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ABSTRACT

Dense vector representations for sentences made significant progress

in recent years as can be seen on sentence similarity tasks. Real-

world phrase retrieval applications, on the other hand, still encounter

challenges for effective use of dense representations. We show that

when target phrases reside inside noisy context, representing the

full sentence with a single dense vector, is not sufficient for effec-

tive phrase retrieval. We therefore look into the notion of repre-

senting multiple, sub-sentence, consecutive word spans, each with

its own dense vector. We show that this technique is much more

effective for phrase mining, yet requires considerable compute to

obtain useful span representations. Accordingly, we make an ar-

gument for contextualized word/token embeddings that can be ag-

gregated for arbitrary word spans while maintaining the span’s se-

mantic meaning. We introduce a modification to the common con-

trastive loss used for sentence embeddings that encourages word

embeddings to have this property. To demonstrate the effect of this

method we present a dataset based on the STS-B dataset with addi-

tional generated text, that requires finding the best matching para-

phrase residing in a larger context and report the degree of sim-

ilarity to the origin phrase. We demonstrate on this dataset, how

our proposedmethod can achieve better results without significant

increase to compute.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Many real world applications benefit from enabling a user to sup-

ply origin phrases and having the systemfind paraphrases for these,

inside a large corpus of text. Such application include sifting through
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Origin Phrase Target Phrase
Simarity
Degree

Target Phrase in Context

A group of men play

soccer on the beach.

A group of boys are

playing soccer on the
beach.

3.6

Catching a glimpse of the ocean from

the balcony, I noticed a groupof boys

are playing soccer on the beach,
their laughter and shouts echoing up

to my ears.

Blue and red plane in

mid-air flight.

A blue and red airplane

while in flight.
4.8

Fascinated by the view from his win-

dow seat, Frank couldn’t help but

stare at the vast expanse of clouds be-
low him, until his attention was sud-

denly drawn to a blue and red air-

plane while in flight, soaring grace-

fully through the sky.

Figure 1: Examples from STS-B-Context. Target phrase are

in bold for readability, actual dataset does not include any

such markers.

contact center conversations, legal documents, issue tracking sys-

tems and more. Currently, such systems commonly rely on sparse

representations such as BM25 [22] and query expansion variations

[6, 7]. Meanwhile, recent years introduced works like SBERT [19]

that have improved dense representations for sentences as com-

monly demonstrated in sentence similarity tasks like STS[3].

However, when real-world applications attempt to retrieve para-

phrases, these target phrases commonly reside in a surrounding

noisy context, which is not well accounted for in sentence similar-

ity tasks. As these sentence representations encode an entire word

sequence (e.g. sentence) into a single vector they tend to be greatly

affected by noise, hindering the ability to use dense vectors when

searching for sub-sentence phrases. This setting of phrase retrieval

is still under-explored lacking both efficient ways to use dense vec-

tor representations as well as standard benchmarks to asses their

quality. Existing public datasets provide either gold-label similar-

ity degree [1, 3] or a surrounding context for phrases [4, 18] but

not both. In this work we share findings that contributed to a real-

world application that requires finding paraphrases that reside in-

side longer contexts, and report their the degree of similarity (se-

mantic distance [13]) to enable the user with threshold tuning. As

the real-world data cannot be shared publicly, to demonstrate our

findings in a reproducible manner we introduce a modified version

of STS-B [3] with auto-generated context 1 as seen in the examples

in Fig 1.

1Full dataset: https://anonymous.4open.science/r/stsb-context-test-E21A/sts-test-

sentences-clean.tsv
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We first look into two simple alternatives to utilize dense vector

representations:

A) A single dense vector representation for the entire context

(i.e., the context being a longer sentence comprising of the

target phrase surrounded by the generated text).

B) A dense vector representation for any existing consecutive

words span (i.e., n-gram, limited by a hyperparameter of

maximum ngram size), in the context.

As the setup B proves to have superior results, we take a further

look into its compute requirements. Producing an embedding vec-

tor for each span, by inserting it as isolated input into a model,

produces best results in our comparison, yet requires significant

compute. Therefore we make an argument for contextualized em-

beddings that can be aggregated for arbitrary spans while main-

taining each span’s semantic meaning. We present a method to

train a model to produce such token embeddings, which we call

SLICE (Span-aggregated Late Interaction Contextualized Embed-

dings). Themethod is amodification to the loss function commonly

used in contrastive learning for text similarity [19]. We show that

training with this method, even on a noisy labeled dataset, pro-

duces amodel that outperforms equivalentmethods of similar com-

pute utilization.

our contributions therefore are:

i) We show the advantages of contextualized embeddings that

can be aggregated for arbitrary spans, whenmining for phrases.

ii) We introduce a modified loss function that helps produce

such token embeddings, train a model on a noisy labeled

dataset, and show it outperforms equivalent methods of sim-

ilar compute utilization.

iii) We introduce a dataset to evaluate mining for phrases with

semantic distance scores between origin phrase and best

matched phrase in context.

