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Abstract

Despite the dramatic success in image gen-
eration, Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) still face great challenges in synthe-
sizing sequences of discrete elements, in par-
ticular human language. The difficulty in gen-
erator training arises from the limited repre-
sentation capacity and uninformative learning
signals obtained from the discriminator. In
this work, we (1) first empirically show that
the mixture-of-experts approach is able to en-
hance the representation capacity of the gen-
erator for language GANs and (2) harness the
Feature Statistics Alignment (FSA) paradigm
to render fine-grained learning signals to ad-
vance the generator training. Specifically, FSA
forces the mean statistics of the distribution
of fake data to approach that of real samples
as close as possible in the finite-dimensional
feature space. Empirical study on synthetic
and real benchmarks shows the superior perfor-
mance in quantitative evaluation and demon-
strates the effectiveness of our approach to ad-
versarial text generation.

1 Introduction

Unsupervised sequence generation is the corner-
stone for a plethora of applications, such as dia-
logue generation (Li et al., 2017). The most com-
mon approach to autoregressive sequence modeling
is maximizing the likelihood of each token in the
sequence given the previous partial observation.
However, using maximum likelihood estimation
(MLE) is inherently prone to the exposure bias
problem (Bengio et al., 2015), which results from
the discrepancy between the training and inference
stage: the generator predicts the next token con-
ditioned on its previously generated ones during
inference but on its prefix ground-truth tokens dur-
ing training, yielding accumulative mismatch along
with the increment of generated sequence length.

∗Corresponding author.

Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)
(Goodfellow et al., 2014) can serve as an alter-
native to models trained with MLE, which have
achieved promising results in generating sequences
of discrete elements, in particular, language se-
quences (Kusner and Hernández-Lobato, 2016; Yu
et al., 2017; Lin et al., 2017; Guo et al., 2017; Fedus
et al., 2018; Nie et al., 2019; de Masson d’Autume
et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2020; Scialom et al., 2020).
GANs consist of two competing networks: a dis-
criminator that is trained to distinguish the gener-
ated samples from real data, and a generator that
aims to generate high-quality samples to fool the
discriminator.

Although language GANs have succeeded in
avoiding exposure bias issues, the limited repre-
sentation capacity of the generator still precludes
them from covering complex patterns of the real
data distribution and thus deteriorates the qual-
ity and diversity of generated samples (Nie et al.,
2019). There has been a recent move towards en-
hancing the expressive power of generators in lan-
guage GANs (Nie et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2020;
Scialom et al., 2020) by leveraging advanced build-
ing blocks in the generator architecture, such as
Relational Recurrent Neural Networks (Santoro
et al., 2018) or pretrained Transformers (Scialom
et al., 2020).

Inspired by the preeminence of mixture-of-
experts approaches in image GANs (Hoang et al.,
2018; Ghosh et al., 2018) and language generation
tasks, such as machine translation (Bi et al., 2019),
we propose to adopt a mixture-of-experts generator
to enhance the representation capacity of the pro-
posed model. Generally, the generator consists of
multiple cooperative experts who attempt to jointly
generate high-quality sentences through their inter-
action to compete with the discriminator. This is
orthogonal to the aforementioned improvements on
generators in language GANs.

Meanwhile, lacking sufficient learning signals is
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another reason that hampers language GAN’s per-
formance (Lin et al., 2017; Chai et al., 2021). Lin
et al. (2017) claimed that the binary classification
in the discriminator network limits the learning
capacity of tasks because the diversity and rich-
ness are plagued by the degenerated distribution.
RankGAN (Lin et al., 2017) replaced the binary
classifier with a pairwise feature ranker by compar-
ing the similarities between sample features in the
latent space. SAL (Zhou et al., 2020) classified the
encoded features of constructed pairwise training
examples into three categories, i.e., better / worse /
indistinguishable.

To further promote the generator’s training by
enriching the learning signals aside from the dis-
criminator, we use an auxiliary encoder to extract
the latent embeddings from real and fake data dis-
tributions and endow the generator with additional
updating feedback apart from that yielded by the
discriminator. Specifically, we leverage the Fea-
ture Statistics Alignment (FSA) paradigm to em-
bed such latent feature representations in the finite-
dimensional feature space and force the distribution
of generated samples to approach the real data dis-
tribution by minimizing the distance between their
respective feature representation centroids. Intu-
itively, matching the mean feature representations
of fake and real instances could make the two data
distributions closer. These intuitive advantages are
also borne out in our ablation analysis.

Overall, we introduce a GAN architecture with
a mixture-of-experts generator and Feature Statis-
tics Alignment method, termed MoEGAN, for se-
quence generation. Our experimental study demon-
strates the benefits of mixture-of-experts and FSA
techniques to stabilize the generator’s training pro-
cess and promote the quality of generated samples.
Besides, our models could generate sentences with
high quality in terms of the semantic coherence and
grammatical correctness of language, as per human
evaluation. Furthermore, we empirically demon-
strate that the proposed architecture overshadows
most existing models in terms of quantitative and
qualitative evaluation.

To summarize, our main contributions are as
follows:

• We design a mixture-of-experts language
GAN framework that integrates the multi-
agent structure to enhance the expressive ca-
pacity of the generator network.

• We utilize an auxiliary encoder to extract the

latent embeddings and propose the Feature
Statistics Alignment paradigm to endow the
generator with fine-grained learning signals
aside from the discriminator’s feedback. We
empirically demonstrate its effectiveness in
promoting the quality of generated samples.

• Our method achieves new state-of-the-art
results on three different benchmarks of
language GANs, including synthetic data,
MS COCO Image Captions dataset, and
EMNLP2017 WMT News dataset.

2 Language GANs

Adversarial sequence generation has attracted
broad attention for its properties to solve the ex-
posure bias issue suffered from maximum likeli-
hood estimation (MLE) for generating language
sequences. Based on the game theory, its goal is to
train a generator network G(z; θ(G)) that produces
samples from the data distribution pdata(x) by de-
coding the randomly initialized starting token z
into the sequence x = G(z; θ(G)), where the train-
ing signal is provided by the discriminator network
D(x;φ(D)) that is trained to distinguish between
the samples drawn from the real data distribution
pdata and those produced by the generator. The min-
imax objective of adversarial training is formulated
as:

min
θ(G)

max
φ(D)

Ex∼pdata

[
logD

(D)
φ (x;φ(D))

]

+Ez∼pz
[

log
(
1−D(D)

φ (G(z; θ(G)))
)]

(1)

Despite the impressive results of GANs in the
sequence generation (Yu et al., 2017; Gulrajani
et al., 2017; Scialom et al., 2020), there are still
several fundamental issues in the GAN training:
(a) Training instability, which arises from the in-
trinsic nature of minimax games in GANs; (b)
Mode dropping, which is the fact that GANs only
generate samples with limited patterns in the real
data distribution instead of attending to diverse
patterns (Chen et al., 2018); (c) Reward sparsity,
which is because that it is easier to train the dis-
criminator than the generator, making it difficult to
acquire the instructive feedback (Zhou et al., 2020).

Due to the non-differentiability of gradients
caused by sampling operations between the gen-
erator and discriminator for sequence generation,



the majority of previous works have resorted to
reinforcement learning (RL) heuristics with Monte
Carlo search to collect the credits from the discrim-
inator. The usage of RL may further deteriorate
the instability of model training and exacerbate the
reward sparsity problem. Gumbel-Softmax relax-
ation has proven to be an alternative to RL tech-
niques (Kusner and Hernández-Lobato, 2016; Nie
et al., 2019). Therefore, we utilize the Gumbel-
Softmax reparameterization instead of policy gra-
dients to circumvent the unstable training of RL in
our framework.

3 Methodology

Unlike conventional language GANs that only up-
date the generator with only one type of learning
signals, the proposed model collects extra update
feedback by judging the distortion between real
and generated data distributions, besides true-or-
false comparative rewards. In this work, we design
a language GAN framework, in which the genera-
tor is guided by two learning signals: comparative
credits from the classifier, and distortion credits
propagated from an auxiliary encoder. The former
gauges the relativistic confidence of real samples
compared with generated ones, while the latter mea-
sures the difference between latent feature statistics
of real and generated samples.

