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Abstract

The expressive power of a machine learning model is clogdied to the num-
ber of sequential computational steps it can learn. For ei@nbDeep Neural
Networks have been more successful than shallow netwodalise they can per-
form a greater number of sequential computational stepsh(kaghly parallel).
The Neural Turing Machine (NTM) [8] is a model that can conthaexpress an
even greater number of sequential computational stepsissevien more powerful
than a DNN. Its memory addressing operations are designiee differentiable;
thus the NTM can be trained with backpropagation.

While differentiable memory is relatively easy to implerhand train, it necessi-
tates accessing the entire memory content at each congnabsiep. This makes
it difficult to implement a fast NTM. In this work, we use theiRfrce algorithm
to learnwhere to access the memory, while using backpropagation to lehet
to write to the memory. We call this model the RL-NTM. Reirderallows our
model to access a constant number of memory cells at eachutatigmal step,
so its implementation can be faster. The RL-NTM is the firsteidhat can, in
principle, learn programs of unbounded running time. Wesssfully trained the
RL-NTM to solve a number of algorithmic tasks that are simphan the ones
solvable by the fully differentiable NTM.

As the RL-NTM is a fairly intricate model, we needed a methadverifying the
correctness of our implementation. To do so, we developadhple technique
for numerically checking arbitrary implementations of retsithat use Reinforce,
which may be of independent interest.

1 Introduction

Different machine learning models can perform differenhivers of sequential computational steps.
For instance, a linear model can perform only one sequerttimputational step, while Deep Neural
Networks (DNNs) can perform a larger number of sequentiaipatational steps (e.g., 20). To be
useful, the computational steps must be learned from ipptgut examples. Human beings can
solve highly complex perception problems in a fraction oeaand using very slow neurons, so it
is conceivable that the sequential computational steph(kaghly parallel) performed by a DNN
are sufficient for excellent performance on perceptionda¥kis argument has appeared at least as
early as 1982]6] and the success of DNNs on perception tagjgests that it may be correct.

A model that can perform a very large number of sequentialprdational steps and that has an ef-
fective learning algorithm would be immensely powerful][IBhere has been some empirical work
in this direction (notably in program induction and in geagirogramming([3]) but the resulting
systems do not scale to large problems. The most excitirenpteeork in that direction is Graves et
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al. [8]'s Neural Turing Machine (NTM), a computationallyiuarsal model that can learn to solve
simple algorithmic problems from input-output examplamal.

Graves et al[[8] used interpolation to make the NTM fullyfeliéntiable and therefore trainable with
backpropagation. In particular, its memory addressingfisréntiable, so the NTM must access its
entire memory content at each computational step, whiclovs i the memory is large. This is a
significant drawback since slow models cannot scale to idiffieult problems.

The goal of this work is to use the Reinforce algorithm| [16frin NTMs. Using Reinforcement
Learning for training NTMs is attractive since it requires tmodel to only access a constant number
the memory’s cells at each computational step, potentalbwing for very fast implementations.
Our concrete proposal is to use Reinforce to lesinere to access the memory (and the input and
the output), while using backpropagation to determihat to write to the memory (and the output).
This model was inspired by the visual attention model of Matilal. [11]. We call it the RL-NTM.

We evaluate the RL-NTM on a number of simple algorithmic saskhe RL-NTM succeeded on
problems such as copying an input several times (the “repmat” task from Graves et al.[[8]),
reversing a sequence, and a few more tasks of comparabldedatmpWe encountered some dif-
ficulties training our initial formulation of the RL-NTM, swe developed a simple architectural
modification that made the problems easier to solve and tmeaneeasier to use. We discuss this
point in more detail in sectidn 4.3.

Finally, we found it non-trivial to correctly implement ti&_-NTM due the large number of inter-

acting components. To address this problem, we developed/asimple procedure for numerically
checking the gradients of any reasonable implementatitiredReinforce algorithm. The procedure
may be of independent interest.

2 The Neural Turing Machines and Related Models

The Neural Turing Machiné [8] is an ambitious, computatiynaniversal model that can be trained
(or “automatically programmed”) with the backpropagatagorithm using only input-output ex-
amples. The key idea of Graves et al. [8] is to use interpmiaido make the model differentiable.
Simple Turing Machine-like models usually consist of détercontrollers that read and write to dis-
crete addresses in a large memory. The NTM replaces eack digbrete controller’s actions with
a distribution over actions, and replaces its output with shperposition of the possible outputs,
weighted by their probabilities. So while the original diste action was not differentiable, the new
action is a linear (and hence differentiable) function efitiput probabilities. This makes it possible
to train NTMs with backpropagation.

