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Abstract

Most prior work on exemplar-based syntacti-
cally controlled paraphrase generation relies
on automatically-constructed large-scale para-
phrase datasets, which are costly to create. We
sidestep this prerequisite by adapting models
from prior work to be able to learn solely from
bilingual text (bitext). Despite only using bi-
text for training, and in near zero-shot condi-
tions, our single proposed model can perform
four tasks: controlled paraphrase generation in
both languages and controlled machine trans-
lation in both language directions. To evalu-
ate these tasks quantitatively, we create three
novel evaluation datasets. Our experimental
results show that our models achieve compet-
itive results on controlled paraphrase genera-
tion and strong performance on controlled ma-
chine translation. Analysis shows that our
models learn to disentangle semantics and syn-
tax in their latent representations, but still suf-
fer from semantic drift. '

1 Introduction

We consider the task of syntactically-controlled
paraphrasing, which seeks to generate sentences
that conform to desired syntax, specified either by
syntactic templates (Iyyer et al., 2018) or a sen-
tential exemplar (Chen et al., 2019a). Controlled
paraphrasing can be used in collaborative and as-
sistive writing technologies, which are deployed
technologies used by creative writers (Manjava-
cas et al., 2017; Miller, 2019), English language
learners (Chodorow et al., 2010; Abbas et al.,
2020), students in educational settings (Weston-
Sementelli et al., 2018), and marketing profession-
als (Huang and Rust, 2021). Writers use these
tools to make their writing more fluent and profes-
sional, as well as to gain inspiration from seeing
new ways to express their thoughts. Using senten-
tial exemplars can provide a way to tailor the sug-

ITest data is available at
https://github.com/mingdachen/mVGVAE.

gestions to match a desired syntactic pattern, with-
out having to specify a linguistic structure such
as a constituency tree. In the context of machine
translation, controlled translation can be used to
customize machine translation outputs in particu-
lar ways, such as producing simple sentence struc-
tures for ease of understanding. Also, controlled
translation can be a way to produce multiple di-
verse translations which can be used for reranking
or for presenting to users to provide a richer sense
of the meaning of the original text when the 1-best
translation is not useful (Mayhew et al., 2020).

Most prior work on controlled paraphrasing re-
lies on large-scale paraphrase datasets, which are
created automatically from bitext (Ganitkevitch
et al., 2013; Wieting and Gimpel, 2018; Hu et al.,
2019a). However, creating paraphrase datasets is
costly (Wieting and Gimpel, 2018; Wieting et al.,
2019a), so in this paper we focus on ways of
learning to perform exemplar-based syntactically
controlled paraphrasing and translation directly
from bilingual text (bitext). Inspired by prior
work on controlled paraphrase generation (Chen
et al., 2019b,a), we use a deep generative sentence
model with two latent variables for capturing syn-
tax and semantics. Building on the assumption
that the semantics of translation pairs are shared,
but syntax varies, we adapt the multi-task objec-
tives proposed by Chen et al. (2019b,a). The
model only requires training on bitext, yet it is ca-
pable of exemplar-based syntactically controlled
paraphrase generation and exemplar-based syntac-
tically controlled machine translation in an almost
zero-shot manner.

To evaluate models on these tasks quantita-
tively, we construct three datasets: one for Chi-
nese controlled paraphrase generation, and the
other two for Chinese-to-English and English-to-
Chinese controlled machine translation. Similar
to the dataset from Chen et al. (2019a), each in-
stance in these datasets contains three items: a
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semantic input, a syntactic exemplar, and a refer-
ence. Models must generate sentences that com-
bine the semantics of the semantic input with the
syntax of the syntactic input. When creating these
datasets, we always first automatically construct a
large pool of syntactic/semantic paraphrases and
then perform heavy manual post-editing to ensure
the quality of the dataset and difficulty of the tasks.

Empirically, for English controlled paraphrase
generation, we show that (1) our models achieve
competitive results compared to prior work that
uses English paraphrase pairs and stronger results
compared to prior work that uses translation pairs;
(2) in order for the models trained on translation
pairs to reach similar performance as those trained
on paraphrase pairs, the translation-trained models
need more training instances than the paraphrase-
trained models. We also show that our mod-
els are able to perform Chinese controlled para-
phrase generation and controlled machine transla-
tion without supervision for these tasks. Quanti-
tative analysis shows that the models learn to dis-
entangle semantics and syntax in latent represen-
tations. Qualitative analysis shows that our mod-
els suffer from semantic drift, especially for long
sentences and in the controlled machine transla-
tion tasks, showing clear directions for future re-
search.

2 Related Work

Paraphrase generation uses either monolingual
parallel corpora (Quirk et al., 2004; Prakash et al.,
2016; Gupta et al., 2018; Li et al., 2018) or bilin-
gual parallel corpora by pivoting (Bannard and
Callison-Burch, 2005; Ganitkevitch et al., 2013;
Mallinson et al., 2017), back-translating (Wieting
and Gimpel, 2018; Hu et al., 2019a,b), and more
recently language modeling (Guo et al., 2019).
Our focus in this work is syntactically-controlled
paraphrasing and machine translation based on bi-
text, whereas most prior work on controlled para-
phrase generation relies on English training data
(Iyyer et al., 2018; Chen et al., 2019a; Goyal and
Durrett, 2020; Kumar et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020;
Kazemnejad et al., 2020).

Recently, Liu et al. (2020) show that machine
translations can be used as training data for En-
glish syntactically-controlled paraphrasing. Relat-
edly, Wieting et al. (2019a) learn sentence embed-
dings directly from translations instead of para-
phrase pairs, Wieting et al. (2019b) learn disentan-

gled sentence embeddings from translations, and
Liu et al. (2019) learn syntactic sentence embed-
dings through translations and part-of-speech tags.
There is a long history of example-based ma-
chine translation (Nagao, 1984; Somers, 1999),
and recently researchers find it helpful to build
generations upon sentential exemplars (Guu et al.,
2018; Weston et al., 2018). Our approach differs
from prior work in that we use sentential exem-
plars for controllability instead of improving gen-
eration quality. Part of our evaluation involves
syntactically controlled machine translation, relat-
ing it to syntax-based machine translation systems
(Wu, 1997; Chiang, 2005; Sennrich and Haddow,
2016). Recently, Akoury et al. (2019) found it
helpful in speeding up the decoding process.

