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Abstract
Keyphrase generation is the task of generating phrases (keyphrases) that summarize the
main topics of a given document. The generated keyphrases can be either present or absent
from the text of the given document. While
the extraction of present keyphrases has received much attention in the past, only recently
a stronger focus has been placed on the generation of absent keyphrases. However, generating absent keyphrases is very challenging;
even the best methods show only a modest degree of success. In this paper, we propose an
approach, called keyphrase dropout (or KPD ROP), to improve absent keyphrase generation. We randomly drop present keyphrases
from the document and turn them into artificial absent keyphrases during training. We test
our approach extensively and show that it consistently improves the absent performance of
strong baselines in keyphrase generation.

1

Introduction

Keyphrase generation (KG) is the task of producing a set of words and phrases that best summarize
a document. It can be leveraged for various applications such as text summarization (Zhang et al.,
2017), recommendation (Bai et al., 2018), and opinion mining (Meng et al., 2012). Accurate identification of keyphrases especially on scientific papers
can improve efficiency in paper indexing and paper
retrieval (Chen et al., 2019a; Boudin et al., 2020).
Keyphrases can be divided into two types: (1)
present keyphrases and (2) absent keyphrases.
Present keyphrases appear in the document (e.g.,
“hearing loss” in Figure 1), whereas absent
keyphrases are topically-relevant but missing from
the document (e.g., “intelligibility index” in Figure
1). Many prior works (Hasan and Ng, 2014; Ünlü
and Çetin, 2019) focused on present keyphrase extraction exclusively. As such, they are not suitable
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for generating any absent keyphrases. To overcome
this limitation, recent approaches (Meng et al.,
2017; Yuan et al., 2020; Chen et al., 2020; Ye et al.,
2021b) use sequence-to-sequence (seq2seq) models to generate both present and absent keyphrases.
As shown by Boudin and Gallina (2021), absent keyphrases that are substantially different from
present ones can significantly improve the effectiveness of document-retrieval. Boudin and Gallina
(2021) suggested that absent keyphrases can improve document-retrieval by expanding the query
terms to alleviate the vocabulary mismatch problem
between the query terms and relevant documents
(Furnas et al., 1987). Thus, there is a strong motivation for improving absent keyphrase performance.
However, generating absent keyphrases can be very
challenging. Even the best KG models (Chen et al.,
2020; Ye et al., 2021a,b) still only achieve a modest
performance in absent keyphrases.
In this work, we propose keyphrase dropout or
KPD ROP—a simple and effective technique to improve the performance of absent keyphrases. Unlike the traditional dropout method that focuses
on dropping neurons (Srivastava et al., 2014), we
propose a novel dropout method where, instead
of neurons, whole phrases (specifically, present
keyphrases) are randomly dropped from a given
document during training with a dropout probability. Thus, the dropped present keyphrases are
turned into (artificial) absent keyphrases. As a result, KPD ROP has the following two effects: (1)
the model is forced to utilize the context information more deeply to infer dropped keyphrases
which could have been otherwise simply extracted
from the text. Thereby, the capability to infer
missing keyphrases in general is increased; (2) the
method also doubles as a dynamic data augmentation strategy for absent keyphrases because it can
change given samples by dropping different present
keyphrases from the input and creating different
absent keyphrases in the target sequence.

