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Abstract

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated impressive performance across a wide
range of NLP tasks, including summariza-
tion. Inherently LLMs produce abstractive sum-
maries, and the task of achieving extractive
summaries through LLMs still remains largely
unexplored. To bridge this gap, in this work, we
propose a novel framework LaMSUM to generate
extractive summaries through LLMs for large
user-generated text by leveraging voting algo-
rithms. Our evaluation on three popular open-
source LLMs (Llama 3, Mixtral and Gemini)
reveal that the LaMSUM outperforms state-of-the-
art extractive summarization methods. We fur-
ther attempt to provide the rationale behind the
output summary produced by LLMs. Overall,
this is one of the early attempts to achieve ex-
tractive summarization for large user-generated
text by utilizing LLMs, and likely to generate
further interest in the community.

1 Introduction

Social media platforms like Facebook, X and Red-
dit offer a medium for individuals to express their
opinions and views on various subjects, leading
to a diverse array of perspectives shared through
social debates, critiques, and reviews (Zhang et al.,
2024b; Chhikara et al., 2023; Dash et al., 2019;
Bražinskas et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2016). With a
vast amount of crowdsourced data being generated
online, there is a requirement for a summarization
algorithm that can provide a precise and concise
summary, eliminating the need for users to sift
through numerous posts or reviews. Based on the
output, summarization algorithms can be catego-
rized as ‘extractive’ and ‘abstractive’. In extractive
summarization, the aim is to select a subset such
that it is representative of the original text (Xu et al.,
2020; Liu and Lapata, 2019; Zhong et al., 2020;
Zhang et al., 2022, 2023a). On the other hand, in
abstractive, the goal is to generate natural language

summaries that capture the essence of the original
text (Lewis et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2020).

In recent years, Large Language Models (LLMs)
have exhibited high performance for various tasks,
including summarization (Ouyang et al., 2022;
Brown et al., 2020). Summaries generated by
LLMs showcase high coherence and are preferred
by human evaluators (Pu et al., 2023; Liu et al.,
2023). LLMs are generative models and by default
perform abstractive summarization by paraphrasing
and selecting the most relevant sentences. However,
extractive summarization has an important use case
when dealing with user-generated text. For exam-
ple, a Google search for a topic or hashtag shows
new and trending tweets alongside the usual lists of
websites and news articles (Griffin, 2015); the Li-
brary of Congress only stores a selection of tweets
as part of its archive (Congress, 2017); e-commerce
platforms like Amazon show only a subset of re-
views in the condensed window unless expanded.
Such cases can be considered as instances of ex-
tractive summarization of user-generated content,
where the target is to select the most relevant subset
that can effectively summarize a topic or a product.

Given the increasing reliance on LLMs for sum-
marization, it is worth investigating how LLMs
can be utilized for extractive summarization. How-
ever, the internal mechanisms of LLMs for tasks
like summarization are not well understood, raising
concerns about the interpretability and reliability
of the summaries they generate. In this work, we
attempt to tackle both these issues by making the
following contributions:

• We propose a novel framework LaMSUM, a
Large Language Model based approach for
Extractive SUMmarization of large (having
>30K tokens) user-generated content.

• LaMSUM considers a multi-level summarization
model that utilizes voting algorithms to com-
bine outputs from multiple levels.
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• To better provide explainability for the gener-
ated summaries by LLMs, we probe the LLMs
to comprehend the rationale behind the gener-
ated output.

To our knowledge, this is one of the first attempts
to implement extractive summarization of large
user-generated texts using LLMs, while also explor-
ing the reasoning behind the selection of specific
sentences in the generated output. We believe this
work can spawn further works in this direction.

