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Abstract
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effective approach for style-transfer composed
of two simple ingredients: controlled denois-
ing and output filtering. Despite the simplic-
ity of our approach, which can be succinctly
described with a few lines of code, it is com-
petitive with previous state-of-the-art methods
both in automatic and in human evaluation.
To demonstrate the adaptability and practical
value of our system beyond academic data, we
apply SimpleStyle to transfer a wide range of
text attributes appearing in real-world textual
data from social networks. Additionally, we
introduce a novel "soft noising" technique that
further improves the performance of our sys-
tem. We also show that teaching a student
model to generate the output of SimpleStyle
can result in a system that performs style trans-
fer of equivalent quality with only a single
greedy-decoded sample. Finally, we suggest
our method as a remedy for the fundamental in-
compatible baseline issue that holds progress
in the field. We offer our protocol as a sim-
ple yet strong baseline for works that wish to
make incremental advancements in the field of
attribute controlled text rewriting.

1 Introduction

Text attribute transfer is the task of automatically
rewriting sentences to possess an attribute such
as a specific tense, sentiment and gender, while
preserving their attribute-independent content. It
has recently been established that the control of
biases and aspects within texts is of paramount
importance throughout various stages of text clas-
sification and generation, ranging from the pre-
processing of training data to the regulation of
output quality (Prabhumoye et al., 2018). Due to
the shortage of parallel data for attribute transfer,
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Figure 1: Illustration of SimpleStyle sampling process.
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Figure 2: SimpleStyle is minimalist yet powerfull in
comparison to previous methods, the student of this sys-
tem can be as strong with only one sample per input.

there is extensive research in developing methods
for unsupervised attribute transfer (Lample et al.,
2018) that do not rely on parallel data. The two re-
sources that are necessary for developing unsuper-
vised attribute transfer methods, are a base model



for text generation and automatic metrics for eval-
uating the style transfer quality.

The quality of both models and metrics continu-
ously improve over time, and therefore the results
reported for a method at the time of its inception
soon become outdated as more advanced models
and metrics are introduced. However, it is often im-
possible to update the baselines established by old
methods using new models and metrics, as these
methods often have complex dependencies and may
be incompatible with the base model and metrics
that are currently being used. This creates a major
challenge for researchers that wish to evaluate the
effectiveness of newly suggested approaches, due
to the difficulty to disentangle the gain achieved
by improved metrics and models from the gains
achieved by the approach itself.

To address this issue, it would be desirable to
develop an attribute transfer method, which can be
easily applied to new base models and automatic
evaluation metrics, serving as an adoptable baseline
for evaluating the efficacy of a novel approach.

To achieve this goal, we introduce a minimalist
approach for style transfer, that can be implemented
with just a few lines of code, and relies only on
the two necessary aforementioned prerequisites: a
base-model and an attribute-classifier that serves
as the evaluation metric.

We show that these two resources are sufficient
for achieving a powerful attribute transfer system.

To provide the input base-model with attribute
control capabilities with the aid of the metrics, we
propose to finetune the model with a controlled
version of the masked-sentence-reconstruction task
(Lewis et al., 2020). To further improve the model
results we suggest to use a classifier-guided sam-
pling of the generated texts. The combination of
these two simple components leads to state-of-the-
art results.

Overall, our goal is to provide researchers with a
reliable and easy-to-use baseline that can help them
make more informed and meaningful comparisons
of their own style transfer systems, by neutralizing
the gains obtained as a result of the updated base
model or metrics. We call style-transfer researchers
and developers to adopt our minimalist approach,
with the hope that it will simplify and assist the
development of new style transfer methods.

2 Related Work

In the absence of parallel data for supervising the
learning process, previous works explored unsuper-
vised solutions for style transfer (Hu et al., 2020;
Jin et al., 2022).

To establish a simple and reliable baseline for
text style transfer, which can be easily retrained
by future researchers, we review previous unsu-
pervised methods based on their stability, repro-
ducibility, scalability, reliability and simplicity.