3 Method and Evaluation
3.1 Method

To perform exemplar-based syntactically con-
trolled generation from bitext, we follow an
approach based on the vMF-Gaussian Varia-
tional Autoencoder (VGVAE) model (Chen et al.,
2019b,a). VGVAE is a deep generative models
with two latent variable models for modelling syn-
tax and semantics, and it is trained with two multi-
task losses designed for monolingual paraphrase
sentence pairs. To adapt VGVAE and the associ-
ated multi-task losses to multilingual settings, we
make a few changes, including (1) the use of byte-
pair encoding (BPE; Sennrich et al., 2016); (2)
we use language-specific syntactic encoders, but
share the semantic encoder between the two lan-
guages; (3) we prepend a language-specific token
to each input sentence. Details are in the appendix.
We will call this model “mVGVAE”.

The training of the mVGVAE only requires bi-
text, yet the trained model will contain neces-
sary parameters to perform exemplar-based syn-
tactically controlled paraphrase generation for ei-
ther language. Moreover, training on bitext also
makes the model suitable for cross-lingual tasks,
such as exemplar-based syntactically controlled
machine translation. In the following sections, we
will demonstrate the model’s ability to accomplish
these tasks in an almost zero-shot fashion.

3.2 Controllable Paraphrase Generation with
a Syntactic Exemplar

To evaluate the syntactic controllability of gener-
ation, Chen et al. (2019a) constructed a human-



X his teammates’ eyes got an ugly, hostile expression.
Y': the smell of flowers was thick and sweet.
Z: the eyes of his teammates had turned ugly and hostile.

AERS—E, A4 GRS T
(only solidarity , we can find gold .)
RN BER RO R EJE% H% LR
(you if want help me prepare breakfast , then quickly get up !)
Z: FATRARE &7, ERLE R !

(we if want find gold , then need solidarity !)

Figure 1: Top: an English example of exemplar-based
syntactically controllable paraphrase generation from
Chen et al. (2019a). Bottom: a Chinese example from
our annotated dataset, where each sentence is followed
by a gloss. Both examples have a semantic input X
(red), a syntactic exemplar Y (blue), and a reference
output Z (black).

annotated dataset in English. As shown in Fig-
ure 1, each instance in this dataset has three sen-
tences: a semantic input, a syntactic input, and a
reference output. The semantic input shares simi-
lar semantics to the reference, but they have differ-
ent syntax. The syntactic input shares similar syn-
tax to the reference, but they have different seman-
tics. Solving this task requires models to be able to
disentangle the syntax and semantics of the input
sentences and manipulate these representations to
generate the desired output.

Training on bitext allows our models to per-
form generation in languages other than English.
To evaluate this capability, we construct a sim-
ilar dataset in Chinese, as shown in Figure 1.
Since there is no large-scale Chinese paraphrase
dataset available, we first automatically tag the
Chinese sentences obtained from the Chinese-
English OpenSubtitles corpus (Lison and Tiede-
mann, 2016), and then for each sentence, we find
a sentence that shares the most similar syntax in
the same corpus by computing the edit distance
between the part-of-speech tag sequences.  Af-
ter obtaining these syntactic paraphrases, a native
Chinese speaker paraphrases the references, fol-
lowing the data construction process described in
Chen et al. (2019a) to ensure syntactic mismatch
between the semantic input and the syntactic in-
put, and semantic mismatch between the syntactic
input and the reference. This contributes 378 in-
stances. We also consider using Chinese instances
that are translated from our English controlled
paraphrase generation test set, and then we ask the
annotator to heavily post edit these instances to en-
sure the criteria mentioned earlier are met. The
final dataset contains 800 instances.

W B SN ERE BB fth RO B R R 1%
(hawk-bridged nose and stiff cheekbones let his face look very strange .)

Y: clarke was a short man with bushy black brows and

brown eyes.

Z: he had a strangely shaped face with a hawk-bridged

nose and stiff cheekbones.

W the failure of your students is the failure of yours.
Y AR A S ERAE RN EEEEAENRRIEZ A
(jack’s irresponsibility and bryan’s promises really are perfect match .)

Z: AR2E R R MO R B RO — [E1 5

(you student’s failure and your failure are the same thing .)

Figure 2: Top: an example in our Chinese-to-English
syntactically controlled translation dataset. Bottom: an
example in our English-to-Chinese syntactically con-
trolled translation dataset. Both examples have seman-
tic input W (violet), syntactic exemplar Y (blue), and
reference output Z (black). Each Chinese sentence is
followed by a gloss.

When performing syntactically controlled gen-
eration, we first use the syntactic exemplar gy,
as the input to the syntactic encoder to obtain the
syntactic representation (mean of the Gaussian dis-
tribution), then we combine it with the semantic
representation (mean direction of the vMF distri-
bution) obtained from the semantic input zgy, and
feed them to the decoder for generation.

For this task, we report BLEU (Papineni et al.,
2002) and syntactic tree edit distance (ST) scores.
For ST, we follow Chen et al. (2019a) to first parse
the generated sentence and the reference with the
Stanford CoreNLP toolkit (Manning et al., 2014)
and then compute the tree edit distance between
these two parse trees. Lower ST is better. Since
the ST scores between the generations and refer-
ences are similar to the ones between the genera-
tions and syntactic inputs, we choose to report the
former for simplicity and include the latter in the
supplementary material. For other metrics, includ-
ing ROUGE (Lin, 2004) and METEOR (Banerjee
and Lavie, 2005), please refer to the supplemen-
tary material.

3.3 Controllable Machine Translation with a
Syntactic Exemplar

Motivated by the fact that our models are trained
on bitext, we create a novel task, where the seman-
tic input is from the source language, and the syn-
tactic input and reference are from the target lan-
guage. Examples for both English-to-Chinese and
Chinese-to-English tuples are shown in Figure 2.
Compared to the task of generating paraphrases,
this task is more challenging in that it requires
translation and syntactic control simultaneously.



We construct evaluation datasets based on the
monolingual syntactically-controlled paraphrase
datasets described in the previous section. We
first use Google Translate to translate the seman-
tic inputs, and then manually go through these
sentences to ensure that (1) there is no grammat-
ical error or semantic drift in the translations; and
(2) there is strong syntactic mismatch between the
translations and the references, so that the task can
not be trivially solved by translating the semantic
inputs.