Related Work
Large Language Models (LLMs) are now being
extensively used for summarization (Brown et al.,
2020; Liu et al., 2023). Numerous studies have
suggested few-shot learning frameworks for the
abstractive summarization of news, opinions, dia-
logues, and queries (Zhang et al., 2023b; Tang et al.,
2023; Yang et al., 2023; Bražinskas et al., 2020),
but their primary focus remained short documents.
Other works have examined how human evaluators
prefer the summaries produced by LLMs. (Zhang
et al., 2024a; Wu et al., 2024; Goyal et al., 2023;
Zhang et al., 2023c). Recent studies have investi-
gated the capacity of LLMs to reason and identify
factual inaccuracies and inconsistencies in sum-
maries (Tang et al., 2024; Tam et al., 2023; Luo
et al., 2023; Laban et al., 2023)

We found two studies that are related to our
work. Previous research (Zhang et al., 2023b) has
addressed extractive summarization of short news
articles using GPT-3.5, while another study (Chang
et al., 2024) investigated abstractive summarization
for book-length document with contextual depen-
dencies. To the best of our knowledge, no existing
work has solved the challenge of extractive summa-
rization for large user-generated text in a way that
eliminates positional bias.

2 LaMSUM: Generating Extractive
Summaries through LLMs

In this section, we introduce our novel summa-
rization framework LaMSUM that leverages LLMs
to summarize large user-generated text.1 We de-
fine T as a collection of crowd-sourced text (e.g.,
tweets, Reddit posts). If we assume the context
window size of an LLM is W , usually the total
content in T won’t fit in a single context window,
i.e., |T | >> W . The summarization task entails

1Code is available at https://anonymous.4open.
science/r/LaMSUM/

obtaining k textual units which are representative
of the units in T .

2.1 Multi-Level Summarization
Since LLMs have a limited context window, large
text collections cannot be input all at once. There-
fore, the input must be divided into smaller chunks
to perform the desired task (Chang et al., 2024).
Thus, we propose a multi-level framework for ex-
tractive summarization (detailed in Figure 1).

Set T containing the original textual units is pro-
vided as an input at level 0. T is divided into chunks
of size s and number of chunks formed are ⌈ |T |

s ⌉.
From each chunk of size s we generate a summary
(discussed in Section 2.2) of size q such that q < s.
q length summaries are obtained from ⌈ |T |

s ⌉ chunks.
We merge all the summaries obtained from level 0
to form an input for the next level i.e., level 1. We
repeatedly perform this process until we obtain the
final summary of length k. Note that the last chunk
might have a size less than q, in such case we move
all the textual units of the respective chunk to the
next level (refer Algorithm 1).

An alternate naive strategy would be to divide
the input T in |T |

s chunks each of size s and from
each chunk select k·s

|T | sentence to be included in
the summary. However, this approach assumes a
uniform distribution of potential candidates across
chunks that can be included in the final summary.
In LaMSUM, we keep q = k i.e., we extract k textual
units from each chunk eliminating the chance of
missing any potential candidate (discussed in Sec-
tion 3.4). In the worst-case scenario, all k units in
the final summary can come from a single chunk,
and our algorithm can handle such cases effectively.

It is important to note that we are dealing with
user-generated content, such as tweets, which are
authored by different users and lack contextual con-
nections. Unlike book summarization, where chap-
ters are interconnected and the context of previous
chapters is crucial for summarizing the current one,
tweets are generally standalone and contextually
independent. Thus, our approach of independently
deriving summaries from each chunk works well
in our setup, as each textual unit operates indepen-
dently of the others.

2.2 Summarizing a Chunk
Next, we discuss how LaMSUM summarizes a chunk
(Algorithm 2) by tackling the positional bias in
LLMs and leveraging voting algorithms drawn
from Social Choice Theory (Brandt et al., 2016).
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Figure 1: LaMSUM: Multi-level framework for extractive summarization of large user-generated text. Input set T
(level 0) is divided into ⌈ |T |

s ⌉ chunks each of size s. From each chunk a summary is produced of size q (refer Figure
2), q length summaries from ⌈ |T |

s ⌉ chunks are merged to form the input for the next level i.e., level 1. Iteratively the
same procedure is repeated till we obtain a summary of size k. We set q = k to ensure our algorithm can effectively
handle the worst-case scenario where all the textual units in the final summary may come from the same input chunk
(Section 2.1).
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Figure 2: Textual units (or posts) in the input chunk
are shuffled to account for the positional bias. m dif-
ferent chunk variations are obtained through shuffling,
which are subsequently summarized using LLMs. m
summaries are then aggregated by voting algorithms to
compose the final summary.

