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Abstract

Recent advances in large-scale pre-training such as GPT-3
allow seemingly high quality text to be generated from a
given prompt. However, such generation systems often suffer
from problems of hallucinated facts, and are not inherently
designed to incorporate useful external information. Grounded
generation models appear to offer remedies, but their train-
ing typically relies on rarely-available parallel data where
information-relevant documents are provided for context. We
propose a framework that alleviates this data constraint by
jointly training a grounded generator and document retriever
on the language model signal. The model learns to reward re-
trieval of the documents with the highest utility in generation,
and attentively combines them using a Mixture-of-Experts
(MoE) ensemble to generate follow-on text. We demonstrate
that both generator and retriever can take advantage of this
joint training and work synergistically to produce more infor-
mative and relevant text in both prose and dialogue generation.

1 Introduction

Recent large-scale pre-trained language models (LMs) such
as BERT (Devlin et al.|2019), GPT-2 (Radford et al.[2019),
GPT-3 (Brown et al.[[2020), and T5 (Raffel et al.|2019) have
brought numerous breakthroughs in natural language gener-
ation (NLG) across a variety of tasks. These models, how-
ever, are not designed to leverage external information to
enhance or to verify the predicted text. |Gao et al.| (2020),
for example, demonstrate that they fail to reliably gener-
ate responses grounded in real-world knowledge, and may
fall short when generating goal-directed responses that are
optimized for information-seeking task completion. These
models pose several challenges in information-demanding
scenarios: First, they are usually trained offline, rendering
the model agnostic to the latest information (e.g., asking a
chat-bot trained from 2011-2018 about COVID-19). Second,
they are mostly trained on public data, rendering them less
suitable in scenarios where customized or personalized infor-
mation must be processed (e.g., writing suggestions based
on private user-data). Third, even in scenarios that call only
for public information, generation from these LMs may be
unfaithful to the facts (e.g., hallucinations about birth dates),
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especially when the people or entities are less well known
and the scenario demands a high degree of fidelity. As a prac-
tical matter, moreover, there remains a fundamental capacity
issue in that large LMs cannot effectively represent all the
information about every person or entity in the world.

A solution that would at first glance seem obvious is
to ground the language model in real-world knowledge,
which can be present in either structured data (e.g., a
knowledge-graph) or unstructured data (e.g., documents such
as Wikipedia, user documents or background stories) (Wu
et al.|2021; |Ghazvininejad et al[2018} Dinan et al.[2019; |Qin
et al.[2019). The advantage of using unstructured grounding
data over structured data is that the former provides richer
information and it is typically more flexible when it comes
to maintaining and updating the information base. However,
training a grounded text generation model that takes addi-
tional unstructured documents as input typically demands
that the training data contains pairs of context and corre-
sponding oracle documents. These pairs are seldom avail-
able. Recent work, such as REALM (Guu et al.|[2020) and
RAG (Lewis et al.[2020b), attempts to leverage information
retrieval machinery in real time to mitigate this data paucity
in open-domain question answering systems. The approach
taken in this paper is in similar vein, but is not confined
to the specialized case of question answering, and seeks to
present a mechanism to that addresses the broader problem
of informational accuracy in text generation.

In this paper, we investigate the task of generating text by
potentially taking advantage from massive reference docu-
ments. We called this task as Information-aware Text Gen-
eration (ITG). Note that ITG is related but different from
open-domain Question Answering (ODQA). In ODQA, the
input is typically an information query/question, and the gen-
eration is expected to be the answer for that query. In ITG,
the input is usually not an information query/question. The
task is to potentially leverage any possible external refer-
ence documents to predict the next utterance or sentence.
Unlike the ODQA, ITG might not always directly seek an
answer from retrieved documents, instead it usually requires
the retrieved information to be digested as context to subtly
influence the generation. Therefore, ITG can be applied to
scenarios like dialogue generation and text auto-completion
which generalize the open-domain QA scenario.

Below, we present a large-scale general purpose pre-



training framework that jointly trains a document retriever
and a multi-document grounded generator in end-to-end fash-
ion and allows these to synergistically cooperate to optimize
grounded text generation. Our method first selects and scores
a collection of documents that are most helpful to generation
according to the language model signal. The multi-document
generator then digests these documents and combines their
information according to document-specific attention weights
to generate a single prediction in a Mixture-of-Experts (MoE)
manner. The main contributions are as follows:

* We provide a joint training framework for grounded gen-
eration and document retrieval with a language model sig-
nal. Our method alleviates the need for oracle parallel data
(prose-document pairs) with which to train a grounded model,
enabling the use of massive non-parallel corpora.

* From the retriever’s perspective, our approach uses the
language model signal to optimize the retriever, so that the
documents with highest utility in generation are returned.

» From the generator’s perspective, our approach learns to at-
tend to and combine multiple retrieved documents to achieve
a mixture-of-expert-based generation. We apply mutual infor-
mation maximization (MMI) to further enhance the model.

2 Related Work

Retrieval-Augmented Language Modeling A series of
previous work explores a retrieve-then-edit paradigm for
text generation (Peng et al.||2019; |Li et al.|2018}; [Cai et al.
2019b; [Hashimoto et al.[2018}; Yang et al.|2019; |Song et al.
2018; (Cai et al.||2019a; 'Wu et al.[2019). This line of work
either directly edits the retrieved text, or feeds the retrieved
text to a fixed generator. REALM (Guu et al.|2020) has
proposed a Retrieval-augmented encoder to extract salient
text span for open-domain QA. The knowledge retriever is
pre-trained by leveraging the masked language model sig-
nal. RAG (Lewis et al.|2020b) fine-tunes models that can
leverage the Wikipedia documents to facilitate knowledge-
intensive NLP tasks, and achieves strong performance on
open-domain QA. Our approach differs in that: 1) we update
the document encoder during training, whereas the docu-
ment encoder in RAG is fixed. The optimizable document
encoder enables us to investigate whether language model
signals can be leveraged to improve the document represen-
tation learning. Regularly indexing millions of documents
is also technically challenging. 2) we incorporate MMI and
retriever correction to further improve the performance. 3)
we focus on an information-aware text generation (ITG) task,
which is related but different from open-domain QA.|Lewis
et al| (2020a) proposed a pre-training objective to recon-
struct the original document from retrieved evidence docu-
ments, and employ the resulting model to improve translation
and summarization results. The bulk of recent work has at-
tempted to perform retrieval-augmented generation to either
task-oriented (Thulke et al.|2021) or open-domain (Shuster
et al.|[2021)) response generation. However, their retrievers
are not optimized during the training, an thus may be unable
to learn from the rich language model signals.

