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Abstract

Neural models with an encoder-decoder frame-
work provide a feasible solution to Question
Generation (QG). However, after analyzing
the model vocabulary we find that current mod-
els (both RNN-based and pre-training based)
have more than 23% inflected forms. As
a result, the encoder will generate separate
embeddings for the inflected forms, leading
to a waste of training data and parameters.
Even worse, in decoding these models are
vulnerable to irrelevant noise and they suffer
from high computational costs. In this paper,
we propose an approach to enhance the per-
formance of QG by fusing word transforma-
tion. Firstly, we identify the inflected forms
of words from the input of encoder, and re-
place them with the root words, letting the
encoder pay more attention to the repetitive
root words. Secondly, we propose to adapt
QG as a combination of the following actions
in the encode-decoder framework: generating
a question word, copying a word from the
source sequence or generating a word transfor-
mation type. Such extension can greatly de-
crease the size of predicted words in the de-
coder as well as noise. We apply our approach
to a typical RNN-based model and UNILM to
get the improved versions. We conduct exten-
sive experiments on SQuAD and MS MARCO
datasets. The experimental results show that
the improved versions can significantly outper-
form the corresponding baselines in terms of
BLEU, ROUGE-L and METEOR as well as
time cost.

1 Introduction

Question Generation (QG) aims to generate natu-
ral language questions from given text. It can aid
several applications: (1) QG can help create educa-
tional materials by generating questions for read-
ing comprehension materials (Heilman and Smith,
2010; Du et al., 2017). (2) It can be used to auto-
matically curate question answering datasets (Duan

Figure 1: Two root words and their corresponding in-
flected forms in the vocabulary of QG models.

et al., 2017). (3) It can also aid dialogue systems
by actively asking meaningful questions. Typically,
QG includes two sub-tasks: (1) determine the tar-
gets that should be asked (e.g., sentences, phrases
or words), and (2) produce the surface-form of the
question. In this work, we focus on the sub-task of
surface-form generation of questions by assuming
that the targets are given.

Recent neural QG models, e.g., RNN-based
sequence-to-sequence models and pre-training
based models, have made great progress in generat-
ing proper questions. In particular, UNILM (Dong
et al., 2019), which applies a pre-training model for
QG, is the state-of-the-art model with the best per-
formance. However, those models all suffer high
computational costs in decoding. We carefully ex-
amine existing neural QG models which have an
encoder-decoder architecture in general and find
that existing models remain two issues. Firstly, in
the encoder, the root word and its inflected forms,
e.g., “commit” and its inflected forms “committed”
and “committing” as shown in Figure 1, might all
occur in the vocabulary of the encoder. Accord-
ing to our statistics, in the widely used QG dataset
SQuAD (Rajpurkar et al., 2016), the top-10000 fre-
quent words contain 3718 inflected forms. More-
over, even though UNILM applies the WordPiece
segmentation to reduce the vocabulary size, its vo-
cabulary still contains about 23.18% (6722/28996)
inflected forms. As a result, the encoder will gener-
ate individual embeddings for these words, which
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seems a little redundant for QG. Even worse, they
occupy the space in the vocabulary of encoder. As
a result, the encoder will generate separate embed-
dings for the inflected words, leading to a waste of
training data and parameters. Secondly, in the de-
coder, the same large set of words are employed to
generate a question regardless of the input. There-
fore, these models are vulnerable to irrelevant noise.
Besides, while decoding each word of a question,
probability distribution of words in the entire static
and fairly large vocabulary have to be calculated,
which slows the decoding process down.

To decrease the computational cost and improve
the performance of QG, we propose an approach
named as word transformation approach. The ap-
proach is inspired by the feature of the inflected
language and our daily reading experience. The
former refers to the fact that words with different
inflected forms may divert the focus to QG. The
latter refers to our observations that most words
in the generated question can be copied or simply
transformed from the words in the original source
sequence, except for the question word. Therefore,
in our approach, we treat QG as a combination of
word transformation, word copying and question
word generation. In detail, in the question word
generation, a question word is generated from a
limited question word vocabulary. In the transfor-
mation type generation, an inflected form type is
generated from a small word transformation type
vocabulary. For example, type “##ed” may be gen-
erated and will be used for transforming a verb to
its past tense in the final step. In the word copy-
ing, words are copied from the source sequence.
Besides, we identify the inflected forms of words
from the input of encoder, and replace them with
their root forms, letting the encoder pay more atten-
tion to the repetitive root words and take in more
different words for training. We have applied our
approach to a typical RNN-based model and a pre-
trained transformer-based model UNILM and get
the corresponding improved versions.