Before Applying KPD ROP:
Input: The Hearing-Aid Speech Perception Index (HASPI)
This paper presents a new index for predicting speech intelligibility for normal-hearing and hearing-impaired
listeners. The Hearing-Aid Speech Perception Index (HASPI) is based on a model of the auditory periphery that
incorporates changes due to hearing loss . The index compares the envelope and temporal fine structure outputs of the
auditory model for a reference signal to the outputs of the model for the signal under test. The auditory model for
the reference signal is set for normal hearing, while the model for the test signal incorporates the peripheral hearing loss .
Keyphrases: Speech intelligibility ; Auditory model ; Hearing loss ; Hearing aids ; Intelligibility index
After Applying KPD ROP:
Input: The Hearing-Aid Speech Perception Index (HASPI)
This paper presents a new index for predicting speech intelligibility for normal-hearing and hearing-impaired
listeners. The Hearing-Aid Speech Perception Index (HASPI) is based on a model of the auditory periphery that
incorporates changes due to hearing loss . The index compares the envelope and temporal fine structure outputs
of the [MASK] for a reference signal to the outputs of the model for the signal under test. The [MASK] for
the reference signal is set for normal hearing, while the model for the test signal incorporates the peripheral hearing loss .
Keyphrases: Speech intelligibility ; Auditory model ; Hearing loss ; Hearing aids ; Intelligibility index

Figure 1: An example of how the input document (Kates and Arehart, 2014), and the present and absent keyphrases change
after applying KPD ROP. Here, KPD ROP drops the present keyphrase “auditory model”. Green highlighting indicates present
keyphrases, blue highlighting indicates absent keyphrases, and red highlighting indicates mask tokens.

By applying KPD ROP into two distinct neural
models, we observe consistent and substantial improvement in absent keyphrase performance.

2

Keyphrase Dropout (KPD ROP)

In this section, we formally describe the technique
of KPD ROP. In the task of keyphrase generation
(KG), we generally have a document D as an input sequence of tokens, and a set of n keyphrases,
Y = {y1 , y2 , . . . , yn }, as the target output. Within
Y , there is a subset of s (0 ≤ s ≤ n) present
keyphrases as P = {p1 , p2 , p3 , . . . , ps } (P ⊆ Y )
and a subset of t (0 ≤ t ≤ n) absent keyphrases as
A = {a1 , a2 , a3 , . . . , at } (A ⊆ Y ). It also holds
true that A ∩ P = ∅ and s + t = n. Similar to
Meng et al. (2017), we separate absent and present
keyphrases by checking if the stemmed version of
a keyphrase appears in the stemmed version of the
input document (in which case it is present) or does
not appear (in which case it is absent).
When KPD ROP is applied, any present
keyphrase pk ∈ P can be randomly dropped with
a probability of r (sampled from binomial distribution). r is the dropout rate (or KPD ROP rate);
r is a hyperparameter. Let us say some subset O
of P (O ⊆ P ) is randomly chosen to be dropped
due to the application of KPD ROP. In this case,
for every keyphrase pk ∈ O, we remove any and
all substrings in document D that, when stemmed,

matches with the stemmed version of the phrase pk
and replace each removed substring with a special
mask token [MASK]. The set of present keyphrases
and absent keyphrases are also modified. The new
set of present keyphrases becomes P 0 = P \ O
and the new set of absent keyphrases becomes
A0 = A ∪ O. Thus, the keyphrases in O, which
were originally present, become artificially absent
after applying KPD ROP. An example of applying
KPD ROP is shown in Figure 1.
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Characteristics of KPD ROP

In this section, we highlight some notable characteristics of KPD ROP.
1. KPD ROP and Masked Language Modeling:
Superficially, KPD ROP is similar to a standard
masked language modeling (MLM) (Devlin et al.,
2019; Raffel et al., 2020) strategy insofar that both
involve the reconstruction of some masked out textspans. However, there are several crucial differences between KPD ROP and vanilla MLM. First,
KPD ROP masks only present keyphrases, not random subspans or phrases. Second, KPD ROP masks
all instances of the selected present keyphrases in
the document to make them truly absent. MLM
does not mask all instances of the masked token or
phrase. Third, masking (replacing a subspan with
a mask token) is only an engineering choice for
KPD ROP; not an essential ingredient. We can sim-

