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Abstract

Controllable text generation has emerged as a significant research area, allowing the
production of text with desired characteristics. In this work, we investigate the con-
trollability of text generation, exploring the challenges of controlling various aspects
of generated text, such as length, parts-of-speech (POS) structure, sentiment, and
tense; in addition, we extend our analysis to the task of multi-conditional text gen-
eration, which entails the possibility of simultaneous control of several parameters
of the generated text.

Our research is mainly based on fine-tuned GPT-2, an autoregressive transformer-
based model. Using fine-tuned GPT-2, we managed to achieve notable progress in
controlling the above-mentioned text attributes; we also present the results of exper-
iments using other approaches, such as diffusion models and ChatGPT. The models
are trained on our own dataset, meticulously curated in-house; the evaluation of
the generation results is carried out using a comprehensive set of control, fluency,
distinctiveness, and repetition metrics.

Through rigorous analysis, we assess the performance of studied models in terms
of controllability. Length control, in particular, proved to be a challenging aspect,
even when employing the largest available models. Nevertheless, our fine-tuned
GPT-2 demonstrated promising results, showcasing its capabilities in generating text
with desired characteristics.

Overall, our findings highlight the possibilities of controllable text generation
using fine-tuned GPT-2 and other models. Our work contributes to the ongoing ex-
ploration of techniques for improving controllability in text generation. As this field
continues to evolve, further research can build upon our analysis and methodologies
to enhance controllability and pave the way for more sophisticated text generation
systems.
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Chapter 1

Introduction and motivation

Generative modeling is one of the most quickly developing topics in the nowadays
artificial intelligence world. Generative models show prominent results in different
domains, such as image, audio, video, and text generation. Existing approaches to
generation tasks, such as autoregressive models, flow-based models, Generative Ad-
versarial Networks, energy-based models, and latent variable models, are capable of
creating high-quality visual, auditory and textual samples [Tomczak, 2022].

The text generation domain is often in the spotlight nowadays, with openly avail-
able APIs and user-facing chatbots such as ChatGPT! and the ability to generate
texts of different types and lengths up to whole novels. The most common approach
for text generation is autoregressive models with huge Transformer-based language
models [Brown et al., 2020]. These models show high quality of generation, and al-
low the range of opportunities to adapt the existing pre-trained models to specific
tasks such as controllable text generation.

Another promising approach to text generation is diffusion models [Sohl-Dickstein
et al., 2015, Li et al., 2022]. Early works on diffusion models produced competitive
results on image [Ho, Jain, and Abbeel, 2020, Song et al., 2020] and audio [Chen et al.,
2020, Kong et al., 2020] generation. Although applying diffusion models to text gen-
eration requires tuning the approach due to the discrete nature of the text data, the
works in this field have already been done with promising results [Austin et al., 2021,
Chen, Zhang, and Hinton, 2022, Strudel et al., 2022]. Moreover, recent works on text
generation with diffusion models focus on the controllability and interpretability of
the generation [Li et al., 2022, Han, Kumar, and Tsvetkov, 2022, Strudel et al., 2022].

While showing competitive text generation quality, both autoregressive models
and diffusion models face some limitations, including long generation time, and lim-
ited generation control [Li et al., 2022, Han, Kumar, and Tsvetkov, 2022]; moreover,
solving specific tasks, such as length control, can be quite tricky even for the largest
models.

In our work, we investigate the possibilities of controllable text generation for
different approaches. The main base of our research is GPT-2 model, fine-tuned for
the tasks of length, POS (parts-of-speech), sentiment and tense control, as well as
multi-conditional text generation, where requirements of control condition are set
for parts-of-speech, sentiment and length at the same time. We also investigate the
possibilities of ChatGPT to control length and parts-of-speech structure of the text
generation, and provide some experiments with the existing approaches based on
the idea of diffusion.

For this work, we created our own dataset, which is based on OpenWebText2 ;in
order to use it for model training for conditional text generation tasks, we calculated
researched control attributes on the dataset samples. We also constructed the set of

Thttps:/ /openai.com/blog/chatgpt/
Zhttps:/ /huggingface.co/datasets/ openwebtext



2 Chapter 1. Introduction and motivation

evaluation metrics, which allows us to assess different facets of the generation text,
such as compliance with control condition, fluency, distinctiveness and repetition.

Fine-tuned GPT-2 model demonstrated plausible results for all the metrics in
tasks of length, parts-of-speech, sentiment, tense control and multi-conditional gen-
eration. However, there is room for improvement, both in this method, and even in
such a large public API as ChatGPT. This, as well as other limitations of the consid-
ered approaches, will be discussed later in the work in the relevant sections.

In summary, this work investigates the tasks and approaches to controllable
text generation, with a particular emphasis on fine-tuning GPT-2 on the introduced
dataset, specifically tailored to research objectives. Through empirical evaluation,
we aim to analyze the possibilities of controllable text generation, assess the limita-
tions of existing techniques, and propose potential avenues for future research.

The next parts of the work have the following structure: chapter 2 is concentrated
on the literature review — it provides an overview of the controllable text generation
and existing approaches to this task; chapter 3 discusses approaches to the research:
section 3.1 describes controllable generation tasks, section 3.2 speaks about mod-
els that we experimented with during our research, and section 3.3 relates to the
dataset, constructed for the investigated tasks; chapter 4 demonstrates conducted
experiments and their results — section 4.1 describes in detail metrics used for the
evaluation of the generation results, and section 4.2 tells about specific experiments
and their results; chapter 5 summarizes the work and provides conclusive remarks,
as well as outlines possible future directions of the research.



Chapter 2

Related work

Controllable text generation is one of the key challenges of natural language gener-
ation. Its task is to generate a text corresponding to a certain control condition. Such
a condition can be, in particular, sentiment, topic, syntactic structure, or inclusion of
keywords. Zhang et al., 2022a propose a division of control conditions into semantic
(sentiment, topic, lack of toxicity, etc.), structural (syntax tree, format, etc.), and lexi-
cal (inclusion of keywords, etc.). Zhang et al., 2022a also offer a generalized scheme
of the controlled text generation system: control condition (input), generative model
(process), and generated text (output) (Fig. 2.1).

FIGURE 2.1: Generalized scheme of the controllable text generation
system based on “The IPO of controlled text generation” figure in

Zhang et al., 2022a
(Input) (Process) (Output)
Sentiment: positive Text: | am very happy
Prompt: | am very to be with you
' Y .'/- ™, e =,
Control Condition Generative model Generated text

Some earlier approaches to controllable text generation include sequential mod-
els and style embedding [Ficler and Goldberg, 2017, Li et al., 2016], Variational Au-
toencoders [Hu et al., 2018, Sohn, Lee, and Yan, 2015], Generative Adversarial Nets
[Scialom et al., 2020, Wang and Wan, 2018], and Energy-based Models [Deng et al.,
2020, Zhao, Mathieu, and LeCun, 2017]. These DL-based methods, however, heavily
relies on large-scale datasets [Zhang et al., 2022a].