Tackling Positional Bias

Prior works (Brown and Shokri, 2023; Zhang et al.,
2023b; Jung et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2024) have
demonstrated that summarization using LLM is
prone to positional bias, i.e., the sentences located
in certain positions, such as the beginning of arti-

cles, are more likely to be considered in the sum-
mary. To address this issue, we obtain m different
variations by shuffling the textual units in the input
chunk, such that each unit gets an opportunity to
appear in various positions in the input text (refer
Figure 2).

Zero-shot prompting

For each input chunk, we then obtain m different
summaries (one for each variation) by prompting
the LLM to select the most suitable units that sum-
marizes the input text, and by generating a ranked
list in descending order of preference (refer Ap-
pendix A.1.1 and A.1.2 for example prompts).

It is important to note that when LLMs are
prompted to simply perform extractive summariza-
tion, they generate abstractive summaries instead.
Therefore, we had to revise our prompting strat-
egy to emphasize on sentence selection. Though
LLMs can properly explain what is extractive sum-
marization, they struggle to apply it in practice
when prompted directly.

Output Calibration

LLMs may alter certain words from the input text
while generating extractive summary, as shown in

3



Algorithm 1 Algorithm for multi-level summarization

Input: T, k, s, q,m
while |T | > k do ▷ Iterate over all the levels until k length summary is obtained

nchunks = ⌈ |T |
s ⌉ ▷ number of chunks in set T

L = {} ▷ L stores the results of a given level
for i← 1 to nchunks do

si = (i− 1) ∗ s ▷ si indicates the starting index of the chunk
ei = i ∗ s ▷ ei indicates the ending index of the chunk
if i = nchunks then

ei = |T | ▷ in last chunk, ending index is the length of the set T
end if
width = ei− si ▷ width is the number of textual units in a chunk
if width <= q then

L = L ∪ Tsi ∪ Tsi+1 ∪ ... ∪ Tei−1 ▷ For last chunk, add all textual units to the result
else

L = L ∪ CHUNKRESULT(T, si, ei, q,m) ▷ Add summary of each chunk to result L
end if

end for
T = L ▷ Update the input T for the next level

end while
Output: T

Algorithm 2 Algorithm for summarization of a chunk

function CHUNKRESULT(T, si, ei, q,m)
X = {}
for i← 1 to m do ▷ For each variation of a chunk

V = SHUFFLE(T, si, ei, i) ▷ Shuffle the sentences of a chunk with random state i
R = LLM(V, q)

▷ Output q textual units in approval voting and |V | textual units in ranked voting
C = CHECK(R, T, si, ei) ▷ Calibrate output to ensure extractive summarization
X.add(C)

end for
return VOTING(X, q) ▷ Voting Algorithm to find a summary from m chunk variations

end function

Table 1. Thus, we perform additional checks to en-
sure that the textual units selected in the summary
are indeed a subset of set T . If the post selected by
the LLM (say x) is not present in the original text T ,
we identify the post with the closest resemblance to
x by computing the edit distance (Ristad and Yiani-
los, 1998). LLMs may also hallucinate, generating
new sentences rather than selecting units from the
input. In such instances, the edit distance between
the generated unit x and all the original textual
units would be high. We discard these sentences
from the output.

