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Abstract

In this paper, we conduct experiment to
analyze whether models can classify of-
fensive texts better with the help of sen-
timent. We conduct this experiment on
the SemEval 2019 task 6, OLID, dataset.
First, we utilize pre-trained language mod-
els to predict the sentiment of each in-
stance. Later we pick the model that
achieved the best performance on the
OLID test set, and train it on the aug-
mented OLID set to analyze the perfor-
mance. Results show that utilizing senti-
ment increases the overall performance of
the model.1

1 Introduction

Recent years witnessed the upsurge of user gen-
erated content which requires proper regulation to
prevent the spread of hate speech causing through
offensive language (Cheng et al., 2017). Auto-
matically classifying user-generated text to clas-
sify offensive text is a difficult task due to sarcasm
and irony (Sharma et al., 2021).

In SemEval-2019 Task 6: Identifying and Cat-
egorizing Offensive Language in Social Media
(Zampieri et al., 2019), the organizers collected
English tweets through Twitter API and annotated
them hierarchically regarding offensive language.
A wide range of teams participated in the compe-
tition itself while this dataset, OLID, is also being
currently utilized to surge research to better clas-
sify instances as offensive or non-offensive.

On the other hand, sentiment analysis is a task
that is closely associated with offensive text clas-
sification (Sharma et al., 2021) as sentiment drives
certain people to use offensive language. Even

1Codes released at https://github.com/
KhondokerIslam/senti-affects-olid

though there is a huge amount of work conducted
on predicting sentiment from English text to the
best of our knowledge, no one explored prepend-
ing predicted sentiment with instances to classify
offensive language.

Furthermore, with the advent of popular deep
learning models, we analyze whether offensive
text can be better classified with the help of sen-
timent prepending on the text. We summarize our
contribution as follows:

• We demonstrate the sentiment distribution on
the OLID dataset after predicting the corre-
sponding sentiment with a pre-trained lan-
guage model. We notice a huge prevalence
of Neutral sentiment.

• We experiment with different techniques
such as linguistic features, recurrent neural
networks, and pre-trained language models
on the OLID dataset with and without sen-
timent; and show that models that utilize sen-
timent outperform all other models.

• We report our error analysis with and without
leveraging sentiment on the best performing
model to help craft a better research path for
future researchers.

2 Related Work

The dataset we use to experiment is the
OLID dataset from SemEval Task 1 competition
(Zampieri et al., 2019). The data were English
tweets scrapped from social media site, Twitter
with each tweets corresponds to two labels OFF
and NOT. 115 teams participated on the com-
petition, out which 13% used LSTM, Bi-LSTM
model and only 8% used BERT models show-
casing the general acceptability of these models
which prompted us to explore these models ca-
pabilities on our research question. Furthermore,
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among the small BERT model users, seven team
ranked on the top 10 showcasing the natural abil-
ity of BERT model to perform better on this task.

The dataset has class imbalance phenomenon
resulting one class to detect more often than the
others which consequently effects the competi-
tion evaluated metric, macro-F1 average. This
phenomenon was only tackled by Nikolov and
Radivchev (2019) applying several techniques and
achieved 2nd place on this subtask. Out of three
techniques experimented by this team, we only
utilized their technique of assigning lower weights
to classes that are most labeled while assigning
higher weights to class which are less labeled.
Furthermore, Anwar and Baig (2020) utilized fo-
cal loss (Ross and Dollár, 2017) to overcome the
class imbalance phenomenon on the OLID task.
Similiar to class weights, focal loss also down
weights well classified labels and gives impor-
tance to the difficult to classify labels. The au-
thors of focal loss suggests α and γ value to be
set to 1 and 2 respectively to attain better results.
As a result we utilize the focal loss on the trans-
former setting similar to the work of Anwar and
Baig (2020).

Previous works on utilizing sentiment to clas-
sify offensive text mostly comprised considering
sentiment as a separate feature and concatenating
their vectors to analyze their effect on this task
(Kannan and Stein, 2019; Ghosh et al., 2020; Bol-
legala et al., 2011; Peng et al., 2020). However,
since the advent of Transformer models where ap-
pending or prepending sentiment as a text to the
initial data, explored by only (Althobaiti, 2022).
They appended the sentiment to their Arabic tweet
and analyzed the performance of their monolin-
gual BERT model with and without sentiment.
Our research work is similar to theirs except that
they did their analysis on Arabic tweets and we
will conduct them on English tweets. Further-
more, we prepend the predicted sentiment instead
of the appending technique, as this will provide
more clarity. However, differentiating the perfor-
mance of models between prepending or append-
ing is beyond the scope of our research work.