2 RELATED WORK

The setting of Phrase/Paraphrase Mining, especially under a defi-

nition of phrases that extends beyond bi-grams and noun-phrases,

has garnered limited attention in research literature, yet some re-

lated tasks have contributed to the method we propose in this pa-

per. We focus on dense vectors for word sequences, with separa-

tion of the representation of the query from the representation of

the searchable context. We view cross-encoder techniques such as

[15], as outside the scope of this work, due to their excessive com-

pute requirements of reprocessing the corpus for each query (ori-

gin phrase).

2.1 Phrase Similarity and Word Embeddings
Composition

Yu and Ettinger [24] have demonstrated that averaging the word

embeddings producedby common contextualizedword embeddings

models like BERT [5] does not yield good representations for phrases

or sentences. Following this, the work of SBERT [19] showed how

an appropriate training objective, actually can produces effective

sentence embedding when applying mean-pooling on the output

embeddings of BERT. Employing a contrastive learning approach,

with triplets of sentences from Textual Entailment datasets, the

training aims to push the sentence embedding of matching sen-

tences (i.e. entailment) to be closer to each other and for random

pairs to be less similar. Following the success of this approach,

more models were trained with annotated datasets such as MS-

MARCO [14]. Wang et al. [23] produce a corpus of paraphrases by

mining phrases from Wikipedia and auto-generating paraphrases

to train PhraseBERT. While they experiment with a loss function

that also considers the context as input, it is not designed to sep-

arate the representation of the context from the phrase, and their

evaluation tests the phrases in isolation.

2.2 Document Search

Many existing works on semantic search focus on document re-

trieval where a user expects ranking of the most relevant docu-

ments relating to a provided query. Khattab and Zaharia [10] intro-

duced ColBERT, an effective dense retrieval method with late inter-

action, that finds semantic matching between words in the query

to words in the searched documents. Document Search tasks learn

to rank as opposed to a normalized semantic distance, and have no

explicit constraints for requiring consecutive word spans matches

in the retrieved documents. In spite of these limitation, we claim

that Document Search datasets, specifically MS-MARCO Passage

Ranking [14], can be viewed as a noisy training dataset, hypothe-

sizing that many of the labeled matching documents, do contain a

consecutive words span that is highly similar to the search query.

We use MS-MARCO as a noisy training set. We also build on the

paradigm of late interaction presented in ColBERT [10] but modify

it to be constrained by consecutive word spans, and be agnostic to

span length, adhering better to paraphrase matching.

2.3 Question Answering

The tasks of extractive question answering can also be viewed as

a form of phrase retrieval, as it requires a model to return a phrase

in the text that answers the given question. There are many differ-

ences between the settings of Question Answering and Phrase Min-

ing, yet the work of Lee et al. [11] makes an observation we find

useful. In tackling a large corpus where the answer is assumed to

be some span in the text (requiring a higher resolution then com-

plete sentences), they propose to represent all existing phrases in

the corpus, where phrase means any n-gram of words from single

word to MAX (specifically 20) words. In this paper we show the

usefulness of this ’brute force’ choice for representing the search-

able corpus. Lee et al. [11] choose to minimize the space required

to represent all existing spans by representing a span only with

its start-token and end-token. Their suggested DensePhrases en-

coder, makes use of this choice by learning to encode each word

as a start-span and end-span vector. We test DensePhrases for the

phrase mining task with the appropriate modification of encod-

ing the query by the same encoder used for the phrases. Our ex-

periments suggest that this choice to minimize the space require-

ments hinders the representation resulting in limited ability for

finer grained similarity assessment.
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3 METHOD

We start with the following observation: when mining for sub-

sentence phrases surround by longer contexts, existing sentence-

encoders yield much better results when representing all existing

spans in the searchable context. We limit the spans we look into

by hyperparameters of MIN_SIZE and MAX_SIZE. Heuristics for

selecting these hyperparameters can generally be derived from a

sample of origin phrases ormodified according to new origin phrases

at the cost of reprocessing the searchable corpus. The values we se-

lected for these experiments are held constant across the different

models and setups. Aswe show in Table 1when comparing the first

setup “Full Context" to the second “N-grams - Forward per N-gram",

all evaluated models make significant gains when encoding each

of the n-grams in the searchable context and selecting the n-gram

with the embedding that is most similar (highest cosine similar-

ity) to the source phrase. While this approach is highly effective it

comes at significant cost in terms of compute, as it requires a for-

ward pass of the model for each such n-gram in the searchable text.

