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ABSTRACT

To seek reliable information sources for news events, we introduce
a novel task of expert recommendation, which aims to identify
trustworthy sources based on their previously quoted statements.
To achieve this, we built a novel dataset, called NewsQuote, con-
sisting of 23,571 quote-speaker pairs sourced from a collection of
news articles. We formulate the recommendation task as the re-
trieval of experts based on their likelihood of being associated with
a given query. We also propose a multi-layer ranking framework
employing Large Language Models to improve the recommenda-
tion performance. Our results show that employing an in-context
learning based LLM ranker and a multi-layer ranking-based filter
significantly improve both the predictive quality and behavioural
quality of the recommender system.

CCS CONCEPTS

• Information systems→ Retrieval models and ranking.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Identifying credible information sources plays a crucial role in en-
suring the integrity and accuracy of journalism. First, the reliability
of the source of a claim strengthens the groundwork for accurate
assessments regarding the authenticity of the claim [1, 6, 16, 18, 24].
Second, external information sources can provide additional evi-
dence for verifying claims’ veracity [2, 8, 10, 11, 20, 21, 25, 27, 29].
Most fact-checking research assumes that the information provided
by a reputable platform is trustworthy. However, it is crucial to
recognise that these platforms can only be considered as secondary
sources comparison to the primary speakers quoted in articles. In
practice, it is essential for fact-checkers and journalists to seek out
and consult credible primary sources within the relevant field to
gain insights [17].

Tailored software toolkits are designed to accommodate vari-
ous strategies for evaluating information sources, including the
consideration of diversity [22] and topic relevance [5]. Moreover,
datasets have been curated to facilitate insights into the extraction
and attribution of quotes in news articles [26, 32]. Quote Erat is the
first interface designed for interactive exploration of large-scale
corpora of quotes from the news domain [28], allowing users to
retrieve relevant quotes and articles based on their queries. These

systems do not directly recommend potential information sources,
such as experts or organizations, in response to user queries.

In the booming of Large Language Models (LLMs) [4], content-
based recommendation methods have experienced a surge in ef-
fectiveness, particularly due to the advancements in In-Context
Learning[13]. Various prompting techniques have been designed to
enhance the capabilities of recommender systems, serving diverse
roles such as being a recommender [7, 14], a ranker [9], or a de-
signer [15, 30]. In these approaches, LLMs function as a substitute
for a specific step within recommendation systems.

In this paper, we present an expert-based recommendation sys-
tem for identifying information sources by analyzing quote-speaker
pairs within news articles. Our contributions are: (1) We describe
the construction of a novel dataset, named NewsQuote1, which
contains quote-speaker pairs extracted from a collection of news
articles. (2) We implement a source recommendation system that
retrieves potential information sources for a given query by lever-
aging historical quotations. (3) We enhance the expert retrieval
approach by integrating a multi-layer ranking-based filtering mech-
anism consisting of LLM rankers. (4) Experimental results show
that multi-layer LLM ranking improves the predictive quality of
the recommendation system while mitigating popularity bias.

2 DATA CONSTRUCTION

We built our NewsQuote dataset from the AYLIEN coronavirus
dataset2, which contains news articales published between Novem-
ber 2019 and August 2020. Apart from text, each article is also
accompanied with the meta data such as authors, keywords, sum-
mary, source, publishing time, topical categories coded by both
the Interactive Advertising Bureau (IAB) taxonomy3 and the IPTC
NewsCodes4, as well as the recognized entities and entity links
from the DBpedia.
Data Deduplication As the same news story may be posted by
multiple sources, we removed news articles that are similar to what
have already been published. News articles were first sorted in
chronological order. News duplicates were then detected using
a RoBERTa classifier5 trained with title-body pairs using semi-
supervised learning [19]. For processing efficiency, the dataset was
split into 16 equal-sized subsets. For each subset, the titles and the
first sentence of the news summaries of the temporally-ordered
1The dataset can be accessed at https://zenodo.org/records/11032190
2https://aylien.com/resources/datasets/coronavirus-dataset
3https://www.iab.com
4https://iptc.org/standards/newscodes/
5https://huggingface.co/vslaykovsky/roberta-news-duplicates
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news articles were sequentially fed as input to the RoBERTa classi-
fier. Any duplicates were removed. After data deduplication, 158,325
news articles were kept.