The main contributions of this paper can be sum-
marized as follows.

• We find that inflected words take up unnec-
essary spaces in vocabulary and define a se-
ries of word transformation types to facilitate
transforming a word into its inflected forms.

• We only keep the root words in vocabulary of
the encoder to make the best of the training
data and the limited vocabulary space, which

is also applicable in many other NLP models.

• We propose to simplify the decoding process
of QG by question word generation, transfor-
mation type generation and word copying, to
avoid generating each word from a large vo-
cabulary and enhance the performance.

• For evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency
of our proposed approach, we conduct exten-
sive experiments on two large scale datasets,
i.e., SQuAD and MS MARCO datasets and
compare the baselines with the corresponding
improved versions. The experimental results
show that the improved versions can signifi-
cantly outperform the baselines.

2 Related Work

The existing QG approaches can be broadly classi-
fied into two kinds: rule-based and neural network-
based. The rule-based approaches rely on hand-
crafted rules, while the neural network-based ap-
proaches are data-driven and trainable in an end-to-
end fashion.

Early QG approaches are mostly rule-based
ones (Heilman and Smith, 2009, 2010; Chali and
Hasan, 2015), which leverage rules or templates
to generate questions. The rule-based approaches
employ manually crafted rules for declarative-to-
interrogative sentence transformation, typically
based on syntactic (Mitkov and Ha, 2003; Ali
et al., 2010; Heilman, 2011) or semantic informa-
tion (Chen, 2009), while the template-based ap-
proaches generate questions using manually cre-
ated templates which are predefined with place-
holders to be filled with words from the source
word sequence (Cai et al., 2006; Lindberg et al.,
2013; Song and Zhao, 2016). The major limita-
tions of these rule-based approaches include: (1)
they rely heavily on rules and templates, which are
created manually and therefore expensive, (2) these
rules or templates lack diversity, (3) the targets they
can deal with are limited.

To tackle the limitations of rule-based ap-
proaches, the neural network-based approaches
with an encoder-decoder framework are applied
to the task of QG. These approaches do not rely
on hand-crafted rules, and they are instead data
driven and trainable in an end-to-end fashion. The
release of large-scale machine reading comprehen-
sion datasets, e.g. SQuAD, MS MARCO (Nguyen
et al., 2016), Hotpot QA (Yang et al., 2018) and
DROP (Dua et al., 2019), further drives the devel-



Part-of-speech Transformation Types Transformation Type Description

verb

##ing converting the verb to its present participle
##vs converting the verb to its singular present
##ed converting the verb to its past tense
##edp converting the verb to its past participle

noun ##ns converting the noun to its plural word

adjective
##jer converting the adjective to its comparative form
##jest converting the adjective to its superlative form

adverb
##ver converting the adverb to its comparative form
##vest converting the adverb to its superlative form

Table 1: Word transformation types and the corresponding descriptions.

opment of neural QG models. In general, these
datasets contain large-scale manually annotated
triples, i.e., question, answer and the context, and
they can be used as training data of QG models.

As for the RNN-based models, both Du et al.
(2017) and Yuan et al. (2017) apply a sequence-to-
sequence model with an attention mechanism to
generate questions for the text in SQuAD dataset.
Zhou et al. (2017) enrich the RNN-based model
with rich features (i.e., answer position and lexi-
cal features) to generate answer focused questions,
and incorporate a copy mechanism that allows the
model to copy words from the context. Duan
et al. (2017) propose to combine templates and the
sequence-to-sequence model, in which they mine
question patterns from a question answering com-
munity and employ a sequence-to-sequence model
to generate question patterns for a given text. Tang
et al. (2017) model question answering and ques-
tion generation as dual tasks, which helps generate
better questions and get better question answering
models at the same time.