Dense Retrieval Models Unlike standard information re-
trieval techniques such as BM25, Dense Retrieval (DR) mod-

els map documents and queries into an embedding space
and match them according to semantic similarity. Repre-
sentative works include (Lee, Chang, and Toutanova/2019;
Karpukhin et al.[|2020; |Luan et al.|2020; Xiong et al.|[2020),
which achieve the state-of-the-art performance in tasks like
open-domain QA and relevance ranking. Such dense retrieval
models can be fine-tuned to accommodate customized needs,
and have become a core component in many natural language
systems (Khandelwal et al.|2019; |Guu et al.[2020).

Grounded Generation Grounded generation based on ex-
ternal knowledge has been extensively studied. Some previ-
ous work leverages structured external sources like relational
knowledge bases (Zhu et al.|2017; Liu et al.[2018) or knowl-
edge graphs (Young et al.[2018)) for conversation generation.
More recently, [Liu et al. (2019) have developed a hybrid
graph-path-based method on knowledge graphs augmented
with unstructured grounding information. Our work focuses
on unstructured (raw text) grounding information and thus
avoids the need of pre-constructed knowledge graphs. |Peng
et al.| (2020) grounds the task-oriented response generation
on the retrieved database states.

Another line of research exclusively uses the unstructured
grounding. Ghazvininejad et al.| (2018)) developed a mem-
ory network based model to leverage grounding information
from Foursquare. Dinan et al.|(2019) crowd-sourced conver-
sations where each utterance is grounded in no more than a
single sentence. Zhou, Prabhumoye, and Black! (2018)) col-
lected a dataset for grounded conversation generation. Qin
et al.|(2019) employed a machine reading comprehension
(MRC) model to extract salient grounding information to
facilitate generation.|Wu et al.|(2021) used a controllable gen-
eration framework to generate dialogue responses by apply-
ing extracted lexical constraints. Zhao et al.[(2020) equipped
response generation with knowledge selection module. An-
notated grounding in these works is often ad-hoc and not
necessarily optimal for the task. Our work differs from these
in that we jointly train a retriever and generator to optimize
grounded text generation performance, and our proposed
model does not rely on annotated text-reference parallel data,
with the result that it can be trained on any target dataset
without additional annotation.

3 Method
Method Overview

We begin by formally defining our Information-aware Text
Generation (ITG) task and laying out necessary notation. ITG
aims to predict the upcoming text y that directly follows the
existing source prompt x (z, y are from a corpus D), while a
document reference set Z is accessible. In ITG, D and Z are
non-parallel to each other. In other words, each x is paired
with a y. However, the association between a document z in
Z and the tuple (x, y) is not necessarily known.

We propose a framework called RetGen to solve the ITG
task. RetGen has two components: ) a dense document re-
triever and i7) a knowledge-grounded text generator. The
objective of the ITG is to train a model to maximize the



Doc/Query
Doc Embedding

Encoder ————

Reference o e
set Z

7
1

2
' Query A
\Encoder v

po(zplt)  con po(ylor, @)
0.17
0.13
-p(y|x)
0.05
0.20

Figure 1: An overview of the RetGen framework. A source context query x and documents from a reference database Z are
first mapped to a joint embedding space via different encoders. A Maximum Inner Product Search is performed to retrieve
top-K relevant documents (X = 4 in this figure) with their probability score p(zx|x). The retrieved documents are separately
concatenated with query x and target upcoming text y and passed through a grounded text generator, to compute the document-
dependent likelihood p(y|zk, z). The final objective p(y|z) given by (2)) is optimized to update the retriever parameters ® and

generator parameters O.

likelihood of y given x and Z. Formally, it optimizes

(y|x; Z) Zp ylz, 2)p(z|x), (1)

z2€EZ

In practice, Z often contains millions of documents, render-
ing enumeration over z impossible. Instead, we leverage a
dense document retriever r4(+) to dramatically narrow down
the search to a handful relevant documents, where ® denotes
the retriever parameters. rg takes Z and x as input and yields
relevance scores {s1,-- - , sk} of the top-K (K is a hyper-
parameter) documents Z = {z() ...  2(F)}

We further denote the knowledge-grounded text generator
as go(+), where © denotes the generator parameters. This
generator module uses z and a single document z as input to
produce a probability score for a given reference target y, i.e.,
go(ylz, z) = p(y|z, z). The loss can be approximated as:

L(0, logZp@ ylz, 2 pe (zP|z), ()

where p(z(®)|z) = exp(sk)/ZK 1 exp(s;) is the normal-
ized probability (w1th relevance scores s as logits), and
Z = {0, K} are retrieved from 74(Z,z). An
overview of the model is presented in Figure[I]

Document Retriever

For the dense document retriever corresponding to pe (-) in
([2), we leverage a model similar to that of (Karpukhin et al.
2020; |Xiong et al.|2020) to achieve efficient document re-
trieval with sub-linear time. The documents Z and context
queries x are mapped into the same dense embedding space.
The relevance score s(z, z) is computed as the vector inner
product between document embedding h. = f.(z) and query
embedding h, = f.(x), i.e., s(x,2) = hLh,, where f.(-)
and f,(-) represent learnable encoding networks for docu-
ment and query respectively. p(z*)|z) in @) is finally given

by softmax'® (s(z, Z)).

To achieve sub-linear searching time, Maximum Inner
Product Search (MIPS) (Shrivastava and Lif2014)) is em-
ployed. The document embedding vectors are pre-computed
and indexed using Locality Sensitivity Hashing (LSH) (Datar
et al.|2004), so that the query vector can be hashed to a clus-
ter of relatively relevant documents. This search strategy is
approximate. However it yields good empirical search results
when the document set is large. In practice, we use ANCE
(Xiong et al.[2020) to initialize the retriever.

Knowledge-Grounded Text Generator

For the knowledge grounded text generator (GTG) corre-
sponding to pe(-) in (2), we employ a transformer-based
architecture akin to GPT-2 (Radford et al.[2019). The GTG
takes one document z and one context query x as the input,
and the following text y as the target reference. Specifically,
the z and z are first concatenated by a special separator token.
The training objective follows a standard language model
(LM) loss (Radford et al.|2019; [Zhang et al.|2020):

lyl

= [Irwelz. 2. yo.-1), 3)

t=0

pe(yl, 2)

where y; is the ¢-th token in y. y;.; denotes {y;,- - ,y;} and
| - | denotes the cardinality. As opposed to GPT-2, we assign
different token type embeddings to the tokens in z and x to
help the model identify document and context.

We also employ a distinctive design for the position em-
bedding. The document position id starts with M (M = 400
in our experiment E[) while the context position id starts with
0. The intent is to maximally separate z and x, thus reducing
the chance that the model will be exposed to hints that z is
part of the preceding contextﬂ We found this facilitates the

'we only select instances with context/response tokens <
256/128. Thus the maximum number of tokens is around 400.
2GTGs are initialized from GPT-2/DialoGPT, which were
trained to recognize tokens with continuous position id as coherent
text.



model in differentiating the document and the context, and in
applying different strategies specific to each.

