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Abstract

Complex structures such as sets, trees or graphs are typical in machine learning.
Tailoring learning algorithms for every structure requires an effort that may be
saved by defining a generic learning procedure adaptive to any complex structure.
In this paper, we propose to map any complex structure onto a generic form, called
serialization, over which any sequence density estimator may be applied. The
learned density may then be transferred back onto the space of original structures.
In order for learning to be exposed to the structural particularities of the original
structures, care must be taken that the serializations reflect and describe accurately
their properties. Enumerating all serializations is infeasible. We propose an
effective way to sample representative serializations from this complete set while
retaining their statistics in the complete set. Our method is competitive or better
than state of the art learning algorithms specifically designed for different structures.
In addition, since serialization involves sampling from a combinatorial process
it provides considerable protection from overfitting, clearly demonstrated over
a number of experiments. This opens the door to trying ever more complex
architectures without the curse of overfitting.

1 Introduction

Many learning problems are defined ever complex instance structures, e.g. learning instances can be
sets, trees, sequences etc. One typical approach to such problems is the so-called propositionalisation,
Lavrac & Dzeroski|(2001)), in which one maps such complex learning instances to vectorial representa-
tions, potentially losing discriminative information along the way. Yet another approach is to develop
learning algorithms tailored to the representation particularities of any given problem, preserving in
that manner all learning information, at the cost of significant conceptual and development effort.

Instead, we propose to decouple learning from the structural specificities of the learning instances.
To do so, we define an informed, randomized, mapping from any given complex-structured instance
onto multiple and equivalent sequences. We then learn over the space of sequences and map back
the result of the learning onto the space of original instance structures. When mapping a complex
instance structure onto a sequence, we must retain the specificity of the original structure and preserve
its properties in order to guarantee a revertible mapping. We do so by carrying over the mapping a set
of constraints and properties of the original instance structures and integrating them into the learning
process via the appropriate design of learning instances.

Our framework has a number of advantages. It opens a sound and systematic way to perform
learning over arbitrary complex instance structures. Any learning algorithm defined over sequences
is directly usable, making it very easy to benefit from and apply all the latest advances on learning
over sequences, by simply plugging it in our framework. Finally, the fact that we map the instances
to multiple and equivalent sequences over which we learn brings, as we will demonstrate, significant
advantages when it comes to overfitting avoidance. We focus on generative modeling over complex
structures, since it can be used to solve many machine learning tasks including unsupervised learning
and supervised learning.
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2 Related Work

The recent surge on generative modeling has seen the development of generative methods that can
learn, implicit or explicit, distributions over complex instances and sample from them. We have
applications of generative modeling in problems where the learning instances are two dimensional
structures, e.g. images (two-dimensional structures), (Balcan & Weinberger, 2016; (Goodfellow et al.|
2014; [Sohn et al., 2015} [Rezende et al., 2014} Kingma & Welling, [2013)), sequences for speech,
(van den Oord et al.|[2016)), text (Gravesl 2013), translation (Sutskever et al.||2014b)), and graphs, e.g.
drug modeling, (Gomez-Bombarelli et al., 2016).

Of more interest to our work are generative models for structures such as sets (Vinyals et al., 2015}
Zaheer et al.||2017) and trees (Alvarez-Melis & Jaakkola, [2016;|Zhang et al.,2016;|Dong & Lapatal,
2016; |Liu et al.,[2011; Zhou et al., 2017). Such models incorporate the specificities of the original
instance structure on how they factorize the generative distribution to a product of conditionals. The
factorization controls the dependencies between the components of a given learning instance, ensuring
that the inherent properties of the original instance structure are preserved. Examples of structural
properties that can be expressed via the factorization of the conditionals are order independence and
invariance to transformations of the conditioned variable (Oliva et al.l [2017; [Uria et al., 2016). These
properties are used to express invariances of specific complex structures such as the invariance to
re-ordering of conditioning for sets (Vinyals et al., 2015} Zaheer et al.,[2017), invariance to re-ordering
of siblings for trees and invariance to relabeling of nodes for graphs.

In our approach, we take a constructive modeling of the mapped sequences (serializations) and
transfer the invariance properties of the original complex structures onto constraints in the model for
constructing these serializations. We model structure invariance via states representing the relevant
information that the system has acquired at a given step of the generative process. The inherent
properties of the original structure are thus expressed by which partial serializations are represented
by the same state or not. For example, the invariance against re-ordering is expressed by the fact
that building a given sub-structure by following two different orderings leads to the same state. The
specific representation of a state is domain-specific and also allows to incorporate further information
about the inherent properties of the original structures.

The Grammar Variational Autoencoder (Kusner et al., 2017) learns generative models over arbitrary
complex structures. It describes structures by a context-free grammar and then uses a parser to create
a sequence of production rules on which it learns a standard Variational Autoencoder. It reconstructs
the original instance by predicting the sequence of production rules. It can be viewed as a special case
of our framework since a context-free grammar can be transformed into a state-transition function
with a state containing a representation of what has been parsed so far, and transitions consisting of
the application of the different production rules. Our framework makes explicit the notion of a state
and uses it to enforce constraints on the probabilities of occurrences of training serializations.

3 Method

We are given a space X of complex structured learning instances, equipped with an unknown
probability distribution Px, of which we want to learn a model, Px ¢ using a training set X =
{z1,...,2,|z; € X} of n instances sampled i.i.d from Px (¢ is the set of model parameters). We
measure the quality of the learned distribution with the likelihood on the training/testing data.

3.1 The space of serializations

To learn the probability distribution over the space of the original complex structures X, we first map
each structured instance x € X onto a sequence a € A, where A is the space of sequences of finite
but unknown length over some finite lexicon B; the latter is given by the domain of the problem. We
denote by A C A the set of sequences generated by taking the maps of all training instances z € X.
We then learn a probability distribution, P ¢, over A, training an RNN on .A. We use the learned
distribution to construct Px ¢ in the original space. We call our proposal S-RNN (as Structural RNN)
since it embarks extra structural information into a RNN-based learning of sequences.

Since A is the only access the learner has to our specific domain problem and its constraints, it is
critical that we provide the learner with quality information. To carry over the constraints from
X to A without explicitly constraining the learner, we map every x € X’ onto multiple sequences
aj, serializations of x, exhibiting the invariance properties of the original structure x. Hence,
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aj = [a},a3,...,a}"] € A, its elements are a’ € B, and m is the length of a;. We discuss later the
serializations and the serialization algorithm we use. For now, we simply note that the serialization
algorithm parses the complex structure and produces in a sequential manner a serialization a;. For
example, a set x = {A, B, C} can be mapped onto any of its multiple serializations, say a; = [A, B, C],

as = [A,C, B, ag = [B, C, A], etc, thus exhibiting order invariance. A partial serialization of x is a

1:d
subsequence ag- = [a},a3,...,af],d < m.