Further, based on pointer generator network (See
et al., 2017), Sun et al. (2018) propose an answer fo-
cused and position-aware model to effectively lever-
age answer encoding and position features. Zhao
et al. (2018) mainly focus on incorporating para-
graph level context by using gated self-attention
and maxout pointer networks. Nema et al. (2019)
give a refine network to mimic human process of
generating questions. Besides, there has also been
some work on generating questions from knowl-
edge bases (Serban et al., 2016; Indurthi et al.,
2017; Liu et al., 2019).

More recently, pre-training models are applied
to QG. For example, Dong et al. (2019) propose
UNILM which makes a great progress in QG. Cur-
rently, UNILM is the QG model with the best per-
formance.

Differing from the previous work, our approach
does not provide a QG model, and instead provides
two extensions to the encoder-decoder framework
for performance improvement. Our approach can
be applied to most existing models, including RNN-
based sequence-to-sequence models plus UNILM.

3 Our Approach

To begin with, we formally give the QG task def-
inition as follows. Given the text (x1, x2, ..., xTx)
of length Tx as well as lexical features, i.e., named
entity (NE) and part-of-speech (POS). The answer
positions in this text range from l to r. The goal is
to generate a question, which is required to be as
close as the reference question (y1, y2, ..., yTy).

In the following subsections, we describe the
details of the proposed approach to deal with the
issues discussed in the previous sections. Firstly,
we define a series of word transformation types,
which is the basis of our approach. Secondly, we
choose the pointer generator network and UNILM
as baselines, and describe how to apply our ap-
proach by elaborating the working process of the
encoder-decoder in the improved versions, respec-
tively.

3.1 Word Transformation Types

As the basis of our approach, we define the transfor-
mation types in terms of the part-of-speech of the
word, as listed in Table 1. As for a verb, we define
four types of transformation, i.e., “##ing”, “##vs”,
“##ed” and “##edp”. As for a noun, we define one
transformation type “##ns”, which means convert-
ing the noun to its plural word. For an adjective
or an adverb, we define the transformation to their
comparative form as “##jer” and “##ver”, respec-
tively. Similarly, we define their transformation to
the superlative form as “##jest” and “##vest”. Note



that we use the Pattern module1 in Python to con-
duct these transformations. As for irregular words,
we manually collect a lookup table, for instance,
“went” can be converted into go and “##ed”.

Recall the two issues mentioned in Section 1.
As for the first issue in the encoder, by a series of
transformation types, we only keep the root words
and the transformation types in the encoder vocab-
ulary. As a result, it can substantially save space
for other words and make the best of training data.
As for the second issue, we directly copy or trans-
form the word in the source sequence to generate
questions except for the question word. A transfor-
mation type vocabulary is introduced as a necessity
in the transformation type generation, which will
be elaborated in the next subsections.

Before model encoding, we first get the root
form of each word in the original input sequence.
For example, in Figure 2, the word “succeeded”
is converted into its root form “succeed” and the
corresponding transformation type is “##ed”. After
transformation, the input sequence is converted into
a sequence (x′1, x

′
2, ..., x

′
T ′x
) of length T ′x and the

answer positions range from l′ to r′. Similarly, The
reference question is converted into (y′1, y

′
2, ..., y

′
T ′y
)

of length T ′y.

3.2 Reforming Pointer Generator Network

3.2.1 The Encoder

The baseline which is reformed is the attention-
based pointer generator network (See et al., 2017)
enhanced with various rich features proposed
by Zhou et al. (2017). These features include
named entity (NE), part-of-speech (POS) and an-
swer position in the embedding layer of the en-
coder.