When evaluating models on these two datasets,
we mostly follow the process used for para-
phrase generation except that we use the language-
specific syntactic encoders to encode the syntactic
inputs. We report BLEU and ST scores for this
task.

4 Experiments

4.1 Training

The training of our models uses bitext from Open-
Subtitles.> We report results on Chinese-English
(Zh-En) sentence pairs. Results on German-
English (De-En), Spanish-English (Es-En), and
French-English (Fr-En) sentence pairs are in the
supplementary material. As baselines, we train
models on Czech-English (Cs-En) sentence pairs
from the CzEng corpus (Bojar et al.,, 2016)
and English-English (En-En) sentence pairs from
the ParaNMT-50M dataset (Wieting and Gimpel,
2018), which is constructed by back-translating
the CzEng corpus.

For all these datasets, we first tokenize text
with the Stanford CoreNLP toolkit and then use
BPE with 30,000 merge operations. Chen et al.
(2019a) used several heuristics for additional fil-
tering of the 5-million-pair preprocessed subset
of ParaNMT-50M released by Wieting and Gim-
pel (2018), eventually using half a million para-
phrase pairs for training. As these heuristics are
not directly applicable to bitext, we use the full 5-
million preprocessed subset for En-En. For Zh-En,
we randomly sample 5 million sentence pairs. To
make the results more comparable to prior work
on English controllable paraphrasing, for both set-
tings and the CzEng corpus, we also report results
that use 0.5 million sentence pairs, randomly sam-
pled. We use word noising during training (Chen
et al., 2019a), and the probability of noising a
word is 90%. We perform early stopping based on
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the BLEU score from the development set. More
details, such as runtime and hyperparameters, are
in the appendix.

We only have a development set for the English
paraphrase generation task, for which we use the
dev split from Chen et al. (2019a). For the other
tasks, we do not have development sets. We treat
our newly-created datasets (described in Sections
3.2 and 3.3) as test sets and report results on them.
Therefore, we can consider our results on these
tasks to be zero-shot or zero-shot crosslingual re-
sults.

4.2 Results

Controlled Paraphrase Generation. For En-
glish and Chinese paraphrase generation, we re-
port two groups of baselines. The first group is
“return-input”’, where we return either the syntac-
tic input or the semantic input as the prediction.
As shown in Tables 1 and 2, compared to the se-
mantic input, the syntactic input leads to better
ST score but worse semantic-related scores, i.e.,
BLEU.? This reflects our consideration about the
differences between these two when constructing
the dataset.

For English paraphrasing, the second group of
baselines is models trained on ParaNMT. The em-
pirical comparison to prior work (Chen et al.,
2019a) shows the impact of several changes made
when modifying mVGVAE for use with bitext,
such as BPE, as well as the difference in train-
ing data filtering. Our model (En-En) achieves
worse performance in semantic-related metrics
compared to prior work when training on the same
amount of data. Using more data partially miti-
gates the performance gap.

For models trained on bitext, our model obtains
stronger performance than Liu et al. (2020) when
training on the same amount of data. However, the
results for our models and Liu et al. (2020) are
not strictly comparable as their models are trained
on different datasets. The difference between the
results for 0.5M En-En and 0.5M Cs-En shows
the advantage of learning from monolingual para-
phrase pairs as compared to bitext. Compared to
training on 0.5M Cs-En, we are able to obtain
slightly better performance when training on 0.5M
Zh-En sentence pairs.* We also find that after in-

3When evaluating Chinese sentences, the metrics are com-
puted at the character-level, following the process described
in Ma et al. (2019).

*We also experimented with other language pairs in order
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[ %BLEU (1) [ ST (1)
Return-input baselines
Syntactic input 33 59
Semantic input 18.5 12.0
Models trained on the ParaNMT dataset
Chen et al. (2019a) (0.5M En-En) 13.6 6.7
0.5M En-En 11.7 6.8
5M En-En 13.0 6.6
Models trained on bitext
Liu et al. (2020) (0.5M Zh-En) 8.7 9.8
0.5M Cs-En 9.3 7.6
0.5M Zh-En 9.9 7.2
5M Zh-En 11.5 6.7
5M Zh-En Big 12.5 6.7

Table 1: English controlled paraphrase generation.

creasing the amount of training data to 5SM, we
are able to match the performance of the 0.5M En-
En model. Prior work on learning sentence repre-
sentations from bitext (Wieting et al., 2019a) also
found that training on bitext requires more data
than training on English paraphrase data. In light
of the strong performance, we will report results
that use SM sentence pairs for the following exper-
iments.

Although models trained on SM Zh-En bitext
perform worse on English paraphrase generation
in terms of the BLEU score, they show strong per-
formance on the ST score, suggesting that these
generations share similar syntax with the syntac-
tic inputs but they are not faithful to the semantic
inputs (e.g., in Sec. 5.4, we find that the model
suffers from semantic drift). It is also worth not-
ing that (1) compared to the model trained on
ParaNMT, the model trained on Zh-En only trains
on half the number of English sentences; (2) dur-
ing training, the models never get to train on paired
monolingual sentences, yet they manage to control
the syntax in the generations.

Nonetheless, to offer a competitive baseline for
future work, we train a large model with 1000 hid-
den units per direction on 5 million instances of
Zh-En bitext, and report the results as “Zh-En Big”
in the tables. As shown in Tables 1 and 2, increas-
ing model size boosts performance significantly.

Controlled Machine Translation. As we do not
have semantic inputs in the same language as ref-
erences in this setting, the “return-input” baseline
for the semantic input would score very badly. So,
we evaluate standard machine translation systems
on these tasks as baselines, simply applying them
mionship between performance and language

choice but did not observe any clear patterns. More details
are in the supplementary material.

[ %BLEU (1) | ST ())
Return-input baselines

Syntactic input 6.2 13.9

Semantic input 49.0 18.7
Our work

Zh-En 12.8 15.8

Zh-En Big 16.6 15.5

Table 2: Chinese controlled paraphrase generation.

| %BLEU (D) | ST ()
Return-input baselines
Syntactic input | 33 [ 59
Neural machine translation baselines
OpenNMT 11.0 11.5
Google Translate 14.5 11.6
Our work
Zh-En 10.9 6.7
Zh-En Big 12.1 6.6

Table 3: Chinese—English controlled translation.

to the semantic input and ignoring the syntactic in-
put. The systems we consider include (1) a neural
sequence-to-sequence model trained on the same 5
million Zh-En bitext using OpenNMT (Klein et al.,
2017)°; and (2) Google Translate.

