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Abstract

Changing an attribute of a text without
changing the content usually requires to first
disentangle the text into irrelevant attributes
and content representations. After that, in
the inference phase, the representation of
one attribute is tuned to a different value,
expecting that the corresponding attribute of
the text can also be changed accordingly.
The usual way of disentanglement is to
add some constraints on the latent space of
an encoder-decoder architecture, including
adversarial-based constraints and mutual-
information-based constraints. However,
the previous semi-supervised processes of
attribute change are usually not enough to
guarantee the success of attribute change
and content preservation. In this paper, we
propose a novel approach to achieve a ro-
bust control of attributes while enhancing
content preservation. In this approach, we
use a semi-supervised contrastive learning
method to encourage the disentanglement of
attributes in latent spaces. Differently from
previous works, we re-disentangle the re-
constructed sentence and compare the re-
disentangled latent space with the original
latent space, which makes a closed-loop
disentanglement process. This also helps
content preservation. In addition, the con-
trastive learning method is also able to re-
place the role of minimizing mutual infor-
mation and adversarial training in the dis-
entanglement process, which alleviates the
computation cost. We conducted experi-
ments on three text datasets, including the
Yelp Service review dataset, the Amazon
Product review dataset, and the GoEmotions
dataset. The experimental results show the
effectiveness of our model.

1 Introduction

Controlling the attributes of a text is an important
application of interpretable natural language mod-

The staff is 
awesome and 
i feel very 
comfortable 
leaving my 
babies with 
them !
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Attribute 5

Attribute 3

The staff
 is so careless 
and i feel 
very angry 
about ……
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Attribute 2

Attribute 3
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Attribute 5

Figure 1: Attribute control: a sentence is disentangled
into separate attributes. Each dashed circle represents
an attribute. After one of the attributes was changed
to another value (here, attribute 3 was changed from a
circle to a triangle), the corresponding attribute of the
reconstructed sentence was changed accordingly.

els. The term “control” usually means to take at-
tributes as a handle, and pulling the handle causes
corresponding changes in the text. The con-
trol process should not change the content of the
text. Usually, this is realized by disentangling the
text into multiple irrelevant latent spaces for con-
tent and multiple attributes (Sha and Lukasiewicz,
2021).

Previous works mainly use two methods for
disentangling the attributes: adversarial learn-
ing (Chen et al., 2016; John et al., 2019) and mu-
tual information minimization (Moyer et al., 2018;
Sha and Lukasiewicz, 2021). For each latent space
(corresponding to the content or attributes), the
former (John et al., 2019) applies adversarial train-
ing to reduce the information that should not be
contained in that space. Also, Logeswaran et al.
(2018) uses an adversarial method to encourage
the generated text to be compatible with the tuned
attributes. To alleviate the training cost and the
instability of adversarial methods, Moyer et al.
(2018) and Sha and Lukasiewicz (2021) proposed
to minimize the mutual information between dif-
ferent latent spaces.

When changing attributes, previous methods
change the representation of an attribute in the la-
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tent space, expecting the generated text to satisfy
the changed attribute. However, the generated text
does not necessarily do so and preserve the content
as well as other attributes, if this is not explicitly
encouraged in the training process.

In this paper, we propose a novel attribute con-
trol model, which uses contrastive learning to
make the latent representation of attributes irrel-
evant to each other, while encouraging the con-
tent to be unchanged during attribute control. We
still use an autoencoder architecture to disentan-
gle the text into latent spaces. Inspired by closed-
loop control systems (Di Stefano et al., 1967) and
closed-loop data transcription (Dai et al., 2022),
we utilize the encoder once more to disentan-
gle the generated text into re-disentangled latent
spaces. This enables the disentanglement process
to operate in a closed-loop manner, resulting in
greater stability. Then, we use contrastive learning
to reduce the difference of unchanged attributes
between the original and the re-disentangled la-
tent spaces, while enlarging the difference be-
tween changed attributes. The contrastive learning
method thus provides an alternative way for dis-
entanglement, since it directly encourages content
preservation and non-target attribute preservation
when changing the targeted attribute.

Our contributions are briefly summarized as fol-
lows:

• We propose a new approach to disentangle-
ment based on contrastive learning, where we
re-disentangle the reconstructed sentence and
compare the re-disentangled latent space with
the original latent space to make a closed-
loop control.

• We propose several contrastive learning loss
functions to disentangle the text into irrele-
vant latent spaces as a replacement for ad-
versarial learning or mutual information min-
imization.

• We conduct extensive experiments on three
text datasets (Yelp Service review, Amazon
Product review, and GoEmotions dataset) to
show the disentanglement effectiveness of
our method.

2 Related Works

Disentanglement for Attribute Control. For a
natural text, if we want to change one of its at-

tributes while keeping all its other attributes un-
changed, a promising way is to disentangle the
attributes from the text. Then, changing one at-
tribute is not expected to affect other attributes.

Techniques for disentangling attributes can be
divided into two different types: explicit disentan-
glement (Chen et al., 2016; John et al., 2019; Sha
and Lukasiewicz, 2021) and implicit disentangle-
ment (Higgins et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2018). Ex-
plicit disentanglement requires the training dataset
to contain attribute annotations, which may help
to separate the latent space into interpretable com-
ponents for each attribute. For example, Chen
et al. (2016) and John et al. (2019) used adver-
sarial methods to reduce the influence between la-
tent spaces. To overcome the training difficulties
and resource-consuming problems of adversarial
methods, mutual information minimization meth-
ods (Moyer et al., 2018; Sha and Lukasiewicz,
2021) have been proposed to conduct disentangle-
ment in a non-adversarial way. The explicit disen-
tanglement method is easier for attribute control,
because it is easy to tell the model which part of
the latent space represents which attribute.

Implicit disentanglement does not use the at-
tribute annotations in the training dataset, so for
each disentangled component, it is hard to tell ex-
actly which attribute it corresponds to. Implicit
disentanglement includes β-VAE (Higgins et al.,
2017), β-TCVAE (Chen et al., 2018), and many
derivatives (Mathieu et al., 2018; Kumar et al.,
2017; Esmaeili et al., 2018; Hoffman and John-
son, 2016; Narayanaswamy et al., 2017; Kim and
Mnih, 2018; Shao et al., 2020). The basic prin-
ciple of implicit disentanglement is to capture the
internal relationship between input examples. For
example, Chen et al. (2018) break the evidence
lower bound (ELBO) into several parts and pro-
posed the Total Correlation, which encourages
the different attributes to be statistically indepen-
dent. Total Correlation is also the cornerstone for
MTDNA (Sha and Lukasiewicz, 2021). Esmaeili
et al. (2018) further break the ELBO into more
segments and discussed the effect of each segment
toward implicit disentanglement. However, with-
out the help of annotation, it is difficult for implicit
disentanglement to obtain better disentangled la-
tent spaces than explicit disentanglement.

Attribute Control without Disentanglement.
Although disentanglement is a general way to per-
form attribute control, there are also methods that



Text

Encoder s

c

EncoderDecoder

Disentangling

<latexit sha1_base64="fS9sneP0/6W0V89QxJxtohkIJWI=">AAAB63icbVDLagIxFL3Tp7Uv+9h1M1QKdiMzYu24E7rp0kJ9gIpkYkaDSWZIMgUZ/IVuumgp3faHuuvfNDOK9HUgcDjnXnLP8SNGlXacT2ttfWNzazu3k9/d2z84LBwdt1UYS0xaOGSh7PpIEUYFaWmqGelGkiDuM9Lxpzep33kgUtFQ3OtZRAYcjQUNKEY6lcal7uWwUHTKTgb7L3GXpNg4DTI0h4WP/ijEMSdCY4aU6rlOpAcJkppiRub5fqxIhPAUjUnPUIE4UYMku3VuXxhlZAehNE9oO1O/bySIKzXjvpnkSE/Uby8V//N6sQ68QUJFFGsi8OKjIGa2Du00uD2ikmDNZoYgLKm51cYTJBHWpp58VkK9XvWuPJO97tU8t7LKviLtStmtlat3po0qLJCDMziHErhwDQ24hSa0AMMEHuEZXixuPVmv1ttidM1a7pzAD1jvXwPrkKw=</latexit>

g(X)

s’

c’

