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Abstract

Language features are ever-evolving in the
real-world social media environment. Many
trained models in natural language understand-
ing (NLU), ineffective in semantic inference
for unseen features, might consequently strug-
gle with the deteriorating performance in dy-
namicity. To address this challenge, we em-
pirically study social media NLU in a dy-
namic setup, where models are trained on
the past data and test on the future. It bet-
ter reflects the realistic practice compared to
the commonly-adopted static setup of random
data split. To further analyze model adaption
to the dynamicity, we explore the usefulness of
leveraging some unlabeled data created after
a model is trained. The performance of unsu-
pervised domain adaption baselines based on
auto-encoding and pseudo-labeling and a joint
framework coupling them both are examined
in the experiments. Substantial results on four
social media tasks imply the universally nega-
tive effects of evolving environments over clas-
sification accuracy, while auto-encoding and
pseudo-labeling collaboratively show the best
robustness in dynamicity.

1 Introduction

The advance of natural language understanding
(NLU) automates the learning of text semantics,
exhibiting the potential to broadly benefits social
media applications. As shown in the previous
work (Tong et al., 2021; Heidari and Jones, 2020;
Salminen et al., 2020), the pre-trained models from
the BERT family (Devlin et al., 2019; Liu et al.,
2019; Nguyen et al., 2020) have championed the
benchmark results in many social media tasks. Nev-
ertheless, will good benchmark results also indicate
good real-world performance on social media?

In view of our dynamic world, it is not hard to
envision an ever-evolving environment on social
media, which is shaped by what and how things are
discussed there in real time. As a result, language

features, formed by word patterns appearing there,
might also rapidly change over time. However,
many trendy NLU models, including the state-of-
the-art (SOTA) ones based on pre-training, demon-
strate compromised empirical results facing shifted
features (Hendrycks et al., 2020). The possible rea-
son lies in the widely-argued limitation of existing
NLU solutions on inferring meanings of new or
shifted features compared to what the models have
seen in the training data (Duchi and Namkoong,
2018; Arjovsky et al., 2019; Creager et al., 2021;
Shen et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2021b).

Consequently, the dynamic social media envi-
ronment in the realistic scenarios will continu-
ously challenge a trained NLU model with timely-
increasing unseen features (Nguyen et al., 2012),
further resulting in a deteriorating performance as
time goes by. To better illustrate this challenge, we
take the task and dataset of Twitter stance detection
for COVID-19 topics as an example (Glandt et al.,
2021). Two models based on LSTM and BERT are
trained on the past data and test on five datasets
with varying spans to the training set. The setup
and results are detailed in Figure 1 (right).

Both models exhibit dropping accuracy scores
over time, implying the concrete challenge for them
to tackle dynamicity. To further analyze the rea-
sons, we employ variational auto-encoder (VAE)
(Kingma and Welling, 2014) to learn the latent
topics (word clusters) from varying test sets and
display the words indicating the largest correlation
with each cluster in Figure 1 (left). It is observed
that users’ discussion points change over time,
where the focus gradually shifted from the concern
to the virus itself (indicated by words like “Mask”,
“Immune Compromise”, “Lock Down’) to the dis-
appointment to the former US President Trump
(e.g., “Trump Land Slid” and “Lying Trump’). Be-
cause of the topic evolution, it might not be easy for
models trained with the ¢ data to connect the later-
gathered “Trump”-patterns to an “against” stance
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Figure 1: Results from the Twitter stance detection dataset for COVID-19 topics (Glandt et al., 2021). ¢ refers to
the time span of the earliest 40% tweets and the rest are equally split into 4 segments in the chronological order
corresponding to t1, t2, t3, and 4, respectively. Latent topics from ¢y to ¢4 are shown on the left and topic words
are learned by VAE. Stance detection results over time are shown on the right, where x-axis indicates test sets from
to to t4 and y-axis the prediction accuracy. LSTM results are displayed in the light blue line and BERT dark blue.

for topics related to his COVID-19 policies.

To empirically examine how dynamicity affects
NLU performance, we experiment in a dynamic
setup: the data is split with an absolute time, where
the messages posted beforehand are used for train-
ing while those afterwards are for test. On the
contrary, most social media benchmarks adopt the
static setup, where training and test sets are ran-
domly split and tend to exhibit similar data distri-
butions (Glandt et al., 2021; Hansen et al., 2021;
Mathew et al., 2021). It is thus incapable of reflect-
ing the realistic application scenarios — a model
should usually learn to tackle the data created af-
ter it is trained while the evolving features would
continuously shift the data distributions.

Language learning with distribution shift (a.k.a.,
OOD, short for out-of-distribution) has drawn a
growing attention in the NLP community (Shen
et al., 2021; Arora et al., 2021). Most previous
work focuses on OOD in different domains (Muan-
det et al., 2013; Ganin et al., 2015) and studies
how to learn generalizable cross-domain features.
Here we experiment OOD in the dynamic environ-
ment — whose time-sensitive nature renders the
data evolution to occur progressively and contin-
uously; whereas most prior empirical studies dis-
cuss OOD across domains and hence focus on the
relatively discrete shifts from the source to target
domains (Volpi et al., 2018; Krueger et al., 2021).

To further examine NLU adaption to time evolu-
tion (henceforth time-adaptive learning), we ex-
ploit a small set of unlabeled data posted after a
model is trained (henceforth trans-data) and in-
vestigate its potential in mitigating the time-shaped
feature gap. For methodology, we start with the
existing solutions in unsupervised domain adaption
(UDA) (Ramponi and Plank, 2020) and employ two

popular baselines in this line, one is feature-centric
based on auto-encoding (specifically VAE) and the
other data-centric pseudo-labeling (PL). Further-
more, a joint-training framework is explored to
study their coupled effects in fighting against the
possible performance deterioration over time.

