arXiv:2405.06692v1 [cs.CL] 7 May 2024

Analyzing Language Bias Between French and English in Conventional Multilingual Sentiment Analysis Models

Ethan Parker Wong Email: ethan.wong@mail.mcgill.ca

Supervisor: Faten M’hiri, PhD

McGill University Faculty of Computer Science

April 29th, 2024

Contents

1 Abstract 3

2 Introduction 3

3 Background and Related Work 4 3.1 Multilingual Natural Language Processing and Equity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 3.2 Deep Learning and Replicability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 3.3 Machine Learning in Sentiment Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 3.4 Language Biases . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

4 Purpose and Research Inquiry 6 4.1 Purpose of the Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 4.2 Research Inquiries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

5 Methodology 7 5.1 Dataset . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 5.2 Data Pre-Processing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 5.3 Hyperparameter Tuning with Optuna . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 5.4 Fairlearn . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 5.4.1 Demographic Parity Difference (DPD) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 5.4.2 Equalized Odds Difference (EOD) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 5.4.3 Equalized Odds Ratio (EOR) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 5.4.4 Demographic Parity Ratio (DPR) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 5.5 Feature Selection . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 5.6 Application of Naive Bayes and Support Vector Machine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12

5.6.1 Application of Naive Bayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 5.6.2 Application of Support Vector Machine (SVM) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

6 Results 14 6.0.1 Support Vector Machine (SVM) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 6.0.2 Naive Bayes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

7 Discussion 16 7.1 Analysis of Model Performance and Language Bias . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 7.2 Fairness Metrics and Model Equity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 7.2.1 SVM Model Fairness Evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16 7.2.2 Naive Bayes Model Fairness Evaluation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 7.3 Discussion on Music Reviews . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 7.4 Potential Reasons for French Performance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20

8 Limitations 20

9 Conclusion 21

10 Appendix 22

1 Abstract

Inspired by the ’Bias Considerations in Bilingual Natural Language Processing’ report by Statistics Canada, this study delves into potential biases in multilingual sentiment analysis between English and French. Given a 50-50 dataset of French and English, we aim to determine if there exists a language bias and explore how the incorporation of more diverse datasets in the future might affect the equity of multilingual Natural Language Processing (NLP) systems. By employing Support Vector Machine (SVM) and Naive Bayes models on three balanced datasets, we reveal potential biases in multilingual sentiment classification. Utilizing Fairlearn, a tool for assessing bias in machine learning models, our findings indicate nuanced outcomes. With French data outperforming English across accuracy, recall, and F1 score metrics in both models, hinting at a language bias favoring French. However, Fairlearn’s metrics suggest that the SVM approaches equitable levels with a demographic parity ratio of 0.963, 0.989, and 0.985 for the three separate datasets, indicating near-equitable treatment across languages. In contrast, Naive Bayes demonstrates greater disparities, evidenced by a demographic parity ratio of 0.813, 0.908, and 0.961. These findings reveal the importance of developing equitable multilingual NLP systems, particularly as we anticipate the inclusion of more datasets in various languages in the future.

2 Introduction

The field of Natural Language Processing (NLP) has seen remarkable advancements in recent years, yet struggles with biases related to data quality, model design, and language representation [2]. Such biases can affect languages other than English, creating concerns about fairness in multilingual NLP systems. For instance, biases might manifest as variable model performance in sentiment analysis, typically favoring English due to it being more highly resourced [2]. This uneven development raises significant fairness questions. The ’Bias Considerations in Bilingual

Natural Language Processing’ report by Statistics Canada [1] sheds light on this complexity, revealing biases’ multifaceted nature. Motivated by these insights, our study delves into the impact of these language biases on sentiment analysis between English and French.

3 Background and Related Work

3.1 Multilingual Natural Language Processing and Equity

The development of NLPs has widened the scope for analyzing and interpreting various languages. With this development of NLPs, it is essential to remain equitable to all languages. The push for fairness in multilingual contexts presents considerations regarding the representation and treatment of diverse languages, especially those considered underrepresented. One of the challenges in multilingual NLP models is the disproportionate focus on English. This imbalance results in advanced NLP models that perform exceptionally well in English but lack the same accuracy and nuance when applied to languages with fewer digital resources [6]. This consequence provides a divide where speakers of underrepresented languages have limited access to the benefits of NLP systems.

3.2 Deep Learning and Replicability

Amidst this, transformer-based models have emerged in NLP, [3] setting new benchmarks across various tasks. Introduced by Vaswani et al., [4] these models have dominated recent NLP research. However, their complexity, alongside issues related to replicability and reproducibility highlighted by Liu et al., [5] prompts a re-evaluation of their universal applicability. Given these concerns and the computational demands of transformer models, our study uses conventional machine learning models, such as Naive Bayes and Support Vector Machines (SVMs). These models offer a transparent approach to examining the nuances of language bias in sentiment analysis.