<latexit sha1_base64="i3kATu8M5z5lMJR9UWD/3l/n/Hs=">AAAB73icbVDJSgNBEO1xjXGLevTSGARPYSbEODkZ8OIxglkgGUJPT0/SpGexu0YIQ37Ci7ggXv0Ef8Obf2NnEoLbg4LHe1VUvXJjwRWY5qextLyyurae28hvbm3v7Bb29lsqSiRlTRqJSHZcopjgIWsCB8E6sWQkcAVru6OLqd++ZVLxKLyGccycgAxC7nNKQEudHnDhMaz6haJZMjPgv8Sak+L5+8MUj41+4aPnRTQJWAhUEKW6lhmDkxIJnAo2yfcSxWJCR2TAupqGJGDKSbN7J/hYKx72I6krBJyp3ydSEig1DlzdGRAYqt/eVPzP6ybg207KwzgBFtLZIj8RGCI8DY89LhkFMdaEUMn1rZgOiSQU9Ivy2RNqtYp9auvsNbtqW+VF9gVplUtWtVS5Mov1Cpohhw7RETpBFjpDdXSJGqiJKBLoDj2hZ+PGuDdejNdZ65IxnzlAP2C8fQEMppSc</latexit>

s̃ Decoder

AE:

VAE:
<latexit sha1_base64="l66LKeaR2QFHVabASEMdIDbwJzE=">AAAB8XicbVDLSsNAFL2pr1pf9bFzEyxCBSlJqTXdFURwWcE+sA1lMp20QyeTODMRSu1fuHGhiFv/xp1/4zQtxdeBgcM59zL3HC9iVCrL+jRSS8srq2vp9czG5tb2TnZ3ryHDWGBSxyELRctDkjDKSV1RxUgrEgQFHiNNb3gx9Zv3REga8hs1iogboD6nPsVIaen2rnuZl6f4oXXSzeasgpXA/EvsOclVD/wEtW72o9MLcRwQrjBDUrZtK1LuGAlFMSOTTCeWJEJ4iPqkrSlHAZHuOLl4Yh5rpWf6odCPKzNRv2+MUSDlKPD0ZIDUQP72puJ/XjtWvuOOKY9iRTiefeTHzFShOY1v9qggWLGRJggLqm818QAJhJUuKZOUUKmUnDNHZ684ZccuLrIvSKNYsMuF0rVuowQzpOEQjiAPNpxDFa6gBnXAwOERnuHFkMaT8Wq8zUZTxnxnH37AeP8COcCTFA==</latexit>

qE(s, c|X)

<latexit sha1_base64="zglQkPMzwHOmTFcbZZ8dqdU+evg=">AAAB73icbVDJSgNBFHwTtxi3uNy8NAYhgoSZEOPkFvDiMYJZIBlCT6cnadKz2N0jhDE/4cWDIl79HW/+jZ1JCG4FDUXVe/SrciPOpDLNTyOzsrq2vpHdzG1t7+zu5fcPWjKMBaFNEvJQdFwsKWcBbSqmOO1EgmLf5bTtjq9mfvueCsnC4FZNIur4eBgwjxGstNSJip0HeU7O+vmCWTJToL/EWpBC/chL0ejnP3qDkMQ+DRThWMquZUbKSbBQjHA6zfViSSNMxnhIu5oG2KfSSdJ7p+hUKwPkhUK/QKFU/b6RYF/Kie/qSR+rkfztzcT/vG6sPNtJWBDFigZk/pEXc6RCNAuPBkxQovhEE0wE07ciMsICE6UryqUl1GoV+8LW2Wt21bbKy+xL0iqXrGqpcqPbqMAcWTiGEyiCBZdQh2toQBMIcHiEZ3gx7own49V4m49mjMXOIfyA8f4F8DiSWw==</latexit>

p(X|s, c)

<latexit sha1_base64="zo+tsPaOwSRsS0VVToO+vbwJfOk=">AAAB+HicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPXR+Ni5GSxCBSlJqTXdFdy4rGAf0IYymUzaoZNJmJkINfZL3LhQxK2f4s6/cZqW4uvAhcM593LvPV7MqFSW9WmsrK6tb2zmtvLbO7t7BXP/oC2jRGDSwhGLRNdDkjDKSUtRxUg3FgSFHiMdb3w18zt3REga8Vs1iYkboiGnAcVIaWlgFuJS96GvKPMJlOf4bGAWrbKVAf4l9oIUG0dBhubA/Oj7EU5CwhVmSMqebcXKTZFQFDMyzfcTSWKEx2hIeppyFBLpptnhU3iqFR8GkdDFFczU7xMpCqWchJ7uDJEayd/eTPzP6yUqcNyU8jhRhOP5oiBhUEVwlgL0qSBYsYkmCAuqb4V4hATCSmeVz0Ko16vOhaN/rzs1x64sf1+SdqVs18rVG51GFcyRA8fgBJSADS5BA1yDJmgBDBLwCJ7Bi3FvPBmvxtu8dcVYzByCHzDevwBm9JVg</latexit>

p(X|s̃, c)

Change to a 
different 

attribute value

Draw samples               
<latexit sha1_base64="zo+tsPaOwSRsS0VVToO+vbwJfOk=">AAAB+HicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPXR+Ni5GSxCBSlJqTXdFdy4rGAf0IYymUzaoZNJmJkINfZL3LhQxK2f4s6/cZqW4uvAhcM593LvPV7MqFSW9WmsrK6tb2zmtvLbO7t7BXP/oC2jRGDSwhGLRNdDkjDKSUtRxUg3FgSFHiMdb3w18zt3REga8Vs1iYkboiGnAcVIaWlgFuJS96GvKPMJlOf4bGAWrbKVAf4l9oIUG0dBhubA/Oj7EU5CwhVmSMqebcXKTZFQFDMyzfcTSWKEx2hIeppyFBLpptnhU3iqFR8GkdDFFczU7xMpCqWchJ7uDJEayd/eTPzP6yUqcNyU8jhRhOP5oiBhUEVwlgL0qSBYsYkmCAuqb4V4hATCSmeVz0Ko16vOhaN/rzs1x64sf1+SdqVs18rVG51GFcyRA8fgBJSADS5BA1yDJmgBDBLwCJ7Bi3FvPBmvxtu8dcVYzByCHzDevwBm9JVg</latexit>

p(X|s̃, c)from

Re-disentangling & contrastive learning

Contrastive learning

c

Use the same 
content vector

Reconstruct

 
<latexit sha1_base64="MA4HuqIj5Fp/H2qmq8QnVvboL1I=">AAAB6XicbVDLTsJAFL3FF+ILdemmkRhdkZYglpUkblyikUcCDZkOU5gwnTYzUxNC+AM3LjTK1q/wN9z5N04LIb5OcpOTc+7Nved6EaNSWdankVlZXVvfyG7mtrZ3dvfy+wdNGcYCkwYOWSjaHpKEUU4aiipG2pEgKPAYaXmjq8Rv3RMhacjv1DgiboAGnPoUI6Wl2/ZpL1+wilYK8y+xF6Rw+f6aYFbv5T+6/RDHAeEKMyRlx7Yi5U6QUBQzMs11Y0kihEdoQDqachQQ6U7SS6fmiVb6ph8KXVyZqfp9YoICKceBpzsDpIbyt5eI/3mdWPmOO6E8ihXheL7Ij5mpQjOJbfapIFixsSYIC6pvNfEQCYSVfk4ufUK1WnbOHZ296lQcu7TMviTNUtGuFMs3VqFWhjmycATHcAY2XEANrqEODcDgwwM8wbMxMh6NF2M2b80Yi5lD+AHj7QtXGpHe</latexit>