The experiments are based on three trendy so-
cial media tasks about the detection of COVID-19
stance (Glandt et al., 2021), fake news (Hansen
et al., 2021), and hate speech (Mathew et al.,
2021) with the benchmark data from Twitter. We
also gather a new corpus for hashtag prediction to
broaden our scope to noisy user-generated labels
tremendous on social media.! Dynamic setup is
adopted and models are tested on multiple datasets
varying in the time gap to the training data to quan-
tify the model sensitivity to the time evolution.

In the main results, the performance of all mod-
els are gradually worse in general over time. It
implies dynamic social media environment may
universally and negatively affect the NLU effec-
tiveness. With some trans-data, both VAE and PL
can helpfully tackle dynamicity and the their joint
framework achieves the best results consistently
over time. We then analyze the effects of trans-data
scale and create time and find both PL. and VAE
might benefit from trans-data with larger scales and
smaller time gap to the training data. At last, case
studies interpret how VAE and PL collaboratively
handle the dynamic environments.

To conclude, we present the first empirical study,
to the best of our knowledge, on the universal ef-
fects of dynamic social media environment on NLU,
and provide insights to when and how UDA meth-
ods help advance model robustness over time.

"Hashtags are tagged by the author of a post to indicate its
topic label and start with an hash “#”, e.g., “#COVID19”.



2 Related Work

This paper is in line with previous work for the
out-of-distribution (OOD) issue, aiming to miti-
gate the distribution gap between training and test
data (Xie et al., 2021; Shen et al., 2021; Liu et al.,
2021a). Most prior OOD studies experiment on
domain gaps which tend to exhibit intermittent
change, while that shaped by time usually happen
step by step and hence forms a successive process.
Limited attention has been paid to examine NLU
models’ practical and general performance in han-
dling evolving social media environment, while our
empirical study is an initiate to fill in the gap.

In previous OOD work, various domain adapta-
tion methods are explored (Chu and Wang, 2018;
Ramesh Kashyap et al., 2021), e.g., adversarial
learning (Liu et al., 2020), pre-training (Hendrycks
et al., 2020; Goyal and Durrett, 2020; Kong et al.,
2020), and data augmentation (Chen et al., 2021).
Some of them require labeled data from both source
and target domains (Arora et al., 2021) to learn
cross-domain features. It is however infeasible in
our time-shaped OOD scenarios because of the dif-
ficulties to continuously label data.

Our baseline solutions are inspired by existing
methods in unsupervised domain adaption (UDA),
employing labeled source data and unlabeled target
data for model training. Popular UDA baselines
mostly fall into feature-centric and data-centric cat-
egories (Ramponi and Plank, 2020). The former ex-
plores implicit clusters to bridge semantic features
across domains (Gururangan et al., 2019), while the
latter transfers knowledge gained from the source
to target via self-training (Axelrod et al., 2011). In
our experiments, VAE and pseudo-labeling (PL)
are popular baselines respectively selected to repre-
sent feature- and data-centric UDA, whereas their
individual and collaborative performance in ad-
vancing NLU robustness in dynamicity have never
been studied before and will be explored here.

This work is also inspired by the previous studies
applying a dynamic setup on certain social media
tasks, such as content recommendation (Zeng et al.,
2020; Zhang et al., 2021). Based on their efforts,
we take a step further to broadly examine various
classification tasks in order to draw a more general
conclusion on how dynamicity affects NLU.

3 Time-Adaptive Learning Baselines

Here we discuss time-adaptive learning baselines
and how we leverage them with social media clas-
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Figure 2: Our integrated framework of VAE and PL.
VAE-learned features (z;) are injected into MLP with
BERT-encoded by (indicated as BERT-VAE-MLP). PL-
predicted trans-data (pseudo data) and the labeled data
from the past are both used to train BERT-VAE-MLP.

sification in dynamicity. We will start with the clas-
sification overflow, followed by the introduction to
VAE- and PL-based baselines (§3.1) and how they
can collaboratively work via joint training (§3.2).

Classification Overflow. The NLU in a dynamic
setup will be examined on multiple tasks, all formu-
lated as post-level single-label classification. The
input is a social media post s and output a label [
specified by a task. Here we assume the availability
of two data types: (1) posts with gold-standard la-
bels created in the past (henceforth history labeled
data), which can be employed to train a supervised
classifier; (2) posts created after the classifier is
trained and without labels (i.e., trans-data).

For classification, following the advanced prac-
tice (Devlin et al., 2019), the representation for lan-
guage understanding will be built in a pre-trained
BERT encoder, where we feed in the input s and
obtain a latent vector b as the post embedding.

At the output, the learned classification features
are mapped to a specific label ¢, with the formula:

st :fout(wout ‘rs + bout) (1)

four(+) s the activation function for classification
output (e.g., softmax). W, and by, are learn-
able parameters for training. rg couples the BERT-
encoded latent semantics (bs) and the implicit
cross-time features gained by VAE (as a feature-
centric UDA) via a multi-layer perceptron (MLP):



rs = furp(Wunrp[bs; zs] + barp) )

z is yielded by VAE through the process to be later
discussed in §3.1. fasrp(+) is the ReLU activation
function. W, p and b, p are both learnable.

3.1 Time-Adaptive Learning Methods

Here we first describe two UDA baselines to be
tailor-made to our setup, feature-centric VAE and
data-centric PL. Then we discuss how we integrate
them to explore their collaborative effects.

VAE. The potential of VAE to deal with dynamic-
ity comes from its capability of clustering posts ex-
hibit similar word statistics and forming latent top-
ics to reflect their shared discussion point. There-
fore, the intra-cluster content, though varying in
the generation time, reflects the implicit semantic
consistency throughout the time and enables the
learning of underlying past-to-future connection.