Reimagining Summarization as an Election
As mentioned earlier, for a given chunk, we obtain
m summaries – one for each variation. We imag-

ine the creation of the final summary from these
m summaries as a multi-winner election, where
the m summaries correspond to m ballots and the
role of the voting algorithm is to pick q winners.
We employ three different voting methods, namely
Majority Voting (Boyer and Moore, 1991), Propor-
tional Approval Voting (Lackner et al., 2023) and
Ranked Choice Voting (Emerson, 2013) to deter-
mine the final summary. Due to the varying input
requirements of different voting methods, chang-
ing both the prompting approach and the output
generated by the LLM becomes imperative.

In Majority Voting, a textual unit qualifies for
inclusion in the final summary if it appears in at
least ⌈m2 ⌉ summaries. In Proportional Approval

4



Original Post LLM Modified Output
My allergies be acting up &amp; Claritin be let-
ting them &gt;,&lt;

My allergies be acting up & Claritin be letting
them.

I spent the extra money to have fast relief, but
instead I am SUFFERING #gimmemymoneyback

I spent the extra money to have fast relief, but
instead I am SUFFER

Table 1: Examples illustrating that LLMs when selecting textual units for summarization, often demonstrate a
propensity to alter certain words or introduce new ones.

Voting, selection of textual units is proportional
to the amount of support each unit receives in m
summaries. Both Majority and Proportional are
approval-based voting algorithms, meaning that
the units are either approved or disapproved by the
underlying LLM, with no explicit ranking or pref-
erence order. In this case, we prompt the LLM to
select the best <q> sentences that summarize the
input text. On the other hand, Ranked Choice Vot-
ing entails assigning a score to each textual unit and
subsequently selecting the highest-scoring units for
inclusion in the summary. Thus, we prompt the
LLM to output sentences in descending order of
their suitability for the summary.

Please note that the prompting technique and the
output generated by LLM vary for different voting
methods. In approval voting the output from LLM
is a list of q textual units that LLM finds best suited
to be included in the summary. Whereas in Ranked
Choice Voting, the output from LLM is a list of the
same length as input i.e. s with all the units sorted
in decreasing order of their preference towards the
summary, and Borda Count (Emerson, 2013) is
used to identify the top q textual units. In the next
section, we show how the voting-based summariza-
tion schemes outperform the Vanilla setup, which
does not use voting.

3 Experimental Setup

3.1 Dataset

We run our experiments on three publicly available
datasets as listed in Table 2 (Dash et al., 2019).
Claritin dataset contains 4,037 tweets about the
benefits and the side-effects of the anti-allergic
drug Claritin. US-Election dataset contains 2,120
tweets from 2016 US Presidential Election where
people support and attack different political parties.
Me-Too dataset includes 488 tweets from the Oc-
tober 2018 MeToo movement, where individuals
recount the harassment cases they experienced.

3.2 Large Language Models (LLMs)

LLMs are characterized by their extensive param-
eter sizes and remarkable learning abilities (Zhao
et al., 2023; Chang et al., 2023). In our work, we
utilize three open-source LLMs to conduct exper-
iments: llama3-70b-8192 from Meta (Touvron
et al., 2023), mixtral-8x7b-32768 from Mistral
AI (Jiang et al., 2024) and gemini-1.0-pro from
Google (Gemini Team, 2023). Across all experi-
ments, we keep temperature, top probability and
output tokens as 0, 0.8 and 8192 respectively.

3.3 Evaluation Metric

For evaluating the summary quality, we report
ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2, and ROUGE-Lsum scores
(Lin, 2004). ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2 and ROUGE-L
respectively evaluate the overlap of unigrams, bi-
grams and longest common subsequence between
the generated summary and the reference summary.
ROUGE-Lsum is more suitable for extractive sum-
marization, it applies ROUGE-L at sentence level
and then aggregates all the results for the final
score.

3.4 LaMSUM Input Parameters

Input parameters for LaMSUM (Algorithm 1), such
as |T | (total number of textual units in the set), s
(chunk size) and k (length of summary) are listed in
Table 2 for different voting algorithms and datasets.
The value of m (number of shuffling) for all the
datasets was kept as 5.