Today, the most widely used approach for text generation is large autoregressive
language models [Brown et al., 2020, Chowdhery et al., 2022, Zhang et al., 2022b].
Fine-tuning such models with supervised data or even training them from scratch
for controllable text generation is generally used to achieve the ability to control the
generation result [Keskar et al., 2019]. At the same time, updating model parameters
for each individual case is a rather large and expensive task, moreover autoregres-
sive language models use a fixed order for a generation — left-to-right, which reduces
the flexibility of the models for those tasks of controlled text generation that require
the use of both left and right contexts.

One of the large autoregressive language models is GPT-2, developed by OpenAl
in 2019 [Radford et al., 2019] — a sentence-generative language model that employs
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only the decoder blocks from the Transformer architecture. Operating as a tradi-
tional language model, GPT-2 takes word vectors as an input and generates a proba-
bility distribution for the next word as an output. Its auto-regressive nature ensures
that each token in a sentence is conditioned on the context of the preceding words.
This autoregressive framework is built upon the Transformer’s decoder component
and incorporates masking mechanisms during training, allowing attention calcula-
tions to observe only the content before a given word and not the content after it.
Fine-tuning such a pre-trained language model has shown promising results across
various tasks [Zhang et al., 2022a].

On the other hand, non-autoregressive language models show good results on
machine translation and speech-to-text tasks [Gu et al., 2017, Saharia et al., 2020].
However, these models are not well suited for language modeling [Ren et al., 2020].

The limitations of autoregressive models have led to the appearance of light-
weighted plug-and-play approaches [Dathathri et al., 2019, Yang and Klein, 2021,
Krause et al., 2020, Liu et al., 2021], which consist in keeping the language model
fixed and steering the generation process with external classifiers (potential func-
tions). This way, plug-and-play approaches can both control satisfaction of the de-
sired conditions (using a probabilistic potential function) and fluency of the gen-
erated text (using language model’s probabilities). However, plug-and-play ap-
proaches inherit limitations of language models on which they are based (such as
only left-to-right order of generation for autoregressive language models). More-
over, Li et al.,, 2022 shows that plug-and-play methods are only successful on at-
tribute level (e.g., topic) control, and fail on more complex tasks (such as syntactic
structure and semantic content).

Another approach to controllable text generation are diffusion models, which
borrow the idea from non-equilibrium thermodynamics [Sohl-Dickstein et al., 2015].
The general idea of this approach is to “destroy” training data by gradually adding
Gaussian noise; after that, the diffusion model is trained to reverse the diffusion pro-
cess and recover the data. Then, the model can be used to generate the new data by
successively applying the same learned “denoising” process to the randomly sam-
pled noise. For several years, diffusion models have shown great performance in
the continuous domain, providing state-of-the-art quality in the images [Ho, Jain,
and Abbeel, 2020, Song et al., 2020, Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021, Kingma et al., 2021],
audio [Chen et al., 2020, Kong et al., 2020], and video [Ho et al., 2022] generation
tasks. The application of diffusion models to textual data has long been limited be-
cause of the need for additional adaptations due to the discrete nature of the data.
Existing approaches to this adaptation mainly include extending diffusion models
to discrete state spaces [Hoogeboom et al., 2021b, Austin et al., 2021, Han, Kumar,
and Tsvetkov, 2022] and applying approximation and corruption processes on dis-
crete data (embeddings, roundings, character, byte-level methods) [Hoogeboom et
al., 2021a, Li et al., 2022, Gong et al., 2022, Chen, Zhang, and Hinton, 2022, Strudel
etal., 2022].

The application of diffusion models to controllable text generation was intro-
duced in 2022 with the Diffusion-LM model [Li et al., 2022]. Combining ideas of
diffusion models and plug-and-play approaches, Diffusion-LM starts with Gaussian
noise vectors and gradually performs denoising steps which produce a sequence of
continuous latent representations up to vectors that correspond to words. Fig. 2.2
shows described diffusion and denoising processes for text embeddings generation.

While showing promising results on different controllable text generation tasks
(semantic content, syntax tree, infilling etc.), Diffusion-LM demonstrates some limi-
tations, namely: (1) higher perplexity compared to results of previous plug-and-play
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FIGURE 2.2: Graphical model of diffusion and denoising processes
for text embeddings generation
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models; (2) significantly slow training and decoding processes. Other diffusion-
based approached to conditional text generation include such models as SSD-LM
[Han, Kumar, and Tsvetkov, 2022], SED [Strudel et al., 2022] and LD4LG [Lovelace
etal., 2022].
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Approach

Our approach to solving the tasks of controllable generation is based on the follow-
ing ideas: based on the classical approach to text generation (GPT-2), we aimed to
check the possibility of its fine-tuning for various tasks of text generation, its lim-
itations, pros and cons; we also wanted to test new emerging approaches and try
to adapt existing diffusion solutions to the tasks of controllable generation; also, we
wanted to conduct experiments on ChatGPT, particularly on those tasks that could
potentially cause difficulties for it (length and parts-of-speech control). To imple-
ment and evaluate the results of the assigned tasks, we decided to create our own
dataset and set of metrics.

The motivation and process of creating the dataset are detailed in section 3.3, and
the description of the metrics is in section 4.1. Details and results of the conducted
experiments are placed in section 4.2.

3.1 Controllable generation tasks

To assess the ability of the models to solve the problems of controllable text genera-
tion, the tasks of length, parts-of-speech, sentiment, and tense control were selected.
We also added a multi-conditional generation task, which is designed to test the abil-
ity of models to simultaneously work with several control conditions. The idea is to
evaluate the model’s performance on various types of tasks: semantic (sentiment),
structural (POS, length) and morphosyntactic (tense), as well as their combination.

3.1.1 Length control

In the task of length control we train the model to generate sentences with the given
number of tokens, where number of tokens is the number of all words and punctu-
ation symbols in the sentence. The parts of contractions are counted as the separate
tokens: for example, contraction “I'm” consists of two tokens “I” and “’m”.

3.1.2 Parts-of-speech control

In the task of parts-of-speech control we train the model to generate sentences ac-
cording to the given sequences of parts-of-speech tags. POS sequences used to test
the performance of the model are taken from the parts-of-speech structures of the
real sentences of the validation dataset (see section 3.3 for dataset construction de-
tails).
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3.1.3 Sentiment control

In the task of sentiment control we train the model to generate sentences with the
given sentiment: positive, neutral or negative.

3.1.4 Tense control

In the task of tense control we train the model to generate sentences with the given
tense. For this task, we used the simplified system of tenses division, and consider

only “general present”, “general future” and “general past” classes which include
all the corresponding tenses.

3.1.5 Multi-conditional generation

In the task of multi-conditional generation we train the model to generate sentences
which satisfies parts-of-speech, sentiment and tense control simultaneously. The
example of multi-conditional generation is shown in Fig. 3.1.