Test Valid Train

No. of samples 2000 1961 19610
No. of articles 1749 1741 13728
No. of speakers 936 923 2843
Avg. quote length 18.24 16.04 16.12
No. of domains 184 185 258
No. of news categories 441 428 634
No. of keywords 21672 21769 70560

Table 1: The NewsQuote Dataset statistics. Speaker is the

information source, domain is the platform where article

was published. Quote length is the No. of words.

Quote Trigger Word Filtering For each of the selected articles,
we segmented the the main body into sentences, and then used a
pre-trained BERT-based semantic role labeling model [23] to extract
verbs (or predicates), subjects, and objects. We obtained a candidate
verb list sorted by their occurrence frequencies. After manually
checking the most frequent candidate verbs with occurrences over
100, we identified 352 quote trigger words which are more likely
indicative of direct or indirect quotes. Some of the verbs are clearly
indicative of quotes, such as ‘said’, while others may not be associ-
ated with quotes in a traditional sense, for example, ‘tweet’. After
identifying the quote trigger words, we only kept the sentences
with at least one trigger word, one subject, and one object. The
subject is regarded as a potential speaker and the object is consid-
ered as a potential quotation. To ensure that the quotations are
informative, we also require that the length of the object should be
more than three words.
Speaker and Quote Filtering We required that the subject of
a candidate sentence should be a person or an organisation, and
therefore identified potential speaker entities via the accompanied
DBpedia ontology labels6 in the dataset. As the same subject could
have multiple mentions, we use the DBPedia entity links for entity
resolution and normalisation. In addition, we required a named
entity to appear at least twice in the dataset. Finally, to avoid the
sentence split error, we required the quotation marks to be paired
in sentences that contain direct quotes and mixed quotes.
Test Set Annotation Since in practice, given a topic, we can only
identify experts based on their previous quotes published in earlier
news articles, we divide the dataset into training, validation and
test sets by the publishing timestamps of news articles, ensuring
speaker-quote pairs in the validation and the test sets occurred later
than those in the training set. To ensure data quality, samples in
the test set were manually screened by one annotator.
Dataset StatisticsOur data covers three categories of quotes: direct
quote, indirect quote and mixed quote. In short, direct quotations
are placed inside quotation marks while indirect quotations are not,
and a mix of direct and indirect quotations have only part of the
quotations placed inside quotation marks. We roughly estimated
the weight of each quotation type on the dataset by the number and
6http://mappings.dbpedia.org/server/ontology/classes/

position of quotation marks: 81% for indirect quotes, 11% for direct
quotes, and 7% for mixed quotes. In the test set, there are 1,582
(79%) indirect quotes, 178 (9%) mixed quotes, and 240 direct quotes
(12%). Table 1 shows the statistics of our final NewsQuote dataset.
In summary, we have a total of 23,571 English speaker-quote pairs
with 2,843 speakers from 263 global domains.

3 APPROACHES

In our dataset, each sample 𝑆𝑖 consists of a context 𝑑𝑖 , a quote-
speaker pair (𝑞, 𝑒)𝑖 extracted from the context, and metadata𝑚𝑖

inherited from the article where it originates. The context contains
three sentences, the primary sentence containing the speaker and
quote, its preceding sentence and the following sentence. The meta-
data are defined at the document level and are sourced from the
AYLIEN coronavirus dataset. We formulate source recommenda-
tion as a retrieval problem, aiming at identifying sources capable of
commenting on the topic discussed in a given query, guided by the
historical quotes of the sources in news reports, and subsequently
ranking them by their relevance to the query. In our scenario, each
context is treated as a document, and a preprocessed news article
title serves as the query.

