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Abstract

Automatic generation of paraphrases for a given sentence is an important yet challenging task
in natural language processing (NLP), and plays a key role in a number of applications such as
question answering, information retrieval and dialogue. In this paper we present a deep rein-
forcement learning approach to paraphrase generation. Specifically, we propose a new model for
the task, which consists of a generator and a teacher. The generator, built on the sequence-to-
sequence learning framework, can generate paraphrases given a sentence. The teacher, modeled
as a deep neural network, can decide whether the sentences are paraphrases of each other. Af-
ter construction of the generator and teacher, the generator is further fine-tuned by reinforcement
learning in which the reward is given by a teacher. Empirical study shows that the teacher can
provide precise supervision to the generator, and guide the generator to produce more accurate
paraphrases. Experimental results demonstrate the proposed model outperforms the state-of-the-
art methods in paraphrase generation in both automatic evaluation and human evaluation.

1 Introduction

Paraphrases refer to texts that convey the same meaning with different expressions. For example,
“how far is Earth from Sun”, “what is the distance between Sun and Earth” and “how many miles is
it from Earth to Sun” are paraphrases. Paraphrase generation is an important task in NLP, which can
be a key component in many scenarios such as retrieval-based question answering, query reformu-
lation for web search, data augmentation for task-oriented dialogue. However, due to the flexibility
and diversity of natural language, automatically generating accurate and diverse paraphrases for a
given sentence is still very challenging. Traditional symbolic approaches to paraphrase generation in-
clude rule-based methods (McKeown, 1983), thesaurus-based methods (Bolshakov & Gelbukh, 2004;
Kauchak & Barzilay, 2006) and statistical machine translation (SMT) based methods (Quirk et al.,
2004; Zhao et al., 2008, 2009).

Recently, neural network based sequence-to-sequence (Seq2Seq) learning has made remarkable
success in various NLP tasks, including machine translation (Cho et al., 2014; Sutskever et al., 2014;
Bahdanau et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2016), short-text conversation (Shang et al., 2015; Vinyals & Le,
2015), text summarization (Rush et al., 2015; Chopra et al., 2016; Nallapati et al., 2016), question an-
swering (Yin et al., 2015; He et al., 2017). Moreover, equipped with the recently developed techniques
such as attention mechanism (Bahdanau et al., 2015), copying mechanism (Vinyals et al., 2015; Gu
et al., 2016; See et al., 2017) and coverage model (Tu et al., 2016), Seq2Seq models become even
more powerful to fulfill the specific requirements of individual applications. Paraphrase generation
can naturally be formulated as a sequence-to-sequence learning problem, given a collection of pairs of
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paraphrases as training data. There are several existing works (Cao et al., 2017; Prakash et al., 2016;
Gupta et al., 2017) falling into this category, which have demonstrated the superior performance of
the neural approach to paraphrase generation.

A sequence-to-sequence model is usually trained by maximizing the log-likelihood of predicting
the output sequences given the input sequences, which can induce discrepancy between training and
testing. To tackle this problem, Ranzato et al. (2015) propose using reinforcement learning (RL),
specifically the REINFORCE algorithm (Williams, 1992), to directly optimize the sequence-level
metric such as BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002) or ROUGE (Lin, 2004). However, using these metrics as
reward functions for paraphrasing can be problematic, because all the metrics are calculated based on
the lexical similarity to the human references, which may not perfectly represent paraphrase relations.
It is likely that a correctly generated sequence will get a low reward due to lexical mismatch. As a
result, the trained model can be sub-optimal.

In this work, we also employ reinforcement learning to guide the training of the generator for
paraphrase generation through policy gradient. Instead of using an evaluation metric, we exploit
a deep matching network, which can discriminate positive and negative samples as paraphrases, to
model the reward function. To be specific, we adopt the attentive Seq2Seq architecture with copy
and coverage mechanisms (Vinyals et al., 2015; Gu et al., 2016; See et al., 2017) as the generator,
and the deep matching network based on the decomposable attention model (Parikh et al., 2016) as
the teacher. We argue that a well-trained matching network is more suitable for providing accurate
training signals, and thus can reduce the training variances and further improve the accuracy of the
generator. Besides, the matching network is trained with both positive and negative examples, which
means that the generator can be fine-tuned with more data. We evaluate our approach on the Quora
question pair dataset through both automatic and human assessments, and report the evaluation results.
The results indicate that our model can achieve the best performances among the existing methods. It
should be noted that the proposed approach is not limited to paraphrase generation and can be readily
applied into other sequence-to-sequence tasks such as machine translation and short text conversation.