3.3 Machine Learning in Sentiment Analysis

Sentiment analysis, a key component of NLP, leverages machine learning to categorize emotions expressed in text. Traditional machine learning models, specifically those that do not involve deep learning [7], such as Naive Bayes and Support Vector Machines (SVM), form the foundational backbone of sentiment analysis due to their effectiveness and interpretability.

Naive Bayes classifiers, utilize Bayes’ theorem and assume feature independence [8], making them advantageous for quick prototype developments and smaller datasets. Despite this, their application in sentiment analysis extends beyond English, as demonstrated by Wongkar and Angdresey [10], who applied Naive Bayes to predict sentiments in Indonesian political tweets. However, the independence assumption can be a limitation in Natural Language Processing, where context and grammar are crucial. For example, Alves et al. [9] show that SVM outperforms Naive Bayes in Portuguese, due to SVM’s robust handling of complex linguistic structures.

Support Vector Machines excel in sentiment analysis by determining the optimal hyperplane that best separates positive from negative sentiments. They are particularly effective in classifying sentiment in linguistically complex datasets [11]. This capability is emphasized in studies such as those by Alves et al. [9] and Hasanli and Rustamov [12], who found SVMs to perform better in Azerbaijani tweets.

The choice to focus on SVM and Naive Bayes for our sentiment analysis tasks is decided by their well-documented efficacy and widespread adoption in similar studies. Naive Bayes has been foundational in the development of sentiment analysis, with works such as Turney [29] and Liu [30] demonstrating its utility in classifying textual sentiment. Similarly, SVM’s robustness in handling high-dimensional text data is well-supported by studies such as Pang et al. [31] and Tong & Koller [32], which highlight its precision in sentiment classification.

3.4 Language Biases

Language biases in sentiment analysis arise from the characteristics and cultural nuances of each language, posing challenges to the accuracy and fairness of these systems, especially when applied across different linguistic backgrounds. Such biases can significantly skew sentiment analysis results.

An example of language bias would be considering the English phrase ’That’s sick!’, which in slang means something is excellent [33]. However, when directly translated into another language, it might be interpreted negatively as it loses its cultural context. This kind of misinterpretation by sentiment analysis models can lead to inaccuracies, particularly in multilingual applications.

Recent research shows the prevalence of these biases. Levy et al. found that multilingual training might amplify biases, impacting sentiment analysis accuracy across various languages [26]. Additionally, Goldfarb-Tarrant et al. showed that cross-lingual transfer could import or worsen biases, such as gender or racial biases [27].

These findings highlight the need for careful consideration and adjustment of sentiment analysis models to ensure fairness and accuracy when deployed across diverse linguistic settings.

4 Purpose and Research Inquiry

4.1 Purpose of the Study

In the field of Natural Language Processing (NLP), equity and fairness remain at the forefront of the field. While there has been research on transformers and bias, there exists a gap in research where we examine language biases in multilingual SVM and Naive Bayes models using updated bias metrics. There is also a gap in detecting bias in machine learning models given the equitable representation of languages within multilingual datasets due to the dominance English has.

This research aims to bridge this gap, by examining the presence and extent of language biases in SVM and Naive Bayes models applied to sentiment analysis. This is being done so by equally representing English and French, to see how bias manifests in machine learning models when linguistic equity is prioritized. 4.2 Research Inquiries

Guided by the commitment to equity, our research holds two primary questions. 1. In the context of balanced English and French datasets, how do SVM and Naive Bayes models perform in multilingual sentiment analysis, and what implications do these performances have for understanding language biases?

2. Given equal representation of English and French data, can Fairlearn effectively identify and address biases in SVM and Naive Bayes models and how do these metrics allow for more equitable sentiment analysis models?

5 Methodology

5.1 Dataset

In this study, we utilize the Webis-CLS-10 dataset developed by Prettenhofer and Stein [14], which comprises of product reviews in four languages: English, French, German, and Japanese, sourced from Amazon’s websites across various countries. The dataset categorizes each product review as either positive or negative based on the star ratings given by reviewers. Specifically, reviews with less than three stars are labeled as negative, and those with more than three stars as positive, while reviews with exactly three stars are excluded to ensure clear sentiment classification. This method ensures each sentiment category is balanced within the dataset, mitigating bias towards any specific sentiment.

The dataset is further segmented into three product categories: DVDs, Books, and Music. Each category will be independently utilized to train the Support Vector Machine (SVM) and Naive Bayes models, facilitating a nuanced understanding of sentiment analysis across different contexts. This segmentation is crucial for our study’s aim to detect language bias in conventional sentiment analysis machine learning models, offering a variety of consumer reviews in both English and French. For instance, within the music section, the dataset includes 25,220 English reviews and 15,940 French reviews; for DVDs, 30,000 English reviews and 9,358 French reviews; and for books, 50,000 English reviews and 32,780 French reviews. The initial reviews were formatted like the following: English Reviews !:4 ?:3 this:3 hack:2 ..:2 .:2 is:2 guy:2 and:1 just:1 money:1 ca:1 cd:1 wasted:1 total:1 any:1 really:1 funny:1 avoid:1 #label#:negative and French Reviews .:5 le:4 ,:3 je:3 premier:2 et:2 ..:2 dernier:2 devrais:1 ce:1 autre:1 à:1 sais:1 lis:1 ’est:1 #label#:negative The format lists each word followed by a colon and a number indicating how many times that word appears in the reviews. For example, ”really: 1” means the word ”really” appears once in the reviews.