X 0

 
<latexit sha1_base64="2CFr9oljDey1pqvr9SKt0EI5e4g=">AAAB73icbVDLSsNAFJ34rPVVdelmsAiuSlJqTVcW3LisYNtAG8pkMmmHTiZxZiKU0J9wIz4Qt36Cv+HOv3GSluLrwIXDOfdy77lezKhUpvlpLC2vrK6tFzaKm1vbO7ulvf2OjBKBSRtHLBKOhyRhlJO2oooRJxYEhR4jXW98kfndWyIkjfi1msTEDdGQ04BipLTk9BVlPoHOoFQ2K2YO+JdYc1I+f3/I8NgalD76foSTkHCFGZKyZ5mxclMkFMWMTIv9RJIY4TEakp6mHIVEuml+7xQea8WHQSR0cQVz9ftEikIpJ6GnO0OkRvK3l4n/eb1EBbabUh4ninA8WxQkDKoIZuGhTwXBik00QVhQfSvEIyQQVvpFxfwJjUbNPrV19oZdt63qIvuCdKoVq16pXZnlZg3MUACH4AicAAucgSa4BC3QBhgwcAeewLNxY9wbL8brrHXJmM8cgB8w3r4A46uUgQ==</latexit>

X̃ Encoder
<latexit sha1_base64="oWh+m2EiZ4QJAytRbxqf5+0oTRY=">AAAB8HicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0V0VZJSa7qy4MZlBfuQNpTJZNIOnUzCzEQooV/hRkURt/6Bv+HOv3GSluLrwIXDOfdy77luxKhUpvlp5JaWV1bX8uuFjc2t7Z3i7l5bhrHApIVDFoquiyRhlJOWooqRbiQIClxGOu74IvU7t0RIGvJrNYmIE6Ahpz7FSGnppq8o8wiUx4NiySybGeBfYs1J6fz9IcVjc1D86HshjgPCFWZIyp5lRspJkFAUMzIt9GNJIoTHaEh6mnIUEOkk2cFTeKQVD/qh0MUVzNTvEwkKpJwEru4MkBrJ314q/uf1YuXbTkJ5FCvC8WyRHzOoQpimhx4VBCs20QRhQfWtEI+QQFjpHxWyJ9TrVfvU1tnrds22KovsC9KulK1auXpllhpVMEMeHIBDcAIscAYa4BI0QQtgEIA78ASeDWHcGy/G66w1Z8xn9sEPGG9fb7WUzQ==</latexit>

s̃0

<latexit sha1_base64="YgfHT7VKVZoE4N50NuQjxYmXz/Y=">AAAB8HicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqks3g0V0VZJSa7qy4MZlBfuQNpTJZNIOnUzCzEQooV/hRkURt/6Bv+HOv3GSluLrwIXDOfdy77luxKhUpvlp5JaWV1bX8uuFjc2t7Z3i7l5bhrHApIVDFoquiyRhlJOWooqRbiQIClxGOu74IvU7t0RIGvJrNYmIE6Ahpz7FSGnppq8o8wjEx4NiySybGeBfYs1J6fz9IcVjc1D86HshjgPCFWZIyp5lRspJkFAUMzIt9GNJIoTHaEh6mnIUEOkk2cFTeKQVD/qh0MUVzNTvEwkKpJwEru4MkBrJ314q/uf1YuXbTkJ5FCvC8WyRHzOoQpimhx4VBCs20QRhQfWtEI+QQFjpHxWyJ9TrVfvU1tnrds22KovsC9KulK1auXpllhpVMEMeHIBDcAIscAYa4BI0QQtgEIA78ASeDWHcGy/G66w1Z8xn9sEPGG9fV2WUvQ==</latexit>

c̃0

<latexit sha1_base64="nTD8Z9qP/PMMFs8yHqi2iWJzNgU=">AAAB6HicbVDJSgNBEK2JW4xb1KOXxiB4CjMhxsnJgBePCZgFkiH0dHqSNj0L3T1CCPkCLx4UiUf/wt/w5t/YMwnB7UHB470qql65EWdSmeankVlb39jcym7ndnb39g/yh0ctGcaC0CYJeSg6LpaUs4A2FVOcdiJBse9y2nbH14nfvqdCsjC4VZOIOj4eBsxjBCstNTr9fMEsminQX2ItSeHqfZ7gtd7Pf/QGIYl9GijCsZRdy4yUM8VCMcLpLNeLJY0wGeMh7WoaYJ9KZ5oeOkNnWhkgLxS6AoVS9fvEFPtSTnxXd/pYjeRvLxH/87qx8mxnyoIoVjQgi0VezJEKUZIaDZigRPGJJpgIpm9FZIQFJkr/Jpc+oVot2xe2zl61K7ZVWmVfkVapaFWK5YZZqJVhgSycwCmcgwWXUIMbqEMTCFB4gCd4Nu6MR+PFmC9aM8Zy5hh+wHj7Avazka0=</latexit>

X(a)

(b)

Figure 2: Complete architecture of our proposed model CLD. The upper row (a) represents the normal disentan-
glement process. The lower row (b) imitates the style/attribute transfer process. In both processes, we conduct
re-disentanglement and use contrastive learning to encourage the content vector (c) to stay unchanged, while the
style vectors (s, s̃) change to the desired values.

control attributes without disentanglement. For
example, Logeswaran et al. (2018) use adversarial
training to judge whether the generated sentence
is compatible with the target attribute label. Lam-
ple et al. (2019) use a back translation method to
model the attribute control process. Similar meth-
ods are also applied by Luo et al. (2019), Artetxe
et al. (2018), and Artetxe et al. (2019). Other
methods also tried some other task formulations,
like probabilistic inference by HMM (He et al.,
2019) and paraphrase generation (Krishna et al.,
2020).

Contrastive Learning. Contrastive learning has
been proposed by Hadsell et al. (2006), and has
witnessed a series of developments in recent years.
The goal of contrastive learning can be seen
as training an encoder for a dictionary look-up
task (He et al., 2020). Triplet loss (Chechik et al.,
2010; Hoffer and Ailon, 2015; Wang and Gupta,
2015; Sermanet et al., 2018) has originally been
proposed to achieve this, which reduces the dis-
tance between the example and a positive exam-
ple and enlarges the distance between the exam-
ple and a negative example. Noise contrastive
estimation (NCE) loss (Gutmann and Hyvärinen,
2010, 2012) uses a probabilistic model to discrim-
inate the positive and negative examples. Based
on NCE, InfoNCE (Oord et al., 2018; Hjelm et al.,
2018; Anand et al., 2019; Bachman et al., 2019;
Gordon et al., 2020; Hjelm and Bachman, 2020;
Zhuang et al., 2019; Xie et al., 2020; Khosla et al.,

2020) has a similar form of classification-based N-
pair loss (Le-Khac et al., 2020), and it has proved
that the minimization of InfoNCE also maximises
the lower bound of the mutual information be-
tween the input and the representation (Oord et al.,
2018). Similar mutual-information-based losses
include DIM (Hjelm et al., 2018), PCL (Li et al.,
2020), and SwAV (Caron et al., 2020). Also,
MoCo (He et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2020c, 2021)
uses a dynamic memory queue for building large
and consistent dictionaries for unsupervised learn-
ing with InfoNCE loss. SimCLR (Chen et al.,
2020a,b) uses a large batch size in an instance dis-
crimination task.

In contrast to the above, instead of on the in-
put examples, we apply contrastive learning in the
original and re-disentangled latent spaces to en-
courage that attributes can be robustly controlled,
which thus makes the latent space disentangled.
To our knowledge, this is the first work of using
contrastive learning in such a way to conduct dis-
entanglement.

The difference between our approach and other
disentanglement methods. Our CLD exploits
the essence of attribute disentanglement. We now
compare it with two previous methods of disentan-
glement.

Adversarial disentanglement (Chen et al., 2016;
John et al., 2019) naturally uses adversarial meth-
ods to eliminate the information of other attributes
from the representation of one attribute. However,



if there are multiple style types, then we need one
discriminator for each of the style types, which
is a massive cost of resources. Also, adversarial
methods can only be taken as constraints on the la-
tent space, since they do not directly encourage the
other attributes not being affected by the changed
attribute.

Another method is mutual information
minimization (Moyer et al., 2018; Sha and
Lukasiewicz, 2021), which is more efficient and
elegant. However, it still does not directly en-
courage that the change in the style’s latent space
can be perfectly reflected in the output sentence.
On the other hand, it is based on some strong
assumptions like that the content vector should
also follow a Gaussian distribution. But in our
CLD, the contrastive-learning-based method does
not require any of these assumptions. Moreover,
CLD directly models the attribute control process
in an easier and more natural way, which is
more flexible to be generalized to more complex
attributes and latent spaces.