2 Background

Paraphrase generation can be regarded as a sequence-to-sequence transformation problem. Given an
input sequence of words X = [x1, . . . , xL] with length L, we consider generating another output
sequence of words Y = [y1, . . . , yT ] with length T that has the same meaning as X . There are
different levels of granularities from phrase to passage, and we address the sentence-level paraphrasing
in this work. We denote a pair of paraphrases as (X,Y ). For simplicity we use Y1:t to denote the
subsequence ranging from 1 to t, and use Ŷ to denote the model-predicted sequence.

2.1 Neural Sequence-to-Sequence Models with Attention

In this work, the task of paraphrase generation is defined as a sequence-to-sequence learning problem
which aims to learn the mapping from one sequence to another. Specifically, the Seq2Seq model
is built based on the encoder-decoder framework (Cho et al., 2014; Sutskever et al., 2014), both of
which are parameterized by Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN). After reading the input sequence
X , the encoder RNN transforms it to a sequence of hidden states H = [h1, . . . , hL], where hi =
fh(xi, hi−1). Conditioned on the states and previous word yt−1, the decoder RNN predicts the next
word by sampling ŷt ∼ p(yt|Y1:t−1, X) = g(st, ct, yt−1), where st = fs(st−1, yt−1, ct) is the decoder
state and ct is the context vector. Attention mechanism (Bahdanau et al., 2015) is introduced to
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compute the context vector as the weighted sum of encoder states:

ct =
L∑
i=1

αtihi, αti =
exp η(st−1, hi)∑L
k=1 exp η(st−1, hk)

(1)

where αti represents the attention weight and η is the attention function, which can be a feed-forward
neural network and jointly trained within the whole network.

Given training data (X,Y ), Seq2Seq model is trained by maximizing the log-likelihood:

Lseq2seq(θ) =
T∑
t=1

log pθ(yt|Y1:t−1, X). (2)

Note that when computing conditional probability pθ(yt|Y1:t−1, X), one conventionally chooses the
previous word yt−1 in the ground-truth rather than the model generated word ŷt−1, in order to avoid
compounding errors along the sequence during training. This method is called teacher forcing.

2.2 Incorporating Copying and Coverage Mechanism

Paraphrasing often requires copying some words from the input sequence, for instance named en-
tities. The ability of copying has been developed for sequence-to-sequence learning in previous
work (Vinyals et al., 2015; Gu et al., 2016; Cheng & Lapata, 2016; See et al., 2017). Specifically,
in addition to sampling words from a fixed-size vocabulary, the decoder can also select words directly
from the input sequence. The decoding probability for the next word is given by a mixture model:

pθ(yt|Y1:t−1, X) = q(st, ct, yt−1)g(st, ct, yt−1) + (1− q(st, ct, yt−1))
∑

i:yt=xi

αti, (3)

where q(st, ct, yt−1) is a binary classifier governing the probability switching between the generation
mode and the copy mode.

Besides, we find in our preliminary experiments that the paraphrase generator can suffer from the
problem of repeating words. Therefore, we add the coverage loss (Tu et al., 2016) to the objective
function to deal with the problem:

Lcopy+coverage(θ) =
T∑
t=1

[log pθ(yt|Y1:t−1, X)− λc
L∑
i=1

min(αti,
t−1∑
τ=1

ατi)]. (4)

2.3 Neural Networks for Matching Sentences

Another problem regarding to paraphrasing is paraphrase identification, which is to decide whether
a pair of sentences are paraphrases. The problem naturally boils down to determining the matching
degree between two sentences. A variety of learning techniques have been developed for matching
short texts, from linear models (e.g., Wu et al. (2013)) to neural network based models (e.g., Socher
et al. (2011); Hu et al. (2014)). Our idea in this work is to first train a matching model that can
identify paraphrases, and then tune the paraphrase generator based on the feedback from the matching
model. In our implementation we choose a simple yet effect neural architecture, called decomposable-
attention model (Parikh et al., 2016), to compute the similarity between two sentences. Given two
input sentences X and Y , the model contains three steps as follow.
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Attend Two sentences are inter-attended by each other:

x̄i =

T∑
j=1

αjie(yj), αji =
exp e(xi)

T e(yj)∑T
k=1 exp e(xi)T e(yk)

,

ȳj =
L∑
i=1

βjie(xi), βji =
exp e(xi)

T e(yj)∑L
k=1 exp e(xk)T e(yj)

.