(1) Stability - Early methods that utilized rep-
resentation bottleneck and adversarial methods to
disentangle content and style representations (Shen
et al., 2017; Hu et al., 2017), or those that re-
lied on reinforcement learning (Luo et al., 2019),
can be difficult to train and suffer from instability
(Tikhonov et al., 2019). (2) Accessibility - Some
methods rely on resources that are not easily ac-
cessible, such as specialized lexicons (Xu et al.,
2016; Lample et al., 2018) or output of previous
systems (Luo et al., 2019), missing requirements
which limits their utility. (3) Scalability - Some
methods rely on techniques specific to a certain
type of attribute (Zhang et al., 2018) or attribute-
related sources (Lample et al., 2018), making them
difficult to apply to new attributes. (4) Reliability
Some methods are simple but perform well on cer-
tain attributes while having poor performance on
others (Malmi et al., 2020). (5) Simplicity - Some
methods rely on many moving parts with complex
relationships that could potentially be simplified.

Denoising Based Methods The use of pseudo
parallel training data (Kajiwara and Komachi,
2016; Lee et al., 2019; Krishna et al., 2020) has
shown potential for creating strong baselines that
meet many of our requirements. One method for
generating such data is to introduce noise to a sen-
tence and train a model to translate the perturbed
sentence back to the original, with the expectation
that the model will also learn to rewrite unmodified
input data(Prabhumoye et al., 2018).

Noise Granularity - Many text perturbation
methods were explored as noising function, starting
with the IDENTITY function (Xie et al., 2018; Dai
and Le, 2015), CHARACTER LEVEL deletion (Xie
et al., 2018), insertion (Xie et al., 2018) and capi-
talization (Wang et al., 2019)). WORD LEVEL dele-
tions substitutions and masking (Wu et al., 2019b;
Malmi et al., 2020; Li et al., 2020; Lample et al.,
2018; Mireshghallah et al., 2022). SPAN LEVEL



deletions (Li et al., 2018), substitutions from lex-
icon (Xu et al., 2016) or search (Li et al., 2018).
SYNTACTIC LEVEL, perturbing the syntactic struc-
ture (Zhang et al., 2018). Lastly, SENTENCE LEVEL
perturbations, by paraphrasing (Xu et al., 2016; Kr-
ishna et al., 2020) or back translation (Zhang et al.,
2020).

We show simple span masking is sufficient.

Attribute-Guided Noising - Most of the works
that utilize noise try hard to ensure their perturba-
tion techniques alter the attribute, possibly making
it a good weak supervision for attribute transfer.
Some of the methods do so by relying on external
resources ,such as, small set of PARALLEL DATA for
training attribute transferring noising model (Xie
et al., 2018), or corpus of similar TEXTS WITHOUT
THE ATTRIBUTE that can used for retrieving a text
that is similar to the input text but does not con-
tain the attribute (Kajiwara and Komachi, 2016; Li
et al., 2018; Jin et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2022; Xu
et al., 2016; Yin et al., 2019), a CLASSIFIER that
can be used for substituting word by word gradu-
ally increasing the attribute presence measured by
the classifier (Li et al., 2020; Su et al., 2018; Wu
et al., 2019a; Mireshghallah et al., 2022) a DIC-
TIONARY that can be used for replacing text spans
with similar text spans without the attribute (Zhang
etal., 2018; Lample et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2016; Li
et al., 2018). a FEATURE ATTRIBUTION SYSTEM
that is used for identifying spans associated with
the attribute that then can be noised or replaced.

In this work we show that there is no need for at-
tribute altering noise, random noise is sufficient.

Model-based Noising - One way to alter at-
tributes without relying on external sources is to
use a previously trained model, trained by others
(Luo et al., 2019) or the one currently training (Li
et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2018). This often en-
hanced through techniques such as attribute-aware
decoding (Xu et al., 2016) or post decoding filtering
(Li et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2018). Alternatively,
reinforcement learning methods, that can also be
seen as using current model for augmenting data,
such as those described in (Jain et al., 2019), can
be employed. These methods involve using the out-
puts of the current model, re-weighting them at the
sentence level (Gong et al., 2019; Luo et al., 2019)
or token level (Upadhyay et al., 2022; Zhou et al.,
2020), and training on the re-weighted data using a
weighted maximum likelihood estimation (MLE)
method such as REINFORCE, or a gradually fil-

tered MLE (Luo et al., 2019).

This study demonstrates the effectiveness of uti-
lizing a predefined non-parametric noising is suf-
ficient.

However, we show that retraining the system on
its own outputs allows for improved performance
in terms of producing good output without the need
for many samples and filtering.