Test results are shown in Tables 3 and 4. We
note that to obtain the OpenNMT results in these
two tables, we need to train two separate models
on two directions of the Zh-En bitext, whereas we
can use a single mVGVAE model for both trans-
lation directions (in addition to both paraphras-
ing tasks). The two tables show that these ma-
chine translation systems achieve strong perfor-
mance on the semantic metric (BLEU), but weak
performance on the syntactic metric (ST). This
highlights that success of syntactic controllability
of generation depends on using the syntactic in-
puts. Our large model achieves the best results in
ST in these two tables and still manages to obtain
reasonable BLEU scores.

5 Analysis

5.1 Human Evaluation

We conduct a human evaluation to verify the ex-
tent to which the syntax of generations matches
the syntax of the syntactic inputs. We use Ama-
zon Mechanical Turk and ask human annotators
to give scores ranging from 1 to 5 (with 1 be-
ing the most dissimilar) for the syntactic similar-
ity between the generated output and the syntac-
tic inputs (details are in the supplementary mate-

SWe use a 2-layer bidirectional LSTM on the encoder and
a 2-layer unidirectional LSTM on the decoder. Both LSTMs
have 500 hidden units per direction.



[ %BLEU (1) | ST (1)
Return-input baselines
Syntactic input | 6.2 [ 139
Neural machine translation baselines
OpenNMT 12.3 19.2
Google Translate 30.3 18.5
Our work
Zh-En 9.6 16.1
Zh-En Big 11.9 15.7

Table 4: English—Chinese controlled translation.

English test set
sem. | syn. A
Prior work (En-En) | 743 | 7.4 | 66.9
Our work (En-En) 749 | 12.0 | 629
Our work (Zh-En) 73.6 | 16.3 | 57.3
Chinese test set
fastText 74.0
Our work 76.2 | 235 [ 52.8

Table 5: Pearson’s correlation (%) for the semantic sim-
ilarity tasks.

rial). We collect 79 annotations (1 annotation per
instance) for each of three systems. Similar to
what we observe with the ST metric, our model
performs the best on the average score among the
three systems (Table 8). These results provide val-
idation that our ST metric captures syntactic simi-
larity as measured by human judges.

5.2 Disentanglement of Latent
Representations

To evaluate the extent of disentanglement of the
syntactic and semantic representations, we follow
the idea of Chen et al. (2019b) and test our trained
models on both semantic and syntactic similarity
tasks. When computing sentence representations,
we first use the inference model g4 (y|x) or gg(z|)
and then we either use the mean direction of vMF
distribution or the mean of Gaussian distribution
to obtain the semantic or syntactic representations
for sentences. We expect that compared to the
syntactic latent representations, the semantic ones
would perform better on semantic tasks and worse
on syntactic tasks, and vice versa. The perfor-
mance gap between the two representations can
be used as an indicator for the disentanglement of
syntactic variables and semantic variables.

For the semantic evaluation of English sen-
tences, we use the test set from the sentence tex-
tual similarity (STS) benchmark (Cer et al., 2017).
For Chinese, we use the 1360 human-annotated in-
stances from Wang et al. (2017). These datasets
provide human annotations for pairs of sentences,
indicating the semantic similarity of the given sen-

POS Accuracy CP Labeled F
sem. [ syn. [ A [sem. [syn. | A
English test set
Oracle 62.3 71.1
Random 12.9 19.2
PW (En-En) | 20.3 | 43.7 | 23.4 | 24.8 | 409 | 16.1
En-En 19.6 | 449 | 253 | 242 | 424 | 18.2
Zh-En 19.7 | 444 | 247 | 244 | 41.7 | 17.3
Chinese test set
Oracle 56.6 58.2
Random 13.4 17.8
fastText 18.7 21.7
Zh-En 150 [ 362212 193 [323 [ 12.9

Table 6: POS tagging accuracy (%) and constituent
parsing labeled I scores (%) for the syntactic evalu-
ation. PW = prior work.

tence pair. We report the Pearson correlation be-
tween the human annotation and the cosine simi-
larity computed based on the sentence representa-
tions.

For the syntactic evaluation, we follow the pro-
cedure described by Chen et al. (2019b) to auto-
matically parse and tag sentences using the Stan-
ford CoreNLP toolkit for all languages except En-
glish. For English, we use the existing dataset
provided by Chen et al. (2019b). Then, we ran-
domly pick 300 sentences for each length (up to
30) as test sets, and leave the rest of the sen-
tences with the same length as candidates. We use
the sentence representations to retrieve the near-
est neighbor in the candidate pool for sentences in
the test set, and compute the distance metrics be-
tween these two sentences by computing labeled
F1 scores for constituency parse (CP) trees or ac-
curacies for part-of-speech (POS) tagging. The
syntactic match between the nearest neighbors and
the query sentences can illustrate the extent of
syntactic information that the sentence representa-
tions have captured. This kind of retrieval-based
approach has been shown to be effective in se-
quence labeling (Wiseman and Stratos, 2019).

Semantic Evaluation. We report results for the
English semantic similarity task in Table 5. We re-
port the best model from Chen et al. (2019a) as
“Prior work”. For the Chinese test set, we also
benchmark fastText (Bojanowski et al., 2017) on
it by using the averaged word vectors as the sen-
tence representation. In comparing to prior work,
our En-En model performs worse on the A value,
and performs better on the semantic variable.

In general, as suggested by the large A values,
our models learn to disentangle the semantic infor-
mation in the syntactic variable and semantic vari-



Query Sentence

Semantically Similar

Syntactically Similar

with a gun , you feel more dangerous .

i1l give him a gun if it makes you feel

all these days , i could n’t work , i could

(you from window outside can see it
or in tv also can see it)

work)

i would n’t know . any better . n’tsleep .
RNE AT DB S C AR L | IRILFAFRHLIERFERIER, | REE2 LHIRITFEERER
MEFIE M7 MNefEED

(you almost no possible again close
distance see it , use telescope also not

(i at congress talked we need build a
bridge but we can depend on ourselves)

Table 7: The most similar sentences to particular query sentences in terms of the semantic variable and syntactic
variable based on the model trained on Zh-En bitext. Each Chinese sentence is followed by a gloss. More examples

are in the supplementary material.