Invariance properties on x will be mapped onto invariance to local or global reordering in a; (eg
“swapping elements in the serialization of a set doesn’t matter’””) and/or conditioning the occurrence of
subsequences in a; to its preceding subsequences (eg “if *A’ has occurred in the partial serialization,
it will not appear anymore since elements occur only once within a set”). Ideally, the training set
A should list all possible serializations of x to exhibit the invariance properties via examples to the
learner. Since in general this is neither possible nor desirable it is important to account for the choices
our procedure makes over all possible serializations. Making efficient this implicit normalization is
one of the contributions of our proposal.

The serialization algorithm defines a mapping from an original instance = onto a stochastic process
whose sampled realizations will create the serializations a;, feeding .A. This mapping (serialization
algorithm) is part of domain knowledge and is always done so as to be revertible, i.e guarantees that a
serialization a; generated from instance x reconstructs/de-serializes to x and only x. In the next
section, we first discuss the mapping from X to A and how from this we extract a density on X. In
section [3.3] we address the construction of A in detail.

3.2 Serialization with no structural constraints

We assume that A is a probability space equipped with a distribution P, of which an estimate Py ¢
we learn by applying an RNN on set .A. Here, we detail how we generate a distribution Px ¢ from
P44 and our abstract model for maintaining the creation of a relevant training set .A.

We assume X to be measurable and define the random variable X : A — X. We install a probability
distribution Px ¢ over the original space X by pushing forward the distribution P, ¢ learned in the
serialization space A along X. The r.v. X classically allows us to compute probabilities over X by:

Prg() £ Pug({a; € AlX () = a}) = Pap(X (@)= Y Pagla)
acX~1(x)
Following our earlier description, X is the de-serialization procedure mapping a serialization a;
to the original data X (aj) = z. In turn, X ~1, as a serialization process, represents the stochastic
process sampling from the set of all possible serializations of z, X ~!(z) = {a; € A|X(a;) = z}.
Serializing via a particular serialization algorithm X ~! and therefore choosing a subset of all possible
serializations creates a bias in the representation of « within .4 that we need to account for to maintain
accurate learning. We discuss here how this may be done by adding an extra abstract structure on
the space A, reflecting properties of the sequences in A and thus enabling the description of our

serialization algorithm and measure its limitations in covering the space of all possible serializations
of X with A.

We define a random variable O : A — O, where O is a measurable space of properties. Using o1,
we map these properties onto A. An illustrative example of such properties on sequences is “elements
of the sequence are in alphabetical order”. Events o are properties that apply to sequences in A in
general and will help characterize serializations as follows. A sequence a; € A may therefore be
a serialization of € X (ie a; € X ~!(x)) and/or bear property o € O (ie a; € O~'(0)). Thus,
given an original instance = and a property o € O on sequences, the set of serializations of x bearing
property ois O~1(0) N X ().

We then adapt equation [T]to integrate knowledge on the choice of the subset of all possible serializa-
tions, controlled by variable o:

P(o,x)
P =———=< YoeO 1
X, () Ploj) °€ (D)
The numerator is computed using the distribution learned on the A space (P ¢), and is given by:
P(o,z) & Z Py ¢(a) (2)

a€X~1(z)NO~1(o0)
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By structuring A, O therefore helps the counting of serializations by grouping them according to their
properties o. Since in practice, we can enumerate and count all possible serializations of = produced
by the serialization algorithm, we can consider X ~!(x) (and hence its subset X ~*(z) N O~1(0))
countable. Further, if we consider o as being a property of any given serialization, X ~! will produce
a limited number of such serializations, which makes the numerator easy to compute, at the cost of
normalizing properly.

The denominator here models the normalizer which accounts for the limitation of our serialization
algorithm in terms of its properties. It is directly related to the way the serialization algorithm X ~!,
as a stochastic process produces A, which we describe now.

We denote by [F the set of events of A. We see the stochastic process installed by X ! as a sampling
strategy defined by an arbitrary measure i : F — R~ . Hence, a run of the serialization algorithm
is computing a set of serializations X ~*(x) and picks one according to the weight measure j for
feeding the training set .A. u therefore comes as a support to the calculation of our normalizer P(o|z)
as

o X (2) N0 (0))
(X (@)

This abstract modeling will be exploited and modified in the next section to enforce constraints on
the serializations as a reflection of the invariance properties of the original structure.

P(o|x) 3)

Equations |1| and [2| show that, to compute Px 4(x), we need Py 4(a).  We fit Py 4 by max-
imum likelihood on A or equivalently minimizing the KL divergence between Py and P 4:
Py 4 £ argmins KL(Py||P). Hence, classically, given representative enough training data A
and appropriate regularization (ie a flexible enough model family for P 4), the learned distribution
will be close to the real Py.

3.3 Serializations with structural constraints

The serializations considered so far are placed into .4 on the basis of their global occurrences (ie as
complete serializations) and sampling distribution i. Hence, p should be adapted so as to compensate
for the bias in the sampling. One practical way to adapt p is to inform the distribution on the internals
of the serializations sampled.

Returning to our simple set example, since a set is invariant to ordering, it is clear that serializations

a3 = [B,C,A] and as = [C, B, A] are equivalent, so are their partial serializations aglzz] = [B, C] and
aE:Q] = [C, B]. We can explicitly model this equivalence by constraining the conditional probability

of the next element given equivalent partial serializations to be the same, i.e. Py 4(a3 = b|aé1:2]) =

Py (a3 = b|a£11:2]) Vb e B = {A,B,C,D,E}. More generally, given two serializations a; and a;,
the ¢-length partial serializations of which, are equivalent we require that:

P(at*t = blal") = P(at*! = bjal") Wb e B (4)

Equation 4] transfers the structural invariances of the original instances z € X to the serialized
structures @ € A produced from them. The constraints are enforced by characterizing equivalent
partial sequences of a; and a; and ensuring that the probability distribution of the next element is the
same. Formally, we define a state space S and map sequences A to the state space S so that equivalent
partial sequences have the same state. S is equipped with a transition function f : SxB — S governing

the construction of a sequence via its equivalent states. Hence, a serialization [a', ..., a, ... aT] is
represented by the sequence of states sV, ..., s?,...,s” produced by the recurrence:

s = f(st o) YO<t<T 5)
where s is an initial state representing an empty sequence in A, and therefore an object in X (eg
an graph with no node or an empty set). At any step, a partial sequence al'l = [al,...,at] is
represented by state st. Hence,

P(a[t+1:T]|a[1:t]) — P(a[tJrl:T]‘st) (6)

By combining equations and@ and imposing at step ¢ that the state s! of partial sequence a; is the
same as the state sﬁ- of partial sequence a;, if the two partial sequences are equivalent, we model the
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equivalence relationship in equationdin the state space.

Pai™ =bls}) = P(a’™" =b|s}) VbeB (7)

J

Modeling with states enables the factorization of structural constraints on the serializations. Such
constraints create correlations between (sub-)serializations and prevent us from sampling serializations
at once, as described earlier. Even different instances x may share substructures and thus share
equivalent partial serializations. We therefore also need to impose the constraints between equivalent
partial serializations across different instances. To do so we sample at the level of the serialization
element. We adapt our sampling measure y to reflect these equivalence constraints. In other words,
we adapt y to express how the next element ' is sampled from B with respect to the state s* € S.
We redefine the measure as  : S x B — R+ to provide a measure over the joint set of states (s?)
and the lexicon from where a'*! will be sampled.