FIGURE 3.1: Example of a multi-conditional text generation task with
three control conditions

Tense
Semantic control (morphosyntactic Structrural control
control)
POS: [‘PRON’,
Sentiment: Tense: past ‘AUX’, ‘DET’,
positive +P ‘ADJ’, ‘NOUN’,
‘PUNCT’]
. ‘\\ AN
‘This was a nice evening.
Output
3.2 Models
3.21 GPT-2

For fine-tuning GPT-2 for our tasks of controllable text generation, we took pre-
trained GPT-2 model available via HuggingFace!. Original GPT-2 model consists
of 1.5 billion parameters and was trained on a WebText dataset of 8 million web
pages.

GPT-2 was used in default set-up and architecture, and fine-tuned on our dataset
(see section 3.3) for the tasks of length, parts-of-speech, sentiment, tense control,
and multi-conditional text generation. As the result of the fine-tuning process, five
models were obtained:

Thttps:/ /huggingface.co/docs/transformers /model_doc/gpt2
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GPT-2 length

GPT-2 pos

GPT-2 sentiment

GPT-2 tense

GPT-2 pos_sentiment_tense

For fine-tuning each of the models learning rate 0.0001 and 10 maximum epochs
were used; however, we set "patience" parameter to 3, which means that training
stops 3 epochs after the loss doesn’t improve. This way, training of all the models
stopped after the 6th epoch.

Tokenizer of the GPT-2 was expanded with the following additional tokens:

ADDITIONAL_TOKENS = {

"WORDS’ : ' <COND_LENGTH>',

"POS’: ’'<COND_POS>",

"SENTIMENT’ : '’ <COND_SENT>',

"TENSE’ : ' <COND_TENSE>',

"START'’ : "<START>’,

"END’ : ' <END>',

"PAD’ : " <PAD>’

y

where 'WORDS’, 'POS’,SENTIMENT’ and 'TENSE’ are condition tokens, 'START’
and 'END’ indicates beginning and end of the sentence, and 'PAD’ is a placeholder
token. The output layer of GPT-2 model has been changed accordingly to take into
account the additional tokens.

An example of the sentence format with control conditions used when training a
multi-conditional model:

<COND_LENGTH> 8 <COND_SENT> neutral <COND_TENSE> present

<START> This is a short article about sports. <END>

An example of a prompt format with control conditions used to multi-conditional
generation:

<COND_LENGTH> 8 <COND_SENT> neutral <COND_TENSE> present

<START>

An AWS g5.2xlarge instance with one GPU was used to train the model. Training
of one model took about 12 hours on average.

3.2.2 Diffusion-based models

As part of this work, experiments with diffusion-based approaches were also con-
ducted. We used Diffusion-LM? and minimal-text-diffusion® based on it, and tried
to train them on our dataset.

A diffusion mode is a latent variable model. It models the data xy as a Markov
chain xt...x9, where x7...x1 are latent variables with dimensionality equal to the di-
mensionality of xg, and xt is Gaussian [Li et al., 2022]. On each step of the chain,
the Gaussian noise is gradually added to the data to get the approximate posteriors
q(x¢|x;—1) (Fig. 2.2).

Zhttps:/ / github.com/XiangLi1999 / Diffusion-LM
3https:/ / github.com /madaan /minimal-text-diffusion
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The training process of the diffusion model is learned to reverse the diffusion
process by training pg(x;_1|x;). The new data can then be generated with the same
algorithm of denoising.

Diffusion-LM is controlled with the gradient-based method, which balances sat-
isfaction of text fluency and required control conditions. minimal-text-diffusion is
light-versioned adherent of Diffusion-LM model. It allows controllable text genera-
tion by combining the generative diffusion model with a classifier model.

An AWS g5.12xlarge instance with four GPUs was used to train Diffusion-LM,
and AWS gb5.2xlarge instance with four GPUs was used to train minimum-text-
diffusion. Training of Diffusion-LM model took about 36 hours, and minimum-text-
diffusion — about 3 hours.

3.2.3 ChatGPT

For conducting experiments with ChatGPT, the publicly available online version
hosted on the OpenAl website* was used.

3.3 Dataset

For the tasks of our research, we decided to create our own dataset. The motivations
for this are as follows:

* tohave a full control over the training data, including size, attributes and other
aspects of the dataset

* to be able to make a proper analysis of different facets of the generation tasks

* to our knowledge, there is no standardized benchmark for the problem of
conditional text generation with multiple conditions in the literature. There
are standard benchmarks for unconditional generation, paraphrasing, summa-
rization, etc., but we are unaware of any well-established benchmark for our
tasks. Accordingly, composition of own dataset, which meets the conditions
necessary for research, appears to be a consistent solution.

3.3.1 Dataset preparation pipeline

To create our own dataset, we are using the following procedure:

1. We took as a basis the OpenWebText dataset’, which is an open-source replica-
tion of the WebText dataset from OpenAl WebText, in turn, is a corpus created from
web pages collected according to the principle of quality.

2. We randomly sampled from OpenWebText the dataset of a 10000 paragraphs,
each of which consists on average of 4.5 sentences; the resulted dataset consists of
451103 sentences from various-thematic web publications.

3. We performed the first cleaning of the dataset, which includes applying the
following filters:

¢ whether a sentence has a string type

¢ whether a sentence has more letters than numbers, symbols and sum of num-
bers and symbols

“https:/ /chat.openai.com
Shttps:/ /huggingface.co/datasets/openwebtext
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* whether a length of a sentence is between 4 and 80 words and punctuation
inclusive

¢ whether a length of a sentence is more than 10 symbols

¢ whether a sentence doesn’t contain @ symbol (email address) or “http” sub-
string (link to the webpage)

¢ whether a sentence is completed and its last character is one of the following:
I"".?2»” Also, some sentences were not accurately separated and included punc-
tuation (one symbol, such as opening quotation mark) from the next sentence;
therefore, we also checked whether the third character from the end is one of
the following: !"".?»”, and if it is, deleted the last two characters and considered
a sentence completed

¢ whether sentence contains less than or equal to 3 special symbols
#3%&\*+/<=>

After the first cleaning, the size of the dataset decreased to 378852 sentences.

4. We calculated or constructed using available models the set of attributes for
each sentence. The detailed description of the attributes is presented in the subsec-
tion 3.3.2.

5. We performed the second cleaning of the dataset, which was made based on
the mismatches and errors in the generated attributes, such as mismatch between the
sentence length, the number of parts-of-speech tags, and the value of the sentence
length attribute.

After the second cleaning, the size of the dataset is 369842 sentences.

Fig. 3.2 shows schematic image of the dataset preparation pipeline.

FIGURE 3.2: Dataset preparation pipeline

Cleaning 1 Cleaning 2
369842
OpenWebT 378852 sentences
ext sentences with

10000 378852 attributes

paragraphs sentences

(451103 with
sentences) attributes
Sampling Adding attributes

3.3.2 Attributes

The set of attributes was calculated or constructed using available models for each

sentence in the dataset. This set of attributes include:
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1. Number of symbols in the sentence (“Number of symbols”).