As illustrated in Figure 1, MoEGAN consists
of three components: (a) A generator that lever-
ages multiple agents to collaboratively produce se-
quences to fool the discriminative classifier; (b)
An auxiliary encoder that extracts latent embed-
dings from real and fake samples and thus renders
fine-grained learning signals for generator updates;
(c) A comparative classifier that measures the rel-
ative likelihood that given real samples are more
authentic than fake data.

3.1 Mixture-of-Experts Generator

We utilize multiple experts {Gi|i ∈ (0, Ng)} as
generators, in which each expert receives as input
previous generated tokens xt−1 and produces the
representation rti = Gti(xt−1) at the t-th time step.
At the beginning, i.e., t = 1, the input x0 is the
starting token z, which is a randomly initialized
word embedding. The expert Gi can be a kind of
recurrent neural networks (RNNs), such as Long
Short-Term Memory (LSTM) and Gated Recurrent
Unit (GRU), which can autoregressively produce
the representation of current tokens.

Formally, the model distribution of i-th ex-
pert Gi parameterized by θi can be defined as
q(rt|x<ti ; θi). The overall distribution for the
mixture-of-experts generator can be processed in
various ways, such as concatenation or gating func-
tions. Different experts jointly model the target
hidden representations in collaboration to further
generate realistic tokens. Since our work aims to
identify the impact of the mixture-of-experts mech-
anism in sequence GANs, we simply take the ex-
pectation of them for aggregation and leave the
exploration of various interaction ways in future
work.

The model distribution of mutliple experts is
formulated as:

p(rt|x<t; θt) =
1

Ng

Ng∑

i=1

q(rti |x<ti ; θi) (2)

where θt denotes the trainable parameters of the
generator. This can also be treated as an ensemble
of multiple agents, which is similar to (Liu et al.,
2018). In practice, each agent equivalently serves
as a constituent to vote for candidate choices at
every time step.

Denoting the aggregated output of multiple
agents as Y t ∈ RDg , the output probabilities over
the |V |-dimensional output vocabulary at t-th time
step is:

πt = softmax(WGY
t) (3)

where πt = {πt1, πt2, · · · , πt|V |} represents the out-
put probabilities of the vocabulary tokens, WG ∈
R|V |×D denotes the trainable parameter.

GANs have fallen short of discrete data gen-
eration primarily resulting from the incapability
of gradient propagation passing from the discrim-
inator to the generator, which is incurred by the
non-differential sampling or argmax operations
in between. Following (Kusner and Hernández-
Lobato, 2016; Nie et al., 2019), we leverage the
Gumbel-Softmax distribution (Jang et al., 2016) by
smoothly annealing to approximate the categorical
distribution. The Gumbel-Max trick (Maddison
et al., 2014) can be parameterized as:

yt = one_hot
(

arg max
i

[gi + log πti ]
)

(4)

where {gi|i = 1, · · · , |V |} are i.i.d from the Gum-
bel(0,1) distribution, that is, gi = − log(− log ui)
where ui is drawn from a standard uniform dis-
tribution Uniform(0,1). yt represents the |V |-
dimensional one hot encoding.



Comparative 
Classifier

<latexit sha1_base64="UCvt55ybES/q1V8pH6xPNfyEOkA=">AAAB6HicbVBNS8NAEJ34WetX1aOXxSJ4Kokoeix60GML9gPaUDbbSbt2swm7G6GE/gIvHhTx6k/y5r9x2+agrQ8GHu/NMDMvSATXxnW/nZXVtfWNzcJWcXtnd2+/dHDY1HGqGDZYLGLVDqhGwSU2DDcC24lCGgUCW8Hoduq3nlBpHssHM07Qj+hA8pAzaqxUv+uVym7FnYEsEy8nZchR65W+uv2YpRFKwwTVuuO5ifEzqgxnAifFbqoxoWxEB9ixVNIItZ/NDp2QU6v0SRgrW9KQmfp7IqOR1uMosJ0RNUO96E3F/7xOasJrP+MySQ1KNl8UpoKYmEy/Jn2ukBkxtoQyxe2thA2poszYbIo2BG/x5WXSPK94lxW3flGu3uRxFOAYTuAMPLiCKtxDDRrAAOEZXuHNeXRenHfnY9664uQzR/AHzucPnUeMzw==</latexit>

G

Auxliary Encoder 
(CNN)

<latexit sha1_base64="hHn/fEnvOEwcOHZG+nh8ZIcePjU=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqEsXDhahBSmJKLosKuKygn1AE8JkOmmHTiZhZiKW0KUbf8WNC0Xc+gnu/BsnbRbaeuByD+fcy8w9fsyoVJb1bRQWFpeWV4qrpbX1jc0tc3unJaNEYNLEEYtEx0eSMMpJU1HFSCcWBIU+I21/eJn57XsiJI34nRrFxA1Rn9OAYqS05Jn7zhVhCkHHp/3KdeXBE9UjmPWgmklVzyxbNWsCOE/snJRBjoZnfjm9CCch4QozJGXXtmLlpkgoihkZl5xEkhjhIeqTrqYchUS66eSQMTzUSg8GkdDFFZyovzdSFEo5Cn09GSI1kLNeJv7ndRMVnLsp5XGiCMfTh4KEQRXBLBXYo4JgxUaaICyo/ivEAyQQVjq7kg7Bnj15nrSOa/Zpzbo9Kdcv8jiKYA8cgAqwwRmogxvQAE2AwSN4Bq/gzXgyXox342M6WjDynV3wB8bnD33Hl7g=</latexit>

�
�
F (xr), F (xf )

�

<latexit sha1_base64="42XB5bPO7sUiMGa4ZogxxPf3p5s=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62vqEsXDhahBSmJKLos6qLLCvYBTQiT6aQdOpmEmYlYQpdu/BU3LhRx6ye482+ctFlo64HLPZxzLzP3+DGjUlnWt1FYWl5ZXSuulzY2t7Z3zN29towSgUkLRywSXR9JwignLUUVI91YEBT6jHT80XXmd+6JkDTid2ocEzdEA04DipHSkmceOjeEKQQdnw4qjcqDJ6onMOtBNZOqnlm2atYUcJHYOSmDHE3P/HL6EU5CwhVmSMqebcXKTZFQFDMyKTmJJDHCIzQgPU05Col00+khE3islT4MIqGLKzhVf2+kKJRyHPp6MkRqKOe9TPzP6yUquHRTyuNEEY5nDwUJgyqCWSqwTwXBio01QVhQ/VeIh0ggrHR2JR2CPX/yImmf1uzzmnV7Vq5f5XEUwQE4AhVggwtQBw3QBC2AwSN4Bq/gzXgyXox342M2WjDynX3wB8bnD4QPl7w=</latexit>

�
�
H(xr), H(xf )

�

Weight 
Copy 

<latexit sha1_base64="su5oZ3IRcv3EGYeJ1NELggoXnkM=">AAAB6nicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0nEoseiF48V7Qe0oWy2m3bpZhN2J0IJ/QlePCji1V/kzX/jts1BWx8MPN6bYWZekEhh0HW/ncLa+sbmVnG7tLO7t39QPjxqmTjVjDdZLGPdCajhUijeRIGSdxLNaRRI3g7GtzO//cS1EbF6xEnC/YgOlQgFo2ilB9N3++WKW3XnIKvEy0kFcjT65a/eIGZpxBUySY3pem6CfkY1Cib5tNRLDU8oG9Mh71qqaMSNn81PnZIzqwxIGGtbCslc/T2R0ciYSRTYzojiyCx7M/E/r5tieO1nQiUpcsUWi8JUEozJ7G8yEJozlBNLKNPC3krYiGrK0KZTsiF4yy+vktZF1atV3fvLSv0mj6MIJ3AK5+DBFdThDhrQBAZDeIZXeHOk8+K8Ox+L1oKTzxzDHzifPwPgjZ4=</latexit>s0