(5)

Here e(·) is the word embedding vector of dimension d, and x̄i is the inter-attentive vector for xi.
Compare For each word, the embedding vector is merged with its attentive vector, through a feed-
forward network fc:

xi = fc(e(xi), x̄i), yj = fc(e(yj), ȳj) (6)

Aggregate The vectors in the two sequences are first aggregated by summation and then followed by
a linear classifier fa:

z = fa

(∑L

i=1
xi,
∑T

j=1
yj

)
, (7)

where z is the matching degree between X and Y . We refer the readers to the original paper for more
details.

In addition, we add fixed positional encodings to the word embedding vectors as proposed in
Vaswani et al. (2017) , so as to incorporate the order information of the sentence:

e′k(i) =

{
sin(i/10000k/d) , if k ≡ 0 mod (2),

cos(i/10000(k−1)/d) , if k ≡ 1 mod (2),
(8)

where e′(i) stands for the position encoding vector at position i, and e′k(i) denote its value on the k-th
dimension.

3 Models

Although demonstrating fairly good results on paraphrasing (e.g., Cao et al. (2017); Prakash et al.
(2016)), conventional sequence-to-sequence learning still has several limitations: 1) it usually requires
a large parallel corpus to train a model, which may not be available in practice; 2) learning with
teacher forcing, the discrepancy between training and prediction (also referred as to exposure bias)
can yield errors quickly accumulating along the generated sequence (Bengio et al., 2015; Ranzato
et al., 2015); 3) using log-likelihood as the objective is not optimal for the problem. The ultimate goal
of paraphrasing is to generate multiple sentences that have the same meaning as the input sentence,
but not to perform the most plausible sequence-to-sequence translation. To attack these problems,
we propose further optimizing the Seq2Seq model under the framework of reinforcement learning
(RL). Instead of using a lexicon-based evaluation metric as the objective, we additionally learn a
neural matching network, referred to as teacher, that can provide more reliable signal to fine-tune
the generator. We denote the generator as Gθ and the teacher as Mφ, where θ and φ represent their
parameters respectively. Figure 1 gives on overview of our approach.

3.1 Reinforcement Learning for Sequence Prediction

As mentioned in 2.1, the generator Gθ is trained to maximize the conditional likelihood of the out-
put sequence given the input sequence. This makes the learnt generator suboptimal. The problem
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Figure 1: Framework of Deep Reinforcement Learning for Paraphrase Generation.

is tackled by addressing the sequence generation problem with the reinforcement learning frame-
work (Ranzato et al., 2015; Bahdanau et al., 2016). In such framework, the generator Gθ is trained to
maximize the future expected reward, which can be obtained in various manner. One common choice
for reward function is an evaluation metric such as BLEU or ROUGE, calculated by comparing the
generated sequence against the reference. This paper is along the line of research, and we explain the
training method in this section.

In the RL setting, generation of the next word is defined as an action, and the decoding probability
pθ(yt|Y1:t−1, X) induces a stochastic policy. Let rt denote the reward at time step t and R =

∑T
t=1 rt

denote the cumulative reward (the return), and the goal of RL is to find a policy (accordingly the
generator) that maximizes the expected return:

LRL(θ) = Epθ(Y1:T |X)

t=T∑
t=1

rt(yt;X,Y1:t−1) (9)

In the task of sequence generation, the reward is usually received at the end of sequence, meaning
that rt = 0, t < T and R = rT . This will lead to sparse reward signals and make training less
efficient. Inspired by the idea of reward shaping (Ng et al., 1999; Bahdanau et al., 2016), we use the
value function as a surrogate, which is defined as the expected cumulative reward at each time step
Q(yt;X, Ŷ1:t−1) = Epθ(Yt+1:T |Ŷ1:t,yt,X)R(Y ). The value function can be estimated by aggregating the
Monte-Carlo simulations at each time step:

Q(yt;X, Ŷ1:t−1) ≈

{
1
N

∑N
n=1R([Ŷ1:t−1, yt, Ŷ

n
t+1:T ]), t < T

R([Ŷ1:t−1, yt]), t = T.
(10)

Here {Ŷ 1
t+1:T , ...Ŷ

N
t+1:T } ∼ pθ(Yt+1:T |Ŷ1:t−1, yt, X) denotes a set of simulated sequences, which

are randomly sampled starting from time step t+ 1 conditioned on the current states and action.
In our experiment, we try to use ROUGE-2 score as the reward, namelyR(Ŷ ) = ROUGE-2(Ŷ , Y ),

where Y denotes the ground-truth reference.
According to the policy gradient theorem (Williams, 1992; Sutton et al., 2000), the gradients of

the expected return can be estimated by

∇θL̂RL(θ) =

T∑
t=1

∇θ log pθ(ŷt|Ŷ1:t−1, X)Q(ŷt;X, Ŷ1:t−1) (11)
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In order to reduce the variance of the above gradient estimator, a baseline function b is subtracted
from the value function (Williams, 1992; Ranzato et al., 2015) as follows:

∇θL̂RL(θ) =
T∑
t=1

∇θ log pθ(ŷt|Ŷ1:t−1, X)(Q(ŷt;X, Ŷ1:t−1)− b) (12)

In our implementation, instead of using another separate neural network to estimate the baseline func-
tion, we simply maintain a moving average, that is

bm = γQm−1 + (1− γ)bm−1, b1 = 0 (13)

where Qm−1 denotes the average reward within one batch at the (m− 1)-th iteration during training.

3.2 Learning Reward with Deep Matching Network

Reward function is crucial to the effectiveness of reinforcement learning for sequence prediction.
However, previously used reward functions such as BLEU or ROUGE are lexicon-based similarities,
which may lead to unfair judgement due to word mismatch. For instance, an input sentence “how
far is Earth from Sun” can either be paraphrased as “what is the distance between Sun and Earth”
or “how many miles is it from Earth to Sun”, but the latter will get very low ROUGE score (thus
negative reward) given the former as the reference. This inevitably increases the variance of the
gradient estimator (11) and makes the training less effective. Moreover, since the above metrics are
calculated based on reference sentences, the RL training can only be performed on the parallel data
(as in supervised learning), which can be expensive to obtain in practical applications.

Therefore, in this paraphrasing task, we design a neural network based matching model as the
reward function, i.e. R(Ŷ ) = Mφ(X, Ŷ ), which is learnt to measure the semantic similarity between
sentences. In particular, when a pair of the input sentence X and the generated sentence Ŷ is fed, the
matching network Mφ(X, Ŷ ) can output how likely this pair being paraphrases. As a teacher of the
generator, Mφ is expected to be more accurate and smooth than the lexicon-based measures. After
the matching network is well learnt, the reward to the generator can be obtained without need of the
ground-truth Y . As a result, we are able to fine-tune the generator by simply using plain (unparallel)
text, which can be much more easily obtained.

The implementation of the matching network in this work is based on the decomposable-attention
architecture (Parikh et al., 2016), as detailed in section 2.3. Given a set of positive and negative
paraphrasing pairs, we train Mφ with the binary cross-entropy loss:

Jpointwise(φ) = − logMφ(X,Y )− log(1−Mφ(X,Y −)), (14)

where Y − represents a sentence that is not a paraphrase of X .
Alternatively we can use the margin-based ranking loss:

Jpairwise(φ) = max(0, 1 +Mφ(X,Y −)−Mφ(X,Y )). (15)

In our framework, the accuracy of the teacher will considerably affect the performance of the
generator. Training the matching network also requires additional labeled data, either pointwise or
pairwise. Nevertheless, training the discriminative model is empirically easier than training the gen-
erative model in general.
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With a well-trained matching networkMφ, we can further train the generatorGθ by reinforcement
learning with the output from Mφ. The objective function and training procedure remain the same as
in section 3.1. The only difference is to use a different reward, or accordingly the value function:

Q(yt;X, Ŷ1:t−1) =

{
1
N

∑n=N
n=1 Mφ(X, [Ŷ1:t−1, yt, Ŷ

n
t+1:T ]), t < T

Mφ(X, [Ŷ1:t−1, yt]), t = T.
(16)

Note that the calculation of the value function only requires sequence X as input, and according to
equation (11) the gradients can be determined without the ground-truth output Y . This allows the
generator being trained with unlabeled text, which can potentially enhance its generalization ability.
From another point of view, combined with the matching network, the Seq2Seq model can make full
use of information other than a parallel corpus, such as negative examples, preferences relations, and
unsupervised data.