In practice, defining an appropriate w is difficult but this guides to an interesting algorithmic solution.
We summarize in Algorithm|l|a procedure to efficiently sample a serialization, focusing on the struc-
tural constraints and compensating for the bias coming from the specificity of the base serialization
algorithm X 1,

Given a base set of serializations A, = X _1(:10), the procedure samples, element by element, a
serialization guaranteed to come from the base set according to the statistics of the base set and p. At
each time step ¢, the procedure stores in £ all elements a§ as plausible next elements for the currently

1:t—-1 . .
reconstructed sequence aiampli. The next element a"*** is then sampled from £ using i and s and
[1:2—=1] ,. ¢ _ next . T
concatenated to ag, . 1o (i€ a1 = a"7). In order to preserve the consistency of the serialization

sampled, all serializations in A, not having element a™*** as tth element are removed from A,j;.

Note that for example, in the simple case of sets of size n, this decimation (equivalent to saying
that every element may appears once only and at any position) will lead to every serialization (with
no restriction on their property) having a probability of %, which is consistent with the reality.
Interestingly, thanks to this last step, since £ samples the next element from X ~!(z), p is not
required to bring more information and may be taken as uniform. States are then updated following
equation[5] This procedure therefore makes very efficient the creation of an unbiased training set A

informing the learner about the structural constraints within X.

3.4 Regularized learning

Having constructed a valid training set A transferring our domain knowledge onto A, we use a RNN
to learn Py 4. We can support the RNN in its learning by way of a regularizer constructed around the
constraints of our domain. To this end, we use equation [/|again and create a binary sparse matrix

(C;rk) (J,k=1...]A|,t =1...T) storing state equivalences with the serializations a; € A (ie
Cfy = Liff s = s}).

Let h; € R be the H-dimensional hidden state of the RNN. The probabilistic model of an RNN is
given by:

T
h0=0 ; h'=o(Wph'™ + Wya') 5 P(a',....d") =] Po(a'|n'™) (8)
t=1

where W}, is the hidden-to-hidden weight matrix, W,; the input-to-hidden weight matrix and Pp is
a distribution with parameters 6.

The loss of our learning objective is given by:

A T ht z
L= - lez‘l Zt:l ln(Pg(a;+1|h§)) + AZk,l,t Cltcl H MAE — |\h§\|

We regularize with the normalized hidden states to avoid that the regularizer has any effect on the
norm of the hidden state. Note, that C' is very sparse so that the regularizer may be computed
efficiently using sparse structures for space S.

-
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3.5 Recovering the density on the original structures

Given a trained model we want to compute the probability of an instance e and obtain Px ¢ (Ztest )
We rely on equations and[3] Additionally, in practice we know what serialization algorithm
we use, and also know its properties (ie the properties of the serializations it produces). We use
this knowledge to compute P(0|zcs;) Without generating all serializations in X ~! (2 ) and also
use the same algorithmic enumeration of serializations as proposed in Algorithm[I]to estimate their
specific probability of occurrence.

In this context, we are able to count the possible outputs of our serialization algorithm and get | X ~1|.
For sets of size n for example, due to invariance agalnst element reordering, we get | X 1| = n!, so
that every set serialization is equilikely with probablhty —. For more complex structures, we can, for
example, keep track of the number of (uniform) random ch01ces we make (eg in the exploration of a
tree) and obtain similar statistics.

We also know the properties of our algorithm. Hence, we may either consider a property o; leading to
| X~ (2test) MO (0;)| = 1 (eg 0; ="elements in alphabetical order”) or, at least we can enumerate
the number of serializations with property o; we get. In the context of a selection of serialization of
Test Via property o;, not every serialization is equilikely. As discussed in section and similarly to
what is proposed in Algorithm [T} we normalize the probability of occurrence of a given serialization
via its construction using our state space. As a result again, p needs not to be informative in the
general case and can simply be chosen as uniform

Hence, given one serialization a; of 2cs; With property o;, we access its learned probability Py ¢(a;).
We can extract the number of serializations a bearing the same property o; and therefore easily
compute P(0;, Ttest). Similarly, by normalizing serializations for their probability of occurrence,
we get P(0;|xtest) and therefore are able to compute an estimate of Px ¢ (Zest) Via aj. Generating
m equivalent serializations of x s, by using m times algonthmlto obtain (a;) withj =1,...,m
(each bearing property 0;), we can improve the accuracy of the estimate by taking the expectatlon SO
we finally get:

P(X = Tpest) & 1 i Zaexq(ztcst)ﬂo’l(%) Py(a)
. test m 4 P(O = 0j|X = 2test)
4 Experiments j=1

(10)

We explore the performance of S-RNN on a set of learning problems where learning instances have
diverse structures; we work on multivariate sequences/time-series, trees, and standard propositional
problems. Our goal is to explore the performance and behaviour of S-RNN over a variety of structures
and demonstrate that it can achieve performance that are comparable to different state of the art
systems that have been specifically tailored to each one of these structures.

Multivariate dynamical systems datasets We explore the performance of S-RNN on two datasets,
artificial and real world. Both are essentially multivariate dynamical systems. We generate the
artificial dataset using a known dynamical system. The real world (gait) dataset contains recordings of
gait trajectories of people with pathological gait. Both datasets have a similar structure and differ only
by their dimensionalities. In particular each training instance consists of two components: x € R?,
which we call input, and Y € R**! which we call output; with the latter being a probabilistic
function of the former. The Y matrix contains a k-dimensional dynamical system uniformly sampled
at [ time points. We address a supervised task in which the goal is to learn to predict Y given X,
and an unsupervised task in which we seek to learn P(Y') and sample from it. In both we measure
performance with the negative log-likelihood. In the appendix, section [B.1] we give a complete
description of the datasets, the serialisation procedure, the learning architecture, the baseline models,
and the evaluation procedure. We took special care to compare against baseline modes that have
equivalent learning power as the ones we use with S-RNN.

In the artificial dynamical system we only experiment with the supervised setting. S-RNN learns
the joint distribution P(x,Y) and uses that to predict the most probable class, i.e. the one that
maximizes the conditional likelihood P(Y|x). We start by exploring the learning behavior of S-RNN.
In the left graph of figure[I] we give the evolution of the conditional negative log-likelihood on the
validation set as a function of the training iterations (number of mini-batches seen) for S-RNN with
and without regularisation and the RNN baseline. The most striking observation from that figure is
that S-RNN never overfits. The baseline we used, RNN, starts overfitting after around Sk mini-batch
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[ SRNN [ SRNNX = 10% [ SRNNX = 107 [ RNN |
[ =107 ] —103 | -57 [ 4]

Table 1: Test set negative log likelihood, artificial dynamical system, supervised setting. Bold indicate
performances that are significantly better than the non-bold.

iterations, time at which it will have seen every training instance on average 160 times. S-RNN
practically will never see an instance twice due the combinatorial complexity of the serialisation
generation and can keep on training practically forever with no overfitting. This behavior is even
more clear in the middle graph of the same figure where we plot the train/test set evolution of the
conditional likelihood. We give the performance results (negative log likelihood) in table[T} S-RNN
with no regularisation achieves the best result, far better and significantly better than the baseline;
we controlled the statistical significance using a t-test. Mildly regularising S-RNN does not seem to
bring any performance gain, while strong regularisation harms. The fact that regularisation does not
bring any effect can be explained by the fact that the algorithm never sees twice the same serialisation.
In the appendix we provide a more detailed discussion of the above; in addition we show figures of
the predicted Y component (figure 3] section [B.I]) in order to inspect the visual quality of the results.