In more detail, the NTM is an LSTM_[9] controller that has artesral memory module. The
controller decides on where to access the memory and on whatite to it. Memory access is
implemented in such a way that a memory address is represeiite a distribution over the all
possible memory addresses.

There have been several other models that are related tofkle Alpredecessor of the NTM which

used a similar form of differentiable attention achievechpelling results on Machine Translation
[2] and speech recognitionl[5]. Earlier, Graves [7] used aamestricted form of differentiable

attention for handwritten text synthesis which, to the loéstur knowledge, is the first differentiable
attention model.

Subsequent work used the idea of interpolation in orderatio & stack augmented RNN, which is
essentially an NTM but with a much simpler memory addressieghanism([10]. The Memory
Network [15] is another model with an external explicit megdut its learning algorithm does not
infer the memory access pattern since it is provided wittSitkhbaatar et al._[14] addressed this
problem using differentiable attention within the Memorgtiwork framework.

The use of Reinforce for visual attention models was picegtély Mnih et al.[[11], and our model
uses a very similar formulation in order to learn to conth@ themory address. There have since
been a number of papers on visual attention that have usadRsinforce and differentiable atten-
tion [1,[17].



3 The Reinforce Algorithm

The Reinforce algorithni [16] is the simplest Reinforcemieatrning algorithm. It takes actions
according to its action distribution and observes theiramely If the reward is greater than average,
then Reinforce increases their reward. While the Reinfatgerithm is not particularly efficient, it
has a simple mathematical formulation that can be obtaigedifferentiating a cost function.

Suppose that we have an action space, A, a parameterized distributigr (a) over actions, and
a reward function(a). Then the Reinforce objective is given by

J(0) =" pola)r(a) &
acA
and its derivative is
VJ(0) = ps(a)Vlogps(a)(r(a) — b) @)
acA

The arbitrary parameteb is called the reward baseline, and it is justified by the idgnt
> ape(a)Viogpe(a) = 0. The coefficienth is important because its choice affects the vari-
ance of the gradient estimatov logpy(a)(r(a) — b), which is lowest whenb is equal to
E[||Vlog po(a)||*r(a)]
E[[|V log po(a)|]?]

Let % denote(z,, ..., ). In this paper we are especially interested in the episcatie evhere
we repeatedly take actions in sequence until the episodemplete — in the case of the RL-NTM,
we take an action at each computational step, of which tlseaelimited number. Thus, we have
a trainable distribution over actions (a;|st,a}~") and a fixed but possibly unknown distribution
over the world’s state dynamiggs;|a} =, s1™). In this setting, it is possible to reduce the variance
of gradient estimates of action distributions near the drah@pisode [12]. Lettind®(a, s) denote
the implied joint distribution over sequences of actiond atates, we get the following, where the
expectations are taken ov@r! , s7):

, although it is common to ugE[r| since it is easier to estimate.

T

T T
vVJ) = E ZrtVIOng(a{,sf)] _E[ZrtZVlogm(aT|sI,aI1)]
Lt=1 t=1 r=1

T T
= E ZrtV1og7r9(aT|sI,a71'1)1 =
T=1t=1

T

T=1

rVlogmg(ar|s],a] )| =E

-

T
Z R,V logmg(ar|s, aI_l)l

T=1

whereR, = ZtT:T ry is the cumulative future reward from timestepnward. The nontrivial equa-
tion marked by=- is obtained by eliminating the terniis  ,» [V log mg(ar|s], afl)] whenever

7 > t, which are zero because a future actigncannot possibly influence a past rewagd It is
equivalent to a separate application of the Reinforce dtyaorat each timestep where the total re-
ward is the future reward, which explains is why gradieninestes of action distributions near the
end have lower variance. In this setting, we are also pezthétper-timestep baseline:

T
VJ(0) =E,r o | Y (Rr —b)Viogmg(ar|s],al ") (3)

ay .87
T=1

Hereb, is a function ofs] anda]*. The per-timestep bias. is best computed with a separate
neural network that will have] anda] ' as inputs.