As shown in Figure 2, the encoder is a
bidirectional GRU, which takes as input the
joint embedding of word, answer position and
lexical features (NE, POS) in the form of
(w1, w2, ..., wT ′x) with wi ∈ Rdw+da+dn+dp ,
where T ′x is the input length, wi is the embedding
of x′i by concatenating all the feature embeddings
and dw, da, dn, dp are the dimensionalities of word
embedding, answer position embedding, NE em-
bedding and POS embedding, respectively. It pro-
duces a sequence of dh-dimensional hidden states
(h1, h2, ..., hT ′x), each of which is the sum of for-

1https://github.com/clips/pattern

ward and backward GRU representations:

hi =
←−
h i +

−→
h i,

←−
h i = GRU(wi,

←−
h i+1),

−→
h i = GRU(wi,

−→
h i−1)

(1)

where
←−
h i,
−→
h i are all dh-dimensional vectors.

3.2.2 The Decoder
The decoder is modified to support three actions:
word copying, transformation type generation and
question word generation. (1) In the word copy-
ing, the decoder generates words from the source
sequence. (2) In the transformation type genera-
tion, the decoder generates from a limited transfor-
mation type vocabulary, which only includes nine
types in Table 1. (3) In the question word genera-
tion, the decoder generates question words from a
restricted question word vocabulary.
Word Copying The decoder is a unidirectional
GRU conditionally taking all the encoded hidden
states as input. At decoding step t, the decoder
reads an input word embedding wt, previous at-
tentional context vector ct−1 and its previous hid-
den state st−1 to update its current hidden state
st ∈ Rdh :

st = GRU([wt; ct−1], st−1) (2)

The context vector ct is generated through an
attention mechanism (Bahdanau et al., 2014). At
time step t, the context vector ct is calculated as
follows:

ct =

T ′x∑
i=1

αtihi

αti = Softmax(eti)

eti = vT tanh(W T
h hi +W T

s st + b)

(3)

where α is the attention distribution and Wh,Ws, b
and v are all trainable parameters.

The attention distribution can be viewed as a
semantic matching between hidden states of the
encoder and the hidden state of the decoder. It indi-
cates how the decoder cares about different hidden
states of the encoder during decoding. Therefore,
the attention distribution can be regarded as the
probability distribution of the word copying.

Pcopy = αt (4)

https://github.com/clips/pattern


Figure 2: The improved version based on pointer generator network. “C” represents the context vector.

Transformation Type Generation Before encod-
ing, we have already converted each word to its
root form, i.e., the root word. In the decoding, be-
sides coping words, we should endow the model
the ability to transform some words to their proper
forms, e.g., the “do” in Figure 2 is generated from
question word vocabulary and we need to trans-
form it to “did”. To carry out this transformation,
we introduce the transformation type generation
and generate the transformation type for the root
word, e.g., “##ed” is generated to transform “do”
to “did”.

We get the transformation type distribution by
the following function.

Ptrans = Softmax (g1(st, ct)) (5)

where g1(·) is a two-layer feedforward neural net-
work with a maxout internal activation. Ptrans ∈
R|Vtrans| denotes the probability distribution of
transformation types.
Question Word Generation We find that the gen-
eration of question words is mainly determined by
the answer and its surrounding words. For example,
in Figure 2, the answer and its context “in 1970”
already involve the essential information to gen-
erate the question word “when”, which suggests
that the answer and its surrounding words can ben-
efit the question word generation. We also find
that the total number of question words is limited.
Therefore, we introduce a specific vocabulary of
question words to directly and explicitly model the
question words generation. Note that the question
word vocabulary contains top-1000 frequent words
in reference questions of the training set, which
means that it also contains other question-related
words.

As depicted in Figure 2, in the question word
generation, the model generates question words
based on a restricted vocabulary of question words.
This action produces a question word distribution

based on an answer embedding vanswer, the de-
coder state st and the context vector ct:

Pquest = Softmax (g2(vanswer, st, ct)) (6)

where g2(·) is a two-layer feedforward neural net-
work, Pquest is a |Vquest|-dimensional probability
distribution, and |Vquest| is the size of vocabulary
of question words. We employ the average pooling
function to calculate the answer embedding.

vanswer =

∑r′

t=l′ ht
r′ − l′ + 1

(7)

Three-action Combination To control the bal-
ance among different actions, we introduce a three-
dimensional switch probability, acting as a three-
way soft switch:

pquest, pcopy, ptrans = Softmax(f(ct,st,wt))
(8)

where f(·) is a one layer feedforward network. We
compute the final probability distribution through a
weighted summation of the three action probability
distributions:

P (w) = pcopyPcopy(w) + ptransPtrans(w)

+ pquestPquest(w)
(9)

3.3 Reforming UNILM
UNILM is a pre-trained language model which has
the same structure as BERT(Devlin et al., 2019)
but can be used for natural language generation
tasks. The model is firstly pre-trained on a large
scale corpus which enables it to learn flexible lan-
guage representations. Then, it is fine-tuned on the
dataset of the downstream tasks using the sequence-
to-sequence language model objective. In UNILM,
there is no explicit separation between the encoder
and decoder. In contrast, the source and target se-
quence are fed to the model together. The sequence-
to-sequence generation is implemented by a special
self-attention mask M .



Figure 3: Model architecture of the improved version
based on UNILM. Note that there should be L trans-
former layers. For simplicity, we only keep two of them
in this figure.

Following Dong et al. (2019), we con-
catenate the answer segment (x′l′ , ..., x

′
r′) and

the text segment (x′1, x
′
2, ..., x

′
T ′x
) forming the

new source segment X = (x∗1, ..., x
∗
T ∗x

) =

(x′1, x
′
2, ..., x

′
T ′x
, [EOS], x′l′ , ..., x

′
r′). Next, we con-

catenate the new source segment and the tar-
get segment Y = (y′1, y

′
2, ..., y

′
T ′y
) as input, i.e.,

[SOS]X[EOS]Y [EOS]. Then we feed the input to
the model. In training, we randomly replace tokens
with [MASK] in Y at a rate of 0.8.

For each input token, its embedding is the sum
of the token embedding, position embedding and
segment embedding. As shown in Figure 3, we get
token embeddings w = (w1, w2, ..., wT ∗x+T ′y+3),
which is then feed into L-layer transformers to get
the deep representation H l = hli, i ∈ [1, T ∗x +T ′y +
3].

hli = Transformer(hl−1i ), l = 1, 2, 3, ..., L
(10)

where H0 is initialized with w. The output of the
self-attention head of the l-th transformer is calcu-
lated by:

Ql = H l−1WQ, Kl = H l−1WK , Vl = H l−1W V

(11)

Al = Softmax(
QlK

T
l√

dk
+M)Vl (12)

where M ∈ R(T ∗x+T ′y+3)×(T ∗x+T ′y+3). Mij = 0
means it is allowed to attend, while Mij = −∞
indicates it is not allowed to attend. We can find
that the special self-attention mask M allows the
token to be generated to attend to all of the source
tokens and the preceding generated tokens. This
mechanism allows the model to generate text in a
sequence-to-sequence fashion.

To adopt the word transformation approach, we
directly compute the distributions associated with

the three actions based on the hidden state of the
current step. The details are shown as follows.
Word Copying The attention distribution over the
source tokens is obtained by an extra attention mod-
ule which computes the attention scores using dot
product:

Pcopy = Softmax(g3(ht)) (13)

g3(ht) = [g3(ht)i]
T ′x
i=1 = [ht · hi]T

′
x

i=1 (14)

where ht is the hidden state of t-th token output by
the last layer of transformer. The output of g3(ht)
is the dot product between ht and hidden states of
all of the input tokens.
Transformation Type Generation The transfor-
mation type distribution is obtained by computing
the dot product between the current hidden state
and the embeddings of the transformation types.

Ptrans = Softmax(g4(ht)) (15)

g4(ht) = [g4(ht)i]
|Vtrans|
i=1 =

[
ht · eTi

]|Vtrans|
i=1

(16)

where eT is the embedding of the transformation
types. g4(ht) is the dot product between ht and
the embeddings of all of the transformation types.
Ptrans denotes the probability distribution of trans-
formation types.
Question Word Generation Similar to the cal-
culation of the distribution of the transformation
types, the distribution of the question words is
obtained by the dot product between the current
hidden state and the embeddings of the question
words.