Joint Training

During the training time, © can be directly optimized from
(2). We optimize the objective in (2)) with respect to ® by an
estimation resembles the Actor-Critic (AC),

Vep(ylz) =) p(ylz, ) Vap(z|z)

= [p(ylz,2) — Clp(z|2) Vo log p(z|z) (4)

where the C is a constant baseline. The last step is be-
cause » . Vop(z|z)logp(zlz) = Ve >, p(z]x) = 0. Cis
commonly referred as a “control variate” (Williams||1992;
Nelson|[1990) and used to reduce the variance in Monte
Carlo estimation as in (@). The p(y|z,z) can be viewed
as the “return” in the Actor-Critic algorithm. Document z
will receive a positive update if it yields p(y|z,x) larger
than to the average performance of the retrieved documents.
In our experiment, we set C' as the expected reward, i.e.,
C =", .5 p(y|lz,z)p(z|z). Finetuning the retriever model
based on (4) needs good initializations from pretrained mod-
els to avoid cold-starting.

Another practical challenge is that all the document em-
bedding vectors need to be refreshed once the retriever is
updated, which is expensive when the number of documents
is large. Instead of encoding all the documents each time
the ® is updated to retrieve the top-K document set Z, we
asynchronously update the retrieved document for every M
steps (M = 200 in our experiments). However, note that
even if the Z is fixed for each K steps, the rg and scores
{51, , sk} are still updated at every step.

Multi-document Decoding
Mixture-of-Expert (MoE) Decoder During the infe~rence

time, the retriever first obtains the top- K documents as Z, and
their corresponding probabilities p(z|x). The generator lever-

ages all document in Z to generator a consensus prediction
4. One naive approach is to concatenate multiple documents
into a “joint” document as the input for the generator. The
problems for such an approach are that 1) the “joint” doc-
ument may be too long to be efficiently processed; 2) the
order of the documents has impact on the generation; 3) the
relevance information p(z|x) will be ignored.

We therefore took a Mixture-of-Expert (MoE) approach
following |Cho et al. (2020) to decode the model in a
document-specific fashion, and ensemble the output distribu-
tions at each time step. Specifically, we leverage K copies of
the ground text generator gg (+) trained from (2)). At time step
t , we feed each copy of the generator with separate document
z, the same context z, and the same current consensus genera-
tion gjo..—1. We then harvest the individual output distribution
from all generator copies, as {p(g),gl)), e ,p(yt(K))}. The as-
sembled output distribution at step ¢ is finally given by

K
(el Go—1) = > p(it" 2™, 2, gou—1)p(zP|z). (5)
k=1

Unlike recent FiD work (Izacard and Grave|2020), which
“fuses” the encoded representations from different documents,
our “fusion” of information from different document occurs
at output token distribution level. FiD requires training a
grounded generation model by taking a fixed number of doc-
uments as input. However, our MoE approach can directly
leverage a grounded generation model trained on single docu-
ment as input, without additional training or fine-tuning. This
yields convenience and flexibility in the number of documents
K to leverage for inference.

We also employ a novel retriever correction on the de-
coder to accommodate the fact that the model is trained to
autoregressively generate y, which implies that the retriever
score needs to be updated along the generation. Details are
provided in Appendix [B]

MMI We further implement a Maximum Mutual Informa-
tion (MMI) scoring function (Li et al.|2016; Zhang et al.
2018) to enhance the “groundness” of the generation. MMI
employs a pre-trained backward grounded text generation
model to predict z and z from given prediction y, i.e.,
p(z, z|y)’| We first generate a set of hypotheses using top-
K sampling. Then we use the probability of p(x, z|y). For
multiple z we use the mean of these probabilities to rerank
all hypotheses. Intuitively, maximizing backward model like-
lihood penalizes the bland hypotheses (Zhang et al.|[2020)
and encourages the generation y to tie better to the input
document z and context .

4 Experimental Setups

Datasets We use two datasets D, Reddit and arXiv, which
cover two information-demanding scenarios (response gener-
ation and prose generation) , to evaluate our methods.

The Reddit dataset contains 2.56M/2K/2K training/valida-
tion/test conversation instances. The training set is created
using the extraction pipeline from the DSTC-7 grounded
response generation challenge (Galley et al.|[2019), which
extracts the Reddit threads with time span 2011-2017. It
contains threads of discussions like a tree, where a reply is
a child node to the previous message. Any path along the
tree introduces a dialogue session. Although our approach
does not require parallel oracle document, we only select
instances that oracle document[f] can be found. the reasons
are two-fold: 1) we hope to be able to build strong baselines
grounded on oracle dataset, which characterize the upper
bound performance of a grounded generation model; 2) the
oracle documents enable separately evaluating the retriever
performance using IR metrics (Recall@ K'). We further select
test examples from Reddit with time span 2018-2019 by re-
quiring the context to have at least 6 different responses. This
yields a 5-reference test set with 2,000 samples. For each
instance, one of the 6 human responses is set aside to assess
human performance. The average length of the context and
response is 44.32 and 14.86 words, respectively.

The arXiv dataset is based on|Clement et al.|(2019) , which
collects a corpus of arXiv articles from 1991 to 2019. We

3This objective is designed to encourage ¥ to incorporate infor-
mation from both x and z.
4containing URLS linking to Wikipedia domain, see Appendix



construct the context and target pairs using the abstracts. The
final resulting train/validation/test contains 9.6M/57K/2K
instances from 1.67M unique abstracts. No parallel oracle
document is available for this dataset.

For the reference dataset Z, we extract about 5.7 million
documents from Wikipedia dump of December 2018. For
each entry, we only extract the first two paragraphs as these
are typically most relevant and summarize the entire doc-
ument. In addition, we truncate overlong sentences to 100
words, and remove the entry if it contains only one sentence.

More dataset details are provided in Appendix [C]

Evaluation Metrics We performed automatic evaluation
using standard machine translation metrics, including BLEU
(Papineni et al.|2002), METEOR (Lavie and Agarwal|2007),
and NIST (Doddington|2002)). NIST is a variant of BLEU that
weights n-gram matches by their information gain, i.e., it in-
directly penalizes uninformative n-grams. Following [Zhang
et al.| (2020), we also use Entropy (Zhang et al.|[2018) and
Dist-n (L1 et al.|2016)) to evaluate lexical diversity. For the
Reddit dataset, where 5 references are available for each in-
stance, we compute all relevance metrics and aggregate all
of them using max-pooling.

