector r? € RX. Indeed, many aspect terms
consist of multiple tokens, and exploiting context information is helpful for making predictions. For simplicity, we use
r‘} = GRU(ﬂ‘}, 0% where 0% = {W“,Uag,WQ, U2, W?, U?} to denote (2).

An attention score o for token w; is then computed as

exp(e?)
o = ——————,
T Y kexp(ep)

where a? denotes the j-th element of the vector a®, similar for e;. Here esf = (v4, r‘}). Since rjf is a correlation feature vector,

v® € RK can be deemed as a weight vector that weighs each feature accordingly. Therefore, ocjf becomes the normalized
score, where a higher score indicates a higher correlation with the prototype, and a higher chance of being attended.

(3)

3 We randomly initialize u® from a uniform distribution: u® ~ U[—0.2, 0.2] € RY, which is then trained and updated iteratively.
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The procedure for opinion attention is similar. In the subsequent sections, we use a superscript p to denote the opinion
attention.

4.2. Coupled attentions for dual propagation

As aforementioned, a crucial research issue for co-extraction of aspect and opinion terms is how to fully exploit the
relations between aspect terms and opinion terms such that the information can be propagated to each other to assist final
predictions. However, learning of the aspect attention and the opinion attentions independently as described in the previous
section fails to utilize their relations. Here, we propose to couple the learning of the two attentions such that information of
each attention can be dually propagated to the other. As shown in Fig. 4, instead of a single attention, the prototype to be
fed into each attention module becomes a pair of vectors {u?, uP}, and the tensor operator in (1) becomes a set of tensors
{G*, D%, GP, DP}. The composition vectors ﬂ‘}- and ﬂ? are computed as follows,

B} = tanh([h] G*u’ : hD"w”]), and B = tanh([h] G”u” : h] DPuP)), (4)

where [:] denotes concatenation of two vectors. Intuitively, G* or DP is to capture the K syntactic relations within aspect
terms or opinion terms themselves, while GP and D? are to capture syntactic relations between aspect terms and opinion
terms for dual propagation. Note that ﬂ‘} and ﬂf, both of which are of 2K dimensions, go through the same procedure as (2)
and (3) to produce r‘]’ rf € R?*X as the hidden representations for h; w.rt. the aspect attention and the opinion attention,
respectively.

4.3. The overall memory network

A single layer with the coupled attentions is able to capture the direct relations between aspect terms and opinion terms,

but fails to exploit the indirect relations among them, such as the A R NG & B relation shown in Fig. 1. To address this

issue, we integrate the coupled attentions into a memory network such that the information learned from the attentions
could be updated and used for better extraction. The memory network consists of multiple layers of coupled attentions. For
each layer t + 1 as shown in Fig. 2, the prototype vectors uf 4 and uf "1 are updated based on the prototype vectors in the
previous layer uf and uf to incorporate more feasible representations for aspect terms or opinion terms through

uf,; =tanh(Q"uY) + of, and v/, ; = tanh(Q”u7) + o, (5)

where Q¢, QP € R¥*¢ are recurrent transformation matrices to be learned, and oy, of are accumulated vectors computed

via
of =) afhj, andof =) a’h,;. (6)
J J

Intuitively, of and of are dominated by the input feature vectors {h;}’s with higher attention scores. Therefore, o¢ and of
tend to approach to the attended feature vectors of aspect or opinion words. In this way, uf 4 (or uf +1) incorporates the
most probable aspect (or opinion) terms, which in turn will be used to interact with {h;}'s at layer t + 1 to learn more
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precise token representations and attention scores, and sentence representations for selecting other non-obvious target
tokens. At the last layer T, after generating all the {r§ j}'s and {l"TJ j}'s, we compute two 3-dimensional label vectors y‘]’ and

y? as follows,
¥ = softmax(W'r{ ;), and y? = softmax(W’ry ), (7)

where W9, WP € R3*2K are transformation matrices for the predictions on aspects and opinions, respectively, and y¢ de-
P p P p \'f f

notes the probabilities of h; being BA, IA and O, while y? denotes the probabilities of h; being BP, IP and O. For training,
we define the loss function as follows,

% ).

j=1me{a,p}

where £(-) is the cross-entropy loss, and er e R? is a one-hot vector representing the ground-truth label for the j-th token
w.I.t. aspect or opinion. For testing or making predictions, the final label for each token j is produced by comparing the
values in y‘jz and yf. If both of them are O, then the label is O. If only one of them is O, we pick the other one as the label.
Otherwise, the label is the one with the largest value.