…

<latexit sha1_base64="8jaL2YNyOZ3TndEOXEjNPGtvC44=">AAAB6nicbVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUcGLl8EgeAq7gugxxIvHBM0DkiXMTjrJkNnZZWZWCEs+wYsHRbx69S/8Am9e/BYnj4MmFjQUVd10dwWx4Nq47peTWVldW9/Ibua2tnd29/L7B3UdJYphjUUiUs2AahRcYs1wI7AZK6RhILARDK8nfuMeleaRvDOjGP2Q9iXvcUaNlW51x+vkC27RnYIsE29OCqWj6jd/L39UOvnPdjdiSYjSMEG1bnlubPyUKsOZwHGunWiMKRvSPrYslTRE7afTU8fk1Cpd0ouULWnIVP09kdJQ61EY2M6QmoFe9Cbif14rMb0rP+UyTgxKNlvUSwQxEZn8TbpcITNiZAllittbCRtQRZmx6eRsCN7iy8ukfl70Lopu1aZRhhmycAwncAYeXEIJbqACNWDQhwd4gmdHOI/Oi/M6a80485lD+APn7Qfj/ZE8</latexit>s1

…

<latexit sha1_base64="faii1dhnvQzz+20gJPViYBFLcMo=">AAAB6nicbVDLSgNBEOyNrxhfUcGLl8EgeAq7gugxxIvHBM0DkiXMTibJkNnZZaZXCEs+wYsHRbx69S/8Am9e/BYnj4MmFjQUVd10dwWxFAZd98vJrKyurW9kN3Nb2zu7e/n9g7qJEs14jUUy0s2AGi6F4jUUKHkz1pyGgeSNYHg98Rv3XBsRqTscxdwPaV+JnmAUrXRrOtjJF9yiOwVZJt6cFEpH1W/xXv6odPKf7W7EkpArZJIa0/LcGP2UahRM8nGunRgeUzakfd6yVNGQGz+dnjomp1bpkl6kbSkkU/X3REpDY0ZhYDtDigOz6E3E/7xWgr0rPxUqTpArNlvUSyTBiEz+Jl2hOUM5soQyLeythA2opgxtOjkbgrf48jKpnxe9i6JbtWmUYYYsHMMJnIEHl1CCG6hADRj04QGe4NmRzqPz4rzOWjPOfOYQ/sB5+wFJmJF/</latexit>st

<latexit sha1_base64="CLqT03jY0cWPPtRtYxWAJ81HPlE=">AAAB6nicbVDLSgNBEOz1GeMrKnjxMhgET2FXED2GePGYYF6QLGF20kmGzM4uM7NCWPIJXjwo4tWrf+EXePPitzh5HDSxoKGo6qa7K4gF18Z1v5yV1bX1jc3MVnZ7Z3dvP3dwWNdRohjWWCQi1QyoRsEl1gw3ApuxQhoGAhvB8GbiN+5RaR7JqhnF6Ie0L3mPM2qsdKc71U4u7xbcKcgy8eYkXzyufPP30ke5k/tsdyOWhCgNE1TrlufGxk+pMpwJHGfbicaYsiHtY8tSSUPUfjo9dUzOrNIlvUjZkoZM1d8TKQ21HoWB7QypGehFbyL+57US07v2Uy7jxKBks0W9RBATkcnfpMsVMiNGllCmuL2VsAFVlBmbTtaG4C2+vEzqFwXvsuBWbBolmCEDJ3AK5+DBFRThFspQAwZ9eIAneHaE8+i8OK+z1hVnPnMEf+C8/QAZGJFf</latexit>sT

…

<latexit sha1_base64="JOhkjWdQrrImJSlT9/wAiLJLuM8=">AAAB7HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0WPRgx4rmLbQxrLZbtulm03YnQgl9Dd48aCIV3+QN/+N2zYHbX0w8Hhvhpl5YSKFQdf9dgorq2vrG8XN0tb2zu5eef+gYeJUM+6zWMa6FVLDpVDcR4GStxLNaRRK3gxHN1O/+cS1EbF6wHHCg4gOlOgLRtFK/m3XfcRuueJW3RnIMvFyUoEc9W75q9OLWRpxhUxSY9qem2CQUY2CST4pdVLDE8pGdMDblioacRNks2Mn5MQqPdKPtS2FZKb+nshoZMw4Cm1nRHFoFr2p+J/XTrF/FWRCJSlyxeaL+qkkGJPp56QnNGcox5ZQpoW9lbAh1ZShzadkQ/AWX14mjbOqd1F1788rtes8jiIcwTGcggeXUIM7qIMPDAQ8wyu8Ocp5cd6dj3lrwclnDuEPnM8fSwuOWA==</latexit>

Gt
0

<latexit sha1_base64="sYkGSkUKZbN1spL+8MmdkMvhG90=">AAAB7HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0WPRgx4rmLbQxrLZbtulm03YnQgl9Dd48aCIV3+QN/+N2zYHbX0w8Hhvhpl5YSKFQdf9dgorq2vrG8XN0tb2zu5eef+gYeJUM+6zWMa6FVLDpVDcR4GStxLNaRRK3gxHN1O/+cS1EbF6wHHCg4gOlOgLRtFK/m3Xe8RuueJW3RnIMvFyUoEc9W75q9OLWRpxhUxSY9qem2CQUY2CST4pdVLDE8pGdMDblioacRNks2Mn5MQqPdKPtS2FZKb+nshoZMw4Cm1nRHFoFr2p+J/XTrF/FWRCJSlyxeaL+qkkGJPp56QnNGcox5ZQpoW9lbAh1ZShzadkQ/AWX14mjbOqd1F1788rtes8jiIcwTGcggeXUIM7qIMPDAQ8wyu8Ocp5cd6dj3lrwclnDuEPnM8fTJGOWQ==</latexit>

Gt
1

<latexit sha1_base64="W/GdrgarSa8zZlj4D69A1pWRNRU=">AAAB7HicbVBNS8NAEJ34WetX1aOXxSJ4KklR9Fj0oMcKpi20sWy2m3bpZhN2J0Ip/Q1ePCji1R/kzX/jts1BWx8MPN6bYWZemEph0HW/nZXVtfWNzcJWcXtnd2+/dHDYMEmmGfdZIhPdCqnhUijuo0DJW6nmNA4lb4bDm6nffOLaiEQ94CjlQUz7SkSCUbSSf9utPmK3VHYr7gxkmXg5KUOOerf01eklLIu5QiapMW3PTTEYU42CST4pdjLDU8qGtM/blioacxOMZ8dOyKlVeiRKtC2FZKb+nhjT2JhRHNrOmOLALHpT8T+vnWF0FYyFSjPkis0XRZkkmJDp56QnNGcoR5ZQpoW9lbAB1ZShzadoQ/AWX14mjWrFu6i49+fl2nUeRwGO4QTOwINLqMEd1MEHBgKe4RXeHOW8OO/Ox7x1xclnjuAPnM8fTheOWg==</latexit>

Gt
2

<latexit sha1_base64="mXd4SJ1uPaL4erBHAGC+6h+tH/k=">AAAB7HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0WPRg56kgmkLbSyb7bZdutmE3YlQQn+DFw+KePUHefPfuG1z0OqDgcd7M8zMCxMpDLrul1NYWl5ZXSuulzY2t7Z3yrt7DROnmnGfxTLWrZAaLoXiPgqUvJVoTqNQ8mY4upr6zUeujYjVPY4THkR0oERfMIpW8q+7tw/YLVfcqjsD+Uu8nFQgR71b/uz0YpZGXCGT1Ji25yYYZFSjYJJPSp3U8ISyER3wtqWKRtwE2ezYCTmySo/0Y21LIZmpPycyGhkzjkLbGVEcmkVvKv7ntVPsXwSZUEmKXLH5on4qCcZk+jnpCc0ZyrEllGlhbyVsSDVlaPMp2RC8xZf/ksZJ1TurunenldplHkcRDuAQjsGDc6jBDdTBBwYCnuAFXh3lPDtvzvu8teDkM/vwC87HN3i/jnY=</latexit>