We call our method RbM (Reinforced by Matching). In RbM model, the teacher Mφ is expected
to capture various paraphrasing patterns and to make precise judgements on whether two sentences are
paraphrases. Trough maximizing the expected return induced from Mφ, the generator Gθ can learn to
generate more accurate paraphrases. The detailed training procedure is shown in Algorithm 1.

4 Experiment

4.1 Datasets

We validate our method with the Quora dataset. The Quora dataset is a newly released dataset with
more than 400K pairs of questions 1. Each question pair is labeled whether they are duplicated (i.e.,
they are paraphrases) or not. Around 140K of question pairs are labeled as duplicated, while the other
pairs are not. We use the duplicated questions to train the generator Gθ. In particular, we split the
questions into subsets for training (100K), testing (30K), and validation (3K), respectively. In the RL
phrase of the generator, besides duplicated pairs, non-duplicated pairs are also used as the unparallel
data for training. For the matching network Mφ, we use both the duplicated and non-duplicated pairs
for training (200K), testing (40K) and validation (4K), respectively. To ensure a fair evaluation, we
exclude the testing and validation data of the generator from the training data of matching network.

4.2 Implementation Details

4.2.1 Paraphrase Generator

For paraphrase generator Gθ, we maintain a fixed-size vocabulary of 10K shared by input and output
words, and truncate all the sentences longer than 20 words. The word embeddings with 128 di-
mensions are trained from scratch. We employ the Long-Short-Term-Memory (LSTM) (Hochreiter &
Schmidhuber, 1997) unit of 256 dimension for the encoder and the decoder, and use bidirectional RNN
for the encoder. Generator is trained on multiple NVIDIA Tesla K80 GPUs using TensorFlow (Abadi
et al., 2016), with the batch size of 80. We use Adadgrad optimizer (Duchi et al., 2011) in both stages
of supervised pre-training and reinforcement learning. In supervised pre-training, we set the learning
rate as 0.1 and initial accumulator as 0.1. The maximum norm of gradient is set as 2. We decrease
the learning rate to half during the pre-training of Gθ. We set λc in equation (4) to 1. During the RL
training, the learning rate is decreased to 0.001 and the size of Monte-Carlo sample is N = 16. We
1 https://www.kaggle.com/c/quora-question-pairs
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Algorithm 1: Training Procedure of Paraphrase Generator Reinforced by Matching Network
Input : A corpus of paraphrase pairs {(X,Y )}, a corpus of non-paraphrase pairs {(X,Y −)},

a corpus of (unparallel) sentences {X}.
Output: Generator Gθ′

1 Train the matching network Mφ with {(X,Y )} and {(X,Y −)};
2 Pre-train the generator Gθ with {(X,Y )};
3 Init Gθ′ := Gθ;
4 while not converge do
5 Sample a sentence X = [x1, . . . , xL] from the unparallel corpus;
6 Generate a sentence Ŷ = [ŷ1, . . . , ŷT ] according to Gθ′ given input X;
7 Set the gradient gθ′ = 0;
8 for t = 1 to T do
9 Run N Monte Carlo simulations according to Gθ′ :

{Ŷ 1
t+1:T , ...Ŷ

N
t+1:T } ∼ pθ′(Yt+1:T |Ŷ1:t−1, ŷt, X)

Compute the value function:

Q(ŷt;X, Ŷ1:t−1) =
1

N

n=N∑
n=1

Mφ(X, [Ŷ1:t−1, ŷt, Ŷ
n
t+1:T ])

Accumulate the gradient:

gθ′ := gθ′ +∇θ log pθ′(ŷt|Ŷ1:t−1, X)(Q(ŷt;X, Ŷ1:t−1)− b)

10 end
11 Update Gθ′ using the gradient gθ′ with learning rate γ:

Gθ′ := Gθ′ + γgθ′

12 end
13 Return Gθ′
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set γ in equation (13) to 0.1. To make the training more stable, we use the ground-truth with reward
of 0.001.