This attribute was used only for purposes of cleaning and visualization of the
distribution of sentence lengths (see subsection 3.3.4).

2. Number of words in the sentence (“Number of words”).

This attribute corresponds to the number of words and punctuation symbols in
a sentence. For example, length of the sentence She loves her two dogs. is 6.

3. Parts-of-speech tagging (“Parts-of-speech”). The list of UPOS (universal part-
of-speech) tags of all words and punctuation symbols in a sentence, constructed
using spaCy tools®.

4. Sentiment (“Sentiment analysis”). Sentiment of a sentence, constructed using
twitter-roberta-base-sentiment model from Cardiff NLP [Barbieri et al., 2020]. The
values of the attribute are as follows: 0 — negative, 1 — neutral, 2 — positive. The
output of the model is a dictionary of sentiment distribution between all three values
(which sums up to 1), but for the convenience of training we use for this attribute
only the index of the maximum value.

To select a model for constructing this attribute, four approaches were com-
pared: Polarity of the TextBlob by spaCy7, eng_spacysentiment by spaCyS, sen-
timent by Stanza’, and twitter-roberta-base-sentiment model from Cardiff NLPY.
Four approaches were compared on the test dataset of 60 sentences (20 with positive
sentiment, 20 with neutral sentiment and 20 with negative sentiment), constructed
by ChatGPT from the literature quotes. Sentiment tags, as well as performance
of the approaches were evaluated manually; twitter-roberta-base-sentiment model
showed significantly better results than other approaches.

5. Tense (“Tense”).

Tense attribute was constructed based on the scheme of interpreting tags pro-
posed in this Stack Overflow answer!'!. For the convenience of training we used
only three tense values: future, present and past.

Some, especially long, sentences are composed of several parts with different
tenses. In such cases, the attribute returned a set with all the tenses present in the
sentence. Later, such sentences were filtered out and not used for training (see sub-
section 3.3.3).

3.3.3 Training dataset

For training the models, the smaller version of the dataset were sampled. The rea-
sons behind this decision are:

1. To speed-up training process. Both GPT-2 and diffusion-based approaches re-
quire large computational resources, which complicates the iterative process
of research when training on a large dataset. With further research, the final
models can be trained on a larger dataset, which is expected to improve the
solving of controllable generation tasks and increase the vocabulary.

2. Tobalance training dataset on sentiment and tense attributes. As will be shown
in the section 3.3.4, the large dataset have high prevalence of sentences with

®https:/ /spacy.io/usage/linguistic-features

https:/ /spacy.io/ universe/project/spacy-textblob

8https:/ /spacy.io/universe/project/eng_spacysentiment

https:/ /stanfordnlp.github.io/stanza/sentiment.html

Ohttps:/ /huggingface.co/ cardiffnlp / twitter-roberta-base-sentiment
https:/ /stackoverflow.com/a /70976698
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neutral sentiment, and lack of sentences with future tense. To ensure the sta-
ble work of the models, we balanced the labels of these attributes in sampled
smaller dataset.

3. To ensure that all the sentences in training dataset have only one detected
tense. For some sentences from a large dataset, the detected tense is either
empty or contains more than one tense. Such samples can make it difficult
to train models on the tense attribute, so it was important that the training
dataset consisted only of those sentences for which the tense was uniquely de-
termined.

The size of the smaller (training) dataset is 100000 sentences.
Also, validation dataset with 10000 sentences were sampled. It was used to as-
sess loss of the model after each epoch of fine-tuning GPT-2.

3.3.4 Datasets description

After the second cleaning, the size of the larger (general) dataset is 369842 sentences;
the size of the training dataset is 100000 sentences. Each of the datasets consists of
six columns:

¢ ‘text’ feature, which contains the sentences of the dataset, one sentence per
TOW;

and features, which represent attributes of the corresponding sentences:
¢ ‘Number of symbols’;

e ‘Number of words’;

¢ ‘Parts of speech’;

¢ ‘Sentiment analysis’;

¢ ‘Tense’

Distributions of attributes ‘Number of symbols” and ‘Number of words’ are pre-
sented on Fig. 3.3 and Fig. 3.4; distribution of ‘Sentiment analysis’ feature is pre-
sented on Fig. 3.5 and Fig. 3.6; distribution of “Tense” feature is presented on Fig.
3.7 (for the general dataset, only those sentences in which ‘“Tense” attribute is defined
and contains only one value were taken into account) and Fig. 3.8.

The figures show an imbalance of classes for sentiment and tense attributes in
the general dataset, and their balance in the training dataset. In addition, the graphs
demonstrate that the distribution of sentence lengths is the same for both datasets.
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FIGURE 3.5: Distribution of ‘Sentiment analysis” attribute in the gen-
eral dataset
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Chapter 4

Experiments and evaluation

41 Metrics

In the tasks of controllable text generation, it is necessary to consider several quality
aspects of the generated text. In particular, it is important not only to fulfill the given
control condition but also to produce qualitative (fluent) and diverse samples. This
is crucial in order to avoid the generation of "unreadable" or identical texts; also,
it’s important to ensure that generated text doesn’t directly reproduce the training
samples.

To ensure the quality of all four aspects, we are using the evaluation method-
ology based by evaluation scheme proposed by the authors of the Diffusion-LM [Li
etal., 2022] and SSD-LM [Han, Kumar, and Tsvetkov, 2022] models, but additionally
processed and adjusted to the specific control conditions of our work:

1. Control metrics. To evaluate compliance with the control condition, an accu-
racy metric of exact match to the condition is used; for the tasks of length and sen-
timent control, accuracy metric of approximate match to the condition is also used;
we also use the mean deviation metric to assess the length difference; task of POS
control has several additional control compliance metrics, which will be discussed
in subsection 4.1.4.

2. Fluency metrics. The fluency of the model is assessed using the perplexity
metric.

3. Distinctiveness metrics. Distinctiveness metrics are used to assess diversity.
They include such metrics as the average percentage of distinct n-grams in the out-
put samples and the percentage of output samples that begin or end with identical
phrases.

4. Repetition metrics. Repetition metrics are used to ensure that generated sam-
ples differ from the training data. We use average percentage of unseen n-grams to
calculate these metrics.

4.1.1 Length control metrics

For the tasks with the length control, three metrics are used to assess the compliance
with control condition:

1. Exact length: percentage of sentences with the exact match of the specified
control length with the number of words and punctuation symbols in the generated
sentence.

2. Approximate length: percentage of sentences with the approximate (+- 3
words or punctuation symbols) match of the specified control length with the num-
ber of words and punctuation in the generated sentence. The approximate length
metric aims to examine in more detail how well the model is able to capture the
general trend in length in cases where the length condition is a large number and an
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exact match with the control condition becomes significantly more complex task for
the model.