If q ∈ [k, s), our proposed method can handle
worst case scenario where all the textual units in the
final summary may originate from a single chunk
of level 0. As q approaches s, more levels are
required to converge to the final summary. The op-
timal value of q that can handle worst case and also
reduce the number of levels in multi-level summa-
rization is k, thus we keep q = k for experiments
with approval voting. If s is 200 and q is 100,
this indicates that only 50% of the units from each
chunk advance to the next level.

5



Dataset #ITU (|T |) #IW Approval Voting Ranked Voting #STU (k)#CTU (s) #CSTU (q) #CTU (s) #CSTU (q)
Claritin 4037 53609 200 100 40 20 100
US-Election 2120 35522 150 100 40 20 100
MeToo 488 16737 75 50 40 20 50

Table 2: Input parameters used for the proposed framework LaMSUM. #ITU is the number of textual units in the input
set i.e. |T |. #IW represents the number of words present in the input set T . #CTU are the number of textual units in
a chunk i.e. chunk size represented as s. #CSTU are the number of textual units in the chunk summary represented
as q. #STU is the number of textual units present in the final summary i.e. k.

In ranked voting algorithm, we maintain smaller
value for chunk size (s) to ensure that the LLMs out-
put, which is of size s, fits within the context win-
dow. Additionally, as chunk size increases, LLM
often does not output all the sentences, instead pro-
duces generalized statements like “similarly for
other sentences we find the rank”. Therefore, it is
essential to keep the chunk size smaller. For ranked
voting, we set s and q to 40 and 20 respectively,
upholding the selection ratio of 50% at each level.

4 Results

In this section, we present the empirical compari-
son of LaMSUM with competent baseline models and
voting algorithms across datasets (refer Table 3).

Do LLMs perform better?

We compare LaMSUM with the pre-neural (Clus-
terRank (Garg et al., 2009), DSDR (He et al.,
2012), LexRank (Erkan and Radev, 2004), Summ-
Basic (Nenkova and Vanderwende, 2005), LUHN
(Luhn, 1958)), neural (SummaRunner (Nallapati
et al., 2017)) and transformer based models (BERT
(Miller, 2019), XLNET (Yang et al., 2019)). As
shown in Table 3 it is observed that LLMs out-
perform the state-of-the-art summarization mod-
els. Earlier work (Zhang et al., 2023b) reported
that the ChatGPT model achieves lower ROUGE
scores on CNN/DM and XSum dataset. But our
results demonstrate that open source LLMs with
our proposed framework LaMSUM perform signifi-
cantly better than other fine-tuned models for large
user-generated text.

Results from the LLM exhibit variability when
executed multiple times over the same input. We
conducted experiments with LLMs for five iter-
ations for the same input. Table 3 contains the
maximum ROUGE score obtained from these five
iterations and Table 4 displays the variance in the
ROUGE scores when run five times.

Does our framework help?

Our proposed framework LaMSUM ensures robust
summary generation by shuffling and employing
a voting algorithm to select the best textual units
for the summary. It is crucial to compareLaMSUM
with a multi-level LLM that does not use shuffling
and voting, we call it Vanilla LLM. Algorithm 3
demonstrates the steps used by vanilla LLM to find
the chunk summary. Table 3 demonstrates that
the vanilla multi-level LLM has lower ROUGE
scores for each LLM compared to the proposed
framework LaMSUM, indicating that shuffling and
voting enhance the performance.

Which voting algorithm performs the best?