To evaluate how well the predicted text ¢ reflects the ex-
ternal information, we propose an evaluation score which we
call a Keyword Matching Ratio (KMR). KMR is defined as

K-words = set(z) \ set(x),
KMR = [set(¢) N K-words|/|K-words|,

where N, \, | - | denotes the set intersection, difference and
cardinality, respectively. For each bag-of-word sets (i.e.,
set(9), set(z), set(z)), stop words based on the python NLTK
module and frequency in the corpus are removed. Intuitively,
K-words reflect important information (a set of keywords)
in the reference documents z but not covered by context x.
KMR calculates the percentage of these keywords covered
by the predicted text y. Such a metric assesses the utiliza-
tion of external information but not the relevance. If a model
generates reasonable follow-up text, but fails to incorporate
important external information in z, KMR will still be low.

Baselines & Model setups We compared RetGen with sev-
eral baselines in both datasets. The DialoGPT(345M) (Zhang
et al.|2020) and GPT-2(345M) baselines are obtained by fine-
tuning the original pre-trained models on the target training
dataset to alleviate the dataset-shifting bias. For the Reddit
dataset, since we have the oracle document for each con-
versation, it is possible to train a ground generation model
as described in section §3|by directly grounding on the ora-
cle documents. This model is denoted as gDPT (grounded
DialoGPT). gDPT (w/ oracle doc) and gDPT (w/ random
doc) denote the generation from gDPT model (described in
using oracle and random document, respectively. These
two models set up the upper and lower bounds of the perfor-
mance of the grounded generator gg.

For each dataset, we evaluate 4 variants of RetGen: i) Ret-
Gen (K=1) uses only top-1 retrieved document to generate
text; i7) RetGen (K=4) uses all top-4 retrieved documents
for generation; ¢i:) Fixed @ is an ablation of RetGen (K=4)

where the retriever parameters ® are frozen during the train-
ing; iv) +MMI is a variant of RetGen (K=4) using MMI,
(§3) (Li et al 2016} [Zhang et al|[2018)). We first generate 16
hypotheses using top-10 sampling, then select the top hypoth-
esis using reverse model probability of p(z, x|y). The reverse
model is also a 345M model fine-tuned from DialoGPT/GPT-
2 using the same dataset.

Note that we only perform fine-tuning on existing pre-
trained LMs and dense retrievers. All the grounded genera-
tors use the same transformer architectures and are initialized
with DialoGPT/GPT-2 (345M) weights. The dense retriev-
ers are initialized from ANCE (Xiong et al.[[2020). For the
retriever training, we index the documents for each 200 it-
erations. Models are trained on workstations with 8 Nvidia
V100 GPUs. During training, we use K = 4 for RetGen.

More model setup details are provided in Appendix

5 Results

Generation Evaluation The automatic evaluation results
are summarized in Table[I] (the standard deviation of the re-
sults are provided in the Appendix [F). We observe that freez-
ing the retriever to pretrained ANCE yield suboptimal eval-
uation metrics by comparing Fixed ¢ and RetGen (K=4).
This implies that retriever fine-tuning is crucial to adapt the
retriever to the generation task. Consistent with the obser-
vations in [Zhang et al|(2020), the MMI re-ranking proce-
dure produces more diverse text and achieves higher NIST
and METEOR scores, albeit with a slight drop in BLEU.
We presume the inconsistency is because NIST generally
rewards more for informative and low-frequency n-grams. In-
corporating additional information from retrieved documents
presumably makes the generation to be more informative
diverse. On the Reddit dataset, RetGen (K=4) achieves com-
parable performance to RetGen (w/ oracle doc), indicating
the retrieved documents are of high quality.

We also compute KMR, which evaluates the utility of the
external document z for generating text y, as described in
For the Reddit dataset, the KMR for gDPT and the human or-
acleis calculated against oracle document. Otherwise, KMR
is calculated against the retrieved documents by performing
a max-pooling over document-specific KMR. As expected,
RetGen with MMI generally achieves the highest KMR, as it
explicitly maximizes the mutual information between the doc-
uments and the output. For both datasets, RetGen with more
documents and with trainable retriever achieves a higher
KMR. Note that KMR may not necessarily be associated
with generation quality. However, except for MMI, a higher
KMR indicates the model is more effective in leveraging the
external document to optimize the LM objectives.

Note that for some metrics the systems achieve higher
score than human oracle. As discussed in Zhang et al.|(2020),
this observation does not imply that the machine generation
achieves human parity, but is presumably an artifact of the
randomness of human responses in the data.

Generated examples We provide generated examples for
both datasets in Table 2] The RetGen examples are from our

The human oracle only provides a reference baseline and may
not be comparable with the compared systems.



NIST BLEU MET- | Entropy Dist Avg. Len. KMR
Method N-2 N4 B-2 B-4 EOR E4 D-1 D-2
Reddit dataset
DialoGPT 159 160 | 1241%  2.34% | 7.23% 834 | 132%  32.8% 12.0 .
eDPT (w/oracle doc) ~ 2.37 239 | 12.58%  2.57% | 7.41% 904 | 13.0%  332% 15.1 4.8%
¢DPT (W/random doc) ~ 2.03  2.05 | 10.14%  191% | 7.12% 9.03 99%  27.2% 18.0 2.8%
RetGen (K = 1) 239 241 | 1229%  232% | 7.43% 933 | 141%  37.6% 15.6 4.9%
RetGen (K = 4) 240 242 | 12.53%  2.52% | 7.47% 936 | 145%  387% 15.3 5.2%
RetGen (K = 4, Fixed ) 237 239 | 1172%  231% | 7.63% 921 | 129%  34.6% 16.9 4.3%
RetGen (K = 4, +MMI) 244 246 | 1098%  1.70% | 8.04% 1030 | 18.6%  60.0% 18.5 6.3%
Humanoracle ~ 2.13  2.15 | 13.39%  425% | 7.34% | 989 | 282% 77.1% | 129 | 59%
arXiv dataset
GPT2 104 107 | 985% 381% | 859% | 934 | 207% 513% | 186 | -
RetGen (K = 1) 1.81 184 | 11.75%  4.19% | 9.04% 958 | 17.5%  46.1% 236 3.7%
RetGen (K = 4) 182 186 | 11.85% 435% | 9.04% 957 | 17.5%  46.0% 237 3.8%
RetGen (K = 4, Fixed ) 178 181 | 1179%  432% | 9.01% 956 | 17.6%  464% 234 3.7%
RetGen (K = 4,+MMI)  1.81 184 | 10.84%  3.32% | 8.73% 10.06 | 192%  59.0% 282 4.0%
Human oracle . - . - | 995 | 247%  717% | 244 | -

Table 1: Automatic evaluation results on the Reddit (upper) and arXiv (lower) datasets. gDPT w/ oracle(random) doc denotes a
grounded generation model directly using oracle(random) document. Fixed ® denotes only fine-tuning generator parameters ©
while freezing the initial retriever parameters ® in ANCE. +MMI represents post-ranking with MMI.

Reddit dataset ‘

ArXiv dataset

Context TIL: All arcade games imported into North America from 1989 to (Title: It from Knot) Knot physics is the theory of the universe that not only unified all the
2000 had the following FBI slogan included into their attract mode: | fundamental interactions but also explores the underlying physics of quantum mechanics.
Winners Don’t Use Drugs.