Avg. | Std.
OpenNMT 24 1.2
Google Translate 24 1.1
Our model (Zh-En Big) 3.5 1.4

Table 8: Human evaluation results for Chinese-to-
English controlled machine translation. We report the
average and standard deviation of scores that measures
the syntactic similarity between the generations and the
syntactic inputs. Higher is better for the average scores.

able, offering results competitive with prior work.
This shows that training on bitext yields similar
disentanglement as training on paraphrases. This
phenomena also generalizes to other languages, as
shown in Table 5, where we report results for the
Chinese semantic similarity task (see the supple-
mentary material for more results on other lan-
guages). Although the semantic variable outper-
forms fastText by around 2 points, the syntactic
variable has a much lower result, leading to a A
value similar to the English test set. It is worth not-
ing that when computing semantic representations,
there is no language-specific parameter aside from
special language tokens that are prepended to the
input sequences, yet the models still manage to
learn to encode semantic information for different
languages.

Syntactic Evaluation. We report results for the
English syntactic evaluation and the Chinese syn-
tactic evaluation in Table 6. We also report two
baseline results for the datasets. One is “Oracle”,
where we use the parse trees or POS tags to search
for nearest neighbors. This can serve as upper
bound performance of the task. The other one is
“Random”, where we randomly select sentences
as our predictions, and we report results averaged
over ten runs. This can serve as a lower bound per-
formance of the task. For the Chinese test set, we
also report a fastText baseline based on the aver-
aged word vectors.

Similar to what we observe in the semantic sim-

ilarity tasks, our models can disentangle syntactic
information in the latent variables, either in the
English dataset or the datasets in other languages
(see supplementary materials for more results on
other languages). On the Chinese test set, fast-
Text is slightly better than the semantic variable of
our model, whereas the syntactic variable achieves
much better performance.

5.3 Nearest Neighbors

We analyze nearest neighbors based on cosine sim-
ilarities between query sentences drawn from the
test sets and candidates with the same length from
the syntactic evaluation candidate set. Table 7
shows the nearest neighbors found by either the
semantic variable or the syntactic variable. Sim-
ilar to Chen et al. (2019a), who trained on para-
phrases, models trained on bitext also capture dif-
ferent characteristics for different latent variables.
The semantically similar sentences share similar
topics with the query sentences, while their syn-
tactic structures are very different. The syntacti-
cally similar sentences have similar syntax to the
query sentences, while their topics are different.
For example, “with a gun ... wouldn’t know.”
and “’ll give him ... any better” both talk about
guns, whereas “all these days ... couldn’t sleep”
is about working and sleeping, which is topically
unrelated to the previous two sentences. However,
the syntactic variable still gives it the highest sim-
ilarity due to the similar syntactic structure. Simi-
lar effects can be observed for the Chinese nearest
neighbors.

5.4 Generation Samples

In Table 9, we compare generation examples from
the “En-En” model to those from the “Zh-En Big”
model. Both models are trained on 5 million sen-
tence pairs. In general, we find the models are able
to generate sentences that exhibit the expected syn-
tax without changing the semantics. However, for



Semantic Input

Syntactic Input

En-En Model

Zh-En Big Model

this ’s a crime , you know
that , right ?

they understand that was a
chance ?

you know that was a crime
5

you know this was a crime ?

how exciting that is .

that ’s exactly right .

that ’s so exciting .

that ’s so exciting .

the mayor will be called
for responsibility by citi-
zens when these policies
fail .

when this report is found , it
will give us ideas on the fu-
ture of the factory .

when the government is in-
formed , they will call it the
citizens of the responsibility
of policy .

when the mayor gets hurt ,
they will call you a lot of cit-
izens for a while .

by his side crouched a huge
black wolfish dog .

a giant yellow bird lives on
it .

the black fish wolf catches
behind him .

a fish black market is beside
him .

Table 9: Example outputs from the “En-En” and “Zh-En Big” models for the English controlled paraphrase gener-
ation tasks. Both models are trained on 5 million sentence pairs.

| Semantic Input |

Syntactic Input

| Generation |

Chinese Controlled Paraphrase Generation

BIRFE T IREIRBRT - (i tired of

your late night vists.)

FENTHVBCI BERE & I T = (their de-

lay made him crazy .)

PRI Z AR IR T - (your visitor

made me tired .)

English-to-Chinese Controlled Machine Translation

They succeeded because they found
the same rhythm

not use it. )

FATEEW T & NRMBZE, B
PLBATARZ M HE - (because it

shows the worst science , so we should

WAMITAI T DI &E, B
A 1#FHE] T E - (because they found
the most successful thythm , because
they all found it .)

Chinese-to-English Controlled Machine Translation

BRI —EWFE LB E?
FfT 4% (i can not become a drug ad-
dict or an alcoholic ? why ?)

thing ?

why ca n’t it eat dried peas or some-

why could n’t i have been drinking or
something ?

Table 10: Example outputs from the “Zh-En Big” model for our three new controlled generation tasks. Each
Chinese sentence is followed by a gloss. More examples are in the supplementary material.

long inputs, the outputs from the Zh-En model be-
come more noisy in terms of semantic preserva-
tion. For example, see the third instance in the
table, where the En-En output is a bit garbled but
still uses topically-relevant phrases (e.g., “respon-
sibility of policy”) whereas the Zh-En output has
changed the semantics dramatically (“the mayor
gets hurt”). In addition, we find that the subword
tokenization may have a negative impact on the
model performance. In the last example in the ta-
ble, although the semantic and the syntactic inputs
never talk about fish, the outputs from both mod-
els contain the word “fish”, which is likely due to
the fact that the “wolfish” in the semantic input
is tokenized into “wol@ @ fish” by the byte pair
encoding where “@ @ is the separator between
non-final subword units.

In Table 10, we demonstrate generation exam-
ples from the Zh-En Big model for the other three
tasks considered in this paper. In general, the
model tends to give higher priority to the syntactic
input than the semantic input, even at the cost of
faithfulness to the semantic input. For example, in
Chinese controlled paraphrase generation, the se-
mantic input “i tired of your late night visits” gets
transformed into “your visitor made me tired.”,
which shows strong syntactic similarity to the syn-

tactic input, although the word “visit” is replaced
by the word “visitor”. This sort of semantic drift
occurs more often in controlled machine transla-
tion. For example, in English-to-Chinese transla-
tion, the instance with similar semantic and syntac-
tic input is translated into “your visitor made me
late”, which mistranslates both “visit” and “tired”,
although the syntax of the instance remains very
similar to that of the syntactic input.