5.2 Data Pre-Processing

To prepare the dataset for analysis, a series of pre-processing steps were employed to ensure uniformity in our data. Each review was converted to lowercase to standardize the text format across different languages and products. Subsequent filtering targeted potential stop words in both English and French.

The SpaCy library [15], was employed for two critical pre-processing tasks: named entity recognition and lemmatization. Named entity recognition was used to identify and exclude proper nouns and irrelevant entities which could skew the sentiment analysis. Following this, lemmatization was applied using SpaCy’s lemmatization function, which simplifies words to their base form. This step is essential for reducing the complexity of language data and ensuring that variations of a word are analyzed as a single item.

To balance the multilingual datasets, the number of English and French reviews was equalized, and parity between positive and negative sentiments was maintained. This was achieved by identifying the minimum number of reviews in the smallest subgroup (e.g., French negative reviews) and matching this count across all other subgroups English positive, English negative, and French positive. Specifically, for each product category music, DVDs, and books an equal number of reviews from each subgroup was sampled to construct datasets that prevent any language or sentiment bias. This approach resulted in 31,880 balanced reviews for music, 18,716 for DVDs, and 65,740 for books. By concatenating these uniformly sampled subgroups, we ensured that our dataset facilitated a fair and nuanced analysis of model performance across different languages and sentiments.

5.3 Hyperparameter Tuning with Optuna

To optimize our machine learning models, we utilized Optuna [28], an open-source library that automates hyperparameter tuning via Bayesian optimization. We defined specific hyperparameters for tuning: for SVM, the penalty parameter C and kernel type; and Naive Bayes, the smoothing parameter alpha. Each configuration’s effectiveness was measured by its cross-validation accuracy.

Using Optuna’s TPE (Tree-structured Parzen Estimator) method, we conducted 25 trials, each testing different parameter combinations with 5-fold cross-validation. All trials consistently yielded an accuracy of about 0.5039, suggesting a performance plateau. This uniformity hints that the default hyperparameters might be near-optimal for our dataset. Therefore, in our model, we used default parameters. 5.4 Fairlearn

To evaluate the fairness of our sentiment analysis models (SVM and Naive Bayes) across English and French the Fairlearn library was used, a toolkit used to help assess and improve the fairness of their models [16]. Manipulation of the dataset was needed to allow Fairlearn to work specifically, setting binary classification for each sentiment representing positive as 1 and negative as 0 and setting the sensitive features as languages. Below are the key metrics used in our research to determine bias [19].

5.4.1 Demographic Parity Difference (DPD)

Demographic Parity Difference measures the difference in selection rates between the most and least favored groups [21]. In terms of sentiment analysis, it assesses whether both positive and negative sentiments are equally represented across languages. The Demographic Parity Difference is given by the formula [20, 16]:

DP D = |P_{+|A} − P_{+|B}| (1)

P_{+|A} and P_{+|B} represents the selection rates of positive sentiment classification for English (A) and French (B). In the context of our sentiment analysis, selection rate refers to the proportion of reviews classified as positive by the model. Where in fair data the DPD is close to zero while unfair data DPD is significantly greater than zero.

5.4.2 Equalized Odds Difference (EOD)

Equalized Odds Difference evaluates the model’s fairness by comparing both true positive rates (TPR) and false positive rates (FPR) across groups [20]. It ensures that the model’s ability to correctly identify sentiment is consistent across different languages. The Equalized Odds Difference can be calculated as [20, 16]:

EOD = max(|T P R_A − T P R_B|, |F P R_A − F P R_B|) (2)

T P R_A and T P R_B denote the true positive rates for English (A) and French (B), respectively, reflecting the proportion of positive sentiments correctly identified by the model. Similarly, F P R_A and F P R_B represent the false positive rates for English and French, indicating the proportion of negative sentiments incorrectly classified as positive. Where EOD is close to zero suggests true positive and false positive rates are similar, meanwhile EOD greater than zero indicates a disparity in true positive or false positive rates.

5.4.3 Equalized Odds Ratio (EOR)

This metric is similar to Equalized Odds Difference but uses ratios instead of differences. Equalized Odds Ratio is determined by the equation [16]:

EOR = min ( T P R_A T P R_B , T P R_B T P R_A ) × min ( F P R_A F P R_B , F P R_B F P R_A ) (3)

Where fair data has the EOR close to one as both true and false positive rates are similar across groups and unfair data, has a score different than one indicating disparities.