Gt
N

<latexit sha1_base64="Q9jTmWRM4TTNa5Bm7pYmiQveNE0=">AAAB7HicbVBNS8NAEJ3Ur1q/qh69LBbBU0lE0WPRi8cKpi20tWy2m3bpZhN2J2IJ/Q1ePCji1R/kzX/jts1BWx8MPN6bYWZekEhh0HW/ncLK6tr6RnGztLW9s7tX3j9omDjVjPsslrFuBdRwKRT3UaDkrURzGgWSN4PRzdRvPnJtRKzucZzwbkQHSoSCUbSS/9QLH7BXrrhVdwayTLycVCBHvVf+6vRjlkZcIZPUmLbnJtjNqEbBJJ+UOqnhCWUjOuBtSxWNuOlms2Mn5MQqfRLG2pZCMlN/T2Q0MmYcBbYzojg0i95U/M9rpxhedTOhkhS5YvNFYSoJxmT6OekLzRnKsSWUaWFvJWxINWVo8ynZELzFl5dJ46zqXVTdu/NK7TqPowhHcAyn4MEl1OAW6uADAwHP8ApvjnJenHfnY95acPKZQ/gD5/MH6FeOvw==</latexit>

xt
f

M
L
P

instance-wise signals 
(among N pairwise scalars)

batch-wise signals 
(between 2 centroid vectors)

N

N

<latexit sha1_base64="6azwxzkdYGlWs3IKhHwwDK02c1Y=">AAAB/XicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62v+Ni5GSyCq5KIqMuiG5cV7AOaGCbTSTt08mDmRlpD8FfcuFDErf/hzr9x2mahrQcuHM65l3vv8RPBFVjWt1FaWl5ZXSuvVzY2t7Z3zN29lopTSVmTxiKWHZ8oJnjEmsBBsE4iGQl9wdr+8Hritx+YVDyO7mCcMDck/YgHnBLQkmceOBkeeQ6wEcgwk/k9x07umVWrZk2BF4ldkCoq0PDML6cX0zRkEVBBlOraVgJuRiRwKlhecVLFEkKHpM+6mkYkZMrNptfn+FgrPRzEUlcEeKr+nshIqNQ49HVnSGCg5r2J+J/XTSG4dDMeJSmwiM4WBanAEONJFLjHJaMgxpoQKrm+FdMBkYSCDqyiQ7DnX14krdOafV6zbs+q9asijjI6REfoBNnoAtXRDWqgJqLoET2jV/RmPBkvxrvxMWstGcXMPvoD4/MHyIiVcA==</latexit>

{xi
r}

<latexit sha1_base64="6azwxzkdYGlWs3IKhHwwDK02c1Y=">AAAB/XicbVDLSsNAFJ3UV62v+Ni5GSyCq5KIqMuiG5cV7AOaGCbTSTt08mDmRlpD8FfcuFDErf/hzr9x2mahrQcuHM65l3vv8RPBFVjWt1FaWl5ZXSuvVzY2t7Z3zN29lopTSVmTxiKWHZ8oJnjEmsBBsE4iGQl9wdr+8Hritx+YVDyO7mCcMDck/YgHnBLQkmceOBkeeQ6wEcgwk/k9x07umVWrZk2BF4ldkCoq0PDML6cX0zRkEVBBlOraVgJuRiRwKlhecVLFEkKHpM+6mkYkZMrNptfn+FgrPRzEUlcEeKr+nshIqNQ49HVnSGCg5r2J+J/XTSG4dDMeJSmwiM4WBanAEONJFLjHJaMgxpoQKrm+FdMBkYSCDqyiQ7DnX14krdOafV6zbs+q9asijjI6REfoBNnoAtXRDWqgJqLoET2jV/RmPBkvxrvxMWstGcXMPvoD4/MHyIiVcA==</latexit>

{xi
r}

Figure 1: Schematic illustration of Mixture-of-Experts language GANs.

The Gumbel-Softmax trick approximates the
non-differential arg max operation with the soft-
max function:

ŷti =
exp

(
(log(πti) + gi)/τ

)
∑|V |

j=1 exp
(
(log(πtj) + gj)/τ

) (5)

where τ denotes the softmax temperature to modu-
late the exploitation and exploration during training.
When τ approaches too high, the approximation
is nearly equiprobable, encouraging the generator
to explore different options. In contrast, the lower
τ could discourage the exploration and tend to ex-
ploit during training. In particular, when τ → 0,
ŷt approaches the result of one-hot operator as in
Eq. 4, whereas ŷt will degenerate into a uniform
distribution when τ →∞.

3.2 Auxiliary Encoder
Given the input sequence of real samples (denoted
as xr) and that of generated ones (denoted as xf ),
we use an auxiliary encoder F to extract their la-
tent feature embeddings and measure the differ-
ence of their respective latent distributions, i.e.,
∆
(
F (xr), F (xf )

)
. In practice, we adopt Convo-

lutional Neural Networks (CNNs) as the auxiliary
encoder.

Intuitively, aligning the statistics of embedded
feature representations increases the model capac-
ity to capture various modes of the data distribution.
For brevity, we utilize the first-order mean statis-
tics in our framework and leave the higher-order
statistics for future work.

We propose Feature Statistics Alignment (FSA),
which measures the Euclidean distance between
the minibatch centroids of real and fake feature

representations. Given mini-batches of real data
samples with the batch size of Nf , we formulate
the FSA distance as:

∆
(
F (xr), F (xf )

)
=

∥∥Exr∼pdata

[
F (xr)

]
− Ez∼pz

[
F (G(z; θ(G)))

]∥∥
2

(6)

By forcing the mean statistics of fake data to
be close to the real samples, the generator could
receive more informative signals during the training
process.

Introducing an extra auxiliary encoder could
cost additional computing resources and may slow
down the overall training process. To mitigate this
issue, we do not update the weight of the proposed
encoder during training. Instead, we copy the pa-
rameters from the comparative classifier after each
training iteration and keep them fixed to extract the
latent embeddings (This requires identical model
structures between the auxiliary encoder and the
comparative classifier).

3.3 Comparative Classifier
Following the relativistic discriminator (Jolicoeur-
Martineau, 2018), we take into account the rela-
tivistic confidence of given real samples using a
comparative classifier.

Given the discriminator H , the mismatch be-
tween real and fake inputs measures the relative
confidence that given real data are more realistic
than randomly sampled fake data , which can be
formulated as:

∆
(
H(xr), H(xf )

)
= H(xr)−H(G(z; θ(G)))

(7)



The comparative discriminator aims to maximize
the likelihood that given real instances are more
authentic than generated ones, whereas the gener-
ator runs counter to it. The loss function of the
comparative discriminator is defined as:

LD = −Ex∼pdata,z∼pz log a[∆
(
H(xr), H(xf )

)
]

(8)
where a represents the activation function to be
relativistic (we use sigmoid function in our experi-
ments).

3.4 Training

Generator’s Training Objectives. In language
GANs, the generator is more difficult to train than
the discriminator, resulting in training instability
and reward sparsity. To relieve these issues, we en-
dow the optimization of the generator with signals
from the auxiliary encoder. The loss function is
thus:

LG = −LD + ∆
(
F (xr), F (xf )

)
(9)

The goal of the discriminator is to maximize the
gap between the generated and real data (Eq. 8),
whereas the generator jointly considers two differ-
ent aspects simultaneously: it not only competes
with the discriminator by maximizing the gap in
terms of relativistic signals but takes into account
feature distortion signals (Eq. 9). This could pass
more instructive feedback only to the generator,
and also prevent the discriminator from being over-
trained.

Adversarial Training Algorithm. Algorithm 1
illustrates the overall training process of the pro-
posed framework. The Relativistic Discriminator
and the generator could reach the Nash Equilibrium
when the generator could fool the discriminator
into accepting its output as being true. Since the
discriminator network is easy to be overtrained, we
do not pretrain it but only pretrain the generator
using MLE for few epochs.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Settings

Dataset. Following (Lin et al., 2017; Guo et al.,
2017; Nie et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2020), we evalu-
ate the proposed framework based on the Texygen
benchmark platform (Zhu et al., 2018) for adversar-
ial text generation. Experiments were conducted
on synthetic and real datasets: (a) synthetic data,

Algorithm 1 Adversarial Training of MoEGAN
1: Require: generator Gθ; discriminator Dφ;

auxiliary encoder Fω; samples of real data S;
generator training step g; discriminator train-
ing step k; the generator pretraining epochs m.