;RN testing mem
3S-RNN testing s
TTRNN training s
ISRNN training

RNN testing
S-RNN testing mem

RNN
T

400 [ S-RNN A=100 1 400 RNN training s
S-RNN A=10000

SRNN training 50

“In(Ply|x))

In(P(yL)
S
™

-150
0 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 0 5000 30000 0

10000

15000 20000 25000 20000 40000 60000 80000

10000¢

Number of Iterations

Art. dyn. sys., validation loss,
supervised setting.

Number of Iterations

Art. dyn. sys., train/test loss,
supervised setting.

Number of Iterations

Gait dataset, train/test loss,
supervised setting.

Figure 1: Overfitting behavior on the dynamical system problems, supervised setting. Left: Con-
ditional negative log likelihood on the validation set as a function of training iterations, artificial
dynamical system, includes different regularisation levels for S-RNN. Middle: Same as the left but
on train/test sets. Right: Same as the middle but on the Gait dataset.

We experiment with the gait dataset both in the unsupervised setting where the goal is to learn a
model of P(Y) and being able to sample from it, and in the supervised setting as above. In the left
side of table [J] we give the results for the unsupervised case in terms of the negative log-likelihood on
the test set, for different dimensionalities (k) of the sequence part Y. S-RNN achieves a performance
which is always considerably better than the RNN baseline. In the appendix (figure [ we also give
examples of samples drawn from S-RNN and the baseline as well as real samples.

In the supervised setting we experimented with one and two dimensional sequences (corresponding
to one and two joint angles respectively). The performance results are in the right side of table [2]
On the 1D sequences S-RNN is significantly worse compared to RNN. The situation is reversed
when we consider two angles. We hypothesize that the low performance in the one-angle setting is
because most of the network representation power is consumed in learning and expressing correlations
between the input features. With two angles we are able to learn and express correlations between the
angles themselves, thus the better performance. We again check the behavior of S-RNN on the two
angle dataset with respect to overfitting by visualising the evolution of the negative log likelihood in
the training and testing set right graph of figure[I] As it was also the case with the artificial dataset
we never observe a divergence between the learning performance on the training and the testing
set; note that here we let S-RNN to train for 100k iterations and we never observe a divergence
between the train and test loss. In the appendix we provide additional results visualising the quality
of samples produced by the generative model, as well as from the supervised model, and also explore
the sensitivity of the predictions to the serialisation of the inputs.

Tree datasets We experiment with S-RNN on two different learning tasks involving instances that
are represented by trees. We consider ordered and unordered trees. The first task is an unordered
tree prediction task in which the goal is to generate a tree given its textual description. Thus here a
learning instance is a (x,Y), pair where the predictive component x is a sequence and the target Y
is a tree. The second task is a regression task where the goal is to predict a scalar given a tree, i.e.
learning instances are now of the form (X, y), where X is a tree and y € R. For the tree prediction
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# of Angles (k) S-RNN RNN
mean mean
2 —6.8 7.3
4 —66 -14
8 —32 83.3

# Angles (k) S-RNN RNN
mean mean
1 -47 —53
2 —125 -97

Table 2: Test set negative log likelihood on the unsupervised (left) and supervised (right) gait
problems. Bold indicates performances that are significantly better than the non-bold.

task we compare against the results of the DRNN method introduced in|Alvarez-Melis & Jaakkola
(2016) (from where we took the dataset and the evaluation protocol). For the regression task we
compare against the results of two Tree Echo State Network variants, TreeESN-R and TreeESN-M
(Gallicchio & Micheli| (2013)), specifically developed for trees. In sectionof the appendix we
provide detailed descriptions of the datasets, the serialisation applied on the tree structures, the
learning architecture, the evaluation protocol and of the respective baselines.

The tree prediction task is evaluated as a retrieval task, where precision, recall and F1 score are used
to evaluate the quality of retrieval of the tree nodes and edges. We give the results in table[3] S-RNN
outperforms by an important margin the baseline for all measures except recall. In table|4|we give
the predictive error results for the regression task, here we consider both ordered and unordered trees.
The two variants of S-RNN, i.e. trained on ordered and unordered trees, give better results than
TreeESN-R , while they perform worse than TreeESN-M. We also explored the overfitting behavior
of S-RNN by tracking the evolution of the loss in the training/validation/test sets (graphs in figure 6]
of the appendix). Again there is hardly any divergence between the three losses even after very large
number of training iterations, with the exception of the ordered trees version, which due to its nature
does not allow for multiple serialisations (more details for the latter in the appendix, section [B.4.2).

Method Node F1 Node precision Node Recall Edge F1 Edge Precision Edge Recall
S-RNN 88.95% 87.82% 90.79% 83.43% 82.22% 85.47%
DRNN 74.51% 59.37% 100% 65.86% 49.10% 100%

Table 3: Performance results for the tree prediction task.
Propositional datasets Here we experiment on a set of standard classification datasets taken from

UCI. We serialise a vectorial instance as a sequence which we generate by randomly sampling features
without replacement. We compare against a Multi Layer Perceptron (MLP) which has an equivalent
architecture to our S-RNN model. As before a detailed description of the experiments and the results
can be found in the respective section (B.3)) of the appendix. The accuracy of the two methods is very
similar over all the datasets (see appendix, table[I0). However what is striking is the resistance to
overfitting that S-RNN exhibits with respect to the length of training when compared to the standard
MLP. With the exception of the iris dataset, which probably due to its small number of features that
does not allow for the randomization effect to kick in, the loss values in the training/validation/test
sets are very similar for S-RNN, i.e. there is hardly any divergence. MLP, in all datasets except iris
exhibits considerable divergence between the different losses, which takes place rather early in the
learning. These empirical results confirm what we already observed in the previous data structures,
i.e. that the randomization inherent in the serialisation process brings a robust protection against
overfitting, allowing training to continue for considerably longer horizons.

5 Conclusion

We have presented S-RNN, a framework for performing density estimation over arbitrary complex
data structures. S-RNN achieves state of the art performance on a number of different structures,
comparable or better than the performance of methods specifically developed for these structures.
Our genericity relies on the existence of a serialization/de-serialization procedure for the type of data
in question. The knowledge and control of the serialization operations allow us to write principles
for normalization, enabling the effective transfer of structural properties of the original data onto
generic sequences an RNN will learn. The combinatorial nature of the intermediate serialization
operation generates a potentially unlimited set of training samples. The diversity and uniqueness of
such samples provides strong protection against overfitting.