5.4.4 Demographic Parity Ratio (DPR)

Demographic Parity Ratio assesses the ratio of selection rates between groups, providing a scale-invariant measure of equity in terms of representation across languages. The Demographic Parity Ratio is expressed as [16]:

DP R = min(P_{+|A}, P_{+|B} ) max(P_{+|A}, P_{+|B} ) (4)

Fair data in DPR have a score close to one while, unfair data DPR deviates from one. 5.5 Feature Selection

To enhance the sentiment analysis process, we utilized Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) as our feature engineering technique. TF-IDF serves as a measure to evaluate the importance of a word to a document within a corpus, balancing the term frequency against the word’s document frequency across the corpus [18, 22].

Term Frequency (TF) for a term t in a document d is calculated as:

T F (t, d) = Number of times term t appears in document d Total number of terms in document d (5)

Inverse Document Frequency (IDF) for a term t across a set of documents D is given by:

IDF (t, D) = log ( Total number of documents D Number of documents containing term t ) (6)

Consequently, TF-IDF is computed as the product of TF and IDF:

T F − IDF (t, d, D) = T F (t, d) × IDF (t, D) (7)

This method reduces the weight of terms that occur frequently across the dataset, emphasizing terms that are critical to the specific document’s context. We leveraged the TF-IDF vectorizer implementation in the Python Scikit-learn library [17] to transform our textual data into a machine learning format. This transformation is pivotal for the application of SVM and Naive Bayes models, enabling a refined analysis of sentiment within English and French product reviews. 5.6 Application of Naive Bayes and Support Vector Machine

To address our research questions, we applied the Naive Bayes and Support Vector Machine (SVM) models, leveraging their respective mathematical frameworks to classify sentiments within our dataset. The implementation of these models was conducted using the Scikit-learn library [17], which provided robust tools for machine learning in Python.

In line with conventional data science practices and the Pareto Principle, which states that 80% of outcomes can often be attributed to 20% of causes, we allocated 80% of our dataset for training the models and the remaining 20% for testing. This split was facilitated by the train test split function from Scikit-learn [17], ensuring a balanced representation of English and French reviews in both the training and testing sets. The evaluation of the models was conducted on the test set, ensuring that our findings reflect the performance capabilities of the models.

5.6.1 Application of Naive Bayes

Naive Bayes classifies reviews based on the probability of sentiment classes conditioned on the feature set. The classification decision is made by [24]:

ŷ = arg max_{c∈C} P (c) n∏ i=1 P (f_i|c) (8)

where ŷ is the predicted sentiment class for a review, C is the set of classes (positive, negative), P (c) is the prior probability of class c, and P (f_i|c) is the probability of feature i given class c. Features are represented as TF-IDF values derived from the text.

5.6.2 Application of Support Vector Machine (SVM)

SVM was employed to construct a hyperplane in a high-dimensional space that separates the classes [23]. The decision function for a linear SVM is formulated as:

f(x) = w^T x + b (9)

where x is the input feature vector (TF-IDF values), w is the weight vector, and b is the bias. The class is determined by the sign of f(x).

Each model was trained and evaluated independently on the balanced dataset comprising English and French reviews. This approach allows us to assess the efficacy and fairness of each model in sentiment classification, directly contributing to our investigation of language biases.

6 Results

We evaluated the models across three datasets comprising multilingual reviews in the domains

of music, DVDs, and books, with totals of 31,880, 18,716, and 65,560 reviews, respectively.

6.0.1 Support Vector Machine (SVM)

Performance Metrics: The SVM model demonstrated notable accuracy across all datasets,

with a particular inclination towards higher performance in the French subset.

Dataset Accuracy Precision Recall F1-Score Music Overall 0.888 0.89 0.89 0.89 Music (English) 0.859 0.86 0.86 0.86 Music (French) 0.918 0.92 0.92 0.92 DVDs Overall 0.859 0.86 0.86 0.86 DVDs (English) 0.854 0.85 0.85 0.85 DVDs (French) 0.864 0.86 0.86 0.86 Books Overall 0.875 0.88 0.88 0.88 Books (English) 0.861 0.86 0.86 0.86 Books (French) 0.889 0.89 0.89 0.89 Table 1: SVM Model Performance Metrics:

Fairness Evaluation The fairness of the SVM model was evaluated across three datasets: Music,

DVDs, and Books. Significant disparities in fairness metrics, particularly in the music dataset,

indicate a bias where French is favored over English. This is highlighted by the lower Equalized

Odds Ratio, suggesting that positive and negative classes are not treated equally across languages.

Dataset Demographic Parity Ratio Equalized Odds Ratio Music 0.962 0.528 DVDs 0.990 0.877 Books 0.985 0.814 Table 2: SVM Fairness Ratios Across Datasets

Dataset Demographic Parity Difference Equalized Odds Difference Music 0.019 0.074 DVDs 0.005 0.020 Books 0.008 0.029 Table 3: SVM Fairness Differences Across Datasets

6.0.2 Naive Bayes

Performance Metrics: The Naive Bayes model similarly favored the French language subset in

terms of accuracy and exhibited more bias. The observed higher performance in French reviews

can be attributed to possibly more nuanced understanding and processing of French emotional

expressions and idiomatic language that the training data may better represent.