(X)PT ‘ I’'m pretty sure that’s the slogan of the game in question. ‘ The theory of the knot is a new approach to quantum mechanics.

RetGen I have a feeling a major part of the reason was Nixon was in charge A knot is a finite sequence of discrete quantum states that represent the gravitational
during that period of history. field in a quantum theory.

Retrieved | Winners Don’t Use Drugs is an anti-drug slogan that was included | In loop quantum gravity, ... , s-knots represent the quantum states of the gravitational

docu- in arcade games ... The slogan was part of a long-term effort by the field (S-knot)

ment(s) United States in its war on drugs started by President Richard Nixon | Knots have been used for ... Modern physics demonstrates that the discrete wavelengths
in 1971 (Winners Don’t Use Drugs) depend on quantum energy levels. ... the Jones polynomial and its generalizations, called

the finite type invariants... (History of knot theory)

Table 2: Generated examples for Reddit (left) and arXiv (right). (X)PT denotes DialoGPT/GPT. The relevant parts are highlighted,
and the title of the most relevant retrieved Wikipedia entries are shown in (article title).

best system. In general, RetGen demonstrates ability to inte-
grate information from difference sources including context
and multiple references, and sometimes generate text that
reflects multi-hop cross-reference among all the sources. We
empirically observe that the retrieved documents are usually
relevant and may cover orthogonal aspects of the topics in
the context. We also visualize how the document attention
weights p(z|x, yo.t—1) change during the generation process
in Appendix [Hl We observed that the attention distribution
over documents generally becomes more peaked over steps
of generation, indicating the model become more certain as
generation proceeds.

Nevertheless, we observe several failure modes in our ex-
periments with RetGen: 7) the retrieved passage may not
always be relevant and correct. We find that the RetGen can

learn to be inclined to avoid using irrelevant documents, but
we still see cases where poorly retrieved documents result
in incorporation of hallucinations or irrelevant information
in final generation; 1) the retrieved passage is relevant, but
the grounded generation model may miss correct information
and incorporate similar but incorrect/irrelevant information
in the generated text (e.g., when asked about who Barack
Obama’s grandfather was, the system offers his father’s name
which is also in the retrieved document). These issues do not
dominate in our experiments, but resolving them is important
and warrants further investigation. We provide examples of
above problems in Appendix [G]

Impact of number of documents X From Table[I], Ret-
Gen with K = 4 consistently obtains higher NIST, BLEU



and METEOR scores compared with X' = 1, indicating
that incorporating multiple retrieved documents may provide
better coverage of the references. We also evaluate RetGen
with K ranging from 1 to 4 (Appendix [E), demonstrating
monotonic improvement when K increases. We observe no
significant improvement with K > 4.
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Figure 2: Recall/Reward on validation set can improve during
retriever-only training.

Reddit I arXiv
System A ‘ Neutral ‘ System B ‘ ‘ System A ‘ Neutral ‘ System B
Coherence: A and B, which is more relevant to, and coherent with the context?

RetGen  43.7% 28.3% 28.0%  DialoGPT * RetGen  32.1% 41.7% 263%  GPT-2
RetGen  33.3% 28.6% 38.1% MMI RetGen 29.9% 38.7% 31.5% MMI
RetGen  40.9% 22.9% 36.3%  Human * RetGen  34.9% 352% 29.9% Human *

MMI  45.9% 23.1% 31.0%  Human * MMI  34.9% 35.8% 29.3% Human

Informativeness: A and B, which is more informative (usually more specific content)?

RetGen  44.5% 27.8% 27.7%  DialoGPT RetGen  36.3% 37.2% 26.5%  GPT-2
RetGen  32.7% 28.3% 39.0%  MMI RetGen  28.9% 37.9% 332%  MMI
RetGen  41.1% 21.5% 37.5%  Human RetGen  332% 32.4% 34.4% Human

MMI 47.5% 21.1% 31.4% Human * MMI 34.2% 34.7% 31.1% Human

Human-likeness: A and B, which is more likely to be generated by human rather than a machine?

RetGen  36.4% 34.0% 29.6%  DialoGPT RetGen  29.7% 43.6% 26.7%  GPT-2
RetGen  31.3% | 33.9% | 34.9% MMI RetGen  28.6% | 42.9% | 285% MMI
RetGen  40.1% 28.5% 314%  Human * RetGen  33.7% 38.9% 27.5% Human *

MMI  40.5% 28.3% 31.1% Human * MMI  33.1% 38.3% 28.7% Human

Table 3: Results of Human Evaluation for coherence, infor-
mativeness and human-text possibility, showing preferences
(%) for our model (RetGen) vis-a-vis baselines and real hu-
man responses. RetGen denotes RetGen with K = 4, and
MMI represents RetGen with MMI. Numbers in bold indi-
cate the preferred systems. Statistically significant results
with p-value < 0.05 are indicated by *.

Retrieval Evaluation From Table[l} it can be seen that op-
timizing retriever leads to better automatic metrics compared
with generator-only training, indicating that the retriever can
benefit from language model signal. However, evaluating
the retriever improvement using generation metrics as in Ta-
ble|1|is implicit, as the retriever evaluation and generation
evaluation are coupled together. To explicitly assess how the
retriever can benefit from joint training, we freeze the gener-
ator parameters © and only finetune the retriever parameters
®, and monitor the training process of retriever using either
ranking metrics or expected reward in (@).

For the Reddit dataset, since oracle documents are avail-
able, we monitor the progress of recall@10 during this
retriever-only training. The recall value is computed by aver-
aging over 2,000 validation examples. The total number of
passage candidates is 10k, including 2k oracle documents for

each instance, and 8k hard-negative documents that are close
to these 2k oracle documents according to BM25. The results
are provided in Figure [2] (a). With fluctuation, the recall gen-
erally improves as training progresses. Increasing the number
of documents K from 4 to 8 brought only marginal gain in
recall. However, increasing the number of examples in each
batch led to more significant improvement of the recall.

For the arXiv dataset, since recall cannot be com-
puted, we instead monitor the expected reward/return (r =
Y. p(y|z, x)p(z|x)) over 2,000 validation examples. Our
reasoning here is that with fixed O, if the reward can be im-
proved (i.e., the target y is more likely given the current z),
the only possible explanation is that the retrieved documents
are more relevant and helpful in predicting the oracle target.
We observed that this reward metric can to some extent im-
prove as training progresses (Figure[2|(b)). This verifies that
the retriever is being optimized and benefits from LM signals.

