Out of Thin Air: Is Zero-Shot Cross-Lingual Keyword Detection Better Than Unsupervised?
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document’s text (kw_present) per split in our experiments.
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Figure: Performance of various cross-lingual
combinations tested on English.
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Figure: Dendrogram of the agglomerative clustering of
the monolingual models.

News writers use keywords to link similar articles or to summarize the content of an article. Language |English|Slovenian Croatian| Latvian Estonian| Russian
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Figure: Correlation between the number of languages
and the performance of the model.
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Figure: Monolingual zero-shot cross-lingual evaluation.

Conclusions

YES, Zero-Shot cross-lingual keyword detection IS BETTER than unsupervised keyword detection.