In the following, we detail how VAE is applied
to tackle dynamicity. First, both the history data
(has labels and used to train the classifier) and un-
labeled trans-data (created after the classifier is
trained) are gathered together to form a corpus.
Then, VAE is employed to explore the global word
statistics throughout the entire the corpus via clus-
tering. Here we implement VAE following the
widely-used design from Miao et al. (2017), where
a post s is fed into the auto-encoder in the bag-of-
word (BoW) vector form, denoted as v, for easier
statistical measure.

Given the BoW input vy, the clustering is con-
ducted through auto-encoding, which contains an
encoding process to map v into a latent topic indi-
cator z;, followed by a decoding to rebuild v, con-
ditioned on the topic (z;). zs is a K dimensional
vector; each entry reflects the chance s should be
clustered into a certain topic and K is a hyper-
parameter indicating the total topic number in the
corpus. Below presents the concrete steps.

For encoding, vs is embedded into the latent
topic space to generate zs via Gaussian sampling,
where the mean p and standard deviation o are
learned with the following formula:

= fu(fe(vs)),logo = fo(fe(vs)) )

f«(+) is a ReLU-activated neural perceptron. Then
zs 18 drawn from the normal distribution below:

zs = N(p,0) 4

It is later transformed to a distributional vector
via softmax to yield 6, representing the topic mix-
ture of s. It initiated decoding step to re-construct
v, by predicting v below:

Vs = softmax(fy(0s)) )

f4(-) is another ReLU-activated perceptron map-
ping information in topic space back to the BoW.
The weights of f,(-) (after softmax normalization)
are employed to represent the topic-word distribu-
tions and the latent topic vector zs (with cross-time
views gained in clustering) can be engaged in clas-
sification (Eq. 2) to advance robustness over time.

PL. As discussed above, VAE, as a feature-
centric baseline, tends to explore shared features
across time to mitigate the OOD. However, super-
vision from history data labels, is not explicitly
leveraged in the modeling of cross-time features.
The potential to further engage data labels can
be explored in the data-centric baselines, among
which pseudo-labeling (PL) demonstrates simple-
yet-effective in previous OOD experiments in do-
main adaption (Axelrod et al., 2011).

Here, the priorly trained classifier (with the la-
beled data from the past) is first pseudo-label the
trans-data without labels. Then, pseudo-labels later
engage in the task supervision and work together
with the labeled history data to continuously train
the classifier. In this way, the models may self-
learn how to adapt the knowledge gained from the
past supervision to the future scenarios through the
pseudo-labeled trans-data, and therefore enable a
“dynamic supervision” in the time evolution.

Integrating VAE and PL. We have shown the
potential of VAE and PL baselines in tackling dy-
namicity, where the former gains a time-adaptive
view through features and the latter labels. It is thus
interesting to explore how they can collaborate with
each other to enable a better robustness.

We therefore design a integrated framework to
couple the effects of both VAE-learned features
and PL-predicted trans-data. The framework ar-
chitecture is shown in Figure 2. As can be seen,
“time-adaptive features” are formed via concatenat-
ing the BERT-encoded post embedding (bs) and
VAE-encoded cross-time features (z), which are
fed into MLP for classification (Eq. 2). Meanwhile,
the priorly-trained classifier is employed to predict
pseudo labels on trans-data, which joint hands with
the labeled history data to form the “time-adaptive



Dataset Scale Time Span
STANCE 7,122 2020/Feb-2020/Aug
FAKE-NEWS 8,847  2006/May-2018/Nov
HATE-SPEECH 8,773 2018/0ct-2019/Oct
HASHTAG 30,018 2011/Sep-2011/Dec

Table 1: Statistics of the four experimental datasets.

data”. The classifier with “time-adaptive features”
is then continuously trained on the “time-adaptive
data” to gain the joint advances of VAE and PL.

3.2 Joint Training

We have discussed how to leverage the pre-trained
VAE features in an integrated PL+VAE (PV) frame-
work (in Figure 2). We are further interested in
whether we can jointly explore the classification
training of PV and the unsupervised learning of
VAE, which may enable VAE to learn cross-time
features in aware of the PL-enhanced view from
PV. The joint training is conducted via optimizing
the training losses of PV classification and VAE.

For PV, the loss is based on the cross-entropy.
The training set 7 consists of post-label pairs (s, )
from both history data with gold-standard labels
and trans-data with pseudo-labels. The PV training
loss L, is defined as:

Ly=— Y (ysulog(fes) + (1= ysu)log(1 =) (6)

(s,l)er

For the VAE loss, we use variational inference to
approximate a posterior distribution over a post’s
topic zs given word statistics observed in its con-
text. Here we formulate the VAE loss L4 as:

Loae = Drr(p(2s) |1 4(2s]5)) — Bpay [p(hl2s)] - (7)

Here D (-) is the Kullback-Leibler divergence
loss and E, [-] measures the VAE reconstruction.

PV and VAE losses are then added with weights
to produce the joint-training loss:
[f:£p+ll'£vae (8)

where p trades-off the PV and VAE effects. In
this way, parameters of VAE and PV are updated
together to jointly tackle time-adaptive learning.

4 Datasets and Experimental Setup

4.1 Experimental Datasets

We experiment models’ performance in dynamic
on four popular tasks for the detection of stance,

fake news, hate speech, and hashtags. Their cor-
responding datasets are all from Twitter and each
sample is a tweet with a classification label. For
the tweets with missing information, e.g., the time
stamp, we adopt the Twitter API for a recover.”

The STANCE detection dataset contains tweets
with annotated stance about various COVID-19
topics (Glandt et al., 2021). For a straightforward
comparison to other tasks, we employ models to
only predict the stance labels of “favor”, “against”,
and “none”, regardless of the topics.

For the FAKE-NEWS, we employ the Twitter
dataset from Hansen et al. (2021). Due to the im-
balanced labels in small-scaled data, we only con-
sider the coarse-grained classification of whether
the a tweet stated “true” or “false” information.

The HATE-SPEECH data is released by Mathew
et al. (2021) with binary labels indicating whether
or not the hate speech exists in a tweet.