4.4. Discussion

From the formulation, the proposed memory network is able to attend to relevant words that are highly interactive
given the prototypes. This is achieved by tensor interactions, e.g., h; TGuf between jth word and the aspect prototype. By
updating the prototype vector uf, ; with extracted information from the tth layer, we obtain

u?,; = tanh(Q"u}) + Zafhj, (9)
j

where highly interactive h; contributes more to the prototype updates. Since the final feature representation rf}! i for each
word is generated from the above tensor interactions, it transforms the normal feature space h; to interaction space rr j,
compared to simple RNNs that only computes h;.

Compared with recursive neural network [3], where the final feature representation for each word is generated from
the composition with the child nodes in a dependency tree, our memory network avoids the construction of dependency
trees and is not prune to parsing errors. For example, if we denote the final feature for jth word as h for the recursive
neural network, according to [3], h/j =f(W, -x; +b+ Z,{EK}_ Wi, -hy). Here K; denotes the set of children for node j
and Wy, represents the transformation matrix for each dependency relation rj, between jth node and its child. In this
case, an incorrect relation parsing will lead to different W, or hy, resulting in possibly erroneous hidden representations.
Our memory network, on the other hand, does not require pre-defined composition nodes. The attention mechanism in the
previous layer will automatically select relevant words to make interactions, according to (9).

5. Multi-task memory network

In this section, we further extend MNCA to deal with category-specific aspect and opinion terms extraction by inte-
grating the multi-task learning strategy. The proposed multi-task memory network consists of four main components:
1) Category-specific MNCA to co-extract aspect and opinion terms for each category, 2) Shared Tensor Decomposition
to model the commonalities of syntactic relations among different categories by sharing the tensor parameters, 3) Context-
aware Multi-task Feature Learning to jointly learn features among categories through constructing context-aware task
similarity matrices, and 4) Auxiliary Task to create an auxiliary task to predict overall sentence-level category labels to
assist token-level prediction tasks. In the following section, we present the four components of MTMN in detail.

5.1. Category-specific MNCA

We use MNCA as the base classifier in MTMN for aspect and opinion terms co-extraction for each category c. As described
in Section 4, we apply the procedure of MNCA for each category c by denoting each variable with the subscript c:

T T T T
B{(;) = tanh([h; Glu : h; Dluf]), and /;fm = tanh([h] Gfuf : hDuf)), (10)
where G¢, G, D¢, Df € R¥*®*?. We then obtain r, jj and rh j; as the hidden representations for h; w.r.t. aspect and opinion
of category c, respectively. Normalized attention scores for h; for each category ¢ are computed as
a b
ol = ) andal . = _xCeay) (11)
LY exp(eg[k]) <l 2k exp(ef[k])
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The overall representations of the sentence for category ¢ in terms of aspects and opinions, denoted by of and o, re-
spectively, are then computed using (6), which will be further used to produce the prototype vectors uf,_ ,, uf,t 41 In the

next layer using (5). At the last layer T, after generating all {r‘gm}'s and {rfm}'s, for each category c, we compute two
3-dimensional label vectors y‘g[ il and yf[ jas follows,*

yg[j] = softmax(Warg[j]), and yf[j] = softmax(Wprf[j]). (12)

For training, we define the loss function as follows,

n
Lok=)_) > ‘3(3’?[1]’3'2711)’ (13)
¢ j=1me{a,p}
where £(-) is the cross-entropy loss. For testing, we generate a label for each token j as follows. We first produce a label
Ycij) for category c on the j-th token by comparing the largest value in yg[ il and yfm using the same method as MNCA. We
then generate the final label on the j-th token by integrating y.j;’s across all the categories, which is similar to multi-label
classification, because some word might belong to multiple categories.

If we directly apply the above formulation to extract aspect terms and opinion terms for each category independently,
the result is not satisfactory as will be shown in the experiments. This is because in our proposed finer-grained extraction
problem, training data for each specific category becomes too sparse to learn precise predictive models if extractions for
different categories are considered independently. In the following sections, we introduce how to incorporate multi-task
learning techniques and MNCA into a unified memory network to make aspect and opinion terms co-extraction effective.

5.2. Shared tensor decomposition

As described in the previous section, for each category c, there are four tensor operators G, G’ D4, and D? to model
the complex token interactions, each of which is in RX*?%d, When the number of categories increases, the parameter size
may be very large. As a result, available training data may be too sparse to estimate the parameters precisely. Therefore,
instead of learning the tensors for each category independently, we assume that interactive relations among tokens are
similar across categories. Therefore, we propose to learn a low-rank shared information among the tensors through collective
tensor factorization as shown in the architecture of each non-output layer in Fig. 5. Specifically, let G? € RC*Kxdxd he the
concatenation of all the {G}'s, and denote by G =G k. 1€ RC*4%d the collection of k-th bi-linear interaction matrices
across C tasks for the aspect attention. The same also applies to GP and G,’: for the opinion attention. Factorization is
performed on each Gj, and Glf , respectively, via

a __7a a b _7pb p
Gk[cm.] - Zk[g,A]gk’ and Gk e, 1 — Zk [C,.]gk ’ (14)

where Gf, G € R™@* are shared factors among all the tasks with m < C, while Z{, Z} € R®*™ with each row Z{_  and