Simplicity-Efficiency Trade-offs In contrast to
most previous approaches, our method posits that it
is possible to trade efficiency for simplicity. Specif-
ically, during training, we intentionally introduce
noise to the input text by randomly masking cer-
tain spans in the hope that the critical attributes
will occasionally be masked as well. Then, at in-
ference time, we employ an inefficient process of
introducing multiple masking variations until we
find one that hopefully covers the attribute in ques-
tion. These strategies enable our system to achieve
a high level of simplicity, allowing us to leave out
many unnecessary components used by others.
Among the existing approaches, TextSETTR (Ri-
ley et al., 2021) bears the closest resemblance to
our method, as it employs simple, random text-
denoising that is conditioned on the style given by
an unsupervised style embedding vector. However,
we demonstrate that by conditioning on the style as
predicted by a good attribute classifier, we can at-
tain a stronger signal regarding the attribute present
in the sentence, thereby enabling more accurate
manipulation of the classified attribute.

3 The Motivation Classifier-Guided
Attribute Control

Recently, it has been shown that LLMs can achieve
state-of-the-art results in style transfer tasks (Reif
et al., 2022). While these results are impressive,
they rely on natural language instructions and can-
not be applied to attributes that cannot be described
in words. If for example, the attribute is defined to
be whether or not an example originates form a spe-
cific corpus or whether it is a challenging example
for a given model, then it cannot be easily described
in words, but can still be easily defined by a classi-
fier. Therefore, in this study, we focus on Classifier-
Guided Attribute Transfer, namely the attribute is
defined and the transfer is optimized with respect to
a pre-defined attribute classifier. Our total reliance
on the attribute classifier neutralizes the influence
of the classifier’s quality, and enables us to focus
only on the effectiveness of the attribute transfer
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Figure 3: Pseudo code of the SimpleStyle methodology.

system, independent of the classifier’s alignment
with the true attribute values. Improvements in
the quality of the attribute classifier can be directly
translated into better performance of the attribute
transfer system in terms of alignment with human
judgments.

4 Method

Our method, SimpleStyle, begins by masking spans
of the input text and simply finetuning the model
to reconstruct the text using a control token
(Figure 3) that indicates the attribute of the input
sentence (as predicted by the attribute classifier).

At inference, several masked variations of the
input sentence, concatenated with a control token
representing the desired attribute, are fed to the
fine-tuned model, aiming to generate candidate
texts with a transferred attribute.

We then use a sentence similarity metric! and
an attribute classifier to select the best candidate.
In Section 8 we show that incorporating a student
model of SimpleStyle can eliminate the need for
multiple candidates.

5 Evaluation

For evaluating the performance of our system, we
follow previous works (Xu et al., 2018; Riley et al.,
2021) and define the main evaluation metric, G, to
be the geometric mean of semantic preservation

"We use SimCSE (Gao et al., 2021) because it can be used
as an unsupervised semantic similarity metric (with cosine
distance), which helps maintain the unsupervised nature of the
system making it scalable to new domains

and attribute level. This metric reflects the goal of
the system, which is to rewrite the sentence with
the desired attribute while minimizing changes
to the meaning. The role of the geometric mean is
to penalize cases were there is high success in one
aspect and failure in the other. The geometric mean
is such cases will be low. We turn now to describe
the metrics we used in this work to measure each
of the quality aspects.

Semantic To measure semantic preservation, we
use SBERT (Reimers and Gurevych, 2019) cosine
similarity, which has been shown to accurately mea-
sure semantic similarity between sentences and cor-
relates well with human judgment (Bandel et al.,
2022). To measure the semantic preservation we
compute the cosine similarity between the sentence
embeddings of the input and the human-generated
reference, under the assumption that the reference
preserves the attribute-independent content of the
input.

Accuracy For attribute transfer measurement,
we use the attribute classifier that defines the at-
tribute, which is also used for filtering at the in-
ference level. This may seem like cheating at first
glance, but it is actually an important feature of
our setup. As explained in section 3, we view the
attribute classifier as the source of truth. As such,
we want to make an attribute transfer system that
can satisfy the classifier. What if the classifier does
not reflect reality? we believe it should be the focus
of the classifier developer. progress in classifier de-
fined attribute transfer should be a combination of
getting better at transferring the attributes as mea-
sured by the classifier and improving the classifier
quality in parallel - strengthening the alignment of
the system with reality. While it is not necessarily
the case that changing the classifier’s prediction
will result in an actual attribute transfer in reality,
we conduct human evaluations to show that, if you
have a good classifier changing the classifier’s pre-
diction does indeed result in a satisfying attribute
transfer even from a human perspective. We con-
duct these human evaluations using an A/B testing
approach, comparing two systems at a time and
asking humans which system is better at (1) trans-
ferring the attribute and (2) preserving meaning.