4.2.2 Matching Network

On the Quora dataset, we use binary cross-entropy loss (14) since pointwise labeled data are available.
Unlike in training generator, the word embedding for Mφ is pre-trained by word2vec and fine-tuned
afterwards. Specifically, we use the GoogleNews 300-dimension word vectors 2, and map them to
200 dimensions as Parikh et al. (2016) did. The matching network Mφ is trained on multiple NVIDIA
Tesla K80 GPUs using TensorFlow, with the batch size of 32. We use ReLU layers with dropout
rate of 0.2, and employ Adagrad optimizer (Duchi et al., 2011) with learning rate of 0.05. To make
the model order sensitive, we inject the position encodings into the word embedding as proposed in
Vaswani et al. (2017). We find that it slightly hurts the accuracy of matching but can benefit the
generator eventually.

4.3 Results

To compare with our model, we choose three baseline models: a vanilla (attentive) Seq2Seq model,
a Seq2Seq model with copy and coverage mechanism and a Seq2Seq model reinforced by ROUGE-
2. We conduct both quantitative and qualitative evaluation on different models. As for the quan-
titative evaluation, we adopt four automatic evaluation metrics: ROUGE-1, ROUGE-2 (Lin, 2004),
BLEU (Papineni et al., 2002) and METEOR (Lavie & Agarwal, 2007). Table 1 and table 2 show the
performances of the models under different beam-search strategies. We find that our model (RbM)
outperforms all the existing models in terms of all the evaluation measures.

Table 1: Performances of different paraphrase generators (beam size=1) on Quora dataset.

Models ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 BLEU METEOR

Vanilla Seq2Seq 58.50 30.70 35.91 25.16
Seq2Seq with Copy and Coverage 61.40 35.12 39.90 29.63
Seq2Seq Reinforced by ROUGE-2 (RbR) 62.97 36.6 41.39 29.64
Seq2Seq Reinforced by Matching (RbM) 63.71 37.55 42.33 31.54

Table 2: Performances of different paraphrase generators (beam size=10) on Quora dataset.

Models ROUGE-1 ROUGE-2 BLEU METEOR

Vanilla Seq2Seq 58.77 31.47 36.55 26.28
Seq2Seq with Copy and Coverage 61.96 36.07 40.55 30.21
Seq2Seq Reinforced by ROUGE-2 (RbR) 63.35 37.33 41.83 30.96
Seq2Seq Reinforced by Matching (RbM) 63.81 37.81 42.49 31.87

In addition to the automatic evaluation, we also conduct human evaluation. We randomly select
300 source sentences from the test data and generate paraphrases using different models. The pairs of
paraphrases are then blindly partitioned to seven human assessors, who are asked to rate each sentences
pair according to the following two criteria: relevance (the paraphrase sentence is semantically close to
2 https://code.google.com/archive/p/word2vec/
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Figure 2: Examples of the generated paraphrases by RbM model on Quora dataset.

the source sentence) and fluency (the paraphrase sentence is fluent as a natural language sentence, and
the grammar is correct). Hence each assessor gives two scores to each paraphrase, both ranking from
1 to 5. To reduce the evaluation variance, each pair is rated by two assessors, and then averaged as the
final judgement. Table 3 demonstrates the average ratings for each model, including the ground-truth
references. Our model gets the better scores in terms of both relevance and fluency over the baseline
models, and their differences on relevance scores are statistically significant (paired t-test, p-value
< 0.01). Figure 2 gives some examples of top generated paraphrases by the RbM model on the test
dataset.

Table 3: Human evaluation results on Quora dataset.
Models Relevance Fluency

Seq2Seq with Copy and Coverage 3.23 4.55
Seq2Seq Reinforced by ROUGE-2 (RbR) 3.56 4.61
Seq2Seq Reinforced by Matching (RbM) 4.00 4.62