3 Approach

In this section, we introduce the design of our
model for contrastive learning disentanglement
(CLD). Differently from previous works, our pro-
posed model is very simple, as it only contains the
basic encoder-decoder architecture and three con-
trastive learning loss functions. The architecture
of our model is shown in Figure 2.

3.1 Basic Architecture for Disentanglement

Like previous disentanglement methods (Hig-
gins et al., 2017; John et al., 2019; Sha and
Lukasiewicz, 2021), we use an autoencoder as our
basic architecture. Autoencoders are able to map
the input text into a latent space, while encourag-
ing the latent vector to contain the complete infor-
mation of the input. So, disentanglement is usually
achieved by adding constraints to the latent space
to split it into irrelevant segments. Then, each seg-
ment represents an isolated feature of the input,
and once changed the reconstructed text should
also be changed correspondingly.

For explicit disentanglement (with annotated
attributes for training), we use two kinds
of autoencoders: vanilla autoencoders (Hinton
and Zemel, 1994) and variational autoencoders
(VAEs) (Kingma and Welling, 2014). Given a text
dataset SX = {X1, . . . , XN}, the loss functions

of these two autoencoders are defined as follows:

JAE =− EX∼SX
p(X|f(X)), (1)

JVAE =− Ez∼qE(z|X) log[p(X|z)]
+λKLKL(qE(z|X)||p(z)), (2)

where f(·) and qE(z|X) are the encoders in the
vanilla and the variational autoencoders, respec-
tively, p(X|z) is the decoder, and p(z) is a prior
distribution (usually, N (0, 1)). The detailed archi-
tecture is given in the appendix.

Note that JVAE has the name "VAE" because the
latent space is calculated using the same method
as a variational autoencoder (VAE). Specifically,
a VAE uses an encoder to generate a distribution
over the latent space, and then samples a vector
z from this distribution, and then feeds z to a de-
coder. Sampling from a distribution results in a
continuous latent space (Bowman et al., 2016).

3.2 Contrastive Learning for Explicit
Disentanglement

Contrastive learning is originally proposed to learn
such an embedding space in which similar sam-
ple pairs stay close to each other, while dissimilar
ones are far apart. So, for disentangled representa-
tions, we can re-disentangle the reconstructed in-
put and conduct contrastive learning between the
disentangled representations and re-disentangled
representations. Intuitively, after one disentan-
gled feature is changed, the corresponding re-
disentangled feature should also be changed, and
the other re-disentangled features should remain
unchanged.

Basics for Explicit Disentanglement. In ex-
plicit disentanglement, the most typical way is to
separate the latent space into two irrelevant latent
spaces, one for the style (s) and one for the con-
tent (c) (John et al., 2019; Sha and Lukasiewicz,
2021). The style1 vector here is the representation
of one of the attributes of the text, including sen-
timent, tense, and tone for text. In this paper, we
define a new symbol to represent the disentangle-
ment: “↠”. Then, X ↠ [s, c] represents that the
representations of s and c are obtained by directly
splitting the latent vector z (in Eq. (2)) into s and

1Following the glossary by Sha and Lukasiewicz (2021),
a style type is a style class that represents a specific feature of
text or an image, e.g., sentiment, tense, or face direction; and
a style value is one of the different values within a style type,
e.g., sentiment (positive/negative), or tense (past/now/future).



c. On the other hand, we define “↣” for gener-
ating text according to the disentangled attributes.
By Eq. (2), the distribution of the generated text is
calculated by p(X|s, c). So, we can take a sam-
ple text from this distribution as X ′ ∼ p(X|s, c),
which is denoted by [s, c] ↣ X ′ in this paper.
Then, the disentanglement process and the recon-
struction process are written as:

X ↠ [s, c], [s, c] ↣ X ′, (3)

where X ′ represents the reconstructed text.

Re-disentanglement for Style Transfer. Fol-
lowing the unified distribution-control (UDC)
method in (Sha and Lukasiewicz, 2021), we also
predefine a Gaussian distribution Ni for the i-th
style type value. To give a specific example, there
are two values for text sentiment (positive and neg-
ative), each corresponds to a Gaussian distribu-
tion.

To directly model the style transfer process, we
first change the style vector s to the vector of a
different style, which is sampled from the uni-
fied style distribution defined by the UDC method.
In the training phase, this sampling process can
be conducted by the reparameterization trick as
shown in (Kingma and Welling, 2014). Then, we
reconstruct the text and disentangle the text for
a second time (namely, re-disentangle) into style
vector and content vector.

In detail, assuming that there are V possi-
ble style values for s, we sample v style values
s̃1, . . . , s̃v that are different from s’s original style
value. Then, we replace s with s̃2 and generate the
text X̃ . After that, we re-disentangle the gener-
ated text X ′ (in Eq. (3)) and X̃ , and compare the
re-disentangled representation of style and content
with the original representation of style and con-
tent.

So, the generation and re-disentanglement pro-
cess can be described as follows:

[s, c] ↣ X ′, X ′ ↠ [s′, c′]; (4)

[s̃, c] ↣ X̃, X̃ ↠ [s̃′, c̃′]. (5)

Contrastive Learning. First, under the UDC
setting, assume that the predefined trainable distri-
butions for each style value are N1, . . . ,NV . The
disentangled style vector s is expected to be close
to the corresponding style value’s representation

2The subscript is omitted, since we do the same operation
for each style type value sample.

s
pre
∗

3 and far away from other style values’ rep-
resentation. Consistent with previous works (He
et al., 2020), we use the dot product to measure
the similarity and the InfoNCE (Oord et al., 2018)
loss as the contrastive learning loss function as fol-
lows:

s
pre
i ∼ Ni, i ∈ {1, . . . , v}, (6)

Lori = − log
exp(s · spre

∗ /τ)∑v
i=0 exp(s · s

pre
i /τ)

, (7)

where τ is a temperature hyperparameter (He
et al., 2020).

When we re-disentangle the reconstructed text
as X ′ ↣ [s′, c′], the representation for style s′

should be close to the original style value, and far
away from all the other style value’s representa-
tions. The corresponding InfoNCE (Oord et al.,
2018) loss is as follows:

Lre = − log
exp(s′ · spre

∗ /τ)∑v
i=0 exp(s

′ · spre
i /τ)

. (8)

On the other hand, when the style transfer pro-
cess is conducted as Eq. (5), ideally, the re-
disentangled style representation s̃′ should be far
from the original style s and close to the trans-
ferred style vector s̃. So, the InfoNCE (Oord et al.,
2018) loss function for each of the sampled style
values, namely, s̃k (k = 1, . . . , v), is as follows:

L̃k = − log
exp(s̃′k · s̃k/τ)

exp(s̃′k · s/τ) +
∑v

i=0,i ̸=k exp(s̃
′
k · s̃i/τ)

,

(9)
For the re-disentangled content representations c′

and c̃′, it should be close to the original content
representation c and far from the content repre-
sentation disentangled from other examples. The
InfoNCE loss for content representation is Lc(c

′).
Similarly, the contrastive learning constraint for c̃′

is Lc(c̃
′) as follows.

Lc(c
′) = − log

exp(c′ · c/τ)∑M
i=0 exp(c

′ · c(i)/τ)
, (10)

Lc(c̃
′) = − log

exp(c̃′ · c/τ)∑M
i=0 exp(c̃

′ · c(i)/τ)
, (11)

where c(i) is the disentangled content representa-
tion of the i-th example in the current batch, M
represents the batch size.

3spre
i is sampled from the distribution Ni. spre

∗ is sampled
from the distribution N∗, which corresponds to the ground
truth attribute label.



Sentiment: positive negative ambiguous

Ekman: joy fear sadness disgust anger surprise

Emotions:

joy, amusement, approval,
excitement, gratitude, love,
optimism, relief, pride,
admiration, desire, caring

fear,
nervousness

disappointment,
embarrassment,
sadness, grief,
remorse

disgust
anger,
annoyance,
disapproval

surprise,
realization,
confusion,
curiosity

Table 1: Mapping of Emotion Categories to Sentiment and Ekman Taxonomy in GoEmotions Dataset

Finally, if we are using a vanilla autoencoder
as the basic architecture, the total loss function
of contrastive-learning-based explicit disentangle-
ment is shown in Eq. (12).

