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(Document Summarization Method using Complete Graph)
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Abstract In this paper, we present the document summarizers which are simpler and
more condense than the existing ones generally used in the web search engines. This method
is a statistic-based summarization method using the concept of the complete graph. We
suppose that each sentence as a vertex and the similarity between two sentences as a link of
the graph. We compare this summarizer with those of Clustering and MMR techniques which
are well-known as the good summarization methods. For the comparison, we use FScore
using the summarization results generated by human subjects. Our experimental results verify
the accuracy of this method, being about 30% better than the others.
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1. Choose k.

2. Select k initial centroids, ¢j, where 1<j<k.

3. for i =1 to no. of sentences

4. for all j=1, 2, -, k.

5. Compute dist(si, cj).

6. endfor

7. Select j for the minimum dist(si, cj).

8. Assign si to the jth cluster.

9. endfor

10. Recompute the new centroids for each cluster.

11. Check if (old centroids = new centroids) then return.

12. else goto 3.

13. Choose the nearest sentences of the centroids in the]
clusters.
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