ply drop the selected present keyphrases without
replacing them with a mask token. Fourth, KPD ROP respects the standard format (Chan et al.,
2019) of concatenated keyphrases as the ground
truth sequence for KG. In KPD ROP, predictions of
artificial absent keyphrases (masked present) are
not explicitly associated with any mask position.
2. KPD ROP as Structured Dropout: KPD ROP
is a unique kind of structured dropout where
all instances of some randomly chosen present
keyphrases are dropped. There are other examples
of structured dropout in prior works. For example,
Iyyer et al. (2015) proposed word dropout where
whole word embeddings are dropped instead of
just random neurons. Huang et al. (2016); Fan et al.
(2020) used another form of structured dropout that
stochastically drops whole layers.
3. Model-Agnosticism of KPD ROP: One important feature of KPD ROP is that it is fairly modelagnostic. KPD ROP only requires changing the input and output without making internal architectural changes. As such, it is compatible with any
model that is suitable for KG. KPD ROP can also
be easily stacked with other techniques that help
absent keyphrase generation. Later (in §4.1), we
demonstrate that KPD ROP works just as well for
very different architectures: (1) a pre-trained Transformer - T5 (Raffel et al., 2020) and (2) an RNNbased model with structured decoding without any
pretraining - ExHiRD (Chen et al., 2020).
4. KPD ROP and present keyphrases: High KPD ROP rate can further improve absent keyphrase
performance but at the cost of present keyphrase
performance by making the models focus more
on generating missing (but semantically related)
keyphrases. However, this can be easily resolved
by simply using separate modules for present
keyphrase extraction (without KPD ROP) and absent keyphrase generation (with KPD ROP) in a
hybrid setup. This can be analogous to how implementations of dialogue systems sometimes combine both a retrieval mechanism and a generative
mechanism (Yang et al., 2019). In the simplest
implementation of the hybrid setup, we can just
keep two separate models, one trained with KPD ROP and another without. Then we can use only
the model trained without KPD ROP for present
keyphrases and only the model trained with KPD ROP for absent keyphrases. In such a hybrid
setup, the present performance will not be in-

fluenced (negatively or positively) by KPD ROP.
With more sophisticated integrations of presentkeyphrase predictor (without KPD ROP) and absentkeyphrase predictor (with KPD ROP), we may even
get better present performance. We leave this investigation as future work.

4

Experiments

For our experiments, we choose ExHiRD (Chen
et al., 2020) as a representative of a strong RNNbased (non-pretrained) model and we choose T5
(t5-base) (Raffel et al., 2020) as a representative
of a pretrained Transformer-based (Vaswani et al.,
2017) seq2seq model. We evaluate our models on
four scientific article benchmark datasets, KP20k
(Meng et al., 2017), Inspec (Hulth, 2003), Krapivin
(Krapivin et al., 2009), and SemEval (Kim et al.,
2010). Following previous works, we use the training set of KP20k to train all models. We adopt
F1 @5 and F1 @M as the evaluation metrics following the implementations of Chen et al. (2020).
Hyperparameters are detailed in Appendix A.1.
4.1

Results

In Table 1, we investigate the effect of different
rates of KPD ROP on our baselines (T5 and ExHiRD). The results demonstrate consistent absent
keyphrase performance gain on all four datasets
when using KPD ROP for both T5 and ExHiRD.
KPD ROP at a higher rate r (≥ 0.7) achieves better
performance which makes sense because the higher
the rate the more artificial absent keyphrases there
will be for the models to gain experience from.
In Table 1, the “+Absent Only” setting shows
the result of training exclusively on natural absent
keyphrases (by discarding all present keyphrases
from the ground truth) for a given model. As can
be seen from the table, this setting does not substantially improve the baseline performance (but on
the contrary, it even decreases the baseline performance); and it performs much worse than KPD ROP
with rates r such that 0.7 ≤ r ≤ 0.9. Thus, we conclude that having a more exclusive focus on absent
keyphrases is not sufficient for better performance.
The experience from the task of predicting new absent keyphrases (even if artificially created from
KPD ROP) is important. That is, KPD ROP better
encourages the model to exploit the global context
in the input sequence by teaching it to “correct” the
dropped/missing keyphrases, beyond just enabling
more exclusive focus on absent keyphrases.