L = JAE+λoriLori+λreLre+λk

∑v

k=1
L̃k+λcLc,

(12)
where λori, λre, λk, and λc are hyperparameters.
When we are using a VAE as the basic architec-
ture, we only need to replace JAE with JVAE in
Eq. (12). Lc is obtained by summing up the two
contrastive learning losses for content preserva-
tion as shown in Eq. (13). The coefficients of the
three items are set to the same, because they are
expected to provide an equal effect on the three
latent spaces: the original latent space, the re-
disentangled latent space, and the style-transferred
re-disentangled latent space.

Lc = Lc(c
′) + Lc(c̃

′). (13)

4 Experiments

4.1 Data

Consistent with previous works, we use Yelp Ser-
vice Reviews4 (Shen et al., 2017), Amazon Prod-
uct Reviews5 (Fu et al., 2018), and the GoE-
motions dataset6 (Demszky et al., 2020) as the
datasets for explicit disentanglement. In the Yelp
dataset, there are 444k, 63k, and 126k reviews
in the train, valid, and test sets, while the Ama-
zon dataset contains 559k, 2k, and 2k, respec-
tively. Both datasets contain sentiment labels
with two possible values (“pos” and “neg”). Be-
sides, the tense label is also available in the Ama-
zon dataset, which contains three possible values
(“past”, “now”, and “future”).

4https://github.com/shentianxiao/
language-style-transfer

5https://github.com/fuzhenxin/
textstyletransferdata

6https://github.com/google-research/
google-research/tree/master/goemotions

GoEmotions dataset contains 58,009 examples
with the train, test, and validation sets split as
43,410, 5,427, and 5,426 examples respectively.
GoEmotions annotations categorize the examples
into 27 distinct emotion labels. These emotion
labels are further grouped in two ways: First,
by sentiment into positive, negative, and ambigu-
ous classes. Second, by Ekman’s emotion taxon-
omy which divides the emotions into 6 broad cate-
gories: anger (including anger, annoyance, disap-
proval), disgust, fear (including fear and nervous-
ness), joy (covering all positive emotions), sad-
ness (including sadness, disappointment, embar-
rassment, grief, and remorse), and surprise (span-
ning all ambiguous emotions). The mapping rela-
tions are shown in Table 1.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

We borrow the metric mutual information gap
(MIG) in (Chen et al., 2018) for evaluating the dis-
entanglement performance. MIG was originally
proposed for implicit disentanglement, which
takes each single dimension (a scalar latent vari-
able) of the latent vector as an attribute. In the
original design, MIG measures the difference of
two mutual information values, one of them is the
mutual information between the ground truth fac-
tor vk and latent variable z∗ (z∗ is the best fit latent
variable for vk with the largest mutual informa-
tion), the other is the mutual information between
the ground truth factor vk and latent variable z∗∗
(z∗∗ is the second best fit latent variable for vk).
MIG is defined as follows (Chen et al., 2018):

MIGim =
1

K

K∑
k=1

1

H(vk)

(
I(z∗; vk)− I(z∗∗; vk)

)
,

(14)

where the subscript “im” stands for implicit disen-
tanglement, and the mutual information I(z; vk) is

https://github.com/shentianxiao/language-style-transfer
https://github.com/shentianxiao/language-style-transfer
https://github.com/fuzhenxin/textstyletransferdata
https://github.com/fuzhenxin/textstyletransferdata
https://github.com/google-research/google-research/tree/master/goemotions
https://github.com/google-research/google-research/tree/master/goemotions


defined by:

I(z; vk) = Eq(z,vk)

[
log

∑
X∈χvk

q(z|X)p(X|vk)
]
,

(15)

where K is the latent vector’s dimension, H(vk)
is the entropy of vk, and χvk is the support of
p(X|vk).

When computing MIG in explicit disentangle-
ment, we replace the latent variables z∗ and z∗∗ by
s and c:

MIGex =
1

H(vk)

(
I(s; vk)− I(c; vk)

)
, (16)

where the subscript “ex” stands for explicit disen-
tanglement.

When evaluating the attribute control perfor-
mance, we have 4 metrics for the NLP tasks.

• Attribute transfer accuracy (TA): Following
previous works (John et al., 2019; Sha and
Lukasiewicz, 2021), we use an external sen-
tence classifier (TextCNN (Kim, 2014)) to
measure the sentiment accuracy after the at-
tribute change. The external sentence classi-
fiers are trained separately for the Yelp and
the Amazon dataset, and achieved an accept-
able accuracy on the validation set (Yelp:
97.68%, Amazon: 82.32%).

• Content preservation BLEU (CBLEU-1 &
CBLEU-4): This metric is proposed in
(Logeswaran et al., 2018), which transfers
the attribute-transferred sentence back to the
original attribute, and then computes the
BLEU score with the original sentence.

• Perplexity (PPL): Perplexity is used for eval-
uating the fluency of the generated sentences.
We use a third-party language model (Kneser
and Ney, 1995, KenLM) as the evaluator.
Two separate KenLM’s are trained and used
for evaluation on the two datasets.

• Transfer BLEU (TBLEU): The BLEU score
is calculated between the original sentence
and the attribute-transferred sentence. We
delete the sentiment words before evaluation
according to a sentiment word list.7

7https://ptrckprry.com/course/ssd/
data/positive|negative-words.txt

• Geometric mean (GM): We use the geometric
mean of TA, 1/PPL, and TBLEU as an aggre-
gated score, which considers attribute control
performance and fluency simultaneously.

4.3 Disentanglement Performance
We have visualized the latent space of attributes
and contents in Figures 3 and 4. To generate this
visualization, we perform dimension reduction on
the hidden attribute representations in the latent
space. Specifically, we use t-SNE (van der Maaten
and Hinton, 2008) to reduce the high-dimensional
attribute representations to 2D embeddings that
can be plotted. We see that with contrastive learn-
ing, both the vanilla and the variational autoen-
coder have separated different labels of sentiment
(or tense) into different latent spaces successfully.
In comparison, the different labels are mixed to-
gether in the content’s latent space according to
Figure 4, which means that the content space does
not contain information of the sentiment attribute.
Note that we do not use any resource-consuming
traditional disentanglement methods like adver-
sarial methods or mutual information minimiza-
tion, simply re-disentangling the generated sen-
tence and using contrastive learning can lead to
such a good disentanglement performance.

For datasets with more granular emotion cate-
gories, we also visualize the attribute latent space
of the GoEmotions dataset. We again use t-SNE
to reduce the high-dimensional attribute represen-
tations to 2D embeddings that can be plotted. As
shown in Fig. 5, the 2D latent space naturally sep-
arates into three distinct clusters corresponding
to the semantic-level taxonomy of positive, neg-
ative, and neutral emotions. Furthermore, within
the positive and negative regions, the space sep-
arates into smaller sub-clusters representing each
of the six Ekman emotions. This demonstrates
that our model has learned a disentangled latent
space where proximity aligns with annotated emo-
tion similarities. By visualizing the latent space
in 2D, we can better understand the relationships
learned between different emotion categories.