3 Data

In this section, we present the data statistics of
OLID and data preparation of our prepend pre-
dicted sentiment PPS on OLID, i.e., PPS-OLID.

Label Text

OFF negative @USER The Liberals are mentally unstable!!

Table 1: Dataset sample of PPS-OLID. The
prepend predicted sentiment is underlined with
blue color.

3.1 OLID

The task dataset consists of 14,100 tweets, each la-
bel with either OFF (i.e., offensive) or NOT (i.e.,
not offensive), with two annotators agreeing 60%
of the time. The average sentence length is 23.86
words with token sizes ranging from 3 to 104. The
labels, OFF and NOT, are distributed with 32.90%
(4,640 instances) and 67.10% (9,460 instances),
respectively, indicating the label imbalance nature
of the dataset.

3.2 PPS-OLID

For the sentiment prepending task, we considered
DeBERTa V3 (He et al., 2020) as it outperforms
all existing models on the SST dataset. How-
ever, with the OLID dataset consisting of user-
generated Twitter data, we looked into Hugging
Face2 for a model which further fine-tuned De-
BERTa V3 on a similar dataset task as conduct-
ing such a step is beyond the scope of this work.
Furthermore, we were also looking for models that
could output three sentiment fine-grained outputs,
i.e., neutral, negative, and positive with respect
to SST labeling two sentiments positive and neg-
ative. This is because non-offensive tweets tend
to have a huge correlation with neutral sentiment
(Sharma et al., 2021). As a result, based on the
most downloads, we select DeBERTa-v3-small-
ft-senti (Manuel Romero, 2024) which demon-
strates 99.40 f1 scores after fine-tuning on vari-
ous English-sentiment datasets. Consequently, for
each instance of OLID, we predict the sentiment
and prepend on the instance. We will refer to this
modification of OLID as PPS-OLID throughout
the paper for clarification. The sample of PPS-
OLID is provided in Table 1.

Figure 1 demonstrates the distribution of sen-
timent on PPS-OLID. Notice the huge presence
of Neutral sentiment across the dataset with NOT
label comprising of the most Neutral sentiment.
Furthermore, there is no Positive sentiment on the
OFF instances while Negative sentiment are more
present on OFF label then NOT label. These are

2https://huggingface.co/



Figure 1: Distribution of PPS per OLID labels.

intuitive as offensive labels are not expected to
have positive sentiment while offensive labels are
most likely to have more negative sentiment com-
pared to the non-offensive comments.

4 Methodology

In this section, we describe the methods used to
investigate the performance on the OLID task.

4.1 Lexical Feature
We extract word (1-4) and character (1-4) n-grams
from the instances. Each instance is then vector-
ized using TF-IDF weighted scores and passed to
the linear SVM models (Cortes and Vapnik, 1995)
as these models optimally create decision bound-
ary between feature vectors of relevance and nov-
elty when selecting features for relevance-based
feature selection task (Lee and Lee, 2006; Trsten-
jak et al., 2014) using the C-value which controls
the trade-off between the margin and misclassifi-
cation.

4.2 Recurrent neural network
Neural networks, a system of interconnected
nodes called neurons, represent a set of algorithms
that intend to mimic the human brain’s work for
identifying hidden relationships within a set of
data. In multi-layered neural networks, the neu-
rons are stacked into interconnected layers called
hidden layers. The input layers collect the signals
and pass them through multiple layers down to the
final output layer, which maps the inputs to the
classification categories (Sharma et al., 2021).

One such architecture that uses neural networks
is The long short-term memory (LSTM) (Hochre-
iter, 1997). The architecture is built in a way

that effectively learns which information might be
needed later on in a sequence and when that in-
formation is no longer needed (Gers et al., 2000).
However, LSTM models have the capability to
suffer from the exploding gradient problem, i.e.,
when large error gradients accumulate and result
in very large updates to neural network model
weights during training (Mishra et al., 2024).

We use an LSTM network that encodes text
from the forward directions and creates a 1D vec-
tor. We compute the weighted sum of the vectors
and predict the offensive polarity through an out-
put layer. We also experiment with a bidirectional
long short-term memory (Bi-LSTM) network that
additionally encodes text in backward directions
and creates a 2D vector for each direction.