3. Mean deviation of length: the mean value of the deviations of the lengths of
the generated sentences from the specified control lengths conditions:

m[elm%( |(length of generated sentence i) — (control length condition i)|)
i€[ln

4.1.2 Sentiment control metrics

For the tasks with the sentiment control, two metrics are used to assess the compli-
ance with control condition:

1. Exact sentiment: percentage of sentences with the exact match of the specified
control sentiment with the defined sentiment of the generated sentence. The defi-
nition of the sentiment of the generated sentences is made using the same twitter-
roberta-base-sentiment model that was used to calculate the sentiment attribute in
the training dataset.

2. Approximate sentiment: percentage of sentences with the approximate (+- 1
“sentiment level”) match of the specified control sentiment with the defined senti-
ment of the generated sentence. The approximate sentiment metric aims to “smooth”
the boundaries between “sentiment levels”, which in certain cases can be quite close
—negative (0) and neutral (1); neutral (1) and positive (2).

4.1.3 Tense control metrics

For the tasks with the tense control, one metric is used to assess the compliance with
control condition:

1. Exact tense: percentage of sentences with the exact match of the specified
control tense with the defined tense of the generated sentence. The definition of the
tense of the generated sentences is made using the same approach which is used
to calculate the tense attribute in the training dataset (subsection 3.3.2). Only those
sentences in which "Tense’ attribute is defined and contains only one value are used
to calculate this metric.

4.1.4 Parts-of-speech control metrics

For the tasks with the parts-of-speech control, four metrics are used to assess the
compliance with control condition:

1. Exact POS: percentage of sentences with the exact match of the specified con-
trol sequence of parts-of-speech tags with the defined parts-of-speech tagging of the
generated sentence. The part-of-speech tagging of the generated sentences is made
using the same spaCy tools, used to construct Parts-of-speech attribute in the train-
ing dataset (subsection 3.3.2).

2. Presence of unique POS in control sequence: mean value of the percentages
of unique POS tags, presented both in the control sequence of tags and sequence of
POS tags of the generated sentence:

ean {[set of POS tags in control i] N [set of POS tags in generated sentence i] }
i€[1,n] {[set of POS tags in control i] }
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3. POS n-grams match: mean value of the percentages of n-grams of POS tags,
presented both in the control sequence of tags and sequence of POS tags of the gener-
ated sentence. In evaluating of the performance of the models we used POS bigrams
match and POS trigrams match metrics.

nean {[n-grams of POS in control i] N [n-grams of POS in generated sentence i| }
i€[1,n] {[n-grams of POS in control i| }

4. Alignment POS: the idea of this metric comes from the assumption that POS
tags in the generated sentence can differ from control sequence with some gaps or
extra tags. In this case, direct evaluation of the exact POS match is too strict, while
presence of unique POS in control sequence or POS n-grams match are too vague
metrics. Therefore, there is a need to align both sequences, and to calculate the per-
centage of matched tags only after that. To align the sequences we use the Needle-
man-Wunsch algorithm — the algorithm presented in 1970 by Needleman and Wun-
sch, 1970 for bioinformatic uses of aligning protein or nucleotide sequences. Af-
ter obtaining aligned sequences, we calculate mean value of the percentages of the
matched tags in all the generated sentence. The example of the POS sequences align-
ment is shown in the Fig. 4.1.

FIGURE 4.1: Example of the POS sequences alignment with the
Needleman-Wunsch algorithm

Sequence 1 Aligned sequence 1
'PRON' | 'VERB' | 'ADJ |PUNCT | PRON' | - | VERB! | ADs |PUNCT'
Needleman—
? Wunsch
H algorithm
'PRON' 'AUX' 'VERB' |'PUNCT' 'PRON' 'AUX' 'VERB' ‘ - "PUNCT'
Sequence 2 Aligned sequence 2

4.1.5 Fluency metrics

For ensuring the fluency of the generated text, we are using one metric:

1. Perplexity: we calculate the mean perplexity of the generated samples using
HugginFace Perplexity model [Jelinek et al., 2005]. The lower perplexity means the
higher fluency of the model.

4.1.6 Distinctiveness metrics for all models

For assessing the distinctiveness of the generated text (in other words, checking if
model doesn’t generate same or very similar sentences) we use four metrics:

https:/ /huggingface.co/spaces/evaluate-metric /perplexity
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1. Distinct n-grams in a sentence: we calculate the mean of sentence-level per-
centages of the unique n-grams. With this metric we evaluate whether the model
use repetitive words while generating a sentence. In evaluating of the performance
of the models we used distinct unigrams, bigrams and trigrams.

2. Distinct n-grams in all sentences: we calculate the percentage of unique n-
grams in all the generated sentences. With this metric we evaluate how distinct are
n-grams in all the generation result. In evaluating of the performance of the models
we used distinct unigrams, bigrams and trigrams.

3. Distinct endings: we calculate the percentage of unique endings in all the
generated sentences. Identical endings of the generated sentences is an encountered
problem of the not enough trained generative models; with this metric we would
like to ensure that generated sentences have distinct endings. In the evaluating of
the performance of the models we calculate this metrics for 2 and 3 ending tokens.

4. Distinct beginnings: we calculate the percentage of unique beginnings in all
the generated sentences. Identical beginnings of the generated sentences is an en-
countered problem of the not enough trained generative models; with this metric
we would like to ensure that generated sentences have distinct beginnings. In the
evaluating of the performance of the models we calculate this metrics for 2 and 3
beginning tokens.

4.1.7 Distinctiveness metrics for models with POS control

These metrics are aimed to ensure that generation results are different for the same
POS condition sequences. For ensuring distinctiveness of generation under the equiv-
alent POS tags, we generate 5 sentences for each POS control sequence, and calculate
three following metrics:

1. Distinct n-grams for repeated POS: we calculate the mean of 5-sentence-level
percentages of the unique n-grams (in other words, we find the percentage of the
unique n-grams in every 5 sentences, and then calculate the mean of all the percent-
ages). In evaluating of the performance of the models we used distinct bigrams,
trigrams and five-grams.

2. Distinct endings for repeated POS: we calculate the mean of 5-sentence-level
percentages of the unique endings (in other words, we find the percentage of the
unique endings in every 5 sentences, and then calculate the mean of all the percent-
ages). In evaluating of the performance of the models we calculate this metrics for 2
and 3 ending tokens.

3. Distinct beginnings for repeated POS: we calculate the mean of 5-sentence-
level percentages of the unique beginnings (in other words, we find the percentage
of the unique beginnings in every 5 sentences, and then calculate the mean of all
the percentages). In evaluating of the performance of the models we calculate this
metrics for 2 and 3 beginning tokens.