4 The RL-NTM

In this section we describe the RL-NTM and explain the peepisinner in which it uses Reinforce.
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Figure 1:The basic RL-NTM. At each timestep, the RL-NTM gets to obsehe value of the input tape at
the current position, the value of the current memory celll a representation of all the actions that have been
taken in the previous timestep. The RL-NTM then outputs avedue for the current memory cell, a prediction
for the next target symbol, and three binary decisions fanimadating the pointers to the various tapes. The
RL-NTM learns to make these binary decisions using Reirfofdie decisions are: how to move the input tape
pointer, the output tape pointer, and whether to make a @iediand thereby advance the output tape pointer.
The “softmax prediction” is used only when the RL-NTM chog$e advance its position on the output tape;
otherwise it is ignored.

The RL-NTM has a one-dimensional input tape, a one-dimeasimemory, and a one-dimensional
output tape. It has pointers to a location on the input tagecation on the memory tape, and a
location on the output tape. The RL-NTM can move its input argmory tape pointers in any

direction, but it can move its position on the output tapeyamltthe forward direction; furthermore,

each time it does so, it must predict the desired output bytieigia distribution over the possible
outcomes, and suffer the log loss of predicting it.

At the core of the RL-NTM is an LSTM which receives the follawiinputs at each timestep:

1. The value of each input in a window surrounding the curpesition on the input tape.
2. The value of each address in a window surrounding the cuaiddress in the memory.

3. Afeature vector listing all actions taken in the previtiose step — the actions are stochas-
tic, and it can sometimes be impossible to determine thdiigteaf the chosen action from
the observations alone.

The window surrounding a position is a subsequence of lehgtntered at the current position.
At each step, the LSTM produces the following outputs:

. A distribution over the possible moves for the input tapmfer (which are -1, 0, +1).
. A distribution over the possible moves for the memory paifwhich are -1, 0, +1).
. A distribution over the binary decision of whether or rotriake a prediction.

. A new value for the memory cell at the current address. Toeahis required to output an
additive contribution to the memory cell, as well as a forggtie-style vector. Thus each
memory address is an LSTM cell.

5. A prediction of the next target output, which is a disttibo over the set of possible sym-
bols (softmax). This prediction is needed only if the bindegision at itenh13 has decided
make a prediction — in which case the log probability of theids output under this pre-
diction is added to the RL-NTM's total reward on this sequer@therwise the prediction
is discarded.

A W N P

The first three output distributions in the above list aréntrd with Reinforce, while the last two
outputs are trained with standard backpropagation. Thé&lRM is setup to maximize the total log
probability of the desired outputs, and Reinforce treatsltg probability as its reward.

The RL-NTM is allowed to choose when to predict the desiretpotu Since the RL-NTM has
a fixed number of computational steps, it is important to dtbe situation where the RL-NTM
chooses to make no prediction and therefore experiencesgative reward (the reward is log
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Figure 2: The baseline LSTM computes a baselinefor every computational step of the RL-NTM. The
baseline LSTM receives the same inputs as the RL-NTM, andritptites a baseling. for time = before
observing the chosen actions of time However, it is important to first provide the baseline LSTNhathe
entire input tape as a preliminary inputs, because doindj@esthe baseline LSTM to accurately estimate the
true difficulty of a given problem instance and therefore pate better baselines. For example, if a problem
instance is unusually difficult, then we expétt to be large and negative. If the baseline LSTM is given entire
input tape as an auxiliary input, it could compute an appabely large and negativig .

probability, which is always negative). To prevent it fromppening, we forced the RL-NTM to
predict the next desired output (and experience the atedaiagative reward) whenever the number
of remaining desired outputs is equal to the number of remgicomputational steps.

4.1 Baseline Networks

The Reinforce algorithm works much better whenever it hasiate baselines (see sectidn 3 for a
definition). The reward baseline is computed using a sep&aBTM as follows:

1. Runthe baseline LSTM over the entire input tape to produddden state that summarizes
the input.

2. Continue running the baseline LSTM in tandem with the ailer LSTM, so that the
baseline LSTM receives precisely the same inputs as theatlentLSTM, and output a
baseling at each timestep.

See figuréR. The baseline LSTM is trained to minimjze (R, — b,)2.

We found it important to first have the baseline LSTM go over émtire input before computing
the baselines.. It is especially beneficial whenever there is consideraai@tion in the difficulty

of the examples. For example, if the baseline LSTM can reizegtihat the current instance is
unusually difficult, it can output a large negative value for; in anticipation of a large and a
negativeR;. In general, it is cheap and therefore worthwhile to protfiebaseline network with
all of the available information, even if this informatiorould not be available at test time, because
the baseline network is not needed at test time.