For the embedding layer, we used GloVe em-
beddings trained on the Twitter corpus (Penning-
ton et al., 2014). We used 200-dimensional em-
beddings to represent the tweets. The embeddings
of the tweets were passed through a dropout layer
to add regularization to our model and help im-
prove learning.

4.3 Pre-trained Language Model

In past years, large pre-trained language models
like BERT (Devlin, 2018) have shown impressive
performance on a wide range of text classifica-
tion tasks due to breaking words into subwords
and randomly masking them, allowing the model
to develop an understanding of the surrounding
context. This approach enables BERT to capture
the context of long convoluted sentences, a natural
phenomenon of tweets.

Due to BERT’s existing powerful performance
on OLID tasks, we only probe into the latest, com-
putationally powerful LLM model, DeBERTa (He
et al., 2020). DeBERTa retains the masking ca-
pability of BERT while introducing two vectors
for each word to better influence attention weights
based on their positions in the sentence. They per-
form it by replacing mask tokens with incorrect to-
kens. The latest release DeBERTa v3 had just the
layers and hidden upgrades. We experiment with
both DeBERTa and DeBERTa v3 to analyze their
results on this task. For these models, we consider
the problem as a multi-class classification task and
choose the class that had the maximum value on
the logits.



4.4 Regularization
Regularization is a process that prevents networks
from over-fitting. Below, we provide details of
some forms we utilized on our task.

Optimizer We use Adam and AdamW
(Kingma, 2014) optimization algorithms that
is designed for training deep neural network with
an adaptive learning rate.

Loss Function This function updates the
weights of the neurons of a neural network by
calculating the mistake errors during backprop-
agation. As OLID task a two-class problem,
we used Binary cross-entropy or sigmoid cross-
entropy loss. It predicts the probability of a
sample belonging to one of the classes (Shore and
Johnson, 1981).

Activation Function In a neural network we ap-
ply an activation function to get the current layer’s
output, which then becomes the input of the next
layer (Ramachandran et al., 2017). This functions
helps map complex information to the correspond-
ing value indicated information such as sigmoid or
Relu.

L2 This regularization form prevent the weights
from obtaining large values that prevent significant
variances in weights, improving the model (Cortes
et al., 2012). We utilize this form of regularization
when building LSTM models.

Dropout This form drops out neurons of a net-
work randomly. The value initialized is a like-
lihood parameter to drop random units (Hinton,
2012). We utilize it between hidden and final lay-
ers of LSTM.

Random seed Pseudorandom number generator
to initialize a vector in order to keep the results
same on across multiple re-runs.

5 Experimental Setup

We implement our experimental framework us-
ing Scikit-learn (Pedregosa et al., 2011), Tensor-
flow (Abadi, 2016), and Transformers (Wolf et al.,
2020). We evaluate our methods using macro av-
eraged F1. Below, we present our experimental
settings.

5.1 Preprocessing
We convert all the cases to lowercase. We replace
user mention ’@User’ to ’<user>’. We remove

the # symbol and only keep the text. Later, we
remove the repeated characters of words. All such
using python re library by Van Rossum (2020).

5.2 Lexical Feature
We only tune the regularizer C3 of the SVM
model.

5.3 LSTM
We set the random seed of np, tf to 1234. To
handle class imbalance, we set the class weight
as balanced. We used Adam optimizer with clip-
normal set to 1.0. For this architecture, we con-
sidered this problem as binary classification task,
as a result, we used Binary cross-entropy as the
loss function, sigmoid as the activation of the final
layer with threshold of 0.5 differentiating between
the labels classification. However, for the activa-
tion between the layers, we consider Relu. Fur-
thermore, we used L2 regularization with value
set to 0.01. We monitor the validation loss dur-
ing training using ReduceLROnPlateau4 with fac-
tor set to 0.1 and minimum learning rate set to 1
× 10−6. We utilize EarlyStopping5 with patience
set to 7 and restoring best weights. We also ex-
periment with learning rate, layers, units, dropout,
batch size, epochs and present them in Table 3 at
Appendix A.

5.4 Transformers Model
We set the random seeds of np, torch to 42 dur-
ing DeBERTa model experiments. We also ex-
periment with different maximum length with tok-
enizer initialized as AutoTokenizer6 with padding
and truncation. For the optimizer, we choose
AdamW. To handle class imbalance, we use Focal
loss with α and γ set to 1 and 2 respectively. We
also experiment with different batch size, learning
rate, weight decay, epoch and report them in Table
4 at Appendix A.