Pquest = Softmax(g5(ht)) (17)

g5(ht) = [g5(ht)i]
|Vquest|
i=1 =

[
ht · eQi

]|Vquest|

i=1

(18)

where eQ is the embedding of the question words.
g5(ht) is the dot product between ht and the em-
beddings of all of the question words eQ.
Three-action Combination The three-
dimensional switch probability is obtained
by the current hidden state ht.

pquest, pcopy, ptrans = Softmax(f1(ht)) (19)

where f1(·) is a one layer feedforward network.
The final probability distribution is computed as
the same as Equation 9.



Model BLEU1 BLEU2 BLEU3 BLEU4 ROUGE-L METEOR
Pointer 40.49 26.11 18.94 14.34 42.15 18.71
Pointer + WT 45.08 29.56 21.54 16.41 45.40 20.61
UNILM 49.82 34.48 26.03 20.39 49.02 23.52
UNILM + WT 51.56 35.78 27.06 21.24 50.46 23.93

(a)

Model BLEU1 BLEU2 BLEU3 BLEU4 ROUGE-L METEOR
Pointer 44.45 31.85 23.32 17.90 46.07 20.02
Pointer + WT 56.14 39.36 29.04 22.10 59.29 26.40
UNILM 60.57 43.14 32.38 25.01 60.58 29.31
UNILM + WT 62.65 45.33 34.31 26.55 62.85 29.72

(b)
Table 2: The main experimental results of baselines and improved versions on SQuAD (a) and MARCO (b). “WT”
means the proposed word transformation approach.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experiment Settings

Dataset We conduct the experiments on SQuAD
and MARCO datasets. Since the test sets of these
datasets are not publicly available, we follow Zhou
et al. (2017) to randomly split the development set
into two parts and use them as the development set
and test set for the QG task. In SQuAD, there are
86, 635, 8, 965 and 8, 964 question-answer pairs
in our training set, development set and test set,
respectively. We directly use the extracted features2

shared by Zhou et al. (2017). In MARCO, there are
74, 097, 4, 539 and 4, 539 question-answer pairs
in our training set, development set and test set,
respectively. We use Stanford CoreNLP3 to extract
lexical features.
Implementation Details We set the cutoff length
of the input sequence as 128 words. The encoder
vocabulary contains the most frequent 30, 000
words in each training set. The decoder vocabulary
contains two sub-vocabularies. One is the ques-
tion word vocabulary which contains most frequent
1000 words in the reference questions of the train-
ing set. The other one is the transformation type
vocabulary, including 9 transformation types as de-
scribed in Section 3. For the RNN-based model,
we use the pre-trained Glove word vectors4 with
300 dimensions to initialize the word embeddings
that will be further fine-tuned in the training stage.
The representations of answer position feature and
lexical features at the embedding layer of the en-
coder are randomly initialized to 32 dimensional
vectors that are trainable during training stage. The

2https://res.qyzhou.me/redistribute.
zip

3https://nlp.stanford.edu/software/
4http://nlp.stanford.edu/data

size of hidden states of both the encoder and de-
coder is 512. We use dropout only in the encoder
with a dropout rate 0.20. The size of answer em-
bedding is 512. We use the optimization algorithm
Adam (Kingma and Ba, 2014) with the learning
rate 0.002 and we set the batch size as 32. As
for the UNILM, we adopt the base version of the
UNILM and use the recommended parameters as
detailed by Dong et al. (2019). After training, we
select the best model on the development set for
testing.
Evaluation Metrics We evaluate our approach us-
ing n-gram similarity metrics, i.e., BLEU (Pap-
ineni et al., 2002), ROUGE-L (Lin, 2004) and ME-
TEOR (Lavie and Denkowski, 2009).
Competitors In the experiments, we have the fol-
lowing four competitors for comparisons, where
Pointer and UNILM are baselines and the other
two are corresponding improved versions.

• Pointer generator network (Pointer) It is
a typical RNN-based sequence-to-sequence
model with the copy mechanism (See et al.,
2017). To make a fair comparison, the lexical
features are added to the embedding layer as
same as Zhou et al. (2017).

• Pointer generator network plus Word
Transformation approach (Pointer + WT)
We enhance the Pointer model with the pro-
posed word transformation approach.