2: Pretrain Gθ using MLE on S for m epochs
3: repeat
4: Copy parameters from Dφ to Fω
5: for g steps do
6: Sample a minibatch from real data S
7: Generate a minibatch of samples xf ∼

Gθ
8: Compute ∆

(
Fω(xr), Fω(xf )

)
with

Eq.(6)
9: Update Gθ via Eq.(9)

10: end for
11: for k steps do
12: Sample a minibatch from real data S
13: Sample a minibatch from the generated

data
14: Train the discriminator Dφ by Eq.(8)
15: end for
16: until convergence

which is generated by an oracle single-layer LSTM
as in (Yu et al., 2017); (b) MS COCO Image Cap-
tion dataset (Chen et al., 2015); (c) EMNLP WMT
2017 News dataset (Guo et al., 2017). Table 1
summarizes the statistics of benchmark datasets for
evaluation.

dataset vocabulary size sequence length training set test set

synthetic data 5,000 20 / 40 10,000 10,000
MS COCO 4,657 37 10,000 10,000
EMNLP2017 WMT News 5,255 51 278,586 10,000

Table 1: Summary of experimental datasets.

Evaluation Metrics. (1) For synthetic data ex-
periments, we utilize a single-layer LSTM initial-
ized by standard normal distribution as the oracle
model, which is used to generate 10,000 samples of
length 20 and 40 respectively as real data. We use
the negative log-likelihood (NLL) under the oracle
data distribution for evaluation, termed NLLoracle.
(2) For real data, BLEU scores (Papineni et al.,
2002) are used to evaluate the n-gram statistics
overlapping on the whole dataset. (3) To measure
the diversity of generated samples, the NLL of the
generator (denoted as NLLgen) is used by comput-
ing the NLL of reference samples in the test set by



the generator. (4) Considering that BLEU scores
always focus on the local text statistics and may
be insufficient for evaluating the overall quality of
texts, we conducted additional human evaluation
via crowdsourcing on comparison models.

Baselines. We adopt MLE and other state-of-the-
art models as baselines, involving SeqGAN (Yu
et al., 2017), RankGAN (Lin et al., 2017), Leak-
GAN (Guo et al., 2017), RelGAN (Nie et al.,
2019), Self-Adversarial Learning (SAL) (Zhou
et al., 2020), and Counter-Contrastive Learning
GAN (CCL) (Chai et al., 2021).

Implementation Details. We adopt the Rela-
tional Memory Core (RMC) (Santoro et al., 2018)
as the agent architecture of the generator. As for
the discriminator and auxiliary encoder, we use
CNN architecture (Kim, 2014) for input sequences.
See Appendix A for more details.

4.2 Experimental Results

Synthetic Data. Table 2 illustrates the perfor-
mance of different models on NLLoracle. Our mod-
els outperform other baseline models in terms of
the generated sample quality, demonstrating the
effectiveness of our proposed method. We empir-
ically found that our models achieve the superior
performance with the sequence length of 20 / 40
when the number of agent Ng takes 2 and 3 respec-
tively. As to the diversity, our method outperforms
or achieves competitive NLLgen score compared
with baselines (see Appendix C.1 for details).

Real Data. To further verify the performance
on real data, we run and evaluate our model on
MS COCO image caption and EMNLP2017 WMT
News dataset. The data preprocessing remains the
same as Texygen (Zhu et al., 2018). Table 3 com-
pares the results of our model with baselines in
terms of both the quality (BLEU) and diversity
(NLLgen) metrics. Overall, our model exceeds or
matches the comparison models on automatic eval-
uation metrics.

For quality metrics, SeqGAN and RankGAN
outperform the MLE on BLEU scores with short
n-gram spans, such as BLEU-2, but are inferior
to MLE when comparing long-term spans in met-
rics such as BLEU-4/5, which may result from
the lack of informative signals for the generator
update. Nevertheless, LeakGAN, RelGAN, SAL,
and CCL surpass the MLE method on all BLEU
scores. This implies that both leakage information

and comparative feedback can enhance the adver-
sarial training. The improvements of our model
over MLE are even larger than comparison mod-
els, demonstrating the benefits of exploiting the
mixture-of-experts and FSA paradigm on language
GANs. In terms of the diversity metric, most base-
lines behave not as well as MLE, except LeakGAN.
This is because LeakGAN leverages the internal
information from discriminators as the guide sig-
nal, assisting the original learning credits collected
from the discriminator. Regarding the diversity
metric, the proposed model slightly outranks Leak-
GAN and MLE on the MS COCO Image Caption
dataset (maximum length 37), but achieves similar
results on the EMNLP 2017 WMT News dataset
(maximum length 51), since it is even difficult to
produce the informative signals for long sequences.
By leveraging the proposed methods, our model
greatly outperforms these models and yields long
sequences with promising qualities while generates
samples with similar diversity. It implies that our
model is adept at generating high-quality sentences
under the guidance of introduced latent-feature-
enhanced signals.

Human Evaluation. Apart from the automatic
evaluation, we also conducted human evaluation
on MS COCO dataset. We randomly sampled 100
sentences from each model, then asked ten differ-
ent people to score them in terms of grammati-
cal correctness and meaningfulness on a scale of
1-5 after anonymizing the model’s identity. Our
model received the highest score in comparison
with other baselines as shown in Table 4. Please
see Appendix C.2 for details.
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Figure 2: Ablation study.

Ablation Study. To examine the benefits of pro-
posed components in adversarial sentence gener-
ation, we conducted ablation tests by removing



Length MLE SeqGAN RankGAN LeakGAN RelGAN SAL CCL Ours Real

20 9.038 8.736 8.247 7.038 6.680±0.343 7.71±0.17 6.77±0.34 5.835±0.353 5.750
40 10.411 10.310 9.958 7.191 6.765±0.026 9.31±0.03 6.65±0.14 5.713±0.289 4.071

Table 2: The NLLoracle performance of different models on the synthetic dataset with the sequence length of 20
and 40 respectively, where τ = 1 for all model settings, Ng = 2/3 for models with the sequence length of 20 and
40. For NLL, the lower, the better. All results of baseline models are obtained from original papers.

Model
MS COCO Image Captions EMNLP2017 WMT News

BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 BLEU-5 NLLgen BLEU-2 BLEU-3 BLEU-4 BLEU-5 NLLgen

MLE 0.731 0.497 0.305 0.189 0.718 0.768 0.473 0.240 0.126 2.382
SeqGAN 0.745 0.498 0.294 0.180 1.082 0.777 0.491 0.261 0.138 2.773
RankGAN 0.743 0.467 0.264 0.156 1.344 0.727 0.435 0.209 0.101 3.345
LeakGAN 0.746 0.528 0.355 0.230 0.679 0.826 0.645 0.437 0.272 2.356
RelGAN 0.849±0.030 0.687±0.047 0.502±0.048 0.331±0.044 0.756±0.054 0.881±0.013 0.705±0.019 0.501±0.023 0.319±0.018 2.482±0.031

SAL 0.785±0.02 0.581±0.03 0.362±0.02 0.227±0.02 0.873±0.02 0.788±0.02 0.523±0.02 0.281±0.02 0.149±0.02 2.578±0.04

CCL 0.871±0.032 0.715±0.050 0.538±0.068 0.399±0.082 0.630±0.103 0.903 ±0.016 0.749±0.022 0.525±0.017 0.324±0.008 2.818±0.499

Ours 0.963±0.020 0.902±0.059 0.814±0.072 0.695±0.076 0.639±0.027 0.910±0.015 0.769±0.021 0.568±0.026 0.374±0.023 2.480±0.025

Table 3: The BLEU and NLLgen performance on real data, in which we adopt τ = 0.01 and Ng = 2. For all BLEU
scores, the higher, the better. For NLL, the lower, the better.

Model MLE SeqGAN RankGAN LeakGAN

Human score 3.126 ± 0.388 3.056 ± 0.349 3.017 ± 0.386 3.005 ± 0.353

Model MaliGAN TextGAN RelGAN Ours

Human score 3.014 ± 0.385 1.967 ± 0.421 3.709 ± 0.441 4.077 ± 0.348

Table 4: Mean and standard deviation results of differ-
ent models by human evaluation on MS COCO Image
Caption dataset.
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Figure 3: The BLEU-4 (left) and NLLgen (right) per-
formance of our models w/ and w/o mixture-of-experts
and FSA on MS COCO dataset. Vertical dash lines in-
dicate the end of generator pretraining.

particular modules. Figure 2 demonstrates the rela-
tive importance of each component of our models
with an ablation test. The usage of the mixture-
of-experts generator results in the most significant
performance gain, followed by the FSA. We em-
pirically found that proposed approaches are able
to boost the performance due to accurate estimates
of feature statistics and stabilizing effects during
the adversarial training. Note that following exper-
iments are conducted on the MS COCO dataset if
not otherwise specified.