We experimented with three voting algorithms, two
approval-based and one ranked-based. Experimen-
tal results indicate that LLMs with approval voting
perform the best compared to the ranked voting
algorithm. We hypothesized that rank-based vot-
ing would yield better results, as it makes more
informed decisions about the potential sentences
to be included in the summary. Contrary to our ex-
pectations, rank-based algorithms performed even
worse than neural and transformer-based models.
This can be attributed to multiple factors: (i) LLMs
hallucinate and output sentences in the same or in
the reverse order as they were in the input. (ii) Oc-
casionally, LLMs do not output all the sentences
from the input, resulting in the padding of left-out
sentences towards the end of the list, which dis-
turbs the ranking and potentially affects the result.
To overcome these problems, we kept chunk size
low as discussed in Section 3.4, but the results still
did not surpass those of the approval-based voting
algorithm.
Takeaway: LLMs when prompted to select sen-
tences that can summarize the input perform better
instead when tasked to rank the sentences in the
order of their preference towards the summary.
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Models US-Election Claritin MeToo
R1 R2 RLSum R1 R2 RLSum R1 R2 RLSum

ClusterRank 50.08 14.17 48.64 55.18 13.09 53.51 49.98 14.38 48.46
DSDR 28.01 8.40 27.45 48.04 9.53 46.44 27.04 7.43 26.54
LexRank 45.04 19.71 44.74 42.63 10.78 41.64 45.70 20.23 45.41
SummBasic 58.25 19.29 56.76 55.36 12.43 53.94 57.46 18.81 55.93
LUHN 50.48 17.75 49.22 57.01 18.13 55.79 50.35 17.85 49.11
SummaRunner 56.12 19.79 54.74 55.54 12.08 54.12 55.79 18.75 54.54
BERT 57.30 22.37 56.21 55.89 15.44 55.00 56.37 20.89 55.38
XLNET 55.52 21.37 54.75 56.48 15.72 55.41 54.37 20.13 53.37

Vanilla
Llama3 58.07 21.86 56.73 56.12 12.93 54.71 57.20 20.39 55.72
Mixtral 57.80 20.14 55.81 57.11 14.20 55.79 58.16 20.17 56.03
Gemini 49.70 18.33 48.78 51.00 12.36 49.19 49.31 17.80 48.35

Majority
Llama3 60.12 21.84 58.51 59.00 16.74 57.99 59.74 21.13 58.03
Mixtral 62.19 24.19 60.89 58.03 16.03 56.95 61.81 23.63 60.46
Gemini 61.59 22.35 59.48 57.76 16.22 56.49 60.92 21.78 58.87

Proportional
Llama3 61.31 23.36 59.73 58.90 15.99 57.55 61.12 22.84 59.54
Mixtral 60.30 24.03 58.58 58.46 15.74 57.28 60.16 23.12 58.33
Gemini 61.77 19.83 59.81 57.92 15.85 56.49 61.76 19.03 59.83

Borda Count
Llama3 51.87 15.93 49.61 51.95 13.49 50.60 52.06 15.38 49.39
Mixtral 56.07 22.28 54.65 48.71 13.37 47.48 55.78 20.72 54.28
Gemini 51.45 16.92 49.39 56.06 15.91 54.58 50.60 15.77 48.71

Table 3: Table showing metric scores from different models for various datasets. Here, R1 = ROUGE-1 Score, R2 =
ROUGE-2 Score, RLSum = ROUGE-LSum Score. The best value per evaluation measure is shown in bold and
clearly Majority voting outperforms all the other methods across all the evaluation measures.

Models US-Election Claritin MeToo
R1 R2 RLSum R1 R2 RLSum R1 R2 RLSum

Vanilla
Llama3 1.17 0.24 1.02 0.73 1.39 0.90 1.67 0.14 1.36
Mixtral 0.37 0.45 0.28 0.15 0.01 0.09 0.15 0.17 0.09
Gemini 1.23 0.29 1.23 0.82 0.48 0.69 1.20 0.26 1.20

Majority
Llama3 1.66 2.91 1.29 1.21 0.69 1.29 0.34 1.14 0.33
Mixtral 1.04 1.94 1.01 0.98 0.95 0.89 1.41 0.25 1.76
Gemini 0.43 0.31 0.46 0.58 1.31 0.69 0.12 0.53 0.03

Proportional
Llama3 0.32 0.73 0.15 0.35 0.57 0.35 0.84 2.16 0.46
Mixtral 1.15 0.63 1.28 1.39 1.04 1.38 0.28 0.39 0.20
Gemini 0.50 0.53 0.37 1.65 2.13 1.55 0.54 0.58 0.39

Borda Count
Llama3 1.93 0.01 1.49 1.96 0.38 1.52 1.27 0.39 1.34
Mixtral 0.58 2.50 0.75 0.86 0.71 0.79 1.37 0.60 1.27
Gemini 0.58 0.09 0.61 0.86 1.50 0.86 0.50 0.24 0.44

Table 4: Variance in the results of LLM for different voting algorithms when ran over 5 iterations.