The above three datasets are from publicly avail-
able benchmarks with relatively clean annotations.
However, many social media applications are built
upon noisy user-generated labels (Wang et al.,
2019; Zhang et al., 2021). Here we take hashtag
prediction as an example and newly construct a
dataset, namely HASHTAG, where the input is a
tweet and output a hashtag tagged by its author.

For the data collection, we first follow Nguyen
et al. (2020) to gather large-scale tweets and those
posted during September - December, 2011 were
selected, to roughly allow a balanced year coverage
across different datasets. Following previous prac-
tice (Zeng et al., 2018), the top 50 hashtags with
the highest frequency are selected to be the labels.

Table 1 shows an overview of the dataset, all
reflecting varying statistics and characteristics. It
allows us to experiment with various scenarios.

4.2 Dynamic Setup and Data Analysis

As discussed above, instead of the random dataset
split, we adopt a more realistic dynamic setup. A
specific cut is applied over the chronologically or-
dered tweets, where the earliest samples (their post-
ing time span in ¢y period) are for training, and the
rest for test. For datasets with imbalanced distribu-
tion over time, the cut is customized to avoid too
small test sets. Specifically, the cut over STANCE
results in a 4:6 split ({9 corresponds to the earli-
est 40% tweets) while that over FAKE-NEWS and

2https://developer.twitter.com/en/docs/
twitter-api
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Figure 3: Pairwise vocabulary overlap (%) within £g -
ty test sets. The vocabulary gathers the top 1K most
frequent words (excluding stop words) from each set.

HATE-SPEECH is 6:4. For HASHTAG with much
more balanced time distribution, we employ an
absolute cut and take the September data for .
To further test models in varying degrees of data
freshness, the tweets posted after ¢y are split into
four slices (with equal size and ordered by time),
corresponding to t1, to, t3, and t4. Tweets posted
in each period form a test set thereby exhibits a
gradually larger time gap to the training data.
Finally, for a comparison with a common-used
static step, the ¢y data is randomly split into 80%
training, 10% validation, and 10% test, where %g
test set may distribute similarly to the training.
We preliminarily analyze test data in HASHTAG,
the largest dataset, and examine the vocabulary
overlap between pair-wise periods following Guru-
rangan et al. (2020). Results are shown in Figure 3
and longer time gap in general exhibits a smaller
overlap. It challenges a priorly-trained model with
more unseen features, while trans-data, statistically
closer to the test, helpfully mitigate the gap.

4.3 Comparisons and Model Settings

In baseline setups, we first considered supervised
classifiers LSTM (initialized with GloVe embed-
dings (Pennington et al., 2014)) and BERT (pre-
trained BERTweet (Nguyen et al., 2020)). The
hidden layer size of MLP was set to 2048. For time-
adaptive baselines, VAE was implemented based
on Vampire (Gururangan et al., 2019) with topic
number K set to 50. The hyperparameters were set
via grid search on validation with 40 epochs.

For PV, the integrated PL+VAE time-adaptive
learning framework, we compare two training
strategies: S-PV (PV with priorly-trained VAE)
and J-PV (PV and VAE are jointly trained follow-
ing description in §3.2) In J-PV, PV and VAE loss
are added with the weight u set to 1e-2 (Eq. 8).

For time-adaptive learning evaluation, inductive
learning is set up for ¢y - 3, assuming the availabil-
ity of unlabeled test data as the trans-data; while
for t4, we follow transductive learning setup to em-
ploy t; - t3 data as the trans-data and test on t4,
which reflects the realistic scenarios where trans-
data should be gathered before the application.

5 Results and Analysis

In this section, we first present the comparison
results test over g to t4 (§5.1). Then we discuss
more about trans-data via quantifying the data scale
and freshness (§5.2). At last, §5.3 shows a case
study to interpret how VAE and PL work together
to enable model adaption to the feature change.

5.1 Main Results in Dynamic Setup

Table 2 shows the comparison results over time and
the following observations can be drawn.

Time LSTM BERT VAE PL S-PV  J-PV
STANCE
to 0.659 0.902 0.884 0.899 0906 0.891
t1 0491 0.828 0.840 0.831 0.830 0.839
to 0.440 0.840 0.839 0.840 0.817 0.850
ts 0478 0.826 0.830 0.826 0.821 0.840
tq 0.470 0.784 0.794 0.799 0.785 0.804
FAKE-NEWS
to 0.576 0.629 0.633 0.617 0.600 0.596
t1 0.557 0.615 0.634 0.607 0.607 0.605
to 0.562 0.656 0.654 0.653 0.648 0.652
ts 0.550 0.622 0.620 0.630 0.631 0.631
tq 0.514 0.636 0.659 0.669 0.676 0.685
HATE-SPEECH
to 0.683 0.679 0.698 0.676 0.687 0.677
t1 0772 0.783 0.771 0.779 0.762 0.745
to 0.755 0768 0.779 0.769 0.772 0.771
ts 0.621 0.648 0.640 0.649 0.647 0.661
ta 0.539 0.612 0616 0.622 0.613 0.632
HASHTAG
to 0.716  0.771 0.781 0.646 0.679 0.664
t1 0.563 0.602 0.619 0.622 0.642 0.635
ta 0.540 0.612 0.612 0.654 0.671 0.664
ts 0.520 0.648 0.653 0.708 0.722 0.717
ta 0.531 0.649 0.654 0.684 0.704 0.689

Table 2: The classification accuracy over time (through
to-t4 test), where higher scores indicate better results.
J-PV champions transductive test on t4 over three
datasets, though slightly outperformed by S-PV on
HASHTAG.