Z,’: el being specific factors for category c. The shared factors can be considered as m latent basis interactions, where the
original k-th bi-linear relation matrix Gﬁ[c 1 (or G,f e ‘]) for c is the linear combination of the latent basis interactions. The

same approach also applies to the tensors {DZ}'s and {DP}’s. In this way, we reduce the parameter dimensions by enforcing
sharing within a small number of latent interactions.

4 We omit the subscript T for the ease of notation.
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5.3. Context-aware multi-task feature learning

Besides jointly decomposing tensors of syntactic relations across categories, in this section, we further exploit similari-
ties between categories or tasks® to learn more powerful features for each token and each sentence. Consider the following
motivating example, “FOOD#PRICE” is more similar to “DRINK#PRICE” than “SERVICE#GENERAL” because the first two cat-
egories may share some common aspect/opinion terms, such as expensive. Therefore, by representing each task in a form
of distributed vector, we can directly compute their similarities to facilitate knowledge sharing. Based on this motivation,
we aim to update features ¥¢ (or #7) from 1 (or r?) by integrating task relatedness. Specifically, at a layer t, suppose that
u¢,, and uc,t are the updated prototype vectors passed from the previous layer. These two prototype vectors can be used
to represent task c, because uf, and uf,t are learned interactively with the category-specific sentence representations 0%'s
and of’s of the previous t — 1 layers, respectively. Let U?, UP € RY*C denote the matrices consisting of u¢ and u’ as a
column vector, respectively, then the task similarity matrices, S* and SP, in terms of aspects and opinions can be computed
as follows,

S* = q(U?"U%), and SP = q(UP "UP), (15)

where q(-) is the softmax function carried in a column-wise manner so that the similarity scores between a task and all the
tasks sum up to 1. The similarity matrices S and SP are then used to refine feature representation of each token for each
task by incorporating feature representations from related tasks:

C C
~a a a ~p _
o= Seerh ) and i, = " shorb (16)

=1 c'=1

where r¢, Ul and rf, Ui denote the j-th column of the matrix r¢, and rc,,
tation of each sentence for each task as follows,

sto ., and 6f = Zscc/oc’ (17)

c'=1 =1

respectively. Similarly, we refine feature represen-

Regarding the update of the prototype vectors, we replace of and of by o and o , respectively. This context-aware multi-
task architecture is also shown in Fig. 5. Note that the feature sharing among dlfferent tasks is context-aware because
U? and UP are category representations depending on each sentence. This means that different sentences might indicate
different task similarities. For example, when cheap is presented, it might increase the similarity between “FOOD#PRICES”
and “RESTAURANT#PRICES”. As a result, F‘g[j] for task ¢ could incorporate more information from task ¢’ if ¢ has higher
similarity score indicated by S%,.

5.4. Auxiliary task

As MTMN could produce sentence-level feature representations, to better address the data sparsity issue, we propose to
use additional global information on categories in the sentence level. Consider the following motivating example, if we know
the sentence “The soup is served with nice portion, the service is prompt” belongs to the categories “DRINKS#STYLE_OPTIONS”
and “SERVICE#GENERAL”, we can infer that some words in the sentence should belong to one of these two categories. To
make use of this information, we construct an auxiliary task to predict the categories of a sentence. From training data,
sentence-level labels can be automatically obtained by integrating tokens’ labels. Therefore, besides the token loss in (8) for
our target token-level prediction task, we also define the sentence loss for the auxiliary task. Note that the learning of the
target task (terms extraction) and auxiliary task (multi-label classification on sentences) are not independent. On one hand,
the global sentence information helps the attentions to select category-relevant tokens. On the other hand, if the attentions
are able to attend to target terms, the output context representation will filter out irrelevant noise, which helps making a
prediction on the overall sentence.

To be specific, as shown in Fig. 6, for category c, we define 6. =[6} : 6°] € R2¢ the final representation for the sentence,
and generate the output using the softmax function,

I. = softmax(W.o,), (18)

where W, € R2*24 and I. € R? indicates the probability of the sentence belonging to category ¢ or not. The loss of the
auxiliary task is defined as Lgep = Zcﬁ(ic, I.), where £(-) is the cross-entropy loss, and ic € {0, 1}2 is the ground truth using
one-hot encoding indicating whether category c is presented for the sentence. By incorporating the loss of the auxiliary
task, the final objective for MTMN is written as £ = Lgen + Lok, Where Lk is defined in (8).