What does not work ?
To ensure extractive summarization, we tested an
additional approach – each sentence is tagged with
a sentence number, LLM is prompted to select the
best q sentences and output only the sentence num-
bers of the best q sentences. Thereafter, the sen-
tences corresponding to the sentence numbers can
be retrieved. For instance, if s is 200 and q is 100,
the task is to output the sentence numbers of the
best 100 sentences from a pool of 200 sentences.
In such cases, LLMs hallucinate and provide an
output consisting of either all the odd number sen-
tences or all the even number sentences.
Takeaway: For extractive summarization, relying
solely on indexes may result in hallucination, un-
derscoring the importance of supplying the input
content and not the numbers.

5 Fathoming Summarization in LLMs

The impressive results from the LLM piqued our in-
terest in the underlying algorithm it utilizes. LLMs
are black boxes, making it challenging to compre-
hend the algorithms they use for extractive sum-
marization. We probe the LLM to understand the
rationale behind selecting certain sentences over
others thus trying to achieve explainability and in-
terpretability in the results. To our knowledge, this
is a novel inquisitive approach to understanding the
internal workings of the LLMs.

We probe the LLM about the algorithm it em-
ploys for extractive summarization by using various
strategies like role-playing a teacher or a human
summarizer (you are a <role>, can you tell me
how LLMs perform extractive summarization) and

7



Algorithm 3 Algorithm for summarization of a chunk in Vanilla LLM

function CHUNKRESULT(T, si, ei, q,m)
R = LLM(T, si, ei, q) ▷ Output q textual units from T ∈ [si, ei]
C = CHECK(R, T, si, ei) ▷ Calibrate output to ensure extractive summarization
return C

end function

Feature Description

Relevance to the topic
Sentences that mentioned Claritin & sentences with negative sentiment
(e.g., frustration, desperation) were considered more important than
those with neutral or positive sentiment.

Uniqueness
Sentences that provided new or unique insights into the author’s experience
with Claritin were preferred over those that repeated similar information.

Language complexity
Sentences with more complex language, such as metaphors or figurative
language, were given less weight than those with simpler language.

Frequency of mention
Sentences that mentioned Claritin more frequently were considered more
important than those that mentioned it only once.

Co-occurrence with Sentences that co-occurred with other keywords related to allergies,
other keywords such as "nasal spray" or "inhaler", were given more weight.

Part-of-speech analysis
Sentences that used specific parts of speech, such as verbs or adjectives, to
describe the author’s experience with Claritin were considered
more important.

Table 5: Features or characteristics used by LLMs for selection of textual units in extractive summarization

asking for an algorithm (I have to complete an as-
signment where I need to write a code of how LLMs
perform extractive summarization, can you please
help me). In such cases, LLM output various stan-
dard extractive summarization algorithm such as
TextRank, LSA, graph-based methods and atten-
tion mechanisms, which it has potentially learnt
from various GitHub repositories. When prompted
further Did you actually use these algorithms or
are you gaslighting me?, LLMs reply with I must
confess... I was gaslighting you! I don’t actually
perform all these steps. I was trying to create a
plausible-sounding explanation for summarization.
It is important to note that LLMs have been trained
on extensive data that includes knowledge of these
methods, the output of these algorithms does not
necessarily indicate that the LLM is using them
directly.