4.2 Curriculum Learning

DNNs are successful because they are easy to optimize wihésNre difficult to optimize. Thus,

it is plausible that curriculum learnin@l[4], which has naelm helpful for DNNs because their
training objectives are too easy, will be useful for NTMsc&rtheir objectives are harder. In our ex-
periments, we used curriculum learning whose details werelved from Zaremba and Sutskever
[18]. For each task, we manually define a sequence of subtdisksreasing difficulty, where the
difficulty of a problem instance is often measured by its sizkength. During training, we maintain
a distribution over task difficulties; as the performancthefRL-NTM exceeds a threshold, we shift
our distribution so that it focuses on more difficult problerstances. But, and this is critical, the
distribution over difficulties always maintains some nagligible mass over the hardest difficulty
levels [18].

In more detail, the distribution over task difficulties islexed with an integeb, and is defined by
the following procedure:

e With probability 10%: pickd uniformly at random from the possible task difficulties.



o With probability 25%: select! uniformly from [1, D + e], wheree is a sample from a
geometric distribution with a success probabilitylg.

o With probability 65%: seleci to beD + e.

We then generate a training sample from a task of difficdlty

Whenever the average zero-one-loss (normalized by théHexridhe target sequence) of our RL-
NTM decreases below 0.2, we incremdntby 1. We kept doing so untiD reaches its maximal
allowable value. Finally, we enforced a refractory perio@hsure that successive increment®of
are separated by at least 100 parameter updates, since aumégred situations wher@ increased
in rapid succession but then learning failed.

While we did not tune the coefficients in the curriculum leagnsetup, we experimentally verified
that the first item is important and that removing it makesdheiculum much less effective. We
also verified that our tasks were completely unsolvable ffiml&or-nothing sense) for all but the
shortest sequences when we did not use a curriculum.

4.3 The Modified RL-NTM

All the tasks that we consider involve rearranging the ingyinbols in some way. For ex-
ample, a typical task is to reverse a sequence (seffidn &4 the tasks). For such tasks,
the controller would benefit from a built-in mechanism foredily copying an appropriate
input to memory and to the output. Such a mechanism would fhee LSTM controller
from remembering the input symbol in its control vari-
ables (“registers”), and would shorten the backpropaga-
tion paths and therefore make learning easier. We imssis | [ seic [© 0] [009] [©000]
plemented this mechanism by adding the input to the
memory and the output, and also adding the memory
to the output and to the adjacent memories (figdre 3),
while modulating these additive contribution by a dy-
namic scalar (sigmoid) which is computed from the con-
troller’'s state. This way, the controller can decide to ef-
fectively not add the current input to the output at a given
timestep. Unfortunately the necessity of this architegitulFigure 3: The modified RL-NTM. Trian-
modification is a drawback of our implementation, singges represent scalar-vector multiplication.
it is not domain independent and would therefore not im-

prove the performance of the RL-NTM on many tasks of interdsinetheless, we report all of our
experiments with the Modified RL-NTM since it made our tasiisable.

5 Experiments

5.1 Tasks

We now describe the tasks used in the experiments. Leteablk a uniformly random symbol
chosen from(1, ..., 40}.

1. Duplicatedinput. A generic input has the formizizi1zox0w023 ... 21 12220
while the desired output i$ zoxs ...z 0. Thus each input symbol is replicated three
times, so the RL-NTM must emit every third input symbol. Tkadth of the input se-
quence is variable and is allowed to change. The input seguand the desired output
both terminate with a special end-of-sequence syriibol

2. Reverse A genericinputiscizs ...z 120 and the desired outputis,zy_1 ... xox10.

3. RepeatCopy. A generic input is mzizoxs... 20 and the desired output is
T1To...xpx1 ... 2771 ... 210, where the number of copies is givenhy Thus the goal
is to copy the inputn times, wheren can be only 2 or 3.

4. ForwardReverse. The task is identical to Reserve, but the RL-NTM is only akalto
move its input tape pointer forward. It means that a perfektt®on must use the NTM's
external memory.



A task instance is specified by a maximal valud.afcall it L,,,, ) and a maximal number of com-
putational steps that are provided to the RL-NTM. The difficlevels of the curriculum are usually
determined by gradually increasirdg although the difficulty of a RepeatCopy task is determined
by (m — 1) - Lmax + L: in other words, we consider all instances where= 2 to be easier than
m = 3, although other choices would have likely been equallyctiffe.