3.1 Expert Finding

We implemented both candidate-based and document-based expert
retrieval methods [3] for this source recommendation task.

The Candidate-based Expert Retrieval assumes that each term
in the query is sampled identically and independently, also that
the document and the expert source candidate are conditionally
independent. The candidate-based approach estimates 𝑃 (𝑘 |𝑒) by:

𝑃 (𝑘 |𝑒 ) =
∏
𝑡 ∈𝑘

{ (1 − 𝜆) (
∑︁
𝑑∈𝐷

𝑝 (𝑡 |𝑑 )𝑝 (𝑑 |𝑒 ) ) + 𝜆𝑝 (𝑡 ) }𝑛 (𝑡,𝑘 ) ,

𝜆 =
𝛽

𝛽 + 𝑛 (𝑒 ) , 𝛽 =

∑
𝐸 | {𝑑 : 𝑛 (𝑒,𝑑 ) > 0} | · |𝑑 |

|𝐸 | ,

where 𝜆 is the smoothing parameter, 𝑝 (𝑡 |𝑑), 𝑝 (𝑑 |𝑒) and 𝑝 (𝑡) are the
conditional probability of a term 𝑡 in document 𝑑 , the conditional
probability of a document 𝑑 given source 𝑒 , and the probability of
term 𝑡 , respectively. Both 𝑝 (𝑡 |𝑑) and 𝑝 (𝑡) are estimated by maxi-
mum likelihood. 𝑛(𝑡, 𝑘) is the number of times a term 𝑡 appears
in the query 𝑘 , 𝑛(𝑒, 𝑑) is the occurrence frequency of an source 𝑒
appeared in the document 𝑑 , 𝑛(𝑒) is the total number of tokens
in all documents associated with the source 𝑒 , |𝑑 | is the average
document length, and |𝐸 | is the total number of sources.

TheDocument-based Expert Retrieval approach searches for sources
via relevant document collection by assuming the conditional in-
dependence between the query and candidate, and estimates the
probability of a term 𝑡 in each document. The 𝑃 (𝑘 |𝑒) is then calcu-
lated as:

𝑃 (𝑘 |𝑒 ) =
∑︁
𝑑∈𝐷

{
∏
𝑡 ∈𝑘

( (1 − 𝜆)𝑝 (𝑡 |𝑑 ) + 𝜆𝑝 (𝑡 ) )𝑛 (𝑡,𝑘 ) }𝑝 (𝑑 |𝑒 ),

𝜆 =
𝛽

𝛽 + 𝑛 (𝑑 ) , 𝛽 = |𝑑 |,

where 𝑛(𝑑) is the length of document 𝑑 .
In both expert finding approaches, the document-candidate as-

sociations 𝑝 (𝑑 |𝑒) is estimated by a simple Boolean model.

http://mappings.dbpedia.org/server/ontology/classes/
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Figure 1: Illustration of the LLM Ranker and the Multi-layer Ranking-based Filter

3.2 LLM-based Multi-Layer Ranking

Purely probability-based approaches face significant constraint due
to the limitation of the document corpus, making it challenging to
efficiently enhance models with additional knowledge in advance,
especially when facing unpredictable news topics. Instead, we take
advantage of Large Language Models to improve the performance
of the recommender system.
LLM Ranker After obtaining a list of recommendations returned
by the Expert Finding methods, we employ LLMs to rerank the top
recommended candidates. This is achieved by devising a one-shot
prompt template:

"You are a knowledgeable referrer. Given a query and the
10 potential information sources (which may include both in-
dividuals and organizations) retrieved based on the query, you
need to rank the 10 potential sources in order of relevance to the
query, placing the source that is most likely to provide informa-
tion relevant to the query at the top of the list. Return the new
rank of sources only in the form of python list (exactly the same
form of the given list, just rerank it), please do not provide other
words except for the list. Here is an example: Query: <Example
Query>. 10 potential sources are: <Candidate List for the Exam-
ple Query>, and then the output should be: <Reranked Candidate
List>. Now the query is: <Query>. The source candidates are:
<Candidate List to Be Reranked>"