First, all models perform the best on ¢y and af-
ter that roughly exhibit a gradually worse accuracy
over time. It demonstrates the evolving environ-
ment would indeed negatively affect the social me-
dia classification, which may universally happen
to various tasks; furthermore, such negative effects
may be enlarged as time goes by. The possible rea-
son lies in the ever-changing features, continuously



providing something a model, trained on the history
data, has never learned (as we induced from Figure
3). Between BERT and LSTM, the former seems
to exhibit a better over-time robustness, probably
because the generic NLU capability gained through
large-scale pre-training might offer some help. And
BERT, unsurprisingly, handles t test (static setup)
excellently; its results over ¢ - t4 (dynamic setup)
are still compromised, calling for our community’s
collaborative efforts on a time-adaptive NLU.

Second, both VAE and PL, in general, help mit-
igate the performance drop over time, whereas
they are superior in different scenarios. VAE
seems to better perform in inductive learning (¢o-
t3) while PL works better in transductive learning
(t4). It might be because VAE explores feature-
level connection across time, while the inductive
data, though without labels, may allow models to
better fit their feature space to the test. On the con-
trary, PL gains time-adaptive knowledge through
the pseudo labels and is therefore less sensitive to
whether the trans-data is inductive or transductive.

Third, our proposed J-PV, outperforms its variant
S-PV and champion three tasks except HASHTAG
on transductive evaluation over t4. For HASHTAG,
it also obtains the second best accuracy though
outperformed by S-PV. The possible reason is that
HASHTAG requires the learning of noisy and di-
versely distributed user-generated labels (§4.1). It
may somehow challenges the joint training with
unsupervised VAE; instead, the pre-trained VAE
in S-PV enables models to priorly gain a global
overview of the dataset exhibits various topics, and
hence result in the best test accuracy on t; - t4
(all dynamic setups). However, for the other three
datasets, S-PV fails to well coordinate PL. and VAE
(sometimes even worse than either of them).

From the last two points above, we further learn
that PL and VAE, skilled differently, may poten-
tially enable positive collaborative effects, whereas
a well-designed method is also needed to better
couple their advantages. A simple-yet-effective
joint training has shown some initially promising
results, which can be carried on in future work.

5.2 Further Discussions on Trans-Data

We have shown, in §5.1, the promising results of
time-adaptive learning with some trans-data. As
a pilot experiment here, it is assumed that trans-
data is available (set up with tweets from the same
dataset and created after t;). However, in the real
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Figure 4: Test accuracy on t4 (y-axis). The left bar
group refer to PL results and right VAE. In each group,
from left to right shows BERT (leftmost) and that with
PL/VAE over 0/3 (none), 1/3, 2/3, and all trans-data.

world, how to automatically gather and select trans-
data might become another research question.

To provide some insight to trans-data study, we
further discuss how the trans-data scales and fresh-
ness (time gap to the training) affect transductive
test results on ¢4. In the following, HATE-SPEECH
is taken as an example to discuss here while similar
observations are drawn from other datasets.

Effects of Data Scale. Here we randomly shuffle
the trans-data and feed varying it in varying scales
to VAE and PL baselines. The results are shown
in Figure 4 and we observe both PL and VAE, in
general, benefit from relatively more trans-data.

Compared to PL, VAE seems to flatten its trends
after 1/3 data is given. Also, interesting, VAE helps
BERT perform better even without trans-data, prob-
ably because its latent clusters enable better seman-
tic learning from noisy tweets with sparse context.

For PL, it offers no benefit with no trans-data
whereas it peaks its accuracy at 2/3 data. It is
possibly because, PL leverages labeled data from
the past and unlabeled trans-data, to capture time-
adaptive skills; additional data may allow the
model to see more data while also higher the risk
of being affected by pseudo-labeling errors.

To further probe how sensitive PL is to the
pseudo-labeling accuracy, we quantify PL’s test re-
sults, in Figure 5, through the learning with varying
accuracy groups of pseudo-labeled samples. We ob-
serve the wrongly-labeled negative samples result
in worse accuracy compared to PL learning without
trans-data. It shows the errors in pseudo-labeling,
unavoidable in self-training, would indeed risk the
PL effectiveness. However, when working together
with the positive samples, PL achieves promising
results, only slightly worse than the upper-bound
results (with correctly-labeled data only).

Effects of Data Freshness. We then analyze the
effects of trans-data freshness (time gap to the train-
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Figure 5: PL accuracy tested on ¢4 (y-axis). The bars
from left to right show PL learned with all negative
samples, no sample, all samples, and all positive sam-
ples.

ing data), where t1, t2, and t3 data take turns to be
used to train PL and VAE. As can be seen, for both
PL and VAE, trans-data, regardless of its freshness,
enables obvious performance gain over the BERT
ablation trained without trans-data.

It is also observed that PL seems to benefit more
from trans-data with relatively smaller time gap to
the training. The reason is such trans-data enables
easier pseudo-labeling, resulting in more positive
samples and better overall performance (as we dis-
cussed in Figure 5). For VAE, the training with ¢;
or t3 data is more effective than to. It is possibly
because the trans-data, temporally closer to either
training or test data, would allow a model to bet-
ter connect its embedded semantics with what is
seen in training or test, either would help signal the
past-to-future change to shape cross-time features.
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Figure 6: PL (left group) and VAE (right group) test
accuracy on t4 (y-axis). Within a group, each bar
from left to right shows the learning with no trans-data
(BERT only) and that from ¢4, t5, and t3, varying in
freshness.

5.3 Case Study

We have shown in Table 2 a jointly-trained VAE
and PL (J-PV) can effectively deal with changing
features. Here we take cases from the STANCE to
interpret model output and discuss how it works.
Recall that the dataset contains tweets reflect user
stances on COVID-19 topics and we have observed
a change of users’ focuses from % to ¢4 through
the VAE clustered topics (Figure 1).

[S1] Dont trust damn weasel

things

everyone scared

to make millions off vaccine
[S2] We have the most -

and deaths Those arent exaggerated

by more #TrustFauci
[S3] Sign me up for the

Figure 7: The heatmap visualization of self-attention
weights for trans-data samples from t; (S7), t2 (S2),
and t3 (S3). Darker colors indicate higher weights.