5 We interchangeably use the terms “task” and “category” in the rest of this paper.
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Fig. 6. The architecture of the output layer used in MTMN.

Table 1

Dataset description.
Dataset Description Training Test Total

text tuple text tuple text tuple

S1 SemEval-15 Restaurant 1315 1,654 685 845 2,000 2,499
S2 SemEval-16 Restaurant 2,000 2,507 676 859 2,676 3,366
S3 SemEval-14 Laptop 3,045 1,974 800 545 3,845 2,519
S4 SemEval-14 Restaurant 3,041 - 800 - 3,841 -

6. Experiments
6.1. Datasets & experimental setup

The experiments are conducted on four benchmark datasets from subtask 1 in SemEval Challenge 2015 task 12 [48],
SemEval Challenge 2016 task 5 [49], laptop and restaurant dataset in SemEval Challenge 2014 task 4 [50], which are de-
noted by S1, S2, S3 and S4 respectively. Note that S1 and S2 are both reviews in restaurant domain. We use term-level
aspect-opinion annotations provided by [19] for S1, S3 and S4, and manually annotate opinion terms for S2. To facilitate our
experiment, we additionally annotate category labels on target terms for S3, while the aspect term categories for S1 and
S2 are provided by SemEval. The statistics of each dataset is shown in Table 1, where text and tuple represent the number
of sentences and the number of tuples consisting of an aspect term and its corresponding category label, respectively. Each
sentence may contain multiple aspect terms with more than one categories. The aspect categories are shown in Table 2.5
For S1 and S2, an aspect category is defined as the combination of an entity and an attribute, e.g., “FOOD#PRICES”. There
are in total 12 categories. For S3, an aspect category is an entity.

Follow [19], we first obtain word embeddings by applying word2vec’ on Yelp Challenge dataset® consisting of 2.2M
restaurant reviews with 54K vocabulary size and electronic domain in Amazon reviews [51] containing 1M reviews with
590K vocabulary size for restaurant and laptop datasets, respectively. We set the dimension of word embeddings to be 150
and the dimension after GRU transformation to be 50. We use two layers of memory network for experiments. For each
layer, the number of bi-linear interactions for the 3-dimensional tensors is 20 (K = 20), and tensor factorization for MTMN
operates with m =5 for S1 and S2, and m = 8 for S3. We apply partial dropout at 0.5 to chosen parameters (non-recurrent
parameters of GRU) to avoid overfitting. For MNCA, we fix the learning rate to be 0.07 for S1, S2, S4, and 0.1 for S3.
For MTMN, the training is carried with rmsprop with the initial value at 0.001 and decayed with rate 0.9. The trade-off
parameter A is set to be 1.0. All the hyper-parameters are chosen according to cross-validation.

6 We filter out some categories with very few target terms and remove the corresponding sentences.
7 https://radimrehurek.com/gensim/models/word2vec.html.
8 http://www.yelp.com/dataset_challenge.
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Table 2
Aspect Categories for two domains.
Restaurant Laptop
Entity Labels Attribute Labels Entity Labels
1. RESTAURANT 2. FOOD A. GENERAL B. PRICES 1. LAPTOP 2. DISPLAY 3. KEYBOARD 4. MOUSE
3. DRINKS 4. AMBIENCE C. QUALITY D. STYLE_OPTIONS 5. BATTERY 6. GRAPHICS 7. HARD_DISC
5. SERVICE 6. LOCATION E. MISCELLANEOUS 8. MULTIMEDIA_DEVICES 9. SOFTWARE 10. 0OS

11. SUPPORT 12. COMPANY

Table 3

Comparison results in F; scores. AS (OS) refers to aspect (opinion) terms extraction.
Model S1 S2 S3 S4

AS oP AS opr AS or AS oP

EliXa 70.04 - - - - - - -
NLANG 67.11 - 7234 - - - - -
DLIREC - - - - 73.78 - 84.01 -
IHS_RD 63.12 - - - 74.55 - 79.62 -
LSTM 64.30 66.43 68.43 72.04 72.73 74.98 8115 80.22
WDEmb 69.12 - - - 74.68 - 84.31 -
WDEmb* 69.73 - - - 75.16 - 84.97 -
RNCRE(r) 64.16 64.10 67.49 71.08 75.57 74.40 80.47 79.51
RNCRF 67.06 66.90 69.09 75.79 76.83 76.76 84.05 80.93
RNCRF* 67.74 67.62 69.74 76.15 78.42 79.44 84.93 8411
MNCA 70.73 73.68 75.21 77.90 77.80 80.17 85.29 83.18

6.2. Experimental results

6.2.1. Aspect and opinion terms extraction

In this section, we first present the experimental results of the proposed MNCA model for aspect terms and opinion
terms extraction without considering categorization, and show the state-of-the-art performances compared with various
baseline models listed in the following:

EliXa, NLANG, DLIREC, IHS_RD: the top performing systems for S1, S2, S3, S4 in corresponding SemEval Challenges.