Multi-layer Ranking-based FilterWhen using an LLM ranker
to improve ranking quality, the system’s predictive efficacy still
depends on the probability-based retrieval approach that provides
the initial candidates. To expand the pool of candidates considered
for rankings, we propose a Multi-layer Ranking-based Filter. This
filter uses the one-shot LLM ranker as a component to generate
result from a wider range of candidates by sequentially sorting
and filtering through multiple layers. As shown in Fig. 1, in each
layer, the input candidate list is first randomly divided into several
subgroups, and then each subgroup is fed into an LLM ranker. The
filter keeps only a subset of the top-ranked candidates from each
reranked subgroup candidate list, and concatenates them into a new
list of candidates for the subsequent layer. Inspired by the Sequential

Monte Carlo Steering [12], the LLM-based filter operates N times
to clone promising candidates and cull low-likelihood ones.
Filter Strategy In our framework, the aforementioned filter un-
dergoes multiple iterations to generate confidence scores for the
resulting candidates. We employ two strategies to determine the
final output based on the frequency of retention by the filter. The
Most Frequent Strategy only considers the output from the last layer
of the Multi-layer Ranking-based Filter. It selects candidates with
the highest frequency of occurrence across the repeated runs. On
the other hand, the Layer-Weighted Strategy considers the outputs
of all filter layers. It calculates the average repetition frequency
of each layer using a pre-defined set of weights, and then returns
candidates with the highest weighted occurrence score.

4 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we describe howwe set up experiments and evaluate
the results.

4.1 Setup

In experiments, we utilized context samples from the training set
as the document database and used article titles from the test set
as queries. There could be more than one source of information
corresponding to an article title query. We employed the GPT-3.5-
Turbo and GPT4-Turbo as LLM rankers, and GPT-3.5-Turbo as the
Multi-layer Ranking-based Filter. The filter comprised a 2-layer
structure: (1) In the first layer, we initialized with 100 candidates re-
turned by the document-centric approach, dividing them randomly
into 10 groups. Each group then underwent reranking by an LLM
ranker, with the top 5 candidates from each group being retained;
(2) Subsequently, in the second layer, the top 50 candidates from
the first layer were shuffled, divided into 5 groups, and reranked
by an LLM ranker. Only the top 2 candidates from each group, as
returned by the LLM ranker, were kept. Upon each run of the 2-
layer ranking-based filter, we obtained a list of 10 candidates. After
repeating this process 20 times, we determined the final output by
adopting different filter strategies mentioned in 3.2, resulting in the
top 20 recommendations.



4.2 Metrics

Recall is the proportion of correctly identified information sources
in the top recommendations out of the total number of sources
quoted in the article.
Mean Averaged Precision (MAP) is the mean of the precision at
the points where the relevant sources were retrieved.
Normalized Discounted Cumulative Gain at K first discounts
the gain scale at the 𝑖-th rank position by 1

log2 (𝑖 )
, then adds up the

converted gain scales up to rank 𝑘 , and finally normalizes the result
by the ideal ranking order.
Diversity is calculated as the average pairwise distance between
items appeared in the recommendation list. To encode entity fea-
tures, we trained Wikipedia2Vec embeddings [31] on a Wikipedia
database publish in Jan 2024.
Coverage shows the percentage of information sources from the
training dataset being recommended on the test set.
Average Recommendation Popularity is the averaged popular-
ity of the recommended items on the training set. Here, we use the
number of occurrences in the training set as the popularity of the
information source.