Here we specifically examine the cases related to
Dr. Anthony Fauci, to whom we notice an obvious
increasing supporting rate, with 56%, 54%, 89%,
and 74% tweets containing “fauci” and in favor of
him through ¢ to ¢3. Our J-PV model, via collabo-
rating PL. and VAE over ¢;-to-t3 trans-data, is able
to better predict the “favor” stance to Fauci-tweets
compared to the BERT ablation trained on g only.

We qualitative analyze the reasons and draw
three samples S1, So, and S3, respectively from
t1, to, and t3. Their self-attention weights are visu-
alized in Figure 7, where the model obviously high-
lights “CoVirus” and “Trump”-words together with
“Fauci”-words. It is possibly because, when J-PV
self-trains on trans-data, it tries to align the stance
learned from the dominant “CoVirus”-tweets in ¢
(Figure 1) via pseudo-labeling. Meanwhile, from
t1 to t3, VAE detects trendy topics in “CoVirus”,
“Trump”, and “Fauci”, as their their related words
frequently co-occur. Further, the “usually-against”
stance gained for “Trump” might in return indicates
the “favor” in “Fauci”, when they two are both
discussed. Interestingly, we do observe a higher
“for-Fauci” stance rate in tweets mentioning both
Trump and Fauci, from 35% in t( to 68% in ts.

6 Conclusion

We have presented an empirical study to substan-
tially experiment NLU in a dynamic social media
environment. Results on four popular tasks in so-
cial media classification shed light on the following
findings. (1) Time evolution indeed exhibits chang-
ing features, which may negatively and universally
affect social media NLU effectiveness. (2) Popular
UDA baselines PL and VAE are potentially helpful
with some trans-data hinting the past-to-future cor-
relations. (3) Collaborating VAE and PL, varying



in pros and cons, exhibits promising preliminary
result, although it requires careful research design.

Limitations

In the following, we summarize the limitations of
our study in three points.

First, this work is studied in a relatively idealis-
tic setup where we assume the availability of trans-
data. However, in the real world, there may be
challenges that hinder us from acquiring the related
data as the trans-data. Second, in real world, VAE
has to learn word statistics from noisy data con-
sisting of a broad range of topics. The noisy data
may pose challenges for VAE to capture the word
co-occurrence pattern. We should provide more
contextual information and knowledge to make bet-
ter use of the trans-data in the future. Third, ac-
cording to our analysis on label effect, PL relies
heavily on its pseudo labels accuracy. Future work
may consider how to encode a robust learning with
imperfect pseudo labeling.
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ical problem. In our empirical study, datasets
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the authors of these original papers.

For the data collection of HASHTAG and miss-
ing data in previous benchmarks, Twitter official
API was employed strictly following the Twitter
terms of use. The newly gathered data was thor-
oughly examined to exclude any possible ethical
risks, e.g., toxic language and user privacy. We also
conducted data anonymization in pre-processing by
removing user identities and replacing @mention
with a generic tag.

References

Martin Arjovsky, Léon Bottou, Ishaan Gulrajani, and
David Lopez-Paz. 2019. Invariant risk minimization.
CoRR, abs/1907.02893.

Udit Arora, William Huang, and He He. 2021. Types
of out-of-distribution texts and how to detect them.
In Proceedings of the 2021 Conference on Empiri-
cal Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages
10687-10701, Online and Punta Cana, Dominican
Republic. Association for Computational Linguis-
tics.

Amittai Axelrod, Xiaodong He, and Jianfeng Gao.
2011. Domain adaptation via pseudo in-domain data
selection. In Proceedings of the 2011 Conference on
Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 355-362, Edinburgh, Scotland, UK. Associa-
tion for Computational Linguistics.

Jiefeng Chen, Yixuan Li, Xi Wu, Yingyu Liang, and
Somesh Jha. 2021. ATOM: robustifying out-of-
distribution detection using outlier mining. In
Machine Learning and Knowledge Discovery in
Databases. Research Track - European Conference,
ECML PKDD 2021, Bilbao, Spain, September 13-
17, 2021, Proceedings, Part III, volume 12977 of
Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 430-445.
Springer.

Chenhui Chu and Rui Wang. 2018. A survey of do-
main adaptation for neural machine translation. In
Proceedings of the 27th International Conference on
Computational Linguistics, pages 1304—1319, Santa
Fe, New Mexico, USA. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Elliot Creager, Jorn-Henrik Jacobsen, and Richard S.
Zemel. 2021. Environment inference for invariant
learning. In Proceedings of the 38th International
Conference on Machine Learning, ICML 2021, 18-
24 July 2021, Virtual Event, volume 139 of Proceed-
ings of Machine Learning Research, pages 2189—
2200. PMLR.

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

John C. Duchi and Hongseok Namkoong. 2018.
Learning models with uniform performance
via distributionally robust optimization. CoRR,
abs/1810.08750.

Yaroslav Ganin, Evgeniya Ustinova, Hana Ajakan,
Pascal Germain, Hugo Larochelle, Francois Lavi-
olette, Mario Marchand, and Victor S. Lempitsky.
2015. Domain-adversarial training of neural net-
works. CoRR, abs/1505.07818.