Also, the comparison of the MIG value is shown
in Figure 6. We reimplemented the previous works
of explicit disentanglement, (John et al., 2019) and
MTDNA (Sha and Lukasiewicz, 2021), based on
their released code, the hyperparameters of the en-
coder and the decoder are all set to the same. Dif-
ferent experiments for a model would have mul-
tiple different MIG values due to different ran-

https://ptrckprry.com/course/ssd/data/positive|negative-words.txt
https://ptrckprry.com/course/ssd/data/positive|negative-words.txt


Yelp Amazon

TA CBLEU-1 CBLEU-4 PPL TBLEU GM TA(S) TA(T) CBLEU-1 CBLEU-4 PPL TBLEU GM

(Logeswaran et al., 2018) 0.905 53.0 7.5 133 17.4 0.105 0.857 - 31.5 1.8 187 16.6 0.091
(Lample et al., 2019) 0.877 - - 48 14.6 0.139 0.896 - - - 92 18.7 0.122
(John et al., 2019) (Vanilla) 0.883 - - 52 18.7 0.147 0.720 - - - 73 16.5 0.118
(John et al., 2019) (VAE) 0.934 - - 32 17.9 0.174 0.822 - - - 63 9.8 0.109
MTDNA (Vanilla) 0.877 30.4 4.3 45 16.1 0.146 0.789 0.963 23.4 1.2 68 15.4 0.121
MTDNA (VAE) 0.944 32.6 5.1 27 21.2 0.195 0.902 0.993 24.0 1.2 44 20.1 0.160
(Qian et al., 2022) 0.873 - - 37 - - 0.795 0.902 - - 65 - -

CLD (Vanilla) 0.928 45.5 6.9 43 16.3 0.152 0.843 0.972 27.6 1.5 68 15.9 0.125
+ Back-Translation loss 0.890 54.1 8.7 38 16.8 0.158 0.844 0.975 36.7 2.2 59 17.1 0.135
+ T5 0.930 56.6 10.4 33 20.7 0.180 0.889 0.982 37.4 2.4 55 19.3 0.146
CLD (VAE) 0.951 45.7 6.3 28 22.5 0.197 0.910 0.994 28.2 1.6 43 21.3 0.165
+ Back-Translation loss 0.936 54.3 8.4 26 22.7 0.201 0.908 0.993 37.2 2.3 40 21.7 0.170
+ T5 0.985 58.1 11.2 25 23.7 0.211 0.921 0.994 38.3 2.5 38 22.9 0.177

Table 2: Overall attribute control performance. For the sentiment type, the transfer direction is “Neg→Pos”,
and “Pos→Neg”. For the tense type, the transfer direction is “Past→Now”, “Now→Future” and “Future→Past”.
TA(S) is the TA metric for sentiment, while TA(T) is for tense. All the advantages of our results compared to the
previous best results are statistically significant, as confirmed by the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. (p < 0.05). The
state-of-the-art results made by pretrained language models are underlined.

TA(Sentiment) TA(Ekman) CBLEU-1 CBLEU-4 PPL TBLEU GM-4

(Logeswaran et al., 2018) 0.723 0.538 21.2 1.5 224 8.9 0.111
MTDNA (Vanilla) 0.759 0.602 25.4 3.1 136 9.5 0.134
MTDNA (VAE) 0.780 0.635 28.6 3.7 95 12.1 0.158
(Qian et al., 2022) 0.852 0.816 - - 97 - -

CLD (Vanilla) 0.864 0.845 34.9 4.6 79 15.4 0.194
+ Back-Translation loss 0.857 0.832 36.5 5.2 71 17.8 0.206
+ T5 0.893 0.887 39.7 7.1 63 20.3 0.225
CLD (VAE) 0.899 0.896 36.1 5.5 76 19.4 0.211
+ Back-Translation loss 0.886 0.858 37.3 6.6 74 21.5 0.217
+ T5 0.923 0.901 39.6 8.2 60 23.3 0.238

Table 3: Overall attribute control performance of GoEmotions dataset. For the sentiment taxonomy, the trans-
fer direction is “Negative→Positive”, and “Positive→ambiguous”. For the Ekman taxonomy, the transfer direc-
tion is “joy→fear”, “fear→sadness”, “sadness→disgust”, “disgust→anger”, “anger→surprise”, “surprise→joy”.
TA(Sentiment) is the TA metric for sentiment, while TA(Ekman) is for Ekman taxonomy. All the advantages of our
results compared to the previous best results are statistically significant, as confirmed by the Wilcoxon signed-rank
test. (p < 0.05). The state-of-the-art results made by pretrained language models are underlined.

dom initialization. So, we draw box plots to show
the statistical comparison of MIG values in 40 ex-
periments. In both datasets for explicit disentan-
glement, our method CLD achieves a better MIG
value and is more robust (has smaller variance)
than the other two methods.

Besides, due to the computational efficiency of
contrastive learning losses, our proposed method
takes less time for each epoch compared to
adversarial-based and mutual-information-based
methods. On Yelp, it takes CLD 20.93 min
(Vanilla) and 21.56 min (VAE) for one epoch,
while (John et al., 2019) requires 46.36 min
(Vanilla) and 44.59 min (VAE) for one epoch,
MTDNA (Sha and Lukasiewicz, 2021) requires
42.74 min (Vanilla) and 43.62 min (VAE) for one

epoch.

4.4 Performance of Attribute Control

We compare our method CLD with multiple pre-
vious attribute control methods: (Logeswaran
et al., 2018) and (Lample et al., 2019) as non-
disentanglement methods, and (John et al., 2019)
and MTDNA (Sha and Lukasiewicz, 2021) as ex-
plicit disentanglement methods. We also com-
pared our approach with the prefix-tuning-based
method by Qian et al. (2022) for controlling the
attribute of generated text. However, we note
that their method was not specifically designed
to maintain the text content while modifying at-
tributes. Therefore, we limited our comparison to
the TA and PPL metrics.
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Figure 3: Visualization of the disentangled latent space for the two style types: sentiment and tense. (a), (b), and
(c) are created by a vanilla autoencoder, while (d), (e), and (f) are created by a VAE. All results are obtained when
τ is set to 100.
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Figure 4: Visualization of the content spaces after dis-
entanglement on the Yelp dataset.
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Figure 5: Visualization of the Sentiment and Ek-
man taxonomy in the latent space on the GoEmotions
dataset.

(a) Yelp dataset (b) Amazon dataset

Figure 6: The box plot of the MIG metric for different
explicit disentanglement methods on the two datasets
in the experiments (for sentiment). The red boxes rep-
resent vanilla-autoencoder-based methods, while the
blue boxes are for VAE-based methods.

The overall performances of the Yelp and Ama-
zon datasets are listed in Table 2. The overall
performance of GoEmotions dataset is listed in
Table 3. We can see that our proposed method
CLD outperforms all the previous works in the
transfer accuracy metric (TA), perplexity, and
TBLEU score. Compared with the baseline meth-
ods without contrastive learning, our approach
shows great advantages over the MTDNA (Sha
and Lukasiewicz, 2021) models in the CBLEU
metrics. This fact shows that the content of a
sentence is much easier to be preserved (the at-
tribute control process is more robust) when we
are using contrastive learning to keep the con-



tent vector before and after re-disentanglement
to be as close as possible. Moreover, when
we added back-translation loss as is conducted
by Logeswaran et al. (2018) and Lample et al.
(2019), our method CLD achieved an even higher
score in the CBLEU-1 and CBLEU-4 metric, and
this score has outperformed the state-of-the-art
CBLEU score. This again proved that back-
translation loss will become more powerful in con-
tent preservation when used together with con-
trastive learning. According to the aggregated per-
formance (GM) listed in Table 2, CLD also outper-
forms the baseline methods, and CLD(VAE) with
back-translation loss achieved state-of-the-art re-
sults. We have observed similar results in the tense
attribute, which is shown in the column “TA(T)” in
Table 2.

We also conducted a comparison between our
method and the prompt-tuning-based approach
proposed by Qian et al. (2022). However, it is
important to note that the prompt-tuning-based
method only focuses on controlling the attribute
of the generated text, without ensuring content
preservation. Therefore, we limited our compar-
ison to the TA and PPL metrics. To evaluate their
work, we applied Qian et al. (2022)’s method on
our datasets and assessed the results based on our
metrics. As demonstrated in Table 2, our method
still has a clear advantage over the prompt-tuning-
based approach, as the latter sacrifices some at-
tribute accuracy in order to achieve controllable
text generation.

Our method is very easy to be merged with pre-
trained language models in encoder-decoder archi-
tectures (like T5 (Raffel et al., 2020)). We merged
our method with T5 and report the results in Ta-
ble 2. Due to the large storage of text corpus and
common sense knowledge in the pretrained lan-
guage model, the result achieved a much better
level in style transfer accuracy, content preserva-
tion, and fluency metrics.

4.5 Ablation Test

Effect of Re-disentanglement Process. To
prove that the re-disentanglement process is nec-
essary, we remove all the contrastive losses related
to the re-disentanglement process. The visualiza-
tion of the latent spaces for vanilla and VAE are
shown on Figure 8. We can see that the latent
space became partly mixed up, which shows that
the re-disentanglement process is indispensable.