Models
ExHiRD
+Absent Only
+KPD ROP 0.1
+KPD ROP 0.2
+KPD ROP 0.3
+KPD ROP 0.4
+KPD ROP 0.5
+KPD ROP 0.6
+KPD ROP 0.7
+KPD ROP 0.8
+KPD ROP 0.9
T5
+Absent Only
+KPD ROP 0.1
+KPD ROP 0.2
+KPD ROP 0.3
+KPD ROP 0.4
+KPD ROP 0.5
+KPD ROP 0.6
+KPD ROP 0.7
+KPD ROP 0.8
+KPD ROP 0.9

Inspec
F1@M F1@5
0.022
0.011
0.024
0.011
0.021
0.010
0.016
0.008
0.017
0.010
0.022
0.012
0.021
0.012
0.023
0.014
0.035
0.020
0.033
0.020
0.026
0.019
0.025
0.014
0.021
0.010
0.034
0.018
0.029
0.016
0.022
0.013
0.041
0.022
0.037
0.021
0.034
0.019
0.032
0.018
0.040
0.026
0.035
0.024

Krapivin
F1@M F1@5
0.043
0.022
0.040
0.021
0.038
0.019
0.053
0.028
0.049
0.025
0.060
0.031
0.058
0.032
0.064
0.034
0.068
0.037
0.057
0.031
0.061
0.034
0.053
0.028
0.041
0.021
0.061
0.031
0.071
0.036
0.066
0.037
0.058
0.032
0.076
0.044
0.071
0.042
0.070
0.042
0.072
0.044
0.068
0.043

SemEval
F1@M F1@5
0.025
0.017
0.021
0.015
0.021
0.014
0.026
0.018
0.032
0.022
0.039
0.027
0.028
0.020
0.042
0.031
0.051
0.037
0.034
0.025
0.036
0.026
0.023
0.016
0.016
0.011
0.023
0.016
0.023
0.016
0.031
0.023
0.030
0.022
0.036
0.026
0.032
0.024
0.038
0.029
0.039
0.029
0.024
0.029

KP20k
F1@M F1@5
0.032
0.016
0.034
0.017
0.032
0.016
0.040
0.020
0.043
0.022
0.045
0.023
0.046
0.023
0.053
0.027
0.053
0.027
0.054
0.029
0.054
0.030
0.036
0.018
0.034
0.016
0.039
0.020
0.043
0.022
0.044
0.023
0.046
0.024
0.052
0.028
0.054
0.030
0.057
0.031
0.058
0.033
0.056
0.035

Table 1: Absent keyphrase performance on for different KPD ROP rates. “Absent Only” indicates that the model is trained
exclusively with absent keyphrases as ground truth. We bold the best scores per block.
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Related Works

There is a wide variety of approaches (Hasan
and Ng, 2014; Gollapalli and Li, 2016; Florescu
and Caragea, 2017; Zhang et al., 2017; Boudin,
2018; Mahata et al., 2018; Sun et al., 2019; Campos et al., 2020; Santosh et al., 2020; Sahrawat
et al., 2020) for keyphrase extraction exlusively
(capable of only obtaining present keyphrases).
Meng et al. (2017) diverged from pure extractive
methods by introducing a seq2seq model (CopyRNN) for generation (keyphrase generation) of
both present and absent keyphrases. Chen et al.
(2018) extended CopyRNN with keyphrase correlation constraints and Zhao and Zhang (2019)
extended it with linguistic constraints. Ye and
Wang (2018) introduced semi-supervised strategies for keyphrase generation (KG). Chen et al.
(2019b) used a title-guided encoding method for
better KG. Wang et al. (2019) incorporated a topicmodel to enhance KG. Yuan et al. (2020) extended
CopyRNN by introducing the CatSeq model that
can generate a concatenation of dynamically determined variable number of keyphrases. Chan
et al. (2019); Luo et al. (2021) improved KG using reinforcement learning whereas Swaminathan
et al. (2020a,b); Lancioni et al. (2020) do so using