Figure 3 illustrates the ablation test of mixture-

of-experts generator and FSA in terms of the
BLEU-4 score (See Appendix D for all results)
and NLLgen. It can be observed that the ablation
of either the mixture-of-experts or FSA approach
deteriorates the model performance: the full model
achieves a higher BLEU score and lower NLLgen.
Note that without the mixture-of-experts genera-
tor, the increasing trend of BLEU scores tends to
be slow, whereas FSA may contribute more to the
sample diversity in contrast to mixture-of-experts
paradigm. This is because the multiple experts
are able to enrich the representation capacity of
generators, while the FSA paradigm could provide
the consecutive “fined-grained” smoother learning
signals to update the generator.

Auxiliary Feature Visualization. To visually
verify the FSA’s impact, we plot sampled latent
features of real and fake data using t-SNE. Fig-
ure 4c and 4d compares latent representations of
real and generated data using our models without
FSA, showing a relative mismatch between visu-
alized feature embeddings, especially the missing
area on the top left corner in Figure 4d. Meanwhile,
there are several surplus embedding segments in
fake data (Figure 4d) but not in real data (Figure 4c).
On the contrary, Figure 4a and 4b reveal a larger
overlapping area between real and fake embeddings
generated by our model with FSA, indicating the
benefit of the FSA on matching the distribution of
real and generated data. This can further support
previous automatic evaluation results.
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Figure 4: T-SNE plot of real and fake embeddings w/ and w/o FSA. (a)(b): w/ FSA; (c)(d): w/o FSA.
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(b) Impact of the temperature
τ .

Figure 5: The impact of agent number Ng (a) and
Gumbel-Softmax temperature τ (b) on model perfor-
mance.

Impact of Hyperparameters. Figure 5a dis-
plays the impact of agent number Ng in the genera-
tor network on MS COCO Image Caption dataset.
We can see that all BLEU scores reach their top
when Ng = 2. We guess this is because we adopt
an identical model structure for each generation
agent, which may saturate with the increase of
agent numbers. Figure 5b manifests the influence
of the Gumbel-Softmax temperature τ on model
performance. It is obvious that our models attain
the best BLEU scores when τ = 0.01 whereas get
lower NLLgen when τ = 0.001. To take the trade-
off between the quality and diversity, we adopt
τ = 0.01 in our optimal hyperparameter settings.

5 Related Work

There has been a large category of GANs for se-
quence generation, which heavily rely on the RL
paradigm. SeqGAN (Yu et al., 2017) regards the
sequence generation as a Markov decision mak-
ing process, estimates rewards via Monte Carlo
search, and trains the generator with policy gradi-
ent. RankGAN (Lin et al., 2017) and SAL (Zhou
et al., 2020) replace the binary classifier in the
discriminator as comparative discriminators to fo-
cus on relations between constructed pairs. Mali-
GAN (Che et al., 2017) utilizes the information in
the discriminator as an additional source of training
signals in the MLE objective to reduce the variance
of gradients. LeakGAN (Guo et al., 2017) leaks the
intermediate information via a manager to guide

the generator, which is inspired by hierarchical RL.
ColdGAN (Scialom et al., 2020) integrates the ad-
vance of importance sampling, RL algorithm to
finetune pretrained models.

Another approach uses non-RL methods for ad-
versarial sequence generation by either approximat-
ing the categorical sampling or directly using the
continuous latent representation. TextGAN (Zhang
et al., 2017) uses feature matching via a kernel-
ized discrepancy in the Reproducing Kernel Hilbert
Space. FMGAN (Chen et al., 2018) proposes to
match feature distributions using a Feature-Mover’s
Distance. Both apply annealed soft-argmax for ap-
proximation. ARAML (Ke et al., 2019) utilizes
Reward Augmented Maximum Likelihood by sam-
pling from the stationary distribution to acquire
rewards. Gumbel-Softmax (GS) GAN (Kusner and
Hernández-Lobato, 2016) and RelGAN (Nie et al.,
2019) prove the usefulness of Gumbel-Softmax in
language GANs. Chai et al. (2021) propose the
counter-contrastive learning objective to learn con-
trastive signals by explicitly comparing real and
fake samples. However, improving the training
of language GANs still remains an open problem.
Our model aims to promote GS-GAN with the pro-
posed techniques to boost the training of language
GANs. We also report a list of techniques we tried
but proved to be unsuccessful or unnecessary in
Appendix B. To the best of our knowledge, the
proposed model is the first that employs mixture-
of-experts techniques in language GANs.

6 Conclusion

We propose an adversarial training framework for
discrete sequence generation, by leveraging the ad-
vance of mixture-of-experts generator and Feature
Statistics Alignment. Our model empirically shows
superior performance in terms of quantitative and
human evaluation. In the future, it is promising to
extend our method to large language models.



References
Samy Bengio, Oriol Vinyals, Navdeep Jaitly, and

Noam Shazeer. 2015. Scheduled sampling for se-
quence prediction with recurrent neural networks.
In NIPS.

Tianchi Bi, Hao Xiong, Zhongjun He, Hua Wu, and
Haifeng Wang. 2019. Multi-agent learning for neu-
ral machine translation. In EMNLP-IJCNLP.

Yekun Chai, Haidong Zhang, Qiyue Yin, and Junge
Zhang. 2021. Counter-contrastive learning for lan-
guage GANs. In Findings of the Association for
Computational Linguistics: EMNLP 2021, pages
4834–4839, Punta Cana, Dominican Republic. As-
sociation for Computational Linguistics.

Tong Che, Yanran Li, R. Zhang, R. Devon Hjelm,
W. Li, Y. Song, and Yoshua Bengio. 2017.
Maximum-likelihood augmented discrete generative
adversarial networks. ArXiv, abs/1702.07983.

Liqun Chen, Shuyang Dai, Chenyang Tao, Dinghan
Shen, Zhe Gan, H. Zhang, Yizhe Zhang, and
L. Carin. 2018. Adversarial text generation via
feature-mover’s distance. In NeurIPS.

Xinlei Chen, H. Fang, Tsung-Yi Lin, Ramakrishna
Vedantam, Saurabh Gupta, Piotr Dollár, and C. L.
Zitnick. 2015. Microsoft coco captions: Data collec-
tion and evaluation server. ArXiv, abs/1504.00325.

Cyprien de Masson d’Autume, Mihaela Rosca, Jack W.
Rae, and Shakir Mohamed. 2019. Training language
gans from scratch. In NeurIPS.

William Fedus, Ian Goodfellow, and Andrew M Dai.
2018. Maskgan: Better text generation via filling in
the_. In ICLR.

Arnab Ghosh, Viveka Kulharia, Vinay P Namboodiri,
Philip HS Torr, and Puneet K Dokania. 2018. Multi-
agent diverse generative adversarial networks. In
CVPR.

Ian J. Goodfellow, Jean Pouget-Abadie, M. Mirza,
Bing Xu, David Warde-Farley, Sherjil Ozair,
Aaron C. Courville, and Yoshua Bengio. 2014. Gen-
erative adversarial nets. In NIPS.

Ishaan Gulrajani, F. Ahmed, Martín Arjovsky, Vincent
Dumoulin, and Aaron C. Courville. 2017. Improved
training of wasserstein gans. In NIPS.

Jiaxian Guo, S. Lu, Han Cai, W. Zhang, Y. Yu, and
J. Wang. 2017. Long text generation via adversarial
training with leaked information. In AAAI.

Quan Hoang, Tu Dinh Nguyen, Trung Le, and Dinh
Phung. 2018. Mgan: Training generative adversarial
nets with multiple generators. In ICLR.

Eric Jang, Shixiang Gu, and Ben Poole. 2016. Cate-
gorical reparameterization with gumbel-softmax. In
ICLR.