5.2 Training Details

The details of our training procedure are as follows:

1. We trained our model using SGD with a fixed learning rate.05@nd a fixed momentum
of 0.9. We used a batch of size 200, which we found to work b#ten smaller batch sizes
(such as 50 or 20). We normalized the gradient by batch sizediby sequence length.

2. We independently clip the norm of the gradients w.r.tRheNTM parameters to 5, and the
gradient w.r.t. the baseline network to 2. The gradientfiefRL-NTM and the gradients
of the baseline LSTM are rescaled separately.

3. We initialize the RL-NTM controller and the baseline mbdsing a spherical Gaussian
whose standard deviation is 0.1.

4. All our tasks would either solve the problem in under th@0DR0 parameter updates or
would fail to solve the problem. The easier problems reguimany fewer parameter up-
dates (e.g., 1000).

5. We used an inverse temperature of 0.01 for the differetidradlistributions. Doing so
reduced the effective learning rate of the Reinforce déviea.

6. The LSTM controller has 35 memory cells and the number ahorg addresses in the
memory module is 30. While this memory is small it has beegdanough for our exper-
iments. In addition, given that our implementation runsiimet independent of the size of
our memory and the RL-NTM changes its memory addresses métieinents of 1 and -1,
we would have obtained precisely the same results with &vgistater memory.

7. Both the initial memory state and the controller’s iditiddden states were set to the zero
vector.

5.3 Experimental Results

The number of computational steps and the length of

the maximal input for each task is given in the table, 570380+ | +qB3075CI 0EL
below: £ _ )
Task # compt. stepy Lpax ‘e Z
Duplicatedinput 60 20 %, -
RepeatCopy 50 10 % - A
Reverse 30 15 B -
ForwardReverse 30 15 % 13

With these settings, the RL-NTM reached perfect
performance on the tasks in section]5.1 with the
learning algorithm from the previous section. We

present a number of sample execution traces of the
RL-NTM in the appendix in figurdsBH9.

The ForwardReversetask is particularly interest-

ing. Figurelb (appendix) shows an execution tragggure 4:The RL-NTM solving ForwardReverse
of an RL-NTM which reverses the input sequencesing its external memory. The vertical depicts
In order to solve the problem, the RL-NTM movesxecution time. The first row shows the input (first
towards the end of the sequence without making apglumn) and the desired output (second column).
predictions, and then moves over the input sequeridie followings row show the input pointer, output

in reverse, while emitting the correct outputs one afginter, and memory pointer (with thesymbol)
at each step of the RL-NTM'’s execution. Note

that we represent the sft, . .., 30} with 30 dis-
7  tinct symbols.
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time. However, doing so is clearly impossible when

the input tape is allowed to only move forward. Un-

der these circumstances, the RL-NTM learned to use

its external memory: it wrote the input sequence into its mrand then made use of its memory
when reversing the sequence. See Figlire 4. Sadly, we habeeotable to solve the RepeatCopy
task when we forced the input tape pointer to only move fodwar

We have also experimented with a number of additional taske/tth less empirical success. Tasks
we found to be too difficult include sorting, long integer #moh (in base 3 for simplicity), and
RepeatCopy when the input tape is forced to only move forwavtiile we were able to achieve
reasonable performance on the sorting task, the RL-NTMhehan ad-hoc algorithm and made
excessive use of its controller memory in order to sort tlygieace. Thus, our results and the results
of Graves et al[[8] suggest that a differentiable memory reaylt in models that are easier to train.
Nonetheless, it is still possible that a more careful immatation of the RL-NTM would succeed
in solving the harder problems.

Empirically, we found all the components of the RL-NTM edsadrto successfully solving these
problems. We were completely unable to solve RepeatCopyerRe, and Forward reverse with
the unmodified RL-NTM, and we were also unable to solve anyhe$¢ problems at all without
a curriculum (except for small valugs,, .., such as 5). By a failure, we mean that the model
converges to an incorrect memory access pattern (sdé figh@ imppendix for an example) which
makes it impossible to perfectly solve the problem.

Finally, the ForwardReverse task had the high success fatleast 80%, judging by five suc-
cessful runs with the reported hyperparameters. Howekier,problem was found to be highly
sensitive to the choice of the hyperparameters, and fintimgood hyperparameter setting required
a substantial effort.