4.1.8 Repetition metrics

These metrics are aimed to ensure that generation results don’t repeat training data.
We use one metric for assessing uniqueness of the generated sentences:

1. Repetition n-grams: we calculate the percentage of unique n-grams in the gen-
erated sentences (in other words, such n-grams which are presented in generation
results but not presented in the training data). In evaluating of the performance of
the models we used distinct trigrams and five-grams.
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4.2 Experiments and results

4.2.1 Experiments with GPT-2

Experiments with GPT-2 were carried out using the models described in subsection
3.2.1. Each of the fine-tuned models was given an input of 1000 samples containing
the appropriate control conditions. As a result, 1000 generated sentences were ob-
tained for each of the models, which were evaluated using the metrics discussed in
section 4.1. Additional generation was carried out for the GPT-2 length model to test
the dependence of the metric results on the number of generated sentences. Also, to
evaluate the GPT-2 pos model, two different sets of sentences were generated: with-
out repetitions of POS sequences and with repetitions (5 sentences per one control
sequence).

GPT-2 length

To evaluate this model, a set of length tokens was created, the distribution of
which repeats the distribution of sentence lengths in the training dataset (Fig. 3.4).

The model demonstrated an exact match with the control condition in 42.3% of
the generated sentences, an approximate match with the control condition in 93.1%
of the generated sentences, and mean deviation of 1.551. The model demonstrated
the best results in matching with the control condition when generating short sen-
tences: for sentences of up to 10 words, the exact match with the control condition is
65.1%, approximate match with the control condition is 100%, and mean deviation is
0.37. As sentences length increases, the percentage of exact matches with the control
condition decreases, but for sentences up to 30 words, the approximate match is still
100%, and slightly decreases to 92.6% for sentences between 30 and 40 words. For
sentences longer than 40 words, the exact and approximate match with the control
condition drops sharply, while mean deviation grows, and after 50 words the model
can no longer generate sentences with the given number of words (mean deviation
more than 16 words). The values of the control metrics depending on the desired
length of the generated sentences are presented in Fig. 4.2 and Fig. 4.8.

The perplexity of the model is 164.7, and the generation results also showed good
results on the distinctiveness and repetition metrics (see Appendix B for a table with
the values of all metrics).

We conducted an additional experiment to evaluate the dependence of the metric
values on the number of generated samples; for this, we generated 2000 sentences
with given length control conditions. The distribution of the values of the length
tokens provided for the model input prompts also repeats the distribution of the
sentence lengths of the training dataset. On 2000 sentences, the model showed sim-
ilar results in compliance with the condition of control, perplexity, and repetition,
but, as expected, showed slightly worse results on almost all distinctiveness metrics.

GPT-2 pos

To evaluate this model, we gave the model prompts with sequences of parts-of-
speech tokens obtained from the structure of real sentences. For both cases (without
repetitions and with repetitions), the model demonstrated good results of match
with the control condition: 41.2% and 39.3% for exact match with a given POS se-
quence and 92.1% and 92.4% for alignment POS (results on other control metrics are
presented in Appendix B).

The GPT-2 pos model showed worse perplexity than other models: 324 and 313.8
for generation without repetitions and with repetitions. This is most likely due to
the specific sequences of tags given as input for generation. Although they are
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FIGURE 4.2: Length control metrics depending on the values of the
control condition for 1000 and 2000 generated samples of GPT-2 length

model
Model Length Number of Control metrics
sentences Exactlength  |Appr length Mean length
deviation
GPT-2 length  ==10 149 65.1% 100.0% 037
1000 11-20 374 47.9% 100.0% 0.6
21-30 273 39.6% 100.0% 077
31-40 136 28.7% 92.6% 1.29
41-50 43 0.0% 20.9% 7.72
51-60 15 0.0% 0.0% 16.93
61-70 7 0.0% 0.0% 27.43
71-80 3 0.0% 0.0% 36
GPT-2 length  <=10 283 1.7% 100.0% 03
2000 11-20 823 56.2% 99 6% 0.52
21-30 632 40 1% 99 8% 074
31-40 324 27 2% 93.8% 1.29
41-50 101 0.0% 16.3% 7.51
51-60 31 0.0% 0.0% 16.42
61-70 10 0.0% 0.0% 276
71-80 0 0.0% 0.0% 37 67

taken from real sentences, they often contain quite complex combinations of parts
of speech and punctuation symbols, which affects the fluency of the generated sen-
tences.

The models showed good results of distinctiveness metrics, and the best values
of repetition metrics among all models, which is probably also related to the unique-
ness of the given tag sequences.

Testing the model on repeated tag sequences showed excellent results: for the
same prompts with parts-of-speech tag sequences, the model generates different re-
sults.

GPT-2 sentiment

To evaluate this model, we used an even distribution of control conditions corre-
sponding to different values of sentiment — positive, neutral and negative.

The model performed well: 73.6% for an exact match with the control condition
and 99.1% for an approximate match with the control condition. The model showed
the best results for neutral sentiment (83.2% exact match), and good results for posi-
tive and negative sentiment (69.1% and 68.5% exact match, respectively). The values
of the control metrics depending on the desired sentiment of the generated sentences
are presented in Fig. 4.3.

Perplexity of the model is the best among all considered GPT-2 models — 137.
Distinctiveness and repetition metrics are similar to the results of other models.

GPT-2 tense

To evaluate this model, we used an even distribution of control conditions corre-
sponding to different values of tenses — past, present and future.

The model showed the best results for control conditions among all models —
98.7% exact match with the control condition. It is worth noting that this metric
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FIGURE 4.3: Sentiment control metrics depending on the values of the
control condition for GPT-2 sentiment and GPT-2 pos_sentiment_tense

models

Model Sentiment Number of Control metrics

sentences Exact Appr sentiment
sentiment

GPT-2 0 (negative) 333 68.5% 98.8%
sentiment 1 (neutral) 334 83.2% 100.0%
2 (positive) 333 69.1% 98 5%
GPT-2 POS 0 (negative) 333 64.9% 98.5%
tE-EEn”;Z"E”t 1 (neutral) 334 75.1% 100.0%
2 (positive) 333 47 1% 94 6%

was calculated among sentences for which it was possible to unambiguously de-
termine the tense on the post-generation check (956 sentences out of 1000). The
model demonstrated the best results in the generation of sentences in the future
tense (99.4%); for the past and the present tenses, the indicators of the match with
the control condition turned out to be the same — 98.4%. The values of the control
metrics depending on the desired tense of the generated sentences are presented in
Fig. 4.4.

FIGURE 4.4: Tense control metrics depending on the values of the
control condition for GPT-2 tense and GPT-2 pos_sentiment_tense mod-

els
Model Tense Number of Control
sentences metrics
Exact tense
GPT-2 tenze past 315 98.4%
present 322 98.4%
future 319 99 4%
GPT-2 POS past 320 96.9%
sentiment present 279 98.6%
tense
future 235 79.1%

Perplexity of the model is 144.5. Distinctiveness and repetition metrics are simi-
lar to the results of other models.