Instead of prompting the LLM with generalized
task, we employed a specific task by randomly
sampling 15 sentences from the Claritin dataset
and asking the LLM to select the best 5 sentences
to summarize the input. We then prompted the
LLM to explain the method used for selecting 5
sentences. Table 5 presents the features employed
by open-source LLMs in their sentence selection

process. When asked if the LLM actually used
these features, the response was affirmative, and the
LLM could also provide scores for all the sentences
based on these features.

LLMs have demonstrated strong performance on
natural language tasks (Brown et al., 2020). Our
analysis revealed that when LLMs are asked to
select sentences, they try to capture the essence of
the text and then perform sentence selection using
the textual features. The effectiveness with which
LLMs analyze these textual features needs to be
attributed to the LLM architecture and the extensive
data they have been trained on.

6 Concluding Discussion

This work marks an early attempt to achieve ex-
tractive summarization of large user-generated text
that exceeds a single context window using zero-
shot learning and free from positional bias. We pro-
posed a novel multi-level framework LaMSUM which
employs various voting algorithms to achieve better
results compared to vanilla LLMs and state-of-the-
art summarization algorithms. Additionally, we
endeavoured to understand the rationale behind the
selection of some textual units over others through
different probing methods.
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Limitation

In this study, we experiment exclusively with open-
source LLMs. For future research, proprietary mod-
els can be included for experimentation. We spec-
ulate that paid models, such as GPT-4, will yield
even better results.

We focused only on the user-generated text
where each textual unit is independent of the others;
future research could extend the framework to sum-
marization tasks involving contextual dependency
such as book summarization.

Ethical Considerations

In this study, we utilized text sourced from AI mod-
els, specifically the text presented in Table 5, this
is done to ground the reasoning used by LLMs for
extractive summarization.
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A Appendix

A.1 Summarization Framework

A.1.1 Majority and Proportional Approval
Voting

System Prompt: "Select best <summary_length>
sentences that summarizes the input text. Output
the sentence along with the sentence number that
best summarizes the above input. Think step by
step and follow the instructions."
User Prompt: "Input consist of <chunk_length>
sentences. Each sentence is present in a new line.
Each sentence contains a sentence number followed

by text. You are an assistant that selects best <sum-
mary_length> sentences (subset) which summa-
rizes the input.
<sentences>"

A.1.2 Ranked Voting
System Prompt: "Output <chunk_length> sen-
tences in the decreasing order of the preference
to be included in the summary with the first sen-
tence having highest probability of being included
in the summary. Think step by step and follow the
instructions."
User Prompt: "Input consist of <chunk_length>
sentences. Each sentence is present in a new line.
Each sentence contains a sentence number followed
by text. You are an assistant that outputs the sen-
tences in the decreasing order of their relevance to
be included in the summary.
<sentences>
Remember that output should contain all the sen-
tences in the decreasing order of their preference."

A.2 Probing LLMs
We used the following prompts to probe the LLM
about its summarization method.

User: What method LLMs use for extractive sum-
marization i.e. selecting best sentences from the
given input.
LLM output:
User: Select the best 5 sentences from the below
text that can summarize the below 15 sentences:
<sentences>
LLM output:
User: What features or characteristics were used
to select the 5 sentences ?
LLM output:
User: What features or characteristics were used
to select the 5 sentences ?
LLM output:
User: Can you provide scores for the 15 sentences
based on the features you just mentioned ?
LLM output:
User: Provide a code that you used to calculate the
scores ?
LLM output:

We omit out the LLM output as it is dataset and
model dependent.

11


	Introduction
	LaMSUM: Generating Extractive Summaries through LLMs
	Multi-Level Summarization
	Summarizing a Chunk

	Experimental Setup
	Dataset
	Large Language Models (LLMs)
	Evaluation Metric
	LaMSUM Input Parameters

	Results
	Fathoming Summarization in LLMs
	Concluding Discussion
	Appendix
	Summarization Framework
	Majority and Proportional Approval Voting
	Ranked Voting

	Probing LLMs