Alexia Jolicoeur-Martineau. 2018. The relativistic dis-
criminator: a key element missing from standard
gan. In ICLR.

Pei Ke, Fei Huang, Minlie Huang, and Xiaoyan Zhu.
2019. Araml: A stable adversarial training frame-
work for text generation. In EMNLP-IJCNLP.

Yoon Kim. 2014. Convolutional neural networks for
sentence classification. In EMNLP.

Matt J. Kusner and José Miguel Hernández-Lobato.
2016. Gans for sequences of discrete elements
with the gumbel-softmax distribution. ArXiv,
abs/1611.04051.

Jiwei Li, Will Monroe, Tianlin Shi, Sébastien Jean,
Alan Ritter, and Dan Jurafsky. 2017. Adversarial
learning for neural dialogue generation. In EMNLP.

Kevin Lin, Dianqi Li, Xiaodong He, M. Sun, and
Zhengyou Zhang. 2017. Adversarial ranking for lan-
guage generation. In NIPS.

Yijia Liu, Wanxiang Che, Huaipeng Zhao, Bing Qin,
and Ting Liu. 2018. Distilling knowledge for search-
based structured prediction. In ACL.

Zhiyue Liu, Jiahai Wang, and Zhiwei Liang. 2020.
Catgan: Category-aware generative adversarial net-
works with hierarchical evolutionary learning for
category text generation. In AAAI.

Chris J Maddison, Daniel Tarlow, and Tom Minka.
2014. A* sampling. In NIPS.

Weili Nie, Nina Narodytska, and Ankit B. Patel. 2019.
Relgan: Relational generative adversarial networks
for text generation. In ICLR.

Kishore Papineni, Salim Roukos, Todd Ward, and Wei-
Jing Zhu. 2002. Bleu: a method for automatic eval-
uation of machine translation. In ACL.

Adam Santoro, Ryan Faulkner, David Raposo, Jack
Rae, Mike Chrzanowski, Theophane Weber, Daan
Wierstra, Oriol Vinyals, Razvan Pascanu, and Timo-
thy Lillicrap. 2018. Relational recurrent neural net-
works. In NeurIPS.

Thomas Scialom, Paul-Alexis Dray, Sylvain Lamprier,
Benjamin Piwowarski, and Jacopo Staiano. 2020.
Coldgans: Taming language gans with cautious sam-
pling strategies. In NeurIPS.

Lantao Yu, W. Zhang, J. Wang, and Y. Yu. 2017. Seq-
gan: Sequence generative adversarial nets with pol-
icy gradient. In AAAI.

Yizhe Zhang, Zhe Gan, K. Fan, Z. Chen, Ricardo
Henao, Dinghan Shen, and L. Carin. 2017. Adver-
sarial feature matching for text generation. In ICML.

Wangchunshu Zhou, Tao Ge, Ke Xu, Furu Wei, and
M. Zhou. 2020. Self-adversarial learning with com-
parative discrimination for text generation. In ICLR.

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.findings-emnlp.415
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.findings-emnlp.415


Yaoming Zhu, S. Lu, L. Zheng, Jiaxian Guo, W. Zhang,
J. Wang, and Y. Yu. 2018. Texygen: A benchmark-
ing platform for text generation models. In SIGIR.

A Implementation Details

Mixture-of-Experts Generator. For each agent
in the generator, we adopt the Relational Mem-
ory Core (RMC) (Santoro et al., 2018), setting the
memory size as 256, the memory slot number as
1, the attention head number as 2. The input em-
bedding dimension is set to 32. Similar to (Hoang
et al., 2018), we utilize parameter sharing among
different agents to reduce the computing budget.

Comparative Classifier & Auxiliary Encoder.
For the Comparative Classifier and Auxiliary En-
coder, we employ the multi-channel convolution
using multiple filters with various window sizes to
extract the distinct n-gram features, followed by
a max-over-time pooling operation to gather the
most salient features, i.e., features with the highest
value for each feature map. The input embedding
dimension for the discriminator is set to 64. We
adopt the filter size of {2, 3, 4, 5} with the number
of 300 channels for each. A max-over-time pooling
is adopted after the convolution layer. Afterward,
a highway layer that is identical to SeqGAN (Yu
et al., 2017) is used followed by a linear transfor-
mation with the dimension of 100. Finally, apply
a linear transformation to get the final logits. The
auxiliary encoder shares the identical architecture
and weight maxtrix with the comparative classifier
(CNN), and the latent dimension is set to 100.

Optimization. We use Adam optimizer with
β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999. The initial learning
rate for the generator was set to 1e-2 and 1e-4 for
pretraining and adversarial training respectively.
We set the initial learning rate as 1e-4 for the dis-
criminator network during adversarial training. To
prevent overfitting, we clip the gradients of train-
able parameters whose L2 norm exceeds 5.

Training Settings. We conduct experiments to
finetune the following hyperparameters: agent
number Ng = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5}, batch size of
{32, 64, 128}, Gumbel-Softmax temperature τ ∈
{1, 0.5, 0.1, 0.01.0.001}. The training step for the
generator and discriminator network is set to g = 1
and d = 5, respectively. The generator is pretrained
for 150 epochs before the adversarial training. Fi-
nally, the optimal batch size is set to 128 for both
synthetic and real datasets. It is worth noting that

we also test the batch size to 256, which requires
too much GPU resource but do not show obvious
improvement. All experiments are run with five
different random seeds on single Nvidia Titan RTX
GPU.

B Negative Results

We list some approaches we tried but proved un-
successful:

• Replacing the FSA distance with Wasserstein
distance to verify the effect of different dis-
tance for Feature Statistics Alignment. We
found that the Wasserstein distance is not as
efficient as our method that measures the dis-
tance between real and fake distribution cen-
troids (See Figure 6 for comparison perfor-
mance).

• Using Mogrifier LSTM as the generator,
which achieves similar results as vanilla
LSTMs on the synthetic data.

• Using a Wasserstein loss instead of current
Relativistic Discriminator. Not as stable as
the current solution.

• Using the Transformer model as the discrimi-
nator. It achieves unsatisfied results with the
current experimental settings.

• Using interleaved training instead of two-
stage training, i.e., adversarial training after
pretraining. It is unsuccessful to train the gen-
erator for 15 iterations after one iteration using
MLE.

• Using top-k sampling and nucleus sampling,
instead of the argmax in the Gumbel-Max
trick. This does not always boost the final
performance.

• Using a hinge loss on the discriminator. This
did not improve over the current relativistic
loss.

C Evaluation Details

C.1 Synthetic Data
For synthetic data, we evaluate the generated se-
quence w.r.t. both quality and diversity. We use
the oracle LSTM to evaluate the negative log-
likelihood of our generated samples (denoted as
NLLoracle) to measure the quality, and the negative



log-likelihood of the synthetic dataset (denoted as
NLLgen) measured by the generator during train-
ing. We also report the best NLLoracle+NLLgen
to evaluate the trade-off between quality and di-
versity. It is observed that our model outper-
forms baseline models in terms of quality (mea-
sured by NLLoracle) and quality-diversity trade-off
(measured by NLLoracle+NLLgen), and achieves or
matches the competitive results of baselines w.r.t.
the diversity (indicated by NLLgen).

Model NLLoracle (20/40) NLLgen (20/40) NLLoracle + NLLgen (20/40)

MLE 9.05±0.03 / 9.84±0.02 5.96±0.02 / 6.55±0.02 15.02±0.03 / 16.39±0.01

SeqGAN 8.63±0.19 / 9.63±0.04 6.61±0.22 / 6.98±0.08 15.00±0.03 / 16.35±0.02

RankGAN 8.42±0.31 / 9.52±0.11 7.14±0.34 / 7.05±0.12 15.01±0.02 / 16.37±0.02

MaliGAN 8.74±0.16 / 9.67±0.03 6.62±0.25 / 7.14±0.09 15.03±0.03 / 16.39±0.03

RelGAN 6.73±0.54 / 6.68±0.20 6.38±0.70 / 7.17±0.69 13.11±0.55 / 13.85±0.54

SAL 7.71±0.17 / 9.31±0.03 6.58±0.15 / 6.97±0.05 14.29±0.11 / 16.24±0.03

CCL 6.77±0.34 / 6.65±0.14 6.91±0.62 / 7.68±0.79 13.69±0.36 / 14.33±0.76

Ours 5.84±0.35 / 5.71±0.29 5.07±0.78 / 7.46±0.66 10.90±0.59 / 10.17±0.43

Table 5: Performance of different models on the syn-
thetic dataset with the sequence length of 20 and 40,
respectively. For NLL scores, the lower, the better.