GPT-2 pos_sentiment_tense

The input of this model is fed simultaneously with three control conditions. For
the values of the control condition, we used the same approaches as for the single-
conditional models: sequences of parts-of-speech tags from real sentences and a
even distribution of sentiment and tense values.

The model performed slightly worse in terms of control than almost all single-
conditional models: 11.2% worse for exact sentiment, 1.4% worse for approximate
sentiment, 6.3% worse for exact tense (the value of the exact match with the tense
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control condition was also calculated among sentences for which it was possible to
unambiguously determine the tense on the post-generation check). However, the
values for compliance with the POS control conditions almost didn’t change. The
multi-conditional model showed different results than the single-conditional mod-
els on the distribution of control metric values depending on the control condition
values: the worst results for positive sentiment (47.1% exact match against 64.9% for
negative sentiment and 75.1% for neutral sentiment) and future tense (79.1% exact
match against 96.9% for the past tense and 98.6% for the present tense). The values
of the control metrics depending on the desired sentiment and tense of the generated
sentences are presented in Fig. 4.3 and 4.4.

Perplexity of the multi-conditional model is the highest among all models —
354.1; on the other hand, distinctiveness and repetition metrics showed the best re-
sults. All these facts are obviously related to increasing the complexity of the gener-
ated sentences due to combination of control conditions.

4.2.2 Experiments with diffusion-based models

Despite high expectations for the performance of diffusion models, based on suc-
cessful examples of their performance in generation tasks, including recent works of
controllable text generation, we were unable to achieve decent results when train-
ing Diffusion-LM and minimal-text-diffusion on our data (an example of one of the
generated samples using minimal-text-diffusion is shown in Fig. 4.5).

FIGURE 4.5: Example of one of the generated samples using minimal-
text-diffusion trained on our dataset

DDPM Denoising Step = 1800 | Sample #10
[step 180@] the post far heaven found " to her, only well to one 18 to -. be...
mouth in new running whether an ga average regardless as hanageal across stories
the 150 your night gas the littlen views cast glass brilliant dark in

Most likely, the difference between the results of the models on the datasets pre-
sented in the original examples and our dataset lies in the difference in the datasets
complexities. The authors of Diffusion-LM use two datasets to train the model:
E2E, which is a collection of restaurant reviews, and ROCStories, a dataset of five-
sentence stories. These datasets are quite subject-specific and have a rather small
and simple vocabulary, which allows the models to work in certain narrow domains
with limited number of words and show good generation results. minimal-text-
diffusion, as a smaller model, uses even simpler training datasets in the published
examples.

With the available configurations, none of these models were able to learn on the
dataset we created, and the long time and large resource consumption of Diffusion-
LM training imposes limitations on the possibilities of experiments.

We expect that for future work, one of the following approaches may give better
results:

1. More training time/larger training dataset/more steps in the diffusion and
denoising processes, which, accordingly, requires more computing power.

2. And/or development of own diffusion approaches or changing the architec-
ture of existing solutions for our tasks.
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4.2.3 Experiments with ChatGPT

The task of generating text with a given sentiment and tense is apparently straight-
forward for ChatGPT. We decided to test its capabilities in generating sentences with
a given length and parts-of-speech structure.

ChatGPT length

ChatGPT could not "understand" the task of generating text with a given num-
ber of words and punctuation symbols, so we concentrated on the task of generating
text with a given number of words only. The metrics of compliance with the control
conditions remained similar — the exact number of words, the approximate (+- 3)
number of words and mean deviation of length. An example of prompt for generat-
ing sentences with a given number of words is shown in Fig. 4.6.

FIGURE 4.6: Example of prompt for generating sentences with Chat-
GPT with a given number of words

n Can you please generate sentence with 50 words?

Certainly! Here's a sentence with fifty words:

"As the sun dipped below the horizon, casting hues of fiery orange and purple across the sky,
the world fell into a hushed stiliness, while the stars began to twinkle, dotting the velvet
darkness, and the gentle night breeze whispered secrets that only those who embraced the

silence could hear."

If there's anything else | can assist you with, please let me know!

We generated 146 sentences with different length conditions. By exact and ap-
proximate match of the control condition, ChatGPT performed worse than GPT-2:
28.8% exact match with the control condition and 87% approximate match with the
control condition. However, it showed similar value of mean deviation — 1.53, and
by examining distributions of metrics depending on control condition we see that
ChatGPT performance is much more stable across the different desired lengths. Un-
like GPT-2 length model, ChatGPT is capable of generating longer texts with desired
length. Weaker performance of GPT-2 on longer sentences is likely due to the lack
of such sentences in the training data, which prevented the model from learning to
generate long sentences of a given length. In contrast, ChatGPT has no such restric-
tions. However, it is also important to note that starting with 60 words, ChatGPT
generates not a single sentence, but a text of a given length.

The values of the control metrics depending on the desired length of the gener-
ated sentences are presented in Fig. 4.7. The comparisons between the performances
of GPT-2 length and ChatGPT models, which demonstrate the more stable perfor-
mance of ChatGPT, are shown in Fig. 4.8.

ChatGPT, as expected, showed the best value of perplexity — 78.1. However,
according to the distinctiveness metrics, GPT-2 length model turned out to be better
in some of the metrics — in particular, ChatGPT often generates sentences that start
the same way:.

ChatGPT POS

In order to test the ability of ChatGPT to generate sentences based on the given
parts-of-speech structure, we generated 50 sentences with 10 control sentences, which
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FIGURE 4.7: Length control metrics depending on the values of the
control condition for ChatGPT

Model Length Number of Control metrics
sentences Exactlength  |Appr length Mean length
deviation

ChatGRPT ==10 30 43 3% 100.0% 073

length 11-20 30 26.7% 96.7% 1.07
21-30 30 33.3% 93.3% 14
31-40 30 16.7% 73.3% 22
41-50 15 20.0% 65.7% 253
51-60 5 20.0% 80.0% 2
61-70 3 33.3% 100.0% 1
71-80 3 33.3% 33.3% 367

FIGURE 4.8: Comparisons between the exact match and mean devia-
tion metrics of GPT-2 length model for 2000 sentences and ChatGPT
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were previously used for experiments with GPT-2 POS model. An example of prompt
for generating sentences based on given parts-of-speech structure is shown in Fig.
409.

ChatGPT could not generate sentences that fully correspond to the given struc-
ture, but generated approximate variants: exact match with the given POS is 0%, but
alignment POS value is 49.2%. Most likely, this is due to the fact that ChatGPT was
not explicitly trained on these parts-of-speech tags, and has difficulties with their
recognition.

In addition, attempts to generate sentences according to the given structure sig-
nificantly worsened the perplexity of the generation results, which now amounts to
537.96.

However, ChatGPT showed a large variety of generation, including the genera-
tion of different sentences corresponding to the same sequence of tags.