Kyle Glandt, Sarthak Khanal, Yingjie Li, Doina
Caragea, and Cornelia Caragea. 2021. Stance de-
tection in COVID-19 tweets. In Proceedings of the
59th Annual Meeting of the Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics and the 11th International Joint
Conference on Natural Language Processing (Vol-
ume 1: Long Papers), pages 1596-1611, Online. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Tanya Goyal and Greg Durrett. 2020. Evaluating fac-
tuality in generation with dependency-level entail-
ment. In Findings of the Association for Computa-


http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.02893
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.835
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.835
https://aclanthology.org/D11-1033
https://aclanthology.org/D11-1033
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-86523-8_26
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-86523-8_26
https://aclanthology.org/C18-1111
https://aclanthology.org/C18-1111
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/creager21a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/creager21a.html
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/N19-1423
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.08750
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.08750
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.07818
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.07818
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.127
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.127
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.322
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.322
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.findings-emnlp.322

tional Linguistics: EMNLP 2020, pages 3592-3603,
Online. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Suchin Gururangan, Tam Dang, Dallas Card, and
Noah A. Smith. 2019. Variational pretraining for
semi-supervised text classification. In Proceedings
of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for
Computational Linguistics, pages 5880-5894, Flo-
rence, Italy. Association for Computational Linguis-
tics.

Suchin Gururangan, Ana Marasovié, Swabha
Swayamdipta, Kyle Lo, Iz Beltagy, Doug Downey,
and Noah A. Smith. 2020. Don’t stop pretraining:
Adapt language models to domains and tasks. In
Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics, pages
8342-8360, Online. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Casper Hansen, Christian Hansen, and Lucas
Chaves Lima. 2021. Automatic fake news de-
tection: Are models learning to reason? In
Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics and the
11th International Joint Conference on Natural Lan-
guage Processing (Volume 2: Short Papers), pages
80-86, Online. Association for Computational
Linguistics.

Maryam Heidari and James H. Jones. 2020. Using
BERT to extract topic-independent sentiment fea-
tures for social media bot detection. In //th IEEE
Annual Ubiquitous Computing, Electronics & Mo-
bile Communication Conference, UEMCON 2020,
New York City, NY, USA, October 28-31, 2020, pages
542-547. IEEE.

Dan Hendrycks, Xiaoyuan Liu, Eric Wallace, Adam
Dziedzic, Rishabh Krishnan, and Dawn Song. 2020.
Pretrained transformers improve out-of-distribution
robustness. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
pages 2744-2751, Online. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Diederik P. Kingma and Max Welling. 2014. Auto-
encoding variational bayes. In 2nd International
Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR
2014, Banff, AB, Canada, April 14-16, 2014, Con-
ference Track Proceedings.

Lingkai Kong, Haoming Jiang, Yuchen Zhuang, Jie
Lyu, Tuo Zhao, and Chao Zhang. 2020. Cali-
brated language model fine-tuning for in- and out-of-
distribution data. In Proceedings of the 2020 Con-
ference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing (EMNLP), pages 1326—1340, Online. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

David Krueger, Ethan Caballero, Jorn-Henrik Jacob-
sen, Amy Zhang, Jonathan Binas, Dinghuai Zhang,
Rémi Le Priol, and Aaron C. Courville. 2021. Out-
of-distribution generalization via risk extrapolation
(rex). In Proceedings of the 38th International Con-
ference on Machine Learning, ICML 2021, 18-24

July 2021, Virtual Event, volume 139 of Proceedings
of Machine Learning Research, pages 5815-5826.
PMLR.

Han Liu, Vivian Lai, and Chenhao Tan. 2021a. Under-
standing the effect of out-of-distribution examples
and interactive explanations on human-ai decision
making. CoRR, abs/2101.05303.

Jiashuo Liu, Zheyuan Hu, Peng Cui, Bo Li, and Zheyan
Shen. 2021b. Heterogeneous risk minimization. In
Proceedings of the 38th International Conference on
Machine Learning, ICML 2021, 18-24 July 2021,
Virtual Event, volume 139 of Proceedings of Ma-
chine Learning Research, pages 6804-6814. PMLR.

Xiaodong Liu, Hao Cheng, Pengcheng He, Weizhu
Chen, Yu Wang, Hoifung Poon, and Jianfeng Gao.
2020. Adversarial training for large neural language
models. CoRR, abs/2004.08994.

Yinhan Liu, Myle Ott, Naman Goyal, Jingfei Du, Man-
dar Joshi, Dangi Chen, Omer Levy, Mike Lewis,
Luke Zettlemoyer, and Veselin Stoyanov. 2019.
Roberta: A robustly optimized BERT pretraining ap-
proach. CoRR, abs/1907.11692.

Binny Mathew, Punyajoy Saha, Seid Muhie Yi-
mam, Chris Biemann, Pawan Goyal, and Animesh
Mukherjee. 2021. Hatexplain: A benchmark dataset
for explainable hate speech detection. In Thirty-
Fifth AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence,
AAAI 2021, Thirty-Third Conference on Innovative
Applications of Artificial Intelligence, IAAI 2021,
The Eleventh Symposium on Educational Advances
in Artificial Intelligence, EAAI 2021, Virtual Event,
February 2-9, 2021, pages 14867-14875. AAAI
Press.

Yishu Miao, Edward Grefenstette, and Phil Blunsom.
2017. Discovering discrete latent topics with neural
variational inference. In Proceedings of the 34th In-
ternational Conference on Machine Learning, ICML
2017, Sydney, NSW, Australia, 6-11 August 2017,
volume 70 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Re-
search, pages 2410-2419. PMLR.

Krikamol Muandet, David Balduzzi, and Bernhard
Scholkopf. 2013. Domain generalization via invari-
ant feature representation. In Proceedings of the
30th International Conference on Machine Learning,
ICML 2013, Atlanta, GA, USA, 16-21 June 2013,
volume 28 of JMLR Workshop and Conference Pro-
ceedings, pages 10-18. IMLR.org.

Dat Quoc Nguyen, Thanh Vu, and Anh Tuan Nguyen.
2020. BERTweet: A pre-trained language model
for English tweets. In Proceedings of the 2020
Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Lan-
guage Processing: System Demonstrations, pages 9—
14, Online. Association for Computational Linguis-
tics.