Fluency To measure how fluent the output sen-
tence is followed by previous works (Mireshghal-
lah et al., 2022) we use the perplexity assigned by
GPT2 XL as a measure of fluency and grammati-



cality.

S-BLEU To mesure how linguistically similar
the output sentence is to the original sentence we
use Self-BLEU (S-BLEU) or the BLEU score be-
tween the source and the output. This score can
give some information about the meaning preser-
vation of sentence but mainly it can measure how
much of the original sentence was copied by the
model.

6 Main Results

In this section, we present the main results of our
study on formality and sentiment transfer using the
most commonly used benchmark datasets (Shen
etal.,2017; Rao and Tetreault, 2018). Both datasets
consist of non-parallel training data that is divided
into groups based on attributes, as well as human-
generated parallel test data. As baselines, we em-
ployed the top performing popular methods used as
baselines in most recent work by Reif et al. (2022).

Our automatic evaluation results demonstrate
that our system outperforms previous systems in
terms of quality in all aspects (see Semantic, Ac-
curacy and G in Table 1). It is worth noting that
while we believe our evaluation metrics are effec-
tive at evaluating the success of a system , previous
systems were trained to optimize different, older
metrics. Therefore, it is not necessarily implied
that our methodology is superior, but rather that
it performs reasonably well. This highlights one
of the main points of our paper: without imple-
menting previous methods with our base model
and optimizing with the aid of our classifiers and
metrics, it is difficult to determine which method
is truly the best at learning the transfer as defined
by our classifier. Moreover, replicating previous
methods is often infeasible due to their complex-
ity. Our method aims to simplify these processes
and therefore can serve as a simpler baseline for
future researchers. Of course this implies that fu-
ture adopters of our approach will have to use their
updated possibly better classifers and metrics when
training our baseline.

In addition, it is worth mentioning that the
attribute-transfer automatic score in the human-
annotated test data is not perfect, which might
suggest that our classifiers are suboptimal. How-
ever, upon reviewing the actual human annotations,
we found that our classifier is correct. A random
sample exemplifying that point is attached in the
appendix.
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Figure 4: Illustration of the affect of the number of sam-
ples followed by filtering on the performance of Sim-
pleStyle for both sentiment and formality transfer.

Human evaluation further confirmed that our
method is comparable to or better than previous
methods at transferring attributes as defined by hu-
man evaluators.

In the interest of advancing the field, we have
made our work transparent by providing a variety
of randomly sampled generations from our system
in the appendix. Additionally, we have included a
subset of comparisons between our method and a
previous strong method, without identifying which
is which, for the reader to evaluate on their own. In
the following page, we will reveal the correspond-
ing outputs for each system.

7 Ablation Study

In this section, we conduct an ablation study to
examine the impact of various aspects of our ap-
proach on the performance of our system.

Number of Samples Our system is producing at
any inference stage few samples from the unmask-
ing SimpleStyle model then chosing the best one
with the aid of the attribute classifier, firstly how
many samples are necessary for achieving high
quality outputs? in Figure 4 we can see that for
sentiment tranfer starting at 8 examples our system
can achieve SOTA performance, then after 32 ex-
amples it reaches plato, while for formality tranfer
more smaples might could improver further.

Soft Masking vs Hard Masking Given a mask-
ing budget of covering 0.4 of the output we can
either cover words with hard mask, or we can blend
their tokens representation vector with the repre-
sentation vector of the mask token, ie soft masking
(inpsired by partial masking for synonim extraction
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Figure 5: Comparison of the quality of generation of
models sampled with soft and hard masking as function
of number of samples. It can be seen that soft masking
gets higher overall results and is more sample efficient.

Zhou et al. (2019)). Our results show that for the
same masking budgets soft masking is better, and
achieve overall better performance (see Figure 5).
The fact the soft masking does not cover the word
completely it allows the model better access to cov-
ered tokens and can replace them while preserving
some of their meaning.