Dataset Accuracy Precision Recall F1-Score Music Overall 0.863 0.86 0.86 0.86 Music (English) 0.838 0.85 0.84 0.84 Music (French) 0.889 0.89 0.89 0.89 DVDs Overall 0.855 0.86 0.86 0.86 DVDs (English) 0.845 0.85 0.85 0.85 DVDs (French) 0.865 0.87 0.87 0.87 Books Overall 0.855 0.86 0.86 0.86 Books (English) 0.837 0.84 0.84 0.84 Books (French) 0.873 0.87 0.87 0.87 Table 4: Naive Bayes Model Performance Metrics

Fairness Evaluation: Disparities were evident in the fairness metrics for Naive Bayes, particu-

larly in the music dataset, The Demographic Parity Ratio and Equalized Odds Ratio indicate bias

in favor of French reviews.

Dataset Demographic Parity Ratio Equalized Odds Ratio Music 0.813 0.352 DVDs 0.908 0.590 Books 0.962 0.670 Table 5: Naive Bayes Fairness Ratios Across Datasets

Dataset Demographic Parity Difference Equalized Odds Difference Music 0.107 0.153 DVDs 0.047 0.072 Books 0.020 0.062 Table 6: Naive Bayes Fairness Differences Across Datasets

7 Discussion

7.1 Analysis of Model Performance and Language Bias

Our evaluation of the Support Vector Machine (SVM) and Naive Bayes models across multilingual sentiment analysis tasks reveals a pattern of bias showing the models favor French over English. For instance, the SVM model’s performance on French datasets consistently outperforms its English counterparts in accuracy across all three categories. Specifically, the SVM model achieved an accuracy of 0.918, 0.864, and 0.889 for French datasets compared to 0.859, 0.854, and 0.861 accuracy for English, indicating a bias towards the French language.

Similarly, the Naive Bayes model exhibits this language preference with accuracy in French outperforming its English counterpart. (Table 4) As French datasets achieved an accuracy of 0.889, 0.865, and 0.873, while the corresponding English accuracy was 0.838, 0.845, and 0.837. 7.2 Fairness Metrics and Model Equity 7.2.1 SVM Model Fairness Evaluation

The fairness evaluation metrics provided by Fairlearn for the SVM model highlight areas of concern, as reflected in Tables 2 and 3. These metrics provide insights into the fairness of sentiment classification across different languages.

• Demographic Parity Ratio (DPR): According to Table 2, the DPR values suggest that the SVM model distributes positive sentiment classifications relatively equally across language groups, with values being 0.962 for music, 0.990 for DVDs, and 0.985 for books. This indicates a degree of equity in the model’s outcome distribution across languages.

• Equalized Odds Ratio (EOR): However, the EOR values deviate from the ideal value of 1.0, indicating disparities in the model’s accuracy for identifying true and false positives among different languages. The EOR for music is particularly low at 0.528, which contrasts with higher values for DVDs and books at 0.877 and 0.814, respectively. This suggests that the model’s performance is less consistent and reliable when predicting sentiments in music reviews as compared to other categories.

• Demographic Parity Difference (DPD) and Equalized Odds Difference (EOD): As detailed in Table 3, the DPD and EOD metrics also support the observed disparities. For music, the DPD is 0.019 and the EOD is 0.074, both indicating slight discrepancies in fairness, albeit relatively lower than what might be expected given the differences in EOR. For DVDs and books, these values are even smaller, demonstrating greater fairness in those domains.

Discussion on SVM Model’s Bias The disparity in fairness metrics, especially the lower EOR in music reviews, points to potential biases in the model’s ability to process and analyze sentiments equitably across languages. This could be due to a variety of factors, including, the nature of the training data, the model’s sensitivity to specific linguistic features prevalent in one language but not in another, and the cultural nuances captured in the training dataset.

7.2.2 Naive Bayes Model Fairness Evaluation

The fairness evaluation of the Naive Bayes model demonstrates pronounced biases, as indicated by the metrics provided in Tables 5 and 6. These metrics particularly highlight the model’s tendency to favor French over English, especially evident in the music dataset.

• Demographic Parity Ratio (DPR): The DPR for the music dataset stands significantly lower at 0.813 compared to DVDs at 0.908 and books at 0.962. This drop suggests a bias in distributing positive sentiment classifications, with a stark bias in the music domain.

• Equalized Odds Ratio (EOR): The EOR for music is notably low at 0.352, pointing to substantial disparities in accuracy for true and false positives between languages. This figure is considerably lower than those for DVDs and books, which are 0.590 and 0.670, respectively, indicating compromised classification capabilities when analyzing music reviews.