LSTM: an LSTM network built on top of word embeddings proposed by [11]. The settings are the same as [3].

WDEmb: the model proposed by [8] using word and dependency path embeddings combined with linear context em-
bedding features, dependency context embedding features as CRF input.’

RNCRF: the joint model with CRF and recursive neural network proposed by [3], which has been shown to outperform
CRFs with hand-crafted features.

RNCRF(r): Change the pre-generated parsed trees by injecting some random noise on dependency relations (each relation
has 25% probability of being replaced by a random relation).

WDEmb*, RNCRF*: the corresponding models with additional human-engineered linguistic features.

The comparison results in terms of F{ scores are shown in Table 3. We report results for both aspect terms extraction
(AS) and opinion terms extraction (OP) for all the four datasets. To make fair comparisons, we use the same corpus as in
LSTM, RNCRF, RNCRF* for training word embeddings, and same training set with both aspect and opinion labels. Among
deep-learning-based models, the models that combine neural network with CRF (i.e., WDEmb and RNCRF) perform better
than LSTM because of the incorporation of dependency structure. However, the dependency information is not perfect.
To support the claim that dependency-based models are prune to parsing errors, we simulate a poor parsing result by
replacing around 25% dependency relations used for RNCRF with a random relation and denote the setting by RNCRF(r). As
shown in Table 3, the results of RNCRF with noisy dependency trees are much worse. It is clear that MNCA achieves the
state-of-the-art results for most of the time without any pre-extracted linguistic/syntactic information. Specifically, MNCA
outperforms WDEmb by 1.61%, 3.12% and 0.98% respectively for S1, S3 and S4, and RNCRF by 3.67%, 6.12%, 0.97% and 1.24%,
on S1, S2, S3 and S4, respectively, for aspect extraction. Even compared with the deep models with additional hand-crafted
features, i.e., WDEmb* and RNCRF*, MNCA still gets improvements for most of the time. Moreover, the improvements over
RNCRF and RNCRF* are all significant'® (p < 0.01), except for the aspects extraction on S1 and S2 over RNCRF*. Note that
besides linguistic features, WDEmb* and RNCRF* also require dependency parsers to perform the task. Therefore, MNCA is
more effective and simpler to implement.

9 We report the original result from [8] as the source code is not available.

10 We divide the training data into 5-fold. Each time we leave one fold out and use the rest for training the model to be evaluated on the test dataset.
We list 5 different results for each model and use t-test with the null hypothesis being “The baseline model and the proposed model have the same
performance”. With p < 0.01, we reject the null hypothesis.
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Table 4
Comparisons under varying layers and different settings.
S1 S2 S3 S4
AS oP AS oP AS oP AS oP
Layer 1 69.27 69.56 75.10 78.94 77.28 78.12 84.90 81.85
2 70.73 73.68 75.21 77.90 77.80 80.17 85.29 83.18
3 69.78 71.95 73.82 76.80 77.24 79.29 84.41 82.38
Setting ASL 69.53 - 73.87 - 76.45 - 84.38 -
ASL+OPL 69.49 72.73 74.09 77.03 77.05 79.66 84.14 82.10
MNCA 70.73 73.68 75.21 77.90 77.80 80.17 85.29 83.18
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Fig. 7. Visualization of attention weights for different tokens within a sequence. (For interpretation of the colors in the figure(s), the reader is referred to
the web version of this article.)

To show the effect of the number of layers, we present experimental results varying the number of layers in Table 4.
The best results are obtained with 2 layers. With only one layer, the results for aspect extraction are 1.46%, 0.11%, 0.52%
and 0.39% inferior than the best scores on S1, S2, S3 and S4, respectively, but they are still comparable with other baselines
shown in Table 3. Similar observations can be found for the results with 3 layers. This shows that MNCA with 2 layers is
enough to exploit most of the relations among input tokens.