However, it is worth noting that the model
manages to transform function words into appro-
priate words that fit the context. For example,
in Chinese-to-English controlled machine transla-
tion, the phrase “why can’t it eat” is transformed
into “why couldn’t i have been”. It is also interest-
ing to see that the model only needs to be trained
once on Zh-En bitext to perform all four of these
tasks.

6 Conclusion

We tailored a disentanglement method so that it
can be trained on bitext instead of paraphrases, and
demonstrated that it can learn to perform exemplar-
based syntactically controlled paraphrasing and
machine translation in an almost zero-shot fash-
ion. We annotated three new datasets targeting
these tasks which will be made available. Quan-



titative analysis shows that our model learns to
disentangle semantics and syntax in the latent rep-
resentations, though it still suffers from semantic
drift when performing controlled generation, sug-
gesting directions for future work.
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A Details of Methods

We begin by briefly reviewing the learning objec-
tive and parameterization of mVGVAE, and then
describe the changes we make to adapt it to the
multilingual setting. For more details, please refer
to the original papers.
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Learning Objectives. mVGVAE is a neural
latent-variable sentence model with two latent
variables, one for modeling semantics (denoted by
y and drawn from a von Mises-Fisher prior) and
one for syntax (denoted by z and drawn from a
Gaussian prior).

mVGVAE assumes sentences x are generated
by independent latent variables y and z, lead-
ing to a factorized joint probability py(x,y, z) =
po(y)po(2)pe(x |y, z). Furthermore, mVGVAE
assumes a factorized approximated posterior
46(y, z|x) = qg(y|r)gs(2]x). Combining these
two assumptions gives rise to one of the learning
of objectives of mVGVAE, the ELBO:

logpg(z) = E

Y~y (yl|z)
z~vqp(z]x)

— KL(qs(2|2)[lpo(2)) — KL(qqs(y\x)Hpe(y)zl)
Similar to Chen et al. (2019a), we associate
weights with the KL terms. In our experiments,
we use le™3 for z and le™* for y. To adapt VG-
VAE to bitext, we use subword units, i.e., byte-pair
encoding (BPE; Sennrich et al., 2016), instead of
whole word tokenization.

In addition to Eq. (1), Chen et al. (2019a) intro-
duced other losses for multi-task training: a para-
phrase reconstruction loss (PRL) and a word po-
sition loss (WPL). We directly apply these two
losses to our bitext setting. In particular, PRL for
a parallel sentence pair (x1,x2) takes the form

[log pe(z|z,y)]

E  [logpa(z1ly2, z1)]+
y2~qq (y|z2)
z1~vqg(2]T1)

E  [logps(xa|y:, z2)]
y1~qe (y|z1)
z2~vqg(z|T2)

2)

That is, instead of reconstructing a sentence from
its syntactic variable and the semantic variable of
its paraphrase, we reconstruct a sentence from its
syntactic variable and the semantic variable of its
translation.

The WPL loss adds a classifier to explicitly pre-
dict word position at each time step ¢ using the con-
catenation of subword unit embedding e; and the
syntactic variable z produced by the approximated
posterior. Formally, WPL is defined as follows:

E Z log softmax (f([e¢; 2]))uw,
2o (2lz) |

where f is a 3-layer feedforward neural network,
softmax(-); indicates the probability at position 4,

and wy is the word boundary at ¢, i.e., the posi-
tion in x of the original word that contains the ¢-
th subword unit. Though we use BPE encoding,
we define the ground truth positions for WPL us-
ing the original word boundaries. Unlike Chen
et al. (2019a), we find the latent code does not help
model performance when using subword units, so
we do not include it in our models.
Finally, the learning objective for mVGVAE is

ELBO + PRL + WPL 3)

Parameterization. Similar to Chen et al.
(2019a), we parameterize the syntactic encoder
¢4(z|z) with a bidirectional long short-term mem-
ory (LSTM; Hochreiter and Schmidhuber, 1997)
network, and the semantic encoder ¢4(y|x) with
a word averaging module. Each is then followed
by a 2-layer feedforward neural network for en-
coding the mean direction of the vMF distribution
or the mean and the variance of the Gaussian
distribution. The py(x|z,y) is parameterized with
a unidirectional LSTM.

We also allocate language-specific parameters
to better model bitext. To indicate the languages
of the input sentences, we prepend a language-
specific token to each input sentence. Additionally,
we use language-specific syntactic encoders, but
share the semantic encoder between the two lan-
guages as we assume that the semantics between
sentence pairs are shared. The syntactic and se-
mantic encoders do not share subword unit embed-
dings.

The training of the mVGVAE only requires bi-
text, yet the trained model will contain neces-
sary parameters to perform exemplar-based syn-
tactically controlled paraphrase generation for ei-
ther language. Moreover, training on bitext also
makes the model suitable for cross-lingual tasks,
such as exemplar-based syntactically controlled
machine translation. In the following sections, we
will demonstrate the model’s ability to accomplish
these tasks in an almost zero-shot fashion.

B Hyperparameter and Model Size

We follow the hyperparameters used in Chen et al.
(2019a) and did not perform any other hyperpa-
rameter search for fair comparison. We use 50 as
the latent dimension for most of the models, ex-
cept for the big model, where we use 100. Simi-
larly, we use beam size 10 when evaluating models
on test sets.



Our big model has 220.5 million parameters,
and the other mVGVAE models each has 30.5 mil-
lion parameters. OpenNMT baseline has 47.4 mil-
lion parameters.

C Generation Samples

We show generation examples in Table 11.

D Nearest Neighbors

We show the nearest neighbour examples in Table
12.

E Runtime and Computing
Infrastructures

Our models are trained on machines equipped
with a single GPU, such as NVIDIA TITAN X or
NVIDIA 2080 Ti. We train all of our models for
20 epochs. For the big model, it takes approxi-
mately 11.67 hours to finish one epoch. For other
mVGVAE models, it takes 6.67 hours to finish one
epoch.

F Human Evaluation

During human evaluations, annotators were asked
one question: ’On a scale of 1-5, how much do
you think the structure of sentencel and the struc-
ture of sentence2 are similar?”’, and we show the
detailed explanation for each option in Table 13.