Human Evaluation Overall judge preferences in each of
the 3 categories are shown in Table 3] where the 5-point scale
has been collapsed to a 3-point preference for clarity. A mod-
erate preference can be observed for the variant of RetGen
with MMI over vanilla RetGen. Table [3|suggests that the Ret-
Gen may begin to approximate human quality. As has been
observed elsewhere, e.g., Zhang et al.|(2020), we found that
judges often prefer model generation over human responses.
In the case of the Reddit dataset, we speculate that the origi-
nal human responses may be more erratic and idiosyncratic
than system outputs. Human evaluation of the arXiv dataset,
meanwhile, is intrinsically difficult as responses typically
involve domain knowledge: human judges may prefer sys-
tem generated text that is potentially easier to understand
How to evaluate generated text as systems improve remains a
challenge, but further exploration of these issues falls beyond
the scope of this work. Further details, including the human
evaluation template used, are provided in the Appendix [I}

6 Conclusion

We present a joint training framework to simultaneously op-
timize a dense passage retriever and a knowledge-grounded
text generator in an end-to-end fashion. This approach en-
ables leveraging the LM signal to optimize the information
retrieval sub-component and thus permits the generation
pipeline to output more informative text. The resulting al-
gorithm leverages multiple retrieved documents during de-
coding time and generates text by selectively summarizing
and combining information collected from all the references.
We have demonstrated the effectiveness of this algorithm via
crowd-sourced human evaluation and automatic evaluation
that uses generation and retrieval metrics. In future work, we
plan also to leverage QA and cloze task objectives for factu-
ality evaluation (Eyal, Baumel, and Elhadad|2019; |Huang,
Wu, and Wang|2020). We discuss the ethical impact of this
work in Appendix

SThis is consistent with the findings in [Freitag et al.| (2021) for
MT to the effect that crowd-sourced human evaluation is error-prone
and may not be as accurate as some automatic metrics.
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Appendix for RetGen: A Joint framework for Retrieval andGrounded Text Generation Modeling

A Broader Impact

This work focuses on improving the natural language processing (NLP) and general artificial intelligence (AI) research community.
Our work can be leveraged to improve natural language generation (NLG) models, including but not limited to text editing,
conversational agents and question answering systems. The broader impact the risks of this work are summarized as following:
» This work can facilitate research in the NLG tasks in a generic manner, to potentially reduce hallucinations and offensive
generations in applications like virtual assistants.

* this work is a fundamental research work that focuses on the technical improvement, thus we have NOT imposed additional
aggressive filtering techniques to the text data we used, beyond what has been performed to the original dataset from their
sources. The text data we used may have offensiveness/toxicity/fairness/bias issues that we haven’t been able to identify, as those
are not the main focus of this work.

» Given above potential risk, due to the nature of natural language generative models, we note that the generations or outputs
of this work, though not likely, may reflect gender and other historical biases implicit in the data. Under rare circumstances,
the generations may exhibit a mild extent of unethical, biased, or offensive attitude. These are known issues with current
state-of-the-art text generation models. We would hope that a better grounded text generation system as what we present can
enable further mitigation strategies to inappropriate and hallucinated generations.

B Retriever Correction

The fact that the model is trained to autoregressively generate y implies that the retriever score needs to be updated along the

generation. To see this, we revisit (2) by expanding the p(y|z) as p(yo|z) Hly:‘l p(y¢|x, yo.t—1), where

P, yor—1) = Y p(yele, 2, y0:-1)p(2|7, Yo 1)
z

= (el 2,900 -1)p(z|2)p (Yo 112, ) /P (Y01 |).

Note that the first term p(y:|z, z,y0.t—1) can be directly obtained from the generator model in (3). The term
p(Yo:t-1]2,7)/p(yo:s—1]x) = Fy serves as a correction factor for updating the retriever’s belief for document relevance
with newly seen/generated text yo.;—1. It can be computed by F; = p(yo:t—1/2,2)/ >, p(yo:t—1|2", )p(z'|z). When this factor
is greater than 1 (i.e., being grounded on z improves the probability of yg.;—1), the corresponding z will be assigned with a
higher probability. The computation cost of the F} is negligible. The retriever correction simply multiplies this correction factor
F; to (B) at each time step.

C Dataset details

We use two datasets D, Reddit and arXiv, which cover response generation and prose generation respectively, to evaluate the
effectiveness of the proposed methods.

For Reddit dataset, the training data is created using a pipeline similar to that in the DSTC-7 grounded response generation
challenge (Galley et al.|2019): We first select the Reddit discussion threads that contain urls in the description, crawled from
the Reddit with time span 2011-2017. Then, we restrict the url domain to Wikipedia, and extract the linked oracle passage by
selecting the most relevant passage to the context according to ROUGE-F1. This yields about 2.56M data instances.

For ArXiv dataset, for each sentence in an abstract, we use the preceding sentences as the context for predicting the current
sentence. we consider the title to be the first sentence. We processed the texts to replace citations, urls, and equations by special
tokens. We apply a filtering step to select instances in the test set that are likely to benefit from external information by using
Tagme (Ferragina and Scaiellal2010), a Wikipedia name entity recognition (NER) tool. Tagme identifies the named entities that
exist as Wikipedia entries and meanwhile occur in the target sentence. The Tagme threshold, which balances the precision and
recall of NER, is set at 0.7. We only retain instances that pass this threshold. The final resulting train/validation/test contains
9.6M/57K/2K instances from 1.67M unique abstracts.

D Additional details of experimental setup

For the retriever training, we save model checkpoints and index the documents for each 200 iterations. We observe that reducing
the indexing frequency to 100 provides marginal performance gain, while yielding more computation. We set the learning rate to
be 10~° and batch size to be 128 for most of the experiments. During training, we use K = 4 for RetGen. We only test the K up
to 4 due to GPU memory constraint. All generations except for MMI use greedy decoding. All compared models are trained until
no progress can be observed on validation loss. Models are trained on workstations with 8 Nvidia V100 GPUs.



E Impact of number of document K

Below are the automatic evaluation results using different K during the decoding time in Table[d] for both Reddit and arXiv
datasets. It can be seen that, in general, incorporating more documents yields better automatic metrics.

Reddit dataset NIST BLEU MET- Entropy Dist Avg. Len.
Method N-2 N-4 B-2 B-4 EOR E-4 D-1 D-2
RetGen (K =1) 239 241 1229%  2.32% | 7.43% 9.33 141%  37.6% 15.6
RetGen (K =2) 239 240 12.25%  2.36% | 7.49% 9.33 14.0%  37.4% 15.6
RetGen (K =3) 239 241 1253%  247% | 7.46% 9.34 145%  38.5% 15.3
RetGen (K =4) 241 243 12.04%  2.31% | 7.67% 9.35 132%  36.1% 16.5
ArXiv dataset NIST BLEU MET- Entropy Dist Avg. Len.
Method N-2 N-4 B-2 B-4 EOR E-4 D-1 D-2
RetGen (K = 1) 1.81 1.84 11.75%  4.19% | 9.04% 9.58 17.5%  46.1% 23.6
RetGen (K = 2) 1.81 1.85 11.82%  4.33% | 9.03% 9.57 17.4%  46.0% 23.7
RetGen (K = 3) 1.82 1.85 1191%  435% | 9.13% 9.57 17.5%  46.2% 23.5
RetGen (K = 4) 1.82 1.86 11.85%  4.35% | 9.04% 9.57 17.5%  46.0% 23.7

Table 4: Automatic evaluation results on the Reddit (upper) and arXiv (lower) datasets with different numbers of retrieved
document for decoding time

F Standard deviation of automatic metrics

We estimate the standard deviation based on bootstrapping the test set (80% resampling ratio without replacement, 10 sets for
each method), the results are provided in table[5] All the pairwise comparisons are significant (pj0.0001) based on the unpaired
two-sided t-test (with Bonferroni correction).