5 RESULTS

CER DER ReDE4 ReDE3.5

Recall 0.2454 0.3241 0.3244 0.3249

MAP 0.1342 0.2016 0.2257 0.1822
NDCG10 0.1619 0.2327 0.2512 0.2176

Table 2: Results of the Expert Retrieval baselines and LLM

ranker. CER is the Candidate-based Expert Retrieval, and

DER is the Document-based Expert Retrieval. ReDE3.5 used

GPT-3.5 to rerank the top 10 candidates returned by the DER,

while ReDE4 used GPT-4.

As baselines, the Document-based Retrieval method performed
much better than the Candidate-based Retrieval method, scoring
7% to 8% higher in Recall, MAP, and NDCG@10. This disparity is
likely attributed to the fact that the training set is organized by
documents rather than by information source candidates. When
we applied the LLM ranker on the top 10 candidated returned by
the Document-based Retrieval approach, GPT-4 improved the MAP
and NDCG@10 by 2%, but GPT-3.5 did not yield improvement.
This may be because GPT-4 possesses more up-to-date knowledge
compared to GPT-3.5. Interestingly, both the GPT-4 and GPT-3.5
rankers yielded a slight improvement in Recall, albeit negligible.
We attribute this phenomenon to the stochastic nature of LLM
generation.

Although the single GPT-3.5 ranker did not perform well in re-
ordering the top 10 candidates, integrating a multi-layer structural
filter into the baseline approach resulted in a modest improvement
in Recall of the top 20 candidates from the top 100 candidates by 0.5%
to 2%. Given the task of recommending sources for news stories,
the diversity and comprehensiveness of sources are also important
alongside their reliability in providing accurate information. Fol-
lowing the application of the Multi-layer Ranking-based Filter, the

average recommendation popularity decreased significantly from
71.68 to around 40. This indicates that our approach has the capabil-
ity to divert the baseline from favoring popular sources. Moreover,
allocating more weights from the last layer to the first layer led to
a slight decrease in recall, while increasing MAP, NDCG@10, and
popularity bias. Consequently, we conclude that the multi-layer
structure sacrifices ranking precision to increase recall and mitigate
popularity bias.

DER MRF MRF0 MRF1 MRF2

Recall 0.3909 0.4098 0.4080 0.4012 0.3940
MAP 0.2056 0.1719 0.1808 0.1805 0.1795
NDCG10 0.2318 0.2059 0.2126 0.2127 0.2117
Diversity 10.34 5.889 5.896 5.894 5.894
Coverage 0.2085 0.2595 0.2562 0.2497 0.2497
ARP 71.68 39.11 39.44 39.63 40.05

Table 3: Evaluations of the Multi-layer Ranking-based Fil-

ter on the top 20 candidates. DER denotes the Document-

based Expert Retrieval. MRF represents the DER results aug-

mented by the multi-layer ranking-based filter using the

most frequent strategy. MRF0(MRF1, MRF2) denotes the

DER results augmented by the multi-layer ranking-based

filter with the layer-weighted strategy and layer weights

[0.25,0.75]([0.5,0.5],[0.75,0.25]).

In evaluating the results, the golden answers refer to sources that
were actually cited in news reports, averaging only 1.052 golden
answers per query. These golden answers received a score of 1,
while all other candidates received a score of 0 when calculating
Recall, MAP, and NDCG@10. As such, we posit that the potential
of the recommender system could be underestimated. In reality,
sources not cited in news articles may still hold value, and therefore
should be scored higher than zero.

6 CONCLUSION AND FUTUREWORK

This paper outlines the development of a novel dataset comprising
quote-source pairs extracted from news articles. It also presents a
recommendation task, aimed at identifying information sources for
a given news topic query. Based on the NewsQuote dataset, we
explored the Expert Finding baselines for this task, and proposed a
Multi-layer Ranking-based Filter, which integrates LLM rankers to
enhance the capability of the recommender system. Results show
that the Multi-layer LLM Ranker improves predictive accuracy and
mitigates popularity bias, albeit at the expense of ranking precision.
In future work, we will engage with a more diverse document
corpus and utilize human evaluations to provide more practical
ratings.
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