• Demographic Parity Difference (DPD) and Equalized Odds Difference (EOD): As shown in Table 6, both DPD and EOD metrics for the music dataset are the highest among the datasets at 0.107 and 0.153 respectively. These values highlight greater disparities in fairness, underscoring the model’s unfairness in sentiment predictions for music compared to other domains.

Discussion on Naive Bayes Model’s Bias The biases observed in the Naive Bayes model, particularly within music reviews, can be attributed to several factors. Music reviews often contain nuanced expressions influenced by cultural specifics, potentially underrepresented in the training data. This can lead the model to more effectively recognize sentiment patterns in one language over another. Moreover, the prevalence of slang and idiomatic expressions in music reviews can exacerbate biases if the model’s training data does not equally represent these linguistic features across languages.

7.3 Discussion on Music Reviews

As seen with Table 2, Table 3, Table 5, and Table 6, music has a lower DPR, EOR, and a higher DPD and EOD, compared to DVDs and Books fairness metrics. This variation can be attributed to several factors related to language use in music reviews:

• Use of Slang and Idiomatic Expressions: Music reviews often contain slang and idiomatic expressions, reflecting an informal and colloquial tone. For instance, an English review mentions, ”Ludacris is the epitome of the sexual hypocrisy that plagues men,” using the slang ”h-o” to engage with cultural and social commentary. Similarly, a French review subtly critiques with phrases like ”Ringard, qui esrt ringard si ce n’est que la personne qui donne une appréciation si Pitoyable,” indicating a nuanced use of language. If the models’ training datasets are richer in such expressions for one language over another, this could significantly influence performance. Given the cultural prominence of French music in certain genres, French reviews might deploy a set of commonly used expressions that are effectively captured during the training process, as seen in our dataset where music reviews are notably more expressive than book and CD reviews in English.

• Cultural Specificity in Language Use: The expression of sentiments in music reviews varies markedly between cultures. French music reviews might exhibit more uniform language patterns, as seen in critiques like, ”un disque sans direction avec d’énormes boulettes,” which may align well with models trained to detect such consistent patterns. Conversely, English music reviews display a broader variety of styles, such as ”This mess is ridiculous. I wouldn’t even want to hear this garbage in the klub let alone banging in my car,” which could dilute a model’s ability to consistently recognize sentiments. This variation in sentiment recognition is aligned with findings suggesting that expressivity in music not only includes universal auditory cues but also cultural-specific cues that result from cultural conventions, thereby impacting how sentiment analysis models interpret these expressions across different languages [35].

These insights highlight the complex interplay between linguistic expression and cultural context in sentiment analysis models, particularly in the domain of music reviews where personal and cultural sentiments are strongly intertwined.

7.4 Potential Reasons for French Performance

One explanation for the better performance of models on French datasets could be attributed to the linguistic and textual features present in the French language data. It is conceivable that French text used in the datasets contains clearer sentiment indicators or less ambiguous language, potentially due to the linguistic structure or the nature of the expressions used in sentiment expression. Meanwhile English is more ambiguous by nature. This linguistic characteristic might inherently lend itself to more accurate sentiment classification by machine learning models [25].

Additionally, the training process might favor French due to the quality and representation of features extracted during model training. If French language data in the training set has features that are more discriminative for sentiment analysis, this could lead to models being better tuned for French sentiment classification. It is also possible that the pre-processing steps or feature engineering techniques employed in this study were more aligned with the nuances of French text, enhancing model performance on these datasets.

8 Limitations

This research sheds light on language biases in sentiment analysis but comes with limitations. The study focuses on datasets from music, DVDs, and book reviews, which may not reflect findings applicable to other textual formats or domains. Additionally, it examines only SVM and Naive Bayes models, limiting the breadth of our insights into language biases.

Furthermore, our reliance on Fairlearn for fairness metrics, though effective, does not cover all fairness considerations in NLP. Alternative metrics or evaluation methods could unveil biases not detected in this analysis. Moreover, we applied uniform feature extraction and pre-processing across languages, ignoring the unique linguistic traits of each language that might affect model performance.

Lastly, this research faced several computational constraints that limited our ability to explore more sophisticated analytical techniques. Notably, the use of GridSearchCV for hyperparameter optimization was deemed infeasible due to our limited computational resources, which may have hindered our ability to refine and optimize the SVM and Naive Bayes models. Additionally, the computational demands of advanced pre-processing techniques restricted their application within our study. This limitation was significant as more refined pre-processing could enhance the accuracy of sentiment analysis by better capturing the nuances of language used in reviews. Furthermore, our computational setup did not support scalability tests or the deployment of models in a real-time analysis environment, which restricts the generalizability of our findings to larger or real-world applications. These computational limitations underscore the need for future research equipped with greater computational capabilities to fully explore and possibly overcome these constraints.

9 Conclusion

The expansion of multilingual datasets in Natural Language Processing (NLP) brings both opportunities and challenges. This study underlines the necessity of balanced datasets for equitable language performance. We discovered that linguistic features and dataset composition significantly influence model outcomes, exposing gaps that need targeted interventions.