Effect of Contrastive Loss Functions. To study
the effect of each contrastive learning loss, we re-
move the loss functions one by one to check the
difference of the evaluation metrics. The results
are shown in Table 4. We found that after the con-
tent contrastive loss Lc is removed, the style trans-
fer accuracy has been improved, which shows that
the constraint on the content vector would nega-
tively affect the style information in the generated
sentences. Also, the CBLEU-4 and TBLEU scores
largely dropped, which shows that Lc is very im-
portant for content preservation. Then, after L̃k

is removed, the TA metric dropped about 3 per-
centage points, while the CBLEU-4 and TBLEU
scores did not have any significant change. Since
L̃k is a constraint for the re-disentangled style vec-
tor of the style-transferred sentence, it does not
have too much effect on the content of the sen-
tence. A similar phenomenon is observed when
we remove the loss Lre: the TA metric signif-
icantly decreased again, and the BLEU scores
slightly decreased.

Besides, we also remove the three con-
trastive learning losses for the content preserva-
tion (Lc(c

′), Lc(c̃
′)) to study their effect on the re-

sults. The scores are also listed in Table 5. We can
see that removing any one of the two losses would
cause an increase in the TA score, which means
all of the content preservation losses are limita-
tions on the style latent space. Both the CBLEU-
4 and TBLEU scores decrease a lot after remov-
ing the two content preservation losses. In par-
ticular, it seems that Lc(c

′) has the largest effect
on the scores, which is sensible, because a more
distinguishable content space is easier for content
preservation intuitively.

We also conducted experiments about changing
the content’s contrastive learning loss Lc to mean-
square error (MSE) loss to check whether con-
trastive learning is necessary. In this experiment,
we replace Lc with the following loss Lmse:

Lmse = ∥c′ − c∥2 , (17)

where ∥ · ∥2 represents the 2-norm. The results
are also shown in line CLD (Vanilla) (MSE) and
CLD (VAE) (MSE) of Table 4. We can see that,
the score of CBLEU-4 and TBLEU dropped a lot
compared to CLD (Vanilla) and CLD (VAE) after
we replaced Lc with Lmse. The intrinsic difference
between Lc and Lmse is that Lmse only encourages
c′ and c from the same case to be close, while
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Figure 7: Change of the latent space when the temperature hyperparameter τ is getting larger. We show four
different τ values (namely, 0.5, 1.0, 10.0, 100.0) for the two possible architectures. The first row is from the
vanilla autoencoder architecture, while the second row is from the VAE architecture.

Yelp

TA CBLEU-4 TBLEU

CLD (Vanilla) 0.928 6.9 16.3
CLD (Vanilla) - Lc 0.935 4.6 11.5
CLD (Vanilla) - Lc -L̃k 0.903 4.3 10.8
CLD (Vanilla) - Lc -L̃k-Lre 0.862 4.4 10.2
CLD (VAE) 0.951 6.3 22.5
CLD (VAE) - Lc 0.959 4.2 13.6
CLD (VAE) - Lc -L̃k 0.928 4.3 12.8
CLD (VAE) - Lc -L̃k-Lre 0.887 4.1 12.4

CLD (Vanilla) (MSE) 0.926 5.0 12.2
CLD (VAE) (MSE) 0.945 5.1 15.6

Table 4: Ablation test results. We select three metrics
(TA, CBLEU-4, and TBLEU) in this experiment, be-
cause they are closely related to the contrastive losses
Lre, L̃k, and Lc.

Yelp

TA CBLEU-4 TBLEU

CLD (Vanilla) - Lc(c
′) 0.929 5.2 14.8

CLD (Vanilla) - Lc(c̃
′) 0.930 6.1 15.3

CLD (VAE) - Lc(c
′) 0.955 5.1 17.8

CLD (VAE) - Lc(c̃
′) 0.951 5.8 20.1

Table 5: Ablation test results w.r.t. different compo-
nents in Lc.

Lc also requires the content vectors from differ-
ent cases to be far away form each other. The lat-
ter alleviates the possibility of the content space
to collapse. This result proved that the contrastive
learning loss is inevitable for content preservation.

Effect of τ . To investigate the effect of the tem-
perature hyperparameter τ , we run the model sev-

eral times with different values of τ , and visualize
the latent space in Figure 7. According to Fig-
ure 7, when τ has a small value, the latent spaces
for the different style values tend to be connected
in some area. In contrast, the latent spaces get sep-
arated when the value of τ increases. The reason
is that when the temperature τ is getting large, the
distinction between the positive and negative ex-
amples in the contrastive losses tends to be under-
estimated. Hence, the model needs to work harder
to make the distinction large, and thus the latent
spaces are getting more separated.

4.6 Case Study
We sampled some generated text when we are
transferring the sentiment attribute from one to an-
other, the results are shown in Table 6. According
to the results, the content of text almost remains
unchanged, while the target attribute was changed
to what we expected.

Furthermore, we evaluated more complex emo-
tion attribute transfer cases from the GoEmotions
dataset. We transformed the emotions according
to the Ekman taxonomy and presented the results
produced by CLD using both the vanilla and VAE
architectures. These results are tabulated in Ta-
ble 8.

4.7 Human Evaluation
We also conducted a human evaluation for the
attribute control results. We sampled 1,000
examples from each of Yelp and Amazon,
and changed their attribute value to the op-
posite value (“Positive”→“Negative”, “Negati-



Original (Pos) Vanilla Transferred (Neg) VAE Transferred (Neg)

every one is so nice , and the food is
amazing !

the servant is rude and the food is terri-
ble .

every one is so tepid , and the food is
awful.

an excellent dining experience . the dining feels bad . an awful dining experience .

yesterday i went to this location and the
staff was very informative and person-
able .

yesterday i went to this location and
found the staff so rude and angry .

yesterday i went here and the staff was
very tepid , not a good choice .

Original (Neg) Vanilla Transferred (Pos) VAE Transferred (Pos)

crap service with mediocre food is not
a good business model to live by .

good service and the food is delicious . good service with delicious food , good
business model to live by .

this is a horrible representation of a deli
.

this is a great place to go in this area . this is a good place of a deli .

the staff does a horrible job with my
teenagers .

the staff works well with my teenagers
.

the staff does a great job working with
my teenagers .

Table 6: Examples of sentiment polarity control.

Original (Now) Vanilla Transferred (Past) VAE Transferred (Past)

this machine is exactly what the name
says it is - a speller .

this machine was exactly a speller . The machine was a speller, just as its
name indicated .

it’s so small (of course) and it’s really
only good for nuts .

it was so small and only good for nuts . it was very small and only useful for
nuts in the past , just as it is now .

Original (Past) Vanilla Transferred (Future) VAE Transferred (Future)

i did not like the taste of this at all. i will never like this taste . i will never like this taste any more .

i was not impressed, but at least i tried. I will never be impressed . I will not be impressed, but at least I
will try.

Original (Future) Vanilla Transferred (Past) VAE Transferred (Past)

i’m going to e-mail the company but
in the meantime, if you drink this tea,
stop.

I emailed the company . I emailed the company, stop drinking
this tea .

i’m probably going to end up throwing
all of these out .

I threw all this out probably . I probably ended up throwing all of
these out.

Table 7: Examples of tense control.

ve”→“Positive”). Then, we collected the gener-
ated sentences and asked 3 data graders to give a
score to the sentences on 3 metrics (transfer ac-
curacy (TA), content preservation (CP), and lan-
guage quality (LQ)). Among them, TA is a per-
centage, CP and LQ are scored between 1 ∼ 5.
The detailed questions are listed in the appendix.
We randomly shuffled the sentences to remove the
ordering hint. The final result of human evalua-
tion is shown in Table 9. The inter-rater agree-
ments (the Krippendorff’s alpha values (2004)) of
the three metrics are 0.84, 0.89, and 0.92, all of
them are acceptable due to Krippendorff’s princi-
ple (2004). We can see that our proposed method
CLD outperforms the baseline in each of the hu-
man evaluation metrics. We also listed some gen-

Neg
Pos

Neg
Pos

(a) Yelp (Vanilla) (b) Yelp (VAE)

Figure 8: Visualization of latent space when we remove
the re-disentanglement process, i.e., we only keep the
contrastive losses in Eqns. 9.

erated cases in Appendix 4.6.