G Controlled Paraphrase Generation

We report BLEU, ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2,
ROUGE-L, and METEOR. For ST metrics,
we report ST-r and ST-s, which are computed
between the generations and references, and the
generations and syntactic inputs respectively.

We report English controlled paraphrase genera-
tion results in Table 14. It is interesting to see that
models trained on other language pairs can also
lean to perform this task.

We report results for Chinese controlled para-
phrase generation in Table 15, Chinese-to-English
controlled machine translation in Table 16, and
English-to-Chinese controlled machine translation
in Table 17. ©

H Semantic Disentanglement

We report results for semantic evaluation for other
languages in Table 18 and Table 19. For Spanish,

%When computing ROUGE scores for Chinese, we map
Chinese characters to unique IDs to avoid encoding problems.

we use the Spanish test set from STS 2017 (Agirre
et al.,, 2014). We found that models trained on
other language pairs also learn to disentangle la-
tent representations.

I Syntactic Disentanglement

We report results for syntactic evaluation for other
languages in Table 20 and Table 21. We found that
models trained on other language pairs also learn
to disentangle latent representations.



| Semantic Input

Syntactic Input

| Generation

Chinese Controlled Paraphrase Generation

TIRFE T IREITRTRT - (i tired of

your late night vists.)

HEATTHHICTH BE AR A 0K 1 (their de-

lay made him crazy .)

TREVDTEALFIRAL 1« (your visitor

made me tired .)

FNTy, R P R X A I
2, WA EHHRmES —
BYHE - (i think , if she willing choose
this grave , we no reason will she
marry a noble )

I EAANTAEER, RITAA
ZLIXHFEDTIR? (if that is they want ,
you why like this play ?)

R RN TERER, WA SsE
18T . (if she is we choose , she will
not marry .)

RN B |27 ] A BLAERT H H (help

us learn is brad’s purpose)

e 2 ZITEALE T LERT - (reed is
going entrap those common people .)

AR AER BIFA T2~ >T 0 - (brad

is want help us learn .)

English Controlled Paraphrased Generati

on

no demonic force can harm you while
this blade is at your hip .

as soon as i start the escape sequence ,
an alarm will sound .

as long as you ’re a little devil , no one
will hurt .

why are n’t his motives written down
9

why not take a look at your verdict ?

why not write the letter of his motive
9

no more drugs for him !

do n’t watch it all day !

do n’t give him any drugs !

English-to-Chinese Controlled Machine Translation

Unless nothing happened to him , why
would n’t we know ?

INARERE VI, ARREVTHR
. (if is smile talk , other people can
hear it . )

IWRERAERH, EH2ELS
ZHEKI? (if is want to know the rea-
son , the thing is not going to happen

I ’m tired of your late night visits .

HEATTHHICTH BE AR 20K 1 (their de-

lay made him crazy .)

7
PR35 2 1L F 3R 2 T (your visitor

made me late .)

They succeeded because they found
the same rhythm

KAEEM & FRMB, B
PLEATA R ZAFE I E - (because it
shows the worst science , so we should
not use it . )

WA 2 E 1 Bl Ti%, |
R AITE A E] T E - (because they
found the most successful thythm , be-
cause they all found it .)

Chinese-to-English Controlled Machine Translation

REEREZZETILAB? (you

know you already is a dead man ?)

do you need them stopped immedi-
ately ?

do you know you were dead ?

FAHER Y — 2 =5 Bl &
T 42 (i can not become a drug ad-
dict or an alcoholic ? why ?)

why ca n’t it eat dried peas or some-
thing ?

why could n’t i have been drinking or
something ?

SR KA A - (give mr.

smith buy some bread .)

let ’s take a look at the mechanism .

let ’s get some money for a drink .

Table 11: Example outputs for our four controlled generation tasks. Each Chinese sentence is followed by a gloss.




Query Sentence

Semantically Similar

Syntactically Similar

with a gun , you feel more dangerous .
i would n’t know .

i1l give him a gun if it makes you feel
any better .

all these days , i could n’t work , i could
n’tsleep .

if you want the loo , it ’s just out here
in the corridor .

the bathroom ’s at the end of the corri-
dor , if you need it .

when you need a car , you pull it right
out of the tree .

it ’s bumpy , but we ’ll be past it in a
few minutes .

it ’s gon na be a little bumpy till we
get over the mountains .

it looks negligible , but it will be diffi-
cult to get any useful samples .

“ who are you to talk to me like that ?

talk to me , just tell me who you are .

what ’re you gon na do to me with that
9

THEFZRENNET 2R T ERK
K55 1]

(fifteen step away our living room be
house inside the biggest room)

RXAEFREERN], RFHEEZ A
ZS[A]

(this guest room be bigger , I need
more a little space .)

a4 BB R IR AT B3R 2 S
R (R 2 BR

(now entire Galaxy in you of planet be
civilization degree the most low planet)

TRARE PN LB B ESE R L
MEEEE

(you from window outside can see it
or in tv also can see it)

TRILFATREHEEEEE R ER,
e AT

(you almost no possible again close
distance see it , use telescope also not
work)

BAAEEZ BT TANFHEEWER
(IE= =1

(i at congress talked we need build a
bridge but we can depend on ourselves)

M EHERANENB LT
— MR RIUE AL

(we absolutely have capability for our
daughter hold a unique wedding)

BT FMA], BT 2237—1
RARHHERL

(we fool them , we will host a very big
wedding)

AR AT REZ N BEATHVIES 53 4 7]
— R A+

(we very possible can for our zhuoluo
branch select some management per-
son)

%E%%%E%@EEWWK%%
=

(look its chest cavity be move he being
breathe great amount oxygen)

Foreman Ml 1" /il Ji 28 ) A SR HE H b
E:RERVIN

(Forema did chest cavity puncture to
discharge she lungs stagnant water)

Bl dh i ) B S E ] R A K
P

(break into she apartment hold knife
you already cross the line too far)

Table 12: The most similar sentences to particular query sentences in terms of the semantic variable and syntactic
variable based on the model trained on Zh-En bitext. Each Chinese sentence is followed by a gloss. More examples
are in the supplementary material.



1 = The two sentences are completely dis-
similar in structure.