We therefore present a more compute optimized approach which

can be seen in Table 1 on the third setup “N-grams - single for-

ward pass”. In this setup we produce token embeddings by a single

forward pass of the entire sentence, and aggregate them by mean-

pooling, for each span between MIN_SIZE and MAX_SIZE. In the

next section we describe our SLICE method that learns to produce

token embeddings that are optimized to support this property of

being dynamically aggregatable.

3.1 SLICE

We aim for a model that processes a given context (e.g. sentence,

passage) in a single forward pass, and produces word/sub-word

embeddings with the following properties:

i) Contextualized embeddings, in the sense that they represent

the word’s meaning in the specific context it is in.

ii) Span-aggregatable, meaning that mean-pooling of the word

embeddings of an arbitrary span, results in a vector that rep-

resents the meaning of the span.

To produce such a model we follow the optimization objective of

late interaction, where in contrast to the contrastive learning ob-

jective of SBERT [19], only a subset of the encoder’s output logits

are used to propagate loss. Specifically we maximize the similarity

between the query to its best match span in the positive example.

and minimize similarity with the best match span in the negative

example.

Formally, given a dataset of triplets as so:

i) A phrase to be searched, (denoted @)

ii) A short passage, (denoted ?_CAD4) containing a phrase that

is semantically similar to @.

iii) A negative example passage (denoted ?_5 0;B4) that does not

include a phrase that is semantically similar to @.

We denote, as our encoder. Given a sequence of words (refer-

ring interchangeably also to sub-words), the encoder, produces a

vector for each of the input sequence’s words:

, (< F1,F2, . . . , F= >) =< ®E1, ®E2, . . . , ®E= >

Let ( be a sequence of words < F1,F2, . . . , F= >, we denote

0 to be a predefined minimum span length and 1 the predefined

maximal span length, for example, 0 = 1 and 1 = 20. We denote

B?0=B (() to be the operation that produces all consecutive n-grams

at a length between 0 and 1.

B?0=B (() = {< F8 ,F8+1, . . . , F8+:−1 > |

0 ≤ : ≤ 1, 1 ≤ 8 ≤ (= − : + 1)}

We denote | |®E · ®D | | to be the cosine distance metric normalized to

[0, 1] range for simplification.

Let B8<_CAD4 be the maximal similarity value found between a

span in ?_CAD4 to @.

B8<_CAD4 =<0GG ∈B?0=B (?_CAD4 )

| |0E6_?>>;8=6(, (@)) · 0E6_?>>;8=6(, (G)) | |

And respectively B8<_5 0;B4 the maximal similarity value found be-

tween a span in ?_5 0;B4 to @

B8<_5 0;B4 =<0GG ∈B?0=B (?_5 0;B4 )

| |0E6_?>>;8=6(, (@)) · 0E6_?>>;8=6(, (G)) | |

We therefore wish tomaximize B8<_CAD4 with respect to B8<_5 0;B4 .

This can be expressed in several ways and we choose a cross en-

tropy loss, with a constant (_ = 30), to ease convergence, which

can be simplified as so:

! = −_B8<_CAD4 + ;>6(4_B8<_CAD4 + 4_B8<_5 0;B4 )

! is fully differentiable, and therefore can be used to optimize

the parameters of our encodermodel, . We train an encoder based

on BERT [5], initialized with its pretrained weights.

4 DATASETS

4.1 Training Dataset

Looking into examples from theMS-MARCOPassage Ranking [14]

triples training set, we make the following observation: many of

the passages labeled as best match for a query, contain a single

span with high similarity to the query. Following this observation

we view MS-MARCO as a large scale dataset with queries mapped

to related spans that are surrounded by natural context. While this

dataset is very large, it is also noisy, as not all positive passages

are guaranteed to have a consecutive words span that is similar to

the query. It is also important to note that there is no annotation

in the dataset labeling what span in the matched passage is most

similar to the query. We show that our method overcomes this by

max-pooling from all the phrase candidates in the passage, yielding

useful representations for spans.

4.2 Evaluation Dataset

We introduce a test set built on the Semantic Textual Similarity,

STS-B [3], test dataset that includes pairs of sentences annotated

with a score between 0 and 5 for degree of similarity. We modify

the dataset by generating context for the target paraphrases with

the help of GPT-3.5-Turbo [16]. We use the following prompt:

Please provide a context to the given phrase, insert

it into a long sentence, place it as part of the larger

sentence and use the phrase verbatim. The sentence

should also start with the letter <letter> the phrase

is: <phrase>"
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Model Pearson Spearman