Le T Nguyen, Pang Wu, William Chan, Wei Peng, and
Ying Zhang. 2012. Predicting collective sentiment


https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1590
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1590
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.740
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.740
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-short.12
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-short.12
https://doi.org/10.1109/UEMCON51285.2020.9298158
https://doi.org/10.1109/UEMCON51285.2020.9298158
https://doi.org/10.1109/UEMCON51285.2020.9298158
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.244
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.244
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.6114
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.6114
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.102
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.102
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-main.102
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/krueger21a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/krueger21a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/krueger21a.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.05303
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.05303
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.05303
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.05303
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v139/liu21h.html
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.08994
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.08994
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.11692
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.11692
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/17745
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/17745
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v70/miao17a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v70/miao17a.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/muandet13.html
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v28/muandet13.html
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-demos.2
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.emnlp-demos.2

dynamics from time-series social media. In Proceed-
ings of the first international workshop on issues of
sentiment discovery and opinion mining, pages 1-8.

Jeffrey Pennington, Richard Socher, and Christopher
Manning. 2014. GloVe: Global vectors for word
representation. In Proceedings of the 2014 Confer-
ence on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing (EMNLP), pages 1532-1543, Doha,
Qatar. Association for Computational Linguistics.

Abhinav Ramesh Kashyap, Devamanyu Hazarika, Min-
Yen Kan, and Roger Zimmermann. 2021. Domain
divergences: A survey and empirical analysis. In
Proceedings of the 2021 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
pages 1830-1849, Online. Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics.

Alan Ramponi and Barbara Plank. 2020. Neural unsu-
pervised domain adaptation in NLP—A survey. In
Proceedings of the 28th International Conference
on Computational Linguistics, pages 6838-6855,
Barcelona, Spain (Online). International Committee
on Computational Linguistics.

Joni Salminen, Maximilian Hopf, Shammur A. Chowd-
hury, Soon-Gyo Jung, Hind Almerekhi, and
Bernard J. Jansen. 2020. Developing an online hate
classifier for multiple social media platforms. Hum.
centric Comput. Inf. Sci., 10:1.

Zheyan Shen, Peng Cui, Tong Zhang, and Kun Kuang.
2020. Stable learning via sample reweighting. In
The Thirty-Fourth AAAI Conference on Artificial In-
telligence, AAAI 2020, The Thirty-Second Innova-
tive Applications of Artificial Intelligence Confer-
ence, IAAI 2020, The Tenth AAAI Symposium on Ed-
ucational Advances in Artificial Intelligence, EAAI
2020, New York, NY, USA, February 7-12, 2020,
pages 5692-5699. AAAI Press.

Zheyan Shen, Jiashuo Liu, Yue He, Xingxuan Zhang,
Renzhe Xu, Han Yu, and Peng Cui. 2021. Towards
out-of-distribution generalization: A survey. CoRR,
abs/2108.13624.

Xiaoyu Tong, Ekaterina Shutova, and Martha Lewis.
2021. Recent advances in neural metaphor process-
ing: A linguistic, cognitive and social perspective.
In Proceedings of the 2021 Conference of the North
American Chapter of the Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics: Human Language Technologies,
pages 4673—4686, Online. Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics.

Riccardo Volpi, Hongseok Namkoong, Ozan Sener,
John C. Duchi, Vittorio Murino, and Silvio Savarese.
2018. Generalizing to unseen domains via adver-
sarial data augmentation. In Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems 31: Annual Con-
ference on Neural Information Processing Systems
2018, NeurlPS 2018, December 3-8, 2018, Mon-
tréal, Canada, pages 5339-5349.

Yue Wang, Jing Li, Hou Pong Chan, Irwin King,
Michael R. Lyu, and Shuming Shi. 2019. Topic-
aware neural keyphrase generation for social media
language. In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meet-
ing of the Association for Computational Linguistics,
pages 2516-2526, Florence, Italy. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Sang Michael Xie, Ananya Kumar, Robbie Jones,
Fereshte Khani, Tengyu Ma, and Percy Liang. 2021.
In-n-out: Pre-training and self-training using auxil-
iary information for out-of-distribution robustness.
In 9th International Conference on Learning Repre-
sentations, ICLR 2021, Virtual Event, Austria, May
3-7, 2021. OpenReview.net.

Jichuan Zeng, Jing Li, Yan Song, Cuiyun Gao,
Michael R. Lyu, and Irwin King. 2018. Topic mem-
ory networks for short text classification. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2018 Conference on Empirical Meth-
ods in Natural Language Processing, pages 3120-
3131, Brussels, Belgium. Association for Computa-
tional Linguistics.

Xingshan Zeng, Jing Li, Lu Wang, Zhiming Mao, and
Kam-Fai Wong. 2020. Dynamic online conversation
recommendation. In Proceedings of the 58th Annual
Meeting of the Association for Computational Lin-
guistics, pages 3331-3341, Online. Association for
Computational Linguistics.

Yuji Zhang, Yubo Zhang, Chunpu Xu, Jing
Li, Ziyan Jiang, and Baolin Peng. 2021.
#HowYouTagTweets:  Learning user hashtag-

ging preferences via personalized topic attention.
In Proceedings of the 2021 Conference on Em-
pirical Methods in Natural Language Processing,
pages 7811-7820, Online and Punta Cana, Do-
minican Republic. Association for Computational
Linguistics.


https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/D14-1162
https://doi.org/10.3115/v1/D14-1162
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.147
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.147
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.coling-main.603
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.coling-main.603
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13673-019-0205-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13673-019-0205-6
https://ojs.aaai.org/index.php/AAAI/article/view/6024
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.13624
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.13624
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.372
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.naacl-main.372
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/1d94108e907bb8311d8802b48fd54b4a-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2018/hash/1d94108e907bb8311d8802b48fd54b4a-Abstract.html
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1240
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1240
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/P19-1240
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jznizqvr15J
https://openreview.net/forum?id=jznizqvr15J
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1351
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/D18-1351
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.305
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.305
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.616
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.616