Method Error
S-RNN ordered trees 7.18°C
S-RNN unordered trees ~ 6.15°C
TreeESN M 2.78°C
TreeESN R 8.09°C

Table 4: Average predictive error on the tree regression task.
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A Algorithms

Algorithm 1 Sampling serializations

function SERIALISATION(z, X, f, 1)

Asample < () > Sampled serialisation from A.
s < S0 > Current state which is initialized to sq.
Ay — XT 1 (x) > This contains the set of candidate serialisations.
t<+ 1
repeat
L < PossibleElement(¢,A ) > Lsit of all plausible next elements
a™*t  Sample(u,s,L) > Sample £ according to p and s
asample < (@samples a™°%)
s+ f(s,amc®t)
Aaq1 4+ UpdateList(A,11,a™*% ) > Remove from A ) serialisations
> not having a™**" at position ¢.
L t+1
until a?¢*t = eos > Stop at the end of the sequence.
return a

end function

Algorithm 2 Auxiliary functions.

function POSSIBLEELEMENT(t, A 511)
£ {}
foralla € A, do
L+ LU {at} > Add to £ element at position ¢ of the sequence a.
end for
return la
end function

function SAMPLE(t,s,L)
norm 3 temp g H(at0P, 5)
for all **™P € £ do
temp
P temp p(a®®MP,s)
end for
a®™P js sampled with probability distribution P.
return g *¢™P
end function

norm

function UPDATELIST(Aall,ane"t’t)
Atemp + {}
foralla € A, do
ifal = a™°*t then
Atemp  Atemp U {a}
end if
end for
return Atemp
end function

B Detailed description of experiments and results

B.1 Multivariate dynamical systems datasets

B.1.1 Data structure of multivariate dynamical systems

We explore the performance of S-RNN on two datasets arising from multivariate dynamical systems
(artificial and real-world). We generate the artificial dataset using a known dynamical system. The real
world dataset contains recordings of gait trajectories (joint angle values) of people with pathological
gait. Both datasets have a similar structure and differ only by their dimensionalities and cardinalities.
In particular every training instance consists of two components: x € R?, which we call input, and
Y < R¥*! which we call output; with the latter being a probabilistic function of the former. We will
denote the i, j element of Y by y;;, the j column by v ; and the i row by ; ; functions I(y;.) and
I(x;) return the name of the feature they take as argument. The Y matrix contains a k-dimensional
dynamical system uniformly sampled at 7" time points. We solve two types of tasks. A supervised
task in which the goal is to learn the conditional density P(Y|x) and use that for sampling and
prediction and an unsupervised task in which we seek to learn P(Y) and sample from it. In both
cases we measure performance with the negative log-likelihood.

B.1.2 Serialisation of multivariate dynamical systems

We now describe the concrete serialisation structure that the serialization algorithm produces for a
particular Y matrix and a x, Y, couple. Our dictionary B contains two types of elements, categorical
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and real valued. The domain of the categorical elements is {I(x;)|¢ := 1...d} U {l(y;.)|i := 1...k} U
{t+}, i.e. the names of the features of the x and Y components and t+; the latter denotes a shift
from a column of the Y matrix to the next one, essentially it corresponds to moving to the next
element of a multi-variate sequence. The real valued elements are the values of the features. Within
a serialisation a categorical element is always coupled by a real value. A feature name is coupled
by the respective feature value and ¢+ is always coupled with zero. The categorical elements are
encoded with a one-hot vector.

When serialising matrix Y and currently at column j the serialization algorithm randomly chooses
among the features that have not yet been added which one to add. Thus p is uniform over the
non-selected features. Once all features of the j column have been sampled then the ¢4 operator is
selected as the next element of the serialisation, and the serialization algorithm proceeds with the
serialisation of the next sequence element. When we serialise an (x, Y) couple the sampling measure
1 is now different. In half of the cases we first select all elements of the x component to be added to
the serialisation before moving to the serialisation of the Y component. In the other half sampling
between the x and Y components is uniform, i.e. x and Y features can be interleaved. Nevertheless
the serialisation order of Y is the same as before. We bias serialisation towards selecting first the
x components because we want to sample and learn the conditional distribution P(Y|x) thus the
conditioning component should appear first in the serialisation. However, we still allow for a uniform
sampling between the x and Y components in half of the cases so that the learner will have more
chance to pick up on correlations between parts of the input and parts of the output. All serialisations
are generated on the fly during training.

B.1.3 Learning architecture for multivariate dynamical systems

We describe the learning architectures we use. Note that these architectures are essentially the same
for the baseline learning algorithms (against which we will compare) and our algorithm S-RNN.
The architectural differences are only the result of the structure of the training data. In the case
of the baseline algorithms these are either standard vectorial data, i.e. here the x component, or
a k-dimensional sequence, i.e. the Y component. In the case of S-RNN the training data are the
serialisations/sequences produced from a given training instance Y or (x, Y ), where each serialisation
element is a couple with a categorical component and its respective real value.

We first describe the baseline architecture. We model the probability of the next k-dimensional
element in a sequence given the current state as a m-component mixture of Gaussians the parameters
of which we learn. Both for the unsupervised and supervised case the core architectural element
is a multivariate LSTM. For the unsupervised setting we use a two-layer LSTM (Hochreiter &
Schmidhuber| (1997)), with 128/256 units in each layer for the artificial/gait datasets respectively,
followed by a one hidden layer neural network with 128/64 units for the artificial/gait datasets
respectively. The network is fed sequentially with the k-dimensional sequence of the Y matrix and
predicts the means, covariance matrices, and mixture weights of the Gaussian mixture (thus its output
is of dimensionality m x (k + k X k) + m), which provides the conditional distribution of the next
sequence element. For the artificial data the mixture has only 1 Gaussian component and for the gait
data it has 6. For the supervised setting we use an encoder-decoder architecture built on top of the
architecture we just described (Sutskever et al.|(2014a)). The encoder part has the same architecture
as the two-layer LSTM we just described and is fed with the x component, i.e. a single element
sequence. The hidden states and cell states of the two layer encoder are fed to the respective states
of the decoder which itself also has the same two layer architecture and as in the unsupervised case
feeds to a single layer neural network. All dimensionalities are the same as before.

For S-RNN since each element of the serialisation has a categorical component and a continuous one
we need to adapt the learning architecture for that structure. We use exactly the same architecture for
the supervised and unsupervised experiments since there is no change in the serialisation structure
between the two experiments. To adapt the baseline architecture we described in the previous
paragraph to the particularities of the serialisation structure we add one more one hidden layer
network which is fed by the output of the two-layer LSTM and together with a soft-max layer
model the conditional probability of the categorical part of the next element in the serialisation. The
continuous component is predicted using the same architecture as the one we describe before to
predict the k-dimensional element of a sequence, with the only difference that since it is a scalar the
output of the network will have m x (1 + 1) 4+ m outputs predicting the mean, variance and mixture
weights of the m component Gaussian mixture.