G Issues with generation

Below, we provide examples where the RetGen can fail to generate text that are factually correct in either retriever or grounded
generator in Table[6] Even if these generation outputs are not very common, they still pose important challenges for improving
the models.

NIST2 NIST4 BLEU2 BLEU4 METEOR entropy4 dist-1 dist-2 Avg. Length KMR

Reddit dataset
DialoGPT 1.59040.003 1.60240.004 12.41240.000 | 2.341£0.000 | 7.23540.000 | 8.33640.006 13.15340.001 32.803+0.001 12.027+0.051 -
gDPT (w/ oracle doc) 2.37440.004 | 2.393+0.004 12.582+0.001 2.57540.000 | 7.41140.000 | 9.039-0.005 12.962+0.001 33.238+0.002 15.1284+0.069 | 4.78240.181
gDPT (w/ random doc) | 2.03340.004 | 2.05140.004 10.143£0.000 1.913£0.000 | 7.119£0.000 | 9.031+0.006 9.88740.001 27.2314£0.002 | 18.016+0.059 | 2.764+0.148

RetGen(K = 1) 2.39240.004 | 2.406=0.004 12.29240.001 2.32440.000 | 7.43240.000 | 9.329+0.005 14.13240.001 37.58340.002 15.606+0.053 | 4.88740.159
RetGen(K = 4) 2.40440.005 | 2.419+0.004 12.526+0.000 | 2.52540.000 | 7.468+0.000 | 9.361+0.007 14.475+0.001 38.654+0.002 15.306+0.063 | 5.17540.192
Fixed ® 2.367+0.004 2.39140.005 11.721£0.001 2.30640.001 7.63340.000 9.21040.005 12.873£0.001 34.645+0.002 16.865+0.069 4.29740.208
+MMI 2.43540.004 | 2.458+0.004 10.984+0.001 1.69940.000 | 8.03940.000 10.302+0.007 18.593+0.001 60.02140.002 18.491+0.059 | 6.32140.183
Human oracle 2.12840.005 | 2.150+0.005 13.386£0.001 | 4.250+0.000 | 7.345+0.000 | 9.888+0.007 28.23040.001 77.121£0.002 12.891+0.054 | 5.935+0.152
Arxiv dataset

GPT-2 1.03840.011 1.071£0.010 9.85540.001 3.80640.001 8.591£0.000 9.33740.002 20.691+0.001 51.32740.001 18.64340.042 -

RetGen(K = 1) 1.80540.010 1.83740.014 11.75440.001 4.186+0.000 | 9.03840.000 | 9.582+40.002 17.52940.001 46.08140.001 23.604+0.034 | 3.663+0.119
RetGen(K = 4) 1.822+0.010 1.85740.012 11.8484+0.001 | 4.35540.001 9.04440.000 | 9.56740.002 17.47940.001 | 46.02440.001 23.671£0.031 3.78740.131
Fixed ® 1.78040.012 1.811£0.010 11.792£0.001 4.318+0.001 9.0094-0.000 9.55940.002 17.641£0.001 46.44710.002 23.414+£0.037 3.738£0.140
+MMI 1.81440.012 1.83940.011 10.840+0.001 3.32340.001 8.73540.000 10.0610.003 19.207+0.001 59.013£0.001 28.210+0.031 3.97140.147
Human oracle - - - - - 9.95240.002 24.6671+0.001 | 71.696+0.002 | 24.38440.035 | -

Table 5: Standard deviation of automatic metrics.



Retrieved passage is less relevant Passage is correct, however the model fails
to incorporate the right information

Context TIL Chess Grandmaster Bobby Fischer died | TIL the oldest naval ship still in commission
at the Age of 64. There are 64 squares on a | is HMS Victory. She was launched in 1765.
chess board.

RetGen And if you ever play chess, you will realize | It’s not in commission anymore. The Royal
that a board is a board of 64 pieces, with | Navy has retired her since 1824 because the
one king, one queen, two knights. It is very | crew is dead. It’s now a museum.
difficult to play with a board that has so many
pieces

Retrieved | The following outline is provided as an | HMS "Victory” is a 104-gun first-rate ship of

document | overview of and topical guide to chess: Chess | the line of the Royal Navy, ordered in 1758,
is a two-player board game played on a chess- | laid down in 1759 and launched in 1765. She
board (a square-checkered board with 64 | is best known for her role as Lord Nelson’s
squares arranged in an eight-by-eight grid). | flagship at the Battle of Trafalgar on 21 Octo-
In a chess game, each player begins with six- | ber 1805. She additionally served as Keppel’s
teen pieces: one king, one queen, two rooks, | flagship at Ushant, Howe’s flagship at Cape
two knights, two bishops, and eight pawns. | Spartel and Jervis’s flagship at Cape St Vin-
The object of the game is to checkmate the | cent. After 1824, she was relegated to the
opponent’s king, whereby the king is under | role of harbour ship. In 1922, she was moved
immediate attack (in "check”) and there isno | to a dry dock at Portsmouth, England, and
way to remove or defend it from attack, or | preserved as a museum ship (HMS Victory)
force the opposing player to forfeit (Outline
of Chess)

Issue The Wiki entry for Bobby Fischer is not the | The highlighted generation either use wrong
top-1. The generated text deviates from the | part of the retrieved document, or halluci-
major topic which is Bobby Fischer. The | nates facts.
highlighted text contains hallucination

Table 6: Failure modes for RetGen.