6 Gradient Checking

An independent contribution of this work is a simple strgtég implementing a gradient checker
for Reinforce. The RL-NTM is complex, so we needed a way offyierg the correctness of our
implementation. We discovered a technique that makes giplesto easily implement a gradient
checker for nearly any model that uses Reinforce.

The strategy is to create a sufficiently small problem instamwhere the set of all possible action
sequences is of a manageable size (such as 1000; call thid/$izThen, we would run the RL-
NTM on every action sequence, multiplying the loss and tlaelignt of each such sequence by its
probability. To accomplish this, we precompute a sequefieetions and overload the sampling
function to (a) produce said sequence of precomputed agtammd (b) maintain a product of the
probabilities of the forced actions. As a result, a forwaadgpprovides us with the probability of
the complete action sequence and the model’s loss on thimaetquence, while the backward pass
gives us its gradient. Importantly, the above change reguhat we only overload the sampling
function, which makes it easy to do from an engineering pofiview.

This information can be used to compute the exact expecteatdeand its exact gradient by iterating
over the set of all possible action sequences and taking proppate weighted sum. While this

approach will be successful, it will require many forwardges through the model with a batch
of size 1, which is not efficient due to the model’s overhead fédind it much more practical to

assemble the set of all possible action sequences into ke simigibatch, and to obtain the exact
expected loss and the exact expected gradient using ontgke $orward and a backward pass.

Our approach also applies to models with continuous acpages. To do so, we commit to very
small set of discrete actions, and condition the model'dinanus action distributions on this dis-
creet subset. Once we do so, our original gradient checkittgnique becomes applicable.

Finally, it may seem that computing the expectation oversiteof all possible action sequences
is unnecessary, since it should suffice to ensure that théaljergradient of an individual action
sequence matches the corresponding numerical gradientto Yaur surprise, we found that the
expected symbolic gradient was equal to the numerical gradf the expected reward, even though
they were different on the individual action sequencess Flappens because we removed the terms



.V log m(as|st, at™1) for r > t from the gradient estimate since they are zero in expectaBat
they are not zero for individual action sequences. If we dddé¢ terms back to the gradient, the
symbolic gradient matches the numerical gradient for thezidual action sequences.

7 Conclusions

We have shown that the Reinforce algorithm is capable ofiittgian NTM-style model to solve
very simple algorithmic problems. While the Reinforce altion is very general and is easily
applicable to a wide range of problems, it seems that legmiemory access patterns with Reinforce
is difficult. We currently believe that a differentiable appch to memory addressing will likely
yield better results in the near term. And while the Reindoatgorithm could still be useful for
training NTM-style models, it would have to be used in a maudiféerent from the one in this paper.
Our gradient checking procedure for Reinforce can be appli@ wide variety of implementations.
We also found it extremely useful: without it, we had no waybefng sure that our gradient was
correct, which made debugging and tuning much more difficult
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A. RL-NTM Execution Traces

We present several execution traces of the RL-NTM.

Explanation of the Figures: Each figure shows execution traces of the trained RL-NTM ahea
of the tasks. The first column corresponds to the input tapielam second column corresponds to
the output tape. The first row shows the input tape and theatksutput, while each subsequent
row shows the RL-NTM'’s position on the input tape and its jprtadn for the output tape. In
these examples, the RL-NTM solved each task perfectly, sptédictions made in the output tape
perfectly match the desired outputs listed in the first row.
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Figure 5: An RL-NTM successfully solving a small instance of the Regeproblem (where the external
memory is not used).
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Figure 6: An RL-NTM successfully solving a small instance of the FomiReverse problem, where the
external memory is used. This execution trace is longer tharone in figuré}. It is also less jittery, since
the trajectory of the RL-NTM shown was obtained after addiil training. We handled pointer bounds using
wraparound, which can be seen in the memory pointers in thisfi
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Figure 7:An RL-NTM successfully solving an instance of the RepeatComblem where the input is to be
repeated three times.
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Figure 8:An RL-NTM successfully solving the repeatinput task.
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2. d.=)7_.

Figure 9: An example of a failure of the RepeatCopy task, where thetitgpe is only allowed to move
forward. The correct solution would have been to copy theting the memory, and then solve the task using
the memory. Instead, the memory pointer was moving rand¢nai/shown), so the memory is not being used.
The memory access pattern is clearly incorrect, and ounilegualgorithms cannot recover from it.
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