Controlled Finetuned Model VS Vanilla Pre-
trained how critical is it for the model to be
finetuned with the control tokens? could we just
sample from vanilla pretrained BART and achieve
the same behavior? Recently Mireshghallah et al.
(2022) suggested to perform style transfer by fil-
tered sampling from pretrained model, however,
our results show, as can be seen in figure 6, that,
in our setup with our metrics, without quality con-
trolled tokens even with extended budget we cannot
reach the quality of the baselines, therefore, the
training scheme we suggest is crucial for high
performance end for sample efficiency.

8 Eliminating the Need for Sampling and
Filtering with Student Model

Sampling the model many times for creating differ-
ent optional outputs then filtering and choosing the
best can be expensive process that is also relying on
constant access to the attribute classifier. In order
to eliminate the need for this process we took the
entire training data and made predictions with our
previously proposed system sampled 32 times for
every input. Then we trained a student model to
produce the predictions of the first system. Our
results show that this simple text to text training
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Figure 6: The finetuning with control tokens is neces-
sary for achieving performance higher than top previ-
ous system. Any unmasking method without it will not
reach that. With as little as 8 samples the performance
is already better then previous top methods indicating
on better smaple efficiency.
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Figure 7: Student model achives with single sample
better geometric mean scores of transfer quality met-
rics (G Score) better then top previous system. With
2 samples and filtering the student model is as good as
its teacher, and with 4 samples the student is even better
then its teacher.

over the outputs of the original model can create
a strong style transfer model. Not only that, this
model does not need masking and many samples
in order to produce good outputs, with only one
sample the model has better performance than the
baselines (see Table 1). more interestingly, with 2
samples and filtering this model is as good as its
teacher model,and with 4 samples is even better,
suggesting an iterative approach can increase per-
formance even further (see Figure 7). We also tried
to use the teacher as base model for the student but
found it is better to initate this model from vanilla
bart.
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9 Scaling Out

In the last part of this paper we wish to test the ef-
fectiveness of our system on real world data taken
from social media. This section is crucial for show-
ing the effectiveness of our system when scaled
out to other attributes and to harder data distri-
butions that might reflect the relevancy for other
researchers. for this purpose we utilize the TweetE-
val dataset (Barbieri et al., 2020) that contain many
data for training classifiers of different attributes
such as: emotions, irony and hate. TweetEval al-
lowed us to experiment with different classifiers
trained on data curated carefully. For the classi-
fiers we finetune the large version DeBERTa-v3
model (He et al., 2021) that to the best of our knowl-
edge is the state of the art for classification tasks.
Our trained classifiers indeed has the best accuracy
based on the online TweetEval benchmark, full re-
sults are in the appendix. Then we use Twitter
dump of two million tweets augmented with the
classifiers predictions for training our system. Our
results show that the our approach suceeded in cre-
ating attribute transfer system that can transfer the
attribute with high accuracy while still maintain
the meaning. For example in the case of offensive-
ness transfer our system achieve attribute transfer
accuracy of 0.94 while achieving 0.76 SBERT co-
sine similarity that reflect decent level of meaning
preservation. We think that those results should
inspire other researchers to use our approach as
baseline for their work even if it is complicated
attributed and messy real world data.

10 Conclusions

In this work, we discuss the importance of having
a baseline that is trained with the same base model
and optimized with the same metrics as the devel-
oped system. The baseline serves as a reference
for comparison. We show that with these two basic
ingredients - the base model and evaluation metrics
- we can develop an extremely simple system that
is state-of-the-art. In the ablation study, we demon-
strate that each of the components we used was
necessary for the success of our system. We also
show that when training a student model to repli-
cate the predictions of our system, we can make a
style transfer model that is successful with greedy
decoding in the first sample. Lastly, we show that
our approach can be applied to more attributes with
just a corpus of unannotated data and an attribute
classifier used for evaluation. Our results suggest
that this method will be effective in other scenarios
and can serve as the simplest, most accessible, yet
powerful baseline for other researchers.

11 Ethical Considerations

Attribute controlled text rewriting has the poten-
tial to be a powerful tool for editing and regulating
the content of text. However, it is important to
consider the ethical implications of this technol-
ogy. While attribute controlled text rewriting can
be used to add or remove specific attributes from
text, such as hate speech or offensive language, it
is crucial to recognize the potential for misuse or
abuse. In particular, care should be taken to avoid
using attribute controlled text rewriting to amplify
or perpetuate hate or harmful messages. At the
same time, attribute controlled text rewriting can
also be used to reduce hate and promote more posi-
tive and inclusive messaging. As researchers and
users of attribute controlled text rewriting, it is our
responsibility to consider these ethical issues and
to act in a way that promotes the responsible and
respectful use of this technology.