6 Results

We report our experimental results on the test set
in Table 2. Among the word n-grams, we observe
better performance with unigram 50.45 compared

3We tested on these values: 1e−3, 1e−2, 0.1, 1 (best), 10.
4https://www.tensorflow.org/api_

docs/python/tf/keras/callbacks/
ReduceLROnPlateau

5https://keras.io/api/callbacks/early_
stopping/

6https://huggingface.co/docs/
transformers/v4.46.0/en/model_doc/auto

https://www.tensorflow.org/api_docs/python/tf/keras/callbacks/ReduceLROnPlateau
https://www.tensorflow.org/api_docs/python/tf/keras/callbacks/ReduceLROnPlateau
https://www.tensorflow.org/api_docs/python/tf/keras/callbacks/ReduceLROnPlateau
https://keras.io/api/callbacks/early_stopping/
https://keras.io/api/callbacks/early_stopping/
https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/v4.46.0/en/model_doc/auto
https://huggingface.co/docs/transformers/v4.46.0/en/model_doc/auto


to bigram (42.59) and trigram (25.21). Combining
bigram with unigram lifts the unigram F1 by 4.23
(i.e., 54.68). Furthermore, adding trigram to that
combination increases the rate of improvement by
1.08, and we achieve 55.71 F1. We observe a sim-
ilar classification performance with the character
n-grams.

While character 3, and 4 grams’ performances
are around 16-17% higher than character bigram,
the difference among their F1 scores is low. Fur-
thermore, different combinations of the charac-
ter n-grams do show relatively higher gains (0.55)
over the 3-gram. Combining all character n-grams
yields a small gain of 0.02 over the most robust
character combination of 2-4-gram feature. How-
ever, we do not observe any significant shift in the
precision and recall scores for character n-gram
combinations. This implies that the task highly
depends on word units and does not rely much on
the subword level information.

On the neural model results, we notice a signif-
icant contrast between the LSTM model and the
Bi-LSTM model (46.58 vs 76.78). Even though
the LSTM model has a higher recall, the F1 score
of this model is below the linguistic feature com-
binations. One reason for this poor performance
could be the exploding gradient problem as the er-
rors to work on this problem were too much for
this base model whereas it’s bidirectional capabil-
ities were able to learn and understand the context
better. Having said that, giving a valid reason for
this performance is beyond the scope of our work.

Among the transformer models, we notice an
increase in score across precision, recall, and F1
on the DeBERTa model. However, with DeBERTa
v3 the performance on all three metrics drops, es-
pecially of the F1-score by 1.06. This is surprising
as DeBERTa v3 is just a computational upgrade of
its previous version. One reason could be it replac-
ing masks with false tokens on higher-layer archi-
tecture was unable to capture the complex nature
of the offensive tweets. Future work could revolve
around this path.

Finally, when we feed the best model on the
OLID task, DeBERTa, on our PPS-OLID dataset,
we find an increase of F1-score by 0.28 from De-
BERTa+PPS. Even though there is a drop in recall,
we also notice an increase in precision by 0.24,
concluding that prepending predicted sentiment is
beneficial for offensive text classification tasks.

Method Precision Recall F1

Unigram (U) 54.90 46.67 50.45
Bigram (B) 47.92 38.33 42.59
Trigram (T) 40.37 18.33 25.21
U + B 66.80 46.257 54.68
U + B + T 61.62 50.83 55.71
Char 2-gram (C2) 52.23 34.17 41.31
Char 3-gram (C3) 65.96 51.67 57.94
Char 4-gram (C4) 67.05 49.17 56.73
C2 + C3 + C4 67.39 51.67 58.49
C1 + C2 + C3 + C4 68.93 50.83 58.51
LSTM 66.42 52.90 46.58
Bi-LSTM 76.39 77.36 76.78
DeBERTa 82.94 81.71 82.28
DeBERTa v3 82.91 79.97 81.22
DeBERTa+PPS 83.70 81.52 82.56

Table 2: Precision, Recall, and F1 for different
methods.

7 Discussion

7.1 Comparison between DeBERTa and
DeBERTa+PPS

Figure 2 shows how much effect sentiment had
on different OLID labels. Notice that NOT la-
bels have higher true positives with PPS compared
to that of not having PPS. On the other hand,
the performance decreased on the OFF instances.
In fact, we notice DeBERTa+PPS predicts over-
all less OFF compared to that of DeBERTa. As a
result, we can conclude that PPS-OLID only im-
proves model on not predict the OFF instances bet-
ter.