H Attention Visualization of multi-document MoE decoder

To better understand how the document attention weights p(z|x, yo.c—1) are influenced by the documents and existing generated
text over the progress of generation, we visualize the attention weights in Figure[3] The context sentence « for the given example
is TIL the 3 in iron man 3 is a reference to the movies iron man and iron man 2. The usage of the number 3 implies that the
movies are in chronological order, and the retrieved top-4 documents are provided in Table

It can be seen that at the initial stage of the generation, the MoE decoder refers to all retrieved documents with relatively even
probability. However as the generation become more specific (e.g., mentioning “Shane Black™), the MoE decoder starts to focus
more on the first two documents and assigns negligible attention to the documents #3 and #4. We observe that it is typical that
during generation, the MoE decoder gradually reinforces the attention to one or two documents by looking at its own existing
generation, and the attention distribution becomes more peaked. This typically reduces the likelihood that irrelevant documents
(like document #4 in Table[/) will have large impact on generation.
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Figure 3: Attention map for multi-document MoE decoder. The context sentence is TIL the 3 in iron man 3 is a reference to the
movies iron man and iron man 2. The usage of the number 3 implies that the movies are in chronological order, and the resulting
MOoE generation over 4 documents is And if you read the wiki, Shane Black was actually the guy that made the Iron Man 3, not
the guy who created Iron Man 2. The retrieved documents are shown in Table m



Document #1

Document #2

Document #3

| Document #4

Studios and distributed by
Walt Disney Studios Motion
Pictures. It is the sequel to
“Iron Man” (2008) and “Iron
Man 2” (2010), and the sev-
enth film in the Marvel Cin-
ematic Universe (MCU). The
film was directed by Shane
Black from a screenplay he
co-wrote with Drew Pearce,
and stars Robert Downey Jr. as
Tony Stark / Iron Man along-
side Gwyneth Paltrow, Don
Cheadle, Guy Pearce, Rebecca
Hall, Stphanie Szostak, James
Badge Dale, Jon Favreau, and
Ben Kingsley

Iron Man 2 is a 2010 Amer-
ican superhero film based on
the Marvel Comics character
Iron Man. Produced by Mar-
vel Studios and distributed by
Paramount Pictures, it is the
sequel to “Iron Man” (2008)
and the third film in the Marvel
Cinematic Universe (MCU).
Directed by Jon Favreau and
written by Justin Theroux, the
film stars Robert Downey Jr.
as Tony Stark / Iron Man
alongside Gwyneth Paltrow,
Don Cheadle, Scarlett Johans-
son, Sam Rockwell, Mickey
Rourke, and Samuel L. Jack-
son

Iron Man 3 (Original Mo-
tion Picture Soundtrack) is the
film score for the Marvel Stu-
dios film, "Iron Man 3” by
Brian Tyler, released on April
30, 2013. A separate sound-
track and concept album ti-
tled, Iron Man 3: Heroes Fall
(Music Inspired by the Mo-
tion Picture) by various artists
was released on the same
date by Hollywood Records
and Marvel Music. Composer
Brian Tyler acknowledged that
the film’s score needed to be
darker and more melodic than
Ramin Djawadi and John Deb-
ney’s previous scores, citing
the change in Tony Stark’s life
following the events of “The
Avengers” as the catalyst

Men in Black 3 (alternatively
Men in Black III, and stylized
as "MIB)” is a 2012 Ameri-
can science fiction action com-
edy film directed by Barry
Sonnenfeld and starring Will
Smith, Tommy Lee Jones and
Josh Brolin. It is the third
installment in the "Men in
Black” film series which in
turn is loosely based on the
comic book series "The Men
in Black” by Lowell Cunning-
ham. It was released fifteen
years after the original "Men
in Black” (1997) and ten years
after the first sequel, "Men in
Black I1” (2002)

Table 7: Retrieved documents for the context TIL the 3 in iron man 3 is a reference to the movies iron man and iron man 2. The
usage of the number 3 implies that the movies are in chronological order.

I Additional Details of Human Evaluation

Judges were vetted with a simple qualification test and were checked periodically for spamming. Held-out from the human text
(for positive instances) and random generated text (for negative instances) were used to provide unambiguous cases for spam
detection and training examples. Judges were paid $0.15 per HIT and averaged 99 HITS per hour. This is more than prevailing
local minimum wage. In total we paid $5,400 to the crowd-sourced workers. They were told not to attempt the task if they did
not wish to be exposed to offensive material.

The instructions and template for human evaluation are provided in Figurd4] and Figure [5]below.



Instructions

In this task you are being asked to compare two short texts. Some of the pairs are derived from sources
on social media, others from more technical academic articles. It should quickly become obvious which
is which, though we have mixed and matched these in the qualification and preview tasks. A short
CONTEXT is also provided on which to base your judgments.

SociaL Mepia DATA: When the material is sourced from social media, the two texts being compared
should be regarded as possible responses in a conversation that follows on from the CONTEXT provided.
Some of the social media material may contain obscenities and other forms of offensive language. Do
not attempt this task if you do not wish to be exposed to such material.

AcADEMIC ARTICLE DATA: When the material is sourced from academic articles, the two texts are to be
treated as possible continuations of the CONTEXT provided. Some of the technical material may be hard
to understand, but the systems may be distinct enough for you to assess the difference between the
texts in both cases. We ask that you give these your best shot.

CRITERIA:
We would like you to compare the generated texts according to three criteria:

e CoHERENCE: Which of the two texts is more relevant and coherent given the conTexT? If both are
relevant, is one more coherent as a follow-on?

® INFORMATIVENESS: Which of the two texts is more informative? It is possible that both texts may be
relevant and coherent, but one provides more (potentially useful) information. Is one of the texts
more bland or generic while the other provides specific details?

®  APPROXIMATION TO HuMAN: Which of the two texts might seem more likely to have been generated by
a human? A text that contains nonsensical or incoherent repetitions of words and phrases will
generally be less likely than a text that does not contain such repetitions. You may take grammatical
errors and dysfluencies into account here. However, you should ignore minor issues in capitalization
and punctuation for the purposes of this question.

Sometimes the texts will be identical. In that case you will obviously need to hit the middle button in
each question.

The form will look approximately like what you see on the next page. The layout may vary a little
depending on your browser.

Figure 4: Human evaluation instructions.



Instructions

Compare the two short texts shown below, and answer the three questions. The first question should be answered specifically in light of the CONTEXT provided
immediately before the texts.

Please ignore minor issues in punctuation and capitalization.

CONTEXT: TIL The Danish Navy accidentally fired an anti ship missile at its mainland destroying several properties. They
later called this the ' oops ' missile.

TEXT #1: The hovsa missil in Danish

TEXT #2: The hovsa missil in Danish

COHERENCE:

Which of the two texts is more relevant to, and coherent with, the CONTEXT?
Clearly Text #1

Maybe Text #1

Both are equally relevant and coherent.

Maybe Text #2

Clearly Text #2

Q0000

INFORMATIVENESS:

Which of the two texts is more informative (usually this means that it has more specific content)?
O Clearly Text #1

O Maybe Text #1

O Both are equally informative.

O Maybe Text #2

O Clearly Text #2

APPROXIMATION TO HUMAN:

o]

verall, which of the two texts seems more like something a person would write rather than a machine?
Clearly Text #1

Maybe Text #1

Both are equally likely.

Maybe Text #2

Clearly Text #2

Q0000

Submit

Figure 5: Human evaluation template.
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