Original Vanilla Transferred VAE Transferred

My friend and I have been having good
fun queuing Mei/Winston, trololo, and
2 bottles of whisky. (Joy)

My friend and I have been anxiously
queueing Mei/Winston, trololo, and 2
bottles of whisky (fear)

My friend and I anxiously wait
in the endless, crawling queue for
Mei/Winston, trololo, and 2 bottles of
whisky. (fear)

And then you’re stuck on that medica-
tion for life, sounds like a scary trade-
off. (fear)

And then I guess you’re stuck tak-
ing that medicine forever and ever,
seems like a real bummer of a trade-
off.(sadness)

And then you’re frustratedly stuck on
that medication for life, sounds like a
grim trade-off. (sadness)

it’s hurting my heart :( why did you
leave me (sadness)

It’s sickening my heart :( why did you
abandon me. (disgust)

It’s breaking my heart :( why did you
betray and leave me in such a repulsive
manner. (disgust)

Gross. I hate using those reusable
cloth ones because they retain smells.
You’ve got cats? I know, I can smell
them. (disgust)

Damn it. It infuriates me to use those
reusable fabric ones since they hold
onto scents. Throw out these cats!
(anger)

Damn it. I detest using those reusable
cloth ones because they retain odors.
You’ve got cats? I know, I can detect
their stench. (anger)

I do remember this and wanted nothing
more than to kill that guy (anger)

Yeah I totally remember this and was
like, woah, my mind was blown about
that guy. (surprised)

I do recall this vividly and was utterly
astonished at that guy. (surprised)

Can’t believe [NAME] has been in the
league that long... (surprised)

It’s amazing that [NAME] has been in
the league that long! (joy)

It’s so thrilling that [NAME] has al-
ready been playing in the league for
that many years! (joy)

Table 8: Examples of Ekman control in GoEmotions dataset.

TA CP LQ

Yelp

(Logeswaran et al., 2018) 86.01 3.81 3.89
(Lample et al., 2019) 82.32 3.59 4.28
(John et al., 2019)(VAE) 85.89 3.65 4.25
MTDNA (Vanilla) 84.28 3.69 4.32
MTDNA (VAE) 86.04 3.78 4.39
(Qian et al., 2022) 83.43 3.65 4.41
CLD(Vanilla) 85.42 3.70 4.32
CLD(VAE) 87.98 3.90 4.43

Amazon

(Logeswaran et al., 2018) 80.21 3.68 3.73
(Lample et al., 2019) 77.76 3.14 3.66
(John et al., 2019)(VAE) 82.23 3.27 3.75
MTDNA (Vanilla) 79.03 3.34 3.74
MTDNA (VAE) 83.28 3.52 4.08
(Qian et al., 2022) 80.75 3.21 4.10
CLD(Vanilla) 80.56 3.68 3.76
CLD(VAE) 83.96 3.75 4.32

Table 9: Human evaluation results on Yelp and Ama-
zon.

5 Discussion

Recent work has explored utilizing large language
models (LLMs) like ChatGPT and GPT-4 for con-
trollable text generation. For example, Reif et al.
(2021) have proposed methods to steer text style
transfer in these LLMs by conditioning on dis-
crete attributes or continuous latent representa-
tions. Compared to our approach, a key difference
is that we train our model end-to-end to disentan-

gle latent attributes, while LLMs rely on prompt-
ing or fine-tuning approaches applied post-hoc.

While promising, utilizing LLMs for attribute-
controlled generation remains challenging. The
discrete prompting approach can yield brittle or
superficial style changes, as the models’ under-
standing of prompted attributes is imperfect and
limited to correlation patterns in the pretraining
data (Reif et al., 2021; Luo et al., 2023). La-
tent space steering has shown more coherent style
transfer, but current methods rely on complex opti-
mization schemes or assume access to an attribute
classifier (John et al., 2019; Sha and Lukasiewicz,
2021). In contrast, our model learns disentangled
representations directly from data through closed-
loop contrastive training.

6 Limitations

Controlling the attribute’s intensity Our
model is not designed to control the intensity of
an attribute, like generating some neutral sentence
instead of “pos” or “neg”. If we want to generate
a neutral sentence anyway, we just need to take
the average vector of the mean value of the “pos”
and “neg”, and replace the original semantic style
vector. Then, the decoder will generate a neutral
sentence. However, this method will not always



be successful, because there is no guarantee that
these latent spaces are smoothly distributed with
overlapping regions, and the decoder may not
have been required to generate such texts with
novel style features during training. To better
control the attribute’s intensity, it is required to
design some special mechanics in a supervised
manner.

Difficult attributes Apart from the simple text
attributes, there are also some complex attributes
like some specific author’s style of writing, which
are usually intertwined together in the latent space.
Discrete categorical style types are hard to design
for such kind of complex attributes. Whether dis-
entanglement can be used for controlling complex
attributes requires further research.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a novel explicit dis-
entanglement method, called contrastive learning
disentanglement (CLD), which uses contrastive
learning as the core method. Differently from
previous works, we re-disentangle the recon-
structed sentences, and conduct contrastive learn-
ing between the disentangled vectors and the re-
disentangled vectors. To encourage the disentan-
glement of the attributes’ latent space, we pro-
pose the re-disentangled contrastive loss Lre and
the transferred re-disentangled contrastive loss L̃k.
The latter fully imitates the attribute control pro-
cess. To encourage content preservation, we pro-
posed the content contrastive loss Lc, which con-
tains three sub-losses. These sub-losses make the
content space more distinguishable and encourage
the content keep unchanged during attribute con-
trol. Our proposed method is not only much eas-
ier in the mathematical derivations, it also outper-
forms all the compared methods in the evaluation
metrics according to our experimental results.
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Appendix

A Human Evaluation Questions

A.1 Transfer Accuracy (TA)
Q: Do you think the given sentence belongs to positive sentiment or negative sentiment?

• A: Positive.

• B: Negative.

A.2 Content Preservation (CP)
Q: Do you think the generated sentence has the same content with the original sentence, although the
sentiment/tense is different?

Please choose a score according to the following description. Note that the score is not necessary to
be integer, you can give scores like 3.2 or 4.9 by your feeling.

• 5: Exactly. The contents are exactly the same.

• 4: Highly identical. Most of the content are identical.

• 3: Half. Half of the content is identical.

• 2: Almost Not the same.

• 1: Totally different.

A.3 Language Quality (LQ)
Q: How fluent do you think the generated text is? Give a score based on your feeling.

Please choose a score according to the following description. Note that the score is not necessary to
be integer, you can give scores like 3.2 or 4.9 by your feeling.

• 5: Very fluent.

• 4: Highly fluent.

• 3: Partial fluent.

• 2: Very unfluent.

• 1: Nonsense.

B Detailed Model Structure

The encoder and decoder in this paper are in the LSTM architecture. Given an input sentence X =
{x1, . . . , xn}, the representation of the sentence z is computed by:

z = LSTM(x1, . . . , xn) , (18)

where z is the output of the last LSTM cell.
In the vanilla autoencoder, z is split into a style vector and a content vector by a feed-forward layer as

follows:
[s, c] = tanh(Whz + bh) , (19)

where Wh and bh are trainable parameters.
In the variational autoencoder, the output of the encoder is further mapped into two vectors µ and

log(σ2). The latent vector z is sampled from the Gaussian distribution N (µ, σ). The style vector and
content vector are split by Eq. (19).

After the transfer of the style vector (s changed to s′), the style vector and content vector are merged
into a new latent vector z′, which is the input to the LSTM decoder as the initial state.



C Detailed Model Settings

The encoder and decoder are set as 2-layer LSTM RNNs with input dimension of 100, and the hidden
size is 150. The hyperparameters are set to λori = 1.0, λre = 1.0, λk = 1.5, λc = 2.0, λKL = 0.01 and
τ = 100. We used Adam for optimization, and the learning rate is set to 0.001. The model is run on an
Nvidia v100 GPU.