We also conducted experiments to explicitly show the advantage of coupling the learning of aspect and opinion atten-
tions. The second part in Table 4 specifies different settings of the model. ASL refers to the multi-layer network with only
aspect attention and is trained with aspect labels only. We can see that even without opinion labels, the network still proves
comparable and even superior than deep models without linguistic features for aspect terms extraction shown in Table 3.
This shows that multi-layer attentions with tensors is advantageous for exploiting interactions. ASL+OPL in Table 4 trains
the aspect attention and opinion attention independently using (1) where each attention predicts one of the three labels.
The results of ASL+OPL in terms of aspect extraction are similar to ASL, which shows that the additional opinion labels have
little effect on aspect extraction if they are not interactively trained. By coupling the aspect and opinion attentions, MNCA
achieves the best performance. To provide more complete analysis, we conduct a cost-benefit analysis for the labeling effort.
Specifically, we create two different settings: 1) use 2,000 training sentences from S4 with only aspect labels, 2) select 1,200
training sentences from S4 with both aspect and opinion labels. We try to make the labeling effort comparable in these two
settings and use test data from S4 for evaluation. The results for aspect extractions are 73.87% for setting 1 and 72.56% for
setting 2. The performances do not vary greatly, but we benefit from providing the solutions for 2 tasks (both aspect and
opinion terms extraction) at the same time and utilize their interactions to help predictions.

As a core component, an attention computes a score for each token to indicate its correlation with the correspond-
ing prototype. We visualize the actual attention scores for the tokens of 4 sentences in Fig. 7. The y-axis represents the
scores before normalization which can be positive or negative, but only the magnitude matters. Higher scores mean larger
correlations with the aspect/opinion prototype. As the aspect and opinion attention have different sets of parameters, the
scores can correspond to different ranges of the values. Tokens in purple (blue) are the ground-truth aspect (opinion) terms.
Obviously, purple tokens correspond to large scores for aspect extraction (purple bars with large values), and blue tokens
correspond to large scores for opinion extraction (blue bars with large values). All the other non-relevant terms have lower
scores. This is aligned with our intuition that attentions could select the inputs of interest.

As mentioned previously, MNCA is able to extract target terms without any dependency parser, and hence does not
depend on the quality of the parsing results. To show that, we pick a few example reviews from the test datasets as
presented in Table 5. The left and right column show the prediction results from the proposed model and RNCRF [3],
respectively, where predicted opinions are made italic, and aspects are “quoted”. These reviews use informal texts that may
not be parsed correctly. Hence, RNCRF fails to extract some of the targets, which can be successfully identified by MNCA.

To show the robustness of MNCA, we provide two sensitivity studies on word embedding dimensions and the number
of different interactions within a 3-dimensional tensor on S4 in part [a] and [b] of Fig. 8. From the plot, we can see that the
performances for both aspect and opinion terms extraction are relatively stable when varying word embedding dimensions,
with the highest scores achieved at 200. For the number of tensor interactions, the model attains the best performance at
20 for aspect extraction and 10 for opinion extraction.
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Table 5
Prediction comparison between MNCA and RNCRF.

Prediction with MNCA Prediction with RNCRF

also stunning “colors” and speedy also stunning colors and speedy

Only 2 “usb ports” ... seems kind of limited Only 2 “usb ports” ... seems kind of limited

strong “build” though which really adds to its “durability” strong “build” though which really adds to its durability

Save room for “deserts” - they’re to die for Save room for “deserts” - they’re to die for

You must try “Odessa stew” or “Rabbit stew”; “salads” - all good You must try “Odessa stew or Rabbit stew”; salads - all good
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Fig. 8. Sensitivity studies on the datasets S1 and S4.

6.2.2. Category-specific aspect and opinion terms extraction

In this section, we conduct experiments to verify the effectiveness of MTMN for category-specific aspect and opinion
terms extraction. The results are shown for the first three datasets S1, S2, and S3, because we do not manually label the
category information for S4. Moreover, the sentences in S3 whose categories are rarely seen are removed to facilitate our
experiment. We conduct comparisons with the following baseline models:

NLANG: The best system for both SemEval-15 and SemEval-16 for the proposed task.

IHS-RD, XRCE: The second best systems for SemEval-15 and SemEval-16, respectively.

RNCRF+: We modify RNCRF [3], which is for aspect-opinion terms extraction, by defining finer-grained categories as
labels. This means directly apply RNCRF to a multi-class classification problem with C x 5 classes, as there are 5 classes for
each category and there are C categories.

MNCA+: Similar to RNCRF+, we modify MNCA [19] by defining finer-grained categories as labels. Note that the proposed
MTMN can be reduced to this baseline model by only using a single dual propagation memory introduced in Section 5.1
with C x 5 classes.

MNCA++: MNCA is used to extract all the aspect and opinion terms first, and then a category classification layer is added
to classify the extracted terms.