12



499
500
501

502

503
504
505
506

507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515

516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527

528
529
530
531
532

We optimize all architectures using Adam (Kingma & Ba|(2014)). We use a mini-batch size of 32
instances for the baseline methods. In the case of S-RNN a mini-batch contains 64 serialisations
which are generated from 32 instances.

B.2 Artificial dynamical system

We use a couple of Van der Pol equations linked to an harmonic oscillator to generate the artificial
dynamical system. The coupling creates correlations between the variables which the learning process
needs to learn. Here the dimensionality d of x is 9, and the dimensionality of Y is 3 x 21. Given an
input x, its matrix Y is generated by:

% = — |kl (1)

2

dgf;(t) gl (1 — yQ(t)z)dy;it(t) = y2(t) — yi(t)
2

dé/i;(t) = [y, |+ (1 — y3(t)2)dy;7t(t) ) =l

The input vector x contains the initial conditions of the dynamical system and the values of its
parameters, y1(0),y2(0),y3(0),%1(0),%2(0),33(0), k — 3,1y, — 3 and g, — 3. These are generated
randomly for each (x,Y) pair. We generated 3000 instances of length 21 which we divided equally
to training, validation, and testing sets. We train for 12 hours or until the validation error becomes
larger than the validation error of the first iteration, which in the case of the baseline happens very
often. We then select the model with the lowest validation error and apply it on the test set to compute
the conditional negative log-likelihood. With the artificial dynamical system we only experiment in
the supervised setting; the predicted Y component is the one that maximizes the P(Y |x) conditional
likelihood.

RNN s
RNN e
400 [ SRNNA=100 1 400 |-
S-RNN A=10000

In(Ply|x))
-In(P(ylx))
“log(P(YX))

5000 10000 15000 0000 25000 30000 o 20000 40000 60000 80000 10000¢
Number of Iterations Number of lterations. Number of Iterations

Artificial dynamical system,  Artificial dynamical system, Real world Gait dataset,
supervised setting. supervised setting. supervised setting.

0 5000 10000 15000 20000 25000 30000 o

Figure 2: Overfitting behavior on the dynamical system problems, supervised setting. Left: Con-
ditional negative log likelihood on the validation set as a function of training iterations, artificial
dynamical system, includes different regularisation levels for S-RNN. Middle: Same as the left but
on train/test sets. Right: Same as the middle but on the Gait dataset.

In the left part of figure 2] we give the evolution of the conditional log-likelihood on the validation as
a function of the training iterations (number of mini-batches seen). The most striking observation is
that S-RNN never overfits; this is even more clearly demonstrated in the middle graph of the same
figure where we give the evolution of the likelihood on the train and test set for both S-RNN and RNN.
The standard RNN starts overfitting after around 5k mini-batch iterations, time by which it will have
seen every training instance on average 160 times. S-RNN practically will never see an instance twice
due the combinatorial complexity of the serialisation generation and can keep on training practically
forever and no overfitting. As we can see in Table [5]S-RNN with no regularisation achieves the best
result, far better and significantly better than the baseline; we controlled the statistical significance
using a t-test. Mildly regularising S-RNN does not seem to bring any performance gain, while strong
regularisation harms. The fact that regularisation does not bring any effect can be explained by the
fact that the algorithm never sees twice the same serialisation and thus there is no overfitting problem.

In order to inspect the visual quality of the predictive results we give in figure |3| for a given x
component the three components of the output sequence which has the maximum conditional
probability P(y;|x) for RNN and S-RNN. As it is obvious S-RNN produces sequences of better
quality, closer to the real sequence. serialization algorithm has different predictions as a function of
the different serialisations of the x component.
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Table 5: Test set negative log likelihood, artificial dynamical system, supervised setting. Bold indicate
performances that are significantly better than the non-bold.

Figure 3: Examples of the y1, y2, y3 sequences produced by S-RNN, RNN for the simulated dynamical
system given the x component. The black curves are the real data, green is the sequence produced by
RNN, and red are the sequences produced by S-RNN for different serialisations of x input.

B.3 Gait data

The gait dataset contains data for 806 patients. Every patient has an x component which is a 212-
dimensional vector describing clinical properties of the patient, related to their body geometry and
articulation flexibility. The Y component is an 8-dimensional sequence with 34 observations. The
sequence describes a complete gait cycle of the patient, uniformly sampled at 34 points. Each one
of the dimensions is an angular measurement on a joint of the patient. For each patient we have on
average 6 gait cycles, giving a total of 4680 cycles. We decided to define learning instances on the
level of cycles, thus we have a total of 4608 instances, all of which have an x and Y. As a result
patients can appear multiple times (depending on how many cycles they have), their x component
is always the same. When dividing in training, validation and testing sets, we took care to put all
instances of a given patient only in one of the three sets. The training set contains 408 patients and
their 3276 cycles, the validation set contains 16 patients and 1404 cycles, and the testing 382 patients
and 1404 cycles. The stopping rule is the same as in the artificial dynamical system.

We first report the results on the unsupervised setting in which our goal is to learning a model of
P(Y). In table E] we give the negative log-likelihood on the test set for different dimensionalities
of the gait sequence. As it is clear S-RNN achieves a performance which is always considerably
better than the RNN baseline. In figure |4 we give examples of samples generated from S-RNN,
RNN and real gait cycles respectively. Although the graphs are not conclusive it seems that S-RNN
preserves more of the real gait cycle structure, while the ones generated from RNN seem to have a
more random structure.

In the supervised setting we experimented with one and two angles. This time when it comes to one
angle S-RNN is significantly worse compared to RNN. The situation is reversed when we consider
two angles. We hypothesize that the low performance in the one-angle setting is because most of
the network representation power is consumed in learning and expressing correlations between the
input features. With two angles we are able to learn and express correlations between the angles
themselves, thus the better performance.

# of Angles S-RNN RNN
mean mean

2 ~68 73
4 —66 -14
3 —32 833

Table 6: Test set negative log likelihood on the unsupervised Gait problem. Bold indicate perfor-
mances that are significantly better than non-bold.
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Angles S-RNN XA = 0 S-RNN A = 100 S-RNN A\ = 10000 RNN
mean mean p-value mean p-value mean p-value
1 47 -44 2.10°° 49 1.0 —-53 1
2 —125 -114 0 -100 0 -97 0

Table 7: Test negative log likelihood on the supervised Gait problem. Bold indicate the lowest
statistically significative better negative log likelihood using a ¢-test.

Figure 4: Left graph: Samples from S-RNN for the unsupervised Gait problem. Middle graph:
Samples from RNN for the unsupervised Gait problem. Right graph: Real gait samples.

As with the artificial dataset we also check the behavior of S-RNN on the two angle dataset with
respect to overfitting by visualising the evolution of the negative log likelihood in the training and
testing set as a function of the number of learning iterations (number of mini-batches seen), right
graph in figure[2] As it was also the case with the artificial dataset we never observe a divergence
between the performance on the training and the testing set, in fact here we even S-RNN train for
100k iterations, point to which we stopped without observing any divergence between the two losses.
When it come to RNN the overfitting is very severe and happens again around 5k iterations.