• UNILM (Dong et al., 2019) It is a pre-trained
language model which can be applied to natu-
ral language generation tasks.

• UNILM + WT We combine the UNILM
model with the proposed word transformation
approach.

Pointer and Pointer + WT are implemented with

https://res.qyzhou.me/redistribute.zip
https://res.qyzhou.me/redistribute.zip
https://nlp.stanford.edu/software/
http://nlp.stanford.edu/data


Tensorflow, while UNILM and UNILM + WT are
implemented by PyTorch.

4.2 Performance Evaluation

Table 2 shows the main results, and we have the
following observations:

• The Pointer + WT model performs better than
the original Pointer model which indicates
that generating questions by word transforma-
tion is effective.

• UNILM + WT model can still significantly
outperform the powerful UNILM, which in-
dicates the effectiveness of applying our ap-
proach to the pre-trained language models for
QG tasks.

• Our approach makes greater improvement
over MARCO than SQuAD. That might be
because MARCO is extracted from the search
engine, which induces a bias over word copy-
ing and word transformation generation from
source text.

Besides generation quality, we also compare
baselines with the corresponding improved ver-
sions on efficiency of decoding. We record the
time of generating a word of a question given the
test text with a beam size of 12 and calculate the
average value. Note that we regard the decoding
of root word and its corresponding transformation
type as one word in efficiency comparison. The
comparison is conducted on a GPU environment
with a single Tesla V100. For the RNN-based mod-
els, the Pointer + WT model is more efficient which
can save more than 39% (from 0.0081s to 0.0049s)
decoding time compared to original model. For
the pre-trained models, the UNILM + WT model
can save 13% decoding time (from 0.0144s to
0.0125s). We also find that UNILM behaves better
than Pointer on generation quality, but it sacrifices
efficiency. Specifically, it is nearly one time slower
than the RNN-based models. From the compar-
isons on both effectiveness and efficiency, we can
conclude that this word transformation approach
can enhance the quality of QG and speed up the
decoding at the same time.

4.3 Human Evaluation

We further conduct human evaluation to analyze
the generation quality of the Pointer model and
the Pointer + WT model. We randomly sample
200 cases from the SQuAD dataset and ask three

Text: In the March Battle of Fort Bull, French
forces destroyed the fort and large quantities
of supplies , including 45,000 pounds of gun-
powder .
Answer: 45,000
Reference question: How much gun powder
was destroyed in attack ?
Pointer: How much of gunpowder ’s were
killed in the March Battle of Fort Bull ?
Pointer + WT: How much gunpowder was
destroyed in the March Battle of Fort Bull ?

Table 3: A case where the Pointer model generates un-
related words, i.e., “killed” and “’s”, while the model
incorporating word transformation approach can gener-
ate the question more correctly.

annotators specialized in language to compare the
generation quality. The annotators are shown two
questions, one generated by the Pointer model and
the other one by the Pointer + WT model. They are
asked which one is better by three factors, i.e., flu-
ency, completeness, and answerability. These three
factors are equally important in this evaluation. The
final label is determined by majority voting. By
the metric value, we get that the Pointer + WT
model outperforms the Pointer model. Specifically,
in 73/200 cases, the Pointer + WT model is better
compared to the Pointer model. In 91/200 cases,
the two models behave nearly the same. In 36/200
cases, the Pointer + WT model behaves worse than
the baseline.

Table 3 gives a case to demonstrate the effec-
tiveness of our approach. As shown in Table 3,
the Pointer model generates unrelated words, i.e.,
“killed” and “’s”. It might be because the Pointer
model generates from a large and noisy vocabulary.
However, the Pointer + WT model can generate the
question more correctly, which can be definitely
owed to our approach.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we discover two major issues in the
existing neural QG models. To tackle the two is-
sues, we propose this enhancing approach for QG
and apply the approach to two typical sequence-
to-sequence models, i.e., the pointer generator net-
work and UNILM. We further conduct extensive
experiments using SQuAD and MARCO datasets.
The experimental results show that improved ver-
sions of models can significantly enhance the qual-
ity of QG and speed up the decoding.
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