We report the results from top performing systems in the Challenges for S1 and S2. There are no reported results for S3
as the original task is different from ours. Note that original task for S1 and S2 includes two slots: slot 1 for sentence-level
aspect category prediction and slot 2 for aspect terms extraction. Moreover, SemEval also evaluated on the pairing of slot 1
and slot 2 by joining them as an additional task that corresponds to the problem we study. However, most of the reported
models did not provide feasible methods for the joint prediction of aspect terms and corresponding categories. Instead, they
trained the model for slot 2 first and then combined with slot 1. This may fail to capture the relations between target terms
and their categories. In order to show the advantage of our model, we modify the existing state-of-the-art deep models for
aspect/opinion term extraction to fit our problem settings. Since RNCRF and MNCA both exploit the correlations between
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Table 6
Comparison results in terms of Fq scores. ASC (OPC) refers to category-specific aspect (opinion) terms extraction. AS (OS) refers to aspect (opinion) terms
extraction.

Model S1 S2 S3
ASC oPC AS oP ASC oPC AS oP ASC oPC AS oP
NLANG 42.90 - 67.11 - 52.61 - 72.34 - - - - -
IHS_RD 42.72 - 63.12 - - - - - - - - -
XRCE - - - - 48.89 - 6198 - - - - -
RNCRF+ 54.00 47.86 67.74 67.62 56.04 51.09 69.74 76.15 54.05 58.90 71.87 76.62
MNCA+ 5735 55.70 70.73 73.68 57.83 56.04 75.21 77.90 55.71 62.40 72.42 76.98
MNCA++ 53.46 53.94 70.73 73.68 54.05 5434 75.21 77.90 54.31 62.95 72.42 76.98
MTMN 63.16 5917 7131 72.23 65.34 61.44 73.26 76.10 57.06 63.53 69.14 75.76
Table 7
Comparison results with reductions.
Different S1 S2
Components ASC (tt) OPC (tt) ASC (cv) OPC (cv) ASC (tt) OPC (tt) ASC (cv) OPC (cv)
MTMN (C1+C2+C3) 63.16 (1.02) 59.17 (0.27) 63.32 62.98 65.34 (1.20) 61.44 (0.97) 63.65 64.93
C1+C3 61.95 (0.25) 58.57 (0.57) 61.68 59.74 63.30 (0.65) 59.16 (1.24) 61.03 5717
C2+C3 61.67 (0.67) 55.89 (1.05) 62.25 56.55 60.86 (0.33) 58.68 (0.31) 60.65 59.69
C2+C3* 61.30 (0.59) 55.30 (1.18) 61.64 58.63 62.68 (1.57) 58.93 (0.51) 62.30 60.83
C1+C2 60.67 (0.46) 56.97 (0.78) 62.48 57.62 61.29 (0.50) 58.16 (1.09) 60.43 58.37
c3 60.18 (0.74) 57.03 (0.76) 61.19 58.73 60.57 (0.61) 57.36 (1.19) 61.06 60.04

aspect terms and opinion terms, which have been shown to be effective for extraction task, a simple idea is to increase
the number of classes to incorporate different categories, e.g., BA becomes {BA.}'s for different category c. By increasing the
number of classes, the only change to the original model is the dimension of classification matrix. As a result, the modified
model should be able to capture the correlations between target terms based on their categories. On the other hand, we also
construct another baseline model (denoted by MNCA++) based on MNCA by separating the task into 2 steps. The first step
is the same as MNCA for extracting target terms. Then the second step performs category prediction only on the extracted
terms.

The comparison results are shown in Table 6. It can be seen that MTMN achieves the state-of-the-art performances in
category-specific aspect and opinion terms extraction (ASC and OPC). And there is a large gap between the results of MTMN
and the other baseline models on S1 and S2. This is because RNCRF+ and MNCA+ can only propagate information between
target terms within each category, but fail to explore the relations and commonalities among different categories. The other
model MNCA++ performs even poorer, because the training is separated into different stages, similar to the top systems
in SemEval Challenges. This separation results in the failure of propagating information from category prediction to target
term extraction. The result proves the effectiveness of MTMN for learning shared information among different tasks, as well
as the addition of global information to assist extraction. The improvement for S3 is not significant, which might indicate
that the category correlations are not obvious in laptop domain, as can be seen in Table 2. Only entity labels make different
categories distinct from each other.

Moreover, we also report the results on target terms extraction (AS and OP) by accumulating the aspect/opinion terms
that are assigned at least one category by MTMN. It can be seen that MTMN still achieves comparable performances even
if the data becomes sparser when adding the category information. On the contrary, the results for RNCRF+, MNCA+ and
MNCA++ are obtained using the original models that ignore category labels, which are much easier to obtain high perfor-
mances.

As have been discussed in the previous sections, the multi-task memory network explores the commonalities and rela-
tions among tasks through both tensor sharing and feature sharing, as well as enhances prediction results by incorporating
auxiliary labels. To test the effect of each component, we conduct comparison experiments for different combinations of
these components as shown in Table 7, where C1, C2 and C3 represents separate component for multi-task tensor sharing,
context-aware feature sharing and auxiliary task, respectively.