Notably, performance disparities between French and English demonstrate prevalent language biases in NLP models, emphasizing the need to refine training and evaluation methodologies to accommodate linguistic diversity better. As more comprehensive datasets become available, it is crucial to conduct comparative tests between monolingual and multilingual models. Such testing could reveal the strengths and limitations of each approach, guiding more effective strategies for addressing language-specific nuances that multilingual models often overlook.

Ensuring fairness and equity in NLP is paramount as the field evolves. We must guarantee equitable access to resources for low-resource languages to achieve fair treatment across linguistic boundaries. This study contributes to ongoing efforts to equalize linguistic representation in NLP, advocating for technology that equally benefits all users. By focusing on monolingual models and rigorous testing against their multilingual counterparts, we can enhance the precision and fairness of NLP applications.

10 Appendix

The complete code base for the model is accessible at: https://github.com/ethanwongca/COMP396.

References

[1] Government of Canada, S. C., Schinck, M.-P., Jang, E., & Lévesque, J.-C. (2022, June 21). Bias Considerations in Bilingual Natural Language Processing. Statistics Canada; Statistics Canada. https://www.statcan.gc.ca/en/data-science/network/language-processing

[2] Hovy, D., & Prabhumoye, S. (2021). Five Sources of Bias in Natural Language Processing.

Language and Linguistics Compass, 15 (8). https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12432

[3] Dashtipour, K., Poria, S., Hussain, A. et al. Multilingual Sentiment Analysis: State of the Art and Independent Comparison of Techniques. Cogn Comput 8, 757–771 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1007/s12559-016-9415-7

[4] Vaswani, A., Shazeer, N., Parmar, N., Uszkoreit, J., Jones, L., Gomez, A. N., Kaiser, Ł., & Polosukhin, I. (2017). Attention is All you Need. Neural Information Processing Systems; Curran Associates, Inc. https://papers.nips.cc/paper files/paper/2017/hash/3f5ee243547dee91fbd053c1c4a845aa- Abstract.html

[5] Liu, C., Gao, C., Xia, X., Lo, D., Grundy, J., & Yang, X. (2022). On the Reproducibility and Replicability of Deep Learning in Software Engineering. ACM Transactions on Software Engineering and Methodology, 31(1), 1–46. https://doi.org/10.1145/3477535

[6] Ruder, S., Vulić, I., & Søgaard, A. (2019). A Survey of Cross-lingual Word Embedding Models.

Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 65(1), 569–631. https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.1.11640

[7] Hu, R., Rui, L., Zeng, P., Chen, L., & Fan, X. (2018). Text Sentiment Analysis: A Review. 2018 IEEE 4th International Conference on Computer and Communications (ICCC). https://doi.org/10.1109/compcomm.2018.8780909

[8] Goel, A., Gautam, J., & Kumar, S. (2016). Real time sentiment analysis of tweets using Naive Bayes. 2016 2nd International Conference on next Generation Computing Technologies (NGCT), 257–261. https://doi.org/10.1109/NGCT.2016.7877424

[9] Alves, A. L. F., Baptista, C. de S., Firmino, A. A., Oliveira, M. G. de, & Paiva, A. C. de.

(2014). A Comparison of SVM Versus Naive-Bayes Techniques for Sentiment Analysis in Tweets. Proceedings of the 20th Brazilian Symposium on Multimedia and the Web - WebMedia ’14, 123–130. https://doi.org/10.1145/2664551.2664561

[10] Wongkar, M., & Angdresey, A. (2019). Sentiment Analysis Using Naive Bayes Algorithm Of The Data Crawler: Twitter. 2019 Fourth International Conference on Informatics and Computing (ICIC), 1–5. https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIC47613.2019.8985884

[11] Zainuddin, N., & Selamat, A. (2014). Sentiment analysis using Support Vector Machine.

2014 International Conference on Computer, Communications, and Control Technology (I4CT). https://doi.org/10.1109/i4ct.2014.6914200

[12] Hasanli, H., & Rustamov, S. (2019). Sentiment Analysis of Azerbaijani twits Using Logistic Regression, Naive Bayes and SVM. 2019 IEEE 13th International Conference on Application of Information and Communication Technologies (AICT), 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1109/AICT47866.2019.8981793

[13] Boiy, E., & Moens, M.-F. (2008). A machine learning approach to sentiment analysis in multilingual Web texts. Information Retrieval, 12(5), 526–558. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10791-008- 9070-z

[14] Prettenhofer, P., & Stein, B. (2010). Webis Cross-Lingual Sentiment Dataset 2010 (Webis-CLS- 10) [Data set]. 48th Annual Meeting of the Association of Computational Linguistics (ACL 10). Zenodo. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.3251672

[15] Schmitt, X., Kubler, S., Robert, J., Papadakis, M., & LeTraon, Y. (2019). A Replicable Comparison Study of NER Software: StanfordNLP, NLTK, OpenNLP, SpaCy, Gate. 2019 Sixth International Conference on Social Networks Analysis, Management and Security (SNAMS). https://doi.org/10.1109/snams.2019.8931850

[16] Bird, S., Diduk, M., Edgar, R., Horn, B., Lutz, R., Milan, V., Sameki, M., Wallach, H., & Walker, K. (2020). Fairlearn: A toolkit for assessing and improving fairness in AI. Microsoft.