GANs. A few approaches (Chen et al., 2019a; Diao
et al., 2020; Ye et al., 2021a) augmented KG with
information from retrieved documents. Multiple
approaches (Chen et al., 2019a; Liu et al., 2020; Ahmad et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2021)
took a joint-training or multi-tasking approach to
do both present keyphrase extraction and absent
keyphrase generation. Chen et al. (2020) and Ye
et al. (2021b) changed the decoder architecture
to better respect the structure of concatenated sequence of keyphrases to be generated whereas Luo
et al. (2020) changed the encoder to more explicitly respect the input document structure. Huang
et al. (2021) proposed a new beam-search-based
adaptive decoding method to improve KG.

6

Conclusion

In this paper, we propose KPD ROP, an approach
that randomly drops present keyphrases from a document to encourage the model to better exploit the
global context in the input sequence and to develop
an enhanced understanding of the text to produce
high-quality keyphrases that are absent from the
text, but otherwise are semantically related and
very summative of the document. The results show
that our proposed strategy KPD ROP serves as a

simple model-agnostic method to substantially improve absent keyphrase performance of different
models with completely different architectures.
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Supplementary Materials

A.1

Implementation Details

lrs = lr0 · min(1, (s/w)2 )

(1)

lrs indicates the learning rate at step s. lr0 is the
initial learning rate (0.1). s indicates the current
update step number. w indicates total warmup steps
(set as 2000). The initial learning rate (0.1) was
tuned using grid search based on validation loss
among the following choices: {0.1, 0.01, 0.001}.
For each trail during hyperparameter optimization
we use a maximum of 1 epoch. We only tune the
baselines (where KPD ROP is unapplied). We do
not separately tune other hyperparameters when
KPD ROP is applied.
We use the T5 implementation as provided by
(Wolf et al., 2020). Both ExHiRD and T5 models
are trained using teacher forcing mechanism. During inference, we set the maximum phrase length
as 50 for both. Keyphrase tokens are greedily generated during inference. The pad token is used as
the mask token for both models.
A.2

Case Study

We display a prediction example in Table 2. KPD ROP generates more accurate absent keyphrases
on both HR and T5 models comparing to the baselines. For instance, baseline models fail to produce “vehicular ad hoc networks” absent keyphrase
whereas models with KPD ROP successfully generate it. In particular, T5 with KPD ROP generates all
absent keyphrases. This demonstrate that our proposed method is more powerful in language understanding of the overall semantic of the documents
and hence, generates absent keyphrases accurately.
1

https://github.com/Chen-Wang-CUHK/
ExHiRD-DKG
2
based on the recommended procedure for SM3
(https://github.com/google-research/
google-research/tree/master/sm3).

Example Source Document Input (Title, Abstract) :
Wevan a mechanism for evidence creation and verification in vanets. There are traffic situations ( e.g. incorrect
speeding tickets ) in which a given vehicles driving behavior at some point in time has to be proved to a third party.
... In this paper, a vanet enabled data exchange mechanism called wevan is presented. The goal of this mechanism
is to build and verify evidences based on surrounding vehicles( called witnesses ) testimonies. Due to the short
range nature of vanets , the connectivity to witnesses may be reduced with time the later their testimonies are
requested, the lower the amount of witnesses may be. Simulation results show that if testimonies are ordered
<digit>later, an average of <digit>testimonies may be collected in highway scenarios . Other intervals and
road settings are studied as well .
Target: digital evidence;vehicular ad hoc networks; driving behavior; witnesses
HR :
HR with KPD ROP (0.8) :
T5 :
T5 with KPD ROP (0.8) :

wevan;verification;vanets;witnessess;evidence based systems
evidence creation; vehicular ad hoc networks; evidence based verification
evidence creation;verification;evidence sharing
evidence creation;verification; vehicular ad hoc networks;digital evidence

Table 2: An example of generated keyphrases by baseline and our KPD ROP. The corrected predictions are bold and the present
keyphrases are underlined.