Note that for C2+C3* we use the same tensor across all the tasks. We report both the testing results with standard
variation as well as the validation results. Clearly, each component is helpful for final predictions if we compare the results
between (C1+C2+C3) with (C1+C2), (C2+C3) or (C1+C3). Furthermore, tensor sharing is more beneficial than feature sharing
most of the time by comparing (C1+C3) with (C2+C3). This might indicate that the commonalities in terms of token in-
teractions are more obvious for different tasks. Moreover, either independent tensors (C2+C3) or the same tensor (C2+C3*)
across tasks does not perform well. This indicates the importance to explore both the uniqueness and commonality of all
the tasks, which are preserved in our proposed model.

To show the robustness of our model, we test it with different dimensions of factorization (m). The results on S1 are
shown in part [c] of Fig. 8. We also provide some examples in Table 8 to show what the attentions learn for different
categories. The second and third columns show the extracted aspect and opinion terms with corresponding normalized
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Table 8
Examples of attention scores for different categories.

15

Sentence Aspect (score) Opinion (score)
Excellent food though the interior could use some help. 1: food (0.77); 2: interior (0.79) 1: Excellent (0.56)
The sashimi is always fresh and the rolls are innovative 1: sashimi (0.41), rolls (0.51) 1: fresh (0.52)
and delicious. 3: rolls (0.49) 3: innovative (0.38)
The food was good, the place was clean and affordable. 1: food (0.70) 1: good (0.66); 2: clean (0.46)
2: place (0.81) 4: affordable (0.34)
Overall, decent food at a good price, with friendly 1: food (0.70) 1: decent (0.31); 5: good (0.28)
people. 6: people (0.53) 6: friendly (0.38)
The wine list was expensive, though the staff are not 6: staff (0.51) 6: knowledgeable (0.49)
knowledgeable. 7: wine (0.32) list (0.31) 7: extensive (0.64)
The martinis are amazing and very fairly priced. 8: martinis (0.42) 8: fairly (0.21) priced (0.69)
9: martinis (0.53) 9: amazing (0.36)
Abulous food, if the front of house staff don’t put you 1: food (0.82); 6: front (0.26) of 1: Abulous (0.46)

off.

The food was great and tasty, but the sitting space was
too small.

I have never been so disgusted by food and service.

Despite the confusing mirrors this will be my go-to for
Japanese food.

Service ok, but unfriendly filthy bathroom.

0.10) house (0.23) staff (0.21)

: food (0.59)
: sitting (0.35) space (0.27)

: food (0.86); 6: service (0.66)

: Japanese (0.32) food (0.30)
: mirrors (0.35)

: bathroom (0.79)
: service (0.52)

ON N = = N o=

1: great (0.36), tasty (0.35)
2: small (0.32)

1, 6: disgusted (0.50, 0.76)
1: go-to (0.50)
2: confusing (0.39)

2: unfriendly (0.33), filthy (0.41)
6: ok (0.31)

oo S1
140013373 s 52
\
6\275 == s3
12000 |\
\
‘\\
o | |
10004\ -\-m
\ '\
@ oo | 96
\
- \ _J37 _
\ . =37 =, —o/1G 56/.\\'592
) P03 e 5‘55‘\*n—4 H35
'\ §23 " E—B—n
600
400
o Ay 12
200 T
1 3 5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21 23 25 27 29

epoch

Fig. 9. Convergence analysis on S1, S2 and S3.

attention scores, respectively. The bold numbers denote category indexes. As shown in these cases, MTMN is able to attend
to target terms for different categories. In some cases, MTMN could identify multiple categories for specific terms.

As being discussed, the tensor decomposition of MTMN deals with data sparsity. Compared with separate tensor for
each task, our decomposition exploits sharing among tensor parameters and reduce the complexity. Specifically in the
experiments, the tensor for each task has size 20 x 50 x 50. With 12 tasks in total, the resulting parameter size becomes
12 x 20 x 50 x 50 when there is no sharing. In MTMN, some sharing among the tensors reduces the parameter size to
20 x (5 x 50 x 50 + 20 x 5), which is much smaller than no sharing. Under such condition, our model is able to converge in
less than 30 epochs. We plot the exact total loss according to the objective function for all the training sentences in S1, S2

and S3. As shown in Fig. 9, we observe considerable loss decreasing for the first 5 epochs, followed by slower speed for the
following 10 epochs until convergence.
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7. Conclusion

In this work, we develop a memory network with coupled attentions for fine-grained sentiment analysis. We then extend
the memory network in a multi-task learning manner to solve a finer-grained opinion mining problem, which involves
the predictions of both aspect/opinion terms and their corresponding aspect categories. In the end, we demonstrate the
effectiveness of our proposed models on several benchmark datasets compared with state-of-the-art baseline methods.
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