2 = The two sentences do not have very
similar structure overall, but there are
some similarities (e.g., both start with an
independent clause that begins with a sub-
ject, or both contain a dependent clause
introduced by “that”).

3 = The two sentences are roughly equiv-
alent in overall structure, but individual
clauses in the sentences have different
structures.

4 = The two sentences have similar struc-
ture overall, but there are some small
differences (e.g., one sentence has more
modifiers (adjectives or adverbs) than the
other).

5 = The two sentences are completely
equivalent, as they have the same sen-
tence structure.

Table 13: Detailed explanation for each option for hu-
man evaluations.



[ BLEU | ROUGE-1 | ROUGE2 | ROUGEL | METEOR [ ST [ STs

Return-input baselines

Syntactic input 33 24.4 7.5 29.1 12.1 5.9 0.0
Semantic input 18.5 50.6 23.2 47.7 28.8 12.0 | 13.0
Models trained on the ParaNMT dataset
Prior work (En-En) 13.6 44.7 21.0 48.3 24.8 6.7 34
En-En 13.0 44.0 20.0 474 23.6 6.6 33
Models trained on bitext (our work)
Cs-En 12.1 41.5 18.0 45.1 224 6.9 34
Zh-En 11.5 42.7 18.3 46.1 22.2 6.7 34
Zh-En Big 12.5 44.6 18.7 474 23.2 6.7 35

De-En 12.6 42.1 18.4 45.8 22.1 6.6 32
Es-En 11.7 41.3 17.5 449 21.8 6.8 3.7
Fr-En 11.3 41.1 17.6 44.6 21.2 6.7 33

Table 14: Test set results for English controlled paraphrase generation.
sentence pairs. Lower is better for ST-r and ST-s.

Table 15: Test set results for the Chinese controlled paraphrase generation. Lower is better for ST-r and ST-s.

[ BLEU | ROUGE-1 | ROUGE-2 [ ROUGE-L | METEOR [ ST | STs
Return-input baselines
Syntactic input 6.2 29.9 9.2 34.4 13.2 139 | 0.0
Semantic input | 49.0 774 57.0 65.4 42.5 18.7 | 224
Our work
Zh-En 12.8 46.1 20.6 46.4 21.2 15.8 | 12.6
Zh-En Big 16.6 52.4 26.0 50.8 24.8 155 | 12.0

[ BLEU | ROUGE-1 | ROUGE-2 | ROUGE-L | METEOR | ST | ST

Return-input baselines

Syntacticinput [ 33 [ 244 ] 7.5 [ 291 [ 122 1597100
Neural machine translation baselines
OpenNMT 11.0 42.4 17.0 43.1 234 11.5 | 12.0
Google Translate 14.5 47.7 20.8 46.5 27.3 11.6 | 12.6
Our work
Zh-En 10.9 40.6 17.9 44.2 21.3 6.7 33
Zh-En Big 12.1 422 18.3 45.6 22.3 6.6 3.3

The models are trained on 5 million

Table 16: Test set performance for Chinese-to-English controlled machine translation. Lower is better for ST-r and

ST-s.

[ BLEU | ROUGE-1 | ROUGE-2 | ROUGE-L | METEOR | STt | ST

Return-input baselines

Syntacticinput [ 62 [ 299 ] 9.2 | 344 ] 132 [ 1397 00
Neural machine translation baselines
OpenNMT 12.3 40.4 20.0 39.9 17.7 19.2 | 204
Google Translate 30.3 63.2 37.7 56.6 32.0 185 | 21.3
Our work
Zh-En 9.6 40.2 16.1 414 18.1 16.1 | 11.0
Zh-En Big 11.9 44.3 19.1 44.5 20.4 15.7 | 10.0

Table 17: Test set performance for English-to-Chinese controlled machine translation. Lower is better for ST-r and

ST-s.
En-En Fr-En De-En Es-En Zh-En
sem. | syn. A sem. | syn. A sem. | syn. A | sem. | syn. A | sem. | syn. A
Priorwork | 743 | 7.4 | 66.9 - - - - - - - - - - -
Ourwork | 749 | 12.0 | 629 | 732 | 104 | 62.8 | 68.6 | 12.1 | 56.5 | 72.6 | 129 | 59.7 | 73.6 | 163 | 57.3

Table 18: Pearson’s correlation (%) for the English semantic similarity task.




Es-En Zh-En
sem. [ syn. | A [sem. [syn. | A
Fasttext 48.0 74.0
Our work | 76.3 | 49.0 | 27.3 | 76.2 | 235 | 52.8

Table 19: Pearson’s correlation (%) for the Spanish
semantic similarity and Chinese semantic similarity
tasks.

POS Accuracy CP Labeled I
sem. [ syn. | A [sem. [syn. [ A
Oracle 62.3 71.1
Random 12.9 19.2

Prior work | 20.3 | 43.7 | 234 | 248 | 409 | 16.1
En-En 19.6 | 449 | 253 | 242 | 424 | 182

Fr-En 199 | 418 | 21.9 | 242 | 41.8 | 17.6
De-En 20.1 | 447 | 246 | 244 | 420 | 17.6
Es-En 19.7 | 44.0 | 244 | 241 | 415 | 174

Zh-En 19.7 | 444 | 2477 | 244 | 41.7 | 17.3

Table 20: POS tagging accuracy (%) and constituent
parsing labeled I scores (%) for the English syntactic
evaluation. The models are trained on 5 million sen-
tence pairs.

POS Accuracy CP Labeled I

sem. [ syn. | A [sem. [ syn. [ A
Oracle Fr 71.7 92.8
Random Fr 18.2 31.0
fastText 28.5 34.7

Fr-En 225 [ 512 [ 287 | 331 [ 425 ] 94
Oracle De 67.7 99.9
Random De 17.7 46.5
fastText 27.0 51.7

De-En 215 [ 474 1259 | 503 [ 581 ] 78
Oracle Es 56.8 64.2
Random Es 9.7 16.8
fastText 21.7 232

Es-En 137 1349 212 [ 19.0 [ 340 | 150
Oracle Zh 56.6 58.2
Random Zh 13.4 17.8
fastText 18.7 21.7

Zh-En 150 [ 362 [ 212 [ 193 [ 323 | 129

Table 21: POS tagging accuracy (%) and constituent
parsing labeled F scores (%) for the multilingual syn-
tactic evaluation. The models are trained on 5 million
sentence pairs.