To visualise the quality of predictions and how they are affected by the serialisation of x which we
need to feed to S-RNN in order to generate the Y component we give in the left part of figure 3] the
different predictions we get for one angle and the different permutations of the x vector. As we can
see the predicted gait curves are globally consistent and rather similar to the true gait curve. Finally
in right part of figure[5| we give the multiple gait cycles of a single patient, the different predictions
produced by S-RNN using different serialisations of x and the prediction produced by RNN. Again it
is clear that the predictions generated by S-RNN are much more consistent to the true gait structure
compared to the ones generated by RNN, which is considerably off from the true data structure.

B.4 Tree datasets
B.4.1 Data structures in tree datasets

We experiment with S-RNN on two different learning tasks involving instances that are represented
as trees. We consider ordered and unordered trees. In the former the order of the child nodes is not
important while in the latter it is. Ordered trees are mostly used in NLP tasks while unordered are used
in graph modeling. The first task is a tree prediction task in which the goal is to generate a tree given a
textual description of it. Thus here a learning instance is a x, Y, pair where the predictive component
x is a sequence and the target Y is a tree. The second task is a regression task where the goal is to
predict a scalar given a tree, i.e. learning instances are now of the form X, y, where X is a tree and
y € R. As is customary in (generative) tree modeling we make the assumption that the probability
distribution that governs the generation of a given node is a function of its parent nodes and its so-far
seen siblings. For the tree prediction task we use the synthetic data and the evaluation code of |Alvarez-
Melis & Jaakkola| (2016). The goal is to predict the topology of an ordered tree given only its nodes
sequence as this is produced by a depth first traversal of the tree and no topological information. Node
labels are taken from the 26-letter alphabet T; = {A, B, ... X,Y,Z}. We use the train/validation/test
set separation of the original paper, i.e. 4000 training, 500 validation, and 500 testing instances.
The tree sizes vary considerably with the smallest trees having only a single node and the largest
ones 20, with the average number of nodes being 4. For the regression task the goal is to predict the
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Figure 5: Left graph: Sensitivity of output prediction to the serialisation order of x. The thick black
curve is the real gait, the other curves are the ones generated from different perturbations of the x
input. Right graph: Multiple gait cycles of a given patient (black), S-RNN predictions generated from
different serialisations of the x of the given patient (red) and the RNN prediction (green).

boiling point of alkane molecules (Gallicchio & Micheli| (2013)). Here we consider both ordered and
unordered trees. The node labels are taken from the set of To = {C, CH, CH2, CH3, CH3F, CH4}
where each label indicates how many hydrogen atoms are linked to the carbon atom. Here the number
of nodes per tree vary from one to ten, with an average of five. The dataset has 150 learning instances.
We estimate the performance by averaging the performance estimates over three hold-out sets, where
the size of the hold out is 20. From the remaining 130 instances we use 100 for training and the
remaining 30 for parameter tuning.

B.4.2 Serialisation for tree problems

We now describe how the serialization algorithm treats the learning instances, i.e. the (x,Y) or (X, y)
pairs, starting by describing the serialisation of a tree. In serialising tree structures the dictionary
B contains only categorical elements, and in particular it is the set {(, )} UNL, where a ( indicates
that the next element of the serialisation will be the children of the current node, ) indicates that
we have completed the list of children of the current node, NL is the set of all node labels for the
given tree problem, i.e. T; for the tree prediction problem and Ts for the boiling point prediction
problem. To produce the serialisation we traverse the tree in a depth first manner and add elements
to the serialisation as we move from node to node. For ordered trees the order of traversal of the
children of a node is the same as the one given by the tree, i.e. there is no randomness here. For
unordered trees the order of traversal is random, i.e.  is uniform over the non-selected children. To
give an example, for the ordered tree with root A and two child nodes B and C its unique serialisation
will be [A, (, B, C,)]. If the tree is unordered then it will have two possible serialisations [A, (, B, C, )]
and [A, (, C, B, )]. The state s associated with the given partial serialisation we generate just before
arriving at some node, k, of a tree will be given by the sequence of the parent nodes of k£ and its so
far-seen siblings, i.e. it does not depend on the children of its seen siblings. This state representation
reflects the main assumption in tree modeling, mentioned above, i.e. that the generative distribution
of a node is a function of only its parent nodes and its so-far seen siblings. We only use this state
representations when we want to impose the structural constraints regulariser. The tree serialisation
is one component of the learning instance serialisation. In the tree prediction problem we need to
serialise (x,Y) pairs, where x is the node label sequence of the depth-first tree traversal. Since
here x is already a sequence there is no serialisation involved for it. In addition since the elements
come from T; we do not even need to extend the dictionary B since the node labels will be already
in. However we prefer to use a different label set, T/, for the elements of the input sequences in
order not to provide to the algorithm the domain knowledge about the correspondence of the building
blocks of the sequences and the trees. This makes the problem more difficult since the algorithm will
now need to learn these correspondences. Thus the final dictionary is B = {(,)} U T; UT}. The
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sampling measure i we use to serialise a (x,Y) learning instance randomly selects to include first
in the serialisation the x component half of the times while the other half it first serialises the tree
Y. Essentially we are feeding the model with samples from both P(Y|x) and P(x|Y) distributions
and the learning algorithm learns associations between their individual building blocks, learning
eventually the complete joint distribution P(x,Y). For the regression task where the learning
instances come in the form X, y the dictionary is now given by B = {(,)} U T; Ut UR . It thus
includes also real value elements, since these are used for the target variable. The label t stands for
target and it will always be followed by a scalar, describing thus the target value y for the given
training instance. As in the tree prediction problem the sampling measure p selects randomly in half
the serialisations the X component first and in the other half the y component.

B.4.3 Learning architecture for tree problems

On the tree prediction task we compare our method against DRNN introduced in |Alvarez-Melis
& Jaakkola (2016)) using the authors’ code and their evaluation protocol. DRNN use two different
hidden state vectors a fraternal and an ancestral. The fraternal hidden-state models the evolution of
the state with siblings and the ancestral models the relation between parent and child. This relation
is modeled with two types recurrence: one between parent and child, and one between siblings.
The hidden state is then used to predict the topological information (if we grow a new branch) and
the label information. The evaluation protocol treats the task as a retrieval problem quantifying
the quality of the recovery of the nodes and edges of the original tree. We use the same learning
architecture as the one described in[B.I] with small differences in the number of hidden units and
layers. Concretely we use a two-layer LSTM with 512 units followed by a two-hidden layer network
that predicts the categorical component and another two hidden layer that predicts the parameters
(means, variances and mixture coefficients) of 6 Gaussian mixtures. In the two latter networks the
number of hidden units is tuned on the validation set from 2% : 4 = 5...10. The )\ parameter of the
structural constraints regulariser is also tuned from the set (0, 1, 10, 100). We report choose the best
model on the validation set and report the testing error. As before we use ADAM for optimization. We
use a mini-batch size of 32 instances for DRNN. For S-RNN a mini-batch contains 64 serialisations
which are generated from 32 instances.