Formality

Method Fluency| S-BLEUT Accuracy? Semantic? G
Copy 103.93 100.00 0.07 0.79 0.14
Reference 102.01 22.69 0.91 1.00 0.94
Humanl 183.08 19.01 0.87 0.72 0.77
Human?2 227.00 19.86 0.88 0.73 0.78
Human3 168.35 19.23 0.88 0.73 0.77
DualRL (Luo et al., 2019) 5417.17 16.33 0.50 0.28 0.17
UnsupervisedMT (Prabhumoye et al., 2018) 253.47 12.51 0.50 0.26 0.18
SimpleStyle (Ours) 65.59 50.60 0.94 0.69 0.8
SimpleStyle Student (Single Sample) 53.77 46.41 0.84 0.68 0.73
Sentiment
Method Fluency| S-BLEUT Accuracy? Semantict G
Copy 266.23 100.00 0.02 0.63 0.05
Reference 394.11 29.52 0.81 1.00 0.84
Back Translation (Prabhumoye et al., 2018) 329.47 8.07 0.95 0.29 0.50
Delete Generate (Sudhakar et al., 2019) 677.16 42.41 0.78 0.62 0.64
Constrained Posterior VAE (Xu et al., 2020) 387.30 47.87 0.56 0.52 042
Cross Alignment (Shen et al., 2017) 682.73 22.10 0.74 0.39 047
Delete Only (Li et al., 2018) 496.96 33.20 0.84 0.52 0.61
Delete Retrieve (Li et al., 2018) 746.53 34.01 0.89 0.52 0.64
Multi-Decoder (Fu et al., 2018) 1513.17 42.55 0.48 0.41 0.30
Retrieve Only (Li et al., 2018) 290.22 5.72 0.94 0.30 0.50
Style Embedding (Fu et al., 2018) 812.44 70.87 0.09 0.50 0.08
Template Base (Li et al., 2018) 1281.28 47.54 0.83 0.57 0.63
Cycled RL (Xu et al., 2018) 2206.34 43.36 0.50 043 0.34
MixMatch (Mireshghallah et al., 2022) 411.31 52.38 0.85 0.62 0.69
DualRL (Luo et al., 2019) 884.17 55.02 0.88 0.66 0.72
UnsupervisedMT (Prabhumoye et al., 2018) 717.58 42.27 0.94 0.60 0.73
SimpleStyle (Ours) 126.86 50.51 0.97 0.68 0.8
SimpleStyle Student (Single Sample) 113.80 45.01 0.89 0.67 0.75

Table 1: The results of the different systems compared to our system. As explained thoroughly in the paper, those
results does not imply our system is better, but that it is doing reasonably good. The best score at each category is

in bold, and second best is in underline

Attribute Fluency| S-BLEUT Accuracy! Semantict G1
Emotion 654.47 23.41 0.87 0.64 0.73
Hate 714.96 35.11 0.92 0.71 0.80
Irony 1686.44 28.18 0.90 0.70 0.78
Offense 1699.69 45.30 0.94 0.76 0.84
Sentiment 1942.88 30.62 0.85 0.67 0.74

Table 2: The results of SimpleStyle on transferring TweetEval (Barbieri et al., 2020) attributes.



Input Text

SimpleStyle Generated Output

totally will come back next time i 'm in town .

you can not judge people based on appearance .
i looked around and there were still customers .
the garlic bread was bland and cold .

now it is not so thin and taste like any other pizza
place .

i would n’t go back there again .

even their steamed veggies are amazing .

the charge did include miso soup and a small salad

we will spend our money elsewhere .

friendly folks , delicious authentic bagels , tasty
cream cheese .

totally will not return next time i’m in town.

you can tell they care about the people based on
appearance.

i love the location and the fact that there are still
customers.

the garlic bread was bland and cold and the bread
was delicious!

now it is not so thin and i love it like any other
pizza place.

i would definitely go back there again.
even their steamed veggies are.

the charge did include miso soup which was very
good as well.

we will definitely be spending our money here
again!

friendly folks, delicious authentic bagels, but very
poor service.

Table 3: Outputs of the SimpleStyle system for sentiment transfer.
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