Ground-truth Reference 4.69 4.95

5 Related Work

5.1 Sequence-to-Sequence Learning

The encoder-decoder framework for sequence-to-sequence learning is first proposed by Sutskever
et al. (2014); Cho et al. (2014) and it can map one sequence to another with variable length. It has
been widely applied in natural language generation (NLG) tasks, such as machine translation (e.g.,
Wu et al. (2016)), dialogue generation (e.g., Shang et al. (2015); Vinyals & Le (2015)), document
summarization (e.g., Rush et al. (2015)), and question answering (e.g., (Yin et al., 2015)). In the
vanilla Seq2Seq model, the source sequence is compressed to a fixed-length vector, no matter how
long the sequence is. Thus, it suffers from information loss, especially when the source sequence is
long. Bahdanau et al. (2015) tackles this problem by attention mechanism. At each decoding step,
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the model attends to a specific part of the source sequence to capture significant information. Another
problem in Seq2Seq model is existence of out-of-vocabulary (OOV) words. In most of the NLG tasks,
a fixed-size vocabulary is maintained. Only the most frequent words in the training set is included
in vocabulary. Others are considered as OOV and replaced by the UNK token. As a result, the
performance of Seq2Seq model is seriously affected. Gu et al. (2016) incorporate copy mechanism
to capture the occurrence of rare words like entity names in both source and target sequences. Then
other variants of such mechanism for different monolingual NLG tasks are proposed. For instance,
See et al. (2017) utilizes copy mechanism in document summarization. In our work, the Seq2Seq
model with attention and copy mechanism is employed in the generator. Differing from all the works
mentioned above, the generator in our work is trained via reinforcement learning. There are also
works formalizing NLG as a reinforcement learning problem, that is, optimizing the generator with
respect to an automatic evaluation metric directly (Ranzato et al., 2015; Bahdanau et al., 2016). While
in this work, we employ an auxiliary deep matching model instead of the evaluation metrics, since it
can capture the semantic similarity better.

5.2 Deep Matching Model for Semantic Matching

Many deep matching models are proposed for semantic matching. Most of them can also be adapted
to paraphrase identification, including but not limited to RNN-based methods (Wang & Jiang, 2015),
CNN-based methods (Hu et al., 2014) and attention-based methods (Parikh et al., 2016). We use the
attention-based matching model (Parikh et al., 2016) in this work, since it is more efficient and capable
of capturing the phrase-level similarity. Inspired by Vaswani et al. (2017), we also incorporate word
order information by positional encoding.

5.3 Generative Adversarial Nets for NLP

Recently a new framework to train an unsupervised generative model called Generative Adversarial
Net (GAN) (Goodfellow et al., 2014) is gaining popularity. It contains a discriminator and a generator.
The generator in GAN tries to map the distribution of noise to the true distribution of data in the
real world, while the discriminator tries to tell whether a sample is generated from the generator or
the true distribution. There are applications of such framework to NLP, such as text generation (Yu
et al., 2017) and dialogue generation (Li et al., 2017). In this work, the largest difference is that
the teacher (corresponding to the discriminator) is kept fixed after pre-training. In GAN, however,
the discriminator is trained together with the generator. The teacher (matching model) can make the
generator more reliably trained.

5.4 Paraphrase Generation

Besides the traditional symbolic-based approach, there are several works on paraphrase generation
with sequence-to-sequence learning. Prakash et al. (2016) employ a residual net in the Seq2Seq model
to enlarge the model capacity. Cao et al. (2017) utilize an additional vocabulary to restrict the word
candidates during decoding. Gupta et al. (2017) use variational auto-encoder framework to generate
more diverse paraphrases. Furthermore, all of these existing works train the generator by teacher
forcing. Similar to these works, we pre-train our paraphrase generator in the Seq2Seq framework.
However, we formulate paraphrase generation as a reinforcement learning problem. We keep both
the generator and teacher extendable, since what we propose is a general framework. Our method
does not rely on any auxiliary vocabulary, which is often difficult to obtain in practice. We do not
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employ the variational autoencoder (VAE) framework either. Therefore, our model is easier to train,
and does not suffer from the problem of KL cost annealing (Bowman et al., 2015). To the best of
our knowledge, this work is the first one to employ the generator-teacher framework for sequence-
to-sequence learning. This framework can generate more accurate paraphrases and allow us to fully
utilize the unlabeled data, which the existing models cannot.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

In this paper we have proposed a deep reinforcement learning approach to paraphrase generation, with
the generator and reward function modeled by deep neural networks. With a well-trained matching
network to define the reward function, the generator, which is a sequence-to-sequence model, can
be fine-tuned to produce more accurate paraphrases. The experiment results demonstrate that the pro-
posed approach can indeed improve the quality of generated paraphrases over the baseline approaches.
In the future, we plan to apply this approach into other tasks, such as machine translation and short
text conversation.
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