B.4.4 Tree results

We give the results in table[8] S-RNN outperforms DRNN by a large margin, a method specifically
developed to learn with trees, both for the F1 and precision measures for nodes and edges. It fairs
worse for node and edge recall. DRNN has a perfect recall, at the cost of generating trees which have
many superfluous elements.

Method Node F1  Node precision Node Recall Edge F1  Edge Precision Edge Recall

S-RNN  88.95% 87.82% 90.79% 83.43% 82.22% 85.47%
DRNN  74.51% 59.37% 100% 65.86% 49.10% 100%

Table 8: Performance results for the tree prediction task.

In the regression task of predicting a scalar given a tree we compare S-RNN against two variants
Tree Echo State Network, TreeESN-R and TreeESN-M, |Gallicchio & Micheli| (2013). Both TreeESN
methods are reservoir computing models which generalize the reservoir computing paradigm to
tree structured data. The difference between the two variants is on how they aggregate the state
vectors to represent the complete tree. The R variant only use the state of the root whereas the M
variant averages over all states of the tree. We formulate the problem as both learning with ordered
and unordered trees. The evaluation error is the mean absolute error. We give the performance
results in table 9] (average predictive error). The two variants of S-RNN, i.e. trained on ordered and
unordered trees, give better results than TreeESN-R , while they perform worse than TreeESN-M.
The performance of all methods is quite remarkable given that the scalar values to predict range from
—164°Cto 174 °C.

In order to check the behavior of S-RNN with respect to overfitting we also plot the evolution of the
loss function in the train/validation/test sets in figure [f] When it comes to the tree prediction task and
the tree regression task with the unordered trees there is hardly any divergence between the losses
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Method Error
S-RNN ordered trees ~ 7.18°C
S-RNN unordered trees  6.15°C
TreeESN M 2.78°C
TreeESN R 8.09°C
Table 9: Average predictive error on the tree regression task.
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Figure 6: Evolution of loss in training/validation/test sets with the number of gradient updates for
the tree problems: tree prediction task (left), tree regression, ordered trees, (middle), tree regression,
unordered trees, (right).

computed over the three different datasets. In the case of ordered trees we do observe an important
divergence starting from around the 2000th gradient update. In serialising an ordered tree there is no
randomness since you respect the order, thus an ordered tree has a single serialisation, contrary to the
ordered ones which have multiple serialisations. Exposing the learning algorithm to multiple random,
but equivalent, serialisations provides clear benefits in terms of protection against overfitting.

B.5 Propositional datasets

We also explore the performance of S-RNN on a set of standard propositional classification datasets
taken from the UCI repository. These datasets have a mix of d,, numeric and d,. categorical attributes.
Given a training instance x we will use x%» € R to denote the vector of its numerical components
and x% € N9 to denote the vector of its categorical components. We denote by ¥ the label of x, and
yeY={1,...,c}. Weuse S-RNN to learn the joint probability P(x,y) which we use to classify
instances according to the arg max, P(y|x) rule. We evaluate the performance using predictive
accuracy.

B.5.1 Serialisation of propositional instances

We now describe the serialisation structure that the serialization algorithm produces for a particular
learning instance (x, y). Our dictionary B contains real-valued and categorical elements. The domain
of the categorical elements is the set of the feature names together with the set of values of all the
categorical attributes. Thus B = {I(z%")]i := 1...d,,} U {I(z%)]i := 1...d.} Ul(y) UY UR. One
should pay attention that every feature name and value of discrete features have a unique name.
As before [(z;) is a function which returns the name x; feature. Within a serialisation a numerical
feature name is always coupled by its respective value, while a categorical feature name is always
coupled with zero. The categorical elements of the dictionary are encoded as one-hot vectors. To
serialise an instance the serialiser selects randomly, among its features that are not yet included in its
serialisation, the next one for inclusion. To describe the state s of a partial serialisation of learning
instance (x, y) we use the set of (I(x;), z;), (I(y),y), i.e. feature names and their values, that have
been so far included in the serialisation. It is easy to check equality between partial serializations
in order to use it within the structural constraint regulariser, by checking a set equality over the
respective state representations.

B.5.2 Learning architectures for propositional instances

We compare S-RNN against a standard Multilayer Neural Network baseline trained using the cross
entropy loss. We tune the architecture of the baseline by doing a grid search to select the number of
layers from (1,2,3) and the number of hidden units from (32,64,128,256). For S-RNN we use the
same learning architecture as the one described in with small modifications in the number of
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Dataset  # Training instances # Testing instances #features #Classes S-RNN MLP

German 686 250 20 2 75% T8%
Image 210 2038 19 7 93% 88%
Iris 75 50 4 3 99% 99%
Pendigits 7494 3498 16 10 89% 89%

Table 10: Predictive accuracy for the propositional classification datasets.

layers and hidden units. We use a two-layer and 256 unit LSTM and we use the same range of values
as our baseline to determine the number of the hidden units for the neural-network that computes the
mean, covariance matrix and mixture components. The regularisation parameter A is selected from
(0,1,10,100). The number of mixture components is 6. We train with early stopping on the validation
set. We evaluate the predictive accuracy on a hold-out test set whenever this is available (images,
pendigits); if a hold-out test set is not available then we use one third of the instances as hold out.
The validation set is one sixth of the total instance number when no hold-out set was given; when a
hold-out set is given you remove one quarter and use it for validation set. The detailed training and
testing sizes, together with a short description of the datasets is given in table As before we
use ADAM to optimize, with a mini batch of size 32 for the baseline, and a mini batch size of 64
instances generated from 32 real instances by generating two serialisations for each one of them for
S-RNN.

B.5.3 Results for propositional problems

We give the evaluation results in table [I0] S-RNN has a performance that is similar to the MLP
baseline. The reason is that for such simple tasks our model does not have any additional information
that it can use, compared to the information available to the standard baseline.

Once again we remark the resistance of S-RNN to overfitting. We give in figure [/|the evolution of the
log-likelihood and the cross-entropy loss on the training/validation/test sets for S-RNN and the MLP
baseline, respectively, for all propositional datasets. We rescaled the y-axis into [0,1] for both losses
for comparability. As we can see, the divergence of the three losses for the S-RNN is very small
(with the exception of iris), even after 6000 training iterations. In fact in the German and pendigits
datasets we never observed a divergence up to the 10k training iterations that we let S-RNN run for.
We believe that the overfitting protection does not kick-in for iris due to the very small number of
features (only four) which means that there is not enough diversity in the generated serialisations; a
set of 4 features has only 24 reorderings. On the other hand the MLP baseline shows large to very
large divergences between the training/validation/test set losses, and this rather early in the training
iterations (2k training steps or even earlier).
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Figure 7: Evolution of the conditional negative log-likelihood loss and cross-entropy in train-
ing/validation/test sets as a function of the training iterations for S-RNN (left) and the MLP baseline
(right) respectively.
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