7.2 Effect of Sentiment on OLID

Figure 3 further shows which sentiment helped
better identify OFF and NOT labels on De-
BERTa+PPS model compared to the DeBERTa
model. Notice that the Negative sentiment helps
better predict the NOT instances instead of the ex-
pected Neutral sentiment. In fact, the Neutral sen-
timent had no positive effect. This is surprising as
Sharma et al. (2021) probed into their hypothesis
believing that Neutral sentiment has a high corre-
lation with NOT label.

Also, notice that the Positive sentiment had no
impact on any of the OLID labels. One reason
could be due to the small sample of Positive senti-
ment predicted on this dataset. Recall, this is also
true for Negative sentiment compared to that of
Neutral sentiment. As a result, future work should
revolve around utilizing transfer learning which



Figure 2: Confusion Matrix of a) DeBERTa and
b) DeBERTa+PPS depicting effect of sentiment on
the DeBERTa model.

Figure 3: Heatmap on the Affect of Each Senti-
ment on DeBERTa model before and after PPS-
OLID.

will enable a more diverse set of samples to con-
tinue examining the underlying effect of sentiment
on OLID tasks.

8 Conclusion

In this work, we experiment whether leveraging
sentiment increases the performance of several
feature based and deep learning models on offen-
sive language classification task. We augment the
OLID dataset by prepending the sentiment pre-
dicted by a pretrained language models. Later, we
compare and analyse the performance of several
baseline models on OLID dataset. Later, we pick
the best performing, DeBERTa, model and train
with our augmented dataset to monitor whether
the model performs better. We find that leveraging
sentiment indeed increased the DeBERTa model
by 0.28 F1-score. Later, we perform error analysis
on our augmented dataset and suggest that future
work should revolve conducting this experiment
on a larger dataset.
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Appendix

A Hyper-parameters and their Values

Hyper Parameter Exploration Space
Batch Size 16, 32*, 64
LSTM Units 50*, 64, 100*, 128, 256

Learning Rate (λ) 1 × 10−3, 1 × 10−4, 5 ×
10−4*

Dropout Rate 0.10, 0.20*, 0.30*, 0.40
Epochs 20, 30, 50*. 70
Layers 1, 2, 3*

Table 3: Hyper-parameters and their values for
LSTM models. * indicates the best-performing
value.

Hyper Parameter Exploration Space
Batch Size 8, 16*, 32

Weight Decay
1 × 10−2, 1 × 10−1, 2
× 10−1, 3 × 10−1*, 4 ×
10−1, 5 × 10−1,

Learning Rate 2 × 10−5*, 2 × 10−4

Epochs 3, 4*, 5

Table 4: Hyper-parameters and their values
for Transformer models. * indicates the best-
performing value.

B Results for Each Class

Classes Precision Recall F1
NOT 70.90 72.08 71.49
OFF 89.12 88.55 88.83

Table 5: Precision, Recall, and F1 for each class
on DeBERTa.

C Complete result of DeBERTa



Batch Size Weight Decay Lr Max Length Precision Recall F1

16 0.01 2 × 10−5 128 79.63 79.24 79.43
16 0.01 2 × 10−5 50 40.00 40.00 40.00
16 0.1 2 × 10−5 128 79.04 81.83 80.14
16 0.1 2 × 10−4 128 40.00 40.00 40.00
32 0.1 2 × 10−5 128 82.15 77.58 79.34
16 0.1 2 × 10−5 128 40.00 40.00 40.00
16 0.2 2 × 10−5 128 80.87 80.87 80.87
16 0.5 2 × 10−5 128 79.50 79.03 79.26
16 0.3 2 × 10−5 128 80.81 81.13 80.97
16 0.3 2 × 10−5 128 78.90 79.69 79.27
16 0.4 2 × 10−5 128 77.90 79.39 78.56
16 0.3 2 × 10−5 128 83.12 77.09 79.26
16 0.3 2 × 10−5 75 81.96 82.29 82.12
16 0.3 2 × 10−5 75 82.94 81.71 82.28
16 0.3 2 × 10−5 76 83.70 81.52 82.56

Table 6: Performance of DeBERTa on range of different hyper parameters.
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