4.2.4 Remarks

It’s also important to add some remarks about the evaluation process:

1. Evaluating the exact match for POS, sentiment and tense depends on the qual-
ity of the models that calculate these parameters after generation. Thus, such an
evaluation may contain certain small deviations from actual values.
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FIGURE 4.9: Example of prompt for generating sentences with Chat-
GPT based on given parts-of-speech structure

n Please generate 5 sentences, each of which has the following parts-of-speech structure

'PROM AUX VERB DET NOUM ADV PUMNCT"

They can swim gracefully.

He will run swiftly.
She does dance beautifully.
| have read extensively.

We should study diligently.

2. Perplexity metric is calculated under the GPT-2 model, hence it’s by default
biased in favor of GPT-2. Since in our work we use the perplexity metric to compare
the performance of different fine-tuned GPT-2 models, we can rely on this metric to
compare fluency. However, when comparing the results of the work with the results
of the work of other models, it is worth to consider other fluency metrics, such as
MAUVE [Pillutla et al., 2021] or human evaluation.

3. Generally speaking, comparing the results of GPT-2 and ChatGPT generations
is possible only at the level of general conclusions from observations, since both
models have not only different formulations of controllable generation tasks, but
also different training backgrounds.
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Chapter 5

Summary and future work

This study investigates possible directions of text generation with compliance with
control conditions compliance. In our work with GPT-2, we were able to achieve
decent results for controllable generation tasks with given length, parts-of-speech
tags, sentiment, and tense control, as well as a combination of control conditions.
Fine-tuned models not only learned to generate text under a certain condition, but
also to produce fluent and diverse results even for complex or repetitive structures
of parts-of-speech tags and combinations of different controls.

Diffusion-based approaches, despite the expected promise, haven’t show good
results on our dataset. However, our work with these models has laid the ground-
work for further research in this direction, and we expect that with more resources
and training time we will be able to achieve the expected results.

In our research, we identified the weaknesses of controllable text generation. In
particular, the generation of texts of a certain length, especially for long sentences,
is one of the difficulties faced by even the most complex language models. This gap
can serve as another direction for future research.

An important component of controllable text generation, as well as any gener-
ation task, is training data. During our research, we realized that models that per-
form well on simple and narrow-topic datasets may not always perform well when
trained on larger and more diverse datasets. However, researching the capabilities
of models across a wide range of tasks and topics is important for understanding
their generative capabilities beyond narrow domains.

In general, controllable text generation, like any actively emerging field, has
many ways for development. The purpose of this work was to study some of the
possible approaches, their possibilities and limitations. By investigating the facets
of the controllable generation tasks, this research is hoping to contribute to the on-
going progress in this field.
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Appendix A

Links to materials

A.1 Code

The public repository with code and generation results is available by the link:
https:/ / github.com/SandraKonopatska/controllable-text-generation

A.2 Models

Fine-tuned GPT-2 models are available by the link:
https:/ /drive.google.com/drive/folders/1Hr8rb_aeFn6HqPnAJq1C209gOQK86Ac1

A.3 Dataset

Dataset is available by the link:
https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1IKUKAHYEL9ZnibFaQrclhQBnjncT9xDRr
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Evaluation metrics

FIGURE B.1: Evaluation metrics

Model Number of | Control metrics
sentences
Exact Appr Mean Exact Appr Exact Exact Unigue 2-grams | 3-grams  |Alignment
length length length sentiment | sentiment |tense POS POS POS POS POS
deviation without
order
GPT-2 length 1000 423% 931% 1.551 -
GPT-2 length 2000 46.3%  93.2% 1.395 -
GPT-2 1000 - - 73.6% 99.1% -
sentiment
GPT-2 tense 1000 - - 98.7% -
GPT-2 POS 1000 - - 41.2% 97.8% 93.0% 87.4% 92.1%
different promts
GPT-2 POS 1000 - - 39.3% 97.5% 92.3% 86.4% 92.4%
promis with
repetition
GPT-2 POS - - 62.4% 97.7% 92.4% 40.9% 97.4% 92.1% 86.2% 92.6%
sentiment tense 1000
ChatGPT length 146 28.8%  87T.0% 153 -
ChatGPTPOS 50 - - 0.0% T6.1% 41.7% 17.6% 49.2%
promis with
repetition
Model Number of | Fluency |Distinctiveness metrics
sentences | metrics
Perplexity | 1-grams |2-grams |3-grams |1-grams |2-grams |3-grams |Distinct |Distinct |Distinct |[Distinct
in in in in all in all in all endings, |endings, |beginnin |beginnin
sentence [sentence |sentence [sentences |sentences |sentences |2 tokens |3 tokens [gs. 2 gs. 3
tokens  |tokens
GPT-2 length 1000 164694 91.0%  988%  996% 22.3% 737% 956% T761% 954% T7659%  962%
GPT-2 length 2000 160.064  91.1%  98.8%  99.6% 16.8% 66.5% 93.0% 68.0% 96.0% 695% 92.3%
GPT-2 1000 136.96 907% 986% 995% 22.3% 73.9% 957% 793% 980% T782% 957%
sentiment
GPT-2 tense 1000 144459  91.2%  98.8%  99.6% 22.0% T3.7% 95.5% 80.5% 96.6% T49%  951%
GPT-2 POS 1000 324028 921%  99.2%  99.8% 24.2% 78.2% 97.1% 77.1% 97.3% 804% 97.3%
different promts
GPT-2 POS 1000 313777 91.3%  99.2%  99.8% 24.4% 77.0% 95.8% T76.7% 96.5%  80.4%  94.9%
promts with
repetition
GPT-2 POS 3541 92.0% 99.3%  99.8% 24.1% 78.5% 97.3% T7.8% 97.8% T79.1%  O9T.4%
sentiment tense 1000
ChatGPT length 146 56416 913%  99.9% 100.0% 27.9% 62.0% 81.7% 938% 966% 356% 575%
ChatGPTPOS 50 537.96 943%  99.7%  100.0% 57.8% 95.0%  100.0%  96.0% 100.0%  96.0% 100.0%
promis with
repetition
Maodel Number of | Distinctiveness metrics Repetition
sentences metrics
Repeated |Repeated |Repeated|Repeated | Repeated |[Repeated |Repeated |3-grams |5-grams
POS POS POS POS POS POS POS
2-grams | 3-grams |5-grams |endings, |endings, |beginnings |beginnings
2 tokens |3tokens |, 2tckens |. 3 tokens
GPT-2 length 1000 - - 56.2%  96.2%
GPT-2 length 2000 - - 56.3%  96.3%
GPT-2 1000 - - 56.2%  95.6%
sentiment
GPT-2 tense 1000 - - 55.4%  96.1%
GPT-2 POS 1000 - - 668% 98.1%
different promts
GPT-2 POS 1000 91.7% 97 4% 99.4% 91.0% 98.2% 90.0% 96.1%  674% 986%
promts with
repetition
GPT-2 POS - - 678% 98.3%
sentiment tense 1000
ChatGPT length 146 - - -
ChatGPTPOS 50 99.2% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - -

promis with
repetition
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