C.2 Human Evaluation
Acceptance (i.e. whether a sentence is acceptable
by human beings), grammaticality (i.e., if a sen-
tence is grammatically correct), and meaningful-
ness (i.e., if a sentence makes sense) are three main
standards for the text quality evaluation. Please
note that any minor text formatting issues which
will not negatively influence the understanding and
correctness of the sentences (e.g., punctuation, cap-
italization, spelling errors, extra spaces) can be
ignored. Please also note: a sentence consists of
less than 10 words should get one point deducted.
Table 6 gives more detailed criteria.

It is worth mentioning that human evaluation
is used to measure the quality of generated sen-
tences rather than diversity. For comprehensive
comparison, we also compare with samples of Ma-
liGAN (Che et al., 2017) and TextGAN (Zhang
et al., 2017) in addition to aforementioned base-
lines.

C.3 Linguistic Analysis
From the syntactic perspective, our model is well
performed by generating grammatically correct and
meaningful sentences in most instances. Great
deals of the generated sentences follow the basic
sentence pattern in English, which is SVO (Subject
Verb Object), with few exceptions. One of the most
common ungrammatical forms is the omission of
the verb. For example, in the sentence “a man

standing next to a small airplane with two dogs”
the primary verb “is” did not appear. Hence, sam-
ples like this cannot be counted as grammatically
acceptable sentences but only meaningful phrases.
However, even though there is a grammatical error,
the sentences mostly make sense, which can be
counted in the scale of 4. This is because there is
plenty of sentences omitting verbs in real training
data, such as “a sink next to a large white door”
and “city street with parked cars and a bench”. It
thus makes sense that models generate meaningful
sentences with predicate omission.

Another point worth noting is the syntactic ambi-
guity, resulting from the placement of preposition
phrases. For instance, the sentence “a man is sit-
ting on a motorcycle with a woman on the bike”
can have at least two kinds of interpretations. One
of the explanations could be – a man is sitting on
a motorcycle, while a woman is sitting on a bike.
Another absurd meaning could be – a man and a
woman are riding a motorcycle while sitting on the
bike. The example shows that even the model can
generate grammatically correct sentences, not all
meanings make sense. Therefore, it still remains
challenges to generate sentences with better syntac-
tic meaning.

C.4 Case Study

Table 7 displays the generated samples from all
baseline models and references in the MS COCO
Image Caption dataset. From the presented sen-
tences, we can observe that samples generated by
MLE is less meaningful than other models, which
is consistent with the results in (Zhou et al., 2020).
Besides, models such as RankGAN, RelGAN, and
ours, tend to produce realistic sentences. RelGAN
tends to generate long sentences with more preposi-
tional phrases but lacks of consistency of language
context, such as “with a chair on the couch”. SAL
also generates confusing words such as “a man on
a motorcycle is flying”. In contrast, our method can
generate prepositional phrases more appropriately,
such as “on a beach next to the ocean”. We can
observe that our method generates better human-
looking samples than other GANs and the MLE
baseline.

D Results of Ablation Study

Figure 7 presents all BLEU scores and NLLgen
of the ablation study. Our model enjoys the ad-
vantage of both the mixture-of-experts and FSA



Scale Criterion & Example

5 - Excellent
Grammatical, acceptable, and meaningful. For example, “a man is carving under yellow
planes .”

4 – Good
Include 1 to 2 tiny grammatical errors, and the whole sentence is mostly acceptable and
meaningful. For example, “two giraffe standing in front of them .”

3 – Fair
Include major grammatical errors, but the whole sentence is still acceptable and making
sense. For example, “a kitchen with a grill roll from him .”

2 – Poor
Include severe grammatical errors. The whole sentence does not make sense, but some
parts are still acceptable. For example, “a motorcycle on a paved road on the freeway .”

1 - Unacceptable
It is basically a string of words with random order and totally ungrammatical. The entire
sentence does not make any sense. For example, “a city .”

Table 6: The human evaluation scale from 1 to 5 with corresponding criteria and example sentences.

paradigm, achieving the superior performance on
both the quality and diversity metrics. This demon-
strates the effectiveness of proposed methods on
improving the quality of generated samples. It
is observed that our full model can reach its peak
more quickly than models with any ablations on the
mixture-of-experts generator or the FSA method.
Removing either of them can deteriorate the over-
all performance on all BLEU scores and NLLgen
metric. It can be inferred that the FSA method
can have positive effects on the sample diversity
while the mixture-of-experts generator can enrich
the representation capacity of the generator and
thus promote the training efficiency of the genera-
tor network.

E Generated Samples on Real Data

Table 8 and 9 show the randomly sampled sen-
tences from the proposed models generated on MS
COCO Image Captions and EMNLP2017 WMT
News dataset, respectively. We can see that the pro-
posed method can generate meaningful and gram-
matically correct sentences on real data.



Samples

Real
a man flies a kite in a park .
a man riding a bike with a wooden trainer attached and a dog riding in it .

MLE
a man watches on his bike , in a lake on a field .
a women is standing behind an orange table in helmet on a child in the background .

SeqGAN
some people sitting on top of luggage near a truck .
a man sitting in a bath tub on tops .

TextGAN
a man riding a motorcycle .
a bathroom with a sink , and a table .

LeakGAN
a man standing next to her cell phone on a street sign .
a woman is holding a child in the air .

MaliGAN
a woman is standing and another oak cake on a drain .
a man standing in a kitchen with her laptop and two tables

RankGAN
a colorful bike is is down next to a large mirror .
a man is riding a bike down a track .

RelGAN
a woman walking with a dog in the city in front of a city bus .
a man sitting on a bed in a room with a chair on the couch .

SAL
a man on a motorcycle is flying on a grassy field .
a man stands in a green field .

Ours
a person is flying a kite on a beach next to the ocean .
a man is cooking in a kitchen with a white toilet in the background .

Table 7: Samples of baseline models and real data on MS COCO Image Caption dataset.

a person is flying a kite on a beach next to the ocean .

a large jet sitting on a runway next to a landing strip .

a bathroom with a toilet , a sink , and towels hanging on a rack .

a man is sitting on a motorcycle with a woman on the back .

a man is cooking in a kitchen with a white toilet in the background .

a man is sitting a motorcycle on a dirt road .

an airplane is flying high in the sky .

a man and a woman on a motorcycle in front of a building .

a herd of sheep grazing in a pasture .

a cluttered room has large bed and a large clock .

Table 8: Randomly sampled 10 samples trained on MS COCO Image Captions.
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Figure 6: Training curves of BLEU scores on MS COCO Image Caption dataset with the Wasserstein distance and our FSA
distance (centroid distance). The vertical dash lines indicate the end of generator pretraining. For BLEU scores, the higher, the
better.
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Figure 7: Training curves of BLEU scores on MS COCO Image Caption dataset w/ and w/o mixture-of-experts generator and
FSA mechanism. The vertical dash lines indicate the end of generator pretraining. For BLEU scores, the higher, the better.



when it was announced on february 10 , it was delivered to ensure that everyone involved will cut operating costs .

but it was always clear that we could see what it is about and what ’ s going on in the next round .

even though economists have not yet been able to speak out after the election result , she insists .

“but it ’ s a natural question for ordinary people in the uk and across the uk . ” he said .

but it is still only six months until now , according to a new survey .

and it was a real surprise for us , and now i ’ m optimistic , happy in the next couple of weeks .

“but it is a signal that we are carrying out our own power in the wake of this period , ” he said .

russia is its only one in the top of the list since the arrest warrant launched an operation on its own behalf .

it is therefore no evidence that the person who committed to office is involved in the operation , but no one has to
say any seriously wounded .

“but it was a very poor start for me and i ’ d imagine that ’ s what we ’ re doing and we ’ re looking at focusing
on any given contract , ” he said .

Table 9: Randomly sampled 10 samples trained on EMNLP2017 WMT News.