[17] Pedregosa, F., Varoquaux, G., Gramfort , A., Michel, V., Thirion, B., Grisel, O., Blondel, M., Muller, A., Nothman, J., Louppe, G., Prettenhofer, P., Weiss , R., Dubourg , V., Vanderplas, J., Passos, A., Cournapeau , D., Brucher , M., Perrot, M., & Duchesnay, E. (2011). Scikitlearn: Machine Learning in Python. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 12, 2825–2830. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1201.0490

[18] Shi, H.-X., & Li, X.-J. (2011). A sentiment analysis model for hotel reviews based on supervised learning. 2011 International Conference on Machine Learning and Cybernetics. https://doi.org/10.1109/icmlc.2011.6016866

[19] Mehrabi, N., Morstatter, F., Saxena, N., Lerman, K., & Galstyan, A. (2021). A Survey on Bias and Fairness in Machine Learning. ACM Computing Surveys, 54(6), 1–35. https://doi.org/10.1145/3457607

[20] Hardt, M., Price, E., & Srebro, N (2016). Equality of Opportunity in Supervised Learning.

Proceedings of the 30th International Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NIPS), 3323–3331. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1610.0241

[21] Dwork, C., Hardt, M., Pitassi, T., Reingold, O., & Zemel, R. (2012). Fairness through awareness. Proceedings of the 3rd Innovations in Theoretical Computer Science Conference on - ITCS ’12, 214–226. https://doi.org/10.1145/2090236.2090255

[22] Salton, G., & McGill, M. J. (1983). Introduction to Modern Information Retrieval. McGraw- Hill

[23] Cortes, C., & Vapnik, V. (1995). Support-vector networks. Machine Learning, 20(3), 273-297.

[24] Manning, C. D., Raghavan, P., & Schütze, H. (2008). Introduction to Information Retrieval.

Cambridge University Press.

[25] Ghorbel, H., & Jacot, D. (2011). Sentiment Analysis of French Movie Reviews. In: Pallotta, V., Soro, A., Vargiu, E. (eds) Advances in Distributed Agent-Based Retrieval Tools. Studies in Computational Intelligence, vol 361. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/978- 3-642-21384-7 7

[26] Levy, S., John, N., Liu, L., Vyas, Y., Ma, J., Fujinuma, Y., Ballesteros, M., Castelli, V., & Roth, D. (2023). Comparing Biases and the Impact of Multilingual Training across Multiple Languages. In Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages 10260–10280, Singapore. Association for Computational Linguistics.

[27] Goldfarb-Tarrant, S., Ross, B., & Lopez, A. (2023). Cross-lingual Transfer Can Worsen Bias in Sentiment Analysis. In Proceedings of the 2023 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, pages 5691–5704, Singapore. Association for Computational Linguistics.

[28] Akiba, T., Sano, S., Yanase, T., Ohta, T., & Koyama, M. (2019). Optuna: A Nextgeneration Hyperparameter Optimization Framework. In Proceedings of the 25th ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery & Data Mining - KDD ’19. https://doi.org/10.1145/3292500.3330701

[29] Turney, P. D. (2002). Thumbs Up or Thumbs Down? Semantic Orientation Applied to Unsupervised Classification of Reviews. Journal of Artificial Intelligence Research, 20, 417-440.

[30] Liu, B. (2012). Sentiment Analysis and Opinion Mining. Synthesis Lectures on Human Language Technologies, 5 (1), 1-167. Morgan & Claypool Publishers.

[31] Pang, B., Lee, L., & Vaithyanathan, S. (2002). Thumbs up? Sentiment Classification using Machine Learning Techniques. In Proceedings of the ACL-02 conference on Empirical methods in natural language processing - EMNLP ’02, pages 79-86, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Association for Computational Linguistics.

[32] Tong, S., & Koller, D. (2001). Support Vector Machine Active Learning with Applications to Text Classification. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 2, 45-66.

[33] Liu, C. & Hwa, R. (2016). Phrasal Substitution of Idiomatic Expressions. In Proceedings of the 2016 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages 363–373, San Diego, California.Association for Computational Linguistics.

[34] Laukka, P., Eerola, T., Thingujam, N. S., Yamasaki, T., & Beller, G. (2013). Universal and culture-specific factors in the recognition and performance of musical affect expressions. Emotion, 13(3), 434-449.

[35] Kwoun, S.-J. (2009). An examination of cue redundancy theory in cross-cultural decoding of emotions in music. Journal of music therapy, 46(3), 217-37.