Baseline

BM-25 (Okapi) 0.342 0.395

Full Context

GloVe 0.226 0.248

BERT 0.286 0.26

SBERT-nli [19] 0.474 0.460

SBERT-msmarco [20] 0.557 0.549

PhraseBERT [23] 0.518 0.482

SLICE (ours) ∗ 0.547 ∗ 0.535

N-grams - Forward Pass per N-gram

BERT 0.445 0.444

SBERT-nli 0.698 0.721

SBERT-msmarco 0.709 0.704

PhraseBERT 0.731 0.743

SLICE (ours) 0.762 0.757

N-grams - Single Forward Pass

GloVe 0.452 0.436

BERT 0.406 0.387

SBERT-nli 0.573 0.557

SBERT-msmarco 0.587 0.593

PhraseBERT 0.643 0.618

DensePhrases [11] 0.562 0.535

SLICE (ours) 0.677 0.669

Table 1: Correlations on STS-B-Context.

Results, except when marked with ∗. have statistically significant

difference (p<0.05) from best result in setup (marked in bold),

using Williamsw t-test[8], on Pearson correlation.

Only SBERT-msmarco and SLICE were trained on the same

dataset (MS-MARCO)[14].

Where <phrase> is replaced by the appropriate phrase from the

dataset and <letter> is uniformly sampled from A-Z to increase

diversity. As the text is auto generated we validate the dataset by

removing examples where the generated text does not include the

original phrase verbatim (23%). We do not discard examples for

having more than one sentence in the generated text. Next, we

let 2 human annotators validate the remaining examples remov-

ing instances where the text generation affects the gold similarity

labels (3%), and are left with 1024 examples. We find that the re-

sults align with our experiments on private data, and share this

dataset to demonstrate our findings in a reproducible fashion and

accommodate future research.

5 EXPERIMENTS

The experiments shown in Table 1 are separated to three different

setups. The first setup, “Full Context", examines a single vector rep-

resenting the entire context, in this case the long auto-generated

sentence. The best performingmodel in this section is SBERT-msmarco

that was trained with an entire passage represented by a single vec-

tor. This approach yields sub-par results across all models tested.

The second setup, “N-grams - Forward per N-gram", produces a

vector for each span in the context from single word toMAX_SIZE

of 20 words. Each such n-gram is processed with a forward pass of

the model, where the input consists of the n-gram only, without its

surrounding context. The space required to index all such n-grams

is \ (# ) where # denotes all words and  denotes the maximum

span size. Perhaps more importantly, the required compute is sig-

nificant as it executes # forward passes.

The third setup “N-grams - single forward pass” requires that

all word embeddings be acquired from a single forward pass of

the context (i.e., sentence). We produce the representation of each

n-gram in the context by mean-pooling the respective vectors of

all tokens in the n-gram, with the exception of DensePhrases, in

which n-grams are represented by a concatenation of the starting

and ending token of the n-gram.While our trained model performs

well on the other setups this is its intended use.

A heuristic is required to select theMAX_SIZE of spans to be cal-

culated. We select MAX_SIZE=20 as it accounts for the maximum

length (number of tokens) of 90% of origin phrases, accommodat-

ing the scenario of a minority of phrases that exceed an assumed

maximal length. Experimenting on the setup of “N-grams - single

forward pass”, with values for MAX_SIZE, by multiples of 5 up to

35, we observe that SLICE advantage remains statistically signifi-

cant between 15-35 and smaller when value is 10 or lower.

All models in these experiments (excluding GloVe and BM25)

build on the BERT-base [5] architecture, model size and pretrained

weights (except DensePhrases which is initialized from theweights

of [9]). The models training procedures differ though, both in opti-

mization objective and their training corpus.Our suggestedmethod

SLICE was trained on MS-MARCO similarly to SBERT-msmarco

[21] and differs essentially in its loss function. We train for 200k

steps, with a batch size of 32 which is equivalent to the amount of

steps reported by [21]. For training, MAX_SIZE is set to 10 based

on statistics for query length in MS-MARCO.

PhraseBERT, DensePhrases and SBERT-nli were each trained

with different data. Future research can further investigate the con-

tribution of training data versus optimization objective for these

models.With respect to SBERT-msmarco, the comparison suggests

a clear advantage for our proposed training objective.

For the baseline of BM25 we use [2] with wikitext-103 [12] for

TF/IDF statistics, and for GloVe [17] we use the 300d embeddings

trained on 840B tokens.

6 CONCLUSION

We look into guided paraphrase mining and present a dataset with

semantic distance scores and distracting contexts. We demonstrate

the limitation of representing long contexts with a single dense vec-

tor and the effectiveness of comparing to all sub-sentence spans in

the searchable text. We present the motivation for producing ag-

gregatable token embeddings in a single encoding of the full con-

text, and propose SLICE, a model and training objective to achieve

this. We show that our proposed model outperforms alternatives

of similar compute utilization.
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